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1. Introduction 

United States Steel Corporation Granite City ("USS Granite City") owns and operates an 
integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility in Granite City, Madison County, Illinois (ID# 
I I 9813AAI). The prior owner of this facility was National Steel Corporation. U.S. Steel 
acquired the assets of the National Steel Granite City facility on May 20, 2003. On January 25, 
1996, prior to U.S. Steel acquiring these assets of National Steel Corporation, the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency ("Illinois EPA") issued a Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration ("PSD") and Construction Penn it (Permit Number 9501000 I) (" 1996 Construction 
Pennit") to National Steel Corporation. The 1996 Consttuction Pennit authorized increases in 
the allowable production rate of iron and steel at the Granite City facility (" 1996 Project" or 
"project"). 

The requirements of the 1996 Construction Permit were subsequently included in the Clean Air 
Act Pe1mit Program ("CAAPP") (Permit Number 96030056 or "CAA PP Pe1mit") for the facility 
that was issued on March 4, 2013. USS Granite City timely appealed some of the terms of the 
CAAPP Permit. 1 

This application for a construction pe1mit revision requests certain changes to address the 
underlying issues identified in the CAAPP petmit appeal filed by USS Granite City. In addition, 
this application requests that the Illinois EPA address certain elements under the PSD 
preconstruction permitting regulations at 40 CFR § 52.21 as provided herein. 

USS Granite City also requests that Illinois EPA process the proposed revisions to the 1996 
Construction Permit in accordance with the integrated processing procedures and issue the 
revised construction permit utilizing procedures and compliance requirements that are 
substantially equivalent to those utilized for issuance of a CAAPP permit, including a public 
notice period for the revised constrnction petmit. See 35 Illinois Administrative Code (IAC) 
270.302(e). USS Granite City understands that the construction permit would then be 
incorporated into the CAA PP pe1mit by means of the administrative amendment process. 

At the time of the 1996 Construction Pennit issuance, Granite City area was designated 
nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometer or 
less ("PM IO") national ambient air quality standards ("NAAQS"). The 1996 Construction Pe1mit 
included limitations on emissions sufficient to ensure that the 1996 Project did not trigger 
applicability of the Illinois Nonattainment New Source Review ("NNSR") program codified at 
35 IAC Part 203 for oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic matter (VOM) (both as 
precursors for ozone) and PM I 0. The permit revisions requested by USS Granite City in this 
application are designed to ensure the continued non-applicability of the NNSR program to the 
1996 Project. 

No physical changes are proposed in conjunction with the requested revisions to the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

1 CAAPP Permit Appeal IPCB No. 2013-053, pending before the Illinois Pollution Control Board. 
1-1 
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1.1 Facility Information 

The USS Granite City steel mill is an integrated steel manufacturer employing raw material 
processing and preparation, iron production, steel production, and steel finishing. The steel mill 
previously produced metallurgical coke in by-product coke plant, but those operations were 
permanently idled in 2015. Coke is now purchased from the heat recovery coke batteries located 
adjacent to the steel mill, which are owned and operated by Gateway Energy and Coke 
Company, and from other sources. 

USS Granite City and certain other collocated and separately owned facilities are considered by 
Illinois EPA to be a single stationary source as that term is defined in 35 IAC 203.136 and 40 
CFR § 52.21 (b )(5). This stationary source is a major stationary source as defined by 35 IAC 
203.206 and 40 CFR § 52.2l(b)(l). Only the USS Granite City facility, and none of the 
separately owned facilities, are directly affected by the changes reflected in this permit 
application. 

1.2 Application Organization 

This application contains the following analyses and supporting information for the requested 
updates and revisions of the 1996 Construction Permit (Permit Number 950 l 000 l ). 

• Section 2 presents the overview of the requested permit revisions. 
• Section 3 presents a discussion of proposed changes to carbon monoxide (CO) emission 

limitations. 
• Section 4 contains a best available control technology (BACT) demonstration for CO. 
• Section 5 summarizes the source impacts analyses (including air dispersion modeling) for 

co. 
• Section 6 addresses the additional impacts analyses. 
• Section 7 provides details of requested changes to permit terms for particulate matter 

(PM/PM l 0) emissions and updated emissions increase analyses. 
• Section 8 addresses requested changes to permit terms for NOx emissions and updated 

emissions increase analysis. 
• Section 9 addresses requested changes to permit terms relating to the volatile organic 

materials (VOM) emissions and updated emissions increase analysis. 
• Section 10 summarizes pertinent regulatory applicability and changes thereto. 

1-2 
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2. Overview of Requested Permit Revisions 

2.1 Background on Construction Permit 

Permit Revision 

National Steel Corporation submitted an application on January 3, 1995 for a construction permit 
for a proposed increase in production at the Granite City Works(" 1995 Application"). Illinois 
EPA issued Construction Permit PSD Approval No. 950 I 000 I on January 25, 1996. The 1996 
Construction Pe1mit authorized National Steel Corporation to increase throughput and fuel use at 
the Granite City Works as follows: 

(a) The limits on total combined production of hot metal (i.e., iron) from blast furnaces A 
and B increased to 9,849 net tons per day, averaged over any calendar month, and 
3,165,000 net tons per calendar year. [Petmit Conditions 2(a)-(b), 32(a)-(c), and 34(a).] 
Previously, under Construction Permit No. 95090167, hot metal production rate had been 
limited to 7,150 net tons per day, averaged over any calendar month, and 2,609,750 net 
tons per rolling 12-month period. 

(b) The limits on total combined production of liquid steel from the Basic Oxygen Process 
Furnaces (BOFs) increased to 11,000 net tons per day, averaged over any calendar 
month, and 3,580,000 net tons per calendar year. [Permit Conditions 6(a)-(b), 32(a)-(c), 
and 34(b).) Previously, under Construction Pennit No. 95090167, liquid steel production 
rate had been limited to 8,250 net tons per day, averaged over any calendar month, and 
3,01 1,250 net tons per rolling 12-month period. 

(c) The limits on combined use of blast furnace gas (BFG) at the boilers #I through #12, 
blast furnace stoves, BFG flare # I, and ladle drying preheaters increased to 30,800 
million cubic feet (MMcf) per calendar month and 185,030 MMcf per calendar year. 
[Permit Conditions 21 (b) and 32(b)-(c).] The prescribed method of determining BFG 
usage is an assumed ratio of0.05846 MMcf per ton of hot metal produced. i [Pe1mit 
Condition 34(c).] Previously, under Construction Permit No.95090167, BFG usage had 
been limited to 21,613 MMcf per calendar month and 129,68 L MMcf per rolling 
12-month period. 

( d) The limits on combined use of fuel oil at the boilers # I through # 12, blast furnace stoves, 
BFG flare # I, and ladle drying preheaters increased to 60,000 gallons per calendar month 
and 365,000 gallons per calendar year. [Permit Conditions 21(c) and 32(b)-(c).] 
Previously, under Constluction Permit No. 95090167, fuel oil usage had been limited to 
18,000 gallons per calendar month and 113,000 gallons per rolling 12-month period. 3 

These increases in pennitted throughput and associated fuel usage resulted in increases in 
emissions from the various project-affected emissions units. The net emissions increase 

! Using this prescribed ratio, the~e limits are redundant with the hot metal production limits as BFG generation 
directly correlates with the hot metal production in the Blast Furnace and the BFG u~age limits cannot be exceeded 
without first exceeding the hot metal production limits. 
1 With this application, USS Granite City is proposing to eliminate the use of fuel oil in the project-affected burning 
units. 

2-l 
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calculations for the 1996 Project as summarized in the 1996 Construction Permit are presented in 
Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1. Summary of 1996 Construction Permit Net Emissions Increase 
Calculations 

Emissions (tons/year) 

PM PMIO NOx S02 co VOM Pb 

Project Emissions Increases -52.0 51.6 238.8 476.0 5,685.0 59.3 0.54 

Contemporaneous Decreases -58.0 -58.0 -226.5 -0.38 -23.31 -32.8 n/a 

Contemporaneous Increases 20.3 20.7 26.0 0.25 11.8 1.6 n/a 

Net Emissions Increases -89.2 14.3 38.3 475.9 5,673 28.l 0.54 

Significant Emission Rate 25 .0 15.0 40.0 40.0 100.0 40.0 0.6 

For PM, PM I 0, NOx, and VOM, the net emissions increases, including contemporaneous 
changes, were below the applicable significant emission rates for these pollutants. For Pb, the 
project emissions increase was below the significant emission rate. Finally, for SO2 and CO, the 
project resulted in net emissions increases that were greater than the significant emission rates. 
As the project was a major modification for S02 and CO, lllinois EPA and National Steel 
Corporation addressed the PSD review requirements for these pollutants in the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

2.2 General Description of Requested Permit Revisions 

USS Granite City is not requesting any changes to the monthly or annual limits on hot metal 
production rate and liquid steel production rate, nor are any changes to the scope of the 1996 
Project proposed. This application proposes the following two categories of changes. This permit 
application does not request any changes to the SO2 and Pb emission limits in the 1996 
Construction Permit, so SO2 and Pb emissions will not be discussed further. 

2.2.1 Requested Changes Relating to CO Emissions Rates 

The 1996 Project was a major modification for CO and was subject to PSD review for this 
regulated NSR pollutant. As summarized below, USS Granite City is requesting revisions to 
certain permit terms arising from this PSD review. 

For CO, as discussed in detail in Section 3 of this permit application, the primary changes are 
requested increases in the permitted emissions from burning of BFG and natural gas. The 
emission limits in the 1996 Construction Permit were based upon information in the 1995 
Application, which was based on published emission factors and other literature information. 
However, actual emissions testing data generated since the original PSD application was 
submitted and updated literature information indicate that corrections to the emission factors and 
corresponding limits are necessary and appropriate. Because these revisions are not necessitated 
by any action taken subsequent to the 1996 Project, these changes are considered revisions to the 
original PSD permit based upon better emissions information; accordingly, updates to the 
substantive PSD reviews presented in the 1995 Application are provided in Sections 4, 5 and 6 
herein. In addition, revisions are requested with respect to certain other permit terms in order to 
improve operational flexibility and to clarify compliance demonstration requirements. 

2-2 



R002158

USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

2.2.2 Requested Changes Relating to PM, PM10, NOx, and VOM Emissions 

The 1996 Construction Pe1mit includes a number of emission limitations and other pe,mit 
conditions that are not explicitly required by any regulation. These emission limitations and 
permit conditions were included in the pe1mit in order to restrict the potential to emit ("PTE") of 
certain operations at the Granite City Works and to memorialize non-applicability detenninations 
under the PSD and NNSR pennitting programs with respect to net emissions increases of PM, 
PM I 0, NO:-., and VOM resulting from the 1996 Project. 

The annual emission limitations for major processes and activities at the Granite City facility 
listed in Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Permit, referred to herein as "emissions caps," address 
the PTE and limit the net emissions increases of PM, PM I 0, Pb, NOx, and VOM to less than the 
corresponding applicability thresholds (the "significant emission rates") under the PSD and 
NNSR permitting programs. 

USS Granite City is not requesting any material revisions to the PM and PM IO emissions caps as 
part of this permit application. The only requested changes to the 1996 Construction Permit that 
are pe11inent to emissions of these pollutants are minor revisions to certain permit terms as 
follows: 

• Reorganization of the emissions caps, consistent with changes that Illinois EPA made 
when issuing the CAAPP permit in 2013, to shift minor material handling activities to a 
separate "material handling" emissions cap. 

• Addition of numerous monitoring, testing, and recordkeeping requirements. 

These requested changes will clarify compliance demonstration requirements, improve 
operational flexibility, and enhance the enforceability of the emissions caps. The specific 
requested changes to permit terms relating to PM and PM IO emissions are discussed in Section 7 
herein. 

USS Granite City is requesting increases in BOF Shop NOx and VOM emissions caps which are 
based upon updated emission factors infonnation and not related to any post-1996 Project 
changes at the source. USS Granite City is also requesting revisions to gaseous fuel usage limits 
for natural gas and blast furnace gas. 4 In addition, as with pe,mit terms relating to PM and PM I 0 
emissions, USS Granite City is requesting changes to certain other pennit te,ms that were 
established for NOx and VOM. These changes will clarify compliance demonstration 
requirements, improve operational flexibility, and enhance the enforceability of the emissions 
caps. The specific requested changes to permit terms relating to NOx and VOM emissions, 
respectively, including demonstrations that the net emissions increase for these pollutants remain 
below the corresponding significant emission rates, are discussed in Sections 8 and 9 herein. 

2.2.3 "Source Obligation" Provisions of PSD and NNSR Rules 

The emissions caps for PM, PM I 0, NOx, and VOM in the 1996 Construction Permit and certain 
other pe1mit tenns, and the resultant restrictions on PTE, appear to have been deemed by Illinois 

~ In 2015, USS Granite City shut down Coke Oven Batteries A and B. This change eliminated coke oven gas as 
process fuel at the plant necessitating higher natural ga<; u,age for Boilers 11 and Boiler 12 at the site. This natural 
gas usage increase is also being addressed in this permit revision application. 

2-3 
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EPA to be necessary to prevent the 1996 Project from being a major modification. 5 Because the 
requested revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit include increases in the NOx and VOM 
emissions caps, as well as changes to certain other permit terms that could allow increases in PM 
and PM IO emissions, the following "source obligation" provisions of the PSD and NNSR are 
pertinent to this permit application: 

At such time that a particular source or modification becomes a major stationary source 
or major modification solely by virtue of a relaxation in, or expiration of, any enforceable 
limitation which was established after August 7, I 980, on the capacity of the source or 
modification otherwise to emit a pollutant, such as a restriction on hours of operation, 
then the requirements of this Part shall apply as though construction had not yet 
commenced on the source or modification. 35 IAC 203.2IO(b). 

At such time that a particular source or modification becomes a major stationary source 
or major modification solely by virtue of a relaxation in any enforceable limitation which 
was established after August 7, 1980, on the capacity of the source or modification 
otherwise to emit a pollutant, such as a restriction on hours of operation, then the 
requirements or paragraphs (j) through (s) of this section shall apply to the source or 
modification as though construction had not yet commenced on the source or 
modification. 40 CFR § 52.2l(r)(4). 

In Sections 7-9 of this permit application and in Appendix B of this permit application, USS 
Granite City presents updated net emissions increase calculations for PM, PM l 0, NOx, and 
VOM. These updated calculations demonstrate that the changes to permit terms requested by 
USS Granite City will not trigger after-the-fact PSD or NNSR permitting for emissions of PM, 
PM l 0, NOx, or VOM under the " source obligation" provisions because the project is not a major 

modification for these pollutants. 

2.2.4 Enforceability of PTE Restrictions 

As noted above, USS Granite City is proposing to retain the monthly and annual limits on hot 
metal production rate and liquid steel production rate; all of the PM and PM l 0 emissions caps; 
and certain NOx and VOM emissions caps in the 1996 Construction Permit. As discussed in 
greater detail in Sections 8-9 of this permit application, USS Granite City also is proposing that 
the NOx and VOM emissions caps for the BOF shop and certain other units in the 1996 
Construction Pennit as identified herein be revised and that the revised permit include 
appropriate monitoring, testing, and recordkeeping requirements. Collectively, under the 
following provisions in the pertinent definitions in the PSD and NNSR rules, these proposed 
limitations and permit terms will restrict the PTE of the affected emissions units: 

Any physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, 
including air pollution control equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the 
type or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated as part of its 

:; USS Granite City does not agree with this interpretation. The definitions of"major modification" and related 
provisions in the PSD and NNSR rules in effect in 1996 were based on increases in actual emissions, except m the 
narrow circumstances where the emissions unit at issue had not begun normal operations at the time of the project. 
See, e.g., 56 Fed. Reg. 27630 (June 14, 1991 ). Nonetheless, for purposes of this permit application, USS Granite 
City has demonstrated that the 1996 Project is not a major modification even under use of what U.S. EPA refers to 
as the "actual-to-potential" test. 

2-4 



R002160

USS Granite City Works 

design only if the limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally 
enforceable. 35 IAC 203.128. 

Petmit Revision 

Any physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, 
including air pollution control equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the 
type or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated as part of its 
design if the limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally enforceable. 
40 CFR § 52.21(b)(4).6 

Under the provisions above, what is required for restricting PTE is that the limits be enforceable 
as a practical matter. 7 Practical enforceability is a matter of technical judgment of the permitting 
authority Illinois EPA but there is a substantial body of policy and precedent regarding 
prefen·ed forms for emissions caps that are enforceable as a practical matter. These policies can 
be summarized as follows: 

• If not used to restrict emissions over a period shorter than one year, emissions caps 
should be expressed in terms of tons per year on a 12-month rolling sum basis or on a 
more frequent basis. 

• If the emissions cap will cover multiple activities or emissions units, the pe1mit should 
require at least monthly emissions calculation and recordkeeping. 

• The permit should prescribe methods of calculating actual emissions for each unit and 
each pollutant and should prescribe how monitoring and recordkeeping of relevant 
parameters will be used in those calculations. 

• Where the permit prescribes an emission factor to be used in conjunction with operational 
data in demonstrating compliance, the petmitting authority should describe the basis for 
its dete1mination that the emission factor is representative. 

• Where the pe1mit requires development and use of a site-specific emission factor to be 
used in conjunction with operational data in demonstrating compliance, the pe1mit should 
prescribe the method by which the emission factor will be developed, such as through 
performance testing with a specified frequency. 

Two recent and significant examples of these policies are U.S. EPA's final agency actions in 
issuing the permits for construction of a drilling operation in the Beaufort Sea off the N011h 
Coast of Alaska in March 2012 and installation of new stationary reciprocating internal 

1
' Although the federal PSD regulation a~ codified at 40 CFR § 52.21 (b)(4) continue to 111clude the component term 
"federally enforceable," thi~ criterion was vacated by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit in 1995. 
Chemical Ma1111fact11rers A.H'111 · EPA, 70 F.3d 637. Federal case law and U.S. EPA policy now suggest the 
provision should be interpreted to mean, "federally enforceable or legally and practicably enforceable by a state or 
local air pollution control agency." See, e.g., 67 Fed. Reg. 80186 at 80191; sec, also, U.S. v. Questar GM Mgmt. 
Co., No. 2:08-CV-167 (D. Utah, May 11, 2011). 
• See e.g., Administrative Order, In 1/,e Mauer of Orange Recyc/111g and Ethanol Prod11ctio11 Facilio ·. Pe11cor­
Masada O.n•11ol. LLC, Petition No.: 11-2000-07, C.T. Whitman, U.S . EPA Administrator, May 2, 2001, upholding 
use of annual emis-;ion cap-; with a roll mg cumulative total methodology and rejecting petitioners' "concern that the 
permit appears to rely on after-the fact monitoring, rather than engineering practices, test data, or vendor 
guarantees" to establish restriction-. on PTE. U.S. EPA based its findings on the fact that "(i]fthe source has no 
room to operate under the PTE ltmnmg emissions cap, it must cease operation or face a violation" and that "all PTE 
limits rely on after the fact monitoring of some kind." 
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combustion engines at an existing power plant in Arizona in December 2018. 8• 9 The Alaska 
permit, issued by U.S. EPA Region IO. includes annual emissions caps for NOx and CO, with 
compliance determined on a 365-day rolling sum basis, and annual emissions caps for SO2 and 
greenhouse gases, with compliance determined on a 12-month rolling sum basis. The Arizona 
permit, issued by the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality pursuant to a 
delegation of authority from U.S. EPA, includes an annual NOx emissions cap with compliance 
determined on a 12-month rolling sum basis. Copies of the Alaska and Arizona documents 
referred here are provided in Appendix E. 

Each of these permits includes some emissions units for which the emission factor used to 
quantify that unit' s contribution to the emissions cap over a particular time period is directly 
prescribed in the permit and also some emissions units for which the permit prescribes the 
method by which the emission factor will be developed. In each instance where the emission 
factor is directly prescribed in the permit, this approach was used because the permitting 
authority detennined the emission factor to be sufficiently representative of actual emissions, 
provided that required monitoring of operating parameters shows the process and control device 

to be operating within ranges or conditions established during the permitting process. (For 
example, in the Alaska permit, the NOx and CO emission factors for periods when the control 
devices are operating assume control efficiencies of 90 percent and 80 percent, respectively; in 
the Arizona permit, the NOx emission factor for engine startup events, during which the air 
pollution control equipment does not operate, is based on the estimate provided by the engine 
manufacturer.) In each instance where emission factors are developed through site-specific 
testing subsequent to permit issuance, the permit carefully prescribes the testing conditions that 
will be followed, the frequency of that testing, and the calculations to be used to derive the 
emission factor. 

The approach proposed by USS Granite City with respect to the PM, PM 10, NOx and VOM 
emissions caps to be used in any revised Construction Permit No. 950 I 000 I, including the 
proposed revised emissions limitations and compliance demonstration requirements discussed in 
detail in Sections 7-9 of this permit application, is consistent with this policy and precedent. 

8 In ,-e: Shell Offshore, Inc .. OCS Permit No. RIO OCS0J0000, OCS Appeal Nos. 11-05, 11-06 & 11-07. Mar. 30, 
2012. Docket available on the U.S. EPA internet web site at 
https:l/yosemite.epa.govloa/EAB Web Docket.nsft77355bee I a56a5aa85257 l I 400542d23,f24b9734e6894b938525 

7958006dad34!OpenDocument (last accessed Aug. 28, 2019). 
9 /11 re: Tucson Electric Power, PSD Pe1111it No. 1052, PSD Appeal No. 18-02. Dec. 3, 2018. Docket available on 
the U.S. EPA internet web site at 
https://yosemite.epa.gov/oa/EAB Web Docket.nsfn7355bee I a56a5aa8525711400542d23/64a78401 0e968b9b8525 
83050073ebe5!OpenDocument (last accessed Aug. 28, 2019). 
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3. Changes to CO Emission Limitations 

This section describes the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit requested by USS 
Granite City pertaining to CO emissions rates for fuel burning emissions units. These requested 
changes are not based upon any post-1996 Project changes but are based on the updated 
infonnation regarding CO emission factors for gaseous fuels. As outlined later in this section, 
adjustments to the CO emission rates are proposed. The proposed changes to the CO emissions 
factors and CO emission rates for gaseous fuels do not change the applicability of PSD review. 

3.1 Process Background and Project 

Blast furnace gas (BFG) is a byproduct of the blast furnace operation and is used as fuel in the 
process. The blast furnaces produce molten iron from iron ore pellets through a reduction 
reaction with metallurgical coke. In this reaction, carbon monoxide (CO) is fo1med along with 
other gases and rises to the top of the blast furnace. At the top of the blast furnace, the BFG that 
is generated in the furnace is collected and routed to a BFG pretreatment system. BFG has 
heating value (80-110 Btu/scf) and is preferentially used as fuel in the stoves to heat the cold 
blast air for the blast furnace. BFG is also used as a fuel in the boilers at the USS Granite City 
facility. Any excess BFG is combusted in a flare. 

Each blast furnace has a set of three stoves that combust BFG and supply hot blast air to the blast 
furnace. 

As explained earlier, BFG is also used as fuel in the boilers used to produce steam for use at the 
site, including steam to power the fans that supply blast air to the blast furnaces. Two of these 
boilers - Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 were in existence at the time of the 1996 Project and are 
covered by the 1996 Construction Pe1mit. Both boilers and stoves also use supplemental natural 
gas. 

The 1996 Project involved increases in the production rate for the blast furnaces and 
corresponding increases in BFG generation and usage as outlined in subsection 2.1. The CO net 
emissions increase from the 1996 Project was significant and the project was subject to PSD 
review with respect to this pollutant. In the 1995 Application, on page 1-3, National Steel 
Corporation noted that the existing boilers were not undergoing any changes as part of the 
project. Therefore, pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.21 (j)(3), these emissions units were not subject to 
BACT requirements. In terms of the fuel burning emissions units, the BA CT-affected operations 
listed in the 1995 Application were the blast furnace stoves, the ladle drying preheaters, and the 
ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters. Of these emissions units, both the ladle 
d1ying preheaters and the ancillary units (tundish dryers and other heaters) at the continuous 
casters use only natural gas. 

3.2 1996 Construction Permit Requirements 

Table 4 of the 1996 Construction Pennit contains the CO emission limitations for the fuel 
burning emissions units affected by the Project. Table 3-1 of this permit application presents 
infonnation from Table 4 of the 1996 Construction Permit pertaining to the CO emissions 
limitations from 'ce11ain fuel burning emissions units,' i.e., Boiler 11, Boiler 12, Blast Furnace 
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Flare 1, Blast Furnace Stoves, ladle drying preheaters, and continuous casters. •0• 
11 A copy of the 

1996 Construction Permit is provided in Appendix D of this permit application. 

The 1996 Construction Permit also set CO emissions limitations for processes affected by the 
Project. No changes are being proposed to the CO emission limitations for the BOF electrostatic 
precipitator ("ESP") Stack in Table 2 of the 1996 Construction Permit. 

Table 3-1. Table 4 of 1996 Construction Permit CO Limitations for Gaseous Fuels 
Burning 

Fuel Used for Boilers, Stoves, Emission Factor (lb/MMcf) Maximum Emissions (tons/year) 
Flare, Ladle Drying Preheaters, 
and Ancillary Fuel Burning 
Units at the Continuous Casters 
Natural Gas 40 22.90 

Blast Furnace Gas 13.7 1,267.46 

3.3 Updated CO Emission Factors for Gaseous Fuels 

For natural gas combustion, the CO emission factor included in the 1996 Construction Permit 
was from Chapter 1.4 AP-42 as updated in August 1982. The U.S. EPA revised Chapter 1.4 of 
AP-42 in July 1998 and updated the CO emission factor for natural gas combustion to 84 lb per 
million cubic feet. For natural gas combustion in Boiler 11, Boiler 12, blast furnace stoves, ladle 
drying preheaters, and ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters, the updated CO 
emission factor has been used to calculate the CO emission rates in this permit application and in 
the requested proposed revisions to the permit. 

As previously explained, BFG is combusted in the boilers and blast furnace stoves at the site 
(excess BFG is combusted in the flares). The CO emission factor for BFG burning in the 1996 
Construction Permit was from the U.S. EPA 's AIRS 1990 database (WebFIRE). However, based 
on recent performance tests for boilers burning BFG, engineering evaluations of BFG burning in 
blast furnace stoves, and updates to AP-42 Section 13.5, this factor is not representative. Updated 
CO emission factors for BFG burning in the blast furnace stoves, Boiler 11, Boiler 12, and Blast 
Furnace Flare I are being proposed for purposes of this revision to the CO emission rates. The 
proposed CO emission rates are as follows: 

• Based on the information regarding CO emission rates from another blast furnace stove, 
and engineering evaluations of BFG burning in blast furnace stoves at USS Granite City, 

10 The 1996 Construction Permit omits the ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous caster under Table 4. 
However, emissions from fuel combustion at these units are appropriately accounted for in the natural gas 
combustion rates. 
11 The 1996 Construction Permit also included limits for fuel oil combustion. However, as noted in footnote 3 of this 
permit application, USS Granite City has ceased fuel oil combustion in the affected units and is proposing to delete 
from the permit the provisions relating to fuel oil combustion. 
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the CO emission factor for burning of BFG in the blast furnace stoves is 322 pounds per 
million cubic feet. 12 

• Based on CO stack testing performed at Boiler 11 and Boiler 12, the emission factor for 
burning of blast furnace gas is 32 pounds per million cubic feet. 13 

• The CO emission factor for the Blast Furnace Flare I is calculated using CO 
concentration of 24 percent in BFG and a efficiency of 98 percent. 14 15 This results in a 
CO emission factor of 350 pounds per million cubic feet. 

Table 3-2 presents the updated maximum annual CO emissions from burning of fuel in the blast 
furnace stoves, Boiler 11, Boiler 12, Blast Furnace Flare I, ladle drying preheaters, and ancillary 
fuel burning units at the continuous casters. Emissions calculations for CO are provided in 
Appendix B of this pe1mit application. 

Table 3-2. Proposed CO Limitations for Gaseous Fuels Burning 

Fuel Used for Boilers, Stoves, Flare, Ladle Drying Maximum Emissions (tons/year) 
Preheaters, and the Ancillary Fuel Burning Units at the 
Continuous Casters 
Natural Gas 83 
Blast Furnace Gas 19,260 

3.4 CO PSD Review Requirements 

As previously explained, the 1996 Project was subject to PSD review for CO because the CO net 
emissions increase was greater than the significant emission rate of I 00 tons per year. Sections 4 
through 6 of this pe1mit application address the proposed changes to the CO emission factors for 
gaseous fuel burning under the PSD review requirements of 40 CFR §§ 52.2l(j) through (o), to 
the extent applicable. 

3.5 Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to CO 
Emissions for Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

As part of this application for revision to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS Granite City is 
proposing the following revisions to the emission limitations and other permit terms relating to 
CO emissions from the 1996 Construction Permit Condition. 

12 CO emission factor for AK Steel Dearborn I Severstal Dearborn Michigan permit for C Blast Fu mace Stoves in 
the PTI 182-05C was specified as 328.9 lb/MMcf of BFG. See 
https: 1www.deg.state.m1.u~1aps.'downloadsJpermitsifinpticon •'2005 182-05C.pdf (accessed on January 29, 2020). In 
addition, USS Granite City evaluated CO emissions from the blast furnace stove stacks using non-reference method 
to compare against data from other furnaces. The Granite City Works blast furnace stoves stack configuration did 
not allow for application of a reference method for estimating CO emissions. Therefore, as part of an engineering 
evaluation, USS used a non-reference method to collect CO concentration in the ">love stack exhaust. 
13 Boiler 11 tests were conducted in July 2011. Boiler 12 tests were conducted in May 2011. 
i-1 Data from the quarterly BFG component analyses for 2019 for USS Granite City shows CO concentration in BFG 
ranging from 20% to 22°'<!. 
15 U.S. EPA's Co111pilario11 of Air Pol/11ta111 Em1ssio11 Fae/or~. AP-42. Volume 1: S1atio11wy Point a11d Arca Sources, 
Section 13.5, April 2015 ("Properly operated flares achieve at least 98 percent de1>truction efficiency in the flare 
plume"). 
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3. 5. 1. 1 Proposed CO Emission Limitations 

USS Granite City proposes the inclusion of Condition 22.b in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit as follows. 

22.b Total CO emissions.from burning of blast.furnace gas and natural gas in the blast 
furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11, Boiler 12, ladle drying preheaters, ancillary 
fuel b11rning units at the continuous casters, and blast.furnace gas flare No. 1 
shall not exceed 19,343 tons per year based on a monthly rolling I 2-month total. 

As the CO emission limitation is to be incorporated in Condition 22 itself, USS Granite City also 
proposes to delete the CO emission limitations in Table 4 of the 1996 Construction Permit as 
they would be redundant. 16 

3.5. 1.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
Requirements 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitations under Condition 22.b of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

(a) In order to update or verify the CO emission factors for Boilers 11 and 12, the Permittee 
shall conduct periodic stack tests for Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 stacks. 

(b) Use CO emission factors from the performance tests to determine CO emission rates 
from Boiler 11 or Boiler 12. 

(c) For Blast Furnace Stoves (BFG), use CO emission factor of 322 lb/MMcf. 
(d) For Blast Furnace Flare I (BFG). use CO emission factor of 350 lb/MMcf. 
(e) For natural gas, use CO emission factor of 84 lb/MMcf. 
(f) Use the following equations for determining monthly CO emissions from the specified 

emissions units. 

For Boilers 11 and Boiler 
12 CO (tons/month) 

For Blast Furnace Stoves 
CO (tons/month) 

For Blast Furnace Flare I 
CO (tons/month) 

For ladle drying 
reheaters tons/month 

For ancillary fuel burning 
units at the continuous 
casters tons/month 

= ((CO (lb/MMcf of BFG) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Gas 
Use (MMcf/month))+ (CO (lb/MMcf of NG) from Stack test 
x Natural Gas Use MMcf/month ..;- 2000 lb/ton 

= ((CO (lb/MMcf of BFG) emission factor x Blast Furnace Gas 
Use (MMcf/month))+ (CO (lb/MMcf of NG) emission factor 
x Natural Gas Use MMcf/month : 2000 lb/ton 

=-- ((CO (lb/MMcf of BFG) emission factor x Blast Furnace Gas 
Use (MMcf/month) )+ (CO (lb/MMcf of NG) emission factor 
x Natural Gas Use MMcf/month : 2000 lb/ton 

= CO (lb/MMcf of NG) emission factor x Natural Gas Use 
MMcf/month : 2000 lb/ton 

= CO (lb/MMcf of NG) emission factor x Natural Gas Use 
(MMcf/month) : 2000 (lb/ton) 

16 USS is also proposing a fuel usage limitation for the fuel burning emissions units. This limitation is listed under 
the NOx section of this application. 
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For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of fuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11, 
Boiler 12, ladle drying preheaters, ancillaiy fuel burning units at the continuous casters, 
and blast furnace gas flare No. I. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
e1mss1ons. 
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4. Best Available Control Technology for CO 

In accordance with 40 CFR § 52.21 U)(3), the BACT requirement applies for each regulated NSR 
pollutant for which the major modification resulted in a significant net emission increase at the 
source. This requirement applies to certain emission units that are undergoing "a physical change 
or change in the method of operation in the unit." As previously noted, Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 
were not subject to BACT as there were no physical changes or changes in the method of 
operation of these units. 

4.1 Historical BACT Evaluation 

In the 1995 Application, National Steel provided a CO BACT analysis for the blast furnace 
stoves, the ladle drying preheaters, and the continuous casters as outlined below. 

(a) The blast furnace stoves combust BFG and use good combustion practices. Use of CO 
add-on control technology options included direct combustion in a flare, thermal 
oxidation, and catalytic oxidation. National Steel rejected the add-on controls for CO for 
stoves as technically infeasible. Therefore, good combustion practices was determined to 
be BACT for this operation. 

(b) The ladle drying preheaters and continuous casters use NG fuel, which is inherently 
lower emitting practice. No add-on controls were demonstrated for these operations. 
Therefore, the use of NG was determined to be BACT. 

Illinois EPA released a "Project Summary for Proposed Issuance of a Construction Permit" in 
November 1995 along with public notice of the draft permit for the 1996 Construction Permit. 
This document included a section "Additional Requirements for Major Projects" that addressed 
BACT requirements for the 1996 Project. BACT for CO was determined to be use of 'work 
practice' standards. Specifically, Illinois EPA stated the following with respect to CO BACT. 

The requireme11ts <.?f PSD include a demo11stratio11 that best available control technology 
(BACT) will be used for SO2 and CO emissio11s at affected units, an analysis ~fair 
quality impacts, and an analysis of the impacts ~[the project on visibility, vegetations 
[sic}, and soils. The Agency has determined that these requirements have bee11 met. 

GCD [Granite City Division of National Steel} has shown that work practices used for 
S02 and CO constitute BACT as used by other steel mills for these pollutants. {emphasis 
added] 

4.2 Updated BACT Evaluation 

USS Granite City is not proposing any changes to the BACT requirements for CO emissions 
from the burning of fuels in the subject fuel burning emissions units, i.e., the blast furnace 
stoves, blast furnace flare I, ladle drying preheaters, and ancillary fuel burning units at the 
continuous caster in conjunction with the proposed revisions of the CO emission factors. 

The proposed change involves revisions to the CO emission limits for the blast furnace stoves, 
Boiler 11 and 12, ladle drying preheaters, blast furnace flare No. I, and continuous casters. For 
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the proposed revisions to the permit limits, an updated CO BACT evaluation for these emission 
units, consistent with 40 CFR § 52.210)(3), is presented below. 17 

4.2.1 BACT General Approach 

This section presents a proposed BACT analysis for the subject units for CO. 

4.2.1.1 Best Available Control Technology Definition 

The definition of BACT at 42 U.S.C. § 7479(3) is as follows: 

The term "best a11ailable co11trol technology" means llll emission limitatio11 based on the 
maximum degree <?lreductio11 <f each pol/11ta11t subject to regulation 11mler this chapter 
emitted.fiwn or which results.fi·om any major emitti11g.fi1cility, ll'hi<-h the permitting 
awhority, 011 a case-by-case basis, taking into account energy, e11viro11me11tal. and 
economic impacts and other costs, determines is achiemble.fhr such _l(1cility through 
application <~(productio11 processes and available methods, .\ystems, a11d techniques. 
includingfuel cleaning, clea11.fi1els, or treatment or i1111ol'Cltive.fi1el combustion 
techniques.fhr control<~( each such pollutant. /11 no eve11t shall applicatio11 of "best 
available control technology" result i11 emissions ofa11y pol/111a11ts which II ill exceed the 
emissions allowed by any applicable standard established pursuant to sectio11 141 I or 
7 412 <?( this title. Emissions .fi·mn any source utilizing clean.fi1e/s, or any other means, to 
comply with this paragraph shall not be allmved to increase above /e11els that would lull'e 
been required under this paragraph as it existed prior to November 15. /990. 

The regulatory definition of BACT at 40 CFR § 52.21 (b )( 12) is similar. 

4.2.1.2 Methodology for the BACT Analysis 

In a memorandum dated December I, 1987, the U.S. EPA stated its preference for a "top-down" 
analysis. 18 U.S. EPA outlined the BACT dete1mination methodology following the top-down 
approach. 19 Accordingly, the BACT analyses presented in this application utilize the top-down 
approach. Under the "top-down" approach, progressively less stringent control technologies are 
analyzed until a level of control considered BACT is determined, based on the most effective 
control option that is dete1mined to result in acceptable environmental, energy, and economic 
impacts. More specifically, the top-down BACT analysis methodology consists of five steps as 
follows: 

I. Identify all "available" control options that might be utilized to reduce emissions of the subject 
pollutant for the type ofunit subject to BACT. 

17 Even though Boilers 11 and 12 did not undergo 'any physical change or change in the method of operation' as 
part of the 1996 Project, this permit revision application conservatively assumes these emissions units are subject to 
BACT for CO as part of the proposed CO emis~ions limitations revisions. 
18 Memorandum from J.C. Potter to the Regional Administrators; U.S. EPA, Office of Air and Radiation; 
Washington, D.C.; December I, 1987. 
19 See: 1990 New Source Rel'iel1' Workshop Mm111uf. DRAFT at page B.2. (Environmental Appeals Board in Prairie 
Stale Generating Station, PSD Appeal No. 05 05, August 24, 2006, in footnote 2, noted that "(t]he NSR Manual ha..; 
been used as a guidance document in conjunction with new ~ource review workshops and training, and as a guide 
for state and federal permitting officials with re,pect to PSD requirements and policy. Although it is not a binding 
Agency regulation, the NSR Manual has been looked to by this Board as a statement of the Agency's thinking on 
certain PSD issues.") 
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2. Eliminate those available options that are technically infeasible to apply to the specific unit 
under consideration. 

3. Rank the remaining feasible control options by control effectiveness. 

4. Evaluate economic, energy and/or environmental impacts of each control option as applied to 
the subject units, rejecting those options for which the adverse impacts are inappropriate. 

5. Based on the most effective control option not rejected in Step 4, select an emission limit or 
work practice standard as BACT, reflecting the level of control continuously achievable with 
the selected control option. 

4.2.1.3 Baseline Emission Rate 

As used in the BACT analyses presented herein, the term "baseline emission rate" refers to the 
legal floor established in the definition of BACT, i.e., applicable standards under 40 CFR parts 
60 and 61. 

4.2.1.4 Available Control Options 

In the first step of the BACT analysis, all potentially "available" control strategies are identified 
for further consideration. In the context of the first step of a top-down BACT analysis, U.S. 
EPA' s guidance describes "available" control strategies as: 

Available control options are those air pollution control technologies or techniques with 
a practical potential for application to the emissions unit and the regulated pollutant 
under evaluation. w 

In the BACT analyses herein, the term "available" is used, consistent with the U.S. EPA 
guidance, to refer to any control strategy that is potentially applicable to the source type in 
question (i.e., a technology or control option that has a practical potential for application to the 
source category in general). These may include fuel cleaning or treatment, inherently lower 
polluting processes, and end of pipe control devices. All identified control strategies that are not 
inconsistent with the fundamental purpose and basic design of the proposed facility are listed in 
this step. 

The second step of the BACT analysis addresses source-specific or unit-specific factors that 
would prevent an otherwise available technology from being applied in the particular case. The 
criteria for "technical feasibility" are separate and distinct from the criteria used to determine 
whether a control option is considered to be "available" for purposes of BACT. 

4.2.1.5 BACT Technical Feasibility Criteria 

In the second step of a top-down BACT analysis, potentially available control strategies are 
evaluated for technical feasibility. A technically feasible control strategy is one that has been 
demonstrated to function efficiently on an emissions unit that is identical or similar to the 
emissions unit under review. 21 For the purposes of assessing technical feasibility of an add-on 

!O See: 1990 New Source Rel'iew Workshop Manual. DRAFT, at page B.5. 
JI See, Preve11tio11 of Sig11ifica11t Deterioralio11 Workshop Ma1111af, EP A-450/2-80-081, October 1980, at pp. l-B-6 

through l-B-7. 
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control technology, the detennination of whether an emissions unit should be considered to be 
identical or similar is usually based on the physical and chemical characteristics of the gas 
stream to be controlled. An add-on control technology applicable to one emissions unit may not 
be technically feasible for application to an apparently similar unit depending on differences in 
physical and chemical gas stream characteristics, and rejection of a control option based on 
technical infeasibility for BACT purposes is appropriate if "it is uncertain the control device will 
work in the situation cunently undergoing review. "22 

For control strategies that are not demonstrated, the analysis of technical feasibility is somewhat 
more involved. Two key concepts are important in determining whether an undemonstrated 
technology is feasible: "availability23

" and "applicability." A technology is considered 
"available" if it can be obtained by the applicant through commercial channels or is otheiwise 
available within the common sense meaning of the term. An available technology is "applicable" 
if it can reasonably be installed and operated on the source type under consideration. A 
technology that is both available and applicable is technically feasible. 

4.2.2 Purpose and Design of Subject Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

The fundamental purpose of the subject fuel burning emissions units is to provide heat and steam 
needs for the plant operations preferentially using the by-product BFG fuel that is produced at 
the facility. These objectives are met by burning BFG in the blast furnace stoves and Boilers 11 
and I 2. Any excess by-product BFG unable to be used is flared through the No. I Flare. Natural 
gas is burned in blast furnace stoves and Boiler 11 and Boiler I 2 as supplemental fuel and in the 
ladle drying preheaters and ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters. In accordance 
with U.S. EPA guidance, alternative raw materials, production processes, or products that would 
be inconsistent with these fundamental objectives would impennissibly redefine the source and 
are not a part of the BACT analyses presented herein. 24 

4.2.3 CO BACT Analysis 

This section presents the CO BACT analysis for the subject fuel burning emissions units. CO 
emissions from these units result primarily from incomplete combustion during the firing of BFG 
and natural gas. Therefore, the most direct approach for reducing these emissions is efficient 
combustion in the fuel burning emissions units, i.e., appropriate combustion temperatures, 
adequate excess air, and good air/fuel mixing during combustion. Measures taken to reduce the 
fo1mation ofNOx during combustion can increase CO emissions. In particular lowering 
combustion temperatures through staged combustion to reduce NOx emissions can be 
counterproductive with regard to CO emissions. 

4.2.3.1 CO BACT Baseline 

There are no federal emissions standards applicable to CO emissions from the fuel burning 
emission units. 

!J See, PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance.for Greenlw11.1c: Gases, EPA-457'B-11-00 I, March 2011, at p. 34. 
~l In Step 2 of a top-down BACT analysis, the term "availability" has a different meaning than the term "available" 
m Step I. Control strategies that are not "available" in Step I are not considered in Step 2. 
~.i See: 1990 Nell' Source Rel'iew Workshop Ma1111al. DRAFT, at page B.13. 
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4.2.3.2 Step 1- fdentify Available CO Control Options 

Based on a review of recent BACT determinations in U.S. EPA's RBLC database and other 
literature survey, the control options (individually and in certain combinations) that are being 
used to limit CO emissions from emissions units burning gaseous fuels include: 

• CO Oxidation Catalysts; 
• Thermal Incineration; 
• Work Practice Standards, including fuel selection and good combustion practices. 

CO oxidation catalysts have previously been applied to natural gas fired boilers located in CO 
and/or ozone nonattainment areas but are primarily used on large combustion turbines. The 
oxidation catalyst is typically a precious metal catalyst (e.g., platinum) that has been applied over 
a metal or ceramic substrate. The catalyst lowers the activation energy for the oxidation of CO so 
that it is oxidized at lower flue gas temperatures (range of 650 - I, 100 °F). The CO removal 
efficiency in natural gas-fired systems is typically greater than 90 percent. 

Other technology used for the control of CO for other sources include thermal incineration. 
Incineration requires the exhaust gas containing CO to be heated up to a temperature sufficiently 
high enough (> 1300 °F) to thermally destroy CO. Typical methods used include regenerative 
thermal oxidizers, recuperative incinerators, and direct flame incinerators. These devices are 
typically employed to control sources with high levels of CO and VOM requiring less 
supplemental fuel for reheating the exhaust gas. Additionally, the exhaust gas CO concentrations 
from these devices would be similar to that expected from a gaseous fuel combustion device with 
good combustion design and operation. 

Good combustion practices, as the name implies, are based upon maintaining good fuel/air 
mixing, a proper fuel/air ratio, and adequate time at an appropriate combustion temperature. 
These practices are part of the routine operation of the units, as maintaining good combustion 
practices is essential to the plant for efficient use of fuel. 

4.2.3.3 Step 2- Eliminate Technically Infeasible CO Control Options 

Technical feasibility of the CO emissions controls, identified in Step I, for the subject gaseous 
fuel burning emissions units, is presented in this section. 

Blast Furnace Stoves 
Exhaust temperature for the blast furnace stoves is around 500 °F. In addition, there is significant 
variability, both in exhaust flow and temperature, due to cycling of the individual stoves when 
switching from blow to heat steps. Also, CO concentration in the stove exhaust is relatively low 
at less than 0.3%. As the lower explosive limit for CO is 12.5%, the exhaust from the blast 
furnace stoves will not have enough CO to combust in thermal incineration. 25 Exhaust 
temperature is also below the operating range for CO oxidation catalyst. Use of end-of-the-pipe 
control such as thermal incineration or CO oxidation catalyst at blast furnace stoves poses risks 
arising from operating conditions that have not been encountered for units where these 
operations are used. Such an application will result in potential backpressure on the stoves that 

?S See https;//www.indi.ci.com/training/general-gas-educationllel-of-combustible-gas/ (last accessed January 3, 
2020). 
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will cause undesirable combustion conditions within the stoves. As previously explained, blast 
furnace stoves operate in cycles. This results in non-steady-state operations and variable exhaust 
temperature and tlow rates adversely affecting perfo1mance of any add-on CO emissions 
controls. There are no known applications of add-on CO controls to the blast furnace stove 
exhausts. Therefore, add-on controls are technically infeasible for the blast fumace stoves. 

Boilers I I and Boiler 12 
CO concentration in the boilers exhaust is relatively low at less than 0.02%. Application of a 
thermal oxidizer is technically infeasible to control CO emissions at such low concentration. The 
exhaust temperatures for Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 are around 340 °F. These exhaust temperatures 
are also below the required temperature for effective catalyst oxidation. In addition, BFG 
contains sulfur resulting in SO2 emissions. Presence of SO2 in the flue gas would be 
accompanied by SO2 to SO3 conversion in the CO oxidation catalyst. The presence of SOJ, as 
well as other contaminants present in BFG, would degrade CO oxidation catalyst reliability and 
performance unacceptably. There are no known applications of add-on CO controls to boilers 
firing BFG. Therefore, add-on controls are technically infeasible for this application. 

Other Fuel Burning Emissions Units 
The No. I Flare, ladle drying preheaters, and fuel burning units at the continuous casters do not 
have specific stacks but exhaust through building ventilation. It is not feasible to enclose the 
ladle drying preheaters and fuel burning units at the continuous casters as the vessels need to be 
moved using overhead cranes in the building. Therefore, use of post-combustion control devices, 
such as CO oxidation catalyst, are not technically feasible for these operations. 

4.2.4 Steps 3 & 4- Rank and Evaluate CO Control Options 

No add-on control devices options are technically feasible for CO emissions from the fuel 
burning emissions units. The only remaining control option is to follow good combustion 
practices. No further evaluation is necessa1y. 

4.2.5 Step 5 - Establish CO BACT 

Based on the information presented above, USS Granite City proposes use of work practice, i.e., 
good combustion practices, as BACT for the subject fuel burning emissions units. This is 
consistent with the BACT dete1mination made by Illinois EPA in issuing the 1996 Construction 
Pe,mit. 
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5. CO Source Impact Analysis (Including Dispersion 
Modeling) 

In accordance with 40 CFR §§ 52.21 (k) through (m), requirements to conduct ambient air 
impacts analysis apply to a major modification for pollutants which are subject to PSD review. 
The 1996 Construction Permit included PSD requirements for CO as the project was a major 
modification for CO. The proposed changes to the CO emission factors for gaseous fuels will 
result in increases in short term (pounds per hour) emission rates for various fuel burning 
emissions units at the facility. The air impacts analysis for the proposed CO emission factors 
changes for gaseous fuels is provided in Appendix C of this application. This analysis includes 
all of the CO emitting operations at the USS Granite City facility (including certain units that 
were constructed since 1996 i.e., Cogeneration Boiler) and offsite sources in the area. Results of 
this analysis confirms that the cumulative ambient impacts for CO remain below the applicable 
NAAQS. 
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6. Additional Impacts Analyses for CO 

An additional impacts analysis was perfonned consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 
§ 52.21 (o) to detennine potential air emissions impacts on soils, vegetation, visibility, and 
growth as part of this application. The I 996 Project was a major modification for CO as its 
increase was in excess of the PSD significant emission rates. This application addresses revisions 
to some of the CO emission limitations for certain fuel burning emissions units and therefore, 
CO emissions are considered in the additional impacts analyses. 

6.1 Soils and Vegetation Surveys 

The only pollutant included in this analysis of the potential impaitment to soils is CO. The 
results of this analysis show that no material impainnent will occur as a result of the proposed 
revisions. 

6.1.1 Soil Survey 

Over 66,000 acres sun-ounding the Granite City site were evaluated for the soils analysis using 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture ("USDA") Natural Resource Conservation Service Web Soil 
Survey application. The area evaluated encompasses parts of Madison and St. Clair Counties in 
Illinois and a portion of St. Louis County in Missouri. 26 As presented in Table 6-1, the primary 
soil type in this area is some variety of silt clay or sandy loam or silty clay loam. These soils 
account for over 70 percent of the total acreage in the study. The types of soil in significant 
quantities around the facility include Tice-Fluvents, Landes-Fluvents, Shaffton-Fluvents. The pH 
of these soils ranged from 5.0 to 7.0. 

~~ Source of data: U.S. Department of Agriculture. Natural Re!.ource Con<;ervation Service, Custom Soil Re~ource 
Report. February 18, 2020. 
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Table 6-1. Major Soil Types in Study Area 
Cation 

Exchange 

Percent of 
Capacity 

Map Unit Name Acres Total 
pH (CEC) 

(milliequivalen 
ts per 100 

2rams ofsom 
Darwin silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes 7,542.3 16.39% 7.1 32 

Landes very fine sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent 3,870.60 8.41 % 6.9 9.4 

slooes, occasionallv flooded 
Beaucoup silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 3,473.80 7.55% 7 20 

Nameoki silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 2,731.80 5.94% 6.8 19.5 

frea uentlv flooded 
Orthents loamy 2,415.5 5.25% 6.5 10.5 

Shaffton clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 2,222.60 4.83% 5.8 20 

occasionallv flooded 
Shaffton-Fluvents-Urban land complex, 0 to 2 1,684.30 3.66% 5.6 16.2 

percent slopes occasionallv flooded 
Fults silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 1,585.80 3.45% 6.7 21.3 

occasionally flooded 
Worthen silt loam 1,496.9 3.25% 6.8 16. l 

Rocher loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, frequently 1,460.50 3.17% 7.8 7.8 

flooded 
Landes-Fluvents-Urban land complex, 2 to 5 1,323.70 2.88% 6.9 9.4 

oercent slooes, occasionallv flooded 
Dupo silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 1,314.1 2.86% 6.6 26.8 

occasionallv flooded 
Nameoki-Flu vents-Urban land complex, 0 to 2 1,215.40 2.64% 6.7 20 

percent slopes, occasionallv flooded 
Menfro silt loam 1,173.2 2.55% 6 16 

Tice silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 1,164.90 2.53% 6.8 19 

occasionallv flooded 
Sylvan-Bold silt loams I, 108.3 2.41 % 7.1 16 

Fishpot-Urban land complex, 0 to S percent 944.1 2.05% 6.5 14.2 

slooes, rarelv flooded 
Dozaville silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 930.6 2.02% 6.6 13.3 

occasionallv flooded 
Other soil types 8,367.3 18.18% 5.6-8.0 5.8-31.6 

The cation exchange capacity ("CEC") is the total amount of extractable cations that can be held 
by the soil, expressed in terms of milliequivalents per I 00 grams of soil at neutrality or a pH of 
7.0. Soils having a low CEC hold fewer cations and may require more frequent applications of 
fertilizer than soils having a high CEC. The ability to retain cations reduces the hazard of ground 
water pollution. The CEC of the types of soil in significant quantities in the study range from 8.0 
to 31.0 milliequivalents per I 00g soil. 

The USDA considers a significant part of this land to be prime farmland. Additional land would 
be considered prime farmland if drained and/or protected from flooding. Further, the USDA soil 
survey rated all of the soil types listed in Table 6-1 as having somewhat or very limited use for 
recreational activities such as camping, paths and trails, picnic areas, and playgrounds. None of 
the total study area is identified as having unlimited recreational value. 
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6.1.2 Vegetation Survey 

The natural vegetation located in these counties is primarily deciduous forest consisting of oaks, 
hickoty, eastern white and red pine, ash, and cottonwood varieties.27 According to a 201 7 U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Forests of Illinois survey, approximately 21 % of Madison County is 
forest land. 28 

Information provided in the 2012 USDA Census reports for Illinois was used to identify 
commercial vegetation in the study area. 29 The major crops are presented in Table 6-2. As 
shown, approximately 60 percent of the land included in the study area is used for harvested 
crops. Of this total, 26 percent is used for com for grain and 29 percent is used for soybeans. 
Other crops, each harvested from less than 3 percent of the harvested area include forage, wheat 
for grain, and vegetables. Specific locations for the farms for these harvested crops are not 
provided in the Census reports. 

Table 6-2. Land Use for Commercially Significant Crops 

Ve2etation Area (Acres) 
Com 121,675 
Wheat 16,331 
Forage 7,145 
Sovbeans 137,628 
Vegetables 2,331 
Total Crooland 285,110 
Total Land Area of Study 

- - 474,240 

6.2 Pollutant Impacts on Soils and Vegetation 

As explained in Section 5 and Appendix C of this pennit application, ambient CO impacts from 
the 1996 Project and the proposed revisions to the CO limitations are below the primary CO 
NAAQS. CO emissions, at ambient impact concentrations, are not known to cause any soils or 
vegetation impacts. 30 However, elevated CO may produce some impacts such as epinasty, 

~
7 Forest Inventory and Analysis. Design and Analysis Toolkit for Inventory and Monitoring web application, 

Version November 30, 2018 10.0 c9ded9d. St. Paul, MN: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern 
Research Station. Available only on internet: https: , www.fs.fed.us/emc/rig1DATIM/index.~html (last accessed 
February 26, 2020). 
18 Forests of Illinois 2017, httm,:1 www.nrs.fs.fed.u!,ipubsJ55799 (last acce~sed on February 26, 2020). 
19 20 l 7 Census of Agriculture, Illinois State and County Data, 
https:1,www.nass.usda.gov•'Publicat ions, AgCensu!>i20171Online Re~ourcec;:County Profiles.1Ill in01s.lcp 171 l 9.pdf 
(last accessed on February 26, 2020). 
10 Secondary NAAQS provide public welfare protection, including protection against decreased visibility and 
damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings [httl)s:1/www.eJ)~ov/criteria-air-pollutanh/naa9-;-table (last 
accessed on November 27, 2019)). The U.S. EPA revoked the secondary NAAQS for CO in 1985 noting that 
"[ c ]arbon monoxide is a normal constituent of the plant environment. Plant!; can both metabolize and produce CO. 
This may explain the fact that relatively high levels of CO are nece'>sary before damage occurs to vegetation. The 
lowest level for which significant effect~ on vegetation have been reported i~ 100 ppm for 3 to 35 days. The effect 
observed in thi~ study was an inhibition of nitrogen fixat ion in legume~. Since CO concentrations of this magnitude 
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chlorosis, and abscission. However, plant injury occurs at concentration over I 00 ppm which is 
well over the CO primary NAAQS. 31 As noted in Section 5 and Appendix C, CO impacts from 
the facility are well below the CO primary NAAQS. Therefore, no adverse soil and vegetation 
impacts are expected from this permit revision request. 

In addition, CO emissions do not contribute to formation of the particulate that causes visibility 
impairment. 32 Finally, USS Granite City is an existing facility and the 1996 Project did not cause 
any quantifiable growth impacts due to additional industrial, commercial, or residential growth in 
the area. 

are rarely if ever observed in the ambient air, it 1s very unlikely that any damage to vegetation will occur from CO 
air pollution. No other effects on welfare have been associated with CO exposures at or near ambient levels. 
Because no standards appear to be requisite to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 
effects from ambient CO exposures, EPA is rescinding the existing secondary standards." 50 Fed. Reg. 37484, 
September 13, 1985. 
31 "The Effects of Air Pollutants on Vegetation and the Role of Vegetation in Reducing Atmospheric Pollution," 
lu 1 iana Florentina Gheorghe and Barbu Ion, September 26, 2011, hups: //www.intechopen.com/books/the-impact-of­
air-pol I ution-on-health-economy-environment-and-agricultural-sources/the-effects-of-air-pollutants-on-vegetation­
and-the-role-of-vegetation-in-reducing-atmospheric-pollu (last accessed on February 26, 2020). 
31 https://www.epa.gov/visibility/basic-information-about-visibility (last accessed on November 3, 2019). 
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7. Proposed Changes to Permit Terms for PM and 
PM10 Emissions Increases Analyses 

This section describes the proposed changes to the 1996 Const111ction Pennit requested by USS 
Granite City related to PM and PM IO emissions and provides a demonstration that, even with the 
requested revisions, the 1996 Project would still not be a major modification under the PSD 
program at 40 CFR § 52.21 with respect to emissions of PM and under the NNSR program at 35 
IAC Patt 203 with respect to emissions of PM I 0. 31 The net emissions increase calculations for 
PM and PM 10 from the 1995 Application submitted by National Steel Corporation are 
reproduced in Appendix B of this pe,mit application. 

7.1 1996 Construction Permit Applicability and 
Requirements 

Table 7-1 summarizes the provisions from the 1996 Construction Pennit pe1taining to PM and 
PM IO emissions limitations from the project-affected emissions units. A copy of the 1996 
Construction Pe1mit is provided in Appendix D of this application. 

Table 7-1. Construction Permit Conditions Addressing PM and PM10 

Permit Requirements 
Condition 
5 Emissions from Blast Furnace operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables 1 and 5. 

18 Emissions from the BOF Shop operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables 2 and 5. 

20 Emissions from the continuous casting operations shall not exceed the limits in Tables 3 and 5 

22 Em issions from the listed fuel combustion units shall not exceed the limits in Tables 4 and 5. 

The annual PM and PM 1 0 emissions caps I isted in Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Permit are 
presented in Table 7-2 below. These annual PM and PM IO emissions caps cover all emissions 
units associated with the four main processes or activities at the USS Granite City facility (as 
listed in Table 7-1). Each emissions cap is calculated as the sum of the unit-specific emissions 
limitations in Tables I through 4 of the 1996 Construction Pennit, plus the listed PTE estimates 
for ce1tain roadways and material handling activities at the facility. 

1
·
1 At the time of 1996 Con~truction Permit, the Granite City area was designated as nonattainment for PM 10 

NAAQS. 
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Table 7-2. PM and PM10 Emissions Information from Table 5 of 1996 
Construction Permit 

Processes and Activities Emissions Caps (tons/year) 

PM PMlO 

Blast Furnace Operations 218 194 

BOF Shop Operations 510 451 

Continuous Casting Operations 7 1 7 1 

Certain Fuel Combustion Units 273 273 

Roadways 27 27 

Material Handling 2 2 

Total I, JOI 1,018 

The PM and PM l O emissions caps restricted the PTE of the project affected-emissions units. The 
project emissions increases for PM and PM l O were calculated by subtracting pre-project actual 
emissions (August 1992 to July 1994, 24-month period) from the PTE as restricted by the 
limitations in the 1996 Construction Permit. Table 6 of the 1996 Construction Permit 
summarized the net emissions increases from the project and summarized Illinois EPA's 
determination that the project was not a major modification with respect to PM or PM 10 
emissions. Because the net emissions increases for PM and PM l O were below the applicable 
significant emission rates, these pollutants were not subject to PSD or NNSR review. 

7 .2 Pre-Project Actual Emissions for 1996 Project 

This section presents the pre-project actual emissions and proposed updates/revisions to some of 
the PM and PM 10 emission factors. Corrections to the emissions factors are the result of updated 
information available regarding some of the operations affected by the project as discussed in 
Section 7.2.2 below. 

7 .2.1 Historical Throughput Rates 

The PM and PM IO net emissions increase calculations presented in Table 6 of the 1996 
Construction Permit were based on calculations provided by National Steel Corporation in 
Tables 3-4, 3-5, and 3-7 of the construction permit application. Those tables from the prior 
construction permit application are reproduced in Appendix B to this permit application. 

The pre-project annual emissions were calculated using the same production and operating rates 
as the 1995 Application shown in Table 7-3. 

Table 7-3. Pre-Project Production and Operating Rates for PM and PM10 

Parameters Units 1995 Anolication 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/year 2,059,557 

Blast Furnace Charein l! Charge Material tons/year 2,803,241 

BOF Shoo Molten steel tons/vear 2,413,406 

Combined BFG Combustion MMcf/vear 121,039 

Combined NG Combustion MMcflvear I, 145 
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7.2.2 PM and PM10 Emission Factors Basis and Revisions 

USS Granite City has reviewed the PM and PM 10 emission factors used to calculate pre-project 
actual emissions from the project-affected emissions units based on stack testing and updated 
literature-based infonnation. As a result of this review, emission factors for two operations were 
revised as described below. The updated pre-project actual emissions for PM and PM 10 for the 
project are presented in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6 of this pennit application, respectively; 
explanations are provided in the following paragraphs. 

7.2.2.1 A&B Blast Furnace Charging Fugitive Emissions (PM10 Revised) 

The Blast Furnace charging fugitive PM emissions were calculated using the emission factor of 
0.0024 lb/ton from the U.S. EPA's AIRS 1990 database (WebFIRE). For PMIO, the 1995 
Application assumed PM IO was the same as PM. However, based on particle size distribution 
data in AP-42 Table 12.5-2, which indicates 51 % of PM is PM I 0, the PM 10 emission factor for 
this operation was revised. The updated PM IO emission factor is 0.0012 lbiton. 

7.2.2.2 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Stack (Baghouse) Emissions (No 
Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnaces Casthouse (baghouse) stack as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using the 
design outlet concentration of 0.010 grains per dry standard cubic foot in the baghouse exhaust 
gas and an exhaust gas flow factor of 49,000 dry standard cubic feet per ton of hot metal. PM 10 
was assumed to be same as PM. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.3 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor Emissions (PM10 
Revised) 

The Blast Furnace Casthouse roof monitor actual emissions were calculated using the AP-42 
Section 12.5 Table 12.5-1 PM emission factor of 0.6 lb per ton for the uncontrolled casthouse. A 
95% capture efficiency, which has been recognized by U.S. EPA as representative for this source 
type, 34 was applied for the A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse capture systems. Based on the particle 
size distribution in AP-42 Table 12.5-2, 51 % of PM was assumed to be PMIO. The PMIO 
emission factor was revised to cotTect an arithmetic error in the 1995 Application. The new 
PM IO emission factor is 0.0 I 53 lb/ton vs 0.0155 lb/ton in the 1995 Application. 

7.2.2.4 A&B Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnaces Iron Spout baghouse stack as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were based on an emission 
factor of 0.02548 lb per ton of hot metal. All PM was assumed to be PM I 0. This emission factor 
appears to have been developed based on the results of stack testing conducted in 1992. No 
changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

14 See, for example, "Technology Review for the Integrated Iron and Steel NESHAP," memorandum from D.L. 
Jones, U.S. EPA, er al., to the Integrated Iron and Steel (ll&S) Residual Risk and Technology Review (RTR) ProJect 
File, May I, 2019. Available in the electronic docket at www.re1:t1lations.govldocument'?D EPA-HO-OAR-2002 -
0083-0964. 
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7.2.2.5 Blast Furnace Slag Pits Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnaces slag pits as presented by 
National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using an emission factor of 
0.00417 lb per ton of hot metal. This emission factor is the sum of PM and PM l 0 emissions rate 
of 0.0026 lb per ton for slag quenching (derived from EPA assessment) for slag quenching and 
0.00157 for slag transfers (using AP-42 Section 13.2.4 equation for aggregate handling). For 
purposes of emissions calculations, PM was assumed to be same as PMIO. No changes are 
necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.6 BOF ESP Stack (BOF 2 Vessels) Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the BOF ESP stack as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using data from the stack tests conducted 
during 1989 to 1993 timeframe on the BOF ESP exhaust. PM and PM 10 was assumed to be 
identical for this operation. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2. 7 BOF Roof Monitor Emissions (No Change) 

The BOF roof monitor actual emissions were calculated using the infonnation from AP-42 
Chapter 12.5 and AIRS database. For pre-change actual PM and PM IO emissions, National Steel 
used 90% capture efficiency during the charging and tapping steps and 99% capture efficiency 
during the refining step for the BOF operations. A detailed description of the baseline roof 
monitor PM and PM t 0 emission factors is provided in Appendix C of the 1995 Application. For 
the BOF operations, per particle size distribution in AP-42 Table 12.5-2, 67% of PM is PM 10. 
No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7. 2. 2. 8 Desu/furization Station & Transfer Pit Baghouse Stack Emissions (No 
Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Desulfurization Station and Transfer Pit Baghouse stack 
as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using an 
emission factor of 0.03721 lb per ton of hot metal. No new infonnation is available that would 
require any revisions to this emission factor. 

7.2.2.9 Hot Metal Charging and Ladle Skimming Stack Emissions (No 
Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Hot Metal Charging and Ladle Skimming Baghouse 
stack as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using 
an emission factor of 0.005 lb per ton of hot metal. No new infonnation is available that would 
require any revisions to this emission factor. 

7.2.2.10 Argon Stirring & Material Handling Tripper Baghouse Stack Emissions 
(No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Argon Stirring and Material Handling Tripper Baghouse 
stack as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using 
an emission factor of 0.00417 lb per ton of steel. No new infonnation is available that would 
require any revisions to this emission factor. 
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7.2.2.11 Deslagging Station & Material Handling Baghouse Stack Emissions 
(No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Deslagging Station and Material Handling Tripper 
Baghouse stack as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were 
calculated using an emission factor of 0.00355 lb/ ton of hot metal. No new information is 
available that would require any revisions to this emission factor. 

7.2.2.12 Caster Mold Process Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Caster Mold as presented by National Steel Corporation 
in the 1995 Application were calculated using the emission factor from the Illinois EPA 1991 
EIS PM/PM IO repo1t. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.13 Continuous Caster Spray Chamber Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Continuous Caster Spray Chamber as presented by 
National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using the emission factor 
from a stack test in the 1980s. PM and PM 10 emissions are assumed to be identical. No changes 
are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.14 Slab Cut Off Casters Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Slab Cut Off Casters as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using the emission factor from the Illinois 
EPA 1991 EIS PM/PM IO repo1t. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.15 Slab Ripping Casters Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Slab Ripping Casters as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using the emission factor from the Illinois 
EPA 1991 EIS PM/PM IO repo1t. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.16 Fuel Burning Emissions Units Emissions (Revised for NG) 

The pre-project actual emission for various fuels used in certain fuel burning emissions units 
affected by the project were calculated using the emission factors presented in Table 7-4. 

Table 7-4. PM and PM10 Emission Factors for Fuel Burning 

Fuel Emission Factor and Units Basis 
Blast Furnace Gas 2.9 lb/MMcf AIRS 1990 
Natural Gas 1.9 lb/MMcf (re1 ised) AP 42 Table 1.4-2 (Based on updated AP-

42 mformation) 
Fuel Oil (Slww11fl,r historical 9. 72 lb/I 000 gallon AP-42 Page 1.3-2 
p1117mses. USS Granite City 110 
/011rzer lJ!a11.1· to mefuef oil.) 

7.2.2.17 Iron Pellet Screen Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Iron Pellet Screen were revised to be based on AP-42 
Chapter 11.19.2 for crushed stone screening under Table 11.19.2-2. A control efficiency of 85% 
was applied for this operation. 
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7.2.2.18 BOF Hopper Baghouse Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the BOF Hopper baghouse stack were based on transfer 
point calculations using AP-42 Chapter 13.2.4 for aggregate handling. A control efficiency of 
99.9% was applied for the baghouse used in this operation. No changes are necessary for this 
emission factor. 

7.2.2.19 Flux Conv and Transfer Points Baghouse Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Flux Conv and Transfer Points baghouse stack were 
based on transfer point calculations using AP-42 Chapter 13.2.4 for aggregate handling. A 
control efficiency of 99.3% was applied for the baghouse used in this operation. No changes are 
necessary for this emission factor. 
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Table 7-5. Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project PM Emission Factors for 
Affected Emissions Units 

[mission Poin1CaJ Emission Factors(bl l 'nits Ba.~is Baseline Emissions (TP\') 
Ori2inal Correcled Ori2inal Corrected 

A & B Blast Furnace Casthousc Fugitives 0.031 0.031 lb:ton of hot metal No chan11.e 31.92 31.92 
A & B Blast Furnace CharJ?ing 0.0024 0.0024 lb/ton of material No chani:e 3.36 3.36 
A & B Blast Furnace Casthousc Bal!house 0.07026 0.07026 lb/ton of hot metal No change 72.35 72.35 
Blast Furnace Slag Pits 0.00417 0 .00417 lb/ton of hot metal No change 4.29 4.29 
Iron Snout Bal!housc 0.02548 0 .02548 lb/ton of hot metal No change 26 24 26.24 
Blast Furnace Operations 138.17 /38./7 
BOF 2 Vessels 0.16 0.16 lb,'ton of steel No change 193.07 193.07 
HOF Rool'Monitor 0.428 0.428 lb/tun of steel No change 516.72 51672 
lksulfuri~ation Station (inside HOF shop] & lb/ton of hot metal No change 
Transfer Pit 0.03721 0.03721 38.32 38.32 
Hut Metal Charning Ladle Sia!! Skimmer 0.00502 0.00502 lb/ton of hot metal No change 5.17 5.17 
BOF Sl,op Operatio11s 753.]8 753.28 
Argon Stirrin!! #I & #2 Material Handline Triooer 0.00715 0.00715 lb/ton of steel No change 8.63 8 63 
Deslairning Station & Matcrial HS 0.00355 0.00355 lb/ton of steel No change 4.28 4.28 
Caster Mold - Caskrs # 1 & #2 0.006 0 006 lbiton of steel No change 7.24 7.24 
Continuous Casters #I & #2 - Sora\ Chamber 0.00852 0.00852 lbiton of steel No change 10.28 l0.28 
Slah Cutoff Casters #I & #2 0.0071 0.0071 lb/ton of steel No change 8.57 8.57 
Slab Riooinl! Casters #I & #2 0.00722 0 00722 lb/Ion of steed No change 8.71 8 71 
Continuous Costing Operations 47.71 47.71 
Combined BFG in sto1 cs. B 11 & B 12. ladle drying lb/MMcf No change 
prchcatcrs. and BFG flares 2.90 2.90 175 SI 175 51 
Combined NG in slm cs. B 11 & B 12. ladle di) ing lb/MMcf Note ,c1 

prchcatcrs. and BFG flares 5 10 1.90 2.92 1.09 
Combined FO in s101 cs. B 11 & B 12. ladle di') ing lb/Mgal Nu change 
on:heaters. and BFG flares 9 72 9.72 0 08 (l.08 
Certain F11el Burninz Units 178.51 176.68 
Iron Pellet Scrcent•J 0.00279 0.00375 lb/ton of material Note(dl 3.91 5.26 
BOF Hoooer BaghouscM 0.00032 0.00032 lb/ton of steel No change 0.39 0.39 
Flux Com·. & Transfer Points Bin Floor - 8OF1• 1 0.0016 0.0016 lb/ton of stce I No change 1.93 1.93 
Material Handlin!! Ooerations at BF and BOF 6.23 7.57 
Total l,/13.'I0 1,123.42 

(a) Emission unit groupings have been revised slightly: The idcntilicd line items associated with material handling operations were grouped with the blast rumacc operations or BOF shop 
in the 1996 Construction Permit. 

(b) Except as noted in subsequent sections of this permit application. the same emission factors used to calculate pre-project actual emissions arc also used to calculate post-project actual 
emissions. The BOF Roof Monitor is a notable exception. as the 1996 Project included measures to improve PM control ctlicienc) 

(c) Updated Al'-42 emission factor for natural gas combustion. 
(d) Calculatt:d using Al'-42 .:mission factor for crushcd stone. assuming 85°1, control eflicicncy. 
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Table 7-6. Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project PM10 Emission Factors for 
Affected Emissions Units - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Emission PointC•> Emission Factors1b> l 'nits Basis Baseline Emissions ff PY) 
Orieinal Corrected Ori2inal Corrected 

A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Fugitives lb/ton of hot metal Correction to 
0.0155 0.0153 calculation 15.96 15.76 

A & B Blast Furnace Charging 0.0024 0.0012 lb/ton of material Note C<> 3.36 I 68 

A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Ba11.house 0.07026 0.07026 lb/ton of hot metal No change 72.35 72.35 

Blast Furnace Slag Pits 0.00417 0.00417 lb/ton of hot metal No change 4.29 4.29 

Iron Spout Bae.house 0.02548 0.02548 lb/ton of hot metal No change 26.24 26.24 

Blasl Furnace Ooeralions 122.21 120.32 
BOF 2 Vessels 0.16 0.16 lb/ton of steel No change 193.07 193.07 

801-' Roof Momtor 0.287 0.287 lbiton of steel No change 346.20 346.20 

Dcsulfunzation Station [inside BOF shool & Transfer Pit 0 03721 0.03721 lb/ton of hot metal No chan11c 38..32 38.32 

Hot Metal Char11ing Ladle Slae. Skimmer 0.00502 0.00502 lb/ton o f hot metal No chane.e 5.17 5.17 

BOF Shop Operations 582.76 582.76 
Argon Stirring# I & #2 Material Handling Triooer 0.00715 0.00715 lb/ton of steel No change 8.63 8.63 

Desla11.gin11 Station & Material HS 0.00355 0.00355 lb/ton of steel No chan11e 4.28 4 .28 

Caster Mold - Casters Ill & #2 0.006 0.006 lb/ton of steel No chan11e 7.24 7.24 

Continuous Casters #I & 112 - Spray Chamber 0.00852 0.00852 lb/ton of steel No change JO 28 10.28 

Slab CutotTCasters Ill & #2 0.0071 0.0071 lb/ton of steel No change 8 57 8.57 

Slab R1nnin11 Casters #1 & #2 0.00722 0.00722 lb/ton of steel No chan11e 8.71 8.71 

Continuous Castine Ooerations 47.71 47.71 
Combined BFG m stoves. B 11 & B 12. ladle drying lb/MMcf No change 

preheaters. and BFG flares 2.90 2.90 175.51 175 51 

Combined NG in stoves. 811 & 812. ladle drying lb/MMcf Note Cd) 

oreheatcrs. and BFG flares 5. 10 1.90 2.92 1.09 

Combined FO in sto,·es. Bl I & B12. ladle drying lb/Mgal No change 

oreheaters. and BFG flares 9.72 9.72 0.08 0.08 

Certain Fuel Burnine Units 178.51 176.68 
Iron Pellet Screen (a> 0.00279 0,00131 lb/ton of material Note t•I 3.91 1.83 

BOF Hooocr Baghouse 1•l 0.00032 0.00032 lb/ton of steel No change 0.39 0.39 

Flux Conv. & Transler Points Bin Floor - BOF (>I 0 .0016 0.0016 lb/ton of steel No change 1.93 1,93 

Material Hand/inf! Ooerations at BF and BOF 6.23 4./5 

Total 937.42 93/.62 
(a) Em1ss1on umt groupings have been revised sl1ghtl~ The 1dent1fied line uems associated with material handling operations were grouped with the blast t"urnace operations or BOF shop m the 1996 

Construction Penmt 
(b ) Except as noted m subsequent sections of1h1s permit applicauon. the same cm1ss1on factors used to calculate pre-project actual em1ss1ons are also used to calculate post-proJect actual emissions The ROI' 

Roof Monitor 1s a notable except ton, as the 1996 Project included measures to 1ml)row PM 10 control etlic,ency 
(c) Applied PM to PMIO rallo from AP-42. Chapter 13.2.4 
(d) Updated AP-42 cm,ssmn factor for natural gas combustion. 
(e} Calculated using AP-42 emission factor for crushed stone. assuming 85% control ellic,ency 
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7.3 Post-Project PM and PM10 Emissions Caps 

As noted in Sections 2.2.2 through 2.2.4 herein, and as discussed further below, for each 
pollutant, the project emissions increase and/or net emissions increase from the 1996 Proj eel was 
calculated using the difference between the pre-project actual emissions (August 1992 to July 
1994, 24-month period) and the post-project emissions cap for each major operational group of 
affected emissions units. The post-project emissions caps and emissions increases from the 1996 
Project, respectively, were listed in Tables 5 and 6 of the 1996 Construction Pennit. 

This Section 7.3 presents a discussion of the post-project PM and PM 10 emissions caps and a 
summary of the updated emissions increase calculations for the 1996 Project, reflecting the 
proposed changes to the emissions caps. Section 7.4 of this pennit application presents a 
summary of the updated net emissions increase calculations and Section 7.5 of this pe1mit 
application presents the pennit te1ms proposed by USS Granite City for purposes of ensuring the 
emissions caps are enforceable as a practical matter. 

The proposed emissions caps for the project-affected emissions units were developed by USS 
Granite City using the operating rates shown in Table 7-7. Other than the natural gas usage, 
which is proposed to increase, and the oil usage, which is proposed to be deleted entirely, these 
rates are unchanged from the operating rates in the 1996 Construction Pennit. USS Granite City 
shut down Coke Oven Batteries A and B in 2015. The shutdown of the Coke Plant eliminated 
coke oven gas as process fuel at the plant for use in various fuel burning units. This requires use 
of additional natural gas for the project affected fuel burning units at the site. The natural gas 
usage increase is also being addressed in this pe1mit revision application. 

Table 7-7. Projected Post-Project Operating Rates for PM and PM10 

Parameters Units Post Project Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/year 3,165,000 

I BOF Shop Molten steel tons/year 3,580,000 
, Combined BFG Combustion MMcf/year 185,030 

Combined NG Combustion MMcf/vear 1,980 
Combined Oil Combustion n/a 0 

A comparison of the PM and PM IO emissions caps from Table 5 of the 1996 Construction 
Pennit and the proposed revisions to these emissions caps is provided in Table 7-8. USS Granite 
City is proposing only non-material changes to these emissions caps as pai1 of this pe1mit 
application. (The changes are primarily attributable to the redistribution of the emission caps. 
including establishment of a separate emissions cap for ce11ain material handling operations, in 
the facility's CAAPP permit issued by Illinois EPA.) Detailed emissions calculations are 
provided in Appendix B. 

The proposed revisions to the post-project PM and PM IO emissions caps reflect three categories 
of changes: conections of ce11ain emission factors used to calculate both pre-project and post-
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project emissions, as shown in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6 herein; 35 changes to post-project 
operating rates as shown in Table 7-7; and changes to emissions unit groups for certain material 
handling operations, as discussed in footnote (a) of both Table 7-5 and Table 7-6 herein. A 
separate group for material handling mirrors the approach taken by Illinois EPA in the CAAPP 
permit for the USS Granite City facility. 

Table 7-8. PM and PM10 Emissions Caps 

Processes and Activities Emissions Caps (TPY) from Proposed Revised Emissions 
Table 5 of 1996 Caps (TPY) 

Construction Permit 
PM PMlO PM PMlO 

Blast Furnace Operations 2 18 194 212 185 

BOF Shop 510 45 1 506 448 

Continuous Casting Operations 71 71 71 7 1 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 273 273 272 272 

Roadways 27 27 27 27 

Material Handling 2 2 2 2 

Material Handling Operations at BF and BOF 12 6 
(New group accounts for emissions from 
material handling operations previously 
grouped under the BF and BOF Shop 
operations) 
Total I, IO I 1,018 1,102 1,011 

Updated project emissions increase analyses for PM and PM 10, reflecting proposed revisions to 
the emissions increase calculations in Table 6 of the 1996 Construction Permit, are provided in 
Table 7-9. This table incorporates the effects of the corrected pre-project emission factors and 
annual emissions as shown in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6 and the requested updates to the emissions 
caps as shown in Table 7-8. In addition, adjustments to the emissions caps reflect reorganization 
of material handling operations affected by the project under a separate operational group for 
Material Handling Operations at BF and BOF (like the approach in the CAAPP Permit). 

)j In the 1995 Application, for post-project PM and PM IO emissions from the BOF roof monitor, National Steel 
proposed lower emission factors reflecting the implementation of measures to improve capture and control 
efficiency in the BOF shop. Illinois EPA agreed with this proposal, incorporated the lower emission factors into the 
1996 Construction Permit, and recognized the PM and PMIO emission reductions in the netting analyses for these 
pollutants. No changes are proposed by USS Granite City to the post-project PM and PMl0 emission factors for the 
BOF roof monitor. 
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Table 7-9. PM and PM10 Project Emissions Increase Analyses 

Processes and Activities Pre-Project Proposed Revised Change (TPY) 
Actual Emissions Emissions Caps 

(TPY) (TPY) 
PM PMIO PM PMIO PM PMIO 

Blast Furnace Operations 138 120 212 185 74 65 

BOF Shop 753 583 506 448 -247 -135 

Continuous Casting Operations 48 48 71 71 23 23 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 177 177 272 272 95 95 

Material Handling Operations at BF and 8 4 12 6 4 2 
BOF 
Total -50 50 

7.4 Changes to Net Emissions Increases for PM and PM10 

As patt of the requested revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS is also requesting an 
update to the analysis for net emissions increases in emissions of PM and PM l O for the 1996 
Project. Table 7-10 shows the updated net emissions increases calculations for PM and PM l 0 
based on the updated project emissions increase calculations shown in Table 7-9. This table also 

• incorporates several changes to the netting analysis based on corrections to the contemporaneous 
period: 

• The contemporaneous period for PM IO emissions from the project was established using 
the definition in 35 IAC 203.208.36 The start of the contemporaneous period was January 
4, 1990, five years prior to the date of submittal of a timely and complete application on 
January 3, 1995. The end of the contemporaneous period was January 25, 1996, the date 
on which the emissions increase from the project occun-ed. The original analysis 
considered the #8 Galvanizing Line to be contemporaneous. However, the sta1tup of the 
#8 Galvanizing Line occu1Ted after the end of the contemporaneous period and this 
project was not contemporaneous for PM IO for the 1996 Project. USS Granite City has 
updated the netting analysis to reflect the fact that the PM 10 emissions increase from 
installation of the #8 Galvanizing Line did not occur within the contemporaneous period. 

• The contemporaneous period for PM emissions from the project was established using 
the definition in 40 CFR § 52.21 (b)(3 )(ii). The start of the contemporaneous period was 
January 25, 1991, five years prior to the date on which construction of the project 
commenced. The end of the contemporaneous period was January 25, 1996, the date on 
which the emissions increase from the project occun-ed. The original analysis considered 
changes involving the removal of the blast furnace slag spout hood, startup of#2 caster, 
and the #8 Galvanizing Line to be contemporaneous. However, the removal of the blast 
furnace slag spout hood and the staitup of the #2 caster occurred prior to the beginning of 
the contemporaneous period and the startup of the #8 Galvanizing Line occun-ed after the 
end of the contemporaneous period. Therefore, these changes were not contemporaneous 
for PM for the 1996 Project. USS Granite City has updated the netting analysis to reflect 

16 The USS Granite City facility was located in area that wa~ designated as nonattainment for PM IO at the time of 
1996 Construction Permit issuance. 
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the fact that the PM emissions increase from installation of the #8 Galvanizing Line did 
not occur within the contemporaneous period. 

Table 7-10. Updated Net Emissions Increases for PM and PM10 for the Project 

PM PMlO 
Start of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1991 Jan 1990 
End of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1996 Jan 1996 

Emissions (TPY) 
Project Emissions Increases (not including oroiect decreases) 220.6 209.1 
Significant Emission Rates 25 15 
Whether Significant? Yes Yes 
Project Emissions Changes (includes decreases at BOF shop -50.5 50.3 
operations) 
Contemporaneous Emissions Increases Date 
Remove Blast Furnace Slag Spout Hood Jan- 1990 n/a 4.9 
#2 Caster Production Dec- 1990 n/a 11. 7 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line Mar-1996 n/a n/a 
Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Ingot Teeming Shutdown Apr-1991 -22.4 -22.4 
Blooming Mill Shutdown Apr- 1991 -3.4 -3.4 
NESHAP Controls Coke By-product Jul- 1991 - -
Batch Annealing Shutdown Dec-1991 -0.2 -0.2 
Road and Material Handling Fugitive Dust Controls Nov-1991 -32 -32 
Net Emissions Increases -108.5 8.9 
Whether Significant? No No 

Net emissions increases for PM and PM 10 remain below the applicable significant emission 
rates. Therefore, the 1996 Project remains a non-major modification under PSD and NNSR. 

7 .5 Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to PM and 
PM10 Emissions 

As part of this application for revision to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS Granite City is 
proposing the following revisions to the emission limitations and other permit terms relating to 
PM and PM 10 emissions from the processes or activities affected by the 1996 Project. 

7 .5.1 Blast Furnace Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
blast furnace operations. The 1996 Construction Permit grouped the Iron Pellet Screen as part of 
the Blast Furnace Operations under Table 1. With this revision, USS Granite City is proposing to 
move the Iron Pellet Screen, previously listed under the Blast Furnace Operations, under a new 
Material Handling at Blast Furnace and BOF Group discussed later in this Section. 
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7. 5. 1. 1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for Blast Furnace 
Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following to replace Condition 5 in the revised version of the 
1996 Construction Pe1mit. 

5.a Particulate matter emissions from the Blast Furnace Operations (A & B Blast 
F11maces Castlwuse Ro<?f'Monitor a11d Castho11se Baghouse stack, A & B Blast 
F11mace Charging. Iron Spout Baghouse. and Blast F11rnace Slag Pit.\) shall not 
exceed 212 tons peryear.f<Jr PM and /85 tons peryearforfilterahle PM JO, each 
based 011 a monthfy rolli11g l 2-mo11th total. 

As the emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 5.a itself, USS Granite City also 
requests the deletion of the PM and PM IO emission limitations from Table 1 of the I 996 
Construction Petmit as they would be redundant. 

7.5.1.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Blast Furnaces Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under proposed Condition 5.a in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Pennit. Consistent with the approach described in Section 2.2.4 herein, USS 
Granite City is proposing prescribed (i.e., fixed) emission factors for three emissions units for 
which perfonnance testing is not feasible. Each of these emission factors is the same as the 
coll'esponding emission factor used to calculate pre-project actual emissions as shown in Table 
7-5 and Table 7-6. 

(a) Use PM and PM IO emissions factors from performance tests per 40 CFR 63 Subpa1t 
FFFFF to determine PM and PM IO emission rates for the Blast Furnace Casthouse 
baghouse and Iron Spout baghouse. 

(b) For Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor, use PM emission factor of 0.031 lb/ton and 
PM 10 emission factor of 0.0153 lb/ton. 

(c) For Blast Furnace charging, use PM emission factor of 0.0024 lb/ton and PM IO emission 
factor of 0.0012 lb/ton. 

( d) For slag pits, use PM/PM IO emission factor of 0.00417 lb/ton. 
( e) Use the following equations for detennining monthly PM and PM IO emissions from the 

Blast Furnace Operations. 

7.13 



R002191

USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

For Casthouse Baghouse = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production 
PM/PM 10 (tons/month) (hot metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Iron Spout Baghouse = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production 
PM/PM 10 (tons/month) (hot metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Casthouse Roof = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace 
Monitor PM/PM 10 Production (hot metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Blast Furnace = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace Charge 
Charging PM/PM 10 Material (tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Slag Pits PM/PM 10 = PM/PM 10 (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace 
(tons/month) Production (hot metal tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 

For compliance monitoring requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Follow compliance monitoring requirements per 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF including 
use of bag leak detection systems for the baghouses in the Blast Furnace Operations. 

(b) Follow work practice requirements under 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF. 
(c) For slag pits, the permittee shall conduct weekly inspections of the quench water system 

to ensure optimum quenching of hot slag. 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of Blast Furnace production rates and Blast Furnace 
throughput for charge material. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate l 2-month rolling total 
emissions. 

7 .5.2 Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
BOF Shop operations. The 1996 Construction Permit grouped the BOF Additive with BOF 
Hopper Baghouse and Flux Conveyor & Transfer Pits Bin Floor as part of the BOF Shop 
Operations under Table 2. With this revision, USS Granite City is proposing to move the BOF 
Additive with BOF Hopper Baghouse and Flux Conveyor & Transfer Pits Bin Floor, previously 
listed under the BOF Shop Operations, under a new Material Handling at Blast Furnace and BOF 
Group discussed later in this Section. 

7.5.2.1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for BOF Shop 
Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following to replace Condition 18 in the revised version of the 
1996 Construction Permit. 

18.a Particulate matter emissionsfrom the BOF Shop Operations (BOF ESP. BOF 
Secondary Baglwuse, BOF Shop Roof Monitor, Des11!fl Soda Ash and Hot Metal 
Charging Baghouse (previously identified as 'Desulf11rizer and Reladling - Hot 
Metal Transfer'), and Slag Skimming Baghouse (previously ident(fied as 'Hot 
Metal Charging ladle Slag Skimmer')) shall not exceed 506 tons per year/or PM 
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and 448 tons per yearfrn)ilterahle PM JO, each hcHed 011 ct 111011th~y rolling 12-
month total. 

As the emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 18.a itself, USS Granite City also 
requests the deletion of the PM and PM IO emission limitations from Table 2 of the 1996 
Construction Permit as it would be redundant. 

7.5.2.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under proposed Condition 18.a of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit in the revised version of the 1996 Construction Permit. Consistent with the 
approach described in Section 2.2.4 herein, USS Granite City is proposing prescribed (i.e., fixed) 
emission factors for BOF Shop Roof Monitor for which performance testing is not feasible. This 
emission factor is the same as the corresponding emission factor used to calculate pre-project 
actual emissions as shown in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6. 

(a) Use PM and PM l 0 emissions factors from performance tests per 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
FFFFF to determine PM and PM l 0 emission rates for the BOF ESP and the BOF 
Seconda1y baghouse. 37 

(b) For BOF Shop Roof Monitor, use PM emission factor of0.013 lb/ton and PMI0 emission 
factor of 0.006 lb/ton. 

(c) Use PM and PMI0 emissions factors from performance tests per 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
FFFFF to determine PM and PM l 0 emission rates for the Desulf/Soda Ash, Hot Metal 
Charging Baghouse, and Slag Skimming Baghouse. 

(d) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PM l 0 emissions from the 
BOF Shop Operations. 

For BOF ESP and BOF = (PM/PM 10 (lb/ton) from ESP Stack test + PM/PM IO (lb/ton) 
Secondary Baghouse from Baghouse Stack test) x BOF Throughput (molten steel 
PM/PM IO (tons/month) tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
For BOF Shop Roof = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x BOF Throughput 
Monitor PM/PM 10 (molten steel tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Desul f/Soda Ash and = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) from Stack test x Iron Throughput (hot 
Hot Metal Charging metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
Baghouse PM/PM I 0 
(tons/month) 
For Slag Skimming = PM/PM 10 (lb/ton) from Stack test x BOF Throughput 
Baghouse PM/PMIO (mo lten steel tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 

1
' As required by a Memorandum of Under~tanding with Illmois EPA, USS installed a secondary capture sy~tem for 

the BOF ve~sels in the BOF Shop operations. This system captures emissions from charging and tapping of the BOF 
vessels that were previou~ly mostly exhausted from the bui lding openmgs or roof monitor. For compliance with the 
BOF Shop emission caps, em,~s,on~ from the BOF ESP and secondary baghouse exhausts are included in errnssions 
monitoring and recordkeeping. 
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For compliance monitoring requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Follow compliance monitoring requirements per 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF including 
monitoring of ESP performance and use of bag leak detection systems for the control 
devices in the BOF Shop Operations. 

(b) Follow work practice requirements under 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF. 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of BOF Shop production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

em1ss1ons. 

7 .5.3 Continuous Casting Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
Continuous Casting operations. 

7.5.3.1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for Continuous Casting 
Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following to replace Condition 20 in the revised version of the 
1996 Construction Permit. 

20.a Particulate matter emissions from the Continuous Casting Operations (Argon 
Stirring/LMF Baghouse, Deslagging Station and Material Handling, Caster 
Mold, Continuous Caster Spray Chamber, Slab Cutoff, Slab Ripping) shall not 
exceed 71 tons per year/or PM and 71 tons per year for filterable PM 10, each 
based on a monthly rolling 12-month total. 

As the emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 20.a itself, USS Granite City also 
requests the deletion of the PM and PM 10 emission limitations from Table 3 of the 1996 
Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

7. 5.3. 2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Continuous Casting Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under proposed Condition 20.a of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

(a) Use PM and PMIO emissions factors from performance tests to determine PM and PMI0 
emission rates for the Argon Stirring/LMF Baghouse. 

(b) Perform perfo1mance tests to determine PM/PM IO emission rate from the Continuous 
Caster Spray Chamber exhaust. 

( c) For Deslagging Station and Material Handling, use PM/PM 10 emission factor of 0.00355 
lb/ton. 

(d) For Caster Mold, use PM/PMI0 emission factor of 0.006 lb/ton. 
(e) For Slab Cutoff, use PM/PMlO emission factor of0.0071 lb/ton. 
(t) For Slab Ripping, use PM/PM IO emission factor of 0.00722 lb/ton. 
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(g) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PM IO emissions from the 
Continuous Casting Operations. 

For Argon StilTing/LMF = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) from Baghouse Stack test x Throughput 
Baghouse PM/PM 10 (molten steel tons/month) -;- 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Continuous Caster = PM/PM 10 (lb/ton) from Stack test x Throughput (molten steel 
Spray Chamber PM/PM 10 tons/month) ..,. 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Deslagging Station = PM/PMI0 (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
and Material Handling steel tons/month) ..,. 2000 (lb/ton) 
Fugitives PM/PM I 0 
(tons/month) 
For Caster Mold Fugitives = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
PM/PM 10 (tons/month) steel tons/month)..,. 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Slab Cutoff Fugitives = PM/PMI0 (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
PM/ PM IO (tons/month) steel tons/month)..,. 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Slab Ripping = PM/PMI0 (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
Fugitives PM/PM I 0 steel tons/month) ..,. 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 

For compliance monitoring requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Conduct monthly inspections of the continuous casting operations capture systems. 
(b) Conduct monthly visible emissions checks of the caster stacks using Method 22. 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of continuous casting production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate I 2-month rolling total 

emissions. 

7.5.4 Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

This section addresses the 1996 Construction Pe1mit conditions for the fuel burning emissions 
units affected by the project. 

7.5.4.1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for Certain Fuel Burning 
Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the inclusion of Condition 22.e in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit as follows. 

22.e PM/PM 10 emis.\ions.from the blast fimwce stoves (A and B). Boiler 11. Boiler 12. 
ladle d1yi11g preheaters, blast_fimwce gas flare No. 1. and ancil/a,y fuel burning 
units at the continuous caste1:\fromjiring blast fi1mace gas and/or natural gas, 
shall not exceed 270.18 tons per year based m1 a montl,/y rolling 12-month total. 
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As the PM and PM IO emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 22 itself, USS 
Granite City also proposes the deletion of the PM and PM 10 emission limitations in Table 4 of 
the 1996 Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

7.5.4.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under Condition 22.e of the revised version of the 1996 Construction 
Permit. 

(a) Use the blast furnace gas combustion PM/PM 10 emission factor of 2.9 lb/MMcf. 
(b) Use the natural gas combustion PM/PM IO emission factor of 1.9 lb/MMcf. 
(c) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PMI0 emissions from the 

fuel burning emissions units. 

For Fuel Burning 
Emissions Units 
PM/PM IO ( tons/month) 

= PM/PM 10 (lb/MMcf) x Fuel Usage (MMcf/month) + 2000 
(lb/ton) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of fuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11 , 
Boiler 12, ladle drying preheaters, blast furnace gas flare No. 1, and ancillary fuel 
burning units at the continuous casters. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
emissions. 

7 .5.5 Material Handling Operations at Blast Furnaces and BOF Shop 

This section addresses the proposed 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the material 
handling operations associated with the Blast Furnace and BOF Shop operations. As previously 
noted, material handling equipment in the Blast Furnace Operations and the BOF Shop 
Operations are now proposed to be included in this new section. 

7.5.5.1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for Material Handling 
Operations at Blast Furnaces and BOF Shop 

USS Granite City proposes the following new Condition 42 in the revised version of the revised 
1996 Construction Permit. 

42. Particulate matter emissions.from the Material Handling Operations in Blast 
Furnaces and BOF Shop (Iron Pellet Screen, BOF Hopper Baghouse, Flux Conv 
& Trans.fer Points Bin Floor - BOF) shall not exceed 6.25 tons p er year of PM 
filterable PM 10, each based on a monthly rolling 12-month total. 

As the emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 42 itself, USS Granite City also 
requests the deletion of the PM and PMI0 emission limitations from Table 1 and Table 2 of the 
1996 Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 
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7.5.5.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Material Handling Operations at Blast Furnaces and BOF Shop 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under new proposed Condition 42 of the revised 1996 Construction Permit. 

(a) For Iron Pellet Screen fugitives, use PM/PM IO emission factor of 0.00 I 31 lb/ton. 
(b) For BOF Hopper Baghouse, use PM/PMIO emission factor of0.00032 lb/ton. 
(c) For Flux Conv. & Transfer Points Bin Floor, use PM/PMI0 emission factor of0.0016 

lb/ton. 
(d) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PM IO emissions from the 

Material Handling Operations at Blast Furnaces and BOF Shop. 

For Iron Pellet Screen = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace Charging 
Fugitives PM/PM I 0 (tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For BOF Hopper = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
Baghouse PM/PM I 0 steel tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Flux Conv. & = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
Transfer Points Bin Floor steel tons/month) ..,.. 2000 (lb/ton) 
PM/PM IO (tons/month) 

For compliance monitoring requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Conduct monthly inspections of the control devices. 
(b) Conduct monthly visible emissions checks of the control devices stacks. 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
em1ss1ons. 

(b) Maintain records of monthly emissions from the affected units. 
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8. Proposed Changes to Permit Terms for NOx 
Emission Increase Analysis 

This section describes the proposed changes to 1996 Construction Permit being requested by 
USS Granite City related to NOx emissions and provides a demonstration that, even with the 
requested revisions, the 1996 Project would still not be a major modification under the PSD 
program at 40 CFR § 52.21 with respect to emissions of NO2 and under the NNSR program at 35 
IAC Part 203 with respect to emissions of NOx. 38 The emissions calculations for NOx from the 
1995 Application submitted by National Steel Corporation are reproduced in Appendix B. 

8.1 1996 Construction Permit Applicability and 
Requirements 

Table 8-1 below summarizes the provisions from the 1996 Construction Permit pertaining to 
NOx emissions limitations from the project affected emissions units. A copy of the 1996 
Construction Permit is provided in Appendix E of this application. 

Table 8-1. Construction Permit Conditions Addressing NOx 

Permit Requirements 
Condition 
5 Emissions from Blast Furnace operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables I and 5. 

18 Emissions from the BOF Shop operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables 2 and 5. 

20 Emissions from the continuous casting operations shall not exceed the limits in Tables 3 and 5 

22 Emissions from the listed fuel combustion units shall not exceed the limits in Tables 4 and 5. 

Annual NOx emissions caps listed in Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Permit are presented in 
Table 8-2 below. These annual NOx emissions caps cover all emissions units associated with the 
four main processes or activities at the USS Granite City facility, each calculated as the sum of 
the unit-specific NOx emissions limitations in Tables I through 4 of the 1996 Construction 
Permit. 

Table 8-2. NOx Emissions Information from Table 5 of 1996 Construction Permit 

Processes and Activities NOx Emissions Caps (tons/year) 

Blast Furnace Operations 24 

BOF Shop Operations 70 

Continuous Casting Operations 90 

Certain Fuel Combustion Units 674 

Total 858 

The NOx emissions caps restricted the PTE of the project-affected emissions units. The project 
emissions increase for NOx was calculated by subtracting pre-project actual emissions (August 

ls At the time of 1996 Construction Permit, the Granite City area was designated as nonattainment (moderate) for 
ozone NAAQS. 
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1992 to July 1994, 24-month period) from the PTE as restricted by the 1996 Constmction Permit 
limitations. Table 6 of the 1996 Construction Pennit included the emissions increase from the 
project and major modification applicability determinations for NOx. The NOx net emissions 
increase was below the applicable significant emission rates and as a result, NOx emissions were 
not subject to PSD or NNSR review. 

8.2 Pre-Project Actual Emissions for 1996 Project 

This section presents the updated pre-project actual emissions with proposed corrections to some 
of the NOx emission factors. Corrections to the NOx emissions factors are the result of more 
recent performance tests and updated information as discussed in 8.2.2. 

8.2.1 Historical Throughput Rates 

The NOx net emissions increase calculations presented in Table 6 of the 1996 Construction 
Permit were based on calculations provided by National Steel Corporation in Table 3-2 of the 
1995 Application. That table from the prior construction permit application is reproduced in 
Appendix B of this pe1mit application. 

The pre-project actual emissions were calculated using the same production and operating rates 
as the 1995 Application shown in Table 8-3. 

Table 8-3. Pre-Project Production and Operating Rates for NOx 

Parameters Units Pre-Proiect Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/year 2,059,557 
BOF Shop Molten steel tons/year 2,413,406 
Combined BFG Combustion MMcf/vear 121 ,039 
Combined NG Combustion MMcf/year 1, 145 

8.2.2 NOx Emission Factors Basis and Revisions 

USS Granite City has corrected some of the NOx emission factors used to calculate pre-project 
actual emissions from the project-affected emissions units based on stack testing and updated 
literature-based information. USS Granite City has also validated the remaining emissions 
factors. The results are presented in Table 8-5; explanations are provided in the following 
paragraphs. 

8.2.2.1 Fuel Burning Emissions Units Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for various fuels used in fuel burning emissions units affected 
by the project are calculated using the emission factors presented in Table 8-4. 
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Table 8-4. NOx Emission Factors for Fuel Burning 

Fuel Emission Factor and Units Basis 
Blast Furnace Gas39 5.28 lb/MMcf February 1993 stack test 
Natural Gas 306 lb/MMcf November 1992 stack test 
Fuel Oil (Shmvnfor historical 55 lb/I 000 gallon AP-42 Page 1.3-2 
purposes. USS Granite City 
no longer plans to use.fuel 
oil.) 

8.2.2.2 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Stack (Baghouse) Emissions (Revised) 

The pre•project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnace Casthouse stack (baghouse), as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using data 
from a stack test conducted in July 1993. Other than the test results, USS Granite City has no 
information regarding this stack test, which was conducted by National Steel. In March 2012, 
USS Granite City performed NOx stack tests at the Blast Furnace Casthouse stack. This test 
indicated a lower NOx emission factor for this operation than previously used (0.0144 lb/ton in 
the original analysis vs 0.0027 lb/ton based on the March 2012 stack test). In Table 8-5, both the 
original and updated NOx emission factors are shown for the Blast Furnace Casthouse stack. 

8.2.2.3 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnace Casthouse roof monitor, as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using the 
emission factor as 0.00072 lb/ton. This value was developed using the July 1993 stack test result 
of 0.0 I 44 lb/ton for the casthouse baghouse stack and an assumption of 95% capture efficiency 
as described in Section 7.2.2.3 herein. As discussed in Section 8.2.2.2 above, subsequent testing 
indicated a lower NOx emission factor for the stack emissions of 0.0027 lb/ton. Assuming a 95% 
capture efficiency for the casthouse baghouse collection system, the uncaptured portion (5% of 
NOx generated) is emitted through the roof monitors at the rate of 0.00014 lb/ton. In Table 8-5, 
both the original and updated NOx emission factors are shown for the Blast Furnace Casthouse 
roof monitor emissions. 

8. 2. 2. 4 A &B Blast Furnace Iron Spout Bag house Emissions (Revised) 

The 1995 Application and 1996 Constrnction Pc1mit did not identify any NOx emissions from 
the Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse. However, a stack test conducted in March 2012 
indicated a NOx emission factor of 0.0016 pound per ton of hot metal for this emission point. In 
Table 8-5, the revised analysis includes pre-project actual NOx emissions from the Blast Furnace 
Iron Spout Baghouse stack. 

8. 2. 2. 5 BOF ESP Stack (BOF 2 Vessels) Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the BOF ESP stack, as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the I 995 Application, were calculated using data from the average of three runs 
from one stack test conducted in August 1993. As discussed below, the results of this 1993 stack 

l? BFG is a low Btu fuel that results in a cool flame during combustion. This results in relatively low NOx emission 
rate for this fuel for all types of applications. 
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test have been shown by subsequent data not to be representative of emissions from the BOF 
ESP stack. The 1996 Project involved increases in the production limits for the Granite City blast 
furnaces and BOF Shop operations. The project did not involve any physical changes or changes 
in the method of operation for the BOF Shop. The BOF Shop operations do not use any add-on 
NOx control devices. Thus, variability in NO;,,. emissions for the BOF process are inherent to the 
process operation. Beginning in 2012, USS Granite City performed several NOx stack tests at the 
BOF ESP stack. This testing provided an updated NOx emission factor for the BOF ESP stack 
(0.0389 lb/ton in the original analysis vs 0.1503 lb/ton based on the average of April 2012, July 
2012, and November 2014 stack test results). In Table 8-5, both the original and updated NOx 
emission factors are shown for the BOF ESP stack. 

8.2.2.6 Continuous Caster Mold Process Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Continuous Caster Mold Caster# l and Caster #2 
process, as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application listed NOx 
emissions from this operation. USS Granite City evaluated this analysis and detennined that 
there is no NOx fotmation in this operation. Any NOx emissions from this operation are due to 
combustion of natural gas and are already accounted for under the gaseous fuel burning activities 
listed above. Therefore, in the revised analysis, NOx emissions are not included from this 
operation. 
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Table 8-5. Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project NOx Emission Factors for 
Affected Emissions Units 

Emission Point [mission FactorsC•J l 'nits Reason for Pre-proiect Actual Emissions ITPYI 
Ori~inal Corrected Change Orieinal Corrected 

A & B Blast Furnace Ca..~thuuse Stack (Baghouse) 0.0144 0.0027 lb/ton of hot Revised based on 14.83 2.78 
metal 3/2012 stack test 

A & B Blast Furnace Casthousc Roof Monitor 0.0007 0.0001 lb/ton of hot 3'2012 test 0.74 0. 15 
metal assuming no NOx 

control and 5% 
roof monitor 
fraction 

Blasl Furnace Ooeralions 15.57 4.57 
BOF ESP Stack (2 Vessels) 0.0389 0.1503 lbfton of steel Revised based on 46.94 181.33 

average of 2012· 
2014 stack tests 

BOF Shoo Ooerations 46.94 181.33 
Continuous Caster Mold- Casters #I & #2 0.05 0.00 lb/ton of steel All NOx formed 60.34 0.00 

from natural gas 
combustion. No 
additional NOx 

Continuous CaslinS? Operations 60.34 0.00 
Combined BFG in stoves, Bl 1 & 812. ladle drying 5.28 5.28 lb/MMcf No change 319.54 319.54 
prehcaters. and BFG flares 
Combined NG in stoves. B 11 & B 12. ladle drying 306.00 306.00 lb/MMcf No change 175.19 17S.l9 
orchcaters. and BFG flares 
Combined FO in sto\'es, Bl 1 & B12. ladle drying 9.72 9.72 lb/Mgal No change 0.44 0.44 
prehcaters. and BFG flares (shown here for historiml 
ournnses) 
Certain Fuel BurninS? Units 495.17 495./7 

Tola/ 618.0I 681.07 

(a) Except as noted in subsequent sections of this permit application. the same emission factors used to calculate pre-project actual emissions arc also used to calculate post-project actual 
emissions. 
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8.3 Post-Project NOx Emissions Caps 

As described in subsection 7.3, the post-project emissions caps and emissions increases from the 
1996 Project were, respectively, listed in Tables 5 and 6 of the 1996 Construction Pennit. Similar 
to PM and PM I 0, this Section 8.3 presents a discussion of the post-project NOx emissions caps 
and summary of the updated emissions increase calculations for the 1995 Project, reflecting the 
proposed changes in the emissions caps. 

The post-project emissions caps for the project affected emissions units were developed by USS 
Granite City using the operating rates shown in Table 8-6. Other than the natural gas usage, 
which is proposed to increase, and the oil usage, which is proposed to be deleted entirely, these 
rates are unchanged from the operating rates in the 1996 Construction Pennit. As previously 
noted in Section 7.3, due to 2015 shutdown of the Coke Plant this application addresses increase 
in natural gas usage for the fuel burning units affected by the project. 

Table 8-6. Projected Post-Project Operating Rates for NOx 

Parameters Units Post Proiect Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/year 3 165,000 
BOF Shop Molten steel tons/year 3,580,000 
Combined BFG Combustion MMcf/vear 185 030 
Combined NG Combustion MMcf/vear 1,980 
Combined Oil Combustion n/a 0 -

A comparison of the NOx emissions caps from Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Penn it and the 
proposed revisions to these emissions caps is provided in Table 8-7. Detailed emissions 
calculations are provided in Appendix B. The proposed revisions to the post-project NOx 
emissions caps reflect changes to some of the emission factors presented in Table 8-5 and 
changes in post-project operating rates as shown in Table 8-6. USS Granite City also revised 
NOx emission factors for boilers to reflect the currently applicable emission limitations for 
boilers under 35 IAC 2 I 7. l 64(b). 

Table 8-7. NOx Emissions Caps 

NOx Emission Proposed Revised 
Caps (TPY) from NOx Emissions 
Table 5 of 1996 Caps (TPY) 
Construction 

Permit 
Blast Furnace Operations 24 7.0 

BOF Shop 70 304.3 

Continuous Casting Operations 90 0.0 

Cenain Fuel Burning Units 674 632.5 

Total 858 944 
-

Updated project emissions increase analysis for NOx reflecting proposed revisions to the 
emissions increase calculations in Table 6 of the 1996 Construction Petmit, is provided in Table 
8-8. This table incorporates the effects of the corrected pre-project emission factors as shown in 
Table 8-5 and the requested updates to the emission caps as shown in Table 8-7. 
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Table 8-8. NOx Project Emissions Increase Analyses 

NOx Pre-Project Proposed Revised NOx Change 
Actual Emissions NOx Emissions (TPY) 

(TPY) Caps CTPY) 
Blast Furnace Operations 5.2 7.0 2.5 

BOF Shop 185.2 304.3 123.0 

Continuous Casting Operations 0.0 0.00 0.0 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 495.2 632.5 137.4 

Total 262.8 

8.4 Changes to Net Emissions Increase Calculation for NOx 

In conjunction with the requested revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS Granite City is 
also updating the analysis for net increases in emissions of NOx for the 1996 Project. Table 8-9 
shows the updated net emissions increases calculations for NOx based on the updated project 
emissions increase calculations shown in Table 8-8. This table includes a con-ection to the 
contemporaneous period for NOx emissions from the project as established using the definition 
in 35 IAC 203.208. 40 The start of the contemporaneous period was January 4, 1990, five years 
prior to the date of submittal of a timely and complete application on January 3, 1995. The end of 
the contemporaneous period was January 25, 1996, the date on which the emissions increase 
from the project occun-ed. The original analysis considered the #8 Galvanizing Line to be 
contemporaneous. However, the startup of the #8 Galvanizing Line occun-ed after the end of the 
contemporaneous period and this project was not contemporaneous for the 1996 Project. 

Table 8-9. Updated Net Emissions Increases for NOx for the 1996 Project 

NOx 
Start of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1990 
End of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1996 

Proiect Emissions Increases 262.8 
Significant Emission Rates 40 
Whether Significant? Yes 
Contemporaneous Emissions Increases Date 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line Mar-1996 n/a 
Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Blooming Mill Shutdown Apr-1991 -217.8 
Batch Annealing Shutdown Dec-1991 -8.7 
Net Emissions Increase 36.3 
Whether Significant? No 

~0 The USS Granite City facility was located in area that was designated as nonattainment for ozone at the time of 
1996 Construction Permit issuance. Therefore, NNSR provisions under 35 IAC 203 applied for the project at the 
time. 
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Net emissions increase for NOx remains below the applicable significant emission rate. 
Therefore, the 1996 Project remains a non-major modification under PSD and NNSR. 

8.5 Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to NOx 
Emissions 

As pait of this application for revision to the 1996 Construction Penn it, USS Granite City is 
proposing the following revisions to the emission limitations and other permit tenns relating to 
NOx emissions from the processes or activities affected by the 1996 Project. 

8.5.1 Blast Furnace Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit conditions for the 
blast furnace operations. 

8.5.1.1 Proposed NOx Emission Limitations for Blast Furnace Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following as Condition 5.b in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

5.h NOx emissions from the Blast Furnace Operations (A & B Blast Furnaces 
Casthouse Roof Monitor, Casthouse Baghouse stack, Iron Spout Baglwuse stack) 
shall not exceed 7.0 tons per year based 011 a month(v rolling 12-month total. 

As the NOx emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 5.b itself, USS Granite City 
also proposes the deletion of the NOx emission limitations from Table l of the 1996 
Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

8. 5.1. 2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Blast Furnaces Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitations under proposed Condition 5.b in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. Consistent with the approach described in Section 2.2.4 herein, USS 
Granite City is proposing prescribed (i.e., fixed) emission factors for casthouse roof monitor for 
which performance testing is not feasible. This emission factor is the same as the co1Tesponding 
emission factor used to calculate pre-project actual emissions as shown in Table 8-5. 

(a) In order to update or verify the NOx emission factors, the Pe1mittee shall conduct 
periodic stack tests for the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse stack and the Iron Spout 
Baghouse stack. 

(b) Use NOx emission factors from performance tests to detennine NOx emission rates for 
the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse and the Iron Spout Baghouse stacks. 

(c) For Blast Furnace Casthouse roof monitor, use NO;,.. emission factor of 0.00014 lb/ton of 
hot metal. 

(d) Use the following equations for dete1mining monthly NOx emissions from the Blast 
Furnace Operations. 
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For Casthouse Baghouse = NOx (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production (hot 
NOx (tons/month) metal tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Iron Spout Baghouse - NOx (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production (hot 
NOx {tons/month) metal tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Casthouse Roof - NOx (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace Production (hot 
MonitorNOx metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of Blast Furnace production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

emissions. 

8.5.2 Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the revised 1996 Construction Permit Conditions 
for the BOF Shop operations. 

8. 5. 2. 1 Proposed NOx Emission Limitations for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following as Condition 18.b in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

18.b NOx emissions from the BOF ESP stack shall not exceed 304.3 tons per year 
based 011 a monthly rolling 12-month total. 

As the NOx emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 18.b itself, USS Granite 
City also proposes the deletion of the NOx emission limitations in Table 2 of the 1996 
Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

8.5.2.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitation under Condition 18.b of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

(a) In order to update or verify the NOx emission factor, the Permittee shall conduct periodic 
stack tests for the BOF ESP stack. 

(b) Use NOx emission factor from performance tests to determine NOx emission rate for the 

BOF ESP stack. 
(c) Use the following equation for determining monthly NOx emissions from the BOF Shop 

Operations. 

For BOF ESP NOx 
tons/month) 

= NOx (lb/ton) from BOP ESP stack test x BOF Throughput 
Molten steel tons/month) + 2000 lb/ton) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 
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(a) Maintain monthly records of BOF Shop production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

em1ss10ns. 

8.5.3 Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

This section addresses proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Pennit Condition for the fuel 
burning emissions units affected by the project. 

8.5.3.1 Proposed NOx Emission Limitations for Certain Fuel Burning 
Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the replacement of Condition 21 in the revised version of 1996 
Construction Permit with the following. 

21.a Total consumption of blast fumace gas (BFG) and natural gas (NG) for the blast 
furnace stoves (A a11d B), Boiler I I, Boiler 12, ladle d1ying preheaters, a11cillmy 
fuel burning units at the co11tinuo11s casters, and hlastfunwce gas.flare No. 1 
shall not exceed 540,000 MMqf peryear, expressed as equivalent BFG, based 011 
a month~v rolling 12-month total. For pwposes <f demonstrating compliance with 
this gaseous.fuel usage limit, one MM cf NG shall equal 37.2 MMc.f BFG 
equivalent. 

21.b No fuel oil shall he combusted in Boiler I I and Boiler 12. 

USS Granite City proposes the inclusion of Condition 22.a in the revised version of 1996 
Construction Permit as follows. 

22.a NOx emissions.from the blast.furnace stoves (A and B). Boiler 11, Boiler 12, ladle 
d1yi11g prelieaters, ancillmyfuel hurni11g units at the continuous casters, and 
hlastf11rnace gas.flare No. f,_{,·omfiri11g blast.fiwnace gas and/or natural gas 
shall not exceed 622.5 tons per year based on a month~y rolling 12-month total. 

As the NOx emission limitations are to be incorporated in Conditions 21(a) and (b) and 22.a, 
itself, USS Granite City also proposes the deletion of the NOx emission limitations in Table 4 of 
the 1996 Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

8.5.3.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under Condition 22.a. 

(a) In order to update or verify the NOx emission factors, the Pennittee shall conduct 
periodic stack tests for Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 stacks. 

(b) Use NOx emission factors from perfonnance tests to determine NO'< emission rates from 
Boiler 11 or Boiler 12. 

(c) Use equation specified in Condition 21.a to ensure compliance with the applicable 
emission limit specified in Condition 22. 
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For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records offuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11, 
Boiler 12, ladle drying preheaters, ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters, 
and blast furnace gas flare No. l. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
emissions. 
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9. Proposed Changes to Permit Terms for VOM 
Emission Increase Analysis 

This section describes the proposed changes to 1996 Construction Permit requested by USS 
Granite City related to VOM emissions and provides a demonstration that, even with the 
requested revisions, the 1996 Project would still not be a major modification under the NNSR 
program at 35 IAC Part 203 with respect to emissions of VOM.41 The emissions calculations for 
VOM from the 1995 Application submitted by National Steel Corporation are reproduced in 
Appendix B. 

9.1 1996 Construction Permit Applicability and 
Requirements 

Table 9-1 below summarizes the provisions from the 1996 Construction Permit pertaining to 
VOM emissions limitations from the project-affected emissions units. A copy of the 1996 
Construction Permit is provided in Appendix D of this application. 

Table 9-1. Construction Permit Conditions Addressing VOM 

Permit Requirements 
Condition 
5 Emissions from Blast Furnace operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables I and 5. 

18 Emissions from the BOF Shop operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables 2 and 5. 

22 Emissions from the listed fuel combustion units shall not exceed the limits in Tables 4 and 5. 

Annual VOM emissions caps listed in Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Permit are presented in 
Table 9-2 below. These annual VOM emissions caps cover all emissions units associated with 
the three main processes or activities at the USS Granite City facility, each calculated as the sum 
of the unit specific VOM emissions limitations in Tables I through 4 of the 1996 Construction 
Pe1mit. 

Table 9-2. VOM Emissions Information from Table 5 of 1996 Construction Permit 

Processes and Activities VOM Emissions Caps (tons/year) 

Blast Furnace Operations 157 

BOF Shop Operations 12 

Certain Fuel Combustion Units 2 

Total 171 

The VOM emissions caps restricted the PTE of the project affected emissions units. The VOM 
project emissions increase was calculated by subtracting pre-project actual emissions (August 
1992 to July 1994 24-month period) from the PTE as restricted by the 1996 Construction Pe1mit 
limitations. Table 6 of the 1996 Construction Permit included the emissions increase from the 

41 Al the time of 1996 Construction Permit, the Granite City area was designated as nonattainment (moderate) for 
ozone NAAQS. 
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project and major modification applicability determinations for VOM. VOM net emissions 
increases were below the applicable significant emission rates and as a result, VOM emissions 
were not subject to NNSR review. 

9.2 Pre-Project Actual Emissions for 1996 Project 

This section presents the updated pre-project actual emissions with proposed corrections to some 
of the VOM emission factors. Revisions to the emissions factors are the result of more recent 
performance tests and updated information as discussed in 9.2.2. 

9.2.1 Historical Throughput Rates 

The VOM net emissions increase calculations presented in Table 6 of the 1996 Construction 
Permit were based on calculations provided by National Steel Corporation in Table 3-6 of the 
1995 Application. That table from the prior construction permit application is reproduced in 
Appendix B to this permit application. 

The pre-project annual emissions were calculated using the same production and operating rates 
as the 1995 Application shown in Table 9-3. 

Table 9-3. Pre-Project Production and Operating Rates for VOM 

Parameters Units Pre-Proiect Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/vear 2,059 557 
BOF Shoo Molten steel tons/vear 2,413,406 
Combined BFG Combustion MMcf/year 121,039 
Combined NG Combustion MMcf/year I 145 

9.2.2 VOM Emission Factors Basis and Revisions 

USS Granite City has corrected some of the VOM emission factors used to calculate pre-project 
actual emissions from the project affected emissions units based on stack testing and updated 
literature-based information and has validated the remaining emissions factors. The results are 
presented in Table 9-5; explanations are provided in the following paragraphs. 

9.2.2.1 Fuel Burning Emissions Units Emissions (Revised for BFG and NG) 

The pre-project actual emissions for various fuels used in fuel burning emissions units affected 
by the project are calculated using the emission factors presented in Table 9 -4. 

Table 9-4. VOM Emission Factors for Fuel Burning 

Fuel Emission Factors and Units Basis 
Blast Furnace Gas 0.2 lb/MMcf (revised) Updated based on the CoGen Boiler Permit 

No. 06070023 
Natural Gas 5.5 lb/MMcf (re1·ised) Based on AP-42 Chanter I .4 

Fuel Oil 0.28 lb.fl 000 gallon AP-42 Page 1.3-2 

9.2.2.2 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnaces Casthouse stack (baghouse) as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using data from 
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a stack test conducted in July 1993. Other than the test results, USS Granite City has no 
information regarding this stack test, which was conducted by National Steel. In March 2012, 
USS Granite City performed VOM stack tests at the Blast Furnace Casthouse stack. This test 
indicated a lower VOM emission factor for this operation than previously used (0.09458 lb/ton in 
the original analysis vs 0.01293 lb/ton based on the March 2012 stack test). In Table 9-5, both 
the original and updated VOM emission factors are shown for the Blast Furnace Casthouse stack. 

9.2.2.3 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnace Casthouse roof monitor, as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using an 
emission factor of 0.0047 lb/ton. This value was developed using the July 1993 stack test result 
of 0.09548 lb/ton for the casthouse baghouse stack and an assumption of95% capture efficiency 
described in Section 7.2.2.3 herein. As discussed in 9.2.2.2 above, subsequent testing indicated a 
lower VOM emission factor for the stack emissions of 0.01293 lb/ton. Assuming a 95% capture 
efficiency for the casthouse baghouse collection system, the uncaptured po11ion (5% of VOM 
generated) is emitted through the roof monitors at the rate of 0.00068 lb/ton. In Table 9-5, both 
the original and updated VOM emission factors are shown for the Blast Furnace Casthouse roof 
monitor emissions. 

9.2.2.4 A&B Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse Emissions (Revised) 

The 1995 Application and 1996 Construction Pe1mit did not identify any VOM emissions from 
the Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse. However, a stack test conducted in March 2012 
indicated a VOM emission factor of 0.00208 pounds per ton of hot metal for this emission point. 
In Table 9-5, the revised analysis includes pre-project actual VOM emissions from the Blast 
Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse stack. 

9.2.2.5 BOF ESP Stack (BOF 2 Vessels) Emission (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the BOF ESP stack, as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using data from the average of three runs 
from one stack test conducted in August 1993. As discussed below, the results of this 1993 stack 
test have been shown by subsequent data to be non-representative of the emissions from the BOF 
ESP stack. The 1996 Project involved increases in the production limits for the Granite City blast 
furnaces and BOF Shop operations. The project did not involve any physical changes or changes 
in the method of operation for the BOF Shop. The BOF Shop operation does not use any add-on 
VOM control devices. Thus, variability in VOM emissions for the BOF process is inherent to the 
process operation. Beginning in 2012, USS Granite City performed several VOM stack tests at 
the BOF ESP stack. This testing provided an updated VOM emission factor for the BOF ESP 
stack (0.006 lb/ton in the original analysis vs 0.0186 lb/ton based on the average of April 2012, 
July 2012, and November 2014 stack test results). In Table 9-5, both the original and updated 
VOM emission factors are shown for the BOF ESP stack. 

9.2.2.6 Desu/furization Station & Transfer Pit Baghouse Emission Factor 
(Revised) 

The pre-project VOM baseline emissions for the Desulfurization Station & Transfer Pit 
Baghouse stack as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were 
calculated using an emission factor from the U.S. EPA's AIRS 1990 database (WebFIRE). In 
May 2012, USS Granite City performed VOM stack tests at the Desulfurization Station & 
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Transfer Pit Baghouse stack. This testing has provided an updated VOM emission factor for this 
emission point (0.0010 lb/ton in the original analysis vs 0.00187 lb/ton based on a May 2012 
stack test). In Table 9-5, both the original and updated VOM emission factors are shown for the 
Desulfurization Station & Transfer Pit Baghouse stack. 
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Table 9-5. Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project VOM Emission Factors for 
Affected Emissions Units 

Emission Point Emission Factors Units Basis Baseline Emissions (TPY} 
Orieinal Corrected Orieinal Corrected 

Rc,·iscd based on 
A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Stack (Ba!!.housc) 0.09458 0.01293 lb/ton of hot metal 3., 2012 stack test 97.40 13.32 

3 2012 test 
assuming no 
VOM control and 
5°0 roof monitor 

A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor 0.00469 0.00068 lb/ton of hot metal fraction 4.83 0.7 
Revised based on 

Iron Spoul Baghousc 0.0000 0.0021 lb/ton of hot metal 3 2012 stack test 0.00 2.14 
Blast Furna,·e Operations /02.23 /6./6 

Re, iscd based on 
a, crage of 2012· 

80F Stack (2 Vessels) 0.0060 0.0150 lb,ton of steel 20 I 4 stack tests 7.24 22.40 
Desulfurizalion Station [inside BOF shop] & Re, ist:d based on 
Transfor Pit 0.00100 0.00187 lb/ton of hot metal 5 '2012 stack test 1.03 1.93 
BOF Shop Operations 8.27 U.3J 

Updated from 
Combined BFG in stoves. B 11 & B 12. ladle drying Cogen Boiler 
prchcaters. and BFG Hares 0.0 0.2 lb,MMcf permit 0 14.52 

1998 update to 
Combined NG in stovr:s. B 11 & B 12. ladle drying AP-42 Section 
orchcaters. and BFG Hares 2.8 5.5 lbiMMcf 1.4 1.60 3. I 5 
Combined FO in sto, cs. B 11 & B 12. ladle di) ing 
on:hcatcrs. and BFG Hares 0.28 0.28 lb/M2al No chane.c (1.00 0.00 
Certain Fuel Burni11g Units 1.61 17.68 
T"tal 112./0 58.17 
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9.3 Post-Project VOM Emissions caps 

As described in subsection 7.3, the post-project emissions caps and emissions increases from the 
1996 Project were, respectively, listed in Tables 5 and 6 of the 1996 Construction Permit. Similar 
to PM and PMlO, this Section 8.3 presents a discussion of the post-project VOM emissions caps 
and summary of the updated emissions increase calculations for the 1995 Project, reflecting the 
proposed changes in the emissions caps. 

The post-project emissions caps for the project affected emissions units were developed by USS 
Granite City using the operating rates parameters shown in Table 9-6. Other than the natural gas 
usage, which is proposed to increase, and the oil usage, which is proposed to be deleted entirely, 
these rates are unchanged from the operating rates in the 1996 Construction Permit. As 
previously noted in Section 7.3, due to 2015 shutdown of the Coke Plant this application 
addresses increase in natural gas usage for the fuel burning units affected by the project. 

Table 9-6. Projected Post-Project Operating Rates for VOM 

Parameters Units Post Pro iect Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/vear 3 165,000 
BOFShoo Molten steel tons/year 3 580,000 
Combined BFG Combustion MM cf/year 183 030 

Combined NG Combustion MMcf/vear 1,980 
Combined Oil Combustion n/a 0 

A comparison of the VOM emissions caps from Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Permit and the 
proposed revisions to these emissions caps is provided in Table 9-7. Detailed emissions 
calculations are provided in Appendix B. The proposed revisions to the post-project VOM 
emissions caps reflect changes to some of the emission factors presented in Table 9-5 and 
changes in post-project operating rates as shown in Table 9-6. 

Table 9-7. VOM Emissions Caps 

VOM Emission Proposed Revised 
Caps (TPY) from VOM Emissions 
Table 5 of 1996 Caps (TPY) 

Construction 
Permit 

Blast Furnace Operations 157 24.8 

BOF Shop 12 44.1 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 2 27.7 

Total 17 1 96.7 

The updated project emissions increase analysis for VOM reflecting proposed revisions to the 
emissions increase calculations in Table of the 1996 Construction Permit, is provided in Table 
9-8. This table incorporates the effects of the corrected pre-project emission factors as shown in 
Table 9-5 and the requested updates to the emission limitations as shown in Table 9-7. 

9-6 



R002214

USS Granite City Works Pennit Revision 

Table 9-8. Revised VOM Project Emissions Increase Analyses 

VOM Pre-Project VOM Revised VOM Change 
Emissions (TPY) Emission (TPY) 

Limitations (TPY) 
Blast Furnace Operations 16.2 24.8 8.7 

BOF Shop 24.3 44.1 19.8 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 17 .7 27.7 10.0 

Total 38.S 

In this case, the project emissions increase for VOM remains below the applicable significant 
emission rate. Therefore, the 1996 Project remains a non-major modification under NNSR. 

9.4 Changes to Net Emissions Increase Calculation for VOM 

Even though not required, as part of the VOM applicability evaluation, in conjunction with the 
requested revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS Granite City is also updating the 
analysis for net increases in emissions of VOM for the 1996 Project. Table 9-9 shows the 
updated net emissions increases calculations for VOM based on the updated project emissions 
increase calculations shown in Table 9-8. This table includes a correction to the 
contemporaneous period for VOM emissions from the project as established using the definition 
in 35 IAC 203.208. 42 The start of the contemporaneous period was January 4, 1990, five years 
prior to the date of submittal of a timely and complete application on January 3, 1995. The end of 
the contemporaneous period was January 25, 1996, the date on which the emissions increase 
from the project occutTed. The original analysis considered the #8 Galvanizing Line to be 
contemporaneous. However, the startup of the #8 Galvanizing Line occurred after the end of the 
contemporaneous period and this project was not contemporaneous for the 1996 Project. 

Table 9-9. Updated Net Emissions Increases for VOM for the 1996 Project 

VOM 
Start of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1990 
End of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1996 

Proiect Emissions Increases 38.5 
Significant Emission Rates 40 
Whether SiJ.(nificant? No 
Contemporaneous Emissions Increases Date 
Installation of#8 Galvanizing Line Mar- 1996 n/a 
Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Blooming Mill Shutdown Apr- 1991 -0.9 
NESHAP Controls for Coke By-Product Operations Jul-1991 -31.6 
Batch Annealing Shutdown Dec- 1991 -0.3 
Net Emissions Increase 5.70 
Whether Significant? No 

4
' The USS Granite City facility was located in area that was designated as nonattainment for ozone at the time of 

1996 Construction Permit issuance. Therefore, NNSR provisions under 35 IAC 203 applied for the project at the 
time. 
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Net emissions increase for VOM remains below the applicable significant emission rate. 
Therefore, the 1996 Project remains a non-major modification under NNSR. 

9.5 Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to VOM 
Emissions 

As part of this application for revision to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS Granite City is 
proposing the following revisions to the emission limitations and other permit terms relating to 
VOM emissions from the processes or activities affected by the 1996 Project. 

9.5.1 Blast Furnace Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
blast furnace operations. 

9.5.1.1 Proposed VOM Emission Limitations for Blast Furnace Operations 

USS Granite City proposes to add the following as Condition 5.c in the revised version of the 
1996 Construction Permit. 

5.c VOM emissions.from the Blast Furnace Operations (A & B Blast Furnaces 
Casthouse Roof Monitor, Casthouse Baghouse stack, Iron Spout Baghouse stack) 
shall not exceed 24.8 tons per year based on a monthly rolling 12-month total. 

As the VOM emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 5.c itself, USS Granite 
City also proposes the deletion of the VOM emission limitations from Table I of the 1996 
Construction Pe1mit as they would be redundant. 

9. 5. 1. 2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Blast Furnaces Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitations under proposed Condition 5 .c in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. Consistent with the approach described in Section 2.2.4 herein, USS 
Granite City is proposing prescribed (i.e., fixed) emission factors for casthouse roof monitor for 
which performance testing is not feasible. This emission factor is the same as the corresponding 
emission factor used to calculate pre-project actual emissions as shown in Table 9-5. 

(a) In order to update or verify the VOM emission factors, the Pennittee shall conduct 
periodic stack tests for the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse stack and the Iron Spout 
Baghouse stack. 

(b) Use VOM emission factors from performance tests to determine VOM emission rates for 
the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse and the Iron Spout Baghouse stacks. 

(c) For the Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor, use the VOM emission factor of 0.00068 
lb/ton. 

(d) Use the following equations for determining monthly VOM emissions from the Blast 
Furnace Operations. 
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For Casthouse Baghouse = VOM (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production 
VOM (tons/month) (hot metal tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Iron Spout Baghouse = VOM (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production 
VOM (tons/month) (hot metal tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Casthouse Roof - VOM (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace Production 
Monitor VOM (hot metal tons/month) -;- 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of Blast Furnace production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

em1ss10ns. 

9.5.2 Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
BOF Shop operations. 

9.5.2.1 Proposed VOM Emission Limitations for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes to add the following as Condition 18.c in the 1996 revised version of 
the Construction Pe1mit. 

18.c VOM emi.\sions from the BOF Shop Operation (BOF ESP and De,rnlf/Soda Ash 
and Hot Metal Charging Baglwuse) shall not exceed 44.1 tons per year based 011 

a month(y rolling 12-month total. 

As the VOM emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 18.c itself, USS Granite 
City also proposes the deletion of the VOM emission limitations in Table 2 of the 1996 
Construction Petmit as they would be redundant. 

9. 5. 2. 2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitations under proposed Condition 18.c of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

(a) In order to update or verify the VOM emission factor, the Petmittee shall conduct 
periodic stack tests for the BOF ESP stack and the Desulf/Soda Ash and Hot Metal 
Charging Baghouse stack. 

(b) Use VOM emission factors from performance tests to detetmine VOM emission rates for 
the BOF ESP stack and the Desulf/Soda Ash and Hot Metal Charging Baghouse stack. 

(c) Use the following equations for detennining monthly VOM emissions from the BOF 
Shop Operations. 
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For BOF ESP VOM 
(tons/month) 

= VOM (lb/ton) from BOF ESP stack test x BOF Throughput 
(Molten steel tons/month)+- 2000 (lb/ton) 

For Desulf/Soda Ash Hot 
Metal Charging VOM 
(tons/month) 

:,; VOM (lb/ton) from Desulf/Soda Ash and Hot Metal Charging 
Baghouse stack test x Iron Throughput (hot metal 
tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of BOF Shop production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

emissions. 

9.5.3 Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

This section addresses the 1996 Construction Permit conditions for the fuel burning emissions 
units affected by the project. 

9. 5. 3. 1 Proposed VOM Emission Limitations for Certain Fuel Burning 
Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the inclusion of Condition 22.d in the revised version of 1996 
Construction Permit as follows. 

22.d VOM emissions from the blast furnace ~·toves (A and B), Boiler 11, Boiler 12, 
ladle d,ying preheaters, anci/la,yfuel burning units at the continuous casters, 
and blast.fimwce gasflare No. },from firing blastfimwcc gas and/or natural gas 
shall not exceed 2 7. 7 tons per year based on a monthly rolling 12-month total. 

As the VOM emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 22 itself, USS Granite City 
also proposes the deletion of the VOM emission limitations in Table 4 of the 1996 Const1uction 
Permit as they would be redundant. 

9.5.3.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Certain Burning Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under Condition 22.d of 1996 Construction Pennit. 

(a) Use the blast furnace gas combustion VOM emission factor of 0.2 lb/MMcf. 
(b) Use the natural gas combustion VOM emission factor of 5.5 lb/MMcf. 
(c) Use the following equations for determining monthly VOM emissions from the fuel 

combustion units. 

For Fuel Burning Units 
VOM tons/month 

VOM (lb/MMct) x Fuel Usage (MMcf/month) .,.. 2000 
lb/ton 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 
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(a) Maintain monthly records of fuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11, 
Boiler I 2, ladle drying preheaters, ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters, 
and blast furnace gas flare No. I. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
em1ss1ons. 
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10. Regulatory Applicability Review 

USS Granite City reviewed the federal and Illinois air quality regulations to determine their 
applicability to the proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Pennit. Federal regulations 
delegated to the Illinois EPA include PSD, New Source Performance Standards ("NSPS"), and 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAP"). Illinois air quality 
regulations are found at Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code ("IAC") Subtitle B. Chapters I 
and II of 35 IAC Subtitle B contain rules administered by the Illinois EPA. 

Requirements associated with federal and State air quality regulations found to be applicable to the 
requested revisions of 1996 Construction Permit are presented in this section. 

10.1 Federal Air Quality Regulations 

Federal regulations delegated to the Illinois EPA were reviewed to detennine their applicability to 
the requested revisions. USS Granite City's conclusions regarding applicability of these rules and the 
supporting rationale are presented below. 

10.1.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (40 CFR § 52.21) and Major 
Stationary Sources Construction and Modification [in Nonattainment Areas] 
(35 IAC Part 203) 

The federal PSD regulations are codified at 40 CFR § 52.21. lllinois EPA is the delegated permitting 
authority to administer the federal PSD regulations in attainment/unclassifiable areas within the 
State. The PSD regulations apply to new major stationary sources and to major modifications at an 
existing major stationary source. Emissions increases of PM, NOx, SO2, and CO were evaluated 
under this program. 

In nonattainrnent areas, Illinois EPA implements the requirements under 35 IAC Part 203( (NNSR 
program), with respect to major stationary sources and major modifications at major stationary 
sources for criteria pollutants for which the area is designated nonattainment.43 The area where USS 
Granite City is located was nonattainment for ozone and PM IO at the time of 1996 Project. 
Therefore, emissions of NOx, VOM, and PM IO were evaluated under the requirements of this 
program. 

As explained in subsection 2.2, the revisions currently being requested to the 1996 Construction 
Permit addressed two set of changes: 

(a) Changes to the emission limits for PM, PM I 0, NOx, and VOM, regulated NSR pollutants 
not subject to PSD review. (No changes are proposed to Pb emissions increases) 

(b) Changes to the emissions rates for CO for some of the emissions units that were subject 
to PSD review. (No changes are proposed to SO2 emissions increases) 

.,0 35 IAC Part 203 is the state NNSR permitting program. As the applicability requirements under NNSR are similar to 
PSD, for sake of convenience, we combined the appl icability of the NNSR program with the federal PSD program under 
40 CFR § 52.21. 
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As demonstrated in sections 7, 8, and 9, the net emissions increases for PM, PM 10, NOx, and VOM 
remain below the applicable significant emissions rates for these pollutants after the proposed 
revisions to the emissions limitations. Therefore, USS Granite City is not proposing any change to 
the applicability of PSD or NNSR requirements in regard to PM, PM l 0, NOx, and VOM. 

For CO, the 1996 Project was subject to the PSD requirements. Therefore, the proposed changes to 
the emissions limitations for CO have been evaluated per the PSD requirements. Sections 4, 5 and 6 
herein address the PSD review requirements for CO. 

10.1.2 New Source Performance Standards (NSPS, 40 CFR Part 60) 

The federal NSPS regulations are codified at 40 CFR Part 60. NSPS apply to new or modified 
"affected facilities" as defined in specific subparts of 40 CFR Part 60. Illinois has been delegated the 
authority to administer the federal NSPS. The proposed changes do not trigger applicability of NSPS 
requirements for the units affected under the 1996 Project or the requested revisions under this 
application. 

10.1.3 National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP, 40 
CFR Parts 61 and 63) 

The federal NESHAP regulations are codified at 40 CFR Pait 61 and 40 CFR Part 63 (NESHAP for 
source categories also known as MACT standards). Illinois has been delegated authority to 
administer the federal NESHAP program. 

The Part 61 NESHAPs apply to certain pollutants and/or area source types. None of the Part 61 
NESHAPs are applicable to the units affected under the 1996 Project or the requested revisions 
under this application. 

The Part 63 NESHAPs apply to existing, new, or reconstructed affected sources at major sources of 
HAP emissions in accordance with applicability criteria specified in individual subpa1ts. The 
following NESHAPs apply to the units affected under the 1996 Project. 

I. Boilers 11 and 12 are parts of an existing affected source subject to 40 CFR Patt 63 Subpart 
DDDDD. 

II. Each of the blast fumaces and the BOF shop operations is an existing affected source subject 
to 40 CFR Part 63 Subpatt FFFFF. 

There will be no changes to the applicability of the Pait 63 NESHAPs for the affected sources under 
the 1996 Project or the requested revisions under this application. 

10.2 Illinois Air Quality Regulations 

USS Granite City performed a review of 35 IAC Subtitle B regulations to determine the applicability 
of specific standards to the proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit. A summary of this 
review and associated regulatory applicability conclusions are documented below. Only those rules 
deemed potentially relevant to the proposed revisions request are addressed. 

10-2 
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USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

10.2.1 35 IAC Part 201.142 Construction Permit Required 

The proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit involve changes to an existing construction 
permit for the modifications of existing emissions sources. Therefore, a revised permit in accordance 
with 35 IAC 201.142 is required. This permit application, including the permit application forms 
contained in Appendix A, is intended to fulfill the requirements of 35 IAC 201.142. 

10.2.2 35 IAC 201.207 CAAPP Permits 

The Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) requirements are contained in Section 39.5 of the 
Illinois Environmental Protection Act. USS Granite City facility is a major source subject to CAAPP 
requirements. As noted in section 1, this application package addresses the 'integrated processing' 
procedures for the proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit for incorporation in the 
CAAPP permit via an administrative amendment. 

10.2.3 Other State Regulations 

There will be no change to the applicability of the limitations and requirements of other emissions 
standards under the Illinois Administrative Code that have already been addressed in the CAAPP 
permit for the USS Granite City facility. 

10-3 
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Bureau of Air • 1021 North Grand Avenue East• P.O. Box 19506 • Springfield • Illinois • 62794-9506 

FEE DETERMINATION FOR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION 

ID Number: 

0 Complete D Incomplete 

Check Number: 

FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 

Permit#: 

Date Complete: 

Account Name: 

This form is to be used to supply fee information that must accompany all construction permit applications. This 
application must include payment In full to be deemed complete. Make check or money order payable to the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Air Pollution Control - Permit Section at the above address. Do NOT send cash. 
Refer to instructions (197-INST) for assistance. 

Source Information 

1. Source Name: United States Steel Corporation - Granite City Works 

2. Project Name: 

4. Contact Name: 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 3. Source ID#: (if applicable) 1191813AAI 

Krista Armentrout 5. Contact Phone#: (618) 451-3013 

Fee Determination 

6. The boxes below are automatically calculated. 

Section 1 Subtotal $0.00 + Section 2, 3 or 4 Subtotal $23,000.00 $23,000.00 

Section 1: Status of Source/Purpose of Submittal 
Grand Total 

7. Your application will fall under only one of the following five categories described below. Check the box that applies. 

Proceed to applicable sections. For purposes of this form: 

• Major Source is a source that is required to obtain a CAAPP permit. 

Synthetic Minor Source is a source that has taken limits on potential to emit in a permit to avoid CAAPP permit 
requirements (e.g.,FESOP). 

0 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

Non-Major Source is a source that is not a major or synthetic minor source. 

Existing source without status change or with status change from synthetic minor to major source 
or vice versa. Proceed to Section 2. 

Existing non-major source that will become synthetic minor to major source. Proceed to Section 4. 

New major or synthetic minor source. Proceed to Section 4. 

New non-major source. Proceed to Section 3. 

AGENCY ERROR. If this is a timely request to correct an issued permit that involves only an 
agency error and if the request is received within the deadline for a permit appeal to the Pollution 
Control Board. Skip Sections 2, 3 and 4. Proceed directly to Section 5. 

$0.00 

Section 1 Subtotal 

This agency Is aulhorl:i:ed to require and you must disclose this information under 415 ILCS 5/39. Failure lo do so could result in the 
appllcallon being denied and penalties under 415 ILCS 5 ET SEQ. It Is not necessary lo use this form in providing this Information. This 
form has been approved by the forms management center. 

Section 2: Special Case Filing Fee 

8. FIiing Fee. If the application only addresses one or more of the following, check the appropriate boxes, skip 
Sections 3 and 4 and proceed directly to Section 5. Otherwise, proceed to Section 3 or 4 as appropriate. 

Addition or replacement of control devices on permitted units. 

Pilot projects/trial burns by a permitted unit 

Land remediation projects 

Revisions related to methodology or timing for emission testing 

Minor administrative-type change to a permit 

IL532-2776 
197-FEE Rev. 1/2012 

Application Page 
Page 1 of2 



R002224

Section 3: Fees for Current or Projected Non-Major Sources 

9. This application consists of a slngle new emission unit or no more than two modified 
emission units. ($600 fee} 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

This application consists of more than one new emission unit or more than two modified 
units. ($1,000 fee) 
This appllcatlon consists of a new source or emission unit subject to 
Section 39,2 of the Act (I.e., Local Siting Review}; a commercial Incinerator 
or a municipal waste, hazardous waste, or waste tire Incinerator; a 
commercial power generator; or an emission unit designated as a complex 
source by agency rulemaklng. ($15,000 fee} 

A public hearing Is held (see Instructions). {$10,000 fee) 

Seclion 3 subtotal. (lines 9 through 12 - entered on page 1) 

Section 4: Fees for Current or Projected Major or Synthetic Minor Sources 

14. For the llrst modlned emission unll, enter $2,000. 
ApplicaUon contains 

15. Number of additional modified emission modified emission 
units only units= 25 X $1,000. 

16. Line 14 plus tine 15, or $5,000, whichever Is less. 

Application contains 
17. For the first new emission unit, enter $4,000. 

new and/or modified 18. Number of addltlonaf new and/or modified emission 
emission units units= X $1,000, 

19. Line 17 plus line 18, or $10,000, whichever Is less. 

Applicalion contains 20. Number of Individual pollutants that rely on a netting exercise or 
contemporaneous emissions decrease to avoid application of PSD netting exercise 
or nonattalnment area NSR = 4 X $3,000. 

21. If the new source or emission unit fs subject lo Section 39.2 of the 
Act (I.e. sillng}; a commercial Incinerator or other municipal waste, 
hazardous waste, or waste Ure Incinerator; a commercial power 
generator; or one or more other emission units designated as a 
complex source by Agency rulemaking, enter $25,000. 

Additional 22. If the source Is a new major source subject to PSD, enter $12,000. Supplemental 
Fees 23. If the project Is a major modification subject lo PSD enter $6,000. 

24. If this ls a new major source subject lo nonattalnment area (NAA) 
NSR, enter $20,000, 

25. If this Is a major modification subject to NAA NSR, enter $12,000. 

26. tf the application Involves a determination of MACT for a pollutant 
and the project Is not subject to BACT or LAER for the related 
pollutant under PSD or NSR (e.g., VOM for organic HAP), enter 
$5,000 per unit for which a determination Is requested or otherwise 
required. X $5,000. 

27. If a public hearing Is held (see Instructions), enter $10,000. 

28, Section 4 subtotal (llne 16 and lines 19 through 28) to be entered on page1 

Section 5: Certification 

NOTE: Applications without a signed certification will be deemed Incomplete. 

9. 

10. -----
11. -----

12. ____ _ 

13. --~$0_.o_o 

14. $2,000.00 

15, $25,000.00 

16. $5,000.00 

18. $0.00 

19. $0.00 

20. $12,000.00 

21. 

22. 

23. $6,000.00 

24. 

25. 

26. $0.00 

27. 

28. $23,000.00 

t t b on In rmatlon and belief formed after reasonable Inquiry, the information 
e accurate and complete. 

by; General Manager - Granite City Works 

TIiie of Signatory 

d /JS/ :).OJ. 0 
Typed or Printed Name of Signatory Date 

197-FEE Appllcatlon Page ______ _ Page 2 of2 
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division Of Air Pollution Control -- Permit Section 

P.O. Box 19506 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9506 

Construction Permit Application For Illinois EPA use only 
ID No.: 

fora Appl. No.: 
Proposed Project Date Rec'd: 

at a CAAPP Source Chk No./Amt: 
This form Is to be used to supply general Information to obtain a construction permit for a proposed project Involving a Clean Air Act 
Permit Program (CAAPP) source, Including construction of a new CAAPP source. Detailed Information about the project must also 
be Included In a construction permit appNcation, as addressed In the "General Instructions For Permit Applications; Form APC-201. 

Proposed Project 
1. Working Name of Proposed Project: 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

2. Is the project occurring at a source that already has a permit from the Bureau of Air (BOA)? 
0 No ~ Yes If Yes, provide BOA ID Number:.1,19813MI ____ 

3. Does this application request a revision to an existing construction pemiit issued by the BOA? 
□ No [El Yes If Yes, provide Permit Number: 95010001 --------

4. Brief Description of Proposed Project: 
This application proposes revisions to certain emission limits and other requirements in the 1996 
Construction Permit for the U.S. Steel Granite City facility. 

Source Information 
1. Source name:• United States Steel Corporation - Granite City Works 

2. Source street address:• 1951 State Street 

3. City: Granite City 14. County: Madison , 5. Zip code:*62040 

ONLY COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING FOR A SOURCE WITHOUT AN ID NUMBER. 

6. Is the source located within city limits? D Yes 0 No 
If no, provide Township Name: 

7. Description of source and product(s) produced: 8. Primary Classification Code of source: 

SIC: ____ ill: NAICS: ------
9. Latitude (DD:MM:SS.SSSS): 10. Longitude (DD:MM:SS.SSSS): 

• Is information different than previous information? U Yes U No 
If yes, then complete Form CAAPP 273 to apply for an Administrative Change to the CAAPP Permit for the source. 

Identification of Permit Aoolicant 
1. Who is the applicant? I 2. All correspondence to: (check one) 

I&! Owner D Operator 00 Source D Owner 17 Operator 
3. Applicant's FEIN: 4. Attention name and/or title for written correspondence: 
25-1897152 Krista Armentrout - Environmental Manager 

This Agency Is authorized to require and you must disclose this lnformalion under ◄15 ILCS 5/39. Failure to do so could result In the application being 
denied and penalUos under 415 ILCS 5 et seq, II ls not necessary to use this form in providing this lnfonnatlon. This fonn has been approved by the 
forms management unter. 

Page 1 or4 
Rev. 5/16 199-CAAPP 
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Owner Information* 
1. Name: 

United States Steel Corporation 

2. Address: ouu l:iram ,::nreet 

3· City: Pittsburgh 14. State: PA , 5. Zip code: 15219 

• Is this information idifferent than previous information? LJ Yes LJ No 
If yes, then complete Form CAAPP 273 to apply for an Administrative Change to the CAAPP Permit for the source. 

Operator Information (if different from owner)* 
1. Name 

2. Address: 

3. City: 14. State: I 5. Zip code: 

.. 
• Is this information different than previous 1nformat1on? D Yes ~ No 
If yes, then complete Form CAAPP 273 to apply for an Administrative Change to the CAAPP Permit for the source. 

Technical Contacts for Application 
t. Preferred technical contact: (check one) IR] Applicant's contact D Consultant 

2. Applicant's technical contact person for application: 
Christopher Hardin 

3. Contact person's telephone number(s) 14. Contact person's e-mail address: 
(412) 433-5904 cwhardin@.uss.com 

5. Consultant for application: 
RTP Environmental Associates Inc. (Colin Campbell) 

6. Consultant's telephone number{s): 17. Consultant's e-mail address: 
(919) 845-1422, 20 campbell@rtpenv.com 

Other Addresses for the Permit ApJJlicant 
ONLY COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING FOR A SOURCE WITHOUT AN ID NUMBER 

1. Address for billing Site Fees for the source: D Source D other {provide below): 

2. Contact person for Site Fees: j 3. Contact person's telephone number: 

4. Address for Annual Emission Report for the source: D Source O Other (provide below): 

5. Contact person for Annual Emission Report: 16. Contact person's telephone number: 

Rev. 5116 Page 2 of 4 
199-CAAPP 
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Review Of Contents of the Application 
NOTE: ANSWERING "NO" TO THESE ITEMS MAY RESULT IN THE APPLICATION BEING DEEMED INCOMPLETE 

1. Does the application include a narrative description of the proposed [&! Yes □ No 
project? 

2. Does the application clearly identify the emission units and air [&! Yes □ No 
pollution control equipment that are cart of the project? 

3. Does the application include process flow diagram(s) for the project 
showing new and modified emission units and control equipment, 

[&! Yes □ No 

along with associated existing eauioment and their relationships? 
4. Does the application include a general description of the source, a D Yes 0 No 00 N/A* 

plot plan for the source and a site map for its location? • Material orevlouslv orovided 
5. Does the application include relevant technical information for the Iii Yes □ No 

proposed project as requested on CAAPP application forms (or 
otherwise contain all relevant technical information)? 

6. Does the application include relevant supporting data and information [&! Yes 0 No for the proposed project as provided on CMPP forms? 
7. Does the application identify and address all applicable emission [&! Yes □ No standards for the proposed project, including: 

State emission standards (35 IAC Chapter I, Subtitle B); 
Federal New Source Performance Standards (40 CFR Part 60)? 

8. Does the application address whether the project would be a major 
~ Yes □ No □ NIA 

oroiect for Prevention of Significant Deterioration, 40 CFR 52.21? 
9. Does the application address whether the project would be a major 

~ Yes □ No □ N/A 
project for "Nonattainment New Source Review," 35 IAC Part 203? 

10. Does the application address whether the proposed project would [&! Yes □ No □ NIA* 
potentially be subject to federal regulations for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (40 CFR Part 63) and address any emissions standards • Source not major □ 
for hazardous air pollutants that would be applicable? Project not major □ 

11. Does the application include a summary of annual emission data for I&) Yes □ No □ NIA 
different pollutants for the proposed project (tons/year), including: 1) • The project does not involve an 
The requested permitted emissions for individual new, modified and increase In emissions from new or 
affected existing units*, 2) The past actual emissions and change in modified emission units. 

emissions for individual modified units* and affected existing units\ 
and 3) Total emissions consequences of the proposed project? 

(* Or groups of related units) 
12. Does the application include a summary of the current and requested [&! Yes □ No 0 NIA* 

potential emissions of the source (tons/year)? • Applicability of PSD, NA NSR or 40 
CFR 63 to the project is not related 
lo the source's emissions. 

13. Does the application address the relationships and implications of the [&! Yes 0 No 0 NIA* 
proposed project on the CAAPP Permit for the source? • CMPP Permit not issued 

14. If the application contains information that is considered a TRADE D Yes □ No ~ N/A* 
SECRET, has it been properly marked and claimed and all • No information In the application Is requirements to properly support the claim pursuant to 35 IAC Part 
130 been met? Note: "Claimed" information will not be legally 

claimed to be a TRADE SECRET 

protected from disclosure to the public if it is not properly claimed or 
does not qualify as trade secret information. 

15. Are the correct number of copies of the application provided? I&) Yes □ No 
{See Instructions for Permit Applications, Form 201) 

16. Does the application include a completed "FEE DETERMINATION 
' FOR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION," Form 197-FEE, a 

[&! Yes □ No 

check in the amount indicated on this form, and any supporting 
material needed to explain how the fee was determined? 

Rev. 5/16 Page 3 of 4 
199-CMPP 
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Signature Block 
Authorized Signature: 

l certify under penalty of law that, based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, 
the statements and information contained In this application are true, accurate and complete and 
that I am a responsible icial for e source, as defined by Section 39.5(1) of the Environmental 
Protection Ac 

BY: 

AUTHORIZED 

Michael Patton 
TYPED OR PRINTED NAME OF SIGNATORY DATE 

Re11. 5/16 Page 4 of4 
199-CAAPP 
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Updated Emissions Calculations for the 1996 

Construction Permit Revision Application 
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USS Granite City 
Revised PM Actual 

Point 
000S & 0010 

0006 & 0011 
0007 & 0012 

EmiSsion Point 
A & 8 Blast Furnace casthouse Fugitives 

A & 8 Blast Furnace Cllarging 
A & 8 Blast Furnace casthouse Baghouse 

113 Blast Furnace Slag Pits 
Iron Spout Baghouse 
Blast Furnace Operations 

0033 BOF 2 Vessels 
0034 BOF Roof Monitor 

Desulfurization Station [inside BOF Shop] & 
0107 & 0035 Transfer Pit 
0040 Hot Metal Cllarging ladle Slag Skimmer 

BOFShop 
0103, 0104 & Argon Stirring #1 & #2 Material Handling 
0121 Tripper 
0105 &0106 Deslagging Station & Material HS 
0070 & 0120 caster Mold - casters # 1 & # 2 

Continuous casters # l & #2 - Spray 
0071 & 0119 Cllamber 
0072 & 0118 Slab Cutoff Casters # 1 & # 2 
73 Slab Ripping casters # 1 & 112 

Continuous casting Operations 
Combined BFG in stoves, 811 & 812, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 
Combined NG in stoves, 811 & 812, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 
Combined FO in stoves, 811 & 812, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 
Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

9003 Iron Pellet Saeeo 
BOF Hopper Baghouse 

0037 Flux Conv. & Transfer Points Bin Floor - BOF 
Materl:al Handling Operations at BF and 
BOF 

Original 
Past Emission 
Throughput Units Pollutant Factor 

2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear PM 0.031 
tons of charge 

2,803,241 matericlVye.,r PM 0.0024 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear PM 0.07026 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear PM 0.00417 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear PM 0.02548 

PM 
2,413,406 tons or molten steeVyear PM 0.16 
2,413,406 tons of molten steeVye;,r PM 0.428 

2,059,557 tons or hot metaVvear PM 0.03721 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear PM 0.00502 

PM 

2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear PM 0.0071S 
2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear PM 0.00355 
2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear PM 0.006 

2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear PM 0.00852 
2,413,406 tons or molten steeVyear PM 0.0071 
2,413,406 tons or molten steeVyear PM 0.00722 

PM 

121,039 MMcf PM 2.90 

1,145 MMcf PM 5.10 

16 Mgal PM 9.72 
PM 

tons of charge 
2,803,241 materiaVyear PM 0.00279 
2,-413,406 tons of molten steel/year PM 0.00032 
2,413,406 tons or molten steeVyear PM 0.0016 

PM 

Total 
PM 

P* l efll 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

Original Revised 
Updated Baseline Baseline 
Emission Emissions Emissions 
Factor Units Basis {TPY) (TPY) 

0.031 lb/ton of hot metal No change 31.92 31.92 

0.0024 lb/ton or material No change 3.36 3.36 
0.07026 lb/ton of hot metal No change 72.35 72.35 
0.00417 lb/ton or hot metal No change 4.29 4.29 
0.02548 lb/ton or hot metal No change 26.24 26.24 

138.17 138.17 
0.16 lb/ton or steel No change 193.07 193.07 

0.428 lb/ton or steel No change 516.72 516.72 

0.03721 lb/ton or hOt metal No change 38.32 38.32 
0.00502 lb/ton of hot metal No change 5.17 5.17 

753.28 7S3.28 

0.00715 lb/ton of steel No change 8.63 8.63 
0.00355 lb/ton or steel No change 4.28 4.28 

0.006 lb/ton or steel No change 7.24 7.24 

0.00852 lb/ton of steel No change 10.28 10.28 
0.0071 lb/ton or steel No change 8.57 8.57 

0.00722 lb/ton of steel No change 8.71 8.71 
-47.71 47.71 

2.90 lb/MMcf No change 175.51 175.51 

1.90 lb/MMd AP--42 Revised Fill, PM Factor 2.92 1.09 

9.72 lb/Mgal No change 0.08 0.08 
178.51 176.68 

85% control to crushed stone 
0.00375 lb/ton of material screen EF in AP-42 Table 11.19.2-2 3.91 5.26 
0.00032 lb/ton of steel No change 0.39 0.39 
0.0016 lb/ton of steel No change 1.93 1.93 

6.23 7.57 

1,123.90 1,123.42 
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1996 Con!.truC.tlOo Permit Revision 

USS Granite City 
Revbed PM An~Jp:is 

Updated Future Ba\d1~ Fotu~ Em,ss10ns 
Past Future: Em,ss,on Emission Em1ss,ons Em,ss.ions Increase Emiss10ns 

Point fSo'-Po,tw ThrOughput Throughput un,ts Pollutant Factor Factor Units S.s1-s (TPY) (TPY) (TPY) Chang• (TPY) 
0005 & 0010 A & B Blast Furnace CaisthOuse Fug1ttve, 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons or hot m•taVve•r PM 0,0)1 O.Oll lb/ton of hot metal No c.hange 3!.92 49,06 57,77 

tons of charge 
0006 & 001! A & e Blast Fumace Chargrig 2,803,241 4,308,581 matonaVvear PM 0,002-! 0.0024 lb/Ion of matenal No change 3.36 5,17 
0007 & 0012 A & e 8J.nt F umacc: Casthou\.C Baghouse 2,059,557 3,165,000 tom; o( hot metaVyear PM 0,07026 0,070Z6 lib/ton of hot ~tal No change 71.35 !11.19 

113 Blast Furnace Slag Pits 2,059,557 l,165,000 tons o( hot metaVyear PM 0.00417 0.00417 lb/ton of hot metal No Change 4,29 6,60 l.30 
!rl)n Spout Sa,ghoose 2,059,557 3,165,000 t0t1s of hot metaVyear PM 0.025'18 0,025'18 11>/ton of hot metal No change 26.24 ~0.32 14,08 
~ut furNiCt Operatjons PM 1)8,17 212,)4 74,16 

0033 BOf l Vessds 2,413 ,406 3,S80,000 tons of molten ~teeVvear PM 0,16 0, 16 lb/ton of stool Using 60 lb/hour for PTE 19).07 262.80 0.00 
No chinge {as ,n ()1")91nal 
apphcauon posc-pro)ect EF lo~ 

00)4 BOF Roof MoMor 2,413,406 3,S80,000 tons of molten steeVyear PM 0.428 0,099 lb/ton of stool t/lan p~prolKt Ef) 516.72 :?6,67 
~utl'unzltion StatlCH'I [1ns1de BOf Shoc:J)& 

0107 & 00)5 Transfer Prt. 2,059 ,557 3,165,000 tons of hot metaVyear PM 0,03721 0,03721 lb/ton of""' m,tal No change 38,32 58.88 20,51 
0040 Hot Metal Charging Ladl< Slag S1<1mmer 2,059,557 J , 165,000 tons of hot metaVvear PM 0,00502 0,00502 lb/Ion of hot metal No change 5.17 1.9• 2.n 

BOFShop PM 75),28 506.)0 ·24li,98 
010), 0104 & Argon Stimng ,1 & ,2 Matenal Handling 
Olli ":"npper 2.•13,406 3 580,000 tons of moltel\ s.teeVyear PM 0,00715 0.0071 S lb/ton of steel No change 8.6) 12,80 ◄. 1 7 
0105 & 0106 Des"'99m9 Statoon & Matenal HS 2,413,406 3 S80,000 tons of molten stccVyear PM 0.00)55 0.00355 lb/U>n of Sloe! No change 4,28 6.35 2,01 
0070 & 0120 Cast« Mold • Casters • 1 & • 2 2,413.406 3,S80,000 tons of moh.en stccVyur PM 0,006 0,006 lb/U>n of Sloe! No change U4 10,74 J ,50 

OCJ71 & Cll9 Continuous caste.rs 11 & , 2 - Spray Chamber 2,4!3,◄06 3,580,000 tons or molten steeVvear PM 0.00852 0,00852 lb/Ion of sloe! No chal"IQe 10.28 15,25 4,91 
0072 & 0118 Slab Cutoff casters •t & • 2 2,41),406 3,580,000 tons of molten stccVvear PM Q.0071 0.0071 lb/ton of steel No change 8.51 12,71 -1.14 

7l Slab Ripp,ng Casters • I & • 2 2,413.406 3,S80,000 tons or molten st~Vyea, PM 0.00722 0.00722 lb/ton of steel No c,;hange 8.71 12.92 -1 .21 
COntinuous castl"!I Operations PM 47.71 70,78 23.06 
Comboned 8FG ,n stov•s. Bll & 812. ladl< 
preheaters. and BFG flares 121,039 185,0JO MM<:f PM 2,90 2.90 lb/ MMcf No Change 115.~l l 6t.3~ 9P t 
Combon,d NG n stoves, Bil & 812 , ladle 
pre heaters, ,no SFG flares 1,145 1,980 MMe/ PM L9 1.9 lb/MMcf AP-42 R.~,sed F11L PM Factor 1.()9 LBS 0 ,79 
Comt,,ned FO ,n stoves, 811 & Bil. ladle 
p<eheaiters, and BFG flares 16 365 Mgal PM 9 ,72 9.72 lb/Mgal No change 0,08 L77 1 70 
certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units PH 176,68 271.95 95.28 

tons of charge USS reo,esent.>toon of 85% 
900) tron Pe15et Screen 2,803,241 ◄,JOS,581 matenal/ye.ar PM 0.00375 0.00375 lb/ ton or rnattnal control to crushed stone EF 5,26 8,08 2,82 

BOF Hoppe, 8a9hoose 2,41),406 3,580,000 tons of molten steel/ytar PM 0,000)2 0.00032 lb/ton of st~I No c.h.ange: 0,)9 0.57 0,19 
0037 Flu,r COnv. & ~r.ansftr Points Bin Aoor • BOF 2,413,406 3,S80,000 tonlio ol molten stect!vin1r PM 0.0016 0.00!6 U>/ton of stool No change 1.9) 2,86 0,93 

MateNI Handll"!I Open,tlons at IIF and 
IIOF PH 7S1 II.SI l .94 

Total 
PM 1,072 88 219,79 -50.Sl 

~Z<i'II 
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USS Granite City 
Revised PM10 Actual 

Point EmissiOn Point 

0005 & 0010 A & B Blast Furnace casthouse Fugitives 

0006 & 0011 A & B Blast Furnace Charging 
0007 &0012 A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse 

113 Blast Furnace Slag Pits 
Iron Spout Baghouse 
Blast Furnace Operations 

0033 BOF 2 Vessels 
0034 BOF Roof Monitor 

Desulfurization Station [inside BOF shop] & 
0107 & 0035 Transfer Pit 
0040 Hot Metal O\arging Ladle Slag Skimmer 

BOFShop 
0103, 0104 & Argon Stirring # 1 & # 2 Material Handling 
0121 Tripper 
0105 & 0106 Deslagging Station & Material HS 
0070 & 0120 Caster Mold • Casters # 1 & # 2 

0071 & 0119 Conbnuous casters # 1 & # 2 - Spray Chamber 
0072 & 0118 Slab Cutoff casters • 1 & # 2 
73 Slab Ripping Casters # 1 & # 2 

Continuous Casting Operations 
Combined BFG in stoves, Bil & 812, ladle 
pn:heaters, and BFG flares 
Combined NG in stoves, Bil & 812, ladle 
pn:heaters, and BFG flares 
Combined FO in stoves, Bil & 812, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 
Certain Fuel Burning Emissions units 

9003 Iron Pellet Screen 
BOF Hoppe; Baghouse 

0037 Aux Conv. & Transfer Poin1S Bin Flc,or • BOF 
Material Handling Operations ;it IF and 
IOF 

Onginal 
Past Emission 
Throughput Units Pollutant Factor 

2,059,557 tons or hot metal/year PMlO 0.0155 
tons of charge 

2,803,241 material/year PM10 0.0024 
2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PMlO 0.07026 
2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PMlO 0.00417 
2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PMlO 0.0254ll 

PMlO 
2,413,<Wli tons of molten steel/year PMlO 0.16 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMlO 0.287 

2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PMIO 0.03721 
2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PM10 0.00502 

PMlO 

2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMIO 0.00715 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PM10 0.003S5 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMlO 0.006 

2,413,<Wli tons of molten steel/year PM10 0.00852 
2,413,<Wli tons or molten steel/year PMlO 0.0071 
2,413,<Wli tons of molten sle<!J/year PMlO 0.00722 

PM10 

121,039 MMcf PMlO 2.90 

1,145 MMcf PMIO S.1 

16 Mgal PM10 9.72 
PMlO 

tons of charge 
2,803,241 material/year PMlO 0.00279 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMJO 0.00032 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PM10 0.0016 

PMlO 

Total 
PMlO 

~3du 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

Original Revised 
Updated Baseline Baseline 
Emission Emissions Emissions 
Factor Units BaSis (TPY) (TPY) 

Correction to calculation minor 
0.0153 lb/ton of hot metal change 15.96 15.76 

Applied AP-42 a, 13.2.4 ratio or 48% 
0.0012 lb/ton or material ror PMlO vs PM 3.36 1.68 

0.07026 lb/ton of hot metal No change 72.35 72.35 
0.00417 lb/ton of hot metal No change 4.29 4.29 
0.02548 lb/ton of hot metal No change 26.24 26.24 

122.21 120.32 
0.16 lb/ton of steel No change 193.07 193.07 

0.287 lb/ton of steel No change 346.20 346.20 

0.03721 lb/ton of hot metal No change 38.32 38.32 
0.00502 lb/ton of hot metal No change 5.17 5.17 

582.76 582.76 

0.00715 lb/ton of steel No change 8.63 8.63 
0.003S5 lb/ton of steel No change 4.28 4.28 

0.006 lb/ton of steel No change 7.24 7.24 

0.00852 lb/ton of steel No change 10.28 10.28 
0.0071 lb/ton of steel Nc,change 8.57 8.57 

0.00722 lb/ton of steel No change 8.71 8.71 
47.71 47.71 

2.90 lb/MMd No change 175.S1 175.51 

1.9 lb/MMcf AP-42 Revised Filt PM Factor 2.92 1.09 

9.72 lb/Mgal No change 0.08 0.08 
178.51 176.68 

85% control to crushed stone screen 
0.00131 lb/ton of material EF in AP-42 Table 11.19.2·2 3.91 1.83 
0.00032 lb/ton of steel No change 0.39 0.39 
0.0016 lb/ton of steel No change 1.93 1.93 

6.23 4.15 

937.42 931.62 
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1996 Construction Perm,t Revision 

USS Granite City 
R.cvIsed PMlO An11lysls 

Updated fut\ire e.sct,nc Futu~ Em1H-On1 
h$l Future Em1SS10n Emrss.on Em,sS110ns Em,ss.:,ns Increase emrsslOlls 

Point Em1ss1on Po1nt llvougflput Th,ou9hput Units Pdlutaf'lt Factor Factor Units Bas,s (TPY) (TPY) (TPY) Change (TPY) 

Correction to calculation minor 
0005 & 0010 A & 8 Blast Furnace casthoose Fug.irves 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hot metaVyear PMIO 0.0153 0.0153 lb/ton or hot metal change 15.76 24.21 48.19 

tons of chargt USS representatlCfl ,ndudes ~s~ 
OOCH; & 0011 A&: B Blast Furnace Charg,ng 2,803,241 4,)Ga,581 mate:r)aJlyear PMIO 0.0012 0.0012 lb/ton or matenal ror EF 1.68 2.59 
0007 & 0012 A & B Blast Furnace cast house Baghouse 2,059,557 l,165,000 tons of hex metaVyear PMIO 0.07026 0.07026 lb/ton or hot metal No change 72.35 111.19 

113 Blast Furnace Slag P,ts 2,059,557 l,165,000 tons of hex metaVyear PMIO 0.00417 0.004 I 7 lb/ton or hot metal No change ◄.29 6.60 2 .30 
lron Spout Baghouse 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hot mmVyear PMIO 0.02$48 0.02548 lb/ton or hot metal No change 26.24 ◄0.32 14.08 
Blast Furnace Operations PMID 120.32 184.90 6-4.58 

0033 BOF 2Vascls 2,413,406 3. 580,()¢() tons of moftcn Sleel/year PMIO 0,16 0.16 lb/ton of steel u s,ng 60 lb/hovr for Pre 193.07 M2,80 0.00 
0014 BOF Roof Monitor 2,413,40/i 3. SS0,000 tons of moften steel/year PMIO 0.287 0.066 lb/ton or steel No change 346.20 118.40 

Desulfunzation StatlOI\ [,ns,de BOF shop] & 
0107 & 0035 Transfer Pit 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hot meu,Vyear PMIO 0.03721 0.03721 lb/ton of hot meu,I No change 38.32 56.88 20.s, 
0040 Hot Mel.II O,arg,ng Lad!<, Slag Skimmer 2,0S9,5S7 3,165,000 tons of hot metaVyear PM!O 0.00502 0.00502 lb/ton or hot metal No change 5.1, 7.94 2.77 

IIOFShop PMIO S82.76 +48.03 •134, 74 
0103, 010◄ & Argon $~mng u & ,2 Material Handling 
OIZl Tripper 2,413,◄0li 3,580,000 tons ot molten steel/year PMIO 0.00715 0.00715 lb/ton or steel No change 8.63 12.80 4.17 
0105 &0106 De'SJa991ng Station & M~tenal HS 2,413,406 3~580,000 tons of molten steel/'(fllr PMIO 0.00355 0.0035S lb/Ion of sto<l No<11ange 4.28 6.35 2.07 
0070 &0 120 caster Mold• C.Slet'5 #! & ,2 2,413,406 3,580,000 tons of moken stcevyea, PMIO 0 .006 0.006 lb/ton or steel Noctiange 7.24 10.74 3.50 

0071 &0 119 co~~nuous r.astcrs , I & #2 Spray Chamber 2,413,406 J.560,ooo tons of molten stttVvear PMIO 0.00652 0.00652 lb/ton of steel No change 10.26 15.25 4,'7 
0072 e. 0118 Slab Cutoff cam .. "1 & ,2 2,◄ll,406 3, 580.000 tons of molten steel/Year PMIO 0.0071 0.0071 lb/ton or sto<l No Change 8.57 12.71 4.14 

73 Slab R1pp,ng C.SlerS fl & •2 2,413,406 3,580,000 tons of molten steel/year PMIO 0.00,22 0.00722 lb/ton or st ... Nothtng,e 8.71 12.92 4.21 
Continuous ca,,i119 Operations PMIO 47.71 70.78 23.06 
Combmed BFG in stoves Bil & 812, lad!<, 
prd'leaten., and BFG nares 121,039 185,030 MMd PMIO 2.90 2.90 lb/MMd No change 175.51 268.30 92.79 
Combined NG ,n stoves, Bl I & B12, ladle 
pret,ea:ters, and BFG nares 1,145 1,980 MMd PMlO 1.9 1.9 lb/ MMd AP-42 Revised F1lt. PM Factor 1.09 1.88 0 .79 
Comtuned FO ,n stoves, 811 & 812, ladle 
prehcaters, and BFG na~ 16 365 Mgal PMIO 9.72 9.72 lb/Mgal No change 0.08 1.77 1.70 
certain Fuel lluml11111 !missions Units PMIO 176.68 271.95 95.28 

tons or clla'9f USS rep,esent.iuon of 65¾ 
?003 Iron Pellet Screen 2,803,241 ◄ 308,SBl • ,ten..1/vea, PM10 0.001305 0.00131 lb/ton of matenal control to uush!!d stone EF 1.83 2.81 0.98 

80F Hoflt)ef Baghouse 2,413,406 3 580,000 tons of molten steeVyear PMIO 0.00032 0.00032 lb/ton o( SI ... No c;hang,e 0.39 0,57 0.19 
0037 Flu]( Conv. & Transfer Pomts 81n Floor • BOF 2,413,406 3. 580.000 tons of molten steeVyeair PMIO 0.0016 0.0016 lb/Ion of SI.., No change 1.93 2.86 0.93 

N-rt•I -llng Ope,atlons lltBF and 
BOF PMlO 4.15 6.25 2. 10 

Total 
PMIO 981.91 208.37 50.29 

•••~LL 
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USS Granite City 
Net Emissions Increases 

Project Emissions Increases 
Significant Emission Rates 
Whether Significant? 

Project Emissions Changes 

Contemporaneous Emissions Increases 
Remove Blast Furnace Slag Spout Hood 
#2 Caster Production 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line 

Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Ingot Teeming Shutdown 
Blooming Mill Shutdown 
NESHAP Controls Coke By-product 
Batch Annealing Shutdown 
Road and Material Handling Fugitive Dust Controls 

Project Net Emissions Increases 
Whether Significant? 

Date of complete permit application under Rule 203 
Date Project implemented/operation started 
Contemporaneous Period 

Date 
Jan-1990 
Dec-1990 

Emissions {tons/year) 
PM PM10 

220.6 209.1 
25 15 

Yes Yes 

-50.5 50.3 

4.9 
11.7 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

Mar-1996 Not contemporaneous 

Apr-1991 
Apr-1991 
Jul-1991 
Dec-1991 
Nov-1991 

1/3/1995 
1/25/1996 
1/4/1990 

-22.4 -22.4 
-3.4 -3.4 

-0.2 -0.2 
-32 -32 

-108.53 8.89 
No No 

Same as permit issuance date as permit was for operational changes by revising production limits. 
to 1/25/1996 

Page 5 of 11 
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1996 Construction Permit Revision 

USS Granite City 

Revised NO, Actual 

Onginal Revised 
Original UO(la!ed Baseline Baseline 

Past Emission Emission Emiss,ons Emissions 
Point emission ~nt ,.rougl'P<Jt Units Pollutant Factor Factor Units Basis (tOnS/year) (tons/year) 

3/2012 test assuming no NOx 
0005 & 0010 A & B Blast Furnace casthouse Fugitives 2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear NO, 0.0007 0.0001 lb/ton of hot metal control and 5% fugitive 0.74 0.15 
0007 & 0012 A & B Blast Furnace casthouse Baghouse 2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year NO, 0.0144 0.0027 lb/ton of hot metal 3/2012 test 14.83 2.78 

Iron Spout Baghouse 2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear NO, 0 .0000 0.0016 lb/ton of hot metal 3/2012 test o.oo 1.65 
Blast Furnace Operations NOx 15.57 4.57 

Average of 4/2012, 7/2012, 11/2014 
0033 BOF 2 Vessels 2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear NO, 0.0389 0.1503 lb/ton of steel test results 46.94 181.33 

BOFShop NO. 46.94 181.33 
All NOx formed is from natural gas 
usage; emissions are accounted for 

0070 & 0120 caster Mold - casters #I & # 2 2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year NO, 0.0500 0.0000 lb/ton of steel separately. 60.34 0.00 
Continuous casting Operations NO. 60.34 0.00 
Combined BFG in BFG Flare 26,132 MMd NO, 5.2800 5.2800 lb/MMd No change 68.99 68.99 
Combined BFG in stoves 44,977 MMd NO, 5.2800 5.2800 lb/MMd No change 118.74 118.74 
Combined BFG in Boilers 811 & 812 and BHl 49,930 MMd NO, 5.2800 5.2800 fb/MMd No change 131.82 131.82 
Combined NG in stoves, Bil & B12, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 1,145 MMd NO, 306.0 306.0 lb/MMd No change 175.19 175.19 
Combined FO 10 stoves, Bil & Bl 2, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 16 Mgal NO, 55.00 55.00 lb/Mgal No change 0.44 0.44 
certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units NO, 495.17 495.17 

Total 618.01 681.07 

1'~60111 
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I 996 Construa.11.)n PtrM1t A.tws1on I 
USS Granite Oty 
R""- NO,. Analysis 

Uc,dated Future Bass•• ~· Emossions Emossions 
Post Futurt: Emisst0n e.....,,, ErMsoons em.ss.ons rncrHSt Cti>not 

Poont Emissaon Point Th,ougl,put Th,ouohout Un"5 Polkli.nt ,octo, Factor """' 8.,,s (""'51ye>r) ltons/vtarl (tons/yeor) (CCftS/)'ear) 

3/2012 cest assuming no N0x 
0005 & 0010 A & B Blast Futnoct Cnhoust F"9'1...,.. 2.059.557 3,165,000 tons of hot mtlol/yur NO, 0.0001 0.0001 lb/ton of hot mol>I control and 5% fuQitlY't 0.15 0.22 2.46 

0007 & 0012 A a e Blast Futnoce Cnhous, Baghoust 2,059,557 3,165.000 tons of hot mtlal/yur NO, 0.0027 0.0027 lb/ton of hot mol>I 3/20l2tost 2.78 '4.27 

Iron 5-t Bl9hooSe 2.059.557 3,165,000 tons of hot metal/yea, NO. 0.0016 0.0016 lb/ton of hot mei.l 3/2012 ,.,, 1.65 2.53 
lllut Fumaco o--, NO, 4.57 7.03 2.46 

Avtr>gt ol 4/2012, 7/2012, 11/2014 
test resuls used for ba'Stlint; 
11/2014 test rnuk used 10< 

0033 90f 2 VosS<I, 2,<13,406 3,580,000 tons of molten st"4/Year NO,, 0.1503 o. 1100 lb/ton or stHI pro- 181.33 304.30 122.97 _..., NO,. 181.33 304.30 122.97 
All NO. formed 1$ from ,._turll 9H 
usa9t; tmrssaons are k.tounted for 

0070 I!, 0120 Caster Mold • Caster, fl & t2 2,413,406 3,580.000 tens ol molten stffl/yur NO, 0.0000 0.0000 lb/10<1 ol st..i s,oaratfly. 0.00 0.00 0.00 

contin-.. CMtlng o~ NO, 0.00 0.00 0.00 
SFG 1n 8P:G tllre 26,132 39,947 HMcf NO. 5.2800 5.2800 lb/MM<I No than~ 68.99 105.46 36.47 

Combined 81G 111 stoves 44,977 68,75S MMcf NO,. 5.2800 5.2800 lb/HMd 118.74 181.51 62.78 

Comb.nod 8'G ,n 8"'1crs Bl I & 812 and BHI 49,930 76,327 MMcf NO, 5.2800 S.2800 lb/MMd 131.82 201.SD 69.69 

Comb,ntd NG in stoYtS, 81 I &. B12 (post), 
ladle preh9tffl, and BfG tl,res 1,145 340 MMcf NO, 306.0 306.0 lb/MMcf 175.19 52.02 0.00 

No chan9t made to basd~ factor. 

Post,prc)OCI wt,ghttd -• 
emlSSO'\ facto, refltcts current 
contrOis. (IJmit 11 JS IAC 217.16-1 
ro, rolo<> ,s 0.084 lt>/MMlltu, rolcrs 
wtrt rttro(ltted with FGR to 

au (Future) no MM<I NO,, 100.0 lb/MM<I comply.) 41.00 41.00 
No <hinge fflldt to bJsone r.ctor. 

Post-pro)ttt we,ghttd •-
cmlS$iOn fJ<t.Of rtntcts current. 
controls. (un,t'" 35 IAC 217.>64 
for IIO•ler> ,s 0.0&4 IIJ/MMBlu; rolers 
were retrofllt'ltd with FGR to 

812 (Future) 820 MMcf NO, 100.0 lb/HMd comply.) ◄1.00 41.00 

Comt1,ne<1 FO 11 -. 811 & 812, ladle 
pre:hntcrs, 1nd BFG Rares 16 36S M9il NO. 5S.00 55.00 lb/Mgal Noc~n0t 0.44 10.~ 9.60 

Celtaln Fuel aumlnv fm- Vnlls NO,, 495.17 632.54 137 .. 37 
Tot,I 
NO. 681 944 385.96 262.80 

'"!lt7dl1 
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USS Granite City 
Net Emissions Increases 

Project Emissions Increases 
Significant Emission Rates 
Whether Significant? 

Project Emissions Changes 

Contemporaneous Emissions Increases 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line 

Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Blooming Mill Shutdown 
Batch Annealing Shutdown 

Project Net Emissions Increases 
Whether Significant? 

Date of complete permit application under Rule 203 

Date Project implemented/operation started 
Contemporaneous Period 

Date 
Mar-1996 

Apr-1991 
Dec-1991 

1/3/ 1995 
1/25/1996 
1/4/ 1990 

NOx 
386.0 

40 
Yes 

262.8 

Not contemporaneous 

-217.8 
-8.7 

36.30 
No 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

Same as permit issuance date as permit was for operational changes by revising production limits. 
to 1/ 25/ 1996 

Page 8 of 11 
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USS Granite City 
Revised VOM Analysis 

Potnt Etn1SSIOll Point 

0005 &. 0010 A&. B Blast F1Knace Casthouse Fugitives 
0007 &. 0012 A&. B Blast F1Knace Casthouse Baghouse 

Iron Spout llaghouS4! 
Blllstfumac:a0pemlorl$ 

0033 BOF 2 Vessels 
Desulfurlzat1on St1t1on [inside BOF shop]&. 

0107 &. 0035 Transfer Pit 
BOFShop 
Combined BFG in stoYeS, 811 &. B12, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG nares 
Combined NG ,n stoves, 811 &. 812, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG nares 
Combined FO in stoves, Bil & B12, ladle 
preheaters, and 8fG flares 
Certain Fuel lumklg Enllsslons Units 

Total 

Past 
Throughput Units 

2,059,557 tons of hot meta '{year 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear 
2,059,557 tons or hot metaVyear 

2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear 

2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear 

121,039 MMd 

1,145 MMcf 

16 Mgal 

OriQinal 
Emission 

Pollutant Factor 

VOM 
VOM 
VOM 
VOM 

VOM 

VOM 
VOM 

VOM 

VOM 

VOM 
VOM 

Page 9 of 11 

0.00469 
0.09458 
0.0000 

0.0060 

0.00100 

0.0 

2.8 

0.28 

Updated 
EmiSSion 
Factor Units 

0.0006807 lb/ton of hot metal 
0.01293 lb/ton of hot metal 
0.0021 lb/ton of hot metal 

0.0186 lb/ton of steel 

0.00187 lb/ton of hot metal 

0.2 lb/MMd 

5.5 lb/MMcf 

0.28 lb/Mgal 

1996 ConstructJon Permit Rev,soon 

On91nal Revised 
Baseline Baseline 

Em1sSions fm,ss,ons 
Basis (tonS/year) (tonS/year) 
3/2012 test asS1KnIng no 
VOM control and 5% fugitive 4.83 0.70 
3/2012 test 97.40 13.32 
3/2012 test 0.00 2.1'1 

102.23 16.16 
Average of ◄/2012, 7/2012, 
11/2014 test results used for 
baseline; 7.24 22.40 

5/2012 test 1.03 1.93 
8.27 24.33 

Updated from Cogen Permit 0.00 14.52 
1998 update to AP-412 Section 
l.4 1.60 3.15 

No change 0.00 0.00 
1.61 17.68 

112.10 58.17 
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1996 Construction Permit Rev1s,on 

USS Granll<! City 
Fte•ised VOM Anillysls 

Updated i:uture 8asehne F\Jture Emissions Fm1sstOl'ls 
Past Futu,e Emission Em,ss,on Emissions Em1SS1ons Increa~ Chang• 

Po<nt S:m•s~n Point Throughput Throughput Units PQIILJtant F,ctor Factor Umts Bas s (tOnS/y .. r) [tonS/yeor) (tonS/yur• (tonS/yeor) 
3/2012 test assum,ng no 

0005 & 0010 A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Fugitives 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hot metal/year VOM 0.0006807 0.0006807 lb/ton of hot metal VOM control and 5% fug1trve 0.70 1.08 8.67 
0007 & 0012 A & 8 Blast Furnace cast11ouse Baghouse 2.059.557 3,165,000 tons of hot metal/year VOM 0.01293 0.01293 lb/ton of hOt metal 3/2012 test 13.32 20.47 

Jron Sl)Out 8aghouse 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hot metal/yea, VOM 0.00208 0.00208 lb/ton of not metal 3/2012 test 2.14 3.29 
Blast fumaa, Operations VOM 16.16 2'1.&I 8.67 

Average of 4/2n12, 712012 
11/2014 test results used for 
baseline; 11/2014 test result 

0033 SOF 2 Vesscl'5 2,413,406 3,580,000 tons of motten steel/year VOM 0.0186 0.0230 lb/ton of steel used fOf' Pf0)ectl0n 22.40 41.17 18.77 
Desulfurizabon Stabon (inside BOF shop! 

0107 & 0035 & Transfer Pit 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hot metal/year VOM 0.00187 0.00187 lb/ton of hot metal 5/2012 test 1.93 2.96 1.03 
BOl'Sllop \'OM 2~.33 ~.13 19.80 
Comb,neG 8FG ,n stoves, Bl 1 & 812, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG nares 121,039 185,030 MMcf VOM 0.2 0.2 lb/MMd Upclated from Cogen Pern11t 14.52 22.20 7.68 
Comb,ne<I NG ,n sto\/es, Bl l & 812, ladle 1998 update to AP-42 Section 
preneaters. and BFG nares 1.145 340 MMcf \'OM S.5 5.5 lb/MMd 1.4 3.15 0.94 2.30 

1998 update to AP-42 Secoon lnclude<I 
8ll 820 MMcf \'OM S.S lb/MMd 1.4 2.26 above 

1998 update to AP-42 Secbon Include<I 
B12 820 MMcf VOM 5.5 lb/MMcf 1.4 2.26 above 
Combined F0 1n st.ovfl,, Bl l & 812,. ladle 
preheaters, and BFG nares 16 365 Mgal VOM ~.28 0.28 lb/Mgal No change 0.002 0.051 0.05 
C-ln fuel aun,lng E1111Ss10ns Units VOM 17.68 27.70 10.02 

Total 
VOM 58.2 96.7 38.5~ 38.50 

"- 10 :,I II 
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USS Granite City 
Net Emissions Increases 

Project Emissions Increases 
Significant Emission Rates 
Whether Significant? 

Project Emissions Changes 

Contemporaneous Emissions Increases 
Remove Blast Furnace Slag Spout Hood 
#2 Caster Production 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line 

Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Blooming Mill Shutdown 
NESHAP Controls Coke By-product 
Batch Annealing Shutdown 
Road and Material Handling Fugitive Dust Controls 

Project Net Emissions Increases 
Whether Significant? 

Date of complete permit application under Rule 203 
Date Project implemented/operation started 
Contemporaneous Period 

Date 
Jan-1990 
Dec-1990 
Mar-1996 

Apr-1991 
Jul-1991 
Dec-1991 
Nov-1991 

1/3/1995 
1/25/1996 
1/4/1990 

Emissions (tons/year) 
VOM 

38.5 
40 

No 

38.5 

Not contemporaneous 

-0.9 
-31.6 

-0.3 

38.50 
No 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

Same as permit issuance date as permit was for operational changes by revising production limits. 
to 1/25/1996 
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Emissions Calculations Included in the 1995 Construction 

Permit Application 
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LINE I POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0038 01 
14 0071 & 011E 01 
15 
16 
17 

TOTALS: 

GC-CO.Z I ,)(ts 

TABLc 3-1 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • CO 

SOURCEOESCRIPTION 

"A" Blast Furnace Stoves - BFG 
"B" Blast Furnace Stovee • BFG 
Blast Furnace Ga$ Flare • BFG 

Boiler House 1 (Blrs 1°10) • BFG 
Boiler House t (Blrs 1-t 0) - NG 

Boiler 11 t - SFG 
Boiler #11 • NG 

Boiler 111 • Fuel Oil 

Boiler #12 - BFG 
Boiler 112 - NG 

Boil• It 2 • Fuel Oil 
BOF 2 Vessels 

BOF Preheate,s/0rver11 • NG 
Continuous Castera #1 & #2 - NG 

Natural Gas 
Blast Furnace Ga. 

Fuel Oil 

Contemporaneous Changes 
N.tC~ 

EMSSION 

FACTOR 

13. 7 
13.7 
13. 7 
13.7 

40 
13. 7 

40 
5.0 

13.7 
40 
5.0 

8.993 
40 
40 
40 

13.7 
5.0 

BASE YEAR 

UNITS THRUPUT UNITS 

lb/MMcf 22,774 MMcf 
lb/MMcf 22,203 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 26,132 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 37,501 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 361 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 

lb/Maal 15.00 Maal 

lb/MMcf 7,106 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 

lb/Maal 1.00 Moat 

lb/ton oroc. 2,413,406 ton oroc. 

lb/MMof 283 MMcf 

lb/MMof 57 MMof 

lb/MMcf 1,145 MMcf 

lb/MMof 121,039 MMcf 
lb/Mgel 16 Mgal 

Pege 1 of 1 

i~ 

Projected Emiseions Based On: Blast Furnace @ ti .;'11 NTPD 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

ACTUAL PROJECTtO 
EMISSION THRUPVT UNITS . ..., 

156.00 lndudod In 11ne 17 . 
152.09 Included In line 17 . 
179.00 Included In line 17 . 
256.88 Included In lino 17 . 

7.22 -lnllne18 . 
36.46 lnc;luded 1n line 17 

4 ,52 In eluded In llne 1 e . 
0.04 Included Inn,_ 18 -

48.68 ,ndudod In line 1 ~ 

4 .36 lncludod In line UJ . 
0.00 lno!uded In line 18 -

10,851.88 3,!580,000 ton proc. 
5,66 Included In I1ne 1 e . 
1.14 included In llne t e . 

inc. eboY• 1 145 MMcf 

inc.•ve 185,030 MMcf 
inc. above 365 Mgal 

11,703.94 

PROJECTED 

ACTUAL 
EMISSIONS 

'"" . 

. 

. 
. 

. 

. 

. 

. 
16,097.47 

. 
-
22.90 

1,267.46 
0.91 

17,388.74 

POTENTIAL 

EMISSIONS 

INCREASE 

·-. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 

5,245.59 

. 

. 

5,884.80 
11C511 

5,613.29 

wooe1-,d-e1yc1e 1111 /96 
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UNEII POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 0 1 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
8 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0038 01 
14 0071 & 0119 01 
15 
16 
17 

TOTAL&: 

OC-CO-Z.XUi 

TABLE 3-1 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - CO 

EMISSION BASE YEAR 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION FA CTOR UNITS THRUPVT UNITS 

• A" Blast Fumaoe Stoves • BFG 13. 7 lb/MMcf 22,774 MMcf 
"8" Blast Furnace Stoves • BFG 13. 7 lb/MMof 22,203 MMcf 
Blast Furnace Gas Flare • BFG 13.7 lb/MMcf 28, 132 MMcf 

Boiler House 1 (Blra l-10) • BFG 13.7 lb/MMcf 37,501 MMcf 
Boiler House 1 (Sirs 1·101 • NG 40 lb/MMcf 381 MMcf 

Boiler #1 1 • BFG 13.7 lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 
Boiler #11 - NG 40 lb/MMcf 225 MMcf 

Boiler #11 - Fuel Oil 5 .0 lb/Maaf 15.00 Maal 
Boiler #12 - BFG 13. 7 lb/MMcf 7, 106 MMcf 
Boiler #12 · NG 40 lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 

Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 5.0 lb/Masi 1.00 Maal 
BOF 2 Vessels 8.993 lb/ton oroc. 2.413 406 ton Proo. 

BOF Preheaters/Drvenr • NG 40 lb/MMcf 283 MMcf 
Continuow Casters #1 & #2 - NG 40 lb/MMcf 57 . MMcf 

Natural Gas 40 lb/MMcf l, 145 MMcf 
Blast Fumeoe Gas 13.7 lb/MMcf 121,039 MMcf 

Fuel Oil 6.0 lb/Maal 18 Maal 

Net Change 

Page 1 of 1 

,i ~ 
I _,, 

Projected Emissions Based On: Blast Furnace @ 8,671 NTPO 
80F @ 9,808 NTPD 

ACTUAL PROJECTED 

EMISSION THRUPUT 

IPV 

156.00 Included In one 1 7 

152.09 lneluded In .,., 17 

179.00 lnclUded n 1ne 17 

256.88 lnc!Udod ~ Jne 17 

7.22 Included In tine 1 Ii 

36.48 included In line 17 

4. 52 lnc!Udod In line 18 

0.04 Included In llno 18 

48.88 Included In h 17 

4.35 Included In h 18 

0.00 Included In ~ne 19 

10,851.88 3 ,580,000 
5.88 lnctudod In Mne 18 

1.14 lnc:lucfed In line 18 

lno. abov• 1,145 
Inc. above 185,030 
Inc. above 385 
11,703.94 

9'?~'l 
) 

}/11;)\J~ 

?H()O /f"\1~ 
}.i{eG) )l'\1 ~ 

PROJECTED 

A CTUA L 

UNITS EMISSIONS 

tllV 

. 
. 
. 

. 

-
- . 

-
ton Droc. 16,097.47 

. . 
- -

MMcf 22.90 
MMof 1,267. 46 
Maal 0. 91 

17,388.74 

POTENTIAL 

EMJSS 'ONS 

INCREASE 

tpy 
. 

. 
-
. 
. 

. 
. 

5,245.59 
. 
-
. 

5,684.80 

~ 
5" 6 13. ~'i 

Woodword-Clyd, 10130198 
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LINE# POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 

2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 

11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0038 01 
14 0007 & 0012 01 
15 0005 & 0010 01 
16 00?0 &0120 01 
17 0071 &. 0119 01 
18 

19 
20 

TOTALS: 

oc-NOXZ1,XLII 

TABLc 3-2 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 
NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - NOx 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

"A" Blast Fumec• Stovea • BFG 
·s• Blast Furnace Stovee • BFG 
Blaet Furnace G• Rara • BFG 

Boiler House 1 (Blra 1•101 • BFG 
Boiler Houae 1 (Blrs 1·101 • NG 

Boiler #11 - BFG 
Boller #11 • NG 

Boiler #11 • Fuel Oil 
Boiler #12 • BFG 
Boil•r #12 • NG 

Boiler 112 • Fuol Oil 
BOF 2 Vessels 

BOF Preheaten/Orver• • NG 
"A" & "B" Bleet Furnace• Caethouee 

"A" & •s• Blaat Furnace· Uncemured Roof Emiaa. 
C•ter Mold • Casten, 11 & #2 

Continuouw Ceetera #1 & 112 • NG 
Natural Gaa 

Blnt Furnace Gas 
Fuel Oil 

Contemperaneouo Changes 

N« C:Ji.np 

EMISSION 
FACTOR 

5.28 
5.28 
5.28 
5.28 
306 

5.28 
306 

55 
5.28 
306 

55 
0.0389 

306 
0.01440 
0.00072 

0 .0!5 
308 
306 

5.28 
55 

BASE YEAR 
UNITS THRUPUT UNITS 

lb/MMcf 22.774 MMcf 

lb/MMof 22.203 MMot 
lb/MMof 26. 132 MMcf 
lb/MMcf 37,501 MMof 
lb/MMof 361 MMcf 
lb/MMc:f 5,323 MMot 

lb/MMof 226 MMcf 

lb/Mael 15.00 Maal 
lb/MMct 7,1 06 MMc:f 
lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 
lb/Mgl!I 1.00 Mgal 

lb/ton proc. 2.413,408 tons oroc. 
lb/MMcf 283 MMcf 

lb/ton r,roc. 2.059.557 tons proc. 
lb/ton 11roc. 2,059.557 ton, proc. 
lb/ton prod. 2,413,406 ton• prod. 

lb/MMcf 57 MMcf 

lb/MMof 1,145 MMct 

lb/MMcf 121,039 MMcf 

lb/Moel 16 Mgel 

i. I~/., 

Page 1 oi 1 

r,­

Projeoted &niasion• Bated On: Blest Furnace ~ ! -~.l,'1 NTPD 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

ACTUAL PROJECTED 
EMISSION THAI.JPUT UNITS 

tpv 
60,12 lncfuded In Uri♦ 20 . 
Ei8.62 lllduded in LiM 20 . 
68.99 lnoludtd in UM 20 

99.00 hc:tuckd in li"- 20 . 
55.23 Included in l.Jno 1 t . 
14.05 lnclUded In l.iM 20 

34.68 Included in Line 18 

0.41 lnc.h.M:t.d in Une 21 . 
18.76 Incl- In lino 20 

33.35 lnclvclod In I.me 19 . 
0.03 lf'lctl,,ided in Lin• 21 . 

48.94 3,580,000 ton proc. 
43.30 tnc;lud•d ,n U"• 19 

14,83 3,165,000 tona proc. 
0 .74 3.165,000 ton• proc. 

60,34 3.580,000 ton prod. 

8.72 lncluclod '" Line 19 . 
Inc. above 1,145 MMe! 

inc . above 185,030 MMcf 
inc. above 365 Moel 

618.01 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

EMISSIONS INCREASE 
tDV tov 

. . 

. . 
. 

. 

. 
. 

. . 
. 

. 
. . 

69.63 )( . 
. 

22.79 > 
1.14 

89,50 
. 
175.19 
488.48 

10.04 

856.76 

;f. 

+ / {,ft•"i '( 
~ c; .• :n 

238.75 

1200.54) 
38.21 

Woodw•ld•Clydo 1/18/98 

-~~ I~ 

7.,;6 
oy 
~H l 
0 , .11 

P .'>'). 

H'tt5 
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LINE# POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0038 01 
14 0007 & 0012 01 
15 0005 & 0010 01 
16 0070 &0120 01 
17 0071 & 0119 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

OC-NOlfcZ:Jm; 

TABLE 3-2 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - NOx 

EMISSION SASE YEAR 
SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS 

• A" Sleet Furnace Stovee • 8FG S.28 lb/MMof 22.774 MMcf 
•e• 81est Furnace Stoves• BFG 5,28 lb/MM"f 22.203 MMe! 
Blest Furnace Ga Flare - BFG 5,28 lb/MMc::f 26.132 MMcf 

Boa er House 1 (Blre 1·101 • BFG S.28 lb/MMcf 37,501 MMcf 
BoilerH01.111e 1 (Bite 1-101 • NG 306 lb/MMcf 361 MMcf 

Boiler #11 • BFG 5.28 lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 
Boaor #11 • NG 306 lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 

Boner #11 • Fuel Oil 55 lb/Maal 15.00 Mgal 
Boiler #12 • BFG 5.28 lb/MMcf 7.106 MMcf 
Bouer #12 • NG 306 lb/MMe! 218 MMcf 

Boil,sr #1 2 • Fuel Oil 55 lb/Maal 1.00 Mae! 
BOF 2 Ve119ela 0.0389 lb/ton Droo. 2,413.406 ton• DtOO. 

BOF Preheetere/Drvere • NG 308 lb/MMof 283 MMcf 
"A" & "B" Bleet Furnace - Cnthouse 0,01440 lb/ton l>l'OC. 2,059,557 tone oroc. 

•A• & •a• Blast Furnace • Unceptured Roof EmiH, 0,00072 lb/ton proo. 2,059,557 tan,, proc. 
C88ter Mold • C88ters #1 & #2 0.05 lbJton prod, 2,413,406 ton• o,od. 

Continuoue Cntere #1 & #2 • NG 306 lb/MMof 57 MMcf 
Natural G- 306 lb/MMcf 1, 14S MMcf 

Blnt Furnace Gas 5.28 lb/MMcf 121.039 MMcf 
Fuel Oil S5 tb/Mgal 16 Mgel 

- -· 
Net Change 

Pego 1 of 1 

I rr; 
ldL 

ProJocted Emi9siono 80,ed On: Bleat Furnaoe @8,67lNTPD 
BOF@ 9,808 NTPO 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
ACTUAL PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

EMISSION THRUPUT UNITS EMISSI.ONS INCREASE 
tpy tnv tpy 

60.12 ,tnclud•d in Lin■ 20 . 
58.62 lnclud•d in t.ln• 20 . 
68.99 lnQludod tn l.n,o 20 . 
99.00 tnclud•d ,n Line 20 . 
55.23 ll"lcJud'•d in Un• 19 . -
14.05 lhl)h.rdod in llne 20 . 
34.58 lnelud•d NI t..rn• 19 . 
0.41 lrichJ:d'■d in li,- 21 . 

18.76 ln<:"ktd•d in Line 20 . 
33.35 Jr:ictuded in lino 18 . 
0.03 fnc"uded 1n Line 21 

46.94 3,580,000 ton DfOC, 89.63 . 
43.30 rnc 'uded 1n liri• 19 - . 
14.83 3,165,000 tons oroc. 22.79 
0.74 3,165,000 tons oroc. 1.14 

60.34 3,580,000 ton arod. 89.50 
8.72 lnclud•d in LiM t8 . 

inc. above ,. 145 MMcf 17S.19 
inc. above 185,030 MMef 488.48 . 
inc. above 365 Mgal 10.04 . 

818.01 856.76 238.76 
ol L - - - • • 

('3 ·u. 0 -3441 

Woodw■td•Clyde 10130/96 
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LINE# POINT MOOE 

1 0004 0 1 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0038 01 
13 0007 & 0012 01 
14 0005 &0010 01 
15 - -
16 113 1 
17 0071&0119 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

GC-402Z1.XLS 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

"A" Blast Furnace Stoves• BFG 
•e• Blalt Furnace Stoves • BFG 

Blast Furnace Gaa Flare· BFG 
Boller House 1 (Blrs 1-10) • BFG 

Boiler HouM 1 (Blrs 1-101 - NG 
Boiler #11 · BFG 
Boiler #11 • NG 

Boiler #11 - Fuel Oil 
Boiler #12 • BFG 
Boiler #12 - NG 

Boiler #12 • Fual OH 
BOF Preheaters/Orvers • NG 

"A & 8" Blast Furnace - Casthouse 

•A & B" Blast Furnace• Uncap. roof 
Iron Soout Baahouae 

Blast Furnace Slag Pits 
Continuous Caeters #1 & #2 • NG 

Natural Gas 
Blast Furnace Gas 

Fuel Oil 

Contemporaneous Changes 

Net Chang• 

TABLc 3-3 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - S02 

EMSSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL 

FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION -6.65 lb/MMcf 22,774 MMcf 75.72 

6.65 lb/MMcf 22,203 MMcf 73.82 

6.85 lb/MMcf 26,132 MMcf 86.89 

6.66 lb/MMct 37,501 MMcf 124.89 

0.6 lb/MMcf 361 MMcf 0.11 

6.65 lb/MMcf 5 323 MMcf 17.70 

0 .6 lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 0 .07 

141 .3 lb/Maat 15.00 Meal 1.06 

6.65 tb/MMcf 7 ,106 MMcf 23.83 

0.6 tb/MMcf 218 MMcf 0.07 

141.3 lb/Maal 1.00 Maal 0.07 

0.6 lb/MMcf 283 MMcf 0.08 

0.2008 lb/ton proc, 2,059,557 tons proc. 206.57 

0.0104 lb/ton proc. 2,059,557 tons nroo. 10.71 

0.0073 lb/ton proc. 2,059,557 ton• Dl'OC. 7.52 

0 .0100 lb/ton 2 ,059,557 tons proc. 10.30 

0 .6 lb/MMof 57 MMcf 0.02 

0.6 lb/MMcf 1,145 MMcf -
8.65 lb/MMcf 121,039 Ml\/lcf 

141.3 lb/Mgal 18 Mgal -
639.03 

Page 1 of 1 

. ii' 
I l ' 

Projected Emis1lons Bated On: Blast Furnace@ &,lii'1NTPD 

PROJECTED 

THRUPUT UNITS 

lnduded in llne 19 . 
Included in lino 18 . 
Included In line 18 . 
lnduclod In line 18 . 
lncludod In Nne 1 B -
lncl""-dln-19 -
Included in line 18 -
!ncludod In line 20 . 
,ncludtd In Wne 18 . 
~ lnh 18 . 
lncludedin""920 . 
ir,oluded In line t B . 

3,165,000 tons proc. 
3,165 000 tons proc. 
3,165,000 ton,, oroo. 
3,165,000 tons proc. 

lnel.- In llna 18 . 
1,145 MMcf 

185,030 MMcf 
365 Mgal 

BOF @l 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED 
ACT\JAL 

EMISSIONS 
tDV 

. 
-
-
-
. 
. 
. 
-. 
. 

422.00 
2 1.94 
13.89 
15.83 

0.34 
815.22 

25.79 
1. 115.01 

POTENTIAL 
EMSSIONS 

INCREASE 
tDV 

-
. 
. 
-
. 
. 
-
-
. 
-
. . 

215.43 
11.23 
6.37 
5.53 

. 
0.00 

212.77 
24.66 

475.98 
(0 .13) 

475.85 

COMMENTS 

. 

. 

. 

. 
-
-

. 

. . 
Eat. Annual Max 
Est, Annual Max 
Est. Annual Max 

Woodward.C.lydo 1/tCl./98 
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LINE I POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0038 01 
13 0007 & 0012 01 
14 0005 & 0010 01 
15 -
18 113 1 
17 0071 & 0119 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

GC-&OZ.Z,Xl.$ 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

•A• Blast Furnace Stoves • BFG 
•s• Blast Furnace Stoves - BFG 
Blast Furnace Gas Flare • BFG 

Boller House 1 (Blrs 1-1 Ol • BFG 
Boiler House 1 (Blra 1-101 • NG 

Boiler #11 • BFG 
Boiler #1 1 • NG 

Boller #11 • Fuel OIi 
Boiler # 12 • BFG 
Boller #12 • NG 

Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 
BOF Preheatera/Drveu • NG 

• A & e• Blast Fumece - Ca$thouse 
"A & B" Blast Furnace• Uncao. roof 

Iron Soout Bacrhouee 
Blast Furnace Sfao Pits 

Continuous Castera #-1 & #2. - NG 
Natural GH 

Blast Furnace Gas 
Fuel Oil 

Contemporaneous Changes 
Net Cht11111• 

TABLE 3-3 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - S02 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL 

FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION 
tPV 

6.85 lb/MMcf 22,774 MMcf 75.72 
8.65 lb/MMcf 22,203 MMcf 73.82 
6.65 lb/MMcf 26,132 MMct 86.89 
6.85 lb/MMcf 37 501 MMct 124.89 
0.6 lb/MMct 381 MMcf 0.11 

8.85 lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 17.70 
0.6 lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 0.07 

141.3 lb/Maal 15.00 Mnal 1.06 
6.65 lb/MMcf 7,106 MMcf 23.63 
o.8 lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 0.07 

141.3 lb/Maal 1.00 """al 0.07 
0.8 lb/MMcf 283 MMcf 0.08 

0.2006 lb/ton nroc. 2,059,557 tons oroc. 208.57 
0.0104 lb/ton oroc. 2,059,557 tons oroc. 10.71 
0.0073 lb/ton oroc. 2,059,557 tons nroc. 7.52 
0.0100 lb/ton 2,059,557 tons oroc. 10.30 

0.6 lb/MMcf 57 MMcf 0.02 
0.6 lb/MMof 1,145 MMcf 

6.85 lb/MMct 121,039 MMcf . 
141.3 lb/Maal 16 Maal . 

839.03 

Page 1 of 1 

11 ,1· 
•..Y 

Projected Emissrons Based On: Blast Furnace@ 8,671NTPD 
BOF@ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED 
THRUPUT UNITS 

indudod in Uno 19 . 
lncludod In li'1e 19 . 
lncll.ldod In llne 19 . 
lnell.ldod In lino 19 
lncll.ldod In line 18 -
incll.ldod In Ur,o 19 -
Included n rne 18 -
includod In lino 20 . 
IC'tCluded 1n ' ins 19 . 
Included 'n lino 18 . 
ln.,Tuo'od In lino 20 . 
lnc;"...iod In line 18 . 

3,185,000 ton$ proc. 
3,185,000 tons proc. 
3.185,000 tons proc. 
3,165,000 tons proc. 

locludad In line: 18 . 

1,145 MMcf 
185,030 MMcf 

365 Mgal 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

EMISSIONS INCREASE 
tpy tpy 

. . 

. 
. 
. . 

. 

. 
- -

. 

422.00 215.43 
"21.94 11.23 
13.89 6.37 
15.83 5.53 

-
0.34 0.00 

615.2.2 212.77 
25.79 24.86 

1,116.01 476.98 

( O. i.::3) ~ 
'()5,'d-5~ 

COMMENTS 

. 

. 

. 

-
. 

Est. AMual Max 
Est. Annual Max 
Eat. Annual Max 

Woodw.,d-Clydo 10/30/SIS 
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EMISSION 

Unel POINT MOO£ SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR 

1 0004 01 •A• Blast Furnace Stoves • BFO 2.9 

2 0009 01 •a" Blaot FumaC6 Sto"" · BFG 2.9 

3 0008 01 81ast Fumec:e Gas Flare - 8FG 2.9 

4 0041 01 Beier Houee 1 (Blra 1-101 • BFG 2.9 

5 0041 91 Boller Houoo 1 (Bin 1 • 1 01 - NG 5.1 

(I 0044 01 Boiler #11 , BFG 2.9 

7 0044 91 Boller #11 - NG 5.1 

8 0044 92 Boil• 111 • Fuel Oil 9 .72 

9 0048 01 Boffar #12 • BFG 2.9 

10 0048 91 Boiler #1 2 · NG 5.1 

11 0048 92 Boiler #12 • r=u.1 0 ~ 9.72 

12 0033 01 B0f2V-lo 0.16 

13 0038 01 80F Praheat.,../On,.,.. - NG 5 .1 

000!1 & •A" & •s• Bla■t furnace • 

14 0010 01 Unca,o, FuoitiltM 0 .01615 

0008& 
15 0011 01 •A• & •e• BIHt Fu.-· Charai"" 0 .0024 

0007& "A· & ·s· 8lee1 Furneco • BaghouH 
16 0012 01 Steck 0.0703 

17 0034 01 BOF Roof Monitor 0 .287 

Flux Conv. & Xfer Pia., Bin Floor -

18 0037 01 Bot= 0 .00111 

19 0040 0 1 Hot Metal Chaina Ladle Sh,a Skimmw 0 .0050 

oe-PtOZI.Xl.8 

TABI.:: 3-4 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEl 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • PM-10 

BASE YEAR ACTIJAL PROJECTED 

UNITS THRUl'VT UNITS EMISSION THRVPVT 
fDV 

lblMMof lncudocl In ino 39 MMof - lnelldod ;,, w 39 

lb/MMcf 1-... ., .... 39 MMcf 
,_ in lino 39 

lb,MMcf lnoWed inlno 39 MMcf lncudod In ino 3$ 

lblMMcf lncl.lded in iina 39 MMcf - 1 .. ..- 1n ... 39 

lb/MMof lnc\tded in 1if,e 3'8 MMef . Jnc:ludMinino38 

lblMMcf lncludocl in lino 39 MMof tnco,dod in 1M 38 

lb,MMcf lncbled in lno38 MMc:f - --lnino38 

lb/MGal Included in ino -40 Maal - l,.,._in h -40 

lb/MMcf lncludod in - 39 MMcf . Inc:~ ,n line 39 

lblMMcf lndided in in,, 38 MMcf - lnoludod in ino 38 _, - .-. line48 M<>el ~ ,nlino '9 

tbltcn....,c. 2,413.406 tons oroc. 193.07 8,780 

lb/MMcf lnwded in lino 38 MMcf Included .-. IIM 38 

lb/ton ""'C. 2.059,557 tons~. 1s.se 3, 185.000 

lbflon-t9 
eh•,aed 2.803,241 tons"""'· 3.36 4 ,308,581 

lblton oroc. 2.059,557 1ons nrt11C, 72.35 3,165,000 

lb/ton """'· 2,413.408 tone oroc. 348.20 3.580,000 

lbJton oroo. 2.413,408 tocw croc. 1.93 3 !180,000 

lb/ton-. 2 ,059.557 tone oroc. 5.1 7 3,166.000 

P-1 of2 

11' : _ 
Projeotod Emiss ions BeH d On: Blast F\lmace @ ;:-.71 NTPD 

BOF @) 9 .80 8 NTPO 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 

PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 

FACTOR IDV IDV 

- -
. 

- - . 

. - -

. -
. 

. -

. . 

. -

. -

. . 
houro 60 IIM/hr 282.80 69.73 

. 

tone DrC>C.. 24.53 8.57 

tone oroc. 5 .17 1 .81 

tons"""'· 1 1 1.19 38.8 3 

to,. __.., 0 .068144 118.40 1227.81 ) 

tono aroc. 2.86 0 .9 3 

tone l'Vftr. 7.94 2.77 

Woc,dword,Clydo 1/16196 
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EMISSION 
lin&II POINT MODE SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR 

1 0004 01 "A• Blaot Furnace Stovea • BFG 2.9 
2 0009 01 ·e· Bl•ot Fvrneoe Stovea - BFG 2.9 
s 0008 01 Blast Furnoce G" Aue • BFG 2.9 
4 0041 01 Boller Houee 1 (Bin, 1-101 • BFG 2.8 

5 0041 91 Boiler House 1 (Bl,. t-101 • NG 5.1 
6 0044 01 Boiler #1 l • SFG 2.9 

7 0044 91 Boiler 11 1 • NG 5.1 

8 0044 92 Boiler 111 1 - Fuel Oil 9.72 
9 0048 01 Boil., #12 • BFG 2.9 
10 0048 91 Boiler #12 • NG 5.1 
11 0048 92 Boiler 111 2 - Fuel Oil 9.72 

12 0033 01 BOF 2 VeHels 0.16 

13 0038 01 BOF Preheate,./Orvers • NG 5.1 

0005& "A• & •e• B!m Furnace· 
14 0010 01 Un~-. Fuaitivea 0.0155 

0006& 
15 0011 01 ,.A. & ""B• Blact Furnace ... Chaffft ...... 0.0024 

0007& "A0 & ·e· Blast Furnace• 8aghou.e 
HI 0012 01 Stack 0.0703 
17 0034 01 BOF Roof Monitor 0.287 

Flux Conv. & Xfer Pta., Bin Floor • 
18 0037 01 BOF 0.0016 

19 0040 01 Hot Met.ii Chnlnn Ladle Slea Skimmer 0,0050 

OC-P10-ZJQ.6 

TABi.E 3-4 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY- PM-10 

BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 
UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT 

t<>v 

lb/MMof Included 1n r.,. 39 MMcf Included In lino 39 

lb/MMcf lncl,dad In lino 39 MMcf . lnoludod In lino 39 

lb/MMcf Cnok.adecl in Tine 39 MMcf lnoludad In lino 39 

lb/MMof 1ncwd-.! in ,.,. 39 MMcf . l~dad In 11119 39 

lb/MMcf Inc;~ in law 38 MMcf . lnolldad in line 38 

lb/MMcf lnckJde-d 1n fine 39 MMcf - 1""'1dod In lina 39 

lb/MMcf lndudff in Jine 38 MMcf . 
'""""'"' In i>t 38 

Jb111Anol Included in line 40 Maal lndJded Ht h 40 

lbJMMcf lnclu<Md lf'I Gnre 3S MMcf lneUdltd in llne 39 

lbJMMcf ,rc:1t.1.dtk1 an r ... 38 MMcf "1cl!dod ln11M38 

lb"' ... •I lr,cludad on fin<o 48 MDal Included jn hrw 48 

lb/ton oroc. 2,413.408 tona nroc. 193.07 8.760 
lbJMMcf l1d1dod in lloe 38 MMcf - Included in ~no 38 

lb/ton DtOC. 2,059,557 tona <>roe. t5.96 3,165,000 

lb/ton poRe1e 
chomed 2.803.241 'tons ll'lroc. 3.36 4.308,581 

lb/tOn .,,00. 2 059.557 tone l"ltoo_ 72.35 3.165,000 
lb/tan oroo. 2,413.406 tone moc. 348.20 3,580.000 

lb/ton oroc. 2.413.406 tono croc. 1.93 3,580.000 

lb/ton oroc. 2,059,557 tono <>roe. 5.17 3,1115.000 

P"II• 1 of 2 

l':l· 
,/ 

Projected Emiooiono Beoed On: Bloot Furnace@ 8,671NTPD 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
FACTOR tDV !DV 

-
. 
-
- . . 

. . 

. 
. . 
. - -

houto 60 Iba/ht 262.80 69.7:3 

ton. croe. 24.53 8.57 

tone croc4 5.17 1.81 

tons Droc. 111 ,19 38.83 
tons proc. 0.066144 118.40 (227.81) 

tons Dmc. 2.86 0.93 

tom: proc. 7.94 2.77 

Woodwud-C'tyd9 10/30195 
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Line# POINT MODE 

0070& 
20 0120 01 

0071 & 
21 0119 01 

0071 & 

22 0119 01 
0072& 

23 0118 01 
73 1 

0103, 
0104& 

25 0121 01 
0105 & 

26 0106 01 
27 

0107 & 
28 0035 01 

29 0113 01 

30 9003 01 
31 01 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

TOTALS: 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

Cast..- Mold - Camtrs #1 & #2 
Cont. Castera #1 & #2 - Spray 

Chamber 

Conlinu<>ue Caaterc #1 & #2 • NG 

Slab Cutoff • Cutere #1 & #2 
Slab R;,.,,1noo - C■ctare #I & 12 

'-'1F Argon Stirring #1 & #2, 
M■Ntiel Hend11na Trlft-

Statil>n & Material HS 
80fHo.,.,..,8etmnu88 

[)egulf. St.iion (inside BOF shop) & 

Xfer Pit 
Bl■■t Furnace S..,. Pit■ 

Iron Pallet Sc-n 

Iron Snout Beahouae 
Road fun1ttve Emis■ione 

Materiel H■ndl;.,., 

Un...,,.,t P•rkina Lots 
Peved Parkina Lota 

Natur•I Ga■ 
Bleat Furnace GM 

Fu.r on 

Cont•mporaneou■ Change• 

~~ 

TABLc 3-4 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - PM-10 

EM1SSION BASEYEAII ACTUAL PIIOJECTEO 

FACTOR VNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT 
tDY 

0 .006 lbfton i,rod, 2.413.406 tone orod. 7.24 3,580.000 

0 ,00852. lb~on Dtoc. 2,413,406 to,- orod. 10.28 3,580,000 

5.1 lb/MMcf lncw.d In lino 38 MMcf - lnc:blod inlino 38 

0.0071 lb/ton Dtoc. 2,413 408 tons nrod. 8 .57 3,680,000 

0.00722 lb/ton DrOC. 2 413.408 torw Drod. 8.71 3 ,580,000 

0.00715 lb/ton Droc. 2 413,406 tons Drod. 8.63 3,5110,000 

0.00355 lb/ton "'oo. 2,413,406 tons....,.., 4.28 3.580.000 

0.00032 lbl!onnroc. 2,413.406 tone ~c. 0.39 3.580,000 

0.0$721 lb/ton Droc. 2.059,557 tons DIOd. 38.32 3 ,185.000 

0.00417 lb/ton oroe.. 2.059,557 tone cJea 4.29 3 ,165,000 

hM'tot'IPtlMa 

0,00279 cha,.,.d 2,803,241 tone oroc. 3.91 4 ,308.581 

0.02S48 lb/ton nroc. 2 059,557 tona Droc. 28.24 3 .1G6.000 

Included in Co.......,.,oraeou• Cha,-. S.e A-..vtix F 
lnc-.idad in Cont"""'°,_,.... __ See A• aandlx F 

. 
-

5.1 lb/MMcf 1.145 MMcf 2.92 1,145 

2.9 lb/MMof 121.039 MMcf 175.51 185.0SO 

9.72 lb/Mgal 16 Mgal 0.08 $65 

937.42 

Note: Actual Emi .. ions "' S.■a YNr Throughput • EmlAion Factor I 2000 

Projected Actual Emi■eionc ,. Projected Throughput • Emialon Factor / 2000 

except . 

BOF Vee•el• Projected Actual Emiaaion■ • 60 lb/hr • 8760 hr■ 

80F Roof Monitor Projected Actual Emisala,. • Projected Emiaaion Factor • Projected Throughput 

oc-1'10%1 .lCLS P■v• 2 of 2 

l[lf: 
Projected Emialonc Baaed On: Blast Furnace @ c.,.ri1 NTPO 

80F @ 9,808 NTPO 

PROJECTED 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS 

FACTOR 

ton Drod. 

ton Drod. 

ton...,,,._ 

ton ......t. 

ton Dtod. 

ton IHod. 
tone oroc. 

ton orod. 

ton"""'· 

tone i,roc. 
torw nroc. 

-
-
. 

MMcf 
MMcf 
M;al 

PROJECTED 
ACTUAL 

EMISSIONS 
tov 

10.74 

15.25 

. 

12.71 
12.92 

t2.80 

6.35 
0,57 

58.88 
6.60 

6.01 
40.32 

-
2.92 

208.29 
1.77 

989.04 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 

INCREASE 
tnv 

S.50 

4.97 

4.14 
4.21 

4.17 

2.07 
0.18 

20.57 
2.30 

2.10 
14.08 

0.00 
0.00 

-
-

0.00 
92.79 

1.70 
61 .62 
(37.31) 
14.:11 

" •\5 

Woodwa,d-Clyde 1/16/N 
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line II POINT MOOE 

0070& 
20 0120 01 

0071 & 
21 0119 01 

0071 & 
22 0119 01 

0072& 
23 0118 01 

73 1 
0103, 

0104& 
25 0121 01 

0105 & 
28 0106 01 
27 

0107& 
28 0035 01 
29 0113 01 

30 9003 01 
31 01 

32 
33 
34 
35 
38 
37 
38 

TOTALS: 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

Caster Mold - C.,,,t.,. 111 & #2 
Cont. Caalera 11 & #2 - Spray 

Chambor 

Continuouo Castera 11 & 12 • NG 

Slab Cutoff • C1ators #1 & 112 

Slob Ai-;.,,. - Ceot•ta #1 & #2 

Argon Stirring #1 & 12, 
Material H......-:... Tr"'~ 

0 .. 1..,,.;..., Station & Material HS 80fHc ___ 

Deeulf. station (inoldo BOF ehop) & 

XferPit 
Bl•et Fum■oe SiftJ p;i. 

Iron Pellet Screen 
Iron SDOut Boahoun 

Road Fuaitive Emiaeione 
Material Handling 

Un"""ed Parkina Lota 
Paved Parking Lota 

Natural Ga■ 
Blast Fur,_,. Ga■ 

Fuel Oil 

Contamporaneou, Char,gff 
N.t C,,_11• 

TABLE 3-4 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - PM-1O 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 
FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPVT 

tDV 

0.006 lb/ton Drod. 2413406 tona orod. 7.24 3 ,580.000 

0.00852 lb/ton Droc. 2.413.408 tone prod. 10.28 3.580.000 

5 .1 lb/MMcf tndudtid inlirw 38 MMcf lncludod In lno 311 

0.0071 lblton~o. 2.413 406 tons s,rod. 8.57 3 .580.000 

0 .00722 lb/ton Droc. 2.413.406 to,,_ Drod. 8.71 3580.000 

0 .00715 lb/ton lll'OO. 2 413,40e to,-,. .......... 8.63 3,580,000 

0.00356 lb/ton ""'0. 2,413,406 tono ...,..,_ 4.28 3.580,000 
0 .00032 lb/ton""'"· 2,413,40«1 tone nrnr.. 0. 39 3.580,000 

0.03721 lb/ton"""'"· 2.059,557 to,.,. a,od. 38.32 3,185,000 
0.00417 lb/ton aroc. 2.059.557 tono alag 4.29 3,165.000 

11,/tan pellot9 

0.00279 a"--d 2,803.241 to,- '""'C. 3.91 4,308,581 

0.02548 lb/ton amc. 2 059,557 to,.,. oroc. 2e.24 3,165,000 

Included ln Contamaoraeou• Chllnoaa. See An.,.nclix f 
Included in Cont-neoua Chana... S.. A ,-nclix F 

-
-

5.1 lb/MMcf 1 145 MMof 2.92 1,145 
2.9 lb/MMcf 121 ,039 MMcf 175.51 185,030 

9.72 lb/Moel 18 Mv■I 0.08 385 

937.42 

Note: Actual EmiHio.,. • Bue Veer Throuehput • EmiHion Factor/ 2000 

ProJected Acrual Emleeiona • Ptoj-.d Throughput • Emlooion Factor / 2000 

except-
BOF V....S. Projected Actual Emieeio,-,. • 60 lb/hr • 8760 hnl 
BOF Roof Monitor Project-.! Actual EmiHion. = Projected Emiotion Faetor • Profected Throughput 

oc-,10-z.xu: Peg• 2 of 2 

: lt· 
, .,. 

Projected Emissions Based On: Blaot Furnac•@ 8,671 NTPO 
80F @ 9.808 NTPO 

PROJECTED 
UNITS EMISSION UNITS 

FACTOR 

ton Drod. 

ton s,rod. 

. 

ton 1>rod. 
ton Drod. 

ton prod. 

ton Drod. 
to,.,. oroc. 

ton..,.,d. 
ton arod. 

tona Droc. 
to,- proc. 

. 
-
-
-

MMcf 
MMcf 
Mval 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

EMISSIONS INCREASE 
!DV tPY 

10.74 3.50 

15.25 

12.71 
12.92 

12 80 

6.35 
0 .57 

58.88 
6.60 

e .01 
40.32 

2.92 
268.29 

1.77 
989.04 

4.97 

4.14 

4.21 

4 .17 

2.07 
0.18 

20.57 
2.30 

2.10 
14.08 

O.QO 
0.00 

0.00 
92.79 

1 .70 
51.62 

3 7,11, 13'7':541 /~-~, ~ 

Woodw•rd-Ctyde 10130195 
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EMISSION 

Line# POINT MOOE SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOft 

1 0004 01 'A' 8Iut F1Jmace Sta.,.· 8FO 2.9 

2 0009 01 ·a· Blut Nnace Stovea - BfG 2.9 

3 0008 01 Blnt Furnec. G• Fl.,., • BFG 2.9 

4 0041 01 BoHer HoU8e 1 (Bite 1-101 • BfG 2.9 

5 0041 91 Boiler HOUH 1 {Blra 1•101 • NG 5.1 

8 0044 01 Boiler #11 • BFG 2.9 

7 0044 91 Boiler #11 • NG 5. 1 

8 0044 92 Boiler 111 • i=u.1 Oil 9 .72 

9 0048 01 Boller #12 • BFG 2.9 

10 0048 91 Boiler 11 2 • NG 5.1 

1 I 0048 92 Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 9.72 

12 0033 01 BOF 2 Veuele 0 .18 

13 0038 01 BOF f'NhN1..,.IDrv•ra • NG 5.1 

0005& 'A• & • B • Blaat Furn""" • 

14 0010 01 u ..... --. Fuaitlvw 0.031 

0008& 
15 0011 01 'A• & '8' Blut Futneoe • Chatttlna 0.0024 

0007& •A• & • e• Bl•ct furnace • Baghouae 

115 0012 01 Stack 0.0703 

17 0034 01 BOF Roof Monitor 0.428 

Flux Conv. & Xfet Pte., Bin Floor· 

18 0037 01 BOF 0,0016 

19 0040 01 Hot Metal Chalna La<k Stan Skimmer 0.0050 

<IC, TSPZ1.XI.$ 

TABL.c 3-5 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - TSP 

BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

UMTS THRUPVT \JNTS EMISSION THRUPUT 
t1>v 

lb/MMcf lnc:ludod in G .. 39 MMcf Included in line 39 

lb/MMof lnoludod in h 39 MMcf . lneklcloct in lino 39 

lb/MMcf lnculod in lino 39 MMcf . lowdod in low 39 

lb/MMcf Included in n 39 MMcf . lne.uded In lino 39 

lb/MMcf Included in lino 38 MMcf lncludod in lno 38 

lb/MMof Included in IN 39 MMcf . -inlno39 

lb/MMof -inlino38 MMcf . lruldedlnlino38 

lb/M-1 Included in Tino <I() Maal . lnoludod in lino 40 

lb/MMcf Included io lioe 39 MMcf lncludod on lino 39 

lb/MMof lndudod In lino 38 MMcf . lncl,ded in lno 39 

lbMnal -inh48 Una! --inlino48 

tblton-o. 2,413,408 tone l'VW'IC, 193.07 8760 

lb/MMof fhGI.Jded tn line 38 MMcf . lnol.ldod In lino 38 

lb/ton"""'. 2,059,557 to ........... 31.92 3.165,000 

lb/ton 1"' le111 
che,a•d 2,803 241 to.-. D,00. 3 .38 4 .308 581 

lb/ton"""'. 2.059,557 tone ""'°· 72.35 3 ,185,000 

lb/Ion-. 2,413.406 tonemoc. 518.72 3,580,000 

lb/ton Droo. 2,413,406 tons oroc. t.93 3,1580,000 

lb/I.on nrno. 2,059,557 tons iwcc. 5 . n 3,186 000 

Pag•1of2. 

Y. 

Projected Eminionc S.Hd On: Blatt Fumac:11 ~ Ll}11 NTPO 

BOF @I 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 

PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
FACTOR fnv tall 

. . 
. . 

. . . 

. . 

. . 

. . . 

. . . 

. 

. . 

hou,e, 80 lbe/hr 262.80 69.73 

. . 

torw--. 49.06 17.13 

to.-. nroc. 5.17 1.81 

tone nroo. 111.19 38.83 -ft-. 0.0987 176.71 (340.01) 

tone Droc. 2.86 0.93 

tonc-. 7.94 2 .77 

Woodwor<l·Clydo 1/UI/H 
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Line II POlNT MODE 

0070& 
20 0120 01 

0071 & 
21 0119 01 

0071 & 
22 0119 01 

0072& 
23 0118 01 

73 , 
0103, 

0104& 

25 0121 01 
0105 & 

26 0106 01 
27 

0107& 

28 0035 01 
29 0113 01 

30 9003 01 
31 01 
32 
33 
34 

35 
36 
37 
38 

TOTALS: 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

c • .i .. Mold· C.otOt$ #1 & 112 
Cont. Casters 1'1 & 112 • Spray 

Chamber 

Continuou• C•eterc 111 & 12 - NG 

Slab Cutoff - en, ... #1 & 112 
Slab Ri.,.,;,.., • CMtere II & 12 

Argon Stirring #1 & 112. 
Materiel Handr.na Tri"""r 

0 .. 1 ... aina St.tion & Met.,,iet HS 
BOF H=-r 0.ohouoe 

O..ulf. Station (Inside BOF ahopl & 

Xfer Pit 
Bl- Furnace Slaa Pits 

iron Pallet SeN>en 
Iron Snout R-hous• 

Road Fuaitive Emi••iono 
M-ial Handlina 

Unpaved Park"na Lots 
Pavad Parklna LOUI 

Natural Gaa 
SI.et Furnece Gae 

Fuel Oil 

Contemparaneoua Change& 
Natc,,,,,,g. 

TABLc 3-5 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • TSP 

EM1SSfON BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

FACTOR UNITS THRUPVT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT 
tDV 

0.006 lb/ton 1>rod. 2,413.408 tone orod. 7.24 3,580,000 

0.00852 Ii/ton 1>roc. 2.413.400 torwmod. 10.28 3.580.000 

5.1 lb/MMcf lnclud'td in fin• 38 MMcf . fncMMd i"I. IM 31 

0.0071 lb/ton 1>roc. 2.413,406 tons prod. 8.57 3,580.000 

0 .00722 lb/ton nrac. 2.413.408 tono .,..od, 8.71 3,580.000 

0.00715 lb/ton 1>roc. 2,413.406 tons prod. 8.63 3,580,000 

0.00355 lb/ton nroc. 2,413,408 tone ixod. 4.28 3,580,000 

0 .00032 lb/ton oroc. 2.413,406 tons .wl'!,c. 0 ,39 3 ,580,000 

0.03721 lb/ton 1>roe. 2,059,557 tons orod. 38.32 3,165 000 

0.00417 lb/tonnroo. 2,059,557 tom elao 4.29 3.165 000 
IJ>hon fMl"9te 

0.00279 ch•......,. 2.803,241 toosoroc. 3.91 4.308,581 

0 .02548 lb/ton ....,,,_ 2,059.557 tons aroc. 26.24 3,165.000 

lr,oluded ,n eo-r•eou• Cha~. See A...,..ndix F 

Included In Cont-mDOraeous Chanaee. See A• .,..nd,x F 
-

5.1 lb/MMcf 1,145 MMef 2.92 1, 145 

2.9 lb/MMcf 121.039 MMcf 175.51 185 030 

9 .7:2 lb/Mgal 18 Mgal 0 .08 365 

1,123.90 

Note: ActUaf EmiAlonc = Ba•• Voar Throughput • Emiulon Factor / 2000 

Projected Actual Emi .. iona • Projected Throughput • Emies,on Factor / 2000 

oxcept • 
BOF V•Hlt Projected Actual Emissions • 60 lb/hr • 8760 hr• 

BOF Roof Monitor Projected Actu.il Emiaeion• • Projoct..t Eminion Factor • Projected ThroUljhput 

OC·TSPZ1JQ.S 
PagaZ of 2 

Projeet•d Emissiona Ba.ad On: Bloot Furnace@ L i l1NTPD 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED 
UNITS EMISSION UNITS 

FACTOR 

ton orod. 

ton i>rod. 

ton i,rod. 
ton orod. 

ton~d. 

ton Drod. 
tone~. 

ton DlOd. 

ton i,rod. 

tomslV"ftr.". 

IDna l)r'OC. 

-

-
MMof 
MMcf 
Mgal 

PROJECTED 
ACTUAL 

EMISSIONS 
tpy 

10.74 

15.25 

12.71 
12.92 

12.80 

8 .35 
0 .!57 

58.88 
6.150 

6.01 
40.32 

-. 
2.92 

268.29 
1.77 

1,071.89 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 
INCREASE 

tpy 

3.50 

4 .97 

-

4 .14 
4 .21 

4 .17 

2.07 
0 .18 

20.57 
2.30 

2.10 
14.08 

0 .00 
0 .00 

0 .00 
92.79 

1.70 

ISZ.011 
137.161 
(89. 171 

w.-ord-Cly,t• 1116196 
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EMISSION 

Lin.I POINT MODE SOVRCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR 

1 0004 01 "A• Blat Futneoe Stov" • 8FG 2.9 
2 0009 01 ·e• 8laet Furnec. siov ... BFG 2.9 
3 0008 01 Slut FurMce Gee Fl«•• 8FG 2.9 
4 0041 01 Boil• Hou•• 1 (Bl,. 1·101 - BFG 2.9 

5 0041 91 BoH•r Houte 1 481N 1•101. NG 5.1 

8 0044 01 Boll•r 111 • 8FG 2.9 

7 0044 91 Boiler 111 • NG S.1 

8 0044 92 8ollet 111 • Fuel OH 9.72 
9 0048 01 Boller 112 • BFG 2.9 

10 0048 91 Boil• 112 • NG S.1 
11 0048 92 Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 9 .72 

12 0033 01 BOF2V-ete 0.16 
13 0038 01 BOf Pre!Meteni/Drven • NG 5 .1 

0005 &. 'A•&. •e• Blast F,....,_ •· .o3 
14 0010 01 UnceD. Fuaitlv• 0.0155 

00066 
15 0011 01 'A" & 'B0 Bl- F..,_ - Charalno 0.0024 

0007 & •A• & •a• Blaet Furneoe - Be;houo• 

16 0012 01 Stack O.070S 
17 0034 01 BOF Roof Monitor 0.428 

Flux Conv. &. Xfer Pte., Bin Floor• 

18 0037 01 BOF 0 .00111 

19 0040 01 Hot Metal Chnlna Lidie Slaa Sl<immer 0.00!50 

oc:rsp.z.xu, 

TABlE 3-5 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - TSP 

BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

UNTTS TI-IRUPVT UNITS EMISSION THR\JPUT ..... 
lb/MMof --.. -39 MMof . ~in-39 

lb/MMcf --inlino39 MMof . fl>C-lnlno39 

lb/MMcf - ..... 31 MMcf . lno-in•39 

Jb/MMcf lfteudedinh311 MMcf in..- in ino 38 

lb/MMcf lncudc in Gne 38 MMcf - lne~od in ino 38 

lb/MMcf lnc:lud.:! inllMH MMcf . lnekldod In ino 39 

lb/MMcf lncWed ;n ino 38 MMcf . lnol,dod in h 38 

lb/Mael lnoudod In lino .0 Ma•I lncudad in lino <IC) 

lb/MMcf lncWed in In 39 MMcf . 11'Wd,,dinh39 

lb/MMcf lnctidod!fllino38 MMcf - lncblod in b 38 

lblMaal -lnh48 Maal -inino48 

lblton0t00. 2.413,406 tons DrOC. 193.07 8,760 
lb/MMcf .._., ... 311 MMcf ..,.._ inline 38 

lbltonDroc. 2,059,557 ,_aroa. 15.99 3.1115,000 

lb/ton pelr.t. 
Oh•Ned 2 803 241 tent oroa, 3,3CI 4,308,581 

lb/ton nroc. 2,059,557 torw -c. 72.35 3,165,000 
lb/ton aroo. 2413,408 tone ll'WIK!. 518.72 3 580,000 

lb/ton moc. 2.413,40CI to,- DNM'!. 1.93 3,580,000 

lb/Ion aroc. 2.059,557 tonsmoc. 5.17 3 165 000 

Page 1 of 2 

j ~ 

It,, 
Projeot&d Emicoions S..ed On: Blact Fu,n..:e @ 8,671 NTPD 

80F @ 9.808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNrTS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
FACTOR tDV tov 

- . 
. . 
- . . 
. -
. . 
. -
. 

. 

. . -

. - -
houta 60 Iba/hf 202.80 69.73 

. . -

tons Droc. 24.53 8.!57 

tom i,roc. 5.17 1.81 

tone proc. 111.19 38.63 
tom tvnc. 0.0987 178.71 (340.011 

tor,c aroc. 2.86 0.93 

tone nroc. 7.94 2.77 

W.-ord-Qyd• 10/30195 
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Lino# POlr-lT MOOE SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

0070 & 
20 0120 01 cn1 .. , Mold - c..ur, ,1 & 12 

0071 & Cont. Cestero #1 & 12 • Spray 

21 0119 01 Chomber 
0071 & 

22 OH9 01 Continuous Cestero #1 & 12 • NG 

0072& 
23 0118 01 SI.ti Cu1off • Caeten 11 & 112 

73 1 Slab Rmnlnn • Cestere I 1 & #2 
0103, 

0104 & Arllon Stirring #1 & 112, 

25 0121 01 Matllrla1 Handlina Tril)per 
0105 & 

26 0106 01 Dealagging Station & Materiel HS 

27 BOF Hoooer ....,houee 
0107 & Deculf. Station (inoide 80f ehcpl & 

28 0035 01 Xfer P',t 
29 0113 01 8'-1 Furneo. Slao Pile 

30 9003 01 Iron Pallet Screen 
31 01 Iron Sn«rt Baahouoe 

32 Road FLl<litive Emi1&io,-

33 Material Handlina 
34 Unpaved P■rki"" Lot. 
35 Paved Parldna Lota 
36 Natural Gae 

37 Bleat Futnace Gao 

38 Fuel 011 

TOTALS: 

TABi.E 3-5 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • TSP 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPVT 
tpy 

0.008 lb/ton lltod. 2413406 tono orod. 7.24 3.580.000 

0.00852 lb/ton 0roc. 2,413,408 tone orod. 10.28 3.S110.000 

5.1 lb/MMcf ......,_..,_38 Ml\llcf .,_odlnine:?8 

0.0071 lb/ton l)f'OC. 2,413.406 tone orod. 8.57 3.580,000 

0.00722 lblton~c. 2.413.406 tone Drod. 8.71 3.580,000 

0.00715 lb/ton proc. 2,413.406 tone prod. 8.63 3,580,000 

0.00355 lb/ton proo. 2.413406 tone prod. 4.28 3.580.000 

0.00032 lb/ton oroc. 2 413,408 tono aroc. 0.39 3,580,000 

0.03721 lb/ton""'•· 2.059,557 tone orod. 38.32 3.185,000 

0.00417 lb/ton proc. 2.059.557 tens ofaa 4.29 3. 185,000 

lbll<>n """°,. 
0.00279 ---- 2,803,241 tone aroc. 3.91 4.308,581 

0.02648 lb/ton proc. 2,059,557 tone proc. 26.24 3. 165.000 

Included In Co ntemoontec\11 ChanoN, See ADaendix F 
Included In Co ntemooraooua ChanaN. S.e A1>01ndix F 

. 

. 
5.1 lb/MMcf 1.145 MMcf 2.92 1.145 

2.9 lb/MMcf 121.039 MMcf 175.51 185,030 

9.72 lb/Mgal 16 Mgal 0.08 365 

1,107.94 

Note: Actual Emiooiona .. Baa■ Year Throughput • Emlaaion F_o, I 2000 

Projected Actual Emloelono • Projected Throughput • EmfHlon Factor / 2000 

except• 
BOF Veoaelo Projected Actual Emlaalona • 60 lb/hr • 8760 hro 

BOF Roof Monitor Projected Actual Emioeione • Projected Emission Factor • Projected Throughput 

O~TSP-Z.XI.S P■go 2 of 2 

I =~· 
.;, 

Projected Emiuione Beeed On: Blaot Furnece@ 8,671NTPD 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
FACTOR tov ti,v 

ton lltod. 10.74 3.50 

ton prod. 15.25 4.97 

. 

ton orod. 12.71 4 .1 4 

ton orod. 12.92 4 21 

ton prod. 12.80 4.17 

ton 0rod. 6.35 2.07 

toflS 0roc. 0.57 0.18 

ton 1>1od. 58.88 20.57 
ton~. 6.60 2.30 

tons aroc. G.01 2.10 
'tone croc. 40.32 14.08 

. 0,00 
0.00 

MMcf 2.92 0.00 

MMcf 268.29 92.79 

Mgal 1.77 1,70 

1,047.36 (60.681 .. --~ 

-~J 

Woodw■rd-Clyda 10/3019~ 
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LINE# POINT MODE 

' 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0007 & 0012 01 

14 0005 & 0010 01 
15 0033 01 
16 0035 01 
17 0071 & 01H 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

QC, I/IIIZ1.Xl.6l 

TABL,: 3-6 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - VOM 

EMISSION BASE YEAR 

U 
.. , 

I .. 
Projected Emissions Based On: Blut Fumaoe @o. , 1 NTPD 

BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 

ACTUAL PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 

•A• B1a,t Furnace Stovee • 8FG 
•s· Slat Furnace Stova • BFG 

Bl•t FurnaC9 Ga Flare · BFG 
Boiler Houae 1 (Bin, 1-1 OJ • BFG 
Boiler HOUH 1 IBln, 1-10) • NG 

Boil« 111 • 8FG 
Boiler 11 1 • NG 

Boiler #11 • Fuel Oil 
Boiler #12 - BFG 
Boil., #12 - NG 

Boiler #12 • Fuel OIi 
BOF Proh-on,/Orv.,,.. • NG 

• A & B" Blast Furnace - C•lhou•o 

• A & 8" Blast Furnace • Unc:ao. roof 
2 BOF Veeael• 
Tranaf•r Pits 

Contlnuoue Cutare #1 & #2 - NG 
Natural Gae 

Blast Furnace Gas 
Fuel Oil 

Contempotart■ou8 -Changoe 

N•t CMn11t1 

0.0 lb/MMof 22,774 
o.o !b/MM<:f 22,203 
0.0 lb/MMcf 26,132 

0.0 lb/MMcf 37.501 
2.8 lb/MMcf 361 
0.0 lb/MMcf 5,323 

1.4 lb/MMcf 228 
0.28 lb/Mnal 15.00 

0.0 lb/MMcf 7,106 
1.4 lb/MMcf 218 

0.28 lb/Maal 1.00 

2.8 lb/MMcf 283 
0.0946 lb/ton oroo. 2,059.557 

0.0047 lb/ton proc. 2,059.557 
0.0060 lb~on proo. 2.413,406 
0.0010 lb~on proo. 2,059,557 

2.8 lb/MMcf 57 
2.8 lb/MMcf 
o.o lb/MMcf . 

0.28 lb/Mgal . 

P1111e 1 of 1 

tpy 

MMcf 0.00 ,netueleej In q.,. 18 

MMcf 0.00 lnct<,-;,, line 18 

MMc;f 0.00 included tf"I 14fl• 18 

MMof o.oo included in rrne 18 

MMcf 0.51 ~-in line 17 

MMcf 0 .00 induold tf't 1 M 18 

MMcf 0.18 8Cluded in fir-.. 17 

M....,.1 0.00 'inc'ludad in Sine 1'1 

MMc;f 0.00 inclUdod If\ 11M 18 

MMot 0.15 included ., lino 17 

Mgal 0.00 Inc lud.d ., line 1 t 

MMcf 0.40 includM In HM 17 

ton• proo. 97.40 3,165,000 

toM oroo. 4 .83 3.185,000 

ton• proc. 7.24 3,580.000 

ton• proo. 1.03 3,165.000 

MMct 0.08 oncludtd '" lino 17 

'-Net 1,145 

MMcf 185,030 
Mgal . 365 

111.80 

. 

-
-

. 

. 

. 
toM proo. 
tone lll'OC, 

tons oroc. 
tons oroc. 

. 
MMcf 
MMcf 

lb/Mgal 

tpy 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
-

. 

-
. 

149.68 
7.42 

10.74 
1 .58 

-
1.60 
0 .00 
0 .05 

171.08 

tpy 

-
-
. 
. 
. 

-

. 
-

. 

. 

. 

59.28 
- -· (31 .23) 

28.05 

Woodwood•Clydo 1/16/ff 
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LINE# POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 

8 0044 01 

7 0044 91 

8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 

10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0007 & 0012 Ot 
14 0005 & 0010 01 
1S 0033 01 
16 003S 01 
17 0071 & 0119 01 

18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

OC-VM•Z.XUI 

, I i'!· 
- . .:..1 

TABLE 3-6 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • VOM 

Projected EmiHion• BHed On: Blat Fumaca @8,671 NTPD 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPO 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED ACTUAL EM SSIONS 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
tpy tpy tpv 

"A" Blnt Furnace Stava • BFG 0 .0 lb/MMef 22,774 MMcf 0.00 1-ncluded .,, llno 18 

"B" Bleat Furnace Stovea • BFG o.o lb/MMcf 22.203 MMef 0.00 .,ncluded If' lrM 18 . 

Blaet Furnace Gll9 Fiero• BFG 0 .0 lb/MMcf 26,132 MMe! 0.00 trM:luded 1n &fto 19 

Boiler Houeo 1 (Sire 1-10) • BFG 0 .0 lb/MMcf 37,501 MMe! 0.00 included 1n lin• 18 

Boiler Houee 1 (Blre 1-101 • NG 2.8 lb/MMcf 361 MMcf 0 .51 i"cluded 1n line 11 . 

Boiler 11 1 • BFG 0.0 lb/MMcf 5,323 MMe! 0.00 u,cluct.d 1n line 18 . 

Bailer #11 • NG 1.4 lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 0.16 1nctud.d in 11n• 1 7 . . 
Boiler #11 • Fuel Oil 0.2B lb/Maal 15.00 Mael 0.00 i:.chJdld ri J,,,_ 19 . . 

Boiler #1 2 - llFG 0.0 lb/MMcf 7,106 MMef 0,00 fnctoded 1111 l1n. ,e . 

Boiler #12 • NG 1.4 lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 0.15 lneluded .,, ine \ 7 . . 
Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 0.28 lb/Maal 1.00 Maal 0.00 included in lifl• 19 . 

BOF Prehoatere/Orv..,. • NG 2.8 lb/MMcf 283 MM0f 0.40 tncluded ,n line 11 . . . 
• A & s• Bl11&t Furnace • Casthouee 0.0846 lb/ton Droc. 2,059,557 tona O(OC, 97.40 3. 165,000 tons proc. 149.68 

• A & B" Blast Furnace· Uneep, roof 0.0047 lb/ton Proa. 2,059,557 tone iiroc. 4.83 3,1 65,000 tone proc. 7.42 

2 BOF Voaaola o.ooeo lb/ton proc. 2,413,406 ton• Proc. 7.24 3,580,000 ton• oroc. 10.74 

Tranefer Pita 0 .0010 lb/ton proc. 2,059,557 tone Proc. 1 .03 3,165,000 tor,a proo. 1.58 

Continuout1 C"tere #1 & #2 • NG 2.8 lb/MMef 57 MMef 0,08 included In li-nt 11 

Natural Ga 2.8 lb/MMcf . MMcf 1,145 MMcf 1.60 

Sleet Fumaco Gae 0,0 lb/MMcf MMcf 185,030 MMcf 0.00 

FYel Oil 0.28 lb/Mgel Maal 365 lb/Mgal 0.05 

1 tt.80 171.08 59.28 
. . 

N,t C!Nng11 .za.os· 2'i':'S8 

P"9" 1 oft Woodw•td.CSycl• 10/3018& 
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LINE, POINT MOOE 

1 0044 03 
2 0048 03 
3 0005 01 
4 0006 01 
5 0007 01 
6 0010 01 
7 0011 01 
8 0012 01 
9 0033 01 
10 0034 01 
11 0036 01 
12 0037 01 
13 0040 01 
14 0103 01 
16 0106 01 
16 0107 01 
17 0120 01 
18 

TOTAL 

CIC-PII-Z.Xl.8 

SOURCE OESCRIPTlON 

BoUer '1 1 • Fuel Oil 
Boller 112 - Fuel Oil 

"A" Blast Furnace - Uno•"· Fuoltlves 
•A• Blast Furnace • Charaino 

"A" Blast Fumaco • Banhouce Stack 
"B" Blast Furnace - Uncao. Fualtivea 

"8" Blaet Furnace • Chamlnn 
•e• Blast Furnace - Banhouse Stack 

BOF 2 Vesaala Stack 
BOF Roof Monitor 

Hot Metal Raf adllna • Xfer Pit 
Flux Conv. & Xfer Pta .. Bin Floor • BOF 
Hot Metal ,,..,,in11 Ladle SI.., Skimmer 

Araon Stlrrina #1 & #2 
Oasl..,,,,ina Station 

Oeaulf. St.-tion Oneida BOF sho1>) 
Caster Mold • Castel'9 

!Sollers -Wm• Oil 

Contemporaneoua Changes 
Nt1t Chang11 

TABLE 3-7 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - Pb 

EMISSION 
EMISSION RATE BASE YEAFI 
FACTOFI UNITS lb/hr THRUPUT UNIT'S 

0.01600000 lb/Maal 0.01600000 16.00 Moat 
0.01600000 lb/Maal 0.01600000 1.00 Moal 
0.00039000 lb/hr 0.00039000 8760 hours 
0.00006000 lb/hr 0.00066000 8760 hours 
0.00022000 lb/hr 0.00022000 8760 hours 
0.00036700 lb/hr 0.00038700 8760 hours 
0,00053700 lb/hr 0.00063700 8360 hours 
0.00021400 lb/hr 0.00021400 8360 houl'I 
0.19337600 lb/hr 0.19337600 8760 houro 
0.01290000 lb/hr 0.01280000 8760 hours 
0.00002320 lb/hr 0.00002320 8760 hours 
0.00000062 lb/hr 0.00000082 8780 houn, 
0.00002260 lb/hr 0.00002260 8760 hours 
0.00020200 lb/hr 0.00020200 6760 houro 
0.00240000 lb/hr 0.00240000 8760 hcul9 
0.01330000 lb/hr 0.01330000 8760 houts 
0.00113000 lb/hr 0.00113000 6780 hours 
0.33800000 lb/Moala -

0.26 

'll ll ' 
Projected Eminiona B■-ed On: Blast Fumaee@ 8.671NTPO 

BOF @ 9,808 NTPC 

ACTUAL PROJECT6> 
EM1SS10N THRUPUTOFI 

TPY PRODUC't10N ftATIO 

0.0001 Included In line 1 9 
0.0000 included in line 19 
0.0017 l.537 
0.0024 t.637 
0.0010 1.537 
0.0018 1.537 
0.0024 1,637 
0.0009 1.637 
0.8470 1.483 
0.0686 1.483 
0.0001 1.483 
0.0000 1,483 
0.0001 1.483 
0.0009 1.483 
0.0105 1.483 
0,0683 1.483 
0.0049 1,483 
. 365 
0.888 

UNITS 

tons nroc. 
tons nrcc. 
tons nroc. 
tons nroc. 
tons orcc. 
tons nroc. 
tons nrod. 
ton• "rod. 
tons nrod. 
tons "red. 
tens r>rcd. 
tons nrcd. 
tons nrod. 
ton• nrod. 
tens "rod. 

Moats 

. ,i!~·; 
~¥<ox1/~. 

l'ttl 1- ~,\) ~--p!\-- ( \ "x-..\ v 
f,o(\ \ ,s,-<...J <,I• 

\ ~ w->'-' \\} 
.~~"\.'\ t'f\(' 

\. _ _,,. 
PROJECTED POTENTIAL 

ACTUAL EMISSIONS 
EMISSIONS INCREASE 

tnv tnv 
. 

0.00262550 
0.00370263 
0.00148106 
0.00247067 
0.00361612 -
0.00144066 I, 

1.25607606 a.J~it ~ '4 
0.083'19247 
0.00016070 
0.00000405 
0.00014616 
0.00131210 
0.01668930 
0.08639068 
0.00733996 
0.06132000 

1.627 0.6391 
0.000 
0.539 

Woo-•Clyde 10130/95 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document presents the results of the air quality dispersion modeling analysis 

conducted for the United States Steel Corporation, Granite City Works ("US Steel") iron 

and steel making facility in Granite City, Illinois. The analysis has been conducted by 

RTP Environmental Associates, Inc. ("RTP Environmental") on behalf of US Steel. 

The analysis evaluated the emissions of the criteria pollutant carbon monoxide ("CO") 

as regulated under the applicable provisions of the Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration ("PSD") regulations of 40 CFR § 52.21 , incorporated by reference in the 

federally approved Illinois State Implementation Plan at 40 CFR § 52.738(b).1 The 

criteria pollutant analysis was conducted to ensure that the proposed revisions to the 

CO emission limitations in the Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD") and 

Construction Permit (Permit Number 95010001) ("1996 Construction Permit") do not 

cause or contribute to violation of a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). 

As required by 40 CFR § 52 .21 (I), the analysis conforms with the modeling procedures 

outlined in the Guideline on Air Quality Models 1 promulgated by United States 

Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") (the "Guideline" or "Appendix W'). It also 

conforms to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency's (IEPA) Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration Modeling Guidance2, the modeling protocol submitted to the 

IEPA on February 3, 2020, and associated USEPA modeling policy and guidance. 

1 All citations to the PSD regulations herein are to the currently applicable provIsIons of 40 CFR § 52.21. The 
analysis also is designed to satisfy the parallel requirements of the currently pending Ill nois PSD rule, 35 Ill. Adm. 
Code Part 204. 

1-1 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The 1996 Construction Permit authorized National Steel to increase iron and steel 

production limitations for the blast furnaces and basic oxygen furnace ("BOF") shop at 

the existing integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility in Granite City, in Madison 

County, Illinois. US Steel purchased the assets of National Steel in 2003, including 

Granite City Works. US Steel is proposing revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit 

that involve increases in the CO emission limitations that were established per the PSD 

requirements. Therefore, the proposed increases in the CO rates were evaluated for 

PSD requirements including compliance with the NAAQS for CO. No physical changes 

are proposed in conjunction with the requested revisions to the 1996 Construction 

Permit. 

2-1 



R002265

3.0 FACILITY AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

The US Steel Granite City Works produces high-quality hot-rolled, cold-rolled and 

coated sheet steel products to customers in the construction, container, piping and 

tubing , service center, and automotive industries. Granite City Works has an annual 

raw steelmaking capability of 3.58 million net tons. 

The facility occupies approximately 400 acres and is located approximately 12 miles 

east of Lambert, St. Louis International Airport. The approximate Universal Transverse 

Mercator (UTM) coordinates of the facility are 749,000m East and 4,287,000m North 

(NAD83, Zone 15). Figure 1 shows the general location of the facility. Figure 2 shows 

the specific facility location on a 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic 

map. 

The US Steel facility is classified under the regulations governing PSD and Title V as a 

major source. The area of Madison County where US Steel facility is located is 

classified as attainment or unclassifiable for all regulated pollutants except ozone. St. 

Louis is classified as marginal nonattainment for the 2015 8-hour ozone standard. 

3-1 



R002266

\ \ I\ 

' . J 
I \ 

'-

I . 
f 

' I 

~ ·/ 

. ,. 
L 

' ,, 

I 

I 
,I 

i 
) ' I 

\ 

t• 
l r ~ 

I 
I 

' 
lj 

I 

\ 
I 
• I 

I 
''- \ I 

.!.~ ✓ 

~ ,,' 
\ ~ 

l I I 

I 

j 

I 
l. , 

I 
f 

( 4 

' 

1 I 
I 

L \. 

\ 

I 
!• 

lh 

{ 

\ 
l 
~ 

.L 

I 
1 

I , 

\ f 
\ 

r \~ 

'-1 

\ 
!.. 

I 
I 

• I 
I 

- , 
I 

I 

"' l 

f 
\ 
I 

-, 
• 

\ 
I 

l 
I 

' 

i 

. 

~ ... 
i 
~ 
0 
.! 
·2 
E 

(!) 

ai .s u, 
u, 
=> 

Cl) 
.s::. -0 
C 
0 

~ 
" 0 

...J 

E 
Cl) 
C: 
Cl) 

(!) 



R002267

00 

II) 
~ .. 
0 
3: 
~ 
0 

~ 
C 
~ 
C) 

'i s 
fl) 

fl) 
~ 

M .. I 
0 ("'} 

C 
0 
.:: 
IV c., 
0 
.J 
c., 
~ 
·c::; 
Cl) 
Q. 

fl) 

c-,,i 

! 
::i 
a, 
ii: 



R002268

4.0 MODEL SELECTION AND MODEL INPUT 

4.1 Model Selection 

The latest version of the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD, Version 19191) was 

used to conduct the dispersion modeling analysis. AERMOD is a Gaussian plume 

dispersion model that is based on planetary boundary layer principals for characterizing 

atmospheric stability. The model evaluates the non-Gaussian vertical behavior of 

plumes during convective conditions with the probability density function and the 

superposition of several Gaussian plumes. AERMOD is a modeling system with three 

components: AERMAP is the terrain preprocessor program, AERMET is the 

meteorological data preprocessor and AERMOD includes the dispersion modeling 

algorithms. 

AERMOD is the required default model for calculating ambient concentrations near the 

US Steel facility based on the model's ability to incorporate multiple sources and source 

types. The model can also account for convective updrafts and downdrafts and 

meteorological data throughout the plume depth. The model also provides parameters 

required for use with up to date planetary boundary layer parameterization. The model 

also has the ability to incorporate building wake effects and to calculate concentrations 

within the cavity recirculation zone. All model options were selected as recommended 

in the USEPA Guideline on Air Quality Models. 

Oris Solution's BEEST Graphical User Interface ("GUI") was used to run AERMOD. 

The GU I uses an altered version of the AERMOD code to allow for flexibility in the file 

naming convention. The dispersion algorithms of AERMOD are not altered. Therefore, 

a model equivalency evaluation pursuant to Section 3.2 of 40 CFR 51, Appendix W was 

not warranted. 

4.2 Model Control Options and Land Use 

AERMOD was run in the regulatory default mode for all pollutants with the default rural 

dispersion coefficients. These coefficients were used by the Illinois Environmental 
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Protection Agency ("IEPA") in its evaluation of the facility as part of the 1-hr sulfur 

dioxide ("S02") Data Requirements Rule ("ORR"). 

4.3 Source Data 

The modeling input data and modeled CO emission rates can be found in Appendix A of 

this report. 

Source Characterization 

The majority of modeled source input parameters were obtained from the IEPA's model 

conducted for the Data Requirements Rule ("ORR"). 

Point Sources 

Most emission sources at the site vent to stacks with a well defined opening. These 

sources were modeled as point sources in AERMOD. Several other types of sources 

such as fugitive emissions also required evaluation. 

Fugitive Emissions 

Fugitive emissions are those that are not emitted from a well defined opening. These 

sources were modeled as volume sources. The initial dispersion coefficients (sigma y 

and sigma z) were provided by the IEPA and were calculated based upon the 

dimensions of the area of release and the equations contained in Table 3-1 of the 

AERMOD User's Guide. 

Flares 

The facility uses blast furnace gas flares to combust excess process gas. Emissions 

that occur only during periods of malfunction are not required to be modeled per 40 

CFR Part 51 Appendix W. Non-malfunction emissions were modeled using the 

procedures outlined in the AERSCREEN Manual3. The effective stack height (H , in 

meters) was computed by the IEPA as a function of heat release rate according to the 

following equation, where Q is the heat release rate of the flare stack in caloriesper 

second: 
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Hequ1valent = Hactual + 4.56x1 o-3 X Q0478 

The effective flare stack diameter (d, in meters) was computed as a function of heat 

release rate according to the following equation, where Q is the heat release rate of the 

flare in calories per second: 

dequivalent = 9.88x10·4 X (Q x0.45)0-5 

An exit temperature of 1273K and velocity of 20 m/sec is assumed. 

All source locations were based upon a NAD83, UTM Zone 15 projection. 

Good Engineering Practice Stack Height Analysis 

A Good Engineering Practice ("GEP") stack height evaluation was conducted to 

determine appropriate building dimensions to include in the model and to calculate the 

GEP formula stack height used to justify stack height credit for any stacks n excess of 

65m. Procedures used are in accordance with those described in the USEPA 

Guidelines for Determination of Good Engineering Practice Stack Height (Technical 

Support Document for the Stack Height Regulations-Revised)4. GEP formula stack 

height, as defined in 40 CFR 51, is expressed as GEP = Hb + 1.SL, where Hb is the 

building height and Lis the lesser of the building height or maximum projected width. 

Building/structure locations were determined from a facility plot plan. The structure 

locations and heights were obtained from the IEPA and were input to the USEPA's 

Building Profile Input Program (BPlP-PRIME) computer program to calculate the 

direction-specific building dimensions needed for AERMOD. The structures included in 

the GEP analysis are shown as the green blocks in Figure 3. All stacks and structures 

that are located near a stack were included in the BPIP runs. 



R002271

• i J I 
I 

J .!!! 
t--~ "' ·+- >-

ci 
C 
c( 
Q. 
w 
C) 

ai .e 
ti) 

ti) 
::::, 
G) 

.t:. -I .E v ,, ...,. 
G) ,, 

I! :::, 
(.) 

~ C 

"' . G) ... 
:::, -(.) 
:::, ... ... 

ti) 

i 
~ 

e 

I 
:::, 
0, 

ir 

I 
I 



R002272

4.4 Monitored Background Data 

Ambient, background pollutant concentrations are needed to establish a representative 

background concentration to complete the NAAQS portion of the Source Impact 

Analysis of 40 CFR § 52.21 (k). The background concentrations are added to the 

modeled concentrations to assess NAAQS compliance. Ambient pollutant 

concentrations are also needed to fulfill the Air Quality Analysis requirement of 40 CFR 

§ 52.21 (m), as discussed in Section 5.0herein. 

Pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.21 (i)(5), requirements for ambient monitoring data may be 

waived by the permitting authority if projected increases in ambient concentrations due 

to the project are less than the Significant Monitoring Concentrations. However, in light 

of the decision of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals Sierra Club v. EPA,5 US Steel has 

elected not to request such a waiver at this time. 

The USEPA Monitoring Guidelines6 , other USEPA interpretive guidance, and USEPA 

administrative decisions clarify that representative, existing air quality monitoring data 

may be used to fulfill the PSD pre-construction monitoring requirements and establish 

background concentrations needed for assessing NAAQS compliance, in lieu of 

monitoring data. USEPA's Monitoring Guidelines suggest specific criteria to determine 

representativeness of off-site data: quality of the data, currentness of the data, and 

monitor location. 

There are many existing ambient CO monitors within 100 miles in the facility (Figure 4). 

Existing monitoring data have been evaluated in relation to the criteria provided in 

USEPA's Ambient Monitoring Guidelines as being representative of the US Steel site. 

We have used the most recent available, quality assured data (2016-2018) from the 

AQS monitor in East St. Louis, IL (AQS Site# 17-163-0010). This monitor best 

represents background concentrations near the facility as it is the closest monitor with 
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Figure 4. Ambient Air Quality Monitors in the Vicinity of the US Steel Facility 
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current CO data and is in the vicinity of the site and therefore representative of 

conditions as the site. The background data are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Proposed Background Concentrations 2016-2018 

Averaging Design Value 
Pollutant Time (ppb)fi,lg/m3] Basis AQS Site No. 

co 1-hour (2,000) [2,286) Highest 
17-163-0010 

8-hour (1,180) [1,349) 
Second 

East St. Louis 
Highest 

The existing monitoring data satisfy the criteria provided in USEPA's Ambient 

Monitoring Guidelines7 as being representative of the site. 

Monitor Location 

Of the monitors available, the East St. Louis monitor represents background 

concentrations as it is the closest monitor with data for the pollutants of concern that is 

not also significantly influenced by the localized source impacts. 

Data Quality 

The monitor data were collected and quality assured by the IEPA. 

Currentness of Data 

The data were collected during 2016-2018, which represents the most recent quality 

assured data available for use in assessing compliance. 

4.5 Receptor Data 

Modeled receptors were placed in all areas considered as "ambient air" pursuant to 40 

CFR 50.1 (e). Ambient air is defined as that portion of the atmosphere, external to 

buildings, to which the general public has access. Approximately 14,100 receptors 

were used in the AERMOD significant impacts analysis. The receptor grid consisted of 

three cartesian grids and receptors located at 50m intervals along the facility fence line. 

The first cartesian grid extended to approximately 3.0km from the facility in all 

directions. Receptors in this region were spaced at 1 00m intervals. The second grid 
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extended to 7.5km. Receptor spacing in this region were 250m. A third grid extended 

to 15km with a spacing of 500m. The receptor grid was designed such that maximum 

facility impacts fall within the 1 00m spacing of receptors. The receptor grid spacing is 

presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Proposed Receptor Grid Spacing 

Rece m Distance from Facili m 
3,000 

250 5,000 

500 15,000 

The US Steel facility is located in southern Illinois. Terrain within 10km of the site is 

generally flat. Receptor elevations and hill height scale factors were calculated with 

AERMAP (18081 ). The elevation data were obtained from the USGS one arc second 

National Elevation Data (NED) obtained from the USGS. Locations were based upon a 

NAD83, UTM Zone 15 projection. The near-field receptor grid is presented in Figure 5. 

4.6 Meteorological Data 

The 2014-2018, 5-year sequential hourly surface meteorological data from the National 

Weather Service (NWS) at St. Louis Lambert Field (WBAN No. 13994) and upper air 

data from the NWS station in Lincoln, IL (WBAN No. 04833) were used in the analysis. 

These data were processed into a "model-ready" format using the latest version of 

AERMET (version 19191 ). 

The AERMET meteorological processor requires estimates of the following surface 

characteristics: surface roughness length, albedo, and Bowen ratio. The surface 

roughness length is related to the height of obstacles to the wind flow. It is the height 

above the surface where the average wind speed is zero. The smoother the surface, 

the lower the roughness length. The surface roughness length influences the surface 

shear stress and is an important factor in calculating mechanical turbulence and 

stability. The albedo is the fraction of the total incident solar radiation reflected by the 

surface back to space without absorption. 
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Figure 5. US Steel Facility Near-field Receptor Grid 

4-9 



R002277

The Bowen ratio is an indicator of surface moisture and is the ratio of the sensible heat 

flux to the latent heat flux. The albedo and Bowen ratio are used for determining the 

planetary boundary layer parameters for convective conditions due to the surface 

sensible heat flux. Estimates of the surface characteristics were made by the IEPA 

using USEPA's AERSURFACE program (Version 13016) and provided to RTP 

Environmental. A 1 km search radius was employed at the location of the 

meteorological tower. Twelve sectors of 30 degrees each and seasonal resolution were 

used in the AERSURFACE analysis. RTP employed the "ADJ_U*" option to allow for 

adjustments to the friction velocity under low wind speeds was employed. 

The use of NWS meteorological data for dispersion modeling can often lead to a high 

incidence of calms and variable wind conditions if the data are collected by Automated 

Surface Observing Stations (ASOS), as are in use at most NWS stations since the mid-

1990's. A calm wind is defined as a wind speed less than 3 knots and is assigned a 

value of O knots. In addition, variable wind observations may include wind speeds up to 

6 knots, but the wind direction is reported as missing, if the wind direction varies more 

than 60 degrees during the 2-minute averaging period for the observation. The 

AERMOD model currently cannot simulate dispersion under calm or missing wind 

conditions. To reduce the number of calms and missing winds in the surface data, 

archived 1-minute winds for the ASOS stations were used to calculate hourly average 

wind speed and directions, which were used to supplement the standard archive of 

hourly observed winds processed in AERMET. The USEPA AERMINUTE program 

(Version 15272) was used for these calculations. A wind rose of the 5-year 

meteorological dataset is provided in Figure 6. 
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5.0 MODELING METHODOLOGY 

5.1 Pollutants Subject to Review 

USS Steel is proposing changes to the CO emission limitations in the 1996 Construction 

Permit that were established per the PSD requirements. Therefore. as requested by 

Illinois EPA, dispersion modeling of CO emissions have been evaluated and compared 

to the NAAQS. 

5.2 Significant Impact Analysis 

The air quality analysis was conducted in two phases: an initial or significant impact 

analysis, and a refined phase NAAQS analysis. In the significant impact analysis, the 

calculated maximum impacts due to the project were determined for CO.b These 

impacts determined the net change in air quality resulting from the proposed revision to 

modification permitted under the 1996 Construction Permit. Five years of 

meteorological data were used in the significant impact analysis. Maximum modeled 

CO concentrations were compared to the significance levels. The PSD Class II 

Significant Impact Levels for CO are listed in Table 3. 

Table 3. PSD Class II Significant Impact Levels 

PSD Class II Significant 
Pollutant Averaaina Time Impact Levels (lla/m3) 

co 1-hour 2,000 
8-hour 500 

b For some of the affected emissions units, in place of project related emissions increases, we conservatively used 

the potential to emit of CO. 

5-1 



R002280

5.3 NAAQS Analysis 

Following the determination of significant impacts, a refined air quality analysis to 

determine compliance with the CO NAAQS was conducted. In the NAAQS analysis, 

impacts from the US Steel facility were added to concentrations calculated from other 

nearby sources, plus a regional background concentration. The resultant total 

concentrations were compared to the NAAQS to assess compliance. The receptors 

modeled in the NAAQS analyses were limited to those showing a significant CO impact. 

Five years of meteorological data were again used in this analysis. 

Nearby Source Inventory 

Off-site sources were included in the NAAQS analysis. A 50km radius was used to 

define the screening area. A list of sources that are located within the screening area 

has been obtained from the IEPA as well as the Missouri Department of Natural 

Resources ("MDNR"). Section 8.3.3.b of Appendix W to 40 CFR Part 51 states that the 

number of nearby sources to be explicitly modeled is expected to be few, except in 

unusual situations. Appendix W further states that the sources to be included will 

usually be located within the first 1 Oto 20km from the source under consideration. In 

addition, it states that identification of nearby sources calls for the exercise of 

professional judgment by the appropriate reviewing authority. Further, USEPA's 

Guidance for PM2.5 Permit Modeling reiterates the Appendix W emphasis on a 10km 

screening radius for determining which nearby sources to include in the cumulative 

modeling analysis. 

We conservatively included all sources provided by the IEPA and MDNR that are 

located within 50km of the US Steel facility. Total facility, potential emissions (i.e., all 

sources at a facility) were used in the NAAQS evaluation. 

NAA QS Compliance Assessment 
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Ambient background concentrations (as discussed in more detail in Section 4.4) were 

then added to assess NAAQS compliance. The modeled and monitored values shown 

in Table 4 were used for this assessment. 

Table 4. Monitored and Modeled Values Used to Assess NAAQS Compliance 

Pollutant Averaaina Time I Monitored Value Modeled Value 
co 1-hour & 8-hour Highest, second Highest, second 

high over 3 years high over 5 vears 

The NAAQS are shown in Table 5. 

Table 5. National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

National Ambient Air Quality 

' 
Standards lualm3 ) 

Pollutant Averaaina Time Primarv Secondarv 
co 1-hour 40,000 --

8-hour 10,000 --
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6.0 RESULTS 

Attachment 8 to this report provides the model summary output. AERMOD input and 

output files, including the BPIP-PRIME files, are included on the enclosed CD. 

6.1 Significant Impact Analysis Results 

The project results in CO impacts in excess of the 8-hour Significant Impact Level 

shown in Table 3. The significant impact analysis results are presented in Table 6. 

Based upon the results of the significant impacts analysis, a cumulative, NAAQS 

analysis was conducted. 

6.2 NAAQS Analysis Results 

Following the determination of significant impacts, an analysis was conducted to assess 

compliance with the CO NAAQS. Even though the project resulted in insignificant 1-hr 

CO impacts, the 1-hr average was included in the NAAQS assessment. All sources 

located within 50km of the US Steel facility were modeled in conjunction with the US 

Steel facility in assessing compliance. Background concentrations were added to the 

model results to assess compliance. Evaluation of compliance with the CO short term 

standards was based upon the maximum of the highest-second-highest values from the 

five-year meteorological dataset. 

The results of the NAAQS analysis are presented in Table 7. As can be seen, the 

model demonstrates compliance. 
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Table 6. Significant Impact Analysis Results 

PSD 
Significant 

Maximum Class II Significant Maximum 
Modeled Impact Monitoring Distance to a 

Averaging Impact Level Concentration Significant 
Pollutant Period (ua/m3) lL1a/m3) (ua/m3) Impact (km) 

co 1-hr 1,087 2,000 N/A NA 

8-hr 669 500 575 1.5 
NIA - Not applicable, ,mpacts calculated to be insignificant 

Table 7. NAAQS Analysis Results 

Modeled Background Total 
Averaging Concentration Concentration Concentration Standard 

Pollutant Period (µa/m3) fua/m3) fua/m3) fua/m3) Comment 

co 1-hour 3,414 2,286 5,700 40,000 Compliant 

8-hour 1,941 1,349 3,290 10,000 Compliant 
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US Steel Granite City Point Source Model Input (NA083, Zone 15) 

Last Update {1-29-20) 

co co 
Base Exit Stack Potentlal Emissions 

Elevation Stack Velocity Diameter Emissions Increase 
Source 10 Source Description Eastina:(m) Northing (m) (ft) Height (ft) Temp (F) (ft/sec) (ft) (lb/hr) (lb/hr) 

132833 DEFAULT Blast Furnace A Stoves 749816.02 4286809.08 416.83 217.0 500.0 49.66 7.0 1604.52 1604.52 
132838 DEFAULT Blast Furnace B Stoves 749665.50 4286719.93 417.16 225.0 500.0 51.0S 9.8 1837,76 1837.76 
132837 DEFAULT Blast Furnace Gas Flare nt 749777.33 4286841.02 418.21 221.8 1831.7 65.62 15.4 3140.49 3140,49 

240479 DEFAULT Blast Furnace Gas Flare #2 749865.93 4286920.23 416.24 221.8 1831.7 65.62 15.4 3140.49 0.00 
132836 DEFAULT Casthouse Baghouse 749616.61 4286732.18 417.75 63.0 150.0 63.88 u.o 71.82 24.42 

'1132927 DEFAULT Blast Furnace A and B Iron Spout Baghouse 749831.35 4286818.73 415.98 43.0 123.0 43.04 7.8 7.18 2.44 
238459 DEFAULT Cogeneration Boiler BFG-fired some NG-firing 749776.38 4287073.8S 415.19 137.0 400.1 62.11 6.0 203.08 0.00 

; 132867 DEFAULT Boiler 11 749865.15 4286883.84 416.24 149.9 335.0 29.82 8.0 90.48 90.48 

132872 DEFAULT Boiler 12 749881.40 4286887.85 416.50 150.0 335.0 26.74 8.0 90.48 90.48 
BOF DEFAULT BOF ESP 748415.00 4286681.00 416.57 125.0 400.0 50.00 1S.O 4121.79 1274,01 
132842 DEFAULT Slab Reheat Furnace #1 747729.70 4286762.02 417.52 56.8 650.1 44.88 8.0 26.52 0.00 
172532 DEFAULT Slab Reheat Furnace #2 747715.25 4286747.05 416.47 56.8 650.1 44.88 8.0 26.52 0.00 
172512 DEFAULT Slab Reheat Furnace #3 747700.79 4286730.53 415.88 56.8 650.1 44.88 8.0 26.52 o.oo 

172514 DEFAULT Slab Reheat Furnace #4 747700.27 4286714.00 416.08 146.0 736.l 26.94 13.7 40.76 0.00 
132849 DEFAULT Galvanizing line #8 • fume scrubber 748883.00 4287195.00 416.57 80.0 80.0 41.66 3.0 0.00 0.00 

229337 DEFAULT Galvanizing line #8 • space heaters 748398.00 4287038.00 418.90 39.0 284.1 23.16 2.0 0.00 0.00 
229338 DEFAULT Galvanizing line #8 - drying oven and storage area heaters 748398.00 4287038.00 418.90 39.0 284.1 23.16 2.0 0.00 0.00 

229339 DEFAULT Galvanizing line #8 • miscellaneous heaters 748398.00 4287038.00 418.90 39.0 284.1 23.16 2.0 0.00 0.00 

:229601 DEFAULT Emergency Generator (3500 HP) 749641.00 4286863.00 416.17 37.0 442.0 32.80 1.9 0.00 0.00 
.GECC0021 DEFAULT Waste Heat Main Stack (Gateway Energy) 749278.10 4286983.70 415.78 200.0 261.1 52.94 13.0 0.00 0.00 

'GECC0006 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack#! (Gateway Energy) 749198.08 4286808.68 418.57 85.0 1706.1 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 
·GEccoou DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #2 (Gateway Energy) 749273.31 4286862.01 418.31 85.0 1706.1 57.835 9.0 0.00 0.00 
·GECC0012 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #3 {Gateway Energy) 749352.45 4286918.44 418.70 85.0 1706.l 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 

GECC0013 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #4 (Gateway Energy] 749428.12 4286971.81 418.96 85.0 1706.l 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 
' GECC0014 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #S (Gateway Energy) 749544.63 4287055.23 418.27 85.0 1706.1 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 

GECC0015 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #6 (Gateway Energy) 749619.43 4287108.64 418.34 85.0 1706.l 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 
:GECC0007 DEFAULT Coke Pushing• A (Gateway Energy) 749619.87 4287112.56 418.11 20.0 371.l 71.29 4.0 0.00 0.00 
'GECC0016 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - B (Gateway Energy) 749545.02 4287058.93 418.27 20.0 371.l 71.29 4.0 0.00 0.00 

GECC0017 DEFAULT Coke Pushing C (Gateway Energy) 749428 24 4286976.24 418 96 20 0 3711 71.286 40 0.00 0.00 

;GECC0018 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - D (Gateway Energy) 749352 23 428692192 418.60 20 0 3711 71 286 40 0.00 000 

·GECC0019 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - E (Gateway Energy) 749273 14 4286865 98 418 21 20 0 3711 71286 4.0 0.00 0.00 
:GECC0020 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - F (Gateway Energy) 749197.Sl 4286811.96 418.70 200 371.l 71.286 4,0 0.00 0.00 
,GECC0004 DEFAULT Coal Charging• A {Gateway Energy) 749623.34 4287107.16 418.54 26.0 1351 50.679 45 0.00 0.00 

:GECC0022 DEFAULT Coal Charging - B (Gateway Energy) 749548.49 4287053.91 418.18 26.0 135.1 50.679 45 0.00 0.00 

.GECC0023 DEFAULT Coal Charging - C (Gateway Energy) 749432.74 4286971.35 418.90 260 135.l 50.679 4.5 0.00 0.00 

GECC0024 DEFAULT Coal Charging• D (Gateway Energy I 749355.86 4286916.95 418.67 260 135.1 50.679 45 0.00 0 00 

GECC0025 DEFAULT Coal Charging . E (Gateway Energy) 749277.43 4286860.70 418.44 26.0 135.l 50.679 4.5 0.00 0 00 

GECC0026 DEFAULT Coal Charg ng . F (Gateway Energy) 749201.81 4286807.07 418.57 260 135.l 50.679 4.5 0.00 0 00 
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US Steel Granite City Volume Source Inputs 

co co 
Base Potential Emissions 

Source Elevation Release SlgmaY Emissions Increase 

ID Source Description Easting(ml Northing (m) (ftl Height (ft) (ft) Sigma Z (ft) (lb/hr) (lb/hr) 

26070 ladle Preheaters/Dryers (formerly BOF 4, NG & COG) - Roof Monitor 748457.20 4286596.40 413.88 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.373 1.373 

26080 Ladle Preheaters/Oryers (formerly BOF 4, NG & COG) - Roof Monitor 748466.60 4286606.00 413.98 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.373 1.373 

26090 Ladle Preheaters/Dryers (formerly BOF 4, NG & COG) . Roof Monitor 748475.40 4286616.10 413.88 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.373 1.373 

26100 Ladle Preheaters / Dryers (formerly BOF 5, NG & COG) • Roof Monitor 748483.60 4286624.10 413.85 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.029 1.029 

26110 ladle Preheaters / Dryers {formerly BOF 5, NG & COG) Roof Monitor 748495.20 4286635.90 414.01 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.029 0.000 

26120 Ladle Preheaters / Dryers {formerly BOF 5, NG & COG) . Roof Monitor 748504.10 4286646.00 414.37 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.029 0.000 

26130 Ladle Preheaters / Dryers (formerly BOF 5, NG & COG) - Roof Monitor 748513.90 4286656.70 414.63 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.029 0.000 

26570 Galv line 8 748368.26 4287046.91 420.41 101.7 12.3 48.5 0.254 0.000 

26580 Galv line 8 748374.01 4287041.49 420.11 101.7 12 3 48.5 0.254 0.000 

26590 Galv Line 8 748379.56 4287036.28 419.82 101.7 12.3 48.5 0.254 0.000 

26600 Galv Line 8 748420.52 4286997.79 419.SS 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.2S4 0.000 

26610 Galv Line 8 748428.00 4286990.81 419.95 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.254 0.000 

26620 Galv Line 8 748436.60 4286982.91 419.85 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.254 0.000 

26630 Galv Line 8 748444.54 4286975.49 419.62 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.254 0.000 

26640 Galv line 8 748451.78 4286968.87 418.50 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.254 0.000 

26650 Galv Line 8 748324.79 4287118.60 421.65 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26660 Galv Line 8 748331.95 4287112.00 421.52 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26670 Galv Line 8 748340.34 4287104.30 421.39 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26680 Galv line 8 748347.69 4287097.51 421.29 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26690 Galv Line 8 748354.48 4287091.31 421.16 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26700 Galv line 8 748362.29 4287084.18 420.87 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26710 Galv line 8 748370.46 4287076.71 420.51 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.2S4 0.000 

26720 Galv line 8 748378.04 4287069.70 420.14 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.2S4 0.000 

26730 Galv line 8 748385.51 4287062.91 419.52 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

Ol26A_l Slag Pit Volume 1 749691.91 4286762.44 418.70 S3.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 

126A_2 Slag Pit Volume 2 749708.01 4286772.50 421.33 53.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 

126A_3 Slag Pit Volume 3 749724.24 4286782.31 420.44 53.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 

0126A_4 Slag Pit Volume 4 749740.84 4286791.62 419.00 53.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 

0126A __ 5 Slag Pit Volume 5 749757.20 4286801.31 418.86 S3.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 



R
002288

Off-S.te Point Source Mod•I Input (NAD83, Zone 15) 

Pottfttlal Emissions (lb/hrt 
Ba,e Exit Stoel< 

Devotion Stock Velocity Diameter S0211• 
Source ID Source Desalptlon EaSlln,(m) Northing (ml (ft) Hetat,c (ft) Temp (F) (ft/sec) (ft) co so. hour) 

IL_131772 Star Memorial Pet Crematorv - Crematory 749244.00 4324486.00 641.44 16.0 800.0 27.585 1.0 2.70E+OO O.OOf+OO 

IL_l31841 Alton Steel ln-c. - Elearic ~re: furn1tes 747753,00 4307832.00 433.07 100.0 250.l 31.029 24.2 2.2SE+02 7.07E+0I 

IL_l31845 Alton Steel Inc. - 14 inch ,ollin1 mill reheat furnace 747645.00 4307692.00 432.64 106.0 200.0 2.394 16.0 2 40E+0I 0.OOE+OO 
ll_131945 Alton Memol'ial Hospital - 3 Boilet's 746364.00 4309470.00 521.36 89.0 389.9 24.108 3.0 0.OOE•OO 1.28E+0l 

IL_lll052 Olin Winchester, LLC - Package Boiler (8-4) 750887.00 4308614.00 435.63 35.0 400.0 84 854 20 0 OOE+OO 4 57€+00 

ll_132062 Olin winchester, 1.1.C - Pac:k.-ge Boiler (8-31 750891.00 4308619.00 43S89 3S0 4000 84.854 2.0 0.OOE•OO 4.60E+OO 

ll_ll2063 Olin Winchesier, LLC • Package 8oiler (8-21 750892.00 4308613.00 435.53 35.0 400.0 84.854 2.0 0.OOE+OO 4.57E+OO 

ll_ll2064 Olin Winchester, LLC - Package Boiler' (8-1) 750888.00 4308609.00 435.30 35.0 400.0 84.854 2.0 0.OOE•OO 4.60E+OO 
ll_132065 Ohn Winchester. LLC - Package Boiler (8-5) 750883.00 4308610.00 435.27 35.0 400.0 84.854 2.0 0.OOE,00 4.60E+OO 

ll_ll2148 Amste-d Ra,1 Co., Inc.• Electric Arc Furnace #1 (EF-1) 747122.00 4287625.00 425.26 55.0 250.1 54.087 6.2 3.84E•01 4.07E+OO 

IL_132149 Ams.ted Rail Co., Inc. Electric Arc Furnace •2 (EF 2) 747147.00 4287625.00 425.20 44.0 250.1 42.443 7.0 3.84E•0t 4.07E+OO 

ll_l32193 Veloc,ty Suvicu, LLC. North Amt-ric.in Boler 748928.00 4286192.00 416.11 27.0 450.1 14.305 1.3 2.36E+OO 0.OOE+OO 

lt_l32194 Velocity Services, llC C,eaver Brooks boiler 748928.00 4286192.00 416.21 29.0 440.0 39.590 2.0 2.36E•OO D.OOE+00 
ll_132225 Gatewa'I Regional Meche.a Center - Boiler #3 748587.00 4287448.00 426.05 48.0 600.0 41.131 4.5 l.53E•OO l.28E.Ol 

IL . 13n26 Gateway Regional Med1ca Center• Bo1'ers #1 and 2 748592.00 4287452.00 425.95 48.0 600.0 38.966 4.5 l.07E•OO 2.S7€+<JI 

IL_132247 Prairie Farms Dairy, Inc ~ Boiler ,1 747505.00 4287550.00 42464 75.0 375.0 30.078 2.5 l.l0E-01 0.OOE+00 

ill_132248 Prairie Farms Dairy, Inc - Boiler #2 747505.00 4287550.00 424.64 25.0 375.0 65.010 2.5 2.40E-01 1.19E+00 

Ill 132324 Precoat Met.ii ls • A~erburner ASl and A82 749469.00 4292538.00 424.97 34.0 1000.0 64.518 4.0 3.23E•OO 0.OOE+00 

IL 132424 Highland E ·ecmc light Plane • Encme IC·S 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 28.0 612.1 84.854 2.0 2.07E •01 0.OOE+00 
IL_132425 Hi1hland Electrk Light Ph,nt • Engine IC• 7 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 57.0 734.l 6.265 11.4 2.51E+0l 0.00E♦Q0 

IL_ll2496 Conoc0Ph1llips Co C•i.lyt,c reformer •1 {STK12-4) 754869.00 430262S.OO 442.55 349.9 600.0 S6.810 15.0 6.28E•0I 9.S3E +01 
IL_132510 Conoc0Ph1~I ps Co 01stilling urut. HTR-DU1-F301 (STKS-21 754327.00 4303077.00 444.69 18S.0 319.0 21.878 8.0 l.21E•0l 0.00E +00 
IL_132S11 ConocoPh,11 ps Co • Oistilllng unit· HTR-DU1·F302 {STKS-1I 754326.00 4303100.00 444.49 150.0 1S0.0 11.677 8.5 l 57E•0l 5.29E+OO 
ll_l32S12 ConocoPh,1I ps Co Steam methane reformer' SMR Huter (HTR-SMR STK12-8) 754873.00 4302750.00 443.04 199.9 749.9 36.638 12.0 4.75E+0l 6.82E+0I 
1L_132516 ConocoPhtll ps Co Rectified absor'ption unit Rebo1ler heater (HTR·RAU-0£SUT STKS-S) 7S4470.00 4302943.00 444.98 75.0 850.0 34.440 5.0 7,14E•OO 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE+< 
IL_132517 ConocoPhillips Co.• Rect1f1ed absorption system co RFG 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 150.0 710.0 26.338 6.0 0.OOE•OO 1.20E+o2 
IL_132S19 Conoc0Ph1ll ps Co • Cracked absorption unit (HTR-CAU-ROSTILL - SlKS-4) 754468.00 4302963.00 445.41 85.0 800.0 22.173 7.2 6.72E•OO O.OOE•OO 

ll_ll2S26 Conoc0Ph1lllps Co - CCU-1 Startup heate-r B·l 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 212.0 500.1 86.953 4.5 0.OOE+OO 3.55E+0I 

IL_l32S35 Conoc0Ph1lllps Co. - Catalytic crackin1 unit #2 ISTK6-3) 754848.00 430289S.OO 443.27 199.9 17S 0 49.954 11.0 4.72E•0l 2.17E+03 
IL_132551 Conoc0Ph1lhps Co. • Alkylat1on un·1t: HTR·ALKY·HM2 (ST1<6·6) 754930.00 4303043.00 442.59 150.9 47S.I 12.398 5.7 4.32E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_132556 ConocoPh,lhps Co • Utolity booler 015 (STK12·15) 7S4859.00 4302776.00 443.44 132.0 425 0 43.16S 7.0 2.65E+0l 1.62E+0I 

IL_132557 Cono,;oPh,lhps Co • Utility boolor 016 (STK12-161 754875.00 4302778.00 443.21 132.0 425.0 43,165 7.D 2.78E+0l 1.41E+0l 

IL_ll2558 Conoc0Ph1lhps Co • Utility booler 17 {5TK12-171 754902.00 4302784.00 442.91 150.0 317.0 52.218 10.0 3.60E+0l 1.82E +01 

ll_l32S59 Conoc0Ph1ll1ps Co. • utmtv boiler 18 {STIC6·9) 754919.00 4302809.00 442.52 100.0 325.0 14.465 6.2 3.00E•Ol 6 61E•OO 6.6lf+I 

1L_132561 Conoc0Ph1lhps Co • Hydrodesulfunzatton unit 11: Charge heater (HTR-HOU-1 - STIC13·1} 75S217.00 4302S88.00 442.16 150.0 790.l 32.144 5.0 S.60E+OO 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE•• 

ll_132564 Conoc0Ph111ips Co. - Hvdrodesulfuriu1tion unit 12· Charge heater (HTR-HOU-2 • STK12· 14) 755022.00 4302530.00 442.9S 1S0.0 900.l 31.422 S.8 4.90E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_132565 ConocoPhillips Co.• Cat reformer 03: Stabilizer reboiler (HTR-CR3-H2 • STK12-9) 755014.00 4302580.00 442.62 150.0 950.l 7.019 7.8 4.79E+OO 0.OOE•OO 0.OOE+I 

IL_ll2567 ConocoPhillips Co.• catalytic rerorrner unit #3: Charge heater (HTR·CIU •H4) 75S019.00 4302571.00 442.6S 150.0 800.0 28.766 7.8 1.7SE+Ol 8.04E+OO 8.04E+I 

IL_132568 ConocoPhillips Co.• Catalytic 1eformer unit •3: First interreactor heater (HTR-CR3•HS ) 755019.00 4302548.00 442.78 150.0 749.9 26.929 7.8 2.llE+0I 6.93E•OO 6.93E+1 

IL_132569 ConocoPhillips Co.• Cat refo,mer A'3: Second interreactor heater (HTR-CR3-H6 • STK12·12) 755019.00 43025S9.00 442.72 150.0 749.9 14.006 7.8 5.55E•OO 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE•• 

IL_132594 ConocoPhillips Co.• Sulfuric acid tank 7S5114.00 4302829.00 441.93 40.0 186.0 26.273 2.0 l.78E•OO 2.35E+OO 2.3SE•• 

IL_l32598 ConocoPhillips Co.• CCU•2 Startup heater B• l 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 16.0 509.1 32.964 3.2 4.40E-01 0.OOE+OO 0OOE+1 

IL_132599 Airgas USA, LLC ~ Liqu1f1ed carbon d10-.ide plant 756314.00 4302509.00 435.93 30.0 70.1 79.573 0.2 4 I0E•Dl 0.OOE+00 0.OOE ♦1 

IL_ll2701 Kinder Morgan Liquids Terminals, llC • New Truck loading rack 7S2998.00 4303578.00 435.63 20.0 70.1 0.262 2.2 4.87E+DO O.OOf-tOO O.OOE+I 

IL_l32739 National Maintenance and Repair• Cleaver Brook.s boiler (Stack 1 of 2) 750915.00 4300904.00 402.46 34.0 450.1 23.321 2.0 l.90E+OO 5.00E+OO 5.00E 

IL_132777 Elias l<allal & Schaaf Funera, Home & Crematory • Crematorium 742098.00 4312210.00 627.20 30.0 1400.1 18.368 1.7 3.00E+OO 0.OOE+00 

IL_132781 Christ Bros Products, LLC • Bachouse 754160.00 4283243.00 419.46 32.0 240.0 83.706 3.9 S.56E+D1 2.48E+0l 

IL_132928 Enable Mississippi River Transmission, LLC • Engine SN-02 782S56.00 4285336.00 492.29 30.0 1000.0 9.414 2.6 1 36E•0I 0.OOEtOO 

IL_133625 Waterloo City Light Plant• Engme #l 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 29.0 749.9 13.579 2.3 4.001:+01 1.35E •00 l.l5E ♦1 

IL_l33627 Waterloo City Light Plant• Eng,ne #9 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 17.0 936.1 84.854 1.0 l 50E+0l 3.60E•OO 3.60E+i 

IL_l33628 Waterloo City Light Plant - Engine #10 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 17.0 936.1 84.854 1.0 1.50E+0I 3.60E+OO 3.60[+1 

IL_135983 Ukeview Memorlal Gardens - Crematory 762896.00 4273894.00 579.89 16.0 895.0 26.666 26 8.40E+OO 0.OOE+00 0.OOE•I 

IL_136012 Breckenridge of IL- Natural gas combustion 756461.00 4277782.00 423.82 38.0 341.0 25.781 2.7 3.94E+OO 0.00E+OO 0.OOE•I 

IL_136014 Tovchette Aegion,I Hospita,I-2 8oil~rs 751890.00 4273014.00 415.94 39.0 800.0 6.560 3.7 2.26E•OO 0 .00E+OO 

ll_l36018 Upchurch Ready MiK Concrete Company - Boiler 749859.00 4276616.00 418.44 30.0 376.1 29.684 3.7 O.OOE+OO 3.00E-01 

1l_136098 safety Kleen Systems., Inc. • Pipe st1H (he1t exchanger) 749786.00 427642500 420 28 15 0 1700 0 295 10 0 OOE+OO 1 38E•OO I 38E+I 



R
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NA083, Zone 15) 
l'olentl1I Emissions {lb/hrl 

lase bit Stade 
Elevation Stade Velacity Diameter S02(1· 

Souru!IO source Description lffllnc (ml Nor1hlnc (ml (ft) Height lftl Temp (F} tfVsecl {ftl co SOI hour) 
ll_136125 Milam Recycling aM D1sposa Facility Open flare 750434.00 4282812.00 420.54 42.0 18001 10.070 1.0 1.83E+Ol 6.00E+OO 6.00E+( 

ll_136129 V:tla1e of Freeburg - Engine #6 769352.00 4257578.00 509.42 24.0 749.9 24.239 1.8 3.93E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+( 

11,..136130 V'"lage of Freeburg ~ Engine, #4 769352.00 42S7578.00 509.42 25.0 550.0 87.871 1.3 9.60E+OO O.OOE+OO o.ooe+c 
IL_136131 vnaee of Freebur1 - Engine #7 769352.00 42S7578.00 509.42 22.0 900.1 18.926 27 4.50E+Ol 4.43E+OO 4.43E+( 

l l._136169 Oarltn1 Ingredients, Inc. • Continuous rendtl'1nc proc:e,s 747472.00 4281438.00 414.93 44.0 74.9 84.854 4.0 6.67E•OO 1.43E.OO 

l._136187 Aspha1t sales & Products nc. , Otum mix upha t pfant 772959.00 4275690.00 S14.30 33.0 32S.O 47.134 4.5 6.49E+Ol 2.90E+Ol 

L_136486 Cerro F ow Products, LtC ~ Pit-l'c1ng M furnace #2 746228,00 4275272.00 407.32 2s.o 299.9 38.901 2.0 8.65E-01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE· 

ll._136S47 Chn5,t Bros Products, U..C • Dtum mill aspha t plant 747162.00 4269805.00 448.72 36.0 31S.1 86.S92 3.S l.34E+Ol S.91E+OO 5.91E· 

IL 142809 Magnesium Elektron North America Combustton units 746452.00 4285724.00 41S.4' 60.0 450.1 30.537 2.0 1.02E+Ol 4.44E+OO 4.44E+I 

ll_143317 W.ituloo City Light Plant Engine ltll 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 17.0 936.1 84.854 1.0 1.SOE+Ol 3.60E+OO 3.60E+I 

IL_143319 Waterloo c,tv light Plant. Engme #7 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 33.0 749.9 84.854 2.0 3.41E+Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

ll_143320 Waterloo City Light Plant - Engine #8 748326.00 4246769.00 640.4S 27.0 680.1 84.230 2.3 1.87E+Ol 1.36E+OO 

IL_14S809 ConotoPhillips Co. • Crude heaters (STK5·31 754415.00 4303016.00 44S.93 311.9 S30.0 87.970 14.0 7.81E+Ol 1.98E+Ol 

IL_14S820 ConocoPkll:ps Go. • Sulfur recovery unit #1 ISTK3-1) 752928.00 4303077.00 428,41 125.0 965.9 17,712 7.2 O.OOE•OO 4.05£<01 

ll_14S826 ConocoPhillips Co.• Supplement1il ••r comprHsor engine CCU·l 754240.00 4303144,00 443.47 15.0 117.1 20.369 1.5 7.lOE-01 1.74E+OO 

ll_l4S838 ConocoPhil1rps Co. - Sulh.1r recovery unit 12 (STK3·2) 7S2929.00 4303071.00 428.38 125.0 965.9 17.712 7.2 O.OOE+OO 4.05E+Ol 

ll_145850 Conoc:oPh~ PJ( O - Fl~r, for major effluent treatment proie-Ct 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 30.0 78.0 14.006 9.2 4.SlE•OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_147845 Mayco Mfc,. UC- Britt kettles combustion stack 747189.00 4286970.00 421.78 34.0 250.1 2.362 1,1 2 OOE·Ol 0.00E+OO 0.00E•• 

1L_147846 Mayco Mfg, LLC - MiKed metails A .. dross ba1house discharge stack 747189.00 4286970.00 421.78 30.0 95,1 52.611 s.o 5. 77E·Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE•• 

IL_148354 ConocoPhilhps Co. • C.,u,lytic cracking unit #l (STK6-2) 754864.00 4302895.00 442.88 199.9 175.0 49.9S4 11.0 2.32E+Ol 3.84E+Ol 

ll_149873 City of Alton• lm;:inerator 749456.00 4310990.00 446,33 25.0 1400,1 53.038 1.0 l.40E+OO O.OOE +00 

ll_l49908 Charles f. Mahonev - Orum mix ,sphalt phint 749517.00 4309892.00 443.14 25.0 295.1 66.289 4.0 S.74£+01 2.56E+01 

ll_154190 Milam Recycling and Oispcsal Facility - Engine #1 750544.00 4282853.00 411.88 26.0 820.0 86.231 0.8 6.93E+OO 1.78E+OO 1.78E+1 

1l_154191 Mil.em Recycling and Disposal Facility - Engine •2 750538.00 4282852.00 412.01 26.0 820.0 86.231 0.8 6.93E+OO l.78E+OO 

ll_154192 Milam Aecyclini and Oispouil Fec.ility • Engine #3 750548.00 4282855.00 411.81 26.0 820.0 86.231 0.8 7.14E+OO l.84E+OO l.84E +1 

IL_l55302 Alton Steel Inc.. • Ladle Furnace 747753.00 4307832.00 433.07 74,0 275.1 87,215 3.0 2.24E+01 1.12E+01 

IL_155304 Pre coa1 Metals • Boiler 81 749469.00 4292538.00 424.97 24.0 700.1 20.730 1.6 8.80E·01 O.OOE•OO 

1l_15S305 Granitt City Plcklina. & Warehousing• Boiler 746973.00 4286890.00 422,41 50.0 331.l 15.449 2.7 7.06E•01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 

ll_155307 Kra~ Heim Co. • Boiler 8 74810S.OO 4289S80.00 423.56 40.0 380.0 68.946 2.0 l.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_155437 Southwestern llhno1s correctional Center• 2 Boilers 753202.00 4278290.00 421.46 32.0 450.1 15.285 1.5 7.06E•01 O.OOE+OO 

ll_l55441 Asphalt Sales & Products Inc. • Asphalt heaters ind boilers 772959.00 4275690.00 514.30 33.0 341.0 18.368 3.2 O.OOE+OO 2.80E+OO 

IL_l56624 US Air Forc.e/Scott Air Forc.e Bue• Boilers ind Heaters 774337.00 4270862.00 440.32 30.0 331.1 23.288 2.2 4.81E+OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_156970 orin Winchester, lLC · P1cu1e Boiler (8-6) 750906.00 4308625.00 436.06 35.0 400.0 84.8S4 2.0 O.OOE+OO 4.60E+OO 

ll_159940 Afton Chemical corp. • 2S8 Sulfonation S1ac;k 746513.00 4276305.00 407.05 158.0 70.1 41.820 1.0 O.OOE+OO S.S9£+00 

IL_159942 Afton Chemical Corp. • Umt 266: Flare 36-0011/36-0610 746653.00 4276356.00 410.10 100.0 700.1 59.368 0.7 8.55E+OO 4.90£+01 

ll_159965 Afton Chem•c.a.l Corp. - Flare 3&-0219 746513.00 4276305.00 407.05 146.0 1000.0 42.837 0.4 3.84E+OO 2.74E+Ol 

IL_160741 Brady McCasland, Inc..• Compaction plant 748518.00 4276987.00 413,75 17.0 1521.1 65.469 1.8 5.20E-01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_160742 Darline 1n1redients, Inc. • ICewanee boiler 747472.00 4281438.00 414.93 35.0 450.1 54.448 2.6 1.96€+00 1.51£+01 

IL_160799 ConocoPhillips CO.• Supplemental 1ir compressor engine CCU•2 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 48.0 117.1 20.369 1.5 O.OOE+OO 1.74E+OO 

IL_160898 Afton Chemi~I Corp.• Boiler SOO·lS-0110 746653.00 4276489.00 405.22 45.0 350.0 17.318 7,0 4.89E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_16S120 BFI Waste Systems of North America. Inc. • Flare 758882.00 4264336.00 574.97 35.0 1600.1 23.485 0.8 6.80E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_166479 Union Electric Co. - Turbine CT02A 745573.00 4283620.00 420.60 30.0 850.0 18.860 11.4 7.73E+Ol 2.7lE+Ol 

ll_l66491 Enabte Mississippi RiverTransmiss1on, LLC • Turbine SN-03 782556.00 4285336.00 492.29 30.0 749.9 86.8S4 2.5 9.56E+OO O.OOE+-00 

IL_167781 Amsted Rail Co., Inc. • Pouring and casting (PII/CST-1) 747025.00 4287611.00 424.80 101.0 251.0 34.768 9.7 O.OOE+OO 6.70E-01 

IL_167787 Amsted Rail CO., Inc.• Ladle Preheater (LOP-1) 747039.00 4287611.00 424.93 82.0 505.0 31.488 6.1 6.S0E+OO 2.20£-01 

IL_167858 ConocoPhillips Co. - Scot unit 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 16.0 115.1 15.580 9.0 O.OOE+OO 1.72£.02 

1L_169226 Messer, LLC • 2 Boilers 752309.00 4301220.00 434.42 15.0 800.0 0.525 1.4 2.52E+OO O.OOE +00 

1L_172707 St. Anthony"s Hospital• BoUer •4 ?4S097.00 4310364.00 584.58 64.0 400.0 58.614 2.3 O.OOE+OO 6.02E +00 

1L_179611 Highland flectric. Light Plant · Engine IC-1 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 12.0 656.0 86.920 1.2 1.44£+01 O.OOE +00 

ll_179671 Village of Freeburg• Engine #l 769352.00 4257578.00 509.42 30.0 500.1 40.311 1.0 8.55E+OO 8.2~E-01 

IL_179672 Village of Frttburg • Encine #2 769352.00 4257578.00 509.42 30.0 500.l 40.311 1.0 8.55E+OO 8.2SE-01 

IL_179673 Vill1ge of Frttburg • Engine •3• 769352.00 4257578.00 509.42 25.0 500.1 55.170 1.0 5.92E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_181173 Conoa:.Philhps Co. • Load,ng rack 752292.00 4299987.00 429.92 40.0 1800.1 87.510 2.0 1.53E+OO O.OOE+OO 

1l_l83733 Veolia ES Te1;hnical Solutlons, LLC. Hazardous wuie incinerator #4 {rotery kiln) 745532.00 4275942.00 414.76 57.0 6S0.9 32.570 2.8 3.17E+OO 1.16E+Ol 

IL_189069 us Air Force/Scott Air Force 8t11$e. Oiestl generators 774337.00 427086200 440.32 37.0 402.0 29.389 1.3 5.83E+01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_190090 Contract Sttvices, LLC - 3 Boilers 746767,00 427S7S5 00 417.81 40.0 310.0 50.381 4.2 8.53E+OO S.14E+OO 



R
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NADU, Zone 1S) 

Potential EmlsskNls (lb/hr) 

hH hit Stack 
Elevation Stack Velodty Dl•rn-eter 502(1-

Source 10 Source Des<rlplion Ea$tln1(m) NOtlhlnc (m) (ft) Holpt (ft) Temp (F) (ft/sec) (ft) co SO• hour) 
1L_192953 Midwest Mt-tal Coatings, LLC • Chtm1tal coater/infrared oven (CC/ IRO} 748281.00 429039S.OO 423.88 34.0 110.0 18.926 3.0 2.90E-Ol O.OOE•OO O.OOE•t 
IL_l92964 Midwest Metal Coatings, LLC • Afterburner 748281.00 4290395.00 423.88 34.0 900.l 23,780 50 3.28E·Ol 0.00£•00 
IL_192967 Midw•st Metal Coatings, LLC- 8oil,r (Bl) 748281.00 429039S.OO 423.88 34.0 400.0 67.338 I 5 2.12E•OO 0.00E•OO 
IL_198S52 Christ Bros Products, LLC - Orum mb1 asphalt plant 778702.00 427634S.OO 439.34 35.0 297.1 62.254 3.8 2.95E+Ol l.32E+Ol 
IL_201652 Empire Comfort Systems• Stack 763529.00 4266192.00 477.26 25.0 800.0 14.334 1.0 2.69E•OO O.OOE•OO 
IL_204833 Milim Recycling and Disposal Fac.!1ty - 3 Passive solar flares 750550.00 4282537.00 594.06 20.0 1800.1 57.138 0.7 4.23E•OO 4.38E•OO 
IL_207740 Chemtrade Solutions. LLC - Scrub~r C007 753339.00 4281367.00 422.21 30.0 70.1 0.394 0.3 O.OOE•OO 2.00E•Ol 
IL_208343 Centtr Point Terminal Co.• Asphalt and polymer modified blend t-1nk (T-9) 746361.00 4289240.00 416.44 33.0 185.1 0.951 1.5 1.00E-01 O.OOE•OO 
IL_209238 Concrete Supply, ltC - Natural IH c:omb\lstion 7S7768.00 4302270,00 444.69 20.0 341.0 25.781 2.7 9.69E-01 O.OOE•OO 
IL_209433 Alcon Water Trutment Fec:ll1ty - St.Jc:k 742S83.00 4309460.00 488.98 22.0 400.0 85.083 0.7 O.OOE•OO 5.50E·Ol 
IL_211274 K.ienstra-lllinois, LLC • Natural cais c:ombu.st1on 7645S0.00 4296982.00 575.95 20.0 341.0 2S.781 2.7 7.68E•Ol O.OOE•OO 
IL_211772 Center Point Terminal Co.• lneinerator/wasto he•t boiler 746361.00 4289240.00 416.44 18.0 650.0 7.970 2.0 I.BlE-01 l.05E•OO 
tl_212692 Chain of Rods Recychne & Disposal• Open flare 746945.00 4293274.00 431.59 20.0 1400.1 47.26S 0.7 6.92Et00 1.06E•OO 
ll_212881 Koch Fertilizer, LLC • Ammonia heater 750008.00 4305316.00 428.15 2S.O 250.1 42.443 1.0 2.43E•OO HOE-01 
IL_213573 Illinois Department of Transportation• R and I( moder 367-1 tnclnerator 732106.00 4332182.00 623.79 lS.O 736.1 30.865 2.8 2.88E•OO O.OOE•OO 
IL_213834 Darling Ingredients, Inc. - Johnson boiler 747472.00 4281438.00 414.93 33.0 450.1 46.937 2.8 l.96E•OO l.51E•Ol 
IL_213854 Solvay Fluondes, LLC - Boiler 750245.00 4276115.00 419.72 30.0 361.0 7.314 2.8 l.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 
ll_215315 Madison County Sand, LLC - Drum mix asphalt ptant 758921.00 4289026.00 422.0l 32.0 245.0 64.452 4.1 l.63E•Ol 5.00E-01 
ll_2177S6 Phillips 66 Pipeline, LLC • T,uc:k loading racks 744935.00 4274152.00 407.25 20.0 70.1 10.S94 2.0 l .lOE+Ol O.OOE+OO 
ll_218530 ConocoPhillips CO. • North property ground flare IHR1•2) 754486.00 4303322.00 445.08 19S.O 1800.1 2,394 3.0 l.41E•Ol O.OOE+OO 
IL_218537 Custom Steel Processint - scrubber 746335.00 4286043.00 416.99 S5.0 70.1 49.036 4.2 O.OOE•OO 1.00E-01 
ll_218539 Custom Steel Processing - Sulfuric acid storage tank 746335.00 4286043.00 416.99 35.0 127.0 0.000 2.4 O.OOE•OO l .OOE-01 
ll_218569 Contract Services, LLC • Boiler #4 746767.00 4275755.00 417.81 40.0 310.0 49.036 3.7 l.30E+Ol 1.64£•00 
IL_218687 COnocoPhilhps Co. - Gas plant sour water stnpper 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 1S.O 128.9 11.382 2.9 1.06E •00 O.OOE•OO 
IIL_218995 Asphilt Sales & Products Inc. - Asphalt silo.sand truck loadou1 772959.00 4275690.00 514.30 320 86.1 84.8S4 1.5 l.26E•OO 0.00E•OO 
IIL_l194l0 Crown TelCtile Services - 8oilef 744287.00 4259382.00 466.40 24.0 450.l 35.227 1.7 1.03£,00 O.OOE+OO 

1

,u20266 Amencan Colloid Co. - Sind dryin1 746862.00 4287239.00 419.91 72.0 491.1 28.766 3.3 l.29E •00 O.OOE+OO 
,IL_220267 Amencan Colloid Co. - Spice tieaters 746862.00 4287239.00 419.91 35.0 198.1 21.484 1.4 2.lOE·Ol O.OOE•OO 
:1L_220618 Asph.alt 5.ales & Products Inc. - Drum mi,c Hphalt plant 757560.00 429990100 441.63 320 280.0 68.322 4.3 7.61E•Ol 3.40E+Ol 
1L_220849 Conoc0Ph1lhp$ Co. - Alkylat1on unit fl&re {FlR6-l} 755035.00 4303081.00 442.55 199.9 1800.1 2.034 2.5 l.85E•Ol O.OOE+OO 
IL_222033 Wate,loo Cit\' Light Plant - Oual fuel-fired Turb1r'le GTl 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 390 612.l 41.590 48 l.77E•01 O.OOE+OO 
IL_222134 Asphalt Siles & Products Inc. - Asphalt silo loading 757560.00 4299901.00 441.63 26.0 123.0 4.986 1.7 7.00E-01 O.OOE+OO 
IL_222135 Asphalt Sales & Produ-cts Inc. • A:sph.alt heatrrs ~nd boilers 757560.00 4299901.00 441.U 35.0 361.0 26.896 3.7 O.OOE •00 2.80E•OO 

Ill ll2988 
Apex 011 Co., Inc. • Therma I oxiditen 752471.00 4302667.00 431.07 18.0 820.0 43.985 2.3 2.98E•OO O.OOE•OO 

IL_223796 union Electr,c Co.• Turbine CT03 745735.00 4282930.00 420.96 38.0 603.1 74.948 3.4 4.90E+Ol l.30E•OO 
IL_223797 Union Electric Co. - Turbine CT04 745776.00 4282947.00 421.16 38.0 603.1 74.948 3.4 4.90E•Ol 1.30E •00 
IL_223798 Union Electric Co. - Turbine CTOS 745538.00 4283620.00 420.90 38.0 603.1 74.948 3.4 6.90E•Ol 9.00E-01 
IL_224167 Interurban ILAWC - Emergency generator 757265.00 4276109.00 482.38 29.0 880.1 51.463 1.3 l.lOE•Ol 4 .60£•00 
IL_224416 eei,ev1lle Landfil nc. - Flare 760402.00 4264040.00 S71.88 35.0 1600.1 8.659 0.8 1,22E•Ol O.OOE•OO O.OOE•1 
IL_224592 Christ Bros Products LLC - Orum m1,c asphalt plant 755685.00 4299823.00 431.10 32.0 251.0 53.628 4.1 3.09E•Ol 1 .lSE •01 
IL_224594 Christ Bros Prod1.1cts LLC - Asphalt tank heaters ;ind bo• ers 75S701.00 4299841.00 427.46 10.0 416.0 42.443 1.0 1.18E•OO 2.BOE♦QO 2.80E+1 
IL_224838 Ena1ble M~ss•ss1pp1 R•Yer Transmission, LLC - Compressor engme SN-01 7S0039.00 4285426.00 410.47 22.0 11251 66.453 1.1 5 67E•OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE+1 
IL 22483'il En•ble M,s.stn1ppi R.1ver Tr,nsm1ssion. LLC - Compressor engme Sl\l-02 750044.00 4285416.00 410.24 22.0 11251 66.453 1.1 5.67E•OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE+1 

l l_224840 Enable Mtsstssipp1 River Transmission, LLC • Compressor engine SN-03 750049.00 4285406.00 410.37 22.0 11251 66.453 1 I S.67E•OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE•1 

11_224841 Enible Miss1ss1pp1 River Transmission. LLC • Compressor engine SN,04 7S0054.00 4285397 00 410.30 22.0 1125 I 66.453 11 5.67E•OO O.OOE,00 O.OOE•1 
IL_224901 Prern,or Refining Group, Inc Thermal 011idizer 7S277S.OO 4302414.00 429.95 20.0 342 I 49.462 08 7.40E-01 O.OOE•OO O.OOE•1 
IL_22S166 Metro Crem,tory Crem1tory 754120.00 429078S.OO 417 29 18.0 7361 84.854 1.0 I SOE+OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE•I 
IL_22S832 ConocoPh ·1ps Co. Startup/milfunct1on/brHkdown 754240 oo 4303144.00 443.47 103.0 623.9 21681 46 2 86E•Ol I 91E♦<l2 
ll.225843 City of O'Fallon 400 kW (S91 HPI Oiuel generator 774612 00 4277280.00 434.42 13.0 500 1 86.592 0 7 3 37f+OO O OOE•OO O OOE•1 
IL 225844 City of O Fallon 900 kW {1 322 HPJ D1e:se:I ce:nuator 774612.00 4277280.00 434.42 17 0 5001 86592 0 7 7.SSE+.00 0.00£•00 O.OOE+1 
IL_225960 Waterloo C ty L ght Plant .. Engine 114 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 37 0 680.l 87 904 25 3 32E•01 0 OOE•OO 
IL_22601l Milam Recyc me and Disposal Facao1ty 32S HP Tubgr.nder 750550.00 4282537,00 594.06 70 627 0 74.030 03 2.20E•OO 8.00E-01 

ll_226014 Mil.am Recyc ng and 01$pos.al Fa, .lty - EncloHd flare 750476.00 428282S.OO 419.62 55.0 1400.1 0.656 12.0 2.40E+Ol 6.08£•00 6.0SE+t 
ll_226015 Milam Reeve ,ne and Disposal Fae1 ,ry - 760 HP Tub gnndtr 7S05SO.OO 4282537.00 594.06 8.0 627.0 70.881 07 5 IOE•OO l .90E•OO I 90E+1 
ll _226184 G8C Meta~. LLC (d/b/a Otn Bross) · IF Mix muller IMM 31 Low profile turbine (LF I) ond lnduolion forms 750075 00 4306259 00 432 32 41 0 209 9 36.080 2 I 2 OOE•OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL_226204 GBC Melu , L.Cld/b/a Ol n Bross) Str p anneal #4 (SA-4] 7S01S0.00 4308388.00 43110 900 350.0 41.426 16 9 33E•Ol O.OOE+OO O OOE+I 



R
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NA083, lone 1S1 
Potential Effllssions {lb/hrl - Ellt Stadl 

Elevation Stadt Velocity Dlametff S02(1-
Soun:elD SourttOescriptlon Easting [ml Northtnc {ml (ft) HelJl,t(ft) Temp (Fl (ft/sec) (ft} co so. !lout} 

IL_226256 GBC Metals, LLC (d/b/o Olin Brossl - Strip Anneal #3 (SA-3) 750439.00 4308328.00 433.83 100.0 350.0 62.746 13 9.83E+Ol O.OOE.00 O.OOE+< 

IL_226257 GBC Metals, LLC (d/b/a Olin Brus) -17 StripAnnHI (SA-7) 750222.00 4308335.00 433.20 89.0 850.0 38.671 l.S l.18E+02 O.OOE+OO O.OOE· 

IL_226352 Olin Winchester, LLC- Hammermill l 2 ond 3 (HM-1 HM-2 and HM-3) 750495.00 4308287.00 434.42 21.0 160.l 19.647 1.8 8.03E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE· 

IL_226612 SoluU1 Inc. - Santoflex process: Thermal oxidizer 2770934 74632S.OO 4275822.00 405.12 112.0 865.0 16.794 12.6 l.SOE+Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE· 

IL_226783 Schildknecht funeral Home, Inc. - Crem1tory 769033.00 4275796.00 549.57 17.0 1241.0 13.612 1.7 1.20E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE· 

IL_227030 ConocoPhillips Co. - #4 Crude unit heater H-24 (ST~9-S) 7S3051.00 4302413.00 428.81 179.9 550.0 26.207 8.S 2.27£+01 0.00E+OO 0.00E+I 

IL_227032 ConocoPhillips Co. - Hydrogen plant #1 flare (FL~l2-2) 755194.00 4302793.00 443.67 130.0 1800.1 7.970 1.7 1.62E+Ol 0.00E+OO 0 .OOE+I 

IL_227034 ConocoPhillips Co. • Sulfur oper.atio" 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 158.0 590.1 37.753 3.4 O.OOE+OO 3.00E+Ol 

IL_227035 ConocoPhillips CO. -PfOCU$ hearer HP-1 (STK12-6) 755194.00 4302793.00 443.67 127.0 360.1 27.093 7.S 6.97E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_227038 ConocoPhillips Co. - SZU Charge heater H•3 755219.00 4302667.00 442.29 150.0 567.1 25.518 5.0 5.75E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

ll_227333 Waterloo City Ught Plant• Engine SGS 750635.00 4249410.00 628.97 8.0 924.0 61.172 0.7 1.40E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_227400 Co91insville Wastewate, T,eatment Plant - Emergenr;y diesel generator (2922 HP/2180 kW) 758289.00 4283982.00 419.36 36.0 692.0 67.371 2.0 1.72E+Ol 1.20E+OO O.OOE· 

IL_2274l2 Totall Metal Recycline, Inc. - safety certification 1,1nit 748030.00 4289120.00 422.74 6.0 587.0 8.069 1.2 1.00E-01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_227590 lllino~s Electric Works - 3 Burn off ovens 747872.00 4288124.00 423.20 46.0 2W.1 41.230 2.4 l.17E+OO 6.90E-02 

IL_227679 Union Electric Co.• Oiesel generator 745516.00 4283326.00 430.38 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 1.30E+OO 1.60E-01 

IL_228119 St. Cla r c,ematory - Human c.rematory 773291.00 4275644.00 507 28 17.0 1241.0 13.612 1.7 1.20E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 

IL_228260 Center Ethanol Co West boiler 745888.00 4275662.00 412.66 75.0 428.1 43.460 3.0 3.23E•OO o.ooe+oo o ooe+, 

IL_228262 Center Ethanol Co. East boiler 745888.00 4275662.00 412.66 7S.O 428.1 45.428 l.O 3.23E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_228263 Center Ethanol Co. - RTO 745888.00 4275662.00 412.66 so.o 310.0 70.684 5.5 6.85£+00 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 

IL_228294 ConocoPhllhps Co Oi5,tilhng we5,t refinery flare (FLR10-l ] 753647.00 4302546.00 430.31 197.0 1800.1 6.626 3.0 2.51E+Ol O.OOE+OO o .ooe+1 

IL_228295 ConocoPhilhps Co SZU Re1enerator vent 75S209.00 4302720.00 442.32 440 135.l 32.341 2.0 l.78E+OO 2.35E+OO 2.35E+1 

IL_229921 Christ Bros Products, llC. - 8 Htattrs and boile,s 754160.00 4283243.00 419.46 37.0 400.0 20.664 1.8 1.18E+OO 2.80E+OO 

IL_229922 Christ 8r0$ Products~ UC Silo fi 1ing 754160.00 4283243.00 419.46 2s.o 74.0 0.262 0.4 5.lOE-01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE., 

IL. 229923 Christ Bros Products, LLC lruck oading 7S4160.00 4283243.00 419.46 29.0 13S.1 48.0S2 2.0 S.80E-01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_230300 Ahon Chemiul corp • F 'are 36-0090 746478.00 4276293.00 407.28 45.0 1600.1 0.656 8.0 2.20E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_2303S0 Village of Freeburc • Engine "10 7693S2.00 42S7578.00 509.42 28.0 929.9 87.674 1.5 l.28E+Ol 3.20E+OO 

IL_2303SS Asphalt sales & P,oducts Inc -Truck loadov.~ 757560.00 4299901.00 441.63 28.0 13S.1 43.198 1.9 7.90E•Ol O.OOE+OO 

IL_2312S9 Village: of Freeburg - Engine NU 769352.00 4257578.00 509.42 28.0 929.9 87.674 1.5 1.28E+Ol 3.20E+OO 

IL_231260 Village of Freeburs En1ine 112 769352.00 42S7578.00 509.42 28.0 929.9 87.674 1.5 l.28E+Ol 3.20E•OO 

IL_231291 l(urrvs. Funeral Home 2 Crematories 7S9066.00 4271234.00 547.11 18.0 787.0 13.186 1.1 2.70E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_232739 Con~Ph1lhps Co.• Benzen• extraction uni, #3 (STl(6-4} 754923.00 4302930.00 442.59 185.0 470.0 16.138 9.7 1.22E+Ol O.OOE+OO 

IL_232785 Rokana Landfill. Inc. • Enclosed flare 759153.00 4301368.00 619.62 35.0 1600.1 20.008 12.0 2.31E+Ol 1.76E+OO 

IL_233294 Gateway Terminals. lLC. - Marine vapor combustion unit (MVCU) 744607.00 4275093.00 422.70 74.0 514.0 25.158 3.3 l.69E+0l 0.OOE+OO 

IL_23329S Gatew1y Terminals, LlC . • Truc::k/Ratl vapor destrucuon unit ITRCU} 744607.00 4275093.00 422.70 74.0 514.0 25.158 3.3 8.39E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_235261 Gulfstream Aerospa<:e Servi<:es Corp - Make-up air 1.1nit 19 3 747629.00 4273560.00 410.10 42.0 S77.0 29.356 2.5 1.63E•OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_235939 G8C Metals, LLC ld/b/a 01,n Bross) - Strop onneol #5 (SA-5) 750151.00 4308373.00 430.91 90.0 450.1 54.087 1.4 1.01e•o2 o.ooe+00 

IL_23S940 GBC Metols. LLC ld/b/• Olin Bran) · Strip annea l •6 (SA-61 750207.00 4308390.00 431.82 110.0 580.0 62.779 l-3 l.07E+02 O.OOE+OO 

IL_236260 Bunge-SF Gra·n, LLC - Grain Dryer 7461S8.00 4281045.00 417.5S 96.0 105.0 87.904 8.2 S.06E•OO l.71E+Ol 

IL_236359 City of Belleville 2 Emergen~ generators (1S00 kW each) 763544.00 4265S95.00 474.70 28.0 627.0 73.767 1.2 2.57E+Ol l.84E+OO 

IL_236927 Kraft Heil"IZ Co - 8oiler C 748105.00 4289580.00 42$.56 40.0 380.0 68.946 2.0 1.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_236928 Kr,ft H•inz Co. • Boiler D 748105.00 4289580.00 423.56 40.0 380.0 68.946 2.0 l.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_236929 l(raft Heinz Co. • Boiler E 74810S.OO 4289580.00 423.56 40.0 380.0 68.946 2.0 l.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_236930 National Matntt-nance and Repair - Cleaver Brooks boiler , stac:k 2 of 2J 7S0920.00 4300904.00 402.46 34.0 450.l 23.321 2.0 l.90E+OO 5.00E+OO 

IL_237099 Union Electric Co . • Turbine CT028 745573.00 4283613.00 419.69 30.0 8S0.0 18860 11.4 7.74E+Ol 2.73E+Ol 

IL_237182 Highland Electric Licht Plant· Engine C-6 788126.93 4293320.17 S34.6S 28.0 612.1 84.854 2.0 1.32E•o1 o.ooe+00 

IL. 237183 Highland Electric Light Plant Engine C-8 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 S7.o 734.1 61.762 11.4 2.57E+Ol O.OOE+OO 

1L_237340 Charles E Mahoney • Asphalt silo fo.cng 749517.00 4309892.00 443.14 25.0 74.0 0.262 0.4 S.30E-OI O.OOE+OO 

IL_l37341 Charles E Mahoney - Truck loadout 749517.00 4309892.00 443.14 27.0 136.0 42.0S0 1.9 6.00E-01 O.OOE.00 

IL_237362 Charles E. Mahoney - Asphalt heaters and botlers 749517.00 4309892.00 443.14 10.0 3S0.0 69.995 1.0 1.18E+OO 2.80E+OO 

IL_2376S9 Green Plains Madison, LLC - Boiler ,1 74S256.00 4285477.00 414.14 71.0 284.1 22.960 3.3 l.29E+OO 5.00E-01 

L_237660 Green Plains Madison l_LC . Fire Pump bllc:k-upEnia:ine (460 HPt 745191.00 4285409.00 413.85 13.0 627.0 86.231 0.8 4.80E-01 9.40E-Ol 

IL 237661 Green Plains Mid1son ~lC Electrica system ~ckup Engine (149S HPt 745144.00 428SS37.00 415.88 28.0 627.0 73.767 1.2 3.54E+OO l .21E+Ol 

IL_ 237679 Green Plains Madison, 1.,LC nd rect dryer ,n 745191.00 428S468.00 415.12 71.0 387.1 12.136 4.6 7.97E+OO 4.lOE-01 

IL. 237866 Amsted Rall Co., 1nc. Curing oven 746913.00 428762S.OO 419.23 39.0 258.0 27.978 1.9 2.52E-01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_237899 Center Ethanol Co. Emergency generator 745888.00 4275662.00 412.66 28.0 627.0 73.767 1.2 3.30E•OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_237903 Center Ethanol Co • Eth1nol toadout Rack 745888.00 4275662.00 412.66 19.0 99.1 7.806 0.7 886E-Ol O.OOE+OO 



R
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Off-Sire Point Sourco Modol Input (NAD83, Zone 15) 

Potontlol Emission• (lb/1,r) .... Elit Stade 
EleYOtlon Stade Velodty Diameter S02 (1· 

Source 10 Source O..Ulptlon Eostinr(ml N-lnr(ml (ft) Helct,t (ft) Temp (Fl (ft/ .. c) (ft) co SO• hour) 
IL_238199 Sol1.1ti1 Inc:, - An in-situ soil Vil por eictr1ction system 746325.00 4275822.00 405.12 15.0 70.l 73.406 0.2 4.00E·Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+ 
IL_238839 waterloo C•tv Liaht Plant - lurbine Generator IGT21 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 39.0 965.9 87.937 4.8 1.78E+Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL_238942 ConocoPh.alips Co. - Rent.al Boilt!'r #3 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 20.0 550.0 46.412 4.0 l.65E+OO 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE+I 
IL_23939S Amsted Rail Co .• Inc. - Sand dryer 746975.00 4287537.00 422.05 39.0 284.1 23.l57 2.0 1.24E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL_239396 Amsted Rail Co .• Inc. - Thermal sand reclaimer 74697S.OO 4287537.00 422.05 39.0 284.l 23.1S7 2.0 3.70E-01 o.ooe+oo 
IL_239899 Shell Oil Products US· RTO 753758.00 4303650.00 442.59 19.0 200.0 33.948 2.5 0 OOE• OO 8 47E-Ol 
IL_240053 Westwood L1nds, Inc. - Process he~ter OFH-1 748864.00 4285684.00 412.99 39.0 284.1 23.157 2.0 8.30E·Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL_240359 Afton Chemical Corp. - 6oiler S00-15-0210 746660.00 4276488.00 405.74 45.0 350.0 17.318 7.0 4.89E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL_240360 Afton Chemical Corp. - Boller S00-15-0310 746674.00 4276485.00 407.25 45.0 350.0 17.318 7.0 4.91E•OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL_241300 ConocoPhillips Co. - voe flare !West - FLR4•1) 753428.00 4303073.00 428.81 30.0 1800.1 26.174 0.7 l.43E•OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE•I 
IL_241301 ConocoPhillips Co. • voe Flare IE Ht • FL1'4•21 753441.00 4303073.00 428.77 30.0 1800.1 26.174 0.7 1.43E•OO 0.00€+00 O.OOE+I 
11_241302 ConocoPhilhps Co. • C<>ker north flare (FLR 1 ·3) 754947.00 4303684.00 444.23 139.0 911.0 26.535 S.4 O.OOE+OO 3.08E+Ol 
11_241303 ConocoPhilhpsCo. • VF-S Heater jH350H4 · STtC:l-1) 754937.00 43034S9.00 444.98 15D.O 650.0 26.765 12.0 O.OOE +00 l.3S E+Ol 
11_241304 ConocoPhilhps Co. · COkel' north heater (H3S1H2 · Sltel-2) 754953.00 430330S.OO 444.8S 1S0.0 500.l 22.304 10.0 O.OOE•OO 7.37£+00 7.37E+I 
11_241305 Conoc:oPhilhps CO. • Coku north huter {H 3S1ti1 - STtCl-3) 754986.00 430330600 444.82 150.0 500.l 22.304 10.0 O.OOE•OO 7.38E+OO 
11_24!312 ConocoPhillips Co.· Heater HP-2 (STX7·ll 755263.00 4302920.00 443.86 118.0 400.0 45.002 10.8 O.OOE+OO 2.87E+OI 
11_241405 Procter & Gamble Distributmg • Eme11enc:y diesel generator l'1 756504.00 4295421.00 42500 260 490.0 60.811 14 l.68E•Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+ 
IL_l41449 Procter & Gamble Distl'ibutmg • Eme11ency d1es:el generator #2 756494.00 4295735.00 424.74 260 490.0 60.811 1.4 u;ee •01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

1
1L_l4ll26 Center Point lermlnals Co.• Tank Heater 746359.00 4289027.00 411.84 49.0 331.1 32.144 2.5 1.03E •00 O.OOE +00 O.OOE+I 

1
1L_245579 Procter & Gamble Distributing • Emergency d,e.sel generator ,-3 756198.00 4295409.00 424.97 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 168E+Ol O.OOE+OO 
IL_245580 Proc1er & Gamble 01s1nbutin1 • Emercency d1e.sel generator ,-4 756182.00 4295721.00 424.77 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 l.68E•Ol O.OOE+OO 
IL_245839 Milaim Recycling and Disposal Facility• laindf1II gas conversion plal'll 750666.00 4282895.00 413.09 55.0 70.1 0.000 4.5 3.80E•OO 9.00E-01 
IL_246759 Stookey Township WWTP - 2000 kW Ernereency genel'ator 756253.00 4269975.00 518.86 28.0 627.0 73.767 1.2 l.54E•01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE• 
11_246761 Omeg:a Partners Hartford, 1.1.C - Tn,1d: R•il M,rine racks loadout and V(Us 752232.00 4300866.00 430.74 33.0 69.5 0.328 0.3 6.60E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE•• 
IL_246762 Omeg:a Partners Hartford, LLC • Boiler 1 and 2 752273.00 4300698,00 430.18 58.0 436.0 27.650 3.4 3.83E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+• 
IL_248060 Kratt Heinz Co. • Boiler F 748105.00 4289580.00 423.56 26.0 380.0 34.407 2.0 l.44E•OO O.OOE +00 O.OOE+• 
1L_248262 Olin Wlnchestu. LLC - New Rocary retort process (RDR-2) 750495.00 4308287.00 434.42 16.0 119.9 26.634 1.7 9.62E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+• 
IL_248799 Ga:eway Terminals, LLC. • 600 HP Boiler 744607.00 4275093.00 422.70 26.0 440.0 39.557 22 2.11£+00 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 
IL_249480 Highland Electric light Plant - El\gine IC•2 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 57.0 734.1 61762 11.4 1.44E+01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 
JL_249481 Highland Electric light Plant • Engin-e IC-3 78812693 4293320.17 53465 57.0 734.1 61.762 11.4 1.25E+Ol O.OOE •00 O.OOE+o 
IL_249482 Highland Electric Lfght Plant - Engine IC-9 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 57.0 734.1 61.762 11.4 l.50E+Ol O.OOE•OO 0.00E+• 
IL_249483 H,ghland Electric light Plant - Engine IC-10 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 57.0 734.1 61.762 11.4 l.50E+Ol O.OOE +00 
IL_249499 Roxiana Landfill, Inc • Zmk Yltl'il•low emissions (Zult:} Flare- 759153.00 4301368.00 619.62 60.0 1800.1 46.838 13.0 l.25E+Ol l.5SE+OI 
IL_250343 Mavco Mfg, LLC • Natural gas c:ombust1ot1 747189.00 4286970.00 421.78 39.0 284.1 23.157 2.0 1.74E+OO O.OOE+OO 
IL_250892 ConocoPhilhps Co. - lift station pump (21028) 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 1.40E+OO 4.90E·OI 
IL_250893 ConocoPhillips Co. - lift stat,on pump (21029) 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 l 30E+OO 4.60E•Ol 
IL_250894 ConocoPhillips Co. • Non-emergenc:y air comp,essor "1 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 l.4 6.0IE •00 2 .12E •00 
IL_250895 ConocoPhillips Co. • Non-emel'gency air comptessor llr2 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 601E•OO 2.12E•OO 
IL_250896 ConocoPhilhps Co. • Non•emerienc:y air compressor •3 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 S.98E+OO 2 IOE+OO 2 lOE♦1 

IL_250897 ConocoPhillips Co. • Non-emergenc:y air compressor lf4 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 6.0IE+OO 2 12E+OO 2 12E♦1 

IL_250898 ConocoPhillips Co. - Non-emer,encv air comp,essor #S 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 l.4 6.0lE+OO 2 12E+OO 2.12E+o 
IL_250899 Conoc:oPhillips Co. • Non•emergeney air compressor •6 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 l.4 S.98E•OO 2 lOE+OO 
IL_251099 Amsted Rail CO., Inc.• Anntaihng Furnace 18 747071.00 4287670.00 426.02 39.0 284 I 23.157 2.0 1.12E•OO 1.ooe-01 
IL_251286 Premc:ol' Refining Group, Inc:.• Vapol'Combustion Unit 752775.00 4302414.00 429.95 53.0 289.0 24.830 2.9 1 OOE•Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE♦1 

IL_251735 COl'IOCOPhilhps Co. - Dies.el engine (60S HP) 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 lS.O 69.S 0.328 0.3 3.SOE+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 
IL_251754 Chain of R.ocks Recycling & Disposal • Passive flare 1111 746944.00 4293274.00 431 79 10.0 841.0 4.756 OS 4 9SE·OI O OOE+OO O OOE♦1 

IL_253107 AUnex USA, Inc. - N,&tural cu combustion 749698.00 4276478.00 418.37 58.0 436.0 27 650 3.4 3 26E+OO 0 OOE•OO 
IL_253166 Cerro Flow Products, LLC. • Generators 746228.00 427S272 00 407 32 26 0 490 0 60.811 1.4 9.23E·OI 2 82E-01 
IL_253167 c,1y of 8ellevme • Emergency diosel eoner•tor (1500 kW) 762469.00 4266351 00 468.70 260 490 C 60.811 14 116E•Ol O OOE•OO C OOE+1 
IL_253300 Phillips 66 Pipeline, LLC - Engines {1Mign1fic:ant activ1tits) 744935.00 4274152 00 407 25 26.0 490 0 60811 14 9.23E-Ol O OOE•OO 0 00(♦1 

11_253361 Am:sted RaiJ Co., Inc.~ Sand regenerition process (combustion) 746975.00 4287S37 00 422 OS 39.0 284.1 23 157 20 2 SOE·Ol 2 SOE-01 
IL_253367 Green Pltins M•dison, U.C - Boiler #2 745258.00 4285486.00 414.27 71.0 284.1 22 960 l.3 129E+OO 5 OOE-01 

IL_253368 Green Pl1ins Madison, LLC - Boiler #3 745260.00 4285491 00 414.24 71 0 284.1 22960 3 3 I 29E+OO 5 OOE-01 
IL_253369 Gl'een Pla~ns Madison, Lt.C • Boilel' •c.1 745262.00 4285500.00 414.21 710 284.1 22960 33 l 29E+OO 5 OOE-01 
1L_253370 Green Plalns Madison~ lt.C • Indirect dryer ~2 745164.00 4285430.00 414.60 81 0 3871 8.430 5 5 7 97E•OO 4.lOE•Ol 
IL_253386 GBC Metals, LlC (d/b/a Otin Brass) • Engines {insi1nificant activities) 7S0423.00 4308352.00 434.28 26.0 490 0 60.811 14 9.23E 01 0 OOE•OO O.OOE♦1 
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Off-Site Point Source Model lnpul (NAOl3, Zone 15) 

Polonllal Emissions (lb/hrl .... Exit St.di 

Ueffllon Stadl Velodty Dlamet• 502(1-

Sota .... 10 Source Description ~st1ncfrn) No,11,l•c (m) (ft) Helpt(ft) Temp(F) (ft/sec) (ft) co SO• ~ourl 
ll_253738 Milam Recyclin1 and Oispos.. F<ilc:ihty • 2000 scfm Utility Flare 7S0S50.00 4282537 00 594.06 36.0 8S2.0 18 565 4.6 1.83E+Ol 7.32E+OO 

1L_253769 Veoh1 ES Techn1c,1 Solutions. u.c . 2 Emergencygtnerato,s 745532 00 4275942.00 414,76 26 0 490.0 60.8ll 1.4 7.41E-Ol O.OOHOO 

IL_254175 Ch1f11 of Rocks Recycling & Disposal • Passive flare ,s2 746944.00 4293274.00 431.79 10.0 841.0 4 756 OS 4.9SE•Ol O.OOE.00 

IL_254176 Chaen of Rocks Recyclin1 & Disposa • Pass•ve Oare #3 74694400 4293274.00 431.79 10.0 841.0 4.7S6 o.s 4.9SUl1 O.OOE+OO 

IL_254177 Cha ,n of Rocks Recyclina & Disposal • Passave flare #4 746944.00 4293274.00 431.79 10.0 841.0 4.756 Q.S 4.9SE•Ol O OOE+OO 

1[_254178 Chain of Rocks Recyclin& & Disposa • Passive flare #S 746944.00 4293274.00 431.79 10.0 841.0 4 7S6 ll 5 4.9SE-01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE· 

IL_254179 Chitin of Rocks Recycling & Dtsposal Passive flare #6 746944.00 4293274.00 431 79 10.0 841.0 4.756 0.5 4.95E·01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_254699 HSHS St Etazabeth's Hospital • 2 Emergency generators 767237.00 4275111.00 541.01 28.0 627.0 73.767 1.2 l.93E+01 O.OOE.00 

IL_2SS341 Roxana Landfill. Inc. • New open flare 759153.00 4301368.00 619.62 45.0 1800.1 61.434 1.3 3 77E+o1 8 17E+OO 

11_255527 Mae;nesium Elektron North Ameria . Natural gu combustion 746452.00 4285724.00 41S.49 39.0 284.l 23.1S7 20 4.20E-01 O.OOE+OO 

1L_255741 ConocoPhillips Co.· Uti 1ty Boiler #19 {BLR-19) 754755.00 4302798.00 44216 132.0 3041 46.281 7.0 0 OOE+OO l.54E+Ol 

IL_25S816 Mayco Mfg, U.(; • Expansion· Natural gas combustion 747189.00 4286970.00 421 7B 39.0 2841 23157 20 194E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_2S59S3 Moore Recycling Concrete & Asphalt, UC. - Orum mix asphalt plant 762178.00 4246660.00 46319 3S.O 251.0 56.908 4.0 1.32E+Ol O.OOE+OO 

IL_2S6624 PBT Acquisition. LLC. ASR Dryer 748704.00 4280830.00 418.77 32.0 30S.O 19.483 1.5 2.53E>OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_25753S Ma,athon Ashland Pipe Line, LLC - Marine vapor combustion ul"lit 7S1239.00 4302663.00 402.85 51.0 810.1 27.749 7.4 2.7!E•Ol O.OOE.00 

SJEFFl RIVER CEMENT CO. OBA BUUI UNICEM USA SELMA PLANT 733431.84 4229131.13 406.36 410.0 370.0 54.081 19.0 1.44E+02 

SJEFF2 RIVER CEMENT CO. OBA BUUI UNICEM USA SELMA PLANT 733431.84 4229131.13 406.36 125.0 210.0 59.173 6.6 2.04E-02 

SJEFF3 RIVER CEMENT CO. OBA 8UUI UNICEM USA SELMA PLANT 733431.84 4229131.13 406.36 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s l 32E-01 

SJEFFlS SPEClALTV ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 7283S3.47 4240500.97 465.09 52.0 260.0 10.666 2.0 S.09E-03 

SJEFF16 SPECIAlTV ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 2.29E-01 

EFF17 SPECIALTV ELECTRO"IC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240S00.97 46S.D9 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 2.40E-03 

EFF18 SPEOAlTV ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PL.ANT 7283S3.47 4240S00.97 46S.D9 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 2.29E•Ol 

SJEFF19 SPECIALTY ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PL.ANT 728353.47 4240500.117 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23.!33 0.5 1.80E•03 

SJEFF20 SPECIALTY ELECTRONIC M"TERIAI.S US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 46S.09 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s l.20E·03 

SJEFF21 SPECIALTY ELECTRONIC MATERIAI.S US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 5.40£-04 

SJEFF22 SPECIALTV ELECTRONIC MATERIAI.S US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 ll00.0 23.333 o.s 4.80€-04 

SJEFF23 SPECIALTV ELECTRONIC MATERIAlS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 4.20E-04 

SJEFF24 5PECI .. LTY ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 ll00.0 23.333 0.5 3.00E-04 

SJEFF2S SPECIALTY ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 1S.O 1049.0 149.734 0.2 4.80E-04 

SJEFF26 AMEREN MISSOURI RUSH ISLAND ENERGY CENTER 739491.07 4224078.19 407.87 700.0 270.0 82.001 20.7 1.73E+03 

SJEFF27 AMEREN MISSOURI RUSH ISL.AND ENERGY CENTER 739491.07 4224078.19 407.87 700.0 270.0 82.0Dl 29.0 2.SO£+o3 

SJEFf28 AMEREN MISSOURI RUSH ISL.ANO ENERGV CENTER 739491.07 4224078.19 407.87 30.0 985.0 105.633 1.3 8.S2E-06 

SJEFF29 AMEREN MISSOURI RUSH ISLAND ENERGV CENTER 739491.07 4224078.19 407.87 240.0 600.0 32.999 7.0 3.S4E·03 

SJEFFS9 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 42S.75 14.0 3n.o 0.003 1.7 3.03E·01 2.17E-03 

SJEFF60 MERCY HOSPITALJEFFERSON 72819S.03 4230846.83 42S.7S 14.0 392.0 0.003 1.7 3.03E-01 2.17E-03 

SJEFF61 MERCY HOSPITALJEFFERSON 72819S.03 4230846.83 42S.75 14.0 392.0 0.003 1.7 4.20E-02 3.00E·04 

SJEFF62 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 14.0 392.0 0.000 1.7 1.12E·Ol 7.98E·OS 

SJEFF63 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 27.0 1800.0 10.046 1.5 2.86E-02 1.63£-01 l.63E-Oll 

SJEfF6S MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 l .4SE-02 4.l4E-04 4.34E•I 

SJEFF66 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 l.40E·02 4.20E-04 
420E3 

SJEFF67 MERCY HOSPITALJEFFER50N 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 20.0 -459.7 0.003 2.0 8.3SE-02 5.97E-04 S.97E 

SJEFF68 MERCY HOSPITALJEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.7S 20.0 -459.7 0.003 2.0 3.54E·Ol 2.S3E-03 2.53E·03 

SJEFF69 MERCY HOSPITALJEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 14.0 -459.7 0.003 2.0 2.SlE-01 l.79E-03 1.79E-03 

SJEFF70 MERCY HOSPITALJEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 42S.75 s.o -459.7 0 .003 o.s 1.11E+OO 3.37E-01 O.OOE• 

1EFF71 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 42S.75 5.0 -459.7 0.003 o.s 1.11E+OO 3.37E•01 O.OOE+I 

IEFF72 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 72819S.03 4230846.83 425.7S s.o .459_7 0.003 0.5 3.32E-01 1.02E·Ol 

SJEFF73 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 72819S.03 4230846.83 425.7S 10.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 1.92E-05 l.37E-07 

SJEFF74 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 42S.75 10.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 1.92E-OS l.37E•07 

SJEFF82 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241S79.49 466.S7 156.0 611.0 39.902 5.8 7.38E-02 3.77E+OO 

SJEFF83 AROAGH GLASS INC. PEVElY 727306.83 4241S79.49 466.57 156.0 611.0 39.902 5.8 1.96E·01 6.37E+OO 

SJEFF86 AROAGH GLASS INC. PEVElY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.S7 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 1.26E·01 9.00£-04 

SJEFF92 ARDAGli GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 2.17£+00 O.ODE+< 

SJEFF99 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 2.5 170.0 46.499 2.0 S.60E•01 4 .25E•02 4.2SE-02 

SJEFFlOO CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 2.5 170.0 46.499 2.0 1.60E·01 t.14E-03 1.14£-03 

SJEFfl2S FRED WEBER, INC. ANTONIA 720102.79 4248877.71 670.57 20.0 2S0.0 49.249 5.0 5.88E-02 S.SSE-02 

SJEFF128 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE I NC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 28.0 14130 18.734 2.0 2.33E•01 2.33€-01 
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Off-Sit• Point Sour<• Model Input (NAD83, Zon• 151 

Potential Emissions (lb/llr) .... bit Siad! 
Dualloft Stade Velocity Diameter 502(1-

Source ID Source Desulptlon Eastln&(m) Northing (m) (ftl Helpt (ft) Temp (F) (lt/secl (ft) co S01 hoar) 
SJEFF129 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 18.0 1354.0 2S.666 1.0 1.92E•02 1.92E-02 

SJEFF130 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 30.0 1448.0 22.418 2.0 9.62E-03 9.62E-03 

SJEFF13l ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 28.0 1413.0 18.734 2.0 3.SOE-01 3.50E-01 

SJEFF132 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 28.0 1413.0 18.734 2.0 2.95E-01 2.9SE•Ol 

SJEFF133 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 18.0 1347.0 16.316 1.0 1.S4E·02 1.54E•02 

SJEFF134 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 30.0 1448.0 22.418 2.0 6.0lE-03 6.0lE-03 

SJEFF135 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 42368S6.27 436.22 18.0 1354.0 2S.666 1.0 1.44E-02 1.44E-02 

SJEFF136 4NIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 28.0 1600.0 18.734 2.0 7.SOE•02 7.SOE-02 

SJEFF137 JEFFERSON COUNTY CREMATION SERVICES LC PEVELY 728536.07 42395S4.88 583.23 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 9.39E-02 9.39E-02 

SJEFF138 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS PAULINA HILLS SITE 7264S9.86 42S9186.04 426.64 12.0 88S.o 42.441 05 l.29E-Ol l.29E·Ol 

SJEFF144 N, 8. WEST CONTRACTING CO INC HOUSE SPRINGS ASPHALT 712353.42 4251763.19 532.22 32.0 247.0 0.853 3.7 3.03£+00 l.2lE•OO 1.21E• 

SJEFF145 N, 8. WEST CONTRACTING CO INC HOUSE SPRINGS ASPHALT 712353.42 4251763.19 532.22 5.0 400.0 0.003 2.0 S.35E-02 3.07E-01 3.07E-01 

SJEFF146 N. 8. WEST CONTRACTING CO INC HOUSE SPRINGS ASPHALT 712353.42 4251763.19 532.22 s.o 400.0 0.003 2.0 3.61E-03 9.62E-08 9.62E-1 

SSTCl AMEREN MISSOURI SIOUX ENERGY CENTER 734752.14 4310260.61 445.64 496.S 138.7 46.759 23.6 2.32H02 

SSTC2 AMEREN MISSOURI SIOUX ENERGY CENTER 734752.14 4310260.61 445.64 496.S 136.6 46.844 23.6 2.89E-t<>2 

SSTC3 AMEREN MISSOURI SIOUX ENERGY CENTER 734752.14 4310260.61 445,64 212.0 325.0 S0.000 4.5 8.90E-04 

SSTC4 AMEREN MISSOURI SIOUX ENERGY CENTER 734752.14 4310260.61 445.64 25.0 1100.0 23333 1.0 l.42E•OO O.OOE•1 
SSTC9 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 51S.16 so.a 1000.0 0.151 2.3 2.23E-04 2.23E•I 

SSTClO SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.S7 4295433.59 515.16 so.a 1000.0 0.151 2.3 1.70E-03 

SSTCU $SM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499,57 4295433.59 515.16 so.a 1000.0 0.151 2.3 2.23E-04 2.23E•I 

SSTCll SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 so.a 1000.0 0.151 2.3 1.70E-03 

SSTC13 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 50.0 1000.0 O.lSl 2.3 2.23E-04 2.23E·I 

SSTC14 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 50.0 1000.0 O.lSl 2.3 l.70E-03 

SSTClS SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 SlS.16 14.0 1063.0 40.515 0.4 3.59E-Ol O.OOE" 

SSTC16 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 3.0 1011.0 154.085 0.8 1.0SE+OO O.OOE ,1 

SSTC17 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 3.0 1011.0 154.085 0.8 1.06E•OO O.OOE♦1 

SSTC18 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 14.0 1063.0 56.732 0.4 3.66E-Ol 2.38E, 

SSTC28 GENERAL MOTORS LLC WENTZVILLE CENTER 689428.03 4299089.70 622.57 250.0 365.0 12.999 10.0 2.16E•Ol 

55TC29 GENERAL MOTORS LLC WENTZVILLE CENTER 689428.03 4299089.70 622.57 250.0 365.0 12.999 10 0 7.21f-t<)2 

SSTC30 GENERAL MOTORS LLC WENTZVILLE CENTER 689428.03 4299089.70 622.57 250.0 365.0 12.999 10.0 2.16E+Ol 

SSTC31 GENERAL MOTORS LLC WENTZVILLE CENTER 689428.03 4299089.70 622.57 S3.0 S20.0 58.999 1.8 1.33E•Ol 

SSTC45 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPH HOSPITAL WEST 693164.96 4297283.00 533.89 66.0 200.0 0.003 3.0 2.31E+OO 

SSTC46 $SM HEALTH ST JOSEPH HOSPITAL WEST 693164.96 4297283.00 533.89 66.0 200.0 0 .003 l.O 2.66£-02 

SSTC47 $SM HEALTH ST JOSEPH HOSPITAL WEST 693164.96 4297283.00 533.89 10.0 uoo.o 23.333 0.s 1.52E+OO O.OOE+t 

SSTC48 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPH HOSPITAL WEST 693164.96 4297283.00 533.89 66.0 200.0 0.003 3.0 l.SOE-03 l.SOE-03 

SSTCS7 BLASTCO NC 690213.84 4297755.23 543.44 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 3.96E·04 3.96E· 

SSTC63 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.S7 4297717.78 496.26 30.0 65.0 16.499 1.5 4.20E·03 4.20E-03 

SSTC64 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 17.0 450.0 27.631 1.3 4.09E·03 4.09E·03 

SSTC65 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.S7 4297717.78 496.26 20.0 0.0 0.000 o.s 4.10E•03 4.lOE,03 

SSTC66 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 33.0 77.0 33.015 1.5 1 S6E·03 1 56E•03 

SSTC67 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 33.0 77.0 33.015 1,5 840E·04 8 40E-04 

SSTC68 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777,57 4297717,78 496.26 33.0 450.0 39 416 1,5 144E•03 144E•03 

SSTC69 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717 78 496.26 30.0 400.0 29708 1.0 1 74E-03 1 74E-03 

SSTC70 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.S7 4297717 78 496.26 30.0 450.0 24 803 1.2 4.68E·03 4.68E•03 

SSTC71 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777 57 4297717 78 496.26 28.0 47S.O 1.667 0.5 O.OOE+OO 

SSTC72 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717 78 496.26 28.0 450 0 27 500 23 o ooe,oo 
SSTC73 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717 78 496 26 10.0 11000 23 333 OS 3.07E•OO 

SSTC87 HANSEN'S TREE SERVlCE O'FAUON 697357.18 4298189.47 585.40 20.0 0.0 0.000 OS 2 !OE 02 6 31E 04 

SSTC88 HANSEN'S TREE SERVlCE O'FAUON 697357 18 4298189.47 585.40 20.0 0.0 0.000 OS 3.14E 02 1 73E 04 1 73E· 

SSTC89 HANSEN'S TREE SERVICE O'FALLON 6973S7.18 4298189.47 S8S.40 20.0 00 0.000 OS 1.20E•OO 3.6SE 01 

SSTC98 AMERISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 .459.7 0.003 10 3.87E 01 2 76E-03 

SSTC99 AMERISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 ·459.7 0.003 10 3.87E 01 2.76E-03 

SSTC!OO AMERISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 •459.7 0.003 1.0 3.87E-01 2.76E-03 

SSTC!Ol AMERISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432 28 4294005 30 443.64 10 .459_7 0.003 1.0 3.87[-01 2 76E-03 

SSTC102 AMERISTAR ST CHARLES 718432 28 4294005 30 443.64 1.0 •459.7 0.003 1.0 1 27E-03 9.46€-04 

SSTC103 AMERISTAR ST CHARLES 718432.28 4294005 30 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 1 27E-03 9.46E-04 
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Off-Sii. Point Sotortt Modtl lopt1t (NAOU, z-15! -•t-t•Jhrl - Ellk SGdl 
~ SGdl Velodty -... soz (1· 

SO..celD SoutteDesatpllon bsil"Cfonl Norlhlolc ,.,, tftl HelcM lftl Terap (F) tft/secl Cftl to 50• "-I 
;fC1()4 AMERISTAR ST CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0 .003 1.0 1.l7E-03 9.46E-04 O.OOE• 

►TC105 AMERISTAR ST CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 •459.7 0.003 1.0 1.Z7E-03 9.46E-04 O.OOE• 

,STC106 AMERISTAR ST CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 •459.7 0003 1.0 l .27E-03 9.46E-04 

TC107 AMERISTAR ST CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 •459.7 0 .003 1.0 1.27E-03 9.46E-04 

STLI AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 4.18.24 250.0 326-0 101-627 11.0 2.28E·02 

SSTL2 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S37S2.81 41$.24 2S0.0 326.0 101.627 11.0 2.20£-02 

SSTL3 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 350.0 345.0 135.400 14.0 2.97E.02 

SSTl4 AM!REN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S37S2.81 418.24 350.0 374.0 123.284 16.0 4.69E.02 

SSTl5 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S3752.81 418.24 40.0 642.0 38.100 1.0 5.46E·03 

SSTL6 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S3752.81 418.24 32.0 1050.0 103.799 12.0 4.55E-Ol 

SSTL7 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTeR 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 32.0 1050.0 103.799 12.0 l.96E•OO 

ssna AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S3752.81 418.24 32.0 1050.0 103.799 12.0 4 .S5E-Ol 

SSTL9 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S3752.81 418.24 32.0 1050.0 103.799 12.0 2.0lE-02 

SSTL10 AMEREN MISSOVRI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 73l736.78 42S37S2.81 418.24 32.0 1050.0 103.799 12.0 4 .SSE-01 

SSTLll AMEREN MISSOVRI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S3752.81 418.24 32.0 lOSO.O 103.799 12.0 1.lOE-02 

SSTL14 MISSOURI BAPTIST MEDICAL CENTER NORTH 8AlLAS '22244.75 4279363.47 652.56 99.0 440.0 9 .432 4.5 9.84E•Ol 1.42£+00 

SS11,1S MISSOUR BAPT ST MEDICAL CENTER NORTH BAlLAS 722244.75 4279363.47 6S2.S6 99.0 440.0 9.432 4,S 1.06E·02 7,SSE-OS 

SSTL16 MISSOUR BAPT ST MEDICAL CENTER NORTH BAlLAS 122244.75 4279363.47 6S2.S6 10.0 1100.D 23.333 0.5 5.03E+OO 1.S3E+OO 

SS!ll7 MISSOUR BAPTIST MEDICAL CENTER NORTH BALLAS n2244.7S 4279363.47 652.56 1040 450.0 7.172 1.2 2.9tE+OO 4.19E•OO 

MISSOURI BAPTIST MEDICAL ClNTER NORTH BAUAS 722244.7S 4279363.47 6S2.S6 104.0 4S0.0 7.172 1.2 9.59£-02 6.8SE-04 

MONSANTO WORL0 11EAOQUARTERS ONOBERGH BlVD 726250.11 4283348.63 691.57 40.0 315.D 30.098 4.0 2.95E-OS 

MONSANTO WOllL011EAOQUAATERSU NOl!ERGH BlVD 7262S0.11 4283348.63 691.57 40.0 315.0 30.098 4.0 2.24E-02 

MONSANTO WORLD HEAOQI/AATERS J NDl!ERGH 8 . VD 7262SO.ll 4283348.63 691.S7 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 1.06E+OO 

MONSANTO WORLD HEADQUARTERS UNOBERGH BLVD 726250.11 4283348.63 691.57 10.0 1100.0 23. 333 0.5 S.74£-04 

U. S SILICA COMPANY PAOFIC 698244.91 4262010.04 471.16 80.0 1S0.0 S0.000 3.0 2.S7E.01 

U. S. SILICA COMPANY PAOFIC 698244.91 4262010.04 471.16 80.0 1S0.0 S0.000 3.0 6 69£-03 

U. S. SILICA COMPANY PAOFIC 698244.91 4262010.04 471.16 80.0 1S0.0 50.000 3.0 2.66E•02 

U. S. SILICA COMPANY PAOFIC 698244.91 4262010.04 471.16 110.0 70.0 0 .003 2.7 1.39£·02 

ST JOHNS MERCY MEOtCAl CNTR/MAINTENANCE NEW BALLAS RO 722224.73 4280414.44 627.82 30.0 400.0 4 .951 4.0 1.llf.01 

ST JOHNS MERCY MEDICAL CNTR/MAINTeNANCE NEW BALLAS RD 122224.73 4280414.44 627.82 JO.O 400.0 4 .951 4.0 1.9SE-02 

MONSANTO CHESTERFIElD VILLAGE 112608.90 4282124.SO 590.78 159.0 300.0 32.667 4.8 3.08£-05 

MONSANTO CHESTERFIELD VILLAGE 712608.90 4282124.SO 590.78 159.0 300.0 32.667 4.8 2.36£•02 

MONSANTO CHESTERFIELD VILLAGE 712608.90 4282124.50 590.78 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 4.34E-Ol 

MONSANTO CHESTERFIELD VILLAGE 712608.90 4282124.50 590.78 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 4.04E-03 

MONSANTO CHESTERFIELD VILLAGE 712608.90 4282124.SO S90.78 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 3.77E•OO 

WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 73442S.40 4281363.46 506.46 17S.O 3S0.0 4.849 9.0 O.OOE•OO 0.00E•OO 

WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 0ANF0RTH CAMPVS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 175.0 3SO.O 4.849 9.0 2 .24E•OO 1.60E·02 

WASHINGTON VN1VERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506,46 21.0 475.0 9.616 1.2 O.OOE+OO 0.00E+OO 

WASHINGTON UNIVERS<IY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 21.0 475.0 9.616 1.2 6.04E•Ol 4 .31E·03 

WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 S06.46 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0 .5 l.39E+Ol 2.34E·03 

WASHtNGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPVS 73442S.40 4281363.46 506.46 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 2 .12E•01 3.78E·02 

WASH NGTON \!NIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s I.S9E•01 4.87E+OO 

WASH NGTON 1,NIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 73442S.40 4281363.46 50646 550 316.0 84.lSO 0.7 9 .13E-02 2.37E+Ol 

WASH HGTON 1,NIVERSITY DANfORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 SS.0 316.0 84.lSO 0.7 9 .02£-02 4.llE.01 

WASH HGTON 1.NIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPVS 734425.40 4281363.46 50646 ss.o 316.D 84.150 0.7 1.0SE-01 l.48E.Ol 

WASH NGTON 1.NIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 55.0 316.0 84.1SO 0 .7 2.86£-01 2.62E.Ol 

WASH NGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 73442S.40 4281363.46 506.46 55.0 316.0 84.1SO 0.7 2.04E-03 

M SSOURl ASPHALT PROO\JCTS, LLC WEST LAKE QUARRY MATER AL CO 721914.39 4294042.31 462.50 20.0 230.S 31.309 5.1 3 27E-01 

FREO WEBER, NC. ANTIRE 711291.07 4264547.49 448.49 30.0 250.0 suso 4.0 1.27E•OO l .27E 

THE 80£1NG COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 S4S.S4 4S.O 400,0 44.167 2.5 5.58E♦OO 8.24E+OO 8.24E 

'TliE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 545.54 4S.O 400.0 44.167 2.5 1.38E♦OO 9 .87E-03 

THf e0£1NG COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742,77 4293777.11 545.S4 38.0 400,Q 25,ffS 2,0 ).02E•OO 4.47E+OO 

THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777. 11 545.S4 38.0 400,0 2S.968 2.0 1.06E+OO 7.S7E•03 

THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 54S.S4 S0.0 461.0 14.616 3.0 2.9SE+OO 4.36E+OO 

THE BOEING COMPANY ST ~DUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 54S.54 50.0 461.0 14.616 3.0 7.02E·Ol 5.0lE-03 

lssTLB2 THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 S4S.S4 1.0 100.D 12.733 0.1 1.66E+OO 1.19E-02 1.m-021 
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NAD83, Zone I5J 

l'otHtlol Emissions [lb/llr) 

lose Exit Stad< 
Bevaliorl Stad< Veloclry Dlametet 502(1· 

So<lrce ID So<lrce Dflcrlptlon Eastlng(m) Nortllln1 (m) (fl) Helct,t (fl) Temp (F) (ft/sec) (fl) co so. hour) 
SSTL83 THE eOEING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 545.S4 15.0 9S5.0 19.800 0.7 2.S2E+01 4.49E-02 O.OOE•I 
SSTL84 THE BOEING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 545.54 7.0 960.0 113.182 0.8 2.SOE•Ol 7.63E•OO 
SSTL8S THE BOEING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 545.54 30.0 96S.O 31.234 s.o 2.0lE-01 l.04E-02 
SSTL86 THE BOEING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742,77 4293777.11 545.54 17.0 72.0 29.882 2.8 S.58E·Ol 
SSTL88 CHAMP LANDFILL COMPANY LLC 720845.43 4291144.98 571.46 28.0 1400.0 25 466 1.0 1.0lE+OO 1.01E•1 
SSTL89 CHAMP LANDFILL COMPANY LLC 720845.43 4291144.98 571.46 38.3 1400.0 21.568 12.0 7 77E-Ol 7 77E-01 
SSTL90 CHAMP LANDFILL COMPANY LLC 720345.43 4291144.98 571.46 38.0 1400.0 21 568 12.0 6.35E•Ol 6.3SE-01 
SSTL92 BR1DGETON LANDFILL, LtC 722107.35 4294454.70 4S9.06 40.0 1200.0 61.381 11 l.86E·02 l .86E·02 
SSTL93 BRIDGETON LANDFILL, LtC 722107.35 4294454.70 4S9.06 40.0 1200.0 61.38) 11 6,98E-02 6.98E·02 
SSTL94 BRIDGETON LANDFILL, LtC 722107 35 4294454.70 459.06 4S 0 1200.0 50.226 1 3 1 70E•Ol 1 70E+01 
SSTL95 BRIDGETON LANDFILL. LlC 722107 35 4294454.70 459.06 4SO 1200.0 50.n6 13 5.43E+Ol 5 43E+Ol 
SSTL96 BRIDGETON LANDFILL, LLC 722107 35 4294454.70 459.06 3S 0 1200 0 53 051 10 l.22E-Ol 1.22E 01 
SSTL97 BRIDGETON LANDFILL, LLC 722107 35 4294454.70 459.06 5840 1450.0 21.923 47 1.0BE-03 1 DBE O, 
SSTL98 BRIDGETON LANDFILL, LLC 722107 35 4294454.70 459.06 584.0 14S0 0 21.923 47 1.07E-Ol 
SSTL\00 SSM HEALTH ST MARYS HDSPIT"-L 734075.92 4279544.88 601.67 17.2 500.0 25.000 3.0 9 06E•OO 
SSTLlOl SSM HEALTH ST MARYS HOSPIT"-L 734075.92 4279544.88 601.67 17.2 5000 25.000 3.0 7 14E-03 
iSTU02 SSM HEALTt< ST MARYS HOSPITAL 73407S.92 4279S44.88 601.67 130.0 1009.0 53.156 1.0 2.56E•OO 
S5Tll06 5SM HEALTtl DEPAUL HOSPITAL- ST. LOUIS BRIDGETON 723046.72 4292134.06 S42.16 45.0 450.0 21.932 30 6.63E-02 
SSTLI07 SSM HEALTH DEPAUL HOSPITAL• ST. LOUIS BRIDGETON 723046.72 4292134.06 542 16 4S.O 4SO.O 21.932 3.o l lSE 02 
SSTL108 SSM HEALTH DEPAUL HOSPITAL· ST. LOUIS BRIDGETON 723046.72 4292134.06 542 16 12.0 900.0 38 100 1.2 8 33E+OO 
SSTL109 SSM HEALTH DEPAUL HOSPITAL· ST. LOUIS BRIDGETON 723046.72 4292134.06 S42 16 45.0 450.0 21.932 3.0 1.37E,03 

SSTL111 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER IEFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089 51 508.83 45.0 425.0 1667 2.0 3.02E+OO 4 3SE+OO 

SSTL112 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JEFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089 51 S08.83 45.0 4250 1667 2.0 4 17E 01 2 98E 03 
SSTL113 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JEFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089 51 508.83 45.0 42S.O 1667 20 440£ ~ 3 6.49E 03 
SSTL114 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JEFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089 51 S08.83 45.0 4250 1667 20 6.81E-Ol 4.86E·03 

SSTL115 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JEFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089 Sl S08.83 10.0 11000 23 333 OS 1 02E•02 3.UE+01 

SSTL116 CHRISTIAN HOSPITAL NORTHEAST DUNN ROAD 739738.60 429S554.78 565.6S 35.0 270.0 10.000 4.0 l.4SE-01 6.26E-03 
SSTU17 CHRISTIAN HOSPIT"-l NORTHE,>.ST DUNN ROAD 739738.60 4295554.78 565.65 35.0 270.0 10000 4.0 917E•Ol 6 55E-03 
SSTLU8 CHRISTIAN HOSPITAL NORTHEAST DUNN ROAD 739738.60 4295554.78 565.65 15.0 -4S9 7 0003 10 l 28E+OI 3 OOE•Ol O.OOE+C 
SSTL120 BODINE ALUMINUM I NC W/>.LTON ROAD 730791 lS 4286068 83 618.60 15.0 65.0 7.165 2.2 l 20E•03 3.20E•031 
5STL121 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 73079115 4286068.83 618.60 16.0 7S.O 26 949 1.1 B 96E·03 8 96E•03 
SSTL122 BODJNE ALUMINUM INC W/1.LTON ROAD 73079115 4286068.83 618.60 29.0 600.0 14.167 2S 4 83E 01 4.83E·01: 
SSTL123 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 73079115 4286068.83 618.60 30.0 365.0 12 001 1 2 4.48E-Ol 4.48E-011 
SSTL124 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791 IS 4286068.83 618.60 29.0 360.0 2S.499 07 l.63E-Ol l 63E-011 

SSTL126 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791.1S 4286068.83 618.60 20.0 o.o 0.000 0.5 l.23E-02 1.m-021 
S5Tlll7 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.S4 42698S0.38 422 90 300 650.0 11998 1 3 3 60E-03 3.60E·O~ 
S5TL128 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.S4 4269850.38 422.90 30.0 6SO.O 11998 1.3 l.79E•Ol l.79E•011 

SSTL129 REICHt<OLO LLC 2 VALLEY P,>.RK 718899 54 4269850.38 422 90 26.0 650.0 13.264 2.0 2 26E·03 2.26E•O, 
S5Tll30 REICHt<OLO LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.54 4269850 38 422 90 26.0 6SOO 13 264 20 l.44E•Ol l .44E•OI: 
SSTU31 REICHt<OLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899 54 4269850,38 422 90 54.0 1800 0 17.218 2.3 U!E-03 l.21E-o, 
SSTU32 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.54 4269850.38 422 90 10.0 1100.0 l3 333 o.s 9.83E·Ol 9.83E-Oll 
SSTU33 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.54 4269850.38 422.90 10.0 11000 23.333 0.5 9.83E-01 9.83E-Ol 
SSTU41 ST ANTHONY'S MEDICAL CENTER KENNERLY ROAD 728489 70 4265428.04 633.14 25.0 495.0 4.068 2 S 3.40E•00 

SSTU42 ST ANTHONY'S MEDICAL CENTER KENNERLY ROAD 728489.70 4265428.04 633 14 2S.O 495.0 4.068 2.s 8.76E-04 

SSTL14l ST ANTHONY'S MEOICAt CENTER KENNERLY ROAD 728489 70 4265428.04 633 14 300 4S0.0 0.003 1.5 S.S9E 04 
SSTL144 ST ANTHONY'S MEDICAt CENTER KENNERLY ROAD 728489.70 4265428.04 633.14 100 1100.0 l3 333 OS 4.66E 02 
SSTL147 MSD, MISSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333.79 4290583.38 444.32 25.0 sso.o 1.181 0.7 9.18E 01 8.00E 01 

SSTL148 MSO, MISSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333.79 4290583.38 444.32 25.0 550.0 1.181 0.7 I.SBE•OO S.47E-03 

SSTL149 MSD. MISSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333.79 4290583.38 444.32 15.2 446.0 19.393 1.7 4.42E 0 1 2.28E·Gl 

SSTL1S0 MSO, MISSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333.79 4290S83.38 444.32 15.2 446.0 19.393 1.7 9.14E 02 4.81E 03 

SSTLISI MSO, MISSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333 79 4290583.38 444 32 16.0 77 0 4 774 20 2-46E+OO 4 74E-01 
SSTL152 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS LLCVALLEY PARK 715996.W 4268469.87 430.0S 420 300.0 38.494 42 2 49E•Ol S.49E•OO 

SSTL153 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS LLCVALLEY PARK 71S996.20 4268469.87 430.05 26 7 4000 26 785 0.8 3.84E 03 l 20E 04 

SSTLIS4 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS LLCV"-LlEY PARK 715996.20 4268469.87 430.05 26 7 4000 26 78S 08 4 .60E 02 l.44E-03 1.44E•031 
SSTLl62 MACLAN INDUSTRIES 742056.49 4291436.76 495"44 14.0 1900 0.003 02 2.29E-01 2.29E-01 

SSTL16S MISSOURI AMERICAN WATER-CENTRAL PLANT CHESTERFIELD 715427 34 4284896.78 451.44 220 8710 24 016 0.8 l.02E-01 1 02E Ol 
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Off-Sib! Point Source Model Input (NAD83, Zone 15] 
Potent111 fmlsslOns (lb/hr) - bit Si.di 

EleVltlon Si.di Velodty ~meter soz (1· 

so..,ce10 SO..iuDes(riptlon Ea.Unc(ml Nortllhlg {m) (ft) Heist,! {ft) Temp (Fl (ft/MCI (fl) co SOx houri 

SSH166 MISSOURI AMERICAN WATER-CENTRAL P~NT CHESTERflEtD 715427.34 4284896.78 4Sl.44 10.0 871.0 24.016 0.8 2 38E-01 2.38E·Ol 

SSTU69 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637 09 4302290.45 S2H6 20-0 o.o 0.000 o.s 1.79E-01 l.28E-03 l.28E-03 

SSTU70 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.45 52S.66 25.0 -459.7 O.D03 0.8 2.33E•Ol 3.69E-03 3.69E-03 

SSTL171 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637 09 4302290.45 525.66 18.0 -4597 0.003 40 1 61E+DO 6.69E-02 6.69E-02 

SSTL172 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637 09 4302290.4S 525.66 15.0 •4S97 0.003 2.0 1.2oe-02 8.60E-OS 8.60E-O! 

;STLl73 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637 09 4302290.45 S25.66 160 .459 7 0.003 o.s 9 34E-Ol 2.85E-Ol 2.BSE-Oll 

iSTl174 SPIRE MISSOURI. EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.4S S25.66 200 0.0 0.000 o.s 4.62E-03 3.30E-05 3 30E·OI 

SSTU7S SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.45 525.66 200 0.0 0.000 o.s 4.62E·03 3.30E-OS 3 30E·OSI 
SSTU96 FRED WEBER, INC. FT. BELLE 739499.97 4302900 13 443.27 77 2S 0 11.788 0.9 3.02E•OO l.28E·Ol 1 28E-Ol 

SSTU99 A.G. RECYCLING 734844.18 42841S8.ll 52S.43 10.0 11DO.O 23.333 o.s l .59E-Ol 1 S9E-Ol 

S5TL200 A.G. RECYCLING 734844.18 42841S8.21 525.43 10.0 1100.0 23.333 05 7.25E-Ol 7 25E-Ol 

SSTL209 MISSOUAl·AMERICAN WATER CO FLORISSANT 728394.88 430001004 46178 15.0 896.0 0.000 14 0 9.SlE+OO 9.Slf•• 

SSTL214 THE HARPER COMPANY 731184.93 4292013 86 588.35 10.0 1100.0 23 333 05 2.75E•Ol O.OOE· 

SCITYI ANHEUSER•BUSCH INC ST. LOUIS 743002.81 427S906.67 469.19 22S.O 330.0 21217 10.0 2.38E-02 2.38E-021 

SCITV2 ANHEUSER-BUSCH NC ST LOUIS 743002.81 4275906.67 469.19 100.0 350.0 47 149 3.0 S.80E·02 S.80E•02 

iCITY3 ANHEUSER·8USCH NC ST LOUIS 743002.81 427S906.67 469.19 22S.O 350.0 18.468 100 l.67E+Ol l.67E+OI 

SCITY4 ANHEUSER-BUSCH INC ST LOUIS 743002.81 427S906.67 46919 22S.O 350.0 18.468 100 I 78E-02 1 78E-O: 

SCITY5 ANHEUSER-BUSCH INC ST LOUIS 743002.81 427S906.67 46919 22S.O 350.0 18.468 100 2 S3E+OI 2 S3E•Oll 

SCITY6 A"HEUSER·BUSCH INC ST. LOUIS 743002.81 427S906.67 469.19 22S.O 350.0 18.468 10.0 2.1SE•02 2.1SE•02 

SCITY7 ANHEUSER-8USCH INC ST. LOUIS 743002.81 4275906.67 469.19 13S.O 9SO.O 19.367 1.5 l.75E+OI l.7SE•Ol 

SCITY8 ANHEUSER-BUSCH INC ST. \.OU IS 743002.81 4275906.67 469.19 20.0 S0.0 70.000 1.0 l.69E•OO 

SCITY9 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362 95 4283022.76 417.81 70.0 200.0 0.003 55 l.33E•OO 9 SlE-03 

SCITYlO MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 74436295 4283022.76 417.81 700 200.0 0.003 5.5 2.l3E•OO l S2E-02 

SCITYll MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 100.0 145.0 62.SOO 4 .S 2.53E•OO l.81E-02 

SCITY12 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.9S 4283022 76 417.81 100.0 14S.O 62.SOO 4.S 3.20E•Ol 2 29E-03 

SCITV13 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362 95 4283022 76 417 81 12 0 200.0 0.33S 1.0 3 77E•OO 1.15E•OO 

;CITY14 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 45.0 150.0 S0.400 2.0 3.S5E-02 l.07E·03 

;c1rv1s MAlLI NCKRODT N SECOND 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 4S.O 150.0 S0.400 2.0 3.07E-02 9.22E·04 

SCITY16 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 45.0 150.0 69.751 1.7 3.07E-02 9.22E-04 

SC1TY17 MALUNCKROOT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 16.0 770 24,600 0.2 l.41E-03 

SCITY18 MALUNCKROOT N SECOND 744362 95 4283022.76 417.81 3.0 800.0 0.335 0.5 l.63E-01 4.98E-02 

SCITY22 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 20.0 o.o 0.000 0.5 5.72E•03 l.72E-04 

SCITY23 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 6.00E,02 l.83E-02 O.OOE•C 

SCITY24 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362,9S 4283022.76 417 81 10.0 785.0 42.283 0.3 2.llE•OO 6.44E-OI O.OOE•C 

scrrv2s MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417 81 10.0 785.0 42 283 03 8.12E-03 4.79E-03 O.OOE•4 

SCITY26 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 10.0 1100.0 23 333 0.5 l.73E·02 S.29E-03 O.OOE♦4 

SCITY27 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 42,0 77,0 3.n4 02 4 .35E-02 l.33E·02 O.OOE· 

SCITY28 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 20.0 200.0 0.335 1.0 l.98E-01 6.04E•02 O.OOE•I 

SCITY29 MALLINCKRODT N SECONO 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 8.0 800.0 0 335 OS 107E.01 3.27E-02 0 OOE+I 

SCITY30 MALLINCKRODT N SECONO 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 8.0 800.0 0.3lS 0.5 l.09E·04 3.32E·OS O.OOE+I 

SCITY31 MALUNCKROOT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 22.0 212.0 1.296 1.0 S.28E·OI 1.61E-OI O.OOE•l 

SCITY32 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 90.0 77.0 33.2H 2.2 1.09E·04 3.32E-OS O.OOE•I 

SCITY33 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 100 11000 23.333 o.s 3.6SE·02 1.12E-02 0 OOE+I 

SCITY34 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 8.0 800.0 0 .335 o.s l.98E-0l 6.04E-02 

SCITV48 ASHLEY ENERGY UC 745321 30 4280225.01 421 00 111 0 300.0 72.900 4.0 2.S8E-Ol 

SCITV49 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 111 0 3000 72900 4.0 2.42E-02 

iCITYSO ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321 30 4280225.01 423.00 111.0 300.0 72.900 4.0 l.20E•OO 

SOTY51 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 428022S.01 423.00 111.0 300.0 72.900 4.0 1.51e-01 

SCITY52 ASHLEY ENERGY UC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 115.0 280.0 41.099 s.o 1.17E+OO 

SCITYS3 ASHLEY ENERGY llC 745321.30 428022S.Ol 423.00 115.0 280.0 41.099 s.o 6.91(-03 

SCITY54 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 74S32l.30 4280225.01 423.00 llS.O 280.0 4l.099 5.0 l.17E+OO 

SCITYSS ASHLEY ENERGY LlC 745321.30 428022S.01 423.00 115.0 280.0 41.099 5.0 7.87E-Ol 

SCITYS6 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 74S321.30 4280225.01 423.00 30.0 975.0 237.684 0 .8 l.lOE-02 

:ITV57 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 428022S.Ol 423.00 161.0 250.0 34.101 4,0 2.S9E+Ol 

lsc1rvs8 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 428022S.01 423.00 161.0 250.0 34.101 4.0 S09E+OO 

;clTYS9 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 161.0 2SO.O 34.101 4.0 3.48E·02 3.4SE-021 
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (1114083, Zone 1S) 

Potential Eml$$1onJ lib/hr) 
llas4! Exit Staci< 

Elevation Stack Velocity Diameter SOZ(l• 

Source ID Source Des<riptlon bsll"llm) Nortllln1tm) 1ft) Holsht (ft) Temp CF) (ft/sec) (ft) co so. hour) 
SCITY60 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAt SCHOOL BOltER PtANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511.94 225.0 280.0 35.784 7.3 3.97E-01 3.97E-01 3.97E·Oll 
SCITY61 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 225.0 280.0 35.784 7.3 3.97E-01 5.32E-02 5.32E·02 

SCITY62 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 S11.94 225.0 280.0 3S.784 73 3.00E•OO 4.43E+OO 

SCITY63 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 225.0 280.0 35 784 73 3 30E•OO 2.36E-02 

SCITY64 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511.94 2250 2800 3S.784 7.3 3.00E•OO 4.43E+OO 

SCITY65 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 51].94 225.0 280.0 35.784 7.3 3 20E•OO 2 29E-02 
SCITY66 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 200 0.0 0.000 OS 4 42E•01 1 33E•OO 
SCITY67 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 69.0 318.0 63.035 3.0 4 19E•OO 4.64E•OO 

SCITY68 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511.94 69.0 318.0 63.035 3.0 6 llE-01 S lSE-03 

SCITY69 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511.94 225 0 280.0 35 784 73 3 04£+00 4.48E+OO 

SCITY70 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511.94 225.0 280.0 35 784 73 I 14E•OO 817E 03 

SCITY71 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511.94 10.0 11000 23 333 05 2 98E-03 4 70E-07 

SCITY72 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PIANT 738259.22 4279906.98 51194 10.0 11000 23 333 05 7 OSE•OO 2 lSE•OO 

:SCITY83 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047.52 4280704.99 545.64 so.a 430.0 35000 2.0 1 14E-04 

$CITY84 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047 52 4280704.99 545.64 50.0 430.0 35000 20 4.07E-03 
SCITY85 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047 52 4280704.99 S45.64 50.0 430.0 35000 2.0 8.40E-03 
iCITYS6 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047 52 4280704 99 545.64 50.0 280.0 35000 20 l.14E+OO 

SCITY87 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047.52 4280704.99 545.64 50.0 280.0 3S.000 2.0 4 07E-03 
SCITY88 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047.52 4280704.99 545.64 50.0 280.0 35.000 2.0 l.14E•OO 
5CITY89 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047.S2 4280704.99 545.64 500 280.0 35.000 2.0 4.07E-03 
SCITY90 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047 52 4280704 99 545.64 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 2.47E•OO 
SCITYllO ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PtANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 32.0 120.0 15.453 2.0 2 08€-02 2 08€·02 
SCITYlll ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 481.0 200.0 9.432 3.0 S 70E 03 5 70£-03 
SCITY112 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PIANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 56.0 400.0 1S 922 40 6 81E•01 6.BlE+Ol 

SCITY113 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 56.0 400.0 15 922 4.0 3.75E•02 3.7SE 02 
SCITY114 ICL sPECIALTY PROOUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 4S.O 1Z2.0 151.818 20 114E 02 l .14E 02 

SCITYllS ICL SPtCIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 80.0 171.0 69.682 20 S 14E-03 S.l4E-03 

SCITY116 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 73798S.63 4270043.36 414.11 78.0 176.0 88.484 1.2 1 43E-03 l.43E 03 

SCITY117 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 41411 10.0 1100.0 23 333 OS l.91E-03 l.91E 0 

SCITY121 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 42 0 340.0 37.776 4.0 9.43E,Ol 9.43E•Ol 

SCITY122 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.ll 42.0 340.0 37.776 4.0 S.31E-02 S.31E•02 
SCITY123 EIANTAS POG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.3S S5.0 700.0 14.738 l 2 6.41E+OO 
lscm124 EIANTAS PDG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 55.0 700.0 14.738 1.2 7.35E-03 

SCITY125 EIANTAS PDG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 55.0 700.0 14.738 12 l.86E·02 
SCITY126 ELANTAS PDG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 55.0 700.0 14 738 1 2 5 89E-04 

SCITY127 EIANfAS PDG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 300 140.0 0 125 20 l.44E-03 

SCITY128 ELANfAS PDG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 15.4 752.2 32.451 1.0 7.8SE-03 o.ooE,1 

SCITY129 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 34.0 1700.0 4.665 2.0 3.72£-03 3.72E-03 

SCITY132 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 34.0 1700.0 6.916 3.3 l.72E•02 l.72E·Ol 

SCITY133 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 42S.30 34.0 1700.0 36.601 2.0 3.72E-03 3.72E-03 

SCITY136 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 34.0 1800.0 8.301 3.7 8.58E-03 8.S8E-03 

SCITY137 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 42.0 1700.0 4.665 2.0 3.72E·03 3.72E·03 

SCITY140 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 44.0 200.0 47.149 3.0 S.82E·03 S.82E•03 

SCITY141 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 44.0 200.0 47.149 3.0 5.82E•03 5.8n-03 

SCITY142 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 34.0 200.0 39.649 2.8 5.16E·03 5.16E•03 

SCITY143 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.$9 4271318.74 425.30 33.0 300.0 20.551 2.2 l.98E·03 l.98E•03 

SCITY144 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425-30 33.0 300.0 20.551 2.2 l.98E·03 1.98£·03 

SCITY145 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 33.0 300.0 20.551 2.2 1.98£·03 l.98E·03 

SCITY146 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 33.0 300.0 20.551 2.2 l.98E·03 l.98E-03 
SCITY147 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 2S.O 300.0 14.865 2.0 l.14E-02 l.14E-02 

SCITY148 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 UOE-03 3.30E-03 

SCITY149 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4273318.74 425.30 37.0 600.0 38.983 1.2 l.98E-03 l.98E·03 

SCITY156 ST. ALEXIUS HOSPITAL JEFFERSON CAMPUS 741441.37 4274961.73 544.65 115.0 210.0 38.885 5.0 l.19E-02 l.19E-02 

SCITY1S7 ST. ALEXIUS HOSPITAL JEFFERSON CAMPUS 741441.37 4274961.73 544.65 115.0 210.D 38.885 5.0 I 20£-02 l.20E-02 

SCITY158 ST •LEXIUS HOSPITAL JEFFERSON CAMPUS 741441.37 4274961.73 544.65 115.0 210.0 38.885 s.o l.19E-02 l.19E-02 

SCITY159 ST MEXIUS HOSPITALJEFFERSON CAMPUS 741441.37 4274961 73 544.65 14.0 490.0 60.200 OS 7 80E·Ol O OOE+I 
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NAD13, Zone 15) 

I 
Sour<elD 

SCITY160 

SCITY162 
SCITY163 
.CITY164 
;c1TY16S 

SCITY166 
SCITY167 

SCITY168 
SCITY169 
SCITY170 
SCITY171 
SCITY172 
SCITY173 
SCITY174 
SCITY17S 

CITY176 
SCITY177 
SCITY178 
SC1TY179 

SCITY180 
SCITY181 
SCITY183 
SCITY185 
SCITY187 

SCITV189 
iCITY190 

iCITV191 

SCITY192 

SCITYl93 
SCITY194 
SCITY227 
SCITY228 
SCITY229 
SCITY242 

SCITY243 
SCITY244 
iCITY24S 
iCITY246 
SCITY247 

SCITY248 
SCITY266 
SCITY267 
SCITY27S 
SCITY276 
SCITV277 
SCITY278 
SCITY279 
SCITY280 
SCITY281 

SCITY282 
SCITY283 
SCITY284 
SCITY28S 
SCITY286 
CITY287 

SCITY288 

SourceDes<,lptiool 
ST. ALEXIUS HOSPITAL JEFFERSON CAMPUS 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAi. 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAi. 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

SARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

SARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

SARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 
BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 
BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 
BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

SARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPlrAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 

INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER SERVICES· MO, LLC MANCHESTER 

INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER SERVICES· MO, LLC MANCHESTER 
INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER SERVICES· MO. LLC MANCHESTER 

PQ CORPORATION -THE 

PQ CORPORATION -THE 

PQCORPORATION -THE 

PQ CORPORATION -THE 
PQ CORPORATION -THE 

PQ CORPORATION •THE 

PQ CORPORATION •THE 

HUMANE SOCIETY OF MISSOURI ST. LOUIS· MACKLINDAVE 

HUMANE SOCIETY OF MISSOURI ST. LOUIS· MACKLINOAVE 

ALSCO, INC ST. LOUIS 

ALSCO, INC ST. LOUIS 

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL·INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONAl.GEOSPATIAL·INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONALGEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONALGEOSPATIAL•INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-1 NTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONALGEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-INTElLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL•INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL•INTELUGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL·INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONAi. GEOSPATIAL·INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 

Easting (ml 
741441.37 
738059.S7 
738059.57 
7380S9.57 
738059.57 
7380S9.57 

7380S9.57 
7380S9.57 
738059.S7 
738059.S7 
738059.57 
738059.S7 

738059.57 
738059.57 
738059.57 
738059.57 

738059.S7 
7380S9.S7 
738059.S7 
738059.57 
738059.57 
738059,57 
738059.57 
73BOS9.57 
738059.S7 
73BOS9.57 

7380S9.S7 
7380S9.S7 
73BOS9.57 
738059.57 

737686.12 
737686.12 
737686.12 
739053,43 
739053.43 
739053,43 
739053,43 
739053.43 
739053.43 
739053.43 
737162.32 
737162.32 
743334.17 
743334.17 
743107.71 
743107.71 

743107.71 
743107.71 

743107.71 
743107.71 
743107.71 
743107 71 
743107.71 
743107.71 
743107.71 

743107.71 

-lng(ml 
4274961.73 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 

4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 

4279829.93 
4279829.93 

4279829.93 

4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279S29 93 
4279829.93 
4279829 93 
4279829.93 
4279829 93 

4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829.93 
4279829 93 
4278652.89 

4278652.89 
4278652.89 
4285317.19 
428S317.19 
4285317.19 
428S317.19 
428S317.19 

4285317.19 
4285317.19 
4278817.40 

4278817.40 
4275818.28 
427SB18.28 
427$132.40 
4275132.40 
4275132.40 
427S132.40 
4275132.40 
4275132.40 

427S132.40 
4275132.40 
427Sl32.40 
4275132.40 
4275132.40 
4275132.40 

.... 
ee .. 11on 

(ft) 
S44.65 
S07.94 
S07.94 
507.94 
507.94 
S07.94 

S07.94 
507.94 

507.94 
507.94 
S07.94 
507.94 
507.94 
507.94 
507.94 
507.94 

507.94 

507.94 
507.94 
507.94 
S07.94 
507.94 
507.94 
507,94 
507.94 
507.94 

507.94 
507.94 
507.94 
S07.94 
4S9.06 

4S9.06 
459.06 
495.80 
49S.80 
49S.80 
495.80 
49S.80 
495.80 
495.80 
474.08 

474.08 
427.92 
427.92 
439 30 
439.30 

439.30 
439.30 
439 30 

439 30 
439 30 
439.30 
439.30 
439.30 
439.30 
439.30 

Siad< 
H~Jht (ft) Temp [Fl 

12.6 200.0 
210.0 260.0 
210.0 260.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
184.2 
184.2 

184.2 
184.2 
10.0 

10.0 

100 
100 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
247,0 

247.0 

10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
20.0 

20.0 
25.0 
60.0 
600 
20.0 

S5.0 
43.0 
20.0 
36.0 
24.0 

28.0 
10.0 
10.0 
23 5 
20.5 

20.5 
20.S 

20.S 
22.0 
22.0 
22.5 
22.5 
20.S 
20.s 

20.5 

1100.0 
1100.0 
1100.0 

llOO.O 
1100.0 

1100.0 

1100.0 
1100.0 

400.0 
400.0 

400.0 
400.0 
1100.0 
1100.0 

1100.0 
ll00.0 

1100.0 
1100.0 
1100.0 
1100.0 
1100.0 
1100.0 

190.0 

190.0 
1100.0 

1100.0 

1100.0 

2SO.O 

150.0 
o.o 

250.0 
400.0 

0.0 
7SO.O 
500.0 
0.0 

37S.O 
1139.0 

lBOO.O 
1100.0 
1100.0 
800.0 
250,0 

250.0 
2SO.O 

2SO.O 
2SO 0 
250.0 
250.0 
250.0 
800.0 
800.0 
800.0 

Elllt Stack 
Velocity DlallMllff 
tit/sec! (ftl 
205.400 o.s 
17.733 2.8 
17.733 2.B 

23.333 
23.333 
23.333 

23.333 
23.333 
23.333 
23.333 
23.333 
l.949 
1.949 

1-949 
1.949 
23.333 
23 333 

23.333 
23.333 

23.333 
23.333 
23 333 
23.333 
23 333 
23.333 
20.417 

20.417 

23.333 
23.333 
23.333 
18.068 

22.218 
0.000 
71.667 
19.833 
0.000 
11.168 

7.467 
0.000 
1 716 
IS.SIS 

1S.S84 
23.333 
23.333 
0 .003 
0.003 

0.003 

0.003 
0.003 
0003 

0.003 

0.003 

0.003 
0.003 
0.003 
0.003 

u 
u 
u 
u 
OS 

u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
OS 
u 
o.s 
o.s 
o.s 
o.s 
OS 
o.s 
u 
u 
u 
u 
OS 

1~ 

1~ 
~ 

Ll 
Ll 
u 
~ 

D 
u 
u 
IJ 
2~ 
o.s 
o.s 
o.s 
u 
u 
u 
u 
1 0 
10 

20 
u 
u 
u 
u 

Pobatlal Emissions [lb/hrl 

co so. 
502(1· 
hour) 

7.SOE-01 O.OOE♦◄ 

2.69E+OO 1.l6E-Ol 1.16E-011 
6.20E+OO 4.43E·02 4.43E-02 
4.20E+OO 9.30E·03 O.OOE+I 

4.18E+OO 9.20E-03 O.OOE+I 
3.77E•OO 8.30E-03 0.00E+I 
4.l2E+OO 9.lOE-03 0.00E+I 

4.0IE•OO 1.23E+OO O.OOE+I 
8 .lSE+OO l .80E-02 O.OOE+I 
4.90E+OO 1.0SE-02 O.OOE+1 
8.SZE•OO 1.BBE-02 
4.71E•OO 2.04E-Ol 
1.09E+01 7.76E-02 

2.SOE+OO 1.08E-01 
6.0lE +00 4.29E-02 
6.24E+OO 1.38E-02 O.OOE+I 
S.17E+OO 114E•02 O.OOE+I 

9.14E +00 2.0ZE-02 O.OOE+i 
2,31E+OO 9.84E-01 O.OOf+I 

3.9BE+OO 8.40E-03 
2.29£-01 3.S3E-03 
2.29£·01 2.41E-03 
8.24E-02 S.89E-04 
2.36E·Ol 1,69E·03 
1.37E+OO 4.86E-01 O.OOE· 
S.3SE-02 2 31E-03 

5.ooe-01 3 s1E-03 

3.69E•Ol 6.78E-02 O.OOE+I 
8.48E+OO 1.56E-02 O.OOE+I 
2.09E+01 4.41E-02 

2.S4E-03 
1-20E+OO 1.20E+1 
2.19E-04 
2.39E-03 
4.37E-03 
l.37E·04 

8.16E-03 
7.33E-OS 
3.46£-04 
2.48E-03 
l .lOE-02 

6.76E-OI 
2.33[+01 
4.99E-03 

7.11E·Ol 1.2SE-05 O.OOE· 
3.0SE·Ol l.28E·04 

6 .87E-01 4.91E·03 
3.05E-02 t.28E·OS 
6.89E 01 4.92E-03 
1.22E,01 S.27E-03 
2 73E·Ol 1 95E-03 
6,lOE·Ol 2.56E-04 
1 38E+OO 9.84E-03 
8.6SE-01 1.S3E-OS 0.00£, 
7.84E+OO 1.38E-04 O.OOE+I 
7.84E+OO 1.38E-04 O.OOE+I 



R
002300

Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NAD83, Zone 15) 

Potetltl~I EmlssloM {lb/hr) 

Base bit Staci! 
El..,,.tlon Staci! Velocity Oi1meter 502{1-

Source ID SOurce Description ~stlng{m) Nonlllng(m) (ft) Holght (fl) Temp CF) (ft/sec;) (ft) co 50x hour) 
SCITY289 ARTCO ST. LOUIS-AMERICAN RIVER TRANS CO ST. LOUIS 741227.54 4273049.76 423.52 28.0 400.0 50.535 2.0 2.26E-03 2.26E·O· 
SCITY290 ARTCO ST. LOUIS-AMERICAN RIVER TRANS CO ST. LOUIS 741227.54 4273049.76 423.52 28.0 400.0 so.sis 2.0 2.91E•Ol 1.91E•01I 
SCITY291 ARTCO ST. LOUIS-AMERICAN RIVER TRANS CO ST. LOUIS 741227.54 4273049.76 423.S2 28.0 400.0 50.535 2.0 1.63£-03 l.63E-O: 
SCITY292 SOUTHERN METAL PROCESSING 739807.53 4271091.77 426.02 31.0 1590.0 19.255 2.S l.28E•Ol l 28E•Oll 
SCITY293 SOUTHERN METAL PROCESSING 739807.53 4271091.77 426.02 31.0 1590.0 19.255 2.5 3.47E•OO l.47E•I 
SCITY295 SSM HEAL TH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 s.o 2.14E•OO 6.17E+Ol 6.17E•Ol 
SCITY296 SSM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 1.81E•OO 1.29E-02 129€-02 
SCITY297 SSM HEAL TH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 7403S7.18 4278600.20 S27.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 8.93E-Ol 2.57E+01 1.57E•Ol 
SCITY298 SSM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 6.62E•OO 4.73E·02 4 7lE-02 
SCITY299 SSM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 !.89E•OO S.45E•Ol 5.45E•Ol 
SCITY300 SSM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 7.92E•OO 5.66E-02 S.66E-02 
SCITY301 SSM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 2.14E•OO 6.17£•01 6.17E+0l 
5CITY302 $SM HEAllH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 3S0.0 14.856 5.0 104E•OO 7 40E·03 7.40E-03 
SCITY303 $SM HEAlTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 S27.8S 10.0 ll00.0 23.333 o.s 9 62E•OO 5.13E•OO O.OOE•I 
SCITY304 SSM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 10.0 ll00.0 23.333 o.s S.l!E+OO 6.08E+OO O.OOE•I 
SCITY315 JS AL8ERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 428S287.44 57S.43 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 6.50E•OO 1.98E•OO O.OOE•I 
SCITY316 J 5 AL8ERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 428S287.44 57S.43 20.0 0.0 0000 o.s 7.40E-02 2.22E-03 2.22E-03 
SCITY317 JS ALBERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 428S287.44 57S.4l 20.0 0.0 0000 0.5 7 40E-02 2.22E-03 2 22E·03 
SCITY318 J S Al8ERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287.44 57S.43 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 9.62E-Ol 3.00E-01 3.00E·Ol 
SCITYH9 J S AL8ERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287.44 575.43 20.0 0 .0 0.000 0.5 2.00E-02 6.00E-04 6.00E-04 
SCITY320 J 5 AL8ERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287.44 575.4) 20.0 0 .0 0.000 o.s l.26E-02 3.70E-04 3.70E-04 
SCITY321 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 80.0 380.0 33.766 2.0 8.99E-Ol l.88E·02 3.88E·02 
SCITY322 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 80.0 380.0 33.766 2.0 4.60E-01 3.28E-03 3.2BE•03 
SCITY323 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 1s.o 850.0 73,133 0.7 l.40E·02 3.08E-05 O.OOE +I 
SCITY324 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 lS.O 850.0 73.133 0.7 7.00E-04 1.54E•06 O.OOE+ 
SCITY325 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 15.0 850.0 73.133 0.7 5.78E-03 1.22E-OS 0.00E+ 
SCITY326 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 80.0 405.0 33.766 2.0 8.1!E-02 3.76E-03 
SCITY327 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 80.0 405.0 33.766 2.0 8.30E·01 5.93E·03 
SCITY328 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 80.0 405.0 33.766 2.0 7.46E-01 3.22E-02 

SCITY329 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 80.0 405.0 33.766 2.0 9.04E-01 6.46E-03 

SCITY330 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 15.0 1007.0 51.050 0.7 4.68E-01 l.03E-03 O.OOE• 
SCITY331 NESTlE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912,49 4278167.30 467.68 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 4.06E•OO 1.24E+OO O.OOE+ 

SCITY332 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST, LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 2.02E•01 1.44E-03 

SCITY333 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 6.0 1157.0 35.000 0.3 8.24E+OO 2.52E+OO O.OOE+• 
SCITY334 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 6.0 1076.0 151.667 0.3 2.56E•OO 7.82E·Ol O.OOE•• 

SCITY335 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 8.9 815.0 37.835 0.8 6.llE-01 1.35E•03 O.OOE+1 

SCITY344 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597.70 4278776.67 501.12 32.0 200.0 2.933 1.2 5.04E-03 5.04E•03 

SCITY3S3 CHRISTY REFRACTORIES CO l.l.C 738223.37 4278219.85 483.66 1.0 325.0 0003 1.0 9.60E-02 9.60E-02 

SCITY355 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 431.0 79.216 2.0 9.54£-01 9.54E-01 

SCITY356 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 455.0 79.216 2.0 9.S4E-01 9.S4E-01 

SCITY357 SOUTHWESTERN BEtl TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 42791S2.9S 4S9.3S 290.0 428.0 79.216 2.0 9.S4E•Ol 9.54£-01 

SCITY358 SOUTHWESTERN BELl TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.9S 4S9.3S 56S.O 985.0 23.035 0.7 3.0SE-01 3.05f•01 
SCITY3S9 SOUTHWESTERN 8ELl TELEPHONE COMPANY 74434661 4279152.95 459.H 565.0 985.0 23.035 0.7 3.0SE-01 3.0SE-01 
SCITY360 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 4S9.35 565.0 98S.O 23.035 0.7 3.0SE-01 3.0SE-01 

SCITY361 SOUTHWESTERN BELl TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 660.0 300.0 23.03S 1.5 1.09E-03 l.09E·03 
SCITY362 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 660.0 300.0 23.035 1.s 4.92£-03 492£-03 
SCITY363 SOUTHWESTERN 8ELl TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 390.0 960.0 23.035 9.5 7,17f-Ol 7.17E·Ol 

SCITY364 SOUTHWESTERN BELl TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 390.0 960.0 23.035 9.5 7.17E-Ol 7,17E-Ol 

SCITY365 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 722.0 96.401 2.0 !.19E•OO 1.19E+i 

SCITY366 SOUTHWESTERN SELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.3S 290.0 722.0 96.401 2.0 S.13E+OO S.llE" 

SCITY367 SOUTHWESTERN BELl TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 722.D 96.401 2.0 8.24E+OO 8.24E.i 

SCITY368 SOUTHWESTERN 8ELl TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.3S 290.0 722.0 96.401 2.0 8.24E+OO 8.24E+I 

SCITY380 BKEP MATERIALS. LLC ST. LOUIS TERMINAL CO 739332.17 4270413.67 420.93 25.0 450.0 20.000 2.S 2.46E·03 2.46E-O, 

SCITY381 BKEP MATERIALS, LlC ST. LOUIS TERMINAL CO 739332.17 4270413.67 420.93 u.o 150.0 U33 1.0 l.63E•Ol l.63E•Oll 
SCITY394 SAi NT LOUIS UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.08 4280241.69 507.64 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 206E•OO oooE,I 
SCITY395 SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.08 4280241.69 S07.64 20.0 0.0 0.000 o.s 9.53£,03 9.53£-031 



R
002301

Off-Site Poinl Source Model Input (NADl3, Zone 15) 
POlefttlal Emissions (lb/hr) 

Base Exit Stack 
ElevaliOn Stack Velocltr Diamem $02(1· 

SourtelD Source Oesatptlon Easttnr(ml Nordlln, (m) (ft) Helct,t (ft) Tomp (Fl {ft/sec) lftl co SOx hour) 

SCITY396 SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.0S 4280241.69 S07.64 20.0 0.0 0.000 O.S l.71E-03 l.71E-Ol 

SCITY401 $SM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.05 544.29 40.0 200.0 21.667 2.S 9.30E-OS 9.30E•0~ 

SCITY402 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILORENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.05 S44.29 40.0 200.0 21.667 2.S 4.97E-03 4.97E•03 

SCITY403 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.05 544.29 40.0 200.0 21.667 2.S S07E·OS S,07E-O! 

SCITY404 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILORENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.05 544.29 40.0 200.0 21.667 2,5 2.48E-03 2.48E-OS 

SCITY405 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILORENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.0S 544.29 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 l.83E-02 O.OOE+OO 

SCITY406 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILORENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.0S 544.29 23.S 200.0 16.667 2.9 2.SSE+OO 2.SSE+OO 

SCITY407 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDREN$ HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.0S 544.29 23.S 200.0 16.667 2.9 2.87E-02 2.87E-02I 

CJEFf34 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 36.6 77.0 20.600 1.8 2.68E-02 

CJEFF3S METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 70.0 350.0 40.000 2.0 2.90E·Ol 

CJEFF36 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 70.0 850.0 41.667 2.5 2.07E-Ol 

CJEFF37 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441,70 20.0 0.0 0.000 o.s 9.l3E-03 

CJEFF43 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 56.0 370.0 33.333 2.S l.OlE-01 

METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280,94 441,70 70.0 8S0.0 41.667 2.5 8.06E-01 

METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 70.0 850.0 112.999 2.5 9.97E-02 

MITAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441 70 70.0 850.0 20.600 2.5 2.58E-Ol 

LCSS ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 34.0 375.0 26.5S5 2.3 l.68E-02 

LC56 ST LOUIS AIRPORT Al/THORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 34.0 375.0 26.SSS 2.3 l.27E+OO 

ST LOUIS AIRPORT Al/THORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 33.0 428.0 lS.669 l.8 1.66E·02 

ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 S54.63 33.0 428.0 15.669 3.8 3.8SE•Ol 

CSTLCS9 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.]6 554.63 20.0 250.0 2.083 1.0 7.72E•02 

CSTLC60 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 5.5 1200.0 254.649 0.2 3.28E•OO 

CSTLC61 ST. LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL Bl VD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 5.5 1200.0 254.649 0.2 1.29E·Ol 

CSTLC62 ST. LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVO 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 5.5 1200.0 254.649 0.2 9.99E·0S 

CSTLC63 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 19.0 425.0 7.047 1.7 6.0lE-01 

CSTLC64 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 24.0 270.0 105.951 2.0 3.24E+OO 

TLC1S2 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS LLC VALLEY PARK 71S996.20 4268469.87 430.05 43.0 -459.7 3.225 1.0 l.38E·Ol 

TLClSS FRED WEBER INC.· SOUTH ASPHALT BATCH SOUTH ASPHALT 732929.25 425995S.l9 424.64 37.0 230.0 51.250 4.2 2.S7E+Ol 

FRED WEBER INC.· SOUTH ASPHALT BATCH SOUTH ASPHALT 732929.25 42S9955.19 424.64 12.0 355.0 0.804 1.3 4.03E-01 

FRED WEBER INC.· NORTH ASPHALT Hand B 720614.10 4290798.15 468.70 31.0 230.0 80.499 4.2 3.93E+Ol 

FRED WEBER INC .• NORTH ASPHALT Hand B 720614,10 4290798.15 461!.70 20.0 300.0 16.667 1.1 2.29E·Ol 

CSTLC207 MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER CO FLORISSANT 728394,88 4300010.04 461.78 1s.o 896.0 0.000 14.0 1.61E+02 

CCITY6S WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511,94 100,0 350.0 29.984 1.3 3.08E•02 

CCIT\'203 INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER SERVICES· MO, LLC MANCHESTER 737686.12 4278652.89 459.06 20.0 250,0 18.068 1.0 l.56E•Ol 

CCIT\'204 INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER SERVICES · MO, LLC MANCHESTER 737686.12 4278652.89 459.06 20.0 lSO.O 22.218 1.0 1.68E+02 

CCIT\'344 GP RECYCLING, LLC 743830.86 4284034.28 422.18 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 1.72E·02 

CCITY368 GP RECYCLING, LLC 740384.0B 4280241.69 507.64 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0,5 6.HE•OO 
:CITY369 SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.08 4280241.69 507.64 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 l.33E•OO 

:c1TY370 SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.08 4280241.69 507.64 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 5.69E•02 



R
002302

Off-Site Volume Source Inputs 

Potential Emission5 (lb/hr) 

Base 
Elevation Release Sl&ma Y Silffll Z S02 (1· 

Source ID Source Description Eutinc(m) Northinc (mJ (ft) H@jght lit) (ft) 1ft) co SOx hour) 
SJEFF64 MERCY HOSPITAl JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846,83 425.75 16.4 3.8 15.3 1.28E•02 9.13E•OS 9.13E-0S 
SJEFf84 ARDAGH GlASS INC. PEVHY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.29E·Ol 4.68E·03 4.68E-031 
SJEFFSS ARDAGH GlASS INC. PEVElY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.29£-01 7.06£-03 7.06E·O 
SJEFF87 AR DAG H GlASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241S79.49 466.S7 16.4 3.8 15.3 2.29E·Ol l.44E-03 l 44E•O 
SJHFS8 ARDAGH Gl.ASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7,6 2.29£-01 3.91£-03 3 91£-03 
SJEFF89 ARDAGH GlASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.47£•03 1.4 7E-03 
SJEFF90 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVEl Y 727306 83 4241579.49 466 57 82 2 3 76 2 29E·Ol 2 29£-01 
5JEFF91 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306 83 4241579 49 466 S7 82 2 3 76 6.88£-03 6.88E 03 
SJEFF93 ARDAGH GlASS INC. PEVEl Y 727306 83 4241579.49 466 57 82 2 3 7.6 l.38E 03 1 38E 03 
SJEFF101 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491 85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7.6 4.81£ 01 2.40E 02 2.40£-02 
SJEFF102 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.S6 8.2 2.3 7.6 6.41E·Ol 1.42£·02 J.42E-02 
5JEFF103 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7,6 5.24E·Ol 6.09£·03 6.09E·03 
SJEFF104 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725,78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7.6 l.51E OJ 3.75£ 03 3.75E03 
5JEFF105 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.08£-03 1.08£·03 
5JEFF106 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7,6 1.14£-03 1.14£-03 
5JEFF107 AERO METAL FINISHING 718099.61 4263747.23 613.5S 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.43[·01 2.43E·Ol 
SJEFF126 FRED WEBER, INC. ANTONIA 720102 79 4248877.71 670.S7 8.2 2.3 7.6 3.08E+OO 3.08E+01 
IS5TC56 BlASTCO INC 690213.84 4297755.23 543.44 82 2.3 7.6 1.4 7E 01 1.47£ 011 
!5sTL67 MISSOURI ASPHALT PRODUCTS, LLC WEST lAKE QUARRY MATERIAL CO 721914.39 4294042.31 462.50 16.4 3.8 15.3 S.88E-04 588E•04 
SSTl68 MISSOURI ASPHALT PRODUCTS. LLC WEST lAKE QUARRY MATERIAL CO 721914.39 4294042.31 462.50 16.4 3.8 15.3 l.02E+OO l.02E+OI 
SSTL125 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791.15 4286068.83 618.60 8.2 2.3 7.6 7.18E·03 7,18E-03 
SSTl197 FRED WE BER, INC. FT. BEllE 739499.97 4302900.13 443.27 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.80E 01 J.SOE-01 
5CITY19 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 8.2 2.3 7,6 8.24£-02 2.47E-02 2.47E•02 
SCITY20 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022 76 417.81 8.2 2.3 7,6 4.44E•03 7.73E 01 7.73E 01 
SCITY21 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.59E+OO 7.94E•Ol 7.94E·Ol 
SCITY44 ADM GRAIN COMPANY ST. LOUIS 744141.30 4284932.90 425.39 J.';.0 0.2 14.0 6.22E-04 6.22E·04 
SCITY45 AOM GRAIN COMPANY ST. LOUIS 744141 30 4284932.90 42S 39 15 0 0.2 14.0 2.76£·02 2.76E-02 
SCITY118 ICL SPECIAL TY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043,36 414.11 8.2 2.3 7.6 7.50E-OS 7.50E•O: 
SCITY119 ICL SPECIAL TY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET Pl.ANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 8.2 2.3 7,6 4.00E-01 4.00E-01 
SCITY120 ICL SPECIAL TY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET Pl.ANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414,11 8.2 2.3 7,6 2.61E 01 2.61E·Ol 
SCITY130 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 8.2 2.3 7.6 3.00E-04 3.00E-04 
SCITY131 JW ALUMINUM ST LOUIS 740003.39 4271318 74 425.30 8.2 23 76 7.40E-02 7 40E 02 
SCITY134 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 8.2 2.3 7.6 7.40E-02 740E•OZ 
SCITY135 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 42S.30 8.2 2.3 7.6 3.00E•04 3.00E-04 
SCITY138 JW AWMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 8.2 2.3 7.6 7.40E·02 7.40E·02 
SCITY139 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 8.2 2.3 7,6 3.00E-04 3.00E-04 
SCITY182 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 S07.94 16,4 3.8 15.3 3.36E·02 2.40E•04 2.40E-04 
SCITY184 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.S7 4279829.93 507.94 16.4 3.8 15.3 6.59E·02 4.71E•04 4,71E-04 
SCITY186 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 16.4 3.8 lS.3 3.36E·02 2.40E·04 2.40E•04 
SCITY188 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 16.4 3.8 15.3 4.9SE·02 3.S3E·04 3.53E·04 
SCITY195 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 8.2 2.3 7.6 8.40E·02 6.00£-04 6.00E-04 

SCITY241 PQ CORPORATION -THE 739053.43 4285317.19 495.80 8.2 2.3 7,6 2.66£-02 2.66E·02 
SCITY340 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597.70 4278776.67 501.12 8.2 2.3 7.6 3.60£·04 3.60(-04 

SCITY341 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597.70 4278776.67 501.12 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.13E·03 l.13E·03 
SCITY342 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736S97.70 4278776.67 SOl.12 8.2 2.3 7.6 l.20E·03 l.20E-03 
SCITY343 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597.70 4278776.67 501.12 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.20(-02 1.20E·02 
CJEFF33 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 l.49E-Ol 
CJEFF38 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOlO 730800.10 4257280.94 441. 70 16.4 3.8 15.3 4.71E•03 
CJEFF39 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOlD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 3.22E-03 
CJEFF40 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOlD 730800.10 4257280.94 441 70 16.4 3.8 15 3 2 01£-01 
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Off-Site Volume Sour<e Inputs 
Potential Emissions (lb/hr) 

Base 
Elevation RelHse Si1maY SlpnaZ 502 (1· 

Source ID Source Desaiplion Eastin((m) Northin& (ml {ft) Hel1ht (ft) (ft) (ft) co SOx hour) 

CJEFF41 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 38 15.3 l ,lOE-03 

CJEFF42 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 8.18E•04 

CJEFF47 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 6.5SE-02 

CJEfF48 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 42S7280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 6.56E-06 

CJEFF49 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 42S7280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 4.09E-04 

CJEFFSO METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 42S7280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 1S.3 8,48E-04 

CJEFFSl METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 42S7280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 5.28E·02 

CJEFF52 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 2.46E-03 

CJEFF53 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 1.53E·Ol 

CJEFf54 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 l.S6E-02 

CJEFF55 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 l.16E-01 

CJEFF56 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 42S7280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 1S.3 8.4SE-03 

CJEFF57 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 1S.3 3.42E·Ol 

CJEFF58 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280 94 441 70 16.4 3.8 15 3 4 74E-03 

CJEFF59 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280 94 441 70 16.4 3.8 1S.3 1 92E-Ol 

CJEFF60 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441 70 16.4 3.8 15.3 1 36E·02 

CSTLC92 THE BOEING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 545.54 8.2 2.3 7,6 2.25E-Ol 

CSTlC151 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS LLC VALLEY PARK 715996.20 4268469.87 430.05 13.5 1.4 0.7 l.58E·Ol 

CSTlC195 FRED WEBER, INC. FT. BELLE 739499.97 4302900.13 443.27 13.S 1.4 0.7 5.97E-Ol 

CCITY343 GP RECYCLING, UC 743830.86 4284034.28 422.18 8.2 2.3 7.6 5.57E-02 
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Appendix D - Copy of 1996 Construction Permit 
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~, Sti!cle ofillinois • 
~ ENVIRONMENTAL 

~ 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

Mary A. Gade, Director 
217/782-2113 

PERMITTEE 

Granite City Division 

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 

of National steel Corporation 
Attn: Josephs. Kocot 
20th and state street 
Granite City, Illinois 6204Q;OLLil'!~';ILLc-. u,+,1 :[-

Application No.: 95010001 I.D. No.: 119813AAI 
Applicant's Designation: Date Received: January 3, 1995 
Subject: Production Increase 
Date Issued: January 25, 1996 
Location: Southeastern Granite City 

, IL 62794-9506 

Permit is hereby granted to the above-designated Permittee for an increase 
in the allowable . production rate of iron (from 2,372,500 to 3,165,000 net 
tons per year) and steel (from 2,774,000 to 3,580,000 net tons per year) 
as described in the above-referenced application. This permit is subject 
to standard conditions attach"ed hereto and the following special 
conditions: 

1. Prior to issuance of this permit, a draft of this permit has 
undergone a public notice and comment period, and a public hearing 
was held. 

BLAST FURNACE OPERATIONS 

2a. Total combined produ9tion of hot metal (a.k.a., iron) from blast 
furnaces A and B shall not exceed 9,849 net tons per day, averaged 
over any calendar month, and; 

b. Total combined production of hot metal from blast furnaces A and B 
shall not exceed 3,165,000 net tons per year. 

3a. Particulate emissions from the blast furnace casthouse baghouse and 
iron spout baghouse shall not exceed 0.010 gr/dscf, pursuant to 35 
Ill. Adm. Code 212. 445 (bl (1). 

b. The opacity of emissions from the blast furnace casthouse baghouse 
and the iron spout baghouse shall not eKceed 10% on a 6 minute 
rolling average basis, pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212 . 445(b) {1). 

4a. Emissions of particulate matter from any opening in the blast 
furnace casthouse shall not exceed 20% opacity on a 6-minute rolling 
average basis beginning from initiation of the opening of the tap 
~ole up to the point where iron and slag stops flowing in the 
troughs, pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.445(al (2). 

5. Emissions from Blast Furnace operations shall not exceed the limits 
in'attached Tables 1 and 5. / 

Printtd on Rtqdtd P•P"" 
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BASIC OXYGEN FURNACE SHOP 

6a. Total combined production of liquid steel from the Basic Oxygen 
Furnaces {BOF's) shall not exceed 11,000 net tons per day, average d 
over any calendar month, and; 

b. Total combined production of liquid steel from the BOF's shall not 
exceed 3,580,000 net tons per year. 

7 . The emissions of PM-10 from the BOF ESP stack for the total of all 
BOF processes (i.e., operations from the beginning of the charging 
process through the end of the tapping process) shall not exceed 
60.0 lbs/hr and 0.225 lbs per ton of steel in process, pur8uant to 
35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.458(b) {23) . 

8. Visible emissions from any opening in the BOF shop (e.g., roof 
monitor) shall not exceed 20% on a 3 minute rolling average basis. 

9a. The Permittee shall determine the opacity from the openings BOF shop 
on at least a weekly basis. Observations shall be conducted for at 
least an hour or the entire BOF cycle, whichever is greater. 

b. The Perrnittee shall determine the opacity fr.om the BOF ESP stack for 
at least one hour on any normal 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. The 
readings shall c·omrnence as soon as possible after the opacity 
monitor has been down for two consecutive hours. If meteorological 
conditions or lack of visibility preclude these observations from 
being conducted, then this shall be noted in the log book. 

c. The opacity shall be determined in accordance with the observation 
procedures set out in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 including 
the requirement that readings be taken by a certified observer. 

d. These determinations shall be recorded in a log book, which at a 
minimum shall include the date and time of observations, name and 
title of observer, individual opacity readings, calculated opacity 
so as to determine compliance with Section 212.123, and calculated 
opacity relative to 20% opacity on a three minute rolling average 
basis. 

10. The Permittee shall follow the BOF operating procedures and 
requirements specified in attachment A. These requirements are 
designed to ensure proper operation of the BOF control system. 
These procedures shall be posted in the BOF pulpit (a.k.a., control 
room) . 

11. Flame suppression shall be used and maintained during the entire 
tapping process. 

12a. The stack gas pulpit set point of the BOF ESP control system shall 
be set in accordance with the following, so as to establish 
sufficient particulate matter capture efficiency of.the charging and 
primary ho,ods : 
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i. Set point requirements while only a single BOF vessel is in 
operation; 

A. Minimum set point during charging process: 550,000 cfrn; 

B. Minimum set point during refining process: 650,000 cfrn; 

C. Minimum set point during tapping process: 200,000 cfrn 
(until one minute after completing alloy addition); 

ii. During dual operation of BOF vessels (a.k.a., overlapping BOF 
operation) the ~et point shall be set to establish the total 
draft necessary to control the corresponding portion of the 
process which is occurring on each vessel during the overlap. 
For example, minimum set point while charging at one vessel 
and tapping at the other would be equal to that necessary to 
establish a flow of 700,000 cfrn (i.e., 550,000 + 150,000). 

iii. overlapping operations of the BOF vessels is allowed only as 
. specified in operating permit application number 72080043. 

iv. The BOF capture system shall be operated at the above minimum 
set points until and unless the Agency approves a lower 
minimum set point based on a demonstration that a better level 
of particulate matter control will occur, except for purposes 
of emissions testing as related to the set point. 

b. The Permittee shall calibrate, operate, and maintain a continuous 
strip chart recorder of the ESP stack gas flow rate as measured by 
the stack gas flow meter during ESP use. 

c. The Permittee shall record for each steel production cycle the 
various stack gas flow rates for each process (i.e., for each 
charge, each refine, each tap) of each steel production cycle. That 
is, the Permittee shall be able to distinguish the measured flow 
rate of stack gas during each production cycle. 

d. The stack gas flow meter shall be calibrated on at least a quarterly 
basis. 

13a. Within 270 days of the date issued of this permit, the Permittee 
shall install, calibrate, operate, and maintain a monitoring device 
that continually measures and records for each process (i.e., for 
each charge, each refine, each tap) o! each steel production cycle 
the various exhaust ventilation rates or levels of exhaust 
ventilation through the main downcommer duct of the ESP emissions 
capture and transport system. 

b. The monitoring system shall be designed to be used as a mechanism to 
ensure sufficient draft is maintained in the emissions capture hoods 
and transport ducts so as to maximize emissions capture and 
transport and minimize uncaptured emissions and emission leaks. 

c. The monitoring sys~em shall be operated, tested and maintained to 
ensure accurate and useful data. 
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d. The Agency may allow an equivalent system or method instead of the 
above monitoring system provided the ~ermittee demonstrates, and the 
Agency approves, that such system or method will ensure sufficient 
draft is maintained in the emissions capture hoods and transpor t 
ducts so as to maximize emissions capture and transport and minimize 
uncaptured emissions and emission leaks in an equivalent manner, and 
that such system or method can be installed and operated within the 
time period required for the monitoring system as stated in this 
permit. 

14a. The Permittee shall visually inspect at least monthly all visible 
BOF vessel enclosures, hooding and ducts used to capture and 
transport emissions for the BOF ESP control system. 

b. A log shall maintained of these inspections which includes 
observations of the physical appearance of the capture system and 
any noted deficiencies (e . g., the presence of any holes in ductwork 
or hoods, flow constrictions caused by dents or accumulated dust in 
ductwork, and fan erosion). 

c. Any leaks or areas otherwise noted to be in need of repair, shall be 
repaired as soon as practicable. 

15a. The Permittee s hall operate, maintain, a nd repair the BOF ESP in a 
manner that assures compliance with the conditions of this permit. 

b. An adequate inventory of spare parts for the BOF ESP shall be 
maintained. 

16. Written operating procedures for the BOF ESP shall be maintained and 
updated describing proper normal process and equipment operating 
parameters, monitoring and instrumentation for measuring control 
equipment operating parameters, control equipment inspection and 
maintenance practices, and the availability of spare parts from 
inventory, local suppliers and other sources. 

11 . The Permittee shall keep operating r e cords, a maintenance log, and 
inspection log for the BOF ESP and associated control systems which 
includes the following: 

a . Operating time o f the BOF; 

b. Operating time of the c apture systems and performance 
parameters, including air flow and fan amperage through the 
fan motors, gas temperature at inlet t o ESP, damper settings, 
and steam inj ection r a t e; 

c . Operating time of the ESP and performance parameters, 
including voltage and amperage of each transformer/rectifier 
set , number of sections i n use; 

d . All rout ine and nonroutine maintenanc e performed, including 
dat es and duration o f outages, inspection schedule and 

,findings, leaks d etec ted, repair actions, and replac ement s. 
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18. Emissions from the BOF Shop shall not exceed the limits in attached 
Tables 2 and 5. 

Note: For purposes of this permit, a BOF cycle is defined as the period 
from the beginning of the charging process through the end of the 
tapping process. The cycle is comprised of three main processes 
which are charging, refining, and tapping. 

CONTINUOUS CASTING OPERATIONS 

19. The continuous casting operations shall comply with 35 Ill. Adm. 
Code 212.450 and 212.458(b) (8). 

20. Emissions from the continuous casting operations shall not exceed 
the limits in Tables 3 and 5. 

FUEL COMBUSTION 

21. Total fuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), boiler house 
boilers (1-10), blast furnace boilers (11 and 12), ladle drying 
preheaters and blast furnace gas flares shall not exceed the 
following limits: 

a. Natural Gas usage: 190 million ft~ per month and 1,145 
million ft3 per year; 

b. Blast Furnace Gas (BFG) usage: 30,800 million ft3 per month 
and 185,030 . million ft3 per year; 

c. Fuel Oil usage: 60 thousand gallons per month and 365 
thousand gallons per year. 

22. Emissions from the fuel combustion units listed above shall not 
exceed the limits in Tables 4 and 5. 

ON-SITE FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL 

(Refer to Attachment B for a table which summarizes the required on-site 
fugitive dust roadway control measures and maps indicating the referred to 
road segments) 

23. The Permittee shall imrnediate~y initiate and maintain the on-site 
fugitive dust control measures specified in this permit so as 
eliminate dust spillage on in-plant and out-of-plant roadways. 

24a. The Permittee shall sweep or flush at least every day the paved 
access area below the BOF ESP w~ere ESP dust collection bags are 
used, stored and transported. 

b. The Permittee shall implement a housekeeping program for the non­
roadway areas below and around the BOF ESP. This program shall, at 
a minimum, contain the following: 

i. The ground and other accessible areas where dust,may gather 
shall be swept or cleaned at least every day; 
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ii. Cleaning shall be performed in such a manner as to minimize 
the escape of dust into the atmosphere; 

iii. Dust collection bags shall be inspected at lease daily for 
rips, tears, or insecure connection to the discharge chutes of 
the ESP hoppers; 

iv. Dust collection bags shall be inspected after removal from, 
and connection to, the discharge chutes of the ESP hoppers; 

Y. Ripped or torn bags shall be taken out of service and 
transported as soon as practicable in a covered truck. 

25. Fugitive emissions of particulate matter from any roadway or parking 
area shall not exceed an opacity of 5%, pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. 
code 212. 316 (e) (1). 

26a. UNPAVED ROADS: On unpaved roads that are part of normal traffic 
patterns as identified in attachment B (including roads B~ C, E, N, 
F-F, and . CS(2)) the Permittec shall apply a chemical dust 
suppressant at least three times a month, with the following 
exceptions: 

i. Road segment G-G, which shall be sprayed at least quarterly; 

ii. Road segments P, V, Z, D-D, E-E, and H, which shall be sprayed 
at least 4 times per month until paving is completed. Paving 
shall be completed on these roads no later than July 31, 1996; 

iii. Road segment L, which shall be sprayed at least 4 times per 
month. 

b. All other unpaved roads shall be treated as necessary. 

c. Applications of suppressant may be less frequent than specified 
above if weather conditions, i.e., precipitation or temperature, 
interfere with the schedule for spraying, provided each such 
instance shall be recorded in accordance with the daily records for 
on-site fugitive dust control required by this permit. 

27a. PAVED ROADWAYS AND AREAS: Paved roadways and areas shall be 
maintained in good condition. 

b. On paved roadways and other areas, the Permittee shall sweep or 
flush as follows: 

i. Road segments D, K, M, F, G, J, R, and o shall be swept or 
flushed at least daily; 

ii . Road segments P, V, W, X, Z, D-D, E- E, and CS (l) shall be 
swept or flushed at least five days per week; 

iii. Road segments Sand T shall be swept or flushed at least every 
other day; 
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iv. Road segments A and H shall be swept or flushed at least once 
per month; 

v. All gate areas l eadjng Crom the Steelworks area shall be swept 
or flushed at least daily; 

vi. Al.l gate areas leading rrom the iron making area shall be 
swept or flushed at least !ive times per week. 

28. The above on-si te dust c ontrol measures shal l be conducted to 
maximize their effectiveness by performing said measures when the 
roads or areas are not normally obstructed by parked vehicles and by 
preferentially using filter sweeping (e.g., Enviro- Whirl sweeper) 
for the gate areas, the roads and areas surrounding the BOF and BOF 
ESP, and other key areas. 

29. The Permittee shal l maintain daily records relative to the on-site 
fugitive dust control program which includes the following 
information as a minimum: 

a. The date (and time tor the gate areas) each road or area was 
treated; 

b. The manner in which the road or area was treated (i . e., filter 
sweep, conventional sweep, suppressant spray or flush); 

c. Detailed information for use of dust suppressant, including 
but not limited to the application rate, d i lution ratio, type 
of suppressant used, and the number of gallons of suppressant 
applied; 

d . Observations, if any, concerning the condition of the roadway, 
e.g., presence of parked vehicles, detection of potholes; 

e. The amount of precipitation and temperature recorded for each 
day, and if determination was made to suspend application of 
suppressant, include name and title of person who made 
detennination to suspend application and explanation; 

t. Any and all suspensions or deviations from the designated 
control procedures, with date, description, and eKplanation 
for suspension of application. 

OFF-SITE FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL 

30 . The Permittee or the Permittee's Agent shall sweep or flush the 
fol lowing Granite City s t r e et road areas: 

a . At least weekly, the quarter mile segment of Madison Avenue in 
front of the 16th street gate (i.e., 1/8 of a mile in either 
direction); 

b. At least weekly, segment of 20th street between Lee and Quincy 
r~ads; 
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c. At least monthly, segment of 20th street between Madison and 
Route 203 (a.k.a. Edwardsville Road). 

PM-10 CONTINGENCY MEASURES 

31. The Permittee shall comply with the additional control measures 
(e.g., PM-10 contingency plan) required by 35 Ill Adm. Code Part 212 
Subpart u. 

COMPLIANcg DETERMINATIONS 

32a. Compliance with the daily limits of this permit shall be determined 
from a monthly total of the relevant daily data divided by the 
number of days in the month. 

b. Compliance with the monthly limits of this permit {e.g., fuel usage) 
shall be determined by direct compariscn of monthly data to the 
applicable limit. 

c. i. 

ii. 

Compliance with the annual limits of this permit shall be 
determined based on a calendar year. 

A. Compliance with the production limits in conditions 2{b) 
and 6(b) shall also be determined on a month by month 
basis by showing that the actual production of iron and 
steel from the plant did not exceed the scheduled rate 
of production for a month given in the most recent 
production schedule provided to the Agency that shows 
compliance with the following requirements. 

B. If no production schedule is submitted to the Agency by 
the Permittee for a particular year, the scheduled 
monthly production of iron and steel shall be set at one 
twelfth of the annual production limits in conditions 

C. 

2 (b) and 6(b). 

1. The Permittee may submit a schedule for iron and 
steel production for each month of the calendar 
year. Such schedule shall provide the scheduled 
monthly iron and steel production for each month 
and the total of such scheduled production shall 
not exceed the annual production limits in 
conditions 2(bl and 6(b). This schedule shall be 
submitted each year no later than December 15th of 
the preceding year. 

2. During the course of the year, the Permittee may 
submit a revised production schedule which 
accounts for actual production levels which were 
below that scheduled for the previous months, 
provided that in no case shall the scheduled 
production for prior months in such a revised 
schedule be lowered to les s than actual production 
levels or raised. Such revised schedule shall be 
submitted to the Agency no later than 15 days 
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after the first day of the month for which 
scheduled production has been raised. Such 
schedule shall be accompanied by data on actual 
production in preceding months. 

33a . Compliance with opacity limits and measurements of opacity shall be 
made by opacity readings taken in accordance with the observation 
procedures set out in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9. 

b. The Permittee shall have at least two employees or agents 
experienced in making opacity readings to the eKtent that it is 
reasonably possible to do so, who shall be able to make the opacity 
readings required by this permit. 

34a. Blast furnace hot metal production shall be measured at the BOF hot 
metal transfer station, and adjusted by documented slag and iron 
losses. 

b." BOF liquid steel production shall be initially measured by a scale 
equipped crane and adjusted based upon documented steel production 
analysis of the continuous casters. 

c. BFG usage shall be calculated based on 0.05846 mmft3 BFG generated 
per net ton of hot metal produced. 

d. Natural gas usage shall be determined by metered volumes. 

e. Fuel oil usage shall be determi ned by tank height differentials. 

RECORD KEEPING 

35. The Perrnittee shall keep records of the following items and such 
other items which may be appropriate to allow the Agency to review 
compliance: 

a. Blast Furnace hot metal production (total combined daily, 
monthly and annual in tons), including documentation on iron 
and slag losses; 

b. BOF liquid steel production (total combined daily, monthly and 
annual in tons), including documentation on adjustments made 
due to production analysis and losses; 

c. Fuel usage as follows; Usage of natural gas and BFG (total 
combined million ft3 per month and year, each) and fuel oil 
(total combined gallons/month and year) for the blast furnace 
stoves (A and Bl, boiler house boilers (1-lQl, blast furnace 
boilers (11 and 12), ladle drying preheaters and blast furnace 
gas flares. 

36. All records and logs required by this permit shall be retained at a 
readily accessible location at the source for at least three years 
from the date of entry and shall be made available for inspection 
and, copying by the Agency and USEPA upon request. Any records 
retained in a computer shall be capable of being retrieved and 

... - -····- . - ··------------
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printed on paper during normal source office hours so as to be able 
to respond to an Agency request for records during the course of a 
source inspection. 

STARTUP AND TESTING 

37. The special conditions of this permit supplement the special 
conditions of any existing operating permits for this source, and 
supersede such conditions in cases where a conflict exists. 

38. Operation at t he increased production rates specified in this permit 
is allowed for 270 days from the date issued under this construction 
permit. 

39a. The following tests shall be performed to demonstrate compliance 
with the conditions of this permit within 270 days from the date 
issued of this permit: 

i. Blast Furnace testing: The emissions of particulate matter, 
volatile organic material, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxi-des, 
and the opacity from the blast furnace casthouse stack shall 
be measured. These tests shall be designed to verify 
compliance with 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.445 and the requirements 
of this permit; 

ii. Hot Metal Desulfurization testing: The emissions of 
particulate matter from the desulfurization baghouse shall be 
measured. These tests shall be designed to verify compliance 
with the requirements of this permit and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 
212,446(b) (2); 

iii. BOF testing: The emissions of particulate matter, carbon 
monoxide, and lead from the BOF ESP stack, and the opacity 
from both the BOF ESP stack and BOF Shop shall be measured. 
These tests shall be designed to verify compliance with 35 
Ill . Adm. Code 212.446, 212.458 and the requirements of this 
permit; 

iv. Fuel Combustion Units testing: The emissions of particulate 
matter from a representative boiler while burning blast 
furnace gas shall be measured. This test shall be designed to 
verify compliance with the requirements of this permit and the 
ell\.l.ssion factor used (i.e., 2.9 lbs particulate emitted per 
mmcf BFG burned); 

v. BFG generation testing: The amount of blast fur~ace gas 
generated (mmft3

) per ton of hot metal produced shall be 
determined. The Agency may waive this requirement for testing 
providing the Permittee submit a sufficient explanation of how 
BFG generation is determined with justification that such 
determination is appropriate for purposes of compliance 
determinati ons with this permit. 

b. These tests. shall be performed by an approved independent testing 
service during conditions which are representative of maximum 
emissions and at the maximum production rates allowed, or as close 
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to such rates as reasonable if the Permittee demonstrates to the 
Agency prior to testing that testing at such production rates within 
the time constraints of an Agency request to test is not 
practicable. 

C. i. The following methods and procedures shall be used for the 
testing, unless another method is approved by the Agency: 
Refer to 40 CFR 60, Appendix A for USEPA test methods; 

Location of sample points 
Gas flow and velocity 
Particulate Matter 
Sulfur Dioxide 
Nitrogen Oxides 
Opacity 
Carbon Monoxide 
Lead 

USEPA Method 1 
USEPA Method 2 
USEPA Method 5 
USEPA Method 6 
USEPA Method 7 
USEPA Method 9 
USEPA Method 10 
USEPA Method 12 

ii. All particulate measured shall be considered PM-10 unless 
emissions are tested by an appropriate USEPA test method for 
measurement of PM- 10, as specified in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 
212.llO(e). 

d. At least 60 days prior to the actual date of testing of the BOF, a 
written test plan shall be submitted to the Agency for review and 
approval. This plan shall be describe the specific procedures for 
testing the BOF, including as a minimum: 

i. The persons who will be performing sampling and analysis and 
their experience with similar tests; 

ii. The speci f,ic conditions under which testing will be performed 
including a discussion of why these conditions will be 
representative of maximum emissions and the means by which 
operating parameters for the source and the emissions capture 
and control system will be determined; 

iii. The specific determinations of emissions and operation which· 
are intended to be made, including sampling and monitoring 
locations; 

iv. The test methods which will be used, with the specific 
analysis methods; 

v. Any proposed use of an alternative test method, with detailed 
justification; 

vii. The format and content of the Source Test Report. 

e. The Agency shall be notified before these tests to enable the Agency 
to observe these tests. Notification for the expected date of 
testing shall be submitted a minimum of thirty (30) days prior to 
the expected date. Notification of the actual and expected time of 
testing shall be submitted a minimum of five (5) working days prior 
to the actual date of the test. The Agency may at its discretion 
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accept notifications with shorter advance no tice provided that the 
Agency will not accept suc h notifications if it interferes with the 
Agency's ability t o observe testing. 

f. The Final Report of these tests shall include as a minimum: 

i. A tabular summary of results which includes: 

- process weight rate and/or fuel usage rate 
- production rate 
- allowable emission limit 

measured emission rate 
- determined emission factor 
- compliance demonstrated - Yes/No 

other pertinent information {e . g., for the BOF, pulpit set 
point for each process of the BOF cycle - charging, 
refining, and tapping); 

ii. Description of test methods and procedures used, including 
description of sampling train, analysis equipment,• and test 
schedule; 

iii. Detailed description of test conditions, including, 

- pertinent process information (e.g. fuel or raw material 
consumption ) 
control equipment information, i.e. equipment condition and 
operating parameters during testing; 

iv. Data and calculations, including copies of all raw data sheets 
and records of laboratory analyses, sample calculations, and 
data on equipment calibration; 

g. Copies of the Final Report for these tests shall be submitted to the 
Agency within 14 days after the test results are compiled and 
finalized and in no case later than upon the submittal of the 
operating permit application for this production increase. 

h. Subrnittals of information shall be made as follows : 

i. Notice of Test - one copy to Source Emission Test Specialist, 
one copy to Regional Office, and one copy to Permit Section; 

ii. Final Report - one copy to Source Emission Test Specialist, 
one copy to Regional Office, and one copy to Permit Section. 

Pertinent Addresses are: 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
Attn: Source Emission Test Specialist 
Intercontinental Center 
1701 1st Avenue 
Maywood, Illinois 60153 
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
Regional Office 
2009 Mall Street 
Collinsville, Illinois 62234 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
Attn: Permit Section 
P.O. Box 19506 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9506 

REPORTING 

40. If there is an exceedance of the requirements of this permit as 
determined by the records required by this pe.r:mit, the Permittee 
shall submit a report to the Agency's Compliance Unit in 
Springfield, Illinois within 30 days after the exceedance. The 
report shall include the emissions released in accordance with the 
record keeping requirements, a copy of the relevant records, and a 
description of the exceedance or violation, cause of the exceedance, 
and efforts to reduce emissions and future occurrences. This report 
shall be sent to: 

41. The 
the 
1st 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Illinois EPA 
Bureau of Air 
Compliance Unit (#39) 
P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, Illinois 62794 9276 

Perrnittee shall submit the following additional information from 
prior calendar year with the Annual Emissions Report, due May 
of each year: 

Iron and steel production (tons/month and tons/yr, each); 

Natural gas and BFG usage (nunft3/month and mmft3/yr, each); 

Fuel oil usage (thousand gallons/month and thousand 
gallons/yr, for each type of oil). 

APPLICABILITY OF MAJOR SOURCE RULES 

42a. As a consequence of the above conditions, this permit is issued 
based upon the following changes in emissions, as further described 
in Table 6, accompanying increased production as allowed by this 
permit: 

i. The increases in emissions of lead and VOM are not significant 
under 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 203 or 40 CFR 52.21 - Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration; 

ii. The increase in emissions of NOx are being accompanied by 
contempqraneous emission decreases provided by the shutdown of 
equipment and operations such that the net emissions change is 
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not significant under 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 203 or 40 CFR 
52.21 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration. 

iii. The increase in emissions of PM and PM-10 are being 
accompanied by contemporaneous enu.ssion decreases provided by 
additional road dust control and BOF capture and control such 
that the net emissions change is not significant under 35 Ill.. 
Adm. Code Part 203 or 40 CFR 52.21 - Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration. 

Also, the Permittee has agreed to provide further additional 
dust control consisting of the sweeping of Granite City public 
streets and housekeeping measures in the area below and 
surrounding the BOF ESP. Attachment C is a listing of the 
emission reductions provided by these control measures. 

b. The increases in emissions of SOi and co are significant under 40 
CFR 52.21 Prevention of significant Deterioration (PSD) •. 
Accordingly, the project is considered a major modification and must 
comply with the requirements of PSD. These requirements include a 
demonstration of best available control requirements for affected 
SO2 and co emission units, an analysis of air quality impacts, an 
analysis of the impacts of the project on visibility, vegetation's 
and soils, and the application and proposed permit must undergo a 
public participation. The Agency has determined that these 
additional requirements have been met. 

c. The changes in emissions pertinent to this project are summarized as 
follows: 

Units= tons/year 

• Emission increases which could occur from the project: 

fl1=1.Q 

51. 6 

PM 

- 52.0 

....NQ,._ 

238. 8 

co Lead 

476.0 5,685 59.3 0.54 

• Creditable contemporaneous actual emission decreases: 

PM co Lead 

58.0 58.0 226.5 0.38 23.31 32.8 0.0 

• Other contemporaneous emission increases: 

™=.1Q PM ~ ~2- co VOM Lead 

20. 7 20.3 26.0 0.25 11. 8 1.6 o.o 

• Net emission changes: 

.™::..!.Q PM HO, S01_ co VOM Lead 

+14.3 -89.2 +38.3 +475.9 +5 ,673 +28.1 +0.54 
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• Significant Levels: 

PM-10 

15 

Explanatory Note: 

PM 

PM co 

25 40 40 100 

particulate matter= particulate; 

Lead 

40 0.6 

PM-1 0 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers 
in size; 

S02 

NO,. 
VOM 
co 
mm 
gr/dscf 
acfm 
mmcf 
Mgal 

= 

= 

sulfur dioxide; 
nitrogen oxides; 
volatile organic material; 
carbon monoxide; 
million; 
grains per dry standard cubic foot; 
actual cubic feet per minute; 
million cubic feet; 
thousands of gallons. 

If you have any questions on this permit, please call Jim Ross at 
217 /782-2113. 

Donald E. Sutton, P . E. 
Manager, Permit section 
Division of Air Pollution control 

DES : JRR: jar 

cc: IEPA, FOS Region 3 

---------------------------····-----
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TABLE 1 

BLAST FURNACE OPERATIONS 

Maximum Hot Metal Production - 3,165, 000 net tons per year 

1. Casthouse Baghouse (furnace tapping)- captured emissions ducted to 
baghouse, uncaptured emissions emitted through roof, other openings, 
etc. 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 
S02 

NOx 
VOM 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.0703 
0 . 0703 
0.2006 
0.0144 
0 . 0946 

2. Blast Furnace - uncaptured fugitives 

3. 

4. 

Poll.utant 

PM 
PM-10 
S01 

NOx 
VOM 

Blast Furnace Charging 
Maximum pellets charged 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 

Slag Pits 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 
S02 

= 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Toni 

0. 031 
0,0155 
0.0104 
0.0007 
0.0047 

4,308,581 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.0024 
0.0024 

E:mission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0. 00417 
0. 004 J7 
0.0100 

tons/yr 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

111.19 
111.19 
422.0 
22.79 

149.68 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yrl 

49.06 
24.53 
21.94 
1.14 
7.42 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

5.17 
5.17 

Maximum 
Emissions 
CTons/Yrl 

6.60 
6.60 

15.83 
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TABLE l (cont.) 

5. Iron Spout Baghouse- captured emissions controlled by iron spout 
baghouse. 

6. 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 
S01 

Iron Pellet Screen 
Maximum pellets charged 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 

Emission 
Fac t o r 

<Lbs/Ton> 

0 . 02548 
0 . 02548 
0.0073 

= 4,308,581 

Emission 
Factor 

U1bs/Tonl 

0.00279 
0 . 00279 

tons/ yr 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

40.32 
40.32 
13 . 89 

Maximum 
Emissions 
CTons/Yrl 

6.01 
6 . 01 
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TABLE 2 

BOF SHOP 

Maximum Liquid Steel Production~ 3,580,000 net tons per year 

1. BOF ESP Stack (charge, refine, tap) 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Ton) (Tons/Yr) 

PM 0.16 262. 80 
PM-10 0.16 262. 80 
NO" 0.0389 69.63 
VOM 0.0060 10.74 
co 8.993 16,097.47 

Lead 0.1934 lbs/hr 1.26 tons/y!:" 

2. .BOF Roof Monitor 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Poll.utant (Lbs/Ton) {Tons/Yr) 

PM 0.0987 176. 71 
PM-10 0.06614 118. 40 

Lead 0.0129 l.bs/hr 0.08 tons/yr; 

3. Desulfurization and Reladling - Hot Metal. Transfer 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Ton) (Tons/Yr} 

PM 0. 03721 58.88 
PM-10 0.03721 58.88 
VOM 0.0010 1. 58 

Lead 0 . 0133 lbs/hr 0.09 tons/yr 

4. BOF Addi~ive System (i.e., fluxes) with Baghouse, a.k.a., BOF hopper 
baghouse 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00032 
0.00032 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

0.57 
0.57 
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TABLE 2 (cont.) 

5. Flux conveyor & transfer pits, bin floor 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM 10 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Tonl 

0 . 0016 
0 , 0016 

6 . Hot metal charging ladle slag skimmer 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 

Emission 
Factor 

!Lbs/Ton> 

0.0050 
0,0050 

r::m ► . ·:eee:w-

Maximum 
Emissions 
[Tons/Yr> 

2.86 
2.86 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

7.94 
7.94 

•• 
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TABLE 3 

CONTINUOUS CASTING OPERATIONS 

Maximum Liquid Steel Throughput 3,580,000 net tons per year 

1. Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle 
Metallurgy) 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM 10 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00715 
0.00715 

2. Deslagging Station and Material HS . 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 

3. Caster Molds - casting 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 
No. 

4. Casters Spray Chambers 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 

s. Slab Cut-off 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00355 
0.00355 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.006 
0.006 
0.050 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00852 
0.00852 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.0071 
0. 0071 

'-----------------------------··-· ----- . 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

12.80 
12. 80 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6.35 
6.35 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

10.74 
10.74 
89.50 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr} 

15.25 
15.25 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

12. 71 
12. 71 
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6 . Slab Ripping 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 

TABLE 3 (cont.) 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0. 00722 
0.00722 

Maximum 
Emissions 
/Tons/Yr} 

12.92 
12.92 
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TABLE 4 

CERTAIN FUEL COMBUSTION UNITS 

1. 10 boilers (#'s 1 - 10) 
2. 2 boilers (#'s 11 - 12) 
3. Blast Furnace Stoves A & B . 
4. BFG Flares 
5. Ladle Drying Preheaters (5 heaters). 

Total combined fuel usage from affected units (i.e., Boilers, BF stoves, 
BF Flares, ladle drying preheaters) 

NATURAL Gas (Total) 
BFG 

Fuel Oil 

1. Natural Gas 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 
S02 

NOx 
VOM 
co 

2. BFG 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 
S02 
NOx 
co 

Maximum 
Usage 

{rnmft3 /Yr) 

1,145 
185,030 

365 thousand gallons/yr 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

(Lbs/mmcfl (Tons/Yr) 

5.1 2.92 
5.1 2.92 
0.6 0.34 

306 175.19 
2.8 1. 60 

40 22.90 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

(Lbs/mmcfl {Tons/Yr} 

2.9 268.29 
2.9 268.29 
6.65 615.22 
5.28 488.48 

13.7 1,267.46 
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TABLE 4 {cont.) 

3. Fuel Oil 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Mgall ('!"ons/'lr} 

PM 9 . 72 1. 77 
PM- 1 0 9.72 1.77 
S02 141. 3 25.79 
NOx 55 10.04 
VOM 0.28 0.05 
co 5.0 0.91 
Lead 0.336 0.06 (waste oil) 
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TABLE 5 

LIMITS ON EMISSIONS FROM MAJOR PROCESSES AND ACTIVITIES 

Units tons/year 

Blast Furnace 
Operations 

BOF Shop 

Continuous 
Casting 
Operations 

Certain Fuel 
Combustion 
UnitsA 

Roadways 

Material 
Handling 

TOTAL 

PM 

218 

510 

71 

273 

27 

2 

PM 

1,101 

PM-10 

194 

451 

71 

273 

27 

2 

PM-10 

1,018 

~-- ...l:!Q,._ VOM 

474 

641 

24 

70 

90 

674 

157 

12 

2 

-&Q2_ ...NQ,._ ...YQl:L 

1,115 858 171 

co ~ 

16,097 1.43 

1,291 0.06 

co 

17,388 1.49 

A Blast furnace stoves {A and B), boiler house boilers (1 - 10), blast 
furnace boilers {11 and 12), ladle drying preheaters and blast furnace 
gas flares. 
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Units= tons/year 

TABLE 6 

EMISSIONS SUMMARY 

... ... -
T"l ■-

• Emission increases which cou l d occur from the project: 

PM- 10 

51.6 

PM 

-52.0 

....NQ,._ 

238.8 

so,_ 

476 . 0 

co 

5,685 

__yQM_ 

59.3 

Lead 

0.54 

• Creditable contemporaneous actual emission decreases: 

• 

• 

• 

RM::lQ 

58.0 

PM 

58.0 226.5 

~ -
0.38 

co 

23. 31 

Other contemporaneous emission increases: 

PM- 10 PM ..lill.,,_ so,_ co 

20.7 20.3 26.0 0.25 11.8 

Net emission changes: 

PM-10 PM NO. ~- co 

+14.3 -89.2 +38.3 +475.9 +5,673 

significant Levels: 

PM-10 PM ....NQ,._ ..-fil22_ co 

15 25 40 40 100 

VOM 

32.8 

VOM 

1.6 

VOM 

+28.l 

VOM 

40 

Lead 

0.0 

Lead · 

0.0 

Lead 

+0.54 

Lead 

0.6 

- = · 
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ATTACHMENT A 

PROCEDURES TO ENSURE PROPER OPERATION 
OF BOF ESP CONTROL SYSTEM 

l . The emissions control operator shall 

a. Check on a regular basis and report to the emissions control 
foreman or melter: 

i. Any ESP fields down; 

ii. Any ESP fields in which the meter readings are showing no 
current or a fault; 

b. Check on a regular basis that doors on all hopper screws are 
closed; 

c. Insp~ct on a regular basis the fans and motors for unusual sounds 
and/or visual problems. Any abnormalities will be immediately 
reported to the melter or maintenance foreman for investigation. 

2. The melter shall: 

a. Check on a regular basis and report to the emissions control 
foreman or the area electrician any fields which the pulpit 
precipitator field short indicators shows as having a short and is 
able to reset; 

b. Check on a regular basis and report to the emissions control 
foreman or the maintenance foreman any draft or fan problems; 

c. Check the ESP stack opacity monitor on a regular basis and 
initiate the following in the event that the stack opacity level, 
as determined by the opacity monitor, exceeds 30% opacity on a six 
minute average: 

i. Check the pulpit indicators for proper operation of the 
steam and spray water system. Report any problems to 
emission control foreman or maintenance foreman; 

ii. Check the stack gas pulpit set point for proper setting; 

iii. Call the emissions control operator who shall perform the 
following steps; 

A. Check the AVC operation and power level. Report any 
problems to electrical maintenance foreman or area 
electrician; 

B. Check to ensure that doors on all hopper screws are 
closed; 

d. Check oxygen blow rates and adjust, if necessary; 

e. Check hot metal chemistry; 
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ATTACHMENT A (cont.} 

f. A log shall be maintained of the above checks and any actions taken 
as a result. 

3. The emission control foreman shall: 

a. Check on a regular basis the opacity monitor exceedances and 
trends. The control specialist shall be contacted to correct any 
problems; 

b. Check on a regular basis the draft rate set points; 

c. Check on a regular basis primary and secondary damper settings; 

d. Check on a regular basis ESP operation, including the following: 

1. Fields down; 

ii. Fields indicating shorts and unable to reset; 

iii. Hopper screw doors are closed; 

e. Check on a regular basis blow rates; 

f. Check on a regular basis spray water system operation; 

g. Check on a regular basis steam injection rate; 

h. contact the area manager regarding electrical maintenance and to 
schedule the ESP repair work; 

i. Contact the area manger for mechanical maintenance to schedule the 
isolation of the ESP channel by closing the inlet and outlet gates of 
that chamber and opening the top hatches for entry into the chamber; 

j. Notify the emissions control operator and melter when isolation work 
begins; 

k. A log shall be maintained of the above checks and any actions taken 
as a result. 

4. The crane operator shall use the following procedures, as 
appropriate, to minimize emissions and maximize emissions capture by 
the hoods: 

a. Use controlled pouring of the hot metal into the BOF vessel; 

b. Use careful positioning of the hot metal ladle with respect to the 
hood face and furnace mouth; 

c. use the most beneficial furnace tilt angle; 

d. These procedures shall be posted in the crane operator booth. 

::ma: 
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ATTACHMENT B 

ON-SITE FUGITIVE DUST ROADWAY CONTROL MEASURES AND 
MAPS SHOWING THE ROAD SEGMENTS 
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ATTACHMENT C 

CONTEMPORANEOUS REDUCTIONS IN THE 
EMISSIONS OF PM-10 

• Historic roadway emiss i ons o f 42 8 t o ns/yr, minus future potential 
roadway emissions of 27 tons/yr, equals a resulting reduction in 
roadway emissions of 401 tons/yr 

• Historic material handling emissions of 17 tons/yr minus future 
p o tential material handling emissions of 2 tons/yr, equals a 
resulting reduction in material handling emissions of 15 tons/yr. 

• Emission reductions res ulting from the sweeping of city streets= 52 
tons/y~ 

• Emission reductions resulting from sweeping and housekeeping of areas 
below ~nd around BOF ESP= 12 tons / yr• 

Total r e ductions in the emissions of PM- 10 as a result of the additional 
dust control measures required by Illinois' SIP and the special conditions 
of this permit= 480 tons/yr 

These are considered reasonable e s timates of reduc tions and are subject 
to change upon further investigation of the actual reductions which will 
occur a s a result of the contr ol measures require d by this permit. 

JRR:jar 
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IN RE SHELL OFFSHORE, INC. 

OCS Appeal Nos. 11 -05. 11-06 & 11-07 

ORDER DENYING PETITIONS FOR REVIEW 

Decided March 30, 2012 

Syllabus 

This decision addresses petitions for review that cha1Jenge an Outer Continental 
Shell ("OCS") Permit 10 Conslrucl and Title V Air Quality Opera1ing Permit ("Permit") 
Region IO ("Region") of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA" or "Agency") 
issued to Shel) Offshore, Inc. ("Shell"). The Region issued the Permit on October 21, 2011, 
pursuant to Clean Air Act ("CAA or "Act") section 328, 42 U.S.C. § 7627, and applicable 
regulalions governing air emissions from OCS sources at 40 C.F R. part 55. and pursuant 
to TIiie V of the CAA, 42 U.S.C. § 7661, and implementing regulauons at 40 C.F.R. part 
71, as well as applicable Alaska code and regulalory provisions. The Permit authorizes 
Shell lo "construct and operale the Conical Drilling Unit K111/11k and associated air emission 
units and to conduct other air po1lutant emitting activities" within Shell's lease blocks in the 
Beaufort Sea off the North Slope of Alaska. The Permit also provides for the use of an 
associated fleet of suppmt ships. including icebreakers, supply ships, and oil spill response 
vessels in addition to the K11f/11k. 

The Board received lhree petitions for review of 1he Permit. One pelition was filed 
by Resisting Environmental Deslruclion of Indigenous Lands ("REDOIL"). Alaska Wilder• 
ne~s League, Center for Biological Diversi1y, Natural Resources Defense Council, North­
ern Alaska Environmental Center, Oceana, Pacific Environment, Sierra Club, and 1he Wil­
deme~s Society (collectively. "REDOIL Petilioners"). A second petilion was filed by the 
lnupiat Community of the Arctic Slope ("ICAS"). The third petition was filed by 
Mr. Daniel Lum. 

The three pelitions collectively raise seven issues for review: (I) Have Petilioners 
demonstrated that the Region clearly e1Ted in establishing limitations to restrict lhc K11ll11k 
drilling unit's potential to emit? (2) Have REDOIL Petitioners demons1ra1ed that the Re­
gion clearly erred in declining to require prevemion of significant deterioration ("PSD") 
increment consumption analyses for the Kulluk's proposed emissions as pa11 of the Title V 
permitting process? (3) Did REDOIL Petitioners raise below their conlention 1ha1 Shell's 
amb1enl air quali1y analysis was flawed in that ii failed to conform to applicable Agency 
guidance? (4) Have REDOIL Petitioners demonstrated that the Region clearly erred in its 
amhiem air exemption determination? (5) Have Petitioners demonstrated that the Region 
failed to satisfy its obligation to consider environmen1al justice under Execulive Or­
der 12898 and comply with applicable Board precedent? (6) Has ICAS demonstrated that 
the Region clearly erred or abused i1s discretion in providing fo1ty-six days to comment on 
the draft permit and in denying ICAS's request for non-overlapping comment periods? 
(7) Has ICAS demonstrated that the Region clearly erred in its public hearing procedures 
or thal any alleged procedural deficiencies otherwise warranl review? 

VOLUME 15 
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Held: The Board den1ei. review of the Permit. Petitioners have not met the ir burden 
of demnn~trating that review 1~ warranted on any of the grounds pre~ented. 

(I) Linullltions on Potential lO Emit The Bo,U'd concludes that Petitioner, h,ne failed to 
demonstrate thal the Region erred in establishing li1111tatwns to restrict the potential to emit 
ni1rogen dioxide ("NO/ J. carhon monoxide ("CO"J, sulfur d1ox1de ("SOtJ. and greenhouse 
gases (''GHG~") for enm~ion unils located on the Kullul.. and on lhe Associated Fleet when 
opernting within twenty-fi,·e miles of the K11/luk while 1t 1s an OCS source. The Region 
exercised its discretion and ,1pplied its technical expertise 10 establish pracllcally enforcea­
ble source-wide emission limit~ that accommodate the ~ubstanll.il and unpredictable varia­
tions m em1ssmns based on the atypical nature of Shell\ opern11ons. The Region explained 
in lhe record us rauonale, based on the Region's technical expertise and applied 111 certain 
limited cm:umstances, for supplementing source-specific emission factors derived for most 
of the em1s~1on unlls or groups of emission units with either AP-42 em1ss1on factor~, or 
emission faclors derived from source test data Shell suhmined co the Region in support of 
1wo separate. previously issued OCS PSD permit~ authoriting Shell to conduct explora1ory 
activnie~ m the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas usmg the Discol'erer drillship 

(2) PSD Increment ConsumJ_)IIOn Analyses. The Board concludes th.it REDOIL Petitioners 
failed to demon~lrate clear error in the Region's decision not to require PSD mcrement 
consumpuon analyses for the K11//11k's proposed emiss1om as part of the Title V permitting 
process. The Board holds that the Region provided a reasonable 1111erpretation of CAA 
sectton 504(e). which impose.~ permitting requirements on "temporary" st.11iona1y sources, 
in its Response 10 Comments document. The Region determined that "PSD maJor source~ 
are subject to NAAQS and inlrement in the permitling proces~. whereas non PSD sources 
are subjecl only to the NAAQS unless the applicable mmor source program also include~ 
the [PSD] increment[s]." The Region concluded that the State of Alaska's minor ~ource 
precons1ruction program does not require permanent minor source~ to demon~trate compli 
ance with PSD increments as ,1 condition of con~1ruction, so neither would ii require such 
compliance of temporary mmor sources. The Board finds REDOJL Pet1lloners' series of 
challenges to this basic analysis to be deficienl in a variety of ways and 1herefore upholds 
the Region's decision. 

(3) Ambient Air Quality Analysis. REDOJL Petitioners contend that Shell's ambient air 
quality analysis was nawed in 1hat it failed to conform 10 applicable Agency gu1dance. 
Upon examination of the administrative record. the Board concludes that REDOIL Pe11-
tioners foiled to raise lhis issue during the comment period. This issue, therefore. was not 
preserved for review. 

(4) Ambient Air Exemption Determination. The Board concludes that REDOIL Petitioners 
have not shown that the Region clearly erred in its decision to exempt the area within a 
500 me1er radius from the Kulluk - the area wilhin the U.S. Coast Guard safety mne -
from the definition of "ambient air." The Region. in its Response to Comment~. provided a 
reasonable interpretation of 1he ambient air regulation and the Agency's longstandmg inter­
pretation of that regulation as applied in the OCS context. 

(5) Environmental Justice Analysis. The Board concludes 1hat ICAS and Mr. Lum have not 
demonstrated that the Region failed to satisfy i1s obligations to comply w11h Exccuttve 
Order 12898 and applicable Hoard precedent. The Region conducted an environmenlal jus­
tice analysis lhat demonstra1ed compliance with the NAAQS and endea\ored to include 
and analyze dala that is germane to the environmental justice issues raised during the com­
ment period. The Region appropriately determined that ii was not required to analyze the 
mobile source emissions from vessels that operate outside of 1wen1y-five miles from the: 
Kul/11k while it is an OCS source where, as here, the Title V permit did not .iddress these 

VOI.UMF I~ 
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mobile source ermssions, and the record lacked sufficient data for such an analysis. In 
addition, in the remaining arguments they put forth in their petitions, ICAS and Mr. Lum 
do not demonstrate how the Region's responses to comments are inadequate. overcome the 
particularly heavy burden a petrlloner must meet to demonstrate that rev,ew of the Region's 
technical decisions is warranted, or raise issues within the Board's Jurisdiction, 

(6) Pubhc Comment Period. The Board concludes that lCAS has failed to show that the 
Region clearly erred or abused its discretion 111 either selecting a 46-day comment pcnod or 
in denying ICAS's request for nonconcurrent comment periods. The length of time the 
Region provided for comment on this permil was 16 days more than the 30-day regulatory 
minimum and 1 day more than the amount of time ICAS had spec1f1cally requested. 
ICAS's attempt to recalculate the length of the comment period based on an unexplamed 
mathematical formula involving the number and lengths of other comment periods is un­
convincing. Furthermore, ICAS has not pointed to any regulations that prohibit the Agency 
from issuing concurrent permits or that require - or even specify - a different comment 
period length when the Agency does issue concurrent permit~. Finally, it is clear from the 
administrative record that the Region appropriately balanced conf1icting considerations in 
deciding on the length of the comment period for this permit and in denying the request for 
nonoverlappmg periods, and ICAS has failed 10 demonstrate otherwise. 

(7) Pubhc Hearing . The Board concludes that ICAS has failed to demonstr,llc that the Re­
gion clearly erred in its public hearing procedures or that any alleged procedural deficien­
cies otherwise warrant review. lCAS has not shown that the Region violated any parl 71 or 
124 procedural regulation. Moreover, the alleged problems ICAS has identified do not, 
even 1f the Board were 10 find them to constitute a deficiency in some way, warrant Board 
review. 

Before E11viro11me11tal Appeals Judges Charles J. Sheehan, 
Kathie A. Stein, and Anna L. Wolgast. 

Opi11io11 of the Board by Judge Stein: 
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VII. CONCLUSION AND ORDER ................................................... ................ 610 

I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

A group of conservation petitioners ("REDOIL Petitioners"), 1 the Inupiat 
Community of the Arctic Slope ("ICAS"), and Mr. Daniel Lum each petitioned1 

the Environmental Appeals Board ("Board") to review an Outer Continental Shelf 
("OCS") Permit to Construct and Title V Air Quality Operating Permit ("Permit") 
that U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA" or "Agency") Region 10 ("Re­
gion") had issued to Shell Offshore, Inc. ("Shell"). See generally OCS Permit to 
Construct and Title V Air Quality Operating Permit, Permit No. RIO OCS030000 
(Oct. 21, 2011) (Administrative Record ("A.R.") J-2). The Region issued the Per­
mit pursuant to Clean Air Act ("CAA" or "Act") section 328, 42 U.S.C. § 7627. 
and applicable regulations governing air emissions from OCS sources at 
40 C.F.R. part 5S, and pursuant to Title V of the CAA. 42 U.S.C. § 7661, and 
implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. part 71, as well as applicable Alaska code 
and regulatory provisions.' See Permit at 6 (citing all relevant provisions). 

The Permit authorizes Shell to construct and operate the K11/111k drilling unit 
and as~ociated air emission drilling units in certain lease blocks within the 
Beaufort Sea. Id. at I. The Region and Shell each filed a response to the petitions. 
Thereafter, both REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS filed motions requesting leave to 
file reply briefs. These motions are cmTently pending before the Board and are 
addressed below in Part V. The Board did not hold oral argument in this case. For 
the reasons discussed below, the Board denies review of the Permit. 

1 REDOIL Pe1i1ioners include Resis1ing Environmental Des1ructton of Indigenous Lands 
("REDOIL"). Alaska Wilderness League. Ccn1er for Biolog1c.1I D,vcrsily, !'l:alurnl Resources Defense 
Council. Norlhcrn Alaska Environmenlal Center. Oceana. Pacific Environmenl. Sierra Club. and TI1c 

Wilderness Sociely. 

' Mr. Lum's pelilion was dcs1gna1ed as OCS Appe.1I No 11-05. RF.DOIL Pclilioncrs' pclilion 
wa~ designa1ed as OCS Appeal No. 11-06. and ICAS'~ petition was dcs1gna1ed as OCS Appeal 

No. 11-07. 

I The Permil was issued under mulliple CAA and Alaska air pollulion provisions hecause ii is 
a consolida1ion of 1hrcc air pcnnits. Accordmg to the Region. It consolida1ed "an OCSffitle V pcrmil 
under 40 CFR Paris 55 and 71 for operalions beyond 25 miles of Alaska's seaward boundary; an 
OCS/minor permit for air quality proleclion under 40 CFR Part 55 and 18 Alaska Adminis1ra1ive Code 
(AAC) 50 502 and for owner requcsled hmilations under 40 CFR Part 55 and 18 AAC 50.508 for 
operations within 25 miles of Alaska's seaward boundary; aod an OCS/fitle V penni1 under 40 CFR 
Part 55 ;md 18 AAC .'i0.326 for operalions whhm 25 miles of Alaska's seaward boundary." Response 
to Commenls for OCS Permit lo Construcl and Tille V Air Qualily Opcra1ing Permit Comcal Drilliog 

Unit Kulluk al 1 (A.R. J-3). 
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II. ISSUES 

The Board has determined that the three petitiom filed in this case. collec­
tively. present the following seven issues for review: 

A. Have Petitioners demonstrated that the Region clearly erred in estab­
lishing limitations to restrict the K11ll11k drilling unit's potential to 
emit? 

B. Have REDOIL Petitioners demonstrated that the Region clearly ened 
in declining to require PSD increment consumption analyses for the 
K111/11k's proposed emissions as part ot the Title V permitting process? 

C. Did REDOIL Petitioners raise below their contention that Shell's am­
bient air quality analysis was flawed in that it failed to conform to 
applicable Agency guidance? 

D. Have REDOIL Petitioners demonstrated that the Region clearly etTed 
in its ambient air exemption determination? 

E. Have Petitioners demonstrated that the Region failed to satisfy its ob­
ligation to consider environmental justice under Executive Or­
der 12898 and comply with applicable Board precedent? 

F. Has ICAS demonstrated that the Region clearly ell'ed or abused its 
discretion in providing 46 days to comment on the draft permit and in 
denying ICAS's request for nonoverlapping comment periods? 

G. Ha,; ICAS demonstrated that the Region clearly erred in its public 
hearing procedures or that any alleged procedural deficiencies other­
wise wamint review? 

III. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Under the part 124 procedural regulations, which apply to OCS penmts;' 
the Board will not ordinarily review a permit unles~ 11 is based on a clearly erro 
neous finding of fact or conclusion of law, or involve<; a matter of policy or exerT 
cise of di<;cretio n that warrants review. 40 C F.R. § I 24. l 9(a); Consolidated Per· 

The OCS regulauons d irect the Agency 10 follow the .ipplic.ible p.1rt 124 permit regulauons 
in proccssmg OCS pcnmts. 40 C .F.R. § 'i'i.6(a)(1). Accordmgly. the part 124 pcnnn appeal provision. 
~0C.F.R. § 124. 19. apphcs here See lu I'<' .\/,el/G11/fofM,•1 lrlr 15 EA D 470. 476 tEAD 2012) 
fherein,1fler !,l,e/1 f>i.m1ven•r 20111. 

VOU JMI', I '\ 
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mit Regulations, 45 Fed. Reg. 33,290, 33,412 (May 19, 1980). The Board also 
applies this standard in reviewing Title V permits issued under part 71.~ See 
40 C.F.R. § 71.11 (/)(I); /11 re Peabody W. Coal Co .. 12 E.A.D. 22, 32-33 
(EAB 2005). When analyzing permits, the Board is cognizant of the preamble to 
section 124.19, in which the Agency states that the Board's power of review 
"should be only sparingly exercised" and that "most permit conditions should be 
finally determined at the [permit issuer's) level." Consolidated Permit Regula­
tions, 45 Fed. Reg. at 33.412; accord /11 re Cardinal FG Co., 12 E.A.D. 153, 160 
(EAB 2005); see also Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 33 (applying these same principles 
in the context of a part 71 permit appeal). 

The petitioner bears the burden of demonstrating that review is warranted. 
See 40 C.F.R. § 124.19; id. § 71.11 (I)( l ). To meet this burden, the petitioner must 
satisfy threshold pleading requirements including timeliness, standing, and issue 
preservation. See 40 C.F.R. § 124.19; id.§ 71.11(1)(1); fore R11ssell City Energy 
Ctr., LLC ("R11ssell City If'), 15 E.A.D. I, 10 (EAB 2010}, appeal docketed sub 
110111. Chabot-Las Positas Cmty. Coll. Dist. ,,. EPA, No. 10-73870 (9th Cir. 
Dec. 20, 2010); In re BP Cherry Point, 12 E.A.D. 209, 216 (EAB 2005). For 
example. a petitioner seeking review must file an appeal of the permit decision 
within 30 days of service of the decision, and must have filed comments on the 
draft permit or participated in the public hearing. 40 C.F.R. § I 24.19(a); accord 
Russell City II, IS E.A.D. at 10. In addition, a petitioner must not only specify 
objections to the permit. but also explain why the permit issuer's previous re­
sponse to those objections is clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review. See 
40 C.F.R. § 124.13 (requiring that all persons who believe a condition of a draft 
permit is inappropriate "must raise all reasonably ascertainable issues and submit 
all reasonably available argument,; supporting their position by the close of the 
public comment period"); id. § l 24. I 9(a) (stating that a petition for review to the 
Board "shall include * * • a demonstration that any issues being raised were 
raised during the public comment period"): see also In re Al•e1wl Power Ctr., 
LLC, IS E.A.D. 384, 387 (EAB 2011 ), appeals docketed sub 1,0111. Sierra Club ,,. 
EPA, No. 11-73342 (9th Cir. Nov. 3. 2011). El Puehlo Para el Aire v Ag1w 
Limpio ,,. EPA, No. 11-73356 (9th Cir. Nov. 4, 2011); BP Cherry Poim, 
12 E.A.D. at 216-17. The petitioner's burden is particularly heavy in cases where 
a petitioner seeks review of an issue that is fundamentally technical or $cientific 
in nature. as the Board will typically defer to a permit issuer's technical expertise 
and experience on such matters if the permit issuer adequately explains its ratio­
nale and supports its reasoning in the administrative record. See. e.g., In re Do· 
111i11io11 Energy Brayton Point, LLC. 12 E.A.D. 490. S 10 (EAB 2006): Peabody, 
12 E.A.D. at 33-34; In re NE Hub Partners, L.P., 7 E.A.D. 561, 567-68 (EAB 

' The parl 71 rcguhllory language governing Tille V permit appe.ils is nearly idcnlical 10 lhc 
parl 124 regulalory language governing review or other types of pcrmil~ Cnmpare 40 C.F.R. 
§ 71.11(1)(1) wirlt 40 C.F.R. § 124. 19: sec (I/so Peabvtly. 12 E.A.D. al 33 n 26. 
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1998). rel'iew denied suh 110111. Penn Fuel Gas, Inc. 1•. EPA, 185 F.3d 862 
(3rd Cir. 1999); see also /11 re Ash Gml'e Cement Co .. 7 E.A.D. 387. 404 
(EAB 1997). 

When evaluating a permit appeal. the Board examines the administrative 
record prepared in support of the penmt to determine whether the permit issuer 
exercised his or her "considered judgment." Ash Grove Cement, 7 E.A.D. 
at 417-18: accord ill re Cape Wind Ai.mes., LLC, 15 E.A.D. 327. 330 (EAB 
2011 ): /11 re CSX Sen•.1·. of S.C., Inc., 4 E.A.D. 451. 454 (EAB 1992). The permit 
issuer must articulate with reasonable clarity the reasons supporting its conclusion 
and the significance of the crucial facts it relied upon when reaching its conclu­
sion. E.,: .. In re Shell Offshore. luc. ("She{{ 2007''), 13 E.A.D. 357. 386 (EAB 
2007) (citing /11 re Carolina Light & Power Co .. I E.A.D. 448, 451 (Act'g 
Adm'r 1978)): Ash Grove Cement, 7 E.A.D. at 417 (same). As a whole, the record 
must demonstrate that the permit is~uer "duly considered the issues raised in the 
comments and [that] the approach ultimately adopted by the [ permit issuer] is 
rational in light of all information in the record." In re Gm•'t of D.C. M1111. Sepa­
rate Storm Sewer Sys., 10 E.A.D. 323, 342 (EAB 2005): C1ccord lu re City of 
Moscow. 10 E.A.D. 135, 142 (EAB 2001): NE Huh. 7 E.A.D. at 568. 

Finally, the Board endeavors to construe liberally objection~ raised by par­
ties unrepresented by counsel (i.e., those proceeding pro se). so as to fairly iden­
tify the substance of the arguments being raised. In re Surter Power Plant. 
8 E.A.D. 680, 687 & n.9 (EAB 1999): accord /11 re She{{ Gulf of Mex., Inc. ("Shell 
Discol'erer 2012"), 15 E.A.D. 470,478 (EAB 2012): Russefl Cit)' II, 15 E.A.D. at 
12. While the Board does not expect ~uch petitions to contain sophisticated legal 
arguments or to utilize precise technical or legal terms, the Board nonetheless 
expects such petition,; "to articulate some supportable reason or reasons as to why 
the permitting authority erred or why review is otherw1~e warranted." S11tter, 
8 E.A.D. at 687-88 (citing In re Beckman Prod. Sen•s., 5 E.A.D. 10, 19 (EAB 
1994)). 

IV. SUMMARY OF DECISION 

For all of the reasons stated below, the Board concludes that: (a) Petitioners 
failed to demom,trate that the Region clearly erred in establishing limits to restrict 
the K11{{11k's potential to emit: (b) REDOIL Petitioner, failed to demonstrate that 
the Region clearly erred in declining to require PSD increment consumption anal­
yses for the K11U11k's proposed emissions as part of the Title V permilling process: 
(c) REDOIL Petitioner,; failed to raise below their contention that Shell's ambient 
air quality analysis was flawed m that It failed to conform to applicable Agency 
gmdance: (d) REDOIL Petitioners failed to demon,;trate that the Region clearly 
erred in its ambient mr exemption determination: (e) Petitioners have not demon-
1.trated that the Region',; environmental JU~llce analysis and related conclusions 
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failed to satisfy its obligation to comply with Executive Order 12898 and applica­
ble Board precedent; (f) ICAS failed to demonstrate that the Region clearly erred 

or abused its discretion in providing 46 days to comment on the draft permit and 

in denying ICAS's request for nonoverlapping comment periods; and (g) ICAS 
failed to demonstrate that the Region clearly erred in its public hearing procedures 

or that any alleged procedural deficiencies otherwise warrant review. Accord­

ingly, the Board denies review of the Permit. 

V. RELEVANT PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL HISTORY 

On July 22, 2011, the Region issued a draft permit consolidating three per­

mits that regulated air pollution from Shell's proposed exploratory drilling opera­
tions on OCS lease blocks in the Beaufort Sea off the No11h Slope of Alaska, as 

authorized by the United States Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regula 

tion and Enforcement ("BOEMRE").6 The Region solicited public comment on the 
draft permit from July 22, 201 I, through September 6, 2011. See Statement of 

Basii. for Draft OCS Permit to Construct and Title V Air Quality Operating Per­
mit ("Statement of Basis") at 10 (A.R. H-4). In addition, the Region held an infor­
mational meeting and public hearing on the draft permit on August 23, 201 I, in 

Barrow. Alaska, and a separate public hearing on August 26, 2011, in Anchorage, 
Alaska. Id. at 11. All of the petitioners submitted comment.~ on the draft permit. 
See Email from Daniel Lum to EPA Region 10 (Aug. 10. 2011) (A.R. 1-31) 

[hereinafter Lum Comments); E-mail from Alaska Wilderness League, Audubon 
Ala~ka, Center for Biological Diversity, Defender~ of Wildlife, Earthjustice, Eyak 
Preservation Council, Greenpeace, National Wildlife Federation. Natural Re­

sources Defense Council, Northern Alaska Environmental Center, Ocean Conser­
vancy, Oceana, Pacific Environment, REDOIL, Sierra Club, The Wilderness So­

ciety. and World Wildlife Fund to EPA Region 10 (Sept. 6, 201 I) (A.R. 1-53) 
[hereinafter REDOIL Comments]; Letter from North Slope Borough, AEWC, and 

ICAS to Doug Hardesty, Air Permits Project Manager, EPA Region 10 (Sept. 6, 
2011) (A.R. 1-54) [hereinafter ICAS Comments]; see also Lum Petition at 1 (not 

ing that he also provided comments at the public hearing). 

On October 21, 20 I I . the Region issued the Permit. See Permit at I. At the 

same time, the Region issued a response to both the written comments it had re­

ceived on the draft permit and the oral comments that had been presented at the 
public hearings. See generally Response to Comments for OCS Permit to Con­

struct and Title V Air Quality Operating Permit Conical Drilling Unit Kul\uk 

("RTC") (A.R. J-3); see id. al 2 (describing comments to which the document 
responded). The Permit authorizes Shell to conduct air pollutant emitting activi­

ties for the purpose of oil exploration with the conical drilling unit Kulluk on lease 

6 For a descripllon of the three permits, see st1pm note l. 
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blocks in the Beaufort Sea. The Permit provides for the use of an associated fleet 
of support vessels ("Associated Fleet"), such as icebreakers, oil spill response ves­
sels ("OSRVs"), and a supply ship, in addition to the Krrlluk. 

The Board received three timely petitions for review of the Permit: one 
from Mr. Lum, one from REDOIL Petitioners, and one from ICAS. The Region 
and Shell each filed a single response to those petitions. ICAS and REDOIL Peti­
tioners each filed motions requesting leave to file reply briefs and attached their 
proposed reply briefs. Shell filed an oppo~ition to the motions for leave to file 
replies. Before addressing the issues raised by the petitions. the Board first con­
siders whether it is appropriate to grant Petitioners' motions. 

A petitioner seeking leave to file a reply brief in an appeal of a new source 
review ("NSR") permit issued pursuant to the CAA, such as the OCS Permit at 
issue here, must state "with particularity the arguments to which the Petitioner 
seeks to respond and the reasons the Petitioner believes it is both necessary to file 
a reply to those arguments * * * and how those reasons overcome the presump­
tion in the Standing Order."7 Shell Discoverer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 481 (citing Or­
der Governing Petitions for Review of Clean Air Act New Source Review Permits 
3 (Apr. 19, 201 l) ("Standing Order"), C111ailable at http://www.epa.gov/eab (click 
on Standing Orders)). 

Upon consideration of Petitioners' motions to file reply briefs and proposed 
reply briefs, the Board finds that only two select issues within REDOIL Petition­
ers' and ICAS's reply briefs meet the high threshold required to overcome the 
presumption against reply briefs that the Board applies in NSR appeals. See 
Standing Order at 3. In particular, in its reply brief. ICAS responds to arguments 
concerning ICAS's challenge to the public hearing procedures that the Region ad­
vances for the first time in the response brief. ICAS could not have responded to 
these particular arguments prior to the Region's response becau,;e a portion of the 
Region's rationale in its response brief does not appear in the administrative re­
cord. In addition. both ICAS and REDOIL Petitioners assert that the Region refer 
enced for the first time in its response a decision by the Administrator as support 
for the Region's rationale that the Agency has previously concluded that rolling 
emission limits accompanied by prescribed emission factors and appropriate mon­
itoring and recordkeeping sufficiently restrict a source's potential to emit. See Re­
gion Response at 17 (citing In re Pope & Talbot, Inc., Petition No. VIII-2006-04 
(Adm'r 2007) (A.R. B-24)). ICAS and REDOIL Petitionen; did not have an op-

' In April 201 I, lhc Board issued a slandmg order in which ii adop1cd cen:1111 procedure, 111 • 

tended lo lac1li1alc expeditious resolution ol pet1tmns r<:questing rc\'icw or pcrmils issued under lhe 
CAA NSR program. includ111g OCS permits. s,,,. Standing Orr.ler al l n.2: .,ce a!.l'o 40 C.1- R. § 124 19 
Among other things. the Board will appl~ a presumption against the rilmg or reply hriers .md 
sur· r~plics in NSR appeals s,,., Stanr.ling Order al 3. However, the Board maintains d1scrc1ion 10 111od-

1f) these procedures as appropriale on a case-spec11it basis Id. at 6. 
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portunity to review the Administrator's decision in the context of this appeal or to 
analyze its relevance to the Region's stated rationale until the Region cited it for 
support in its response brief. Accordingly, the Board grants, in part, ICAS's and 
REDOIL Petitioners' motions for leave to file a reply brief. Thu1. the Board, in 
reaching its conclusions set forth in this order, has considered the portions of 
ICAS's reply brief and REDOIL Petitioners' reply brief that address the public 
process for the permit and the Region's inclusion of the Pope & Talbot decision as 
support for the Region's PTE decisioni;. See ICAS Reply at 3, 6-7; REDOIL Peti­
tion at 9-10. The Board denies REDOIL Petitioners' and ICAS's motions for leave 
to file a reply brief with respect to all other issues.M 

The Board analyzes the parties' arguments and sets forth its determinations 
below. 

VI. ANALYSIS 

A. !CAS and REDOIL Petitioners Hal'e Not Demonstrated That the 
Region Clearly Erred i11 Establishing Limitations to Restrict the 
Kulluk Drilling Unit's PTE 

ICAS and REDOIL Petitioners both challenge the Region's determination 
of the K11lf11k's potential to emit ("PTE") and argue that the Region should require 
Shell to obtain a preconstruction prevention of significant deterioration ("PSD") 
permit. They complain that the PTE restrictions Shell requested and the Region 
included in the permit to ensure that the Kulfuk remains a synthetic minor source 
for nitrogen oxides ("NOt), carbon monoxide ("CO"), greenhouse gases 
("GHGs"), and sulfur dioxide ("Son are practically unenforceable.0 The Region 
counters that the restrictions it imposed in the permit that reduce Shell's emissions 
below the PSD threshold levels for all criteria pollutants are practically enforcea­
ble and constitute fundamentally technical decisions that are consistent with CAA 
statutory and regulatory authority as well as Agency guidance and past practice. 
This PTE question is central to the Board's analysis because the Region uses the 
potential to emit to determine which provisions of the CAA, including both the 
Title V permit requirements and the PSD preconstruction permit requirements. 
apply to the Kulluk. The question the Board must resolve, then, is whether the 
restrictions the Region included in the permit to limit the K11lf11k's PTE are both 

' The Board notes thal Mr. Lum allempted 10 file by e-m:nl ,1 request lo file a reply bner and a 
request for oral argumcnl. See E-mail from Daniel Lum lo Eunka Durr. Clerk of the Board. Environ ­
memal Appeals Board. U.S. EPA (Nov. 4 . 201 I 6: 18 pm EDTJ. The Board denies Mr Lum's requests. 

• While ICAS challenges the Region's PTE. limi1a11ons for all of these pollutanls. REDOIL 
Pelitioncrs only challenge !he Region's PTE limilations with re~pcct to l\'O, and CO. See ICAS Pe11-

1ion al 10-28: REOOIL Pe1i1ion at 9-14. 
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practically enforceable and reasonable in light of the applicable statutory and reg­
ulatory authorities as well as Agency guidance and practice. and whether the Re­
gion provided adequate support for its decisions in the administrative record. 

Before addressing the parties' arguments, a brief review of the relevant stat­
utory and regulatory authorities is wammted. 

I. Statutory and Regulatory Context 

a. CAA Section 328 (IIU/ OCS Air Regulations 

Section 328 of the CAA. 42 U.S.C. § 7627, establishes air pollution controls 
for OCS sourcesrn and requires OCS sources to "attain and maintain Federal and 
State ambient air quality standards" and to comply with the PSD provisions con­
tained in CAA Title I. part C. EPA promulgated the Outer Continental Shelf Air 
Regulations, 40 C.F.R. part 55, to implement CAA section 328 and established 
within part 55 "the air pollution control requirements for OCS sources and the 
procedures for implementation and enforcement of the requirements." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 55.1. 

Section 328(a)(I ). 42 U.S.C. § 7627(a)(I ), also requires that, for OCS 
sources located within 25 miles of a state's seaward boundary, the requirements 
shall be the same as would apply if the source were located in the corresponding 
onshore area ("COA"), including, but not limited to, state and local requirements 
for emission controls. emission limitations, offsets, permitting. monitoring. test­
ing. and reporting. As the Board has explained before, "OCS sources must obtain 

'" Sec1ion 328 defines an OCS source as follows 

The lcrms "Ouicr Conlincmal Shelf source" and "OCS source" indudc 
any cquipmcnl, ac1ivi1y. or facili1y which 

(i) emils or has the po1en1ial to emit any air pollutant. 

(ii) is regulated or authorized under the Outer Cnn1tncn1al Shell' Lands 
Ac1 H l U.S.C. § In 1 ct seq J. and 

(111) 1s located on the Outer Continental Shelf or in or 011 waters above 
the Outer Conlincntal Shelf 

Sud1 a.:tivitics include. hut arc not limited to, pla1form and drill slup 
exploration, coostruction. development. production . process mg. and 
lransportallon For purposes of this subsec1ion. emissions from any ves­
sel servicing or associated with an OCS source. including emissions 
"h1lc .it 1hc OCS source or en route to or from the OCS sourl'C wi1hin 25 
miles of the OCS source, shall be considered direr! emhsions from the 
OCS soun;c. 

CAA § 328(a)(4)(C>. 42 U.S.C. § 7627(,1)(4)1<;) . 
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a preconstruction permit from either EPA or an EPA-delegated agency if the OCS 
source is located within twenty-five miles of a state's seaward boundary and is 
subject to either federal or state requirements listed in 40 C.F.R. §§ 55.13 or 
55.14."11 Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 365 (citing 40 C.F.R. §§ 55.6(b)(l ), 55.1 l and 
CAA § 328(a)(3), 42 U.S.C. § 7627(a)(3)). The Agency has retained the authority 
to implement and enforce section 328 in the OCS off the coast of Alaska as op­
posed to delegating that authority to the state. Accordingly, as mentioned above. 
Shell submitted its permit applications to the Region, and the procedural rules 
contained at 40 C.F.R. part 124 apply. 40 C.F.R. § 55.6(a)(3). 

Because requirements for these OCS sources are based on onshore require­
ments, which may change, section 328(a)( 1) and the corresponding regulations in 
part 55 require EPA to update the OCS requirements as necessary to maintain 
consistency with onshore requirements. See CAA § 328(a)( I), 42 U.S.C. 
§ 7627(a)(l ); 40 C.F.R. §§ 55.6(b)(2), 55.12; see also Shell 2007, 13 E.A.O. 
at 364 & n.6. In response to Shell's December 10, 2010, notice of intent submitted 
to the Agency pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 55.4, the Agency first proposed in the Fed­
eral Register a consistency update on February IO, 20 I I, and later published the 
final consistency update on June 27, 2011, subsequent to a public notice and com­
ment period. See Outer Continental Shelf Air Regulations Consistency Update for 
Alaska, 76 Fed. Reg. 37,274 (June 27, 2011) (codified at 40 C.F.R. § 55.14(e) & 
appx. A); Statement of Basis at 17. This most recent consistency update incorpo­
rated. except where specifically noted, Alaska Administrative Code title 18, arti­
cles 1 through 5 and article 9, into part 55. 76 Fed. Reg. at 37,279-80; Statement 
of Basis at 17. In particular, articles 3 and 5 establish the minor source and major 
source permitting requirements with which the K11//11k must comply. See 
Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 364 & n.6. 

In addition, because the permit authorizes the Kulluk to operate on a group 
of lease blocks located both within 25 miles and beyond 25 miles of the state's 
seaward boundary, the permit conditions that refer to lease blocks wholly or par­
tially located beyond 25 miles of the seaward boundary are designated as "outer 

11 Section 55 13 slates. among other things, 1hal the PSD program applies to OCS .sources 
located "ithin 25 miles of a state's seaward boundary whenever the OCS source requires construclion 
of a new major stat10nary source or a modification at an existing major source and the COA is classi­
fied under the PSD program as m attainment or unclassifiable. 40 C.F.R. § 55.1 J(d)( 1) ("40 C.F.R. 
[§ J 52 21 shall apply to OCS sources (l]ocated within 25 miles of a state's seaward boundary if the 
requirements of 40 C.F.R.1 §] 52.21 are in effect in 1he COA."); S<'C (1/su Sli,•/12007, 13 E.A.D. al 364. 

Section 55 14 incorporates by reference regulatory requirements that slntes which border 1he 
OCS in the Pacific. Atlantic, and Arclic Oceans and the Gulf of Mexico have promulgated lo meet the 
national amb1enl air quahty standards ("NAAQS"). 40 C.F.R. § 55.14(d): CAA § 328(a)( I J, 42 U.S.C 
§ 7627(a)( I) (defining the geographic scope of EPA authority to regulate air pollution from OCS 
sources). These state regulations arc known as state 11nplcmcntation plans ("SIPs"l and arc created 
pursuant 10 CAA§ 110, 42 U.S.C. § 7410 
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OCS." and conditions that refer to lease blocks wholly or partially located within 
25 miles of the seaward boundary are designated as "COA." Permit at 9 (noting 
that conditions identified with "COA" are those that apply on the "inner OCS," 
within 25 miles of the state's seaward boundary, and that all other conditions not 
identified as "COA" or "outer OCS" apply to lease blocks on both the inner and 
outer OCS); see also Statement of Basis at 7. 

b. The PSD Program and PTE 

The PSD program is a preconstruction NSR program that applies to areas 
designated as either in attainment with the national ambient air quality standards 
("N AAQS")12 or unclassifiable and requires new major stationary sources11 to 
limit their impact on ambient air quality by obtaining a PSD permit before con­
struction begins. CAA §§ 160-169, 42 U.S.C. §§ 7470-7479; 40 C.F.R. 
§ 52.2 l(a)(2). 

A source's PTE relates to its inherent ability to emit air pollutants. 
Slie/12007, 13 E.A.D. at 365; Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 30. Under the PSD program, 
a permitting authority must determine a source's PTE to identify which sources 
are "major sources" subject to regulation under the applicable PSD requirements. 
making PTE a technical determination that "is jurisdictional in nature." Ala. 
Poll'er Co. I'. Cos/le, 636 F.3d 323, 352 (D.C. Cir. 1979), quoted in Peabody, 
12 E.A.D. at 30; see also CAA § l65(a). 42 U.S.C. § 7475(a) (requiring a PSD 
permit for any "major emitting facility"); Shell Discoverer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 515 
n.58. The regulations that implement the PSD program define PTE as: 

12 The NAAQS arc maximum ambient air concentrations for specific pollulams that El'/\ has 
determined are necessary 10 protect public heallh and welf,1re. Se,· CAA §§ l08(a)(l J(A). 109. 
42 U.S.C. §§ 7408(a)( I )(AJ. 7409; 40 C.F.R. § 50.-1-.12. 

1' EPA regulations define a major stationary source as any or certain specifically listed station­
ary sources that emit or have a potential lo emit 100 tons per year ("lpy"> or more or any regulated 
NSR pollutant, Xt't' 40 C.F.R. § 52.2l(h){50). or ,,ny other s1.1tionary source that emits. or has the 
po1e111ial lo emit, 250 lpy or more of a regulated NSR pollutant. 40 C.F.R. § 52.2l(b)I J )(i)(a)-(b); 
affcml CAA§ 169(1), 42 U.S.C. § 7479(1) (defining a "major em11ting f.tcility" in the same way) 

Alaska regulations. which incorpornlc large parts of 1hc federal PSD regulations into 1i1lc I 8 of 
the Alaska Administrative Code. pro\'idc th:it a new l'SD permit is required prior 10 actual rnnstruc-
11011 or a new major stationary source. Alaska Admin. Code 111. 18. § 50.040 (adopting federnl stan­
dards liy reference); icl. §§ 50.302(a)( I). S0.306. The Alaska regulations also define a major sta!lonary 
source as any of certain spccilically listed slalinnary sources that emit or have a potential to emit 
I 00 lpy or more of any regulated NSR pollutant, or any other stationary source Ihm emits . or has the 
potcn11.1I 10 emit. 250 tpy or more of a regulated NSR pollutant. Id, § 'i0.990(52) (incorporating Ii} 
reference definition of major stationary source from -W C.l'.R. § 5 I. l66(h)( I)); accord Alaska Stat. 
I} 46.14.990 (same). 
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[T]he maximum capacity of a stationary source to emit a 
pollutant under its physical and operational design. Any 

physical or operatjonal limitation on the capacity of the 

source to emit a pollutant. including air pollution control 
equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the 

type or amount of material combusted, stored, or 
processed, shall he treated as part of its design if the limi­
tation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally 

enforceable. 

40 C.F.R. § 52.2l(b)(4).14 In sum, PTE reflects a source's maximum emissions 

capacity considering the application of any emission control equipment. or other 
capacity-limiting restrictions, that effectively and enforceably limit emissions ca­

pacity. Shell 2007. 13 E.A.O. at 366; Peabody, I 2 E.A.D. at 3 I (citing Part 71 

Rulemaking, 61 Fed.Reg. 34,202, 34,212 (July I. 1996)). 

Alaska regulations require that, under certain circumstances, a stationary 

source with a PTE of le1-s than 250 tons per year ("tpy") obtain a minor source 

permit. Alaska Admin. Code tit. 18, § 50.502. Specifically in terms of the Kulluk's 

operations, Alaska regulations require a minor source permit prior to the construe­

lion of a new stationary source with the potential to emit more than 40 tpy of NO,. 

Id. § 50.502(c)(l )(B). Thus, as the Board noted in Shell 2007, under the Alaska 

PSD program, a new stationary source that has a PTE between 40 and 250 tpy of 

NO, must obtain a minor source permit before commencing constmction, and a 

stationary source with a PTE greater than 250 tpy of NO, must obtain a major 

source permit. 13 E.A.D. at 366. 

A source that would otherwise exceed the applicable PSD major source 

threshold of 250 tpy of any regulated NSR pollutant may, as in this instance, seek 

to avoid regulation as a major source under the PSD program by requesting that 

the permitting authority impose enforceable permit re-;trictions on the source's 

PTE. Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 366, cited i11 RTC at 20; see also Peabody, 
12 E.A.D. at 26 & n.11. 31. A Title V permit may function as a vehicle for a 

permitting authority to establish enforceable permit limits that restrict the source's 

potenual to emit air pollutants to a level below the PSD major source threshold, in 

thic; instance 250 tpy, allowing the source to qualify instead as a "synthetic minor" 

:;ource.' 1 Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 31 & n.21. 

,. The OCS regulations define the term "potential emissions" almost identically to the PTE. 

defin111on in part 52. wilh the e:tccpuon of firs1 sentence, which instead slates thal "lp]otenllal e mis­

sions mcdns the maximum em1ss1ons of .i pollut,ml from an OCS source." 40 C.F.R. § 55.2 

11 EPA guidance defines the tcm1 "syn1hetic minor" as "air pollu11011 sources "hose maximum 

Cdpaclly to cm,t air pollution under their physical .,nd opcrnuondl design is l.irgc enough to exceed the 
Conlmued 
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If a source accepts limitations that restrict its potential to emit air pollutants 
to a level below the PSD threshold. that source will be a synthetic mmor source 
for purposes of the PSD program and will therefore not be subject to PSD permit­
ting requirements "unless future facility modifications increase emis-;ion capacity 
enough to exceed the PSD major source threshold." Id. at 31-32. As the Board 
noted in Peabody, in order for a capacity restriction to be cognizable a~ a PTE 
limit. it must be practically enforceable. which Agency guidance has interpreted 
to mean that: 

[T]he permit's provisions must specify: (I) a technically 
accurate limitation and the portions of the source subject 
to the linutation: (2) the time period for the limitation 
(hourly. daily, monthly, and annual limits such as rolling 
annual limits): and (3) the method to determine compli­
ance including appropriate monitoring. recordkeeping, 
and reporting. 

12 E.A.D. at 32 (quoting Memorandum from John Seitz, Dir., Office of Air Qual­
ity Planning & Standards, U.S. EPA. to EPA Reg') Air Div. Dirs .. Options for 
limiting tile Potential to Emil ( PTE) of a Statio11C11)' Source Under Section 112 
and Title V of the Clean Air Act 5-6 (Jan. 25, 1995) [heremafter Options for Limit­
ing PT£] (A.R. B-9)). 

In this instance. the pre-permit PTE for units located on the K11//11/.:. , and on 
the Associated Fleet when operating within 25 miles of the Kulluk while it is an 
OCS source. 16 exceeded applicable PSD thresholds for NO., CO, SOr, and GHGs. 
Statement of Basis at 24-25 & th!. 2- 1 _17 To a\'oid exceeding the PSD major 

(contmued) 

maJor source threshold hut [1~) hnutcd by .m enforccahlc em1ss1ons restriction th.it prevents this physi 

cal potential from being rcalucd." Mcmorandu111 from John Senz. l>ir .. Office of Air Quality Planning 
& Standards. U.S. f:PA. & f:ric Schaeffer. Dir Of11ce of Regula1ory f:nforcemcnt. U.S. EPA. Polm 
twl ro £111i1 Tra11.mio11 Po/1cr.for 1'11rl 71 /111ple111w1111w11 in /11du111 Cm1111n· 2 n.2 (Mar.7.1999). 
q1101,•,I i11 Shl'il D1.sco1·erer 20/2. 15 E.A.D at 515-16 n.59. and Pecrhod,. 12 c .A.D. at 31 n.21. 

Alaska rcgul.it1011s refer to such a l11111tal!on as .in owner requested lnnit ("ORL"). which can be 

u'lld to "avoid one or more permit dass1fi~·at1ons • • • at a ~tationar} source that will still he suhjecl 
to at le,1s1 one permit classificat10n, ,1 hn11ta11on ,1pproved under .in ORI 1s .1n cnforceahle limilation 
for the purpose of determining • • • a statmnary source's potential to emn." Alaska i\dmin. Code 
!ii 18, § 50.508(5) . 

.. The permit stales that the K11//11k "'Il l be an OCS source at an} time 1t ,s attached to the 
i.caticd ,II a dnll s11c h)' at lc;,st one anchor Pcrnut ,It 8, Statement of Basis .it 17. 19-20 (A.R. H-4) 

1 The primary emission sources on !he K11/luk and !he Associated J<leet are intern;,! comhus­
t1011 engines Iha! consume diesel fuel S1atc111cnt ofRas1s JI 9. 12-14 ln,:merator~. heaters. boilers. and 
seldom used sources on the K11/111k and the Assoc1atcd l-1cct also emit pollutmn hut to a far lesser 
ex1e111. /ti. 
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source thresholds, Shell requested that the Region include in the permit practically 
enforceable restrictions that will reduce the K11ll11k's PTE below PSD threshold 
levels for each of the four pollutants. See Letter from Susan Childs, Alaska Ven­
ture Support Integrator Manager, Shell Offshore Inc., to Doug Hardesty, EPA Re­
gion 10, attach. 2 (Apr. 29, 2011) (describing Shell's proposed restrictions and 
how they would affect emissions) (A.R. E-17). The final permit authorizing the 
K11f/11k to operate within the Beaufort Sea contains source-wide emission limits, 
operational restrictions, and monitoring. recordkeeping and reporting require­
ments intended to ensure that the K11ll11k can operate as a synthetic minor source. 
Permit Conditions D.1-D.4. 

With this framework in mind, the Board now turns its attention to Petition­
ers' arguments presented in these appeals. 

2. The Region Did Not Clearly Err in Eswblishing Source-Wide 
Emission Limits to Restrict PTE for NO., and CO 

The Permit restricts emissions from the Kulluk and the Associated Fleet to 
no more than 240 tpy of NO, and no more than 200 tpy of CO.18 Permit Condi­
tions D.4.1, D.4.2. For both pollutants, the PTE limits are determined on a rolling 
365-day basis by calculating emissions for each day and adding the emissions 
calculated for the previous 364 days. Id. For both NO, and CO, daily emissions 
from each emission unit or group of emission units "shall be determined by multi­
plying the appropriate emission factor (lb/unit) specified in Tables D.2.1 - D.2.2 
(until a test-derived emission factor has been determined according to Permit 
Condition E.2) by the recorded daily operation rate (units/day) and dividing by 
2000 lb/ton." Id. The Region further explained that "(c)ompliance with the emis­
sions limits for NO~ and CO is determined by applying the relevant emission fac­
tor to the amount of fuel combusted by each emission unit (or hours of operation 
for incinerators)." RTC at 29. The Permit also includes conditions that require 
source-wide recordkeeping and monitoring to ensure that Shell complies with the 
source-wide limits. Permit at 56-61 (including operations and fuel monitoring in 
Permit Condition F.2 as well as selective catalytic reduction ("SCR") and oxida-

'' ICAS asserts that lhc Region should include a :'i- l0t;.1- buffer zone between the PSD thrc~h• 
old emissions level of 250 tpy and the K11/111k's restricted PTE. and that the NO, emission limit of 
240 tpy does nol provide 1his ICAS Pelition at f 5 (citing a comment le!ler from Region 9 to the 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection in which Region 9 "encouragcldl a 5-10<;.; buffer be­
tween the permitted emission hmils and the federal threshold" for a permil that established a CO syn­
the1ic minor hm1t of 249 tpy). However, the 240 tpy emission limit for NO, con1ained m the current 
Permit represents a 4'k buffer between the synthetic minor limit and the PSD threshold emission level 
of 250 1py, \\h1ch 1s ten times larger than the 0.4~ buffer between a 249 tpy emission limit and the 
PSD lhreshold of 250 tpy contained in 1he Nevada pennit. The Board agrees wilh the Region tha1 
Congress established specific lhresholds 10 determine when a source would be considered major for 
purposes of PSD review. See RTC at 30, The buffer that ICAS requests is neither a legal requircmcnl 
nor an es1ablished Agency policy, and thus lhe Region appropriately declined ICAS's request. 
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tion catalyst ("OxyCat") control device monitoring in Permit Condition!. F.3 -
F.4). 

REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS make several challenges to the Region's de­
cision to restrict the Ku/l11k'.1· PTE for NO, and CO using source-wide emission 
limits. Both petitioners assert that the Region's decision to limit CO and NO, 
emissions using source-wide limits in effect applies blanket emission limits. 
which Agency guidance expressly prohibits because they are practically unen­
forceable. and that the limited exception in the Agency guidance that allow!. for 
source-wide limits is inapplicable to the Kulluk's operations. REDOIL Petition 
at I 0-11: ICAS Petition at 11. Both petitioners also object to the Region's use of 
generic emission factors1'' to calculate source-wide emission limits. In particular, 
both petitioners assert that (I) the Region should have developed source-specific 
emission factors for all units of the OCS source: (2) the AP-42 emission factors 
applied to the emergency generator, the OSRVs, and heaters and boilers lead to 
inaccurate and underestimated emissions for those sources: and (3) the Region did 
not require Shell to conduct enough stack tests to accurately calculate 
source-specific emission factors. ICAS Petition at 15-20: REDOIL Petition 
atll-14. 

The Region responds that Agency guidance documents generally "illustrate 
that the Clean Air Act and the implementing regulations allow for a flexible, 
case-by-case evaluation of appropriate methods for ensuring practical enforceabil­
ity of PTE limits." Region Response at 14-15 (quoting In re Orange Recycling & 
Ethanol Prod. Facility, Pet. No. II-2001-05, at 5 (Adm'r Apr. 8, 2002) 
(A.R. B-17)). Specifically, the Region as~erts that source-wide emission limits for 
NO, and CO are indeed practically enforceable and are most appropriate given the 
uncertainty of a number of factors that otherwise preclude the Region from estab­
lishing PTE restrictions based on operational limits. Id. at 18; RTC at 26-27, 
29-30. In addition, the Region as<;erts that the emission factor!. used to calculate 
NO, and CO emissions provide reliable emission calculations. Region Response 
at 19-23. In particular, the Region asserts that it made an appropriate technical 
determination to apply AP-42 emission factors or emission factors derived from 
Discm•erer!" data rather than source-specific emission factors for certain emiss10n 
units. Id. The Region adds that the permit conditions that apply to source-specific 

,. S,•,· i11f,·11 Pan VI A.2 h 

, ,. The Region issued Shell tw,1 OCS l'SD permits 10 conduct exploratory dnlling ac11v1tics m 
the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas u1ih1ing the drillship D,scm·,•rcr that were twice appealed to the 
Board. lirst in 2010, and then ,,gain in 2011 suhscqucnt to a Board remand of lhc permits to the 
Region. See Sh <'II Di.<cm·,•re, 2011. 15 E /\ D at -174 75 (dcscnbing history or DiscMere,· permit 
proceedmgs). In prepanng the permit apphcat,on, for the Di.Hm·,·rc,'s openitions. Shell conducted 
source-specific cnussion tests for \',mous c1mss1011 u111ts on the Drn:,w,•re, dlld an associated fleet of 

support ships, mcludmg icebreakers. suppl) ships. and 011 srill response ,cssels See 1</ .• 15 EA D 
at 479-80 /de.~crihing associated fleet). 
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emission factors require source tests that are inadequate in frequency and unrepre­
sentative of the variation in Shell's proposed operations to allow the Region to 
derive accurate emission factors. Id. 

a. Blanket Emission limits and Practical E11forceabi/ity 

ICAS and REDOIL Petitioners correctly assert that the use of blanket emis­
sion limits alone, essentially statements that actual emissions of a pollutant will 
not exceed a particular quantity, is generally prohibited to restrict PTE because 
such limits are not enforceable as a practical matter. See United States v. u1.-Pac. 
Corp., 682 F. Supp. 1122, 1133 (D. Colo. 1987) ("[C}ompliance with blanket re­
strictions on actual emissions would be virtually impossible to verify or en­
force."). quoted in REDOIL Petition at 11; see also Office of Air Quality Planning 
& Standards, U.S. EPA, New Source Re1·iew Workshop Munu(I/ at C.4 (draft 
Oct. 1990) [hereinafter NSR Manual] ("Blanket emissions limits alone (e.g .. 
tons/[year], lb/[hour]) are virtually impossible to verify or enforce, and are there­
fore not enforceable as a practical matter."), quoted in ICAS Petition at 13; Mem­
orandum from Terrell Hunt, Assoc. Enforcement Counsel, U.S. EPA, & John 
Seitz. Dir., Stationary Source Compliance Div., U.S. EPA, Guidance 011 limiting 
Pote111ial to Emit in New Source Permitting 7 (June 13, 1989) (A.R. B-4) [herein­
after 1989 G11idance 011 limiting PTE].11 However, the Petitioners' characteriza­
tion of the source-wide emission limits for NO, and CO contained in the Permit as 
blanket emission limits must fail. ICAS and REDOIL Petitioner<; do not acknowl­
edge the Region's explanation in the Response to Comments for why it chose to 
apply source-wide emission limits in the Permit. nor do they establish that the 
Region's fundamentally technical determinations contravene Agency guidance. 

The Region made clear in the Response to Comments that its decision to 
employ source-wide emission limits calculated as rolling 365-day limits to restrict 
NO, and CO was based in large part on the substantial and unpredictable varia­
tions in emissions based on the atypical nature of Shell's operations. RTC 
at 26-27; Region Response at 18. Variability in Shell'!i exploratory operations, 
multiple engines and generators located on both the K11/111k and numerous vessels 
in the Associated Fleet, the state of the weather and the sea, ice thickness, and the 
changing nature of the activities that Shell may need to conduct all influenced the 
Region's conclusion that the need for operational flexibility made it impractical to 
establish unit-specific limits or operating parameters for some pollutants, such as 
NO, and CO, that might typically be applied to limit a stationary source's PTE. 
RTC at 27; see Statement of Basis at 38. The Region continued that, in its judg­
ment, the choice to restrict the K11/111k's PTE for NOs and CO using source-wide 
emissions limits "accounts for variability in operations and emissions, yet still 

11 Appendix C of the NSR Manual is based largely on the 1989 Guidance on Limiting PTE 
NSR Mwuwf at C.I n I 
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provides assurance that limits on potential to emit can be enforced as a practical 
matter," RTC at 28. 

Although the restrictions to limit the PTE of emission units located on the 
K111/11k and the Associated Fleet utilize a rolling 365-day limit, a longer time pe­
riod than generally recommended in Agency guidance,11 as the Region points out, 
the continuous monitoring and recording of fuel usage and the application of 
source-test derived or specified emission factors have the practical effect of con­
straining Shell's fuel use, thus ensuring compliance with the PTE limits. Region 
Response at 15, I 7 (citing In re Pope & Talbot, Ille., Petition No. VIII-2006-04 
(Adm'r 2007} (A.R. B-24), in which rolling emission limits in addition to pre­
scribed emission factors and appropriate monitoring and recordkeeping were suf­
ficient to restrict PTE).1' In essence, although the Region could not incorporate 
more traditional operational limits into the Permit based on the atypical nature of 
the permitted activities. the daily calculation of NO, and CO emissions in con­
junction with continuous monitoring and recording of fuel usage ensure that the 
NO, and CO PTE restrictions can be practically enforced. 

Despite the Region's explanation in the Response to Comments regarding 
the need to consider the facts unique to this Permit, neither JCAS nor REDOIL 
Petitioners explain why, especially in light of the Kulluk's atypical operations as 

11 The 1989 Gmd,mcc on L1111ihng PTE recommends 1h,111he time limll over which producuon 
or operahonal limits cxlcnd should be "as short 1cr111 as possible" in order fol" such limi1a11ons In be 
enforceahle as a pnu;tic.11 matter. and genernlly 1101 exceeding one monlh, bul !he Guidance also recog 
nizes 1ha1 in rare c1rcums1ances a limit spanning a longer 1ime may he appropriale 1981/ Gwdt111ct' 1111 

Li111itit1/!, !'TE::: al 9. The Guidance specilics lhat a limit spanning a longer time is appropria1c if il is 
rollmg and that it should not exceed an annual limit rolled on a monthly basis. Id. The Guidance also 
notes thal 

(P]crmils where longer rolling limits arc used 10 rcs1ric1 produc1ion 
should be issued only 10 soun;es wilh substantial and unprediclahle an­
nual varialion in productionl) • • • Rolling limi1s could be used as well 
for sources which shu1 down or curtail operation during part of a year on 
a regular seasonal cycle, bul 1he permining authori1y should firs! explore 
the possibility of imposmg a month-hy-monlh limit. 

Id. at \1· 10. In lhis instance, allhough lhc Guidance was wrillcn prior to Congress authorizing El'J\ 10 
regulate air emissions from sources locmed on certain areas of the OCS, .I"<'<• Region Response at 17. 
including the Arclic. the circumsl,mccs the Guidance anlicipatcs Iha! would make ,1 longer 1ime limi1 
appropriate apply in this instanc·e lo 1hc K11/111k permit, where the opcralinns arc seasonal and 1hus 
vdriat1on in production would be subs1m1tial . .'fr,• 1989 Guidm1ce m1 U111i1i11.~ PTE at 9-10. 

ll Although lhe Board agree,; wi1h Petitioners !hat 1hc Region <lid 1101 cite this decision until it 
suh1nined its response 10 the pclitions for review. and thus accepts theil" reply hnefs with respect to 
1his point, see .rnprn Pan V. the Board nonetheless disagrees 1ha11his publicly available decision of the 
Administralor i., inappositc lo the currcm appeul. The !'ope & Te1ll,"1 decision underscores the 
Agency's abili1y 10 exercise i1s discretion and its technical expertise in order 10 crafl practically en­
forceable syn1he1ic minor limil~ 
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compared to other stationary sources, the Permit's PTE limits are not practically 
enforceable. See Region Response at 17. Rather, Petitioners hew closely to the 
language in the 1989 Guidance on Limiting PTE prohibiting blanket emissions, 
asse11ing instead that because the Permit does not contain production or opera­
tional limits to restrict PTE, the NO, and CO emission limits constitute blanket 
emission limits that contravene Agency guidance. ICAS Petition at 11-14; 
REDOIL Petition at 9-11. The 1989 Guidance on Limiting PTE sets forth the 
types of limitations that will restrict a source's PTE and states in relevant part: 

To appropriately limit potential to emit * * * permits 
* * * must contain a production or operational limitation 
in addition to the emission limitation in cases where the 
emission limitation does not reflect the maximum emis­
sions of the source operating at full design capacity with­
out pollution control equipment. Restrictions on produc­
tion or operation that will limit potential to emit include 
limitations on quantities of raw materials consumed, fuel 
combusted, hours of operation, or conditions which spec­
ify that the source must install and maintain controls that 
reduce emissions to a specified emission rate or to a spec­
ified efficiency level. 

1989 Guid,mce 011 Limiting PTE at 5-6.24 In addition, neither ICAS nor REDOIL 
Petitioners address the operational limits included in the Permit and discussed in 

2' The Guidance also acknowledges that the "particular circumsrnnces of some 111d1v1dual 
soun.:cs make ii difficult to slate operating par:unetcrs for con1rol equipment limns in a manner that is 
easily enforceable as a prac:tic:al mancr" and list~ two cxccpllons. /YX9 G11ida11ce 011 U11111111g PT£ al 7. 
Although the Guidance preceded EPA'~ aulhonly 10 regulate air emissions on parts of the OCS. s,•c 
Region Response at 17. and thus could not h.ivc anuc1patcd the circumstances of the pernut at issue in 
these appeals. the Region nonetheless asserts that the circumstances surrounding the current permit arc 
sufficienlly analogous lo the second exception for volatile organic compound ("VOC") surface coating 
operntions. which contemplates no add-on conlrols but allows for the restriction of PTE by hnuung the 
VOC conlcnts and quanlities of coatings used Id at 17-19 (referring lo /YX9 G11idc111ce 011 L1111iti11x 
PTE at 8). 

The VOC C)(Ception focuses on circumstances where operating and production parameters 
could 1101 he readily sci due 10 the wide v.mct)' of coatings and products ;md due 10 lhe unpredictable 
nature of the operations. /IJX9 Guitlam·e n11 Li11111111g PT£ at I!. The Rcg10n asserted that the ralionale 
informing the VOC surface coating operation excepuon is sufficien1ly similar to the present circum­
stances and analogized that an effective way to res1nct NO, and CO \\llS lhrough source-wide emis­
sions limits supported by test-derived or specified emission factors. similar 10 the voe comenl of 
coalings. continuous monitoring and recording of operational parameters, and 1rackmg the quanlll)' of 
voe coming used. RTC al JO; Region Response at 18. REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS assert that 1he 
voe exception should be construed quite narrowly and that the VOC surface coating operation excep­
uon within the 1989 Guidance on Limiting PTE could not apply to the K111/11k and the Associated 
Fleet. See ICAS Petition al 20; REDOIL Petition at 13-1-t Petllloners do not state more than a d1ffcr-

Continued 
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the Response to Comments. See RTC at 29 (di,cussing hourly operational limits 
on mudline cellar drilling and overall dnlhng activity and the installation of SCR 
and OcyCat controls to limit NO_, emii;sions). 

Finally, ICAS challenges the Region's inclusion of requirements in the Per­
mit to calculate daily emissions for NO~ and CO on a weekly basi!.. arguing that it 
is a "critical flaw to enforceability of the permit hec.mse it means that Shell will 
only know where it stands vis-a-vie [sic] its NO, and CO permit limits once a 
week." ICAS Petition at 14 (citing Permit Conditions D.1.1, D.1.2). The Board 
finds ICAS's argument here unavailing 111 light of the Region'-; thorough explana­
tion in the Response to Comments. See RTC at 44; Region Response at 19. 23. 
The Region explained that although the calculations of emis,1011 limits will he 
conducted weekly, data is continuously collected and recorded and will eventually 
be generated in the same terms as the emission limits. See RTC at 44; Region 
Response at 23. Moreover. the Region points out that Shell is required to process 
data from numerous emission units across multiple vessels for 168 individual 
hours (24 hours x 7 days). RTC at 44. The permit requirement,; to continuously 
monitor and record data necessary to conduct daily emissions calculations en­
sures, as ICAS raises. the ability to assess and verify compliance immediately 
should an inspector. the Region, or Shell require it. RTC at 44; Region Response 
at 23. In this instance, ICAS does not acknowledge the Region's response or ad­
dress why that response is inadequate and thus wammts review. As this Board has 
previously stated, "[p]etitions for review may not s imply repeat objections made 
during the comment period; instead they mu!>t demonstrate why the permitting 
authority's response to those objection, warrants review." Peabody, 12 E.A.D. 
at 46 n.58; accord /11 re Knauf Fiber Glass GmbH, ("Knauf If'), 9 E.A.D. I, 5 
(EAB 2000); see also ~tandard of review discussion sttpra Part III . 

In addition, as the Board noted above m Pa11 VI.A. I .b, the determination of 
a source's PTE is inherently an exercise that requires technical expertise. Neither 
REDOIL Petitioners nor ICAS have met the parttcularly heavy burden of demon­
strating that review of the Region's decisions to employ source-wide emission 
limm to restrict the K11fl11k\ PTE is wan-anted. See, e.g., Peal>0dy, 12 E.A.D. 
at 33; NE Hub, 7 E.A.D. at 567 ("When is,ues raised on appeal challenge a Re­
g ion's technical judgments, clear error or a reviewable exercise of discretion 1s not 

(continued) 
ence of opinion or alternJ.tive view on a 1echnical issue. S,,. NE Hub. 7 E.A.D. at 567. W11hou1 more , 
pclitioncrs cannot suslain the burden of dcmonstrnllng that review of the Region's exercise of 11s lcch­
nical judgment is warr,rnlcd S,•e Peal>ocly. 12 E.A D. J.l 33: /11 re Teck Co111i11co Alaska I,,,- . 

11 !:..A.D. 457. 473 (!:.AB 2004). 
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established simply because petitioners document a difference in opinion or an al­
ternative theory regarding a technical matter."). 

b. Emission Factors 

An emission factor is a representative value used to relate the quantity of a 
pollutant released to the atmosphere with an activity associated with the release of 
that pollutant. U.S. EPA, AP-42, Compilation of Air Poll11ta11T Emission Factors, 
Volume I: Stationary Point and Area Sources l (Jan. 1995) (5th ed.) ("AP-42 
Guidance"). Emission factors essentially represent an average of a range of emis­
sion rates of the subject sources. hi. at 2. As stated above in Part VI.A.2, in this 
instance compliance with the PTE restrictions for NO, and CO are determined by 
calculating daily emissions of each pollutant, which requires multiplying the ap­
propriate emission factor by the recorded daily operation rate and dividing by 
2000 lb/ton. Permit Conditions D.4. l, D.4.2. 

REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS challenge several aspects of the Region's 
use of emission factors to assist in calculating compliance with the restricted PTE 
for both NO, and CO. Both petitioners challenge the Region's decision to forgo 
source-specific emission testing to establish emission factors for all emission units 
on the Kulluk and the Associated Fleet and further assert that this will cause the 
Region and Shell to underestimate the quantities of NO, and CO emitted by the 
OCS source. ICAS Petition at 15-19; REDOIL Petition at 11-13. REDOIL Peti­
tioners and ICAS assert that the use of AP-42 emission factors and emission fac­
tors derived from Disco11erer test results for those emission units that will not 
undergo source-specific testing constitutes clear error because these more generic 
emission factors will likely lead to an underestimation of emissions from the units 
to which they are applied. ICAS Petition al 16-18; REDOIL Petition at 11-12 
(referring to AP-42 emission factors as "notoriously inaccurate default factors"). 
Finally, ICAS challenges the frequency and number of stack tests used to develop 
source-specific emission factors for emission units and further asserts that by 
Shell's own admission there is a 15% variability in stack test data that results in a 
less conservative emission factor than the Region claims. ICAS Petition at I 6-17. 

The Board notes at the outset that the development of emission factors for 
use in calculating daily emissions to determine compliance with PTE restrictions 
requires the sort of quintessential technical expertise the permit issuer possesses, 
here the Region, to which the Board will defer if "the record demonstrates that the 
Region duly considered the issues raised in the comments and if the approach 
ultimately selected by the Region is rational in light all of the information in the 
record." NE Huh, 7 E.A.D. at 567-68, quoted in Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 34; see 
also Avenal Energy Ctr., 15 E.A.D. at 387. As explained more fully below, for 
each challenge regarding the derivation and use of emission factors set forth in the 
Permit, REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS have failed to sustain the particularly 
heavy burden petitioners must overcome to demonstrate that review of a funda-
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mentally technical decision is Wdrrnnted. See, e.g .. Peabody. 12 E.A.D. at 33; 
NE Hub, 7 E.A.D. at 567-68. 

The Region fully explained in the Response to Comments its rationale for 
supplementing source-specific emission factors derived for most of the emission 
units or groups of emission units located on the Kulluk or the Associated Fleet 
with either AP 42 emission factors~~ or emission factors derived from Discm•erer 
-"Ollrce te~t data for a minority of units. RTC at 32-33; see er/so Region Response 
at 20-21. In support of its decision to utilize a mix of source-specific testing for 
emis1-ion factors in addition to using AP-42 and Discoverer test data emission 
factors, the Region stated that it "believes the permit strikes an appropriate bal­
ance between the need for accurJte emission factors to reliably calculate emis-

' 1 tCAS's a11c111p1 to analogize the situatmn the Board confronted in Pe"bvdy 10 lhc current 
pcnmt appe,,1 falls shorl. Ahhough Peabody d1scu,ses lhc use of AP-42 emission raclors m a PTE 
calcula11011 where the source was seeking synthetic minor status, ICAS fails to acknowledge cnt1cdl 
foctual clements that d1s1inguish P,•abod1 from the cu1Tent appeal. 

In Pealw,fy. the pcrmiuec was J large C<Ml-prnccssing plant bui lt prior to the effecti\'e d.,tc of 

the PSD prngram thal re4uested a PTE limil for particulale mallcr \\ich a diameter of 10 micron~ or 
less ("PM11,") 111 the penni11ec's Title V pcnmt so thal the faci lity could remain a S} nthet1C mmor source 
for PM,., emissions should 1t conduct any maJor modifications in the future Sa P,•af,,,dy. 12 E.A ,0 , 
at 24-3-l. Of criucal 11nponancc. the facility's emissions were primarily fugitl\'e, and thus. cm1ssmn 
tes1mg to directly measure PM ,. cm1ss1ons was not fc.isihle. Id ac 14. The permi11ce conscquc111ly 

sub1111t1cd a request for" PTF, hmll based on J <Juantitative estimate of the facility's capacity to enut 
PM ,.._ which m turn relied on estimates of unconlrollcd emissions from each unit based on the applica, 

t1on of AP--l2 emission factors lhat were then used to eslinwtc net emissions by applymg assumed 
emission control efficiencies for the emission contrnl e4uipme111 in use. Id. at 34-35 & n 31 Peabod} 's 
prnpo~ed compliance regimen did not include direct measurement of PM,u emissions As lhc Board 
s1a1cd, "[b]ccause Pe.ibody's appro.ich would rely entirely on the applic,llion of emission ]actors and 
assumed control efficiencies. for purposes of both cstim.iting maximum emissions capaeit} and mom­
wring ongoing compliance. the accuracy and .ippropriacencss of the emission factors and the control 
effic,ency assumptions were 1hc focal point or Region !X's an.ilysis of Peabody's proposal" /,/. 
at ,5-36. 

Co111r,1ry to the facility in f'ealmdy. in this instance chc use of AP-42 factors 10 calculate mm 
pliancc wi1h restricted PTE for NO, and CO was cssen1ially a last rc~ort mclhod for calculating com 
pliance. whereas the emission unils lhal .iccounted for al least 90'k of the NO, and CO enmsions were 
suhject 10 source-specific emission testing. S,•,· id. at 32-33. The Region made clear 1hat m chc rel:, 
ti\'ely small number of instances where an i\P-42 emission factor was employed 10 calculate cornph• 

ance wilh PTE, the Region chose conservatively higher emission factors. In l'<!t1bml1. 1he Region 
made a technical de1ermination :md "concluded th:it Peahody had not sufficiently dcmonslrnted that 11 
met the ccnlral crilcna for cs1ablishing (l'J'E] - technical accuracy am! a reliable mc1hod of dclcrmm­
ing compliance." Id. at .>9. In this inslance, lhe Region made " cechnical determinalion that Shell has 
sufficiently dcmonstrale<l that 1hc Kulluk could demonslralc compliance wi1h the NO, dnd CO PTE 
limits included in lhc permit in a manner that is lcchnically accurate. and thal the comphancc of tht 
emission units can be \·erified based on source-specific 1esting The Region's exercise of i1, technical 

c,pcnisc lo conclude that in limi1cd eirrnmstances AP--12 emission factors were .1pprnpriatc to <lemon· 
s tratc compliance wich the restricted l' l'I:: is ra1ional in ligh1 of all of the information in the record 
Thus, ICAS's contention th.1t Pt:abo,ly go"erns the appeal cun·ently before 1he Board is unpersuasi,e 
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sions for comparison to permit limits and the complexity of testing numerous 
emission units in a shot1 period of time." RTC at 33. The Region also noted that, 
in response to comments received, it decided to require source-specific emission 
testing for incinerators and that, after that change, the permit will require source 
testing of emission units that constitute 91 % of NO, and 97% of CO emissions. 
Id. at 32. Of the remaining units that were not required to undergo source testing 
to develop an emission factor, the Region set forth in detail why it had chosen 
emission factors derived from Discoverer source test data or the AP-42 emission 
factors. in many instances raising the value of an emission factor to provide a 
more conservative estimate of emissions .J6 /d. at 32-33; see also Region Response 
at 20; Statement of Basis at 38 (noting that testing for source-specific emission 
factors (Permit Condition E.2) uses a protocol that results in conservatively high 
unit-specific emission factors that in turn help to ensure compliance with PTE). 

i. The Region explained in the Statement of Basis that an important elemenl of Permic Condi• 
lion E.2, which calulogues the procedures for conducting tests 10 determine equipment-specific emis­
sion factors. "is the selection of \rnrst[ )case emission factors for each emission unit or group of emis• 
sion units tested." Statement of Basis at 43; see 11fw Permll al 52-56. The record demonstrate, that the 
Region thoughtfully .ind judiciously employed en11ss1on factors derived from Di.«·m•rrrl' tesl d.it.i .ind 
AP-42 emission factol's. and cons1slently chose higher. more conservative emission factors when lhcrc 
was any question or discrepancy. For e.,ample. for those NO. emission units for which the Permn does 
not require source testing and lhilt rely on emission factors based on Dm·m·rrrr test dala. the Region 
adjusted the emission factor lo reflect the con~crvauve 90"' percentile (or higher) values from 1he test 
data. RTC at :n. The Region further explained that for heaters and boilers - the only remaining grnup 
of NO, emission units thal rely on AP-42 for emission factors - lhc Region expects the AP-42 enus­
sion factor to be a conservative representation of actual cm1ss1ons. Id. (noting that while AP-42 pre­
dicted an NO, emission factor for healers and boilers of 0.02 lb/gal, Shell lesling of Discu•·erer boilers 
shows a range of values between 0.01 I lb/gal and 0.015 lb/gal); .,r,, al.w RTC at 46 (noling th,11 lhc 
boiler and heater NO, emission factor used in the K11//11k permil 1s "lower 1han the Di . .cm0ert r BACT 
limit for similar equipmenl. hut 1s higher than available test data for a similar source"), ICAS chal­
lenged the Region's use of an NO, emission factor in the Permit lh,u is lower than lhe one m the 
Discoverer permi1s, ue ICAS Pelilion al 18-19. but ICAS failed in its petilion lo even acknowledge 
the Region's response 10 its comment regarding the NO. emission fdclor for heaters and boilers, lei 
alone "substantively confront the permit issuer's subsequent explana11on." Peabody, 12 E.A.D al 33 
(citing /,r re Zion Enerxy, LLC. 9 E.A.D. 701. 705 <EAB 2011)). 

With respect 10 emission units that will not undergo source les1111g lo verify CO emission fac­
tors. the Region similarly expl.iined that it believed emission f.ic;tors arc rc.,sonable for use in the 
permit given that AP-42 emission factors will represent only 34 of the total CO emissions. RTC at 32.. 
In addition, the Region notes thal the CO emissions from tests conducted for two boilers 011 the Dis­
co,•erer were nearly identical lo the AP-42 emi~s1on factor Id :ti 33 (explaining thal the Region chose 
the highest. mosl conservative cn11~s1on factor of the three). Finally. the Region notes that one of lhc 
potential oil spill and response boats has an ac1ual CO emission factor for its propulsion engine lhal 1s 
based on the manufacturer's data and is one lenlh of wh:tt the AP-42 factor predicts. /,/.; .ff'<' ,tl.wi 
Permit Table D.2.2 (demonstrating that the Region chose 10 include lhc much higher AP-42 e mission 
factor for the OSRV propulsion engine) 
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While REDOIL Petitioners1
T and ICAS may disagree with the Region's approach. 

Petitioners do not demonstrate that the Region\ choice-; in deriving emission fac­
tors for emission units will result in an underestimation of pollutants emitted by 
the K11ll11k and the Associated Fleet. The Region has demonstrated that it balanced 
its primary task of accurately calculating NO, and CO emission factors to ensure 
that the K11ll11k and the Associated Fleet will not exceed the restricted PTE with 
the practical need to calculate emis<;1on factors for numerous and varied emission 
units aboard both the Kulluk and the Associated Fleet. The Board has frequently 
stated that it will not grant review where. as here. the record demonstrates a bona 
fide difference of opinion or alternative theory regarding a technical matter but 
the approach the Region ultimately selected is rational in light of all the informa­
tion in the record. Peabody. 12 E.A.D. at 34 (quoting NE H11h, 7 E.A.D. at 567). 

Finally, ICAS asserts that the Di5c0\'ere, source test data i-; not sufficient to 
accurately generate worst-case scenario emission factors for Kulluk emission units 
because similar sources tested on the Disco11erer were l.ubject to BACT. and fur­
ther, that in using stack test results from the Disco11erer to develop emission fac­
tors for the Kulluk permit, the Region never accounted for "15% variability in 
Shell's stack tests." resulting in inadequate emis"ion factors. ICAS Petition 
at 17-19. The Region points out, however. that the Discoverer stack tests on 
which the Region relied to calculate the 90'11 percentile value and assess the appro­
priateness of AP-42 factors were not subject to post-combustion controls limiting 
NO, or CO and thus provided an appropriate comparison for purposes of deriving 
emission factors for the K11ll11k. Region Re<;ponse at 21 (citing Disco11erer stack 
test results and communications discussing them in the administrative record, spe­
cifically A.R. B-55. B-63, C-406, and C-489). With respect to the 15% variability 
in stack test results2K that ICAS alleges, the Region points to the technical litera-

21 REDOIL Peh1ioncrs contend 1ha1 the Region's recognition that Shell's approach involves 
mherenl uncertainly" regarding what equipment will be aboard the K11//11k and the Associated Fleet, 

"hich in turn requires •1horough source test mg," coupled with the Region's refusal to require source 
IC<tmg for all equipment. is "internally mconsislent and thus arbitrar}' and unlawful 'REDOIL Petition 
at 12. However, the Region re~ponded that it used Hs technical eltpertise to determine that in this 
inslJnCe. a mix of hoth source-specific testing to derive emission Factors, in addilion 10 u.~ing AP-42 
factors and emission factors denved from IJ1sco1•aer test da1a where Jppropriatc. was reasonable and 
not im:onsislent. Region Response at 20-21. The Board agrees with the Region that the decision to use 
source spcc11ic testing 10 derive cnuss,on foctors. in conjunction with the emission factors developed 
from Di.ffm•erer data and from AP-42. is inherently lechnk al. In order 10 effectively exen:isc its CJ1-
per1ise. the Region should 1101. as REDOIL Pe1111oners ,uggest, be cabined hy a rigid interpretation of 
how emission factors should he determined REDOlL Pe1111oners have foiled to meet the particularly 
lugh threshokl for demonstrating that Board review of the Region's fundamentally technical decision is 
wa1T,1111ed. Pmbmly. 11 E.A D at :n-,-1 

1' lCAS also asserts that ~tack tc~ts arc "conducted once a year for one or two yeJrs depending 
on the ,ource," ;11 three differem lo,)ds, and even when the worst-case emissions are used, the stac;l 
1c,t~ foi l lo account for Shell's varying emissions. JCAS Pclllion at 16. The Region explained in re 

Continued 
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ture Shell referenced in Shell's comments, which addresses "uncertainty in deter­
mining front-half PM (pa11iculate matter] emission rates" and does not directly 
address procedures for deriving NOx and CO emission factors. id. at 22-23; see 
also Permit Conditions E.1.2, E.1.7, E.1.14 (requiring Shell to submit a testing 
plan and follow EPA-approved test methods. and establishing Region's authority 
to require additional stack tests if necessary). As the Region correctly points out, 
ICAS has not demonstrated that the worst-case stack test results. which embody 
the Region's fundamentally technical determinations, will be biased low and 
undeneport emissions. Region Response at 22-23; see, e.g., Teck Cominco. 
11 E.A.D. at 473 (discussing heavy burden assigned to petitioners seeking review 
of issues that are essentially technical in nature). 

3. /CAS Has Failed to Demonstrate Thar the Region Clearly Erred 
in Restricting the K11ll11k and the Associated Fleet's Potential to 
Emit GHGs 

ICAS also challenges the Permit's GHG em1ss1on limit, which restricts 
Shell's annual GHG emissions to 80,000 tpy of carbon dioxide equivalent 
("CO2e'').2', See ICAS Petition at 21-26; see also Permit Condition 0.4.4; RTC 
at 28. EPA promulgated regulations. commonly referred to as the "Tailoring 
Rule," that set forth applicability criteria to determine which GHG emission 
sources become subject to the PSD and Title V programs under the Act.·10 Preven­
tion of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule, 
75 Fed. Reg. 31,514. 31,516 (June 3, 2010). In this instance, despite the fact that 

(continued) 
sponsc 1ha1 Penni1 Condi1ion E.2.1 requires each sour<:c-1cs1cd uml 10 be 1es1cd prior to each or the 
firsl 1wo drilling seasons and subsequently every 1wo or five years depending on any variability ob­
served in 1he resuhs or the two tnilial tests . Region Response at 22: se,· al.w S1atemen1 of Basts al 44 
(frequency or source-specific emission factor testing afler first lwo years based on variability or re­
suhs). Further, each test requires three I-hour runs al each of the three tested operating loads, which 
results in nine rcsul!s to1al For each aggregate source 1es1. Reg ton Response at 22 Without more lhan 
tis bare assertion 1ha1 the currenl source tests do nol adequately address Shell's varying emissions 
when the dala is used 10 derive emission factors, ICAS cannot demonstrale 1ha1 1he pe1mit conditions 
that diclale lhc frequency and parameters or source lesls warrant Board revie" . 

1" GHGs arc defined as "the aggregate group of six greenhouse gases : carbon dioxide. nitrous 
oxide. melhane. hydronourocarbons. pcrnourocarbons, and sulfur hex.inouride." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 52.21 (b)(49)(i ), CO,,e rcprcsenls the amount of GHGs emilled and is computed by "[m(ultiplying 1hc 
mass amounl of em1ss1ons (lpy). for each or 1he six greenhouse gases in 1he polhuanl GHGs. by the 
gas's assoc,.ited global wanning polen1ial published al Table A-1 subparl A of [40 C.F.R.) part 98 of 
this chapter - Global Warming Potentials ." Id. § 52 2l(b)(49)(11)(a). 

-•~ The regulations provide that any source lhat is considered a new maJor source for a regu­
lated NSR pollutanl other than GHGs will also be subject lo regulation for GHGs if it emits or has the 
potential lo emil 75,000 tpy or more or COie. 40 C .F.R. § 52.21(b)(.J9)(iv). New station.iry sources 
that emit or have the potential to emit more than 100.UO0 tp)' or more or COie arc also subJcct 10 
regula1ion for GHGs. !ti. § 52.2l(b)(49)(v), 
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the OCS source's pre-permitted potential to emit exceeded I 00,000 tpy of CO2e. 
see Statement of Basis at 24, the Permit restricts the potential to emit GHGs to 
80,000 tpy of CO1e and thus prevents Shell from being subject to regulation for 
GHGs under the PSD program. See RTC at 24. 

As noted previously, the vast majority of emissions, including GHG emis­
sions. from both the Kul/uk and the Associated Fleet result from internal combus­
tion sources such as engines and boilers. along with incinerators. Statement of 
Basis at 12. 14, 39: RTC at 35. The Permit contains operational restrictions on the 
amount of time a source can operate. the amount of fuel and waste combusted, 
and the type of fuel combusted to ensure compliance with the Permit's GHG 
emission limi!.11 See Statement of Basis at 37-39; RTC at 33-36; id. at 34-35 (not­
ing that in response to comments the Region adjusted the methane emission factor 
upward by a factor of four to represent a reasonable upper-bound estimate of the 
number of wells that could be drilled in a single season, which in turn required a 
small reduction to the total amount of fuel that may be combusted in engines and 
boilers during any rolling 12-month period). In addition to the combustion sources 
and the incinerators. a relatively small amount of GHG emissions in the form of 
methane results from the drilling mud system ("DMS").-11 See RTC at 35. GHG 
emissions from the OMS, calculated at 85 tpy of CO1e, represent only 0.11 % of 
the total GHG emissions allowed under the permit, 80,000 tpy of CO2e. Id. The 
Region calculated an unrestricted PTE for methane emissions of 1,596 lbs/month, 

'1 The Permit imposes ,rnnual hmns ol 120 d,I) s of operation as an OCS source during a drill­
ing season, which spans from July l through Novcmhcr 30. and 1.632 hours of tot.ii drilling a~tivity in 

a drilling season. of which only -t80 hour, may he used to conduct mudlmc cellar drilling acti,•it) . 
wh1c;h is e11pected to generate the most air pollu11011 . S<'<' Pernut Condnions D.3. l-D.3.5. The Permit 
also limits the 101:11 aggregate comhu-a1on of fuel over a 12-monlh rollmg pcnod, the type of fuel 
combusted. and the lot.ii aggr~gatc d.111)' wastc-combusling capacll)' of mlincralors See Permit Condi• 
uons D.4 6- 7, 9 . ,.,,. also RTC at 34-35. In .i<ldiuon. the Permit mdude~ ,·.inous monitoring and 
recordkecpmg requirements to document when cn11ss1ons should he countc:d toward emission limits . 
testing rcqmrcmcnts for the dcri, alion of source specific emission factors , trackmg and documentation 
requirements tor the fuel and \\"asle combusted, ,md maintenance requirements to ensure that emission 
units arc properly operated .me.I mamtamed 5,,., Permit Cond,t,ons D I 4, D 8, F 2 1-.7; .1-ee lll.w RTC 
al 36-37. -t3. 

' 1 The Region expl.imcd methane emissions from the DMS a~ follo\\ s 

When wells an: dnlled through porous. hydrocarbon! (hearing rock , 
dnlhng llu1ds (mud) c1rcula1ed through the drill h11 can can') gaseous 
hydrocarbons from the well back to (the 1 Kulluk Thc,e g.1,e~ •re typ, 
cally released as fug!ll\C emissions when the mud 1s pnx esscd for reuse 
on the Kulluk or stored and shipped away. howe\'er, \ome of the em1 s­
s,ons pass through ;1 ,·cnt. 

St.,temcnt of Ba,1, at 38 
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the equivalent of 17 tons per mo nth ("tpm") of C02e. n Id. The Permit accounts in 
Condition 4.4.2 for methane emissions encompassing the source's full unrestricted 
PTE of 17 tpm of C02e, which are added to GHG emissions from combustion 
sources when calculating total GHG emissions. See Statement of Basis at 39; 
Shell Discoverer 2012. IS E.A.D. at 516. 

ICAS raises several challenges to the Permit's GHG emission limit. Similar 

to its challenges of the Permit's synthetic minor limits for NO" CO, and SOz. 
ICAS contends that the Permit co ntains a blanket emission limit for GHGs that is 
practically unenforceable and further asserts that the requirement that GHG emis­
sions only be calculated monthly to determine compliance with the established 
rolling I 2-month limit is inadequate to verify compliance "in a given moment." 
ICAS Petition at 21-22 (citing NSR Mamwl at C.3. C.5, H.5); see Permit Condi­
tions D. l.3-.4. In addition, ICAS asserts that the Region clearly erred by ac­

cepting an owner-requested limit for methane attributable to mud off-gassing 
from the OMS that is not only unenforceable, but also less than the "maximum 
expected capacity" or "upper bound projection" ConocoPhillips submitted in an­

other Arctic OCS permit proceeding. Id. at 22-26. 

Based on the foregoing information. ICAS's general assertion that the GHG 
emission limit is practically unenforceable must fail. The Region has demon­
strated in both the Permit and the documentation in the record supporting the Per­
mit that it crafted a synthetic minor limi t that would not only prevent Shell from 
being subject to regulation under the PSD program for GHG emissions, but also 

" In calcufaling the unrc~tncted PTE for OMS methane emissions. the Region included sev­
eral con-.ervauve assumpuons to ensure a wide margin of safety for total methane cmiss101l~ over 
Shell's five-month penod ol oper;111on. s,.,. RTC .ii 34. Op1w11.1-Jur / .1111i1111~ PTE HI 8 (noting that fo r 
sou.-ccs w11h inherent physical li mitations that rcs1rict the potentia l emissions of an emission, unit, if 

such lim1tat1ons can he documented and confirmed, the permitting authonty may factor them 11110 
es111rnt1cs of a stationary source's PTE). For example. the Region assumed that the total unrestricted 
PTI:. for OMS methane emissions for the entire fi ve mon1hs of dn llmg operations would he emitted 
during each of the five months. RTC at 15. 

In addmon. desplle much of the methane emissions being fugitive emissions that arc not 
<'ounted towards PSO applicab11it) for exploratory drill rigs. s,-,- 40 C.f .R. § 52.2 1 (h)( I )(111), Shell 
agreed tu consider all of the methane emissions from the DMS a, point source cmm,1ons that would 
counl towards Shell's potential 10 emit GHGs See RTC at 3~: ut also Statemcnl of Basis at 38-39. In 

its pet111on, ICAS disputes the Region's c laim that counting such fug111ve c rmssions towards PTE rep­
resent, a conservative approach that tends a "me,1sure of sJfct)'°' ;111d asserts !hat the p;,n 71 rcgulaliorn. 
governing Tnlc V permits require such fug111 v.: e1mssions to be included. ICAS Petition al 24 (citing 
.JO C.F.R § 1 I ~(dJ. which states that fug111ve emissions from a part 71 source "shall be included Ill the 
permit application and the p;ort 71 pcmut 111 the same manner a, ~tack cmi,sions") However. as the 

Region correct ly pomls oul 111 its response. lhe delinitions of major source 111 both -10 C F.R. 
§ 52.2 l(b)( I )(111) and 40 C.F.R. § 71.2 make clear that fugitive emissions are not considered when 
dctcrmuung whether a source is a maJor source. Region's Response al 26 n.2 1 (c1t111g the Tai loring 

Ruic and noting that II retained this approach of determimng "hclher a source becomes subject 10 
regulation for GHGs) 
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would he practically enforceable as a result of the numerous operational restric­
tions in combination with mo111toring, recordkeepmg, and reporting requirements 
contained in the Penmt. While ICAS acknowledges the operational limits con­
tained in the Permit, ICAS simultaneously disputes their efficacy without explain­
ing why such operational !units will not have their intended effect of restricting 
Shell's potential to emit GHGs. \I See ICAS Petition at 21 22. Without stating 
more than mere disagreement. ICAS cannot meet the especially high threshold of 
demonstrating that the Region's inherently technical deci~rons regarding the GHG 
emission limit warrant Board review. See. e.g .. NE H11b Partners. 7 E.A.D. 
at 567; Shell Discm,erer 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 501. 

ICAS's more specific contention that the Region clearly erred by accepting 
an owner requested restriction for methane from mud off-gassing that is practi­
cally unenforceable is unavailing. See ICAS Petition at 22-26. ICAS raised this 
same argument in previous appeals of two OCS PSD permits the Region issued to 
Shell for operations in the Chukchi Sea of the Arctic OCS. See Shelf Discol'erer 
2012. 15 E.A.D. at 514-19; .~ee also supra note 20. In brief. the monthly calcula­
tion of methane to be released in mud off-gassing in both Shelf Discol'erer 2012 
and the current appeal are not only the same amount, 17 tpm, they also both re­
flect the unrestricted PTE for methane emissions from DMS operations. See RTC 
at 34-35; Shell Discol'erer 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 517-18. The Board rejects ICAS's 
assertion in this instance, relying on the same reasons 1t gave in Sire/I Discol'erer 
2012: 

[T)he Permitf) in this case do[es] not include owner re­
quested limits on PTE for methane emi~sions. Rather, 
• • * methane emis~ions were a~sumed to occur at the 
source['s] full PTE for the five-month drilling -;eason 

-' S11mlarly, ICAS'~ rnnte1111on 1ha1 1he Region clearly erred by 1101 requmng more freque111 
cakul,1twns of GHG emissions llrnn lhc monthl) c,1lcul,llwn, lhc Pcrm11 require~. st'e Cond11mns 
D .1.3-.4. falls shon. Inc Region cxplamcd that 11s decision to calculate cnms1on~ on a monthl)' has" 
slemmed from "good confi,Jence m the overall (GHG em1,sion I compliance lechnique and lherefore 
'>early' emission, arc required 10 be summed only monthly ." Statcmcnl of Basis ,lt 38 Allhough GHG 
c1mss1on lalrnlalions wdl he l"akulatcd once a month based on the Region', stated confidence rn its 
compliance me1hod, the data required 10 mal..e ~uch calculation, 1s collected continuously through fuel 
usage momtonng RTC al 4, 4-t ("Shell 1s gcncr,1lly required to contmuously measure and record. on 
an houri) basis. lhc fuel consumed by each emission unil or group of i:nussion units") . . ,ee a/.w Re­
gion Re~ponse ,It 24 (c11mg /9X9 Gmc/1111, ,. " " l~m1t111g PTF. and not mg llldl "in llgl11 of annual , aria­
t1ons in opcr,111ons ,md the f.tct th,11 the source opcr,11c, during onl)' parl of lhc year" the Region deter• 
mmcd that a 12-month rolling 111ml for CO c \\as appropriate a~ ,t,ucd) Agam. ICAS has failed lo 
meet 11s burden of demouslrnlmg 1ha1 n:v1ew is \\,lrr,mled. where. <1S here. 11 has nol addre~sed the 
Region's stated r;11wnalc for rcqumng onl) month I) c.1kulat1011 of GHG emissions .md has not dcmon­
s1ratcd that monihly t:akula11on of GHG cm1ss1on would mh1b11 , enficallon of comphancc "1th the 
GHG em1s,1on hmit S,·,· .mpm Part !II . 
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(0.798 tons per month),1
~ and the Permit[] count[s] these 

emissions towards the total GHG limitation * * * . The 
Region determined that because these unrestricted emis­
sions of methane (when combined with GHG emissions 
from combustion sources) would not result in an ex­
ceedance of the Permit['s] total GHG emissions limit, ad­
ditional permitting restriction limits were not required. 

Under these circumstances. ICAS's reliance on the re­
quirement that permits include conditions ensuring the en­
forceability of limitations on a source's PTE is misplaced, 
as the Permits do not contain owner requested limits on 
methane emissions or otherwise limit the source['s) PTE 
from OMS operations. 

Shell Discoverer 2012, 15 E.A.O. at 517-18 (citations omitted). 

In addition, ICAS has not demonstrated that the Region's calculation of 
methane emissions from the OMS underestimated the "upper-limit" projection that 
is in turn used to identify the "maximum capacity" of a source based on an "inher­
ent physical limitation." RTC at 34 (citing Options for limiting PTE at 8 and 
Memorandum from John Seitz, Dir., Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, 
to Reg'l Air Oirs., U.S. EPA, Calrnlating Pote11tial to Emit (PTE) and Other Gui­
dance for Grciin Handling Facilities at 4-5 (Nov. 14, 1995) (A.R. B-10) [hereinaf­
ter Grain Handling Guidance]). ICAS's assertion is premised on ConocoPhillips' 
higher estimate of OMS methane emissions submitted to the Region in another 
permit proceeding concerning exploratory drilling in the Arctic OCS. ICAS Peti­
tion at 23-26. However, ICAS simply states that the discrepancy between Shell's 
and ConocoPhillips' calculations of OMS methane emissions means that the Re­
gion clearly erred in accepting Shell's methane calculations, but it does not ac­
knowledge or evaluate the record information Shell submitted that explains in 
depth the causes for the divergent methane calculations.-'h Upon considering this 

'' This is 1he same unrcstriclcd PTE fo1 methane emissions as in lhc K111/11k permit ( 1.596 lb / 
2000 lb • 0.798 tons). 

•• In Shell Di.<l'm·erer WI 2, ICAS asserted thal It was unable lo evaluate the basis for Shell's 
esuma1es of DMS methane emissions that the Region had relied on to calculate PTE because Shell did 
not release its estimates until ,tflcr 1hc close of the commem period. 15 F..A D al 517 n.63. In that 
insrnncc, the Board concluded 1ha1 the Region was authorized 10 supplement the record with previ­
ously unavailable mforma1ion confirming 1hat Shell's es111nate of methane PTE was a reasonable up­
per-bound es11111a11on. and .. [1]hus. ICAS had the opportunity 10 e, dluute the b.isis for Shell\ PTE 
cst11na1es and the Region's assc~smcnl of those estimates in preparing Its appeal to this Board," Id, 
(ctltng /11 re Cape Wille/ Assoc .. LLC. 15 E.A.D. 327, 1U-.H . ,US (EAB 201 I), and 40 CF R 
§§ 12-l 17(a)-(b), ,18(b) ) 

Continued 
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information. the Region exercised its technical expertise in concluding that Shell's 
estimates of methane emissions from the DMS were permissible, especially given 
the conservative assumptions the Region incorporated when calculating PTE. 
ICAS does not address either the record information that supports the Region's 
decision to accept Shell's methane estimate or the Region's stated rationale for 
concluding that methane monitoring is not required. See RTC at 35-36 (explaining 
that, based on the inherent limitations that exist and the relatively small contribu­
tion of the DMS to overall GHG emissions, the Region does not believe monitor­
ing of DMS emissions or operations is necessary in addition to the monitoring 
already required in the permit). As this Board has often stated, a petitioner cannot 
demonstrate that review is wan-anted if the petitioner fails to substantively con­
front a permit issuer's response. Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 33 (noting that to obtain 
review a petitioner must "explain why, in light of the permit issuer's rationale. the 
permit is clearly en-oneous or otherwise deserving of review"): see also In re BP 
Cherry Point, 12 E.A.D. 209, 2 I 7 (EAB 2005). Moreover, as stated above, the 
Region's decision regarding the GHG emission limit is inherently technical in na­
ture, and ICAS has fallen short of the particularly high threshold it must meet to 
demonstrate that review of the Region's technical determination is warranted. 
See Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 33-34: see also NE Hu/J, 7 E.A.D. at 567-68. 

4. The Region Diel Not Clearly Err in Restricting OCS Source's 
Potential to Emit SO! 

The Permit restricts SO2 emissions from the K11ll11k and the Associated Fleet 
to no more than 10 tpy, well below the 2S0 tpy PSD threshold level. See Permit 
Condition D.4.3. Compliance with this limit is determined on a rolling 12-month 
basis and is achieved by requiring that Shell not combust any liquid fuel with 
sulfur content greater than 0.01 percent by weight in any emission unit on the 
K11ll11k or the Associated Fleet and that all fuel purchased for use in emission units 
on the K11ll11k and Associated Fleet have a maximum sulfur content of 0.0015 
percent by weight. Permit Conditions D.4.5, D.4.9. Shell is required to keep diesel 

(contmucd) 
The materhll in question 1s not only in the record suhnuned w11h the Duwl'<·n·r appeals, it also 

appears 111 the record for the msta11t appeal. S,-,, 6-m,ul from Susan Clulds. Shell. to Doug H,trdcsty. 
l::l'A Region 10 (Sept 16. 2011 l~:31 pm PDT) (A.R CCC-438 m Slie/1 Di.ffm•erer 20/2 and 
A.R. C-575 in the current appeal). Thus 111 the current appe.il there ts no question that the information 
from Shell clanfymg and cxpl;uning 11s estimate of DMS mcth;mc cnussions. mclud111g the lughl) 
r onservati\'e .issumptions Shell included m its cst1111Jtc. was at ICAS\ disposal. Jn mldi11on. Shell 
submitted funher darification of ii\ DMS methane estimates as compared to ConocoPhilhps' in order 
to "explain how different assumption., led to different results, and wh) Shell hehcves that ConocoPhil­
lips' estimate is unre.ilisticall) high." E mail from Susan Child,. Shell. to EPA Region 10 (Sept 20. 
2011 17:57 pm PDT) (A.R C 577) ICAS's petition does not address e11her of these record submis­
sions or the Region's reliance on this information tu determine that the Region's calculation of mcth­
an~ cmtss1on~ from the DMS represents "a rcJsonablc upper bound projection for Shell's operations 
[th.tt( ts not e:tpecte<l to be exceeded under any reasonably ,mtic,pated oper.uing scenano.' RTC at '15 
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fuel purchase records documenting sulfur content for each batch of fuel pur­
chased. Permit Condition D.4.9.2. In addition, the total amount of fuel combusted 
in engines and boilers must not exceed 7,004.428 gallons during any rolling 
12-month period. Permit Condition D.4.6; see also Permit Condition F.2.4 (re­
quiring Shell to (I) obtain representative fuel samples and determine fuel sulfur 
content in parts per million from fuel storage tanks on the K11l/11k and the Associ­
ated Fleet prior to their mobilization. (2) determine the sulfur content of each 
delivery of fuel to the K111/11k and the Associated Fleet once the vessels are mobil­
ized, and (3) maintain records of all sampling and analysis). 

ICAS asserts that the Region justifies its blanket SO2 emissions limits by 
including "purported 'operational limits"' that restrict fuel content and usage and 
concludes that compliance with the restricted PTE for SO2 is practically unen­
forceable because these operational limits are not unit-specific and because the 
overall limit is based on a 12-month rolling limit. ICAS Petition at 26-27. ICAS 
offers no explanation as to why the operational limits and averaging time the Re­
gion chose to include in the Permit, both of which are clearly considered legiti­
mate in Agency guidance, nonetheless constitute clear error. See Region Response 
at 28; Options 011 Limiting PTE attach. 1 at 5 ("[L]imitations on sulfur dioxide 
emissions could be based on specified sulfur content of fuel and the source's obli­
gation to limit usage to certain maximum amounts."); 1989 Guidance 011 Lt'111i'ti11g 
PTE at 9-10 (noting that in certain situations a rolling limit of up to a year may be 
appropriate for sources with "substantial and unpredictable annual variation in 
production." including "source which i;hut down or curtail operation during part of 
the year on a regular seai;onal cycle"). 

ICAS also challenges the monitoring provision~ for small and/or infre­
quently used emission units that are not required to have fuel flow monitors. 
ICAS Petition at 27. As the Region correctly points out. however, ICAS makes no 
attempt to explain why the specified luel measurement alternatives. together with 
the requirement to measure and record fuel usage before and after operation, do 
not allow for a reliable and accurate ai;sessment of fuel U<;age. Region Response 
at 28 (citing Permit Condition F.2.2.2). Here again, ICAS offer1. nothing more 
than a bald asse11ion of clear error without any analysis of why the Region e1Ted. 
Where, as here, the Region's decii;ion was technical in nature, ICAS ha$ failed to 
meet the particularly high threshold for es.tablishing that review of the Region's 
technical determination is wa1nnted. 

5. Shell's Minor Source Pennit ls Not a "Sham" Permit 

ICAS asserts that in order to ensure the Kufl11f./s status as a minor source, 
Shell has agreed to operational limitations. in its OCSffitle V permit that are not 
represented in other authorizationi; and permit applications for Shell'-; exploratory 
activities in the Beaufort Sea. ICAS Petition at 28. ICAS alleges that Shell's inci­
dental hazard assessment, required under the Marine Mammal Protection Act, 
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16 U.S.C. § 1371 (a)(5}(A}. (D). authorizes 78 days of drilling whereas the 
OCSffitle V permit only authorizes 68 days of drilling. Id. Based on this single 
discrepancy. ICAS categorically concludes that "Shell is submitting permit appli­
cations and seeking authorization from other agencies with different plans than 
are provided for in its air permit." ICAS Petition at 28-29. ICAS also asserts that 
the Region did not adequately respond to its concern that Shell's application for a 
minor source permit is a shamY Id. 

At the outset, the Board notes that ICAS's assertion that Shell has secured a 
sham minor source permit with the intention to avoid preconstruction review as a 
major source under the PSD program is wholly unsupported in the record_ ii As 
the Region noted in the Response to Comments, there is nothing to indicate that 
Shell intends to later apply to the Region to remove the synthetic limits contained 
in the Permit. RTC at 22. The Region continued that, regardless of what the inci­
dental hazard assessment says regarding the number of days Shell may drill, Shell 
nonetheless "must comply with all requirements of the Kulluk Permit and failure 
to do so is a violation of the CAA." Id. (citing Permit Condition A.3). Finally, the 
Region made clear that whether an original request for a minor source permit is a 
"sham" may be evaluated when the Region receives a request to remove the syn­
thetic limits. Id. 

ICAS rejects the Region's statement that there is nothing to suggest that 
Shell intends to obtain a minor source permit now and then apply for a major 
source permit down the road, and baldly asserts that "this is not the proper test." 
ICAS Petition at 28. ICAS ignores the element of intent to obtain a minor source 

'' The NSR Manual dctmes a ~ham permit a~ follows: 

A sh,un per11111 is a fcdernlly enforLcahlc permil wilh operating res1rii:-
1ion~ limiting a source's po1ential 10 emit such 1ha1 poten1ial emissions 
do nol e!lceed the m,~or or de mini mis levels for the purpose of allowing 
con,trucuon to commence prior 10 applying for a 1m1Jor $OUrcc permit. 
Permits "Ith rnnduions that do not reflect a source's 11la1111ed mode of 
opcrauon ma) be considered void and cannot shield the source from the 
requirement to undergo maJor source prcLonstrucllon review. In other 
words. if a source accepts operational limits 10 oh1ain a minor source 
eonstruc11011 permn but intends to operate 1he source 111 excess of those 
hn11tat1on, once the unit 1s built. the perm11 is considered a shmn 

NSR Ma111wf m C 6. 

'' ICAS a,,erts lhat 1h concern with the potential for Shell to obtain a mmor source sham 
permit arose hci:au,e "Region IO has provlllcd no assurance thal reporling mechamsms m the pcrnut 
will provide suftic1ent lime for Shell to h.ih drilling with enough of an emissions buffer remainmg lo 
secure a partially dnlled "ell for the entire winter season • • • ," JCAS Petition at 29. ICAS also 
acknowledges th,tt any excccdancc of an emission limit would allow the Agem.'} lo exercise ils en · 
for.:crncnt powers Id Without more, ICAS cannot demonstrate lh:tl the Region dc.irly erred in deter 
mining that Shell',; minor ~ource permit is not a sham. 
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sham permit that both the Region in the Response to Comments and the 1989 
Guidance on Limiting PTE discuss and instead quotes the NSR Manual language 
for the proposition that the "proper test" is a permit that does not reflect a source's 
"planned mode of operation." ICAS Petition at 28 (citing NSR Manual at C.6) 
(emphasis in original); see also 1989 Guidance 011 Limiting PT£ at 12. However, 
the 1989 Guidance on Limiting PTE contains guidelines for determining, based 
on an evaluation of specific facts and evidence in each individual case, when mi­
nor source construction permits are shams and includes two of four criteria that 
discuss the intent of the source to circumvent the PSD preconstruction review 
process. 1989 Guidance on Limiting PT£ at 14-15.3~ 

ICAS has not identified any information in the record that supports its as­
sertion that Shell is seeking to avoid preconstruction review. Moreover, minor 
source sham permits are generally discovered when a source seeks another air 
emissions permit that requests the permit issuer to relax the synthetic limits in the 
minor permit, see 1989 Guidance 0 11 Limiting PTE at 12-14. rather than when the 
source seeks another authorization under a different statute 'iuch as the Marine 
Mammals Protection Act. Finally. ICAS has not demonstrated any deficiency in 
the Region's response to its comment regarding sham permits. See, e.g., Russell 
City II, 15 E.A.D. at 24 (noting that the part 124 regulationi. require a response to 
comments document to "demonstrate that all significant comments were consid­
ered but does not require a permit issuer to respond to each comment in an indi­
vidualized manner or require the permit issuer's response to be of the same length 
or level of detail as comment") (citation omitted). 

For all of the reasons stated above, the Board denie~ review of this issue. 

,. Specifically. lhc guide lines for delcrmimng "hen mmor source construct1011 permits arc 
sham~ slate m relevant pan : 

I. Filing a PSD or nonanainment NSR permit apphcalion 

If u major source or major modification permit application ,s filed s1mul ­
tancously with or al the same time as lhc minor source conslructmn per­
mil. 1h1s is s1rong c, idcnce of <Ill i111e111 w , ,,., 111111,,111 tire requirt•111e111s 

of pre<·o,u1,-m.:tum re\li(~u . 

-t S1a1cme111 of au1horiz.ed representatives of lhc source rcgardmg plans 
for opcra1ion 

Sta1emcn1s by representall vcs of 1he source lo l:,.PA or 10 s1a1e or local 
pcrmilling agencies about 1hc source's plans for operation can be C"t• 

dcncc 10 show i111e111 to circ11m1-e111 precn11.11ruc11mr re1·it w re,1111reme111, 

/989 Gruclm,ce 011 limi1i11,: PTE at 14-15 (emphasis added) 
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B. REDOIL Petitioners Hm·e Not Demomtrated Thar the Region Clewfr 
Erred i11 Decli11i11g to Require PSD lllcre111et11 Co11m111p1io11 Analyses 
for tire Kulluk's Proposed Emissions as Part of the Title V Per111i11i11g 
Process 

1. Section 504( e) of CAA Title V Imposes Permi11i11g Req11ire111e11h· 
011 "Temporar.1" Stationar,r Sources 

The CAA's PSD program requires permit applicants to demonstrate compli­
ance with ambient air quality "increments" (also called "PSD mcrements") for spe­
cific air pollutants. See CAA§§ 161, 163, 165(a)(3)(A), 42 U.S.C. §§ 7471, 
7473, 7475(a)(3)(A); 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(c), (k). Such increments are maximum 
allowable increases m pollutant concentrations that may occur in particular ar­
eas.~0 They are designed to "prevent significant deterioration" of air quality in lo­
cations that already have relatively clean air by ensuring that contaminants con• 
tributed by proposed new sources, combined with levels of contamination already 
present in the ambient air a~ of a specific baseline date, fall within bounds estab­
lished by the Agency. See generalfy NSR Manual ch. C. 

As noted in Part VI.A.Lb above, Congre~s designed the PSD program 10 

regulate "major" sources of air pollution, which have potential to emit certain spe­
cific pollutants m amount\ exceeding major source threshold levels. "Minor" 
sources, which have proJected emissions that fall below the PSD major source 
thresholds, generally are not regulated under the PSD program. The Board deter­
mined above that the K11/l11k qualifies as a minor source for PSD purposes, and so 
it is not required to obtain a PSD permit. The Kulluk nonetheless is still subject to 
permitting under the CAA'i; Title V program. The que~tion presented ii; whether 
section 504(e) of Title V impose~ PSD increment requirements in thi, 
circumstance. 

In section 504(e) of Title V Congrei.s set out permitting requirements for 
"temporary" stationary sources of air pollution ai; follows; 

The permitting authority may iim1e a single [Title V] per­
mit authorizing emissioni; from similar operations at mul• 
t1ple temporary locations. No such permit shall be issued 
unlesi; it includei; conditioni; that will a!\~ure compliance 
with all the requirements of this chapter [i.e .. the CAA] at 

"" To dmc. EPA has cslahlishcd PSD increments for four pollutants - S01. NO,. PM ,,. and 
PM:,. The increments consist of numeric concentrations. measured in micrograms of pollut~nl per 
cubic mclcr of air. that vary according to averaging period (3 hour. 24-hour, or annual averages) and 
geographic location (areas designated as "Class I." "Class II." or "Class Ill}. See 40 Cf R. § 52.21Cc) 
(table of increment levels). 
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all authorized locations, including. but not limited to, am­
bient standards and compliance with any applicable incre­
ment or visibility requirements under part C of sub­
chapter I of this chapter [i.e., the PSD program]. 

CAA § 504(e), 42 U.S.C. § 766lc(e). In allowing for a streamlined permitting 
process in which a single permit could authorize emissions at multiple temporary 
locations, Congress explained: 

Some sources requiring [Title VJ permits do not operate 
at fixed locations. These might include asbestos demoli­
tion contractors and certain asphalt plants. Subsection (e) 
allows the permittee to receive a permit allowing opera­
tions, after notification to the permitting authority, at nu­
merous fixed locations without requiring a new permit at 
each site. Any such permit must assure compliance at all 
locations of operation with all applicable requirements of 
the Act, including visibility protection and PSD require­
ments and ambient standards. 

H.R. Rep. No. 101-490, pt. I. at 350 (1990). 

The parties' dispute centers on competing interpretations of section 504(e) 
and whether, in providing for a streamlined permitting process for temporary 
sources, Congress intended temporary minor sources to have increment provisions 
in their Title V permits where the state implementation plans do not otherwise 
impose increment provisions on such sources. 

Section 504(e) is an unusual provision. not only because it addresses tempo­
rary rather than permanent stationary sources of air pollution (which comprise the 
majority of Title V sources), but also because it imposes substantive air require­
ments on temporary sources. As a general matter, Title V is a procedural rather 
than a substantive statute. It serves as a vehicle for collecting diverse CAA re­
quirements otherwise applicable to a source into one all-encompassing air permit 
for that source. See, e.g., Ohio Pu/J. /merest Research Grp .. Inc. v. Whitman, 
386 F.3d 792. 794 (6th Cir. 2004) (''Title V does not impose new obligations; 
rather, it consolidates pre-existing requirements into a single, comprehensive doc­
ument for each source"); Operating Permit Program, 57 Fed. Reg. 32,250, 32,251 
(July 21, 1992) (explaining that Title V "generally does not impose substantive 
new requirements" on sources but instead attempts to "clarify, in a single docu­
ment, which requirements apply to a source," thereby enabling all parties to better 
understand and track that source's CAA compliance). For the most part, require­
ments that are "applicable" to a source's emissions units under a Title V permit are 
directly imposed not by Title V itself but, rather, by state or federal implementa­
tion plans. preconstruction permits. the air toxics or acid rain programs, and other 
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substantive CAA provisions. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.2, 71.2 (definitions of "applica­
ble requirements" under state and federal operating permit program regulations, 
respectively). 

To ensure adequate regulation of temporary sources, Congress directed that 
Title V permits for such sources must include, as noted above, "conditions that 
will assure compliance with all the requirements of [the CAA] at all authorized 
locations. including, but not limited to, ambient standards and compliance with 
any applicable increment or visibility requirements under [the PSD program]." 
CAA § 504(e), 42 U.S.C. § 766 lc(e). The parties do not dispute that this language 
serves to impose. through Title V itself. substantive CAA requirements on tempo­
rary sources. See REDOIL Petition at 19-25; Region Response at 5-6. Indeed. 
they agree that. because of section 504(e), the K111/11k's Title V permit "must con­
tain terms and conditions that ensure compliance with the NAAQS at all relevant 
locations." Statement of Basis at 26, qrwted i11 Region Response at 5; see 
REDOIL Petition at 21. The parties strongly dispute, however, whether PSD in­
crements should also be included in the complement of substantive requirements 
for the Kulluk. 

2. Under the Region's l111e1pretation, PSD Increment Compliance 
De111011strations Are Not Mandato1:i1 for Temporary Minor 
Sources /mt May Be Required by States 

The Region's basic position is that section 504(e) uniformly imposes ambi­
ent standards (i.e .. NAAQS) compliance requirements on all temporary sources, 
but that it does not uniformly so impose PSD mcrement requirements. The Region 
initially based this di~tinction on the language of section 504(e) and the imple­
menting regulations, as well as on a prior Agency interpretation of these authori­
ties. See Statement of Basis at 25-27. The d1,;tinction hinged pnmarily on Con­
gress' insertion of the adjecti ve "applicable" in section 504(e) to modify not 
"ambient standards" but only "increment or visibility requirements under [the PSD 
program]." Id. at 26; see CAA § 504(e), 42 U.S.C. § 7661c(e). PSD increments 
are only "applicable" to a temporary source, the Region reasoned, if the source 
also qualifies as a PSD major source, obligated to obtain a PSD permit. Statement 
of Basis at 26 ("applicable" increment requirements are those applicable "under 
[the PSD program]" (i.e., part C of subchapter I of the CAA), which covers only 
PSD major sources). By this logic, the K111/11k, a PSD minor source, would not 
have to demonstrate compliance with PSD increments at any of its authorized 
locations. Id. 

Commentors on the Kul/11k's draft permit pressed the Region on this point, 
which prompted it to take a closer look at the entire issue. The Region prepared a 
lengthy, detailed Response to Comments document, in which it repeated the 
above points, but also added a far more robust discussion of the preconstruction 
permitting programs for major and minor sourcel>. The Region explained that, 
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under the statute and implementing regulations. states have discretion to impose 
PSD increment requirements on PSD minor sources as part of their minor source 
construction permitting programs, if the states deem such requirements necessary 
to prevent significant deterioration of air quality. See RTC at 102-09 (citing and 
discussing. e.g., CAA §§ I IO(a)(2)(C), 161, 163, 165(a)(3)(A), 504(e), 42 U.S.C. 
§§ 7410(a)(2)(C), 7471. 7473, 7475(a)(3)(A), 766lc(e); 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 5l.l60(a)(2). (b)(2), .166(a)(l), (3). 70.2, 71.2, 71.6(e)). The Region empha­
!-.ized that states are not obliged to do this but have discretionary authority to pur­
sue this course if they deem it necessary to fulfill their obligations under CAA 
sections 161 and 163(a). See id. at 103-06. 

These clarifications led the Region to encapsulate its understanding of sec­
tion 504(e) and the preconstruction programs in the following way: "PSD major 
sources are subject to NAAQS and increment in the permitting process, whereas 
non-PSD sources are subject only to the NAAQS unless the applicable minor 
source program also includes the [PSD] increment[s )." Id. at 107. The Region 
concluded that the State of Alaska's minor source preconstruction program does 
not require permanent minor sources to demonstrate compliance with PSD incre­
ments as a condition of construction, so neither would it require such compliance 
of temporary minor sources. See id. at 103-04, 107-08; see also Region Response 
at 12, 11 n.7. For this reason, the Region declined to require that Shell conduct 
PSD increment compliance analyses for K11/111k emissions at any of its authorized 
locations in the Beaufo11 Sea. 

The Region's statutory and regulatory interpretation of the Title V tempo­
rary source program find~ support in Board case law that recognizes the states' 
primary role in using PSD increments to manage economic growth. In ill re West 
Suburban Recycling & Energy Center, LP, 8 E.A.D. 192 (EAB 1999), the Board 
observed the following: 

From the beginning of the PSD program, EPA has ac­
knowledged that decisions about how increment should 
be used or allocated are primarily within the province of 
the states. For example, in the preamble to the original 
PSD regulations. EPA noted that allocation of PSD incre­
ment could affect economic development and that EPA 
should endeavor to preserve the states' authority on issues 
of economic development and growth: 

"EPA should not make decisions [that] would 
have a significant impact upon future growth 
options of the [s]tates." 

8 E.A.D. at 196 (quoting Approval and Promulgation of State Implementation 
Plans, 43 Fed. Reg. 26,388, 26,401 (June 19, 1978)); accord [11 re CommomveC1lth 
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Chesapeake Co,p., 6 E.A.D. 764, 768 (EAB 1997) ('"The PSD requirements pro­
vide for a system of area classifications [that] affords fs}tates an opportunity to 
identify local land use goals. * * * Each clas,ification differs m terms of the 
amount off industrial or other] growth it will penmt before significant air quality 
deterioration would be deemed to occur."' (quoting NSR Manual at C.4-.5)). 

3. REDO/L Petitioners Hal'e Not Demonstrated That the Region's 
fllre1pretatio11 ls Clearly Erroneous 

On appeal, REDO IL Petitioners claim on a number of grounds that the Re­
gion's interpretation is clearly erroneous and thu, a basis for remand of this per­
mit. REDO IL Petition at 19-37. REDO IL Petitioners' central contention is that the 
plain language. structure. and purpose of section 504(e) reveal Congress' "unam­
biguously expressed intent" to tie increment requirement applicability to the incre­
ment status of the geographic area or areas in which a temporary source will emit 
pollutants. See id. at 20-32. REDOIL Petitioners also contend that the Agency's 
implementing regulations confirm the plain meaning of the statutory language 
and, additionally. contain provisions that "at least imply" independent obligations 
to ensure PSD increment compliance. Id. at 33-35. 

REDOIL Petitioners observe that section 504(e) distinguishes between am­
bient standards (i.e., NAAQS), which apply to all temporary sources "at all times 
and in all locations," id. at 21. and PSD increment standards. which do not apply 
at all times and in all locations because they "are not universally applicable to all 
areas." Id. Rather, as designed by Congress, PSD increments "apply" only in areas 
where they specifically have been triggered, by means of the submission of an 
initial. complete PSD permit application to emit in a particular area. Id.; see CAA 
§§ 163, 169(4), 42 U.S.C. §§ 7473, 7479(4); 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b){l4)(ii). (IS)(i). 
The concentration of pollutants in such an area's ambient air is measured at the 
time the initial application is submitted (the "baseline date") and then fixed as the 
"baseline concentration" for that area. See NSR Manual at C.6-.8, .12-.15. From 
that point forward, PSD increments serve as the maximum allowable increases 
that pollutant concentrations may rise above the established baseline levels. CAA 
§ 163, 42 U.S.C. § 7473: 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(c). 

REDOIL Petitioners reason from this basic design that Congress intended 
"applicable increment * * * requirements" in section 504(e) to be area-dependent 
rather than source-dependent. See REDOIL Petition at 21-22. 25-27, 29. By this 
logic, any new source, including any new temporary minor source, that proposes 
to emit in geographic areas where increments previously have been triggered 
would be obligated to demonstrate compliance with such increments as "applica­
ble" requirements under section 504(e). Only in areas where increments have not 
yet been triggered would PSD increments be inapplicable to temporary minor 
sources. See id. REDOIL Petitioners claim the Agency's implementing regula-
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tions are fully in accord with this interpretation and thus do not bar increment 
compliance demonstrations prior to issuance of Title V permits. Id. at 33-35. 

As described below, the Region did not clearly err in its own interpretation 
of these authorities. The Board agrees with the Region that its interpretation more 
fully comports with the structure and language of the CAA and the implementing 
regulations, and rejects REDOIL Petitioners' assertion that the statutory language 
is so plain that there is no ambiguity about whether Congress intended to impose 
increment provisions on temporary minor sources where the state implementation 
plan does not otherwise impose increment requirements on such sources. 
REDOIL Petitioners misapprehend or fail to grapple with se veral key points that 
formed the basis for the Region's interpretation in its final permitting decision and 
Response to Comments. 

a. REDO/L Petitioners Mis1111dersta11d Portions of the 
Region's Response to Comments 

In several of its points of advocacy before this Board, REDOIL Petitioners 
reveal a misunderstanding of the explanations the Region set forth in the Re­
sponse to Comments. In the most significant example, REDOIL Petitioners argue 
that the Region erroneously construes "any applicable increment * * * require­
ments under Part C" in section 504(e) to mean that only those temporary sources 
that are also PSD major sources must demonstrate PSD increment compliance. 
REDOIL Petition at 29, 33-34. While this description reflects the position the 
Region advanced in the Statement of Basis,J 1 it fails to acknowledge the very 
substantial further interpretive exegesis the Region developed and presented in its 
Response to Comments on the draft permilling record (which included the State­
ment of Basis). In that later and more comprehensive analysis, the Region made 
clear that, in its view, states have discretionary authority in their minor source 
preconstruction programs to impose PSD increment requirements on temporary 
minor sources, either as implementation plan requirements or on a case-by-case 
basis, as they deem necessary to protect the NAAQS. See RTC at 103-06. 
REDOIL Petitioners fail to address or demonstrate why the Region's position, as 
more fully articulated in the Response to Comments, is clearly erroneous. Be­
cause REDOIL Petitioners have failed to substantively confront the Region's Re­
sponse to Comments, they cannot prevail on this ground. See, e.g .. In re Guam 
WC1terworks Auth .• 15 E.A.D. 437, 450 (EAB 2011) (petitioners "must substan­
tively confront the permit issuer's explanations in its response to comments docu­
ment"); /11 re Peabody W. Coal Co., 12 E.A.D. 22, 33 (EAB 2005) (same). 

0 1 The Region acknowledges that siatements in the Statement of Basis could be read to suggest 

such an approach. Region Response a l 8. 
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REDOIL Petitioners also misunderstand the mterplay of !>ections 161, 165, 
and 504(e) of the Act, as those provisions are &;cussed by the Region in the 
Response to Comments. See RTC at 103-06. REDOIL Petitioners point out that 
section 163, not section 165, is the source of increment requirements within the 
PSD program and contends that the Region "ignore[ d]" tl11s prov1s1on in interpret­
ing section 504(e). REDOIL Petition at 30. In ~o arguing, REDOIL Petitioners 
take the position that section 504(e) makes the section 163 mcrements directly 
applicable to temporary sources. See id. at 30-31. The plain language of sec­
tion 163, however, is to the contrary. It provides that "each applicable implemen­
tation plan shall contain measures assuring that maximum allowable increases 
over baseline concentrations [i.e., increments] * * • shall not be exceeded." CAA 
§ 163(a), 42 U.S.C. § 7473(a). Moreover. the text of 1,ection 161, which estab­
lishes implementation plan requirements, provides that such plam "shall contain 
emission limitations and such other measures as may be nece~~ary * * * to pre­
vent significant deterioration of air quality." CAA§ 161, 42 U.S.C. § 7471. 

Increments, in other words, are not directly imposed by section 504(e). In­
stead, they must be implemented (i.e., applied to a source) through either of two 
means: (I) a state implementation plan, per section 16 I and 40 C.F.R. 
§ 5 l. I 66(a)(l ); or (2) the PSD major source permitting program, per sec­
tion 165(a)(3)(A) and 40 C.F.R. § 52.21. See RTC at 103-04. Thus. while sec­
tion 504(e) can serve as the direct source of NAAQS compliance requirements 
and other CAA requirements for temporary sources (see 111fra note 44 and accom­
panying text), it only imposes PSD increment requirements to the extent such re­
quirements are "applicable" to the source. 

Finally, REDOIL Petitioners also suggest that the State of Ala~ka's operat­
ing permit regulations are "more lenient" than the federal regulation~ because they 
do not require PSD minor sources to demonstrate compliance with PSD incre 
ments as a preconstruction condition. REDOIL Petition at 27-28. Noting that the 
Alaska rules apply to sources on the inner OCS only, and not on the outer OCS, 
REDOIL Petitioners suggest that the purportedly more stringent federal operating 
permit rules in effect on the outer OCS require temporary sources situated on the 
outer OCS to demonstrate compliance with PSD increments. Id. at 28 (citing 
40 C.F.R. §§ 71.2, 7 I .6(e)). REDOIL Petitioners claim, therefore, that Shell must 
conduct, at the very least, a PSD increment analysis for the Kulfuk's authorized 
locations on the outer OCS. Id. 

This argument reveals a misunderstanding of the Region's discussion of rel ­
evant legal requirements on the inner versus oll!er OCS. In the Response to Com­
ments, the Region explained: 

In this case, the requirements for Title V temporary 
sources in the inner OCS and outer OCS off of Alaska are 
the same because Alaska has adopted EPA's Part 71 rules 
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with respect to Title V temporary sources by reference for 

application onshore and Region IO has in turn adopted 
these requirements into the [Corresponding Onshore 
Area] regulations for application in the inner OCS. 

RTC at 109. As the Region explained, PSD increments are not applicable to any 
temporary minor sources, wherever they might be located on the OCS, unless a 

state exercises its discretion to require minor source compliance with such incre­
ments. A state, of course, has limited jurisdiction, and its authority does not ex­
tend beyond its borders. E.g .• CAA § I07(a), 42 U.S.C . § 7407(a) ("[e)ach [s)tate 
shall have the primary responsibility for assuring air quality within the entire geo­
graphic area comprising such [s)tate"). That would mean, therefore, that in the 
outer OCS or other places where only federal operating permit rules apply, PSD 
increments would not be applicable to temporary minor sources, unless federal 
OCS regulations required it or EPA chose to add increment compliance obliga­
tions under 40 C.F.R. § 55. 13(h)4

~ once the source becomes operational. See RTC 
at 109. REDOIL Petitioners fail to squarely confront this legal landscape. which 
results in a failure to demonstrate how the Region's interpretation is clearly erro­
neous. See, e.g., In re Teck Cominco Alaska, Inc., 11 E.A.D. 457, 494-95 
(EAB 2004) (burden of demonstrating review is warranted rests with the peti­
tioner, who must raise objection,; to the permit and explain why the permit issuer's 
previous response to those objections is clearly erroneous or otherwise wan·ants 
review); In re Westborough. 10 E.A.D. 297. 305, 311 12 (EAB 2002) (same). 

b. REDOIL Petitioners Misclum1crerize rhe Title V 
Regulatory Scheme 

REDOIL Petitioners' notion that "applicable increment requirement!." in 
section 504(e) mean "applicable to the area" rather than "applicable to the source" 
is not <;Upported by the Title V regulatory model as a whole. A Title V permit for 
a temporary source to operate at multiple locations must include, among other 
things. "[c]onditions that will assure compliance with all applicable requirements 
at all authorized locations." 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.6(e)(l ), 7 l.6(e)(l ). Broadly speaking, 
the Board has recognized that "'{a)pplicable requirement' is a term of art in the 
Title V program that, in general, refers to any substantive requirement that applies 
to an emissions source under any CAA regulatory provisions." Peabody, 

' 1 This OCS-specific regulauon pro\ldcS 

If the Administrator determines that add111onal rcqum:menls are neces­

sary to pro1ec1 (f]ederal and (sltate ambient air quality standards or 10 
comply with pan C of 11tlc I. such requirements will be incorporated m 
this pan. 

-I0C.FR. §55.13(h l. 
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12 E.A.D. at 28 n.14 (emphasis added) (citing 40 C.F.R. § 71.2). Further. the reg­
ulations implementing the federal Title V program provide that "[a)pplicable re­
quirement means all of the following a!> they apply to e111iHio11.1· 1111its i11 a part 71 
source." 40 C.F.R. § 71.2 (emphasis added). In turn. the term "emissions unit" 
means "any part or activity of a statio11an• so11rce that emits or has the potential to 
emit any regulated air pollutant." Id. (emphasis added). 

Accordingly, the Region's interpretation of the term "applicable" in sec­
tion 504(e) as meaning "applicable to the ~ource" is conmtent with the Agency's 
Title V regulations, in which applicability is determined by reference to the 
source, not the area. REDOIL Petitioners fail to present legal authorities support­
ing their own novel view of apphcahility in a way sufficient to demonstrate that 
the Region's different approach is clearly erroneou-;. 

c. REDOIL Petitioners Confuse Air Q11a/tt_\ Management 
Obligatio11s with Permitting Ohligatio11s 

REDOIL Petitioners argue that the Reg10n's interpretation of section 504(e) 
should he rejected because it is inherently inconsistent. REDOIL Petition 
at 31-32. On the one hand, REDOIL Petitioners note. the Region explicitly recog­
nized that the Kultuk will consume a portion of the available PSD increments in 
its authorized drilling areas, but the Region nonetheless refused to impose precon­
struction increment compliance requirements in the Title V permit, finding them 
"inapplicable." RTC at 102, 105-06. On the other hand, the Region acknowledged 
that after the Kulluk becomes operational, it might be necessary to impose incre­
ment-related restrictions; i.e., increments would be "applicable." In the Response 
to Comments, the Region stated: 

If. at any time after the K111/11k begins operation under its 
Title V/OCS permit, Region 10 determines that the actual 
emissions increases from the permitted OCS source cause 
or contribute to an increment violation, Region 10 has au­
thority to adopt additional requirements to ensure that in­
crements are not violated. 

Id. at 106 (footnote omitted). REDOIL Petitioners argue that the Region cannot 
have it both ways, contending on this basis that the Region's interpretation should 
not be sustained. REDOIL Petition at 32. 

The Board perceives no conflict between the Region's purportedly "incon 
sistent" positions on increment applicability. As the Region noted in its Response 
to Comments, EPA has authority, separate and apm1 from section 504(e) and the 
preconstruction programs. to address violations of increment standards that might 
arise once sources become operational. See RTC at 106 (citing CAA §§ 301. 328. 
42 U.S.C. §§ 7601. 7627; 40 C.F.R. § 55.13(h)). Moreover. states have authority 
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to revise their implementation plans to adopt emission limits and other remedial 
control measures in cases where existing controls are not adequately protecting air 
quality increments. 40 C.F.R. § 51.166(a)(3). cited in RTC at 106.41 REDOIL Pe­
titioners confuse permitting obligations with ongoing air quality management ob­
ligations. but the two are distinct. See RTC at 105-06. Simply positing that the 
Region's view of "applicable" increments is inconsistent is not sufficient to over­
come the specific statutory and regulatory authority the Region references in ~up• 
port of its position. The Board therefore finds no showing of clear error justifying 
a remand on this ground. 

d. REDO/L Petitioners Misconstrue the Regulations 

The Agency's Title V implementing regulations for state and federal operat­
ing permit programs closely parallel the language of section 504(e). Compare 
CAA § 504(e), 42 U.S.C. § 766 lc(e), with 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.6(e), 7 l .6(e). The reg­
ulations define "applicable requirement" for Title V purposes as (among other 
things): "(2) [a]ny term or condition of any preconstruction permits" issued under 
parts C or D of title I; and"( 13) [a]ny [NAAQS] or increment or visibility require• 
ment under part C of title I of the Act, but only as it would apply to temporary 
sources permitted pursuant to section 504(e) of the Act." 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.2, 71.2. 
REDOIL Petitioners argue on appeal. as commentors did on the draft permit, that 
the Region's interpretation of "applicable requirement" improperly reads the thir­
teenth requirement out of the regulations by subsuming it within the second re­
quirement. REDOIL Petition at 33-34. 

The Region explained in the Response to Comments why this was not so. 
See RTC at 107-08. The Region stated that "the intent of the Title V temporary 
source provisions is to relieve sources of the burden of applying for Title V per­
mits for each new location. while at the same time[] assuring compliance with all 
requirements to which the source would be subject if it were a new [permanent] 
source at each such new location." Id. at 108. For a temporary source that is also a 
PSD major ~ource, this would include ensuring that the NAAQS and increment 
standards are met at each future location - a requirement that, the Region pointed 
out. would exceed the requirements otherwise applicable to the source under the 

-1• This slate 1mplemcntat1on plan rcgula1ion provides. in relevant part: 

If lhc [s)tale or the Administrator determines that a(n implemenlalion) 
plan is substantially madequatc to prevent significant deterioration or 
that an applicable i ncremenc is being violated, the plan shall be revised 
to correct the inadequacy or the violation . 

. rn C F.R § 51 . I 66(a)(3). The regulations also provide, in the next subsection. 1hal 1he state "shall 
review the adequacy of a(n 1mplcmenta1ionl plan on a periodic basis and within 60 days or such time 
as infonnatton becomes available that an applicable increment is being violated." Id. § 5 l.166(a)(4). 

VOLUME 15 



R002384

SHELL OFFSHORI:.. INC, 

PSD program alone,, Id. at 107. For a temporary source that is .ilso a PSD minor 
somce, this would include ensuring that the NAAQS and, if required under the 
implementation plan for minor permanent sources, PSD increment standards are 
met at each future location, even 1f the implementation plan did not require such a 
demonstration for temporary minor source<;. See id. at 107-08; Region Response 
at 12. 

REDOIL Petitioners fail to meaningfully confront the Region's reasoning 
on this issue or demon~trate why it is clearly erroneous. Instead, REDOIL Peti­
tioners reference an irrelevant minor permit modification provision (40 C.F.R. 
§ 7 l.7(e)( I )(i)(A)(3)), rather than a minor source provision, as support for their 
position. REDOIL Petition at 34. REDOIL Petitioners al.so suggest that the Ti 
tie V permitting regulations in section<; 70.6(e) and 7 l .6(e) establish a more ex­
pansive regulatory program than the one the Region finds present in sec­
tion 504(e); indeed, one that would even be broad enough to require the Kulluk to 
demonstrate PSD increment compliance. Id. at 33. The Board finds otherwise, in 
light of the fact that sections 70.6(e) and 7 I .6(e) are expressly limited by a refer­
ence to section 504(e) itself and therefore cannot expand the meaning of the ~tat• 
ute. See RTC at 107-08. 

4. lncre111e11t Section Conclusion 

The Board has carefully examined each of REDOIL Petitioners' incre 
ment-related arguments and determined that none have merit. Petitioner~• burden 
is to show clear error, but REDOIL Petitioners have failed in all instances to 
achieve this standard. The Board therefore denies review of the Permit on this 
ground.~' 

C. REDO/L Petitioners Failed to Raise Beloit' Their Co11tentio11 That 
Shell's A111bie11t Air Quality Analysis Was Flawed /11 That It Failed to 
Conform ro Applica/Jle Age11cy Guida11ce 

On February 9, 2010, EPA published m the Federal Register a final rule 
(effective April 12, 2010) revising the primary NO2 NAAQS "in order to provide 
requ1s1te protection of public health as appropriate under :;ection 109 of the Clean 
Air Act." Primary NAAQS for NO2. 75 Fed. Reg. 6474, 6475 {Feb. 9, 2010); see 
also Shell 2010. 15 E.A.D. at 149-50 & n.74. This rule set the new I-hour NO, 

..., As such , the NAAQS and PSD incre ment rcqu,rcmcnts for ru1urc loc,1t1ons would he "addi 
1ional" requirement\ imposed on 1hc tcmporar> source h) sccuon 504(c). RTC at 107-08. 

' 5 Jn hghl of the Board's decision to upho ld lhe Region's i111erpretat1011 of sec1ion 50~(e) and 
the 1rnplcmc1111ng rcgul,,11ons, the Board need nut rc.och REDOII. Pctilioncrs' final argumcnl. which 
c hallenges the Region's lmdmg 1ha1 air quahly modeling establishes the Kullrik\ cm isslllns \\ 111 not 
violate the PSD increments. 
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NAAQS standard (hereinafter "the I-hour N02 NAAQS") at 100 parts per billion 
("ppb") to supplement the existing annual standard, set at 53 ppb. 75 Fed. Reg. 
at 6475. EPA regulations specify how attainment of the standard is to be calcu­
lated, providing that the 100 ppb standard is met "when the annual 98th percentile 
of the daily maximum I-hour average concentration is less than or equal to 
100 ppb, as determined in accordance with Appendix S of this part for the I-hour 
standard." 40 C.F.R. § 50.1 l(t). This calculation is sometimes referred to as "the 
form."~ 6 See 75 Fed. Reg. at 6477 n.5, 6492-93. The 100 ppb standard reflects the 
maximum allowable NO~ concentrations anywhere in an area. Id. at 6493, 6502. 
EPA has issued guidance clarifying procedures for demonstrating compliance 
with the new I-hour NO~ NAAQS. See REDOIL Petition Ex. 16 (Memorandum 
from Stephen D. Page, Dir., Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, U.S. 
EPA. to Reg'! Air Dirs .. U.S. EPA, Guidance Co11cemi11g the l111pleme11tatio11 of 
the 1-Hour N01 NAAQSfor the Prevenrion of Significanr Deterioration (June 29, 
2010) ("Page Memo"));~1 Memorandum from Tyler Fox, Leader, Air Quality 
Monitoring Grp., Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, U.S. EPA, to Reg'I 
Air Dirs., U,S. EPA, Additio11al C/c,rification Regarding Applicatio11 of Appen­
dix W Modeling Guidance for the I -Hour N01 National Ambient Air Quality 
Srandard (Mar. I. 201 I) ("Fox Memo") (A.R. BB-83). 

REDOIL Petitioners a~sert that Shell's ambient air quality analy~is was 
tlawed.4x In particular, REDOIL Petitioners state that in "identifying the Kulluk's 

•• The 98th percenllle form con·csponds approximatel>' lo the 7th or 8th highest daily maxi­
mum concentration in a year. 75 Fed. Reg. al 6492 

' ' According lo the Page Memo. the guidam:c was issued in response lo reports that source!> 
were modeling potenlial viola11ons o1 the I-hour N01 NAAQS Page Memo at I. The Memo states that 
"(l]o respond lo these reports and facililale the PSD pcrmilling of new and modified major slalionar}' 
sources. we are issuing the altachcd guidance in the form of two memoranda." Id. The altachcd mem• 
oranda arc titled "General Guidance for Implementing the I -hour NO: Nauonal Ambient Quality Stan­
dard in Prevention of Significant Dclcrioralion Permits. Including an Interim I-hour N01 Significant 
Impact Level" and "Applicability of Appendix W Modeling Guidance for the I-hour NO: National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard." M al 1-2. Although lhe Page Memo attaches these two memoranda. 
the Memo is consecutively numbered as a single document 

" In order 10 establish comphance with the Ni\AQS and PSD increments. permit applicants 
must conduct an "ambient air quality analysis," which applicants must prepare under the permilting 
rules for each regulated pollutant their proposed focihties will emil in "significant" amounts. 40 C.F.R. 
§ 52.2 l(b)(23)(i), (m)( I )(i). This analysis predicts a pollutant's future concentration in the ambienl air 
by modeling a proposed facihty's expected emissions of the pollutant agmnst the backdrop of existing 
ambient conditions. To conduct an air qu,,lity analysis. ,1 permit apphcanl compiles data on the pro­
posed facility's physical specifications and anticipated em1ss1on rales. local topography. existing ambi 
ent air quality, meteorology, and related factors. Sec. <'.g .• id. § 52 21(1), (m): id. pt. 51 app. W (Guide­
line on Air Qu.ility Models). /11 re Kmwf Fiber Gluss. Gml,H, 8 E A D. 121. 145-48 (EAB 1999): NSR 
Manual at C.16- 23, .31-.50. These data arc then processed using mathematical models that calculate 
the rates al which pollutants are likely to disperse imo the atmosphere under various climatological 
conditions. with the goals of detcnrnning whether emissions from the proposed source will cause or 

Continued 
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98th percentile cumulative impact - i.e., the Kulluk's impact added to background 
levels of pollutants - for comparison to the I-hour NO2 standard. Shell used an 
approach that the Region admits is 'less conservati,e.' More 1,pecifically. Shell 
used background values that were already adjusted to the 98th percentile, instead 
of basing its calculations on the full distribution of background values." REDOIL 
Petition at 38 (footnote omitted). According to REDOIL Petitioners, this method 
for demonstrating compliance with the 1-hour NAAQS was rejected in the Page 
Memo as "not being protective of the [NAAQS]." Id. at 38-39 (quoting Page 
Memo at 18). REDOIL Petitioners then cite to a portion of the more recent Fox 
Memo which. according to them, allow .. for the method Shell used to calculate 
background values. Id. at 39. That is, the Fox Memo states that the approach used 
in the Page Memo was overly conservative and should not be used in certain 
cases. Id. (citing Fox Memo at 17-20). REDOIL Petitioners as!>ert that the Region 
allowed Shell to demonstrate compliance with the form of the I-hour NAAQS 
using the approach permitted in the Fox Memo without providmg an explanation 
as to why the determination in the Page Memo wa~ inc01Tect. Id. at 40. REDOIL 
Petitioners argue that "(b]ecause neither EPA nor the Region provided any expla­
nation about whether and, if so, how, its earlier conclusion [in the Page Memo) 
that the use of the 98th percentile background values is 'not protective' of the 
national ambient air quality standard wa~ incorrect. EPA's new guidance and the 
approach taken by the Region here in reliance on it are arbitrary." Id. (quoting 
Page Memo at 17-20). REDOIL Petitioners contend that the Region had an obli­
gation to explain this "deparmre from its prior analysis." Id. at 40-41. 

Upon examination of the record, the Board concludes that this issue was not 
adequately raised during the comment period and was therefore not preserved for 
review. As stated above, the regulations require any person who believes that a 
permit condition is inappropriate to raise "all reasonably a<;certainable issues and 
* * * all reasonably available argument<; supporting [petitioner's) position" dur­
ing the comment period on the draft permit. 40 C.F.R. § 124.13. That requirement 
is made a prerequisite to appeal by 40 C.F.R. § 124. l 9(a), which requires any 
petitioner to "demons;trat[e] that any issue£] being raised [was] raised during the 
public comment period * * "' to the extent required[.)". In re ConocoPhillips 
Co .. 13 E.A.D. 768, 800-01 (EAB 2008); accord In re Christian C111y. Ge11era­
thm. llC, 13 E.A.D. 449, 457 (EAB 2008); Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 394 n.55. 

The requirement that an issue mu<;t have been rai~ed during the public com­
ment period in order to preserve it for review ili not an arbitrary hurdle placed in 
the path of potential petitioner'>. Ru~se/1 City II, 15 E.A.D. at IO; /11 re City of 
Marlborough, 12 E.A.D. 235. 244 n.13 (EAB 2005), appeal dis1111ssedfor lack of 

(continued) 
contnbutc 10 a ,iolallon of either the Ni\AQS or the l'SD increments. See 40 Cf R § 52.21(0. 
id. pt. SI app. W. N.\R Mwural at C.24-.27, .51-.70. 
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juris., No. 05-2022 (lst Cir. Sept. 30, 2005); 111 re BP Cherry Poinr, 
12 E.A.D. 209, 219 (EAB 2005). Rather, the requirement serves an important 
function related to the efficiency and integrity of the overall administrative per­
mitting scheme. MC1r!boro11gh, 12 E.A.D. at 244 n. I 3. The intent of the rule is to 
ensure that the permitting authority first has the opportunity to address permit 
objections and to give some finality to the permitting process. Id.; 111 re Sutter 
Power Plum, 8 E.A.D. 680,687 (EAB 1999). As the Board has explained, "[t)he 
effective. efficient and predictable administration of the permitting process de­
mands that the permit issuer be given the opportunity to address potential 
problems with draft permits before they become final." In re Teck Cominco, 
11 E.A.D. 457, 481 (EAB 2004) (quoting /11 re E11coge11 Coge11eralio11 Facility, 
8 E.A.D. 244, 250 (EAB 1999)). "In this manner, the permit issuer can make 
timely and appropriate adjustments to the permit determination, or, if no adjust­
ments are made, the permit issuer can include an explanation of why none are 
necessary." In re Essex Cnty. (N.J.) Res. Recovery Facility, 5 E.A.D. 218, 224 
(EAB 1994). 

Although REDOIL Petitioners' comments on the draft permit asserted that 
Shell had used background ambient air data in a manner that understated the im­
pact of its operations, see REDOIL Comments at 9-11, nowhere in these com­
ments did Petitioners assert that Shell's approach conflicted with the Page Memo 
or that the Region had any obligation to provide an explanation for its alleged 
departure from the Page Memo. Indeed, REDOIL Petitioners' comments recog­
nized that, according to the Fox Memo, Shell's approach is appropriate in some 
circumstances. Id. at 11. The comments, however, did not assert any conflict be­
tween the Page Memo and the Fox Memo nor is it clear to this Board that any 
such conflict exists. Thus, this "battle of the memos" issue was not preserved for 
review.~•> See Shell Discoverer 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 507. 

•• See Teck Cnmi11rn. 11 E.i\.D. at ~81-82 (denying review where i~sue was nol specifically 
rnised during the comment period). The Board no1es that the issue REDOIL Pe1i1ioners did raise dur­
ing lhc comment period was fully and adequa1ely addressed in lhe Region's Response lo Commcnls. 

Specifically. in commenting on 1he draft permit. REDOIL Pc1i1ioners raised 1he argumcnl thal Shell 
had failed 10 demons1ra1e comphance wi1h 1he I-hour NO, NAAQS because, according 10 Rl:.DOIL 
Pelitioners, Shell used background ambicnl air dala in a nmnner chat understaled 1hc impact of lls 

operations. REDOIL Co1nmen1s at I 0-1 I. As slated abo\'c. REDO IL Petitioners' comments recognized 
thal Shell's approach to analyzing background dala was consis1en1 with 1he 1--ox Memo. bul argued chat 
Shell's approach was inconsistent with 1he I-hour NO, NAAQS slandard itself. Id. al 11 The Region 

provided a detailed response 10 tlus assertion in the Response to Comments. RTC al 74-71! Nmhing m 
1he REDOIL Pelilion ind1ca1es why 1he Region's response on chis issue was erroneous or otherwise 
warranls Board review. not' does lhe Board find anylhing erroneous in lhe Region's rc.,ponsc. Thus, 
even if Pehtioners had preser\'ed chis issue. the Board would deny review. See, e.11-, /11 re G11a111 Wa­
lern·m·ks A1t1h., 15 E.A.D. 437, ~50 (EAB 2011) (staling 1ha1 "a petitioner may not simply rei1era1e 

comment, made during the public commenl period, hue must subscan1ively confrolll 1he permit issuer's 
ellplana1ions in its response to commenls documenl"): /11 re Peabotlr \V. Coal Co .. J 2 E.i\.D. 22. 33 

(EAB 2005) (samej. 
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D. REDOIL Petitioners Ha\'e Not Demo11.\·trnted That the Regio11 C!earlv 
£, ,ed in /tr A111/ne111 Air £\emption Detem1111atio11 

511S 

REDOIL Petitioners allege that the Region clearly e1Ted in exempting the 
area within a 500 meter radius from the K11//11k from the definition of "ambient 
air."~" REDOIL Petition at IS, Thi~ area i" also refen-ed to throughout the record 
as the United State~ Coast Guard ("USCG") "safety zone." See, e.g., RTC at 52-54. 
REDOIL Petitioners claim that the Region's decision "contravenes both EPA's 
definition of 'ambient air' as well a~ EPA'i- longstanding interpretation of that reg­
ulation." REDOIL Petition at 16. In particular, they a"sert that the Region's 
500 meter ambient air boundary fails to meet either of the two criteria the Agency 
has previously used in evaluating the appropriateness of an exemption. Id. 
at 16- 18. According to REDOJL Petitioners. the Region's dec1s1on e~sentially al­
lows Shell to emit more pollution, and possibly with fewer controls. than would 
otherwise be lawful. ' 1 Id. at I 5 I 6. 

The CAA regulations define "ambient air" as "that portion of the atmos­
phere, external to buildings. to which the general public has access." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 50.l(e). Based on this definition, the Agency has, on occasion, exempted certain 
areas from the definition of ambient air. E.g., Letter from Steven C. Riva, Chief, 
Permitting Sec., U.S. EPA Region 2, to Leon Sedefian, Air Pollution Meteorolo­
gist, N.Y. State Dep't of Env't Conservation, at 1-2 (Oct.9.2007) (A.R. 88-19) 
fherematter Broadwater Letter): Letter from Douglas M. Costle. Adm'r, U.S. 
EPA, to Sen. Jennings Randolf. Chairman, Env't & Pub. Works Comm .. at I 
(Dec. 19, I 980) (A.R. BB-I) [hereinafter Costle Letter); see also Letter from 
Nancy Helm, Fed. & Delegated Air Programs, U.S. EPA. to John Kuterbach. 
Alaska Dep't of Envtl. Quality, at 2 (Sept. 11, 2007) (area exempt if certain condi­
tion~ met) [hereinafter Helm Letter]. The parties agree that the Agency's "long­
standing interpretation" of this exemption is set forth in a letter signed by former 
EPA Administrator Douglas Costle, which state1- that "the exemption from ambi-

~• For .111 .orea that i, 1101 considered "ilhin the definllion of "ambient ,11r." Shell would not 

have 10 demonstrate compliance with the NA1\QS. Sec CAA §§ J09(h). 160, 163. 42 U.S.C . 

~§ 7-l09(bl, 7470,7-173 (NAAQS apply 10 areas meetmg the definllion of ambient air); -10 C.F.R . 
§ 50 l(e) (definition of "ambient air"): /11 re Hibbing fowmte Co .. 2 E.A.D. 838. 8-t8 & nn.23-24 

(Adm'r 1989). R l'C at 53. 

s RloDOIL Petitioners additionally argue thal. should the Region's response cont.Im n "natural 

physical fc,1ture" .orgumcnt similar to an argument the Region rnised 111 IIS response brief in Sh.-11 
D1 ffm 'crer 20/ 2 . the Board should consulcr such an argument a "post ho,· ratmnahzation" and should 
disallo\!. i1. Rl,.DOIL Pe11t1on ,11 19; .1·,,e also Slu,1/ Di.,·cm-·c•rer 20/2, 15 E.A.D. at 510 n .52 (dis«;ussing 

thi, issue) REDOIL Petilloncrs also reserve the right to request leave to lile a reply brief addressing 

1hi, issue. REDOIL Pctillon at 19. Unlike the situation in Shell /)i.H"m ~rer 2012. the Board docs not 
find thal lhe Region\ response brief co11lnins an explanation that is clearly different than the rnuonale 

set for1h in the Response 10 Comments l\foreovcr . RF.DOIi Petitioners do not r.usc this particular 

issue 111 their reply brier Consequently. the Boanl docs not consider REDOIL Pctiuoner,' "post hoc 

r,u1011ahza11011" argument further 
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ent air is available only for the atmosphere over land owned or controlled by the 
source and to which the public access is precluded by a fence or other physical 
barriers." Costle Letter at I: REDOIL Petition at 16 (quoting same letter); Region 
Response at 29-30 (referring to same letter); Shell Response at 26-27 & n.27 
(same); see also RTC at 51 (same). The Costle Letter also indicates that, in deter­
mining whether the exemption applies, the Agency reviews "individual situations 
on a case-by-case basis." Costle Letter at l; see also Approval and Promulgation 
of State Implementation Plans, 50 Fed. Reg. 7056, 7057 (Feb. 20, 1985) (noting 
that, in considering ambient air exemptions, "individual variations in the type of 
land and nature of the limitation on access necessitate a case-by-case evaluation 
of the facts, and application of the principles involved in this determination"). 

Here, in its permitting decisions, the Region determined that, as long as cer­
tain permit conditions were being met, it was appropriate to set the ambient air 
boundary at a 500 meter radius from the Kulluk, or, in other words, the 500 meter 
radius "safety zone" was exempt from the ambient air definition. RTC at 51 -52; 
see also Statement of Basis at 40. The terms and conditions upon which the Re­
gion relied to exempt this area prohibit the operation of vessels and emissions 
units unless ( l) the USCG establishes a safety zone within at least 500 meters 
from the center of the Kulluk. (2) members of the public are precluded from enter 
ing the safety zone, and (3) Shell develop:. and implements a "public access con­
trol program."~1 Permit at 42-43. The Region determined that, as long as these 
safety zone and public access restriction permit conditions are complied with, ex-

,., The precise terms and conditions or the Permit arc as follows: 

The permi I docs not authorize opera1 ion unless 

5.1.1. The Kulluk is subject 10 a currently effecuve safety zone estab­
lished by the (USCG) which encomp,1sscs an area w11hrn al least 
500 meters from lhc hull of the Kulluk and which prohibils members of 
the public from entering 1h1s area except for anending vessels or vessels 
authorized by the USCG (such area shall he referred to JS lhc "Safety 
Zone"); and 

5.1.2. The pcrrniuce has developed in writing ,md 1s 1rnplcmen1ing a 
public access control program to: 

5.1.2.1. Locate. identify. and intercept the general puhli(' hy r:1d10. physi­
cal conl1M:t. or other reasonable measures to inform the public that lhcy 
are prohtb11ed by Coast Guard regulations from entering the S.ifety 
Zone: and 

5.1.2.2. Communicate to the North Slope communi11es on the Beaufort 
Sea on a penodic basis when explor.1tt0n activilies are expected to begin 
and end a l a dnll site, the location or the drill site. and any rcs1ric1ions on 
activities m 1he vicin ity or the Kulluk's exploral1on operations. 

Permit at 42-43. 
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empting the JreJ within the safety zone from the amhient air definition would 
generally he consistent with previou~ Agency interpretations. RTC at 51-52 . In so 
finding. the Region noted that "[g]iven that the permitted activities occur over 
open water in the Arctic. the[ ] criteria [for exemption included in the Costle Let 
terJ must be adapted to some extent when applied to this environment." Id. In 
specifically considering the apphcahility of the two exemption criteria, the Region 
stated: 

Region 10 recognizes that Shell does not "own" the areas 
of the Beaufort Sea on which the Kulluk will be operating 
a~ might be the case for a stationary source on land. Shell 
has a lem,e JUthorizmg the company to use these areas for 
the activities covered by the permits. A Coast Guard 
safety zone establishes legal authority for excluding the 
general public from the area inside the zone. EPA has pre­
viously recognized a safety zone established by the Coast 
Guard as evidence of sufficient ownership or control by a 
source over areas over water so as to qualify as a bound­
ary for defining ambient air where that safety zone is 
monitored to pose a barner to public access. Letter from 
Steven C. Riva, EPA Region 2. to Leon Sedefian, New 
York State Department of Conservation, re: Ambient Air 
for the Offshore LNG Broadwater Project. dated Octo­
ber 9, 2007 (Bro.idwater Letter). 

To meet the second of the criteria applied by EPA and 
ensure the source actually takes steps to preclude public 
access, Shell proposed and Region IO required as a condi­
tion of operation under the permits that Shell develop in 
writing and implement a public access control program to 

locate, identify, and intercept the general public by radio, 
physical contact, or other reasonable measures to inform 
the public that they are prohibited by Coast Guard regula­
tions from entering the area within 500 meters of the hull 
of the Kulluk. Region lO believes that, for the overwater 
locations in the arctic environment at issue in these per­
mitting actions, such a program of monitoring and notifi­
cation is sufficiently similar to a fence or physical barrier 
on land such that the area within the Coast Guard safety 
zone qualifies for exclusion from ambient air. See Broad­
water Letter at 2. 
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Upon consideration of the administrative record and the parties' arguments, 
the Board concludes that Petitioners have not shown that the Region clearly erred 
in its decision lo exempt the area within the USCG safety zone from the definition 
of "ambient air." The Region, in its Response to Comments, provided a reasonable 
interpretation of the ambient air regulation and the Agency's "longstanding inter­
pretation" of that regulation as applied in the OCS context.'' Furthermore, the Re­
gion's analysis was entirely consistent with a similar analysis undertaken by Re­
gion 2 in which that Region determined that it was appropriate for a permittee to 
use the USCG safely zone to define an ambient air boundary around a proposed 
offshore liquefied natural gas facility. See Broadwater Letter at 2. The Broadwater 
Letter, moreover, suggests that Region 2's analysis, as well as Region !O's, is not 
unique, stating that "{i]11 previous per111i1ting decisions involving * * * drilling 
operations, EPA Regional offices hm•e used the USCG's safety wne as the bo1111d­
a,y for defining ambient air." Id. at 2 (emphasis added). The letter explains that 
the Agency has found that "[t]he 'safety zone' approach represents a reasonable 
surrogate for a source's fence or physical barrier and thus could act as an ambient 
air boundary." Id. 

Thus, while it is true, as Petitioners allege. that the Agency ha~ generally 
reqmred the source to own or control access over the area in question for that area 
to meet the first criterion, REDO IL Petition at 16-17, this requirement has been 
limited to sources located on land.-~< See, e.g., Helm Letter at I (refen'ing to possi-

" REDOIL Pelltlonel's also seem 10 suggesl chat lhe Region's approac;h is flawed because ii "is 
based upon an assu111p11on that Shell will request. and the [USCG] will establish, a safely zone reslricl­
ing the passage of other vessels." REDOIL Petition at 15 & n.45. This argumenl is unpersuasive be­
l'ause ii fails to recognize 1ha1. as 1he permit condi1ions quoted in note 52 stale. operalion is prohibi1ed 
unless these two condilions arc mcl. See Perinil at 42-43. 

H As lhe Region righll)' noted, see RTC al 51-52. the regulation and !he Coslle Leller. by their 
very term~. were clearly wrinen with overland situalions in mind. See 40 C.F.R. § 50.l(c) (referring 10 
"buildings''): Costle Lener at I (referring 10 "land" and "fences"). 

'~ In support of their conlenlion. REDOIL Pe1i1ioners rely on a previous Agency delermination 
that leased property could not be exempted from 1hc definition of ambient .iir because the lessee did 
not have control over access to ils leased property (only the landlord did). REDOIL Pelition al 17 & 
n.52 (ci1ing Helm Lener) Petitioners asserc lhal this onshore interpretation must apply equally 10 an 
OCS le,1se BOEMRE issued. !ti. As the Pelitioners themselves note, federal courts have found agency 
acllon to be arbitrary when the agency's "explanation 'runs counter lo lhe evidcnc:e."' id. al 17 (quoting 
Motor Vehidt! Mfrs. Ass'11 of1he U.S .. l11c. 1·. State Farm Mut. Auto /11s. Co .. 463 U.S. 29, 43 ( 1983)). 
and "'the agency offcr(s] msufficienl reasons for lrealing similar silualions differently,"' id. (quoting 
Trm1saa1ve Cori• ,, U11ited States. 91 F.3d 232. 237 (D.C. Cir. 1996)): see also FCC 1•. Fox Televi­
sum Swtiom. Ille .. 556 U.S. 502. 514-15. 129 S.CI. 1800. 1810-11 (2009) (discussing srnndard of 
review of an agency's policy change). Herc, not only are !he si!Uations dissimilar enough to arguably 
not be governed by 1hcse cases, but 1he Agency did offer persuasive reasons for trealing lhe two si1ua­
tions differently. 
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hie exemption near coal-fired power plant); Memorandum from Steven D. Page, 
Director, Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, U.S. EPA. to Reg'] Air Div. 
Dirs., U.S. EPA, lnte17,retati011 of "Ambient Air" in Situations !t11•0/ving leased 
umd Under the Regulations for the Pre1•e11tio11 of Sig11ifirn11t Deteriomtion (PSD) 
(June 22. 2007) (A.R. B-26) (d1scussmg the applicability of the exemption where 
a source is located on "land" lea,;ed to them by another source). The Region (and 
the Agency before it) reasonably determined that application of the regulation and 
the interpretive letter to an "overwater" situation requires some leeway. REDOIL 
Petitioners' reliance solely on land-based exemption decisions is thus unpersua­
sive.16 Finally. as mentioned above, the Agency has consistently taken the posi­
tion that ambient air exemption determinations are analyzed on a case-by-ca~e 
basis. 

For all the reasons stated above, REDOIL Petitioners have not ,;hown that 
the Region clearly en-ed in its ambient air exemption determination. i / Conse 
quently, review of the Penull ba~ed on this issue is denied. 

E. !CAS and Mr. Lum Have Not Demonstrated That the Region Failed to 
Satisfy Its Obligation to Comply with Executil•e Order 12898 and 
Applicable Board Precedent 

ICAS and Mr. Lum argue that the Region's environmental ju~tice analys1,; 
lacked a valid basis on which to conclude that Shell's oil exploration activities in 
the Beaufort Sea will not have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on the 
health of the Alaska Native population living on the North Slope. ICAS allegei; 
that the Region's environmental justice analysis fails to account for the impacts of 
short-term N01 and ozone exposures on the Alaska Native population residing on 
the North Slope, and also as.,erts that the opportunities for public participation 
were inadequate. Mr. Lum challenge~ the lack of analysis regarding the impacts 

14 REDOIL l'clllioncr,' argumcms that the Region's dctcnmnalion fails lo meet the second 
criteria because the safety ?one "f,1ils to effectuate a barrier that 'precludes' puhlic access" are equally 
unpers1rns1vc REDOJI Petition ,,t I 7 REDOII. Pctllioncrs focus on the fact that the USCG will limit 
access to the area based on safety concerns rather than for atr quality con.,idcration.s Id. at 17-18. The 
imporlam foci is thal access wi1h111 the zone will he smctly limited. 1101 the reason behind it. Moreover, 
REDOIL Pcttttoncrs do not ,1ddrcss the other conditton of the pcrnut 1h,1t the Region relied upon for its 
ambient air boundar} detcrnunauon the pubhc access control program Shel! 1s required to implement. 
'rhe Board does not 1111d dear en-or 111 the Region\ conclus1011 that. based on 1he USCG limiting 
access to the safety zone and the pcrnultcc unp!cmcntrng a public ,1cccss control program. the lallcr of 
which will include not1hcat10n to the local residcnls of the localton of the dnt!ing and the fact that the 
publk is restricted from the safety tone, the general puhhc w,11 be demed .,ccess to 1he area inside the 
safct} zone 

• The Board came to the same .:onclus,on in Shell Dimm•Jc'r 20/2 S,·c 15 E.A.D. at 513-14. 
In lhat .:asc, the Region h.,d adopted ,111d followed the -.,me o, .1 very sinnlM rnlcrpretation as de­
scribed m the text above Sr,· it/ I~ E.A D .it 511 • l 1 Nothing REDOIL Pcmioncrs offer in the pre­
sent case convinces the Bo.ml that an) 1l11ng 111 the pnor anal) s1, alld reiterated here - was in error. 
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em1ss1ons from Shell's activities in the Beaufort Sea could have on traditional 
subsistence food sources and also challenges Shell's oil spill response capabilities. 
The Region counters that its environmental justice analysis and resulting conclu­
sions comply with Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environ­
mental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations" ("Executive 
Order"). The issue the Board must resolve is: did the Region satisfy its obligation 
to comply with the Executive Order and applicable Board precedent? 

The Executive Order states in relevant part: 

Agency Respo11si/Jilities. To the greatest extent practica­
ble and permitted by law. and consistent with principles 
set forth in the report on the National Performance Re­
view, each Federal agency shall make achieving environ­
mental justice a part of its mission by identifying and ad­
dressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of its pro­
grams, policies, and activities on minority and 
low-income populations * * * . 

Exec. Order 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629. 7629 (Feb. 11, 1994) (A.R. FF- I). Federal 
agencies are required to implement the Executive Order "consistent with, and to 
the extent permitted by, existing law." Id. at 7632. The Board has held that a 
permit issuer should exercise its discretion to examine any "superficially plausi­
ble" claim that a minority or low-income population~K may be disproportionately 
affected by a particular facility seeking a PSD permit. In re EcoE/ectrica, LP, 
7 E.A.D. 56, 69 n.17 (EAB 1997); accord Shell 2010, 15 E.A.D. at 148-49 & n.71 
(citing PSD cases). 

At the omset, the Board notes that both ICAS and Mr. Lum recently chal­
lenged the Region's environmental JU Stice· analysis in Shell Discoverer 20/ 2. 
See 15 E.A.D. at 493-501. In addition. the environmental justice analysis the Re­
gion prepared in the current matter is reminiscent of the environmental justice 
analysis prepared for the Disco\lerer permits that were the subject of the Board's 
Shell Discoverer 2012 decision. Moreover, while their petitions for review in 
Shell Discoverer 20/2 and the current appeal are not identical, both ICAS and 
Mr. Lum raise substantially similar arguments in their current appeals as they did 
in their appeal~ of the Discm •erer permits.-91 Compare Lum Petition with Eskimo 

,. Under the Executive Order. the Alaska Native populat10n residing on the North Slope quali• 
fies as a minority population. See Statement of Basis at 55: ICAS Petition at 30. 

,~ JCAS's remaining ,hallenges 10 the amount and quality of pubh, part1c1pa11on opportunities 
available pertaining to the environmental ju~tice analysis appe,\r lo mirror lls more general arguments 

Continued 
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Whaler Petition for Review. Shell Discm·erer 2012 (Doc. No. 24), and ICAS Peti­
tion with ICAS and AEWC Petition for Review, Shell Di.w:m•erer 2012 (Doc. 
No. 7). 

I. Region'.f £111'iro11111e11tal Jmtice A11e1f,\sis 

The Region included a fifteen-page environmental JU~tice analysis in the 
administrative record to accompany the Permit and to a)low for public comment 
on the analysis. Environmental Justice Analysi~ for Proposed OCS Permit 
No. RIO OCS030000 Kulluk Drilling Unit (undated) ("EJ Analysis") (A.R. F-1). 
The Region's analysis begins with a discussion of environmental justice in the 
permming context and note~ that "f t]he Title V operating permit program does not 
generally impose new ~ubstantive air quality control requirements."1>11 EJ Analysis 
at 2. In addnion. the analysis includes a discussion of how the national ambient air 
quality ~tandards ("NAAQS") are crafted by integrating scientific mformation and 
evidence from rigorously reviewed studie~. and a summary of the Board's case 
law stating that the Board views compliance with the NAAQS as "emblematic of 
achieving a level of public health protect10n that, based on the level of protection 
afforded by the NAAQS, demonstrates that minority or low-income populations 
will not experience disproportionately high and adverse human health or environ­
mental effects due to exposure to relevant criteria pollutants ." Id. (quoting 
Shell 2010, 15 E.A.D. at 156) (citations omitted); see also Statement of Basis 
at 54-55. 

(rnntmucd) 
reg,1rding the public p.irticipation process See lCAS Petition ,II 6-10, 38-39. Accordmgly, the Board 
,tddrcsscs ICAS's dmllengcs lO the adcqu,,cy of the public p.irticip,ttion process. holh gcncrnll)' and 
"1th respect to the cn\'ironmcotal justice anal)'SIS. in Parts VI F and VI G bclo\\ 

~- The Region funher explained that: 

(T)hc Tille V operating pcnmt progr,un 1s generally a vehicle for ensur­
ing that existing air quality control requirements arc appropriate!)' ap• 
plied to facility enussion units and that compliance with these require­
ments 1, assured. According!)', the primary means of addressing 
cn\'lronmcntal justice bsuc< in the 1'1tlc V program 1s through 111crcascd 
public participation and review by perm11ti11g agencies , and conditions to 
assure tompli.incc with ,tpplicablc rcqutrcmcnt,. As discussed ahovc. 
the TIiie V permit at issue in this case 1s unusual ,n that it requires the 
rnurce. as a Tille V temporary source , to meel the NAAQS and also 
Cslahhshcs limits on the potential lo cm1l. Region 10 li.1s ,ons1dcred en• 
\ ironmcntal justice concerns in this permitting acuon where possible in 
the contexl of assuring compliance \\llh applic,,hle re<1uirements for the 
sou1·,c. 111 panicul,1r assuring comph,mtc with the NAAQS as a Title V 
temporary source and cs1,1blishing PSD avoid.int'c limits 

EJ Analysis al 2; set' alw Statement of Basis at 54 
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The analysis goes on to catalogue the distances between Inupiat communi­
ties on the coast of the North Slope that are closest to Shell's lease blocks in the 
Beaufort Sea, and discusses the importance of subsistence foods obtained through 
hunting. fishing. and whaling to the Inupiat diet, and more generally the nexus 
between subsistence activities and Inupiat culture. EJ Analysis at 3, 5. The Re­
gion also included an illustration that juxtaposes the location of Shell's lease 
blocks. including proposed exploration sites, with onshore and offshore subsis­
tence use areas for the northern Inupiat communities.61 Id. at 4; see also State­
ment of Basis at 56. 

The Region then proceeded to analyze demographic, health-related, and air 
quality data."1 The demographic analysis indicates that 68% of residents living in 
the North Slope Borough classify themselves as Alaska Natives. EJ Analysis at 7. 
In addition, nearly half of North Slope residents speak a language other than En­
glish at home. Id. at 8. The analysis of health data revealed, among other things, 
that from 1990 to 2007 there has been a I 58% rate of increase in the prevalence of 
diabetes for Alaska Natives residing on the Arctic Slope. whereas during the same 
time period there has been a 117% rate of increase in the prevalence in diabetes 
for Alaska Natives statewide.63 Id. at 9. In addition, there is a higher incidence of 
outpatient visits for respiratory problems ranging from the common cold to pneu­
monia in the Arctic Slope than in the rest of Alaska. Id. 

In the air impacts analysis, the Region first noted that the North Slope Bor­
ough is currently designated as attainment/uncla$sifiable for all of the NAAQS. 
meaning that the North Slope has sufficient data to determine that the area is 
meeting the NAAQS or that, due to no data or insufficient data, EPA cannot make 
a determination. Id. at 11 & n.15 (citing CAA§ 107(d), 42 U.S.C. § 7407(d)). The 

., The ,malys1s- also indudes. for some of the northern lnupial commumues, the distances rc­
stdcnts have reported traveling offshore 10 hunl for 1rad11ional subsistence food sources. See EJ Analy­
sis at 6 (noting that Nuiqsut residents ha\"e lra\'eled up to 60 miles offshore 10 the north and as for east 
as Camden Bi,y to hunt for bowhead whale and that Kaktovik residents have traveled as for as 
35 mile~ off~hore 10 hunt for bowhcad whale and walrus): Statement of Basis at 55; .see also 
Shell 2010, IS E .A.D at 155 n.80 (noting that subsistence activities. which can take lnupiat residents 
livmg on the North Slope far from their local communities and closer lo emissions sources, arc a 
potential environmental Justice consideration that may be unique to the OCS PSD permitting context); 
Slie/J Discut'ert!r 20/2, 15 E.A.D. al 496 n.32 (same). 

ol The Region used demographic information gathered from the 2000 U.S. Census to comp.ire 
the population of the North Slope Borough to the populations of both 1he Slate of Alaska and the entire 
Umted States, which served as rererence populations for the demographic" analysis. EJ Analysis at 6-8 
& n.6 The North Slope Borough consists of the following eight incorporated villages: Point Hope, 
Point Lay. Wainwright. Atqasuk. Barrow. Nuiqsut. Kaktovik. and Anaktuvuk Pass. See Statement o f 
Basis at 55 . 

• 1 The Region utilized data from the Alaska Native Health St,llus Report 2009, which the 
Alaska l\'ative Epidemiology Center and the Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium had prepared l0 
analyze health conditions m the North Slope Borough. See EJ Analysis at 8-10 & n.11. 
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Region then examined the total modeled concentrations of N01• particulate matter 
with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less ("PMw"), particulate matter with a di­
ameter of 2.5 micrometers or Jess ("PM2 s"), S01, and C0,64 includmg background 
concentrations and maximum concentrations from the K111/11k and the Associated 
Fleet.M Id. at 13 14 & tbl.6. The Region compared the total modeled concentra­
tions for each of the three nearest commumties while the source is in operation 
and found that the total maximum modeled concentrations demonstrate that the 
NAAQS will be attained at all locatJOm beyond the 500-meter boundary, and that 
the modeled contentrations in the North Slope communities and in areas where 
the communitiei. conduct ~ubs1~tence activitiei; will be below the relevant stan­
dard.M Id. at 14. Finally, the Region noted that a majority of the total impacts 
result from background concentrations. Id. 

"' The Board notes that the mfonnation included in tahlc 5 or the air qualuy analysis includes 
modeled impacts in the nearest onshore commun111es from opernlion or the K111/11k alone. without im• 
pacls from lhe Assoc,aled Fleet or hackground conccnlrntions. EJ An.tlysis al 12 & thl.5. The Region 
explains thal the maximum modeled concemrahon~ in Nmqsul, Dcaclhorsc. and Kakto\'Jk hstcd in 
lahle 5 ,ire all helow the significanl 1mpac1 le,els ( SlLs•) estahlished for each cnlena pollutant. Id. 

at 12. In the PSD program. SILs runclion as threshold level~ for mnhient concentrations or a given 
pollutant: for a given pollutant and averaging pcnod. any source lha1 has a measured concentration 
that i, helow the SIL is considered too small to ,;au,e or contribute lo a violauon of the NAAQS. Id. 

The Region made clear earlier m the cm 1ronmental justice analysis that emissions from the 
Assocrn1ed Fleet wlule operating within 25 miles ol the K111/11k, toge1her wnh emissions from the 
Kul/11k, arc considered 111 conductmg .in amlnent ,ur qualny an.1lysis lo detcrnune whether emissions 
from the project \\ ill caose or contnhutc to a \'lolation of the NAAQS. /d. at 4 . The Region's .inalysi, 
rereatedly emplmsized lhal compliance w11h the NAAQS 1s "emblematic ol achie, mg a level of public 
health protection" that demonstrates that minOnl) or low-mcome populatmn, will not experience dis­
proporlionatcly high and adverse human health or cn,·ironmcntal impacts due 10 exposure lo rekvant 
criteria pollutants. ftl. al 4-5 (quoting S/J('/1 2010. JS E.A.D. at 156). While the inclusion or informa• 
lion on modeled impacts of emissions from the K11 /luk alone on the nearest on~hOl'e communities " 
illustrative regarding the K111/11k's contrihution to the overall emission, profile. Jt is the information 
that encompasses both hackground concenlrat1ons and emissions from the K11//11k and the Associated 
Fleet when ii is within 25 miles or the Krtllul. that est,,hlishc, the Region has satisfied its ohligation to 
comp))' with the Executive Order 

61 Monito.-ing data from Prudhoe Bay. Dcadhor,c. ,md End,cou were u,ed for b,1ckground val• 
ucs. EJ Analysis al 13. The Region also noled th.it the modeled 1mpacl\ an: based on conscrva1i1·c 
assumptions. including that all four well, are drilled at the same Joc,uion 10 account for overlapping 
plumes. even though the drilling of four wells ,ll a fixed loc,1tion .ind the o ,·crlap or plumes will not 
occur It/. 

"' Specifically. the Region noted that in K.iklovik. lo~~.i,cd 8 miles from Shell's closest lease 
block in the Beaufon Sea. the total maximum modeled concentrations, assummg Shell's Di.<l'overa is 

in operation and considering background concentrallons, ,ire measured al the following percentages of 
the NAAQS: 11 % for the I-hour NO, NAAQS: 20'k. for the 24-hour PM,, NAAQS; 35% for the 
24-hour l'M,o NAAQS. and: 20% for the annual PM, 1 NAAQS. EJ Analysis al 13-14 & tbl.6. Simi­
larly, in Nuiqsut, located D miles from Shell's closest lease block in lhe Beaufort Sea. and applying 
the s.unc assumptions. the total m,1ximum modeled concenlralions ,ire measured at the following pcr­
ccntjgcs of the NAAQS: 50% for the I-hour NO, NAAQS; 48<'.c for the 2.4 -hour l'Mn NAAQS. 
15'4 for the 24-hour PM 11, NAAQS. aml 26'7< fot the annual PM .1 NAAQS. /,/. 
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Overall, the Region concluded that Shell's proposed OCS activities in the 
Beaufort Sea will not result in disproportionately high and adverse human health 
or environmental effects with respect to Alaska Natives residing on the North 
Slope, and further, in reaching this conclusion the Region considered the impact 
on these communities while engaging in subsistence activities in the areas where 
such activities are regularly conducted. Id. at 15. With this background in mind, 
the Board now turns to the specific assertions both ICAS and Mr. Lum make in 
support of their arguments that the Region has not complied with its obligation 
under the Executive Order. 

2. One-Hour NOz NAAQS Analysis 

ICAS challenges the Region's consideration of I-hour NO~ NAAQS67 com­
pliance in the environmental ju~tice analysis on several grounds, arguing that it is 
"insufficient and ignores salient record evidence." ICAS Petition at 34. ICAS as­
serts that in addition to NO, emissions from the K11f/11k when it is an OCS source 
and from the Associated Fleet when it is within 25 miles of the Ku/luk, the Region 
must also account for mobile source NO2 emissions that remain unregulated by 
the Permit when assessing potentially adverse health impacts of NO2 emissions on 
N011h Slope communities. Id. at 35-38. In addition, ICAS challenges the Region's 
"fatal flaw of the environmental justice analysis." namely the failure to analyze the 
impacts of Shell's emissions on residents of the North Slope conducting subsis­
tence activities offshore. Id. at 36-37 (emphasis in original). Finally. ICAS chal­
lenges the Region's analysis of Shell's I-hour NO2 NAAQS compliance based on 
several technical decisions the Region made. Id. at 37-38. 

ICAS asserts that the Region's environmental justice analysis is inadequate 
because it does not account for emissions from mobile sources that are not in­
cluded in the air quality impact analysis conducted to determine whether emi~­
sions from the project will cause or contribute · to a violation of the NAAQS. 
See id. at 34 & n.30; EJ Analysis at 4 . The Board disagrees. 

The Region appropriately determined that it was not required to analyze 
these mobile source emissions where, a~ here, the Title V permit did not address 
mobile source emissions, and the record lacked sufficient data for such an analy-

•' NAAQS are heahh based standards. designed to protect pubhc health wnh an adequate mar­
gin of safety. including sensitive populations such as cluldren. the elderly, and asthmatics. Sec Ill rt· 

AES Purrto Rico. LP .. 8 F. A.D. 324, 351 (EAB 1999J. affd .ml, 1111111 Sur Cm11ra la Cm11m11111ad,,11 

, . EPA . 202 F.3d 443 ( Isl Cir. 2000), cued III Shell ZOIV. 15 E.A.D. a1 149 n.72. The Administrator is 
required 10 carry out periodic rev1ev.s of the air quality criteria published under section 108 of the 
CAA, 42 U.S.C. § 7408. as well as lhc NAAQS. ,md to revise the criteria and sland,irds as approprmle 
CAA§ 109(d)( I). 42 U.S.C. § 7~09(d)( I). The Board outlined the history of the NO, NAAQS reviews 
m its December 2010 remand order See Sh<'II 2010. 15 E.A.D at 150 nn.73-74. 
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sis.M RTC at 114; Statement of Ba\i~ at 54; see also EJ Analym at 2; Region 
Response at 36 n.34. The Region acknowledged that the Title V permit at issue in 
this case i~ unusual in that it requires a temporary Title V source to meet the 
NAAQS. and the permit al,;o establi,;hes limits on PTE. EJ Analysis at 2; State­
ment of Basis at 54; RTC at 114. However. the Title V permit does not regulate 
mobile source emissions.6

" 

"' ICAS ..isserts that the Roan! should remand the K11l/11!- pcrn111 so that the Region '-111 assess 
mobile source emissions included in Shell's enmsions in\'entory submitted to BOEl\·tRE as part of 
Shell's Exploration Plan. holh bcc.1use it "shows th,11 the additional enussions cs11m.i1es arc nol as hard 
to obtain as Region 10 imphcs." and because once the Region assesse, the accurac} of the inventory it 
can "use the mfonnation to conduct an EJ an,1lys1s that accounts for all of Shell 's emissions." ICAS 
Petition at 35 (emphasis in original}. 

Nowhere in its petition docs ICAS ackncm ledge 1hc Region's statement. in the Response 10 
Comments. thal " t (he Exploration Plan • + • docs not include esllmatcs of air emissions from these 
other \'CSsels during the lime they arc more th,m 2~ miles from the Kulluk or before the Kulluk be­
comes an OCS source." RTC al 15. The Bo.ird has cons1s1cn1ly stjted that. in order to sustain its 
burden of demonstrating that review is \\a1Tantcd, the pe1i1ioner must address the permit issuer's re­
sponses 10 relevant comments made during the permit proceeding. s,,, .. e.g .. Pc<1bmly. 12 E.A.D. at :u 
("(Tlhe pc11tmner may not simply reiterate comments made dunng the public comment period. but 
must suhstan11vcly confront the permit issuer's suhse(Juenl explanations."). 

Furthermore. lCAS's suggestion that the Region should "compile rough estimates" of these 
mobile source emissions because "(sjome additmnjl steps arc particul.trly necessary here" is similarly 
unavailing. ICAS Petition at '6. ICAS has acknowledged its ongoing concern regarding emissions that 
arc 1101 mcluded in the PTE analysis. along \\Ith ns cftons to compel Region 10 to consider non-PTE 

emissions as OCS source c1111ssions in pnor appeals lo this Board. JCAS Petition at 34. Despite its 
concerns. IC/\S cannot demonstrate that review 1s ,,an·antcd where. as here. IC/\S offers a generalized 
objection to the Region's cons1dcratio11 of mobile sources in the cnviron111e111.1l justice analysis, and 1he 
Region has demonstrated that it lacks sufficient data to reach a detcrm111,U1ve conclusion regarding 
these mobile source emissions in the environmental JUst1cc context. Sa A1e1ral. 15 E.A.D. al 401-02: 
s,,,, <1/so /11 re Ct1pe W111d Asson .. I.LC, 15 E.A.D. n7, 310 (EAB 2011) (noting that petitioners "must 
raise specific ohjcctions to the permit"): ill,.,. HP Clrl'n)' l'oi111. 12 EA I)_ 209. 217 (EAR 2005) 
(same). 

stated: 
'" In a memorandum addressing cnvil'Onmcutal justice in the pcrmttting colllext, the Agency 

Unlike PSD/[New Source Reviewl permittmg, Title V generally does 
not impose suhstantivc emission control rcquiremcnls. hul rather re­
quires all applicable requirements to he rnclu<led III a T11le V operating 
permit ~ ., • lkcause Title V does not directly impose substantive 
emissions control requirements, II 1s not dear whether or how EPA 
could t:ikc envil'Onmental justice issues 11110 account in TIile V permit­
ting other 1lrn11 10 allo\\' puhhc part1c1pat1011 lo serv,: ,is a motiv,uing 
foc:tor for .ipplymg doscr scrutmy lo ,1 Title V permit's compliance with 
apphcahle CAA requirements. 

Mcmornndum rrom Gary Gu1y. General Counsel, US EPA. to Ass1s1a111 Adminislrnlors, U.S. EPA, 
£/'A Sra111wn· am/ Rl'1111la101) A111hori1fros U,u/a ll'h1ch F111·iro11me11111/ J11s1ice fs.rn,•s May H,· t\d­
dre.rse,l i11 Pem1i11i11g 13 (Dec I. 2000) (A.R. f-f-7). 
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Despite the fact that mobile $Ource emissions are not regulated under the 
Title V permit. the Region did go beyond its required review to consider mobile 
source emissions with respect to environmental justice in the Response to Com­
ments. See RTC at 114-15. The Region was unable to reach a determinative con­
clusion with respect to these emissions due to insufficient information. 

ICAS's anempt co construe the Executive Order and Board precedent to re­
quire in this instance the analysis of emissions from mobile sources that the Re­
gion may not have accurate or sufficient data to complete in the context of a Ti­
tle V permit is unpersuas ive. Notably, the Board has held that it will decline to 
review a permit issuer's environmental justice analy~is that cannot reach a deter­
minative conclusion due to the insufficiency of available valid data. See RTC 
at 115; A l'enal, 15 E.A.D. at 401-02 (stating that where a permit issuer conducts a 

substantive environmental justice analysis that endeavors to include and analyze 
data that is germane to the environmental justice issue raised during the comment 
period, and the permit issuer demonstrated it exercised its considered judgment 

when determining that it cannot reach a determinative conclusion due to the insuf­
ficiency of available data, the Board will decline to grant review of the environ­
mental justice analysis). Moreover, "[t]he plain language of the Execmive Order 

imparts considerable leeway to federal agencies in determining how to comply 
with the spirit and letter of the Executive Order." Avenal, 15 E.A.D. at 40 I. ICAS 
overreacts Avenal when it suggests that A l'enal compels the analysis of these mo­

bile source emissions in the context of this permit. See ICAS Petition at 35 (''The 
Agency has considered mobile emissions previously in us El analyses and should 
he required to do so here." (citing Avenal, 15 E.A.D. at 399)).70 

lCAS's challenge also fails because ICAS never responded to the Region's 
stated rationale in the administrative record that Title V permits generally do not 

impose new substantive air quality control requirements. A petitioner cannot sim-

10 ICAS includes a ci1a1ion 10 An•1111/ for 1he proposi11on thal "mo1or vehicle em1ss1ons are by 

far 1hc grcatcsl concern." in support of its contcnlion 1ha1 mobile source emissions should be included 

m lhc shorl-lerm N02 NAAQS assessment included in the cn"ironmcn1al JUSl1ce analysis, but the 
quote is 1ake11 ou1 of conte.~1 and docs no, support ICAS's position . Se<' ICAS Petition al 35. The 

c1rcums1ances in i\i-nwl arc markedly different than !hose 111 1he prcsenl case . In A1·n111I. 1hc Agency 
concluc1cd an environmcnial justice analysis thal focused in particular on short term NO, impacts in 

support of a PSD permil to build a 600-megawall power pl.mt. 15 E.A.D. al 399. The Agency noted 

1hat in the area surrounding 1he proposed silc for the new source. motur vehicles accoun1ed for 91% of 

NO, emissions locally. as compared 10 61 % of NO, emissions nationwide. Id In add111on. the environ­
mental justice analysis in A1·emr/ noted thal the area surrounding the proposed fac1hty was designated 

.i.~ extreme nunat1ainmen1 for ozone, and N01 is a precursor emission. Id. Finall)', 1hc Agency further 

explained that NO2 com:en1ra1io11s on or near major rna,bia_1.r have appreciably higher emissions than 

1hose measured at monitors in 1hc Agency-approved network. Id. ICAS has not demons1ra1ed 1h:11 the 

need to assess N01 impacts from mohile sources in A1°1'1JC1/. " 'here NO. emissions ne:ar road"'ays were 
known to be much higher. 1ranslatcs 11110 a rcquiremenl 1ha1 the Agency accounl for lhc.se mobile 

emissions on the Arct ic OCS to demons1rate that ils environmental justice analysis 1s sufficient. 
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ply repeat comments made during the comment period, but must substantively 
confront the permit issuer's substantive explanations in order to demonstrate that 
review of a particular issue is warranted. Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 33. 

Further. ICAS's assertion that the Region failed "to analyze the impacts of 
Shell's emissions on subsistence hunters and fishers while offshore." is unsup­
ported by the record. ICAS Petition at 36-37 (emphasis in original); see also 
Shell Discoverer 2012, I 5 E.A.D. at 500. The environmental justice analysis 
stated that mobile source emissions will dissipate while vessels are in transit. RTC 
at 115. and the environmental justice analysis analyzed how the subsistence areas 
located in close proximity to Shell's lease blocks might be affected by Shell's 
OCS activities. EJ Analysis at 5; id. at 6 (discussing distances subsistence hunters, 
whalers, and fishermen have traveled offshore in search of subsistence foods); id. 
at 4 (depicting subsistence use areas mapped over Shell exploration plan well 
sites). In addition to demonstrating compliance with the applicable NAAQS, the 
Region conducted an environmental justice analysis that included and analyzed 
data that is germane to the environmental justice issues raised during the comment 
period. See Shell 2010, 15 E.A.D. at 160-61 n.87. Although ICAS may disagree 
with the contents or conclusions of the Region's environmental justice analysis, 
ICAS has not demonstrated that this difference in opinion equates to an insuffi­
cient effort on the Region's part regarding environmental justice. or that the Re­
gion failed to analyze impacts. See Shell Disco1•erer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 500. 

Finally, ICAS enumerates several problems with the Region's environmen­
tal justice analysis that amount to challenges to the Region's technical expertise. 
See ICAS Petition at 37; Region Response at 43-44; see also Shell 2012, 
15 E.A.D. at 500-0 I. Without elaborating any further. ICAS expresses "significant 
concerns" with, among other things, installed NO2 controls and their ability to 
function properly in cold weather, the use of generic NO.JN02 ratios in lieu of 
actual source tests. the use of "diurnal pairing" of NO2 data, and the need for addi­
tional "tracer experiments" to supply data for the AERMOD model. ICAS Petition 
at 37. It is axiomatic that a challenge to the fundamental technical expertise of a 
permit issuer requires a petitioner to overcome a particularly heavy burden. and 
that a successful challenge to a permit issuer's technical expertise must consist of 
more than just a difference of opinion. Shell 2012, I 5 E.A.D. at 501; accord /11 re 
NE Huh Partners. L.P., 7 E.A.D. 561, 567 (EAB 1998}, review denied suh 110111. 

Penn Fuel Gas, Inc. 1·. EPA. 185 F.3d 862 (3rd Cir. 1999). Here, ICAS has failed 
to overcome this particularly heavy burden because it does nothing more than list 
its broad objections to the Region's environmental justice analysis. 

3. Ozone NAAQS Analysis 

ICAS also challenges the Region's compliance with its obligation under the 
Executive Order based on the Region's alleged failure to adequately address both 
the latest scientific findings regarding ozone and the potential impacts of ozone on 
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local communities. ICAS Petition at 31. ICAS's assertions focus in large part on 
the Region's decision to demonstrate compliance with the current 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS, which is set at 0.75 parts per million ("ppm"). as opposed to the range of 
0.60 to 0.70 ppm for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS that EPA's Administrator pro­
posed in January 2010 but never finalized. See id. at 30-34; Region Response 
at 40-42; RTC at 96-98, 119-20. On September 2. 201 I. four days before the close 
of the public comment period and prior to the Region issuing the Permit, the Pres­
ident requested that the Administrator withdraw the proposed 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS standard and instead enforce the current 8-hour ozone standard of 
0.75 ppm until the ozone standard is reconsidered again in 2013. Statement on the 
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2011 Daily Comp. Pres. 
Doc. 607, at l (Sept. 2, 2011), available at http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/ (click on 
Compilation of Presidential Documents). ICAS also asserts that the Region's con­
clusion not to model emissions from ozone precursors based on available back­
ground data that does not account for the cumulative impacts of proposed activi­
ties on the Arctic OCS was in error, and that the Region's response to its 
comments regarding ozone were inadequate. ICAS Petition at 33. 

The Region responds that ICAS's petition raises issues that are largely tech­
nical, and that the Region appropriately relied on the Agency's current legal stan­
dard of 0.75 ppm when assessing Shell's compliance with the 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS. Region Response at 40. The Region further asserts that it exercised its 
technical expertise to determine that ozone levels in the area were not expected to 
exceed even the lowest level of 0.60 ppm that EPA included in its proposed 
8-hour ozone NAAQS. Id. at 42. Finally, the Region asserts that it appropriately 
responded to comments received, including comments specifically raising con­
cerns about the cumulative impacts of proposed OCS operations with respect to 
attaining the ozone NAAQS. Id. 

Although ICAS argues to the contrary, the current, enforceable 8-hour 
ozone NAAQS that Shell must demonstrate compliance with is 0.75 ppm. As this 
Board has stated previou~ly, "(a) permit issuer must apply the statutes and imple­
menting regulations in effect at the time the final permit decision is made." Rus­
sell City II. 15 E.A.D. at 81 n.98 (quoting ill re Phelps Dodge Corp., 10 E.A.D. 
460, 478 n.10 (EAB 2002)). The Region's decision to require Shell to comply 
with the 0.75 ppm 8-hour ozone NAAQS is consistent with applicable law and the 
corresponding regulation~ in effect at the time the Region issued the Permit. 

In addition, ICAS does not demonstrate that the Region's analysis of the 
impacts the 8-hour ozone NAAQS may have on Alaska Natives residing on the 
No11h Slope would result in a disproportionately high or adverse impact on the 
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health of Alaska Na11ve~.1
• In the Response to Comments supporting the Permit. 

the Region stated that it "st;ind,; by iti, decision" to forego regional photochemical 
modeling and further explained that "Region 10 reviewed ozone monitoring data 
along with exis ting precursor emissions that will impact ozone formation. Based 
on tlw, review. Region 10 determined further analysis of ozone w<1s not war 
ranted." RTC at 97. In addition, the Region cxplamed that the most recent ozone 
data indicate$ that current ozone levels in the Beaufort Sea are well below 
0.60 ppm, which represems the low end of the range of the propo,ed 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS. 12 Id. at 97-98. 120. 

Finally, ICAS's a,sert1on that the Region failed to consider the cumulative 
impacts of emis~ions from proposed Arctic OCS operations is unavailing. See 
ICAS Petition at 33. ICAS's pelltion for review not only lacks any further support 
for this qatement, it al , o faili; to substantively confront the Region's explanation 
in the Response to Comment$. See Peabody. 12 E.A.D. at 33 (petitioner mu-,t 

ICAS's asseruon 1h,11 111 1he contex1 of an cnvmmmcnial ju~1ice analysis 1he Region's treal • 
mcnl of lhe 8-hour ozone st,mdJrd in the current appeal is analogous to lhc Region's trcJtmcnt of lhe 
nc\\ly promulgated !· hour NO • Ni\i\QS in Shdl 20/0 must also fail Se,, ICAS Pemion at 32 As 1he 
Board recently explamed. the context of the challenge to 1he env1ronme111al )USt1ce analysis in 
Shell 2010 was unusual m that the OCS PSD pcnrnts at issue were fin.ilizcrJ in 1hc interim bc1wecn the 
/\dminis1ra1or's publication of !he final rule cslabh~hmg lhc hourly NO NAAQS III the J--cdcral Regis • 
!er on Fcbmary 9. 2010. and the effective dnte of lhc new hourly NOk s1andard. April 12. 2010 
l h-t•11a/, 15 E.A D at 40 I. The Board emphasized th.u the cnv1ronmcnt.1I Justice aspect of the 
S/11•11 20/0 remand order turned on the Region's scant cmuonmcntal 1usucc analysis. which provided 
no examination or analysis or short-term NO, impacls whatsoever. Id. 

Herc. !he Region not only analyzed impacts from ozone emissions. sr,· RTC at 96-98. 119-20. 
it funhcr explained that current levels of ozone in !he area arc well he low the low end of the range 
EPA had rc4uestcd comment on in the proposcd ozonc Ni\AQS. and that emissions of ozone precur­
sors would also no! lead to an cxccedancc of 1hc low range of the proposed ozone N AAQS. ftl. al 120; 
·'"" aim Region Response at 41 n.37 (noting thal 1he discussion nf ozone in lhc Region's e1wironmen• 
!al jus1icc analysis was brief, but lhat both the Response to Comments and the technical suppon dncu­
mcm comained in lhc administrative record provide more detailed discussions of the Region's dc1cnni• 
nation regarding ozone). Of equal importance, and unlike the evc111, leading up 10 the Board'<s remand 
order in Shell 20/0. in 1his inslancc lhc Agency has not made a final determination or issued a final 
rule slating thal lhc current &-hour ozone standard is inadequate. S,-,, Region Response al 41 ICAS has 
not demonstrated that the Region's consideration of 1hc ozone NAAQS in the current a1,peal WJrrants 
Board review based on similarities to the Region's lreatmcnt or the hourly NO, NAi\QS in Shell ZOI0 

72 ICAS challenges the Region's conclusion not to model emissions or ozone and ozone pre­
cursors, and alleges that the "limilcd background data" thal exisls docs not demcmstratc th,11 current 
ozone lc\•cls arc well bclow the proposed ozone NAAQS. lCAS J>ctilion at 33. ICAS doe~ nm provide 
any citation or reference as support for this sta1eme111, which amounls 10 a challenge to the Region's 
lcchnical expertise. This 13oard rcccnlly staled that "ii is axiomalic that a challenge to lhc fundamcn1al 
lcchnical expertise of a permit issuer rc4uircs a pcli1ioner to overcome a particularly hca,y burden. 
and that a successful challenge to a permit issuer's technical expertise mus1 consist of more than p1s1 a 
tliffcrencc of opinion." Sfr,,II Di.f,:,w,,,...,. 20/ 2. 15 E.A.D. ,11 501 (citing Shell 20/f. I~ E.A .D . .it 203, 
and NE Hui,. 7 E.A.D. at 567). ICi\S's hald assertion Iha! background ozone data was limitc~I and docs 
not supporl lhe Region's conclusions cannot overcome lhis particularl)' heavy burden. 
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demonstrate why a permitting authority's response to objections made during the 
public comment period warrants review). In this instance, the Region explained: 

[T]he Clean Air Act permitting programs are essentially 
'first come, first served' programs and each subsequent 
permitting action needs to account for all of those that 
went before but not any actions that will occur subsequent 
to that action. The permits for the Discoverer drill ship in 
the Chukchi Sea and Beaufort Sea are the first permits in 
their respective vicinities and they only need to assess 
their impacts on the existing air quality situation. 

The Kulluk drill rig in the Beaufort Sea is the second per­
mit and EPA has addressed cumulative impacts by includ­
ing conditions in the permit that prevent Shell from oper­
ating the Kulluk drill rig and the Discoverer drill ship in 
the Beauf011 Sea during the same drilling season. Permit 
Condition D.4.8. As such, only one of the two drill rigs 
can operate in the Beaufort in any year so there will be no 
overlapping impacts with respect to compliance with 
short[]term NAAQS. * * * 

As discussed above, ConocoPhillips has withdrawn its 
permit application for operation of a jack-up drill rig in 
the Chukchi Sea. 

RTC at IO I: see also EJ Analysis at 14 (rep011ing total maximum modeled con­
centrations for criteria pollutants in Kaktovik and Nuiqsut, which account for both 
the Discoverer's operation and background concentrations): Region Response 
at 42 n.39 (noting that "[p]otential OCS operations in the Chukchi Sea and the 
Beaufort Sea are over 200 miles apart at the closest point"). Aside from its plain 
statement that the Region did not consider the emissions from all proposed OCS 
operations, ICAS does not address the Region's response to its comment, and thus 
cannot demonstrate that this issue warrants Board review. Peabody, 12 E.A.D. 
at 33. 

4. Oil Spill Response Capabilities 

Mr. Lum asserts that EPA has failed to require Shell to demonstrate its oil 
spill response capabilities in "clear, windy, broken ice and sheet ice conditions." 
Lum Petition at 1-2. The Region responds that this issue is outside the scope of 
these permit proceedings and thus is not properly subject to review. Region Re­
sponse at 47. 
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The Board has previously empha~ized that "[t]he PSD review process is not 
an open forum for consideration of every environmental aspect of a proposed pro­
ject, or even every issue that bears on air quality."n /11 1e K111111f Fiber Glass 
GmhH, 8 E.A.D. I 21. 127 (EAB I 999) ("K11uuf f'), quoted in /11 re Sutler Powe,· 
Plant, 8 E.A.D. 680, 688 (EAB 1999): see also In re E11coge11 Coge11eratio11 Fa 
cility, 8 E.A.D. 244, 259-60 (EAB 1999). The Board has jurisdiction "to review 
issues directly related to permit conditions that implement the federal PSD pro­
gram," Sutter, 8 E.A.D. at 688, but will deny review of issues not governed by the 
PSD regulations because it lacks jurisdiction over them. Id.: see also E11coge11, 

8 E.A.D. at 259 (noting that petitioner" had not shown how the issue~ they re­
quested the Board to review fell within the Board'~ PSD jurisdiction). Moreover, 
there are often other regulatory program" in place that may address environmental 
concerns that fall outside the Board's scope of review. Knauf 1, 8 E.A.D. at 162; 
see also Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 405 n.66. 

EPA's jurisdiction over portions of the OCS applies to air emi..,sions subject 
to the CAA and its implementing regulations. In this instance. BOEMRE70 is re­
sponsible for implementing regulations that addres.~ oil spill and re~ponse capabil­
ities.7·1 The Board does not have jurisdiction to consider Shell's oil spill and re-

' As noted ahove. see Part VI A I .a. the OCS air regulation, require thm OCS permit proceed­
mgs folio" the procedures used to i~sue PSD penn1ts contamcd m 40 CF R. part 124 40 C.F.R 
§ 55.6(a)t3) 

• As the Board has noted in previous Sire// dcc1s1ons. 111 l\1Jy 2010 the Secretary of the De­
partment of the lnlcriof ("DOl"I signed a Sccrctanal Order reorg~nmng the former Minerals Manage­
ment Scrnce ("M1\IS") 11110 three 111dcpcndc111 cntllics lo bcncr C.lIT)' oul lls three missions of: (I) im­
proving lhc 111.inagcmc nt, m cr~ight. and account.ihthty of acuviti~s on the OCS: (2) ensuring a fair 
return to the taxpayer from offshore royalty and re,enuc cnllcctton and dishursemcnt activities: and 
(3) prov1d11tg 111dcpcndcnt s.ifely and env1ro11111e11tal o,ersight :tnd enforcement of offshore activities. 

Shell 20/ 2. 15 E.A D at 492 n.29: .H'c also Shdl 20/0, 1 'i E.A D at 112 n 7. l ' .S DOI. Depart menial 
Manual. pts. I 18 & 119. ch I (Sept 30. 201 n. lll'atlablc ar http://chps.do1 gO\'/app_dm/dm.cfm ("De­
partmental M,tnu,1(") (estahl1~h111g the creation, authorities, oiiJcct1ves, and reponmg rclalionships for 
the Bureau of Ocean Energy Mana)!cmcnt ('BOEM") ,ind Bureau oi Safety and Environmental En­
forcement ("BSEE")) BOEMRE assumed all of MMS's rcspons1b1htics m lhe 111tcrim until the full 
implemen1at1on of the rcorg,1111latlon 111to the three separate entities ,,as complete Shell 20/ 2. 
15 E.A.D. at 492 n 29. " ' ' ' Shell 2010. 15 E.A.D. at 112 n. 7 The transfer of the revenue collection 
function to the Offic.: of Natural Resources Revenue was completed on October 1. 20 IO. Sec Secretary 

of the lntcnor, U.S DOI. Order No. 1J06. Org11111~a11111wl Cltmr.~ts Undu the Assl\·t,1111 S1·cre1ttry -
l'oli.:y. Mat1t1f1e/llulf mu/ H•uf~er (Scpl 20, 2010), m•ai/al,/,: ar http://elipsdoi .gov/app_S0/so.cfm: 
Departmental Manual. pl. 112 ch. 3➔ (Apr 15. 2011) One }Car later. on Oc1ohcr I. 201 I. the reorgan­
ization was completed \I hen BOEMRE was replaced h)' BOEM ,n1d BSE(i Sa Dcp,lrlmental t\lanual. 
pis. I Ill & 119. For eons1,tcn.:y the Board refers to BOEMRF. hcc~Jusc the Permit and the supporting 
documentation refer cxclus1vcl)' hl BOEMRE. 

·, On Augu~t 4 , 201 I. BOEMRE (no" BOEM. sec nolc 74 abo\'c) rnnditionally appr<l\'c<.l 
Shell's explornt1on pl,111 for the Beaufort Sea. Letter from Jefl Wall.er, Regional Supervi5or, Field 
Operations. Alaska OCS Region, BOEMRC. U.S DOI. to Susan Childs. Shell Offshore. 111' . (Aug. 4, 

Contmued 
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sponse capabilities in the Arctic OCS, and thus, the Board denies Mr. Lum's 
petition for review on these grounds. 

5. Impacts of Air Emissions 011 Traditio11al S11bsiste11ce Food 
Sources 

Mr. Lum asserts that the K111/11k's operations in the Beaufort Sea will intro­
duce toxins into the ocean "via the exhaust [from the Kull11k] that settles down 
into it," and contaminate the marine mammals and fish the coastal Inupiat con­
sume as part of their indigenous diet. Lum Petition at 2-3. Mr. Lum continues that 
this will not only contaminate the food supply but also alter traditional lnupiat 
culture. Id. The Region responds that this issue is outside the scope of these per­
mit proceedings and thus is not properly subject to Board review. Region Re­
sponse at 4 7. The Board construes Mr. Lum's assertions as a challenge to the 
adequacy of the Region's compliance with the Executive Order. 

Mr. Lum also raised this issue in the appeals that led to the Board's 
Shell Discoverer 2012 decision. See 15 E.A.D. at 502. In Shell Disco,•erer 2012, 
the Board denied review on procedural grounds because the impacts of air emis­
sions on traditional subsistence food sources was not raised at the time of the first 
appeals. 'ff, Id. In the current appeal, Mr. Lum timely submitted comments on this 
issue and thus his petition for review is procedurally sound. See Lum Comments 
at I. The Board, however, has previously held that "(i)mpacts on subsistence hunt­
ing and fishing are outside the scope of the PSD program and therefore the 
Board's jurisdiction." Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 405 n.66 (citing K11a11f I, 8 E.A.D. 
at 161-62), quoted in RTC at 125. The Board does not have jurisdiction to con­
:-ider the impacts of air emissions on traditional subsistence food sources and 
lnupiat culture, and thus, the Board denies Mr. Lum's petition for review on these 
grounds. 

(conlinued} 
2011) [hereinafter Beaufort EP LellcrJ. The approval of the Beaufort Se.1 exploration plan was condi­
tioned. among other things. on Shell submitting to BOEMRE prior to the commencement of explora­
tory drilling operations do-umen1ation regarding the suhsea well cappmg and containment system 
Shell h,1s commincd to have at its disposal. Id. at 3. Specifically. Shell must "suhm,t documentation on 
the procedures for deployment. m~tallation. and opera1ion of the system under anticipated environ­
menial <:ond111ons, including 1he potential presence of sea ice for approval by BOEMRE. Shell will 
.ilso be required to conducl a field exercise to demonstrale Shell's ahility lo deploy the system." Id. 

'• As mentioned above, the Board remanded lo the Region two OCS PSD permits in Decem­
ber 2010. Sec getierally Site/I 2010, 15 E A.D at 161-62. In the subsequent appeals of the permits 
issued upon completion of remand proceedings. the Board unequivocally stated that "in the current 
appeal~. '(n]o new issues may be raised that could have been raised. but were not raised.' in lhc previ­
ous appeals," Sire/I Discon:rer 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 477 (quo1ing Shell 2010, 15 E.A.D. at 162). 
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For all of the foregoing reasons. the Board declines to review the Region's 
compliance with the Executive Order and applicable Board precedent. 

F. JCAS Has Failed to Demrm.rrrate That the Region Clear/_\' Erred or 
Ab11sed /rs Discretio11 i11 Prol'iding 46 Days for Comment on the Dmft 
Permit and in De11yi11g /CAS's Request for N01w1·erlapp111g Co111111e111 
Periods 

ICAS claims that the Region "committed dear legal en-or by failing to pro­
vide the public an adequate opportunity to comment on" the dratt permit.77 ICAS 
Petition at 6. More specifically. ICAS alleges that the Region failed to meet the 
parts 71 and 124 procedural requirements that require permit issuers to "allow at 
least 30 days for public comment" on draft permits. Id. at 7 (citing 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 7 l. I l(d)(2)(i). 124.1) (emphasis added by Petitioners). Although ICAS ac­
knowledges that the comment periods for the PermH ran from July 22, 2011, to 
September 6, 2011. an interval of 46 days. ICAS contends that, because the Re­
gion issued the draft K111/uk permit for comment at the ~ame time rt issued another 
draft minor source air permit for comment and in the middle of comment periods 
for two major source air permits for another Shell drillship.78 in reality, ICAS only 
"had 16 days to comment on each of the[] permits." rather than the required mini­
mum of 30. Id. at 7. This is becau<;e, according to ICAS. It "does not have the 
resources to comment on more than one air permit at a time." Id. ICAS further 
claims that "the short and overlapping comment periods • * * deprived [them] of 
a meaningful opportunity to comment on Shell's new air modeling results." Id. 
at 8. 

In a related argument. ICAS asserts that the Region clearly en-ed in denying 
its request that the Region "hold nonoverlapping comment periods on the OCS 
permits and fl provide 45 day~ to comment on each permit." Id. at 8-9. ICAS 
claims that it met the regulatory standard for demonstrating the need for addi · 
tiona! time to prepare comments. Id. (referring to the standard at 40 C.F.R. 
§ 71.1 l(g)}: see also id. attach. 8 (Letter from Harry Brower, Chairman. Alaska 
fakimo Whaling Commission (''AEWC"), et al., to Doug Hardesty. Air Permits 
Project Manager, U.S. EPA Region 10 (June 15. 2011) (A.R. C-487)) (AEWC 
and ICAS reque~t for nonoverlapping comment periods} {hereinafter ICAS Le t-

" The Bo.ird .ilso considers ICAS's claim under an .ihuse of discretion standard See infra note 
80. 

'' The Region had issued two draft permits for Shell's Disco1·crer drillslup e,1rher III Jul}' of 
2011. See Shell Di.w-mwer 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 480. The comment period for those two permits r,m 
from July 6 to August 5. 2011. /,/.: ICAS Petition al 7 . In addition. on the same dale the Region had 
issued the K11J/uk draft permit. il had a lso issued a draft permit for ConocoPhillips to oper,lte ajackup 
drill rig in the Chukchi Sea. ICAS Petition at 7. The comment period for 1his pcrnlll ongmally ended 
al the same time as the K11J/11/.: draft permit, but was later c~tcndcd to Scptcmbc1 21. 2011. ICAS 
Petllion at 8-9; RTC al 7. 
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ter); id. attach. 9 {Letter from Richard Albright, Director, Office of Air, Waste, & 
Toxics, U.S. EPA Region JO, to Harry Brower, AEWC Chairman. et al. {July 2 I. 
2011) (A.R. C-532)) {EPA response). 

The part 71 procedural regulation governing public notices and public com­
ment periods specifically provides that "[p]ublic notice of the preparation of a 
draft permit * * • shall allow at least 30 days for public comment." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 7 l. l l(d)(2)(i). The part 124 procedural regulations, which also apply to the Per­
mit,7') contain the same language. See 40 C.F.R. § 124. lO(b). The Board has tradi­
tionally read these regulations to establish a minimum comment period length of 
30 days, recognizing that the regulations clearly allow the permit issuer, in its 
discretion, to grant a longer comment period. Shell Disco11erer 2012, 15 E.A.D. 
at 520-21 (discussing the applicable part 124 regulation); see also 111 re Genesee 
Power Station, 4 E.A.D. 832, 841 (EAB 1993) (noting that the part 124 regulation 
governing public comment periods "only require[s them) to last 30 days"). In ad­
dition, as ICAS points out, part 71 contains a separate provision specifically au­
thorizing a permit issuer to grant additional time. It states that "[a] comment pe­
riod longer than 30 days may be necessary to give commenters a reasonable 
opportunity to comply with the requirements of this section. Additional time shall 
be granted to the extent that a commenter who requests additional time demon­
strates the need for such time."80 40 C.F.R. § 71.1 l(g)). 

•• As the Region e!lplamed. 1he Permi1 is subjecl lo lhe procedural requiremen1s of bolh 
p.,rl 'i'i (,md consequently part 12.t) as well as parl i I: 

RTC at 6 n.3. 

The porlion of 1h1s pcrmil lhal is a Pan 71 pcnnil (e.g., 1hc portion of 1he 
pcrmi1 thai applies on the Ouler OCS) is issued under 40 CFR Pan 55 
and 40 CFR Parl 71 and subjecl to the procedural requirements of 
40 CFR Part 71 as provided in 40 CFR § 7 I .4(dl. The porllon of 1hi~ 
permit that is a COA Tille V permil and a COA minor source pcrmil 
(e g .. the porlion of the permil thal applies on the Inner OCS) is issued 
under 40 CFR Pan 55 and. in 1hc ahscnce of Olher applicable proce 
durcs. subject lo the permit issuance procedures for PSD pcrmi1s under 
40 CFR Part 124, Subparl A and C. Sa 40 CFR §§ 55.6(a) (J) and 
124.1. 

"' Because the regulations authorize the permll issuer 10 grnn1 a longer commenl penod upon 
an adequ.itc showing of need. 1he Board also considers ICAS's challenge under an abuse of discretion 
c\'cn though lCAS did not clearly prcscnl ils challenge as such. allcgmg ms1cad only "clear error." 
St!e Shell Dm·ou·r,•r 2012. 15 E A.D at 521 (considering similar argument as raismg an abuse of 
discrelio11 cl.aim); ltt ,.., G11a111 IV"tenmrk.f A 11th .. l :'i E A.D. 437. 4.t3 n.7 (EAB 201 I) (explaining 
Board's standard in reviewing claims involving a penrnt issuer's exercise of discretion): /11 re Desert 
Rock E11crg,, Co .. 14 E A.D 48.t, 530 (EAB 2009) (using an abuse of discretion slandard where the 
pcrmil issuer had "bro.id d1screllon" 111 makmg the challenged delermination) The Board sirmlarly 
reads ICAS's challenge to the Region's denial of nonovcrlapping commcnl periods as raising an abuse 
of d1screuon clam1. 
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In the present case. the Region provided a 46 day public comment period 
for the Kulluk draft permit. albeit a comment period that partially overlapped with 
several other comment periods. The Region, in its Response to Comments, pro­
vided a lengthy. well-reasoned explanation for its establishment of a 46 day com­
ment period for the K111/11k permit and for its denial of ICAS's request for noncon­
current comment periods. See RTC at 5-8. In addressing comments on these 
topics, the Region pointed out that it had granted a period longer than the regula­
tory minimum for this permit and had also extended the comment period for one 
of the other permits, the ConocoPhillips permit. Id. at 6; accord id. at 7. The 
Region further noted that the ConocoPhillips permit, for which it had extended 
the comment period to 60 days, was for a proposed 2013 operation, whereas Shell 
"intends to begin its exploratory drill operations with the Kulluk in July 2012." hi. 
at 7. The Region also enumerated the many steps it had taken before and during 
the public comment period "to promote meaningful public involvement." Id. at 6. 

In addition, the Region observed that, while "it agree[d] with the com­
menters that some aspects of the Draft Permit are technically and legally com­
plex," on the other hand, "[t]he comments submitted * * * demonstrate[dl that 
the public was able to review, evaluate, and comment on many complex issues 
during the comment period provided." RTC at 8. The Region noted that among 
the more than 14,500 public comments it had received, a number of them had 
contained "substantive comments on. among other issues, the definition of OCS 
Source, limits on the source's potential to emit, choice of model, modeling data, 
ambient air boundary, source testing, emission factors, air quality analysis, appli­
cability of increments and visibility, and cumulative impacts." Id. Accordingly, 
the Region believed that "[l]he volume of comments received and the substantive 
issues addressing technically and legally complex is<;ues demommate[dl that the 
public was able to meanmgfully review and comment on the Draft Permit." Id. 

The Region a)<;o explained that "40 CFR § 7 l.7(a)(2) requires that it take a 
final action on a Title V permit application within 18 months of receiving a com­
plete application . In conducting the pe1mitting process, Region 10 must strike a 
h,1lance between its obligation to provide for meanmgful public participation and 
its responsibility to make a final permitting decision in a timely manner." Id. 
Ba~ed on all these factors. the Region had determined that "the commenters have 
not demonstrated that a period of more than 46 days 1s nece~sary to give the pub­
lic a reasonable opportunity to comment." Id. at 7 (citing 40 C.F.R. §§ 71.11 (g) 
and 124.13). 

In its petition, ICAS does not explain why the Region'i. response to these 
comments is clearly erroneous or an abuse of discretion. In fact, ICAS does not 
even addres~ the Region'.; rei-pon~e. ICAS's failure to address the Region's re­
sponse 1s, in and of itself, sufficient to deny its claims of procedural error con-
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cerning the comment period.Ml 

Nevertheless, even if the Board considered ICAS's claim of procedural er­
ror, the Board would deny review of this claim for several reasons. First, the 
length of time the Region provided for comment on this permit - 46 days - is 
16 days more than the regulatory minimum required by 40 C.F.R. 

§§ 71.1 I(d)(2)(i) and 124.IO(b). It is also one day more than the amount of time 

ICAS had specifically requested for each permit in its letter.82 See ICAS Letter 
at 2 (requesting nonconcurrent comment periods of 45 days). ICAS's attempt to 
recalculate the length of the comment period as "16 days" based on an unex­

plained mathematical formula involving the number and lengths of other com• 
ment periods is unconvincing and does not demonstrate clear error. See Shell Dis­
coverer 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 521; see also Russell City /I, 15 E.A.D. at 95-98 

(denying review of a procedural error claim where petitioners fail to point to a 
part 124 procedural regulation that was violated): K11a11f 11. 9 E.A.D. at 17 (deny­
ing review where the permit issuer fulfilled the applicable regulatory obligations, 
but did not go beyond those requirements). 

Furthermore, while it is true that the Region did not grant ICAS's request 

for nonoverlapping comment periods. ICAS has not pointed to any regulations 
that prohibit the Agency from issuing concurrent permits or that require - or even 
specify - a different comment period length when the Agency does issue concur 
rent permits. To the contrary, the relevant regulations authorize the Agency to 

issue a single public notice to "describe more than one permit or permit actions," 
40 C.F.R. §§ 71.1 l(d)(l)(iii), 124.10 (a)(3), without mentioning a different time 

frame for public comment when concurrent permits are issued. While sec• 
tion 71. 11 (g) authorizes the Agency to extend a particular comment period on a 

case-by-ca<;e basis where a commenter has demonstrated the need for additional 
time - which would thereby provide an avenue for commenters to obtain longer 
comment periods in situations where comment periods overlap•-• - the provision 

does not prohibit. or even mention, overlapping comment periods. 

• As 1he Board discussed above in Part Ill , a petitioner must explain why the penml issuer's 

previous response lo those objec tions is clearly erroneou, or 01hcrwisc warrants rcvic" "(A] pcli• 

tioner's failure lo addrcs.~ the permit issuer's response is fatal 10 its request for review.' /11 ,.., (11, 

,hk-Ebmod LLC. IJ E.A D. 126, 14.1, 170 (EAB 2006); ac,:onl R11.1wfl City II, 15 E A.D. at 10. 

~, Notably. lherefore. for this pernut. hy providing ,, longer comment period. the Reg ion did 111 

essence panially grant ICAS's reques1. 

•·• And, in this case. the Region did. provide additional lime for comment on two of the perrnils 

whose comment period overlapped The Region increased the comment period for the Shell K11f/11k 
permi1 lo 46 days and 1he comment period for 1hc ConocoPhillips pcrmil 10 60 day~ . See s11pra 

note 78. 

VOLUME 15 



R002410

SHELL OFFSHOkE. INC 607 

Finally, it is dear from the adnum"trative record that the Region appropri 
ately balanced conflicting considerations in deciding on the length of the com­
ment period for this permit and in denying the reque~t for nonoverlapping periods. 
ICAS has not demonstrated otherwise~4 and has therefore failed to show that the 
Region clearly e1Ted or abused its discretion in either selecting a 46 day comment 
period or in denying ICAS's reque'st for nonconcurrent comment periods. See 
Shell Di.mH'erer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 523 (denying review of a similar claim based 
on similar facts). Review of the Permit is therefore denied on this issue. 

G. !CAS Has Failed to De111011str(lfe Thar the Region Clearly Erred in its 
Public Hearing Procedures or That Any of the Alleged Procedural 
Deficiencies Otherwise Warran/ Rei·iew 

As noted above in Part V, the Region held two public hearings on the draft 
permit, one in Barrow, and a second in Anchorage. The Region also held an infor­
mational meeting prior to the Barrow public hearing. See Statement of Basis at 11 
(scheduling informational hearing from 5:00-6:30 pm, public hearing from 
7:00-9:00 pm); RTC at 6-7. 

ICAS claims that the Region "committed clear legal enor by failing to pro 
vide the public an adequate opportunity" to participate in the Barrow public hear­
ing. ICAS Petition at 6; see also id. at 9-10. ICAS alleges three procedural 
problems with the Barrow hearing. Id. at 9-10. ICAS first claims that the Region 
continued with the hearing despite difficulties with the teleconference phone sys­
tem that allegedly impaired the ability of the Region to hear all comments. id. 
at 9. ICAS next alleges that, "for a significant portion of the hearing," the Region 
di~cussed a PowerPoint presentation that was not made available to the public 
attending the hearing. Id. at 9-10. Finally, ICAS contends that the Region failed to 
sufficiently inform those attending the public hearing that it had procured an 

"' The Board 1s unpcrsu.idecl hy ICAS's argument !hat 11 had difliculty loc,11ing ,111 expcn to 
re\'iew the J1r modeling. See ICAS Petition at 8 As lhc Region imfa:alccl in its Response to Com­
ments, RTC ;it 8. olher commenters pro\'ided ~uhstantive, 1echnical comments on 1he air modeling. 
which suggests thal the comment period was suflicicnt to allow opportunity for mc,mingful commcnl 
Se,· Fla. Pmrer & Lr11/11 Co. v. United States. 846 f.2d 76'i, 772 (DC. Cir 1988) (upholding a short 
comment period a, sufhcient where !he agency hml received numerous commenls, some lengthy, and 
the commcnls had h,,d ., "mca,urnblc impact" on the fin,,I rule); Couft'1nu.·,, 11( St"'" llw,i S1tp<'n'1.wrs 

1· Office of 7111·i(J S11puvr.,·in11, 192 I'. Supp. 837. 844 (D.D.C. 1992) (holding knglh of commcnl 
period not unreasonable especially in light of 1he commen1s that plain1iffs and other parues submltled). 
Fur1hcrmorc . as the Region points out. it no1ificd ICAS in l\lay that the comment period, would hcgin 
m July. See Lener from Doug Hardesty, EPA. to No11h Slope Borough ct al. (May 25. 2011) (I\.R. 
HH-1 J. The Region .ilso condu,led lhree sepnr.ite informmion,11 meetings in Banmv and Kaklonk. 
Alaska. more than a mo111h prim 10 lhc s1art of the publi, comment period for 1hc Pcrnut "to inform the 
North Slope community of the draft pcnnil and to describe opponuni11cs for public pa11ic1pation • 
RTC at 6. 
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Inupiat interpreter for the hearing.H~ Id. at 10. ICAS asserts that making an inter­
preter "available in this fashion is akin to not having f onel at all ." Id. 

Part 71 and part 124 each contain a provision governing public hearings. 
See 40 C.F.R. §§ 71.1 l(f). 124.12. Both public hearing regulations require the 

permitting authority to hold a public hearing when the permitting authority "finds, 
on the basis of requests, a significant degree of public interest in a draft permit." 
Id. §§ 71 . 11 (t)( l ). l 24. l 2(a)( I). The regulations also authorize the permitting au­
thority to hold a public hearing "at its discretion, whenever. for instance, such a 

hearing might clarify one or more issues involved in the permit decision." Id. 
§§ 7l.l l(f)(2). 124.l2(a)(2); accord In re Russell City Energy Ctr. ("Russell 

City f'), 14 E.A.D. 159, 164 n.6 (EAB 2008). The public hearing regulations also 
prescribe the method of giving public notice of the hearing, 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 71.11([)(3). 124.12 (a)(4), the procedure for designating a presiding officer to 
preside at the hearing, id. §§ 71.l l(t)(4), 124.12 (b). and the procedures for the 

public to comment at the hearing, id.§§ 71.l l(t)(S), 124.12 (c). Finally, both reg­

ulations require that a tape recording or written transcript of the hearing be made 
publically available. Id. §§ 71.1 l(t)(6), 124.12 (d). 

Parts 71 and 124 also both require the permit issuer, in making its final 
decision, to consider all comments it receives during the public comment period 

and at any public hearings and to issue a "response to comments." Id. §§ 71.11 (j). 

124.17(a); see also id. §§ 71.1 l(e). 124.11. More particularly, these provisions 
require the permit issuer to "(blriefly describe and respond to all significant com­
ments on the draft permit • • * raised during the public comment period. or dur­
ing any hearing" in the response to comments document issued at the same time 

the final permit decision is issued. Id. §§ 77.1 l(j)(l)(ii), 124.17(a)(I). Impor­
tantly, none of the aforementioned regulation~ refer to, or in any way mention, a 
requirement to provide an interpreter or a requirement to provide written materials 

at the hearing. 

Upon review of the administrative record and the parties' arguments, the 

Board concludes that ICAS has not shown that the Region clearly erred in its 
handling of the Barrow public hearing for any of the three reasons ICAS ad­
vances. Not only does ICAS fail to point to any specific regulatory provision that 

the Region violated, but none of the alleged problems otherwise warrant Board 

review. The Board addresses each alleged deficiency in more detail below. 

ICAS's first contention - that the Region committed clear e1TOr because it 
was allegedly unable to adequately obtain mput from the public due to telecom-

0 According to ICAS. although the Region may have noted that an interpreter was availul>lc al 

the top of the hearing's stgn-m sheet. 11 did not make a public announc.:cmem of this fact at the outset of 

the hearing. ICAS Petition at 10: ICAS Reply .it 6: S<'<' ulm infra nole 89. 
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munication problems during the hearing - 1i- unpersuasive. The Region addressed 
this concern in its Response to Comments. See RTC al 9. There, the Region ex­
plained that, because such telecommunication problems are common on the North 
Slope, it had "recorded the public hearing in addition to having the hearing tran­
scribed by a court reporter. From the~e 11\'o ~ource~. Region 10 was able to cap­
ture the comments provided during the public he.iring." Id. (emphasis added); see 
also Public Hearing Transcript ("Pub. Hrg Tr.") at 3 (explaining that the hearing 
was recorded on the teleconference line as a "safety net"). In response. ICAS 
merely asserts that "this does not change the fact that people were not able to be 
heard via phone." ICAS Petition at 9. Significantly, however, ICAS does not iden­
tify any comment that the Region failed to hear or for which the Region failed to 
provide a response.86 See id. at 9; ICAS Reply at 6. Nor has any commenter come 
forward alleging that the Region failed to respond to hts or her public hearing 
comments. The fact that the call center experienced some telecommunications 
problems during the public hearing - which the Region appears to have ade­
quately anticipated and addressed by utilizing two methods of note taking - does 
not, without more, constitute clear legal en-or. Speculative claims that a permitting 
all!hority may have failed to hear a comment are in~ufficient to warrant Board 
review. 

ICAS's contention that the Region committed clear procedural error by fail­
ing to provide pre-meeting copies of a Powerpoint presentation is inapposite. In 
its response to the petition, the Region explams that this pre~entation was given 
during the informational meeting, not during the public hearing. Region Response 
at 39: see also Statement of Basis at 11 (~cheduling informational hearing prior to 
public hearing): RTC at 6-7 (mentiomng informational meeting). ICAS does not 
di~pute this.87 See ICAS Reply at 5-7. Furthermore. nowhere do the regulations 
require a permitting authority to provide informational handouts at an informa­
tional meeting (or at a public hearing).8s Thus, while it may be useful for a permit 

•• A~ d1scu~sed above. the reguh1tory requirement i~ for a permit tssuer to respond to s1gnifi­
ca111 commenls S,,,. 40 C r=.R § 77.11 (J)( I )(ii). I 24. I 7(a)( I). Thus, had JCAS 1dent1ficd significant 

comments raised al the public hearing that the Region foiled to address. ICAS's arguments would have 
been more persuasive S,•e. e.g .• l11 ,.,. Ro1.·kg<'11 E11ergy Ctr. , 8 E.A.D. 536, 557 (EAH 1999) (rem,tnd-

111g so thal permit issuer could dcmonst.-atc il h.id given thoughtful and full consideration to puhhc 
comments): Ill re IV 'iulmrlum Re, yc/ing & E11<'T!(I' C11· .. L.P .. 6 E.A.D 692, 710-12 (EAB 1996) 
(remanding penmt and requir111g permit issuer to comply with procedures under pan 124 including 
provision requiring a response to all signific,rnt comments received): see alw /11 rt' N M1</1. Unw. 
14 E.A.D. 283. 317-1!! tbAB 2009) (discussing part 124 requirement to adequately re~pond to 
comments}. 

'' The Region's explanation makes sense 111 light of the purpose of the two meetings. While the 
permitting au1hor11y may present it~ analyses, frndings, ;md conclusions ahout the draft pcr111i1 al ;111 

informational meet mg. the purpose of the public hearing is 10 obtain comments fmm the public' 

" The only document the pubhc hcanng .-cgula11ons require a permit issuer make a\'ailahlc to 
the public b the 1rnnscrip1 of the hearing. 40 C.r.R. §§ 71.11(1)(6), 12-1.12 (d). 
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issuer to provide copies of a presentation to the audience attending an informa­
tional meeting, failure to do so at the meeting - or at a subsequent public hearing 
- does not constitute clear error or otherwise warrant Board review. 

ICAS's final contention - that the Region committed clear procedural error 
by not adequately informing the public that an interpreter was available at the 
public hearing - is also unconvincing. Importantly, as noted above, there is no 
regulatory requirement for an interpreter in either part 71 or part 124, nor is there 
a provision specifying the method a permit issuer should use to inform the public 
of the availability of an interpreter at the public hearing.x~ ICAS has not pointed to 
any other requirement, regulatory or otherwise, requiring an interpreter or pre­
scribing the method for announcing one. Accordingly, while it may be preferable 
for the permit issuer to formally announce the availability of an interpreter at the 
beginning of the public hearing. and in both languages, failure to do so does not 
constitute clear error or otherwise warrant Board review. 

In sum. ICAS has failed to demonstrate that the public hearing procedures 
utilized by the Region constituted clear error. ICAS has not shown that the Region 
violated any part 71 or 124 procedural regulation. Moreover, the alleged problems 
ICAS has identified do not, even if the Board were to find them to constitute a 
deficiency in some way. warrant Board review. Consequently. the Board denies 
review of the Permit on this ground. 

VII. CONCLUSION AND ORDER 

For the foregoing reasons. the Board concludes that none of the petitioners 
have demonstrated that review of Permit No. RIO OCS030000 is warranted on 
any of the grounds presented. The Board therefore denies review of the Permit. 

So ordered. 

,. The panies seeming!) dispute the method in which the Region notified the pubhc of the 
avmlabili1y of the interpreter, The Region stated 111 11s Response 10 Commenb that. "[p]nor 10 the 
Barrow public hearing. Region 10 contacted (ICASJ lo arrange for an lnup1,11 speaker 10 he available 
to pro, ide Jnup1a1 interpretation at the hearmg if requested by any participant Al the beginning of the 
hearing, participants were provided the opportunity 10 request lnupiat interpretation during the hear­
ing No p,1rtic1pant requested 1ran,la11on and therefore an interpreter \\ as not used" RTC al 10-11 . In 
re.~ponse, JCAS claims that allendees only recall mention of an interpreter on the sign-up sheet. and 
only m English. ICAS Petition at IO. ICAS funher asserts that the tw1scrip1 or the puhlic hearing does 
not indicate that :in announcement was m.ide ICAS Reply at 6. In light of the Board's conclusion on 
this issue. ii is unnecessary 10 determine the prec ise methodology the Region used to nollfy the public 
of the interpreter's availahili1y. 
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Syllabus 

675 

The Sierra Club petitions the Environmental Appeals Board ("Board") to review a 
decision by the Department of Environmental Quality for Pima County, Arizona ("Pima 
County'') to issue a federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD") permit to 
Tucson Electric Power. The permit authorizes Tucson Electric Power to construct and 
operate up to ten additional electricity-generating units ("Units") at its Irvington 
Generating Station facility. Sierra Club challenges Pima County's determination that PSD 
requirements do not apply to the nitrogen oxide ("NOx'') emissions from the modified 
facility. Although the pcnnit contains a cap that limits NO~ emissions below the level 
triggering PSD requirements, Sierra Club argues that the permit's monitoring requirements 
arc not adequate to render the NOx emissions cap practically enforceable and thus PSD 
requirements should apply. 

The pennit imposes several monitoring requirements to verify compliance with the 
NO, em1ss1ons cap. Those requirements include, among other things: (i) biennial 
performance (stack) tests to determine how much NO, each Unit emits; (ii) calculation of 
monthly and yearly NO.x emissions using information from the required stack tests and 
monitoring of ongoing operations; and (iii) monitoring of the pollution control devices for 
the new Units to ensure that the devices arc working properly. Pima County concluded 
that these compliance monitoring requirements were sufficient to make the NO~ emissions 
cap practically enforceable. 

Held: The Board denies Sierra Club's Petition for Review. Sierra Club has not 
carried its burden of showing that Pima County clearly erred or abused its discretion in 
determining that the NO, emissions cap is practically enforceable. 

Sic1rn Club's argument that the NO, emissions cap is not practically enforceable 
because the permit's compliance monitoring requirements rely solely on biennial stack 
tests lacks merit because monitoring of the facility's pollution control devices is also an 
integral part of the permit's compliance monitoring requirements. Sierra Club's contention 
that the monitoring of the pollution control devices docs not cure the problem with the 
permit's reliance on biennial stack tests was not preserved for review because that assertion 
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was not raised during the public comment period. In any event, Sierra Club's contention 

is not responsive to the role of monitoring of the pollution control devices as described by 
Pima County. Additionally, Sierra Club does not substantiate its argument that Pima 

County failed to support in the administrative record its conclusion that the method for 
calculating monthly and yearly NOx emissions would likely overstate emissions. Lastly, 
Pima County adequately responded to Sierra Club's comments on the practical 
enforceability of the NOx emissions cap. Pima County responded to Sierra Club's 
generalized claims on the inadequacy of biennial stack testing to monitor compliance 
throughout the year by providing a description of all the clements of the permit's 
compliance monitoring requirements. Given the general nature of Sierra Club's comments, 

more was not required. 

Before Environmental Appeals Judges Aaron P. Avila, Mary Kay Lynch, 

and Mary Beth Ward. 

Opini<Jn of tl,e Board by Judge Ward: 

I. STATEMENTOFTHECASE 

This case involves a challenge by the Sierra Club to a determination in a 
federal Clean Air Act permit that the Act's Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

("PSD") requirements do not apply to the emissions of nitrogen oxides - commonly 

referred to as NOx - from a facility owned and operated by Tucson Electric Power 
("Tucson Electric"). Potential NOx emissions from the facility arc reduced by 

pollution control devices, and the permit imposes a limit (or cap) on NOx emissions 
consistent with the control devices' ability to reduce emissions. In such 
circumstances, the applicability of PSD requirements is based on the facility's 
emission rate, as reduced by the control devices, so long as the cap on the reduced 
emissions is enforceable as a practical matter. The specific issue presented here is 

whether the challenged permit's compliance monitoring requirements arc sufficient 

to make the NOx emissions cap practically enforceable. 

In August 2018, the Department of Environmental Quality for Pima County, 
Arizona ("Pima County") issued a federal PSD permit ("Permit") to Tucson 

Electric authorizing the construction and operation of up to ten additional 
electricity-generating units ("Units") at Tucson Electric's Irvington Generating 
Station facility. Although the expanded facility would emit several pollutants 

above levels that trigger PSD requirements, the Permit imposes certain 
requirements as to NOx emissions that bring those emissions below levels that 

trigger such requirements. Specifically, the Permit requires two existing electricity­
generating units at the facility to be shut down, mandates the use of pollution 
control devices on the new Units that reduce NOx emissions, and imposes a NOx 
emissions cap consistent with that reduction. 
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The Permit further imposes monitoring and recordkeeping requirements to 

verify compliance with the NOx emissions cap. Those compliance monitoring 

requirements include, among other things: (i) biennial performance (stack) tests to 

determine how much NOx each Unit emits; (ii) calculation of monthly and yearly 

NOx emissions using information from the required stack tests and monitoring of 

ongoing operations; and (iii) monitoring of pollution control devices to ensure that 

they arc working properly. Finding that these compliance monitoring requirements 

made the NOx emissions cap practically enforceable, Pima County concluded that 

PSD requirements do not apply to the new Units as to their NOx emissions. 

In its Petition for Review, Sierra Club argues that the NOx emissions cap is 

not practically enforceable that is, compliance with the cap cannot be verified -

because the stack tests arc conducted too infrequently, the monthly and yearly 

emission calculations rely solely on these infrequent stack tests, and the monitoring 

of pollution control devices docs not cure the problem with the infrequent stack 

tests. As a consequence, Sierra Club contends that PSD requirements should apply 

to the facility's increased NOx emissions resulting from its proposed expansion. 

We conclude that Sierra Club has not carried its burden of showing that 

Pima County clearly erred or abused its discretion in determining that the NOx 

emissions cap is practically enforceable. The Petition for Review is therefore 

denied. 

II. PRINCIPLE.<; GOVERNING BOARD REVIEW 

In considering a petition filed under 40 C.F.R. § 124. I 9(a), the Board first 

evaluates whether the petitioner has met threshold procedural requirements such as 

timeliness, standing, issue preservation, and specificity. In re Indeck-Elwood, LLC, 

13 E.A.D. 126, 143 (EAB 2006). For example, a petitioner must demonstrate that 

any issues and arguments it raises on appeal have been preserved for Board review 

(i.e., were raised during the public comment period or public hearing on the 

proposed permit), unless the issues or arguments were not reasonably ascertainable 

at the time. 40 C.F.R. §§ 124.13, .19(a)(4)(ii); see, e.g., In re City ,fAllfeboro, 

14 E.A.D. 398, 405-06, 444 (EAB 2009); In re City <?f Moscow, IO E.A.D. 135, 
141, 149-50 (EAB 2001). 

Under part 124, the petitioner bears the burden of demonstrating that review 

is warranted. See 40 C.F.R. § 124. I 9(a)(4). Ordinarily, the Board will deny review 

of a pennit decision and thus not remand it unless the petitioner demonstrates that 

the permit decision is based on a clearly erroneous finding of fact or conclusion of 

law or involves a matter of policy or exercise of discretion that warrants review. 

Id § 124.19(a)(4)(i)(A)-(B); see, e.g., In re laPaloma Energy Ctr., LLC, 
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16 E.A.D. 267, 269 (EAB 2014). The Board's power to grant review "should be 
only sparingly exercised," and "most permit conditions should be finally 
determined at the [permit issuer's] level." Consolidated Permit Regulations, 45 

Fed. Reg. 33,290, 33,412 (May 19, 1980); see also Revisions to Procedural Rules 
Applicable in Permit Appeals, 78 Fed. Reg. 5281, 5282 (Jan. 25, 2013). 

When evaluating a permit decision for clear error, the Board examines the 

administrative record that serves as the basis for the permit to determine whether 
the permit issuer exercised "considered judgment" in rendering its decision. See, 
e.g., In re Steel Dynamics, Inc., 9 E.A.D. 165, 191, 224-25 (EAB 2000); In re Ash 
Grove Cement Co., 7 E.A.D. 387, 417-18 (EAB 1997). Similarly, the Board will 
uphold a pcnnitting authority's exercise of discretion if that decision is cogently 
explained and supported in the record. See, e.g., La Paloma Energy Ctr., l 6 E.A.D. 
at 270, 284, 292. The Board docs not find clear error or an abuse of discretion 

simply because petitioner presents a difference of opinion or alternative theory 
regarding a matter. See In re Town qfAshland Wastewater Treatment Facility, 9 
E.A.D. 661,667 (EAB 2001); In re NE Hub Partners, L.P., 7 E.A.D. 561, 567-68 
(EAB 1998), review denied sub nom. Penn Fuel Gas, Inc. v. EPA, 185 F.3d 862 (3d 

Cir. 1999). And on matters that arc fundamentally technical or scientific in nature, 
the Board typically defers to a permit issuer's technical expertise and experience, 

as long as the permit issuer has adequately explained its rationale and supported its 
reasoning in the administrative record. See, e.g., In re FutureGen Indus. All., Inc., 
16 E.A.D. 717, 733-35 (EAB 2015), review dismissed as moot sub nom. D.JL Farm 

LLC v. EPA, 813 F.3d I 048 (7th Cir. 20 I 6). 

111. STATUTORY AND REGULATORY HISTORY 

The PSD provisions of the Clean Air Act govern air pollution both in 
"attainment" areas, where the air quality meets or is cleaner than the Environmental 
Protection Agency's ("EPA") national ambient air quality standards, and in 

"unclassifiable" areas where EPA has not categorized the air quality as having 
attainment or nonattainmcnt status. Clean Air Act ("CAA")§§ 160-169, 42 U.S.C. 

§§ 7470-7479; see also In re Palmdale Energy, LLC, PSD Appeal No. 18-01, slip 
op. at 4-7 (EAB Oct. 23, 2018), 17 E.A.D. _ (providing in-depth description of 

the PSD program). In both these areas, the PSD program requires that new "major 
stationary sources" of air pollutants or "major modifications" to such sources obtain 

a permit prior to construction. 1 See CAA § 165, 42 U.S.C. § 7475; 40 C.F.R. 

1 The actual term in the PSD statutory provisions is "major emitting facility." See 
CAA§ 169(1), (2)(C), 42 .S.C. § 7479(1), (2)(C). The related tenn "major stationary 
source" is used elsewhere in the Clean Air Act, see CAA§ 111 (a), (f), 40 U.S.C. § 7411 (a), 
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§ 52.21. Among other things, an applicant for a PSD permit must show that its 

facility will achieve emission limits attainable by the "best available control 

technology" for pollutants emitted from the facility above designated levels. CAA 

§ 165(a)(4), 42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(4); 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b)(23), (j)(2)-(3). 

Under the regulations implementing the PSD program, a "major stationary 

source" is, among other things, any source from certain source categories (including 

fossil fuel-fired steam electric power plants such as the facility here) that have the 

"potential to emit" I 00 tons per year or more of any of several regulated pollutants, 

including NOx. 2 40 C.F.R. § 52.2l(b)(l)(i). A "major modification" is "any 

physical change in or change in the method of operation of a major stationary 

source" that would result in: (I) a "significant emissions increase" of any of such 

pollutants; and (2) a "significant net emissions increase" of any of such pollutants. 

Id. § 52.21 (b)(2)(i). The regulations define a significant emissions increase and 

significant net emissions increase on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. Id. 
§ 52.2l(b)(23), (40). For NOx, a significant increase and a significant net increase 

arc both defined as an increase of 40 tons per year. Id. 

A critical aspect of determining whether a new source or the modification 

of a source would be a major source or major modification, respectively, is 

ascertaining the new source or modification's "potential to emit" pollutants and 

whether that potential meets or exceeds designated levels. "Potential to emit" has 

been defined by regulation as requiring consideration of "[a]ny physical or 

operational limitation on the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, including 

air pollution control equipment." Id. § 52.21 (b )( 4 ). However, the definition makes 

clear that a pollution control device's limitation on capacity can only be considered 

in determining a facility's potential to emit "if the limitation or the effect it would 

have on emissions is federally enforceable." Id. 

(f). The Act recognizes the similarity between the two terms by defining "major stationary 
source" and "major emitting facility" as synonymous "[c]xcept as otherwise expressly 
provided." CAA § 302(j), 42 U.S.C. § 7602(j); see Chevron, U.S.A ., Inc. v. NRDC. Inc., 

467 U.S. 837,860 (1984). In implementing the PSD program, EPA uses the terms "major 
stationary source" and "major modification," 40 C.F.R. § 52.21 (b )(I), (2), and, therefore, 
the Board will use that terminology as well. See U.S. EPA, /ll(!1,1' Source Review rVorhhop 

Manual, at A. I (draft Oct. 1990). 

2 The applicable regulation defines these pollutants as including "[a]ny pollutant 
for which a national ambient air quality standard has been promulgated." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 50.21(b)(50)(i). 
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Whether a physical or operational limitation on a source's emissions is 
"federally enforceable" has been interpreted by EPA as meaning that the emission 

limit reflecting the physical or operational limitation is "enforceable as a practical 

matter," or "practically enforceable." Memorandum from John S. Seitz, Dir., 
Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, U.S. EPA, and Robert I. Van 
Heuvelcn, Dir., Office of Regulatory Enf't, U.S. EPA, to EPA Reg'I Air Div. Dirs., 
Options for Limiting the Potential to Emit (PTE) of a Stationary Source Under 

Section 112 and Title V of the Clean Air Act 3 & attach. 3, at I (Jan. 25, 1995) 
("Seitz Memorandum"); see also In re Peabody W. Coal Co., 12 E.A.D. 22, 32 
(EAB 2005). To be practically enforceable, a permit must, among other things, 
specify "the method to determine compliance including appropriate monitoring, 

recordkeeping, and reporting." Seitz Memorandum at 6; c.f 40 C.F.R. § 49.152 

(defining "enforceable as a practical matter" in a similar manner for air quality 
planning and management in Indian country). To be appropriate, such monitoring, 
recordkeeping, and reporting must be sufficient to allow a permitting agency to 

verify a source's compliance with the permit's emission limit. See In l'e Shell 
Offshore, Inc., 15 E.A.D. 536,557,559 n.25 (EAB 2012) (holding that the permit 

issuer did not clearly err in concluding that emission limits were practically 
enforceable because the permit's monitoring requirements provided "the ability to 
assess and verify compliance"); Peabody, l 2 E.A.D. at 39-41 (finding no clear error 

by the permit issuer in determining that the pcrmittee's proposed monitoring 
requirements were insufficient to make an emission limit practically enforceable 
because the requirements did not provide "a reliable method of determining 

compliance"); In re Pencor-Masada Oxynol, LLC, Pct. No. 11-2001-05, 2002 EPA 
CAA Title V LEXIS 44, at * 16 (Adm 'r Apr. 8, 2002) (stating that for an emission 

limit to be practically enforceable, the permit must contain terms and conditions 

sufficient "to determine whether the limit has been exceeded"). 

Pima County's Department of Environmental Quality administers the 

federal PSD permitting program within Pima County, Arizona pursuant to a 
delegation from EPA. See Agreement for Delegation of Source Review under the 
Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Program Set Forth in 
40 CFR 52.21 by the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 to 

the Pima County Air Quality Control District (June 5, 2018). Accordingly, the 

Tucson Electric Permit is a federally-issued permit appcalablc to the Board under 
section 124. I 9 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 40 C.F.R. § 

124.19(a)(I). 
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IV. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

A. Tucson Eleclric 's Proposed Expansion cf /he Irving/on Generaling Sia/ion 
Facilily 

Tucson Electric is proposing to expand its fossil fuel-fired steam electric 

power plant, known as the Irvington Generating Station, by building up to ten new 

internal combustion engine units ("Units"). Pima Cty. Dep't of Envtl. Quality, 

Prevenlion c~f Sign[/icant Deterioration Air Quality Permit. Permit No. 1052, at 4 

(Aug. 8, 2018) (Administrative Record ("A.R.") 23) ("Permit"). Tucson Electric 

plans to use these new Units to support increased use of wind and solar-generated 

electrical power sources. The new Units can compensate for the variability of wind 

and solar power sources by providing "[r]cliablc, efficient, grid-balancing 

resources which can ramp up quickly and provide I 00 percent of their [ effective 

load carrying capability] during multiple peak periods of any length." Tucson Elcc. 

Power, Application for a Prevention <?( Sign[ficant Deterioration (PSD) 

Authorization and Sign(ficanl Revishm to Class I Air Quality Permit.for Irvington 
Generating Station 2-2, 2-5 (July 2017) (A.R. 2) ("Permit Application"). 

The Irvington Generating Station is a major stationary source subject to the 

Clean Air Act's PSD program and is in an area designated by EPA as in attainment. 

Permit at 4. Because the proposed addition of ten new Units would significantly 

increase potential emissions of several regulated pollutants, this expansion of the 

facility qualifies as a major modification and triggers PSD requirements. Id. 
Accordingly, Tucson Electric applied to Pima County to amend its existing air 

quality permit (referred to as a Class I permit) and convert it to a combined PSD 

permit and Class I permit. 3 

The modified facility would have triggered PSD requirements for its NOx 

emissions; however, Tucson Electric requested a limit on NOx emissions referred 

to by the parties as a NOx emissions cap for the new Units to keep their emissions 

below the PSD threshold.4 See Letter from Conrad Spencer, Tucson Elcc. Power, 

3 The Class I permit was required to allow construction and operation of the 

original facility under the Arizona Administrative Code, see Ariz. Admin. Code ~ RI 8-2-

302, which implements Arizona's operating permits program, authorized by EPA under 

Title V of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 7661-766lf. See Clean Air Act Full Approval 

of the Arizona Operating Permits Program, 66 Fed. Reg. 63,175 (Dec. 5, 200 I) (final rule 

fully approving Arizona's operating permits program). 

4 In the Administrative Record, the limitation on NO, emissions is described 

interchangeably ac; a "cap" and a "limit." See. e.g., Pennit at Pa11 B ~ II.A. I. For clarity 
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to Rupesh Patel, Pima Cty. Dep't of Envtl. Prot. (Feb. 23, 2018) (A.R. 13) 

(requesting NOx emissions cap of 170 tons per year). Tucson Electric also 

identified in its permit application three other aspects of the modified facility that 

would curtail NOx emissions from the new Units or the overall facility. First, each 

new Unit would be equipped with a selective catalytic reduction device that would 

substantially reduce NOx emissions. See Permit Application at 2-6, 3-3. Second, 

the Units would be limited to five startups per day. See id. at 2-6. Third, two 

existing steam-generating units at the facility would be pennanently shut down 

offsetting, in part, the increase in NOx emissions from the addition of the ten new 

Units. See id. at 2-5, 4-9. In combination, these terms of operation would limit the 

net increase in NOx emissions from the expansion of the Irvington facility to an 

amount that is below the "significant" level of 40 tons per year. 5 Permit at 4. 

We describe below: (i) the terms of the proposed combined PSD and Class I 

permit ("Proposed Permit") noticed for public comment with a focus on the 

compliance monitoring requirements pertaining to the NOx emissions cap, see Part 

IV.B; and (ii) Sierra Club's comments on the Proposed Permit and Pima County's 

response to those comments, see Part IV.C. 

B. The Proposed Permit's Requirements Concerning the NO, Emissions Cap 

In February 2018, Pima County issued the Proposed Permit for public 

comment. The Proposed Permit included the conditions necessary to restrict NOx 
emissions below the level triggering PSD requirements - requiring use of selective 

catalytic reduction devices on each new Unit, limiting startups of the new Units to 

five per day, retiring two existing steam-generating units, and a 170 tons per year 

NOx emissions cap and imposed requirements to verify compliance with the NOx 

and consistency, the Board will use the term "cap" to refer to the limitation on NO, 
emissions. 

5 The to-be-eliminated steam units emit approximately 140 tons per year of NO,. 
Thus, the replacement of these units with the ten new Units (limited to a combined total of 
170 tons per year of NO~) would result in a net legally-allowed increase of NO, of 
approximately 30 tons per year. See Pima Cty. Dep't ofEnvtl. Quality, Responses to Public 

Comments 7 (Aug. 8, 2018) (AR. 22) ("RTC"). Further, Pima County estimated that the 
ten Units would emit 152.8 tons per year of NO, - i.e., less than the 170 tons per year cap 
- based on the manufacturer's specifications on NO, emissions from the Units with 
selective catalytic reduction devices and assuming five startups per day, the maximum 
allowed under the Permit. Pima Cty. Dep't ofEnvtl. Quality, Technical Support Document 

attach.Bat 2 tbl.B-2 (Aug. 2018) (A.R. 24). 
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em1ss1ons cap. Pima Cty. Dep't of Envtl. Quality, Proposed Prevenlion <?( 

Sixn(flcanl Delerioralion Air Qualily Permil, Permil No. 1052, at 4 & Part B § V.E 

(Feb. 9, 2018) (A. R. 12.1) ("Proposed Permit"). 

As to the verification of compliance, the Proposed Permit specified that 

"[ c ]ompliancc with the NOx emission [cap] shall be demonstrated by performance 

tests as detailed in Condition II.D, monitoring as detailed in Condition II.B, and 

rccordkccping as detailed in Condition II.C." Id. at Part B § 11.A. l .b. The 

performance tests, monitoring, and recordkeeping required for compliance arc 

described further below. 

First, the Proposed Permit called for performance tests also referred to as 

"stack tests" - for each of the new Units to be conducted "using the methods and 

procedures in 40 C.F.R. § 60.4244 and Table 2 of 40 C.F.R. part 60, subpart JJJJ." 
Proposed Permit at Part B § II.D.2.a. For NOx emissions, these stack tests measure 

"the concentration of NOx in the engine exhaust" during operation of the facility at 

periods other than at startup (i.e., non-startup operating periods). 40 C.F.R. 

§ 60.4244(b), (d). Because the selective catalytic reduction devices must be 

operated "at all times while fuel is flowing to the [Unit], excluding periods of 

startup," stack tests reflect the impact the selective catalytic reduction devices have 

on NOx emissions. See Proposed Permit at Part B § 11.A.c. 

In addition to the regulatory procedures for stack tests, the Proposed Permit 

speei fled that the tests "shall be performed at 25, 40, 70, and I 00 percent of peak 

load" or at the minimum and peak load levels based on the prior twelve months of 

operation. Id. at Part B § 11.D.2.b. As to the frequency of testing, each Unit must 

be tested "within 60 days after achieving the maximum production rate, but not 

later than 180 days after initial startup." Id. at Part B § II. D. I. Thereafter, each 

Unit must be subjected to a stack test "no less frequently than once in each period 

of two consecutive calendar years," but at least five of the Units must be tested each 

calendar year. Id. This means that each Unit will be tested at least once every two 

years. 

Second, the Proposed Permit imposed several monitoring and 

recordkeeping requirements to verify continuing compliance with the NOx 

emissions cap. These monitoring and recordkeeping requirements established a 

procedure for calculating monthly and yearly NOx emissions and a program for 

ensuring that the selective catalytic reduction devices arc operated properly at all 

times. See id. at Part B § II.C. 

The Proposed Permit required the calculation of NOx em1ss1ons on a 

monthly and yearly basis for non-startup and startup operating periods. For non-
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startup operating periods, the Proposed Permit required that monthly NOx 
emissions be calculated by combining information on NOx emission rates measured 
in required stack tests with monitoring data on the operation of the Units. 

Specifically, the Proposed Permit required that Tucson Electric calculate a NOx 
"emission factor" from the most recent stack test expressed in terms of pounds of 

NOx emitted per the heat input measured in British thermal units ("BTUs") of 
natural gas used to power the Unit. Id at Part B § II.D.2.c. Additionally, the 

Proposed Permit required Tucson Electric to monitor and record the hours of 
operation of each Unit and natural gas consumption in BTUs during operation. Id. 
at Part B § 11.B. l. The Proposed Permit then directed that Tucson Electric calculate 

monthly NOx emissions during non-startup operating periods on a Unit-by-Unit 
basis by multiplying each Unit's emission factor by the BTUs of heat input used by 
the Unit over the month during these operating periods. Id. at Part B § 11.C.9. 

For startup operating periods, the Proposed Permit required that monthly 
NOx emissions be calculated by multiplying the number of startups per Unit in a 

month by the manufacturer-supplied NOx rate of emissions for startup ("startup 
emission rate") of the Unit. Id. at Part B § 11.C.9. To implement this requirement, 

the Proposed Permit specified that Tucson Electric monitor the number of startups 
for all Units and record the number and duration of all startups. Id. at Part B 
§ 11.B.2, 11.C. l. Emission calculations for startup operating periods are then 
combined with emission calculations for non-startup operating periods to calculate 

total monthly emissions and a twelve-month (i.e., yearly) rolling average of NOx 

emissions. Id. at Part B § II.C.9. 

Lastly, the Proposed Permit imposed additional requirements as to the 
selective catalytic reduction devices to assure proper functioning of these devices. 

These monitoring and recordkecping requirements included the following: (i) the 
devices must be maintained and operated in a manner consistent with good air 
pollution control practice for minimizing NOx emissions; (ii) the catalyst in the 
devices must be cleaned and replaced according to the manufacturer's 

recommendations; (iii) two key operating parameters of the devices - ammonia 
injection rate and temperature - must be monitored and recorded at least once every 
fifteen minutes; (iv) if ammonia injection to a device fails and cannot be restored 

in ten minutes, the Unit must be shut down; (v) records must be kept of any instance 
in which ammonia injection fails for more than two minutes; and (vi) the selective 

catalytic reduction devices must have a continuous NOx process monitor (which 
measures NOx concentration and adjusts ammonia injection levels to achieve 

desired NOx reduction). Proposed Permit at Part B § II.A. l .c, 11.B.3, 11.C.4; see 
Hug Eng'g, Operating Manual: Control Unit SNQ I (v03.00 Mar. 6, 2013) (A.R. 

12). 
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C. Sierra Cluh 's Commenls on !he Proposed Permit and Pima County's Response 

Sierra Club submitted comments on the Proposed Permit arguing, among 

other things, that the NOx emissions cap is not "practically enforceable,"6 and thus 

the cap cannot be considered a limitation on the facility's potential to emit NOx, 

Sierra Club, lnlent lo Approve: Proposed Revision to !he exislinK Air Quality 
Permit No. /052 lo Tucson Electric Power (TEP) !rvington1H. Wilson Sundt 

GeneralinK Slation (!GS) 8-9 & attach. at 20 (Mar. 29, 2018) (A.R. 21.2) ("Sierra 

Club Comments"). Sierra Club contended that absent a practically enforceable 

limitation on the facility's potential to emit NOx, Pima County erred in concluding 

that PSD requirements arc not applicable to NOx emissions. In its comments and 

in an expert report attached to its comments, Sierra Club advanced three arguments 

as to why the NOx emissions cap is not practically enforceable. 

First, Sierra Club contended that the Proposed Permit's compliance 

monitoring for NOx was inadequate because it relied on stack tests that could be 

performed as infrequently as every two years. Id. at 2, 9. Sierra Club argued that 

"using stack tests once every two years to determine whether the [Units] arc in 

compliance with the permit is woefully inadequate." Id. The expert report attached 

to Sierra Club's comments asserted that stack tests "may not be representative for 

emissions during routine operations" because stack tests do not provide data on 

whether pollution control devices at a facility arc functioning at an effective level 

at times other than when the stack test is performed. Id attach. at 21-22 & n.59 

( citing to EPA comment letters on state permits that raise this concern as a reason 

to require additional compliance monitoring to supplement annual stack tests). The 

solution, according to the expert report, would be to require Continuous Emissions 

Monitors. Id attach. at 23. The report argued that without Continuous Emissions 

Monitors, "community members will not be able to protect themselves against 

harmful emissions and local, state, and federal regulatory agencies cannot detect 

and cure violations of permit conditions." Id. 

Second, Sierra Club argued that the NOx emissions cap is not practically 

enforceable because the Permit docs not contain an "unambiguous methodology for 

calculating NOx emissions from the emission [stack] test." Id. attach. at 25; see 

6 Sierra Club uses the tcnn "practicably enforceable" as well as "practically 

enforceable" in its Petition. See, e.g., Petition for Review of Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration Permit I, 6 (Sept. 7, 2018) ("Pct."). But as we sec no difference between the 

two (and Sierra Club docs not assert that there is), the Board will use the term "practically 
enforceable" for clarity and consistency. 
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also id at 2, 9. Sierra Club requested that the Proposed Permit "be revised to 

include an equation that lays out the emission calculation in detail." Id. attach. at 

25. 

Third, Sierra Club asserted that there was no record support for a 

manufacturer-supplied NOx emission rate during startup, which was to be used to 

calculate emissions during startup operating periods. Id at 2, 9 & attach. at 25. 

Although the Proposed Permit referred to the NOx startup emission rate as 

"guaranteed," Sierra Club noted that there was no manufacturer guarantee provided 

for a startup NOx emission rate included in an attachment to the draft Technical 

Support Document. Id. attach. at 25. 

In August 2018, Pima County issued the Permit and its response to the 

public comments ("Response to Comments") received on the Proposed Pennit, 

including its response to each of Sierra Club's comments on whether the NOx 
emissions cap is practically enforceable. 

As to Sierra Club's comment about the adequacy of stack tests for 

determining continuing compliance with the NOx emissions cap, Pima County 

acknowledged that "EPA has indicated * * * that annual [stack] tests alone are 

insufficient to assure compliance with emission limits." Pima Cty. Dcp't of Envtl. 

Quality, Responses to Public Comments IO (Aug. 8, 2018) (A.R. 22) ("RTC"). 

However, Pima County explained that the Permit docs not rely solely on the results 

of stack tests to determine compliance. Id. Pima County detailed how monthly and 

yearly NOx emissions would be calculated using conservative non-startup emission 

factors and a similarly conservative startup emission rate and how monitoring of 

the selective catalytic reduction devices would assure that these control devices 

function properly at all times. Id. at 10-13. 

In response to the request for an unambiguous methodology in calculating 

NOx emissions, Pima County revised the Permit to include "a more detailed 

compliance dctennination methodology, expressed in the fonn of an equation." Id. 
at 13. Pima County noted that "[t]his methodology clearly indicates the emission 

factors and monitored data that will be used when calculating total NOx emissions 

from the engines." Id.; compare Proposed Permit at Part B § 11.C.9 with Permit at 

Part B § 11.C.9. 

Finally, to address the concern with the manufacturer-supplied startup 

emission rates, Pima County clarified that it had meant to reference the 

manufacturer-specified, not manufacturer-guaranteed, startup emission rates, and it 

amended the Pennit accordingly. RTC at 12; see Permit at Part B § 11.C.9. Further, 

Pima County admitted it had not included the latest manufacturer data in the 
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administrative record and explained that it had corrected this error by obtaining a 

waiver of the manufacturer's confidentiality claim concerning this information and 

included the infonnation on its website. RTC at 4, 12. 

This appeal followed. 

V. ANALYSIS 

In its Petition for Review, Sierra Club renews its challenge to Pima 

County's determination that the Permit's inclusion of a NOx emissions cap prevents 

the addition of the ten new Units to Tucson Electric's Irvington facility from 

triggering PSD requirements for NOx emissions. The sole issue that Sierra Club 

raises on appeal is whether the NOx emissions cap is practically enforceable. 

Specifically, Sierra Club argues (as it did in its comments) that biennial 

stack tests - used to develop each Unit's emission factor for calculating non-startup 

operating period emissions arc too infrequent to verify compliance with the NOx 

emissions cap. Petition for Review of Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

Permit 5, 7 (Sept. 7, 20 I 8) ("Pct."). Sierra Club further contends that reliance on 

biennial stack testing is not cured by the Permit's compliance monitoring 

requirements for the selective catalytic reduction devices or by Pima County's 

assertion that the emission factors for non-startup operating periods arc required to 

be calculated in a conservative fashion. Id. at 12, 16 n.3 7. In a related vein, Sierra 

Club also asserts that Pima County's response to its comments was inadequate 

because Pima County did not "show that the permit relics on sufficient monitoring 

data to assure accurate and continuous monthly compliance with the NO, cap." Id. 
at 12. 

Mirroring its response to Sierra Club's comments, Pima County defends the 

practical enforceability of the NOx emissions cap in its Response to the Petition by 

emphasizing the interconnected relationship of the entire suite of the Permit's 

compliance monitoring requirements. Pima County's Response to Sierra Club's 

Petition for Review 15, 17-19 (Oct. I, 2018) ("Pima County Resp."); see also 
Response of Permittee Tucson Electric Power to Petition for Review l 0-15 (Sept. 

28, 2018) ("Tucson Electric Resp."). 7 Pima County docs not claim that biennial 

7 Additionally, Tucson Electric contends that the Petition should be summarily 
dismissed because the question of whether a permit's compliance monitoring requirements 
arc sufficient to ensure the practical enforceability of an emissions cap is not a "novel 
issue," as the Board and the Administrator have upheld substantially similar challenges to 
the practical enforceability of an emissions cap in In re Shell OJJ1·hore, Inc., 15 E.A.D. 536, 
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stack testing is sufficient to make the NOx emissions cap practically enforceable. 
Pima County Resp. at 16. Nor do we read Pima County's Response to Comments 

or its Response to the Petition as contending that biennial stack testing combined 

with monthly and yearly emission calculations based on that testing would alone 
provide adequate compliance monitoring requirements for the expansion of the 
Irvington facility. Id. Rather, Pima County argues that the NOx emissions cap is 
practically enforceable based on how the biennial stack testing and the monthly and 

yearly emission calculations requirements are complemented by: (i) the 
requirements pertaining to the use, operation, and monitoring of the selective 
catalytic reduction devices; and (ii) the Permit's conservative methodology for 

calculating emission factors. Id. at 15-19; see also Tucson Electric Resp. at 11-15. 

Given the Permit's compliance monitoring requirements and Pima County's 
justification for the practical enforceability of the NOx emissions cap, the issues 
before us are narrower than stated by Sierra Club. Sierra Club's objections to the 

adequacy of the biennial stack tests and stack test-derived emission factors are not 
responsive to the actual compliance monitoring requirements in this Permit which 
include more than stack tests and stack-test derived emission factors and Pima 

County's explanation of how compliance with the Permit's NOx emissions cap will 
be verified. 8 Thus, we need not determine whether biennial stack tests and use of 

546-67 (EAB 2012), and In re Pope & Talbot, Inc., Lumber Mill, Pct. No. VIII-2006-04, 
2007 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 3, at *12-13 (Adm'r Mar. 22, 2007). Tucson Electric Resp. 
at 7. We reject this argument. The Board's two main decisions involving a similar issue, 
Shell Offshore and Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 34-4 7, as well as the Administrator's decision in 
Pope & Talbot, turned on a fact-based analysis of the permit in question, the nature of the 
facility, and the claims of the petitioner. They do not stand for the proposition that any 

permit using emission factors and monitoring of control devices to verify compliance with 
an emissions cap can be summarily affirmed as sufficient to ensure the practical 

enforceability of that cap. 

8 At times, several of Sierra Club's statements in its Petition and its comments 
appear to question the adequacy of the regulatorily-establishcd requirements for 
conducting perfonnance (stack) tests in subpart JJJJ, 40 C.F.R. § 60.4244, to detenninc the 
compliance of internal combustion engines with NOx emission limitations. See Pct. at 11 
(arguing that stack tests provide inadequate emissions compliance data due to the shortness 
of the tests and because they are conducted under ideal, prearranged conditions); Sierra 
Club Comments attach. at 21-22 & n.59 (same). To the extent Sierra Club intends this 
Petition to be a challenge to the requirements for tests in subpart JJJJ, 40 C.F.R. § 60.4244, 
that question is not properly before the Board because challenges to Clean Air Act 
regulations must be brought in the U.S. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, 
within 60 days of promulgation. 42 U.S.C. § 7607(b). Moreover, the Board docs not 
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emission factors based on those biennial stack tests to project monthly and yearly 

emissions standing alone would be sufficient to verify compliance with the NOx 

emissions cap. What remains at issue, however, arc Sierra Club's challenges to: 

(i) Pima County's reliance on two aspects of the Permit's compliance monitoring 

requirements monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices and the 

conservative methodology for calculating emission factors for non-startup 

operating periods - to ensure the NOx emissions cap is practically enforceable; and 

(ii) the adequacy of Pima County's response to Sierra Club's comments on the 

practical enforceability of the NOx emissions cap. We address these contentions in 

turn below. 

A. Sierra Club ·s Challenges to the Permit's Compliance Monitoring Requirements 

I. Sierra Club Fails to Show Clear Error in Pima County's Reliance on 
Monitoring<~[ the Selective Catalytic Reduction Devices lo Ensure the NO.r 
Emissions Cap is Practically En.fhrceahle 

As discussed, the Permit's compliance monitoring requirements have two 

mam components in addition to stack tests. The first component involves 

calculating monthly and yearly NOx emissions for each Unit during non-startup and 

startup operating periods. NOx emissions for non-startup periods arc based on NOx 

emission factors derived from stack tests conducted every two years and for startup 

periods arc based on manufacturer data. The second component is monitoring of 

the selective catalytic reduction devices. 

In its Petition, Sierra Club contends that the monitoring requirements for 

the selective catalytic reduction devices do not cure the problem with the Permit's 

reliance on stack tests and stack test-derived emission factors because the 

monitoring docs not produce data to be "included in the formula to establish the 

NO,_ emission factor." Pct. at 12. To the extent Sierra Club is challenging Pima 

County's conclusion that the monitoring requirements for the selective catalytic 

reduction devices arc, in combination with the Permit's other monitoring 

requirements, adequate to ensure the NO~ emissions cap is practically enforceable, 

this argument is raised for the first time in Sierra Club's Petition. As a result, it has 

not been preserved for Board review. The regulations governing Board review of 

review EPA regulations as part of permit appeals. See In re F11111reGen Indus. All .. Inc, 
16 E.A.D. 717, 724 (EAB 2015) (the Board "is not the appropriate forum" for raising 

dissatisfaction with an EPA regulation); In re Tondu Energy Co., 9 E.A.D. 7 I 0, 715-16 

(EAB 200 I) ("As we have repeatedly stated, permit appeals arc not appropriate fora for 
challenging Agency regulations."). 
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permit appeals, require that the party seeking review establish "that each issue being 
raised in the petition was raised during the public comment period (including any 
public hearing}," or demonstrate that the issue was not "reasonably ascertainable" 

at that time. 40 C.F.R. § 124.13, 19(a)(4)(ii); see, e.g., In re Seneca Res. Corp., 
16 E.A.D. 411,415 (EAD 2014). As the Board has previously explained, "[t]he 
effective, efficient and predictable administration of the permitting process 
demands that the permit issuer be given the opportunity to address potential 

problems with draft permits before they become final." In re Encogen 
Cogeneration Facility, 8 E.A.D. 244, 250 (EAB 1999). This is a particularly 
important requirement as to technical issues such as the adequacy of the compliance 
monitoring requirements presented here because "the locus of responsibility for 

important technical decisionmaking rests primarily with the permitting authority, 
which has the relevant specialized expertise and experience." Peabody, 12 E.A.D. 

at 33. 

Although Sierra Club did challenge the practical enforceability of the NOx 
emissions cap in its comments, Sierra Club did not include as part of that challenge 
any critique of the role that the monitoring requirements for the selective catalytic 
reduction devices play. In fact, Sierra Club's comments never even mentioned the 

Permit's monitoring requirements for the selective catalytic reduction devices. 

The section in Sierra Club's comments addressing practical enforceability 
of the NOx emissions cap contains four paragraphs: ( 1) two paragraphs describing 
in general terms the legal requirement for practically enforceable emission limits; 
(2) one paragraph arguing that the Permit contained nothing more than a "[b ]lanket" 

emission limitation, which was not practically enforceable; and (3) a final 

paragraph raising the frequency of stack tests and two other unrelated concerns with 
practical enforceability of the NOl{ emissions cap. Sierra Club Comments at 8-9. 

The two other concerns were described in that final paragraph as follows: 

[Sierra Club's] expert comments detail at length the enforceability 
issues with the proposed permit. Specifically, using stack tests once 

every two years to determine whether the [Units] are in compliance 

with the permit is woefully inadequate. The permit does not contain 
an unambiguous methodology for demonstrating compliance with 
the annual NO, emission cap, and there is no support for the 
applicant's "vendor-guaranteed" NO, rate that is used to 
demonstrate comp/ iance. 

Id. at 9 (emphasis added) (footnote omitted). While Sierra Club's expert report, 

which was attached to its comments, expanded on the concerns raised with stack 
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tests, the methodology issue as to emission factors, and the manufacturer data on 

NOx emissions during startup, that report did not raise concerns with or otherwise 

discuss the Permit's monitoring requirements for the selective catalytic reduction 

devices. See Id. attach. at 20-25. 

Sierra Club cannot claim that Pima County did not provide notice of the role 

that monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices plays in verifying 

compliance with the NOx emissions cap. On its face, the Proposed Permit expressly 

stated that its requirements for monitoring of selective catalytic reduction devices 

arc an clement bearing on verifying compliance with the NOx emissions cap. 

Condition Il.A. I .b of the Proposed Permit provided that "[c]ompliancc with the 

NOx emission limit shall be demonstrated by performance [i.e. stack] tests as 

detailed in Condition II.D, monitoring as detailed in Condition 11.B, and 

recordkeeping as detailed in Conditions II.C." Proposed Permit at Part B § II.A. l .b. 

And Conditions II.B and II.C on monitoring and rccordkccping, as well as 

Condition II.A addressing emission limitations, contain multiple requirements 

pertaining to monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices in addition to 

requirements as to stack tests and calculation of monthly and yearly emissions. See 

id. at Part B § II.A. I (setting the 170 tons per year NOx emission limit, requiring 

installation of selective catalytic reduction devices with continuous NOx process 

monitors, and imposing operating requirements on such devices); id. at Part B 

§ II.B (requiring monitoring of fuel consumption and startups of the new Units and 

monitoring of operating parameters ammonia injection rate and temperature - for 

selective catalytic reduction devices); id. at Part B § II.C (requiring records be kept 

of the monitoring of fuel consumption, of startups of the engines, and of the 

operating parameters of the selective catalytic reduction devices; and specifying 

that monthly and yearly NOx emissions must be calculated). Thus, the Permit's 

reliance on monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices as a key part of 

determining compliance with the NOx emissions cap was reasonably ascertainable 

at the time of the comment period. Any challenge to the way in which the 

monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices functioned in verifying 

compliance with the NOx emissions cap should have been presented to the permit 
issuer in the first instance. 

In any event, even if Sierra Club's challenge to Pima County's reliance on 

the monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices to verify compliance with 

the NOx emissions cap was preserved for Board review, Sierra Club's specific 

challenge (the monitoring results arc not "included in the formula to establish the 

'NOx emission factor'") reflects a misunderstanding of how the Permit works. See 

Pct. at 12. In response to Sierra Club's general argument about the lack of practical 

enforceability of the NOx emissions cap through reliance on biennial stack tests , 
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Pima County explained that it was not relying solely on stack tests to verify 

compliance. In addition to the required stack tests, Pima County pointed to the 
Permit's requirements to calculate monthly and yearly NOx emissions and the 

monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices. RTC at 10-13. As to the 
latter, Pima County explained that monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction 

devices would assure that the devices were functioning properly "at all times." Id. 
at l 0. Pima County's intent was not to obtain data from this monitoring to adjust 
the emission factors. Instead, the data are required to make sure the selective 
catalytic reduction devices arc working properly at all times. Thus, Sierra Club's 

argument in its Petition is not responsive to the role of monitoring of the selective 

catalytic reduction devices as described by Pima County. 

2. Sierra Club Fails lo Show Clear Error in Pima County's Determination !hat 
the Non-Startup Emission Factors Are Conservative 

In a footnote to its Petition, Sierra Club also takes issue with Pima County's 

assertion that the methodology for calculating emission factors for non-startup 
operating periods is conservative. Pct. at 16 n.37. Under Board case law, a 
determination such as this one by Pima County "requires the sort of quintessential 

technical expertise the permit issuer possesses." In re Shell O.ffshore, Inc., 15 
E.A.D. 536, 558 (EAB 2012) (upholding a permit issuer's choice of emission 

factors in a challenge to the practical enforceability of an emissions cap limiting a 
facility's potential to emit). Sierra Club has not met the "particularly heavy burden" 

it bears on this technical question. See Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 41. 

Sierra Club disputes that calculating non-startup emission factors from the 

highest emission rate produced during required stack tests will, as Pima County 
claims, result in an emission factor that "over-calculat[ cs]" NOx emissions. Pet. at 
16, n.37. Sierra Club maintains that there is no support in the record for this 

conclusion and no specific calculation of the quantitative extent of the ovcr­

calculation. We find no merit in Sierra Club's argument. 9 

9 Sierra Club's argument here also appears for the first time in its Petition. 
However, neither the Proposed Permit nor draft Technical Support Document explained 
that the conservative nature of the methodology for calculating non-startup emission 
factors was a consideration bearing on the practical enforceability of the N01 emissions 

cap. That explanation appears for the first time in the Response to Comments, RTC at 13, 

and thus Sierra Club's challenge to that rationale may be raised on appeal. See In re Pio 
Pico Energy Cir., 16 E.A.D.56, 102 (EAB 2013) (allowing consideration of an issue not 
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First, although Pima County docs state at one point that the Permit's 

methodology for calculating emission factors based on stack tests will overstate 

actual emissions, the record as a whole suggests that Pima County did not design 

the procedure for establishing emission factors to overstate emissions by a specific 

quantitative amount but rather to guard against understating emissions. For 

example, Pima County introduced its emission factor methodology by explaining 

that "certain clements [of the methodology] * * * will inherently produce a 

conservative calculation of emissions (i.e., a tendency to over-calculate, rather than 

under-calculate, engine NOx emissions)." RTC at I 3. Nor docs the record show 

that Pima County relied upon a specific quantitative degree of over-calculation in 

the emission factors to justify the practical enforceability of the NOx emissions cap. 

Second, the Permit's description of the methodology for establishing an 

emission factor for non-startup operating periods provides sufficient record support 

for Pima County's description of emission factors as conservative (i.e., likely to 

overstate emissions). The emission factor methodology requires Tucson Electric 

to identify the maximum NOx emissions that will be emitted across the full range 

of load levels during non-startup operating periods. To do this, the Permit requires 

Tucson Electric to conduct each stack test across the full range of non-startup 

operating load levels. Permit at Part B § 11.D.2.b. The methodology then requires 

that the emission factor be calculated using the maximum emission rate found in 

that test as the presumed emission rate whenever the engine is operating in non­

startup conditions, irrespective of the load level at which it is operating. Id. at Part 

B § 11.D.2.c. Given that the methodology requires that the highest measured 

emission rate from stack tests be used in the calculation of emission factors, it was 

reasonable for Pima County to conclude that this approach is a conservative one. 

Sierra Club's "bare assertion" to the contrary is not adequate to support the opposite 

conclusion. See Shell Qffshore, 15 E.A.D. at 561 n.28 (the Board refuses to rely on 

a petitioner's "bare assertion" that stack tests supporting emission factors were too 
infrequent). 10 

raised in a public comment "where the permit issuer's reasoning on an issue was not clearly 

ascertainable from the record at the draft permit stage"). 

10 Additionally, Sierra Club ignores that the methodology for calculating emissions 

during startup operating periods is also designed to conservatively calculate emissions. 
NO, emissions differ significantly between "cold" or "warm" startups with cold startups 

generating approximately three times the NO, emissions as warm startups. Letter from 
Conrad Spencer, Tucson Elcc. Power, to Rupcsh Patel, Pima Cly. Dep't of Envtl. Prot. 6 

(Sept. 21, 2017) (A.R. 6) (finding that a cold startup emits 10.3 pounds of NO., compared 
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For all the above reasons, Sierra Club fails to substantiate its claim that the 

record does not support Pima County's determination that the emission factor 

methodology is likely to overstate, not understate, actual emissions. 

3. Conclusion 

Sierra Club failed to preserve for Board review its ability to challenge Pima 

County's reliance on monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices as a 

component of the Permit's compliance monitoring program. Sierra Club further 

did not substantiate its challenge to either the adequacy of that monitoring or the 

conservative emission factor methodology. Accordingly, the Board concludes that 

Sierra Club has not carried its burden to show that Pima County clearly erred in its 

determination that the Permit's NOx emissions cap is practically enforceable. 

B. Sierra Club Fails to Show Pima County Clearly Erred in Responding to Sierra 
Club ·s Comments 

Sierra Club asserts that Pima County's "responses to Sierra Club' s 

comments were inadequate." Pet. at 12. In support of that contention, Sierra Club 

argues that Pima County did not "otherwise show that the permit relies on sufficient 

monitoring data to assure accurate and continuous monthly compliance with the 

NOx cap," and "did nothing to address the fact that the NOx cap remains practically 

unenforceable." Id. 

The adequacy of a permit issuer's response to comments must be evaluated 

in the context of the content, specificity, and precision of the submitted comments. 

The Board has held that "parties submitting comments on draft permits must 

present their concerns with sufficient precision and specificity to apprise the 

permitting authorities of the significant issues so that the permit issuer can make 

timely and appropriate adjustments to its permit determination, or, if no adjustments 

arc made, can explain why none are necessary in its response to comments." In re 

Pio Pico Energy Ctr., 16 E.A.D. 56, 85 (EAB 2013). Where a comment lacks 

specificity and precision, the permit issuer's obligation to respond is similarly 

tempered. It is well settled that "permit issuers need not guess the meaning behind 

imprecise comments and are under no obligation to speculate about possible 

concerns that were not articulated in the comments." In re Scituate Wastewaler 

to a warm startup that emits 3.5 pounds). Nonetheless, the methodology for calculating 

emissions during startup requires Tucson Electric to assume that all startups are cold 

startups. Permit at Part B 11.C.9. 
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Treatment Plant, 12 E.A.D. 708, 723 (EAB 2006) (quotations and citations 
omitted). 

Sierra Club's comments on practical enforceability of the NOx emissions 

cap focused on the adequacy of biennial stack testing as a form of compliance 

monitoring and were very general in nature. 11 In its comments, Sierra Club merely 

stated that "using stack tests once every two years to determine whether the [Units] 

arc in compliance with the permit is woefully inadequate." Sierra Club Comments 

at 9. The expert report attached to Sierra Club's comments added some detail but 

not much more. See id. attach. at 20-25. The report explained that infrequent stack 

tests may not be representative of "routine operations" and noted that "EPA itself 

has stated that annual stack tests arc not sufficient to assure compliance with 

emissions limits." Id. attach. at 21-22. The information cited to support this 

assertion showed that EPA was concerned that annual stack tests may not be 

adequate to demonstrate compliance throughout the remainder of the year, 

particularly where the proper functioning of pollution control technology is 

necessary for the source to meet applicable requirements. Id. attach. at 21 n.59. 

Instead of stack testing, Sierra Club's expert report recommended that the Permit 

require Continuous Emissions Monitors. Id attach. at 23. 

Pima County responded to these comments by first acknowledging that 

annual stack tests "arc insufficient to assure compliance with emission limits.'' 

RTC at I 0. Pima County then provided a detailed explanation of what other 

requirements it had included in the Permit to assure sufficient compliance 

monitoring during all periods of operation. That lengthy explanation touched on 

the requirements for use of stack test-derived emission factors and manufacturer 

emission rates to calculate monthly and yearly NOx emissions, the conservative 

nature of these emission factors and emission rates, and the required monitoring of 

the selective catalytic reduction devices. Id at I 0-13. This level of detail was more 

than an adequate response to Sierra Club's comment that the Permit's compliance 

11 As described in Part IV.B, Sierra Club also argued in its comments that the NO, 

emissions cap was not practically enforceable because the Proposed Permit lacked a clear 

statement of the methodology for calculating NO, emissions from emission factors and 

because Pima County had not included in the record the manufacturer data on startup 

emission rates that arc required for calculating emissions during startup operating periods. 

Sierra Club Comments at 2, 9. In response, Pima County amended the Permit to include 

an equation for calculating NO\ emissions and included in the record the manufacturer data 

on startup emission rates. RTC at 4, 13. Sierra Club has not suggested these comment 
responses were inadequate. 
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monitoring was "woefully inadequate" and the expert report explanation that 

infrequent stack tests may not be representative of routine operations. As the Board 

has previously held, if "an issue is raised only generically during the public 

comment period, the permit issuer is not required to provide more than a generic 

justification for its decision, and the petitioners cannot raise more specific concerns 

for the first time on appeal." Encogen, 8 E.A.D. at 251 n.12; see In re Knauf Fiber 
Glass, GmbH, 8 E.A.D. 121, 146-47 (EAB 1999) (where commenter submitted 

comments challenging representativeness of air quality data without supplying 

reasons, permit issuer's response that the data is conservative was adequate given 

the generic nature of the comment). 

To the extent Sierra Club now raises concerns about any of the specifics of 

that response, we have addressed those claims in Part V.A, above. Sierra Club 

provides no further detail to support its claim of an inadequate response to 

comments. In fact, a substantial portion of Sierra Club's Petition is composed of 

block quotes from Pima County's explanation in the Response to Comments of its 

basis for concluding that the NOx emissions cap is practically enforceable. See Pet. 

at 13-16. But as the Board's regulations make clear, when a permit issuer has 

addressed a petitioner's comments in the record, the petitioner must do more than 

insist that the permit issuer's response is incorrect, the petitioner "must * * * 

explain why the Regional Administrator's response to the comment was clearly 

erroneous or otherwise warrants review." 40 C.F.R. § 124.19(a)(4)(ii); see In re 
Wincffall Oil & Gas, Inc., 16 E.A.D. 769, 797-98 (EAB 2015) ("Simply disagreeing 

with the Region and repeating concerns [raised in public comments] in a petition 

for review* * * docs not satisfy the regulatory requirement that petitioners confront 

the permit issuer's responses and explain why the responses were clearly 

erroneous."). Accordingly, the Board concludes that Sierra Club has not shown 

Pima County clearly erred in the manner in which it responded to Sierra Club's 

comments. 

VJ. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, the Board denies Sierra Club's Petition for 

Review. 

So ordered. 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 
Wednesday, March 2, 2022 2:36 PM 
'apiscitelli@uss.com' 
Phone call 

I would like to have a brief phone call to follow up on our face-to-face meeting in February .. Given my work schedule, I 
will need to call you. What is your number. 

Thanks 

Chris Romaine 
Air Permit Section 
Illinois EPA 
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the reader of this message is not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are 
hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication, or any of its contents, is strictly 
prohibited. Any inadvertent or accidental disclosure of confidential, legally privileged and/or exempt information contained in this email does not constitute 
a knowing waiver of any r ghts regarding such information or materials. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender and 
destroy all copies of the me>sage (Including any attachments). 

1 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

Subject: 
Location: 

Start: 
End: 
Show Time As: 

Recurrence: 

Meeting Status: 

Organizer: 
Required Attendees: 

Dave/Kathy, 

USS - Permitting Discussion 
IEPA 4th Floor Conference Room 

Thu 3/3/2016 10:00 AM 
Thu 3/3/2016 2:00 PM 
Tentative 

(none) 

Not yet responded 

Carter, Sally 
Romaine, Chris; Patel, Minesh; Katherine D. Hodge (khodge@hddattorneys.com); David 
W Hacker (DWHacker@uss.com) 

Please forward to the necessary technical participants from USS. Thanks so much. 

Happy Holidays to you both. 
Sally 
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Patel, Minesh 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

DoNotReply.EJRequest@illinois.gov 
Monday, March 9, 2020 3:21 PM 
Patel, Minesh; Frost, Brad; Frost. Brad; Pressnall, Chris; Lenkart, Maggie; Herr, Alane; 
Patel, Minesh 

Request for EJ Review for US Steel Granite City I 119813AAI I 95010001 I Air 

A new request has been submitted to the EJ Outreach database. 

Source Name: US Steel Granite City 

Activity/Subactivity Type: Permit/ Construction 

Decision Due Date: 06/30/2020 

Reviewer - When the permit is ready to be issued, click this link to view the request. When viewing the request, click the 
button labeled 'Ready for issuance' to mark the record for EJ Release. 

1 
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Site Search Review Status You are logged in as ILLINOIS\Minesh.Patel 

Confirmation 

Your request for EJ Review has been submined 

Summary for EJ Review Request #3692 

Site/Facility Information 

Site Name: US Steel Granite City 

Bureau Site ID: 119813AAI 

Address: 1951 State Street 

Site ID: 170000125683 

Bureau: AIR 

EJ Status: 3 - EJ Area, Both Minority & Low 
Income 

City/State/Zip: Granite City, Illinois 62040 

Contact Name: Christopher Hardin 

Contact Address: 1951 State Street 

Contact Title: 

Contact City/State/Zip: Granite City, Illinois 62040 

Phone: (412) 433 5904 

Application Information 

Reference Number: 95010001 

Activity Type: Permit 

Application Scope/Description: 

Email: cwhardin@uss.com 

Activity Subtype: Construction 

An application for revisions to a 1996 construction permit for a production increase. The 
requested revisions do not involve physical changes to equipment or operations or any 
changes to the production limits set by this construction permit. The primary changes 
being requested involve combining emission limits for individual emission units into 
overall limits for the annual emissions of var"ous "areas" at the source, e.g., production of 
iron in the blast furnaces or the boilers and other combustion units. Other changes being 
requested include an increase in the limit for usage of natural gas because US Steel 
shutdown its coke ovens in 2015 and no longer burns coke oven gas. 

http://epa084dwebl.iltest.illinois.gov/EJOutReach/Home/Confinnation/3692 319/2020 
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Confirmation - Illinois Environmental Protection Agency Page 2 of 2 

Other Relevant Information: 
This project was a major modification for emissions of carbon monoxide and sulfur 
dioxide under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) rules. For other 
pollutants, this project was not major because the net increases in emissions were less 
than significant. This request for revisions to this construction permit involves provisions 
of this permit that led US Steel to appeal the Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) 
permit issued for the Granite City Works (Pollution Control Board Case No. 2010-023). US 
Steel appealed the CAAPP permit because of certain limits in this construction permit 
that were carried over into the CAAPP permit. Revisions are being requested to this 
construction permit to enable settlement of this appeal of the CAAPP permit. 

Request Submitted: 3/9/2020 Submitted by: Minesh.Patel 

Application Received: 3/27/2007 Decision Due: 6/30/2020 

Reviewer Name: Minesh.Patel 

Review Status Notes: 

(e' 2020 - IEPA Environmental Justice 

Review Status: Review Pending 

http://epa084dweb1.iltest.illinois.gov/EJOutReach/Home/Confirmation/3692 3/9/2020 
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EJ Review Request #3692 

Site/Facility Information 
Site Name: US Steel Granite City 

Bureau Site ID: 119813AAI 

Address: 1951 State Street 

City/State/Zip: Granite City, Illinois 62040 

Contact Name: Christopher Hardin 

Contact Address: 1951 State Street 

Site ID: 170000125683 

Bureau: AIR 

EJ Status: 3 - EJ Area, Both Minority & Low 
Income 

Contact Title: 

Contact City/State/Zip: Granite City, Illinois 62040 

Phone: (412) 433-5904 Email: cwhardin@uss.com 

Application Information 

Reference Number: 95010001 

Activity Type: Permit 

Application Scope/Description: 
Activity Subtype: Construction 

An application for revisions to a 1996 construction permit for a production increase. The 
requested revisions do not involve physical changes to equipment or operations or any 
changes to the production limits set by this construction permit. The primary changes being 
requested involve combining emission limits for individual emission units into overall limits 
for the annual emissions of various "areas" at the source, e.g., production of iron in the 
blast furnaces or the boilers and other combustion units. Other changes being requested 
include an increase in the limit for usage of natural gas because US Steel shutdown its 
coke ovens in 2015 and no longer burns coke oven gas. 

Other Relevant Information: 
This project was a major modification for emissions of carbon monoxide and sulfur dioxide 
under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) rules. For other pollutants, this 
project was not major because the net increases in emissions were less than significant. 
This request for revisions to this construction permit involves provisions of this permit that 
led US Steel to appeal the Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) permit issued for the 
Granite City Works (Pollution Control Board Case No. 2010-023). US Steel appealed the 
CAAPP permit because of certain limits in this construction permit that were carried over 
into the CAAPP permit. Revisions are being requested to this construction permit to enable 
settlement of this appeal of the CAAPP permit. 

Request Submitted: 3/9/2020 

Application Received: 3/27/2007 

Reviewer Name: Minesh.Patel 

Review Status Notes: 

Submitted by: Minesh.Patel 

Decision Due: 6/30/2020 

Review Status: Review Pending 
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Kras, Kim 

Subject: 
Location: 

Start: 
End: 
Show Time As: 

Recurrence: 

Meeting Status: 

Organizer: 
Required Attendees: 
Optional Attendees: 

Kim, 

USS 
3 South 

Mon 3/9/2020 10:30 AM 
Mon 3/9/2020 11 :30 AM 
Tentative 

(none) 

Not yet responded 

Carter, Sally 
Chris Romaine; Minesh Patel 
Kras, Kim 

Would you mind seeing if 3 South is available? 

Thanks!! 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

Subject: 
Location: 

Start: 
End: 
Show Time As: 

Recurrence: 

Meeting Status: 

Organizer: 
Required Attendees: 

USS 
215 E Adams 

Wed 3/9/2022 8:30 AM 
Wed 3/9/2022 5:00 PM 
Tentative 

(none) 

Not yet responded 

Carter, Sally 
Patel, Minesh; Romaine, Chris; LaDonna Driver 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE· The information contained in thts communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 

1 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 

Tuesday, March 10, 2015 10:04 AM 

Carter, Sally 

Accepted: USS 

1 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

Subject: 
Location: 

Start: 
End: 
Show Time As: 

Recurrence: 

Meeting Status: 

Organizer: 
Required Attendees: 

USS 
215 E Adams 

Thu 3/10/2022 8:30 AM 
Thu 3/10/2022 5:00 PM 
Tentative 

(none) 

Not yet responded 

Carter, Sally 
Patel. Minesh; Romaine. Chris; LaDonna Driver 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthor"1zed use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 

Wednesday, March 16, 2022 7:57 PM 

Carter, Sally 

Accepted: USS 

l 
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Kras, Kim 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Carter, Sally 

Carter, Sally 
Monday, March 18, 2019 4:12 PM 
Romaine, Chris; Patel, Minesh 
FW: USS - PSD Discussion 

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:11 PM 
To: 'Katherine D. Hodge' <Katherine.Hodge@heplerbroom.com> 
Subject: USS - PSD Discussion 

Kathy, 

Currently, the Illinois EPA is available the following dates and times to discuss the necessary content of any PSD 
application to resolve the CAAPP appeal currently pending before the Board: 

April 1 -All Day 
April 2 - AM only 
April 4 -All Day 
April 8, 9, 10 & 11-AII Day 

I would appreciate knowing your client's availability prior to close of business on March 21 in order to avoid scheduling 
another meeting with a different party at your preferred date and time. 

Thanks. 
Sally 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege or any other exemption from disclosure. 
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Kras, Kim 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

FYI, I am out for April 1 and 2. 

From: Carter, Sally 

Patel. Minesh 
Monday, March 18, 2019 4:16 PM 
Carter, Sally; Romaine, Chris 
RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:12 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: FW: USS - PSD Discussion 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:11 PM 
To: 'Katherine D. Hodge' <Katherine.Hodge@heplerbroom.com> 
Subject: USS - PSD Discussion 

Kathy, 

Currently, the Illinois EPA is available the following dates and times to discuss the necessary content of any PSD 
application to resolve the CAAPP appeal currently pending before the Board: 

April 1 - All Day 
April 2 -AM only 
April 4 - All Day 
April 8, 9, 10 & 11-AII Day 

I would appreciate knowing your client's availability prior to close of business on March 21 in order to avoid scheduling 
another meeting with a different party at your preferred date and time. 

Thanks. 
Sally 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 

1 
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Kras, Kim 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Carter, Sally 
Monday, March 18, 2019 4:17 PM 
Patel, Minesh; Romaine, Chris 
RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

I almost guarantee that they wont pick the first available dates. 

From: Patel, Minesh 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:16 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov>; Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

FYI, I am out for April 1 and 2. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:12 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: FW: USS - PSD Discussion 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:11 PM 
To: 'Katherine D. Hodge' <Katherine.Hodge@heplerbroom.com> 
Subject: USS - PSD Discussion 

Kathy, 

Currently, the Illinois EPA is available the following dates and times to discuss the necessary content of any PSD 
application to resolve the CAAPP appeal currently pending before the Board: 

April 1 -All Day 
April 2 -AM only 
April 4 -All Day 
April 8, 9, 10 & 11- All Day 

I would appreciate knowing your client's availability prior to close of business on March 21 in order to avoid scheduling 
another meeting with a different party at your preferred date and time. 

Thanks. 
Sally 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
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including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 

2 
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Kras, Kim 

From: Romaine, Chris 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, March 18, 2019 8:39 PM 
Carter, Sally 

Cc: Patel, Minesh 
Subject: RE: USS • PSD Discussion 

To accommodate Minesh, not April pt or 2nd
• Otherwise, your choice: 

April 8, 9, 10 and 11 are all over three weeks out. 

But April 4th is the day before the deadline for our next submittal for the PSD rulemaking. 

Of course, April 1'1 and 2nd were already two weeks out. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:17 PM 
To: Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov>; Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

I almost guarantee that they wont pick the first available dates. 

From: Patel, Minesh 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:16 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov>; Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

FYI, I am out for April 1 and 2. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:12 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@ll l inois.gov> 
Subject: FW: USS - PSD Discussion 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:11 PM 

To: 'Katherine D. Hodge' <Katherine.Hodge@heplerbroom.com> 
Subject: USS • PSD Discussion 

Kathy, 

Currently, the Illinois EPA is available the following dates and times to discuss the necessary content of any PSD 
application to resolve the CAAPP appeal currently pending before the Board: 

April 1-AII Day 
April 2 - AM only 

1 



R002453April 4 -All Day 
April 8, 9, 10 & 11 - All Day 

I would appreciate knowing your client's availability prior to close of business on March 21 in order to avoid scheduling 

another meeting with a different party at your preferred date and time. 

Thanks. 
Sally 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-cllent privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 

2 
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Pritchett. Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 
Monday, March 18, 2019 8:57 PM 
Carter, Sally 
RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

I bet you a plastic alligator that they will. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:17 PM 
To: Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov>; Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lll inois.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

I almost guarantee that they wont pick the first available dates. 

From: Patel, Minesh 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:16 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov>; Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

FYI, I am out for April 1 and 2. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:12 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: FW: USS - PSD Discussion 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:11 PM 
To: 'Katherine D. Hodge' <Katherine.Hodge@heplerbroom.com> 
Subject: USS PSD Discussion 

Kathy, 

Currently, the Illinois EPA is available the following dates and times to discuss the necessary content of any PSD 
application to resolve the CAAPP appeal currently pending before the Board: 

April 1-AII Day 
April 2 -AM only 
April 4 -All Day 
April 8, 9, 10 & 11 - All Day 

I would appreciate knowing your client's availability prior to close of business on March 21 in order to avoid scheduling 
another meeting with a different party at your preferred date and time. 

Thanks. 
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Sally 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 

2 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Carter, Sally 
Tuesday, March 19, 2019 9:40 AM 
Romaine, Chris 
RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

Thank you for the commentary on the dates. 

We are both out next week, there isn't a lot of choice. 

l am hopeful that they wont pick April 1'1 or 2nd but, in the event, that they do, I would ask that you wou ld entertain 
them. I do not want another excuse for delay. This would just be the initial overview conference call. 

From: Romaine, Chris 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 8:39 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Cc: Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

To accommodate Minesh, not April 1'1 or 2nd
. Otherwise, your choice: 

April 8, 9, 10 and 11 are all over three weeks out. 

But April 4th is the day before the deadline for our next submittal for the PSD rulemaking. 

Of course, April 1'1 and 2nd were already two weeks out. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:17 PM 
To: Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Pate @I lino1s.gov>; Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

I almost guarantee that they wont pick the first available dates. 

From: Patel, Minesh 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:16 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov>; Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS - PSD Discussion 

FYI, I am out for April 1 and 2. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:12 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Roma ne@llhnois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: FW: USS - PSD Discussion 
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From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 4:11 PM 
To: 'Katherine D. Hodge' <Katherine.Hodge@heplerbroom.com> 
Subject: USS - PSD Discussion 

Kathy, 

Currently, the Illinois EPA is available the following dates and times to discuss the necessary content of any PSD 

application to resolve the CAAPP appeal currently pending before the Board: 

April 1 - All Day 
April 2 -AM only 
April 4 -All Day 
April 8, 9, 10 & 11 - All Day 

I would appreciate knowing your client's availability prior to close of business on March 21 in order to avoid scheduling 

another meeting with a different party at your preferred date and time. 

Thanks. 
Sally 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 

2 
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Cass, Rylee 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Katherine D. Hodge <Katherine.Hodge@heplerbroom.com> 
Thursday, March 21, 2019 4:26 PM 
Patel, Minesh 
Automatic reply: [External] Telephone Conference April 4, 2019 at 10:00 a.m. CST -
Application to Revise 1996 PSD Permit 

I will be out of the office until Thursday, March 28, 2019. I will be checking email daily, but will have limited access at 
times. If you need immediate assistance, please contact my legal assistant Katie Ginest (at 
katie.ginest@heplerbroom.com) or call 217-528-3674. 

Thank you, Katherine Hodge 
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Cass, Rylee 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Carter, Sally 

Tuesday, March 24, 2015 5:39 PM 
Patel, Minesh 
Accepted: pre-submittal discussion 

1 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mr. Ogulei, 

Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv com> 
Tuesday, March 24, 2020 8:12 AM 
Ogulei, David 
Colin Campbell; Michalik. Sarah K; Christopher W Hardin - United States Steel 
Corporation (CWHardin@uss.com); Romaine, Chris; Patel. Minesh 
[External] USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 
ESA Background Letter Signed.pdf 

U.S. Steel Granite City Works is an existing iron and steel manufacturing facility located in Granite City, Illinois. As you 
may already know, Illinois EPA is currently reviewing a PSD permit application to revise some of the CO emission limits 
for the existing combustion units at the facility. This application does not involve any new construction activity at the 
site. 

Attached is a letter from U.S. Steel detailing anticipated air quality impacts and potential threatened or endangered 
species for your use in initiating a consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service or if this application meets the "no 
effect determination." Also, please let us know if NHPA cultural resource assessment is required for this application. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me or Sarah Michalik of U.S. 
Steel at (412) 433-7302 or skmichalik@uss.com. 

Regards 

Gurinder (Gary) Saini 
RTP Environmental Associates Inc. 
304A West Millbrook Road 
Raleigh, NC 27609 
(919)845-1422,42 
(919) 533-4558 
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VIA EMAIL 

United States Steel Corporation 
1350 Penn Avenue 
Pittsburgh PA 15222 

David Ogulei 
Ogulei .david@epa.gov 
Air Programs Branch (AR-18J) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Subject: Endangered Species Act and National Historic Preservation Act 

March 23, 2020 

Background Information for the Revision to the 1996 PSD Permit for Expansion Project 
at U.S. Steel Granite City Works 

Dear Mr. Ogulei: 

U.S. Steel ("USS") owns and operates an integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility in Granite City, 
Illinois ("Granite City Works" or "GCW"). USS submitted a permit application to Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency ("IEPA") requesting revisions of certain limitations and requirements for the blast 
furnaces and basic oxygen process furnace ("BOPF"} shop at Granite City Works, which are contained in 
the Construction Permit 95010001 ("Revision of 1996 Construction Permit"). This request does not 
involve any physical changes for GCW. This letter provides details of anticipated air quality impacts from 
the proposed permit revision along with identification of potentially impacted threatened or 
endangered species based on land use/land cover in the immediate vicinity of GCW. This information is 
provided for your use in initiating consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding analyses 
that may be required under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and consultations under National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). 

Background 

USS operates two blast furnaces, a 60PF shop, and other associated equipment/operations at Granite 
City Works to produce steel products. USS applied for a revision to a prevention of significant 
deterioration (PSD) permit in order to revise some of the carbon monoxide {CO) emissions limits for the 
existing operations. The 1996 Construction Permit authorized expansion of the existing operations at 
GCW and established CO emission limitations for some of the fuel combustion operations as part of PSD 
review. The requested permit revisions involve changes to the emission factors for some of the fuels and 
update the annual CO emission limitations. This permit revision is subject to PSD for CO. As Illinois EPA 
implements a delegated PSD program, an interagency consultation between federal EPA and other 

federal agencies is required per 50 CFR Part 402 implementing the Endangered Species Act of 1973. In 
addition, if the permit change meets criteria for "undertaking" under 36 CFR § 800.16(y), a consultation 
under NHPA Section 106 may be required. 

Site Description 
Granite City Works is located near the Illinois - Missouri border in south central Illinois. The site is in 

Madison County, near the city of St Louis, as illustrated in Figure 1. The approximate centering UTM 
coordinates (Zone 15, NAD83) for the plant are X = 749,000 meters; Y = 4,287,000 meters. The facility is 
situated at an elevation of approximately 416 feet above mean sea level. The terrain is generally level in 
the immediate vicinity of the facility. 
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Air Pollutant Emissions 

GCW is in an area designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants. The 1996 Construction Permit was 
a major modification for CO and S02 and was non-major modification for PM, PMlO, NOx, and VOM. No 
changes are proposed to the S02 emissions under the Revision of 1996 Construction Permit. Net 
emissions increases for PM, PMlO, NOx, and VOM remain below the significant rates under PSD after 
the requested changes to the 1996 Construction Permit. Therefore, only the CO emissions are subject to 
PSD review as part of the requested revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit. 

Land Use / Land Cover 

RTP Environmental Associates Inc. ("RTP") has reviewed the potential for impacts on certain endangered 
species in proximity to Granite City Works in conjunction with the emissions increases associated with 
the proposed revision. Based on a review of information from other PSD permitting actions in the State, 
the endangered species of interest that may be in the vicinity of GCW are the: 

• Indiana bat; 
• Prairie bush clover (PBC); 
• Eastern prairie fringed orchid (EPFO); 

• Sheepnose mussel; and 
• Spectaclecase mussel. 

Based on RTP's review of the land use/land cover map for the area, it appears that the species 
potentially affected by the project are the Indiana bat, the sheepnose mussel, and the spectaclecase 
mussel. The land use/land cover map is attached for your reference along with a listing of the land use 
types found in proximity of the plant. As this map shows, there are no suitable habitats for either the 
EPFO or the PBC in proximity to the facility. Due to the proximity of the Mississippi River and some 

forested land, it appears there may be some potential feeding areas for the Indiana Bat located near the 
plant. The Mississippi River may also provide habitat for the two species of mussels. 
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USS would like to discuss the next level of analysis required under Endangered Species Act consultation 

process for the proposed change and what information is required for EPA to begin the consultation 

process. We would also like to discuss any additional consultations (e.g. NHPA etc.) that are required for 

a federal PSD permit issuance. If you have any questions on the information in this document or you 

need to reach us, please contact me at skm 1chalik@uss.com or (412) 433-7302 or Gary Sain.i at 

~am1@rtpenv.com or (919) 845-1422 x 42. 

Sincerely, 
United States Steel Corporation 

~l·•f I, I N\(1 Wt 0 t, f 
Sarah Michalik 
Environmental Engineer 

Page4of4 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 
Wednesday, March 25, 2020 4:17 PM 
Romaine, Chris; Patel, Minesh 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: [External) FW: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

FYI 

From: Ogulei, David 

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 4:01 PM 
To: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 

Cc: Marcus, Danny <marcus.danny@epa.gov>; Lim, YeChan <lim.yechan@epa.gov>; Damico, Genevieve 
<da mi co .genevieve@epa.gov> 

Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Gary, 

EPA has reviewed the cultural resource and endangered species assessment you submitted on March 24, 2020. U.S. Steel 
Granite City Works is proposing to revise limitations and requirements contained in an existing construction permit for the 
blast furnaces and basic oxygen process furnace shop at the Granite City Works facility. We have determined that we need 
additional information before we can determine the level of consultation necessary for the project. Specifically, please 
submit the following information to facilitate our review of the project under the ESA and NHPA: 

1. Complete description of the project, including a quantification of all emissions increases expected from the project. 
To address this request, please identify and quantify all pollutants, including any hazardous air pollutants, that will 
increase due to the project; 

2. List of historic and eligible historic properties within the project's "area of potential effects." Historic and eligible 
properties are available from the National Park Service (https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/index.htm) 
and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office (https://www2.illinois.gov/dnrhistoric/Preserve/Pages/Contact­
Staff.aspx). For purposes of this project, the "area of potential effects," is the area within a three-mile radius of the 
facility as measured from the centroid of the project's geographical footprint; 

3. Map of facility in relation to historic properties; 
4. Identification of any excavation areas; 
5. Identification of any interests by Tribal entities and/or local preservation societies, or other interested parties. 

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me. 

David Ogulei 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 I Air & Radiation Division I AR-18J 
77 West Jackson Blvd. I Chicago, Illinois 60604 
Phone: (312) 353-0987 I Fax: (312) 692-2080 
Ogulei.David@epa.gov 
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From: Ogulei, David 

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 10:28 AM 

To: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 

Cc: Marcus, Danny <marcus.danny@epa.gov>; Lim, YeChan <lim.yechan@epa.gov>; Rineheart, Rachel 

<Rineheart.Rachel@epa.gov> 

Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Gary, 

Thank you this information. We will get back to you once we've had a chance to review the project information you shared. 

David Ogulei 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 l Air & Radiation Division I AR-18J 
77 West Jackson Blvd. I Chicago, Illinois 60604 
Phone: (312) 353-0987 I Ogulei.David@epa.gov 

From: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 8:12 AM 

To: Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 

Cc: Colin Campbell <campbell@rtpenv.com>; Michalik, Sarah K <skmichalik@uss.com>; Christopher W Hardin - United 

States Steel Corporation (CWHardin@uss.com) <CWHardin@uss.com>; Chris Romaine (Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov) 

<Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh .Patel@illinois.gov> 

Subject: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Mr. Ogulei, 

U.S. Steel Granite City Works is an existing iron and steel manufacturing facility located in Granite City, Ill inois. As you 

may already know, Illinois EPA is currently reviewing a PSD permit application to revise some of the CO emission limits 

for the existing combustion units at the facility. This application does not involve any new construction activity at the 

site. 

Attached is a letter from U.S. Steel detailing anticipated air quality impacts and potential threatened or endangered 

species for your use in initiating a consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service or if this application meets the "no 

effect determination." Also, please let us know if NHPA cultural resource assessment is required for this application. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me or Sarah Michalik of U.S. 

Steel at (412) 433-7302 or skmichalik@uss.com. 

Regards 

Gurinder (Gary) Saini 

RTP Environmenta l Associates Inc. 

304A West Millbrook Road 
Raleigh, NC 27609 

(919) 845-1422, 42 

(919) 533-4558 

2 
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Cass, Rylee 

From: Patel, Minesh 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2020 4:21 PM 

Ogulei, David To: 
Cc: Romaine, Chris 
Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Thanks. 

From: Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2020 4:17 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: [External) FW: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

FYI 

From: Ogulei, David 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 4:01 PM 
To: Gurinder {Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 
Cc: Marcus, Danny <marcus.danny@epa.gov>; Lim, YeChan <lim.yechan@epa.gov>; Damico, Genevieve 
<damico.genevieve@epa.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Gary, 

EPA has reviewed the cultural resource and endangered species assessment you submitted on March 24, 2020 U.S. Steel 
Granite City Works is proposing to revise limitations and requirements contained in an existing construction permit for the 
blast furnaces and basic oxygen process furnace shop at the Granite City Works facility. We have determined that we need 
additional information before we can determine the level of consultation necessary for the project Specifically, please 
submit the following information to facilitate our review of the project under the ESA and NHPA: 

1. Complete description of the project, including a quantification of all emissions increases expected from the project. 
To address this request, please identify and quantify all pollutants, including any hazardous air pollutants, that will 
increase due to the project; 

2. List of historic and eligible historic properties within the project's "area of potential effects.' Historic and eligible 
properties are available from the National Park Service (https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/index.htm) 
and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office (https://www2.illinois.gov/dnrhistoric/Preserve/Pages/Contact­
Staff.aspx). For purposes of this project, the "area of potential effects." is the area within a three-mile radius of the 
facility as measured from the centroid of the project's geographical footprint, 

3. Map of facility in re lat' on to historic properties; 
4. Identification of any excavation areas; 
5. Identification of any interests by Tribal entities and/or local preservation societies, or other interested parties. 

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me. 

David Ogulei 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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Region 5 I Air & Radiation Division I AR-18J 
77 West Jackson Blvd. I Chicago, Illinois 60604 
Phone: (312) 353-09871 Fax: (312} 692-2080 
Ogulei.David@epa.gov 

From: Ogulei, David 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 10:28 AM 
To: Gurinder {Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 
Cc: Marcus, Danny <marcus.danny@epa.gov>; Lim, YeChan <lim.yechan@epa.gov>; Rineheart, Rachel 

<Rineheart.Rachel@epa.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Gary, 

Thank you this information. We will get back to you once we've had a chance to review the project information you shared. 

David Ogulei 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 I Air & Radiation Division I AR-18J 
77 West Jackson Blvd. I Chicago, Illinois 60604 
Phone: (312) 353-09871 Ogulei.David@epa.gov 

From: Gurinder {Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 8:12 AM 
To: Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 
Cc: Colin Campbell <campbell@rtpenv.com>; Michalik, Sarah K <skmichalik@uss.com>; Christopher W Hardin - United 
States Steel Corporation {CWHardin@uss.com) <CWHardin@uss.com>; Chris Romaine {Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov) 
<Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@illinois.gov> 
Subject: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Mr. Ogulei, 

U.S. Steel Granite City Works is an existing iron and steel manufacturing facility located in Granite City, Illinois. As you 
may already know, Illinois EPA is currently reviewing a PSD permit application to revise some of the CO emission limits 
for the existing combustion units at the facility. This application does not involve any new construction activity at the 

site. 

Attached is a letter from U.S. Steel detailing anticipated air quality impacts and potential threatened or endangered 
species for your use in initiating a consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service or if this application meets the "no 
effect determination." Also, please let us know if NHPA cultural resource assessment is required for this application. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me or Sarah Michalik of U.S. 
Steel at {412) 433-7302 or skmichalik@uss.com. 

Regards 

Gurinder (Gary) Saini 

2 
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RTP Environmental Associates Inc. 
304A West Millbrook Road 
Raleigh, NC 27609 
{919)845-1422,42 
(919) 533-4558 

3 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: Romaine, Chris 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2020 4:29 PM 

Carter, Sally To: 

Subject: FW: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

FYI 

From: Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2020 4:17 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@Hlinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: [External) FW: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

FYI 

From: Ogulei, David 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 4:01 PM 
To: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 
Cc: Marcus, Danny <marcus.danny@epa.gov>; Lim, YeChan <lim.yechan@epa.gov>; Damico, Genevieve 
<damico.genevieve@epa.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Gary, 

EPA has reviewed the cultural resource and endangered species assessment you submitted on March 24, 2020. U.S. Steel 
Granite City Works is proposing to revise limitations and requirements contained in an existing construction permit for the 
blast furnaces and basic oxygen process furnace shop at the Granite City Works facility. We have determined that we need 
additional information before we can determine the level of consultation necessary for the project. Specifically, please 
submit the following information to facilitate our review of the project under the ESA and NHPA: 

1. Complete description of the project, including a quantification of all emissions increases expected from the project. 
To address this request, please identify and quantify all pollutants, including any hazardous air pollutants, that will 
increase due to the project; 

2. List of historic and eligible historic properties within the project's "area of potential effects." Historic and eligible 
properties are available from the National Park Service (https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/index.htm) 
and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office (https://www2.illinois.gov/dnrhistoric/ Preserve/Pages/Contact­
Staff.aspx). For purposes of this project, the "area of potential effects," is the area within a three-mile radius of the 
facility as measured from the centroid of the project's geographical footprint; 

3. Map of facility in relation to historic properties; 
4. Identification of any excavation areas; 
5. Identification of any interests by Tribal entities and/or local preservation societies, or other interested parties. 

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me. 

David Ogulei 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 I Air & Radiation Division I AR-18J 



R002471

77 West Jackson Blvd. I Chicago, Illinois 60604 
Phone: (312) 353-0987 I Fax: (312) 692-2080 
Ogulei.David@epa.gov 

From: Ogulei, David 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 10:28 AM 

To: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 

Cc: Marcus, Danny <marcus.danny@epa.gov>; Lim, YeChan <lim.yechan@epa.gov>; Rineheart, Rachel 

<Rineheart.Rachel@epa.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Gary, 

Thank you this information. We will get back to you once we've had a chance to review the project information you shared. 

David Ogulei 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 I Air & Radiation Division I AR-18J 
77 West Jackson Blvd. I Chicago, Illinois 60604 
Phone: (312) 353-09871 Ogulei.David@epa.gov 

From: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 8:12 AM 

To: Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 

Cc: Colin Campbell <campbell@rtpenv.com>; Michalik, Sarah K <skmichalik@uss.com>; Christopher W Hardin - United 

States Steel Corporation (CWHard in@uss.com) <CWHardin@uss.com>; Chris Romaine (Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov) 

<Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@illinois.gov> 

Subject: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Mr. Ogulei, 

U.S. Steel Granite City Works is an existing iron and steel manufacturing facility located in Granite City, Illinois. As you 

may already know, Illinois EPA is currently reviewing a PSD permit application to revise some of the CO emission limits 

for the existing combustion units at the facility. This application does not involve any new construction activity at the 

site. 

Attached is a letter from U.S. Steel detailing anticipated air quality impacts and potential threatened or endangered 

species for your use in initiating a consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service or if this app lication meets the "no 

effect determination." Also, please let us know if NHPA cultural resource assessment is required for this application. 

If you have any questions or need additiona I information, please do not hesitate to contact me or Sarah Michalik of U.S. 

Steel at (412) 433-7302 or skmichalik@uss.com. 

Regards 

Gurinder (Gary) Saini 
RTP Environmental Associates Inc. 

2 
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304A West Millbrook Road 
Raleigh, NC 27609 
(919) 845-1422, 42 
(919) 533-4558 

3 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 

Wednesday, March 30, 2022 12:26 PM 
Carter, Sally 

Accepted: Hold - USS? 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

Subject: 
Location: 

Start: 
End: 
Show Time As: 

Recurrence: 

Meeting Status: 

Organizer: 
Required Attendees: 

USS 
Hepler Broom 

Wed 4/6/2022 2:00 PM 
Wed 4/6/2022 5:00 PM 
Tentative 

(none) 

Not yet responded 

Carter, Sally 
Patel, Minesh; Romaine, Chris 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privi lege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 

l 
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Kras, Kim 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Thanks 

From: Patel, Minesh 

Romaine, Chris 
Monday, April 8, 2019 2:00 PM 
Patel, Minesh 
RE: US Steel 

Sent: Monday, April 08, 2019 12:10 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Cc: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: US Steel 

Chris, scanned copy of permit for BFs and BOFs Production Increase (92090104). 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 

Sunday, April 9, 2017 3:07 PM 

Carter, Sally 

Accepted: USS 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 
Tuesday, April 12, 2022 11 :49 AM 
Carter, Sally 
Accepted: USS 
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r 
Cass, Rylee 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 
Monday, April 13, 2020 10:48 AM 
Patel, Minesh; Romaine, Chris 

Subject: [External) FW: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 
State HPA Background Draft - final.pdf Attachments: 

FYI We don't yet have a response to our March 24 email to USS. 

From: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 
Sent: Saturday, April 11, 2020 3:30 PM 
To: Wallace, Carol <Carol.Wallace@lllinois.gov> 
Cc: Christopher W Hardin - United States Steel Corporation {CWHardin@uss.com) <CWHardin@uss.com>; Michalik, 
Sarah K <skmichalik@uss.com>; Colin Campbell <campbell@rtpenv.com>; Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Thanks for your reply. We are submitting the attached letter on behalf of U.S. Steel Corporation for their Granite City 
Illinois facility regarding historic preservation evaluation under the applicable provisions. Please let us know if you need 
anything else or have any questions. 

Regards 

GS 
(919) 845-1422, 42 
(919) 533-4558 

From: Wallace, Carol <Carol.Wallace@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 1, 2020 10:04 
To: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 
Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Hello Gary, 

Thank you for reaching out. I have attached our submission requirements for review. For the time being, we are 
accepting email submissions. Please email your submission to me at carol.wallace@illinois.gov. 

Thank you and stay well! 

CJ Wallace 
Cultural Resources/State 707 & Federal 106 Review 
Illinois State Historic Preservation Office 
1 Old State Capitol Plaza 
Springfield, Illinois 62701 
Phone: (217) 785-5027 

From: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 1, 2020 8:49 AM 
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To: Wallace, Carol <Carol.Wallace@lllinois.gov> 

Subject: [External) FW: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

I got your contact information from Amy Hathaway. We are working with US EPA regarding a permit for a facility 

in Granite City area. As noted in the email below, US EPA is asking us to provide a list of historic and eligible 

historic properties in and around Granite City area. Is this something you can help us with. 

Regards 

GS 
(919)845-1422,42 
(919) 533-4558 

From: Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 17:01 

To: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 

Cc: Marcus, Danny <marcus.danny@epa.gov>; Lim, YeChan <lim.yechan@epa.gov>; Damico, Genevieve 

<damico.genevieve@epa.gov> 

Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Gary, 

EPA has reviewed the cultural resource and endangered species assessment you submitted on March 24, 2020. 
U.S. Steel Granite City Works is proposing to revise limitations and requirements contained in an existing 
construction permit for the blast furnaces and basic oxygen process furnace shop at the Granite City Works facility. 
We have determined that we need additional information before we can determine the level of consultation 
necessary for the project. Specifically, please submit the following information to facilitate our review of the project 
under the ESA and NHPA: 

1. Complete description of the project, including a quantification of all emissions increases expected from the 
project. To address this request, please identify and quantify all pollutants, including any hazardous air 
pollutants, that will increase due to the project; 

2. List of historic and eligible historic properties within the project's ··area of potential effects." Historic and 
eligible properties are available from the National Park Service 
(https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/index.htm) and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office 
(https://www2.illinois.gov/dnrhistoric/Preserve/Pages/Contact-Staff.aspx). For purposes of this project, the 
"area of potential effects," is the area within a three-mile radius of the facility as measured from the centroid 
of the project's geographical footprint; 

3. Map of facility in relation to historic properties: 
4. Identification of any excavation areas; 
5. Identification of any interests by Tribal entities and/or local preservation societies, or other interested 

parties. 

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me. 

David Ogulei 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 I Air & Radiation Division I AR-18J 
77 West Jackson Blvd. I Chicago, Illinois 60604 
Phone: (312) 353-0987 I Fax: (312) 692-2080 

2 

l 
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Og ulei.David@epa.gov 

From: Ogulei, David 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 10:28 AM 
To: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv.com> 
Cc: Marcus, Danny <marcus.danny@epa.gov>; Lim, YeChan <lim.yechan@epa.gov>; Rineheart, Rachel 
<Rineheart.Rachel@epa.gov> 
Subject: RE: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Gary, 

Thank you this information. We will get back to you once we ve had a chance to review the project mformaf on you 
shared. 

David Ogulei 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 I Air & Radiation Division I AR-1 BJ 
77 West Jackson Blvd. I Chicago, Illinois 60604 
Phone: (312) 353-09871 Ogulei.David@epa.gov 

From: Gurinder (Gary) Saini <saini@rtpenv com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 8:12 AM 
To: Ogulei, David <Ogulei.David@epa.gov> 
Cc: Colin Campbell <campbell@rtpenv.com>; Michalik, Sarah K <skmichalik@uss.com>; Christopher W Hardin -
United States Steel Corporation (CWHardin@uss com) <CWHardin@uss.com>; Chris Romaine 
(~hr1~.Rgma ne@ llinois gov) <Chris.Roma ne@lll11ois.gov>; Patel, Minesh <M1nesh Patel@1IIno1s.gov> 
Subject: USS Granite City Works PSD Permit ESA and NHPA Consultation 

Mr. Ogulei, 

U.S. Steel Granite City Works is an existing iron and steel manufacturing facility located m Granite City, Illinois. 
As you may already know, Illinois EPA is currently reviewing a PSD permit application to revise some of the CO 
em1ss1on limits for the existing combustion units at the facility. This application does not involve any new 
construction activity at the site. 

Attached is a letter from U.S. Steel detailing ,rnticipated air qua lity impacts and potential threatened or 
endangered species for your use in initiating a consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service or if this 
<1pplication meets the "no effect determination." Also, please let us know if NHPA cultural resource assessment 
is required for this application. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me or Sarah Michalik 
of U.S. Steel at (412) 433-7302 or skmichalik@uss.com 

Regards 

Gurinder (Gary) Saini 
RTP Environmental Associates Inc. 

3 
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304A West Millbrook Road 
Raleigh, NC 27609 
(919)845-1422,42 
(919) 533-4558 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, 
may be attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal 
deliberative staff communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure 
or copying of this communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have 
received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this 
communication and all copies thereof, including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not 
waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 
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VIA EMAIL 

Jn ted Stale'> Ste~: Corpor.itio· 
t 350 Pc•·•· Alf-'nue 
P1t1<;bu, 9 ' PA 1 ':,222. 

Illinois Department of Natural Resources 
Illinois State Historic Preservation Office 
Attn: Review and Compliance 
1 Old State Capitol Plaza 
Springfield, IL 62701 

Subject: Request State Historic Preservation Officer Review 

April 9, 2020 

Background Information for the Revision to the 1996 PSD Permit for Expansion Project 
at U.S. Steel Granite City Works 
Permit application under review with Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 

Dear Madam/ s·r: 

U.S. Steel {"USS") owns and operates an integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility in Granite City, 
Illinois ("Granite City Works" or "GCW"). USS submitted a permit application to Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency ("IEPA") requesting revisions of certain limitations and requirements for the blast 
furnaces and basic oxygen process furnace ("BOPF") shop at Granite City Works, which are contained in 
the Construction Permit 95010001 ("Revision of 1996 Construction Permit"). This request does not 
involve any physical changes for GCW. This letter provides initial documentation requested by Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources for Illinois State Historic Preservation Officer review. 

Background 
USS operates two blast furnaces, a BOPF shop, and other associated equipment/operations at Granite 
City Works to produce steel products. The site address is: 

201h and State Street 
Granite City, IL 62040 

In February 2020, USS applied for a revision to a prevention of significant deterioration {PSD) permit in 
order to revise some of the carbon monoxide {CO) emissions limits for the existing operations. The 1996 
Construction Permit authorized iron and steel production increases at GCW and established CO emission 
limitations for some of the fuel combustion operations as part of the PSD review. The USS requested 
permit revisions involve changes to the emission factors for some of the fuels and update the annual CO 
emission limitations. This permit revision is also subject to PSD review for CO. 

Site Description 
Granite City Works is located near the Illinois - Missouri border in south central Illinois. The site is 1,040 
acres in Madison County, near the city of St Louis, as illustrated in Figure 1. The approximate centering 
UTM coordinates {Zone 15, NAD83) for the plant are X = 749,000 meters; Y = 4,287,000 meters. The 
facility is situated at an elevation of approximately 416 feet above mean sea level. The terrain is 
generally level in the immediate vicinity of the facility. 



R002483

l 
l 

• I 

• I 

I' l 

-­. 
0 
0 
cii 
(I) 
::, 

l I· 
• 

.., 
I 

\ 

I 
I 
' 

~ 
~ 

Q. 
nl 
~ 
iii 
C 
.2 
SP 
a: 
...i 
Ill .. 
:, 

.!!!> 
u. 

M ..... 
0 

N 
Q) 
l:>I) 
ra 

CL 



R002484

Structure Impacts 

The 1996 Corn,lruction Permit involved changes in permitted production limits. There were no physical 
or structural changes at the site. Similarly, the proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Perrni1 by 
USS also do not involve any physical or structural changes at the site. 

USS is not aware of any structural or archaeologica cultural resources effected within the community. 
Please let us know if you need any other iriformat'on to complete State Agency Historic Resource 
Protection Act or National Historic Preservation Act. If you have any questions on the 1nformat1on in this 
document or you need to reach us, please contact rne at.~tfpick1lik@11s•.;.com or (412) 433-7302 or Gary 
Saini at saim(r3-1rtocnv.co;n or (919) 845-1422 x 42. 

Sincerely, 

United States Steel Corporation 

S;irah Michalik 

Environmental Engineer 

Paee 3 of 3 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 
Wednesday, April 15, 2015 10:28 AM 
Carter, Sally 
Accepted: USS 

1 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Romaine, Chris 
Wednesday, April 15, 2015 11:14 AM 
Carter, Sally 
Accepted: USS 
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Kras, Kim 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

As requested. 

Patel, Minesh 
Tuesday, April 27, 2021 9:53 AM 
Schnepp, Jason 
Construction Permit Revision Application for USS Granite City Works 
Final Application Document USS Granite City Works.pdf 
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Application for Revisions to the Construction Permit/ 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Approval for 

The 1996 Expansion of the Granite City Works 
Permit Number 95010001 

@ U.S. Steel 

Submitted to: 

Division of Air Pollution Control 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 

1021 North Grand Avenue East 
P.O. Box 19276 

Springfield, Illinois 62794 

Prepared by: 

RTP Environmental Associates, Inc. 
304-A West Millbrook Rd. 

Raleigh, NC 27609 

Submitted by: 

U. S. Steel Corporation 
Granite City Works 

20th and State Streets 
Granite City, Illinois 62040 

February 2020 
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1. Introduction 

United States Steel Corporation Granite City ("USS Granite City'') owns and operates an 
integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility in Granite City, Madison County, Illinois (ID # 
I l 98 I 3AAI). The prior owner of this facility was National Steel Corporation. U.S. Steel 
acquired the assets of the National Steel Granite City facility on May 20, 2003. On January 25, 
1996, prior to U.S. Steel acquiring these assets of National Steel Corporation, the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency ("Illinois EPA") issued a Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration ("PS D'') and Construction Permit (Permit Number 950 I 000 I) ( .. 1996 Construction 
Penni(') to National Steel Corporation. The 1996 Construction Pem1it authorized increases in 
the allowable production rate of iron and steel at the Granite City facility ('' I 996 Project" or 
"project"). 

The requirements of the 1996 Construction Permit were subsequently included in the Clean Air 
Act Pennit Program ("CAAPP") (Permit Number 96030056 or ''CAAPP Pennit'') for the facility 
that was issued on March 4, 2013. USS Granite City timely appealed some of the terms of the 
CAAPP Permit.' 

This application for a construction pe1111it revision requests ce1tain changes to address the 
underlying issues identified in the CAAPP permit appeal filed by USS Granite City. In addition, 
this application requests that the Jllinois EPA address certain elements under the PSD 
preconstruction permitting regulations at 40 CFR § 52.21 as provided herein. 

USS Granite City also requests that Illinois EPA process the proposed revisions to the 1996 
Construction Permit in accordance with the integrated processing procedures and issue the 
revised construction permit utilizing procedures and compliance requirements that are 
substantially equivalent to those utilized for issuance of a CAA PP pe1mit, including a public 
notice period for the revised construction permit. See 35 Illinois Administrative Code (IAC) 
270.302(e). USS Granite City understands that the construction pennit would then be 
incorporated into the CAAPP permit by means of the administrative amendment process. 

At the time of the 1996 Const111ction Penn it issuance, Granite City area was designated 
nonattainment for ozone and particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometer or 
less ("PM IO") national ambient air quality standards ("NAAQS"). The 1996 Construction Permit 
included limitations on emissions sufficient to ensure that the 1996 Project did not trigger 
applicability of the Illinois Nonattainment New Source Review ("NNSR'') program codified at 
35 IAC Part 203 for oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic matter (VOM) (both as 
precursors for ozone) and PM I 0. The pennit revisions requested by USS Granite City in this 
application are designed to ensure the continued non-applicability of the NNS R program to the 
1996 Project. 

No physical changes are proposed in conj unction with the requested revisions to the I 996 
Construction Permit. 

1 CAAPP Permit Appeal IPCB No. 2013-053. pending before the lllino1s Pollution Control Board. 
1-1 
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1.1 Facility Information 

The USS Granite City steel mill is an integrated steel manufacturer employing raw material 
processing and preparation, iron production, steel production, and steel finishing. The steel mill 
previously produced metallurgical coke in by-product coke plant, but those operations were 
permanently idled in 2015. Coke is now purchased from the heat recovery coke batteries located 
adjacent to the steel mill, which are owned and operated by Gateway Energy and Coke 
Company, and from other sources. 

USS Granite City and certain other collocated and separately owned facilities are considered by 
Illinois EPA to be a single stationary source as that term is defined in 35 IAC 203.136 and 40 
CFR § 52.2l(b)(5). This stationary source is a major stationary source as defined by 35 IAC 
203.206 and 40 CFR § 52.21 (b )(I). Only the USS Granite City facility, and none of the 
separately owned facilities, are directly affected by the changes reflected in this permit 
application. 

1.2 Application Organization 

This application contains the following analyses and supporting information for the requested 
updates and revisions of the 1996 Construction Permit (Permit Number 950 I 000 l ). 

• Section 2 presents the overview of the requested permit revisions. 
• Section 3 presents a discussion of proposed changes to carbon monoxide (CO) emission 

limitations. 
• Section 4 contains a best available control technology (BACT) demonstration for CO. 
• Section 5 summarizes the source impacts analyses (including air dispersion modeling) for 

CO. 
• Section 6 addresses the additional impacts analyses. 
• Section 7 provides details of requested changes to pennit terms for particulate matter 

(PM/PM I 0) emissions and updated emissions increase analyses. 
• Section 8 addresses requested changes to permit terms for NO:.: emissions and updated 

emissions increase analysis. 
• Section 9 addresses requested changes to permit terms relating to the volatile organic 

materials (VOM) emissions and updated emissions increase analysis. 
• Section IO summarizes pertinent regulatory applicability and changes thereto. 

1-2 
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2. Overview of Requested Permit Revisions 

2.1 Background on Construction Permit 

National Steel Corporation submitted an application on January 3, 1995 for a construction permit 
for a proposed increase in production at the Granite City Works ("1995 Application"). Illinois 
EPA issued Construction Pennit PSD Approval No. 95010001 on January 25, 1996. The 1996 
Construction Pennit authorized National Steel Corporation to increase throughput and fuel use at 
the Granite City Works as follows: 

(a) The limits on total combined production of hot metal (i.e., iron) from blast furnaces A 
and B increased to 9,849 net tons per day, averaged over any calendar month, and 
3,165,000 net tons per calendar year. [Pennit Conditions 2(a)-(b), 32(a)-(c), and 34(a).] 
Previously, under Construction Pennit No. 95090167, hot metal production rate had been 
limited to 7,150 net tons per day, averaged over any calendar month, and 2,609,750 net 
tons per rolling 12-month period. 

(b) The limits on total combined production of liquid steel from the Basic Oxygen Process 
Furnaces (BOFs) increased to 11,000 net tons per day, averaged over any calendar 
month, and 3,580,000 net tons per calendar year. [Permit Conditions 6(a)-(b), 32(a)-(c), 
and 34(b ). ) Previously, under Construction Permit No. 95090167, liquid steel production 
rate had been limited to 8,250 net tons per day, averaged over any calendar month, and 
3,011,250 net tons per rolling 12-month period. 

(c) The limits on combined use of blast furnace gas (BFG) at the boilers #1 through #12, 
blast furnace stoves, BFG flare # 1, and ladle drying preheaters increased to 30,800 
million cubic feet (MMcf) per calendar month and 185,030 MMcf per calendar year. 
[Permit Conditions 2l(b) and 32(b)-(c).] The prescribed method of detennining BFG 
usage is an assumed ratio of 0.05846 MMcfper ton of hot metal produced. 2 [Pennit 
Condition 34(c).] Previously, under Construction Petmit No. 95090 I 67, BFG usage had 
been limited to 21,613 MMcf per calendar month and 129,681 MMcf per rolling 
12-month period. 

( d) The limits on combined use of fuel oil at the boilers # 1 through# 12, blast furnace stoves, 
BFG flare # l , and ladle drying preheaters increased to 60,000 gallons per calendar month 
and 365,000 gallons per calendar year. [Pennit Conditions 2l(c) and 32(b)-(c).] 
Previously, under Construction Permit No. 95090167, fuel oil usage had been limited to 
18,000 gallons per calendar month and 113,000 gallons per rolling 12-month period. 3 

These increases in permitted throughput and associated fuel usage resulted in increases in 
emissions from the various project-affected emissions units. The net emissions increase 

' Using this prescribed ratio, these limits are redundant with the hot metal production limits as BFG generation 
directly correlates with the hot metal production in the Blast Furnace and the BFG usage l11mts cannot be exceeded 
without first exceeding the hot metal production limits. 
1 With this application, USS Granite City is proposing to eliminate the use of fuel oil in the project-affected burning 

2-1 
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calculations for the 1996 Project as summarized in the 1996 Construction Permit are presented in 
Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1. Summary of 1996 Construction Permit Net Emissions Increase 
Calculations 

Emissions (tons/year) 

PM PMIO NOx S02 co VOM Pb 

Project Emissions Increases -52.0 51.6 238.8 476.0 5,685.0 59.3 0.54 

Contemporaneous Decreases -58.0 -58.0 -226.5 -0.38 -23.31 -32.8 n/a 

Contemporaneous Increases 20.3 20.7 26.0 0.25 11.8 1.6 nla 

Net Emissions Increases -89.2 14.3 38.3 475.9 5,673 28.l 0.54 

Significant Emission Rate 25 .0 15.0 40.0 40.0 100.0 40.0 0.6 

For PM, PM I 0, NOx, and VOM, the net emissions increases, including contemporaneous 
changes, were below the applicable significant emission rates for these pollutants. For Pb, the 
project emissions increase was below the significant emission rate. Finally, for S02 and CO, the 
project resulted in net emissions increases that were greater than the significant emission rates. 
As the project was a major modification for S02 and CO, Illinois EPA and National Steel 
Corporation addressed the PSD review requirements for these pollutants in the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

2.2 General Description of Requested Permit Revisions 

USS Granite City is not requesting any changes to the monthly or annual limits on hot metal 
production rate and liquid steel production rate, nor are any changes to the scope of the 1996 
Project proposed. This application proposes the following two categories of changes. This pennit 
application does not request any changes to the S02 and Pb emission limits in the 1996 
Construction Permit, so S02 and Pb emissions will not be discussed fi.uther. 

2.2.1 Requested Changes Relating to CO Emissions Rates 

The 1996 Project was a major modification for CO and was subject to PSD review for this 
regulated NSR pollutant. As summarized below, USS Granite City is requesting revisions to 
certain permit terms arising from this PSD review. 

For CO, as discussed in detail in Section 3 of this permit application, the primary changes are 
requested increases in the permitted emissions from burning of BFG and natural gas. The 
emission limits in the 1996 Construction Permit were based upon information in the 1995 
Application, which was based on published emission factors and other literature information. 
However, actual emissions testing data generated since the original PSD application was 
submitted and updated literature information indicate that corrections to the emission factors and 
corresponding limits are necessary and appropriate. Because these revisions are not necessitated 
by any action taken subsequent to the 1996 Project, these changes are considered revisions to the 
original PSD pe1mit based upon better emissions information; accordingly, updates to the 
substantive PSD reviews presented in the 1995 Application are provided in Sections 4, 5 and 6 
herein. In addition, revisions are requested with respect to certain other permit terms in order to 
improve operational flexibility and to clarify compliance demonstration requirements. 

2-2 
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2.2.2 Requested Changes Relating to PM, PM10, NOx, and VOM Emissions 

The 1996 Construction Penn it includes a number of emission limitations and other pennit 
conditions that are not explicitly required by any regulation. These emission limitations and 
permit conditions were included in the pcnnit in order to restrict the potential to emit ("PTE") of 
ce,tain operations at the Granite City Works and to memorialize non-applicability detenninations 
under the PSD and NNSR pennitting programs with respect to net emissions increases of PM, 
PM I 0, NO\, and VOM resulting from the 1996 Project. 

The annual emission limitations for major processes and activities at the Granite City facility 
listed in Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Pe1mit, referred to herein as "emissions caps," address 
the PTE and limit the net emissions increases of PM, PM I 0, Pb, NO:,., and VOM to less than the 
corresponding applicability thresholds (the ''significant emission rates'') under the PSD and 
NNSR permitting programs. 

USS Granite City is not requesting any material revisions to the PM and PM IO emissions caps as 
pait of this pe1mit application. The only requested changes to the 1996 Construction Permit that 
are pe1tinent to emissions of these pollutants are minor revisions to certain pennit tenns as 
follows: 

• Reorganization of the emissions caps, consistent with changes that Illinois EPA made 
when issuing the CAAPP permit in 2013, to shift minor material handling activities to a 
separate "material handling" emissions cap. 

• Addition of numerous monitoring, testing, and recordkeeping requirements. 

These requested changes will clarify compliance demonstration requirements, improve 
operational flexibility, and enhance the enforceability of the emissions caps. The specific 
requested changes to permit tenns relating to PM and PM 10 emissions are discussed in Section 7 
herein. 

USS Granite City is requesting increases in BOF Shop NOx and VOM emissions caps which are 
based upon updated emission factors information and not related to any post-1996 Project 
changes at the source. USS Granite City is also requesting revisions to gaseous fuel usage limits 
for natural gas and blast furnace gas. 4 In addition, as with pennit tenns relating to PM and PM I 0 
emissions, USS Granite City is requesting changes to ce1tain other permit tenns that were 
established for NO-,,: and VOM. These changes will clarify compliance demonstration 
requirements, improve operational flexibility, and enhance the enforceability of the emissions 
caps. The specific requested changes to pe1mit te1ms relating to NOx and VOM emissions, 
respectively, including demonstrations that the net emissions increase for these pollutants remain 
below the corresponding significant emission rates, are discussed in Sections 8 and 9 herein. 

2.2.3 "Source Obligation" Provisions of PSD and NNSR Rules 

The emissions caps for PM, PM I 0, NOx, and VOM in the 1996 Construction Permit and ce,tain 
other permit terms, and the resultant restrictions on PTE, appear to have been deemed by Illinois 

~ In 2015, USS Granite City shut down Coke Oven Batteries A and 8. This change eliminated coke oven ga, as 
process fuel al the plant necessitating higher natural gas usage for Boilers 11 and Boiler 12 at the -;ite. Thi,; natural 
gas usage increase is also bemg addressed in this permit revision application. 
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EPA to be necessary to prevent the 1996 Project from being a major modification. 5 Because the 
requested revisions to the 1996 Construction Pennit include increases in the NOx and VOM 
emissions caps, as well as changes to certain other pennit tenns that could allow increases in PM 
and PMl0 emissions, the following "source obligation" provisions of the PSD and NNSR are 
pe1tinent to this pennit application: 

At such time that a particular source or modification becomes a major stationary source 
or major modification solely by virtue of a relaxation in, or expiration of, any enforceable 
limitation which was established after August 7, 1980, on the capacity of the source or 
modification otherwise to emit a pollutant, such as a restriction on hours of operation, 
then the requirements of this Part shall apply as though construction had not yet 
commenced on the source or modification. 35 IAC 203.21 0(b). 

At such time that a particular source or modification becomes a major stationary source 
or major modification solely by virtue of a relaxation in any enforceable limitation which 
was established after August 7, 1980, on the capacity of the source or modification 
otherwise to emit a pollutant, such as a restriction on hours of operation, then the 
requirements or paragraphs (i) through (s) of this section shall apply to the source or 
modification as though construction had not yet commenced on the source or 
modification. 40 CFR § 52.21(r)(4). 

In Sections 7-9 of this permit application and in Appendix B of this pennit application, USS 
Granite City presents updated net emissions increase calculations for PM, PM l 0, NOx, and 
VOM. These updated calculations demonstrate that the changes to permit te1ms requested by 
USS Granite City will not trigger after-the- fact PSD or NNSR pennitting for emissions of PM, 
PM I 0, NOx, or VOM under the "source obligation" provisions because the project is not a major 
modification for these pollutants. 

2.2.4 Enforceability of PTE Restrictions 

As noted above, USS Granite City is proposing to retain the monthly and annual limits on hot 
metal production rate and liquid steel production rate; all of the PM and PM IO emissions caps; 
and ce1tain NOx and VOM emissions caps in the 1996 Construction Pennit. As discussed in 
greater detail in Sections 8-9 of this permit application, USS Granite City also is proposing that 
the NOx and VOM emissions caps for the BOF shop and certain other units in the 1996 
Construction Permit as identified herein be revised and that the revised permit include 
appropriate monitoring, testing, and recordkeeping requirements. Collectively, under the 
following provisions in the pertinent definitions in the PSD and NNSR mies, these proposed 
limitations and permit terms will restrict the PTE of the affected emissions units: 

Any physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, 
including air pollution control equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the 
type or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated as part of its 

5 USS Granite City does not agree with this interpretation. The definitions of"major modification" and related 
provisions in the PSD and NNSR rules in effect in 1996 were based on increases in actual emissions, except in the 
narrow circumstances where the emissions unit at issue had not begun normal operations at the time of the project. 
See. e.g., 56 Fed. Reg. 27630 (June 14, 1991). Nonetheless, for purposes of this permit application, USS Granite 
City has demonstrated that the 1996 Project is not a major modification even under use of what U.S. EPA refers to 
as the "actual-to-potential" test. 
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design only if the limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally 
enforceable. 35 IAC 203.128. 

Permit Revision 

Any physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, 
including air pollution control equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the 
type or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated as part of its 
design if the limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally enforceable. 
40 CFR ~ 52.21(b}(4).6 

Under the provisions above, what is required for restricting PTE is that the limits be enforceable 
as a practical matter. 7 Practical enforceability is a matter of technical judgment of the pe1mitting 
authority - Illinois EPA but there is a substantial body of policy and precedent regarding 
preferred fonns for emissions caps that are enforceable as a practical matter. These policies can 
be summarized as follows: 

• If not used to restrict emissions over a period shorter than one year, emissions caps 
should be expressed in tenns of tons per year on a 12-month rolling sum basis or on a 
more frequent basis. 

• If the emissions cap will cover multiple activities or emissions units, the pennit should 
require at least monthly emissions calculation and recordkeeping. 

• The pennit should prescribe methods of calculating actual emissions for each unit and 
each pollutant and should prescribe how monitoring and recordkeeping of relevant 
parameters will be used in those calculations. 

• Where the pennit prescribes an emission factor to be used in conjunction with operational 
data in demonstrating compliance, the permitting authority should describe the basis for 
its determination that the emission factor is representative. 

• Where the permit requires development and use of a site-specific emission factor to be 
used in conjunction with operational data in demonstrating compliance, the pennit should 
prescribe the method by which the emission factor will be developed, such as through 
perfo1mance testing with a specified frequency. 

Two recent and significant examples of these policies are U.S. EPA's final agency actions in 
issuing the permits for construction of a drilling operation in the Beaufort Sea off the No1th 
Coast of Alaska in March 2012 and installation of new stationary reciprocating intemal 

b Although the federal PSD regulation as codified at 40 CFR * 52.21 (b )( 4) continue to include the component term 
"federally enforceable," this criterion was vacated by the U.S. Court of Appeal~ for the D.C. Circuit in 1995. 
Chc:mica/ Ma1111fact11ren A.u'111· EPA, 10 F.3d 637. Federal case law and U.S. EPA policy now suggest the 
provision should be interpreted to mean, "federally enforceable or legally and practicably enforceable by a state or 
local air pollution control agency." See, e.g, 67 Fed. Reg 80186 at 80191; sc:e, also U.S. 1·. Q11<!star Gas Mgmt. 
Co, No. 2:08-CV-167 (D. Utah, May 11, 2011). 
' See, e.g., Administrative Order, ill the: Mattcr of Orange Recycling and Etlumol Prod11ctio11 Facili~I'. Pe11cor­
lvlasada O\rnol, LLC, Petition No.; ll-2000-07. C.T. Whitman, U.S. EPA Admini~trator, May 2, 2001, upholding 
u~e of annual emission cap, with a rolling cumulative total methodology and rejecting petitioners' "concern that the 
penrnt appear;; to rely on after-the-fact monitoring, rather than engineering practice:-, test data, or vendor 
guarantee,;" to e!>tabh,h restriction, on PTE. U.S. EPA ba'ied it, findings on the fact that "[i]fthe source ha~ no 
room to operate under the PTE limiting emi,sions cap, it mu,;t cea,e operation or face a violation" and that "all PTE 
limll~ rely on after the fact monitoring of some kind." 
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combustion engines at an existing power plant in Arizona in December 2018. 8•
9 The Alaska 

permit, issued by U.S. EPA Region l 0, includes annual emissions caps for NOx and CO, with 
compliance determined on a 365-day rolling sum basis, and annual emissions caps for S02 and 
greenhouse gases, with compliance determined on a 12-month rolling sum basis. The Arizona 
permit, issued by the Pima County Department of Environmental Quality pursuant to a 
delegation of authority from U.S. EPA, includes an annual NOx emissions cap with compliance 
determined on a 12-month rolling sum basis. Copies of the Alaska and A1izona documents 
referred here are provided in Appendix E. 

Each of these permits includes some emissions units for which the emission factor used to 
quantify that unit's contribution to the emissions cap over a particular time period is directly 
prescribed in the pe1mit and also some emissions units for which the permit prescribes the 
method by which the emission factor will be developed. In each instance where the emission 
factor is directly prescribed in the permit, this approach was used because the permitting 
authority determined the emission factor to be sufficiently representative of actual emissions, 
provided that required monitoring of operating parameters shows the process and control device 
to be operating within ranges or conditions established during the permitting process. (For 
example, in the Alaska permit, the NOx and CO emission factors for periods when the control 
devices are operating assume control efficiencies of 90 percent and 80 percent, respectively; in 
the Arizona permit, the NOx emission factor for engine startup events, during which the air 
pollution control equipment does not operate, is based on the estimate provided by the engine 
manufacturer.) In each instance where emission factors are developed through site-specific 
testing subsequent to permit issuance, the permit carefully prescribes the testing conditions that 
will be followed, the frequency of that testing, and the calculations to be used to derive the 
emission factor. 

The approach proposed by USS Granite City with respect to the PM, PM 10, NOx and VOM 
emissions caps to be used in any revised Construction Permit o. 95010001, including the 
proposed revised emissions limitations and compliance demonstration requirements discussed in 
detail in Sections 7-9 of this permit application, is consistent with this policy and precedent. 

8 /11 re: Shell Offshore, Inc .. OCS Permu No. RIO OCS0J0000, OCS Appeal Nos. 11-05, 11-06 & l l-07. Mar. 30, 
2012. Docket available on the U.S. EPA internet web site at 
https:1/yosemite.epa.gov/oa/EAB Web Docket.n~fn7355bee I a56a5aa85257 l l 400542d23, f24b9734e6894b938525 
7958006dad34!OpenDocument (last accessed Aug. 28, 2019). 
9 !11 re: Tucson Electric Power, PSD Pem1i1 No. 1052, PSD Appeal No. 18-02. Dec. 3, 2018. Docket available on 
the U.S. EPA internet web site at 
https://yosemite.epa.goVioa/EAB Web Docket.nsfl77355bee I a56a5aa8525 71 l 400542d23164a7840 I 0e968b9b8525 
83050073ebe5!OpenDocument (last accessed Aug. 28, 2019). 

2-6 



R002502-- --------

USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

3. Changes to CO Emission Limitations 

This section describes the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit requested by USS 
Granite City pe11aining to CO emissions rates for fuel burning emissions units. These requested 
changes are not based upon any post-1996 Project changes but are based on the updated 
information regarding CO emission factors for gaseous fuels. As outlined later in this section, 
adjustments to the CO emission rates are proposed. The proposed changes to the CO emissions 
factors and CO emission rates for gaseous fuels do not change the applicability of PSD review. 

3.1 Process Background and Project 

Blast furnace gas (BFG) is a byproduct of the blast furnace operation and is used as fuel in the 
process. The blast furnaces produce molten iron from iron ore pellets through a reduction 
reaction with metallurgical coke. In this reaction, carbon monoxide (CO) is fanned along with 
other gases and rises to the top of the blast furnace. At the top of the blast furnace, the BFG that 
is generated in the furnace is collected and routed to a BFG pretreatment system. BFG has 
heating value (80-110 Btu/set) and is preferentially used as fuel in the stoves to heat the cold 
blast air for the blast furnace. BFG is also used as a fuel in the boilers at the USS Granite City 
facility. Any excess BFG is combusted in a flare. 

Each blast furnace has a set of three stoves that combust BFG and supply hot blast air to the blast 
furnace. 

As explained earlier, BFG is also used as fuel in the boilers used to produce steam for use at the 
site, including steam to power the fans that supply blast air to the blast furnaces. Two of these 
boilers Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 were in existence at the time of the 1996 Project and are 
covered by the 1996 Construction Permit. Both boilers and stoves also use supplemental natural 
gas. 

The 1996 Project involved increases in the production rate for the blast furnaces and 
corresponding increases in BFG generation and usage as outlined in subsection 2.1. The CO net 
emissions increase from the 1996 Project was significant and the project was subject to PSD 
review with respect to this pollutant. In the 1995 Application, on page 1-3, National Steel 
Corporation noted that the existing boilers were not undergoing any changes as pat1 of the 
project. Therefore, pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.2 l U)(3 ), these emissions units were not subject to 
BACT requirements. In tenns of the fuel burning emissions units, the BA CT-affected operations 
listed in the 1995 Application were the blast furnace stoves, the ladle drying preheaters, and the 
ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters. Of these emissions units, both the ladle 
<laying preheaters and the ancilla1y units (tundish d1yers and other heaters) at the continuous 
casters use only natural gas. 

3.2 1996 Construction Permit Requirements 

Table 4 of the 1996 Construction Penni! contains the CO emission limitations for the fuel 
burning emissions units affected by the Project. Table 3-1 of this permit application presents 
infonnation from Table 4 of the 1996 Construction Penn it pe11aining to the CO emissions 
limitations from ·ce11ain fuel burning emissions units,' i.e., Boiler I I, Boiler 12, Blast Furnace 
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Flare I, Blast Furnace Stoves, ladle drying preheaters, and continuous casters. 10- 11 A copy of the 
1996 Construction Permit is provided in Appendix D of this permit application. 

The 1996 Constrnction Pennit also set CO emissions limitations for processes affected by the 
Project. No changes are being proposed to the CO emission limitations for the BOF electrostatic 
precipitator ("ESP") Stack in Table 2 of the 1996 Constrnction Penn it. 

Table 3-1. Table 4 of 1996 Construction Permit CO Limitations for Gaseous Fuels 
Burning 

Fuel Used for Boilers, Stoves, Emission Factor (lb/MMcf) Maximum Emissions (tons/year) 
Flare, Ladle Drying Preheaters, 
and Ancillary Fuel Burning 
Units at the Continuous Casters 
Natural Gas 40 22.90 

Blast Furnace Gas 13.7 1,267.46 

3.3 Updated CO Emission Factors for Gaseous Fuels 

For natural gas combustion, the CO emission factor included in the 1996 Constrnction Permit 
was from Chapter 1.4 AP-42 as updated in August 1982. The U.S. EPA revised Chapter 1.4 of 
AP-42 in July 1998 and updated the CO emission factor for natural gas combustion to 84 lb per 
million cubic feet. For natural gas combustion in Boiler 11, Boiler 12, blast furnace stoves, ladle 
drying preheaters, and ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters, the updated CO 
emission factor has been used to calculate the CO emission rates in this permit application and in 
the requested proposed revisions to the pe1mit. 

As previously explained, BFG is combusted in the boilers and blast furnace stoves at the site 
( excess BFG is combusted in the flares). The CO emission factor for BFG burning in the 1996 
Construction Permit was from the U.S. EPA's AIRS 1990 database (WebFIRE). However, based 
on recent performance tests for boilers burning BFG, engineering evaluations of BFG burning in 
blast furnace stoves, and updates to AP-42 Section 13.5, this factor is not representative. Updated 
CO emission factors for BFG burning in the blast furnace stoves, Boiler 11, Boiler 12, and Blast 
Furnace Flare 1 are being proposed for purposes of this revision to the CO emission rates. The 
proposed CO emission rates are as follows: 

• Based on the information regarding CO emission rates from another blast furnace stove, 
and engineering evaluations of BFG burning in blast furnace stoves at USS Granite City, 

'° The I 996 Construction Permit omits the ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous caster under Table 4. 
However, emissions from fuel combustion at these units are appropriately accounted for in the natural gas 
combustion rates. 
1 t The 1996 Construction Permit also included limits for fuel oil combustion. However, as noted in footnote 3 of this 
permit application, USS Granite City has ceased fuel oil combustion in the affected units and is proposing to delete 
from the permit the provisions relating to fuel oil combustion. 
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the CO emission factor for burning of BFG in the blast furnace stoves is 322 pounds per 
million cubic feet. 12 

• Based on CO stack testing performed at Boiler 11 and Boiler 12, the emission factor for 
burning of blast furnace gas is 32 pounds per million cubic feet. 13 

• The CO emission factor for the Blast Furnace Flare I is calculated using CO 
concentration of 24 percent in BFG and a efficiency of98 percent. 14 15 This results in a 
CO emission factor of 350 pounds per million cubic feet. 

Table 3-2 presents the updated maximum annual CO emissions from burning of fuel in the blast 
furnace stoves, Boiler 11, Boiler 12, Blast Furnace Flare I, ladle d1ying preheaters, and ancillaiy 
fuel burning units at the continuous casters. Emissions calculations for CO are provided in 
Appendix B of this pennit application. 

Table 3M2. Proposed CO Limitations for Gaseous Fuels Burning 

Fuel Used for Boilers, Sto,·es, Flare, Ladle Drying Maximum Emissions (tons/year) 
Preheaters, and the Ancillary Fuel Burning Units at the 
Continuous Casters 
Natural Gas 83 

Blast Furnace Gas 19,260 

3.4 CO PSD Review Requirements 

As previously explained, the 1996 Project was subject to PSD review for CO because the CO net 
emissions increase was greater than the significant emission rate of I 00 tons per year. Sections 4 
through 6 of this pennit application address the proposed changes to the CO emission factors for 
gaseous fuel burning under the PSD review requirements of 40 CFR §~ 52.21 U) through (o), to 
the extent applicable. 

3.5 Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to CO 
Emissions for Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

As patt of this application for revision to the 1996 Construction Pe1mit, USS Granite City is 
proposing the following revisions to the emission limitations and other permit tenns relating to 
CO emissions from the 1996 Construction Petmit Condition. 

1
~ CO emission factor for AK Steel Dearborn Severstal Dearborn Michigan permit for C Blast Furnace Stoves in 

the PTI 182-0SC was specified as 328.9 lb MMcf of BFG. See 
https: www.deg.,;tate.m1.u, ap-. dmrnload, permit.,.finpticon 2005 182-0SC.pdf(accessed on January 29, 2020). In 
addition, USS Granite City evaluated CO emis~ions from the blast furnace stove stacks using non-reference method 
to compare agaimt data from other furnaces. The Granite City Works blast furnace stoves stack configuration did 
not allow for application of a reference method for estimating CO emissions. Therefore, as part of an engineering 
evaluation, USS used a non-reference method to collect CO concentration in the stove stack exhaust. 
1' Boiler 11 test-. were conducted 111 July 2011. Boiler 12 tests were conducted in May 2011. 
1~ Data from the quarterly BFG component analyses for 2019 for USS Granite City shows CO concentration in BFG 
ranging from 20% to 22°0. 
15 U.S. EPA 's Co111pt!at1011 of Air Po/!11ta11/ £111i.nw11 Fac/or.v. AP-42, Volume:/: Stationary Point and Area Sourccr, 
Section 13.S, April 2015 ("Properly operated flares achieve at least 98 percent destruction efficiency in the flare 
plume"). 
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3. 5. 1. 1 Proposed CO Emission Limitations 

USS Granite City proposes the inclusion of Condition 22.b in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit as follows. 

22.b Total CO emissions.from burning of blast furnace gas and natural gas in the blast 
furnace stoves (A and BJ, Boiler J 1, Boiler J 2, ladle <bying preheaters, ancillwy 
fuel burning units at the continuous casters, and blast furnace gas.flare No. I 
sh,,!/ not exceed 19,343 tons per year based on a montl,/y rolling 12-month total. 

As the CO emission limitation is to be incorporated in Condition 22 itself, USS Granite City also 
proposes to delete the CO emission limitations in Table 4 of the l 996 Construction Permit as 
they would be redundant. 16 

3.5.1.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
Requirements 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitations under Condition 22.b of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

(a) In order to update or verify the CO emission factors for Boilers 11 and 12, the Pe1mittee 
shall conduct periodic stack tests for Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 stacks. 

(b) Use CO emission factors from the perfotmance tests to determine CO emission rates 
from Boiler 11 or Boiler 12. 

(c) For Blast Furnace Stoves (BFG), use CO emission factor of 322 lb/MMcf. 
( d) For Blast Furnace Flare I (BFG), use CO emission factor of 350 lb/MMcf. 
( e) For natural gas, use CO emission factor of 84 lb/MMcf. 
(t) Use the following equations for determining monthly CO emissions from the specified 

emissions units. 

For Boilers 11 and Boiler -= ((CO (lb/MMcf ofBFG) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Gas 
12 CO (tons/month) Use (MMcf/month))+ (CO (lb/MMcf of NG) from Stack test 

x Natural Gas Use (MMcf/month))) + 2000 (lb/ton) 

For Blast Furnace Stoves = ((CO (lb/MMcf of BFG) emission factor x Blast Furnace Gas 
CO (tons/month) Use (MMcf/month))+ (CO (lb/MMcf of NG) emission factor 

x Natural Gas Use (MMcf/month)))-;- 2000 (lb/ton) 

For Blast Furnace Flare 1 = ((CO (lb/MMcf of BFG) emission factor x Blast Furnace Gas 
CO (tons/month) Use (MMcf/month) )+ (CO (lb/MMcf of NG) emission factor 

x Natural Gas Use (MMcf/month)))-;- 2000 (lb/ton) 

For ladle drying = CO (lb/MMcf of NG) emission factor x Natural Gas Use 
preheaters {tons/month) (MMcf/month)-;- 2000 (lb/ton) 
For ancillary fuel burning = CO (lb/MMcf of NG) emission factor x Natural Gas Use 
units at the continuous (MMcf/month) : 2000 (lb/ton) 
casters (tons/month) 

16 USS is also proposing a fuel usage limitation for the fuel burning emissions units. This limitation is listed under 
the NOx section of this application. 

3-4 



R002506

USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of fuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler t I, 
Boiler 12, ladle drying preheaters, ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters, 
and blast furnace gas flare No. I. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
em1ss10ns. 
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4. Best Available Control Technology for CO 

In accordance with 40 CFR § 52.21 (j)(3), the BACT requirement applies for each regulated NSR 
pollutant for which the major modification resulted in a significant net emission increase at the 
source. This requirement applies to certain emission units that are undergoing "a physical change 
or change in the method of operation in the unit." As previously noted, Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 
were not subject to BACT as there were no physical changes or changes in the method of 
operation of these units. 

4.1 Historical BACT Evaluation 

In the 1995 Application, National Steel provided a CO BACT analysis for the blast furnace 
stoves, the ladle drying preheaters, and the continuous casters as outlined below. 

(a) The blast furnace stoves combust BFG and use good combustion practices. Use of CO 
add-on control technology options included direct combustion in a flare, thermal 
oxidation, and catalytic oxidation. National Steel rejected the add-on controls for CO for 
stoves as technically infeasible. Therefore, good combustion practices was determined to 
be BACT for this operation. 

(b) The ladle drying preheaters and continuous casters use NG fuel, which is inherently 
lower emitting practice. No add-on controls were demonstrated for these operations. 
Therefore, the use of NG was determined to be BACT. 

Illinois EPA released a "Project Summary for Proposed Issuance of a Construction Permit" in 
November 1995 along with public notice of the draft permit for the 1996 Construction Pe1mit. 
This document included a section "Additional Requirements for Major Projects" that addressed 
BACT requirements for the 1996 Project. BACT for CO was determined to be use of 'work 
practice' standards. Specifically, Illinois EPA stated the following with respect to CO BACT. 

The requirements of PSD include a demonstration that best available control technology 
(BACT) will be used.for S02 and CO emissions at qffected units, ,111 ,111a~ysis <?{ air 
quality impacts, and an ana~ysis <?f the impacts of the project 011 visibility, vegetations 
[sic}, and soils. The Agency has determined that these requirements have been met. 

GCD [Granite City Division of National Steel} has shown that work practices 11sedfor 
S02 and CO constitute BACT as used by other steel mills.for these pollutants. [emphasis 
added} 

4.2 Updated BACT Evaluation 

USS Granite City is not proposing any changes to the BACT requirements for CO emissions 
from the burning of fuels in the subject fuel burning emissions units, i.e., the blast furnace 
stoves, blast furnace flare 1, ladle drying preheaters, and ancillary fuel burning units at the 
continuous caster in conjunction with the proposed revisions of the CO emission factors. 

The proposed change involves revisions to the CO emission limits for the blast furnace stoves, 
Boiler 11 and 12, ladle drying preheaters, blast furnace flare No. 1, and continuous casters. For 
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the proposed revisions to the permit limits, an updated CO BACT evaluation for these emission 
units, consistent with 40 CFR § 52.21 U)(3), is presented below. 17 

4.2.1 BACT General Approach 

This section presents a proposed BACT analysis for the subject units for CO. 

4.2.1.1 Best Available Control Technology Definition 

The definition of BACT at 42 U.S.C. ~ 7479(3) is as follows: 

The term "be.it amilable control technology" means an emission limitation hased 011 the 
maxi11111m degree <freduction o(each pol/11tant 1·uf?ject to reg11/ation under this chapter 
e111i1ted.fi'<m1 or ll'hiclr res11/tsji'Oln any major emiflingfi1cility, which the permilting 
a11tlrori~v. on a case-by-case basi.1, taking into acco11nt energy, em'ironmental, and 
economic impacts and other co.its. determine., is aclriel'ahlefor .rnclrfacility through 
application <?f'prod11clion processes and availahle methods, .1J'stems, and techniques, 
incl11dingji1el cleaning, cleanj11els, or treatment or im10vatii'e.fi1el combustion 
1ec/111iq11esfor control <if'each .\uch pol/11ta111. /11110 event shall application<~( "hest 
m·ailah/e control technology" result in emi.1sions <!/ m~1· pollutants which will exceed the 
emissions alloll'ed by any applicable swndard established p11rsuant to section 7411 or 
7412 <?J' this title. Emissiomjrom ml) so11rce utilizing lieanji,els. or any other means, to 
comply with this paragraph shall not be allowed to increase above le1·els that \l'ould hare 
been required 1111der this paragraph as it existed prior to Nm·emher 15, 1990. 

The regulatory definition of BACT at 40 CFR § 52.21 (b )( 12) is similar. 

4. 2. 1. 2 Methodology for the BA CT Analysis 

In a memorandum dated December I, 1987, the U.S. EPA stated its preference for a "top-down" 
analysis. 18 U.S. EPA outlined the BACT determination methodology following the top-down 
approach. 19 Accordingly, the BACT analyses presented in this application utilize the top-down 
approach. Under the "top-down" approach, progressively less stringent control technologies are 
analyzed until a level of control considered BACT is dete1mined, based on the most effective 
control option that is detennined to result in acceptable environmental, energy, and economic 
impacts. More specifically, the top-down BACT analysis methodology consists of five steps as 
follows: 

I. Identify all "available" control options that might be utilized to reduce emissions of the subject 
pollutant for the type of unit subject to BACT. 

1• Even though Boilers 11 and 12 did not undergo ·any physical change or change in the method of operation' as 
part of the 1996 Project, this permit revision application con,ervatively a,sume~ these emissions units are subject to 
BACT for CO a<; part of the proposed CO em1--~1on,; limitations revision,;. 
u Memorandum from J.C. Potter to the Regional Administrators; U.S. EPA, Office of Air and Radiation; 
Washington, D.C.; December I, 1987. 
n See: 1990 New Source Rc1·ic:w Work.\lwp Manual DRAFT. at page B.2 . (Environmental Appeals Board in Prairie 
Stme Ge11era1i11g S1111io11, PSD Appeal No. 05-05, Augu~t 24, 2006, in footnote 2, noted that "[t)he NSR Manual has 
been used as a guidance document in conJunct1on with new source review workshops and training, and as a guide 
for <;late and federal permitting officials with respect to PSD requirements and policy. Although it 1s not a binding 
Agency regulation, the NSR Manual has been looked to by thl'- Board as a statement of the Agency's thinking on 
certain PSD issue,;.") 
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2. Eliminate those available options that are technically infeasible to apply to the specific unit 
under consideration. 

3. Rank the remaining feasible control options by control effectiveness. 

4. Evaluate economic, energy and/or environmental impacts of each control option as applied to 
the subject units, rejecting those options for which the adverse impacts are inappropriate. 

5. Based on the most effective control option not rejected in Step 4, select an emission limit or 
work practice standard as BACT, reflecting the level of control continuously achievable with 
the selected control option. 

4.2.1.3 Baseline Emission Rate 

As used in the BACT analyses presented herein, the term "baseline emission rate" refers to the 
legal floor established in the definition of BACT, i.e., applicable standards under 40 CFR parts 
60 and 61. 

4.2.1.4 Available Control Options 

In the first step of the BACT analysis, all potentially "available" control strategies are identified 
for fu11her consideration. In the context of the first step of a top-down BACT analysis, U.S. 
EPA's guidance describes "available" control strategies as: 

Ami/able control options are those air pollution control technologies or techniques with 
a practical potentialfor application to the emissions 11nit and the regulated pollutant 
under eva/11atio11. 111 

In the BACT analyses herein, the term "available" is used, consistent with the U.S. EPA 
guidance, to refer to any control strategy that is potentially applicable to the source type in 
question (i.e., a technology or control option that has a practical potential for application to the 
source category in general). These may include fuel cleaning or treatment, inherently lower 
polluting processes, and end of pipe control devices. All identified control strategies that are not 
inconsistent with the fundamental purpose and basic design of the proposed facility are listed in 
this step. 

The second step of the BACT analysis addresses source-specific or unit-specific factors that 
would prevent an otherwise available technology from being applied in the particular case. The 
criteria for "technical feasibility" are separate and distinct from the criteria used to determine 
whether a control option is considered to be "available" for purposes of BACT. 

4.2.1.5 BACT Technical Feasibility Criteria 

In the second step of a top-down BACT analysis, potentially available control strategies are 
evaluated for technical feasibility. A technically feasible control strategy is one that has been 
demonstrated to function efficiently on an emissions unit that is identical or similar to the 
emissions unit under review. 21 For the purposes of assessing technical feasibility of an add-on 

~ See: /990 New Source Re1•iew Workshop Manual. DRAFT, at page B.5. 
' 1 See, Pre1·e111io11 of Sig11ifica11t Deterioration Workshop Ma1111al, EPA-450/2-80-081, October 1980, at pp. 1-B-6 

through 1-B-7. 
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control technology, the detennination of whether an emissions unit should be considered to be 
identical or similar is usually based on the physical and chemical characteristics of the gas 
stream to be controlled. An add-on control technology applicable to one emissions unit may not 
be technically feasible for application to an apparently similar unit depending on differences in 
physical and chemical gas stream characteristics, and rejection of a control option based on 
technical infeasibility for BACT purposes is appropriate if "it is unce11ain the control device will 
work in the situation currently undergoing review. " 22 

For control strategies that are not demonstrated, the analysis of technical feasibility is somewhat 
more involved. Two key concepts are impo11ant in detennining whether an undemonstrated 
technology is feasible: "availability23" and "applicability." A technology is considered 
"available" if it can be obtained by the applicant through commercial channels or is otherwise 
available within the common sense meaning of the term. An available technology is "applicable" 
if it can reasonably be installed and operated on the source type under consideration. A 
technology that is both available and applicable is technically feasible. 

4.2.2 Purpose and Design of Subject Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

The fundamental purpose of the subject fuel burning emissions units is to provide heat and steam 
needs for the plant operations preferentially using the by-product BFG fuel that is produced at 
the facility. These objectives are met by burning BFG in the blast furnace stoves and Boilers 11 
and 12. Any excess by-product BFG unable to be used is flared through the No. 1 Flare. Natural 
gas is burned in blast furnace stoves and Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 as supplemental fuel and in the 
ladle drying preheaters and ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters. In accordance 
with U.S. EPA guidance, alternative raw materials, production processes, or products that would 
be inconsistent with these fundamental objectives would impennissibly redefine the source and 
are not a pa11 of the BACT analyses presented herein. 24 

4.2.3 CO BACT Analysis 

This section presents the CO BACT analysis for the subject fuel burning emissions units. CO 
emissions from these units result primarily from incomplete combustion during the firing of BFG 
and natural gas. Therefore, the most direct approach for reducing these emissions is efficient 
combustion in the fuel burning emissions units, i.e., appropriate combustion temperatures, 
adequate excess air, and good air/fuel mixing during combustion. Measures taken to reduce the 
fo1mation of NOx during combustion can increase CO emissions. In particular lowering 
combustion temperatures through staged combustion to reduce NOx emissions can be 
counterproductive with regard to CO emissions. 

4.2.3.1 CO BACT Baseline 

There are no federal emissions standards applicable to CO emissions from the fuel burning 
emission units. 

'2 See, PSD a11cl Title V Per111i1t111g Guidance.for Grecnlum.\e G(/.\e.\', EPA-45 718-11-001, March 2011, at p. 34. 
2

l In Step 2 of a top-down BACT analysis, the term "availabilny" has a different meaning than the term "available" 
in Step I. Control strategies that are not "available" in Step 1 are not considered in Step 2. 
•~ See: 1990 New So11rce Re1·ie11· Wor/.shop M(l}lllal. DRAFT, at page 8.13. 

4-4 



R002511

USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

4.2.3.2 Step 1- Identify Available CO Control Options 

Based on a review ofrecent BACT determinations in U.S. EPA's RBLC database and other 
literature survey, the control options (individually and in certain combinations) that are being 
used to limit CO emissions from emissions units burning gaseous fuels include: 

• CO Oxidation Catalysts; 
• Thermal Incineration; 
• Work Practice Standards, including fuel selection and good combustion practices. 

CO oxidation catalysts have previously been applied to natural gas fired boilers located in CO 
and/or ozone nonattainment areas but are primarily used on large combustion turbines. The 
oxidation catalyst is typically a precious metal catalyst (e.g., platinum) that has been applied over 
a metal or ceramic substrate. The catalyst lowers the activation energy for the oxidation of CO so 
that it is oxidized at lower flue gas temperatures (range of 650 - I, I 00 °F). The CO removal 
efficiency in natural gas-fired systems is typically greater than 90 percent. 

Other technology used for the control of CO for other sources include thermal incineration. 
Incineration requires the exhaust gas containing CO to be heated up to a temperature sufficiently 
high enough (> 1300 °F) to thermally destroy CO. Typical methods used include regenerative 
thermal oxidizers, recuperative incinerators, and direct flame incinerators. These devices are 
typically employed to control sources with high levels of CO and VOM requiring less 
supplemental fuel for reheating the exhaust gas. Additionally, the exhaust gas CO concentrations 
from these devices would be similar to that expected from a gaseous fuel combustion device with 
good combustion design and operation. 

Good combustion practices, as the name implies, are based upon maintaining good fuel/air 
mixing, a proper fuel/air ratio, and adequate time at an appropriate combustion temperature. 
These practices are part of the routine operation of the units, as maintaining good combustion 
practices is essential to the plant for efficient use of fuel. 

4.2.3.3 Step 2- Eliminate Technically Infeasible CO Control Options 

Technical feasibility of the CO emissions controls, identified in Step I, for the subject gaseous 
fuel burning emissions units, is presented in this section. 

Blast Furnace Stoves 
Exhaust temperature for the blast furnace stoves is around 500 °F. In addition, there is significant 
variability, both in exhaust flow and temperature, due to cycling of the individual stoves when 
switching from blow to heat steps. Also, CO concentration in the stove exhaust is relatively low 
at less than 0.3%. As the lower explosive limit for CO is 12.5%, the exhaust from the blast 
furnace stoves will not have enough CO to combust in thermal incineration.25 Exhaust 
temperature is also below the operating range for CO oxidation catalyst. Use of end-of-the-pipe 
control such as the1mal incineration or CO oxidation catalyst at blast furnace stoves poses risks 
arising from operating conditions that have not been encountered for units where these 
operations are used. Such an application will result in potential backpressure on the stoves that 

~s See https:tlwww.indsci.comitraining/general-gas-education11el-of-combustible-gas.' (last acces~ed January 3, 
2020). 

4-5 



R002512

USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

will cause undesirable combustion conditions within the stoves. As previously explained, blast 
furnace stoves operate in cycles. This results in non-steady-state operations and variable exhaust 
temperature and flow rates adversely affecting perfonnance of any add-on CO emissions 
controls. There are no known applications of add-on CO controls to the blast furnace stove 
exhausts. Therefore, add-on controls are technically infeasible for the blast furnace stoves. 

Boilers 11 and Boiler 12 
CO concentration in the boilers exhaust is relatively low at less than 0.02%. Application of a 
the1mal oxidizer is technically infeasible to control CO emissions at such low concentration. The 
exhaust temperatures for Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 are around 340 F. These exhaust temperatures 
are also below the required temperature for effective catalyst oxidation. In addition, BFG 
contains sulfur resulting in S02 emissions. Presence of S02 in the flue gas would be 
accompanied by S02 to S03 conversion in the CO oxidation catalyst. The presence of S03, as 
well as other contaminants present in BFG, would degrade CO oxidation catalyst reliability and 
performance unacceptably. There are no known applications of add-on CO controls to boilers 
firing BFG. Therefore, add-on controls are technically infeasible for this application. 

Other File/ Bllmi11g Emissions Units 
The No. I Flare, ladle drying preheaters, and fuel burning units at the continuous casters do not 
have specific stacks but exhaust through building ventilation. It is not feasible to enclose the 
ladle drying preheaters and fuel burning units at the continuous casters as the vessels need to be 
moved using overhead cranes in the building. Therefore, use of post-combustion control devices, 
such as CO oxidation catalyst, are not technically feasible for these operations. 

4.2.4 Steps 3 & 4- Rank and Evaluate CO Control Options 

No add-on control devices options are technically feasible for CO emissions from the fuel 
burning emissions units. The only remaining control option is to follow good combustion 
practices. No fu1ther evaluation is necessary. 

4.2.5 Step 5 - Establish CO BACT 

Based on the information presented above, USS Granite City proposes use of work practice, i.e., 
good combustion practices, as BACT for the subject fuel burning emissions units. This is 
consistent with the BACT detennination made by Illinois EPA in issuing the 1996 Construction 
Permit. 
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5. CO Source Impact Analysis (Including Dispersion 
Modeling) 

In accordance with 40 CFR §§ 52.21 (k) through (m), requirements to conduct ambient air 
impacts analysis apply to a major modification for pollutants which are subject to PSD review. 
The 1996 Construction Permit included PSD requirements for CO as the project was a major 
modification for CO. The proposed changes to the CO emission factors for gaseous fuels will 
result in increases in short tenn (pounds per hour) emission rates for various fuel burning 
emissions units at the facility. The air impacts analysis for the proposed CO emission factors 
changes for gaseous fuels is provided in Appendix C of this application. This analysis includes 
all of the CO emitting operations at the USS Granite City facility (including certain units that 
were constructed since 1996 i.e., Cogeneration Boiler) and offsite sources in the area. Results of 
this analysis confinns that the cumulative ambient impacts for CO remain below the applicable 
NAAQS. 
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6. Additional Impacts Analyses for CO 

An additional impacts analysis was performed consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 
~ 52.21 (o) to detennine potential air emissions impacts on soils, vegetation, visibility, and 
growth as pa11 of this application. The 1996 Project was a major modification for CO as its 
increase was in excess of the PSD significant emission rates. This application addresses revisions 
to some of the CO emission limitations for ce11ain fuel burning emissions units and therefore, 
CO emissions are considered in the additional impacts analyses. 

6.1 Soils and Vegetation Surveys 

The only pollutant included in this analysis of the potential impai1ment to soils is CO. The 
results of this analysis show that no material impai1ment will occur as a result of the proposed 
rev1s1ons. 

6.1.1 Soil Survey 

Over 66,000 acres su1rnunding the Granite City site were evaluated for the soils analysis using 
the U.S. Depai1ment of Agriculture ("USDA") Natural Resource Conservation Service Web Soil 
Survey application. The area evaluated encompasses paits of Madison and St. Clair Counties in 
Illinois and a pot1ion of St. Louis County in Missouri. 26 As presented in Table 6-1, the primary 
soil type in this area is some variety of silt clay or sandy loam or silty clay loam. These soils 
account for over 70 percent of the total acreage in the study. The types of soil in significant 
quantities around the facility include Tice-Fluvents, Landes-Fluvents, Shaffton-Fluvents. The pH 
of these soils ranged from 5.0 to 7.0. 

~
6 Source of data: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Con~er\'alion Service, Custom Soil Resource 

Report. Februa1y 18. 2020. 
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Table 6-1. Major Soil Types in Study Area 

Calion 
Exchange 

Percent of 
Capacity 

Map Unit Name Acres Total 
pH (CEC) 

( millieq uiv al en 
ts per 100 

!!rams of soil) 
Darwin silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes 7,542.3 16.39% 7.1 32 

Landes very fine sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent 3,870.60 8.41 % 6.9 9.4 
slopes, occasionallv flooded 
Beaucoup silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 3,473.80 7.55% 7 20 

Nameoki silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 2,731.80 5.94% 6.8 19.5 
freauently flooded 
Orthents loamy 2,415.5 5.25% 6.5 10.5 

Shaffton clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 2,222.60 4.83% 5.8 20 
occasionally flooded 
Shaffton-Fluvents-Urban land complex, 0 to 2 1,684.30 3.66% 5.6 16.2 
percent slopes, occasionallv flooded 
Fults silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 1,585.80 3.45% 6.7 21.3 
occasionally flooded 
Worthen silt loam 1,496.9 3.25% 6.8 16.1 

Rocher loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, frequently 1,460.50 3.17% 7.8 7.8 
flooded 
Landes-Flu vents-Urban land complex, 2 to 5 1,323.70 2.88% 6.9 9.4 
percent slopes, occasionally flooded 
Dupo silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 1,314.1 2.86% 6.6 26.8 
occasionally flooded 
Nameoki-Fluvents-Urban land complex, 0 to 2 1,215.40 2.64% 6.7 20 
percent slooes, occasionallv flooded 
Menfro silt loam 1,173.2 2.55% 6 16 

Tice silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, l, 164.90 2.53% 6.8 19 
occasionally flooded 
Sylvan-Bold silt loams 1,108.3 2.41 % 7.1 16 

Fishpot-Urban land complex, 0 to 5 percent 944.1 2.05% 6.5 14.2 
slooes, rarely flooded 
Dozaville silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 930.6 2.02% 6.6 13.3 
occasionally flooded 
Other soil types 8,367.3 18.18% 5.6-8.0 5.8-3 l.6 

The cation exchange capacity ("CEC") is the total amount of extractable cations that can be held 
by the soil, expressed in terms of milliequivalents per 100 grams of soil at neutrality or a pH of 
7.0. Soils having a low CEC hold fewer cations and may require more frequent applications of 
fertilizer than soils having a high CEC. The ability to retain cations reduces the hazard of ground 
water pollution. The CEC of the types of soil in significant quantities in the study range from 8.0 
to 31.0 milliequivalents per 1 OOg soil. 

The USDA considers a significant part of this land to be prime farmland. Additional land would 
be considered prime farmland if drained and/or protected from flooding. Further, the USDA soil 
survey rated all of the soil types listed in Table 6-1 as having somewhat or very limited use for 
recreational activities such as camping, paths and trails, picnic areas, and playgrounds. None of 
the total study area is identified as having unlimited recreational value. 
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6.1.2 Vegetation Survey 

The natural vegetation located in these counties is primarily deciduous forest consisting of oaks, 
hicko1y, eastern white and red pine, ash, and cottonwood varieties.27 According to a 2017 U.S. 
Depai1ment of Agriculture Forests of Illinois survey, approximately 21 % of Madison County is 
forest land. 211 

Information provided in the 2012 USDA Census reports for Illinois was used to identify 
commercial vegetation in the study area.211 The major crops are presented in Table 6-2. As 
shown, approximately 60 percent of the land included in the study area is used for harvested 
crops. Of this total, 26 percent is used for com for grain and 29 percent is used for soybeans. 
Other crops, each harvested from less than 3 percent of the harvested area include forage, wheat 
for grain, and vegetables. Specific locations for the fa1ms for these harvested crops are not 
provided in the Census repo11s. 

Table 6-2. Land Use for Commercially Significant Crops 

Ve2etation Area (Acres) 
Com 121,675 
Wheat 16,331 
Forage 7,145 
Soybeans 137,628 
Vegetables 2,331 
Total Cropland 285,110 
Total Land Area of Study 474,240 

6.2 Pollutant Impacts on Soils and Vegetation 

As explained in Section 5 and Appendix C of this permit application, ambient CO impacts from 
the 1996 Project and the proposed revisions to the CO limitations are below the primaiy CO 
NAAQS. CO emissions, at ambient impact concentrations, are not known to cause any soils or 
vegetation impacts. 30 However, elevated CO may produce some impacts such as epinasty, 

~~ Forest Inventory and Analysis. Design and Analysis Toolkit for Inventory and Monitoring web application. 
Version November 30, 2018 10.0c9ded9d. St. Paul, MN: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern 
Research Station. Available only on intemet: https: W\\ w.fs.fed.us,emc rig,DA rIM index.shttnl (last acces!.ed 
February 26, 2020). 
~
8 Forests of Illinois 2017, https: WW\\.nrs.f,__fed.us pubs 55799 (last accessed on February 26, 2020). 

29 2017 Census of Agriculture, llli nois State and County Data, 
https:o' ·www.nass.usda.gov Publication~•AgCensus 2017 Online Resources-County Profiles.llll inoi~ cpl 7119.pdf 
(last accessed on I·ebruary 26. 2020). 
10 Secondary NAAQS provide public welfare protection, includmg protection against decreased visibility and 
damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings [http, .. \\ ww.sruiJr.ov criteria-air-.,1?ollutant~,naa!:l,,-tab.le (last 
accessed on November 27, 2019)). The U.S. EPA revoked the secondary NAAQS for CO in 1985 noting that 
"[cJarbon monoxide is a normal constituent of the plant environment. Plants can both metabolize and produce CO. 
This may explain the fact that relatively high levels of CO are necessary before damage occur!. to vegetation. The 
lowe~t level for which significant effects on vegetation have been reported is 100 ppm for 3 to 35 days. The effect 
observed in this study was an inhibition of nitrogen fixation in legume~. Since CO concentrations of this magnitude 
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chlorosis, and abscission. However, plant injury occurs at concentration over I 00 ppm which is 
well over the CO primary NAAQS. 31 As noted in Section 5 and Appendix C, CO impacts from 
the facility are well below the CO primary NAAQS. Therefore, no adverse soil and vegetation 
impacts are expected from this permit revision request. 

In addition, CO emissions do not contribute to formation of the particulate that causes visibility 
impairment. 32 Finally, USS Granite City is an existing facility and the 1996 Project did not cause 
any quantifiable growth impacts due to additional industrial, commercial, or residential growth in 
the area. 

are rarely if ever observed in the ambient air, it 1s very unlikely that any damage to vegetation will occur from CO 
air pollution. No other effects on welfare have been associated with CO exposures at or near ambient levels. 
Because no standards appear to be requisite to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse 
effects from ambient CO exposures, EPA is rescinding the existing secondary standards." 50 Fed. Reg. 37484, 
September I 3, 1985. 
31 "The Effects of Air Pollutants on Vegetation and the Role of Vegetation in Reducing Atmospheric Pollution," 
Juliana Florentina Gheorghe and Barbu Ion, September 26, 2011, https://www.intechopen.com/books/the-impact-of­
air-po I lut ion-on-health-econom v-en vi ron m ent-and-agricultural-sources/the-eff ects-of-a i r-pol lutan ts-on-vegetation­
and-t he-role-of-vegetation-i n-reduc i ng-atmosp heri c-po llu (last accessed on February 26, 2020). 
P https://www.epa.gov/visibilitvlbasic-information-about-visibilitv (last accessed on November 3, 2019). 
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7. Proposed Changes to Permit Terms for PM and 
PM10 Emissions Increases Analyses 

This section describes the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit requested by USS 
Granite City related to PM and PM IO emissions and provides a demonstration that, even with the 
requested revisions, the 1996 Project would still not be a major modification under the PSD 
program at 40 CFR § 52.21 with respect to emissions of PM and under the NNSR program at 3 5 
IAC Part 203 with respect to emissions of PM I 0. 33 The net emissions increase calculations for 
PM and PM IO from the 1995 Application submitted by National Steel Corporation are 
reproduced in Appendix B of this permit application. 

7.1 1996 Construction Permit Applicability and 
Requirements 

Table 7-1 summarizes the provisions from the 1996 Construction Permit pe11aining to PM and 
PM IO emissions limitations from the project-affected emissions units. A copy of the 1996 
Construction Pennit is provided in Appendix D of this application. 

Table 7-1. Construction Permit Conditions Addressing PM and PM10 

Permit Requirements 
Condition 
5 Emissions from Blast Furnace operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables I and 5. 

18 Emissions from the BOF Shop operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables 2 and 5. 

20 Emis~i ons from the continuous casting operation'> shall not exceed the limits in Tables 3 and 5 

22 Emissions from the listed fuel combustion units shall not exceed the limits in Tables 4 and 5. 

The annual PM and PM IO emissions caps listed in Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Pennit are 
presented in Table 7-2 below. These annual PM and PM IO emissions caps cover all emissions 
units associated with the four main processes or activities at the USS Granite City facility (as 
listed in Table 7-1 ). Each emissions cap is calculated as the sum of the unit-specific emissions 
limitations in Tables I through 4 of the 1996 Construction Permit, plus the listed PTE estimates 
for certain roadways and material handling activities at the facility. 

n At the time of 1996 Con"truction Permit. the Granite City area was designated as nonattainment for PM I 0 
NAAQS. 
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Table 7-2. PM and PM10 Emissions Information from Table 5 of 1996 
Construction Permit 

Processes and Activities Emissions Caps (tons/year) 

PM PMlO 

Blast Furnace Operations 218 194 

BOF Shop Operations 510 451 

Continuous Casting Operations 71 7 1 

Certain Fuel Combustion Units 273 273 

Roadways 27 27 

Material Handling 2 2 

Total 1, I 01 1,018 

The PM and PM IO emissions caps restricted the PTE of the project affected-emissions units. The 
project emissions increases for PM and PM lO were calculated by subtracting pre-project actual 
emissions (August 1992 to July 1994, 24-month period) from the PTE as restricted by the 
limitations in the 1996 Construction Permit. Table 6 of the I 996 Construction Permit 
summarized the net emissions increases from the project and summarized Illinois EPA's 
determination that the project was not a major modification with respect to PM or PM I 0 
emissions. Because the net emissions increases for PM and PM IO were below the applicable 
significant emission rates, these pollutants were not subject to PSD or NNSR review. 

7 .2 Pre-Project Actual Emissions for 1996 Project 

This section presents the pre-project actual emissions and proposed updates/revisions to some of 
the PM and PM IO emission factors. C01Tections to the emissions factors are the result of updated 
information available regarding some of the operations affected by the project as discussed in 
Section 7 .2.2 below. 

7.2.1 Historical Throughput Rates 

The PM and PM IO net emissions increase calculations presented in Table 6 of the l 996 
Construction Permit were based on calculations provided by National Steel Corporation in 
Tables 3-4, 3-5, and 3-7 of the construction permit application. Those tables from the prior 
construction pe1mit application are reproduced in Appendix B to this pe1mit application. 

The pre-project annual emissions were calculated using the same production and operating rates 
as the 1995 Application shown in Table 7-3. 

Table 7-3. Pre-Project Production and Operating Rates for PM and PM10 

Parameters Units 1995 Annlication 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/year 2,059,557 
Blast Furnace Charging Chan~e Material tons/year 2,803,241 

BOF Shoo Molten steel tons/vear 2,413.406 
Combined BFG Combustion MMcfiyear 121,039 
Combined NG Combustion MMcf/year I, 145 
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7.2.2 PM and PM10 Emission Factors Basis and Revisions 

USS Granite City has reviewed the PM and PM IO emission factors used to calculate pre-project 
actual emissions from the project-affected emissions units based on stack testing and updated 
literature-based infonnation. As a result of this review, emission factors for two operations were 
revised as described below. The updated pre-project actual emissions for PM and PM IO for the 
project arc presented in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6 of this permit application, respectively; 
explanations are provided in the following paragraphs. 

7.2.2.1 A&B Blast Furnace Charging Fugitive Emissions (PM10 Revised) 

The Blast Furnace charging fugitive PM emissions were calculated using the emission factor of 
0.0024 lb. ton from the U.S. EPA's AIRS 1990 database (WebFIRE). For PMIO, the 1995 
Application assumed PM l O was the same as PM. However, based on particle size distribution 
data in AP-42 Table 12.5-2, which indicates 51 % of PM is PM I 0, the PM 10 emission factor for 
this operation was revised. The updated PM IO emission factor is 0.0012 lb/ ton. 

7.2.2.2 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Stack (Baghouse) Emissions (No 
Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnaces Casthouse (baghouse) stack as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using the 
design outlet concentration of 0.0 IO grains per dry standard cubic foot in the baghousc exhaust 
gas and an exhaust gas flow factor of 49,000 dry standard cubic feet per ton of hot metal. PM I 0 
was assumed to be same as PM. No changes arc necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.3 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor Emissions (PM10 
Revised) 

The Blast Furnace Casthouse roof monitor actual emissions were calculated using the AP-42 
Section 12.5 Table 12.5-1 PM emission factor of 0.6 lb per ton for the uncontrolled casthouse. A 
95% capture efficiency, which has been recognized by U.S. EPA as representative for this source 
type/ ~ was applied for the A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse capture systems. Based on the particle 
size distribution in AP-42 Table 12.5-2, 51 ° o of PM was assumed to be PM I 0. The PM I 0 
emission factor was revised to cotTeet an arithmetic en·or in the 1995 Application. The new 
PM IO emission factor is 0.0153 lb/ton vs 0.0155 lb/ton in the 1995 Application. 

7.2.2.4 A&B Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnaces Iron Spout baghouse stack as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were based on an emission 
factor or 0 .02548 lb per ton of hot metal. All PM was assumed to be PM I 0 . This emission factor 
appears to have been developed based on the results of stack testing conducted in 1992. No 
changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

1
·
1 See, for example. "Technology Review for the Integrated Iron and Steel NESHAP.'' memorandum from D.L. 

Jones, U.S. EPA, c:1 al., to the Integrated Iron and Steel (ll&S) Residual Risk and Technology Review (RTR) Project 
File. May l, 2019. Available in the electronic docket at ~.i_ulat1on,J1.Q..V document'!!) EeA-H9 -OAR-2002-
008J-0961_. 
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7.2.2.5 Blast Furnace Slag Pits Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnaces slag pits as presented by 
National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using an emission factor of 
0.00417 lb per ton of hot metal. This emission factor is the sum of PM and PM IO emissions rate 
of0.0026 lb per ton for slag quenching (derived from EPA assessment) for slag quenching and 
0.00157 for slag transfers (using AP-42 Section 13.2.4 equation for aggregate handling). For 
purposes of emissions calculations, PM was assumed to be same as PM I 0. No changes are 
necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.6 BOF ESP Stack (BOF 2 Vessels) Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the BOF ESP stack as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using data from the stack tests conducted 
during 1989 to 1993 timeframe on the BOF ESP exhaust. PM and PM IO was assumed to be 
identical for this operation. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7. 2. 2. 7 BOF Roof Monitor Emissions (No Change) 

The BOF roof monitor actual emissions were calculated using the information from AP-42 
Chapter 12.5 and AIRS database. For pre-change actual PM and PM IO emissions, National Steel 
used 90% capture efficiency during the charging and tapping steps and 99% capture efficiency 
during the refining step for the BOF operations. A detailed description of the baseline roof 
monitor PM and PM l O emission factors is provided in Appendix C of the 1995 Application. For 
the BOF operations, per particle size distribution in AP-42 Table 12.5-2, 67% of PM is PM I 0. 
No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.8 Desulfurization Station & Transfer Pit Baghouse Stack Emissions (No 
Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Desulfurization Station and Transfer Pit Baghouse stack 
as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using an 
emission factor of 0.03 721 lb per ton of hot metal. No new info1mation is available that would 
require any revisions to this emission factor. 

7.2.2.9 Hot Metal Charging and Ladle Skimming Stack Emissions (No 
Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Hot Metal Charging and Ladle Skimming Baghouse 
stack as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using 
an emission factor of 0.005 lb per ton of hot metal. No new information is available that would 
require any revisions to this emission factor. 

7.2.2.10 Argon Stirring & Material Handling Tripper Baghouse Stack Emissions 
(No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Argon Stirring and Material Handling Tripper Baghouse 
stack as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using 
an emission factor of 0.00417 lb per ton of steel. No new information is available that would 
require any revisions to this emission factor. 
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7. 2. 2. 11 De slagging Station & Material Handling Baghouse Stack Emissions 
(No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Deslagging Station and Material Handling Tripper 
Baghouse stack as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were 
calculated using an emission factor of 0.00355 lb/ton of hot metal. No new information is 
available that would require any revisions to this emission factor. 

7.2.2.12 Caster Mold Process Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Caster Mold as presented by National Steel Corporation 
in the 1995 Application were calculated using the emission factor from the Illinois EPA 1991 
EIS PM/PM IO report. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.13 Continuous Caster Spray Chamber Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Continuous Caster Spray Chamber as presented by 
National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using the emission factor 
from a stack test in the 1980s. PM and PM IO emissions are assumed to be identical. No changes 
are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.14 Slab Cut Off Casters Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Slab Cut Off Casters as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using the emission factor from the Illinois 
EPA 1991 EIS PM/PM l 0 repo11. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.15 Slab Ripping Casters Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Slab Ripping Casters as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application were calculated using the emission factor from the Illinois 
EPA 1991 EIS PM/PM l 0 repo11. No changes are necessary for this emission factor. 

7.2.2.16 Fuel Burning Emissions Units Emissions (Revised for NG) 

The pre-project actual emission for various fuels used in certain fuel burning emissions units 
affected by the project were calculated using the emission factors presented in Table 7-4. 

Table 7-4. PM and PM10 Emission Factors for Fuel Burning 

Fuel Emission Factor and Units Basis 
Blast Furnace Gas 2.9 lb,MMcf AIRS 1990 
Natural Gas 1.9 lb/MMcf (re,·ised) AP-42 Table 1.4-2 (Based on updated AP-

42 information) 
Fuel Oi l (Slwwn_(<>r historical 9.72 lb/1000 gallon AP-42 Page 1.3-2 
p1117mses. USS Granite City 110 

/011:,!,er ,,ta11.1· to 11.l"e file/ oil. ) 

7.2.2.17 Iron Pellet Screen Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Iron Pellet Screen were revised to be based on AP-42 
Chapter 11.19.2 for crushed stone screening under Table 11 .19.2-2. A control efficiency of 85% 
was applied for this operation. 

7-S 
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7.2.2.18 BOF Hopper Baghouse Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the BOF Hopper baghouse stack were based on transfer 
point calculations using AP-42 Chapter 13 .2.4 for aggregate handling. A control efficiency of 
99.9% was applied for the baghouse used in this operation. No changes are necessary for this 
emission factor. 

7.2.2.19 Flux Conv and Transfer Points Baghouse Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Flux Conv and Transfer Points baghouse stack were 
based on transfer point calculations using AP-42 Chapter 13 .2.4 for aggregate handling. A 
control efficiency of 99.3% was applied for the baghouse used in this operation. No changes are 
necessary for this emission factor. 
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Table 7-5. Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project PM Emission Factors for 
Affected Emissions Units - - ... -

Emission l'ointt•I Emission Factors<hl l 'nits Basis Baseline Emissions (TP\') 
Ori2inal Corrected Oril!inal Correl'led 

A & B Blast Fuma,c Casthouse Fueitivcs 0.031 O.D31 lb/ton of hot metal No dianl!e 31.92 31.92 
A & B Blast Fuma,e Chareme 0.0024 0.0024 lh/ton of material No chani,e 3.36 3.36 
A & B Blasl Fumace Casthouse Baehouse 0.07026 0 07026 lb:ton of hot metal No chanee 72.35 72.35 
Blast Furna1.-c Slag Pits 0.00417 0 .00417 lh/ton of hot metal No change 4.29 4.29 
Iron Snout Bao house 0.02548 0 .02548 lbilon of hot metal No dian11c 26 24 26.2-1 
Blast Furnace Oneruthms 138./7 138.17 
BOF 2 Yi:sscls 0.16 0.16 lblton of steel No chan11c 193.07 193.07 
801· RoofMonitor 0.428 0.428 lb:ton of steel No change 516.72 516.72 
Dcsulfuriza11on Station (inside BOF shop I & lb/ton of hot metal No change 
Transfer Pit 003721 0.03721 38.32 38 32 
I lot Metal Char11urn Ladle Slag Skimmer 0.00502 0.00502 lb/ton of hot metal No chanl!e 5.17 5.17 
BOF Shon Ooerations 75.US 75J.28 
Arnon Stirrinl! 11 1 & lt2 Material 11:mdliru.!. Trinner 0.00715 0.00715 lb/ton of steel No chani>c 8.63 8.61 
lkslaaainl! Stallon & Material I-IS 0.00355 0.00355 lb/ton of steel No chan11c 4.28 4 ,28 
Casler Mold • Casters # I & 112 0.006 0 006 lbiton of steel No chani>e 7.24 7.24 
Contmuous Casters is I & 1'2 - Sorav Chamber 0.00852 0.00852 lb/ton of steel No chan••e 10.28 10.28 
Slab Cutoff Casters# 1 & #2 0.0071 0.0071 lb/ton of steel No chanl!c 8 57 8.57 
Slab Rinnml! Casters #1 & #2 0.00722 0.00722 lbiton or steel No chanl!c 8 71 8 71 
Continuous Costinl! Ooerations 47.71 47.71 
lombined 8FG in sto, cs. 811 & 812. ladh: dry mg lb,MMcf No change 
orcheaters. and HFCi flares 2.90 2.90 175 S l 175 51 
Comhins:d NG in sto\'cs. H 11 & B 12. ladk drying lb.MMcf Note " ' 
orchcatcrs. and BFG llarcs 5.10 1.90 2 92 1-09 
Combined FO in sto, .:s. B 11 & B 12. ladle di) mg lb/Mgal No change 
oreheah:rs. and BI· C, llan:s 9 .72 9.72 0 08 0 08 
Certain F,,el Burninl! Units 178.5/ 176.68 
Iron Pellet Screcn1•> 0.00279 0.00375 lb/ton ofmalerial Nok 1d1 3.91 5.26 
HOF Honner Ba,,housc1•l 0.00032 0.00032 H,/ton of steel No chanl!c 0.39 0.39 
Flux Con,·. & Transfer Points Hin Floor - BOFl•l 0.0016 0.0016 lb. ton of steel No charwe I 93 1 93 
Moteriol Handlille Onerutiims at BF om/ BOF 6.23 7.57 
Total 1.123. 9() 1,123.42 

(a} Emission unit groupings haw hcen revised slightly: The idcntilied line items associated \\ith material handling operations were grouped wtth the hlasl fuma1Cc operations or BOF shop 
in the 1996 Construction Permit. 

(b) Except as noted in suhscqucnt sections of this permit application. thi: same emission factors used to calculate prc-proJcct actual emissions arc also used to calculJh: post-proJect a.:tual 
emissions. rhc BOF Roof Monitor is a notahlc c:xccptinn. as the 199(, l'rojcl't included measures to improve PM control cflic1cn9 

(c) Updated AP--12 emission factor lor natural gas combustion. 
(d) Calculated using AP-42 emission factor for crushed stone. assuming 85°a <.:ontrol eflicicnq 
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Table 7-6. Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project PM10 Emission Factors for 
Affected Emissions Units . ···---- ------ .. . -- -

Emission Point<•! Emission Factors<b) l 'nits Basis Baseline Emissions lTP'\'l 
Orie:inal Corrected Ori2inal Corrected 

A & B Blast Furnace Casthousc Fugitives lb/ton of hot metal Correction to 
0.0155 0 0153 calculation 15.96 15.76 

A & B Blast Furnace Charninl! 0.0024 0.0012 lb/ton of material Note<<> 3.36 1.68 
A & B Blast Furnace Casthousc Bae.house 0.07026 0.07026 lb/ton of hot metal No chane.e 72.35 72.35 

Blast Furnace Slag Pits 0.00417 0.00417 lb/ton of hot metal No chanic 4.29 4.29 

Iron Soout Baghousc 0.02548 0.02548 lb/ton of hot metal No change 26.24 26.24 

Blast Furna,·e Ooerations 122.]J 120.32 

BOF 2 Vessels 0.16 0. 16 lb/ton of stcd No change 193,07 193.07 

BOV Roof Monitor 0.287 0.287 lb/ton of steel No change 346.20 346.20 

Desulfuri7..ation Station I inside BOF shool & Translcr Pit 0 03721 0.03721 lb/ton of hot metal No change 38.32 38.32 
I-lot Metal Chare.ine. Ladle Slag Skimmer 0.00502 0.00502 lb/ton of hot metal No change 5.17 5.17 
BOF Shop Operatio11s 582.76 582.76 
Arl!on Stirring #I & 112 Material Handling Trinncr 0 00715 0.00715 lb/ton of steel No chanl!e 8.63 8.63 

Dcslal!l!ing Station & Material HS 0.00355 0.00355 lb/ton of steel No chane.c 4.28 4.28 

Caster Mold • Casters # I & #2 0.006 0.006 lb/ton of steel No chan2e 7.24 7.24 

Continuous Casters#\ & #2 - Spray Chamber 0.00852 0.00852 lb/ton of steel No ehan11.c JO 28 10.28 

Slab Cutoff Casters #I & #2 0.0071 0.0071 lb/ton of steel No chane.e 8.57 8.57 

Slab Rinnine. Casters# I & #2 0.00722 0.00722 lb/1011 or steel No change 8.71 8.71 

Continuous Casting Operations 47.71 47.7/ 
Combined BFG in stoves. Bl I & 812. ladlc drying lb/MMcl' No change 

orchcaters. and BFG flares 2.90 2.90 175.51 175.51 

Combined NG in stoves. R 11 & B 12. ladle drying lb/MMcf Note<d) 

prcheatcrs. and BFG llarcs 5 JO 1.90 2.92 1.09 

Combined FO in stoves. Bl I & B12. ladle drying lb/Mgal No change 

prchcatcrs. and BFG flares 9.72 9.72 0.08 0.08 

Certain Fuel Burninl! Units 178.51 176.68 
Iron Pellet Screen(•) 0.00279 0.00131 lb/ton of material Note t,i 3.91 1.83 

BOF Honner Bal!.housc 4•l 0.00032 0.00032 lb/ton of steel No chane.e 0.39 0.39 

Flux Conv. & Transfer Points Bin f.loor - BOF ◄•> 0.0016 0.0016 lb/ton of steel No chanJ!,e 1.93 1.93 

Material Handline Ooeratio11s at BF and BOF 6.2J 4.15 

Total 937.42 931.62 
(.t) limtsston unit groupings have been revised sl1gh1I~ The 1.Jcntttied hne items associated wuh matenal handhng operations were grouped wnh the bla.~t furnace operations or BOI' shop in the 1996 

Construction Pcrn111 
(ll) 1:xcept as noted m subsequent s<:ctlons ofth1s permll application_ the same cm1ss1011 factors used 10 calculate pn:-proi<:cl actual em1ss1ons arc also used lo calculate post-proJect actual cm1ss1ons The 801' 

Rool'Morntor 1s a notable c:,1cept1on. as the 19% Project 1nclud<'<i measures to 1mpro\·e PM 10 control cflic1ency 
(c) Applied PM to PM 10 rat,o from AP-42. Chapter 13 2.4 
(d) Updated AP-42 emission factor for natural gas combustion 
(c) Calculated using AP-42 emission factor for crushed stone. assuming 85% control dlic1cncy 
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7 .3 Post-Project PM and PM10 Emissions Caps 

As noted in Sections 2.2.2 through 2.2.4 herein, and as discussed further below, for each 
pollutant, the project emissions increase and/or net emissions increase from the 1996 Project was 
calculated using the difference between the pre-project actual emissions (August 1992 to July 
1994, 24-month period) and the post-project emissions cap for each major operational group of 
affected emissions units. The post-project emissions caps and emissions increases from the 1996 
Project, respectively, were listed in Tables 5 and 6 of the 1996 Construction Pennit. 

This Section 7.3 presents a discussion of the post-project PM and PMI0 emissions caps and a 
summary of the updated emissions increase calculations for the 1996 Project, reflecting the 
proposed changes to the emissions caps. Section 7.4 of this permit application presents a 
summary of the updated net emissions increase calculations and Section 7 .5 of this pennit 
application presents the pennit te1ms proposed by USS Granite City for purposes of ensuring the 
emissions caps are enforceable as a practical matter. 

The proposed emissions caps for the project-affected emissions units were developed by USS 
Granite City using the operating rates shown in Table 7-7. Other than the natural gas usage, 
which is proposed to increase, and the oil usage, which is proposed to be deleted entirely, these 
rates are unchanged from the operating rates in the 1996 Construction Permit. USS Granite City 
shut down Coke Oven Batteries A and B in 20 I 5. The shutdown of the Coke Plant eliminated 
coke oven gas as process fuel at the plant for use in various fuel burning units. This requires use 
of additional natural gas for the project affected fuel burning units at the site. The natural gas 
usage increase is also being addressed in this permit revision application. 

Table 7-7. Projected Post-Project Operating Rates for PM and PM10 

Parameters Units Post Project Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal 'year 3,165,000 
BOF Shop Molten '>!eel tons/year 3,580,000 
Combined BFG Combustion MMcf'year 185,030 
Combined NG Combustion MMcf/year 1,980 
Combined Oil Combustion n/a 0 

A comparison of the PM and PM IO emissions caps from Table 5 of the 1996 Construction 
Pe1mit and the proposed revisions to these emissions caps is provided in Table 7-8. USS Granite 
City is proposing only non-material changes to these emissions caps as part of this permit 
application. (The changes are primarily attributable to the redistribution of the emission caps, 
including establishment of a separate emissions cap for ce11ain material handling operations, in 
the facility's CAAPP pennit issued by Illinois EPA.) Detailed emissions calculations are 
provided in Appendix B. 

The proposed revisions to the post-project PM and PM IO emissions caps reflect three categories 
of changes: corrections of ce11ain emission factors used to calculate both pre-project and post-



R002527

USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

project emissions, as shown in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6 herein; 35 changes to post-project 
operating rates as shown in Table 7-7; and changes to emissions unit groups for certain material 
handling operations, as discussed in footnote (a) of both Table 7-5 and Table 7-6 herein . A 
separate group for material handling mirrors the approach taken by Illinois EPA in the CAA PP 
permit for the USS Granite City facility. 

Table 7-8. PM and PM10 Emissions Caps 

Processes and Activities Emissions Caps (TPY) from Proposed Revised Emissions 
Table 5 of 1996 Caps (TPY) 

Construction Permit 
PM PMIO PM PMIO 

Blast Furnace Operations 218 194 212 185 

BOF Shop 510 451 506 448 

Continuous Casting Operations 71 71 71 71 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 273 273 272 272 

Roadways 27 27 2 7 2 7 

Material Handling 2 2 2 2 

Material Handling Operations at BF and BOF 12 6 
(New group accounts for emissions from 
material handling operations previously 
grouped under the BF and BOF Shop 
o perations) 
Total 1,101 1,018 1,102 1,01 I 

Updated project emissions increase analyses for PM and PM I 0, reflecting proposed revisions to 
the emissions increase calculations in Table 6 of the 1996 Construction Permit, are provided in 
Table 7-9. This table incorporates the effects of the corrected pre-project emission factors and 
annual emissions as shown in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6 and the requested updates to the emissions 
caps as shown in Table 7-8. In addition, adjustments to the emissions caps reflect reorganization 
of material handling operations affected by the project under a s_eparate operational group for 
Material Handling Operations at BF and BOF (like the approach in the CAAPP Permit) . 

. .s In the 1995 Application, for post-project PM and PMl0 emissions from the BOF roof monitor, National Steel 
proposed lower emission factors reflecting the implementation of measures to improve capture and control 
efficiency in the BOF shop. Illinois EPA agreed with this proposal, incorporated the lower emission factors into the 
1996 Construction Permit, and recognized the PM and PM! 0 emission reductions in the netting analyses for these 
pollutants. No changes are proposed by USS Granite City to the post-project PM and PM IO emission factors for the 
BOF roof monitor. 
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Table 7-9. PM and PM10 Project Emissions Increase Analyses 

Processes and Acth'ities Pre-Project Proposed Re\'ised Change (TPY) 
Actual Emissions Emissions Caps 

(TPY) (TPY) 
PM PMlO PM PMIO PM PMlO 

Blast Furnace Operations 138 120 212 185 74 65 

BOF Shop 753 510 506 448 -247 -135 

Continuous Casting Operations 48 48 71 71 23 23 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 177 177 272 272 95 95 

Material Handling Operations at Bf and 8 4 12 6 4 2 
BOF 
Total -50 50 

7.4 Changes to Net Emissions Increases for PM and PM10 

As part of the requested revisions to the 1996 Constrnction Pennit, USS is also requesting an 
update to the analysis for net emissions increases in emissions of PM and PM IO for the 1996 
Project. Table 7-10 shows the updated net emissions increases calculations for PM and PM I 0 
based on the updated project emissions increase calculations shown in Table 7-9. This table also 
inco1porates several changes to the netting analysis based on corrections to the contemporaneous 
period: 

• The contemporaneous period for PM IO emissions from the project was established using 
the definition in 35 IAC 203.208.36 The sta1t of the contemporaneous period was January 
4, 1990, five years prior to the date of submittal of a timely and complete application on 
January 3, 1995. The end of the contemporaneous period was January 25, 1996, the date 
on which the emissions increase from the project occurred. The original analysis 
considered the #8 Galvanizing Line to be contemporaneous. However, the startup of the 
#8 Galvanizing Line occun·ed after the end of the contemporaneous period and this 
project was not contemporaneous for PM IO for the 1996 Project. USS Granite City has 
updated the netting analysis to reflect the fact that the PM IO emissions increase from 
installation of the #8 Galvanizing Line did not occur within the contemporaneous period. 

• The contemporaneous period for PM emissions from the project was established using 
the definition in 40 CFR § 52.2l(b)(3)(ii). The sta1t of the contemporaneous period was 
January 25, 1991, five years prior to the date on which construction of the project 
commenced. The end of the contemporaneous period was January 25, 1996, the date on 
which the emissions increase from the project occurred. The original analysis considered 
changes involving the removal of the blast furnace slag spout hood, startup of #2 caster, 
and the #8 Galvanizing Line to be contemporaneous. However, the removal of the blast 
furnace slag spout hood and the staitup of the #2 caster occurred prior to the beginning of 
the contemporaneous period and the staitup of the #8 Galvanizing Line occuJTed after the 
end of the contemporaneous period. Therefore, these changes were not contemporaneous 
for PM for the 1996 Project. USS Granite City has updated the netting analysis to reflect 

16 The USS Granite City facility wa~ located in area that was designated as nonattainment for PM 10 at the time of 
1996 Con'>truction Permit issuance. 
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the fact that the PM emissions increase from installation of the #8 Galvanizing Line did 
not occur within the contemporaneous period. 

Table 7-10. Updated Net Emissions Increases for PM and PM10 for the Project 

PM PMlO 
Start of Contemooraneous Period Jan 1991 Jan 1990 
End of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1996 Jan 1996 

Emissions <TPY) 
Proiect Emissions Increases (not including project decreases) 220.6 209.1 
Significant Emission Rates 25 15 
Whether Significant? Yes Yes 
Project Emissions Changes (includes decreases at BOF shop -50.5 50.3 
operations) 
Contemporaneous Emissions Increases Date 
Remove Blast Furnace Slag Soout Hood Jan-1990 n/a 4.9 
#2 Caster Production Dec-1990 n/a 11. 7 
Installation of #8 Galvanizin£ Line Mar-1996 n/a n/a 
Contenmoraneous Emissions Decreases 
Ingot Teeming Shutdown Aor- 1991 -22.4 -22.4 

Blooming Mill Shutdown Aor- 1991 -3.4 -3.4 
NESHAP Controls Coke Bv-oroduct Jul-1991 - -
Batch Annealing Shutdown Dec-1991 -0.2 -0.2 
Road and Material Handlin!! Fu!!itive Dust Controls Nov-1991 -32 -32 
Net Emissions Increases -108.5 8.9 
Whether Si£nificant? No No 

Net emissions increases for PM and PMIO remain below the applicable significant emission 
rates. Therefore, the 1996 Project remains a non-major modification under PSD and NNSR. 

7.5 Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to PM and 
PM10 Emissions 

As part of this application for revision to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS Granite City is 
proposing the following revisions to the emission limitations and other permit terms relating to 
PM and PM 10 emissions from the processes or activities affected by the 1996 Project. 

7.5.1 Blast Furnace Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
blast furnace operations. The 1996 Construction Permit grouped the Iron Pellet Screen as part of 
the Blast Furnace Operations under Table 1. With this revision, USS Granite City is proposing to 
move the Iron Pellet Screen, previously listed under the Blast Furnace Operations, under a new 
Material Handling at Blast Furnace and BOF Group discussed later in this Section. 
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7.5.1.1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for Blast Furnace 
Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following to replace Condition 5 in the revised version of the 
1996 Construction Permit. 

5.a Particulate mailer emissions from the Blasl Fumace Operations (A & B Blasl 
Furnaces Cast house Ro<~( Monitor and Castlww-e Bagl1011se stack. A & B Blast 
Furnace Charging. Iron Spout Baglum.1·e, a11d Blast Furnace Slag Pits) shall 1101 

exceed 212 tons per year.for PM and 185 Ions per year.for.filterable PM 10, each 
based m1 a 1110111!,~y rolling 12-month total. 

As the emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 5.a itself~ USS Granite City also 
requests the deletion of the PM and PM IO emission limitations from Table I of the 1996 
Construction Pennit as they would be redundant. 

7. 5. 1. 2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Blast Furnaces Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under proposed Condition 5.a in the revised version of the l 996 
Construction Pennit. Consistent with the approach described in Section 2.2.4 herein, USS 
Granite City is proposing prescribed (i.e., fixed) emission factors for three emissions units for 
which performance testing is not feasible. Each of these emission factors is the same as the 
cmTesponding emission factor used to calculate pre-project actual emissions as shown in Table 
7-5 and Table 7-6. 

(a) Use PM and PM l O emissions factors from performance tests per 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
FFFFF to dete1mine PM and PM 10 emission rates for the Blast Furnace Casthouse 
baghouse and Iron Spout baghouse. 

(b) For Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor, use PM emission factor of 0.031 lb/ton and 
PM 10 emission factor of 0.0153 lb/ton. 

( c) For Blast Furnace charging, use PM emission factor of 0.0024 lb/ton and PM IO emission 
factor of 0.0012 lb/ton. 

(d) For slag pits, use PM/PM IO emission factor of 0.0041 7 lb/ton. 
( e) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PM IO emissions from the 

Blast Furnace Operations. 
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For Casthouse Baghouse = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production 
PM/PMlO (tons/month) (hot metal tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Iron Spout Baghouse = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production 
PM/PMIO (tons/month) (hot metal tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Casthouse Roof = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace 
Monitor PM/PM 10 Production (hot metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Blast Furnace = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace Charge 
Charging PM/PM l 0 Material (tons/month) 7" 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Slag Pits PM/PM l 0 = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace 
(tons/month) Production (hot metal tons/month)+ 2000 Ob/ton) 

For compliance monitoring requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Follow compliance monitoring requirements per 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF including 
use of bag leak detection systems for the baghouses in the Blast Furnace Operations. 

(b) Follow work practice requirements under 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF. 
(c) For slag pits, the permittee shall conduct weekly inspections of the quench water system 

to ensure optimum quenching of hot slag. 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of Blast Furnace production rates and Blast Furnace 
throughput for charge material. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
emissions. 

7 .5.2 Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
BOF Shop operations. The 1996 Construction Permit grouped the BOF Additive with BOF 
Hopper Baghouse and Flux Conveyor & Transfer Pits Bin Floor as part of the BOF Shop 
Operations under Table 2. With this revision, USS Granite City is proposing to move the BOF 
Additive with BOF Hopper Baghouse and Flux Conveyor & Transfer Pits Bin Floor, previously 
listed under the BOF Shop Operations, under a new Material Handling at Blast Furnace and BOF 
Group discussed later in this Section. 

7.5.2.1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for BOF Shop 
Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following to replace Condition 18 in the revised version of the 
1996 Constmction Permit. 

18.a Particulate matter emissions from the BOF Shop Operations (BOF ESP, BOF 
Seconda,y Baghouse. BOF Shop Ro<Jf Monitor, Desulf/ Soda Ash and Hot Metal 
Charging Baghouse (previously identified as 'Desu(furizer and Reladling Hot 
Metal Tran~.fer '). and Slag Skimming Baghouse (previously ident(fied as 'Hot 
Metal Charging Ladle Slag Skimmer')) shall not exceed 506 tons per year/or PM 
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and 448 tonspcrycar/in'/iltcrahh: PM/0, C!ach ha.wd 011 a 111011/h~v rolling 12-
1110111'1 total. 

As the emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 18.a itself, USS Granite City also 
requests the deletion of the PM and PM IO emission limitations from Table 2 of the 1996 
Construction Permit as it would be redundant. 

7.5.2.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under proposed Condition 18.a of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit in the revised version of the 1996 Construction Pennit. Consistent with the 
approach described in Section 2.2.4 herein, USS Granite City is proposing prescribed (i.e., fixed) 
emission factors for BOF Shop Roof Monitor for which performance testing is not feasible. This 
emission factor is the same as the corresponding emission factor used to calculate pre-project 
actual emissions as shown in Table 7-5 and Table 7-6. 

(a) Use PM and PMI0 emissions factors from performance tests per 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
FFFFF to detennine PM and PM IO emission rates for the BOF ESP and the BOF 
Secondary baghouse. 37 

(b) For BOF Shop Roof Monitor, use PM emission factor of 0.013 lb/ton and PM IO emission 
factor of 0.006 lb/ton. 

(c) Use PM and PMl0 emissions factors from performance tests per 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
FFFFF to dete1mine PM and PM IO emission rates for the Desulf/Soda Ash, Hot Metal 
Charging Baghouse, and Slag Skimming Baghouse. 

( d) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PM IO emissions from the 
BOF Shop Operations. 

For BOF ESP and BOF = (PM/PM IO (lb/ton) from ESP Stack test + PM/PM IO (lb/ton) 
Secondary Baghouse from Baghouse Stack test) x BOF Throughput (molten steel 
PM/PM IO (tons/month) tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
For BOF Shop Roof = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x BOF Throughput 
Monitor PM/PMI0 (molten steel tons/month) -:-- 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Desulf/Soda Ash and = PM/PMIO (lb/ton) from Stack test x Iron Throughput (hot 
Hot Metal Charging metal tons/month) -;- 2000 (lb/ton) 
Baghouse PM/PM 10 
(tons/month) 
For Slag Skimming = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) from Stack test x BOF Throughput 
Baghouse PM/PM I 0 (molten steel tons/month) : 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 

r As required by a Memorandum of Understanding with Ill inois EPA, USS mstalled a secondary capture system for 
the BOF vessels 111 the BOF Shop operations. This system captures emissions from charging and tapping of the BOF 
vessels that were previously mostly exhausted from the building openings or roof mo111tor. For compliance with the 
BOF Shop emission caps, emissions from the BOF ESP and secondary baghouse exhausts are included in emissions 
monitoring and recordkeeping. 
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For compliance monitoring requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Follow compliance monitoring requirements per 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF including 
monitoring of ESP performance and use of bag leak detection systems for the control 
devices in the BOF Shop Operations. 

(b) Follow work practice requirements under 40 CFR 63 Subpa11 FFFFF. 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of BOF Shop production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

emissions. 

7 .5.3 Continuous Casting Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
Continuous Casting operations. 

7.5.3.1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for Continuous Casting 
Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following to replace Condition 20 in the revised version of the 
1996 Construction Permit. 

20.a Particulate matter emissions.from the Continuous Casting Operations (Argon 
Stirring/LMF Baglw11se, Deslagging Station and Material Handling, Caster 
Mold, Continuous Caster Spray Chamber, Slab Cutoff, Slab Ripping) shall not 
exceed 71 tons per yearfl>r PM and 7 I tons per year for filterable PM JO, each 
based 011 a monthly rolling 12-month total. 

As the emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 20.a itself, USS Granite City also 
requests the deletion of the PM and PM IO emission limitations from Table 3 of the 1996 
Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

7.5.3.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Continuous Casting Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under proposed Condition 20.a of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

(a) Use PM and PMI0 emissions factors from performance tests to determine PM and PMIO 
emission rates for the Argon Stirring/LMF Baghouse. 

(b) Perform performance tests to determine PM/PM l O emission rate from the Continuous 
Caster Spray Chamber exhaust. 

( c) For Deslagging Station and Material Handling, use PM/PM l 0 emission factor of 0.00355 
lb/ton. 

(d) For Caster Mold, use PM/PM 10 emission factor of 0.006 lb/ton. 
(e) For Slab Cutoff, use PM/PM 10 emission factor of 0.0071 lb/ton. 
(f) For Slab Ripping, use PM/PMl0 emission factor of 0.00722 lb/ton. 
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(g) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PM IO emissions from the 
Continuous Casting Operations. 

For Argon Stirring/LMF = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) from Baghouse Stack test x Throughput 
Baghouse PM/ PM I 0 (molten steel tons/month) -;- 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Continuous Caster = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) from Stack test x Throughput (molten steel 
Spray Chamber PM/PM I 0 tons/month) ..,.. 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Deslagging Station = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
and Material Handling steel tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
Fugitives PM/PM I 0 
(tons/month) 
For Caster Mold Fugitives = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
PM/PM IO (tons/month) steel tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Slab Cutoff Fugitives = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput ( molten 
PM/PM IO (tons/month) steel tons/month)-;- 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Slab Ripping = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
Fugitives PM/PM I 0 steel tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 

For compliance monitoring requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Conduct monthly inspections of the continuous casting operations capture systems. 
(b) Conduct monthly visible emissions checks of the caster stacks using Method 22. 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of continuous casting production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

em1ss1ons. 

7.5.4 Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

This section addresses the 1996 Construction Permit conditions for the fuel burning emissions 
units affected by the project. 

7.5.4.1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for Certain Fuel Burning 
Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the inclusion of Condition 22.e in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Pennit as follows. 

22.e PMIPM JO emissions.fi-0111 the h/(1.\'t furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11, Boiler 12, 
ladle d1J1ing preheaters, hlast.fimwce gas.flare No. I. and ancil/a,y fuel burning 
units at the conlin11011s ca,\·ters fro111 firing blast fimwce gas andlor 11at11ral gas, 
shall not exceed 2 70.18 1011.\· per year ha.,·ed 011 a month(v rolling 12-month total. 
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As the PM and PM 10 emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 22 itself, USS 
Granite City also proposes the deletion of the PM and PM 10 emission limitations in Table 4 of 
the 1996 Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

7.5.4.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Cerlain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under Condition 22.e of the revised version of the 1996 Construction 
Permit. 

(a) Use the blast furnace gas combustion PM/PMI0 emission factor of 2.9 lb/MMcf. 
(b) Use the natural gas combustion PM/PM IO emission factor of 1.9 lb/MMcf. 
(c) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PMl0 emissions from the 

fuel burning emissions units. 

For Fuel Burning 
Emissions Units 
PM/PM 10 (tons/month) 

PM/PM 10 (lb/MMcf) x Fuel Usage (MMcf/month) + 2000 
(lb/ton) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records offuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11, 
Boiler 12, ladle drying preheaters, blast furnace gas flare No. 1, and ancillary fuel 
burning units at the continuous casters. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
emissions. 

7 .5.5 Material Handling Operations at Blast Furnaces and BOF Shop 

This section addresses the proposed 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the material 
handling operations associated with the Blast Furnace and BOF Shop operations. As previously 
noted, material handling equipment in the Blast Furnace Operations and the BOF Shop 
Operations are now proposed to be included in this new section. 

7. 5. 5. 1 Proposed PM and PM10 Emission Limitations for Material Handling 
Operations at Blast Furnaces and BOF Shop 

USS Granite City proposes the following new Condition 42 in the revised version of the revised 
1996 Construction Pe1mit. 

42. Particulate matter emissions from the Material Handling Operatiom· in Blast 
Furnaces and BOF Shop (Iron Pellet Screen, BOF Hopper Baghouse. Flux Conv 
& Tran.~fer Points Bin Floor - BOF) shall not exceed 6.25 tons per year of PM 
filterable PM 10, each based on a montl,/y rolling 12-month total. 

As the emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 42 itself, USS Granite City also 
requests the deletion of the PM and PM IO emission limitations from Table I and Table 2 of the 
1996 Construction Petmit as they would be redundant. 
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7.5.5.2 Proposed CompNance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Material Handling Operations at Blast Furnaces and BOF Shop 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under new proposed Condition 42 of the revised 1996 Construction Permit. 

(a) For Iron Pellet Screen fugitives, use PM/PMI0 emission factor of0.00131 lb/ton. 
(b) For BOF Hopper Baghouse, use PM/PM l 0 emission factor of 0.00032 lb/ton. 
(c) For Flux Conv. & Transfer Points Bin Floor, use PM/PMl0 emission factor of0.0016 

lb/ton. 
( d) Use the following equations for determining monthly PM and PM IO emissions from the 

Material Handling Operations at Blast Furnaces and BOF Shop. 

For Iron Pellet Screen - PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace Charging 
Fugitives PM/PM I 0 (tons/month) : 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For BOF Hopper = PM/PM l O (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
Baghouse PM/PM I 0 steel tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 
For Flux Conv. & = PM/PM IO (lb/ton) emission factor x Throughput (molten 
Transfer Points Bin Floor steel tons/month) .;- 2000 (lb/ton) 
PM/ PM l 0 ( tons/month) 

For compliance monitoring requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Conduct monthly inspections of the control devices. 
(b) Conduct monthly visible emissions checks of the control devices stacks. 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
em1ss10ns. 

(b) Maintain records of monthly emissions from the affected units. 
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8. Proposed Changes to Permit Terms for NOx 
Emission Increase Analysis 

This section describes the proposed changes to 1996 Construction Pe1mit being requested by 
USS Granite City related to NOx emissions and provides a demonstration that, even with the 
requested revisions, the 1996 Project would still not be a major modification under the PSD 
program at 40 CFR § 52.21 with respect to emissions of NO2 and under the NNSR program at 35 
IAC Part 203 with respect to emissions of NOx. 38 The emissions calculations for NOx from the 
1995 Application submitted by National Steel Corporation are reproduced in Appendix B. 

8.1 1996 Construction Permit Applicability and 
Requirements 

Table 8-1 below summarizes the provisions from the 1996 Construction Permit pertaining to 
NOx emissions limitations from the project affected emissions units. A copy of the 1996 
Construction Permit is provided in Appendix E of this application. 

Table 8-1. Construction Permit Conditions Addressing NOx 

Permit Requirements 
Condition 
5 Emissions from Blast Furnace operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables I and 5. 

18 Emissions from the BOF Shop operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables 2 and 5. 

20 Emissions from the continuous casting operations shall not exceed the limits in Tables 3 and 5 

22 Emissions from the listed fuel combustion units shall not exceed the limits in Tables 4 and 5. 

Annual NOx emissions caps listed in Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Permit are presented in 
Table 8-2 below. These annual NOx emissions caps cover all emissions units associated with the 
four main processes or activities at the USS Granite City facility, each calculated as the sum of 
the unit-specific NOx emissions limitations in Tables 1 through 4 of the 1996 Construction 
Permit. 

Table 8-2. NOx Emissions Information from Table 5 of 1996 Construction Permit 

Processes and Activities NOx Emissions Caps (tons/year) 

Blast Furnace Operations 24 

BOF Shop Operations 70 

Continuous Casting Operations 90 

Certain Fuel Combustion Units 674 

Total 858 

The NOx emissions caps restricted the PTE of the project-affected emissions units. The project 
emissions increase for NOx was calculated by subtracting pre-project actual emissions (August 

l1I At the time of 1996 Construction Permit, the Granite City area was designated as nonattainment (moderate) for 

ozone NAAQS. 
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1992 to July 1994, 24-month period) from the PTE as restricted by the 1996 Construction Permit 
limitations. Table 6 of the 1996 Constmction Permit included the emissions increase from the 
project and major modification applicability determinations for NO:x. The NO:x net emissions 
increase was below the applicable significant emission rates and as a result, NOx emissions were 
not subject to PSD or NNSR review. 

8.2 Pre-Project Actual Emissions for 1996 Project 

This section presents the updated pre-project actual emissions with proposed con-ections to some 
of the NOx emission factors. CotTections to the NOx emissions factors are the result of more 
recent perfonnance tests and updated information as discussed in 8.2.2. 

8.2.1 Historical Throughput Rates 

The NOx net emissions increase calculations presented in Table 6 of the 1996 Construction 
Penn it were based on calculations provided by National Steel Corporation in Table 3-2 of the 
1995 Application. That table from the prior construction permit application is reproduced in 
Appendix B of this pennit application. 

The pre-project actual emissions were calculated using the same production and operating rates 
as the 1995 Application shown in Table 8-3. 

Table 8-3. Pre-Project Production and Operating Rates for NOx 

Parameters Units Pre-Project Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal .'year 2,059,557 
BOF Shop Molten steel tons/year 2,413,406 
Combined BFG Combustion MMcflyear 121 ,039 
Combined NG Combustion MMcf/year 1,145 

8.2.2 NOx Emission Factors Basis and Revisions 

USS Granite City has corrected some of the NOx emission factors used to calculate pre-project 
actual emissions from the project-affected emissions units based on stack testing and updated 
literature-based information. USS Granite City has also validated the remaining emissions 
factors. The results are presented in Table 8-5; explanations are provided in the following 
paragraphs. 

8.2.2.1 Fuel Burning Emissions Units Emissions (No Change) 

The pre-project actual emissions for various fuels used in fuel burning emissions units affected 
by the project are calculated using the emission factors presented in Table 8-4. 
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Table 8-4. NOx Emission Factors for Fuel Burning 

Fuel Emission Factor and Units Basis 
Blast Furnace Gas39 5.28 lb/MMcf February 1993 stack test 
Natural Gas 306 lb/MMcf November 1992 stack test 
Fuel Oil (Shown for historical 55 lb/1000 gallon AP-42 Page 1.3-2 
purposes. USS Granite City 
no longer plans to use.fuel 
oil. ) 

8.2.2.2 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Stack (Baghouse) Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnace Casthouse stack (baghouse), as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using data 
from a stack test conducted in July 1993. Other than the test results, USS Granite City has no 
information regarding this stack test, which was conducted by National Steel. In March 2012, 
USS Granite City performed NOx stack tests at the Blast Furnace Casthouse stack. This test 
indicated a lower NOx emission factor for this operation than previously used (0.0144 lb/ton in 
the original analysis vs 0.0027 lb/ton based on the March 2012 stack test). In Table 8-5, both the 
original and updated NOx emission factors are shown for the Blast Furnace Casthouse stack. 

8.2.2.3 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnace Casthouse roof monitor, as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using the 
emission factor as 0.00072 lb/ton. This value was developed using the July 1993 stack test result 
of0.0144 lb/ton for the casthouse baghouse stack and an assumption of95% capture efficiency 
as described in Section 7.2.2.3 herein. As discussed in Section 8.2.2.2 above, subsequent testing 
indicated a lower NOx emission factor for the stack emissions of 0.0027 lb/ton. Assuming a 95% 
capture efficiency for the casthouse baghouse collection system, the uncaptured portion (5% of 
NOx generated) is emitted through the roof monitors at the rate of 0.00014 lb/ton. In Table 8-5, 
both the original and updated NOx emission factors are shown for the Blast Furnace Casthouse 
roof monitor emissions. 

8.2.2.4 A&B Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse Emissions (Revised) 

The 1995 Application and 1996 Construction Pe1mit did not identify any NOx emissions from 
the Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse. However, a stack test conducted in March 2012 
indicated a NOx emission factor of 0.0016 pound per ton of hot metal for this emission point. In 
Table 8-5, the revised analysis includes pre-project actual NOx emissions from the Blast Furnace 
Iron Spout Baghouse stack. 

8.2.2.5 BOF ESP Stack (BOF 2 Vessels) Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the BOF ESP stack, as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using data from the average of three runs 
from one stack test conducted in August 1993. As discussed below, the results of this 1993 stack 

19 BFG ic; a low Btu fuel that results in a cool flame during combustion. This results in relat ively low NOx emission 
rate for this fuel for all types of applications. 
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test have been shown by subsequent data not to be representative of emissions from the BOF 
ESP stack. The 1996 Project involved increases in the production limits for the Granite City blast 
furnaces and BOF Shop operations. The project did not involve any physical changes or changes 
in the method of operation for the BOF Shop. The BOF Shop operations do not use any add-on 
NO:-. control devices. Thus, variability in NOx emissions for the BOF process are inherent to the 
process operation. Beginning in 2012, USS Granite City perfonned several NOx stack tests at the 
BOF ESP stack. This testing provided an updated NOx emission factor for the BOF ESP stack 
(0.0389 lb/ton in the original analysis vs 0.1503 lb/ton based on the average of April 2012, July 
2012, and November 2014 stack test results). In Table 8-5, both the original and updated NOx 
emission factors are shown for the BOF ESP stack. 

8.2.2.6 Continuous Caster Mold Process Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the Continuous Caster Mold Caster# 1 and Caster #2 
process, as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application listed NOx 
emissions from this operation. USS Granite City evaluated this analysis and determined that 
there is no NOx formation in this operation. Any NO, emissions from this operation are due to 
combustion of natural gas and are already accounted for under the gaseous fuel burning activities 
listed above. Therefore, in the revised analysis, NOx emissions are not included from this 
operation. 
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Table 8-5. Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project NOx Emission Factors for 
Affected Emissions Units 

Emission Point Emission Factors!•> l1nits Reason for Pre-project Actual Emissions (TPY) 
Orieinal Corrected Chanii:e Orieinal Corrected 

A & B Blast Fumace Casthouse Stack (Baghousc) 0.0144 0.0027 lb/ton of hot Revised based on 14.83 2.78 
metal 3/20 I 2 stack test 

A & R Blast Furnace Casthousc Roof Monitor 0.0007 0.0001 lb/ton of hot 3/2012 test 0.74 0.15 
metal assummg no NOx 

control and 5% 
roof monitor 
fraction 

Blast Furnace Ooerations 15.57 4.57 

BOF ESP Stack (2 Vessels) 0.0389 0.1503 lb/ton of steel Re\ iscd hased on 46.94 181 33 
average of2012-
2014 stack tests 

BOF Shop Operatiom 46.94 181.33 

Continuous Caster Mold• Casters# 1 & #2 0.05 0.00 lb/ton of steel All NOx formed 60.34 0.00 
from natural gas 
combustion. No 
additional NOx 

Co,uinuous Castilll? Ooeratio11s 60.34 0.00 

Combined BFG in stoves. B 11 & B 12. ladle drying 5.28 5.28 lb/MMcf No change 319.54 319.54 

preheaters. and BFG llarcs 
Combined NG in stoves. B 11 & B 12. ladle drying 306.00 306.00 lb/MMcf No change 175.19 175.19 
prchcatcrs. and BFG flares 
Combined FO in stoves. Bl I & 812. ladle drying 9.72 9.72 lb/Mgal No change 0.44 0.44 
prehcaters. and BFG flan;s (shown l1ere .for hisroriwl 
m,moses) 
Certain Fuel Bumi11g U11its 495.17 49.'i./7 

Total 6/8.01 681.07 

(a) Except as noted in subsequent sections orthis permit application. the same emission factors used to calculate pre-project actual emissions are also used to calculate post-project actual 
emissions. 
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8.3 Post-Project NOx Emissions Caps 

As described in subsection 7.3, the post-project emissions caps and emissions increases from the 
1996 Project were, respectively, listed in Tables 5 and 6 of the 1996 Construction Pennit. Similar 
to PM and PM I 0, this Section 8.3 presents a discussion of the post-project NOx emissions caps 
and summary of the updated emissions increase calculations for the 1995 Project, reflecting the 
proposed changes in the emissions caps. 

The post-project emissions caps for the project affected emissions units were developed by USS 
Granite City using the operating rates shown in Table 8-6. Other than the natural gas usage, 
which is proposed to increase, and the oil usage, which is proposed to be deleted entirely, these 
rates are unchanged from the operating rates in the 1996 Construction Permit. As previously 
noted in Section 7 .3, due to 2015 shutdown of the Coke Plant this application addresses increase 
in natural gas usage for the fuel burning units affected by the project. 

Table 8-6. Projected Post-Project Operating Rates for NOx 

Parameters Units Post Project Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/year 3,165,000 
BOF Shoo Molten steel tons1year 3,580,000 
Combined BFG Combustion MMcf'year 185,030 
Combined NG Combustion MMcf'year 1,980 
Combined Oil Combustion n/a 0 

A comparison of the NOx emissions caps from Table 5 of the 1996 Constrnction Permit and the 
proposed revisions to these emissions caps is provided in Table 8-7. Detailed emissions 
calculations are provided in Appendix B. The proposed revisions to the post-project NOx 
emissions caps reflect changes to some of the emission factors presented in Table 8-5 and 
changes in post-project operating rates as shown in Table 8-6. USS Granite City also revised 
NOx emission factors for boilers to reflect the currently applicable emission limitations for 
boilers under 35 IAC 217 .164(b). 

Table 8-7. NOx Emissions Caps 

NOx Emission Proposed Revised 
Caps (TPY) from NOx Emissions 
Table S of 1996 Caps (TPY) 

Construction 
Permit 

Blast Furnace Operations 24 7.0 

BOFShop 70 304.3 

Continuous Casting Operations 90 0.0 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 674 63 2.5 

Total 858 944 -
Updated project emissions increase analysis for NOx reflecting proposed revisions to the 
emissions increase calculations in Table 6 of the 1996 Construction Pennit, is provided in Table 
8-8. This table incorporates the effects of the corrected pre-project emission factors as shown in 
Table 8-5 and the requested updates to the emission caps as shown in Table 8-7. 
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Table 8-8. NOx Project Emissions Increase Analyses 

NOx Pre-Project Proposed Revised NOx Change 
Actual Emissions NOx Emissions (TPY) 

(TPY) Caos <TPYl 
Blast Furnace Operations 5.2 7.0 2.5 

BOFShop 185.2 304.3 123.0 

Continuous Casting Operations 0.0 0.00 0.0 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 495.2 632.5 137.4 

Total 262.8 

8.4 Changes to Net Emissions Increase Calculation for NOx 

In conjunction with the requested revisions to the 1996 Construction Pe1mit, USS Granite City is 
also updating the analysis for net increases in emissions of NOx for the 1996 Project. Table 8-9 
shows the updated net emissions increases calculations for NOx based on the updated project 
emissions increase calculations shown in Table 8-8. This table includes a correction to the 
contemporaneous period for NOx emissions from the project as established using the definition 
in 35 IAC 203.208. 40 The start of the contemporaneous period was Janua1y 4, 1990, five years 
prior to the date of submittal of a timely and complete application on January 3, 1995. The end of 
the contemporaneous period was January 25, 1996, the date on which the emissions increase 
from the project occurred. The original analysis considered the #8 Galvanizing Line to be 
contemporaneous. However, the startup of the #8 Galvanizing Line occurred after the end of the 
contemporaneous period and this project was not contemporaneous for the 1996 Project. 

Table 8-9. Updated Net Emissions Increases for NOx for the 1996 Project 

NOx 
Stai1 of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1990 
End of Contemooraneous Period Jan 1996 

Proiect Emissions Increases 262.8 

Significant Emission Rates 40 

Whether Significant? Yes 
Contemporaneous Emissions Increases Date 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line Mar-1996 n/a 

Contenmoraneous Emissions Decreases 
Blooming Mill Shutdown APr-1991 -217.8 
Batch Annealing Shutdown Dec-1991 -8.7 

Net Emissions Increase 36.3 
Whether Significant? No 

~0 The USS Granite City facility was located in area that was designated as nonattainment for ozone at the time of 
1996 Construction Permit issuance. Therefore, NNSR provisions under 35 !AC 203 applied for the project at the 
time. 

8-7 



R002544

USS Granite City Works Pennit Revision 

Net emissions increase for NOx remains below the applicable significant emission rate. 
Therefore, the 1996 Project remains a non-major modification under PSD and NNSR. 

8.5 Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to NOx 
Emissions 

As pai1 of this application for revision to the 1996 Constiuction Permit, USS Granite City is 
proposing the following revisions to the emission limitations and other permit terms relating to 
NOx emissions from the processes or activities affected by the 1996 Project. 

8.5.1 Blast Furnace Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Constiuction Pennit conditions for the 
blast furnace operations. 

8. 5. 1. 1 Proposed NOx Emission Limitations for Blast Furnace Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following as Condition 5.b in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Pe1mit. 

5.b NO r emissions from the Blast Furnace Operations (A & B Blast Furnaces 
Casthouse Roof Monitor, Castl1011sc Baghouse s tack. Iron Spout Baghouse stack) 
shall not exceed 7.0 tons per y ear based 011 a monthfy rolling 12-month total. 

As the NO" emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 5.b itself, USS Granite City 
also proposes the deletion of the NOx emission limitations from Table I of the 1996 
Construction Pe1mit as they would be redundant. 

8.5.1.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Blast Furnaces Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitations under proposed Condition 5.b in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Pennit. Consistent with the approach described in Section 2.2.4 herein, USS 
Granite City is proposing prescribed (i.e., fixed) emission factors for casthouse roof monitor for 
which perfonnance testing is not feasible. This emission factor is the same as the con-esponding 
emission factor used to calculate pre-project actual emissions as shown in Table 8-5. 

(a) In order to update or verify the NOx emission factors, the Pennittee shall conduct 
periodic stack tests for the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse stack and the Iron Spout 
Baghouse stack. 

(b) Use NOx emission factors from performance tests to detennine NOx emission rates for 
the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse and the Iron Spout Baghouse stacks. 

(c) For Blast Furnace Casthouse roof monitor, use NOx emission factor of 0.00014 lblton of 
hot metal. 

(d) Use the following equations for determining monthly NOx emissions from the Blast 
Furnace Operations. 
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For Casthouse Baghouse = NOx (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production (hot 
NOx (tons/month) metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Iron Spout Baghouse = NOx (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production (hot 
NOx (tons/month) metal tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Casthouse Roof = NOx (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace Production (hot 
MonitorNOx metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of Blast Furnace production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

em1ss1ons. 

8.5.2 Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the revised 1996 Construction Permit Conditions 
for the BOF Shop operations. 

8.5.2.1 Proposed NOx Emission Limitations for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following as Condition 18.b in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

18. h NOx emissions.from the BOF ESP stack shall not exceed 304. 3 tons per year 
based on a monthly rolling 12-month total. 

As the NOx emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 18.b itself, USS Granite 
City also proposes the deletion of the NOx emission limitations in Table 2 of the 1996 
Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

8.5.2.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitation under Condition 18.b of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. 

(a) In order to update or verify the NOx emission factor, the Pennittee shall conduct periodic 
stack tests for the BOF ESP stack. 

(b) Use NOx emission factor from performance tests to determine NOx emission rate for the 
BOF ESP stack. 

(c) Use the following equation for determining monthly NOx emissions from the BOF Shop 
Operations. 

For BOF ESP NOx 
(tons/month) 

= NOx (lb/ ton) from BOF ESP stack test x BOF Throughput 
Molten steel tons/month + 2000 (lb/ton) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 
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(a) Maintain monthly records of BOF Shop production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

emissions. 

8.5.3 Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

This section addresses proposed changes to the 1996 Constrnction Permit Condition for the fuel 
burning emissions units affected by the project. 

8.5.3.1 Proposed NOx Emission Limitations for Certain Fuel Burning 
Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the replacement of Condition 21 in the revised version of 1996 
Construction Permit with the following. 

21.a Total co11s11111ptio11 (?{ blast.fumace gas (BFG) and 11atural gas (NG) for the blast 
.fimwce stoves (A and BJ, Boiler 11. Boiler 12, ladle d1yi11g preheaters, a11cillm:y 
fuel burning 1111its al the continuous casters, a11d blast.furnace gas.flare No. l 
shall not exceed 540,000 MMcfper year, expressed as equivalent BFG, based 011 
a molllhly rolli11g 12-month total. For purposes <?{ demonstrating compliance with 
this gaseous.fuel usage limit, one MMcf NG shall equal 37.2 MMcfBFG 
equivale11t. 

21.h No fuel oil shall he combusted ill Boiler 11 a11d Boiler 12. 

USS Granite City proposes the inclusion of Condition 22.a in the revised version of 1996 
Construction Pennit as follows. 

22.a NOx emissions.from the hlastfumace stoves (A and BJ, Boiler 11, Boiler 12, ladle 
d1:yi11g pre/waters, c111cillmyfuel burning units at the conti1111011s casters, and 
blast.furnace gas.flare No. /,from firing hlastfumace gas and/or natural gas 
shall 1101 exceed 622.5 tons per year based 011 a monthzv rolling 12-monlh total. 

As the NOx emission limitations are to be incorporated in Conditions 21(a) and (b) and 22.a, 
itself, USS Granite City also proposes the deletion of the NO, emission limitations in Table 4 of 
the 1996 Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

8.5.3.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under Condition 22.a. 

(a) In order to update or verify the NOx emission factors, the Permittee shall conduct 
periodic stack tests for Boiler 11 and Boiler 12 stacks. 

(b) Use NOx emission factors from perfo1mance tests to determine NOx emission rates from 
Boiler 11 or Boiler 12. 

(c) Use equation specified in Condition 21.a to ensure compliance with the applicable 
emission limit specified in Condition 22. 
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For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of fuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11, 
Boiler 12, ladle drying preheaters, ancillary fuel burning units at the continuous casters, 
and blast furnace gas flare No. I. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
emissions. 

8 11 
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9. Proposed Changes to Permit Terms for VOM 
Emission Increase Analysis 

This section describes the proposed changes to 1996 Construction Permit requested by USS 
Granite City related to VOM emissions and provides a demonstration that, even with the 
requested revisions, the 1996 Project would still not be a major modification under the NNSR 
program at 35 IAC Part 203 with respect to emissions of VOM. 41 The emissions calculations for 
VOM from the 1995 Application submitted by National Steel Corporation are reproduced in 
Appendix B. 

9.1 1996 Construction Permit Applicability and 
Requirements 

Table 9- 1 below summarizes the provisions from the 1996 Construction Pennit pertaining to 
VOM emissions limitations from the project-affected emissions units. A copy of the 1996 
Construction Penn it is provided in Appendix D of this application. 

Table 9-1. Construction Permit Conditions Addressing VOM 

Permit Requirements 
Condition 
5 Emissions from Blast Furnace operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables I and 5. 

18 Emissions from the BOF Shop operations shall not exceed the limits in attached Tables 2 and 5. 

I 22 Emissions from the listed fuel combustion units shall not exceed the limits in Tables 4 and 5. 
-

Annual VOM emissions caps listed in Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Penn it are presented in 
Table 9-2 below. These annual VOM emissions caps cover all emissions units associated with 
the three main processes or activities at the USS Granite City facility, each calculated as the sum 
of the unit specific VOM emissions limitations in Tables I through 4 of the 1996 Construction 
Pennit. 

Table 9-2. VOM Emissions Information from Table 5 of 1996 Construction Permit 

Processes and Activities VOM Emissions Caps (tons/year) 

Blast Furnace Operations 157 

BOF Shop Operations 12 

Certain Fuel Combustion Units 2 

Total 171 
-

The VOM emissions caps restricted the PTE of the project affected emissions units. The VOM 
project emissions increase was calculated by subtracting pre-project actual emissions (August 
1992 to July 1994 24-month period) from the PTE as restricted by the 1996 Construction Permit 
limitations. Table 6 of the 1996 Construction Permit included the emissions increase from the 

41 At the time of 1996 Construction Permit, the Granite City area was designated as nonattainment (moderate) for 
ozone NAAQS. 
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project and major modification applicability determinations for VOM. VOM net emissions 
increases were below the applicable significant emission rates and as a result, VOM emissions 

were not subject to NNSR review. 

9.2 Pre-Project Actual Emissions for 1996 Project 

This section presents the updated pre-project actual emissions with proposed corrections to some 

of the VOM emission factors. Revisions to the emissions factors are the result of more recent 

performance tests and updated information as discussed in 9.2.2. 

9.2.1 Historical Throughput Rates 

The VOM net emissions increase calculations presented in Table 6 of the 1996 Construction 

Permit were based on calculations provided by National Steel Corporation in Table 3-6 of the 
1995 Application. That table from the prior construction permit application is reproduced in 

Appendix B to this permit application. 

The pre-project annual emissions were calculated using the same production and operating rates 

as the 1995 Application shown in Table 9-3. 

Table 9-3. Pre-Project Production and Operating Rates for VOM 

Parameters Units Pre-Project Rates 

Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/year 2,059,557 

BOF Shoo Molten steel tons/vear 2,413,406 

Combined BFG Combustion MMcf/year 121,039 

Combined NG Combustion MMcf/vear 1,145 

9.2.2 VOM Emission Factors Basis and Revisions 

USS Granite City has corrected some of the VOM emission factors used to calculate pre-project 

actual emissions from the project affected emissions units based on stack testing and updated 

literature-based information and has validated the remaining emissions factors. The results are 
presented in Table 9-5; explanations are provided in the following paragraphs. 

9.2.2.1 Fuel Burning Emissions Units Emissions (Revised for BFG and NG) 

The pre-project actual emissions for various fuels used in fuel burning emissions units affected 

by the project are calculated using the emission factors presented in Table 9-4. 

Table 9-4. VOM Emission Factors for Fuel Burning 

Fuel Emission Factors and Units Basis 
Blast Furnace Gas 0.2 lb/MMcf (r e1•ised) Updated based on the CoGen Boiler Permit 

No. 06070023 
Natural Gas 5 .5 lb/MMcf (re1·ised) Based on AP-42 Chaoter 1.4 

Fuel Oil 0 .28 lb/1000 gallon AP-42 Page 1 .3-2 

9.2.2.2 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnaces Casthouse stack (baghouse) as 

presented by National Steel Corporation in the l 995 Application were calculated using data from 
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a stack test conducted in July 1993. Other than the test results, USS Granite City has no 
infonnation regarding this stack test, which was conducted by National Steel. In March 2012, 
USS Granite City performed VOM stack tests at the Blast Furnace Casthouse stack. This test 
indicated a lower VOM emission factor for this operation than previously used (0.09458 lb/ton in 
the original analysis vs 0.01293 lb/ton based on the March 2012 stack test). In Table 9-5, both 
the original and updated VOM emission factors are shown for the Blast Furnace Casthouse stack. 

9.2.2.3 A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor Emissions (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the A and B Blast Furnace Casthouse roof monitor, as 
presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using an 
emission factor of 0.004 7 lb/ton. This value was developed using the July 1993 stack test result 
of 0.09548 lb/ton for the casthouse baghouse stack and an assumption of95% capture efficiency 
described in Section 7.2.2.3 herein. As discussed in 9.2.2.2 above, subsequent testing indicated a 
lower VOM emission factor for the stack emissions of 0.01293 lb/ton. Assuming a 95% capture 
efficiency for the casthouse baghouse collection system, the uncaptured po11ion (5% of VOM 
generated) is emitted through the roof monitors at the rate of 0.00068 lb/ton. In Table 9-5, both 
the original and updated VOM emission factors are shown for the Blast Furnace Casthouse roof 
monitor emissions. 

9.2.2.4 A&B Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse Emissions (Revised) 

The 1995 Application and 1996 Construction Pennit did not identify any VOM emissions from 
the Blast Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse. However, a stack test conducted in March 2012 
indicated a VOM emission factor of 0.00208 pounds per ton of hot metal for this emission point. 
In Table 9-5, the revised analysis includes pre-project actual VOM emissions from the Blast 
Furnace Iron Spout Baghouse stack. 

9.2.2.5 BOF ESP Stack (BOF 2 Vessels) Emission (Revised) 

The pre-project actual emissions for the BOF ESP stack, as presented by National Steel 
Corporation in the 1995 Application, were calculated using data from the average of three runs 
from one stack test conducted in August 1993. As discussed below, the results of this 1993 stack 
test have been shown by subsequent data to be non-representative of the emissions from the BOF 
ESP stack. The 1996 Project involved increases in the production limits for the Granite City blast 
furnaces and BOF Shop operations. The project did not involve any physical changes or changes 
in the method of operation for the BOF Shop. The BOF Shop operation does not use any add-on 
VOM control devices. Thus, variability in VOM emissions for the BOF process is inherent to the 
process operation. Beginning in 2012, USS Granite City performed several VOM stack tests at 
the BOF ESP stack. This testing provided an updated VOM emission factor for the BOF ESP 
stack (0.006 lb/ton in the original analysis vs 0.0186 lb/ton based on the average of April 2012, 
July 2012, and November 2014 stack test results). In Table 9-5, both the original and updated 
VOM emission factors are shown for the BOF ESP stack. 

9. 2. 2. 6 Desulfurization Station & Transfer Pit Baghouse Emission Factor 
(Revised) 

The pre-project VOM baseline emissions for the Desulfurization Station & Transfer Pit 
Baghouse stack as presented by National Steel Corporation in the 1995 Application were 
calculated using an emission factor from the U.S. EPA's AIRS 1990 database (WebFIRE). In 
May 2012, USS Granite City perfonned VOM stack tests at the Desulfurization Station & 
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Transfer Pit Baghouse stack. This testing has provided an updated VOM emission factor for this 
emission point (0.00 IO lb/ton in the original analysis vs 0.00187 lb/ton based on a May 2012 
stack test). In Table 9-5, both the original and updated YOM emission factors are shown for the 
Desulfurization Station & Transfer Pit Baghouse stack. 
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Table 9-5. Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project VOM Emission Factors for 
Affected Emissions Units 

Emission Point Emission Factors Units Basis Baseline Emissions (TPY) 
Oril!inal Corrected Orieinal ('orrected 

Re, iscd based on 
A & B Blast Fumacc: Casthousc: Stack (Bal!housc:) 0.09458 0.01293 lb/ton of hot mc1al 3, 20 I 2 Siad. ICSI 97.40 13.32 

3, 2012 tcsl 
assuming no 
VOM control and 
5°0 rnormonitor 

A & B Blast Furnace Casthousc Roof Monitor 0.00469 0.()0068 lb.ton of hot metal fraction 4.83 0.7 
Re, iscd based on 

Iron Snout Bae.house 0.0000 0.0021 lb ton of hot metal 3 '2012 slack test (J.00 2.14 
Blust Furnt1,·e Operuliom l02.2J /6./6 

Re, iscd based on 
a, cragc or 2012-

BO!- ~tad. (2 Vessels) 0 0060 0 0150 lb/ton ol steel 20 I 4 stack tests 7.24 22 40 
Dcsull'uri1.ation Station [inside BOI shopj & Re, ised based on 
Transfor Pit 0 .00100 0 .00 I 87 lb:ton of hot met.ii 5 ·2012 stad. test I 03 1.93 
BOF Slrov Overutions 8.27 u .. n 

l lpdatcd from 
Combincd BFG Ill swws. B 11 & B 12. ladk di') ing Cogen Boiler 
orchc.1tcrs. ,111d Bl ·C., narcs O.U U.2 lh1MMcf permit 0 14.52 

1998 update to 
Combined NG in ~to~cs-. B 11 & B 12. ladle di) ing Al'-42 ',ccllon 
prche.1tcrs . .ind Bl ·G flares 2 .8 5.5 11'>/ MMcf 1 4 1.60 3.15 
Comb111cd H) in sto, -cs. 811 & 812. ladle dr:\lng 
prche.:1tcrs .• md BJ·(j flare,; 0.28 0.28 lb/Me.al No chanec 0.00 0 00 
Certain Fuel Burnit11! Units /.61 17.68 
Total /12./0 58.17 
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9.3 Post-Project VOM Emissions caps 

As described in subsection 7.3, the post-project emissions caps and emissions increases from the 

1996 Project were, respectively, listed in Tables 5 and 6 of the 1996 Construction Permit. Similar 
to PM and PM l 0, this Section 8.3 presents a discussion of the post-project VOM emissions caps 
and summary of the updated emissions increase calculations for the 1995 Project, reflecting the 
proposed changes in the emissions caps. 

The post-project emissions caps for the project affected emissions units were developed by USS 
Granite City using the operating rates parameters shown in Table 9-6. Other than the natural gas 
usage, which is proposed to increase, and the oil usage, which is proposed to be deleted entirely, 
these rates are unchanged from the operating rates in the 1996 Construction Permit. As 
previously noted in Section 7.3, due to 2015 shutdown of the Coke Plant this application 
addresses increase in natural gas usage for the fuel burning units affected by the project. 

Table 9-6. Projected Post-Project Operating Rates for VOM 

Parameters Units Post Pro.iect Rates 
Blast Furnace Production Net tons of hot metal/year 3,165,000 
BOF Shop Molten steel tons/year 3,580,000 

Combined BFG Combustion MMcf/vear 183,030 
Combined NG Combustion MMcf/year 1,980 
Combined Oil Combustion n/a 0 

A comparison of the VOM emissions caps from Table 5 of the 1996 Construction Pe1mit and the 
proposed revisions to these emissions caps is provided in Table 9-7. Detailed emissions 
calculations are provided in Appendix 8. The proposed revisions to the post-project VOM 
emissions caps reflect changes to some of the emission factors presented in Table 9-5 and 
changes in post-project operating rates as shown in Table 9-6. 

Table 9-7. VOM Emissions Caps 

VOM Emission Proposed Revised 
Caps (TPY) from VOM Emissions 
Table 5 of 1996 Caps (TPY) 

Construction 
Permit 

Blast Furnace Operations 157 24.8 

BOF Shop 12 44.1 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 2 27.7 

Total 171 96.7 

The updated project emissions increase analysis for VOM reflecting proposed revisions to the 

emissions increase calculations in Table of the 1996 Construction Permit, is provided in Table 
9-8. This table incorporates the effects of the conected pre-project emission factors as shown in 
Table 9-5 and the requested updates to the emission limitations as shown in Table 9-7. 
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Table 9-8. Revised VOM Project Emissions Increase Analyses 

VOM Pre-Project VOM Rc\'ised VOM Change 
Emissions (TPY) Emission (TPY) 

Limitations (TPY} 
Blast Furnace Operations 16.2 24.8 8.7 

BOF Shop 24.3 44.1 19.8 

Certain Fuel Burning Units 17.7 27.7 10.0 

Total 18.5 

In this case, the project emissions increase for VOM remains below the applicable significant 
emission rate. Therefore, the 1996 Project remains a non-major modification under NNSR. 

9.4 Changes to Net Emissions Increase Calculation for VOM 

Even though not required, as part of the VOM applicability evaluation, in conjunction with the 
requested revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS Granite City is also updating the 
analysis for net increases in emissions of VOM for the 1996 Project. Table 9-9 shows the 
updated net emissions increases calculations for VOM based on the updated project emissions 
increase calculations shown in Table 9-8. This table includes a con-ection to the 
contemporaneous period for VOM emissions from the project as established using the definition 
in 35 IAC 203.208. 42 The start of the contemporaneous period was January 4, 1990, five years 
prior to the date of submittal of a timely and complete application on Januaiy 3, 1995. The end of 
the contemporaneous period was January 25, 1996, the date on which the emissions increase 
from the project occurred. The original analysis considered the #8 Galvanizing Line to be 
contemporaneous. However, the startup of the #8 Galvanizing Line occmTed after the end of the 
contemporaneous period and this project was not contemporaneous for the 1996 Project. 

Table 9-9. Updated Net Emissions Increases for VOM for the 1996 Project 

VOM 
Start of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1990 
End of Contemporaneous Period Jan 1996 

Project Emissions Increases 38.5 
Significant Emission Rates 40 
Whether Significant? No 
Co11tempon111eo11s En1issio11s b1crease.,· Date 
Installation of#8 Galvanizing Line Mar-1996 n/a 
Contempornneous Emissions Decre<1.,·e:,,· 
Blooming Mill Shutdown Apr-1991 -0.9 
NESHAP Controls for Coke By-Product Ooerations Jul-1991 -31.6 
Batch Annealing Shutdown Dec-1991 -0.3 
Net Emissions Increase 5.70 
Whether Significant? No 

~- The USS Granite City facility was located in a rea that was designated as nonattainment for ozone at the tune of 
1996 Construction Permit is,uance. Therefore, NNSR provisions unde r 35 !AC 203 applied for the project at the 
time. 
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Net emissions increase for VOM remains below the applicable significant emission rate. 
Therefore, the 1996 Project remains a non-major modification under NNSR. 

9.5 Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to VOM 
Emissions 

As part of this application for revision to the 1996 Construction Permit, USS Granite City is 
proposing the following revisions to the emission limitations and other permit te1ms relating to 
VOM emissions from the processes or activities affected by the 1996 Project. 

9.5.1 Blast Furnace Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
blast furnace operations. 

9. 5. 1. 1 Proposed VOM Emission Limitations for Blast Furnace Operations 

USS Granite City proposes to add the following as Condition 5.c in the revised version of the 
1996 Construction Permit. 

5.c VOM emissionsfrom the Blast Furnace Operations {A & B Blast Furnaces 
Casthouse Ro<?f Monitor, Casthouse Baghouse stack, Iron Spout Baghouse stack) 
shall not exceed 24. 8 tons per year based on a monthly rolli11g 12-month total. 

As the VOM emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 5.c itself, USS Granite 
City also proposes the deletion of the VOM emission limitations from Table I of the 1996 
Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

9. 5. 1. 2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Blast Furnaces Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitations under proposed Condition 5.c in the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Permit. Consistent with the approach described in Section 2.2.4 herein, USS 
Granite City is proposing prescribed (i.e., fixed) emission factors for casthouse roof monitor for 
which performance testing is not feasible. This emission factor is the same as the corresponding 
emission factor used to calculate pre-project actual emissions as shown in Table 9-5. 

(a) In order to update or verify the VOM emission factors, the Permittee shall conduct 
periodic stack tests for the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse stack and the Iron Spout 
Baghouse stack. 

(b) Use VOM emission factors from performance tests to dete1mine VOM emission rates for 
the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse and the Iron Spout Baghouse stacks. 

(c) For the Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor, use the VOM emission factor of0.00068 
lb/ton. 

(d) Use the following equations for determining monthly VOM emissions from the Blast 
Furnace Operations. 
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For Casthouse Baghouse - VOM (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production 
VOM (tons/month) (hot metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Iron Spout Baghouse = YOM (lb/ton) from Stack test x Blast Furnace Production 
YOM (tons/month) (hot metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
For Casthouse Roof = VOM (lb/ton) emission factor x Blast Furnace Production 
MonitorYOM (hot metal tons/month) + 2000 (lb/ton) 
(tons/month) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of Blast Furnace production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

em1ss10ns. 

9.5.2 Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop Operations 

This section addresses the proposed changes to the 1996 Construction Permit Conditions for the 
BOF Shop operations. 

9.5.2.1 Proposed VOM Emission Limitations for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes to add the following as Condition 18.c in the 1996 revised version of 
the Construction Permit. 

18.c VOM emissions fi·om the BOF Shop Operation (BOF ESP and Desuff/Soda Ash 
and Hot Metal Charging Baghouse) shall 1101 exceed 44.1 tons per year based on 
{I 1110111!,zy rolling 12 1110111'1 total. 

As the YOM emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 18.c itself, USS Granite 
City also proposes the deletion of the VOM emission limitations in Table 2 of the 1996 
Construction Permit as they would be redundant. 

9.5.2.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for BOF Shop Operations 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed emissions limitations under proposed Condition 18.c of the revised version of the 1996 
Construction Pennit. 

(a) In order to update or verify the YOM emission factor, the Pe1mittee shall conduct 
periodic stack tests for the BOF ESP stack and the Desulf/Soda Ash and Hot Metal 
Charging Baghouse stack. 

(b) Use VOM emission factors from performance tests to determine VOM emission rates for 
the BOF ESP stack and the Desulf7Soda Ash and Hot Metal Charging Baghouse stack. 

(c) Use the following equations for determining monthly VOM emissions from the BOF 
Shop Operations. 
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USS Granite City Works 

For BOF ESP VOM 
(tons/month) 
For Desulf/Soda Ash Hot 
Metal Charging VOM 
(tons/month) 

Permit Revision 

- VOM (lb/ton) from BOF ESP stack test x BOF Throughput 
(Molten steel tons/month)+ 2000 (lb/ton) 
VOM (lb/ton) from DesulflSoda Ash and Hot Metal Charging 
Baghouse stack test x Iron Throughput (hot metal 
tons/month) : 2000 (lb/ton) 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following: 

(a) Maintain monthly records of BOF Shop production rates. 
(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 

emissions. 

9.5.3 Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

This section addresses the 1996 Construction Permit conditions for the fuel burning emissions 
units affected by the project. 

9.5.3.1 Proposed VOM Emission Limitations for Certain Fuel Burning 
Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the inclusion of Condition 22.d in the revised version of 1996 
Construction Permit as follows. 

22.d VOM emissions from the blastfurnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11. Boiler 12, 
ladle d,y ing preheaters, ancillmy fuel burning units at the continuous caste,:'i, 
and blast.furnace gasjlare No. J,Jromfiring blast furnace gas and/or 11a/11ral gas 
shall not exceed 27. 7 tons per year ba.w.!d on a monthly rolling 12-month total. 

As the VOM emission limitations are to be incorporated in Condition 22 itself, USS Granite City 
also proposes the deletion of the VOM emission limitations in Table 4 of the 1996 Construction 
Permit as they would be redundant. 

9.5.3.2 Proposed Compliance Demonstration, Monitoring, and Recordkeeping 
for Certain Burning Emissions Units 

USS Granite City proposes the following requirements for demonstrating compliance with the 
emissions limitations under Condition 22.d of 1996 Construction Permit. 

(a) Use the blast furnace gas combustion VOM emission factor of 0.2 lb/MMcf 
(b) Use the natural gas combustion VOM emission factor of 5.5 lb/MMcf. 
(c) Use the following equations for determining monthly VOM emissions from the fuel 

combustion units. 

For Fuel Buming Units 
VOM tons/month 

= VOM (lb/MMcf) x Fuel Usage (MMcf/month) ~ 2000 
lb/ton 

For recordkeeping requirements, USS Granite City proposes the following : 
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USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

(a) Maintain monthly records of fuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B), Boiler 11, 
Boiler 12, ladle drying preheaters, ancillaiy fuel burning units at the continuous casters, 
and blast furnace gas flare No. I. 

(b) Compile monthly emissions as required above and calculate 12-month rolling total 
emissions. 

9-11 
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USS Granite City Works Permit Revision 

10. Regulatory Applicability Review 

USS Granite City reviewed the federal and Illinois air quality regulations to determine their 
applicability to the proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit. Federal regulations 
delegated to the Illinois EPA include PSD, New Source Performance Standards ("NSPS"), and 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAP"). Illinois air quality 
regulations are found at Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code ("IAC") Subtitle B. Chapters I 
and II of 35 IAC Subtitle B contain rules administered by the Illinois EPA. 

Requirements associated with federal and State air quality regulations found to be applicable to the 
requested revisions of 1996 Construction Permit are presented in this section. 

10.1 Federal Air Quality Regulations 

Federal regulations delegated to the Illinois EPA were reviewed to detennine their applicability to 
the requested revisions. USS Granite City's conclusions regarding applicability of these rules and the 
supp01ting rationale are presented below. 

10.1.1 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (40 CFR § 52.21) and Major 
Stationary Sources Construction and Modification [in Nonattainment Areas] 
(35 IAC Part 203) 

The federal PSD regulations are codified at 40 CFR § 52.21. Illinois EPA is the delegated permitting 
authority to administer the federal PSD regulations in attainment/unclassifiable areas within the 
State. The PSD regulations apply to new major stationary sources and to major modifications at an 
existing major stationary source. Emissions increases of PM, NOx, SO2, and CO were evaluated 
under this program. 

In nonattainment areas, Illinois EPA implements the requirements under 35 IAC Part 203( (NNSR 
program), with respect to major stationary sources and major modifications at major stationary 
sources for criteria pollutants for which the area is designated nonattainment. 43 The area where USS 
Granite City is located was nonattainment for ozone and PM l 0 at the time of 1996 Project. 
Therefore, emissions of NOx, VOM, and PM IO were evaluated under the requirements of this 
program. 

As explained in subsection 2.2, the revisions currently being requested to the 1996 Construction 
Permit addressed two set of changes: 

(a) Changes to the emission limits for PM, PM l 0, NOx, and VOM, regulated NSR pollutants 
not subject to PSD review. (No changes are proposed to Pb emissions increases) 

(b) Changes to the emissions rates for CO for some of the emissions units that were subject 
to PSD review. (No changes are proposed to SO2 emissions increases) 

~} 3S IAC Part 203 is the state NNSR permitting program. As the applicability requirements under NNSR are similar to 
PSD, for sake of convenience, we combined the applicability of the NNSR program with the federal PSD program under 
40 CFR § S2.21. 
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As demonstrated in sections 7, 8, and 9, the net emissions increases for PM, PM I 0, NO;,,., and VOM 
remain below the applicable significant emissions rates for these pollutants after the proposed 
revisions to the emissions limitations. Therefore, USS Granite City is not proposing any change to 
the applicability of PSD or NNSR requirements in regard to PM, PM I 0, NOx, and VOM. 

For CO, the 1996 Project was subject to the PSD requirements. Therefore, the proposed changes to 
the emissions limitations for CO have been evaluated per the PSD requirements. Sections 4, 5 and 6 
herein address the PSD review requirements for CO. 

10.1.2 New Source Performance Standards (NSPS, 40 CFR Part 60) 

The federal NSPS regulations are codified at 40 CFR Part 60. NSPS apply to new or modified 
"affected facilities" as defined in specific subpaits of 40 CFR Patt 60. Illinois has been delegated the 
authority to administer the federal NSPS. The proposed changes do not trigger applicability of NSPS 
requirements for the units affected under the 1996 Project or the requested revisions under this 
application. 

10.1.3 National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP, 40 
CFR Parts 61 and 63) 

The federal NESHAP regulations are codified at 40 CFR Patt 61 and 40 CFR Patt 63 (NESHAP for 
source categories also known as MACT standards). Illinois has been delegated authority to 
administer the federal NESHAP program. 

The Patt 61 NESHAPs apply to cettain pollutants and/or area source types. None of the Patt 61 
NESHAPs are applicable to the units affected under the 1996 Project or the requested revisions 
under this application. 

The Patt 63 NESHAPs apply to existing, new, or reconstructed affected sources at major sources of 
HAP emissions in accordance with applicability criteria specified in individual subparts. The 
following NESHAPs apply to the units affected under the 1996 Project. 

I. Boilers 11 and 12 are parts of an existing affected source subject to 40 CFR Patt 63 Subpa1t 
DDDDD. 

II. Each of the blast furnaces and the BOF shop operations is an existing affected source subject 
to 40 CFR Patt 63 Subpatt FFFFF. 

There will be no changes to the applicability of the Part 63 NESHAPs for the affected sources under 
the 1996 Project or the requested revisions under this application. 

10.2 Illinois Air Quality Regulations 

USS Granite City performed a review of 35 IAC Subtitle B regulations to determine the applicability 
of specific standards to the proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit. A summary of this 
review and associated regulatory applicability conclusions are documented below. Only those rules 
deemed potentially relevant to the proposed revisions request are addressed. 
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10.2.1 35 IAC Part 201.142 Construction Permit Required 

The proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit involve changes to an existing construction 
permit for the modifications of existing emissions sources. Therefore, a revised petmit in accordance 
with 35 IAC 201.142 is required. This permit application, including the permit application forms 
contained in Appendix A, is intended to fulfill the requirements of 35 IAC 201.142. 

10.2.2 35 IAC 201.207 CAAPP Permits 

The Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) requirements are contained in Section 39.5 of the 
Illinois Environmental Protection Act. USS Granite City facility is a major source subject to CAAPP 
requirements. As noted in section I, this application package addresses the 'integrated processing' 
procedures for the proposed revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit for incorporation in the 
CAAPP permit via an administrative amendment. 

10.2.3 Other State Regulations 

There will be no change to the applicability of the limitations and requirements of other emissions 
standards under the Illinois Administrative Code that have already been addressed in the CAAPP 
permit for the USS Granite City facility. 
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Bureau of Air • 1021 North Grand Avenue East• P.O. Box 19506 • Springfield • Illinois • 62794-9506 

FEE DETERMINATION FOR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION 

ID Number: 

D Complete D Incomplete 

Check Number: 

FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 
Permit#: 

Date Complete: 

Account Name: 

This form is to be used to supply fee information that must accompany all construction permit applications. This 
application must include payment In full to be deemed complete. Make check or money order payable to the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Air Pollution Control - Permit Section at the above address. Do NOT send cash. 
Refer to instructions (197-INST) for assistance. 

Source Information 

1. Source Name: United States Steel Corporation - Granite City Works 

2. Project Name: 

4. Contact Name: 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 3. Source ID#: (if applicable) ~ 813AAI 

Krista Armentrout 5. Contact Phone#: (618) 451-3013 

Fee Determination 

6. The boxes below are automatically calculated. 

Section 1 Subtotal $0.00 + Section 2, 3 or 4 Subtotal $23,000.00 :: $23,000.00 

Section 1: Status of Source/Purpose of Submittal 
Grand Total 

7. Your application will fall under only one of the following five categories described below. Check the box that applies. 
Proceed to applicable sections. For purposes of this form: 

• Major Source is a source that is required to obtain a CAAPP permit. 

• Synthetic Minor Source is a source that has taken limits on potential to em t ·n a perm\! to avoid CAAPP permit 
requirements (e.g.,FESOP). 

0 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

• Non-Major Source is a source that is not a major or synthetic minor source. 

Existing source without status change or with status change from synthetic minor to major source 
or vice versa. Proceed to Section 2. 

Existing non-major source that will become synthetic minor to major source. Proceed to Section 4. 

New major or synthetic minor source. Proceed to Section 4. 

New non-major source. Proceed to Section 3. 

AGENCY ERROR. If this is a timely request to correct an issued permit that Involves only an 
agency error and if the request is received within the dead line for a permit appeal to the Pollution 
Control Board. Skip Sections 2, 3 and 4. Proceed directly to Sect[on 5. 

$0.00 

Section 1 Subtota I 

This agency Is authorized to require and you must disclose this information under 415 ILCS 5139. Fall1.re to do so could result in the 
application being denied and penalties under 415 ILCS 5 ET SEQ. It Is not necessary lo use this form in providing this information . This 
form has been approved by the forms management center. 

Section 2: Special Case Filing Fee 

8. Filing Fee. If the application only addresses one or more of the following, check the appropriate boxes, skip 
Sections 3 and 4 and proceed directly to Section 5. otherwise, proceed to Section 3 or 4 as appropriate. 

Addition or replacement of control devices on permitted units. 

Pilot projects/trial burns by a permitted unit 

Land remediation projects 

Revisions related to methodology or timing for emission testing 

Minor administrative-type change to a permit 

IL 532-2776 
197-FEE Rev. 1/2012 

App ication Page 
Page 1 of2 
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Section 3: Fees for Current or Projected Non-Major Sources 

9. This application consists of a single new emission unit or no more than two modified 
emission units. ($600 fee} 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

This application consists of more than one new emission unit or more than two modified 
units. ($1,000 fee) 
This application consists of a new source or emission unit subject to 
Section 39.2 of the Act (I.e., Local Siting Review); a commercial Incinerator 
or a municipal waste, hazardous waste, or waste tire Incinerator; a 
commerclal power generator; or an emission unit designated as a complex 
source by agency rulemaklng. ($15,000 fee) 

A public hearing Is held (see Instructions). ($10,000 fee) 

Section 3 subtotal. (lines 9 through 12- entered on page 1) 

Section 4: Fees for Current or Projected Major or Synthetic Minor Sources 

14. For the first modlfled emission unit, enter $2,000. 
Appllcatlon contains 

15. Number of additional modified emission modified emission 
units only units= 25 X $1,000. 

16. Line 14 plus line 15, or $5,000, whichever Is less. 

Applicalion contains 
17. For the first new emission unit, enter $4,000. 

new and/or modmed 18. Number of addltlonal new and/or modified emission 
emission unlls units= X $1,000. 

19. Line 17 plus line 18, or $10,000, whichever is less. 

Appllcatfon contains 
20. Number of lndlvldual pollutants that rely on a netting exercise or 

contemporaneous emissions decrease to avoid application of PSD netting exercise or nonattalnment area NSR "' 4 X $3,000. 

21. If the new source or emission unit Is subject lo Section 39. 2 of the 
Act (I.e. siting); a commercial Incinerator or other municipal waste, 
hazardous waste, or waste tire Incinerator; a commercial power 
generator; or one or more other emission units designated as a 
complex source by Agency rulemaklng, enter $25,000. 

Additional 22. If the source Is a new major source subject to PSD, enter $12,000. 
Supplemental 

Fees 23. If the project Is a major modification subject to PSD, enter $6,000. 

24. If this Is a new major source subject to nonattalnment area (NAA) 
NSR, enter $20,000. 

25. If this Is a major modification subject to NAA NSR, enter $12,000. 

26. If the application Involves a determination of MAGT for a pollutant 
and the project Is not subject lo BACT or LAER for the related 
pollutant under PSD or NSR (e.g., VOM for organic HAP), enter 
$5,000 per unit for which a determination Is requested or otherwise 
required. X $5,000. 

27. If a public hearing Is held (see Instructions), enter $10,000. 

28. Section 4 subtotal (line 16 and lines 19 lhrough 28) to be entered on page1 

Section 5: Certification 
NOTE: Applications without a signed certification will be deemed Incomplete. 

9 

10. -----
11. ____ _ 

12. -----
13. --~$0_.o_o 

14. $2,000.00 

15. $25,000.00 

16. $5,000.00 

18. $0.00 

19. $0.00 

20. $12,000.00 

21. 

22. 

23. $6,000.00 

24. 

25. 

26. $0.00 

27. 

28. $23,000.00 

29. I I on In rmatlon and belief formed after reasonable Inquiry, the information 
e accurate and complete. 

by: General Manager - Granite City Works 

Title of Signatory 

;) /JS/ .).o,) o 
Typed or Printed Name of Signatory Date 

191-FEE Application Page ______ _ Page 2 of 2 
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division Of Air Pollution Control - Permit Section 

P.O. Box 19506 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9506 

Construction Permit Application For lllfnols EPA use only 
ID No.: 

for a Appl. No.: 
Proposed Project Date Rec'd: 

at a CAAPP Source Chk No./Amt: 
This form Is to be used to supply general Information to obtain a construction permit for a proposed project involving a Clean Air Act 
Permit Program (CAAPP) source, Including construction of a new CAAPP source. Detalled Information about the project must also 
be included In a construction permit application, as addressed In the "General Instructions For Permit Applicatlons," Form APC-201. 

Proposed Project 
1. Working Name of Proposed Project: 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

2. Is the project occurring at a source that already has a permit from the Bureau of Air (BOA}? 
□ No [&I Yes If Yes, provide BOA ID Number:..!.!9813AA...!_ _____ 

3. Does this application request a revision to an existing construction permit issued by the BOA? 
□ No ~ Yes If Yes, provide Permit Number: 95010001 --------

4. Brief Description of Proposed Project: 
This application proposes revisions to certain emission limits and other requirements in the 1996 
Construction Permit for the U.S. Steel Granite City facility. 

Source Information 
1. Source name:• United States Steel Corporation - Granite City Works 

2. Source street address:• 1951 State Street 

3. City: Granite City 14. County: Madison 1 s. Zip code:• 62040 

ONLY COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING FOR A SOURCE WITHOUT AN ID NUMBER. 

6. Is the source located within city limits? □ Yes □ No 
If no, provide Township Name: 

7. Description of source and product{s} produced: 8. Primary Classification Code of source: 

SIC: ____ gr NAICS: ------
9. Latitude {DD:MM:SS.SSSS}: 110. Longitude (DD:MM:SS.SSSS): 

• ls information different than previous information? U Yes U No 
If yes, then complete Form CAAPP 273 to apply for an Administrative Change to the CAAPP Permit for the source. 

Identification of Permit Applicant 
1. Who is the applicant? I 2. All correspondence to: (check one) 

~ Owner □ Operator ~ Source D Owner D Operator 
3. Applicant's FEIN: 14. Attention name and/or title for written correspondence: 
25-1897152 Krista Armentrout - Environmental Manager 

This Agency is authorized to require and you must disdose this Information under 415 ILCS 5/39. Failure lo do so could result In the application being 
denied and penalties under415 ILCS 5 et seq, It is not necessary to use this form in providing this information. This form has been approved by the 
forms management center. 

Page 1 of 4 
Rev. 5/16 199-CMPP 
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Owner Information* 
1. Name: United States Steel Corporation 

2. Address: tiUU Grant ::itreet 

3. City: Pittsburgh 14. State: PA 1 s. Zip code: 15219 
.. 

• Is this mformal1on 1d1tferent than previous 1nformal1on? D Yes D No 
If yes, then complete Form CAAPP 273 to apply for an Administrative Change to the CAAPP Permit for the source 

Operator Information (if different from owner)* 
1. Name 

2. Address: 

3. City: 14. State: 15. Zip code: 

.. 
• Is this rnformat1on different than previous information? O Yes ~ No 
If yes, then complete Form CAAPP 273 to apply for an Administrative Change lo the CAAPP Permit for the source. 

Technical Contacts for Aoolication 
I. Preferred technical contact: (check one) ~ Applicant's contact D Consultant 

2. Applicant's technical contact person for application: 
Christopher Hardin 

3. Contact person's telephone number(s) 14. Contact person's e-mail address: 
(412) 433-5904 cwhardin@uss.com 

5. Consultant for application: 
RTP Environmental Associates Inc. (Colin Campbell) 

6. Consultant's telephone number(s): 17. Consultant's e-mail address: 
(919) 845-1422, 20 campbell@rtpenv.com 

Other Addresses for the Permit Applicant 
ONLY COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING FOR A SOURCE WITHOUT AN ID NUMBER 

1. Address for billing Site Fees for the source: D Source D Other (provide below): 

2. Contact person for Site Fees: 13. Contact person's telephone number: 

4. Address for Annual Emission Report for the source: D Source D Other (provide below): 

5. Contact person for Annual Emission Report: 16. Contact person's telephone number: 

Rev. 5116 Page 2 of 4 
199-CAAPP 
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Review Of Contents of the Application 
NOTE: ANSWERING "NO" TO THESE ITEMS MAY RESULT IN THE APPLICATION BEING DEEMED INCOMPLETE 

1. Does the application include a narrative description of the proposed 181 Yes □ No 
project? 

2. Does the application clearly identify the emission units and air 181 Yes □ No 
pollution control equipment that are part of the project? 

3. Does the application include process flow diagram(s) for the project 181 Yes □ No 
showing new and modified emission units and control equipment, 
alonQ with associated existing equipment and their relationships? 

4. Does the application include a general description of the source, a D Yes □ No 181 N/A* 
plot plan for the source and a site map for its location? • Material orevlouslv orovlded 

5. Does the application include relevant technical information for the Ix) Yes □ No 
proposed project as requested on CAAPP application forms (or 
otherwise contain all relevant technical information)? 

6. Does the application include relevant supporting data and information I&] Yes □ No 
for the proposed project as provided on CAAPP forms? 

7. Does the application identify and address all applicable emission 181 Yes □ No 
standards for the proposed project, including: 

State emission standards (35 IAC Chapter I, Subtitle B); 
Federal New Source Performance Standards (40 CFR Part 60)? 

8. Does the application address whether the project would be a major I&] Yes □ No □ NIA project for Prevention of Significant Deterioration, 40 CFR 52.21? 
9. Does the application address whether the project would be a major 181 Yes □ No □ NIA 

project for "Nonattainment New Source Review," 35 IAC Part 203? 
10. Does the application address whether the proposed project would I&] Yes □ No □ NIA* 

potentially be subject to federal regulations for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (40 CFR Part 63) and address any emissions standards • Source not major □ 
for hazardous air pollutants that would be applicable? Project not major □ 

11. Does the application include a summary of annual emission data for I&] Yes □ No □ NIA 
different pollutants for the proposed project (tons/year), including: 1) • The project does not involve an 
The requested permitted emissions for individual new, modified and increase In emissions from new or 

affected existing units*, 2) The past actual emissions and change in modified emission unlls. 

emissions for individual modified units* and affected existing units*, 
and 3) Total emissions consequences of the proposed project? 

(* Or groups of related units) 
12. Does the application include a summary of the current and requested I&] Yes □ No □ N/A* 

potential emissions of the source (tons/year)? • Applicability of PSD, NA NSR or 40 
CFR 63 lo the project Is not related 
to the source's emissions. 

13. Does the application address the relationships and implications of the I&] Yes □ No □ NIA* 
proposed project on the CAAPP Permit for the source? • CAAPP Permit not Issued 

14. If the application contains information that is considered a TRADE D Yes □ No 181 NIA* 
SECRET, has it been properly marked and claimed and all 

• No Information In the applicalion Is requirements to properly support the claim pursuant to 35 IAC Part 
130 been met? Note: "Claimed" information will not be legally 

claimed lo be a TRADE SECRET 

protected from disclosure to the public if it is not properly claimed or 
does not qualify as trade secret information. 

15. Are the correct number of copies of the application provided? I&] Yes □ No 
(See Instructions for Permit Applications, Form 201) 

16. Does the application include a completed "FEE DETERMINATION I&] Yes □ No 
FOR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT APPLICATION," Form 197-FEE, a 
check in the amount indicated on this form, and any supporting 
material needed to explain how the fee was determined? 

Rev. 5/16 Page 3 of 4 
199-CAAPP 
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Signature Block 
Authorized Signature: 

BY: 

I certify under penalty of law that, based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, 
the statements and information contained In this appllcatlon are true, accurate and complete and 
that I am a responsible icial for e source, as defined by Section 39.5(1) of the Environmental 
Protection Ac 

Michael Patton 
TYPED OR PRINTED NAME OF SIGNATORY DATE 

Rev. 5/16 Page 4 or 4 
199-CAAPP 
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USS Granite City 
Revised PM Actual 

Point 
0005 & 0010 

0006 & 0011 
0007 & 0012 

EmissiOn Point 
A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Fugitives 

A & B Blast Furnace Charging 
A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse 

113 Blast Furnace Slag Pits 
Iron Spout Baghouse 
Blast Furnace Operations 

0033 BOF 2 Vessels 
0034 BOF Roof Mon~or 

Oesulfurization Station (inside BOF shop] & 
0107 & 0035 Transfer Pit 
0040 Hot Metal Charging ladle Slag Skimmer 

BOFShop 
0103, 0104 & Argon Stirring #1 & #2 Material Handling 
0121 Tripper 
0105 & 0106 Deslagging StatiOn & Material HS 
0070 & 0120 Caster Mold - Casters # 1 & # 2 

Continuous Casters #1 & #2 - Spray 
0071 & 0119 Chamber 
0072 & 0118 Slab Cutoff Casters #1 & #2 
73 Slab Ripping Casters #1 & #2 

Continuous casting Operations 
Combined BFG in stoves, 811 & 812, ladle 
preheaters, and 8FG flares 
Combined NG in stoves, B11 & B12, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 
combined FO in stoves, 811 & 812, ladle 
prehealers, and BFG flares 
Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

9003 Iron Pellet Screen 
BOF Hopper Baghouse 

0037 Flux Conv. & Transfer Points Bin Floor - BOF 
Material Handling Operations at BF and 
BOF 

Past 
Throughput Units 

2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear 
tons of charge 

2,803,241 materiaVyear 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear 

2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear 
2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear 

2,059,557 tons of hot rnetaVyear 
2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year 

2,413,406 tons of molten steeVyear 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year 

2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year 

121,039 MMd 

1,145 MMd 

16 Mgal 

tons of charge 
2,803,241 material/year 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year 

1996 Construct,on Permit Revision 

Original Revised 
Original Updated Baseline Baseline 
Emission EmissiOn Emissicms Emissions 

Ponutant Factor Factor Units Basis (fl>Y} (TPY} 

PM 0.031 0.031 lb/ton of hot metal No change 31.92 31.92 

PM 0.0024 0.0024 lb/ton of material No change 3.36 3.36 
PM 0.07026 0.07026 lb/ton of hot metal No change 72.35 72.35 
PM 0.00417 0.00417 lb/ton of hot metal No change 4.29 4.29 
PM 0.02548 0.02548 lb/ton of hot metal No change 26.24 26.24 
PM 138.17 138.17 
PM 0.16 0.16 lb/ton of steel No change 193.07 193.07 
PM 0.428 0.428 lb/ton of steel No change 516.72 516.72 

PM 0.03721 0.03721 lb/ton of hot metal No change 38.32 38.32 
PM 0.00502 0.00502 lb/ton of hot metal No change 5.17 5.17 
PM 753.28 753.28 

PM 0.00715 0.00715 lb/ton of steel No change 8.63 8.63 
PM 0.00355 0.00355 lb/ton of steel No change 4.28 4.28 
PM 0.006 0.006 lb/ton of steel No change 7.24 7.24 

PM 0.00852 0.00852 lb/ton of steel No change 10.28 10.28 
PM 0.0071 0.0071 lb/ton of steel No change 8.57 8.57 
PM 0.00722 0.00722 lb/ton of steel No change 8.71 8.71 
PM 47.7l 47.7l 

PM 2.90 2.90 lb/MMd No change 175.51 175.51 

PM 5.10 1.90 lb/MMd AP-42 ReviSed Filt. PM Factor 2.92 1.09 

PM 9.72 9.72 lb/Mgal No change 0.08 0.08 
PM 178.51 176.68 

85% control to o-ushed stone 
PM 0.00279 0.00375 lb/ton of material screen EF in AP-42 Table 11.19.2-2 3.91 5.26 
PM 0.00032 0.00032 lb/ton of steel No change 0.39 0.39 
PM 0.0016 0.0016 lb/ton or steel No change 1.93 1.93 

PM 6.23 7.57 

Total 
PM 1,123.90 1,123.42 

,r>age 1 al 11 
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1996 Const ruct,on Permit Rc-.,,'Moo 

USS Granite City 
Revised PM Anll'(Si$ 

Update<! Future Bas.t:hne Future f.'T'IISSIOl"IS 

Past F\J~Ute Em1ss10n Em1ss10n Emissions Emissions :ncrease Em1ss10ns 
Porn: Em1sst0n Point Throughpu: Throughpu; Units. Pollutant FiKtor F~ctor VMS e.as,s (TPY) (TPY) (TPY) Change (TPY) 
000S & 0010 A & B Blast Furnace casthouse fu91trv-tS 2,0S9,SS7 3,165,000 tons of ho( metal'year PM 0.031 0.031 lb/ton ol hot metal No change 31.92 •9.06 S7.77 

tons of charge 
00()(> & 0011 A & 8 Blas~ Furnace C~rg1ng 2,803,241 4,308,581 materiaVvear PM 0.002• 0.0024 lb/ton ol matenal Nod1ange 3.36 5.17 
0007 & 0012 A & B Sias~ Furnace casthou~ 8.19hou~ 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hot metaVyNr PM 0.07026 0.07026 lb/ton o( hot metai No cha rage 72.35 111.19 

113 Blast Furnact Slag Pits 2,059,55) 3,165,000 tons or f'lot metaVyear PM 0.00417 0.00417 lb/ton or ho, metal Nocl\ange 4,29 6.60 ~-Ml 
lron SP®t Ba9h0use 2,059,55) 3,165,000 tons of hot metal/year PM 0.02548 0.02548 lb/ton of Ml meta• No change 26.24 •0.32 14 08 
Blast Fum.aa Operations PM 138.17 212.34 74.16 

0033 SOF 2 Vessels 2,<13,406 3,SS0,000 tons of molten stttl/~ar PM 0.16 0.16 lb/ton or stttl ~9 6-0 lb/hour for PTE 193.t) 262.80 o.~ 
No ch.a nge (as ,n onginal 
applK:.aoon post-croJect Ef lowe, 

CCJ,1 801' Roof Monitor 2,~ll.406 J,SS0.000 tons of molten steel/vear PM 0.428 0.099 lb/ton or st~I than ~proJect Ef) s16.n 176.67 
Desulfunzato- St.ltiM (.-iside SOF ihOp] & 

010) & 0035 Tran~er Pit 2,059,55) 3,165,000 ton~ ot hot metaVyc-ar PM 0.03721 0.03721 lb/lon or hot metal No<hange 38.32 58.88 20~, 
oo•o Hot Metal Charging Ladle Slag Slummer 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of Mt metaVyear PM 0.00502 0.00502 lb/ton or hot met..l NoC'1inge 5,17 ),94 o, 

BOFShOI) PM 75).28 506.30 -246.98 
0103, 0104 & Argon St1mn9 •1 & ,2 Material Handhng 
0121 Tr1pi:,,e:r 2,413,406 3,580,000 tons of molten steel/year PM 0 00715 0.00715 lb/ton or sttel No change 8.63 12.80 4 17 
0105 & 010() ~9g1ng Stat10n & Matenal HS 2,413,<06 J .SS0,000 tons of molten stttl/year PM 0.00355 O.OC:355 lb/ton or Stttl Noc11ange <.28 6.3> 2 ,, 
0070 & 0120 caster Mold• casters• 1 & 112 2,413,<06 3 580,000 tons of molten steel/year PM 0.006 0.006 lb/Ion or st~ No change 7.24 l~.74 3.50 

007: & 0119 Cont.Jnuous casters , l & ,2 • Spray Olamber 2,413,406 3 580 .. 000 tons ot molten steeVyear PM 0.00852 0.00852 11)/ton or st~ Nocr,ange 10.28 15.25 4.97 
0072 & 0118 Slab Cutoff caisi;ers • 1 & • 2 2,413,406 3,580,000 tons of molten steel/yea, PM 0.0071 0.0071 lb/Jon or steel No change 8.57 12.71 4.14 

73 $&ab R,pp1ng Castl!f"> ti l & • 2 2,413,406 3 580,000 tons of molten steel/year PM 0.00722 0.00721 lb/ton or steel No change 871 12.92 421 
Continuous Cesttng Opentions PM 47.71 70.78 2).06 
Combined BFG1n stov~. B11 & 812,Ladle 

prchuten., and SFG nar~ 121.019 185,0:W MMd PM 2.90 2.90 t:,/MMd No c;hange :7S SL 268 30 92 79 
Combined NG &n s:oves 811 &. B12, l,d~ 
preheaters, and BFG na~ 1,145 1,980 MMcf PM 1.9 1.9 lb/MMd A.P-12 Re111s.t!d F It. PM factor 1011 I 88 0 )9 
Comb1f'1ed FO 1n stOVei, 811 & 812, ladle 
pretieaters, and BFG nare1. 16 365 Mgal PM 9.72 9.72 lb/Mgal No c.hange 0 08 1,77 : 70 
cetuln Funt Burning fmlss4ons Units PM 176.68 271.95 95.28 

tons of cn.arg,e USS representatoo of 89-b 

9003 Iron Pellet SC.rttn i.803,241 4,308,581 mc1tenal/veilr PM 0.0C)75 0 OC375 lb/ton or mat<nal control to cruShed Stone EF 5.26 Hf 182 
BOF Happer S.,ghou~ 2,41),406 3.580,000 toos ol molten <teeVvea, PM 11.00032 o.cocm lbtt<ln or st~ Noc.f\ange a.39 o.s-• 019 

0037 flu~ Conv. & Tr.an~fer Poinl.1 Bin Floor - BOF 2,413,406 l,SB0,000 tons of molten steeV~ar PM O.CC16 0.0016 lb/ton or st~ Noctiange 1,93 2.86 093 
Haterl•I Handlin~ Operations ot BF and 
BOF PM 7.57 11.52 3.94 

Tot.11 
PM 1,072.88 219.l't -SO.SJ 

P09thl II 
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USS Granite City 
Revised PMlO Actual 

PQint Emission Point 

0005 &0010 A & 8 Blast Furnace casthouse Fugitives 

0006 &0011 A & B Blast Furnace Charging 
0007 & 0012 A & B Blast Furnace casthouse Baghouse 

113 Blast Furnace Slag Pi15 
Iron Spout Baghouse 
Blast Furnace Operations 

0033 BOF Z Vessels 
0034 BOF Roof Monitor 

Desulfurization Station [inside BOF shop] & 
0107 & 0035 Transfer Pit 
0040 Hot Metal Charging Ladle Slag Skimmer 

BOFShop 
0103, 0104 & Argon Stirring # I & #2 Material Handling 
0121 Tripper 
0105 & 0106 Deslagging Station & Material HS 
0070 & 0120 Caster Mold - Casters # l & # 2 

0071 & 0119 Continuous casters • 1 & #2 - Spray Chamber 
0072 & 0118 Slab Cutoff Casters # I & #2 
73 Slab Ripping Casters #I & #2 

Contln110H Cllsting Operations 
Combined SFG in stoves, 811 & 812, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 
Combined NG in stoves, BIi & 812, ladle 
preheaters, and SFG flares 
Combined FO in stoves, Bil & B12, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 
Certain Fuel Burning EmlssiCNIS Units 

9003 Iron Pellet Screen 
BOF Hopper Baghouse 

0037 Flux Conv. & Transfer Poinl5 Bin Floor - BOF 
M;iiterial Handling Operations at BF and 
BOF 

Original 
Past Emission 
Throughput Units Pollutant Factor 

2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PMlO 0.0155 
tons of charge 

2,803,241 material/year PMlO 0.0024 
2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PMIO 0.07026 
2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PMIO 0.00417 
2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear PMIO 0.02548 

PMl0 
2,413,406 tons of molten st~/year PMIO 0.16 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PM10 0.287 

2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PM10 0.03721 
2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year PMlO 0.00502 

PMIO 

2,413,406 tons of moltEfl steel/year PMIO 0.00715 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMIO 0.00355 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMlO 0.006 

2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMlO 0.00852 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMlO 0.0071 
2,413,406 toos of molten steel/year PMIO 0.00722 

PHIO 

121,039 MMd PHIO 2.90 

1,145 MMcf PMlO 5.1 

16 Mgal PMlO 9.72 
PMI0 

tons of charge 
2,803,241 materiaVyear PMIO 0.00279 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMIO 0.00032 
2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year PMlO 0.0016 

PM10 

Total 
PMIO 

hge ) ofll 

I 996 Construction Permit Revision I 

Original Revised 
Updated Baseline Baseline 
Emission Emissions Emissions 
Factor Units Basis [TPY} [TPY) 

Correction to calculation minor 
0.0153 lb/ton of hot metal change 15.96 15.76 

Applied AP-42 Ch 13.2.4 ratio of 48% 
0.0012 lb/ton of material for PMIO vs PM 3.36 1.68 

0.07026 lb/ton of hot metal No change 72.35 72.35 
0.00417 lb/ton of hot metal No change 4.29 4.29 
0.02548 1b/ton of hot metal No change 26.24 26.24 

122.21 120.32 
0.16 lb/ton of steel No change 193.07 193.07 

0.287 lb/ton of steel No change 346.20 346.20 

0.03721 lb/ton of hot metal No change 38.32 38.32 
0.00502 lb/ton of hot metal No change 5.17 5.17 

582.76 582.76 

0.00715 lb/ton of - No change 8.63 8.63 
0.00355 lb/ton of steel No change 4.28 4.28 

0.006 lb/ton of - No change 7.24 7.24 

0.00852 lb/ton of steel No change 10.28 10.28 
0.0071 lb/ton of steel No change 8.57 8.57 

0.00722 lb/ton of steel No change 8.71 8.71 
47,71 47.71 

2.90 lb/MMd No change 175.51 175.51 

1.9 lb/MMd AP-42 Revised fill PM Factor 2.92 1.09 

9.72 lb/Mgal No change 0.08 0.08 
178.51 176.68 

85% control to crushed stone screen 
0.00131 lb/ton of material EF in AP-42 Table 11.19.2-2 3.91 1.83 
0.00032 lb/ton of steel No change 0.39 0.39 

0.0016 lb/ton of steel No change 1.93 1.93 

6.23 4.15 

937.42 931.62 
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002574

19% Const,vct,on pt,,,,,1 Rev,s,on 

USS Granite City 
Revised PM 10 An1tysls 

Updated Future e,-s.ehne Future Emissions 
P,ast Future Em1ss1on Emission Emissions Em,ss,ons Increase Em1ssons _, 

Em•ssaon Point Throoghput Throughput Uruts Pollutant Fact0< facto, Units Bas,s (TPY) (TPY) (TPY) Change (TPY) 

Correct.on to cak:ulataon minor 
OOOS &OOlO A & 8 B~it F,unace C.sthous. Fug,t.ives i.059 5S7 3,165,000 ton> or hot metaVyellr PMIO O.OISJ O.OLSJ lb/1on of hot metal Chang<, 15.76 24.21 48.19 

tons or charge USS repr~ntat10n 1ndudes basis. 
0006 & 0011 A & 8 B&ast Fumace Charging 2,803,241 ◄,308.581 mJtenaVyur PMlO 0.0012 0.0012 lb/lon of matenal for EF 1.68 2.S9 
0007 & 0012 A & e Blast Furnace CasthOuse B.lghouse 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of t'lot metal/ye.ar PMIO 0.07026 0.07026 lb/ton of hot metal No change 72.3S IIL.19 

113 Blast Furnace Slag Pits 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons ol hot metal/year PMIO 0.00417 0.00417 lb/ton of hot metal No change 4.29 6.60 2.3D 
Iron Sp011t Baghouse 2,059,557 3.165,000 tons of hot ~Lal/year PM10 0.0254, 0.025-18 lb/ton of hot metal No c:hange 26.24 40,32 14,08 
Blast Furnace Operations PMlO 120.32 184.90 64.S8 

0033 SOF 2 Vessels 2,413,406 3,580,000 tons of molten steeVyear PMIO 11.16 0.16 lb/ton of steel I.king 6~ lb/hour for rn 19) .07 262.tO 0.00 
0034 BOF Roof Monitor 2,413,406 3 .580,000 tons of molten steeVyear PMIO 0.287 0.066 lb/Ion of steel No change 346.20 116.40 

Oesulfunl':ation Station {inside BOF Shop) & 

0107 6' 003S Transfer Pit 2,0S9,SS7 3,165,000 ions of hot metaVv,,ar PMIO 0.03721 0.03721 lb/ton o! hot metal No cha~ 38.32 58.88 21,.S7 
0040 Hot Metal Cha,g,ng Ladle Slag Sk,mmer 2,059,S57 J ,165,000 tons of hOI metaVyear PMIO 0.00S02 0.00502 lb/ton of hot met.I No change S.lt 7.94 2.77 

BOFShop PMIO 582.76 446.03 -134.74 
GI Ol, Gl04 I!, Argon St,mng #I & •2 Malena! Handl,ng 
0121 Tnc:,per 2,413.406 J,S80,000 tons of ""''"'" steeVyear PMID 0.00715 0.0071 S lb/ton of steel No change 8.6J U.80 4 17 
0105 & 0106 Oeslagg1n9 Stat10n & Mate:nal HS 2,413,406 3.SS0,O0O tons of mdten stee-Vvear PMlO 0.00355 0.003S5 lb/ton of steel No change 4,28 6.35 1,07 
0070 & 0120 Caster Mofd • Cast~rs II I &: 12 2,413,406 3 580,000 tons of molten slttVyear PMIO 0.006 0.006 lb/ton of steel Nocl\anqe 7.24 10.74 3 50 

0071 &.0119 t ontu'luous casters 11 & ~2 - ~ay Ckambet" 2,413,406 l.SB0,000 tons of motten steel/year PMIO 0.00852 0.008S2 1b/ton of steel No change 10,28 I S.ZS 4 97 
0072 & 0118 Slab CulClf casters 11 & •2 2,413,406 U80,000 ions of molter, steel/yea, PMlO 0.0071 o.0071 lb/ton of steel No change 8,57 l l 71 4 14 
73 Slab R,.,..ng casters ti & •2 2,413,406 3.S.S0,OOO tons of molten steet/year PMJO 0,0C722 0.00722 lb/ton of steel No change 8.71 12.92 • 2l 

Corrtlnoous CHtlng Operations PMIO 47.71 70.78 23.06 
Combined BFG 1n stov~. BJl & B12. ladSe: 
preheaters, and BFG flares 121,039 18S,030 MMcf PMIQ 2.90 2.90 lb/MMcf No char,ge 175,51 168.30 92.79 
combined NG 1n stovt:s, 812 & 812, lad)e 

preheaters, and BFG flares 1,145 1 ,980 MMcf PMlO 1.9 1.9 lb/MMcf AP-42 Re-<tse<l F,lt. PM factQr l C, 1.88 0.79 
Combined FO 1n stoves, 811 & 812, ladle 
preheatef'S, cmd 8FG naores 16 36S M9ol PMIO 9.72 9.72 lb/Mgol No thange o.ce 1.77 1.70 
certain Fu .. Burning Emissions Units PMIO 176.68 271.9S 95.28 

tons of charge un repn:sentation or 81j;'4i. 
9003 tro"" Pellet screen 2,803,241 4,308,581 matenavvea, PMIO O.DCl305 0.00131 lb/ton of matenal control to cruShed stone EF l.83 2.81 0,98 

BOF Hopper Baghouse 2,4ll,406 3 580 AOOO tons of molten steel/year PMIO 0.00032 0,00032 lb/ton of st~ No change 0.39 0.$7 0.19 
0037 Flux Conv. & Transfer Points Ben Floor· BOF 2,413,406 3 580,000 tons of molten steel/~ar PMIO 0.0016 0.0016 lb/ton of s~I No change 1.93 2.86 0.93 

M-al Handling Ope,atlons at BF and 
IIOF PM!O 4.15 6.25 2.10 

Total 
PMlO 981,91 20J,J7 SQ.29 

P.4alll 
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USS Granite City 
Net Emissions Increases 

Project Emissions Increases 
Significant Emission Rates 
Whether Significant? 

Project Emissions Changes 

Contemporaneous Emissions Increases 
Remove Blast Furnace Slag Spout Hood 
#2 Caster Production 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line 

Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Ingot Teeming Shutdown 
Blooming Mill Shutdown 
NESHAP Controls Coke By-product 
Batch Annealing Shutdown 
Road and Material Handling Fugitive Dust Controls 

Project Net Emissions Increases 
Whether Significant? 

Date of complete permit application under Rule 203 
Date Project implemented/operation started 
Contemporaneous Period 

Date 
Jan-1990 
Dec-1990 

Emissions (tons/year) 
PM PMl0 

220.6 209.1 
25 15 

Yes Yes 

-50.5 50.3 

4.9 
11.7 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

Mar-1996 Not contemporaneous 

Apr-1991 
Apr-1991 
Jul-1991 
Dec-1991 
Nov-1991 

1/3/1995 
1/25/1996 
1/4/1990 

-22.4 -22.4 
-3.4 -3.4 

-0.2 -0.2 
-32 -32 

-108.53 8.89 
No No 

Same as permit issuance date as permit was for operational changes by revising production limits. 

to 1/25/1996 

Page 5 of 11 
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USS Granite City 
Revised NO, Actual 

Point Emission Point 

0005 & 0010 A & B Blast Furnace casthouse Fugitives 
0007 & 0012 A & B Blast Furnace casthouse Baghouse 

Iron Spout Baghouse 
Blast Furnace Operations 

003J BOF 2 Vessels 
BOFShop 

0070 & 0120 caster Mold • Casters • 1 & # 2 
Continuous casting Operations 
Combined BFG in BFG Flare 
Combined BFG in stoves 
Combined BFG In Boilers Bil & 612 and 6Hl 
Combined NG in stoves, Bil & B12, ladle 
preheat~, and BFG flares 
Combined FO ,n stoves, 811 & 612, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 
Certain Fuel Burning Emissions Units 

TOC~I 

Past 
Throughp;,t Unit$ 

2,059,557 tons of hot metaVyear 
2,059,557 tons or hot metaVyear 
2,059,557 tons or hot metaVyear 

2,413,406 tons or molten steel/year 

2,413,406 tons or molten steeVyear 

26,132 MMd 
4'1,977 MMd 
49,930 MMcf 

1.145 MMd 

16 Mgal 

Orogonal 
Em1ss,on 

Pollutant Factor 

NO, 
NO, 
NO, 

NOx 

NO, 
NO,, 

NO, 
NO. 
NO, 
NO, 
NO, 

NO, 

NO, 

NO. 

l'a!J!! 6of ll 

0.0007 
0.0144 
0.0000 

0.0389 

0.0500 

5.2800 
5.2800 
S.2800 

306.0 

55.00 

Updated 
Emission 
Factor Units 

0.0001 lb/ton of hot metal 
0.0027 lb/ ton of hot metal 
0.0016 lb/ ton of hot metal 

0.1503 lb/ ton of steel 

0.0000 lb/ ton of steel 

5.2800 lb/ MMd 
S.2800 lb/ MMd 
5.2800 lb/ MMcf 

306.0 lb/ MMd 

55.00 lb/ Mgal 

1996 Coostruction Permit RevisiOn 

Original Revised 
Baseline Baseline 

Emissions Emissions 
Basis (tons/year) (tons/year) 
3/2012 test assuming no NOx 
control and 5% ru91tive 0.74 0.15 
J/2012 test 14.83 2.78 
3/2012 test o.oo 1.65 

15.57 4.57 
Average of 4/2012, 7/2012, 11/2014 
test results 46.94 181.33 

46.94 181.33 
All NOx formed Is from natural gas 
usage; em,ss,ons are accounted for 
separately. 60.34 0.00 

60.34 0.00 
No change 68.99 68.99 
No change 118.74 118.74 
No change 131.82 131.82 

No change 175.19 175.19 

No change 0.44 0.44 
495.17 495.17 

618.01 681.07 
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1996 Construction Ptt-rn1t R.ev1sl0n 

USS Granite City 
Rev'sed NO. Analysis 

Upl!at,d Future Baseline Future EmisslOns Emissions 
Past Future- Emission Emission EmiSsions EmisstOns Incruse Chanoe 

Pomt ErlllSSIOl'I Point Throughput Throughput Units Polutant Factor Factor Umts Basis (tonsJyea,) (tons/year) (tons/yea,) cconsJyear) 
3/20l2 test assuming no NO• 

0005& 0010 A & B Blast Furnace casthouse Fuo1t1ves 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hoc metaVyea, NO, 0.0001 0.0001 lb/ton of hot m<tal control and 5% rug{tive 0.15 0.22 2.46 

0007& 0012 A a B Blast Furnace casthouse Baghouse 2,059,557 3,165,000 cons of hot metaVyea, NO, 0.0027 0.0027 lb/ton of hoc metal • 3/2012 test 2.78 •. 27 

i,on SPoUt e.goouse 2,059,557 3,165.000 tons of hot metaVyea, N0,. 0.0016 0.0016 lb/ton of hot mttal 3/2012 cesc 1.65 2.53 
Illa.st Fumacie Operations NO, 4.57 7.03 2.16 

Ave,age of 4/2012, 7/2012, 11/201◄ 
test results used'°' baseline; 
11/2014 cost....,~ used fo, 

0033 BOF 2 Vessels 2,413,406 3,580,000 tons of molten steel/year NO,. 0.1503 0.1700 lb/ton of steel proje<l,on 181.33 304.30 122.97 

IN)fSi,-. NOx 181.33 304.30 122.97 
All NChc formed tS from natural gas 
usage; envss.ons are accounted ror 

0070& 0120 C.ste< Mold • C.ste<s I I & '2 2,413,◄<>6 3.S80.000 tons of molten steel/year NO,. 0.0000 0.0000 lb/tOn of steel sel)a,ately. o.oo o.oo 0.00 
continuous casting Opemlons NOx 0.00 0.00 0.00 

BfG in BFG 1\art 26,132 39,947 MMd NO,. 5.2800 5.2800 lb/MMd NO C.h.ln9t 68.99 105.-16 36.47 

Combined BFG in stQva, -1-1,977 68,755 MMd NO,. 5.2800 5.2800 lb/MM<f 118.74 181.51 62.78 

Coolb1ned BFG 1n Boilefs 811 & 812 and 8H I 49,930 76,327 MMd NO,. 5.2800 5.2800 lb/MMd 131.82 201.50 69.69 
Combined NG in stoves, Bil & 812 (past), 
ladle pttheaters, and BFG llatti 1,1-15 340 MMd NO, 306.0 306.0 lb/MMcf 175.19 52.02 o.oo 

No c.l'lainge: made to ~int! factor. 
Post .. project weighted average 
tmisslC'Jfl raaor renects current 
controls. (IJmot ,n 35 !AC 217.164 
for boilefs is 0.084 lb/MMBCu; boilers 
were 1et,of1tted with fGR. to 

Bil (fuMe) 820 MMd NO, 100.0 lb/MMd comply.) 41.00 41.00 
No change made to baselirae factor. 
Pose:1>ro)e(.t we,ontec:1 a\lCraoe 
em6S10n factor ret'lects Cufftnt 
controls. (IJmit., 35 !AC 217.164 
(or boilerS 6 0.084 lb/MM8lu; boiJers 
were retrofitted with FGR to 

812 (Future) 820 MMcf NO,. 100.0 lb/MMcf comply.) 41.00 -11.00 
Combined FO ;n stoves, Bil & B12, ladle 
preheate<s, •nd BFG llares 16 365 Mgal N0,. 55.00 55.00 lb/Mgal Nochanoe 0.4-1 10.04 9.60 
c.ertaln Fuel llumlng Emissions Un1"' NO, 19S.I? 632.S1 137.37 

Total 
NO, 681 944 3115.96 262.80 

"-1ol II 
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USS Granite City 
Net Emissions Increases 

Project Emissions Increases 
Significant Emission Rates 
Whether Significant? 

Project Emissions Changes 

Contemporaneous Emissions Increases 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line 

Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Blooming Mill Shutdown 
Batch Annealing Shutdown 

Project Net Emissions Increases 
Whether Significant? 

Date of complete permit application under Rule 203 
Date Project implemented/operation started 
Contemporaneous Period 

Date 
Mar-1996 

Apr-1991 
Dec-1991 

1/3/1995 
1/25/1996 
1/4/1990 

NOx 
386.0 

40 
Yes 

262.8 

Not contemporaneous 

-217.8 
-8.7 

36.30 
No 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

Same as permit issuance date as permit was for operational changes by revising production limits. 
to 1/ 25/ 1996 

Page 8 of 11 
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1996 Construction Permit Revision 

USS Granite City 
Revised VOM Analysis 

Original Revised 
Original Updated Baseline Baseline 

Past Emission Emission Emissions Emissions 
Point Emission Point Throughput Units Pollutant Factor Factor Units Basis (tons/year) (tons{year) 

3/2012 test assuming no 
0005 & 0010 A & 8 Blast Furnace Casthouse Fugitives 2,059,557 tons of hat metal/year VOM 0.00469 0.0006807 lb/ton of hot metal VOM control and 5% fugitive 4.83 0.70 
0007 & 0012 A & B Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse 2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year VOM 0.09458 0.01293 lb/ton of hot metal 3/2012 test 97.40 13.32 

Iron Spout Baghouse 2,059,557 tons of hat metal/year VOM 0.0000 0.0021 lb/ton of hot metal 3/2012 test 0.00 2.14 
Blast Furnace Operations VOM 102.23 16.16 

Average of 4/2012, 7/2012, 
11/2014 test results used for 

0033 BOF 2 Vessels 2,413,406 tons of molten steel/year VOM 0.0060 0.0186 lb/ton of steel baseline; 7.24 22.40 
Desulfurizatioo Station [ inside BOF shop J & 

0107 & 0035 Transfer Pit 2,059,557 tons of hot metal/year VOM 0.00100 0.00187 lb/ton of hot metal 5/2012 test 1.03 1.93 
BOFShop VOM 8.27 24.33 
Combined BFG in stoves, B11 & B12, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 121,039 MMd VOM 0.0 0.2 lb/MMd Updated from Cogen Permit 0.00 14.52 
Combined NG in stoves, B11 & B12, ladle 1998 update to AP-42 Section 
preheaters, and BFG flares 1,145 MMcf VOM 2.8 5.5 lb/MMd 1.4 1.60 3.15 
Combined FO in stoves, B11 & B12, ladle 
preheaters, and BFG flares 16 Mgal VOM 0.28 0.28 lb/Mgal No change 0.00 0.00 
Certain Fuel Buming EmissiCNIS Units VOM 1.61 17.68 

Total 112.10 58.17 

Page 9of 11 
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1996 Construct,on Permit Rev1s,on 

USS Gronlte City 
Revised VOM Analysis 

Updated Future B.\schnc Futur, Emissions Emissions 
Past Future E:m1ss1on Em1sst00 Emissions: Em1sStons tncrease Change 

Po•nt Em1ssaon Po1rit Throughput Throughput Units Pollutant Factor Factor Units Bas,s ( IOOs/yea,) (toos/yoar) (ton'Sjyt:ar) (tOnS/y~r) 
3/2012 test assuming no 

0005 & 0010 A & 8 Blast Furnace casthouse Fug1bves 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons or hOt metaVvtar VOM 0.0006807 0.0006807 lb/ ton Of hot metal VOM controJ and 5% fug1tr~ 010 1.08 8.67 
0007& 0012 A & 8 81ast Furnace cast'1ouse 8aghouse 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons of hot metal/year VOM 0.01293 0.01293 lb/ton of hot metal 3/2012 test 13.32 20.47 

Iron Spou1 Baghouse 2,059,557 3,165,000 tons or hot metal/year VOM 0.00208 0.00208 lb/Ion of l'IQt met.>I J/ 2012 test 2.14 3.29 
a.i.st Fumoc:e o_.11ons VOM 16.16 24.84 8.67 

Average or 4;2Cl2. 7/2012. 
11/2014 test results used for 
baseline; 11/2014 test result 

0033 BOf 2 Vessels 2.413,406 l .580,000 tons OI mo/ten steel/year VOM 0.0186 0.0230 lb/ ton of steel used (0< IJf"OJection 22.40 41.17 18.77 
Desulfurizanon Stanon (1ns,de BOf shop] 

0107 & 0035 & TranS!er Pit 2.059.557 ), 165.000 tons Ol l'IQt metal/year VOM 0.00187 0.00187 lb/ton of hot metal 5/2012 test 1.93 2.96 I.OJ 
-11--, VOM 24.33 44.13 19..0IJ 
Combined 8FG m stov~. BJ l & 812, ladte 
preheatersi and BFG narcs 121,039 185,030 MMcf VOM ~2 0.2 lb/MMe! Updated from Cogen Permit 14.52 22.20 7.68 
Comb,ned NG n Slo..e< Bil & B12 ladle 1998 update to AP-42 Secbon 
preheaters, and BFG nares 1,145 340 MMcf VOM 5.5 5.5 lb/MMd 1.4 3.15 0.9<! 2.30 

1998 update to AP-42 Secbon Included 
Bil 820 MMcf VOM 5.5 lb/MMe! 1.4 2.26 abOve 

199B update to AP-42 Secbon Included 
812 820 MMcf VOM 5.5 lb/MMcf 1.4 2.26 abOve 
Combmed FO n stoves, 811 & 812 ladle 
prehcatcrs, and BFG nares 16 365 Mgal VOM 0.2$ 0.28 lb/Mgal No change 0.002 0.051 0.05 

Certllln Fuel '""''"' fmtsslon• Unlls VOM 17.68 27.70 10.0l 
Total 
VOM 58.2 96.7 38.50 38.50 

P-~J0 ollJ 
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USS Granite City 
Net Emissions Increases 

Project Emissions Increases 
Significant Emission Rates 
Whether Significant? 

Project Emissions Changes 

Contemporaneous Emissions Increases 
Remove Blast Furnace Slag Spout Hood 
#2 Caster Production 
Installation of #8 Galvanizing Line 

Contemporaneous Emissions Decreases 
Blooming Mill Shutdown 
NESHAP Controls Coke By-product 
Batch Annealing Shutdown 
Road and Material Handling Fugitive Dust Controls 

Project Net Emissions Increases 
Whether Significant? 

Date of complete permit application under Rule 203 
Date Project implemented/operation started 
Contemporaneous Period 

Date 
Jan-1990 
Dec-1990 
Mar-1996 

Apr-1991 
Jul-1991 

Dec-1991 
Nov-1991 

1/ 3/ 1995 
1/ 25/ 1996 
1/ 4/ 1990 

Emissions (tons/year) 
VOM 

38.5 
40 

No 

38.5 

Not contemporaneous 

-0.9 
-31.6 

-0.3 

38.50 
No 

1996 Construction Permit Revision 

Same as permit issuance date as permit was for operational changes by revising production limits. 
to 1/25/ 1996 

Page 11 of 11 
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Emissions Calculations Included in the 1995 Construction 

Permit Application 
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llNE I POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 

11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0038 01 
14 0071 & 0119 01 
15 
16 
17 

TOTALS: 

GC.CO-l1 .XLS 

TABLc 3-1 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - CO 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

·A• Blast Furnace Stoves - BFG 

"B" Blast Furnace Stoves - BFG 

Blast Furnac11 Gas Fl11re • BFG 

Boiler House 1 (Sirs 1-l OJ - BFG 
Bc~er House 1 (Blrs 1-10) - NG 

Boiler 111 • BFG 

Boiler #11 - NG 
Boiler #11 - FuEll Oil 

Boiler #12 - BFG 
Boiler 112 - NG 

Bot1er #12 • Fuel Oil 
BOF 2 Veesels 

80F Preh11aters/Drvers • NG 

Contini.IOU$ Casters #1 & #2 - NG 
Natural Gas 

Blast Funuice Gas 
Fuel Oil 

Contemporaneous Changes 
Net c,-,,,,. 

EMISSION 

FACTOR 

13.7 
13.7 
13.7 
13.7 

40 
13.7 

40 
5.0 

13.7 
40 
5.0 

8.993 
40 
40 
40 

13.7 
5.0 

BASE YE.AR 

UNITS THRUPUT UNITS 

lb/MMcf 22,774 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 22,203 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 26,132 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 37,501 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 361 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 
tb/MMct 226 MMcf 

lb/Maal 15.00 Maal 
lb/MMcf 7,106 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 

lb/Moal 1.00 Maal 

lb/ton oroc. 2,413,406 ton oroc. 

lb/MMof 283 MMcf 

lb/MMof 57 MMof 

lb/MMof 1,145 MMcf 

lb/MMof 121,039 MMcf 
lb/M911I 16 Mgal 

Page 1 of 1 

,· 
fr· 

I. 
Projected Emissions Based On: Blast Furnace@) c~ :'l1NTPD 

BOF @ 9,808 NTPO 

ACTUAL PROJECTED 

EMISSION THRIJPUT UNITS 

tall 

156.00 Included in h 17 . 
152.09 Included in nne 1 7 . 
179.00 Included In llna 17 -
256.88 ondudecl In nna 1 7 . 

7.22 lnol~ In line 16 

36.46 lncludecl In line 1 7 . 
4.52 included in 11,,e 111 -
0.04 lncoluded In fino 1 8 -

48.68 Included In Kne 1 7 -
4.36 1nc:..- ... -,11 -
0.00 included in line 18 -

10,851.88 3,580,000 ton croc. 
5.&6 lnclUded In ~ne 111 . 
1. 14 onc,IUOMd In l1ne 11 . 

inc. obove , , 145 MMct 
Inc . .... 185,030 MMof 
ino. above 365 Mgal 

11,703.94 

PROJECTED 
ACTUAL 

EMISSlONS 
tpy 

-
. 
. 

-
-

. 
-
-
-
-

16,097.47 
. 
. 
22.90 

1,267.46 
0.91 

17,388.74 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 

INCREASE 
tnlt 

. 

. 

-
. 

. 

. 

. 
-
-
. 

5,245.59 
. 
. 
-
. 
. 

5,684.80 
~-1.51) 
5,673.29 

WoodW11rd.Clyde 1117196 
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UNE# POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0038 01 
14 0071 & 0119 01 
15 
16 
17 

TOTALS: 

QC.CO-l;,XU, 

TABLE 3-1 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - CO 

EMISSION BASE YEAR 
SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR UNITS THRUPVT UNITS 

"A" Blest Fumaoo Stoves • BFG t3.7 lb/MMcf 22.774 MMcf 

"B" Sla•t Fum■oo Stoves • BFG 13.7 lb/MMof 22,203 MMcf 
Blast Furnace Ge9 Flare • BFG t3.7 lb/MMcf 26. 132 MMcf 

Boiler 1-!0UH 1 (Blrs 1-10) • BFG t3.7 lb/MMcf 37,501 MMcf 

Boiler House 1 (Blrs 1·10) • NG 40 lb/MMcf 361 MMcf 

Boiler 111 - SFG t3.7 lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 

Boiler #11 • NG 40 lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 

Boiler #11 • Fuel Oil 5.0 lb/Mgal 15.00 Moat 

Boiler #12 • BFG 13.7 lb/MMof 7,106 MMcf 

Boiler #12 • NG 40 lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 

Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 5.0 lb/Maal 1.00 Maal 
BOF 2 Ve,s:,ola 8.993 lb/ton oroc. 2.413 406 ton proo. 

BOF Preheat11rs/Orvers - NG 40 lb/MMcf 283 MMcf 
Continuous Cntere #1 & #2 • NG 40 lb/MMcf 57 . MMcf 

Natural Gas 40 lb/MMcf 1,145 MMcf 

Blut Furnace Gas 13.7 lb/MMcf 121,039 MMcf 

Fuel Oil 6,0 lb/Mgal 18 Maal 

N«Chtmge 

P119e 1 of 1 

Projected Emissions Based On: Blast Furnace@ 8,671 NTPO 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPO 

ACTUAL PROJECTEO 
EMISSION THRUPVT 

tpy 

156.00 lnoludod In lone 1 ) 

152.09 Included In line 17 

179.00 lncluclod In lino 17 

256.88 Included In llne 17 

7.22 Included In w,,. 18 

36.46 Included In ane t 7 

4.52 Included In llne 18 

0.04 lncMfodlnNno18 
48.68 Included In.,.,. 17 

4.36 Included In •no t 8 

0.00 lneludod In ~ne 18 
10,851.88 3,580,000 

5.86 Included In nno 1 8 

1.14 lnctucrod In lino 18 

Inc. lbov• 1,145 
inc. ebovo 185,030 
Inc. •bo•• 365 
11,703.94 

qi~, 
) 

l /1 l;l \J ~ 

mB.O J~r\ 

N f 6'(i) ),,,r ~ 

PROJECTED 
ACTUAL 

UNITS EMISSIONS 
tpy 

. 

. 
. 

. 
. 

. . 

. . 

. . 
ton proo. 16,097.47 

. . 

. . 
MMcf 22.90 
MMof 1,267.46 
Mgal 0.91 

17,388.74 .. 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 
INCREASl 

tpy 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

5,245.59 
. 
. 
. 
. 

5,684.80 

~ 
5 P 3.~'i 

Woodwerd.Olyd• 10/30/96 
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LINE# PO,NT MODE 

l 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 000B 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0038 01 
14 0007 & 0012 01 
15 0005 & 0010 01 
16 0070 &0120 01 
17 0071 & 0119 01 

18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

OC-NOXZ1,XUI 

TABLc 3-2 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • NOx 

SOURCE OESCRlPTION 

"A" Blast Fumece Stoves · BFG 
"B" Blast Furnace Stovee • 8FG 
Blast Furnece Gas Flare • BFG 

Boiler Houae 1 (Blre 1-101 • BFG 
Boiler House 1 (Blra 1-101 • NG 

Boiler #11 • BFG 
Boiler #11 · NG 

Boil« #11 • Fuel Oil 
Boiler #12 • BFG 
Boiler #12 • NG 

Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 
BOF 2 Vessels 

BOF Preheatera/Orvera • NG 
•A• & "8" Blast Furnace• Csathouae 

"A" & "B" Blast Furnace• UncaDtured Roof EmiH. 
Castar Mold • Castera #1 & #2 

Continuous Casters #1 & #2 • NG 
Natural Gas 

Blast Furnace Gas 
Fuel Oil 

Contemperaneoue Changes 
NfltChange 

EMISSION 
FACTOR 

5.28 
5.28 
5.28 
5.28 
306 

5.28 
306 

55 
5.28 
306 

55 
0.0389 

306 
0.01440 
0.00072 

0.05 
306 
306 
5.28 

55 

BASE YEAR 
UNITS THRUPUT UNITS 

lb/MMc:f 22.774 MMcf 
lb/MMc:f 22,203 MMcf 
lb/MMct 26,132 MMcf 
lb/MMcf 37.501 MMcf 
lb/MMof 361 MMcf 
lb/MMcf 5.323 MMcf 
lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 
lb/Mgal 15.00 Mnal 
lb/MMcf 7.108 MMcf 
1b/MMcf 218 MMcf 
lb/Masi 1.00 Mgal 

lb/ton proc. 2.413,406 tons Dr~. 
lb/MMcf 283 MMcf 

lb/ton proc, 2,059.557 ton• proc. 
lb/ton oroc. 2.059,557 tons proc. 
lb/ton orod. 2,413.406 tons prod. 

lb/MMcf 57 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 1.145 MMcf 

lb/MMcf 121,039 MMcf 
lb/Mgal 16 Mgal 

I•}')~,> 

Pago 1 of 1 

"' 
Projected Emiuions Based On: Blast Furnace @1Jl1NTI'O 

BOF@ 9,808 NTPO 

ACTUAL PROJECTED 
EMISSION THRUPUT UNITS 

tov 
60.12 lncludod tn Un• 20 . 
58.62 lncludad in Llnl 20 . 
68.99 lnoluded in LiM .20 . 
99.00 Included tn Line 20 . 
55.23 Included tn Lin• 19 . 
14.05 11\duded in Line 20 

34.58 Included in Une I 9 

0.41 lnelud1cJ ir'l Uno 21 . 
18.76 Included In Uno 20 

33,35 Included In Lin.- 19 

0.03 klcludod in Uno 21 . 
46.94 3,580,000 ton proo. 
43.30 lrich.zd•d ,n Une 1 9 

14.83 3.165.000 tons proc. 
0.74 3.185,000 tons proc. 

80.34 3.580.000 ton prod. 
8.72 Included in Lino '8 . 

inc. above 1.145 MMof 
inc. above 185.030 MMcf 
lno, above 365 Mgal 

618.01 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

EMISSIONS INCREASE 
tDV tav 
. . 
. . 
. . 

. 
- . 
. 
. . 
. . . 
. . 

. 
69.63 )( . 

. 
22.79 ) . 
1.14 . 

89,50 :,. . 
. 
175.19 
488.48 

10.04 
866.76 

. 

. 
+ f/.f?'i 'I 
~ 9, -Y'J 

238.75 

' (200.541 
38,21 

Woodweld-<:lv,I• 1/18/96 

•J~ ~1 

7.'i6 
(),'/ 
u j / 
0 , J I 

f.l.'Y), 

~~l/5 
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LINE# POINT MODE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0038 01 
14 0007 & 0012 01 
15 0005 & 0010 01 
16 0070 &0120 01 
17 0071 & 0119 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

CIC-NOX•Z.Xl$ 

TABLE 3-2 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • NOx 

EMISSION BASE YEAR 
SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS 

•A• Blat Furnace St0vea • BFG 5.28 lb/MMcf 22.774 MMc:f 
"B" Bleat Furnace Stov"" • BFG 5.28 lb/MMcf 22.203 MMl>f 
Bleat Fumac" Gaa Flare • BFG 5.28 lb/MMcf 26. 132 MMc:f 

Boiler Hou&& 1 IBlrs 1 • 1 OJ • BFG 5.28 lb/MMcf 37.S01 MMcf 
Boiler HouH 1 (Blre 1-10) • NG 306 lb/MMcf 361 MMof 

Boiler #11 • BFG 5.28 lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 
Boiler #11 • NG 306 lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 

Boller #11 • Fuel Oil 55 lb/Mgel 15.00 Mgal 
Boiler #12 • BFG 5.28 lb/MMcf 7.106 MMcf 
Bofler #12 • NG 308 lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 

Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 5S lb/Maef 1.00 Moel 
BOF 2 Voeaol• 0,0389 lb/ton 1>r00. 2.413,408 tone r>roc. 

BOF Prohe11ten,/Orver11 • NG 308 lb/MMof 283 MMof 
"A" & ·e· Bleat Furnace• Caathouae 0,01440 lb/ton proo. 2,059.557 tons oroc. 

·A· & ·a· B1118? Furnace • Uncarrtured Roof Emise. 0,00072 lb/ton 1>roo. 2,059,557 tons proc. 
Caeter Mold • Caters #1 & #2 0.05 lb/ton orod. 2,413,406 tons orod. 

Continuou, Caateni #1 & #2 • NG 306 lb/MMcf 57 MMcf 
Natural G"" 308 fb/MMcf 1,145 MMcf 

Bleat Furnace Gas 5.28 lb/MMcf 121.039 MMof 
Fuel Oil 55 lb/Moel 16 Mgal 

.. 

Net Chttnge 

Page 1 of 1 

E 
;f 
•I 

;;,, 
ProJected Erni9&iono B,rned On: Blost Furneoe @B.671 NTPD 

BOF@ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
ACTUAL PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

EMISSION THRUPUT UNITS EMISSlONS INCREASE 
tpy t0y tov 

80.12 •l"lclud•d n l.)n• 20 

58.62 Included in Lin• 20 . 
68.99 fnelud•d in Un. 20 . 
99.00 lnelud-.d' in L,ne 20 

55.23 Included in Lin■ 19 . 
14.05 Included in LiM .20 . 
34.58 lnclud•d in Line 1a 

0.41 Included in L•ne 21 . . 
18.76 Jnelud•d tn Lin. 20 . . 
33.35 lrtelvd•d ,n Lmo 19 . 
0.03 tnc•vded tn Lin• 21 . . 

48.94 3,580,000 ton orC)(i. 69.63 
43.30 Included in Lint 19 

14.83 3,165,000 ton, oroc. 22.79 
0.74 3,165,000 ton9 oroc. 1.14 

60.34 3,580,000 ton crod. 89.50 
8.72 lneluded in l.ine 19 . 

inc. above 1,145 MMcf 175.19 
inc. above 185.030 MMcf 488.48 
inc. above 365 Mgel 10.04 

618.01 856.76 238.76 

( '3 •u, 0 -aa..§1 

Woodwetd•Ctyde 10/30/96 
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UNEI POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 
1 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0038 01 
13 0007 & 0012 01 
14 0005 &001C 01 
15 - -
16 113 1 
17 0071 & 0119 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

GC-S02Z1.XLS 

SOURCE OESCRlPTION 

•A• Blast FIM'nace Stoves • BFG 
•s• Blast Furnace Stoves• BFG 
Blast Furnace Gas Flare • BFG 

Boiler House 1 (Blrs 1-10) • BFG 
Boler House 1 CBI rs 1-10) • NG 

Boiler #1 t • BFG 
Boiler #1 1 • NG 

Boiler # 11 • Fuel Oil 
Boijer #12 • BFG 
Soder #12 • NG 

Boiler #12 - Fuel Oil 
BOF Preheaters/Orvers • NG 

• A & B" Blast Furnace • Casthouse 
• A & B" Blast Furnace • Uncao. roof 

Iron Spout Baahouee 
Blast Furnace Slaa Pita 

Contim.ious Casters #1 & #2. • NG 
Natural Gas 

Blast Furnace Gas 
Fuel Oil 

Contemporaneous Changes 
NetCht,nge 

TABL1: 3-3 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NA TJONAL STEEL 
NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - S02 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL 

FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION 
tP/ 

6.65 lb/MMcf 22,774 MMcf 75.72 
6.65 lb/MMcf 22,203 MMcf 73.82 

6.65 lb/MMcf 26,132 MMcf 88.89 
8.66 lb/MMcf 37,501 MMcf 124.69 

0.6 lb/MMcf 361 MMof 0 . '1 
8.65 lb/MMcf 5.323 MMcf 17.70 

0.8 lb/MMct 228 MMct 0.07 
141.3 lb/M11aC 15.00 Mael 1.06 

6.65 lb/MMcf 7,106 MMcf 23.83 

0.6 lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 0.07 
141.3 lb/MQal 1.00 Maal 0.07 

0 .6 lb/MMcf 283 MMcf 0.08 
0.2008 lb/ton proc. 2,059,557 tons oroc. 206.67 

0 .0104 lb/ton oroc. 2,059,557 tons oroc. 10.71 
0.0073 lb/ton Proc. 2 059,557 tons oroc. 7.52 

0 .0100 lb/ton 2 059,557 tons oroo. 10.30 

0.8 lb/MMof 57 MMcf 0.02 

0.8 lb/MMcf 1,145 MMcf . 

6.65 lb/MMcf 121,039 MMcf . 
141.3 lb/Mgal 18 Maal 

639.u.i 

Page 1 of 1 

I~-
Projact•d Emissions Based On: Blast Fumaoe @ ~J,,, NTPO 

BOF @ 9,808 NTPC 

PftOJl!CTED 

THIIUPVT UNITS 

Included In lne 19 . 
lnolllcNd1n ... 1& . 
lnoluclod In ffne 19 . 
lneludod In [ ne 19 . 
o,cludod In I ne 18 . 
Included In line 19 . 
Included In Nne 18 . 
Included In line 20 . 
lnctuclod In """ 1 9 . 
inoluded In lne 18 . 
Included In lino 20 . 
1noluclod In Uno 18 . 

3 165,000 tons proc, 
3,165 000 tons proc. 
3,166,000 ton• oroo. 
3,185,000 tons proc. 

incl,_ In line 18 

1,145 MMcf 
185,030 MMcf 

365 Mgal 

PROJECTEO 
ACTUAL 

EMISSIONS 
tDV 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 

. 
422,00 

21 .94 
13.89 
15.83 

0.34 
615.22 

25.79 
1,116,Ul 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 
INCREASE 

tDV 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 

2115,43 
11.23 
8.37 
5.53 

. 
o.oo 

212.77 
24.1111:1 

411>.98 
(0.13) 

476.85 

COMMENTS 

. 
-
. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 
Est. Annual Max 

Est. Annual Max 

&t. Ann<IIIIMax 

WOQdword-C:lydo 1/18/tt 
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UNEI POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
6 0044 01 

7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0038 01 
13 0007 & 0012 01 
14 0005 & 0010 01 
1s - -
18 113 1 
17 0071 & 0119 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

GC~OZ.Z.XL$ 

SOUIICE OESCIIIPTION 

•A• Blast Furnace Stoves • BFG 
"B" Blast Furnace Stoves • BFG 
Blast Furnace Gas Flare • BFG 

Boller Hou•e 1 (Bins 1 • 1 0) • BFG 
Boller House 1 (Bir• 1·10) • NG 

Boiler #11 • BFG 
Boiler #11 • NG 

Boller #11 • Fuel OIi 
Boiler #12 • BFG 
Boller #12 - NG 

Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 
BOF Preheaters/Drver• • NG 

• A & B" Bla9t Furna.:. - Casthouse 
• A & a• Blast Furnace - Uncao. roof 

1ron l>llout Baahoure 
Blast Furnace Sla11 Pits 

Continuous Cast11n1 #1 & #2 • NG 
Natural Gas 

Blast Fumaoe Gas 
Fuel 011 

Contemporaneoua Changes 

NetCht111ge 

TABLE 3-3 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • S02 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL 

FACTOII UNITS THIIOP\JT UNITS EMISSION 
tPV 

6 .86 lb/MMcf 22,774 MMcf 75.72 
a.es lb/MMcf 22,203 MMcf 73.82 
8 .65 lb/MMcf 28,132 MMcf 86.89 
s.es lb/MMcf 37 601 MMcf 124.69 

0 .8 lb/MMcf 381 MMcf o., 1 
s.es lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 17.70 
0.8 lb/MMcf 226 MMcf 0 .07 

141.3 lb/Mgal 15.00 Maal 1.06 
6.65 lb/MMcf 7,108 MMcf 23.63 
0.8 lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 0 .07 

141.3 lb/Maal 1.00 Maal 0.07 
0 .8 Jb/MMcf 283 MMcf 0 .08 

0.2008 lb/ton proc. 2,059,557 tons proc. 206.57 
0 .0104 lb/ton oroc. 2 .059,557 tons oroc. 10.71 
0.0073 lb/ton oroc. 2,059.557 ton• Proc. 7 .52 
0 .0100 lb/ton 2,059,557 tons proc. 10.30 

0 .8 lb/MMcf 57 MMcf 0 .02 
0.6 lb/MMof t, 145 MMcf . 

6.85 lb/MMof 121.039 MMcf . 
141.3 lb/Maal 16 MC81 . 

u.s,,..03 

Page 1 of 1 

I 
, Ii-

,j' 

ProJected Emissions Based On: Blast Furnace@ 8,671NTPD 
BOF@) 9,808 NTPD 

PI\OJECTEO 
THRUPVT UNITS 

illduded in line l9 . 
lnclvdal ln llne l 8 . 
Included In ffno I II . 
Included lnllne 19 

Included In line 18 . 
Included In n no 18 . 
Included In II ne l 8 

included In lino 20 . 
Included ,n lino 19 . 
Included In Uno 18 . 
lnclud«I In Uno 20 . 
lnc:lud«I In line 18 . 

3.185,000 tons proc. 
3,185,000 tons oroc. 
3,165,000 tont oroc. 
3 , 16!5,000 tons oroc. 

lncludod in line 18 -
1 145 MMcf 

185.030 MMcf 
365 Mgal 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

EMISSIONS INCREASE 

'"" IDY 
. 

. 
-
. 

. . 

. 
. 

422.00 215.43 
'21.94 11 .23 
13.89 8.37 
15.83 5 .53 

. 
0 .34 0 .00 

615.22 212.77 
25.79 24.66 

1.115.01 475.98 

(\l. \~) ~ 
'I 7 ) , i.:s 415:-4P 

COMMENTS 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

E"ot. Annual Mox 
&t. Annual Mex 

E~1. Annual Max 

W oodwerd..Clyd• 10/30/96 
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EMISSlON 

Line I POINT MODE SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR 

1 0004 OT •A• Btect Furnace Stov .. • BFG 2.9 

2 0009 OT • B • BIHt Fumace Sto,,_ • BFG 2.9 

3 0008 01 B1nt Fumac• GM Rare · BFG 2.9 

4 0041 01 BoMer Hou•• 1 (Bin, 1 • 101 · BFG 2.9 

5 0041 91 Boller HouH T (Bir• 1·101 • NG 5.1 

6 0044 01 Boiler 111 • BFG 2.9 

7 0044 91 Boiler 111 • NG 5.1 

8 0044 92 Boil« 11 1 • Fuel Oil 9.72 

9 0048 01 eon., 11 2 • BFO 2.9 
10 0048 91 Boilar 112 • NO 5.1 

11 0048 92 Boil« 112 • Fuel OP 9.72 

T2 0033 01 80F2V .. ela 0.16 

13 0038 01 BOF PrehNt-/Orv•ra • NG 5 .1 

0005& •A· & ·e• Blaot Furnace -

14 0010 01 Uncao. Fu,.;.;., .. 0.0155 

0006& 
15 0011 OT 'A" & •9• lllaet Fumac:. • Chern,.,,, 0.0024 

0007& • A. & ·e· Blalt Furnace • BeghollH 

16 0012 01 Steele 0.0703 

t7 0034 01 80F Roof Monitor 0 .287 

Flwc Conll. & Xfar PIii., Bin Floor• 

18 0037 01 BOF 0.0018 

19 0040 01 Hot Metal C""""' Ladle 5111<1 Skimmer 0 .0050 

GC-P10Z1.Xlli 

TABLs:: 3-4 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • PM-10 

BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THflVPUT 
IDV 

lb/MMcf Included in lino 39 MMof . lnclldod in lino 39 

lb/MMcf Included in ""' 39 MMof . lnel,clod in lino 39 

lblMMcf lnd.ldod in llne 39 MMcf . lne-inh39 

lb/MMcf lnclNded iR lino 39 MMcf . Included in fno 39 

lb/MMcf tncluded in lin. 38 MMcf . ,_ ..... 38 

lb/MMcf lncludod a lino 39 MMcf ~lninoS9 

lb/MMcf lnck,dod ill h38 MMcf ,~., .... 38 

lb/Moel Included in lino 40 U..al . Included In lino 40 

lb/MMcf lnc:blod in 5no 39 MMcf - locl.lded Ill &n. 39 

lb/MMcf t~ a &n.38 MMcf -o,ino38 

lb/Maal lh<w.cl in lino 48 Maal ,__., .... 48 

lb/\on.,..,c. 2,413,406 ton. oroc. 193.07 8,760 

lb/MMcf IIIQlded in llno 38 MM"1 lnowod n lino 38 

lb/ton moo. 2,059,557 tone DrOC. 15.96 3,165,000 

lb/1on-to 
c::Mru•d 2,803,241 1:0,,. -c. 3.36 4,308,581 

lbi'ton "'"°· 2,059,557 tone proc. 72.35 3,165,000 

lb/ton -c. 2,413,406 tol"llnrnr:. 346.20 3,580,000 

lb/ton =c. 2,413,406 tone N't'!IO. 1.93 3,580,000 

lb/ton""""· 2,059,557 tons DrOC. 5.17 3,165,000 

Page 1 of 2 

I 1. 
Pr<>jectod Emiseions Bao-.! On: Blan Furnace @ 1~71 NTPO 

BOF@ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 

PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 

FACTOR lDV tov 
. 
. . 
. 

. . . 
. 
. 

- . . 
. . . 

- . 
. . 

houn 60 lbe/1,r 262.80 69.73 
. . . 

,...,. <>roe. 24.53 8 .57 

1on1 -c. 5.17 1.81 

tona oroc. t 11 .19 38.83 
tone.,,_.,. 0.066144 118.40 (227.81) 

to"" DrOC, 2.86 0.93 

tons Droc. 7.94 2.n 

Woo4wlNl•Clydo 1116 /ff 
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EMISSION 
Line II POINT MODE SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR 

1 0004 01 "A• Bleat Furnace Stove, • BFG 2.9 

2 0009 01 •9• Blaat Furnace Stovea • BFG 2.9 

s 0008 01 Bl1t11t Fumaco Gu Flare • BFG 2.9 

4 0041 01 Boller Hcu.e 1 (Blra 1-1 01 • BFG 2.9 

5 0041 91 Boiler Hou90 1 (BIC11 1·101 • NG 5.1 

6 0044 01 Boiler # 11 • BFG 2.9 

7 0044 91 Boiler 111 • NG 5.1 

8 0044 92 Boiler 1111 • Fuel Oil 9.72 

9 0048 01 Boiler #1 2 • BFG 2.9 

10 0048 91 Boiler #12 • NG 5.1 

11 0048 92 Boller #1 2 • Fuel Oil 9.72 
12 0033 01 BOF 2 Vesaelc 0.16 

13 0038 01 BOFPreheateN/Drveno-NG 5. 1 

0005& "A• & •s• Blast n.1mece • 

14 0010 01 Unce"', Funitiv&a 0.0155 

0006& 
15 0011 01 "A" & •e• Blaat Fuma<:e • Cha-'- 0.0024 

0007& •A' & • e• Bleat n.1moce • BeghotJae 

16 0012 01 Staok 0.0703 

17 0034 01 BOF Roof Monitor 0.287 
Flux Conv. & Xfer Pte., Bin Floer • 

18 0037 01 BOF 0.0016 

19 0040 01 Hot Metal Ch"l"" Ladle Sl1n Skimmer 0.0050 

Q~P10•;r;,Xl.f 

TA8i.E 3-4 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY- PM-10 

BASEYl:Afl ACTUAL PROJECTED 
UNITS THRUPVT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT 

(DV 

lbJMMof Included in rno 39 MMct lnol.ldad In lino 39 

lb/MMcf loc:l,dadlnh39 MMcf . lncl.,d.d 1n "1e 39 

lb/MMcf tnQludad in fnl 39 MMe! . lncl.,dod in l!no 39 

lb/MMef lncl.,dtd inh39 MMcf . kdldad,ni>ne39 

lb/MMcf loc:Wtdin,.,.38 MMcf . lndudad ., r.ne 38 

lb/MMcf lnclJ<ltdin_,.39 MMcf . ln<:Mdad in ~"° 39 

lb/MMcf lnwdad in - 38 MMcf ln<Wad in ,..,. 38 

lb/Maal lrv:llidtd in liM 40 Maal lnc::~cled in line .0 

lb/MMcf lncfuded in lino 39 MMcf lnck1d..:I .r, n"- J9 

lb/MMcf lrckad•d ir\ r;n• 38 MMcf lncllidod In nn. 38 

lb/Mael lncludad in lino, 48 Mnal lnctuded i" lioo 48 

lb/ton Droo. 2.413,406 tone""""· 193.07 8,760 

lb/MMcf lncludtd n llr,e 38 MIVlcf . lnc~ded in lino 38 

lb/ten ""'C. 2,059,557 tone 1>roc. 15.96 3,165,000 

lb/to111 peOeta 
<:hett1ed 2,803,241 tons DrOC. 3.38 4,308,581 

lb/ton l'llroo. 2 059.557 to.-.. .,,..o. 72.35 3.165,000 
lb/ton 1>roe. 2,413,406 tone 0roc. 346.20 3,580,000 

lb/ton 1>roc. 2,413,406 tone Droc. 1.93 3,580,000 

lb/ton nroc. 2,059,557 tons DfQC, 5.17 3,165,000 

P"'lla1of2 

,!'Ji'·. ,1J 
Proj&et"d Emieeione Based On: Blaat Furnace@ 8,671NTPO 

80f @ 9,808 NTPO 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
FACTOR fo,v '"" . . 

. . . 

. . 

. 
. 

. 
. 

. . 

houra 60 Ibo/hr 262.80 69.73 
. . 

tons acoc, 24.53 8 57 

tons rvnc. 5.17 1.81 

tonw nmic. 111.19 38.83 

tone tiroc. 0.066144 118.40 (227,8 11 

tom a-roe. 2.86 0 .93 

tons proc. 7.94 2.77 

Woadward-~d• 10/3019!5 
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Line,. POINT MODE SOURCE OESCRIPTION 

0070& 

20 0120 01 C..eter Mold • C.stoors 11 & 12 
0071 & Cont. Casters 11 & 12 - Sf,,ay 

21 0119 01 Chamber 

0071 & 
22 0119 01 Cont~ Caeterc 11 & 12 • NG 

0072& 

23 0118 01 Slab Cutoff • c .. tors 11 & 12 

73 1 Slab RiDPillll • Cmerc 11 & 12 
0103. 

0104& l.J?f, Argon Stirring 11 & 12. 

25 0121 01 Materiel HandliN Trln_, 

0105 & 
26 0108 01 Oaa.la....;na Station & Mat-.ial HS 

27 BOf'Ho-rS."""" .. 

0107 & Owt<lf. Station (Inside BOF shop) & 

28 0035 01 Xfer Pit 

29 0113 01 Blast fumac. $111<1 Pita 

30 9003 01 Iron Pe~et Screen 

31 01 Iron S"""' Baahouae 

32 Road Fu_,• Erniuio,-

33 Material Handlin<I 

34 Unn..,_, P•tkina Lois 

35 Paved Parkina Lots 

36 Natural Gu 

37 81.stFurnaceGn 

38 Fuel Oil 

TOTALS: 
COntemporaneou,, Ch,ong .. 

INICl,ange 

TABLc 3-4 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - PM-10 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTEO 

FACTOR UNITS THRUPIJT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT 

IDV 

0.006 lb/ton 0tod. 2.413.406 tone.,..,,t, 7.24 3.580.000 

0.00852 lb/ton Droc. 2 413.406 to,_ ....,d, 10.28 3.580,000 

5.1 lb/MMcf lnclldod In lne 38 MMcf . lnoa..tod ;,, lino 3S 

0.0071 lb/ton proc. 2.413,406 tone Prod. 8.57 3.680.000 

0 .00722 lb/ton nroc. 2.413.406 tofte.....A, 8.71 3,580,000 

0.00715 lb/1on "roe. 2 413.406 tone Drod. 8.63 3.580.000 

0 .00355 lblton~o. 2,413,406 tont DN>d. 4.28 3.580.000 

0.00032 lb/ton a,oo. 2,413A06 1on1 ftl'flC:. 0.39 3.580.000 

0.03721 lb/ton Droo. 2,059.557 tone"""'· 38.32 3.165.000 

0.00417 lb/lonDtOC.. 2.059.557 tone...,, 4.29 3.165.000 

lbllon po-
0.00279 chett1ad 2.803.241 tone Proc. 3.91 4,308.581 

0.02S48 lb/ton .. roe. 2.059,557 tone proc. 26.24 3.165,000 

Included in Co.,._r.._ C...,.......,., SM _.,....,,.ndix F 

Included in Conc-rNOUa =•-. S.. A• oandhr F 

. 
5.1 lb/MMcf 1,14'5 MMcf 2.92 1,145 

2.9 lb/MMof 121,039 MMe! 175.51 185.030 

9.72 lb/Mgal Hi Maal 0.08 385 

937.42 

Note: Actu•I Emi••iona • BH• Y Nr Throughput • Emiaalon Factor / 2000 

Projacted Aetual Emiacionc " Pn,ject9d Throughput • Emiulon FIIGtor / 2000 

except• 
80F Veaaela Projected A"'1Jol EmiGaiona - 60 lb/hr • 8760 hro 

BOF Roof Monitor Proj•ct•d Actual Emi.,.lono • Projected Eminion Factor • Projected Throughput 

OC.f>10Z1.XLS 
P1111•2of2 

·[l 
Profected Emiccions Baaed On: Bi.t Furnace@ i;,~/HffPD 

BOF @ 9,808 NTPO 

PROJECTEO 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS 

FACTOR 

ton 1><od. 

ton prod. 

ton 1><od. 
ton i,rod. 

ton orod. 

ton rwod. 
1.one oroc. 

ton nmd, 
ton..,...., 

tone oroc. 
tona lbraC. 

. 

. 

. 

. 
MMcf 

MMcf 
Mo•I 

PROJECTEO 
ACTUAL 

EMISSIONS 
IDV 

10.74 

15.25 

. 

12.71 
12.92 

12.80 

6.35 
0 .57 

58.88 
8.(1() 

e.01 
40.32 

. 
2.92 

268.29 
1.77 

989.04 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 

INCREASE 
tnv 

3.50 

4.97 

. 

4.14 
4.21 

4.17 

2.07 
0 .18 

20.57 

2.30 

2.10 
14.08 
0.00 
0.00 

-
. 

o.oo 
92.79 

1.70 
51 .62 

(37.31} 
14.:11 

~ ~ s 

Woodwotd-Qfd• 1/161911 
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Lina# POINT MODE 

0070& 

20 0120 01 
0071 & 

21 0119 01 
0071 & 

22 0119 01 
0072& 

23 0118 01 
73 1 

0103, 
0104& 

25 0121 01 
0105 & 

26 0106 01 
27 

0107 & 
28 0035 01 
29 0113 01 

30 9003 01 
31 01 
32 
33 
34 
35 
38 
37 
38 

TOTALS: 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

Caster Mold - Catt.,. #1 & #2 
Cont. Cutera I 1 & 12 - Spray 

Chambor 

Contlnuoue Cecten, #1 & #2 - NG 

Sl•b CUtoff • Caet.,. #1 & 112 
Slab Riooina - Caner. #1 & #2 

Argon Stiffing #1 & #2, 
Material Handlina TriDDlr 

Ooalaaaina Station & Mirterlal HS 
BOF Hon- -house 

Daeulf. Station (ineldo BOF •hop) & 
Xfer Pit 

Blan Fumaae Slaa Pita 

Iron Pellet Scraen 
Iron Snout a....11ou .. 

Ro■d l'unltlv■ Emmione 
Material Handlina 

un-od Perkina Lota 
Paved Parklna Lot■ 

Natural G■a 
Blast Fur"""8 Gea 

Fuel Oil 

Contomponi.naov• Changea 

N.tC~ 

TA81.E 3-4 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - PM-10 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPIJT 
tov 

0.006 lb/ton Drod. 2.413.406 toms i,rod. 7.24 3,580,000 

0.00852 lb/ton aroc. 2.413.406 tons nrod. 10.28 3,580,000 

5.1 lb/MMcf tnd.lded in litl8 38 MMcf lnofudedi1'fine38 

0.0071 lb/Ion Droc. 2,413.406 tons nrod. 8.57 3.580.000 
0.00722 lb/ton aroc. 2,413,406 tone Dl'Od. 8.71 3.580000 

0.00715 lb/Ion .,roo. 2.413,406 tone nrod. 8.63 3,580.000 

0.00355 lb/ton moo. 2,413.406 tono nrod. 4.28 3.580.000 
0.00032 lb/ton l!roo. 2,413,406 IONI DrGC. 0.39 3.580.000 

0.03721 lblton~o. 2,059,557 Ulna nrod. 38.32 3.165.000 
0.00417 lb/ton --o. 2.059.557 101'11 ..... 4.29 3.165,000 

lb/ton polltltll 
0.00279 oho..,.d 2.803,241 tone nroe. 3.91 4,308,581 
0.02548 lb/ton-. 2059,557 tons aroc. 26.24 3,165,000 

Included in Conte-reeoue Cha-. Sea A--ndix F 
Included In Cont-nieoua Chana... Seo A• -ndix F 

-
5.1 lb/MMcf 1 14!5 MMcf 2.92 1.145 
2.9 lb/MMcf 121,039 MMcf 175.51 185.030 

9.72 lb/Mgal HI Mgal 0.08 365 

937.42 

Noto: Actual Emi11ions • Baoa Yeer Throughput • Emioaion Factor/ 2000 

Projected Actual Emieoro..- ., Pro/eotod Throughput • Emloolon Factor / 2000 
except -
BOF VeMela Projoctod Actual Emisaiono = 60 lb/hr • 8760 hr• 
BOF Roof Monitor Projected Actual Emieelons = Projected EmiHion Factor • Projected Throughput 

oc-no-z.xi.s P<19e 2 of 2 

~, 
~ I • 

I . . ..,. 
Ptojoctod Emi .. !on,; 8Hed On: Blut Fvm"c~@ 8.671NTPO 

80F @ 9.808 NTPO 

PROJECTED 
UNITS EMISSION UNITS 

FACTOR 

ton prod. 

ton orod. 

ton ,uod. 
ton prod. 

ton arod, 

"ton prod. 

tone DIOC. 

ton-d. 
1on prod. 

tons nroc. 
tons aroc. 

-
-

MMcf 
MMcf 
Mgal 

PROJECTED 
ACTUAL 

EMISSIONS 
IDV 

10.74 

15.25 

12.71 
12.92 

12.80 

6.35 
0.57 

58.88 
6.60 

6.01 
40.32 

-
. 

2.92 
268.29 

1.77 
989.04 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 
INCREASE 

IDV 

3.50 

4.97 

4.14 
4.21 

4.17 

2.07 
0.18 

20.57 
2.30 

2.10 
14.08 
0.00 
0.00 

-

0.00 
92.79 

1.70 
51.62 

3 ?,J 11 '13'?:541 

'~·"'' ~ 

Woodwitc"d-Qyd• 101:J0/9".i 
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EMISSION 

Line fl POINT MODE SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR 

1 0004 01 •A• 81- Fumece Stow. • 8FG 2.9 

2 0009 01 '8' Blast Furnace StOYfl • BFG 2.9 

3 0008 01 Blast Fumece GH Fiero • BfO 2.9 

4 0041 01 Boiler House 1 {Bin 1-101 • BfQ 2.9 

5 0041 91 Boller Houee 1 (Blra 1 • 1 0) • NG 5 .1 

e 0044 01 Bo~• .f11 • BFQ 2.9 

7 0044 91 Boil., #11 • NO 5.1 

8 0044 92 lloWer #11 • Fuel Oil 9.72 

9 0048 01 Boiler #1 2 • BFO 2.9 

10 0048 91 Boiler #12 · NG 5 .1 

11 0048 92 Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 9.72 

12 0033 01 80F 2VMoels 0.16 

13 0038 01 BOF ~i-ten/Orvara • NG 5.1 

0005 & "A" & "B" Blast Fwnec. • 

14 0010 01 u~. Fu..- 0.031 

0006& 

1S 0011 01 "A" & •e• Bleat Furnace• Charaina 0.0024 

0007& •A• & • B • Bleat Furnace • Baghouse 

16 0012 01 Stack 0.0703 

17 0034 01 BOF Roof Monitor 0.428 

Flux Conv. & Xfw Ptt., Bin Ao«· 
18 0037 01 BOF 0.0016 

19 0040 Ot Hot Matal Chaina Ladle Slaa Skimmer 0.0050 

QC,TSl'%1.XI..S 

TABLI: 3·5 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - TSP 

BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

UNITS THR\JPUT UNITS EMISSION THAUPUT 

IDY 

lbJMMcf lnclud«tinlino38 MMcf ,_ in line 39 

lb/MMof lnc:luded ;n line 39 MMcf lnc:ludod in fino 39 

lb/MMcf Included in it,o 39 MMcf . lncWod in lino 38 

lb/MMof lnctocfecl in liM 39 MMof . lnowedin&n.39 

lblMMcf -in•:19 MMof . -inlll038 

lb/MMcf lnch,dod in lino 39 MMcf . Included in lne 39 

lb/MMof lnc:luded in lino 38 MMof . IN:k.ided In lint -II 

lb/Maal lncludld in h 40 Mnal . 1-.dld in lino 40 

lb/MMcf ..-..iinlino39 MMcf . lnclodedinlno38 

lblMMof -lnlino38 MMcf . lnoMdedinlino38 

lb.Mnal Included in lino ... Unal . lrdtdod in lino ... 

lb/ton-o. 2,413,406 tol'l8 nroc. 193.07 8780 

lb/MMof lnoMlod In lino 38 MMcf . lnclldod in lino 31 

lb/ton-. 2,059,5!57 tone"""'. 31 .92 3.155,000 

11,fton Poll•,. 
ehafood 2,903 241 to,. aroc. 3.3& 4,308,581 

lb/ton ""'C, 2,059.5S7 ton• nroc. 72.35 3,165 000 

lb/ton-. 2.413,406 --. 516.72 3 ,580,000 

lbltDn nN>C. 2,413,4011 tona inroc. 1.93 3,580 000 

lbltDn nroc. 2,059,557 tone ...... c. 5.17 3,UJS,000 

P■9• 1 of 2 

Projected Emmions 8e .. d On: Bleat MJmaee «i ll/1 NTPO 
80F @9,808 NTPO 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 

PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
FACTOR _, 

'"" . . . 
. . . 

. . 
. . 
. . 
. . 

. 
. 
. . 
. . . 

. 
hours 60 lbolhr 262.80 69,73 

. . 

tone"""'· 49.06 17.13 

,_.,,00. S .17 1.81 

tone i,roo. 111 .19 38.83 

ions~. 0.0987 178.71 1340.01) 

tone n,oc, 2.811 0 ,93 

1"na oroc:. 7 .94 2.11 

Wooclwvd•Qrd• 1/16/ff 
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line II POINT MODE 

0070 & 

20 0120 01 
0071 & 

21 0119 01 
0071 & 

22 0119 01 
0072& 

23 011B 01 
73 1 

0103, 
0104& 

25 0121 01 
0105 & 

26 0106 01 
27 

0107 & 
28 0035 01 
29 0113 01 

30 9003 01 
31 01 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

TOTALS: 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

Cuter Mold - C,,,otors #1 & 112 
Cont. Ceoters 111 & 112 - Spray 

Chamber 

Continuou• Casters #1 & 12 · NG 

Slab Cutoff - Ca■t""' #1 & #2 
Slab RiDDinn • Caetera #1 & #2 

Argon Stirring #1 & #2, 
Material Handlina Triaoer 

Oeelaaaina Station & Material HS 
BOF Hoener S.ohouae 

O..ulf. Station (inoide BOF ohopJ & 

Xfer Pit 
BIMt Furnace Sl■a Pits 

Iron Pellet Screen 
lron Snout Baohouce 

Road Fuaitive Erniaaio"" 
Material Handlin,. 

Unnavod Parkinn Lots 
Paved Parkina Lota 

Natural Gao 

Bla&t Furnace Gas 
Fuel Oil 

Contempor•mtOUI- Chengn 
NetChar,gt1 

TABLc 3-5 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANAL VSIS SUMMARY - TSP 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

FACTOR UNlTS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT 
tnv 

0.006 lb/ton orod. 2.413,406 tom: DTOd, 7.24 3,580,000 

0.00852 lb/ton oroc. 2.413.406 tom orod. 10.28 3,580,000 

5.1 lblMMcf lnc:l!Jdod ,n iM 38 MMcf - lnc:l.lded _, ine 38 

0.0071 lb/ton aroc. 2413,406 tone nrod. B.57 3.5B0,000 

0,00722 lb/ton .....,.c. 2,413.408 to"" 11rod. 8.71 3,580,000 

0.00715 n,non oror.:. 2,413,406 tone orod. 6.63 3,580,000 

0,00355 lb/ton nroc. 2,413,406 tone Drod. 4.28 3,580,000 

0.00032 lb/ton <>roe. 2,413,406 (Qf'19 .v-oc. 0.39 3.580,000 

0.03721 lb/ton oroc. 2.059,557 tona """d, 38.32 3.165 000 

0,00417 lb/ton Droc. 2.059.557 tona alaa 4.29 3,165.000 
fb/ton peli.t■ 

0.00279 ch11aed 2.803.241 tons Drae, 3.91 4 308,581 

0.02548 lb/ton Moc. 2,059.557 tons arac. 26.24 3,165,000 

Included in Contemnoraeou. Chanaee. See An-ndix F 
Included in C0Mern0oraeouc Channee. See A ,nendix F 

-
-

5.1 lb/MMcf 1.145 MMcf 2.92 1,145 

2.9 lb/MMcf 121.039 MMcf 175.51 185,030 

9.72 lb/Mgal 16 Mgal 0.08 365 

1,123.90 

Note: Actual Emissions = Bue Year Throughput • Emission Factor I 2000 

Projected Actual Emi8'1iona • Projected Throughput • Emiulan Factor / 2000 

except -
BOF v ... eal• Projected Actual Erniasions ,. 60 lb/hr • 8760 hts 
BOF Roof Monitor Ptojected Actuoll Emioaiono • Projocted Ernisclol'I F0tctor • Projec1ed Throughput 

QO-l$PZ1.XI.S 
Paga 2 of 2 

1· 

Projected Emissio"" Based On: Bleat Fur""co @ 1.;,1 NTPD 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED 
UNITS EMISSION UNITS 

FACTOR 

ton mod. 

ton arod. 

-

ton nrod, 
ton nrod. 

ton 01<>d. 

ton orod. 
tone oroc. 

ton orod. 
tan orod. 

tone oroc. 
tons nroc. 

-

MMaf 
MMcf 
Mgal 

PROJECTED 
ACTUAL 

EMISSIONS 
tDV 

10.74 

15.25 

-
12.71 
12.92 

12.80 

6.35 
0.57 

58.88 
6.60 

6.01 
40.32 

-

2.92 
2118.29 

1.77 
1,071.89 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 
INCREASE 

tDV 

3.50 

4.97 

-

4.14 
4.21 

4.17 

2.07 
0.18 

20.57 
2.30 

2.10 
14.08 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
92.79 

1.70 
(52.011 
(37,161 
(89.171 

Woodwo,d-Clydo H1ti/96 
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EMISSION 

Lino 11 POINT MOOE SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR 

1 0004 01 •A• Blnt Furnace Stove, · BFG 2.9 

2 0009 01 •a• 8la9t F-.rnace StovN • BFG 2.9 

3 0008 01 Blaot Fvrnece a .. Flare• BFG Z.9 

4 0041 01 Boiler HouH 1 (Blre 1•10) • BFG 2.9 

5 0041 91 Boller HouM 1 IBlre 1-101 • NG 5.1 

6 0044 01 BoUM 1111 - BFG 2.9 

7 0044 91 Bollerl111-NG 5.1 

8 0044 92 Boller #11 • Fuel Oil 9.72 
9 0048 01 Boiler #1 2 • BFG 2.9 

10 0048 91 Beiler #12 • NG 5.1 

11 0048 92 Boiler #12 • Fuel Oil 9.72 
12 0033 01 BOF 2Veeeete 0.16 

13 0038 01 BOF P,.hea1erein.vere • NG 5.1 
0005 & •A· & ·a• Blaet Furnace·· _,,3 

14 0010 01 URCII". Funitivee 0.0155 
0006& 

16 001-1 01 •A' & '8" Blut Furnaoe • Cha"'lno 0.0024 
0007& "A" & ·e• BI-Fuma011 • BaghouH 

18 0012 01 Stack 0.0703 

17 0034 01 BOF Root Monitor 0.428 
Flux Canv. & Xfer Pta., Bin Floor. 

18 0037 01 BOF 0.0016 

19 0040 OT Hat Metal Chnl"" Ladle Slan Slcimmer 0.0050 

OC-TSP-ZJn.S 

TABlE 3.5 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • TSP 

BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 
UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT ,.,., 

lb/MMcf lncb!od 1n ij.,. 39 MMe! . lnct.,ded n lino 39 

lb/MMe! Included in lino 39 MMaf 1nc.-1n11no39 

lb/MMe! lnwclocl In •no 39 MMe! . , ... .- ;., lino 39 

lb/MMof lncbded In Kne 39 MMcf tno1Jdodinlino38 
lb/MMcf 

·-in line 38 
MMct . lnct.,dod in lino 38 

lb/MMcl lncbded in tlM 39 MMe! lnculed In lno 39 

lb/MMcf ·-lnl!no 38 MMcf lnckldod ;,, lino 38 

lh"'-'-1 ,_ntino.O Moal lnokldod in lino -40 

lb/MMcl lnc:Mded n lino 39 MMcf lncludod ;., llno 39 

lb/MMe! lncbled in lino 38 MMcf lnctudod 01 lne 38 

lb/M,,al Included In lino 4t M"•I . Included In h 48 

lb/ten .,,oo. 2,413.408 tone-c. 193.07 8.760 
lb/MMcf lrcludod in lino ll8 MMc:f ln,;Wed in line 38 

lbl'lcn nroo. 2059,557 torw -o. 15.98 3.HIS.000 

lbnon peltm 

o~•"'" 2 803 241 tor. moo, 3.38 4,308,581 

lb/'tcn DrCQ, 2.0158,557 tone-c. 72.35 3,165,000 
lbl'lcn moo. 2,413,408 tone-c. 518.72 3,580 000 

lb/Ion moo. 2.413.406 to,- --c. 1.93 3,580000 

lb/ten oroc. 2,059,557 tone nroc. 5.17 3,185 000 

P-,o 1 of2 

11• r I .Iv 
Projected Emweiono S.t<>d On: 8Iact Furnace@ 8,671NTPD 

BOF@ 9.808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
FACTOR , .. ., tnv 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. 

. 

. 

. . . 

. . . 
houn, 60 Iba/hr 262.80 69.73 

. . 

tons DTOO. 24.53 8.57 

tone s,roc. 5.17 1.81 

tone Droc. t 11. 19 38.83 
tons nroc. 0,0987 176.71 1340.01> 

ton8 DIOC. 2.86 0,93 

tons Proc. 7.94 2.77 

Woodwercl-Clydo 10130195 
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Lino II POINT MOOE SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

0070 & 
20 0120 01 Caster Mold • CMte,. 111 & 112 

0071 & Cont. Casto,. 111 & 112 - Spray 
21 0119 01 Chamber 

0071 & 
22 0119 01 Continuous Caste,- 111 & 112 • NG 

0072& 
23 0118 01 Slab Cutoff• Coat•rs •1 & 112 

73 1 Sleb Rinnlnn • Caster, 11 & 12 
0103, 

0104& Argon Stirring 11 & 112, 
25 0121 01 Material HandlinA Trli,per 

0105 & 
26 0108 01 D•loaaina Station & Mat•l•I HS 

27 BOF Hooow lla,,houae 
0101 a Oeculf. Station (Inside BOF shop! & 

28 0035 01 Xfor P-rt 

29 0113 01 81- Fumeoe $lea Pita 

30 9003 01 Iron PeHet Screen 
31 01 lton Sc,out Bacrh&u .. 
32 Road Fuuitive Emiaeions 
33 Meterf.ol Hendlina 
34 Uni,avod Parkina Lota 

35 Pev.d Parldna Lots 

36 NoturalGH 

37 Bieet Furnece a .. 
38 Fuel OIi 

TOTAl8: 
. .. 

TABLE 3.5 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - TSP 

EMISSION BASE YEAR ACTUAL PROJECTED 

FACTOR UNITS THRUP\IT UNITS EMISSION THRIJPIJT 
tpy 

0.008 lb/ton Drod. 2 413,408 tons i,rod. 7.24 3,580,000 

0.00852 lb/Ion proc. 2.413,408 tons prod. 10.28 3.580,000 

5.1 1,/MMc,f lnctJdtd in _,,. 38 MMcf - lnc1idedlnlino31 

0.0071 lb/Ion Dl'OC. 2,413.406 tons .......t, 8.57 3,580,000 

O.O<l722 lb/Ion i,roc. 2,413.406 tonaorod. 8.71 3,580,000 

0.00715 lb/Ion Proo. 2.413.408 tone i,rod. 8.63 3 580,000 

0.00355 lb/Ion oroo. 2,413 406 tonw prod. 4.28 3,580,000 

0.00032 lb/Ion oroc. 2413,406 tone nroc. 0.39 3,580,000 

0.03721 lb/Ion.....,,, 2,059,557 t.,,. prod. 38.32 3 165,000 

0.00417 lb/ton ""'c. 2,059,557 tON elaa 4.29 3,185.000 
lb/tOft ,_n.te 

0.00279 ·---- 2,803,241 tonw oroc. 3.91 4,308.581 

0.02648 lb/Ion Proc. 2,059,557 tone c,roc. 26.24 3165.000 

lnoluded In Conto-oreeoue Chllnooa. See A........,fi,c F 

Included in Cont-raeoue Chanaoe. See A1 ,offldix F 
-. 

5.1 lb/MMcf 1,145 MMcf 2.92 1.145 

2.9 lb/MMcf 121.039 MMef 175.51 185,030 
9.72 lbJMQel 18 Mgai 0.08 365 

1.107.94 

Note: Actual EmiHione • Bo•• Veer Throughput • EmlHion Factor/ 2000 

Projeated Actual EmlHlon, • Projooted Throughput • Eml11lon Faotor / 2000 

except -
8OF Vea,els Projected Actual Emlnlons ,. 80 lb/hr • 8760 hrs 

BOF Roof Monitor Projected Actual Emi••ions = Projected Eminion Factor • Projected Throughput 

OC-T&P,l.)(LS Page 2 of 2 

I ~•. 

• .Y 
Projected Emiuions &sed On: Blast Furnace @ 8,671 NTPO 

BOF @ 9.808 NTPO 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

UNITS EMISSION UNITS EMISSIONS INCREASE 
FACTOR tpy tpy 

ton prod. 10.74 3.50 

ton i,rod 15.25 4.97 

- -

ton orod. 12.71 4.14 

ton mod, 12,92 4,21 

ton i,rod. 12.80 4.17 

ton i,rod. 6.35 2.07 
tooc oroc. 0.57 0.18 

ton l'Wftd. 58.88 20.57 

ton nn,cf, 6.60 2.30 

tora oroc. G.01 2.10 
tono proc. 40.32 14.08 

- 0.00 
. o.oo 

. 

MMcf 2.92 0 .00 

MMcf 288.29 82.79 
Mgal 1.77 1.70 

1,047.36 (60.681 
.. - - • # .. 

r~, 

Wondwet6-0yO• 10130l9~ 
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LINE# POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 Ot 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
e 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0007 & 0012 01 
14 0005 & 0010 01 
15 0033 01 
16 0035 01 
17 0071&0119 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTAL$: 

GC•VMZt.lCI.& 

TABL.: 3-6 

' [ p 

GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 
NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - VOM 

Projected Emis■ion• Based On: Blast Fumaoo @~_ J,; NTPO 
BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

•A• Blast Furnaoe Stovea • BFG 

•s· Bl•t Fumece Stovea • BFG 

Bleet Furnace Gu Flare • BFG 

Boiler House 1 (Sire 1·101 • BFG 

Boiler HouN 1 IBlra 1-101 · NG 

Boaer #'1 1 · BFG 
Boiler #11 - NG 

Boiler #1 1 - Fuel Oil 

Boiler #12 • BFG 
Boiler #12 - NG 

Boiler #12 - Fuel Oil 

BOF Preh-era/Orvere • NG 

"A & B" Blest Furn- • C•thou.e 
• A & B" Blast Futnace • Uncao. roof 

2 BOF V••els 
Transfer Pits 

Continuous Caaters #1 & #2 • NG 
Natural Gae 

Btest Fumeca Gas 

Fuel Oil 

Contemporeneous Changes 
Netebell{le 

EMISSION BASE YEAR 
FACTOR UNITS THRUPl/T 

o.o lb/MMof 22,774 
o.o lb/MMcf 22,203 
0.0 lb/MMcf 26,132 
0.0 lb/MMcf 37,501 
2.8 lb/MMcf 361 
0.0 lb/MMcf 5,323 
1.4 lb/Mllllcf 226 

0.28 lb/Maal 15.00 
0.0 lb/MMcf 7.106 
1.4 lb/MMcf 218 

0.28 ibJMaal 1.00 
2.8 lb/MMcf 283 

0.0946 lb/ton proo. 2,059.557 
0 .0047 lb/ton oroo. 2.059.557 
0 .0060 lb/ton proc. 2,413,406 
0.0010 lb/ton proo. 2,059.557 

2.8 lblMMcf 57 
2.8 lblMMcf -
0,0 lb/MMcf 

0.28 11>/Mgal . 

Page 1 of 1 

ACTUAL PROJECTED 

UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT 
tpy 

MMcf 0.00 'ncluded In "- 18 

MMcf 0 .00 nclvclo<I., line 18 

MMcf 0.00 incklded m ""' 1 a 

MMof o.oo in<tudod in lino 18 

MMcf 0,51 Included on line 17 

MMcf 0.00 inc:luded 11"1 i ne ta 

MMcf 0.16 lnckdld in .n. 17 

Maal o.oo fnolucled In lino •• 

MMcf 0.00 included ., hno 18 

MMof 0.15 inoludodlnllne17 

Moel 0.00 lnoludod In 11.,. 19 

MMcf 0.40 i""lucled In Uno 17 

ton• oroc. 97.40 3,165.000 
tons proo. 4.83 3.165.000 
tone Droc. 7.24 3.580.000 
tone Droc. 1.03 3.165.000 

MMcf 0.08 inc:1\tdNI "' t.ne , 7 

MMcf 1 145 
MMcf - 185,030 

Moat . 365 
111.80 

UNITS 

. 

. 

. 

. 

-

. 
tone proo. 
tona proo. 
tone proc, 
tons Droo. 

MMcf 
MMcf 

lb/Mgal 

PROJECTED 
ACTtJAL 

EMISSIONS 
n,v 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

-
-
-
-
-
149.68 

7.42 
10.74 

1.5B 

1.80 
0 .00 
O,Oli 

171.08 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 
INCREASE 

tnv 

. 

. 

. 
-

-

. 

. 

. 

. 
59.28 
- - - · (31.231 

28.05 

Wo•d••fd•C1Y<I• 1/16198 
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LINE# POINT MOOE 

1 0004 01 
2 0009 01 
3 0008 01 
4 0041 01 
5 0041 91 
8 0044 01 
7 0044 91 
8 0044 92 
9 0048 01 
10 0048 91 
11 0048 92 
12 0033 01 
13 0007 & 0012 01 
14 0005 & 0010 01 
15 0033 01 
16 0035 01 
17 0071 & 0119 01 
18 
19 
20 

TOTALS: 

QCrVM-i,Xl.8 

TABLE 3-6 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY • VOM 

EMISSION BASE YEAR 

f 
ri ,1 

JY 
Projected Emisaione Baeed On: Bleet Fumece @8.671 NTPD 

BOF @ 9,808 NTPD 

PROJECTED POTENTIAL 
ACTUAL PROJECTED ACTUAL EMISSIONS 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION FACTOR UNITS THRUPUT UNITS EMISSION THRUPUT UNITS EMISSIONS NCREASE 

tcv tpy tpv 

•A• Blaet Furnace Stove11 - BFG 0.0 lb/MMcf 22.774 MMcf 0.00 includ•cl in lino 18 

·a· Bleet Furnace Stovea • BFG 0.0 lb/MMcf 22.203 MMcf 0.00 mcludod in hno 18 

Blm,t Fumeo• Gae Flere - BFG 0.0 lb/MMcf 28. 132 MMcf 0.00 ,nch,ffd '" hno 1 8 

Boiler House 1 (811'9 1 • 101 • BFG 0.0 lb/MMcf 37,501 MMcf 0.00 included ,n Uno l 8 . 
Boiler Ho1.111e 1 1811'9 1-10) - NG 2.8 lb/MMcf 361 MMcf 0.51 1nchlded In tin• 17 . 

Boiler #1 1 • BFG 0.0 lb/MMcf 5,323 MMcf 0.00 included in lino 11 . 

Boiler #11 • NG 1 .4 lb/MMcf 228 MMcf 0.16 ineSuded in Ii"- \ "'/ . . 

Boiler #1 1 · Fuel Oil 0,28 lb/Mgel 1S.00 Mgal 0.00 inc,ud.d in line l S . 

Boiler #12 • l!FG 0.0 lb/MMcf 7.108 MMcf o.oo ~m:ludod tn tint 18 . 
Boiler #12 • NG 1.4 lb/MMcf 218 MMcf 0.15 Cne-luded ,n tino 17 . 

Bailer #12 • Fuel Oil 0.28 lb/Masi 1.00 Mnal 0.00 ~neluded in Im• 19 . 
BOF Pr11he11tera/Orvere - NG 2.8 lb/MMcf 283 MMcf 0.40 included ,n In,- 17 . 

• A & B" Binet Furnoce - Casthauae 0.0946 lb/ton praa. 2,059,557 tons D<'OC. 97.40 3,185,000 ton• nroc. 149.68 

·A & e• Blaet Furneoe • Unc.,..,. roof 0.0047 lb/ton ctoa. 2,059,557 tona crac. 4.83 3,165,000 tons 11roc. 7.42 . 
2 BOF Veaaele 0.0080 lb/ton <>roe. 2,413,406 tone DC'OD. 7.24 3,580.000 tona orac. 10.74 

Trenafer Pita 0.0010 lb/ton proc. 2,059,557 tona croc. 1.03 3. 165,000 tone proc. 1.58 

Cantinuoua Caetera #1 & #2. • NG 2.8 lb/MMcf 57 MMcf 0.08 included In llno 17 

Natural Gaa 2.8 lb/MMcf . MMcf 1.145 MMcf 1.60 

Blaet Furneo1t Ga& 0.0 lb/MMcf . MMcf 185,030 MMcf 0.00 

Fuel Oil 0.28 lb/M11al M1111I 365 lb/Mg11I 0.05 
111.80 171.08 59.28 

. -· '~ ,.:i. ,,,~ .... 
N.t CIH,nge i~.as· B:SB 

Page 1 of 1 Woodwerd~CJyde 10(30/9~ 
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LINE I POINT MOOE 

1 0044 03 
2 0048 03 
3 0005 01 
4 0008 01 
5 0007 01 
6 0010 01 
7 0011 01 
8 0012 01 
9 0033 01 
10 0034 01 
11 0036 01 
12 0037 01 
13 0040 01 
14 0103 01 
16 0105 01 
16 0107 01 
17 0120 01 
18 

TOTAL 

oC-Pll-2.xLS 

SOURCE DESCRIPTION 

BoUor #11 • Fuel OU 
Boller 112 • Fuol Oil 

"A" Blut Furnace• Uncao. fualtiwc 
"A" Blast Fumace • Charaina 

• A" Blast Fumaco - Baohouae Stack 
•a• Blest Fumece • Uncan, fu,oitives 

•a• Blaot Fumace • Chamina 
•a• Blest Fumace • Baahouso Stack 

BOF 2 Vessels Stack 
BOF Roof Monitor 

Hot Metal Reledllna • Xfer Pit 
Flux Conv. & Xfer Pts •. Bin Floor - BOF 
Hot Metat c:h.oina Ladle Sl..a Skimmer 

Amon Stimna 11 & 12 
Desl..,,nina Station 

Desulf. Station (inside BOF shoo) 
Coster Mold - casters 

Boilers •Waste Oil 

Contomporaneoua Chonges 
N•t Chans,• 

TABLE 3-7 
GRANITE CITY DIVISION of NATIONAL STEEL 

NETTING ANALYSIS SUMMARY - Pb 

EMISSION 
EMISSION RATE BASE YEAR 
FACTOR UNITS lb/hr THRUPUT UNITS 

o.01eooooo lb/Maal 0.01600000 15.00 Maal 
0.01600000 lblMnal 0.01800000 1.00 Maal 

0.00039000 lb/hr 0.00039000 8760 hou,s 
0.00056000 lb/hr 0.00066000 8760 hou,s 

0.00022000 lb/hr 0.00022000 8760 hou1'8 
0.00036700 lb/hr 0.00036700 8760 hours 

0.00063700 lb/hr 0,00063700 8360 hours 

0.00021400 lb/hr 0.00021400 8380 hours 
0.19337600 lb/hr 0.19337600 8760 hours 
0,01 29000C . lb/hr 0.01280000 8760 hours 
0.00002320 lb/hr 0.00002320 8760 hours 
0.00000062 lb/hr 0.00000062 8760 hours 

0.00002260 lb/hr 0.00002260 8780 hours 

0.00020200 lb/hr 0.00020200 8780 hours 
0.00240000 lb/hr 0.00240000 8760 hours 

0.01330000 lb/hr 0.01330000 8760 hours 
0.00113000 lb/ht 0.00113000 8760 hours 
0.33600000 lb/Mgola -

0.26 

·Jl ,~ ....... 

Projected Emis■ions Based On: Blaat Fumace@ 8.671NTPD 
80F @ 9,808 NTPO 

ACTUAL PROJECTED 
EMISSION THRUPVTOR 

TPY ,ROD\ICt'ION M110 

0.0001 included in line 19 
0.0000 included in line 19 
0.0017 1.537 
0.0024 1.637 
0.0010 1.637 
0.0018 1.637 
0.0024 1.637 
0.0009 1.637 
0.8470 1.483 
0.0586 1.483 
0.0001 1.483 
0.0000 1.483 
0.0001 1.483 
0.0009 1.483 
0.0105 1.483 
0.0683 t.483 
0.0049 1.483 
. 366 
0.988 

UNITS 

. 

tons "toe. 
tons oroc. 
tons oroc. 
tons nroc, 
tons oroc, 
tons oroc. 
tons nrod. 
tons orod. 
tons orod. 
tons orod. 
tons 1>rod. 
tens 1>rod. 
tons nrod. 
ton• nrod. 
tone nrod. 

Mgals 

. ,~lk / 
tr.~ii x'V /~ 

·l 1-~ / ~1~--
0,p,t-- I;,> \ x'-\ \ r 

~"" ;: ,r,:<__,) <,I • 

. ~"-''' \\) 
~~~'\ - 'I--,: 

··,~ 

PROJECTED 
ACTUAL 

EMISSIONS 
tllV 

0.00262550 
0.00370263 
0.00148106 
0.00247067 
0.00361512 
0.00144066 
1.25607606 
0,08379247 
0.00016070 
0.00000405 
0.00014616 
0.00131210 
0.01668930 
0.08639068 
0.00733996 
0.06132000 

1.627 

.. ~ ·•"' 

POTENTIAL 
EMISSIONS 
INCREASE 

tov 

0, ,;/l{i, ',; 

. 

o.639 
o;ooo 
0.639 

~ 

W••-d•c:tvdo 1ora01gs 
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Appendix C - Air Quality Modeling Report 
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Prepared by: 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This document presents the results of the air quality dispersion modeling analysis 

conducted for the United States Steel Corporation, Granite City Works ("US Steel") iron 

and steel making facility in Granite City, Illinois. The analysis has been conducted by 

RTP Environmental Associates, Inc. r RTP Environmental") on behalf of US Steel. 

The analysis evaluated the emissions of the criteria pollutant carbon monoxide ("CO") 

as regulated under the applicable provisions of the Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration ("PSD") regulations of 40 CFR § 52.21, incorporated by reference in the 

federally approved Illinois State Implementation Plan at 40 CFR § 52.738(b).1 The 

criteria pollutant analysis was conducted to ensure that the proposed revisions to the 

CO emission limitations in the Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD") and 

Construction Permit (Permit Number 95010001) ("1996 Construction Permit") do not 

cause or contribute to violation of a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). 

As required by 40 CFR § 52.21(1), the analysis conforms with the modeling procedures 

outlined in the Guideline on Air Quality Models 1 promulgated by United States 

Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") (the "Guideline" or "Appendix W '). It also 

conforms to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency's (IEPA) Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration Modeling Guidance2, the modeling protocol submitted to the 

IEPA on February 3, 2020, and associated USEPA modeling policy and guidance. 

1 All citations to the PSD regulations herein are to the currently appltcable provisions of 40 CFR § 52 .21 . The 

analysis also ,s designed to satisfy the parallel requirements of the currently pending Illinois PSD rule, 35 Ill. Adm. 
Code Part 204. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The 1996 Construction Permit authorized National Steel to increase iron and steel 

production limitations for the blast furnaces and basic oxygen furnace ("BOF") shop at 

the existing integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility in Granite City, in Madison 

County, Illinois. US Steel purchased the assets of National Steel in 2003, including 

Granite City Works. US Steel is proposing revisions to the 1996 Construction Permit 

that involve increases in the CO emission limitations that were established per the PSD 

requirements. Therefore, the proposed increases in the CO rates were evaluated for 

PSD requirements including compliance with the NAAQS for CO. No physical changes 

are proposed in conjunction with the requested revisions to the 1996 Construction 

Permit. 
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3.0 FACILITY AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

The US Steel Granite City Works produces high-quality hot-rolled, cold-rolled and 

coated sheet steel products to customers in the construction, container, piping and 

tubing, service center, and automotive industries. Granite City Works has an annual 

raw steelmaking capability of 3.58 million net tons. 

The facility occupies approximately 400 acres and is located approximately 12 miles 

east of Lambert, St. Louis International Airport. The approximate Universal Transverse 

Mercator (UTM) coordinates of the facility are 749,000m East and 4,287,000m North 

(NAD83, Zone 15). Figure 1 shows the general location of the facility. Figure 2 shows 

the specific facility location on a 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic 

map. 

The US Steel facility is classified under the regulations governing PSD and Title Vas a 

major source. The area of Madison County where US Steel facility is located is 

classified as attainment or unclassifiable for all regulated pollutants except ozone. St. 

Louis is classified as marginal nonattainment for the 2015 8-hour ozone standard. 

3-1 



R002606

I I 

I 

I 
I 
= 

I 

1 ~ ... 
0 
~ 
~ 
u 
s 
·2 
"' ... 

C) 

Q) 
Cl) -(/) 

(/) 
::, 

Cl) 
J: -0 
C 
0 
:.= 
"' CJ 
0 
.J 

~ 
Cl) 
C 
Cl) 

C) 



R002607

Cl) 
.ll:: ... 
~ 
~ 
u 
Cl) -·2 
«s ... 

(!) 

-a; 
Cl) -U) 

U) 
::, 

0 
C: 
0 

:;:::. 
«s 
(.) 

.3 
(.) 

!E 
(.) 
(I) 

Q. 
U) 

('f) 
I 

(") 



R002608

4.0 MODEL SELECTION AND MODEL INPUT 

4.1 Model Selection 

The latest version of the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD, Version 19191) was 

used to conduct the dispersion modeling analysis. AERMOD is a Gaussian plume 

dispersion model that is based on planetary boundary layer principals for characterizing 

atmospheric stability. The model evaluates the non-Gaussian vertical behavior of 

plumes during convective conditions with the probability density function and the 

superposition of several Gaussian plumes. AERMOD is a modeling system with three 

components: AERMAP is the terrain preprocessor program, AERMET is the 

meteorological data preprocessor and AERMOD includes the dispersion modeling 

algorithms. 

AERMOD is the required default model for calculating ambient concentrations near the 

US Steel facility based on the model's ability to incorporate multiple sources and source 

types . The model can also account for convective updrafts and downdrafts and 

meteorological data throughout the plume depth. The model also provides parameters 

required for use with up to date planetary boundary layer parameterization. The model 

also has the ability to incorporate building wake effects and to calculate concentrations 

within the cavity recirculation zone. All model options were selected as recommended 

in the USEPA Guideline on Air Quality Models. 

Oris Solution's BEEST Graphical User Interface ("GUI") was used to run AERMOD. 

The GUI uses an altered version of the AERMOD code to allow for flexibility in the file 

naming convention. The dispersion algorithms of AERMOD are not altered. Therefore, 

a model equivalency evaluation pursuant to Section 3.2 of 40 CFR 51, Appendix W was 

not warranted. 

4.2 Model Control Options and Land Use 

AERMOD was run in the regulatory default mode for all pollutants with the default rural 

dispersion coefficients. These coefficients were used by the Illinois Environmental 
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Protection Agency ("IEPA") in its evaluation of the facility as part of the 1-hr sulfur 

dioxide ("$02") Data Requirements Rule ("ORR"). 

4.3 Source Data 

The modeling input data and modeled CO emission rates can be found in Appendix A of 

this report. 

Source Characterization 

The majority of modeled source input parameters were obtained from the IEPA's model 

conducted for the Data Requirements Rule ("ORR"). 

Point Sources 

Most emission sources at the site vent to stacks with a well defined opening. These 

sources were modeled as point sources in AERMOD. Several other types of sources 

such as fugitive emissions also required evaluation. 

Fugitive Emissions 

Fugitive emissions are those that are not emitted from a well defined opening. These 

sources were modeled as volume sources. The initial dispersion coefficients (sigma y 

and sigma z) were provided by the !EPA and were calculated based upon the 

dimensions of the area of release and the equations contained in Table 3-1 of the 

AERMOD User's Guide. 

Flares 

The facility uses blast furnace gas flares to combust excess process gas. Emissions 

that occur only during periods of malfunction are not required to be modeled per 40 

CFR Part 51 Appendix W. Non-malfunction emissions were modeled using the 

procedures outlined in the AERSCREEN Manual3• The effective stack height (H, in 

meters) was computed by the IEPA as a function of heat release rate according to the 

following equation, where Q is the heat release rate of the flare stack in caloriesper 

second: 

4-2 
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Hequivalent = Hactual + 4.56x1 o-3 X 0°,478 

The effective flare stack diameter (d, in meters) was computed as a function of heat 

release rate according to the following equation, where Q is the heat release rate of the 

flare in calories per second: 

dequivalent = 9.88x10-4 X (Q x0.45)0-5 

An exit temperature of 1273K and velocity of 20 m/sec is assumed. 

All source locations were based upon a NAD83, UTM Zone 15 projection. 

Good Engineering Practice Stack Height Analysis 

A Good Engineering Practice ("GEP") stack height evaluation was conducted to 

determine appropriate building dimensions to include in the model and to calculate the 

GEP formula stack height used to justify stack height credit for any stacks n excess of 

65m. Procedures used are in accordance with those described in the USEPA 

Guidelines for Determination of Good Engineering Practice Stack Height (Technical 

Support Document for the Stack Height Regulations-Revised)4• GEP formula stack 

height, as defined in 40 CFR 51, is expressed as GEP = Hb + 1.5L, where Hb is the 

building height and L is the lesser of the building height or maximum projected width. 

Building/structure locations were determined from a facility plot plan. The structure 

locations and heights were obtained from the IEPA and were input to the USEPA's 

Building Profile Input Program (BPIP-PRIME) computer program to calculate the 

direction-specific building dimensions needed for AERMOD. The structures included in 

the GEP analysis are shown as the green blocks in Figure 3. All stacks and structures 

that are located near a stack were included in the BPIP runs. 
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Figure 3. Structures Included in the US Steel GEP Analysis 
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4.4 Monitored Background Data 

Ambient, background pollutant concentrations are needed to establish a representative 

background concentration to complete the NAAQS portion of the Source Impact 

Analysis of 40 CFR § 52.21 (k). The background concentrations are added to the 

modeled concentrations to assess NAAQS compliance. Ambient pollutant 

concentrations are also needed to fulfill the Air Quality Analysis requirement of 40 CFR 

§ 52.21 (m), as discussed in Section 5.0herein. 

Pursuant to 40 CFR § 52.21 (i)(5), requirements for ambient monitoring data may be 

waived by the permitting authority if projected increases in ambient concentrations due 

to the project are less than the Significant Monitoring Concentrations. However, in light 

of the decision of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals Sierra Club v. EPA, 5 US Steel has 

elected not to request such a waiver at this time. 

The USEPA Monitoring Guidelines6, other USEPA interpretive guidance, and USEPA 

administrative decisions clarify that representative, existing air quality monitoring data 

may be used to fulfill the PSD pre-construction monitoring requirements and establish 

background concentrations needed for assessing NAAQS compliance, in lieu of 

monitoring data. USEPA's Monitoring Guidelines suggest specific criteria to determine 

representativeness of off-site data: quality of the data, currentness of the data, and 

monitor location. 

There are many existing ambient CO monitors within 100 miles in the facility (Figure 4). 

Existing monitoring data have been evaluated in relation to the criteria provided in 

USEPA's Ambient Monitoring Guidelines as being representative of the US Steel site. 

We have used the most recent available, quality assured data (2016-2018) from the 

AQS monitor in East St. Louis, IL (AQS Site# 17-163-0010). This monitor best 

represents background concentrations near the facility as it is the closest monitor with 
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Figure 4. Ambient Air Quality Monitors in the Vicinity of the US Steel Facility 
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current CO data and is in the vicinity of the site and therefore representative of 

conditions as the site. The background data are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Proposed Background Concentrations 2016-2018 

Averaging Design Value 
Pollutant Time 'DDb) r ug/m3] Basis AQS Site No. 

co 1-hour (2,000) [2,286] Highest 
17-163-0010 

8-hour (1,180) [1,349] 
Second 

East St. Louis Highest 

The existing monitoring data satisfy the criteria provided in USEPA's Ambient 

Monitoring Guidelines7 as being representative of the site. 

Monitor Location 

Of the monitors available, the East St. Louis monitor represents background 

concentrations as it is the closest monitor with data for the pollutants of concern that is 

not also significantly influenced by the localized source impacts. 

Data Quality 

The monitor data were collected and quality assured by the IEPA. 

Currentness of Data 

The data were collected during 2016-2018, which represents the most recent quality 

assured data available for use in assessing compliance. 

4.5 Receptor Data 

Modeled receptors were placed in all areas considered as "ambient air" pursuant to 40 

CFR 50.1 (e). Ambient air is defined as that portion of the atmosphere, external to 

buildings, to which the general public has access. Approximately 14,100 receptors 

were used in the AERMOD significant impacts analysis. The receptor grid consisted of 

three cartesian grids and receptors located at 50m intervals along the facility fence line. 

The first cartesian grid extended to approximately 3.0km from the facility in all 

directions. Receptors in this region were spaced at 1 00m intervals. The second grid 
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extended to 7 .5km. Receptor spacing in this region were 250m. A third grid extended 

to 15km with a spacing of 500m. The receptor grid was designed such that maximum 

facility impacts fall within the 1 00m spacing of receptors. The receptor grid spacing is 

presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Proposed Receptor Grid Spacing 

Rece Distance from Facill m 
3,000 

250 5,000 

500 15 000 

The US Steel facility is located in southern Illinois. Terrain within 10km of the site is 

generally flat. Receptor elevations and hill height scale factors were calculated with 

AERMAP (18081). The elevation data were obtained from the USGS one arc second 

National Elevation Data (NED) obtained from the USGS. Locations were based upon a 

NAD83, UTM Zone 15 projection. The near-field receptor grid is presented in Figure 5. 

4.6 Meteorological Data 

The 2014-2018, 5-year sequential hourly surface meteorological data from the National 

Weather Service (NWS) at St. Louis Lambert Field (WBAN No. 13994) and upper air 

data from the NWS station in Lincoln, IL (WBAN No. 04833) were used in the analysis. 

These data were processed into a "model-ready" format using the latest version of 

AERMET (version 19191). 

The AERMET meteorological processor requires estimates of the following surface 

characteristics: surface roughness length, albedo, and Bowen ratio. The surface 

roughness length is related to the height of obstacles to the wind flow. It is the height 

above the surface where the average wind speed is zero. The smoother the surface, 

the lower the roughness length. The surface roughness length influences the surface 

shear stress and is an important factor in calculating mechanical turbulence and 

stability. The albedo is the fraction of the total incident solar radiation reflected by the 

surface back to space without absorption. 
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The Bowen ratio is an indicator of surface moisture and is the ratio of the sensible heat 

flux to the latent heat flux. The albedo and Bowen ratio are used for determining the 

planetary boundary layer parameters for convective conditions due to the surface 

sensible heat flux. Estimates of the surface characteristics were made by the IEPA 

using USEPA's AERSURFACE program (Version 13016) and provided to RTP 

Environmental. A 1 km search radius was employed at the location of the 

meteorological tower. Twelve sectors of 30 degrees each and seasonal resolution were 

used in the AERSURFACE analysis. RTP employed the "ADJ_U*" option to allow for 

adjustments to the friction velocity under low wind speeds was employed. 

The use of NWS meteorological data for dispersion modeling can often lead to a high 

incidence of calms and variable wind conditions if the data are collected by Automated 

Surface Observing Stations (ASOS), as are in use at most NWS stations since the mid-

1990's. A calm wind is defined as a wind speed less than 3 knots and is assigned a 

value of O knots. In addition, variable wind observations may include wind speeds up to 

6 knots, but the wind direction is reported as missing, if the wind direction varies more 

than 60 degrees during the 2-minute averaging period for the observation. The 

AERMOD model currently cannot simulate dispersion under calm or missing wind 

conditions. To reduce the number of calms and missing winds in the surface data, 

archived 1-minute winds for the ASOS stations were used to calculate hourly average 

wind speed and directions, which were used to supplement the standard archive of 

hourly observed winds processed in AERMET. The USEPA AERMINUTE program 

(Version 15272) was used for these calculations. A wind rose of the 5-year 

meteorological dataset is provided in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6, Lambert Field Wind rose 2014-2018. 
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5.0 MODELING METHODOLOGY 

5.1 Pollutants Subject to Review 

USS Steel is proposing changes to the CO emission limitations in the 1996 Construction 

Permit that were established per the PSD requirements. Therefore, as requested by 

Illinois EPA. dispersion modeling of CO emissions have been evaluated and compared 

to the NAAQS. 

5.2 Significant Impact Analysis 

The air quality analysis was conducted in two phases: an initial or significant impact 

analysis, and a refined phase NAAQS analysis. In the significant impact analysis, the 

calculated maximum impacts due to the project were determined for CO.b These 

impacts determined the net change in air quality resulting from the proposed revision to 

modification permitted under the 1996 Construction Permit. Five years of 

meteorological data were used in the significant impact analysis. Maximum modeled 

CO concentrations were compared to the significance levels. The PSD Class II 

Significant Impact Levels for CO are listed in Table 3. 

Table 3. PSD Class II Significant Impact Levels 

PSD Class II Significant 
Pollutant Averaaina Time Impact Levels (ua/m3) 

co 1-hour 2,000 
8-hour 500 

b For some of the affected emissions units, in place of project related emissions increases, we conservatively used 
the potential to emit of CO. 

5-1 



R002620

5.3 NAAQS Analysis 

Following the determination of significant impacts, a refined air quality analysis to 

determine compliance with the CO NAAQS was conducted. In the NAAQS analysis, 

impacts from the US Steel facility were added to concentrations calculated from other 

nearby sources, plus a regional background concentration. The resultant total 

concentrations were compared to the NAAQS to assess compliance. The receptors 

modeled in the NAAQS analyses were limited to those showing a significant CO impact. 

Five years of meteorological data were again used in this analysis. 

Nearby Source Inventory 

Off-site sources were included in the NAAQS analysis. A 50km radius was used to 

define the screening area. A list of sources that are located within the screening area 

has been obtained from the IEPA as well as the Missouri Department of Natural 

Resources ("MDNR"). Section 8.3.3.b of Appendix W to 40 CFR Part 51 states that the 

number of nearby sources to be explicitly modeled is expected to be few, except in 

unusual situations. Appendix W further states that the sources to be included will 

usually be located within the first 10 to 20km from the source under consideration. ln 

addition, it states that identification of nearby sources calls for the exercise of 

professional judgment by the appropriate reviewing authority. Further, USEPA's 

Guidance for PM2.5 Permit Modeling reiterates the Appendix W emphasis on a 10km 

screening radius for determining which nearby sources to include in the cumulative 

modeling analysis. 

We conservatively included all sources provided by the IEPA and MDNR that are 

located within 50km of the US Steel facility. Total facility, potential emissions (i.e., all 

sources at a facility) were used in the NAAQS evaluation. 

NAAQS Compliance Assessment 
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Ambient background concentrations (as discussed in more detail in Section 4.4) were 

then added to assess NAAQS compliance. The modeled and monitored values shown 

in Table 4 were used for this assessment. 

Table 4. Monitored and Modeled Values Used to Assess NAAQS Compliance 

Pollutant Averaging Time Monitored Value Modeled Value 
co 1-hour & 8-hour Highest, second Highest, second 

hiqh over 3 years high over 5 years 

The NAAQS are shown in Table 5. 

Table 5. National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (ua/m3) 

Pollutant Averaaina Time Primary Secondary 
co 1-hour 40 000 --

8-hour 10 000 --

5-3 



R002622

6.0 RESULTS 

Attachment B to this report provides the model summary output. AERMOD input and 

output files, including the BPIP-PRIME files, are included on the enclosed CD. 

6.1 Significant Impact Analysis Results 

The project results in CO impacts in excess of the 8-hour Significant Impact Level 

shown in Table 3. The significant impact analysis results are presented in Table 6. 

Based upon the results of the significant impacts analysis, a cumulative, NAAQS 

analysis was conducted . 

6.2 NAAQS Analysis Results 

Following the determination of significant impacts, an analysis was conducted to assess 

compliance with the CO NAAQS. Even though the project resulted in insignificant 1-hr 

CO impacts, the 1-hr average was included in the NAAQS assessment. All sources 

located within 50km of the US Steel facility were modeled in conjunction with the US 

Steel facility in assessing compliance. Background concentrations were added to the 

model results to assess compliance. Evaluation of compliance with the CO short term 

standards was based upon the maximum of the highest-second-highest values from the 

five-year meteorological dataset. 

The results of the NAAQS analysis are presented in Table 7. As can be seen, the 

model demonstrates compliance. 
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8 
Table 6. Significant Impact Analysis Results 

PSD 
Significant 

Maximum Class II Significant Maximum 
Modeled Impact Monitoring Distance to a 

Averaging Impact Level Concentration Significant 
Pollutant Period <ua/m3

) (ua/m3) lua/m3) Impact (km) 

co 1-hr 1,087 2,000 N/A NA 

8-hr 669 500 575 1.5 
NIA - Not applicable. impacts calculated to be insignificant. 

Table 7. NAAQS Analysis Results 

Modeled Background Total 
Averaging Concentration Concentration Concentration Standard 

Pollutant Period fua/m3) fua/m3) fuafm3) fua/m3) Comment 

co 1-hour 3,414 2,286 5,700 40,000 Compliant 

8-hour 1,941 1,349 3,290 10,000 Compliant 
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US Steel Granite City Point Source Model Input (NA083, Zone 1S) 

Last Update (1-29-20) 

co co 
Base Exit Stack Potential Emissions 

Elevation Stack Velocity Diameter Emissions Increase 
Source JD Source Description Easting(m) Northing Im) (ft) Height (ft) Temp (F) (ft/sec) 1ft) (lb/hr) lib/hr) 

il132833 DEFAULT Blast Furnace A Stoves 749816.02 4286809.08 416.83 217.0 500.0 49.66 7.0 1604.52 1604.52 
'132838 DEFAULT Blast furnace 8 Stoves 749665.SO 4286719.93 417.16 225.0 500.0 51.05 9.8 1837.76 1837.76 
132837 DEFAULT Blast Furnace Gas Flare #1 749777.33 4286841.02 418.21 221.8 1831.7 65.62 1S.4 3140.49 3140.49 
1240479 DEFAULT Blast Furnace Gas Flare #2 749865.93 4286920.23 416.24 221.8 1831.7 65.62 15.4 3140.49 0.00 
132836 DEFAULT Casthouse Baghouse 749616.61 4286732.18 417.75 63.0 150.0 63.88 11.0 71.82 24.42 
132927 DEFAULT Blast Furnace A and B Iron Spout Baghouse 749831.35 4286818.73 415.98 43.0 123.0 43.04 7.8 7.18 2.44 
1238459 DEFAULT Cogeneration Boiler SFG-fired some NG-firing 749776.38 4287073.85 415.19 137.0 400.1 62.11 6.0 203.08 0.00 
132867 DEFAULT Boiler 11 749865.15 4286883.84 416.24 149.9 335.0 29.82 8.0 90.48 90.48 
132872 DEFAULT Boiler 12 749881.40 4286887.85 416.50 150.0 335.0 26.74 8.0 90.48 90.48 
BDF DEFAULT BOF ESP 748415.00 4286681.00 416.57 125.0 400.0 50.00 15.0 4121.79 1274.01 

'132842 DEFAULT Slab Reheat Furnace U 747729.70 4286762.02 417.52 56.8 650.1 44.88 8.0 26.52 0.00 
172532 DEFAULT Slab Reheat Furnace #2 747715.25 4286747.05 416.47 56.8 650.1 44.88 8,0 26.52 0.00 
172512 DEFAULT Slab Reheat Furnace #3 747700.79 4286730.53 415,88 56.8 650.l 44.88 8.0 26.52 0.00 
172514 DEFAULT Slab Reheat Furnace #4 747700.27 4286714.00 416,08 146.0 736.1 26.94 13.7 40.76 0.00 
132849 DEFAULT Galvanizing line #8 - fume scrubber 748883.00 4287195.00 416.57 80.0 80.0 41.66 3.0 0.00 0.00 
229337 DEFAULT Galvanizing line #8 - space heaters 748398.00 4287038.00 418.90 39.0 284.1 23.16 2.0 0.00 0.00 
229338 DEFAULT Galvanizing line #8 - drying oven and storage area heaters 748398.00 4287038.00 418.90 39.0 284.1 23.16 2.0 0.00 0.00 
229339 DEFAULT Galvanizing line 118 - miscellaneous heaters 748398.00 4287038.00 418.90 39.0 284.1 23.16 2.0 0.00 0.00 
229601 DEFAULT Emergency Generator {3500 HP) 749641.00 4286863.00 416.17 37.0 442.0 32.80 1.9 0.00 0.00 

'GECC0021 DEFAULT Waste Heat Main Stack (Gateway Energy) 749278.10 4286983.70 415.78 200.0 261.1 52.94 13.0 0.00 0.00 
GECC0006 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #1 (Gateway Energy) 749198.08 4286808.68 418.57 85.0 1706.1 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 
GECCOOll DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #2 (Gateway Energy) 749273.31 4286862.01 418.31 85.0 1706.1 57.835 9.0 0.00 0.00 

·GECC0012 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #3 [Gateway Energy) 749352.45 4286918.44 418.70 85.0 1706.1 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 
GECC0013 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #4 [Gateway Energy) 749428.12 4286971.81 418.96 85.0 1706.l 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 
GECC0014 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #5 [Gateway Energyf 749544.63 4287055.23 418.27 85.0 1706.1 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 
GECC0015 DEFAULT Waste Heat Stack #6 {Gateway Energy) 749619.43 4287108.64 418.34 85.0 1706.1 57.83 9.0 0.00 0.00 

"GECC0007 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - A (Gateway Energy) 749619.87 4287112.56 418.11 20.0 371.1 71.29 4.0 0.00 0.00 
GECC0016 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - 8 [Gateway Energy) 749545.02 4287058.93 418.27 20.0 371.1 71.29 4.0 0.00 0.00 
GECC0017 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - C (Gateway Energy) 749428 24 4286976.24 418.96 20.0 371.l 71.286 4.0 0.00 0.00 

"GECC0018 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - D (Gateway Energy) 749352.23 4286921.92 418.60 20.0 371.1 71.286 40 0.00 0.00 
·GECC0019 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - E (Gateway Energy) 749273.14 4286865.98 418,21 20.0 3711 71.286 40 0.00 0.00 
GECC0020 DEFAULT Coke Pushing - F (Gateway Energy) 749197.51 4286811.96 418.70 20 0 3711 71.286 40 0.00 0.00 
GECC0004 DEFAULT Coal Charging - A (Gateway Energy) 749623.34 4287107.16 418.54 26 0 135.1 50.679 45 0.00 0.00 
GECC0022 DEFAULT Coal Charging - B (Gateway Energy) 749548.49 4287053.91 418,18 26 0 135.1 50.679 4.5 0.00 000 
GECC0023 DEFAULT Coal Charging - C [Gateway Energy) 749432 74 4286971 35 418.90 26.0 135.1 50.679 4.5 0.00 000 
GECC0024 DEFAULT Coal Charging - D {Gateway Energy) 749355.86 4286916.95 418.67 26 0 135.l 50.679 4.5 0.00 000 
GECC002S DEFAULT Coal Charging - E (Gateway Energy) 749277.43 4286860.70 418.44 26.0 135.1 50.679 4.5 0.00 000 
GECC0026 DEFAULT Coal Charging F (Gateway Energy) 749201.81 4286807.07 418.57 26.0 135.1 50.679 4.5 0.00 000 
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US Steel Granite City Volume Source Inputs 

co co 
Base Potential Emissions 

Source Elevatlon Release SigmaY Emissions Increase 

10 Source Description Easting (ml Northing (ml (ft) Height (ft) (ft) Sigma Z (ftl (lb/hr) (lb/hr) 

26070 Ladle Preheaters/Dryers (formerly BOF 4, NG & COG) - Roof Monitor 7484S7.20 4286S96.40 413.88 169.0 21,6 78.6 1,373 1.373 

26080 Ladle Preheaters/Dryers (formerly BOF 4, NG & COG) • Roof Monitor 748466.60 4286606.00 413.98 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.373 1.373 

26090 Ladle Preheaters/Dryers (formerly BOF 4, NG & COG) - Roof Monitor 748475.40 4286616.10 413.88 169.0 21,6 78.6 1.373 1.373 

26100 Ladle Preheaters / Dryers (formerly BOF 5, NG & COG) Roof Monitor 748483.60 4286624.10 413.85 169.0 21,6 78.6 1.029 1.029 

26110 Ladle Preheaters / Dryers (formerly BOF 5, NG & COG) Roof Monitor 748495.20 4286635.90 41401 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.029 0,000 

26120 Ladle Preheaters / Dryers (formerly BOF 5, NG & COG) Roof Monitor 748504.10 4286646.00 414.37 169.0 21.6 78.6 1.029 0.000 

26130 Ladle Preheaters / Dryers (formerly BOF S, NG & COG) - Roof Monitor 748513.90 4286656.70 414.63 169.0 21.6 78 6 1029 0.000 

26570 Galv Line 8 748368.26 4287046.91 420.41 101.7 12.3 48.S 0.254 0.000 

26580 Galv Line 8 748374.01 4287041.49 420.11 101.7 12.3 48.5 0.254 0.000 

26S90 Galv Line 8 748379.56 4287036.28 419.82 101.7 12.3 48.5 0.2S4 0.000 

26600 Galv Lrne 8 748420.52 4286997.79 419.S5 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.254 0.000 

26610 GalV Une 8 748428.00 4286990.81 419.95 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.254 0.000 

i26620 Galv Lrne 8 748436.60 4286982.91 419.85 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.254 0.000 

26630 Galv Line 8 748444.54 4286975.49 419.62 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.2.54 0.000 

26640 Galv Line 8 748451.78 4286968.87 418.50 38.0 15.1 38.0 0.254 0000 

26650 Galv l ine 8 748324.79 4287118.60 421.65 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26660 Galv Une 8 748331.95 4287112.00 421.52 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26670 Galv Line 8 748340.34 4287104.30 421.39 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26680 Galv Line 8 748347.69 4287097.51 421.29 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26690 Galv Une 8 748354.48 4287091.31 421.16 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26700 Galv L ne 8 748362.29 4287084.18 420.87 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26710 Galvlrne 8 748370.46 4287076.71 420.51 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26720 Galv Lrne 8 748378.04 4287069.70 420.14 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

26730 Galv Line 8 748385.51 4287062.91 419.52 38.0 15.6 17.7 0.254 0.000 

0126A_l Slag Pit Volume 1 749691.91 4286762.44 418.70 53.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 

0126A_2 Slag Pit Volume 2 749708.01 4286772.50 421.33 53.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 

126A_3 Slag Pit Volume 3 749724.24 4286782.31 420.44 53.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 

0126A_4 Slag Pit Volume 4 749740.84 4286791.62 419.00 53.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 

0126A=5 Sla~Pit Volume 5 749757.20 4286801.31 418.86 53.0 29.0 17.7 0.000 0.000 
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Off-S.t• Point source Modtl •nput (NAD83, Zone 15) 

Potettdal Emissions (lb/hrl ..... Exit Stade El- Stade Velocity Diam- SO2(1• 
SouttelO Source Description Easttnc (m) N-lnc(m) (ft) Helpt (ft) T...,p (Fl (ft/sec) (ft) co SOx hour) 

lt_l31772 Star Memotiilll P4tt Cremiltory - Cremiltory 749244.00 4324486.00 641.44 16.0 800.0 27.585 1.0 2.70E+OO 0.OOE•OO 0.OOE+I 
ll_l31841 Alton Steel Inc. • Electric arc furn.ic~s 747753.00 4307832.00 433.07 100.0 250.I 31.029 24.2 2.25E+02 7.07E•OI 
ll_l31845 Alton Steel Inc. • 14 inch rolling mill rehe.at furnace 74764S.OO 4307692.00 432.64 1060 200.0 2.394 16.0 2.40E+0I 0.OOE+OO 
IL_131945 Alton Memor1a1 Hospital• 3 Boilers 746364.00 4309470.00 521.36 89.0 389.9 24.108 3.0 0.OOE•OO l.28E+0I 
IL_132052 Olm W1nchcstu, LLC. Piock,1ge Boiler (8·4) 750887.00 4308614.00 435.63 35.0 400.0 84.854 2.0 0.OOE+OO 4.57E+OO 
IL_132062 Otin. Winchester, LLC • Piockage Boiler {B-3) 750891.00 4308619.00 435.89 35.0 400.0 84.854 2.0 O.OOE+OO 4.60E+OO 4.60E•~ 
IL_l32063 Olin Winchester. LLC • Package Boiler (B•2) 750892.00 4308613.00 435.53 35.0 400.0 84.854 20 0.OOE+OO 4.57E+OO 4.57E•< 
IL_l32064 Olin Winchester, LLC • Package Boiler (B•l) 750888.00 4308609.00 435.30 35.0 400.0 84.854 2.0 O.OOE+OO 4.60E+OO 4.60E+( 
IL_l32065 Olin W1r'lchester, LLC • Package Boiler (B·S) 750883.00 4308610.00 435.27 35.0 400.0 84.854 2.0 O.OOE+OO 4.60E+OO 4.60E+C 
IL_l32148 Amited Rt111I Co .• Inc. - Electric Arc Furnace Nl (EF·l) 747122.00 4287625.00 425.26 55.0 250.1 54.087 6.2 3.84E•0I 4.07E+OO 4.07E+C 
IL_13il49 Amsted R:a1I Co., Jnc. - Electric Arc .Furn.ace t'2 (EF-2) 747147.00 4287625.00 42S.20 44.0 250.1 42.443 7.0 3.84E•Ol 4.07E+00 4.07E+C 
IL_l32l93 veloc:1ty Services. llC. • North American Boiler 748928.00 4286192.00 416.21 27.0 450.1 24.305 2.3 236E•OO 0.OOE•OO 0.00E+C 
IL_l32194 Vl!!loe,ty ~rvices, llC. - Cteaver Brooks bo•le:r 748928.00 4286192.00 416,21 29.0 440.0 39.590 2.0 2 36E•OO 0.OOE+OO 
IL_l3222S Gateway Regional Medic.-! Center - Soller a3 748587.00 4287448.00 426.05 48.0 600.0 41.231 4.S l.53E •00 l.28E+0l 
IL_l32226 Gateway Regtonal M11!d1c~I Center - Boileri 11 and 2 748592.00 4287452.00 425.95 48.0 600.0 38.966 4.5 3.07E•OO 2.57E+0l 
IL_l32247 Prairi,e Farms Dairy, rnc. • Boiler IJ 747505.00 4287550.00 424.64 75.0 375,0 30.078 2.5 1.30E-0l 0.OOE+OO o.ooe,, 
IL_l32248 Prairie Farms Oa1,v, 1nc. • Boiler 12 747505.00 4287550.00 424.64 25.0 375.o 65.010 2.5 2.40!·01 l.19E+OO l.19E+1 
IL_ll23Z4 Prt-coat Metals• Aftl'rburner A81 and AB2 749469.00 4292538.00 424.97 34.0 10000 64518 4.0 3.23E+OO 0 .00E+OO 0.OOE•I 
ll_132424 Highland Electric light Plant - Engine IC•S 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 28.0 612,l 84.854 2.0 2.07E+0l 0 .OOE+OO 0.OOE•I 
1L_132425 Highland Electrlc Ught Pla.nt - Engine IC-7 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 57.0 734,1 6.265 ll.4 2.51E•0l 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE+I 
ll_132496 ConocoPhilhps Co. • Cat.-lvt1c reformer #1 (STt( 12-4) 754869.00 4302625.00 442.55 349.9 600.0 56.810 15.0 6.28E•0I 9.53E+Ol 
1L_132510 ConocoPhillips Co .• Distilhng unit: KTR-0Ul-F301 ISTt<S·2J 754327.00 4303077,00 444.69 185.0 319.0 21.878 8.0 J.21E•0l 0OOE+OO 0.OOE+I 
IL_132511 Conoc0Phill1ps Co. - Distilling unit: MTR-0Ul-F302 (Sl1<5-l) 754326.00 4303100.00 444.49 150.0 150.0 ll.677 8.5 1.57E•0l 5.29E+OO 5.29E•I 
IL_l32512 ConocoPhillips Co.• Stt-am mll!thanl' reformer: SMR l-leater {HT~·SMR • STK12·8) 754873.00 4302750.00 443.04 199.9 749.9 36.638 12.0 4.75€+01 6.82E•0l 
IL_l32516 ConocoPhillips Co.• Rttt1f1ed absorption unit: Reboil-er tieater (HTR·RAU·OEBUT - STt<S·S) 754470.00 4302943.00 444.98 75.0 850.0 34.440 5.0 7,l4E•OO 0.OOE+00 
IL_132517 Conoc0Ph1lhps Co •• Rectified absorption system to RFG 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 150.0 710.0 26.338 6.0 0.OOE•OO U0E+02 
IL_l32519 ConocoPhillips Co. • Cracked absotpMn unil (HTR•CAU·RO5TILl • STKS-4) 754468.00 4302963.00 44541 85.0 800.0 22.173 7.2 6.72E•OO 0.00E+OO 
IL_132526 ConocoPhillips Co.· CCU·l S1artup he-atl!!r B-1 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 212,0 500.l 86.953 45 0.OOE+OO 3.55E+0l 
IL_13253S ConocoPhillips Co. - catalytic cracking unit #2 (STK6-3) 754848.00 4302895.00 443.27 199 9 175.0 49.954 11.0 4.72E•0l 2.17E+03 
1(_132551 ConocoPhillips Co. - Alkylat,on unit: HTR•AlkV-HM2 (STK6-6) 754930.00 4303043.00 442.59 1S0.9 475.l ll.398 5.7 4.32E•OO O.OOE +00 
IL_132556 ConocoPhillips Co.· Utility boiler #15 (STKll-15} 754859.00 4302776.00 443.44 132.0 425.0 43.165 7.0 2.65E+0l l.62E+0l 
ll_l32557 ConocoPhilhps Co.• Utility boiler #16 (Slk:12•16} 754875.00 4302778.00 443.21 132.0 425.0 43.165 7.0 2,78E+0I l.41E•0l 
IL_1325S8 ConocoPhillops Co.· Utility boiler 17 (STK12•17) 754902.00 4302784.00 442.91 150.0 317.0 52218 10.0 3.60E+0l 1.82E+OI 
IL_132559 ConocoPhilhps Co, • Utility boiler 18 (STK6·9) 754919.00 4302809.00 442.52 100.0 325.0 14.465 6.2 3.00E•0l 6.61E+OO 6.6lE+1 
IL_132561 COAOCOPhilhps Co.• Hydrode1ulfuriz1tion unit #1: Charge heater (HTR-HOU·l - STK13-l) 755217.00 4302S88.00 442.16 150.0 790.l 32.144 5.0 5.60E+OO 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE•< 
IL_l32564 ConocoPhillips Co. - Hydrodesulfurizat1on unit 6'2: Charge heater (HTR-HDU-2 • STk12-14} 75S022.00 4302530.00 442.95 150.0 900.1 31.422 Sa 4.90E+OO 0.001:+00 0.00£+1 
IL_l32565 ConocoPh•llips Co. - Cat reformer #3: Stabtlizer reboiler {HTR-CR3·H2. Sn:12-9} 755014.00 4302580.00 442.62 150.0 950.1 7.019 7.8 4.79E+OO 0.00£+00 O.OOf♦l 
IL_l32567 ConocoPhillips Co. - catalytic re-fo,mer unit 113: Charge heatet (HTR•CR3 •H4} 755019.00 4302571.00 442.65 150.0 800.0 28.766 7.8 l.75E•0l 8.04E+00 8.04E•I 
IL_l32568 Conoc0Phill1ps Co. • Catailytic reformer unit #3: First interreactot heater IHTR-CR3•HS) 755019.00 4302548.00 442,78 150.0 749.9 26.929 7.8 2.llE+0l 6.93E+OO 6.93E+I 
ll_132569 ConocoPhillips Co. -Cat teformer #3: Second interreactor heater (HTR-CR3-H6 - STK12·12} 755019.00 4302559.00 442.72 150.0 749.9 14.006 7.8 S.S5E+OO 0.00E+OO 0.OOE+I 
ll_132594 ConocoPhillips Co. - Sulfuric acid tank 755114.00 4302829 00 441.93 40.0 186 0 26.273 2.0 l.78E•OO 2.35E+OO 2.35E•I 
ll_l32598 CooocoPhillips Co. • CCV-2 Stan.up hea1er 8·1 754240.00 4303144 00 443.47 16.0 509.l 32,964 3.2 4.40E·0l 0 OOE+OO 0.OOE+I 
IL_132599 A.trgas USA, LLC. Liq1.11f1ed carbon d10){id1!! plant 756314.00 4302509 00 435.93 30.0 70.1 79 573 0.2 4.I0E·0I 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE+I 
IL_l32701 Kinder Morgan Liquids Terminals. LLC • New Truc:\. lo.ad1ng ra,k 752998.00 4303578.00 43563 20.0 70.1 0.262 2.2 4 87E+OO 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE+I 
IL_l32739 Nation.al Maintenance and Repair• Cleaver Brooki boiler (Sta,k l of 21 7S091S.OO 4300904.00 402.46 34.0 450.1 23.321 2.0 l.90E+OO 5.00E+OO 5.00E+ 
1L_132777 Elias Kallal & SChaaf Funeral Home & Crematory. Crematorium 742098.00 4312210.00 627.20 30.0 1400,l 18.368 1.7 3.00E•OO 0.OOE+00 0.OOE+ 
1L_132781 Christ Bros Products, LLC - Baghouse 754160.00 4283243.00 419.46 32.0 240.0 83.706 3.9 5.56E•0l 2.48E+0I 
IL_U2928 E "able M1u1ss1pp1 River Transmission, LLC • Engine SN-02 782556.00 4285336.00 492.29 30.0 1000.0 9.414 2.6 l.36E•0l 0.00E+00 0.OOE+· 
IL_l33625 Waterloo City Licht Plant• Engine "1 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 29.0 749.9 13.579 2.3 4.00E+0l l.35E+00 USE•· 
IL_l33527 Waterloo C1tv Light Pe.ant - Engine #9 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 17.0 936.1 84.854 1.0 l.50E+0l 3.60E+00 3.60E•• 
IL_l33628 Waterloo C,ty Light Prant - Engine •10 748326.00 4246769.00 64045 17.0 936.l 84.854 1.0 l.50E•0l 3.60E•OO 3.60E+, 
IL_l35983 Lakeview Memorial G.ardens - C.rernatory 762896.00 4273894.00 579.89 16.0 895.0 26.666 2.6 8.40E+OO 0.00E •00 0.OOE" 
ll_136012 Breckenridge of IL· Natural gas combustion 756461.00 4277782.00 423.82 38.0 341.0 25.781 2.7 3.94E+OO 0.OOE+OO 0.OOE♦1 
IL_136014 Toucht-tte Regional Hospital• 2 Boilers 751890.00 42730)4.00 415.94 39.0 800.0 6.560 3,7 2.26E•OO 0.OOE+OO 
IL_l36018 Upchurch Rody Mil( Concrete Company • Boiler 749859.00 4276616.00 418.44 30.0 376.l 29.684 3.7 0.OOE•OO 3 OOE-01 
IL_136098 Safety Kleen Systems, Inc. • Pipe still (heilt exchanger) 749786.00 4276425.00 420.28 IS.0 170.0 0.295 10 0.OOE•OO l 38!+00 I 38E+I 
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NAOl3, Zone 1S) 
Potential lnllsslons fib/hr) 

lose bit Slade 
Elnation Slade Velodly Diameter 502(1· 

Source ID Source De1criptlon Eutincfm) Northlnc (ml (ft) llel&ht (ft) Temp ff) c1t1-1 (ft) co S01 hour) 

1l_ 136125 M'lam Recycll"g ,1nd Oisposa Fuiiitv -Open flare 750434.00 4282812.00 420.54 42.0 1800,1 10.070 1.0 l.83E+Ol 6.00E+OO 

ll_l36129 Village of Fre-eburg • En1ine 16 769352.00 4257S78.00 509.42 24.0 749.9 24.239 1.8 3.93E+OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_l36130 Village of Freeburg .. Engine #4 769352.00 4257578.00 S09.42 25.0 5S0.0 87.871 13 9.60E+OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_136131 Village of Fretbul'& • Engine 17 7693S2.00 4257578.00 S09.42 22.0 900.1 18.926 27 4.50E+01 4.43E+00 

ll_l36169 Darline lngl'edienu. Inc. -Continuous renderine process 747472.00 428143800 414.93 44.0 74,9 84.854 4.0 6.G7E+OO l.43E +Oil 

IL~l36187 Asphalt Siles & Products nc. • Orum miK nphalt plant 772959.00 4275690.00 514.30 33.0 325.0 47.134 4,5 f;.49E+Ol 2.90E+01 

IL_l36486 Cerro Ffow Produru. llC. Pierdng Mil Furn,.(e N2 746228.00 4275272.00 407.32 25.0 299,9 38.901 2.0 8.6SE-01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_136547 Christ Bros Products, LLC Orum mi~ aispha t plant 747162.00 4269805.00 448.72 36.0 31S.l $6.592 3.5 1.34E+Ol 5.91E+OO 

IL_142809 Magnes,um Elektron North America - Combustion units 746452.00 428S724.00 415.49 60.0 4S0.1 30.537 2.0 l.02E+Ol 4 .44E+OO 

IL_143317 Waterloo City light Plant En1ine #11 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 17.0 936,l 84,854 1.0 1.50E+Ol 3.60E+OO 

ll_l43319 Waterloo City Light Plant • En1ine #7 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 33.0 749.9 84.854 2.0 3.41E+Ol O.OOE•OO 

IL. 143320 Waterloo City Light Plant .. Engine #8 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 27.0 680.1 84.230 2.3 1.87E +01 1.36E+OO 

IL 14S809 Conoc0Ph11tps Co. - Crude heaters (SfKS 31 754415.00 4303016.00 445,93 311.9 S30.0 87.970 140 7.81E+01 l.98E+01 

IL 145820 ConocoPhillips Co - Sulfur reCQ\fery unit •1 (STK3 1] 7S2928.00 4303077.00 428,41 125.0 965.9 17.712 7.2 O.OOE+OO 4.0SE+Ol 

IL_145826 Conoc0Ph1llips Co. - Supplemental au· compressor engine CC~l 754240.00 4303144,00 443.47 15.0 117.1 20.369 1.5 7.lOE•Ol 1.74£+00 

ll_145838 ConocoPhillips Co. - SuHur r~c::overy unit #2 ISTK3'•2) 752929.00 4303071.00 428.38 125.0 96S.9 17.712 7.2 O.OOE+OO 4,05E+Ol 

ll_145850 ConocoPhillips Co.• FJare for m~jor effluent treatment projec;t 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 30.0 78.0 14.006 9.2 4.SlE•OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_147845 Mayco Mfg. LLC • Britt kettles combus.tion stack 747189.00 4286970.00 421.78 34.0 250.1 2.362 1.1 2.00E-01 0.00E+oll 

IL_147846 Mayco Mfg, LLC • Mi1ted metiils A-II dross bag house discharge stack 747189.00 4286970.00 421.78 30.0 95.l 52.611 5.0 5.77E-Ol O.OOE+OO 

IL_148354 ConocoPhillips Co. - Catalytic cr,c.klng unit #1 (STK6-2) 7S4864.00 4302895.00 442.88 199.9 175.0 49.954 11.0 2.32E+01 3.84£+01 

IL_149873 City of Alton - lncine-rator 749456.00 4310990.00 446.33 25.0 1400.1 53.038 1.0 1.40E•OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_149908 Ch.ir1es E. Mahoney - Orum mi11: asphalt plant 749517.00 4309892.00 443.14 25.0 295.1 66.289 4,0 5.74E•01 2.56E+Ol 

1L_154190 Milam Recycling and DispoHI Facility• Engine: 11 750544.00 4282853.00 411.88 26.0 820.0 86.231 0.8 6.93E+OO 1.78E+OO 

ll_lS4191 Milam Recycling and Disposal Facility• Engine #2 7S0538.00 4282852.00 412.01 26.0 820.0 86.231 0.8 6.93E•OO 1.78E+OO 

IL_154192 Milam Recycling and Oisposa• Facility - Engine 13 750S48.00 4282855.00 411.81 26.0 820.0 86.231 0.8 7.14E+OO l.84E+OO 

IL_l55302 Alton Steel Inc. - Ladle Furn-1ce 747753.00 4307832.00 433.07 74.0 27S.1 87.215 3.0 2.24E+Ol 1.12E+Ol 

IL_1SS304 Precoat Metals· Boiler Bl 749469.00 4292S38.00 424.97 24.0 700.1 20.730 1.6 8.SOE-01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_1S530S Granite City PtcldinI & Warehousing • Boller 746973.00 4286890.00 422.41 50,0 331.l 15.449 2.7 7.06E-01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_155307 Kraft Heiriz Co. - Boiler 8 748105.00 4289580.00 423.56 400 380.0 68.946 2.0 l.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_155437 southwestern Illinois Correctional Center - 2 Boilers 753202.00 4278290.00 421.46 32.0 450.1 15.285 1.5 7.06E·Ol O.OOE+OO 

ll_1S5441 Asphalt Sales & Proch..1cts Inc:. • Asphalt heaters and boilers 772959.00 4275690.00 S14.30 33.0 341.0 18.368 3.2 O.OOE+OO 2.SOE+OO 

IL_156624 US Air Force/Scott Air Force Bue - Boilers and Heuers 774337.00 4270862.00 440.32 30.0 33l.1 23.288 2.2 4.81E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_156970 Ohl"I Win(hester. LLC- Pack.age Boiler 18-6) 7S0906.00 4308625.00 436.06 3S.O 400.0 84.854 2.0 O.OOE+OO 4.60E+OO 

IL_1599ll0 Afton Chemical Corp. • 258 Sulfonation Stack 746513.00 4276305.00 407.05 1S8.0 70.1 41.820 1.0 O.OOE+OO 5.59£+00 

IL_159942 Afton Chemical Corp. • Unit 266: Flue 36•0011/36-0610 746653.00 4276356.00 410.10 100.0 700.1 59.368 0.7 8.S5E•OO 4.90E+Ol 

IL_159965 Afton Chemical Corp.• Flare 36-0219 746513.00 427630S,00 407.05 146.0 1000.0 42.837 0 .4 3.84£•00 2. 74E +01 

IL_l60741 Sr•dv M(Casland. Inc. -Compaction plant 748518.00 4276987.00 413.75 17.0 1521.l 65.469 l.8 5.20£-01 O.OOE+oo 

IL_l60742 Oarling Ingredients, tnc. - Kewanee boiler 747472.00 4281438.00 414.93 35.0 450.l 54.448 2.6 1.96E+OO l.51E+Ol 

IL_160799 COnocoPhillips Co. • SupplemenUil ,ilr r;ompressor engine CCU-2 7S4240.00 4303144.00 443.47 48.0 117.1 20.369 1.5 O.OOE+OO 1.74E+OO 

IL_160898 Afton Chemicat Corp. - Boller S00-15•0110 746653.00 4276489.00 405.22 45.0 350.0 17.318 7.0 4.89E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_165120 8FI Waste Systems of North America, Inc.• Flare 758882.00 4264336.00 574,97 3S.O 1600.1 23.485 0.8 6.SOE+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_l66479 Union Electric Co. • Turbine CT02A 745573.00 4283620.00 420.60 30.0 850.0 18,860 11.4 7.73E+01 2.73£+01 

1l_166491 En1ble Mississippi River Transmission, LLC • Turbine SN-03 782556.00 4285336.00 492.29 30.0 749.9 86.854 2.5 9.56E+OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_167781 Amsted Rail Co., Inc. -Pourina and casting (PR/CST•l) 747025.00 4287611.00 424.80 101.0 25l.O 34,768 9.7 O.OOE•OO 6.70E-Ol 

IL_l67787 Amsted Rail Co., Inc.· Ladle Preheatet (LOP·l) 747039.00 4287611.00 424.93 82.0 505.0 31.488 6.1 6.50E+OO 2.20E-01 

1(_167858 ConocoPhillips Co. - scot 1,1nit 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 16.0 115.1 15.580 9.0 O.OOE+OO 1.72E+02 

ll_169226 Messer. LLC - 2 Boilers 752309.00 4301220.00 434.42 15.0 800.0 0.525 1.4 2.52E+OO O.OOE+OO 

1(_172707 St. Anthony's Hospital - Boiler #4 74S097.00 4310364.00 584.58 64.0 400.0 58.614 2.3 O.OOE+OO 6.02E•OO 

1(_179611 tiiIhl1nd Electric Ught Plant• EnItne IC•l 788126.93 4293320.17 S34.65 12.0 656,0 86.920 1.2 1.44E•Ol O.OOE+OO 

IL_l79671 Villar:e of Freeburg~ Engine #1 769352.00 42S7578.00 509.42 30.0 500.l 40.311 1.0 8.55E+OO 8 .2SE·Ol 

IL_l79672 Villaee of Fr1:t:bur1 • Engine #2 7693S2.00 42S7578.00 509.42 30.0 S00,l 40.311 1.0 8.55E+OO 8.25£·01 

IL_179673 Vill~ge of Freeburg• Engine 13a 7693S2.00 4257578.00 509.42 25,0 500.1 S5.170 1.0 5.92E+OO 0 ,00£•00 

IL_181173 ConocoPhill•ps Co. • loading rick 752292.00 4299987.00 429.92 40.0 1800.1 87.S10 2.0 1.53£+00 O.OOE+OO 

ll_183733 Veolia ES Technical SOiutions, LLC • Hatardou.s waste incinerator #4 trotiry kiln) 745532.00 4275942.00 414.76 57.0 650.9 32.S70 2.8 3.17£+00 l.16E+Ol 

IL_189069 US Air Force/Scott Air Foru Base - Diesel generators 774337.00 4270862.00 440.32 370 402.0 29.389 1.3 S.83E•Ol O.OOE+OO 

IL_190090 Contract Services, llC - 3 Boilen 746767.00 4275755.00 417,81 40.0 310.0 50.381 4.2 8.S3E•OO 5.14E+OO 



R
002630

Off-Silt Po.nl Source Model Input INADl3, Zont 1S) 

Potontlal Entlalons (lb/hr) 
hse hit Stock 

El__, Stade Velodty Dla"'IIM SOZ(l· 
Souce ID Source DHUlpllon Easttns(ml Notlhlns (ml lltl Hef&lltlltl Temp If) (ft/H<) lftl co SO• llour) 

r-192953 Midwest Meal C~t1ngs, llC - Chemical c01ter/1nfr•rcd oven (CC/ IRO} 748281.00 4290395.00 423.88 340 110.0 18.926 3.0 2.90E-Ol O.OOE•OO 0.00€+1 
L 192964 Midweit Metil C~tmas. UC - Aftetburner 748281.00 4290395.00 423.88 34 0 900.l 23.780 so 3.28E·Ol O.OOE•OO 0.00e+◄ 
L_192967 Modwest Meta Co.tines. llC 6otler (811 748281.00 4290395.00 423.88 34.0 4000 67.338 1 5 2.12E•OO OOOE+OO 0.00e 

IL_l98552 Christ Bros Products, I.LC - Otum m·• 1spNlt pl,nt 778702.00 427634500 439.34 35.0 297 l 62.254 3 8 2.95E•Ol l .32E+Ol 
!L_201652 Empire Comfort Systems Suck 763S29.00 4266192 00 477.26 250 8000 14 334 10 2.69E .00 0 00E .00 O.OOE 
L 204833 Mtlam Recyd nc 1nd 0.sposa he 1ty - 3 Passive solar fl1rei 750550.00 4282537.00 594.06 20.0 18001 57138 07 4 23E•OO 4 38E•OO 

IL 207740 Chemtnde SO \lttOnt. llC • Scrubber C007 7S3339.00 4281367.00 422 21 30.0 70 1 0394 03 0 OOE+OO 2 OOE-01 
jL 208343 Center Point Te,m1n1 Ce. Asph.tlt 1nd pol'ymer mochf,ed blend unk 4T 9j 74636100 4289240 00 416.44 330 18S 1 0 9S1 1 5 1 OOE·OI O.OOE+OO O.OOE•I 
ll _209238 Concrete Supply, L..C - N1tur1· gu combun,on 7S7768.00 4302270.00 444.69 20 0 341 0 25 781 2 7 9 69E•Ol O OOE+OO 

~l 209433 
A.lton W&ttr Trntment F1c-hty Stick 742583 00 4309460.00 48898 22 0 4000 BS 083 0.7 O.OO E+ OO S.SOE-01 

L_211274 K1rnstra -1 no,s, dC • Natural 1as combu:st1on 764550 00 4296982 .00 S7S.95 20 0 341 C H 781 2 .7 7 68E-01 O.OOE+OO O.OO E+I 
L_2U772 Center Point Terminal Co.• ncinerator/wi1ste he,t botler 746361.00 4289240.00 416.44 180 650 0 7.970 2.0 l .83E-01 l .OSE+OO 1.05€•1 
._2126'12 Cha'n of Rocks Rtcyclmt & Otsposa l • Open fla,t 74694S.OO 4293274 00 431.S9 20.0 1400.1 47.26S 07 6.92E+OO 1.06E+OO 

1l_2l288l l<och Fertilizer LLC -AmmoNa heater 750008.00 4305316 00 428.1S 25.0 250 l 42.443 1.0 2 43E•OO 5.30E·OI 
1L_213573 lllno,s Oep,rt~nt of Transporuuon A and K model 367•1 ,nc,n~.ator 732106.00 4332182 00 623 79 15.0 7361 30.86S 2.8 2 .SSE •00 0 00£ +00 
IL_213834 0.rtin& lntrtdtents. nc, JohnlOfl bo ler 74747l.OO 4281438 00 414 93 330 4501 46.937 28 196€+00 151[+01 
ll_2138S4 Solvay Fluondcs, UC · Boiler 750245.00 •27611500 419.72 30.0 361 0 7.314 2.8 l 44E•OO O OOE+OO 
IL_21S31S Madison County Slnd LLC Drum mui; asphalt plant 75892100 428902600 422 01 32.0 24S 0 64 4S2 4 l l 63E•Ol 5 OOE-01 

rl 217756 
Ph1ll1ps 66 Pipeline, LlC Trutk ~dmg racks 744935 00 4274152.00 407.25 20.0 70.2 10.S94 2.0 1.20€•01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

L_218S30 Cor.ocoPh,lhps Co • North pro~nv ground fl1re (FLR1• 2) 754486.00 4303322.00 44S08 195.0 1800 1 2.394 3.0 1.41€•01 O.OOE+OO 
L_218537 C1,1stom Steel Proc.essm1 S.Crubber 74633S.OO 42860<13.00 416.99 5S.O 70 I 49.036 4.2 O.OOE•OO 1.00€ 01 
L_218S39 Custom Steel Processmc S.ulfunc acid uorage unk 74633S.OO 42860<13.00 416.99 3S.O 127.0 0.000 2.4 O.OOE•OO 1.00£ 01 
1 _218S69 Contract services, .. LC 801l•r #4 746767 00 427S75S.OO 417 81 40.0 310 0 49 036 3.7 1.30E•02 1.64E•OO 1.64E•l 
l_218687 CcnocoPtu ps Co. Gas pl,nt sour Wittr st,1pper 7S4240.00 4303144.00 443.47 1S o 128 9 11382 29 l .06E•OO O.OOE•OO O OOE•I 
l _218995 Asphalt Safes & Products ln.c Asphalt silos ,end truck loadout 7729S9.00 427S690 00 514.30 32.0 861 84.8S4 15 1 26E•OO 0.00[+00 0 00£· 
;L_219420 Crown Textile Scrwcu Bo~•r 744287.00 4259382 00 466.40 240 450 1 3S.227 1.7 1.03E•OO O OOE•OO O.OOE· 
ll_220266 American Collood Co s.nc1 drv1nc 746862.00 4287239.00 41991 720 491 1 28.766 33 1 29E•OO O 00£+00 0 OOE« 

lll_220267 ~r,can Colk>td Co Spac-etteattt"S 746862.00 4287239.00 419.91 3S0 298.1 21484 24 2.30E-01 0.00e+OO O.OOE« 
IL_220618 Asphalt S.les & Producu nc Orum m,x asphalt pf1nt 7S7S60.00 4299901.00 442 63 32 0 280.0 611.322 4 .3 7.6IE•OI 3 40E+Ol 
I ._220849 ConocoPffl•1ps Co. Alkyl1t,on unit fl,re {FlR6•1) 755035.00 4303081.00 442.S5 299.9 1800.1 2034 25 1 SSE•Ol O 00£+00 O.OOE+l 
'~222033 Waterloo City L11ht Pl11nt - Ou,111 fuel-fired TurbKl~ GTl 748326.00 4246769.00 640.45 390 6121 41 590 48 l 77(+0I O.OOE +OD O.OOE+I 
L_222134 Asphalt SIies & Proch.1cts nc Asphalt sdo loading 757560.00 4299901.00 44163 26.0 123.0 4986 l 7 7 OOE·Ol O.OOE•OO 0.00£•1 

IIL_22213S Aspha t Sales & Products nc - Asphatt heaters ind bo lers 757S60.00 4299901.00 44163 3S.O 361.0 26.896 3 7 O.OOE•OO 2.80E•OO 2.BOE•I 
l t_222988 Apcll o,I Co , Inc. - Thermal oxidizers 7S2472.00 4302667 00 432.07 18.0 820.0 4398S 23 2 98E•OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE•I 
l_223796 Umon Etectric Co. • Turbine CT03 74573S.OO 4282930.00 420.96 38.0 603.l 74 948 3.4 4 90E•02 l 30E•OO 1.30[+1 
L_223797 un.on Electric Co Turb1M CT04 74S776.00 4282947 00 42116 38.0 603.l 74 948 3.4 4 90E•0l 1 30E•OO 
L_223798 Union fl.,;mcCo. • Turb~ CTOS 745538.00 4283620.00 420.90 38.0 603.1 74948 3.4 6.90£+02 9 OOE•Ol 
1L_224167 lnterurbiin ILAWC • EtnerCCfK:V a~crator 7S726S.00 4276109.00 482.38 290 880. ) Sl.463 2.3 1 lOE•Ol 4 60E+OO O.OOE+I 

l'l 224416 Belleville undlil, In( . . Flare 760<102.00 4264040.00 571.88 3S0 1600. 1 8 659 0 .8 1.22€•0I O 00£•00 
IL_224S92 Christ Bros Products, LLC • Drum mix asp~lt plant 75568S.OO 4299823.00 431.10 32.0 251.0 53.628 4 .1 3.09£+0I l.38E+OI 
IL_224S94 Christ Bros Products, LLC • A.s.ph,lt U1nk heaters and bo1lt:n 75S701.00 4299842.00 427.46 10.0 416.0 42.443 10 1.18E.OO 2 80E+OO 
IL_224838 Enablr M1uiuipp, R1v1rlransmissio-n, LLC • Comprirssor enc,ne SN·Ol 750039.00 4285426.00 410.47 22.0 122S.l 66.453 1.1 S.67€•00 0 OOE•OO 0.00E•I 
L_224839 Enabl~ M1ss1ss1pp1 River Tr1nsm1u1on. llC - Comprt-ssOf" encme SN·02 750044.00 42&S4l6 00 41024 22.0 2125.1 66 453 1.1 S.67E•OO 0 .00E•OO O.OOE+I 
L_224840 Enable Mtssisslppi River Tr,nsmission, LLC • Compress.or encin1 SN-03 75004900 428S406 00 410.37 22.0 122S.l 66.4S3 1.1 5.67E•OO O.OOE+OO 0 .00£•1 

hL_224841 Enable Mfssiss,pp1 River Trainsmission. LLC • Compressor 1ng1ne SN-04 750054.00 428S397.00 410.30 22.0 1225.1 66.453 1.1 5.67E•OO O.OOE • 00 0 .00£• 1 
L_224901 Premcor Refinuia Group, Inc.• Thermal oxidizer 7S2775.00 4302414 00 429.95 20.0 342 I 49.462 0.8 7.40€-01 0 .00(+00 O.OOE+I 
l_22S166 Metro Cremuorv • Crematory 7S4120.00 4290785 00 417.29 28.0 736.1 84 8S4 1.0 l .SOE+OO O.OOE• OO 
L_225832 Conocof>h1Sl4ps Co. • St1rcup/maHut1cttOn/bfeakdown 7S4240.00 4303144.00 443.47 103.0 623.9 21681 46 2 86E+Ol l.91E+02 

IIL_22S843 City of O'hUon • 400 kW tS91 HP} O,esel cener,1tor 774612.00 427728000 434 42 13.0 5001 86.S92 0 7 3 37E•OO O OOE•OO ~ OOE•I 
ll_22S844 C.tv of O'F•llon • 900 kW I I 322 HP) ~ I 1enor•tor 774612.00 427728000 434 42 170 5001 86.592 0 7 7.S5E•OO O.OOE•OO 
IL.22S960 Water Joo City IJ&ht Plant • Ene1ne •• 748326.00 4246769.00 640.4S 370 680 l 87 904 25 3 32£•01 OOOE.00 
IL_226013 Milam R•cycing •nd O,spos•I hc,lity • 325 HP Tub 1rind•r 750550.00 4282537 00 S94.06 7 J) 627 0 74030 03 2 20(+00 8.00£-01 
1L_2260l4 Milam Rttychnc and O•sPoul Facility• Enclosed nare 750476.00 4282825.00 419 62 S50 1400 1 0 .656 12 0 2.40E+Ol 6 08E+OO 6 08E♦I 
L_226015 Milam Recychnc ind o,spoul Facility• 760 HP Tub grin~, 750550.00 4282537 00 59406 8.0 627 D 70.881 07 S 10E• OO I 90E•OO l 90E•I 
L_226184 GBC Metals, LLC (d/b/a Ol~n Brass)• lF M,x muller (MM·3) Low profile turbine (LF"-lt and nduct1on forms 75007S.OO 4306259 00 432 32 410 2099 36080 2 1 2 OOE•OO O OOE+OO O OOE+I 

l•L_226204 GBC Molols, LLC {d/b/1 Olin 8rassl • Strip annHI 14 (SA•41 750150.00 4308388.00 43110 900 3S0 0 41.426 I 6 9 33E•Ol O OOE+OO O OOE+I 



R
002631

Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NAD83, Zone lS) 
Potential Emissions (lb/hr) 

ease Elli! Stadl 
Enatlon Stadl Velodty Diameter SOZ (l• 

Sour<e 10 Souru Oescrtptlon bsllnc(m) NOfthlnc (m) (ft) Helpt (ft) Temp (f) Cft/-1 (ft) co so. ho,,t) 

IL_2Z62S6 GBC Metals. LLC (d/b/o Olin Br•n) - Strip Anneal #3 (SA-3) 750439.00 4308328.00 433.83 100.0 350.0 62.746 1.3 9.83E+Ol O.OOE+OO 0.00E+I 

IL_226257 GBC Metals. LLC (d/b/o Olin Brass)- #7 Strip Anneol (SA•7) 75022i.OO 4308335.00 433.20 89.0 850.0 38.671 1.5 t.l8E+02 O.OOE +00 O.OOE 

IL_2263S2 Olin Winchester, LLC - Hammermill 1 2 and 3 (HM-1 HM-2 .iind HM•3) 750495.00 4308287.00 434.42 21.0 160.1 19.647 1.8 8.03E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 

IL_226612 SOlutia Inc - Santoflex process: Thermal oxidizer 2770934 746325.00 4275822.00 405.12 112.0 865.0 )6.794 12.6 1.SOE+Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 

IL_226783 SChildknecht Funeral Home, Inc. - Cremato,v 769033.00 4275796.00 549.57 17.0 1241.0 13.612 1.7 1.20E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_227030 Conoco1>hiltips Co. - #4 Crude unit heater H-24 (STK9•5) 753051.00 4302413.00 428.81 179.9 sso.o 26.207 8.5 2.27E+Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+1 

IL_227032 ConocoPhillips Co. • ~ydrogen pl•nt #1 flue (FLR12-2) 755194.00 4302793,00 443.67 130.0 1800.1 7.970 1.7 1.62E+Ol O.OOE+OO 

IL_227034 ConocoPhilhps Co. - Sv1fur operation 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 158.0 590.1 37.753 3.4 O.OOE+OO 3.00E+Ol 

ll_227035 ConocoPhillips Co. - Process heater HP-1 (STK12-6J 755194.00 4302793.00 443.67 127.0 360.1 27.093 7,5 6.97E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

1L_227038 ConocoPhlllips Co. • S2U Charge heatef H-3 755219.00 4302667.00 442.29 150.0 567.1 25.$18 5.0 5.75E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_227333 Waterloo City Light Plant• Engine SGS 75063S.OO 4249410.00 628.97 8.0 924.0 61.172 0.7 1.40E•OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_227400 Coll.nsville Wastewater Trtatme:nt P•ant • Emercency diesel generator (2922 HP/2180 kW) 758289.00 4283982.00 419.36 36.0 692.0 67.371 2.0 1.72E+Ol 1.20E+OO O.OOE•I 

IL_227432 Totalt Metal Recycling, lr,c. - S.fetytertifiation unit 748030.00 4289120.00 422,74 6.0 587.0 8.069 1.2 l.OOE-01 O.OOE+OO 

IL_227590 Illinois Electric Works - 3 Burn oH o~ns 747872.00 4288124,00 423.20 46,0 250.1 41.230 2.4 1.l7E+OO 6.90E-02 

IL_227679 Union Electric Co. • Diesel aenentor 745516.00 4283326.00 430.38 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 1.lOE•OO 1.60E-01 

IL_228119 SI. Clair Crt-mato,y .. Human crem,tory 773291.00 427S644.00 507.28 17,0 1241.0 13 612 1 7 1.20E•OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_228260 Center fthanol Co.• West boiler 745888.00 4275662 00 412.66 75.0 428.1 43.460 3.0 3.23E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_228262 Center Ethanol Co. - East boiler 745888.00 4275662 00 412.66 75.0 4281 45.428 3.0 3.23E+OO O.OOE +00 O.OOE+I 

IL_228263 Center Ethanol Co. • RTO 745888.00 4275662.00 412.66 so.o 310.0 70.684 5.5 6.85E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_228294 ConocoPhillips Co. - Distilling west refinery flare (FlRl0-1} 753647.00 4302546.00 430.31 197.0 1800.1 6.626 3.0 2.51E+Ol 0,00E+OO 

IL_228295 ConocoPhillips Co. • SZU Re1enerator veru 7S5209.00 4302720.00 442.32 44.0 135.1 32,341 2.0 1.78E+OO 2.35E+OO 

IL_229921 Christ Bros Products. LtC - 8 Heaters and boilers 754160.00 4283243.00 419.46 37.0 400.0 20.664 1.8 l.18E+OO 2.80E+OO 

IL_229922 Christ Bros Products, LLC - Silo filhne 754160.00 4283243,00 419.46 25.0 74,0 0.262 0.4 5.lOE-01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_229923 Christ Bros Products, LLC - Truck loading 754160.00 4283243.00 419.46 29.0 135 l 48.052 2.0 5.SOE-01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE•I 

ll_230300 Afton Chemical Corp. • Flare 36·0090 746478.00 4276293.00 407.28 45.0 1600.1 0.656 8.0 2.20E+00 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_2303SO Vill<11ge of Ftttbu(I • Engine 110 769352 00 42S7S78.00 S09.42 28.0 929.9 87 674 15 1.28E•Ol 3.20E+OO 

IL_230355 Asphalt S,les & Products Inc:.• Truck loadout 757560.00 4299901.00 441.63 28.0 13S.1 43198 19 7.90E•Ol 0.00E+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_231259 Village of Freebu,a - Engine- #11 769352.00 4257578.00 509.42 28.0 929.9 87.674 1 5 1.28E+Ol 3.20E+OO 3.20E+I 

1L_231260 Village of Freeburg • Engil'le 112 769352.00 4257578.00 509.42 28.0 929.9 87.674 15 1.28E+Ol 3.20E+OO 3.20E+I 

11_231291 Kurrus Funer.11 Home• 2 Crern1torie$ 759066.00 4271234.00 547.11 18.0 787.0 13186 1.1 2 70E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE• 

IL_232739 ConocoPhillips Co. - Benzene extrilction unit #3 (STK6-4) 754923.00 4302930.00 442.S9 185.0 470.0 16.138 97 1.22E+Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_232785 Roxana Landfill. Inc.• El'lclosed flare 759153.00 4301368.00 619.62 35.0 1600 1 20.008 12.0 2.llE+Ol 1 76E+OO 1 76E+I 

IL_233294 Gatewav Terminillls. LLC. - Marine vapor combustiol'I unit (MVCU) 744607.00 4275093.00 422,70 74.0 514.0 25.158 3.3 1.69E+01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

11_233295 G,tewily Te:rminals, LLC, - Truc'k/Rail vapor destruction unit (TRCU) 744607.00 4275093.00 42270 74.0 Sl4.0 25.158 3.3 8,39E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_235261 Gulfstream Atrospace Services Corp, • Mah•up air unit 19-.3 747629.00 4273560.00 410,10 42.0 577.0 29.356 25 1.63E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_23S939 GBC Metals, LLC (d/b/o Olin Brass) • Strop anneal #5 (SA·5) 750151.00 4308373.00 430.91 90.0 450.l 54.087 1.4 1.07E+02 O.OOE+OO 

IL_235940 G8C M•tals, LLC ld/b/a Olin 8rass) · Strip anneal #6 (SA-6) 750207 00 4308390.00 431.82 110.0 580.0 62,779 1.3 l.07E•02 0 .OOE+OO 0.OOE+~ 

IL_236260 81,mge-SF Gtain, LlC. - Grain Cryer 746158.00 4281045.00 417 55 96.0 105.0 87,904 82 5.06E+OO 1 71E+Ol 

IL_236359 Citv of B•llevill• • 2 Emtrcen,:y e•norator< (1S00 kW eoch) 763544.00 4265595,00 474.70 28.0 627 0 73.767 1.2 2 .57E •01 1.84E+OO 

IL_236927 Kraft Heinz Co. • Boiler C 748105.00 4289580.00 423.S6 400 380.0 68.946 2.0 1.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 

11_236928 Kraft Heinz Co. - Boiler 0 748105.00 4289S80.00 423.56 40.0 380.0 68.946 2.0 1.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 

IL_236929 Kraft Heinz Co. - Boiler E 748105.00 4289580.00 423.S6 40.0 380.0 68946 2.0 1.44E+OO O.OOE+OO 

ll_236930 National Malnteru11'\Ce ind Repair• Cleaver Brooks boiler (Sta(k 2 of 21 750920.00 4300904.00 402.46 34.0 450.l 23 321 2.0 1 90E+OO 5.00E+OO 

IL_237099 Union EIKtrtc Co.• Turbine CT028 745S73.00 4283613.00 419.69 30.0 850.0 18.860 114 7 74e+ol 2 73E+Ol 

IL_237182 Highland Electric Light Pl.1nt • Engine IC-6 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 28.0 612.1 84.854 2.0 l 32E+Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

ll_237183 Highland Electr.C: light Plant - Engine IC-8 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 S7.0 734.1 61 762 11.4 2 57E•Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

ll_237340 Charles e. Mahone-v • Asphalt silo filhng 749517.00 4309892.00 44314 25.0 74.0 0.262 0.4 S.30E·01 O.OOE+OO 

ll_237341 Charles E. Mahonev • Truck loado1.1t )49517.00 4309892.00 44314 27 0 136.0 42.050 1.9 6.00E·Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

ll_237362 Chutes E. Mahonev • Asphalt heaters ,nd boilen 749517.00 4309892.00 443.14 10.0 350.0 69.995 1.0 118E+OO 2 SOE+OO 

IL_237659 Gteen Plains Madison, LLC - Boi~r Jfl 745256.00 4285477.00 414.14 71.0 284.1 22.960 3.3 1 29E+OO 5.00E-01 

11_237660 Green Pliins Madison. LLC - Fite Pump b.ack~up Ef\Jine (460 HP) 745191.00 4285409.00 413.8S 13.0 627.0 86.231 0.8 4.80E-01 9.40E•Ol O.OOE· 

IL_237661 Grten Plains M1dison, LLC - Ele<ttieal system backup Engine (149S HP) 745144.00 4285S37.00 415.88 28.0 627 0 73.767 1.2 3.S4E+OO 1.21[+01 O.OOE· 

IL_237679 Gree-n Pl1Jns Milldison, LLC - Indirect d~r #1 745191.00 4285468.00 415.12 71.0 387 1 12.136 4.6 7.97E+OO 4.lOE-01 

IL_237866 Amsted Rail Co .. Irie. - C1,1rin1 own 746913.00 4287625.00 419.23 39.0 258.0 27.978 1.9 2 52E·Ol O.OOE+OO 

IL_237899 Center Ethanol Co. - Eme-rge1'cy generator 745888,00 427S662.00 412.66 28.0 627.0 73,767 1.2 3.30E+OO O.OOE+OO 

lt_237903 Center Ethanol Co. - Ethanol loado1,1t Rack 745888.00 4275662.00 412.66 19.0 99.l 7.806 0.7 8.86E-01 O.OOE+OO 



R
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Off•Site Point Sour« Model Input (NAD83, Zone !Sl 

Potenti•I Emissions (lb/1,rj ..... bit StKII 
Elevotlon Sbdt Velocity Di11meter SOl(l· 

Source ID SourceDes<riptlon EaRing(ml Nor,t,lnc(m) Chi Helct,1 (hl Temp (Fl Ch/secl Chl co SOx houri 
IL_238199 Solutia Int. - An in-situ soil v1pe>r extr.act1on system 74632S.00 427S822.00 40S.12 1S.O 70.1 73.406 0.2 4.00E·Ol O.OOE•OO 0.00E+I 
IL_238839 Waterloo City U1ht Pla.nt - Turbine Gcner-11tor IG12) 748326.00 4246769.00 640.4S 390 965.9 87.937 4.8 1.7BE+Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOhl 
IL_238942 ConocoPhillipi Co. - Rtntal Boiler 13 754240.00 4303144 00 443.47 20.0 550.0 46.412 4.0 1.6SE•OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL. 239395 Amsted Ra,I Co., Inc. - S.nd dryer 746975.00 4287537.00 •nos 39.0 284,1 23.157 2.0 l.24E+OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE•I 
IL_239396 Amsted Raul Co .• Inc. - Thermail sand red1imer 746975.00 4287S37.00 422.0S 39.0 284.1 23.1S7 2.0 3.70E•Ol O.OOE+OO 
IL_239899 Shell Oil Products US - RTO 753758.00 4303650 00 442.S9 19.0 200.0 33.948 2.5 O.OOE+OO 8.47E•Ol 
IL.2400S3 Westwood Lands, .nc: • P,ocess he-atrr OFH-1 748864.00 4285684.00 412.99 39.0 284.1 23.157 2.0 B.30E·Ol O.OOE+OO 0.00E+I 
IL.240359 Afton Chf!mical Corp.• Boiler 500-15..0210 746660.00 4276488.00 405.74 4S.O 3S0.o 17,318 7.0 4.B9E•OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE+I 
IL_240360 Afton Chemicol Corp.• Boiler S00-1S-0310 746674.00 427648S.OO 407.2S 45.0 350.0 17.318 7,0 4.9IE+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE•I 
IL_241300 ConocoPhilhps Co .. voe Flare (We$t • FLR4·1) 753428.00 4303073.00 428.81 30.0 1B00.1 26.174 0.7 1.43E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL_241301 Conoc0Ph1~hps Co . voe Flare {East • HR4-2) 753441.00 4303073.00 428.77 30.0 1B00.1 26.174 0.7 1.43E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL.241302 Conoc0Ph1lhps Co • Coker nonh flare (FLR1·3) 7S4947.00 4303684.00 444.23 139.0 911.0 26.535 5.4 OOOE•OO 3.08£+01 
IL_241303 ConocoPhtlhp, Co • VF-S Heater (H3S0H4 • STKl·ll 754937.00 4303459.00 444.98 1S0.0 650.0 26.76S 12.0 0.00E+OO l.35E+Ol 
IL_241304 ConocoPhtthps Co • Coker nonh heater (H3S1H2 . STK1·2} 754953.00 4303305.00 444.85 150.0 S00.l 22.304 10.0 O.OOE•OO 7.37E+OO 7.37E•< 
IL. 241305 ConocoPhilhpsCo. • Coker nonh heater (H3S1H1 , STl(l 3) 754986.00 4303306.00 444.82 150.0 500.1 22.304 10.0 O.OOE•OO 7.38E+OO 7,38E•C 
ll_241312 Conoc0Ph11hps Co. ~Heater HP•2 (STK7 .. l ) 755263.00 4302920.00 443.86 118.0 400.0 45.002 10.8 O.OOE•OO 2.87E •01 
IL_241405 Proc:ter & Gimble 01stnbut,ng • Emeriency diesel 1enerator #l 756504.00 4295421.00 425.00 26.0 490.0 60.811 14 I 68E•Ol O.OOE•OO 0 .00E+C 
IL.241449 Psoc:ttr & Gamble D1stnbutmg • Emergency diesel generator #2 7S649400 4295735.00 424.74 26.0 4900 60.811 14 1 68E•Ol O.OOE +00 O.OOE+( 
IL.242126 Center Point Terminals CO • lank Hea.ter 7463S9.00 4289027.00 4ll.84 49.0 331.1 32.144 2.5 l.03E•OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+C 
IL. 245579 Proctet & Gamble 01str1butmg • Emera:ency diesel generator ,-3 756198.00 4295409.00 424.97 26.0 490.0 60,811 1.4 l.6SE+Ol O.OOE+OO 
1L_245580 Pl'oc:ter & GambJe D1str1butmc Emera:ency diesel generator #4 756182.00 4295721.00 424.77 26.0 490.o 60.811 1.4 l.68E+Ol O.OOE+OO 
IL. 245839 M lam Recycln,g and D1sp0sa Fac,litv Landt.ti gu c:onvers,on plant 750666.00 42B2B95.00 4!3.09 55.0 70.1 0.000 4.5 3.BOE•OO 9.00E-01 
IL.246759 Stookey Township WWTP • 2000 kW Emugency genenuor 756253.00 4269975.00 518.86 28.0 627.0 73.767 l.2 1.54E•Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL. 246761 Omee:a. Partners Hartford, LLC Truck Ra Marine racks loadout and vcus 752232.00 4300866,00 430.74 33.0 69.S 0.328 0.3 6.60E•OO 0.00£•00 O.OOE+I 
IL. 246762 Omega Partners Hartford, LLC • Boiler 1 and 2 752273.00 4300698.00 430.18 58.0 436.0 27.650 3.4 3.83E•OO OOOE•OO O.OOE+I 
IL. 248060 Kr~ft Heinz Co. • 801,er F 748105.00 4289580,00 423.56 26.0 3B0.0 34.407 2.0 l.44E•OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE+I 
IL.248262 01 n Winchester ltC • New Rotary retort process IROR-21 7S0495.00 4308287.00 434.42 16.0 119.9 26.634 1.7 9 62E•OO O.OOE•OO O.OOE+I 
lt.248799 Gateway terminals, LLC. 600 HP Boiler 744607.00 4275093.00 422.70 26.0 440.0 39.557 2.2 2.llE• OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
IL_249480 Highland Electric t.-1ht Plant Engine IC-2 78B126.93 4293320.17 S34.65 S7.0 734.1 61.762 11 4 2.44E•Ol O.OOE+OO 0.00£ •I 
IL_24948l Highland Electric: light Pia nt Engme IC 3 788126.93 4293320.17 S34.65 57.0 734.1 61.762 114 l.25E•Ol O.OOE+OO 0.00£•1 
ll_249482 Highl,1nd E1ec:tr1c: Light Pia J\t ~ Ent:ine IC-9 788126.93 4293320,17 53465 57.0 734.1 61.762 11.4 1.50E•O! O.OOE•OO OOOE•I 
IL_l49483 Highl~nd Elec:tr,c Light Plant· Engine IC-10 788126.93 4293320.17 534.65 57.0 734.1 61,762 11.4 1.50E•Ol O.OOE•OO O.OOE•I 
IL.149499 R:OJ(ina l.Andfill, Inc - Zink ultra-low em1ss1ons (Zule) Flare 7591S3.00 4301368.00 619.62 60.0 1800.1 46,838 13.0 1.2SE•Ol l.SSE+OI 
IL_25034l Mayco Mfg, llC • Natur.1 gas c:ombust1on 747189.00 4286970.00 42).78 39.0 284.1 23.157 2.0 1.74E+OO O.OOE+OO 
1._2S0892 ConocoPh,lhps Co • lift mt,on pump (21028) 754140.00 4303144,00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 l.40E+OO 4.90E-Ol 
,._250893 ConocoPhillips Co - ltft station pump (21029) 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.B11 14 1 30E•OO 4.60E-<J1 
>L.2S0894 Conoc0Ph111ips Co. - Non-emergency a•r c:ompressor #1 7S4240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 6.0IE•OO 2 12£+00 
IL_2S089S Conoc0Ph1llips Co. - Non-emergency air c:ompressor ,n 7S4240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.B11 1.4 6.0!E+OO 2.12E+OO 2.12E+ 
IL_250896 ConocoPhillips Co.• Non-emergency air compressor •3 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 S.98E•OO 2.10!•00 2.lOE, 
ll_250897 Conoc:gPhitlips Co. - Non-emergency air compressor #4 754240.00 4303144.00 44347 26 0 490.0 60.811 14 6 OlE+OO 2 12E+OO 2 12E•· 
IL_250898 Conoc0Ph1U1ps Co. • Non-emergency air compressor llfS 754240.00 4303!4400 443.47 26 0 490.0 60.811 14 6.0lE•OO 2 12£•00 2 12€+ 
IL_250899 ConocoPhillips Co. - Non-emeraency air compressor 116 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 26 0 4900 60.811 1.4 5 98E•OO 2 !OE •00 
IL.251099 Amsted R,111 Co, Joe. • Anneahng Furnace 18 74707!.00 4287670.00 416.02 39 0 284.! 23 157 20 112E•OO I OOE·OI 
IL_251286 Premc:or Refining Group, tnc. · Vap0r Combustion Unit 752775.00 4302414.00 429 95 53 0 289.0 24.830 2 9 1 OOE+Ol O OOE •OO O.OOE-+1 
IL.2S1735 ConocoPhillips CO. • Dirsel engtnr (605 HP) 754240.00 4303144.00 443.47 15.0 69 5 0 328 03 3 SOE+OO O OOE•OO O.OOE+1 
IL_251754 Chain of Rocks Recychne & Disposal • Passive flare •1 746944.00 4293274.00 431 79 10 0 8410 4 756 OS 4.9SE-<Jl O OOE +00 O.OOE+, 
IL_253107 Alfnex USA, inc .. N,atvral eas combustion 749698.00 4276478.00 418 37 58.0 436.0 27 650 3.4 3.26E•OO O OOE+OO 
IL_253166 Cerro flow Prod1.1cts. LLC. - Generators 746228.00 4275272 00 407 32 26.0 4900 60 811 1.4 9.23E~ l 2.82E·OI 
IL_253167 City of 8ellevme • Emercency d,esel generator (lSOO kW) 762469.00 4266351 00 468 70 26 0 4900 60.8ll 1.4 116E•Ol OOOE+OO 0.00E+I 
IL_253300 Phllhps 66 Pipeliine, LLC • Eneines (ins,gn1f1cant .11ctivitie:s) 744935.00 4274152 00 407.2S 26 0 4900 60.811 1.4 9.23E-Ol O OOE+OO 
IL.2S3361 Amsted Rail Co., Inc.• sand regeneration procen (combustion} 746975.00 42B7537 00 422 OS 39.0 284.1 23 1S7 20 2 80E·OI 2.BOE·Ol 
IL_253367 Green Plains Madison, LLC • Boiler ,n 745258.00 4285486.00 414.27 71.0 2841 22.960 33 1.29E+OO S.OOE·Ol 
IL_2S3368 Green Plains M,dison. LLC · Boiler 13 74S260.00 428549100 414.24 710 284 1 22960 33 l.29E+OO 5.00E·Ol 
IL_253369 Gre:e:n Plains M.1d1$on1 LlC · Boiler 14 74S262 00 4285S00 00 414.21 71.0 2841 22960 3 3 l.29E•OO 5.00E-01 
IL_2S3370 Green Plams Madison, LLC • lnd1rec1 dryer •2 745164.00 4285430.00 414.60 810 3871 8.430 5 5 7 97E+OO 4 .IOE,01 
IL.253386 G8C Metals, LLC [d/b/a Olin 8tus) • Engines (ms1gniticant activ1t1es) 750423 00 4308352 00 434.28 26.0 490 0 60811 1.4 9 23E.(l O OOE•OO O OOE+I 



R
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Off-Site Point Soorce Model lnpot (NADl3, Zone 15) 
Potantllll Emlsslolls l•/hr) 

line bit Stack 
9emlan Stadt Velocity Ol•meter 502(1• 

SOurcelD SOurtt DefCtlptlon Easdn1(m) N_.n,(ml (ft) Helct,t 1ft) To,np (fl (ft/-1 lftl co 50• houri 
IL_253738 M l1m Recyclmg and Disposal Facility - 2000 scfm \liti ity Flare 750550.00 4282537.00 594.06 36.0 852.0 18.565 4.6 l.83E+OI 7.32E+OO 7.32E+I 

IL_253769 Vcoll• ES Technical SOiutions. LLC - 2 Emergency generators 745532.00 4275942.00 414.76 26.0 490.0 60.811 1.4 7.41E·OI O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_25417S Chain of Rock.s Rteyding & Disposal ~ Pusive flare #2 746944.00 4293274.00 431.79 10.0 841.0 4.756 0.5 4.95E-01 0.00£+00 O.OOE+I 

IL_254176 Chain of Rocks Rtcyd1ng & Disposal • Passive flare #3 746944.00 4293274.00 431.79 10,0 841.0 4.756 o.s 4.9SE-01 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_254177 Chain of Rocks Recycling & Disposal - Passive flare #4 746944.00 4293274.00 431.79 10.0 841,0 4,7S6 0.5 4.9SE•Ol O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 

IL_254178 Chain of Rocks Rttychng & Oisposa • Passive flare #S 746944.00 4293274.00 431.79 10.0 841.0 4,756 o.s 4.95E-01 O.OOE ♦00 O.OOE+I 

IL_254179 Cha·n of Roi:\r.s Recycling & OispoH Passrve flue N6 746944.00 4293274.00 431.79 10.0 841.0 4.756 0.5 4.95E-01 O.OOE♦OO O.OOE• 

IL_254699 HSHS St. flizabeth's HospiOII - 2 Erne-rcency generators 767237.00 4275111.00 541.01 28.0 627.0 73.767 1.2 1.93E+01 O.OOE♦OO O.OOE♦I 

IL_255341 Roxana landfill, nc. - Neow open flare 759153.00 4301368.00 619.62 45.0 1800.1 61.434 1.3 3.77E+Ol 8.17E+OO 8.17E+( 

IL_255527 Magnesium Elektton North America • Natural gu combustion 746452.00 4285724.00 415,49 39.0 284.1 23.157 2.0 4.20E-01 o.ooE+oo 

L_255741 COnocoPh'll.ps Co. - Utiltty Soifer #19 (BL~·19) 7S47S5.00 4302798.00 442,16 132.0 304.1 46,281 7.0 o.ooe+oo 1.s4E♦01 

IL_255816 Mayco Mfg, LLC • Expansion· Natural &H combustkm 747189.00 4286970.00 421.78 39.0 284,1 23.157 2.0 1.94E+OO O.OOE+OO O.OOE+C 

IL_255953 Moore Recycl~ng concrete & As,ph.ilt, UC. ~ Drum mix uphalt plant 762178.00 4246660.00 463.19 35,0 251,0 56.908 4.0 1.32E+o1 o.ooE+OO o.ooe-

IL_256624 P8T Acquisit,on, llC • ASA Oryer 748704.00 4280830.00 418.77 32,0 305.0 19.483 1.S 2.53E+OO 0,00E+OO O.OOE· 

IL_257535 Marathon Ashland Pipe: Line, I.LC Marine vilpor comb1.1st"on unit 751239.00 4302663.00 402.85 51,0 810.l 27.749 7.4 2.71E♦Ol O.OOE♦OO O.OOE•I 

SJEFFl RIVER CEMENT CO. OBA BUZZI UNICEM USA SELMA PLANT 73:1431.84 4229131.13 406,36 4100 370.0 54.081 19.0 l,44E+02 

SJEFF2 RIVER CEMENT CO. OBA BUZZI UNICEM USA SELMA PIANT 733431.84 4229131.13 406.36 12S.O 210.0 59.173 6.6 2.04[-02 

SJEFF3 RIVER CEMENT CO OBA BUZZI UNICEM USA SELMA PIANT 733431.84 422913113 406.36 10.0 1100.0 23,333 05 1 32E-01 

SIEFF15 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US NC THE R'VERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500 97 465,09 52.0 260.0 10.666 2.0 5.09E-03 

SIEFF16 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US NC THE R VE RSI DE PLANt 728353.47 4240500 97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23.333 OS 2.29E-01 

IEFF17 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATERIALS U S ;NC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353,47 4240500 97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23 333 OS 2.40E-03 

SJEFF18 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 424050097 465.09 10,0 1100.0 23 333 OS 2,29E-Ol 

SJEFF19 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATERIALS VS INC THE RIVERSIDE PIANT 728353.47 4240S00.97 465.09 10,0 1100.0 23 333 0.5 l.80E-03 

SJEFF20 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATERIALS VS INC THE RIVE RSI DE Pl.ANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23 333 0.5 1.20E·03 

SJEFF21 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 5.40E-04 

SJEFF22 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATER ALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 728353.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 4.SOE-04 

SJEFF23 SPECIALT'f ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE Pl.ANT 7283S3.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 1100,0 23.333 0.5 4.20E-04 

SJEFF24 SPECIALTY ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PLANT 7283S3.47 4240500.97 465.09 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 3,00E-04 

JEFF25 SPECIAL TY ELECTRONIC MATERIALS US INC THE RIVERSIDE PIANT 7283S3.47 4240500.97 465.09 15.0 1049.0 149 734 0.2 4.80E-04 O.OOE· 

SJEFF26 AMEREN M SSOURI RUSH ISLAND ENERGY CEr-!TER 739491.07 4224078.19 407.87 700.0 270.0 82.001 20 7 1.73E+03 

SJEFF27 AMEREN M SSOURI R.i5H ISLAND ENERGY CEf'lTER 739491.07 4224078,19 407.87 700.0 270.0 82.001 29.0 2.SOE+03 

SJEFF28 AMEREN M SSOURI RUSH ISLAND ENERGY CENTER 739491.07 4224078.19 4(17.87 30.0 985.0 105.633 1.3 8.52E·06 

SJEFFi9 AMEREN M ,SSOURI RUSH ISIAND ENERGY CENTER 739491.07 4224078.)9 407.87 240.0 600.0 32.999 7.0 3 54E-03 

SJEFF59 MERCV HOSPITAl JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 14.0 392 0 0.003 1,7 3.03£-01 2.17E-03 

SIEFF60 MERCV HOSPITAL JEFFERSOl'C 72819S.03 4230846,83 425.75 14.0 392 0 0.003 1,7 3.03E-Ol 2 17E-03 

SJEFF61 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 72819S.03 4230846.83 425.75 14.0 392.0 0.003 1,7 4 20E•02 3.00E-04 

SJEFF62 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 14.0 392 0 0.000 1.7 1.12E•02 7.98E-OS 

SJEFF63 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 42S.75 27 0 1800.0 10.046 1 S 2.86E·02 1.63E-01 

SJEFF65 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195,03 4230846.83 425,75 20.0 00 0.000 OS 1.45E-02 4.34E-04 

SJEFF66 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 42S.75 20.0 0.0 0.000 0,5 1.40E•02 4.20E-04 

SJEFF67 MERCY HOSPITAL IEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 20.0 .459 7 0.003 2.0 8.35E-02 5.97E•04 

SIEFF68 MERCY HOSPITAl JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 20.0 .459 7 0.003 2.0 3.54E-01 2 S3E·03 

SIEFF69 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425 75 14.0 -459 7 0.003 2.0 2.SlE·OI 1 79E-03 

1EFF70 MERCY HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425 7S s.o -459 7 0.003 0.5 111E+OO 3.37E-01 O.OOE•C 

SJEFF71 MERCY H05PJTAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846,83 425 75 5.0 -459.7 0.003 0 .5 l llE+OO 3.37E-01 O.OOE+C 

SJEFf72 MERCY HOSPJTAL/EFFERSON 728)9S.03 4230846.83 425 75 s.o -459.7 0.003 0.5 3.32E,01 1.02E-01 

SJEFF73 MERCY HOSPITALJEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 10.0 -4S9.7 0.003 1.0 1.92E-05 1 37E-07 

SJEFF74 MERCV HOSPITAL JEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 10.0 -459.7 0.003 1,0 1.92E-05 I 37E-07 

SJEFF82 ARDAGH GLASS NC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 156.0 611.0 39.902 5.8 7.38E-02 3 77E+OO 

SJEFF83 AROAGH GLASS INC PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 156.0 611.0 39.902 5.8 196E-01 6.37E+OO 

SJEFF86 ARDAGH GI.ASS INC PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 200 0.0 0.000 0.5 1.26E,01 9.00E-04 

IEFF92 AROAGH G\ASS INC PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 100 1100.0 23.333 0,5 2,17E+OO O.OOE+I 

rEFF99 
CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 424172S 78 485.56 25 170.0 46.499 2.0 5.60E•Ol 4.25E-02 4.25E-02 

SJEFFlOO CARONDElET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491,85 4241725 78 485.S6 2.5 170.0 46.499 2.0 1.60E-01 1.14E•03 1.14E-03 

SJEFF125 FRED WESER, INC ANTONIA 720102,79 4248877 71 670.57 20.0 250.0 49.249 5.0 5.SSE-02 S.88E-02 

SJEFF 128 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 28.0 1413.0 18.734 2.0 2.33E-01 2.33E-01 
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Off-Site Point 5ource Model Input (NADl3, Zone 15) 

Po1eo~I Emissions flb/hrl .... EJdt Staci< 
Elevation Stad< Velodty Di1mmr soio- I 

Source to source Description ~stlngfm) No<dlinC (rn) (ft) Helgt,t (ft) Temp IFI (ft/sec) (ft) co so, hourt 
1 

SJEFF129 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FEnus 724479.42 42368$6.27 436.22 18.0 1354.0 25.666 1.0 l.92E-02 1.92E-021 
SJEFF130 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 42368$6.27 436.22 30.0 1448.0 ?l.418 2.0 9.62E·03 9.62E·03 
SJEFF131 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 28.0 1413.0 18.734 2.0 3.SOE·Ol 3.50E•Ol 
SJEFF132 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 280 1413.0 18.734 2.0 2.9SE·Ol 2.9SE-01 
SJEFF 133 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 18.0 1347.0 16.316 1.0 l.54E•02 l.S4E-02 
SJEFF134 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 30.0 1448.0 22.418 20 6.01E·03 6.01E·03 
SJEFF135 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 42368S6.27 436.22 18.0 13S4.0 25.666 1.0 1.44E·02 l.44E-02 
SJEFF136 ANIMAL CARE SERVICE INC FESTUS 724479.42 4236856.27 436.22 28.0 1600.0 18.734 2.0 7.SOE-02 7.50E·02 
SJEFF137 JEFFERSON COUNTY CREMATIOH SERVICES LC PEVELY 728536.07 4239554.88 583.23 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 9.39E·02 9.39E·02 
SJEFF138 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS PAULINA HILLS SITE 726459.86 4259186.04 426.64 12.0 885.0 42.441 0.5 1.29E-01 l.29E-01 
SJEFf 144 N. B. WEST CONTRACTING CO INC HOUSE SPRINGS ASPHALT 712353.42 4251763.19 532.22 32.0 247.0 0.853 3.7 3.03E•OO 1.21E•OO 
SJEFF145 N. B. WEST CONTRACTING CO INC HOUSE SPRINGS ASPHALT 712353.42 4251763.19 532.22 s.o 400.0 0.003 2.0 5.35E·02 3.07E•Ol 
SJEFF146 N, 8. WEST CONTRACTING CO INC HOUSE SPRINGS ASPHALT 712353.42 4251763.19 532.22 5.0 400.0 0.003 2.0 3.61E•03 9.62E-08 
SSTCl AMEREN MISSOURI SIOUX ENERGY CENTER 734752.14 4310260.61 44S.64 496.5 138.7 46.759 23.6 2.32E+02 
$STC2 AMEREN MISSOURI SIOUX ENERGY CENTER 734752.14 4310260.61 445.64 496.S 136.6 46.844 23.6 2.89£.t-02 
SSTC3 AMEREN MISSOURI SIOUX ENERGY CENTER 734752.14 4310260.61 44S.64 212.0 32S.O 50.000 4.S 8.90E-04 
SSTC4 AMEREN MISSOURI SIOUX ENERGY CHITER 734752.14 4310260.61 44$64 25.0 1100.0 23.333 1.0 1.42:E•OO 
SSTC9 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 429S43359 515.16 50.0 1000.0 O.lSI 2.3 2.23E-04 
SSTClO SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPH$ HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 so.o 1000.0 O.lSl 2.3 1.70E-03 
SSTCll SSM HEAlTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAi 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 so.o 1000.0 0.151 2.3 2.23E-04 
SSTC12 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 50.0 1000.0 0.151 2.3 l.70E-03 
SSTC13 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 S15.16 50.0 1000.0 0.151 2.3 2.23E·04 
SSTC14 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 515.16 50.0 1000.0 0.151 2.3 l.70E·03 
SSTC15 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.S7 4295433.59 515.16 14.0 1063.0 40.515 0.4 3.59E-01 
SSTCl6 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.$9 515.16 3.0 1011.0 154.085 0.8 l.OBE•OO 
SSTC17 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 4295433.59 S15.16 3.0 1011.0 1S4.08S 0.8 J.06E•OO 
SSTC18 SSM HEALT>i ST JOSEPHS HOSPITAL 718499.57 429S433.S9 515.16 14.0 1063.0 56.732 0.4 3.66E·Ol 
SSTC28 GENERAL MOTORS llC WENT2VILIE CENTER 689428.03 4299089.70 622.57 250.0 365.0 12.999 10.0 l.16E•Ol 
S$TC29 GENEML MOTORS LLC WfNT2VlllE CENTER 689428.03 4299089.70 622.57 250.0 365.0 12 999 10.0 7.21E+02 
SSTC30 GENERAL MOTORS LLC WENT2VILlE CENTER 689428.03 4299089.70 622.57 250.0 365.0 12.999 10.0 2.16E•Ol 
$$TC31 GENERAL MOTORS LLC WENT2VILlE CENTER 689428.03 4299089.70 622.57 53.0 520.0 SS 999 18 1.33E·Ol 
S$TC4S SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPH HOSPITAL WEST 693164.96 4297283.00 533.89 66.0 200.0 0003 3.0 2.31E•OO 
SSTC46 $SM HEALTH ST JOSEPH HOSPITAL WEST 693164.96 4297283.00 533.89 66.0 200.0 0.003 3.0 2.66E-02 
SSTC47 $$M HEALTH ST JOSEPH HOSPITAL WEST 693164.96 4297283.00 533.89 10 0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 1.52E•OO 
SSTC48 SSM HEALTH ST JOSEPH HOSPITAL WEST 693164.96 4297283.00 S33.89 66.0 200.0 0.003 3.0 UOE-03 
SSTCS7 BLASTCOINC 690213.84 4297755.23 543.44 20.0 0.0 0.000 o.s 3.96E-04 
SSTC63 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 30.0 65.0 16.499 1.5 4.20E·03 4.20E-03 
SSTC64 TRUE MAHUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.S7 4297717.78 496.26 17.0 450.0 27.631 J.l 4.09E-03 4.09E·03 
SSTC65 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 20.0 0.0 0.000 o.s 4.IOE-03 4.IOE·03 
SSTC66 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 33.0 77.0 33.015 1.5 1.S6E-03 l.S6E·03 
SSTC67 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO o•FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 33.0 77.0 33.015 1.5 8.40(-04 840E-04 
SSTC68 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO o•FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 33.0 450.0 39 416 1.5 l.44E-03 l.44E-03 
SSTC69 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.S7 4297717.78 496 26 30.0 400.0 29.708 1.0 1.74E-03 l.74E-03 
SSTC70 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 300 450.0 24 803 1.2 4.68E-03 4.68E-03 
SSTC71 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 28.0 475.0 1.667 0.5 O.OOE+OO O.OOE•I 

SSTC72 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496 26 28.o 450.0 27.500 2.3 O.OOE+OO O.OOE+I 
SSTC73 TRUE MANUFACTURING CO O'FALLON 702777.57 4297717.78 496.26 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 3.07E+OO O.OOE+I 
SSTC87 HANSEN'S TREE SERVICE O'FALLON 697357.18 4298189.47 58S 40 20.0 0.0 0.000 o.s 2.10E•02 6.31E-04 6.31E-

SSTC88 HANSEN'S TREE SERVICE O'FALLON 6973S7.18 4298189.47 585.40 20.0 o.o 0.000 0.5 3.14E-02 1.BE-04 l.73E· 
SSTC89 HANSEN'S TREE SERVICE O'FALLON 697357.18 4298189.47 585.40 20.0 0.0 0.000 O.S l.20E+OO 3.6SE·Ol 

SSTC98 AMERISTM ST, CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 3.87E·Ol 2.76E-03 
SSTC99 AMERISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 429400S.30 443.64 1.0 •4S9.7 0.003 1.0 3 87E-Ol 2.76E-03 
SSTClOO AMERISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -4S9.7 0.003 1.0 3.87E•Ol 2.76E-03 
SSTC101 AMER1$TAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 3.87E·Ol 2.76E-03 
SSTC102 AMERISTAR ST CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 127E·03 g_46f~04 O.OOE+1 

SSTC103 AMERISTAR ST CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.3-0 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0003 1.0 l.27E-03 9.46E·04 O.OOE•, 
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NA083, Zone 15) 
Potendal £missions (lb/hr) 

Base Eidt Siad< 

E....Uon Stadt Velocity Diameter S02 (1· 

Source ID Source 0escripdon hstin1(m) Notthln1(m) (ft) Hdpt (ft) Temp (Fl lft/secl {ft) co so. ho,,r) 

,STC104 AMERISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 1 27E-03 9.461:-04 O.OOE•I 

iTC105 P.MERISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 1.27E·03 9.46E-04 O.OOE•I 

SSTC106 P.MERISTM ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -4S9.7 0.003 1.0 1.27E-03 9.46E-04 O.OOE.i 

SSTC107 P.M(RISTAR ST. CHARLES 718432.28 4294005.30 443.64 1.0 -459.7 0.003 1.0 1.27E-03 9.46E-04 O.OOE 

SSTLl P.MEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 41824 250.0 326.0 101.627 11.0 2.28E-02 2.28E-02I 

SSTL2 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 250.0 326.0 101.627 11.0 2.20E-02 2.20E-o: 

SSTL3 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 350.0 345.0 135.400 14.0 2.97E♦02 2.97E•02 

$$TL4 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.Bl 418.24 350.0 374.0 123.284 16.0 4.69E+o2 4.69E•02 

SSTLS AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 40.0 642.0 38.100 1.0 5.46E-03 S.46E-03 

iSTL6 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 32.0 10S0.0 103.799 12.0 4,SSE-01 4.SSE-01 

SSTL7 P.MEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S3752.81 418.24 no 1050.0 103.799 12.0 l.96E.i00 

SSTLB AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 42S37S2.81 418.24 32.0 1050.0 103.799 12.0 4.SSE-01 

SSTL9 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 32.0 1050.0 103.799 12.0 2.0lE-02 

S5TL10 AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 32.0 10S0.0 103.799 12.0 4.SSE-01 

SSTLll AMEREN MISSOURI MERAMEC ENERGY CENTER 732736.78 4253752.81 418.24 32.0 1050.0 103.799 12.0 1.10E•02 

SSTLl4 M SSOURI BAPTIST MEO CAL CENTER NORTH BALLAS 722244.75 4279363.47 6S2.S6 99.0 440.0 9.432 4.5 9.84E•01 l.42E♦OO 

SSTLl5 M SSOURI BAPTIST MEDICAL CENTER NORTH SALLAS 722244.75 4279363.47 652.56 99.0 440.0 9.432 4.5 l.06E•02 7.55E·OS 

SSTLl6 MISSOURI 8P.PT15T MEDICAL CENTER NORTH BALLAS 722244.75 4279363.47 652.56 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s S.03E•OO l.53E.i00 

S5TL17 MISSOURI BP.PTIST MEDICAL CENTER NORTH BALLAS 722244.75 4279363.47 652.56 104.0 450.0 7.172 1.2 2.91E•OO 4.19E.i00 

SSTL!S MISSOURI BAPTIST MEDICAL CENTER NORTH BALLAS 722244.7S 4279363.47 652.56 104.0 450.0 7.172 1.2 9.59E-02 6.SSE-04 

SSTL19 MONSANTO WORlO HEADQUARTERS LINDBERGH BLVD 7262$0.11 4283348.63 691.57 40.0 315.0 30.098 4.0 2.95E-0S 

S5TLZO MONSANTO WORLD HEP.DQUARTERS LINDBERGH BLVD 726250.11 4283348.63 691.57 40.0 315.0 30.098 4.0 2.24E•02 

SSTLZl MONSANTO WORLD HEADQUARTERS LINDBERGH BLVD 726250.ll 4283348.63 691.S7 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 l.06E•OO 

SSTL22 MONSANTO WORLD HEADQUARTERS LINDBERGH BLVD 726250.11 4283348.63 691.57 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 S.74E•04 

SSTLH U S SILICA COMPP.NY PACIFIC 698244.91 4262010.04 471.16 80.0 150.0 SO.ODO 3.0 2.57E+OI 2.57E•01 

SSTL24 U S SILICA COMPANY PACIFIC 698244.91 4262010.04 471.16 80.0 150.0 SO.DOD 3.0 6.69£-03 6.69E-03 

iSTl2S U S SILICA COMPANY PACIFIC 698244.91 4262010.04 471.16 80.0 150.0 S0.000 3.0 2.66E-02 2.66E-02 

SSTl26 U S SILICA COMPANY PACIFIC 698244.9) 4262010.04 471.16 110.0 70.0 0.003 2.7 l.39E·02 1.39E-02 

ISSTL27 ST JOHNS MERCY MEDICAL CNTR/MAINTENP.NCE NEW BALLAS RD 722224.73 4280414.44 627.82 30.0 400.0 4.9Sl 40 1.ue+o1 1.11Et01 

S5TL28 ST JOHNS MERCY MEDICAL CNTR/MAINTENANCE NEW BALLAS RD 722224.73 4280414.44 627.82 30.0 400.0 4.951 4.0 1.9SE-02 1.9SE-02 

S5TL29 MONSANTO CHESTERF El.O VILLAGE 712608.90 4282124.SO 590.78 159.0 300.0 32.667 4.8 3.0SE-OS 3.0BE-0! 

jssTL30 MONSANTO CHESTERF EUl VILLAGE 712608.90 4282124.SO S90.78 1S9.0 300.0 32.667 4.8 2.36E-02 2.36£-021 

SSTL31 MONSANTO CHESTERFIELD VILLAGE 712608.90 4282124.50 590.78 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 4.34E•Ol O.OOE•I 

SSTL32 MONSANTO CHESTERFIELD V LLAGE 712608.90 4282124.50 590.78 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 4.04E•03 O.OOEtl 

5STL33 MONSANTO CHESTERFIELD Vll LAGE 712608.90 4282124.SO S90.78 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 3.77E+OO O.OOE•I 

SSTL37 WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 175.0 350.0 4.849 9.0 O.OOE•OO 

SSTl 38 WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY DP.NFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506,46 175.0 350.0 4.849 9.0 2.24E•OO 

SSTL39 WP.SHINGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 21.0 475.0 9.616 1.2 O.OOE•OO o.ooe.ioo 

SSTL40 WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 21.0 475.0 9.616 1.2 6.04£-01 4.llE-03 

SSTL41 WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 73442S.40 4281363.46 506.46 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 1.39E+01 2.34E·03 

SSTL42 WASHINGTON 1,NIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 73442S.40 4281363.46 506.46 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 2.12E♦Ol 3.78E-02 O.OOEtl 

S5TL43 WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 1.59E•Ol 4.87E•OO O.OOE+I 

SSTL44 WA5H.NGTON UNIVERSITY OA,.FORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 506.46 ss.o 316.0 84.1S0 0.7 9.13E-02 2.37E•OI 2.37E•Ol 

SSTl4S WASH NGTON UNIVERSITI DANFORTH CAMPUS 73442540 4281363.46 506.46 55.0 316.0 84.1S0 0.7 9.02E-02 4.l!E+ol 4. llEtOI 

SSTl46 WASH NGTON UNIVERSITI DANFORTH CAMPUS 734425.40 4281363.46 S06.46 S5.0 316.0 84.150 0.7 1.05E-01 1.48E+o1 l.48E+Ol 

SSTL47 WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY DANFORTH CAMPUS 73442S.40 4281363.46 506.46 ss.o 3)6.0 84.150 0.7 2.86£-01 2.62E+OI 2.62E+OI 

SSTL48 WP.SHINGTON UNIVERStTI DP.NFORTH CAMPUS 73442S.40 4281363.46 506.46 5S.O 316.0 84.150 0.7 2.04E-03 2.04E-03 

S5TL66 MISSOURI ASPHALT PRODUCTS. LLC WEST LAKE QUARRY MATERIAL CO 721914.39 4294042.31 462.50 20.0 230.S 31.309 5.1 3.27E-01 3.27E-01 

S5TL70 FRED WESER. INC. ANTIRE 711291.07 4264547.49 448.49 30.0 250.0 58.950 4.0 1.27E•OO 

SSTL76 THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 545.S4 4S.O 400.0 44.167 2.5 S.SSE.iDO 8.24E•OO 

SSTL77 THE BOEING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 545.54 4S.O 400.0 44.167 2.S 1.38E•OO 9.87E-03 

,STl78 THE SOE ING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 545.54 38.0 400.0 25.968 2.0 3.02E•OO 4.47E+OO 

ISSTL79 
THE BOEING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.l) 545.54 38.0 400.0 25.968 2.0 1.06E+OO 7.57E-03 

SSTLBO THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 54S.54 50.0 461.0 14.616 3.0 2.9SE•OO 4.36E.i00 4.36E•l 

SSTLBI THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 S4S.S4 50.0 461.0 14.616 3.0 7.02E-01 5.0lE-03 S.OlE-031 

SSTL82 THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.ll 545.S4 1.0 100.0 12.733 0.1 1.66E+OO 1.19E-02 1.19E-02 
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NAD83, Zone lS) 

Pottfttial Effllssk>fts llb/1,r) 

aase (lilt Stadl 
Bevatlon Stadl Velocity Diameter SOZ(l· 

Source ID Source Description Eastlnclml Norlhlnc iml (ft) Helgllt (ftl Temp IF) {ft/sec) lftl co so. ~our) 
SSTL83 THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.ll 54S.S4 15.0 9SS.O 19.800 0.7 2.S2E+Ol 4.49E-02 O.OOE+< 
SSTL84 THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.11 S4S.S4 7.0 960.0 113.)82 0.8 2.SOE+Ol 7,63£ +00 
SSTLBS THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742,77 4293777,ll 545.54 30.0 965.0 31.234 s.o 2.03E-01 l.04E-02 
SSTL86 THE BOEING COMPANY ST LOUIS 728742.77 4293777.ll S4S.S4 17.0 72.0 29.882 2.8 5.58E-03 
SSTL88 CHAMP LANOFILL COMPANY LLC 7W84S.43 4291144.98 571.46 28.0 1400.0 2S.466 1.0 l.OlE+OO I.OlE+( 
SSTL89 CHAMP LANDFILL COMPANY UC 72084S.43 4291144.98 571.46 38.3 1400.0 21.568 12.0 7,77E-OI 7.77E·OI 
SSTL90 CHAMP LANDF LL COMPANY UC 72084S.43 4291144.98 S71.46 38.0 1400.0 21.568 u.o 6.35E-OI 6.3SE·OI 
SSTL92 BRIDGETON LANOF LL, LLC 722107.35 4294454.70 459.06 40.0 1200.0 61.381 1.1 !.86E-02 186E·02 
SST~ 3 8RIOGETON LANOF ll, LLC 722107.35 42944S4.70 4S9.06 40.0 1200.0 61.381 1.1 6.98E-02 6.98E-02 
SSTl94 BR DGEfON LANOF LL. LLC 722107.35 42944S4.70 459.06 4S.O 1200.0 S0.226 1.3 1.70E•Ol 1-70E+Ol 
SSTL9S BR OGETON LANOFILL, LLC 722107.35 4294454.70 4S9.06 4S.O 1200.0 S0.226 1.3 S.43E•Ol S.43E+OI 
SSTL96 BR OGETON LANOFltl, LLC 722107.35 4294454.70 459.06 35.0 1200.0 S3.051 1.0 l.22E-01 l.22E-01 
SSTL97 BR DGETON LANDFILL, LLC 722107.35 4294454.70 459.06 S84.0 14S0.0 21.923 4.7 1.0BE-Ol l.OBE-03 
SSTL98 BR DGETON LANDFILL. LLC 722107.35 4294454.70 459.06 584.0 14SO.O 21.923 4.7 l.07E-03 l.07E-03 
SSTLlOO SSM HEALTH ST MARYS HOSPITAL 73407S.92 4279S44.88 601.67 17.2 500.0 25.000 3.0 9.06E •00 9.06EH 
SSTLlOI SSM HEALTH ST MARYS HOSPITAL 73407S.92 4279S44.88 601.67 17.2 500.0 2S.000 3.0 7.14E-03 
SSTLl02 SSM HEALTH ST MARYS HOSPITAL 734075.92 4279544.BB 601.67 1300 10090 S3.l56 1.0 2.56E+OO 
SSTL106 SSM HEALTH DEPAUL HOSPITAL ST LOUIS BR DGETON 723046.72 4292134.06 S42.16 450 450.0 21.932 3.0 6.63E-02 
SSTLI07 SSM HEALTH OEPAUL HOSPITAL ST LOUIS BR DGETON 723046.72 4292134.06 542.16 45.0 450.0 21.932 3.0 l.15£-02 
SSTLI08 SSM HEALTH OEPAUL HOSPITAL ST LOUIS BR DGETON 723046.72 4292134.06 542.16 12.0 900.0 38.100 I 2 B.33E+OO 
SSTLI09 SSM HEALTH DEPAUL HOSPITAL ST LOUIS BRIDGETON 723046.72 4292134.06 S42.16 45.0 450.0 21.932 3.0 J.37E·03 
SSTLlll VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER .EFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089.SI SOB.Bl 45.0 425.0 1.667 2.0 l.02E+OO 4.3SE+OO 
SSTL112 VHERANS AOMIN MEOICAL CENTER EFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089.Sl 508.83 45.0 425.0 1.667 2.0 4.l 7E-01 2.9BE-03 
SSTLIU VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JEFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089.Sl SOB.Bl 4S.O 42S.O 1.667 2.0 4.40E-03 6.49£-03 
SSTLll4 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JEFFERSON BARRACKS ORIVE 736944.98 4264089.SI SOB.Bl 4S.O 425.0 1.667 2.0 681E-01 486E-Ol 
SSTLllS VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JEFFERSON BARRACKS DRIVE 736944.98 4264089.Sl 508.83 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s l.02£•02 3.UE+Ol 
SSTLll6 CHRISTIAN HOSPITAL NORTHEAST DUNN ROAD 739738.60 42955S4.78 S6S.65 3S.O 270.0 10.000 4.0 145£-01 6 26E-Ol 
SSTLll7 CHRISTIAN HOSPITAL NORTHEAST DUNN ROAD 739738.60 42955S4.78 S65.65 35.0 270.0 10.000 4.0 9 .17£-01 6.55E-03 
55TLU8 CHRISTIAN HOSPITAL NORTHEAST OUNN ROAD 739738.60 4295SS4.78 56565 150 ·459.7 0.003 1.0 l 28E•OI 3 OOE-01 O.OOE+I 
SSTLl20 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791.lS 4286068.83 61860 15.0 65.0 7.165 2.2 3 20£·03 3.20£-0ll 
SSTLl21 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791.15 4286068.83 61860 16.0 75.0 26.949 1.1 8.96£,03 8.96E-O, 
SSTLl22 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791.15 4286068.83 618.60 29.0 600.0 14.167 2.5 4.83E•Ol 4.83E·Ol 
SSTLl23 BODINE ALUM NUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791.15 4286068.83 618.60 30.0 365.0 12.001 1.2 4.48€-01 4.48E-Ol 
SSTLl24 BODINE ALUM NUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791.15 4286068.83 618.60 29.0 360.0 25.499 0 .7 l.63E-01 l.63E,Ol 
SSTLl26 BODINE ALUM NUM INC WALTON ROAO 730791.15 4286068.83 618.60 20.0 0.0 0.000 o.s l.23E•02 1.23£-02 
SSTL127 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.54 4269850.38 422.90 30.0 650.0 11.998 1.3 l.60E-03 3.60£·03 
SSTL128 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.54 4269850.38 422.90 30.0 650.0 11.998 1.3 l.79E+01 l.79E+Ol 
SSTL129 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.S4 4269850.38 422.90 26.0 650.0 13.264 2.0 2.26E-03 2.26E-03 
SSTL130 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.54 4269850.38 422.90 26.0 650.0 13.264 2.0 1.44E•Ol 1.44f+Ol 
SSTL131 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.S4 4269850.38 422.90 54.0 1800.0 17.218 2.3 l.2lf-03 l.21E-03 
SSTL132 REICHHOLD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.54 4269850.38 422.90 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 9.83E•Ol 9.83£-01 
iSTLl33 REICHHOlD LLC 2 VALLEY PARK 718899.$4 4269850.38 422.90 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 9 .83E·Ol 9.83E•Ol 
5STU41 ST ANTHONY'S MEOICAL CENTER KENNERLY ROllD 728489.70 4265428.04 633.14 25.0 495.0 4 068 2.S 3.40E+OO 
SSTL142 ST ANTHONY'S MEDICAL CENTER KENNERLY ROAD 728489.70 4265428.04 633.14 2S.O 495.0 4.068 2.5 8 .76E-04 
SSTL143 ST llNTHONY'S MEDICAL CENTER KENNERLY ROAD 728489.70 4265428.04 633.14 30.0 450.0 0.003 LS 5.S9E•04 
SSTL144 ST ANTHONY'S MEDICAL CENTER KENNERLY ROAD 728489.70 426S42B.04 633.14 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 4.66E•02 
SSTL147 MSO, MISSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333.79 4290583.38 444.32 25.0 sso.o 1.181 0.7 9 .18E•Ol 8.00E-01 
SSTL148 MSO MISSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333.79 4290583.38 444.32 25.0 550.0 1.181 0.7 l.58E+OO 5.47E-03 
SSTL149 MSO M SSOURI RI\IER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333.79 4290583.38 444.32 15.2 446.0 19.393 1.7 4 42E-OI 2 28E-OI 
SSTL!S~ MSD, M SSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PIANT 718333.79 4290583.38 444.32 15.2 446.0 19.393 1.7 9.14E-02 4,81E·03 
SSTLISI MSO M SSOURI RIVER WWTP MO RIVER WASTERWATER TREATMENT PLANT 718333.79 4290583.38 444.32 16.0 77.0 4.774 2.0 2.46E•OO 4.74E•Ol 

SSTL152 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATER ALS LLC VALLEY PARK 71S996.20 4268469.87 430.05 42.0 300.0 38.494 42 2.49E•01 5.49E+OO 

SSTLlS3 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATER_ALS Li.C VALLEY PARK 715996.20 4268469.87 430.0S 26.7 400.0 26.78S 0.8 3.84E-03 l.20E-04 
SSTU54 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATER ALS LLC VALLEY PARK 715996.20 4268469.87 430.0S 26.7 400.0 26.78S 0.8 4.60E·02 l.44E-03 l.44E-031 
SSTL162 MACLAN NDUSTRIES 742056.49 4291436.76 49S.44 14.0 190.0 0.003 0.2 2.29E·Ol 2.29E-01 
5STL16~ M ISSOURI AMER CAN WATER-CENTRAL PIANT CHESTERFIELD 715427.34 4284896.78 451.44 22.0 871.0 24.016 0.8 J.02E-Ol l.02E-Ol 
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002637

Off-Site Point SOurce Model Input 4NA083, Zone 15) 
Potendal Emlsslofts (lb/llrl - bit Stack 

EleYl1loa Stick Velocity Dl■meter S02(1· 

SOurtelD Source Description E:astinJ(ml Nordllna (ml (ft) Helit,1 (ft) Temp (J) (ft/MC) (ft) co SOx hour) 

SSTU66 MISSOURI AMERICAN WATER·CENTRAl PLANT CHESTERFIELD 715427 34 4284896.78 451.44 10.0 871.0 24.016 0.8 2,38E-Ol 2 38E•01 

SSTU69 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637 09 4302290.45 S2S.66 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 l .79E·Ol 1.28£-03 l.28E-03 

SSTU70 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.45 S2S.66 25.0 -459 7 0.003 0.8 2 33E•01 3.69E-03 3.69E-03 

SSTU71 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.45 525.66 18.0 -4S9 7 0.003 40 l.61E+OO 6.69E-02 6.69E-02 

SSTU72 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.45 525.66 15.0 -459.7 0.003 20 l lOE-02 8.60E-OS 8.60E-05 

;sTun SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.45 525.66 16.0 •459.7 0,003 o.s 9.34£·01 2.SSE-01 2.85E-01 

SSTU74 SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.45 525.66 20.0 o.o 0.000 0.5 4.62E-03 3 30E-05 

S5TL17S SPIRE MISSOURI, EAST INC. 736637.09 4302290.45 S25.66 20.0 0.0 0.000 0 .5 4.62E-Ol 3 30E-OS 

SSTL196 FRED WESER, INC. FT. BELLE 739499.97 4302900.13 443.27 7.7 2S.O 11.788 0.9 l.02E+OO l,28E·0l 

SSTL199 A.G. RECYCLING 734844.18 4284158.21 52S.43 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o,s l.59E·Ol 

SSTL200 A.G. RECYCLING 734844.18 4284158.21 525.43 10.0 1100.0 23,333 o,s 7.lSE-01 

SSTL209 MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER CO FLORISSANT 728394.88 4300010.04 461.78 15.0 896.0 0.000 14.0 9.SlE+OO 

SSTL214 THE HARPER COMPANY 731184.93 4292013.86 588.35 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 2.7SE-01 

SCITYl ANHEUSER•BUSCH INC ST. LOUIS 743002.81 4275906.67 469.19 225.0 330.0 21.217 10.0 2.38E·02 

SCITY2 ANHEUSER•BUSCH INC ST. LOUIS 743002.81 4275906.67 469.19 100.0 350.0 47.149 3.0 S.80E-02 

SCITY3 ANHEUSER•BUSCH INC ST. LOUIS 743002.81 4275906.67 469.19 225.0 350.0 18.468 10.0 1.67E+01 

SCITY4 ANHEUSER·BUSCH INC ST LOUIS 743002.81 4275906,67 469.19 225.0 350.0 18.468 10.0 1 78E-02 

SCITYS ANHEUSER·BUSCH INC ST LOUIS 743002.81 427S906.67 469.19 225.0 350.0 18.468 10.0 2 S3E•Ol 

SCITY6 ANHEUSER-BUSCH INC ST LOUIS 743002,81 4275906.67 469.19 22s.o 350.0 18.468 10.0 2.15E·02 

SCITY7 ANHEUSER·8USCH INC ST LOUIS 743002.81 4275906.67 469 19 13S.O 950.0 19.367 1.5 1.7SE+Ol 

SCITYS ANHEUSER-BUSCH INC ST LOUIS 743002.81 4275906.67 469.19 20.0 50.0 70.000 1.0 1.69E+00 

SCITY9 MALLINCKROOT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 70.0 200.0 0.003 5.5 1.33E+OO 9.SlE-03 

SCITYlO MALLINCKROOT N SECONO 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 70.0 200.0 0.003 S.5 2.l3E+OO l.S2E-02 

SCITYll MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362 95 4283022.76 417.81 100.0 145.0 62,500 4.5 2.53E•OO 1.81E-02 

;CITY12 MALLI NCKRDDT N SECONO 744362 95 4283022 76 417.81 100.0 145.0 62.500 4.5 3.20E•Ol 2.29E-03 

lsc,m3 
MALLINCKRODT N SECONO 744362_95 4283022.76 417.81 12 0 2000 0.335 1.0 3.77E+OO l.15E+OO 

SCITY14 MALLINCKRODT N SECONO 744362.95 4283022 76 417.81 45.0 150.0 50,400 2.0 3.5SE-02 1.07E-03 

SCITY15 MAlLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 45.0 150.0 50.400 2.0 3.07E-02 9.22E-04 

SCITY16 MAUINCKROOT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 45.0 150.0 69.751 1.7 3.07E-02 9.22E·04 

SCITY17 MALLINCKRODT N 5ECONO 744362.9S 4283022.76 417.81 160 77.0 24.600 0.2 l.41E-03 

SCITY18 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 3.0 800.0 0.335 0.5 l.63E·01 4.98E-02 

SCl1Y22 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 200 0.0 0.000 O,S S.72E-03 l.72E-04 

iCITY23 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 6.00E·02 l.83E-02 

SCITY24 MALLINCKROOT N SECONO 744362.95 4283022.76 417,81 100 78S.0 42.283 0.3 2.11E+OO 6.44E-Ol 

SCITY2S MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362,95 4283022.76 417 81 100 785,0 42 283 03 812E.03 4.79E-03 

SCITY26 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022 76 417.81 10.0 1100.0 23 333 05 1.73E-02 5.29E-03 

SCITY27 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022 76 417.81 42,0 77.0 3 734 0.2 4.3SE-02 1.33E·02 

SCITY28 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 20.0 200.0 0.335 1.0 l.98E-OI 6.04E-02 

SCITY29 MAlLINCKROOT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 8.0 800.0 0.33S o.s 1.07E-01 3.27E-02 

SCITY30 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 8.0 800.0 0.335 0.5 1.09E·04 3.32E-OS 

SCITY31 MALLINCKROOT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 22.0 212.0 1.296 1.0 5.28E·Ol l.61E-OI 

SCITY32 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 90.0 77.0 33.215 2.2 1.09E·04 3.32E-OS 

;CITY33 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0 .5 3 6SE·02 l,llE-02 

SCITY34 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 8.0 800.0 0.335 0.5 l.98E·OI 604E-02 

SCITY48 ASHLEY ENERGY UC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 111.0 300.0 72.900 4.0 2.S8E-OI 

SCITY49 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 111.0 300.0 72.900 4.0 2.42E-02 

SCITYSO ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 111.0 300.0 72.900 4.0 1,20E+OO 

SCITY51 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 111.0 300.0 72.900 4.0 1,SlE·Ol 

SCITYS2 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 llS.O 280.0 41.099 5.0 l.17E+OO 

SCITYS3 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 llS.0 280.0 41.099 5.0 6.91E-03 

SCITYS4 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225,01 423.00 us.o 280.0 41.099 s.o l.17E+OO 

iCITYSS ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 llS.O 280.0 41.099 s.o 7.87E-03 

ISCITY56 
ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423,00 30.0 97S.O 237.684 0 .8 3.10£-02 

SCITY57 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 74S321.30 428022S.01 423.00 161.0 250.0 34.101 4.0 2.S9E+Ol 

SCITY58 ASHLEY ENERGY llC 74S321.30 428022S.Ol 423.00 161.0 250.0 34.101 4.0 S.09E+OO 

SCITYS9 ASHLEY ENERGY LLC 745321.30 4280225.01 423.00 161.0 250.0 34.101 4.0 3.48E-02 



R
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Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NA083, Zone lS) 

Potential Emissions (II/hr) 

Base hit Stack 
Elevotlon Stack v~ Oh1meter 

SOZCl· 1 .SO..rce ID Source o..criptlon bst1n1Cm) NO<tlllnc Cml (ft) Helct,t (ft) Temp (F) (ft/sec) (ftl co so • hour) 
SCITY60 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 7382S9.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 22S.O 280.0 35.784 7.3 3.97E•OI 3.97E•Ol l.97E•Ol 
SCITY6l WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 22S.O 280.0 lS.784 7.3 3.97E-01 S.l2E-02 S.l2E·02 
SCITY62 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 7382S9.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 22S.O 280.0 3S.784 7.3 3.00E •00 4.43E+OO 
SCITY63 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 225.0 280.0 35.784 7.3 3.30E+OO 2.36E•02 
SCITV64 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 SU.94 225.0 280.0 35.784 7.3 3.00E+OO 4.43E+OO 
SCITV6S WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 225 0 280.0 35.784 7 l l.20E+OO 2.29E·02 
SCITV66 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511.94 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 4.42E+Ol l.BE+OO 
SCITY67 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL 801lER PlANT 738259 22 4279906 98 511.94 69.0 318.0 63 035 30 419E•OO 464E+OO 
SCITY68 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL 801l£R PLANT 738259 22 4179906 98 S1194 69.0 318.0 63C35 l& 6 llE -01 S H E 03 
SCITY69 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 7382S9 22 4279906 98 Sll 94 225 0 280 0 35 J84 7.3 3.04E+OO 4.48E•OO 
$CITV70 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 215.0 180.0 35 784 7.3 l.14E+OO 8.17E·03 
SCITY7l WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 Sll.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 OS a8E Ol 4 70E-07 O.OOE+I 
SCITY72 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 S11.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 7.0SE+OO 2.lSE•OO 
;CITY83 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN OIV 741047 52 4280704.99 545.64 so.a 430.0 35 000 io l.l4E-04 

SCITY84 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047.52 4280704.99 545.64 so.a 430.0 35.000 2.0 4.07E.C3 
SCITY85 VETERANSAOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047.52 4280704.99 545.64 50.0 430.0 35.000 2.0 8.40E-03 
SCITY86 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN OIV 741047 52 4280704.99 545.64 so.o 280.0 35000 2.0 l.l4E+OO 
SCITY87 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047 52 4280704.99 545.64 50.0 280.0 35.000 20 4.07E•D3 
SCITY88 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047 52 4280704.99 545.64 500 180.0 35000 2.0 1.l4E+OO 1.14E+1 
$CITY89 VETERANS ADMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047 52 4280704.99 S45.64 so.a 280.0 35.000 20 4.07E•D3 4.07E-oll 
SCITY90 VETERANS AOMIN MEDICAL CENTER JOHN COCHRAN DIV 741047 52 4280704.99 545.64 100 1100.0 23.333 o.s 2.47E+OO O.OOE+1 
SCITYllO ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 41411 32.0 1200 15453 20 2.08E·D2 2 08E•D2 
SCITYll l ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414 ll 481 0 2000 9 4)2 3 0 S 70E•D3 S 70E-03 
SCITYll2 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414 ll 56.0 400.0 1S.922 4.0 6.81E+OI 6.81E+Ol 
SCITY113 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.ll 56.0 400.0 15.922 4.0 3.7SE-02 3.75E·02 
SCITVll4 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.ll 45.0 122.0 lSl.818 2.0 l.l4E-02 l.l4E•02 
;ciTY11s ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043 36 414 ll 80.0 171 0 69.682 20 5.14E·03 5.14E·D3 
SCITYll6 JCL SPECIAL TY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 78.0 176.0 88.484 1.2 l 43E-03 l.43E·D3 
SCITYll7 ICL SPECIAL TY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.ll 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 l.91E-03 l.91E·D3 
SCITY12l ICL SPECIAL TY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PlANT 737985.63 4270043 36 414.ll 42.0 3400 37.776 40 9.43E•Ol 9 43E•Ol 
SCITYl22 ICL SPECIAL TY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 427004),36 414.ll 42.0 340.0 37.776 4.0 S.31E 02 S.HE 02 
SCITYlZl ELANTAS POG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 ss.o 700.0 14.738 u 641E•OO 6.41E•O< 
SCITYll4 ELANTAS POG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 ss.o 700.0 14.738 l.2 7.35E·03 7.3SE•O: 
SCITYl25 ELANTAS POG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 55.0 700.0 14.738 l.2 1.86E·02 l.86E-02 
SCITY126 ELANTAS PO<:i, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941 73 426.35 55.0 700.0 14738 u S.89E·04 5.89E-04 
SCITY127 ELANTAS POG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941 73 426.35 30.0 140 0 0 .125 20 l.44E·03 1.44E•03 
SCITY128 ELANTAS POG, INC. SECOND ST 743167.86 4284941.73 426.35 154 752.2 32.451 1.0 7.8SE·03 O.OOE• 
SCITYl29 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 34.0 1700.0 4 .665 2.0 l.72E·D3 3.72E•03 
SCITYl32 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 34.0 1700.0 6.916 3.l l.72E·D2 l.72E•D2 
SCITY133 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 34.0 1700.0 36.601 2.0 3.72E·D3 3.72E•D3 
SCITYl36 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4171318.74 425.30 34.0 1800.0 8 301 3.7 8.58E·D3 8.S8E·D3 
SCITYl37 JW ALUMINUM ST, LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 42.0 1700.0 4.66S 20 3.72E·D3 3.72E·D3 
SCITY140 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 44.0 200 0 47.149 3.0 S.82E·D3 S.82E·D3 
SCITYl4l JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4171318.74 425.30 44.0 200.0 47.149 3.0 5.82E·03 S.82E-03 
SCITYl42 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 42S.30 34.0 200.0 39.649 2.8 5.16E·03 S.16E·D3 
SCITY143 JW ALUMINUM $T. t.OUIS 740003.39 4171318.74 42S.30 33.0 300.0 20.551 2.2 l.98E·03 l.98E·D3 
SCITVl44 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 42S.30 33.0 300.0 20.551 2.2 1.98E·03 l.98E·03 
SCITYl4S JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 33.0 300.0 20.551 2.2 1.98E-03 l.98E·D3 
SCITVl46 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 33.0 300.0 20.5S1 2.2 l.98E-03 l.98E·O 
SCITYl47 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 250 3000 14,865 2.0 l.l4E-02 1.14E•D2 
SCITY148 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 42S.30 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 3.30£-03 3.30£-03 
SCITY149 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 415.30 37.0 600.0 38.983 l.2 l.98E·03 l.98E•03 
SCITV156 ST. ALEXIUS HOSPITALJEFFERSON CAMPUS 741441.37 4274961.73 544.65 115.0 210.0 38.885 5.0 l.19E-02 1.19£,02 

SCITY!S7 ST. ALEXI US HOSPITAL JEFFERSON CAMPUS 741441.37 4274961.73 544.65 us.a 210.0 38.885 5.0 l.20E·02 1.lOE·Ol 
SCITY158 ST ALEXI US HOSPITAL JEFFERSON CAMPUS 741441.37 4274961.73 544.6S us.a 210.0 38885 s.o I.19E·02 l.l9E·02 
SCITY159 ST ALEXIUS HOSPITAL JEFFERSON CAMPUS 741441.37 4274961.73 S44.6S 14.0 490.0 60.200 0.5 7 80E·Ol O.OOE•I 



R
002639

Off-Site Point Source Model Input (NAD83, lone 151 
Pottt1dal Emissions (lb/llrl 

lase Eidt Stade 
Elevation Stldc Volodty 01 .... et ... 502(1· 

Source ID 5ource Description f.lstlns(ml Northlnc (ml (ftl Hoi&tlt (ftl Temp (Fl w-1 (ft) co 501 ""'"' SCtlY160 ST ALEXIUS HOSPITAL JEFHRSON CAMPUS 741441 37 4274961.73 544.65 12.6 200.0 20S.400 o.s 7.SOE-01 O.OOE+I 

SCl1Y162 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9 57 4279829.93 50794 2100 2600 17,733 2.8 2.69E+OO 1.16£-01 1.16E-011 

SCl1Y163 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9 57 4279829.93 50794 2100 2600 17 733 2.8 6 20E•OO 4.43E-02 4.43E-02 

SCl1Y164 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059 57 4279829.93 507 94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 4.20E+OO 9 30E-03 0.00E+I 

SCITY16S SARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 S07 94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 4.18E+OO 9.20E-03 O.OOE+I 

SCITY166 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.57 4279829.93 507.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 3.77E+OO 8.30E·03 O.OOE+I 

SCl1Yl67 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.57 4279829.93 507.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 4.12E+OO 9.lOE-03 O.OOE+I 

SC11Yl68 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 S07.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 4.0lE+OO 1.23£+00 O.OOE+I 

SCl1Y169 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 S07.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 8.lSE+OO 1.soe-02 O.OOE+I 

iCITY170 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.S7 4279829.93 507.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 4.90E+OO 1.08E-02 O.OOE+I 

SCITY171 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.S7 4279829.93 507.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 8.S2E•OO 1.88E-02 

SCl1Y172 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 184.2 400.0 1.949 s.s 4.71E+OO 2.04E-Ol 

SCITY173 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 184.2 400.0 1.949 5.S 1.09£+01 7.76E-02 

SC11Yl74 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 S07.94 184.2 400.0 1.949 s.s 2.50E+OO 1.08E·Ol 

SCITY17S BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 184.2 400.0 1.949 5.5 6.0lE+OO 4.29E·02 

SCITY176 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 6.24E+OO 1.38E-02 O.OOE+1 

SCllY177 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829 93 S0794 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 S 17E+OO 114E-02 O.OOE+1 

SCITY178 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAl 7380S9.57 4279829.93 S0794 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 9 l4E•OO 2.02E-02 O.OOE., 

iCtlY179 BARNESJEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.S7 4279829.93 S07 94 10.0 1100.0 2H33 o.s 2 31E+OO 9.84E-01 O.OOE+1 

SCtTY180 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059 57 4279829.93 50794 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 3 98E+OO 8.40E-03 

SCITY181 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9 S7 4279829.93 50794 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 2.2,E-01 3 S3E-03 

SCITY183 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9 S7 4279829.93 S07 94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 2.29E-01 2.41E-03 

SCITYlBS BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059 57 4279829.93 507 94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 8.24E-02 5.89E-04 

SCITY187 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.S7 4279829.93 S07.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 2 36E-01 l.69E·03 

SCITY189 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 1.37E+OO 4.86E·Ol 

SCllY190 BARNES JEWISH HOSPlrAL 738059.57 4279829.93 S07.94 247.0 190.0 20.417 1.2 5.35E•02 2 31E-03 

SCl1Y191 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 247.0 190.0 20,417 1.2 S.OOE-01 3.57E-03 

iCITY192 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.S7 4279829.93 507.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 3.69E+Ol 6.78E-02 O.OOf♦I 

iCITY193 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 848E•OO l.56E-02 O.OOf+I 

SCITY194 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.S7 4279829.93 S07.94 10.0 1100.0 23.333 o.s 2.09f+Ol 4 .41E-02 

SCITY227 INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER SERVlCES • MO, LLC MANCHESTER 737686.12 427B6S2.89 4$9.06 20.0 25(1.0 18.068 1.0 2.54E-03 

SCllY228 INOl/STRIAL CONTAIN ER SERVICES· MO, LLC MANCHESTER 737686.12 4278652.89 4S9.06 w.o 150.0 22.218 1.0 1.20E+-OO l.20E• 

SCITY229 INOUSTRIALCONTAJNER SERVICES· MO, LLC MANCHESTER 737686.12 42786S2.89 459.06 25.0 0.0 0.000 1.0 2.l9E·04 

SCITY242 PQCORPORATION-THE 7390S3.43 4285317.19 49S.80 60.0 250.0 71.667 1.7 2.39E-03 

SCITY243 PQ CORPORATION -THE 739053.43 428S317.19 49S.80 60.0 400.0 19.833 1.5 4.37E-03 

SCl1Y244 PQ CORPORATION -THE 739053.43 4285317 19 495.80 20.0 0.0 0.000 o.s I 37E-04 

SCITY245 PQ CORPORATION -THE 739053.43 4285317.19 495.80 5S.O 750.0 11.168 4.2 8.16E-03 

iCITY246 PQ CORPORATION -THE 7390S3.43 428S317.19 495.80 43.0 S00.0 7.467 2.S 7.33E-OS 

SCITY247 PQCORPORATION •THE 7390S3.43 428S317.19 49S.80 20.0 0.0 0.000 0 .5 3.46E-04 

ISCITY248 
PQ CORPORATION •THE 7390S3.43 428S317.19 49S.80 36.0 37S.O l.716 2.0 2.48E-03 

SCITY266 HUMANE SOCIETY OF MISSOURI ST. LOUIS· MACKLIND AVE 737162.32 4278817.40 474.08 24.0 1139.0 15.SlS 1.7 1.lOE-02 

SCITY267 HUMANE SOCIETY OF MISSOURI ST. LOUIS· MACKLINO AVE 737162.32 4278817 40 474.08 280 1800.0 15.S84 2.0 6.76E·Ol 

SCITY27S ALSCO, INC ST. LOUIS 743334.17 427S818.28 427.92 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 2.l3E+Ol 

SCITY276 ALSCO, INC ST. LOUIS 743334.17 4275818.28 427.92 10.0 11000 23.333 OS 4.99E-03 

SCITY277 NATIONALGEOSPATIAL·INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 4275132.40 439.30 23.S 800.0 0.003 o.s 7.llE·Ol USE-05 

$CllY278 NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL·I NTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 4275132.40 439.30 20.5 250.0 0.003 l.l 3.0SE-01 1.28E-04 

SCITY279 NATIONALGEOSPATIAL•INTELLIGENCEAGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 427S132.40 439.30 20.S 250.0 0.003 1.3 6.87E•01 4.91E-03 

SCITY280 NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 427$132.40 439.30 20.5 250.0 0.003 1.3 l.OSE·02 l.28E-OS 

SCITY281 N/<TIONAL GEOSPATIAL·lNTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107,7] 4275132.40 439.30 20.5 2S0.0 0.003 1.3 6.89E·0l 4.92E-03 

SCITY282 NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL·INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 4275132.40 439.30 22.0 250.0 0.003 1.0 1.22E·Ol S.27E-03 

SCITY283 NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 4275132.40 439.30 22.0 2S0.0 0.003 1.0 2.73E-Ol l.95E-03 

SCl1Y284 NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL•INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 427S132 40 439.30 22,5 2S0.0 0.003 2.0 6.lOE-01 2.56£-04 

SCl1Y28S NATIONAi. GEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 4275132.40 439.30 22.S 250.0 0.003 2.0 1.38E•OO 9.84E-03 

iCllY286 NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL-INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 4275132.40 439 30 20.S 800.0 0 003 1.5 8.6SE-01 1.S3E~ O OOE+C 

:OTY287 NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL•INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 743107.71 4275132.40 439 30 20.S 800.0 0.003 1.5 7.84E•OO 1.38€-04 O.OOE+C 

lsc1TY288 NATIONAL GEOSPATIAL•INTELLIGENCE AGENCY ST LOUIS 74310771 4275132.40 439 30 20.S 800.0 0.003 IS 7.84E"+OO l.38E-04 O.OOE+C 
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Off-Sito Point Source Model Input (NADl3, Zone 151 

Potential Emlwons (lb/11<1 ..... Exit Siad< 

Oevatlon Stock Velocity Diameter 502(1· 

Source 10 Source Descriptloft bstlng(ml N-lnc(m) (ftl Height (ltl Temp (Fl (ft/H<I (ft) co so, houri 
SCITY289 ARTCO ST. LOUIS-AMERICAN RIVER TRANS CO ST. LOUIS 741227.S4 4273049.76 423.52 28.0 400.0 50.535 2.0 2.26E 03 2.26E 0' 
SCITY290 ARTCO ST. LOUIS-AMERICAN RIVER TRANS CO ST. LOUIS 741227.54 4273049.76 423.Sl 28.0 400.0 S0.535 2.0 2.91E+OI 2.91E+OII 
SCITY291 ARTCO ST. LOUIS-AMERICAN RIVER TRANS CO ST. LOUIS 741227.54 4273049.76 423.$2 28.0 400.0 50.535 2.0 l.63E-03 l.63E·03 
SCITY292 SOUTHER!'( METAL PROCESSING 739807 53 4271091 77 426.02 31.0 15900 19 255 25 l.28E+OI l.28E+OI 

SCITY293 SOUTHERN METAL PROCESSING 739807.53 4271091.77 426.02 31.0 1590.0 19 255 2.5 3 .4 7E +-00 3 47E +I 
SCITY295 SSM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 74035718 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 s.o 2.14E•OO 6.17E+Ol 6.17E+OI 
SCITY296 5SM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 l.Stf•OO 1.29E-02 1.29E-02 
SCITY297 $SM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 74035718 4278600.20 527 85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 8 9lE·Ol 2.S7!+01 2 57E+0l 
SCITY298 $SM HEALTH ST, LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357 18 4278600.20 527 8S 220.0 350.0 14.856 s.o 662E•OO 4 73!-02 4.73E-02 
5CITY299 5SM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527 as 220.0 350.0 14.856 s.o 189E•OO 5.45E•Ol $.4SE+Ol 
5CITY300 55M HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 7403S718 4278600.20 527 85 220.0 350.0 14.856 5.0 7.92E•OO 5.66!-02 S.66E-02 
SCITY301 SSM HEALTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 527.8S 220.0 350.0 14,856 5.0 2.14E•OO 617E+OI 6.17E+Ol 
SCITY302 SSM HEAlTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357.18 4278600.20 S27.85 2200 350.0 14.856 5.0 1 04E+OO 7.40E-03 7 40E-03 
SCITY303 SSM HEAlTH ST. LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357 18 4278600.W 527.85 !00 1100.0 23 333 o.s 9.62E+OO S.l3E+OO O.OOE+C 
SCITY304 SSM HEAlTH ST, LOUIS UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 740357 18 4278600.20 527.85 10.0 1100.0 23 333 0.5 S llE+OO 6.08E+OO O.OOE•< 
SCITY31S J 5 AL8ERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287 44 575.43 10.0 1100.0 23 333 0.5 6 SOE+OO l.98E +00 O.OOE•< 
SCITY316 J S AlBERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287.44 575.43 20.0 00 0.000 0.5 7 40E·02 2 22E·03 2.22E-03 
SCITY317 J S ALBERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287.44 575.43 ·200 0.0 0.000 OS 7.40E-02 2.22E-03 2.22E•03 
SCITY318 J S ALBERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287.44 S7S.43 100 1100.0 23.333 0.5 9.62E·OI 3.00E•Ol 3.00E-01 
5CITYll9 J S ALBERICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287.44 575.43 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 2.00E-02 6.00E•04 6.00E•04 
SCITY320 J S ALB{RICI CONSTRUCTION 736723.60 4285287.44 57S.43 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 l.26E-02 3 70E-04 3 70E·04 
SC1TY321 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPAl'(Y SL LOUIS 743912,49 4278167 30 467.68 80.0 380.0 33 766 2.0 8.99E·OI 3.88E-02 3.88E·02 
SCITY322 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY SL LOUIS 743912,49 4278167 30 467.68 80.0 380.0 33 766 20 4.60E 01 3 28E-03 3 28E·03 
SCITY323 NESTlE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167 30 467.68 lS.O 850.0 73 133 07 1 40E 02 3.0SE•OS O OOEH 
SCITY324 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912,49 4278167 30 46768 15.0 850.0 73 133 07 7.00E•04 l.54E-06 O.OOE+C 
SCITY325 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 15.0 850.0 73.133 0.7 S.78E-03 J.22E-OS 
SCITY326 NESTlE PURI NA PETCARE COMPANY ST. lOUIS 743912.49 4278167 30 467.68 80.0 405.0 33 766 2.0 8.71E-02 3 76E•03 
SCITY327 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST, LOUIS 743912.49 4278167,30 467.68 80.0 405.0 33.766 2.0 8.30E-01 5.93E-03 
SCITY328 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278267 30 467.68 80.0 405.0 33.766 2.0 7.46E-01 3.22E-02 
SCITY329 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278)67.30 467.68 80.0 405.0 33.766 2.0 9 04E-01 6.46E-03 
SCITY330 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167.30 467.68 15.0 1007.0 51.050 0.7 4 68E-01 l.03E·03 O.OOE+I 
SCITYlll NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167 30 467 68 10.0 11000 23.333 0.5 4.06E•OO l.24E+OO 
SCITYll2 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167 30 467 68 10.0 1100.0 23.333 05 2 OlE·Ol l.44E·03 
SCITY333 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167 30 467.68 6,0 1157.0 35.000 0.3 8.24E+OO 2.52E+OO O.OOE•t 
SCITY334 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST. LOUIS 743912.49 4278167 30 467 68 6.0 1076.0 151.667 03 2.56E+OO 7.82E·Ol O.OOE+I 
SCITY335 NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY ST LOUIS 743912.49 4278167 30 467 68 89 815.0 37 835 08 6 13E·Ol 1.35E·03 0 OOE+I 
SCITY344 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597.70 4278776.67 501.12 32.0 200.0 2.933 l.l s.o4E-o3 5.04E-03 
SCITY353 CHRISTY REFRACTORIES CO L.L.C 738223.37 4278219.85 483.66 1.0 325.0 0.003 1.0 9.60E-02 9.60E·02 
SCITY3SS SOUTHWESTERN SELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 431.0 79.216 2.0 9.54E-01 9.54E•Ol 
SCITY356 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 455.0 79.216 20 9.S4E-01 9.54E•Ol 
ICITY357 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 428.0 79.216 i.o 9.S4E·Ol 9.S4E•Ol 
SCITY358 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 S65.0 985.0 23.035 0.7 3.05£-01 3.0SE-01 
SCITY359 SOUTHWESTERN SELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.l5 565.0 985.0 23.035 0.7 l.OSE-01 3.0SE·Ol 
5CITY360 SOUTHWESTERN SELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 565.0 985.0 23.035 0.7 3.0SE-01 3.0SE-01 
SCITY361 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.9S 459.35 660.0 300.0 23.035 l.5 l.09E-03 l.09E-03 
SCITY362 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459,35 6600 3000 23.035 l.S 4.92E-03 4.92E•O 
SCITY363 SOUTHWESTERN SELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 390.0 960.0 23.035 9.S 7.17E-Ol 7.17E-01 
SCITY364 SOUTHWESTERN SELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 390.0 960.0 23.035 9.S 7.17E-01 7.17E-Ol 
SCITY365 SOUTHWESTERN SELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 42791S2.9S 459.3S 290.0 722.0 96.401 2.0 1.19£+00 
SCITY366 SOUTHWESlERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 722.0 96.401 2.0 5.13£+00 
SCITY367 SOUTHWESTERN BElL TELEPHONE COMPANY 744346.61 4279152.95 459.35 290.0 722.0 96.401 2.0 8.24£+00 
SCITYl68 SOUTHWESTERN BELt TELEPHOl'IE COMPANY 744346.61 4279252.95 459.35 290.0 722.0 96.401 2.0 8.24E+OO 

SCITY380 BKEP MATERIALS. UC ST LOUIS TERMINAL CO 739332.17 4270413.67 420.93 25.0 450.0 20.000 2.5 2.46E-03 
SCITY381 8KEP MATERIALS. LLC ST LOUIS TERMINAL CO 739332.17 4270413.67 420.93 12.0 150.0 8.333 1.0 l.6lE-Ol 
SCITY394 SAINT LOU -5 UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.08 4280241.69 507 64 100 1100.0 23.333 0.5 2.06E+OO 
SC TY395 SAINT LOU 5 UNIVERSITY FACJLITIES SERVICES 740384.08 4280241.69 507 64 200 0 .0 0.000 o.s 9 .S3E-03 9.53E•03II 
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Off-Site Poinl SO•rce Model Jn,-1 CNAOl3, Zone 151 
Potetldal Emlssians (lb/llrl - Exit Si.ck 

Elevallon Si.ck Velocity Diameter soz Cl· 
SoauelO Soarce Descrtpllon Easlinclml Northlnc {ml (ft) Height {ft) Temp {F) (ft/-) lftl co SOx hour) 

SCl1Y396 SAINT LOU S UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.08 428024169 507.64 20.0 00 0.000 OS 1,71E-03 1.1u-03I 

SCl1Y401 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.0S 544.29 40.0 200.0 21.667 25 9.30E·OS 9.30E-05 

SCl1Y402 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.0S 544.29 40.0 200.0 21.667 25 4.97E•03 4.97E•Ol 

SCITY403 SSM CMDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.05 S44.29 40.0 200.0 21.667 25 S.O?E·OS S.O?E-05 

SCITY404 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.05 S44.29 40.0 200.0 21.667 25 2.48E·03 2.48E·Ol 

SCl1Y40S SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.05 544.29 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 1.83E·02 O.OOE+OO 

SCITY406 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.05 544.29 23.S 200.0 16.667 2.9 2.SSE•OO 2.SSE•OO 

SCITY407 SSM CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDRENS HOSPITAL 740376.29 4278334.0S 544.29 23.5 200.0 16.667 2.9 2.87E-02 2.S?E•021 

METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 36.6 77.0 20.600 1.8 2.68E•02 

METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 ?0.0 350.0 40.000 2.0 2.90E·Ol 

METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD ?30800.10 4257280.94 441.70 70.0 850.0 41.667 2.5 2.07£·01 

METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD ?30800.10 42S7280.94 441.70 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 9.13E·03 

CJEFF43 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 56.0 370.0 33-333 2.5 1.0lE-01 

CJEFF44 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441,70 70.0 a5o.o 41.667 2.S 8.06E-01 

CJEFF4S METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441,70 70.0 850.0 112.999 2.5 9.97E-02 

CJEFF46 MET AL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 70.0 850.0 20.600 2.5 2.58E·Ol 

CSTLC55 sr LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 34.0 375.0 26.555 2.3 l.68E·02 

CSTLCS6 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 S54.63 34.0 375.0 26.555 2.3 l.27E+OO 

CSTLCS7 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291S71.16 5S463 33.0 428.0 lS.669 3.8 1.66E·02 

STLC58 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 33.0 428.0 1S.669 3.8 3.85E•Ol 

TLC59 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 20.0 250.0 2.083 1.0 7.72E·02 

:5TLC60 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291S71.16 554.63 5.5 1200.0 254.649 0.2 3.28E+OO 

:STLC61 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947,29 4291571.16 S54.63 5.5 1200.0 254.649 0.2 1.29E·01 

:STLC62 ST. LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 5.5 1200.0 254.649 0.2 9.99E-05 

CSTLC63 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVD 728947.29 4291571.16 554.63 19.0 42S.O 7.047 1.7 6.0lE-01 

CSTLC64 ST LOUIS AIRPORT AUTHORITY LAMBERT INTERNATIONAL BLVO 728947.29 4291S71.16 554.63 24.0 270.0 105.951 2.0 3.24E+OO 

CSTLC152 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS LLC VALLEY PARK 715996.20 4268469.87 430.0S 43.0 -459.? l.225 1.0 l.38E·Ol 

CSTLC155 FRED WESER INC. • SOUTH ASPHALT BATCH SOUTH ASPHALT 732929.25 4259955.19 424.64 37.0 230.0 51.250 4.2 2.57E+OI 

CSTLC1S6 FRED WESER INC. · SOUTH ASPHALT BATCH SOUTH ASPI-IALT 732929.25 4259955.19 424.64 12.0 355.0 0.804 1.3 4.03E•OI 

CSTLC157 FRED WEBER INC .• NORTH ASPHALT Hand B 720614.10 4290798.15 468.70 31.0 230.0 80.499 4.2 3.93E+Ol 

TLC158 FRED WEBER INC.· NORTH ASPHALT H ond B 720614.10 4290798.1S 468.70 20.0 300.0 16.667 1.1 2.29E·Ol 

TLC207 MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER CO FLORISSANT 728394.88 4300010.04 461.?8 15.0 896.0 0.000 14.0 l.61E+02 

:c1TY65 WASHINGTON UNIV MEDICAL SCHOOL BOILER PLANT 738259.22 4279906.98 511,94 100.0 3S0.0 29.984 1.3 3.0SE-02 

:CITY203 INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER SERVICES· MO, LLC MANCHESTER ?37686.12 4278652.89 459.06 20.0 250.0 18.068 1.0 3.56E•Ol 

:cm204 INDUSTRIAL CONTAINER SERVICES· MO, LLC MANCHESTER 737686.12 4278652.89 459.06 20.0 150.0 22.218 1.0 1.68E+02 

ICCITY344 
GP RECYCLING, LLC 743830.86 4284034.28 422.18 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 l.72E•02 

CCITY368 GP RECYCLING, LLC 740384.08 4280241.69 S07.64 10.0 1100.0 23.333 0.5 6.73E+OO 

CCITY369 SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.l)J! 4280241.69 507.64 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 1.33E+OO 

CCITY370 SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY FACILITIES SERVICES 740384.08 4280241.69 507.64 20.0 0.0 0.000 0.5 5.69E·02 
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Off-Site Volume Source Inputs 

Potential Emissions {lb/hr) 
Base 

Elevation Release SigmaY SlgmaZ S02(1· 
Source ID Source Description Easting {m) Northing (m) (ft) HtiJht (ft) (ft) {ft) co sox hour) 
SJEFF64 MERCY HOSPITALJEFFERSON 728195.03 4230846.83 425.75 16.4 38 15.3 1.28E·02 9.13E-OS 9.13E-OS 
SJEFF84 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.29E-01 4.68E-03 4.68E-03 
5JEFF85 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.29E·Ol 7.06E·03 7.06E·03 
SJEFF87 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 164 38 15.3 2.29E·Ol l.44E·03 l.44E•03 
SJEFF88 AROAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.29E-Ol 3.91E·03 3.91E·03 
SJEFF89 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 l.47E•03 l.47E-03 
SJEFF90 ARDAGH GlASS INC. PEVElY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.29E•Ol 2.29E-01 
SJEFF91 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 6.88E·03 6.88E•03 
SJEFF93 ARDAGH GLASS INC. PEVELY 727306.83 4241579.49 466.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 l.38E·03 l.38E•03 
SJEFF101 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVHY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7.6 4.81E·Ol 2.40E-02 2.40E-02 
SJEFF102 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7.6 6.41E·Ol l.42E•02 1.42E-02 
5JEFF103 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVEl Y 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7.6 S.24E-Ol 6.09E-03 6.09E·03 
SJEFF104 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.S6 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.5H-Ol 3.7SE-03 3. 75E-03 
SJEFF105 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.08E·03 l.08E-03 
SJEFF106 CARONDELET CORPORATION PEVELY 727491.85 4241725.78 485.56 8.2 2.3 7.6 l.l4E-03 l.14E-03 
SJEFF107 AERO METAL FINISHING 718099.61 4263747.23 613.55 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.43E·01 2.43E·Ol 
SJEFF126 FRED WESER, INC. ANTONIA 720102.79 4248877.71 670.57 8.2 2.3 7.6 3.08E•OO 3.08E+OI 
SSTC56 BLASTCO INC 690213.84 4297755.23 543.44 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.4 7E-01 1.4 7E-Oll 
SSTL67 MISSOURI ASPHALT PRODUCTS, LLC WEST LAKE QUARRY MATERIAL CO 721914.39 4294042.31 462.50 16.4 3.8 15.3 5.88E•04 S.88E-04 
SSTl68 MISSOURI ASPHALT PRODUCTS. LLC WEST LAKE QUARRY MATERIAL CO 721914.39 4294042.31 462.50 16.4 3.8 15.3 l.02E+OO l.02E+OI 
SSTL125 BODINE ALUMINUM INC WALTON ROAD 730791.15 4286068.83 618.60 8.2 2.3 7.6 7.18E·03 7 18E-03 
SSTL197 FRED WEBER, INC. FT. BEUE 739499.97 4302900.13 443.27 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.80E-Ol l.SOE-01 
SCITY19 MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362 95 4283022 76 417 81 82 23 76 824E-02 2.47E-02 2.47E-02 
SCITY20 MALUNCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022. 76 417.81 8.2 2.3 7.6 4.44E-03 7.'3E 01 7.73E 01 
SCITYll MALLINCKRODT N SECOND 744362.95 4283022.76 417.81 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.59E+OO 7.94E-Ol 7.94E·Ol 
5CITY44 ADM GRAIN COMPANY ST. LOUIS 744141 30 4284932.90 425.39 15 0 02 14.0 Ei.22E·04 6.22E-04 
SCITY4S ADM GRAIN COMPANY ST LOUIS 744141.30 4284932.90 425.39 15.0 0.2 14.0 2. 76E-02 2.76E·02 
SCITY118 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 8.2 2.3 7.6 7.50E·OS 7.SOE,OS 
SCITY119 ICL SPECIALTY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043.36 414.11 8.2 2,3 7.6 4.00E-01 4.00E·Ol 
SCITY!20 ICL SPECIAL TY PRODUCTS INC CARONDELET PLANT 737985.63 4270043 36 414 11 8.2 2.3 7.6 2.61E·Ol 2.61E-Ol 
SCITY!30 JW ALUMINUM ST LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 8.2 2.3 7.6 3.00E-04 3.00E·04 
SCITYl31 JW ALUMINUM ST LOUIS 740003 39 4271318 74 425 30 8 2 23 7.6 7 40E 02 7 40E 02 
SCITYl34 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003 39 4271318 74 425 30 8.2 2.3 7.6 7.40E 02 7.40E-02 
SCITY135 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 8.2 B 7.6 3.00E-04 3.00E-04 
SCITY138 JW ALUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 425.30 8.2 2.3 7.6 7.40£·02 7.40E·02 
SCITY139 JW AlUMINUM ST. LOUIS 740003.39 4271318.74 42S.30 8.2 2.3 7.6 3.00E•D4 3.00E-04 
SCITY182 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829 93 50794 16.4 38 lS.3 3.36E 02 2.40E 04 2.40E•04 
SCITY184 SARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 16.4 3.8 15.3 6.S9E·02 4.71E•04 4 7lE-04 
SCITY186 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 738059.57 4279829.93 507.94 16.4 3.8 15.3 3.36E•02 2.40E-04 2.40E-04 
SCITY188 BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.S7 4279829.93 S07.94 16.4 3.8 1S.3 4.9SE·02 3.53E-04 3.53E·04 
SCITY19S BARNES JEWISH HOSPITAL 7380S9.S7 4279829.93 507.94 8.2 2.3 7.6 8 40E-02 6.00E-04 6.00E-04 
SCITY24l PQCORPORATION THE 739053.43 4285317 19 495.80 8.2 2 3 76 2 66E·02 2 66E-02 
SCITY340 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597 70 4278776.67 501 12 8.2 2 3 76 3 60E 04 3 60E 04 
SCITY34! PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597.70 4278776.67 501 12 8.2 2 3 76 1 BE-03 l BE-03 
SCITY342 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597.70 4278776.67 501.12 8.2 2.3 7.6 1.20£-03 l.20E-03 
SCITY343 PAULO PRODUCTS COMPANY 736597.70 4278776.67 50!.12 8.2 2 3 76 1.20E-02 1.20E•02 
OEFF33 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800 10 4257280 94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15 3 l.49E 01 
OEFF38 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 4.71E·03 
CJEFF39 METAl CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 3.22E-03 
CJEFF40 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800 10 4257280 94 441 70 16.4 3.8 lS 3 2 OlE·Ol 
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Cfl-Site Volume Source Input.$ 
Potential Emissions (lb/hr) 

!lase 
Elevation Release Slcmav Slonaz S02 (1· 

SOUmtlD Source Description Eastin1(m) Northln1 (m) (ft) Heipt(ft) (ft) (ft) co SOx hour) 

OEFF41 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 1.10E·03 

OEFF42 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 8.18E-04 

OEFF47 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 6.5SE·0Z 

OEFF48 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 6.S6E-06 

OEFF49 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 4.09E•04 

OEFFS0 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 1S.3 8.48E-04 

OEFF51 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 5.28E-02 

OEFF52 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 2.46E-03 

OEFF53 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441,70 16.4 3.8 15.3 1.S3E·0l 

OEFF54 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 l.56E·02 

OEFF55 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 1.16£-01 

OEFF56 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 42S7280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 8.45E·03 

OEFF57 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 42S7280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15.3 3.42E·Ol 

OEFF58 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 42S7280 94 441 ?0 16.4 3.8 1S 3 4 74E•03 

OEFF59 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800.10 4257280.94 441.70 16.4 3.8 1S 3 192£,01 

OEFF60 METAL CONTAINER CORPORATION ARNOLD 730800 10 4257280 94 441.70 16.4 3.8 15 3 1 36E 02 

CSTLC92 THE BOEING COMPANY ST. LOUIS 728742 77 4293777.11 545.54 8.2 2.3 7.6 2 25E-01 

CSTLC151 SIMPSON CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS LLC VALLEY PARK 715996.20 4268469.87 430.05 13.5 1.4 07 1 SSE-01 

CSTLC195 FRED WEBER, INC. fl. BELLE 739499.97 4302900.13 443.27 13.5 1.4 0.7 5.97E-01 

CCITY343 GP RECYCLING, lLC 743830.86 4284034.28 422.18 8.2 2.3 7,6 5.57£-02 
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ATTACHMENT B 

MODEL SUMMARY OUTPUT 



R
002645

1·21-10 OS Stte-1(05isnific.nc t~KIS ~ ltwill 

Mcd<I ''"' Po11\11,)n1 AVIN'~e G,ou,, Rani Conc/Dt,p t.,1 (X} No<1h IV) ll•• H<l Fl•• lMM Melhle Sout-cti G<ou,,s Rtcepton 

A(RMOO 19191 Gt1n11, City SIL_201S_CO.SUM co \·HR All lSl 1016.962 748434.9 4217013 127 16 127 16 0 IS08190• STl l(Nl5 IZ I 14091 

AERMOO 19191 Gr~n•lt Crty SH._2016_CO SUM co I-HR All m !00l.Sl6 741434.9 •287033 127 16 127 16 0 1607Hl0 Sll_,CNl6 12 1 14091 

AERMOO 19191 Grin,lt City SIL_201, _co.SUM co l·HR All 1'1 982.0711 74843".9 42&703) 127 16 127 16 0 170S1S02 STL_LCN17 12 I 14091 

AERMOO 19191 Gr~n,tt City SIL_2014_CO.SUM co l ·HR All lSl 973.1513 748434 9 4l870ll 127 16 127 16 0 14061604 sn_ LCN14 12 I 1409& 

A[RMOO 19191 Gr~l'll\f c,1y SIL_201a_co.SuM co l·HR All !Sl 969.1689 748400 4217100 12,.21 128.28 0 180S0802 STL.~CN11 ll 1 14098 

AERMOO 19191 Granitt C11y Sll_2018_CO.SUM co a-HR All ISl 669.1021 748481.6 4286371 126.67 126 67 0 1811122• STl_ lCNll 12 I 14091 

AERMOO 19191 GrM1tt C11y ~_2016_CO.SUM co 8-MR All !ST 64S.9929 7'804.9 4287033 12716 127 16 0 16110108 STL_ lCN16 IZ I 14091 

AERM0019191 Gun1te: C.iy Sll_20U_CO.SIJM co S·HR AU 1S1 H0.7987 7'87S6.2 '216732 12S.76 US.76 0 14lt206 Sll_ LCNl• 1Z I 1409S 

AEl'tMOO 19191 Gr..-wt~ Cicv S...__2017 _CO.SUM co l·HR AU 1ST 611.12S9 7<1104.9 4217033 127.16 1?7.16 0 17112624 Sll_LCH11 12 I 14091 

AEAMOO 1,191 Gr,nitf (l(V Sll_201S_CO.SU~ co S·HR All 1ST 607.02Q 74S04.9 4217033 121.16 127.16 0 l$020J03 STL_lCHlS 12 I 1<!091 

l•ll-lO US StMt CO Sic;MN:ant tmpact.1 Analysis R1twlts .,._ 
Tabl 

Cone. ....,._ Cone. 

1,..a-t Aft'"C4 -p .... ,..., ... ) Cone. i..., ... ) ,..., .. ,1 5taM .... ,.., .. ,) "5_ ... 
:o l•Hrt All 1ST 1017.0 NA 1087.0 1000 .. ,. 
:o S·HR All 1ST 6'9.1 NA 669,l soo 134" 

1-29·20 UI Ste•I CO HMQS Analysis Resulh - ''"' Polluli&nt Ave,~e c;,_ R•nk Conc/Dtp East (X) North (Y) £1,v ... '"' , .... Melfll~ Source, Grovps R~UptO<S 

AERMOD191'1 Gr•n.111 Crty NAA.QS_201s_co SUM co I-IIA All 2NO )413 9S8 141434.9 4117033 12116 12716 0 15072724 STl_ lCHlS ™ I 47 

AUM0D19191 Gnn11t Crty NAAQ.S_2016_co SUM co 1·HR All 2ND 1309 501 741434.9 4287033 12116 12716 0 160S010S STl,,.lCN16 ™ 1 47 

A(RMOO 19191 Guntte City NAAQS_lOU_CO.SUM co l·HR All 2NO 3233.448 7414349 4287033 117 16 12716 O 14030701 Sll .. LCNl◄ ™ I 47 

AERMOO 19191 Gun.le (,ty NAAQS_l(Jll_CO.SltM co I-HR All 2ND 3171.S4 741434 9 4217033 127 16 12716 0 11070124 STl_lCNII sa• I 47 

AfRMOO i,1,1 Gtfnitt c;:,ty NAAQS_2017 _CO.SUM co l·HR All 2ND )140 406 74143-1.9 4211033 127 16 127 16 0 1709170• Sll, .. ~CN17 S64 1 47 

AERM00 19191 G••nit1t City NAAQS.2017 _CO.SUM co &·HR All 2ND 1941.224 748434.9 4287033 127 16 127 16 0 17121624 Sll lCN17 S64 1 47 

A(RM00191U Griin11t c,cy NAAQS .. 2016_(0.SUM co l•HA All 2N0 1156,671 ''8434.9 4187033 127 16 127 lS 4 16032208 Sll lCN16 56• I 47 

AERMOO )9191 Griinilt' C.ly NMQS_2014_CO.SUM co l•HR All 2ND ]849.6U 748434.9 .-2110.33 127 16 127 l& 0 14050724 STI. lCNl• S64 I 47 

AERMOO 191g1 Gtil'llle C,ty NAAQS .. 201S_CO.SUM co 8·HR All 2NO IIJS.31• 748434.9 4217033 127 16 ll7 16 0 15122108 STL lCN 15 564 I 47 

AERMOO 19191 Gr~nlle C1\y NMQS_2019_CO SUM co 8-HR All ZNO 1126.839 7'9470.l '1287000 12694 126.94 0 11092424 STL. lCN18 S64 ' 
., 

l•lt•lO US StMI CO NAAQS Malyais flHvlh .,._ 
1 ... , 

CGnc. ............. Ceo<. 

►-·-
G,_ - (..,,al) C-.i>ol/•3) (..,_,, _,..,.,,, "-:o l·HR All 1ST 34U.O 2286 5700.0 •0000 14" 

:o l•Hfl All ISl 1941.t u.-, 3290.2 10000 "" 
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Appendix D - Copy of 1996 Construction Permit 
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~ 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

Mary A. Gade, Director 
217-/782-2113 

PERMITTEE 

Granite City Division 

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 

of National Steel Corporation 
Attn: Joseph S. Kocot 
20th and state Street 
Granite City, Illinois 6204Q;;)!_Lii'i~'IJLLi:-. u,-:-.i :t-

Application No.: 95010001 I.D. No.: 119813AAI 
Applicant's Designation: Date Received: January 3, 1995 
Subject: Production Increase 
Date Issued: January 25, 1996 
Location: Southeastern Granite City 

, IL 62794-9506 

Permit is hereby granted to the above-designated Permittee for an increase 
in the allowable . production rate of iron (from 2,372,500 to 3,165,000 net 
tons per year) and steel (from 2,774,000 to 3,580,000 net tons per year) 
as described in the above-referenced application. This permit is subject 
to standard conditions attached hereto and the following special 
conditions: 

1, Prior to issuance of this permit, a draft of this permit has 
underg.one a public notice and comment period, and a public hearing 
was held. 

BLAST FURNACE OPERATIONS 

2a. Total combined produc tion of hot metal (a.k.a., iron) from blast 
furnaces A and B shal l not exceed 9,849 net tons per day, averaged 
over any calendar month, and; 

b. Total combined production of hot metal f r om b l ast furnaces A and B 
shall not exceed 3,165,000 net tons per year. 

3a. Particulate emissions from the b l ast f urnace casthouse baghouse and 
iron spout baghouse shall not exceed 0.010 gr/dscf, pursuant to 35 
Ill. Adm. Code 212.445 (b) (1). 

b. The opacity of emissions from the blast furnace casthouse baghouse 
and the iron spout baghouse shall not exceed 10% on a 6 minute 
rolling average basis, pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.445(b) (1). 

4a. Emissions of particulate matter from any opening in the blast 
furnace casthouse shall not exceed 201 opacity on a 6-minute rolling 
average basis beginning from initiation of the opening of the tap 
hole up to the point where iron and slag stops flowing in the 
troughs, pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.445(al (2). 

5. Emissions from Blast Furnace operations shall not exceed the limits 
in'attached Tables 1 and 5. ( 

Pri>1ttd on 11.tcycltd Paptt 
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BASIC OXYGEN FURNACE SHOP 

6a. Total combined production of liquid steel from the Basic oxygen 
Furnaces (BOF's) shall not exceed 11,000 net tons per day, averaged 
over any calendar month, and; 

b. Total combined production of liquid steel from the BOF's shall not 
exceed 3,580,000 net tons per year. 

7. The emissions of PM-10 from the BOF ESP stack for the total of all 
BOF processes (i.e., operations from the beginning of the charging 
process through the end of the tapping process) shall not exceed 
60.0 lbs/hr and 0.225 lbs per ton of steel in process, pur5uant to 
35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.458{b) (23). 

8. Visible emissions from any opening in the BOF shop (e.g., roof 
monitor) shall not exceed 20% on a 3 minute rolling average basis. 

9a. The Permittee shall determine the opacity from the openings BOF shop 
on at least a weekly basis. Observations shall be conducted for at 
least an hour or the entire BOF cycle, whichever is greater. 

b. The Perrnittee shall determine the opacity fr.om the BOF ESP stack for 
at least one hour on any normal 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. The 
readings shall c·ommence as soon as possible after the opacity 
monitor has been down for two consecutive hours. If meteorological 
conditions or lack of visibility preclude these observations from 
being conducted, then this shall be noted in the log book. 

c. The opacity shall be determined in accordance with the observation 
procedures set out in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 including 
the requirement that readings be taken by a certified observer. 

d. These determinations shall be recorded in a log book, which at a 
minimum shall include the date and time of observations, name and 
title of observer, individual opacfty readings, calculated opacity 
so as to determine compliance with Section 212.123, and calculated 
opacity relative to 20% opacity on a three minute rolling average 
basis. 

10. The Perrnittee shall follow the BOF operating procedures and 
requirements specified in attachment A. These requirements are 
designed to ensure proper operation of the BOF control system. 
These procedures shall be posted in the BOF pulpit (a.k.a., control 
room). 

11. Flame suppression shall be used and maintained during the entire 
tapping process. 

12a. The stack gas pulpit set point of the BOF ESP control system shall 
be set in accordance with the following, so as to establish 
sufficient particulate matter capture efficiency -of,the charging and 
primary ho,ods: 
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i. Set point requirements while only a single BOF vessel is in 
operation; 

A. Minimum set point during charging p.rocess: 550,000 cfrn; 

B. Minimum set point during .refining process: 650,000 cfrn; 

C. Mini mum set point during tapping process: 200,000 cfm 
(until one minute after completing alloy addition); 

ii. During dual operation of BOF vessels (a.k,a., overlapping BOF 
operation) the set point shall be set to establish the total 
draft necessary to control the corresponding portion of the 
process which is occurring on each vessel during the overlap. 
For example, minimum set point while charging at one vessel 
and tapping at the other would be equal to that necessary to 
establish a flow of 700,000 cfm [i.e., 550,000 + 150,000). 

iii. Overlapping operations of the BOF vessels is allowed only as 
.specified in operating permit application number 72080043. 

iv. The BOF capture system shall be operated at the above minimum 
set points until and unless the Agency approves a lower 
minimum set point based on a demonstration that a better level 
of particulate matter control will occur, except for purposes 
of emissions testing as related to the set point. 

b. The Permittee shall calibrate, operate, and maintain a continuous 
strip chart recorder of the ESP stack gas flow rate as measured by 
the stack gas flow meter during ESP use. 

c. The Permittee shall record for each steel production cycle the 
various stack gas flow rates for each process (i.e., for each 
charge, each refine, each tap) of each steel production cycle. That 
is, the Permittee shall be able to distinguish the measured flow 
rate of stack gas during each production cycle. 

d. The stack gas flow meter shall be calibrated on at least a quarterly 
basis. 

13a. Within 270 days of the date issued of this permit, the Permittee 
shall install, calibrate, operate, and maintain a monitoring device 
that continually measures and records for each process (i.e., for 
each charge, each refine, each tap) of each steel production cycle 
the various exhaust ventilation rates or levels of exhaust 
ventilation through the main downcommer duct of the ESP emissions 
capture and transport system. 

b. The monitoring system shall be designed to be used as a mechanism to 
ensure sufficient draft is maintained in the emissions capture hoods 
and transport ducts so as to maximize emissions capture and 
transport and minimize uncaptured emissions and emission leaks. 

c. The monitoring sys~em shall be operated, tested and maintained to 
ensure accurate and useful data. 
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d. The Agency may allow an equivalent system or method instead of the 
above monitoring system provided the Permittee demonstrates, and the 
Agenc y approves, that such system or method will ensure sufficient 
draft is maintained in the emissions capture hoods and transport 
ducts so as to maximize emissions capture and transport and minimize 
uncaptured emissions and emission leaks in an equivalent manner, and 
that such system or method can be installed and operated within the 
time period required for the monitoring system as stated in this 
permit. 

14a. The Permittee shall visually inspect at least monthly all visible 
BOF vessel enclosures, hooding and ducts used to capture and 
transport emissions for the BOF ESP control system. 

b. A log shall maintained of these inspections which includes 
observations of the physical appearance of the capture system and 
any noted deficiencies (e.g., the presence of any holes in ductwork 
or hoods, flow constrictions caused by dents or accumulated dust in 
ductwork, and fan erosion). 

c. Any leaks or areas otherwise noted to be in need of repair, shall be 
repaired as soon as practicable. 

15a. The Permittee shall operate, maintain, and repair the BOF ESP in a 
manner that assures compliance with the conditions of this permit. 

b. An adequate inventory of spare parts for the BOF ESP shall be 
maintained. 

16. Written operating procedures for the BOF ESP shall be maintained and 
updated describing proper normal process and equipment operating 
parameters, monitoring and instrumentation for measuring control 
equipment operating parameters, control equipment inspection and 
maintenance practices, and the availability of spare parts from 
inventory, local suppliers and other sources. 

17. The Permittee shall keep operating records, a maintenance log, and 
inspection log for the BOF ESP and associated control systems which 
includes the following: 

a. Operating time of the BOF; 

b. Operating time of the capture systems and performance 
parameters, including air flow and fan amperage through the 
fan motors, gas temperature at inlet to ESP, damper settings, 
and steam injection rate; 

c. Operating time of the ESP and performance parameters, 
including voltage and amperage of each transformer/rectifier 
set, number of sections in use; 

d. All routine and nonroutine maintenance performed, including 
dates and duration of outages, inspection schedule and 

,findings, leaks detected, repair actions, and replacements. 
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18. Emissions from the BOF Shop shall not exceed the limits in attached 
Tables 2 and 5. 

Note; For purposes of this permit, a BOF cycle is defined as the period 
from the beginning of the charging process through the end of the 
tapping process. The cycle is comprised of three main processes 
which are charging, refining, and tapping. 

CONTINUOUS CASTING OPERATIONS 

19. The continuous casting operations shall comply with 35 Ill. Adm. 
Code 212.450 and 212.458{b) (8). 

20. Emissions from the continuous casting operations shall not exceed 
the limits in Tables 3 and 5. 

FUEL COMBUSTION 

21. Total fuel usage for blast furnace stoves (A and B}, boiler house 
Qoilers (1-10), blast furnace boilers (11 and 12), ladle drying 
preheaters and blast furnace gas flares shall not exceed the 
following limits: 

a. Natural Gas usage: 190 million ft3 per month and 1,145 
million ft3 per year; 

b. Blast Furnace Gas (BFG) usage: 30,800 million ft3 per month 
and 185,030 million ft3 per year; 

c. Fuel Oil usage: 60 thousand gallons per month and 365 
thousand gallons per year. 

22. Emissions from the fuel combustion units listed above shall not 
exceed the limits in Tables 4 and 5. 

ON- SITE FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL 

(Refer to Attachment B for a table which summarizes the required on-site 
fugitive dust roadway control measures and maps indicating the referred to 
road segments) 

23. The Permittee shall imrnediate~y initiate and maintain the on-site 
fugitive dust control measures specified in this permit so as 
eliminate dust spillage on in-plant and out-of-plant roadways. 

24a. The Permittee shall sweep or flush at least every day the paved 
access area below the BOF ESP where ESP dust collection bags are 
used, stored and transported. · 

b. The Permittee shall implement a housekeeping program for the non­
roadway areas below and around the BOF ESP. This program shall, at 
a minimum, contain the following: 

i. The ground and other accessible areas where dust,may gather 
shall be swept or cleaned at least every day; 
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ii. Cleaning shall be performed in such a manner as to minimize 
the escape of dust into the atmosphere ; 

i ii. Dust collection bags shall be inspected at least daily f o r 
rips, tears, o r insecure connection t o the discharge chutes of 
the ESP hoppers; 

1v. Dust collection bags shall be inspected after removal from, 
and connection to, the disc harge chutes of the ESP hoppers; 

v. Ripped or torn bags shall be taken out of service and 
transported as soon as practicable in a covered truck. 

25. Fugitive emissions of particulate matter from any roadway or parking 
area shall not exceed an opacity of 5%, pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. 
code 212 . 316(e) (1). 

26a. UNPAVED ROADS: On unpaved roads that are part of normal traffic 
patterns as identified in attachment B (including roads B~ C, E, N, 
F-F, and . CS(2)) the Permittec shall apply a chemical dust 
suppressant at least three times a month, with the following 
exceptions: 

i. Road segment G-G, which shall be sprayed at least quarterly; 

ii. Road segments P, V, z, D-D, E-E, and H, which shall be sprayed 
at least 4 times per month until paving is completed. Paving 
shall be completed on these roads no later than July 31, 1996; 

iii. Road segment L, which shall be sprayed at least 4 times per 
month. 

b. All other unpaved roads shall be treated as necessary. 

c. Applications of suppressant may be less frequent than specified 
above if weather conditions, i.e., precipitation or temperature, 
interfere with the s chedule for spraying, provided each such 
instance shall be recorded in accordance with the daily records for 
on-site fugitive dust control required by this permit. 

27a. PAVED ROADWAYS AND AREAS: Paved roadways and areas shall be 
maintained in good condition. 

b. On paved roadways and other areas, the Permittee s hall sweep or 
flush as follows: 

i. Road segments D, K, M, F, G, J, R, and o shall be swept or 
flushed at least daily; 

ii. Road segments P, V, W, X, Z, D-D, E-E, and CS(l) shall be 
swept or flushed at least five days per week; 

iii. Road segments Sand T shall be swept or flushed at least e very 
other day; 
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~ 
~ 

iv. Road segments A and H shall be swept or flushed at least once 
per month; 

v. All gate areas leading trom the Steelworks area shall be swept 
or flushed at least daily; 

vi. All gate areas leading !rorn the iron making area shall be 
swept or flushed at least five times per week. 

28. The above on-site dust control measures shall be conducted to 
maximize their effectiveness by performing said measures when the 
roads or areas are not normally obstructed by parked vehicles and by 
preferentially using filter sweeping (e.g., Enviro-Whirl sweeperl 
for the gate areas, the roads and areas surrounding the BOF and BOF 
ESP, and other key areas. 

29. The Perrnittee shall maintain daily records relative to the on-site 
fugitive dust control program which includes the following 
information as a minimum: 

a. The date (and time tor the gate areas} each road or area was 
treated; 

b. The manner in which the road or area was treated (i.e., filter 
sweep, conventional sweep, suppressant spray or flush); 

c. Detailed information for use of dust suppressant, including 
but not limited to the application rate, dilution ratio, type 
of suppressant used, and the number of gallons of suppressant 
applied; 

d. Observations, if any, concerning the condition of the roadway, 
e.g . , presence of parked vehicles, detection of potholes; 

e. The amount of precipitation and temperature recorded for each 
day, and if determination was made to suspend application of 
suppressant, include name and title of person who made 
determination to suspend application and explanation; 

f. Any and all suspensions or deviations from the designated 
control procedures, with date, description, and explanation 
for suspension of application. 

OFF-SITE FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL 

30. The Permittee or the Permittec's Agent shall sweep or flush the 
following Granite City street road areas: 

a. At least weekly, the quarter mile segment of Madison Avenue in 
front of the 16th street gate {i.e . , 1/8 of a mile in either 
direction); 

b. At least weekly, segment of 20th street between Lee and Quincy 
r~ads; 
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c. At least monthly, segment of 20th street between Madison and 
Route 203 (a.k.a. Edwardsvil l e Road). 

PM-10 CONTINGENCY MEASURES 

31. The Perm.i.ttee shall comply with the additional control measures 
(e.g., PM 10 contingency plan) required by 35 Ill Adm. Code Part 212 
Subpart U. 

COMPLIANCE DETERMINATIONS 

32a . Compliance with the daily limits of this perm.it shall be determined 
from a monthly total of t he relevant daily data divided by the 
number of days in the month. 

b. Compliance with the monthly limits of this permit (e.g., fuel usage) 
shall be determined by direct comparis on of monthly data to the 
applicable limit. 

c. i. 

ii. 

Compliance with the annual limits of this permit shall be 
determined based on a calendar year. 

A. Compliance with the production limits in conditions 2(b) 
and 6(b) shall also be determined on a month by month 
basis by showing that the actual production of iron and 
steel from the plant did not exceed the scheduled rate 
of production for a month given in the most recent 
production schedule provided to the Agency that shows 
compliance with the fo l lowing requirements. 

8. If no production schedule is submitted to the Agency by 
the Permittee for a particular year, the scheduled 
monthly production of iron and steel shall be set at one 
twelfth of the annual production limits in conditions 
2(b) and 6{b). 

C . 1. The Permittee may submit a schedule for iron and 
steel production for each month of the calendar 
year. Such schedule shall provide the scheduled 
monthly iron and steel production for each month 
and the total of such scheduled production shall 
not exceed the annual production limits in 
conditions 2(b) and 6(b). This schedule shall be 
submitted each year no later than December 15th of 
the preceding year. 

2. During the course of the year, the Permittee may 
submit a revised production schedule which 
accounts for actual production levels which were 
below that scheduled for the previous months, 
provided that in no case shall the scheduled 
production for prior months in such a revised 
schedule be lowered to less than actual production 
levels or raised. Such revised schedule shall be 
submitted to the Agency no later than 15 days 
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after the first day of the month for which 
scheduled production has been raised. Such 
schedule shall be accompanied by data on actual 
production in preceding months. 

33a , Compliance with opacity limits and measurements of opacity shall be 
made by opacity readings taken in accordance with the observation 
procedures set out in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9. 

b. The Perrnittee 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 be able to make the opacity 
readings required by this permit. 

34a. Blast furnace hot metal production shall be measured at the BO~ hot 
metal transfer station, and adjusted by documented slag and iron 
losses. 

b .' BOF liquid steel production shall be initially measured by a · scale 
equipped crane and adjusted based upon documented steel production 
analysis of the continuous casters. 

c. BFG usage shall be calculated based on 0.05846 mmft3 BFG generated 
per net ton of hot metal produced. 

d. Natural gas usage shall be determined by metered volumes. 

e. Fuel oil usage shall be determined by tank height differentials. 

RECORD KEE PING 

35. The Permittee shall keep records of the following items and such 
other items which may be appropriate to allow the Agency to review 
compliance: 

a. Blast Furnace hot metal production (total combined daily, 
monthly and annual in tons), including documentation on iron 
and slag losses; 

b. BOF liquid steel production (total combined daily, monthly and 
annual in tons), including documentation on adjustments made 
due to production analysis and losses; 

c. Fuel usage as follows; Usage of natural gas and BFG (total 
combined million ft 3 per month and year, each) and fuel oil 
(total combined gallons/month and year) for the blast furnace 
stoves (A and B), boiler house boilers (1-10), blast furnace 
boilers (11 and 12), ladle drying preheaters and blast furnace 
gas flares. 

36. All records and logs required by this permit shall be retained at a 
readily accessible location at the source for at least three years 
from the date of entry and shall be made available for inspection 
an~ copying by the Agency and USEPA upon request. Any records 
retained in a computer shall be capable of being retrieved and 

. ---·· -· . -·------------
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printed on paper during normal source office hours s o as to be abl e 
to respond to an Agency request for records during the course of a 
source inspection . 

STARTUP AND TESTING 

37. The special conditions of this permit supplement the special 
conditions of any existing ope rating permits for this source, and 
supersede such conditions in cases where a conflict exists. 

38. Operation at the incr.eased producti on rates specified in this permit 
is allowed for 270 days from the date issued under this construction 
permit. 

39a. The following tests shall be performed to demonstrate compliance 
with the conditions of this permit within 270 days from the date 
issued of this permit: 

i. Blast Furnace testing: The emissions of particulate matter, 
volatile organic material, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, 
and the opacity from the blast furnace casthouse stack shall 
be measured. These tests shall be designed to verify 
compliance with 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.445 and the requirements 
of this permit; 

ii. Hot Metal Desulfurization testing: The emissions of 
particulate matter from the desulfurization baghouse shall be 
measured. These tests shall be designed to verify compliance 
with the requirements of this permit and 35 I l l. Adm. Code 
212.446(b) (2); 

iii. BOF testing: The emissions of particulate matter, carbon 
monoxide, and lead from the BOF ESP stack, and the opacity 
from both the BOF ESP stack and BOF Shop shall be measured. 
These tests shall be designed to verify compliance with 35 
Ill. Adm. Code 212.446, 212.458 and the requirements of this 
permit; 

iv. Fuel Combusti on Units testing: The emissions of particulate 
matter from a representative boiler while burning blast 
furnace gas shall be measured. This test shall be designed to 
verify compliance with the requirements of this permit and the 
emission factor used (i.e., 2.9 lbs particulate emitted per 
mmcf BFG burned); 

v. BFG generation testing~ The amount of blast furnace gas 
generated (rnrnft3

) per ton of hot met al produced shall be 
determined. The Agency may waive this requirement for testing 
providing the Permittee submit a sufficient explanation of how 
BFG generation is determined with justification that such 
determination is appropriate for purposes of compliance 
determinations wi th this pe rmit. 

b. These test~ shall be performed by an approved independent testing 
service during conditions which are representative of maximum 
emissions and at the maximum produc tio n rates allowed, or as close 
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to such rates as reasonable if the Permittee demonstrates to the 
Agency prior to testing that testing at such production rates within 
the time constraints of an Agency request to test is not 
practicable. 

c. i. The following methods and procedures shall be used for the 
testing, unless another method is approved by the Agency: 
Refer to 40 CFR 60, Appendix A for USEPA test methods; 

Location of sample points 
Gas flow and velocity 
Particulate Matter 
Sulfur Dioxide 
Nitrogen Oxides 
Opacity 
Carbon Monoxide 
Lead 

USEPA Method 1 
USEPA Method 2 
USEPA Method 5 
USEPA Method 6 
USEPA Method 7 
USEPA Method 9 
USEPA Method 10 
USEPA Method 12 

ii. All particulate measured shall be considered PM-10 unless 
emissions are tested by an appropriate USEPA test method for 
measurement of PM-10, as specified in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 
212.llO(e}. 

d. At least 60 days prior to the actual date of testing of the BOF, a 
written test plan shall be submitted to the Agency for review and 
approval. This plan shall be describe the specific procedures for 
testing the BOF, including as a minimum: 

i. The persons who will be performing sampling and analysis and 
their experience with similar tests; 

ii. The specif-ic conditions under which testing will be performed 
including a di s cussion of why these conditions will be 
representative of maximum emissions and the means by which 
operating parameters for the source and the emissions capture 
and control system will be determined; 

iii. The specific determinations of emissions and operation which 
are intended to be made, including sampling and monitoring 
locations; 

iv. The test methods which will be used, with the spe cific 
analysis methods; 

v. Any proposed use of an alternative test method, with detailed 
justification; 

vii. The format and content of the source Test Report. 

e. The Agency shall be notified before these tests to enable the Agency 
to observe these tests. Notification for the expected date of 
testing shall be submitted a minimum of thirty (30) days prior to 
the expected date. Notification of the actual and expected time of 
testing shall be submitted a minimum of five (5) wo rking days prior 
to the actual date of the test. The Agency may at its discretion 
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accept notifications wi t h shorter advance notice provided that the 
Agency will not accept s uch notific ations if it interferes with the 
Agency's ability t o o bs erve t e sting. 

f . The Final Report of these tests shall include a s a minimum: 

i. A tabular summary of results which includes : 

- process weight rate and/or fuel usage rate 
production rate 
allowable emission limit 

- measured emission rate 
- determined enu.ssion factor 
- compliance aemonstrated - Yes/No 
- other pertinent information (e.g., for the B0F, pulpit set 

point for each process of the B0F cycle - charging, 
refining, and t apping); 

ii. Description of test methods and procedures used, including 
description of sampling train, analysis equipment,• and test 
schedule; 

iii. Detailed description of test conditions, including, 

- pertinent process information (e.g. fuel or raw material 
consumption) 
control equipment information, i.e . equipment condition and 
operating parameters during testing; 

iv. Data and calculations, inc luding copies of all raw data sheets 
and records of laboratory analyses, sample calculations, and 
data on equipment calibration; 

g. Copies of the Final Report for these tests shall be submitted to the 
Agency within 14 days after the test r esults are compiled and 
finalized and in no case later than upon the submittal of the 
operating permit application for this production increase. 

h. Submittals of information shall be made as follows: 

i . Notice of Test - one copy to source Emission Test Specialist, 
one copy to Regional Office, and one copy to Permit Section; 

ii. Final Report - one copy to Source Emission Test Specialist, 
one copy to Regional Office, and one copy to Permit Section . 

Pertinent Addresses are : 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution control 
Attn : source Emission Test Specialist 
Intercontinental Center 
1701 1st Avenue 
Maywood, Illinois 6015 3 



R002659

Page 13 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
Regional Office 
2009 Mall street 
Collinsville, Illinois 62234 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
Attn: Permit Section 
P.O. Box 19506 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9506 

REPORTING 

40. If there is an exceedance of the requirements of this permit as 
determined by the records required by this permit, the Permittee 
shall submit a report to the Agency's Compliance Unit in 
Springfield, Illinois within 30 days after the exceedance. The 
report shall include the emissions released in accordance with the 
record keeping requirements, a copy of the relevant records, and a 
description of the exceedance or violation, cause of the exceedance, 
and efforts to reduce emissions and future occurrences. This report 
shall be sent to: 

41. The 
the 
1st 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Illinois EPA 
Bureau of Air 
Compliance Unit (#39) 
P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276 

Perrnittee shall submit the following additional information from 
prior calendar year with the Annual Emissions Report, due May 
of each year: 

Iron and steel production (tons/month and tons/yr, each); 

Natural gas and BFG usage (~ft3/month and mrnft3/yr, each); 

Fuel oil usage (thousand gallons/month and thousand 
gallons/yr, for each type of oil). 

APPLICABILITY OF MAJOR SOURCE RULES 

42a. As a consequence of the above conditions, this permit is issued 
based upon the following changes in emissions, as further described 
in Table 6, accompanying increased production as allowed by this 
perm.it: 

i. The increases in emissions of lead and VOM are not significant 
under 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 203 or 40 CFR 52.21 - Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration; 

ii. The increase in emissions of NOx are being accompanied by 
contemporaneous emission decreases provided by the shutdown of 
equipment and operations such that the net emissions change is 
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not significant under 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 203 or 40 CFR 
52.21 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration. 

iii . The increase in emissions of PM and PM- 10 are being 
accompanied by c o ntemporaneous emissio n deer.eases provided by 
additional road dust control and BOF capture and control such 
that the net emissions change is not significant under 35 Ill.. 
Adm. Code Fart 203 or 40 CFR 52.21 - Prevention of significant 
Deterioration. 

Also, the Permittee has agreed to provide further additional 
dust control consisting of the sweeping of Granite city public 
streets and housekeeping measures in the area below and 
surrounding the BOF ESP. Attachment C is a listing of the 
emission reductions provided by these control measures. 

b. The increases in emissions of S02 and CO are significant under 40 
CFR 52.21 - Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) .. 
Accordingly, the.project is considered a major modification and must 
comply with the requirements of PSD. These requirements include a 
demonstration of best available control requirements for affected 
S02 and CO emission units, an analysis of air quality impacts, an 
analysis of the impacts of the project on visibility, vegetation's 
and soils, and the application and proposed permit must undergo a 
public participation. The Agency has determined that these 
additional requirements have been met. 

c. The changes in emissions pertinent to this project are summarized as 
follows: 

Units= tons/year 

• Emission increases which could occur from the project: 

fl1=.lQ 

51.6 

PM 

- 52.0 

..J:!Q,._ 

238.8 

co 

476.0 5,685 

....YillL 

59.3 

Lead 

0.54 

• creditable contemporaneous actual emission decreases: 

• 

• 

.f.1::1=.lQ 

58.0 

PM 

58.0 

NO.,_ 

226.5 

co 

0.38 23.31 

Other contemporaneous emission increases: 

filt!Q PM ~ _§Qz_ co 

20.7 20.3 26.0 0.25 11. 8 

Net emission changes: 

™=-lQ PM NO. S02_ co 

+14.3 -89.2 +38.3 +475.9 +5,673 

VOM 

32.8 

..Jl.Q!:L 

1. 6 

VQt-1 

+28.1 

Lead 

0.0 

Lead 

0.0 

Lead 

+0.54 
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• Significant Levels: 

PM-10 

15 

Explanatory Note: 

PM 

25 

..NQ,._ 

40 

S02_ co 

40 100 

particulate matter= particulate; 

Lead 

40 0 .6 

PM 
PM-1 0 particulate matter less than or equal t o 10 mi c rometers 

in size; 
so, 
No. 
VOM 
co = 
mm 
gr/dscf = 
a c fm = 
mmcf = 
Mgal 

sulfur dioxide; 
nitrogen oxides ; 
volatile organic material; 
carbon monoxide ; 
million; 
grains per dry standard cubic foot; 
actual cubic feet per minute; 
million cubic feet; 
thousands of gallons. 

If you have any questions on this permit, please call Jim Ross at 
217 / 78 2-2113. 

Donald E . Sutton, P.E. 
Manager, Permit Section 
Div ision of Air Pollution Control 

DES : JRR: jar 

cc: IEPA, FOS Region 3 

------------ - -----------····-------

01 1\D"T 
; .i .. . 
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Permit Application #95010001 

TABLE 1 

BLAST FURNACE OPERATIONS 

Maximum Hot Metal Production - 3,165,000 net tons per year 

1. Casthouse Baghouse (furnace tapping)- captured emissions ducted to 
baghouse, uncaptured emissions emitted 
etc. 

through roof, other openings, 

Emission Maximwn 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Ton) (Tons/Yr) 

PM 0.0703 111.19 
PM-10 0.0703 111.19 
SOz 0.2006 422.0 
NOx 0.0144 22. 79 
VOM 0.0946 149.68 

2. Blast Furnace - uncaptured fugitives 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Poll.utant (Lbs/Ton) (Tons/Yr} 

PM 0.031 49.06 
PM-10 0,0155 24.53 
S02 0.0104 21. 94 
NOX 0.0007 1.14 
VOM 0.0047 7.42 

3. Blast Furnace Charging 
Maximum pellets charged = 4,308,581 tons/yr 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Tonl {Tons/Yr) 

PM 0.0024 5.17 
PM-10 0.0024 5.17 

4. Slag Pits 
Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Ton) (Tons/Yrl 

PM 0.00417 6.60 
PM-10 0.00417 6.60 
S02 0.0100 15.83 
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TABLE 1 (cont.) 

5. Iron spout Baghouse- captured emissions controlled by iron spout 
baghouse. 

6. 

Pol.lutant 

PM 
PM-10 
S02 

Iron Pellet Screen 
Maximum pellets charged 

PolJ.utant 

PM 
PM-10 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0 . 02548 
0 . 02548 
0 . 0073 

a 4 , 308,581 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Tonl 

0.00279 
0 . 00279 

tons/ yr 

Maxi mum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Y.rl 

40.32 
40. 32 
13 . 89 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yrl 

6 . 01 
6.01 
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TABLE 2 

BOF SHOP 

Maximum Liquid Steel Production= 3,580,000 net tons per year 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

BOF ESP Stack (charge, refine, tap) 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Tonl (Tons/Yr) 

PM 0.16 262.80 
PM-10 0.16 262.80 
NO,. 0.0389 69.63 
VOM 0.0060 10.74 
co 8.993 16,097.47 

Lead 0.1934 lbs/hr 1.26 tons/y.?:" 

. BOF Roof Monitor 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Toni (Tons/Yr) 

PM 0.0987 176.71 
PM-10 0.06614 118. 40 

Lead 0.0129 lbs/hr 0.08 tons/yr 

Desulfurization and Reladling - Hot Metal Transfer 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Ton) (Tons/Yrl 

PM 0. 03721 58.88 
PM-10 0.03721 58.88 
VOM 0.0010 1. 58 

Lead 0.0133 lbs/hr 0.09 to~s/yr 

BOF Additive System (i.e., fluxes) with Baghouse, a.k.a., BOF hopper 
baghouse 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00032 
0.00032 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yrl 

0.57 
0.57 
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TABLE 2 (cont. ) 

S. Flux conveyor & transfer pits, bin floor 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Tonl 

0.0016 
0 . 0016 

6. Hot metal charging ladle slag skimmer 

Emission 
Factor 

Pollutant !Lbs/Ton) 

PM 0.0050 
PM- 10 0.0050 

---------------------·---··· . 

..,..., 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

2.86 
2.86 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yrl 

7 . 94 
7 . 94 

J ~ 
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CONTINUOUS CASTING OPERATIONS 

TABLE 3 

MJ3\ 
~ 

Maximwn Liquid Steel Throughput = 3,580,000 net tons per year 

1. Argon Stirring Stati on and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle 
Metallurgy) 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 

Emission 
Factor 

{Lbs/Tonl 

0. 00715 
o. 00715 

2. Deslagging Station and Material HS . 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 

3. Caster Molds - Casting 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 
NO. 

·4. Casters Spray Chambers 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 

5. Slab cut-off 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 

Emission 
Factor 

{Lbs/Ton) 

0.00355 
0.00355 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.006 
0. 006 
0.050 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00852 
0.00852 

Emission 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.0071 
0.0071 

'------------------------------- ----

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

12.80 
12.80 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6.35 
6.35 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

10.74 
10.74 
89.50 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

15.25 
15.25 

Maximum 
Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

12.71 
12. 71 
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6 . Slab Ripping 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 

TABLE 3 (cont.) 

EITUSSJ.on 
Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00722 
0.00722 

Maximum 
Emissions 
{Tons/Yrl 

12.92 
12 . 92 
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TABLE 4 

CERTAIN FUEL COMBUSTION UNITS 

1. 10 boilers (#'s 1 - 10) 
2. 2 boilers ( #'s 11 12) 
3 . Blast Furnace Stoves A & B . 
4. BFG Flares 
5. Ladle Drying Preheaters (5 heaters) . 

Total combined fuel usage from affected units (i.e., Boilers, BF stoves, 
B~ Flares, ladle drying preheaters) 

NATURAL Gas (Total) 
BFG 

Fuel Oil 

1. Natural Gas 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM- 10 
S02 

NOx 
VOM 
co 

2. BFG 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM-10 
S02 

NO. 
co 

Maximum 
Usage 

(rnmft3 /Yr) 

1,145 
185,030 

365 thousand gallons/yr 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

(Lbs/mmcfl {Tons/Yr) 

5.1 2.92 
5.1 2.92 
0.6 0.34 

306 175.19 
2.8 1. 60 

40 22.90 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

(Lbs/mmcf) (Tons/Yr) 

2.9 268.29 
2.9 268.29 
6.65 615.22 
5.28 488.48 

13.7 1,267.46 
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TABLE 4 (cont. J 

3. Fuel Oil 

Emission Maximum 
Factor Emissions 

Pollutant (Lbs/Mgall ('rons/Yr) 

PM 9 . 72 1. 77 
PM- 10 9. 72 1.77 
S02 141. 3 25.79 
NO. 55 10.04 
VOM 0.28 0.05 
co 5.0 0.91 
Lead 0.336 0.06 (waste oil) 
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TABLE 5 

LIMITS ON EMISSIONS FROM MAJOR PROCESSES AND ACTIVITIES 

Units tons/year 

Blast Furnace 
Operations 

BOF Shop 

Continuous 
Casting 
Operations 

Certain Fuel 
Combustion 
Unitsi,. 

Roadways 

Material 
Handling 

TOTAL 

PM 

218 

510 

71 

273 

27 

2 

PM 

1,101 

PM-10 

194 

451 

71 

273 

27 

2 

PM-10 

1,018 

474 

641 

1,115 

24 

70 

90 

674 

858 

157 

12 

2 

171 

co 

16,097 1. 43 

1,291 0.06 

co 

17,388 1.49 

A Blast furnace stoves (A and B), boiler house boilers (1-10), blast 
furnace boilers (11 and 12), ladle drying preheaters and blast furnace 
gas flares. 
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Units= tons/year 

TABLE 6 

EMISSIONS SUMMARY 

• Emission increases which could occur from the project: 

PM-10 

51.6 

PM 

-52.0 238 . 8 

co 

476 . 0 5,685 59.3 

• Creditable contemporaneous actual emission decreases: 

Lead 

0.54 

C3/i1 

PM-10 

58.0 

PM ...liQ._ co ...Ym:L 

32.8 

Lead 

58.0 226.5 0.38 23.31 0.0 

• other contemporaneous emission increases: 

PM-10 PM ..J1Q.._ ~- co ~ Lead· 

20.7 20.3 26.0 0.25 11.8 1.6 0.0 

• Net emission changes: 

PM-10 PM NO. ~- co _.YQM_ Lead 

+14.3 -89.2 +38.3 +475.9 +5,673 +28.1 +0.54 

• Significant Levels: 

PM-10 PM _!filx_ ~2- co ~ Lead 

15 25 40 40 100 40 0.6 

r,r::: J fflM I :s 
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ATTACHMENT A 

PROCEDURES TO ENSURE PROPER OPERATION 
OF BOF ESP CONTROL SYSTEM 

1. The emissions control operator shall . 

a. Check on a regular basis and report to the emissions control 
foreman or melter: 

i. Any ESP fields down; 

ii. Any ESP fields in which the meter readings are showing no 
current or a fault; 

b. Check on a regular basis that doors on all hopper screws are 
closed; 

c. Insp~ct on a regular basis the fans and motors for unusual sounds 
and/or visual problems. Any abnormalities will be immediately 
reported to the melter or maintenance foreman for investigation. 

2. The melter shall: 

a. Check on a regular basis and report to the emissions control 
foreman or the area electrician any fields which the pulpit 
precipitator field short indicators shows as having a short and is 
able to reset; 

b. Check on a regular basis and report to the emissions control 
foreman or the maintenance foreman any draft or fan problems; 

c. Check the ESP stack opacity monitor on a regular basis and 
initiate the following in the event that the stack opacity level, 
as determined by the opacity monitor, exceeds 30% opacity on a six 
minute average: 

i. Check the pulpit indicators for proper operation of the 
steam and spray water system. Report any problems to 
emission control foreman or maintenance foreman; 

ii. Check the stack gas pulpit set point for proper setting; 

iii. Call the emissions control operator who shall perform the 
following steps; 

A. Check the AVC operation and power level. Report any 
problems to electrical maintenance foreman or area 
electrician; 

B. Check to ensure that doors on all hopper screws are 
closed; 

d. Check oxygen blow rates and adjust, if necessary; 

e. Check hot metal chemistry; 



R002673
- ·------= - __ ......... -:s: ~ b • = ■T :,-; ,._. 5cii:tw 

Permit Application #95010001 

ATTACHMENT A (cont.} 

f. A log shall be maintained of the above checks and any actions taken 
as a result. 

3. The emission control foreman shall: 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

a . Check on a regular basis the opacity monitor exceedances and 
trends. The control specialist shall be contacted to correct any 
problems; 

b. Check on a regular basis the draft rate set points; 

c, Check on a regular basis primary and secondary damper settings; 

d . Check on a regular basis ESP operation, including the following: 

i. Fields down; 

ii. Fields indicating shorts and unable to reset; 

iii. Hopper screw doors are closed; 

Check on a regular basis blow rates; 

Check on a regular basis spray water system operation; 

Check on a regular basis steam injection rate; 

contact the area manager regarding electrical maintenance and to 
schedule the ESP repair work; 

i. contact the area manger for mechanical maintenance to schedule the 
isolation of the ESP channel by closing the inlet and outlet gates of 
that chamber and opening the top hatches for entry into the chamber; 

j. Noti~y the emissions control operator and melter when isolation work 
begins; 

k. A log shall be maintained of the above checks and any actions taken 
as a result. 

4. The crane operator shall use the following procedures, as 
appropriate, to minimize emissions and maximize emissions capture by 
the hoods: 

a. Use controlled pouring of the hot metal into the BOF vessel; 

b. Use careful positioning of the hot metal ladle with respect to the 
hood face and furnace mouth; 

c. Use the most beneficial furnace tilt angle; 

ct. These procedures shall be posted in the crane operator booth. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

ON-SITE FUGITIVE DUST ROADWAY CONTROL MEASURES AND 
MA.PS SHOWING THE ROAD SEGMENTS 

. . 
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ATTACHMENT B {cont.) 
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ATTACHMENT C 

CONTEMPORANEOUS REDUCTIONS IN THE 
EMISSIONS OF PM- 10 

• Historic roadway emissions of 428 tons/yr, minus future potential 
roadway emissions of 27 tons/yr, equals a resulting reduction in 
roadway emissions of 401 tons/yr 

• Historic material handling emissions of 17 tons/yr minus future 
potential material handling emissions of 2 tons/yr, equals a 
resulting reduction in material handling emissions of 15 tons/yr. 

• Emission reductions resulting from the sweeping of city streets= 52 
tons/yr• 

• Emission reductions resulting from sweeping and housekeeping of areas 
below and around BOF ESP= 12 tons/yr• 

Total reductions in the emissions of PM-10 as a result of the additional 
dust control measures required by Illinois' SIP and the special condition s 
of this permit= 480 tons/yr 

These are consider ed reasonable est ima tes of reduc tions and are subject 
to change upon further investi gation of the a c tual reductions which will 
occur as a result of the control measures required by this permit. 

JRR; jar 
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IN RE SHELL OFFSHORE, INC. 

OCS Appeal Nos. I 1.05, 11-06 & 11-07 

ORDER DENYING PETITIONS FOR REVIEW 

Decided March 30, 2012 

Syllabus 

This decision addresses petitions for review that challenge an Outer Continental 
Shelf ("OCS") Permit to Construct and Title V Air Quality Operating Permit ("Permit") 
Region 10 ("Region") of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA" or "Agency") 
issued to Shell Offshore, Inc. ("Shell"). The Region issued the Permit on October 21, 2011, 
pursuant to Clean Air Act ("CAA or "Act") section 328, 42 U.S.C. ~ 7627, and applicable 
regulations governing air emissions from OCS sources al 40 C.F.R. pan 55, and pursuant 
to Title V of the CAA, 42 U.S.C. § 7661, and implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. part 
71, as well as applicable Alaska code and regulatory provisions. The Permit authorizes 
Shell to "construct and operate the Conical Drilling Unit Krtl/ril.: and a~-sodated air emission 
units and to conduct other air pollutant cmiuing activities" within Shell'~ lease blocks in the 
Beaufort Sea off the North Slope of Alaska. The Pe1mit also provides for the use of an 
associated fleet of support ships. including icebreakers, supply ships, and oil ~pill response 
vessels in addition to the Ku{fuk. 

The Board received three petitions for review of the Permit. One petition was filed 
by Resi~ting Environmental Destruction of Indigenou<. Lands ("REDOlL"). Alaska W1lder­
nc~s League, Center for Biological Diversity, Natural Resources Dcfonsc Council, North­
ern Alaska Environmental Center, Oceana. Pacilic Environment, Sierra Club, and the Wil­
derness Society (collectively. "REDOIL Petitioners" ). A second petition was filed by the 
Inupiat Community of the Arctic Slope ("ICAS"). The third petition wa~ filed by 
Mr. Daniel Lum . 

The three petitions collectively raise seven isi;ue~ for review: (I ) Ha\e Petitioners 
demonstrated that the Region clearly erred in establishing limitation~ to rcstnct the K111/11k 
drilling unit's potential to emit? (2) Have REDOIL Petitioners demonstrated that the Re­
gion clearly e1Ted m declining to require prevention of sigmficanl deterioration ("PSD") 
increment consumption analyses for the Krrllrtk's proposed em1ss-ions as part of the Title V 
permiuing process? (3) Did REDOIL Petitioners raise below their contention that Shell's 
ambient air quality analysis was flawed in that it failed to confonn to applicable Agency 
guidance? (4) Have REDOJL Petitioners demons-tratcd that the Region clearly e1Ted in its 
ambient air exemption determination? (5) Have Petitioners demonstrated that the Region 
failed to ~atisfy its obligation to consider environmental justice under Executive Or­
der 12898 and comply with applicable Board precedent? (6) Has ICAS demonstrated that 
the Region clearly erred or ahused its discretion in providing forty-six days to comment on 
the draft permit and in denying JCAS's request for non-0\erlapping comment periods? 
(7) Has ICAS demonstrated that the Region clearly ell'ed m 11s public hearing procedures 
or that any alleged procedural deficiencies otherwise warrant review'! 

VOLUME 15 
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Held: The Board denies rcvic\\ of the Permit. Petit10ncr~ h<1ve not met their burden 
of demonstr,lling that re, iew is warr,111ted on any of the grounds presented. 

(I) Linutallons on Potential to Emit. The Bo,1rd rnnclude, that Petitioners have failed to 
dcmonstr.itc that the Rcgwn e.-rcd in cstabhshmg limit1111ons to rcMrict the potential to emit 
nitrogen dioxide ("NO/ '). carbon monoxide ("CO"). sulfur dwx1de ("SO_"), and greenhouse 
gases ("GHG~") for em1ss1on units located on the Krr//11/,. and on the Associated Fleet when 
opernting withm t,1cnty-hve miles of the K111/uk while it ,~ an OCS source. The Region 
exercised its d,~cretion and applied its technical expertise to e~tahlish practically enforcea­
hle source-wide emission !units that accommodate the substantial and unpredictable varia­
tions 111 emissions based on the atypical nature of Shell's operations. The Region explained 
in the record 11~ ratmnale. based on the Region's technu.:al expertise and applied in certain 
limited circumstances. for supplementing ~ource-specific emisswn factors derived for most 
of the emission units or groups of e1111ssion u111ts w11h ellhcr AP-42 emission factors, or 
emis~ion factors derived from source te~t data Shell subm,ued to the Region in support of 
two sep,1rate. previously issued OCS PSD permits authorizmg Shell to conduct exploratory 
aeuv11ics in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas usmg the /Jiscoverl.'r dnllsh1p. 

(2) PSD Increment Consumpuon Analyses. The Board conclude~ that REDOIL Petitioners 
failed to demonstrate clear error in the Region's decision not to require PSD increment 
consumpuon analyses for the K11//11k's proposed emissions as p.irt ot the Title V permitting 
process. The Board holds that the Region provided a reasonable mterpretation of CAA 
section 504(e). wl11ch imposes pern11tting requirements on "temporary" stationary sources. 
in ,ts Rel>ponse to Comments document. The Region determined that "PSD major sources 
are subject 10 NAAQS and increment in the pernuttmg process. whereas non-PSD sources 
are subject only to the NAAQS unless the applicable mrnor source program also includes 
the [PSD] incrernent[s]." The Region concluded that the State of Al.iska's minor source 
preconstruction program does not require permanent minor sources to demonstrate compli­
ance w11h PSD increments as ,1 cond111on of construction, so neither would it require such 
compliance of temporary minor source~. The Board finds REDOIL Petitioners' series of 
challenges to this basic analysis to he deficient in a variety of ways and therefore upholds 
the Regwn\ dec1s1on. 

(1) Ambient Air Qualitv Analysis. REDOIL Petitioners contend that Shell's ambient air 
quality analy:,i~ w,1s flawed in that it f,1iled to conform to applicable Agency guidance. 
Upon examination of the administr,lli\'e record. the Board concludes that REDOIL Peti­
tioner.~ failed to r,use this is~ue during the comment period. This issue, therefore. was not 
preserved for re ,,iew 

(4) Ambient Air Exemption Determination. The Board concludes that REDOIL Petitioners 
have not shown that the Region clearly erred in its decision to exempt the area within a 
500 meter radiu, from the K11//11k - the area within the U.S. Coast Guard safety wne -
from the definition of "ambient air." The Region. 111 II~ Response to Comments. provided a 
reasonable interpretation of the ambient air regulation and the Agency's longstanding intcr­
pret:uion of that regulation as applied in the OCS context. 

(5) Environmental Justice Am1!}'sis. The Board concludes that ICAS and Mr. Lum have not 
demonstrated that the Region foiled to satisfy it~ obligations to comply with Executive 
Order 12898 and applicable Board precedent. The Region conducted an environmental jus­
tice analysi~ that demonstrated compliance with the NAAQS and endeavored to include 
and analyze data that is germane to the environmental justice issue~ raised during the com­
ment period The Region appropriately determined th,ll it was 1101 required to analyze the 
mobile ~ource emi~sions from ve~~eh that operate outside of twenty-five miles from the 
Kul/11k while it " an OCS source where, as here, the Title V permit did not address these 
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mobile source emissions. and the record lacked sufficient data for such an analysis. In 
addition, in the remaining arguments they put forth in their petitions. ICAS and Mr. Lum 
do not demonstrate how the Region's responses to comments are inadequate. overcome the 
particularly heavy burden a petitioner must meet to demonstrate that review of the Region's 
technical decisions is warranted, or raise issues within the Board's jurisdiction. 

(6) Public Comment Period. The Board concludes that ICAS has failed to show that the 
Region clearly erred or abused its discretion in either selecting a 46-day comment penod or 
in denying ICAS's request for nonconcurrent comment periods. The length of time the 
Region provided for comment on this permit wa~ 16 days more than the 30-day regulatory 
minimum and I day more than the amount of time ICAS had specifically requested. 
ICAS's attempt to recalculate the length of the comment period based on an unexplained 
mathemaucal formula involving the number and lengths of other comment periods is un­
convincing. Furthermore, ICAS ha~ not pointed to any regulations that prohibit the Agency 
from issuing concurrent permits or that require - or even specify - a different comment 
period length when the Agency does issue concurrent permits. Finally, it is clear from the 
administrative record that the Region appropriately balanced conflicting cons1dcrat1ons in 
deciding on the length of the comment period for this permit and in deny mg the request for 
nonoverlapping periods. and ICAS has failed to demonstrate 01herw1,e. 

(7) Public Hearif!!. The Board concludes that ICAS has failed to demonstr,1te that the Re­
gion clearly erred 111 its public hearing procedures or that any alleged procedural defic1en 
cies otherwise wanant review. ICAS has not shown that the Region violated any part 71 or 
124 procedural regulation. Moreover, the alleged problems ICAS has 1dcn11ficd do not, 
even if the Board were to find them 10 constitute a deficiency in some way. warrant Board 
review. 

Before Enviro111ne11tal Appeals Judges Charles J. Sheehan, 
Kathie A. Stein, a11d Anna L. Wolgast. 

Opinion of the Board by Judge Stein: 
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VII. CONCLUSION AND ORDER ... ......... , ..... ......................... ............... ......... 610 

I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

A group of conservation petitioners ("REDOIL Petitioners"), 1 the lnupiat 
Community of the Arctic Slope ("ICAS"), and Mr. Daniel Lum each petitioned' 
the Environmental Appeals Board ("Board") to review an Outer Continental Shel f 
("OCS") Permit to Construct and Title V Air Quality Operating Permit ("Permit" ) 
that U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA" or "Agency") Region 10 ("Re• 
gion") had issued to Shell Offshore. Inc. ("Shell"). See generally OCS Permit to 
Construct and Title V Air Quality Operating Permit. Permit No. RIO OCS030000 
(Oct. 21, 2011) (Administrative Record ("A.R.") J -2). The Region issued the Per­
mit pursuant to Clean Air Act ("CAA" or "Act") section 328, 42 U.S.C. § 7627, 
and applicable regulations governing air emissions from OCS sources at 
40 C.F.R. part 55, and pursuant to Title V of the CAA, 42 U.S.C. § 7661. and 
implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. part 71, as well as applicable Alaska code 
and regulatory provisions. 1 See Permit at 6 (citing all relevant provisions). 

The Permit authorizes Shell to construct and operate the K11/l11k drilling unit 
and associated air emission drilling units in certain lease blocks within the 
Beaufort Sea. Id. at 1. The Region and Shell each filed a response to the petitions. 
Thereafter, both REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS tiled motions requesting leave to 
tile reply briefa. These motions are currently pending before the Board and are 
addressed below in Part V. The Board did not hold oral argument in this case. For 
the reasons discussed below, the Board denies review of the Permit. 

1 REDOIL Petitioners mclude Resisting Environmental Destruction of Indigenous Lands 
("REDOIL"). Alaska Wilderness League, Center for Biological Diversity. N,lturnl Resources Defense 
Council. Nonhern Alaska Environmenlal Ccnler. Oceana. Padfic Environment. Sierra Club, and The 
Wilderness Society. 

1 Mr. Lum's pelilion was dcsigna1ed as OCS Appeal No. 11-05. REDOIL Pctilioners' petition 
v.as designated as OCS Appeal No. 11-06. and ICAS's petition was designated as OCS Appeal 

No. 11-07. 

J The Permit was issued under muhiple CAA ,,nd Al,1ska air pollullon provisions because II 1s 
a consolidaiion of 1hrcc air pcnmls. According to the Region. ii consolida1cd "an OCSffitlc V permit 
under .JO CFR Parts 55 and 71 for operntions beyond 25 miles of Alasl.:a's seaward boundary: an 
OCSfminor permit for air qu.11iiy prolection under .JO CFR Part )5 and 18 Al,1ska Administra1ive Code 
{AAC) 50.502 and for owner requested limilations under .JO CFR Part 55 am.I 18 AAC 50.508 for 
operations within 25 miles of Alaska•s seaward boundary; and an OCS/f1tle V pem1it under 40 CFR 
Part 5) and 18 AAC 50.326 for oper,llions within 25 mile, of Alaska's se.1ward boundar} " Response 
10 Comments for OCS Permil 10 Conmucl and Tille V Air Quality Operating Pcrmil Conical Drilhng 
Umt Kulluk at 1 (A.R. J-3). 
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II. ISSUES 

The Board has determined that the three petition~ filed in this case. wllec­
tively. present the following seven issues for review: 

A. Have Petitioners demonstrated th,11 the Region clearly erred in estab­
lishing limitations to restrict the Kulluk drilling unit's potential to 
emit'? 

B. Have REDOIL Petitioners demonstrated that the Region dearly e1Ted 
in declining to require PSD increment con-;umption analyses for the 
K11ll11k's proposed emissions as part of the Title V permitting process? 

C. Did REDOIL Petitioners raise below their contention that Shell's am­
bient air quality analysis was flawed m that it foiled to conform to 
applicable Agency guidance? 

D. Have REDOIL Petitioners demonstrated that the Region clearly erred 
in its ambient air exemption detenninahon? 

E. Have Petitioners demonstrated that the Region tailed to satisfy its ob­
ligation to consider environmental justice under Executive Or­
der 12898 and comply with applicable Board precedent? 

F. Has ICAS demonstrated that the Region clearly erred or abused its 
discretion in providing 46 days to comment on the draft permit and in 
denying ICAS's request for nonoverlapping comment period\'? 

G. Ha~ ICAS demonstrated that the Region dearly erred in it-; public 
hearing procedures or that any alleged procedural detk1enc1es other­
wise warrant review? 

III. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Under the part 124 procedural regulations. which apply to OCS permits; 
the Board will not ordinarily review a permit unle~s it is ba~ed on a clearly erro­
neoui; finding of fact or conclusion of law, or involve, a matter of policy or exer­
ci~e of discretion that warrant, review. 40 C.F.R. § 124. l 9(a); Consolidated Per-

' The OCS regulJlmns dir.:,I 1he Agency !O follow !he appli,ahle part 124 permit reguhu1011s 
111 processing OCS pcr11111s. 40 C.F.R. § 5'\.6(,,)(3). Accordingly. 1hc parl 124 pcrnut appeal provision. 
40 Cf' R § 124.19. applies here. Sa /11 n • Sloe/I G11lf of W,•., . brr .. 15 E /\ D 470. 476 (EAD 2012) 
(herem;,fler S/i,-1{ D1.,cm<'re1· 20121. 
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mit Regulations. 45 Fed. Reg. 33,290, 33,412 (May I 9, 1980). The Board also 

applies this standard in reviewing Title V permits issued under pa1t 71.' See 

40 C.F.R. § 71.11 (/)( I); /11 re Penhody W. Coal Co.. 12 E.A.D. 22, 32-33 

(EAB 2005). When analyzing permits, the Board is cognizant of the preamble to 

section 124.19, in which the Agency stales that the Board's power of review 

"should be only sparingly exercised" and that "most permit conditions should be 

finally determined at the [permit issuer's) level." Consolidated Permit Regula­

tions. 45 Fed. Reg. at 33.412: accord In re Cardinal FG Co .. 12 E.A.D. 153. 160 

(EAB 2005); see also Peabody. 12 E.A.D. at 33 (applying these same principles 

in the context of a part 71 permit appeal). 

The petitioner bears the burden of demonstrating that review is warranted. 

See 40 C.F.R. § 124.19: id. § 71.11 {))(I). To meet this burden, the petitioner must 

satisfy threshold pleading requirements including timeliness, standing, and issue 

preservation. See 40 C.F.R. § 124.19; id. § 71.11(1)(1 ); /11 re Russell City Energy 

Ctr., LLC ("Russell City If'). 15 E.A.D. I. 10 (EAB 2010), appeal docketed sub 
110111. Chabot-las Positas C1111y. Coll. Dist. 1·. EPA. No. 10-73870 (9th Cir. 

Dec. 20, 2010); /11 re BP Cherry Point. 12 E.A.D. 209, 216 (EAB 2005). For 

example, a petitioner seeking review must file an appeal of the permit decision 

within 30 days of service of the decision, and must have filed comments on the 

draft permit or participated in the public hearing. 40 C.F.R. § l 24. l 9(a): accord 
Russell City II. 15 E.A.D. at 10. In addition. a petitioner must not only specify 

objections to the permit, but also explain why the permit issuer's previous re­

sponse to those objections is clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review. See 

40 C.F.R. § 124.13 (requiring that all persons who believe a condition of a draft 

permit is inappropriate "must raise all reasonably ascertainable issues and submit 

all reasonably available arguments supporung their position by the close of the 

public comment period"); id. § l 24. I 9(a) (stating that a petition for review to the 

Board "shall include * * * a demonstration that any issues being raised were 

raised during the public comment period"); see also J,r re Avenal Po11°er Crr., 

LLC, 15 E.A.D. 384. 387 (EAB 201 lJ. appeals docketed su/J 110111. Sierra Club 1•. 

EPA, No. 11-73342 (9th Cir. Nov. 3, 2011 ). El Pueblo Pnra el Aire _\ Agua 

Li111pio 1•. EPA. No. 11-73356 (9th Cir. Nov. 4, 201 I); BP Chern• Poim. 

12 E.A.D. at 216-17. The petitioner's burden is particularly heavy in cases where 

a petitioner seeks review of an issue that ii- fundamentally technical or scientific 

in nature, as the Board will typically defer to a permit issuer's technical expertise 

and experience on such matters if the permit issuer adequately explains its ratio­

nale and support~ its reasoning in the administrative record. See. e.g .. /11 re Do-

111i11io11 E11erg_1• Bmyron Point, LLC. 12 E.A.D. 490. 510 (EAB 2006 ); Peabody, 

12 E.A.D. at 33-34; In re NE Huh Partners, L.P.. 1 E.A.D. 561. 567-68 (EAB 

1 The part 71 regulatory langu;,ge governing Title V permit appeals is ne;1rl)' idcnltcal 10 the 

part 124 regulatory language governing review of other types of pernuts. Co1111wre 40 C.F R 

§ 7 1.1 I(()( I ) wirl, 40 C.F.R. § 124 I 9: src also Pmbocl_\·, 12 E.A.D. at 33 11 .26. 
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1998). re1·iell' denied .wh 1w111 . Pe1111 Fuel Gus, Inc. 1·. EPA. 185 F.3d 862 
(3rd Cir. 1999); see also In l'e Ash Grm•e Cement Co .. 7 E.A.D. 387. 404 
(EAB 1997). 

When evaluating a pe1 nut appeal. the Board examines the administrative 
record prepared in support of the permit to determine whether the permit issuer 
exercised his or her "considered judgment." Ash Gro1•e Cement, 7 E.A.D. 
at 417-18; accord In re Cape Wind As.w cs., LLC, 15 E.A.D. 327, 330 (EAB 
2011 ); 111 re CSX Ser\'.1·. of S.C.. Inc .. 4 E.A.D. 451. 454 (EAB 1992). The permit 
issuer must articulate with rea-;onable cl.irity the reasons supporting its conclusion 
and the significance of the crucial facts it relied upon when reaching its conclu­
sion. E.g .. In re Sire/I Offrlwre. Inc. ("Shell 2007'). 13 E.A.D. 357, 386 (EAB 
2007) (citing 111 re Carolina Light & Power Co., I E.A.D. 448. 451 (Act'g 
Adm'r 1978)); Ash Grm·e Cemem, 7 E.A.D. at 417 (same). A~ a whole, the record 
must demonstrate that the permit i~<;uer "duly considered the issues raised in the 
comments and [that] the approach ultimately adopted by the [permit issuer] is 
rational in light of all information m the record." In re Gov't of D,C. Mun. Sepa­
rnte Storm Sell'er Sys .. 10 E.A.D. 323. 342 (EAB 2005); accord In re City of 
Moscow, 10 E.A.D. 135, 142 (EAB 2001); NE Hub. 7 E.A.D. at 568. 

Finally, the Board endeavor<; to construe liberally objections raised by par­
ties unrepresented by counsel (i.e., those proceeding pro se). so as to fairly iden­
tify the substance of the arguments being raised. In re Sutter Power Plant. 
8 E.A.D. 680, 687 & n.9 (EAB 1999); accord In re Shell Gulf of Mex., Inc. ('Shell 
Discol'erer 20/2"). 15 E.A.D. 470,478 (EAB 2012); Ru.ue/1 Cit1• II. 15 E.A.D. at 
12. While the Board does not expect such petitions to contain <;ophisticated legal 
arguments or to utilize precise technical or legal terms, the Board nonetheless 
expects such petitions "to articulate some supportable reason or reasons as to why 
the permitting authority erred or why review is otherwise warranted." Sutter. 
8 E.A.D. at 687-88 (citing 111 re Beckman Prod. Servs .. 5 E.A.D. 10. 19 (EAB 
1994)). 

IV. SUMMARY OF DECISION 

For all of the reasons stated below, the Board concludes that: (a) Petitioners 
failed to demonstrate that the Region clearly erred in establishing limits to restrict 
the K11/l11k',1· potential to emit; (b) REDOIL Petitioners failed to demonstrate that 
the Region clearly erred in declining to require PSD increment consumption anal­
yses for the K11ll11k's proposed emissions as part of the Title V permitting process; 
(c) REDOIL Petitioners failed to raise below their contention that Shell's ambient 
air quality analysis was flawed in that it failed to conform to applicable Agency 
guidance; (d) REDOIL Petitioners failed to demonstrate that the Region clearly 
e1Ted in its ambient air exemption determination; (e) Petitioners have not demon­
strated that the Region's environmental justice analysis and related conclusion~ 
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failed to satisfy its obligation to comply with Executive Order 12898 and applica­
ble Board precedent; (f) ICAS failed to demonstrate that the Region clearly erred 
or abused its discretion in providing 46 days to comment on the draft permit and 
in denying ICAS's request for nonoverlapping comment periods; and (g) ICAS 
failed to demonstrate that the Region clearly erred in its public hearing procedures 
or that any alleged procedural deficiencies otherwise warrant review. Accord­
ingly, the Board denies review of the Permit. 

V. RELEVANT PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL HISTORY 

On July 22. 2011. the Region issued a draft permit consolidating three per­
mits that regulated air pollution from Shell's proposed exploratory drilling opera­
tions on OCS lease blocks in the Beaufort Sea off the North Slope of Alaska, as 
authorized by the United States Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regula­
tion and Enforcement ("BOEMRE").6 The Region solicited public comment on the 
draft permit from July 22, 2011. through September 6, 2011. See Statement of 
Basis for Draft OCS Permit to Construct and Title V Air Quality Operating Per­
mit (''Statement of Basis") at 10 (A.R. H-4). In addition, the Region held an infor­
mational meeting and public hearing on the draft permit on August 23, 2011, in 
Barrow, Alaska, and a separate public hearing on August 26, 201 I, in Anchorage, 
Alaska. Id. at 11. All of the petitioners submitted comments on the draft permit. 
See E-mail from Daniel Lum to EPA Region 10 (Aug. 10, 2011) (A.R. 1-31) 
[hereinafter Lum Comments]; E-mail from Alaska Wilderness League, Audubon 
Alaska, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Earthjustice, Eyak 
Preservation Council, Greenpeace, National Wildlife Federation, Natural Re­
sources Defense Council, Northern Alaska Environmental Center, Ocean Conser­
vancy, Oceana, Pacific Environment, REDOIL, Sierra Club, The Wilderness So­
ciety, and World Wildlife Fund to EPA Region IO (Sept. 6, 2011) (A.R. 1-53) 
[hereinafter REDOIL Comments]; Letter from North Slope Borough, AEWC. and 
ICAS to Doug Hardesty, Air Permits Project Manager, EPA Region 10 (Sept. 6, 
2011) (A.R. 1-54) [hereinafter ICAS Comments]; see also Lum Petition at l (not­
ing that he also provided comments at the public hearing). 

On October 21, 2011, the Region issued the Permit. See Permit at l. At the 
same time, the Region issued a response to both the written comments it had re­
ceived on the draft permit and the oral comments that had been presented at the 
public hearings. See generally Re~ponse to Comments for OCS Permit 10 Con­
struct and Title V Air Quality Operating Permit Conical Drilling Unit Kulluk 
("RTC") (A.R. J-3); see id. at 2 (describing comments to which the document 
responded). The Permit authorizes Shell to conduct air pollutant emitting activi­
ties for the purpose of oil exploration with the conical drilling unit K11//11k on lease 

• For a dcscriplion of the tlu.:e pernuls, see supra note J. 
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hlocks in the Beaufort Sea. The Permit provides for the use of an as,;oc.:1ated fleet 
of support vessels ("Associated Fleet"), such as icehreak.ers. oil spill respon~e ve~­
sels ("OSRVs"), and a supply ship, in addition to the K11//11k. 

The Board received three timely petitions for review of the Permit: one 
from Mr. Lum, one from REDOIL Petitioners, and one from ICAS. The Region 
and Shell each filed a single response to those petitions. ICAS and REDOIL Peti ­
tioners each filed motions requesting leave to file reply briefs and attached their 
proposed reply hriefs. Shell filed an opposition to the motions for leave to file 
replies. Before addressing the issues raised hy the petitions. the Board tmt con­
siders whether it is appropriate to grant Petitioners' motions. 

A petitioner seeking leave to file a reply brief in an appeal of a new source 
review ("NSR") permit issued pursuant to the CAA, such as the OCS Pernut at 
issue here, must state "with particularity the arguments to which the Petitioner 
seeks to respond and the reasons the Petitioner believes it is both necei,,ary to tile 
a reply to those arguments * * * and how those reasons overcome the presump 
tion in the Standing Order."7 Shell Di.1·cm•erer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 48 I (citing Or­
der Governing Petitions for Review of Clean Air Act New Source Review Permits 
3 (Apr. 19, 2011) ("Standing Order"), avai/ahle at http://www.epa.gov/eab (click 
on Standing Orders)). 

Upon consideration of Petitioners' motions to file reply briefs and proposed 
reply briefs, the Board finds that only two select issues within REDOIL Petiuon ­
ers' and ICAS's reply hriefs meet the high threshold required to overcome the 
presumption against reply briefs that the Board applies in NSR appeali;. See 
Standing Order at 3. In particular, in its reply brief. ICAS responds to arguments 
concerning ICAS's challenge to the puhlic hearing procedures that the Region ad­
vances for the first time m the response hrief. ICAS could not have responded to 
these parlicular argument.; prior to the Region's response because a portion of the 
Region's rationale in its response brief doe~ not appear in the administrative re­
cord. In addition. hoth ICAS and REDOIL Petitioners assert that the Region refer­
enced for the first time in its response a decision hy the Administrator as support 
for the Region's rationale that the Agency has previously concluded that rolling 
emission limits accompanied hy prescribed emission factors and appropriate mon­
itoring and recordkeeping sutficiently restrict a source's potential to emit. See Re­
gion Response at 17 (citing hr re Pope & Talbot. Inc., Petition No. VIII-2006-04 
(Adm'r 2007) (A.R. B 24)). ICAS and REDOIL Petitioners did not have an op-

In April 20 t t. 1hc Board issued a s1,mt11 ng order 111 "hid, 11 a<lop1cd ccr1.un procedures in­
tended t,1 foe1h1a1e expcd1tmus resolution of pc11tions rcqucsling re, 1cw of pcrnuts issued under 1he 
CAA NSR prog1·,1111. mclmhng OCS penni1~ S<'<' S1,111dmg Order ,II I n.2: sa ctlw -10 C.l'.R. § 124. 19 
Among other thrngs. 1hc Board will appl) ,1 presumption ,1gain,1 1hc filing of reply hricf, and 
sur-rcphcs m NSR appcJls. See Standing Order at ~ Hmvcvcr, thc Board mainiams discretion 10 motl­
if) lhese procedure, as apprnpri.ile on ,1 ,ase-sp,:cific h,1s1, Id. at 6 
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portumty to review the Administrator's decision in the context of this appeal or to 
analyze its relevance to the Region's stated rationale until the Region cited it for 

support in its response brief. Accordingly. the Board grants. in part, ICAS's and 
REDOIL Petitioners' motions for leave to file a reply brief. Thus the Board, in 
reaching its conclu<;ions set forth in this order, has considered the portions of 

ICAS's reply brief and REDOIL Petitioners' reply brief that address the public 
process for the permit and the Region's inclusion of the Pope & Talbot decision as 
support for the Region's PTE decisions. See ICAS Reply at 3, 6-7; REDOIL Peti­

tion at 9-10. The Board denies REDO IL Petitioners' and ICAS's motions for leave 
to file a reply brief with respect to all other issues.~ 

The Board analyzes the parties' arguments and sets forth its determinations 

below. 

VI. ANALYSIS 

A. /CAS a11,I REDO/L Petitioners Ha11e Not Demonstrated 71wt the 
Region Clearly Erred in Establis/ri11g limiwtions to Restrict tire 
Kulluk Drilling Unit's PT£ 

ICAS and REDOIL Petitioners both challenge the Region's determination 
of the K11l/11k's potential to emit ("PTE") and argue that the Region should require 
Shell to obtain a preconstruction prevention of significant deterioration ("PSD"} 

permit. They complain that the PTE restrictions Shell requested and the Region 

included in the permit to ensure that the K11ll11k remains a synthetic minor source 
for nitrogen oxides ("NO/), carbon monoxide ("CO"), greenhouse gases 
("GHGs"), and sulfur dioxide ("SOt) are practically unenforceable.Q The Region 

counters that the restrictions it impo<;ed in the permit that reduce Shell's emis'iions 
below the PSD threshold levels for all criteria pollutants are practically enforcea­

ble and constitute fundamentally technical decisions that are consistent with CAA 
statutory and regulatory authority as well as Agency guidance and past practice. 

This PTE question is central to the Board's analysis because the Region uses the 
potential to emit 10 determine which provisions of the CAA, including both the 
Title V permit requirement..<; and the PSD preconstrnction permit requirements, 

apply to the Ku/luk. The question the Board must resolve, then, is whether the 

restrictions the Region included in the permit to limit the K11ll11k's PTE are both 

' The Bo:ird noles 1ha1 Mr. Lum allempled lo file by e-mail a requesl to rile ,, reply lmcf :,nd a 

requcsl for oral argument See E-mail from Daniel Lum 10 Eurika Durr. Clerk of 1hc Board. cnv1ron­

menlal Appeals Board. U.S. EPA (Nov. 4. 2011 6 : 18 pm EDT). The Board de mes Mr. Lum's requests 

• While ICAS challenge, 1he Region's PTE li111i1.01ions for all of these pollucan1s. REDOIL 

Pe1i1ioncrs only challenge !he Region's PTE limilalion~ with respect to NO, and CO. See ICAS Peli-

11011 at 10-28; REDOIL Petition ill 9- 14. 
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practically enforceable and reasonable in light of the applicable statutory and reg­
ulatory authorities as well as Agency guidance and practice. and whether the Re­
gion provided adequate support for its decision,; in the adm1111stra1ive record. 

Before addressing the parties' arguments. a brief review of the relevant stat­
tllory and regulatory authorities is warranted. 

l. Statutory and Regulatory Comext 

a. CAA Section 328 and OCS Air Regulations 

Section 328 of the CAA. 42 U.S.C. § 7627. establishes air pollution controls 
for OCS sources111 and requires OCS sources to "attain and maintain Federal and 
State ambient air quality standards" and to comply with the PSD provisions con­
tained in CAA Title I, part C. EPA promulgated the Outer Continental Shelf Air 
Regulations. 40 C.F.R. part 55. to implement CAA section 328 and established 
within part 55 "the air pollution control requirements for OCS sources and the 
procedures for implementation and enforcement of the requirements." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 55.1. 

Section 328(a)(l ). 42 U.S .C. § 7627(a)(l ), also requires that, for OCS 
sources located within 25 miles of a state's seaward boundary, the requirements 
shall be the same as would apply if the source were located in the c01Tesponding 
onshore area ("COA"), including. but not limited to, state and local requirements 
for emission controls. emission limitations, offsets. permitting. monitoring. test­
ing. and reporting. As the Board has explained hefore. "OCS ~ources must obtain 

'" Se.:1 ion ~28 ddines an OCS source ns follows: 

The terms "Outer Continental Shelf source" and "OCS source" include 
any equipment. ;ictivity. or facility which -

(i) emits or has the potential to emit any air pollulilnt. 

(ii) is regulated nr authori1.cd under the Outer Contincnlal Shelf Lands 
Act (4.l U.S.C. § 1.Ul ct seq.). and 

(iii) is located on the Outer Continental Shelf or in or on wateVi ,tbove 
the Outer Continental Shc!L 

Such activities include. hut arc not limited to. platform and drill ship 
cxplo.-ation, construction. development. production. processing. and 
transponation. 1-'or purposes of this subsection. emissions from any ves­

sel servicing or associated with an OCS source. including cnussions 
while at the OCS source or en route to or from the OCS source within 25 
miles of the OCS ~ource. shall be considered direct emission~ from the 
OCS source. 

CAA § 328(aJ(4)(C). 42 U.S.C. § 7627(a)(4)(c). 
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a preconstruction permit from either EPA or an EPA-delegated agency if the OCS 
source is located within twenty-five miles of a state's seaward boundary and is 
subject to either federal or state requirements listed in 40 C.F.R. §§ 55.13 or 
55.14."11 Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 365 (citing 40 C.F.R. §§ 55.6(b)(I), 55.11 and 
CAA § 328(a)(3), 42 U.S.C. § 7627(a)(3)). The Agency has retained the authority 
to implement and enforce section 328 in the OCS off the coast of Alaska as op­
posed to delegating that authority to the state. Accordingly, as mentioned above, 
Shell submitted its permit applications to the Region, and the procedural rules 
contained at 40 C.F.R. pal"t 124 apply. 40 C.F.R. § 55.6(a)(3). 

Because requirements for these OCS sources are based on onshore require­
ments, which may change, seclion 328(a)( I) and the corresponding regulations in 
part 55 require EPA to update the OCS requirements as necessary to maintain 
consistency with onshore requirements. See CAA § 328{a)(I ), 42 U .S.C. 
§ 7627{a)(I); 40 C.F.R. §§ 55.6(b)(2), 55.12; see also Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. 
at 364 & n.6. In response to Shell's December I 0, 20 I 0, notice of intent submitted 
10 the Agency pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 55.4, the Agency first proposed in 1he Fed­
eral Register a consistency update on February I 0, 2011, and later published the 
final consistency update on June 27, 2011, subsequent to a public notice and com­
ment period. See Outer Continental Shelf Air Regulations Consistency Update for 
Alaska, 76 Fed. Reg. 37,274 (June 27, 2011) (codified at 40 C.F.R. § 55.14(e) & 
appx. A): Statement of Basis at 17. This most recent consistency update incorpo­
rated, except where specifically noted, Alaska Administrative Code title 18, arli­
cles I through 5 and a11icle 9, into part 55. 76 Fed. Reg. at 37 ,279-80; Statement 
of Basis at 17. In particular, articles 3 and 5 establish the minor source and major 
source permitting requirements with which the Kulluk must comply. See 
Shelf 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 364 & n.6. 

In addition, because the permit authorizes the K11l/11k to operate on a group 
of lease blocks located both within 25 miles and beyond 25 miles of the state's 
seaward boundary, the permit conditions that refer to lease blocks wholly or par­
tially located beyond 25 miles of the seaward boundary are designated as "outer 

11 Section 55.13 slates. among other 1l11ng,. that the PSD program applies to OCS sources 
localed within 25 miles of a s1a1e's seaward boundary whenever the OCS source requires cons1ruc1ion 
of a new major stationary source or a modifica11on at an existing m,1Jor source and the COA is classi 
lied under the PSD program as in mt.iinment or uncldss1fiablc. 40 C.F.R. § 55 l.:\(d)(I) ("40 CF R 
I§ J 52.21 shall apply lo OCS sources (1Joca1ed "i1hm 25 miles of a state's seaward boundary if the 
requirements of 40 C.F.R. [§ ) 52 21 are in effect m the COA."): s,•e also S/Jdl 2007. 13 E.A.D. al l64. 

Section 55.14 incorporates by reference regula1ory requirements that .,1111cs l'h1ch border the 
OCS in the Pacific. Atlantic, and Arctic Oceans and 1he Gulf of Mexico have promulgated to meet the 
national ambient air quality standards ("NAAQS"). 40 C.F.R. § 55.14(d ), CAA§ J28(a)I I). 42 U.S.C. 
§ 7627(al( I J (defining the geographic scope of EPA authority to regula1c air pollu1ion from OCS 
sources). These s1ate rcgulalions are known as state 11nplcmen1a1ion plans ("S!Ps"I and are created 
pursuant 10 CAA § 110. 42 U.S.C. § 7410. 
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OCS." and conditions that refer to lease hlock, wholly or partially located within 
25 miles of the seaward boundary are designated as "COA." Permit at 9 (noting 
that conditions identified with "COA" are those that apply on the "inner OCS," 
within 25 miles of the state's seaward boundary. and that .ill other conditions not 
identified as "COA'' or "outer OCS" apply to lea<;e blocks; on both the inner and 
outer OCS); see also Statement of Basis at 7. 

b. The PSD Program C111d PTE 

The PSD program is a preconstnu:tion NSR program that applies to areas 
designated as either in attainment with the national ambient air quality standards 
("NAAQS") 11 or unclassifiable and require, new ma JOI ,tationary sources'' to 
limit their impact on ambient air quality by obtaining a PSD permit before con­
struction begins. CAA §§ 160-169. 42 U.S.C. §§ 7470-7479: 40 C.F.R. 
§ 52.21 (a)(2). 

A source's PTE relates to its inherent ability to emit air pollutants. 
Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 365; Pealwdy, 12 E.A.D. at 30. Under the PSD program, 
a permitting authority must determine a source's PTE to identify which sources 
are "major sources" subject to regulation under the applicable PSD requirements, 
making PTE a technical determination that "is jurisdictional in nature." A/Cl. 
Poll'er Co. 1•. Costle. 636 F.3d 323, 352 (D.C. Cir. 1979), quoted in Peabody, 
12 E.A.D. at 30; see also CAA § 165(a), 42 U.S.C. § 7475(a) (requiring a PSD 
permit for any "major emitting facility"): Shell Dis,oi·ere,· 2012, I 5 E.A.D. at 5 I 5 
n.58. The regulations that implement the PSD program define PTE as: 

11 The NAAQS arc maximum ambient air wnccmrations for specific pollutants that EPA ha, 
determined are necessary to protec1 puhlic health and welfore. Se,· CAA §§ I 08(a)( 1 )(A). I 09. 
42 U S.C §*7408(al(l)(AJ. 7409: 40 C.F.R § 504 .12. 

'' EPA regulattons define a major stationary souKc as ,my of certain spccilically listed station• 
,tr) source~ that emit or h,1ve a potenti,,I to emit 100 IOns per year ("tpy") or more of any regulated 
NSR pollut,mt. ,.,,,, 40 CF R § 52.21 (b)(:i0). or any other stationary source that emits. or has the 
potential to emit. 250 tpy or more or a rcgulJtcd NSR pollutant. 40 C F.R. § 52.2 l(b)( I )li)(a)-(b); 
afford CAA § 169( I). 42 U.S.C. § 7479(1) (defining a "tmtjor emitting l'a<·ility" 111 the same 1,·ay). 

Al,1sk,1 rcgulat1ons. winch incorpor,Uc I,,rgc p;u·ts of the fcdcrnl PSD regulations into title 18 of 
the Alaska Administrative Code. prO\ idc that a new PSD permit is rcyuircd prior to actual construc­
tion of a new rn;,jor Mationary source . Alaska Ad1111n Code tit. 18, § 50.040 (adopting federal stan• 
<lards hy rclcrcnccj; rd §§ <;() 102(a)( I). 'i0.306 The Alaska regulations ,,l,o de line a major s1a1io11ary 
sour<·e as any of certain spcl'ifically lrstcd stationary sources that emit or ha,·c a potential to cmtt 
100 tpy or more or any regulated NSR pollutant. or any other station.tr) ,ourte thnl emits. or has the 
poti:nt1,1l to emit, 250 tpy or more of a regulated NSR pollut.mt. Id. § ~0.990(52) (incorporaling b) 
rck rcncc delimt1on of maJor stationar) source from .to C F.R. § 51.166(b)( I)); accord Alaska Stat 
§ 4t, 14.990 (sJme). 
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[T]he maximum capacity of a stationary source to emit a 

pollutant under its physical and operational design. Any 

physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the 

source to emit a pollutant. including air pollution control 

equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the 

type or amount of material combusted, stored, or 

processed, shall be treated as part of its design if the limi­

tation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally 

enforceable. 

40 C.F.R. § 52.2 l(b)(4)Y In sum, PTE reflect$ a source's maximum emissions 

capacity considering the application of any emission control equipment, or other 

capacity-limiting restrictions, that effectively and enforceably limit em1ss1ons ca­

pacity. Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 366; Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 31 (citing Part 71 

Rulemaking. 61 Fed.Reg. 34.202, 34,212 (July I. 1996)). 

Alaska regulations require that, under certain circumstances. a stationary 

source with a PTE of less than 250 tons per year ("tpy") obtain a minor !>'ource 

permit. Alaska Admin. Code tit. 18, § 50.502. Specifically in terms of the Kulfuk's 
operations, Alaska regulations require a minor source permit prior to the construc­

tion of a new stationary source with the potential to emit more than 40 tpy of NO,. 

Id. § 50.502(c)(l )(8). Thus, as the Board noted in Shelf 2007. under the Alaska 

PSD program, a new stationary source that has a PTE between 40 and 250 tpy of 

NO, must obtain a minor source permit before commencing con,truction, and a 

stationary source with a PTE greater than 250 tpy of NO, must obtain a major 

source permit. 13 E.A.D. at 366. 

A source that would otherwise exceed the applicable PSD major source 

threshold of 250 tpy of any regulated NSR pollutant may, as in this instance, seek 

to avoid regulation as a major source under the PSD program by requesting that 

the permitting authority impose enforceable permit restrictions on the source's 

PTE. Shell 2001. 13 E.A.D. at 366. cited in RTC at 20; see also Peabody, 
12 E.A.D. at 26 & n.11, 3 I. A Title V permit may function as a vehicle for a 

permitting authority to establish enforceable permit limits that restrict the source's 

potential to emit air pollutant~ to a level below the PSD major source threshold. in 

this instance 250 tpy, allowing the source to qualify instead as a "~ynthetic minor" 

source.I~ Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 31 & n.21. 

1• The OCS regulations define the term "potential emissions" almost identically 10 the l'TE 

definition in pan 52. with the exccpuon of first sentence, which instead states that "fp)oten11al e1ms­

s1on, me.ms the maximum emissions of a pollutant from .in OCS source," 40 C.F.R. § 55.2 

11 EPA guidance defines the term "symhetic minor" as "air pollution sources "hose maximum 

capacity 10 emu air pollutmn under their physical and opcra11on,1l design is large enough to exceed the 
Continued 

VOLUME I'.\ 



R002694

SHl:.LL Ol'fSHORE. INC 

If a source accepts limitations that re,trict its potent1c1I to emit air pollutants 
to a level below the PSD threshold. that ~ource will he a ~ynthetic minor source 
for purposes of the PSD program ,ind will therefore not he subject to PSD permit­
ting requirements "unless future facil11y modific,11ions increase emission capacity 
enough to exceed the PSD major source threshold." Id. at 31-32. As the Board 
noted in Peabody, in order for a capacity restriction to be cognizable as a PTE 
limit. it must be practically enforceable, which Agency guidance has interpreted 
to mean that: 

[Tlhe permit's prov,~ions mu,t specify: (I) c1 technically 
accurate limitation and the portions of the source suhject 
to the limitation: (2) the time penod for the limitation 
(hourly. daily, monthly. and c1nr1ual hmit,; ,uch as rolling 
annual limits); and (3) the method to determine compli­
ance including appropriate monitoring, recordkeeping. 
and reporting. 

12 E.A.D. at 32 (quoting Memorandum from John Seitz. Dir., Office of Air Qual­
ity Planning & Standards, U.S. EPA. to EPA Reg'l Air Div. Dus., Options J01· 
Limiting the Potemial to Emit ( PT£) of a Stationary Source Under Section 112 
and Title V of tire Clean Air Act 5-6 (Jan. 25, 1995 l [hereinafter Options for Li111it­
i11g PT£) (A.R. B-9)). 

In this instance. the pre-permit PTE for units located on the K11//11k, and on 
the Associated Fleet when oper,1ting within 25 miles of the Kulluk while it is an 
OCS source.16 exceeded applicable PSD thresholds for NO. , CO. S01• and GHGs . 
Statement of Basis at 24-25 & thl. 2-1. 17 To avoid exceeding the PSD major 

(conunucd) 
m,tJor source 1hrcshold but [ts} l1111ited by an enforccJhk c1111ssmns restnc11on that prc,-enls this phys1 
cal potcnliJI frum being rcahzcd." McmorJndum from John Sc11z. 01r .. Ofhcc of Air Quality Planning 
& St.indards. US EPA. & Eric Schaeffer. Dir .. Of11cc of Rcgulmory Enforccmenl. U.S. EPA. Po1<•11 
1i11/ 10 Emit Tr,111.nliml l'olll'\' for Pan 71 /mph·111mllll1t•11 i11 lndw11 Cm111111· 2 n.2 (Mar. 7. 1999). 
q1w1,·d i11 Slid/ 01.mm•ra 20/Z. 15 E.1\ IJ at 515 16 n.59. ,md Pe<1bo,I\-, 12 r../\.0. at 31 n.21. 

Alaska rcgu!Jtions refer 10 such J l11n11auon a\ an owner requested limit ("ORL"l. wh1d1 can he 
used lo "a, 111d one or more permit cl;,ssifll·,11ions • • • at a MaUon,1ry soun;e lh,11 will still he suhjecl 
to .11 leas, one permit clilssificatmn. ,1 linutatmn approved under an ORL " ,111 cnfoRc,1hlc hmilation 
for the pmposc of dctcrnnning • w • a SIJUOnary source's potcnu,11 to cm11.• Alaska Adnun Code 
111. 18, § 50 508(5 l 

·• The pcnrnt stales that the Kriltuk will be Jn OCS source m any time ii is altachcd to the 
scahcd at a dnll sue by a, least one anchor Pcmul ,11 8, S1.11emcn1 of Basis al 17. 19-20 (A.R. H-4J 

1 The pnmar>' enm~ton ~ource, on 1he K111/11k and the Associated fleet are internal comhu,­
t1011 t11g111cs lh.11 con,ume these! fuel S1a1cmcn1 of R.1s1, .,, 9. 12·14. Incinerators. healer,. boiler,. and 
seldom used ,ource, on the K111/11k and 1hc Assoc1~1cd Fleet also cmil pollulion hut 10 a far lesser 
e~ICIII /,/ 
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source thresholds, Shell requested that the Region include in the permit practically 
enforceable restrictions that will reduce the K111/11k's PTE below PSD threshold 
levels for each of the four pollutants. See Letter from Susan Childs, Alaska Ven­
ture Support Integrator Manager, Shell Offshore Inc., to Doug Hardesty, EPA Re­
gion 10. attach. 2 (Apr. 29, 2011) (describing Shell's proposed restrictions and 
how they would affect emissions) (A.R. E-17). The final permit authorizing the 
Kulluk to operate within the Beaufort Sea contains source-wide emission limits, 
operational restrictions. and monitoring. recordkeeping and reporting require­
ments intended to ensure that the K111/11k can operate as a synthetic minor source. 
Permit Conditions D. l D.4. 

With this framework in mind, the Board now turns its attention to Petition­

ers' arguments presented in these appeals. 

2. The Region Did Not Clearly Err in Establislri11g Source-Wide 
Emission limits to Restrict PTE for NO., a11d CO 

The Permit restricts emissions from the K11ll11k and the Associated Fleet to 
no more than 240 tpy of NO, and no more than 200 tpy of co.1x Permit Condi­
tions D.4.1, D.4.2. For both pollutants, the PTE limits are determined on a rolling 
365-day basis by calculating emissions for each day and adding the emissions 
calculated for the previous 364 days. Id. For both NO, and CO, daily emissions 
from each emission unit or group of emission units '\hall be determined by multi­
plymg the appropriate emission factor (lb/unit) specified in Tables D.2.1 - D.2.2 
(until a test-derived emission factor has been determined according to Permit 
Condition E.2) by the recorded daily operation rate (units/day) and dividing by 
2000 lb/ton." Id. The Region further explained that"[ c]ompliance with the emis­
sions limits for NO, and CO is determined by applying the relevant emission fac­

tor to the amount of fuel combui;ted by each emisi;ion unit (or hours of operation 
for mcinerators)." RTC at 29. The Permit also includes conditioni: that require 
<;ource-wide recordkeeping and monitoring to ensure that Shell complies with the 
source-wide limits. Permit at 56-61 (including operauons and fuel monitoring in 
Permit Condition F.2 as well ai; selective catalytic reduction ("SCR") and oxida-

'" ICAS .isscrls thal lhc Region should mclude a 5-IO'X huffer zone hel\\·een lhc PSD thresh­

old emmions lc\'cl of 250 lpy and 1hc Kulluk'.f restricted l'TE. and thal 1hc NO, cnnss1on 111ml of 

240 1py does 1101 provide 1h1s. ICAS Pe1iuon al 15 Ceiling a commenl lener from Region 9 lo the 

Nevad,t Division of Eovironrncntnl Prolttllon in which Region 9 "cncouragc(d] a 5-10% huffer he­

tween the permitted emission limi1s and the federal threshold" for a permit that established a CO syn• 

1hctic minor limit of 249 1py). However. 1he 240 1py emission limn for NO, con1a111ed in 1he cu1Te111 

Permil represents a 4% huff er between lhc ,yn lhc1ic minor Ii mil and the PSD threshold cnussion level 

of 250 tpy. which is ten times larger 1han !he 0 .4~ buffer bet\\'een a 249 tpy emission limil and !he 

PSD 1hrcshold of 250 1py co111aincd in 1he Nevada pem1i1. The Board agrees with 1he Region lhal 

Congress eslahli,hed specific thresholds to delermme when a source would be considered major for 

purpo~cs of PSD review. See RTC al 30. The buffer thal ICAS rcque~ls is neither a legal requirement 

nor .in es1ablishcd Agency policy. anti 1hus lhe Region approprialcly declined ICAS's request. 
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tion catalyst ("OxyCat") control device monitoring in Permit Condition~ F.3 
F.4). 

REDOIL Petitioners ,md ICAS make \,everal challenges to the Region's de­
cision to restrict the K11f/11k'.1· PTE for NO, and CO ll\,lllg source-wide emission 
limits. Both petitioners a,;~ert that the Region's decision to hmit CO and NO, 
emissions using source-wide linms in effect applies blanket emission limits. 
which Agency guidance expres-.Iy prohibits because they are practically unen­
forceable. and that the limited exception in the Agency guidance that allow,; for 
source-wide limits is mapplicable to the K11ll11k'.1· operations. REDOIL Pet1t1on 
at 10-11; ICAS Petition at 11. Both petitioners abo object to the Region's u-;e of 
generic emission factors •~ to calculate source-wide emi!.sion limits. In particular, 
both petitioners assert that (I) the Region should have developed source-specific 
emission factors for all unit~ of the OCS <;ource; (2) the AP-42 emission factors 
applied to the emergency generator. the OSRVs, and heaters and boilers lead to 
inaccurate and underestimated emis<;ions for those i-.ources: and (3) the Region did 
not require Shell to conduct enough stack te-:ts to accurately calculate 
source-specific emission factors. ICAS Petition at 15-20; REDOIL Petition 
at 11-14. 

The Region respond~ that Agency guidance documents generally "illustrate 
that the Clean Air Act and the implementmg regulations allow for a flexible, 
case-by-case evaluation of appropriate methods for ensuring practical enforceabil­
ity of PTE limits." Region Response at 14-15 (quoting hi re Orange Recycling & 
Ethanol Prod. Facility, Pet. No. II-2001-05, at 5 (Adm'r Apr. 8. 2002) 
(A.R. B-17)). Specifically, the Region asserts that source wide emission limits for 
NO, and CO are indeed practically enforceable and are most appropriate given the 
uncertainty of a number of factors that otherwise preclude the Region from estab­
lishing PTE restrictions based on operational limit-;. Id. at 18: RTC at 26-27. 
29-30. In addition. the Region asserts that the emis~ion factors used to calculate 
NO, and CO emissions provide reliable emis~ion calculations. Region Response 
at 19-23. In particular, the Region asserts that it made an appropriate technical 
determination to apply AP-42 emission factors or emission factors derived from 
Di.H:overer2" data rather than i-ource-specific emission factori-. for certain emission 
units. Id. The Region adds that the permit conditions that apply to source-specific 

,. S,·e ir,fra Part VI.A 2 h . 

~• The Region 1ssuc1l Shcll 1wn OCS PSD permits to conducl cxplor.uory drilling acll\ itics in 
the Chul-.ch1 and Beaufort Seas u11hz111g the drillship Or.,·, onm•r thal were twice appealed to the 
Board. fiis1 m 2010, and then ,1g,1111 m 201 l suhscqucnt lo a Board rcm.md of the pcnmt, 10 the 
Region. Sa Shdl Discm·,•rer 2011. IS E.A D al -l74 75 (describing history of Dtscmwa pcnrnt 
proceedmgs). In preparing the penmt ,1pphca11ons for the Discmarr\ opera1ions. Shell conducted 
sourcc-spcc1fic emission 1cs1s for v,mous cn11,s1on units on lhc Dr.w-m·,·ri·r and an assoc1.1tcd nccl of 
suppon ships. including kchreJkcrs . suppl) ships. and oil spill response ,c,scls Sec ul .. 15 E.A D. 
al 479-80 (de,cnbmg associated lleel) 
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emission factors require source tests that are inadequate in frequency and unrepre­
sentative of the variation in Shell's proposed operations to allow the Region to 
derive accurate emission factor!>. Id. 

a. Blanket E111issio11 Limits and Practical Enforceability 

ICAS and REDOIL Petitioners correctly assert that the use of blanket emis­
sion limits alone, essentially statements that actual emissions of a pollutant will 
not exceed a particular quantity. is generally prohibited to restrict PTE because 
such limits are not enforceable as a practical matter. See United States v. u1.-Pac. 
Corp .• 682 F. Supp. 1122, 1133 (D. Colo. 1987) ("[C)ompliance with blanket re­
strictions on actual emi!>sions would be virtually impossible to verify or en­
force."), quoted in REDOIL Petition at 11; see also Office of Air Quality Planning 
& Standards, U.S. EPA. New Source Review Workshop Ma1111al at C.4 (draft 
Oct. 1990) [hereinafter NSR Manual] ("Blanket emissions limits alone (e.g .. 
tons/[year], lb/[hour]) are virtually impossible to verify or enforce, and are there­
fore not enforceable as a practical matter."), quoted in ICAS Petition at 13; Mem­
orandum from Terrell Hunt, Assoc . Enforcement Counsel, U.S. EPA, & John 
Seitz, Dir., Stationary Source Compliance Div., U.S. EPA, Guidance 011 Limiting 
Potential to Emit in New Source Permitting 1 (June 13, 1989) (A.R. B-4) [herein­
after 1989 Guidance 011 Limiting PTE].21 However, the Petitioners' characteriza­
tion of the source-wide emission limits for NO, and CO contained in the Permit as 
blanket emission limits must fail. ICAS and REDOIL Petitioners do not acknowl­
edge the Region's explanation in the Response to Comments for why it chose to 
apply 'iource-wide emission limits in the Permit, nor do they establish that the 
Region's fundamentally technical determinations contravene Agency guidance. 

The Region made clear in the Response to Comments that its decision to 
employ source-wide emission limits calculated as rolling 365-day limits to restrict 
NO, and CO was based in large part on the substantial and unpredictable varia­
tions in emissions based on the atypical nature of Shell's operations. RTC 
at 26-27; Region Response at 18. Variability in Shell's exploratory operations, 
multiple engines and generators located on both the K11/l11k and numerous vessels 
in the Associated Fleet, the state of the weather and the sea, ice thickness, and the 
changing nature of the activities that Shell may need to conduct all influenced the 
Region's conclusion that the need for operational tlexihility made it impractical to 
establish unit-specific limits or operating parameters for i;ome pollutants, such as 
NO, and CO, that might typically be applied to limll a stationary !iource's PTE. 
RTC at 27; see Statement of Basis at 38. The Region continued that, in its judg­
ment, the choice to restrict the K11/l11k's PTE for NO, and CO mang source-wide 
emissions limits "accounts for variability in operations and emissions. yet still 

21 Appendix C of lhe NSR Manual ,s based largely on 1hc 1989 Guidance on L11ni1ing PTE. 

NSR Mwuwl a1 C.l n I. 
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provide~ assmance that limib on potential to emit can he enforced as- a prnc1ical 
matter." RTC at 28. 

Although the restnctions to ]unit the PTE of emission unit, located on the 
K11/f11J.. and the A~,ociated Fleet utilize a rolling 365-day lm11t. a longer lime pe 
riod than generally recommended in Agency guidance.~~ as the Region pomts out. 
the continuous monitoring and recordmg of fuel usage and the application of 
source-test derived or specified em1,sion factors have the practical effect of con­
~training Shell\ fuel use, thm ensuring compliance with the PTE limits. Region 
Response al 15, 17 (dung /11 re Pope & Talbot, Inc .• Petition No. VIH-2006-04 
(Adm'r 2007) (A.R. B-24), in wluch rolling emission limits in addition to pre­
scribed emis,ion factor, and appropriate monitoring and recordkeeping were suf­
ficient to restnct PTE).~-1 In essern.:e. although the Region could not incorporate 
more traditional operational luniti. into the Permit ba,ed on the atypical nature of 
the permitted activities, the daily calculation of NO. and CO emis,ions in con­
junction with continuous monitoring and recording of fuel u,age ensure that the 
NO, and CO PTE rel>trictions can be practically enforced. 

Despite the Region's explanation in the Response to Commenti; regarding 
the need to consider the facts unique to thi, Permit, neither ICAS nor REDOIL 
Petitioners explain why. e!:pecially in light of the Kulluk's atypical operatlom, ai; 

22 The 1989 Gu1dan,:c on Limiting PTE recommends that the time limit over which producuon 
or operational l11111ts extend should be "as short term as possible" in order ror ~uch limitations 10 he 
enrorceahle as a pnKtical 11\dller. and genernl!y not exceeding one month. but the Guidance also recog­
nizes that in r.,rc circumst,111ccs a limit spanning a longer tune 111.1y be appropriate. /989 Guicl,mc., 011 

Li111i1111x !'TE ,,t 9 The Guidance specifics that a limit sp,u1mng a longer time 1s appropriate ir n is 
rollmg anti thJt it should not exceed an annual hmit rolled on ,t monthly basis. /ti The Guidance also 
note, that: 

ll'Jcrmits where longer rolling limits arc used to restrict production 
should he issued only 10 ,;ources with substa1111,1I and unpre<lic1ahle an­
nual variation in production[I • • • Rolling limlls could he use<l .,swell 
for sources which shut down or curtail operation during part or a year on 
,\ regular seasonal qcle, hut the perminmg authority should lirsl explore 
the possibility of impo.,ing a momh-lly-month limit. 

Id at 9-IO. In this rnstam:c. although the Guidance was written prior to Congress authorizing El'A 10 
regulate air emissions from sources located on cert.iin areas of the OCS. ,,,,, Region Response at 17, 
mcludmg the Arcti~. the circumstances the Guidance anticipate~ that would make .i longer time limit 
appropriate apply 111 this instance to the K11/luk permit. where the operations arc seasonal and thus 
,an.,tmn in pro<luctmn would he suhstantial. s,,,, /989 G11id1111,·(' mi l.1111iti11g l'TF at 9-10. 

!• Although the Board agrees with Petitioners that the Region d1<l not cite this decision umil it 
sub1111llcd ns rc,pon~e to the petitions for review. and thus ji:~·cpts their reply briefs with respect to 
this pomt . . ,l",. rnprn Pan V, the Board nonetheless <lis:,grees that this pubhdy av:ulahle <lecisiun of the 
A<lmi111slr,1lor i, 1napposttc to the currem appeal. The !'op., & 1iilbo1 <lcds1on undcr,corcs the 
Agenq \ jhilny to excri:isc us discretion ,md i1s technical cxpcnisc 111 order to craft practically cn­
for,eahle ~ynthetic m111or limits. 
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compared to other stationary sources, the Permit's PTE limits are not practically 
enforceable. See Region Response at 17. Rather, Petitioners hew closely to the 
language in the 1989 Guidance on Limiting PTE prohibiting blanket emissions, 
asserting instead that because the Permit does not contain production or opera­
tional limits to restrict PTE, the NO, and CO emission limits constitute blanket 
emission limits that contravene Agency guidance. ICAS Petition at 11-14; 
REDOIL Petition at 9-11. The I 989 Guidance on Limiting PTE sets forth the 
types of limitations that will restrict a source's PTE and states in relevant part: 

To appropriately limit potential to emit * * * permits 
• * • must contain a production or operational limitation 
in addition to the emission limitation in cases where the 
emission limitation does not reflect the maximum emis­
sions of the source operating at full design capacity with­
out pollution control equipment. Restrictions on produc­
tion or operation that will limit potential to emit include 
limitations on quantities of raw materials consumed, fuel 
combusted. hours of operation, or conditions which spec­
ify that the source must install and maintain controls that 
reduce emissions to a specified emission rate or to a spec­
ified efficiency level. 

1989 Guidw1ce 011 Limiting PTE at 5-6.24 In addition, neither ICAS nor REDOIL 
Petitioners address the operational limits included in the Permit and discussed in 

i , The Guidance also acknowledges that the "particular circumstances of some individual 
sources make ii difficuh 10 stale operating parameters for control equipment limits in a manner that is 
easily enforceable as a practical matter" and lists two exceptions. /989 G11itlm1re 011 Limi1i11g PTE at 7. 
Allhough the Guidance preceded EPA's authority to reguhtle air emissions on parts of the OCS, see 
Region Response al 17, and thus could not have anticipated the circumstances of the permit al issue in 
these appeals. the Region noncthdess asserts that the circumstances surrounding the current permit arc 
sufficiemly analogous to the second exception for volatile organic compound ("VOC"J surface coating 
operations. which contemplates no add-on controls but .illows for the restriction of PTE by limiting the 
voe contents and quantities of coatings used. Id. al 17-19 (referring to /9X'J G11ida11ce m1 Limi1i11g 

PTE,118). 

The voe exception focuses on circumstances where operating and production parameters 
could 1101 be readily sci due 10 the wide variety of coatings and products and due lo the unpredictable 
nature of the operations. /98'-J G11idc111a 011 Li111i1i11g PTE at 8. The Region asserted that the rationale 
111forming the voe surface coaling operation exception is sufficiently similar lo the present circum­
stances and analogized that an effective way 10 restrict NO, and CO was through source-wide emis­
sions limits supported by 1c.~1-derivcd or specified emission factors. similar to the VOC content of 
coatmgs, co111inuous monitoring and recording of operational parameters, and trncking the quantity of 
voe coating used. RTe al 30; Region Response at 18. REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS assert that the 
VOC exception should be construed quite narrowly and that the VOC surface coating operation el\cep­
uon "nhin the I 989 Guidance on Limiting PTE could not apply 10 the K111/11k and the Associated 
Fleet See ICAS Petition al 20; REDOIL Petition al 13-1-1. Petitioners do not state more than a differ-

Continued 
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the Response to Comments . See RTC at 29 (di.;cussing hourly operational limits 
on mudline cellar drilling and overall drilling activity and the installation of SCR 
and OcyCat controls to limit NO, emis!.ions). 

Finally, ICAS challenges the Region'.; mcluston of requirements in the Per­
mit to calculate daily emissions for NO, and CO on a weekly ba,is. arguing that it 
is a "critical flaw to enforceability of the permit because it means that Shell will 
only know where 11 !,lands v1,;-a-vie [sic l its NO, and CO permit limits once a 
week." ICAS Petition at 14 (citing Penmt Conditions D.1.1. D.1.2). The Board 
finds ICAS's argument here unavailing in light of the Region's thorough explana­
tion in the Resporn,e to Comment~. See RTC at 44; Region Response at 19, 23. 
The Region explained that although the calculations of emi~sion limits will be 
conducted weekly, data is continuously collected and recorded and will eventually 
be generated in the '>ame term~ as the emission limit!.. See RTC at 44; Region 
Response at 23. Morem•er, the Region points out that Shell is required to process 
data from numerous emi-:,;ion units aero,;,; multiple ve"sels for 168 individual 
hours (24 hours x 7 days). RTC at 44. The permit requirement.; to continuously 
monitor and record data necessary to conduct daily emis<;iom calculations en­
sures, as ICAS raisei.. the ability to assess and verify compliance immediately 
should an inspector, the Region, or Shell require it. RTC at 44; Region Response 
at 23. In this in~tance, ICAS does not acknowledge the Region's response or ad­
dress why that respon1,e is inadequate and thus warrants review. As this Board has 
previously stated, "[p]etitions for review may not simply repeat objections made 
during the comment period; instead they mu~t demorn,trate why the permitting 
authority's response to those objections warrants review." Peahody. 12 E.A.D. 
at 46 n.58; accord /11 re K11a11f Fi/Jer Gh,ss G111bH. ("Knauf If'), 9 E.A.D. I, 5 
(EAB 2000): see ti/so standard of review d1scu~sion supra Part III. 

In addition, as the Board noted above in Part VI.A. l .b, the determination ot' 
a source's PTE i~ inherently an exerc1~e that requires technical experti!ie. Neither 
REDO IL Petitioners nor ICAS have met the part1cularly heavy burden of demon­
i,tratmg that review of the Region's decision~ to employ ~ource-wide emission 
limit~ to restrict the K111/11k'i: PTE is wan·anted. See. e.g .. Pea/Jody, 12 E.A.D. 
at 33; NE Hrr/J, 7 E.A.D. at 567 ("When issueh raised on appeal challenge a Re­
gion's technical judgments, clear error or a reviewable exercise of discretion is not 

(conlmucd) 

ern;e of op1mon or ahernall\e view on a ted1111c,1I issue. S,•e I\'£ Hub, 7 E.A.D ,It 567. Wnhout more, 
pc1111011ers cannot sus1,1111 lhc hurden or demonstrating th;lt review of the Region's exercise or us 1cch• 
nical Judgmcnl is \\arramc<l S a f',•abotl\. 12 E A.O. at 33; /11 re Teck Co111i11co Alaska /,tc., 

11 l:..A.D 457, 47' !l:.AB 2004) 
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established simply because petitioners document a difference m opinion or an al­
ternative theory regarding a technical matter."). 

b. Emission Factors 

An emission factor is a representative value used to relate the quantity of a 
pollutant released to the atmosphere with an activity associated with the release of 
that pollutant. U.S. EPA, AP-42, Co111pilatio11 of Air Pollutant Emission Factors. 
Volume I: Stationary Point and Area Sources I (Jan. 1995) (5th ed.) ("AP-42 
Guidance"). Emission factors essentially represent an average of a range of emis­
sion rates of the subject sources, Id. at 2. As stated above in Part VI.A.2, in this 
instance compliance with the PTE restrictions for NO. and CO are determined by 
calculating daily emissions of each pollutant, which requires multiplying the ap­
propriate emission factor by the recorded daily operation rate and dividing by 
2000 lb/ton. Permit Conditions D.4.1, D.4.2. 

REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS challenge several aspects of the Region's 
use of emission factors to assist in calculating compliance with the restricted PTE 
for both NO, and CO. Both petitioners challenge the Region's decision to forgo 
source-specific emission testing to estabhsh emission factors for all emission units 
on the K11/111k and the Associated Fleet and further asse11 that this will cause the 
Region and Shell to underestimate the quantities of NO, and CO emitted by the 
OCS source. ICAS Petition at 15-19: REDOIL Petition at 11-13. REDOIL Peti­
tioners and ICAS assert that the use of AP-42 emission factors and emission fac­
tors derived from Discoverer test results for those emission units that will not 
undergo source-specific testing constitutes clear error because these more generic 
emission factors will likely lead to an underestimation of emissions from the units 
to which they are applied. ICAS Petition at 16-18; REDOIL Petition at 11-12 
(referring to AP-42 emission factors as "notoriously inaccurate default factors"). 
Finally, ICAS challenges the frequency and number of stack tests used to develop 
source-specific emission factors for emission units and further asserts that by 
Shell's own admission there is a 15% variability in stack test data that results in a 
less conservative emission factor than the Region claims. ICAS Petition at 16-17. 

The Board notes at the outset that the development of emission factors for 
use in calculating daily emissions to determine compliance with PTE restrictions 
requires the sort of quintessential technical expertise the permit issuer possesses, 
here the Region, to which the Board will defer if "the record demonstrates that the 
Region duly considered the issues raised in the comments and if the approach 
ultimately selected by the Region is rational in light all of the information in the 
record." NE Hub, 7 E.A.D. at 567-68, quoted in Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 34; see 
also Avemrl Energy Ctr., 15 E.A.D. at 387. As explained more fully below, for 
each challenge regarding the derivation and use of emission factors set forth in the 
Permit, REDOIL Petitioners and ICAS have failed to sustain the particularly 
heavy burden petitioners must overcome to demonstrate that review of a funda-

VOLUME 1~ 



R002702

SHELL Off!>HORI:.. INC 

mentally technical decision is warranted. See, e.g., Peahod\', 12 E.A.D. at 33; 
NE H1th, 7 E.A.D. ,lt 567-68. 

The Region fully explained in the Response to Comments its rationale for 
supplementing source-specific emission factors derived for most of the emission 
umts or group-; of emission units located on the K11ll11k or the A<;sociated Fleet 
with either AP 42 emission factor..; '\ or emission factors derived from Diw;ove1e1 
source test data tor a minority of umts. RTC at 32-33; see aim Region Response 
at 20-21. In support of its decision to utilize a mix of ,ource-specific testing for 
emission factor-; in addition to using AP-42 and Discol'erer test data emission 
factors. the Region stated that it "believes the permit strikes an appropriate bal­
ance between the need for accurate emis-;ion factors to reliably calculate emis-

" ICAS's aucmpt lo analogize the situation the Boan.I confromcd in l'e"/10,~v lo the current 
permit appc:11 falls short. Although P,•abod_r discusses the use or AP-42 emission factors in a PTE 
calculation where the source was seeking synthetic minor status. ICAS foils 10 acknowledge critical 
factual clements that distinguish P,•ahmly from the cu1Tent appeal. 

In l'eabod\·, the perminee was a large coal-processing plant buill prior to the effecti\'c date of 
the l'SD program that requested a l'TE limit for patticulare matter with a diameter or IO microns or 
less ("PM,o"> in the pcnnincc's Title V permit so that lhc facility could remain a synthetic minor source 
for PM,., emissions should it conduc1 any major modifications in the future. Sc,· l'cahody. 11 E.A.D. 
at 24-3-l. Of critical importance, the facility's emissions were primarily l"ugitivc, and thus. emission 
lcsting to directly me:1surc Pl\1 111 emissions was not fcasihlc. Id. al 3-l. The permiuec consequcmly 
submitted a request for a PTF. limit based on a quantitati,·e estimate of the facility's capacity 10 emit 
PMio, which in turn relied on estimates of uncontrolled emissions from each unit based on the applica­
tion of AP--H emission factors that were then used to estimate ncr emissions h}' applying assumed 
emission conrrol efficiencies for the emission control c<1u111111ent muse. lei at 14-3~ & n.3 t Pcahod)"s 
proposed compliance regimen did not include direct measurement of PM I cnussions. As 1he Board 
slated. "[h ]ecause Peabody's approach would rely entirely on the apphc,ltmn of emission tac1ors and 
assumed control efficiencies. for purposes of both est1ma11ng maximum cmiss1nns capacity and 1110111-

loring ongoing complian<·c, the accuracy and appropriateness of the emission factors and the control 
efficiency assumptious were lhe focal point of Region !X's analysis of Peabody's proposal." /,/, 
al 35-36. 

Contrary to the facility in /'n1/){Jdy. in this instance the usc of AP-42 factors to calcul,ltc com­
pliance with restricted IY["E for NO, and CO was essentially a last resort melhod for calculallng com­
pliance. whereas the emission units that :iccounted for al least 90% of the NO, ,m<l CO c!misstons were 
subject to source-specific emission testing. s.,,, it/. at 32-33. The Region mJdc clear th:u in the rel.1-
1ivcly small number or instances where an AP-42 emission factor \\as employed to calculate compli 
ance with PTE. the Region chose conserva1i,·ely higher emission factors In Pmbod_1. rhe Region 
made" technical determination and "concluded that Pc,1body h,,d not ,uffic1entl)' dc1nons1rn1cd that ii 
met lhc central criteria for establishing l!Yl'EI - technical accur.iq and a rchahlc method of determin­
ing compliance." Id. at 39. In this instance. lhe Region made a technical determmation that Shell has 
sufficiently demonstrated that the Kr,1/uk could demonstrate compliance wnh the NO, and CO PTE. 
limits included in lhe permil in a manner that is 1ech111cally accurate. and that the compliance of the 
emission units can be verified based on source-spec11ic testtng The Region's e.,ercise of its 1ech111cal 
e.,penise to conclude that in limited circumstances AP-~2 cnussmn factors were apprnpriate lo dcmon­
slrale rnmpliancc with the restricted (YJ"E is rational 111 hghl of all of the information in the record . 
Thus, ICAS's contention that P,·abody governs the appe.tl currentl) before the Board is unpasu,1sive . 
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sions for comparison to permit limits and the complexity of testing numerous 
emission units in a sho11 period of time." RTC at 33. The Region also noted that, 
in response to comments received, it decided to require source-specific emission 
testing for incinerators and that, after that change, the permit will require source 
testing of emission unit,; that constitute 91 % of NO, and 97% of CO emissions. 
Id. at 32. Of the remaining units that were not required to undergo source testing 
to develop an emission factor, the Region set forth in detail why it had chosen 
emission factors derived from Discm•erer source test data or the AP-42 emission 
factors. in many instances raising the value of an emission factor to provide a 
more conservative estimate of emissions .:!/> Id. at 32-33; see also Region Response 
at 20; Statement of Basis at 38 (noting that testing for .,;ource-specific emission 
factors (Permit Condition E.2) uses a protocol that results in conservatively high 
unit-specific emission factors that in turn help to ensure compliance with PTE}. 

1• The Region e.,plained m 1he S1mement of Basis 1ha1 an imporlanl element of Permit Condi -
1ion E.2. which ca1alogues the procedures for conducting lcsts to determine cquipmen1.spccific cmi,·­
sion faclors, "ts the sclci:tion of worst[-Jcasc emission factors for each emission unit or grnup of emis­
sion units 1ested." Statement of Basis al -H; se,· ,,/,u Permit al 52-56. The record demons1ra1es 1ha1 the 
Region thoughtfully and judiciously employed emission factors derived from Discm·erer iesi d.ita and 
Al'-42 emission factors. and cons1s1cn1ly chose higher. more conservative emission factors when there 
was any question or discrepancy. For e.,ample, for those NO, emission u11i1s for which the Permit does 
nol require source testing and that rely on emission factors hased on Di.K,Jl'et·l'r lest data, the Region 
adjusted the emission factor to reflect 1he consen athc 90•h percentile (or higher) \'alues from 1he 1es1 
da1a. RTC at 32. The Region furlher explained thal for heaters and boilers - lhe only remaining group 
of NO, cm1ss1on units that rely on AP-42 for emission factors - the Region expects 1hc AP--12 emis­
sion fac1or lo be a conservative representation of actual emissions. hi. (noting that while AP-42 pre­
dicted an NO, emission factor for heaters and boilers of 0.02 lh/gal, Shell 1esttng of Disnn·en:1 boilers 
shows a range of values between 0.01 I lh/gal ,md 0.015 lh/ga)): ·"'" a/.w RTC al 46 (noting that the 
boiler and heater NO, emission factor used in lhc K11//11k permit is "lower lhan the Di scrm:rt r BACT 
limit for similar eqmpment, hut ts higher than available test data for a similar source"). ICAS chal­
lenged the Region's use of an NO, emission foctor in the Permit thal is lower than lhe one in lhc 
l)ismvaer pcrmtls, see ICAS Pet11ion at I K-19, but ICAS failed in its pctilion to even acknowledge 
the Region's response 10 i1s comment regarding 1he NO, emission factor for healers and ho1lers, lei 
alone "substantively confront the permit issuer's subsequent explan,ttion." l'eltbo,{_1. 12 E.A.D . • ,t 33 
(ci1mg /11 re Zion £11erp,r, LLC. 9 E.A.D. 701. 705 <EAB 201 I)). 

W11h respect 10 emission units 1ha1 will nol undergo source testing to verify CO emission fac­
tors. the Region similarly explained that ii believed emission factors arc reasonable for use m the 
permit given that AP-42 emission factors will rcpresenl only 3% of the total CO cm1ss1ons. RTC at 32 
In addition, the Region notes 1hat 1he CO emissions from tes1s conduc1ed for two boilers on the Dis­
co1•,•1·er were nearly tdcnlical 10 the AP-42 emission faclor. Id. al 33 (explaining 1hm the Region cho.sc 
1hc highest. mos1 conscrvalive emission factor of the three). Finally. the Region notes 1ha1 one of 1hc 
potential oil spill and response boats has an ac1ual CO emission factor for ils propulsion engine that ,s 
based on the manufaclurer's data and is one 1enlh of whal lhe AP-42 fo,tor predicts. Id. ; Sl.'t' a/.w 
Permit Table D.2.2 (dcmonslrating that the Region i:hosc to include 1he much higher AP-42 cm1ss100 
r,,ctor lor 1he OSRV propulsion engine). 
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While REDOIL Petitioners27 and ICAS may disagree with the Region's approach. 
Petitioners do not demonstrate that the Region's choices in deriving emission fac­
tors for emission units will result in an underestimation of pollutants emitted by 
the K11ll11k and the Associated Fleet. The Region has demon<;trated that it balanced 
its primary task of accurately calculating NO, and CO emi<;sion factors to ensure 
that the K11ll11k and the Associated Fleet will not exceed the restricted PTE with 
the practical need to calculate emission factors for numerous and varied emission 
units aboard both the K11ll11k and the Associated Fleet. The Board has frequently 
stated that it will not grant review where. as here. the record demonstrates a bona 
fide difference of opinion or alternative theory regarding a technical matter but 
the approach the Region ultimately selected is rational m hght of all the informa­
tion in the record. Peahody, 12 E.A.D. al 34 (quoting NE Hub, 7 E.A.D. at 567). 

Finally, ICAS asserts that the Discm•erer source te~t data is not sufficient to 
accurately generate worst-case scenario emission factors f01 K11ll11k emission units 
because similar sources tested on the Discoverer were <;ubject to BACT, and fur­
ther. that in using stack test results from the Discol'erer to develop emission fac­
tors for the Kulluk permit. the Region never accounted for "15% variability in 
Shell's stack tests," resulting in inadequate emission factor!>. ICAS Petition 
at 17-19. The Region points out, however, that the Discovere, stack tests on 
which the Region relied to calculate the 90'" percentile value and a<;sess the appro­
priateness of AP-42 factors were not subject to post-combustion controls limiting 
NO, or CO and thus provided an appropriate comparison for purposes of deriving 
emission factors for the K11/111k. Region Response at 21 (citing Disco,·erer stack 
test results and communications discussing them in the administrative record, spe­
cifically A.R. B-55. B-63. C-406, and C-489}. With respect to the 15% variability 
in stack test results~K that ICAS alleges, the Region points to the technical litera-

" Rl:.DOIL Petitioners t·ontcnd that the Region's recognition that Shell '~ approach imolves 
"inherent uncertamty" regardmg "hal equipmelll will be aboard the K11/l11k ,md the Associated f-1eet , 
which 111 tum requires "thorough ,ource lesllng." coupled with the Region's rcfus,11 to require source 

testing for all equipment. ,s "internally inconsistent and thus arbitrary and unlawtul" Rl:.DOIL Pcrnion 
al 12. 1-lowever. the Region responded that n used 11s techmcal expertise 10 determine th,ll in tlm, 
instance. a 1111x of hoth sourcc-spcc1fic testing lo derive cnussion facto.-s . m addition to usmg AP-42 
factor~ and emission factors dcnvcd from D1.«·m•ae1 test datJ "here appropriate. wJs rcasonahlc Jnd 
not mtons1s1e111. Region Response Jl 20-21. The Board agrees wllh the Region that the decision to use 
sourcc-spedfic testing lo denvc cm1~,1on factors. in conJUnclion with the emission factor., developed 
from D1.1·rm•erer data and from /\P-42. 1s mhcrcntly technical In order to cffediv~ly exercise ,ts cx­
(lerlise. the Region should not. as Rl:.DOIL Pet1t1oners suggest, he c.ihined hy a rigid interpret,111on of 
ho11 c1111ss1on fa,lors should he determined. REDOIL Pclllioncrs h,1ve f.tilcd to meet the par11cul,1rl) 
lugh threshold f01 demonstrating thJt Board rcv,c" of the Region's fundamentally technical decision is 
wamuued Pcubwl, 17 E.A [) at 33-3-1. 

" JC/\S also asserts that slack t~sts arc "condurtcd once a year for one or two years dcpcndmi 
on the source." ,11 three different loads. ,111d e,en when the worst-case emissions ,ire used. the ~t:1ct-: 
tc, ts foil to ac<:nunl far Shell's varying c1111ss1ons ICAS Pclilloll ,It 16. The Rci;1011 c.~pl,1incd III r~· 

Contmued 

VOLUME IS 



R002705

ENVIRONMENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS 

lure Shell referenced in Shell's comments, which addresses "uncertainty in deter­
mining front-half PM [pa11iculate matter) emission rates" and does not directly 
address procedures for deriving NOx and CO emission factors. Id. at 22-23: see 
also Permit Conditions E.1.2, E.1.7, E.1.14 (requiring Shell to submit a testing 
plan and follow EPA-approved test methods, and establishing Region's authority 
to require additional stack tests if necessary). As the Region correctly points out, 
ICAS has not demonstrated that the worst-case stack test results, which embody 
the Region's fundamentally technical determinations, will be biased low and 
underreport emissions. Region Response at 22-23; see, e.g., Teck Cominco. 
11 E.A.D. at 473 (discussing heavy burden assigned to petitioners seeking review 
of issues that are essentially technical in nature). 

3. ICAS Has Failed to De111011strate That the Region Clearly Erred 
in Restricting the K11f/11k cmd the Associate,/ Fleet's Potentiul to 
Emit GHGs 

ICAS also challenges the Permit's GHG emission limit, which restricts 
Shell's annual GHG emissions to 80,000 tpy of carbon dioxide equivalent 
("CO.e'').?'' See ICAS Petition at 21-26; see also Permit Condition D.4.4: RTC 
at 28. EPA promulgated regulations, commonly referred to as the "Tailoring 
Rule," that set forth applicability criteria to determine which GHG emission 
sources become subject to the PSD and Title V programs under the Act.10 Preven­
tion of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule, 
75 Fed. Reg. 31,514, 31,516 (June 3. 2010). In this instance, despite the fact that 

(<:ontinued) 
sponse that Permit Condition .E..2.1 requires each source-tested unit to be tested prior lo each or the 
first two dnlling- seasons and subsequendy e1·ery two or five years depending on an)' vari:ib1hl}' ob­
served III the re.,uhs of the two initial tc,.ts . Region Response at 22: Xt'<' <ll.w Statement of Bam· .11 -14 
(frequency of source-specific emission lactor testing arter first two )Car~ based on vanab1hty of 1e­
su!ts) . Further. each test requires three I -hour runs at each of the three tested operating loads. which 
results in nine results total for each ,1g,;rcgate soun;e test. Region Response ,ll 22 Without more than 
its bare assertion that the curr~nt source tests do nOI adequately address Shell'$ varying cnussions 
when the data 1s used to derive ffllist>ion factors. ICAS cannot demonstrate that the permit conditions 
that dictate the frequcnC)' and parmnctcrs or source tests warrant Bo,,rd review 

"' GHGs arc defined as "the aggregate group ol' six greenhouse gases carbon dioxide. mlrous 
oxide. methane. h~droflourocarbons. perflourocarbons. and sulfur hcx ~flouride ." 40 C.F R . 
§ 52.21 (b)H9)(i). CO!C represents the amount of GHGs emi!led and is computed by •tm]ulllpl)lng the 
mi\Ss amount of emissions (tpy). for each or the six greenhouse gases in 1hc pollutant GHGs, by the 
g.is's associated global warming potential pubh.<hed at Table A- I subpart A of 140 C .F .R. J part 9& of 
this chapter Global Wannmg Potentials." Id. § 52.2l(b)(49)(1i)(a ). 

'" The regulations provide that any source that is cons1derul a new maJor sour~'e for a regu­
lated NSR pollutant other than GHGs will also be subject to regulallon for GHG1;if II emib or has the 
potential to emit 75.000 tpy or more or CO!C 40 C.F.R. § 52.21 (b)(-19}(/vJ New ~tat1onary ,.-ourccs 
that emit or ha,·c the potential to emit more than I 00.000 lpy or more or CO.ie .ire al~o QlbJecl to 
regula11011 ror GHGs. Id. § 52.21(b)(49)(v) 
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the OCS source\ pre-permitted potential to emit exceeded 100,000 tpy of CO.e . 
. ~ee Statement of Basil> at 24. the Permit restricts the potential to emit GHG-; to 
80,000 tpy of CO~e and thu~ prevenb Shell trom being subject to regulation for 
GHGs under the PSD program. See RTC at 24. 

As noted previously, the vast majority of emi~sions. including GHG emh­
sion~. from both the K11l/11k and the A,~oc1ated Fleet result from internal combu<;­
tion sources such as engines and boiler,;, ,,long with incinerators. Statement of 
Ba,is at 12. 14, 39; RTC at 35. The Permit contains operational restrictions on the 
amount of time ,1 source can operate. the amount of fuel and waste combusted, 
and the type of fuel combusted to ensure compliance with the Permit's GHG 
emission limit. ' 1 See Statement of Basis at 37-39: RTC at 33-36; id. at 34-35 (not 
ing that in rei.pon~e to comments the Region adjusted the methane emission factor 
upward by a factor of four to represent a reasonable upper-bound estimate of the 
number of wells that could he drilled in a single sea,;on. which m turn required a 
small reduction to the total amount of fuel that may be combu.,ted in engines and 
boilers during any rolling 12-month period). In addition to the combustion sources 
and the incinerators. a relatively small amount of GHG emission, in the form of 
methane results from the drilling mud system ("DMS").-1

~ See RTC at 35. GHG 
emil>sions from the OMS, calculated at 85 tpy of CO1e, represent only 0.11 % of 
the total GHG emissions allowed under the permit, 80,000 tpy of CO2e. Id. The 
Region calculated an unrestricted PTE for methane emissions of 1,596 lbs/month. 

'' The Pernut 1mposc=s annu,11 hm11s of 120 days of opera11on as an OCS ~oun:e during a drill­
mg sc,1son. which spans from July I through November 30. and 1,632 hours of 101,11 drilling activity in 
a drilling season. of which only ~80 hours ma) be used lo conduct mudlinc cellar dnlhng ac11v11y. 
which is expected to genernte the most air rollut1011. S,·,· Permit Conditions D.l 1-D.l.5 . The Perm11 
also hnnts the lolal ,1ggrcgalc combustion of fuel over ., 12-monlh rolling period. lhc type of fuel 
comhusled. and the tolal aggrcgalc daily wasle-combusting capacity of incinerators . . Set! Pcrmll Comh­
lions D.4.6-.7, 9; se,• also RTC at 34-l5. In addition. the Permll inc:ludes various monllonng and 
rccordkccpmg requirements lo documcnl when cmossio11s should he counted toward enuss1on limits . 

h:sling requirements for the dc,·i, atinn of soun:c-spcc1lic emission factors. lracl.ing and doc.:umema1ion 
requirements for the fuel and waste combusted. and maintenance requirements to ensurc= that em1ss1on 
unils .,re properly opcrntcd and maintained s,,, Permit Conditions D 1-.4. D 8 F 2 I- 7. l'<"f a/w RTC 
at 36-n. ~3 

'1 The Region el\plained methane emissions from the OMS as follows: 

When \\'ells arc drilled through porous. hydrocarhon[-Jhearing rock. 
drilling fluids (mud) circulated through 1he drill hit can C<lrT)' gaseous 
hydrocarbons from 1hc well hack to (the] Kulluk. These gases arc typo 
Cally released as fugitive emissions when the mud is processed for reuse 
on the Kulluk or stored ;ind shipped away; however. some of the emis­
sions pass through a venl. 

Stalcmcnl of B:,sis al 38. 
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the equivalent of 17 tons per month ("tpm") of C02e. 13 Id. The Permit accounts in 
Condition 4.4.2 for methane emissions encompassing the source's full unrestricted 
PTE of l 7 tpm of C02e, which are added to GHG emissions from combustion 
sources when calculating total GHG emissions. See Statement of Basis at 39; 
Shell Discoverer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 516. 

ICAS raises several challenges to the Permit's GHG emission limit. Similar 
to its challenges of the Permit's synthetic minor limits for NO,, CO, and S02, 
ICAS contends that the Permit contains a blanket emission limit for GHGs that is 
practically unenforceable and further asserts that the requirement that GHG emis­
siom; only be calculated monthly to determine compliance with the established 
rolling l2-month limit is inadequate to verify compliance "in a given moment." 
ICAS Petition at 21-22 (citing NSR Manual at C.3, C.5, H.5); see Permit Condi­
tions D. l.3 -.4. In addition, ICAS asserts that the Region clearly erred by ac­
cepting an owner-requested limit for methane attributable to mud off-gassing 
from the OMS that is not only unenforceable, but also less than the "maximum 
expected capacity" or "upper-bound projection" ConocoPhillips submitted in an­
other Arctic OCS permit proceeding. Id. at 22-26. 

Based on the foregoing information, ICAS's general assertion that the GHG 
emission limit is practically unenforceable must fail. The Region has demon ­
strated in both the Permit and the documentation in the record supporting the Per­
mit that it crafted a synthetic minor limit that would not only prevent Shell from 
being subject to regulation under the PSD program for GHG emissions. but also 

" In c;akulating lhe unrcslrictcd PTE for DMS mclhanc cnussions. the Region included sev­
eral conservalive assumptions to ensure a w1de margin of safely for lotal methane emissions over 
Shell's five-month period of operation. 5,.,. RTC at 34: Option., f <1r L1111i1i11g PTE :11 8 tnoting 1hat for 
sources with inherent physical limitations that restrict the potential emissions of an emissions unit. if 
such limitations can Ile documented and confirmed, lhe permillmg authority may tactor them into 
estinmtes of a stationary source's PTE). For example, the Region assumed that the total unrestricted 
PTE for DMS methane emissions for the entire five month~ of drilling operations would be cmillcd 
during each of the five months. RTC at 35. 

In addition. despite much of the methane emission~ being fugiti vc emissions that arc not 
counted towards PSD applicability for exploratory drill rigs, sec 40 C.F.R. § 51 .2l(b)(l)(iii), Shell 
agreed to consider all of lhe methane emissions from the DMS as poinl source emissions that IA'Ould 
count towards Shell's potential to emit GHGs. See RTC at 35 . sec a/,w Statement of Basis at 38-39. In 
its petition, ICAS disputes the Region's claim that counting ~uch fugitive emissions towards PTE rep­
resents a conservative approach 1ha1 lends a "measure of safc1y" and asserts that the part 71 regulations 
governing Title V permits require such fugitive cmi~sions lo be included. ICAS Petition at 24 (citing 
40 C.F.R. § 71.-'(dJ. which states that fugitive emissions from a part 71 source "shall be included in the 
permit application and the part 71 permit in the same manner as st:tck emission~") However. a., the 
Region correctly points out in its response. the definilions of major source in both 40 C.F.R. 
§ 52.2 l(b)( I )(iii) and 40 C.F.R. § 7 1.2 make clear 1hat fugitive emissions are not considered when 
determining whether a source is a major source. Region's Response at 26 n.21 (cllmg lhc Tailoring 
Rule and noting that it retained this approach of determining "hcther a source becomes subject to 
regulation for GHGs). 
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would be practically enforceable as a result of the numerous operational restric­
tions in combination with monitoring. recordkeeping. and reporting requirements 
contained in the Permit. While ICAS acknowledges the operational limits con­
tained in the Permit. ICAS simultaneously disputes their efficacy without explain­
ing why such operational limits will not have their intended effect of restricting 
Shell's potential to emit GHGs.q See ICAS Petition at 21-22. Wi1hout stating 
more than mere disagreement. ICAS cannot meet the especially high threshold of 
demonstrating that the Region's inherently technical decisions regarding the GHG 
emission limit warrant Board review. See. e.g .. NE Hub Partners, 7 E.A.D. 
at 567; Shell Discoverer 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 501. 

ICAS's more specific conlention that the Region clearly erred by accepting 
an owner requested restriction for methane from mud off-gassing that is practi­
cally unenforceable is unavailing. See ICAS Petition at 22-26. ICAS raised this 
same argument in previous appeals of two OCS PSD permits the Region issued to 
Shell for operations in the Chukchi Sea of the Arctic OCS. See Shell Discol'erer 
2012. 15 E.A.D. at 514-19; see also supra note 20. In brief, the monthly calcula­
tion of methane to be released in mud off-gassing in both Shell Disco1wer 20/2 
and the current appeal are not only the same amount. 17 tpm, they also both re­
flect the unrestricted PTE for methane emissions from DMS operations. See RTC 
at 34-35; Shell Discol'erer 2012, IS E.A.D. at 517-18. The Board rejects ICAS's 
assertion in this instance, relying on the same reasons it gave in Shell Discm•erer 
2012: 

[T]he Permit[] in this case do[es] not include owner re­
quested limits on PTE for methane emissions. Rather. 
* * * methane emissions were assumed to occur at the 
source['sl full PTE for the five-month drilling season 

11 Similarly. ICAS\ contention that the Region clearly erred hy nol requmng more frequent 
calculations of GHG emissions than the monthly calcul:,tions the Permit requires, '"" Conditions 
D 1.3-A. falls short. fhc Region explained that its dcc1s1on to calculate emissions on a monthl}' basis 
stemmed from "good confidence in the overall [GHG emission) compliance techmque and therefore 
'}early' emissions arc required lo he :summed only monthly." Statement of Basis at 18 Although GHG 
emission calculat1ons will be c-akulat~d once a month based on the Region's st.itcd confidence in its 
compliance method, the data required to 1m1ke ~ud1 calculations is collected contmuously through fuel 
us,1gc mo111toring. RTC al 43-44 ("Shell is gcncr;11ly rc<1mred to continuously measure and rewrd, on 
an hourly basis. the fuel consumed by each enus,ion unn or group of emission umts "); u ,: ol.w Re­
gion Response at 24 (citing /989 G11ida11cr 011 I.1mitit,g PTE m1d notmg that "in hght of ,umu.il rnna­
t1ons in opcr.,tions and the facl that the source operates during only p.,rt of the year" the Region dctcr­
mincJ that a 12-month rolling lnnit for CO..: w~s appropriate as slated) Again, ICAS ha, foiled lo 
meet its hlll'Jen of Jemonstr;iling that review 1s warranted. where, as here. it has not .iJJresseJ the 

Region's stated ration.,lc for requiring only monthly rnllulation ofGHG emissions and ha, not demon­
strated that monthly c.ilculation of GHG e1111ss1on would inhibit verification of rnmpli.incc with the 

GHG emission limit Sn· .l'H/>111 Part 111. 
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(0.798 tons per month),-1~ and the Permit[] count[s) these 
emissions towards the total GHG limitation * • • . The 
Region determined that because these unrestricted emis­
sions of methane (when combined with GHG emissions 
from combustion sources) would not result in an ex­
ceedance of the Permit('s] total GHG emissions limit, ad­
ditional permitting restriction limits were not required. 

Under these circumstances, ICAS's reliance on the re­
quirement that permits include conditions ensuring the en­
forceability of limitations on a source's PTE is misplaced, 
as the Permits do not contain owner requested limits on 
methane emissions or otherwise limit the source('s] PTE 
from OMS operations. 

Shell Disco11erer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 517-18 (citations omitted). 

In addition, ICAS has not demonstrated that the Region's ca\culat1on of 
methane emissions from the OMS underestimated the "upper-limit" projection that 
is in turn used to identify the "maximum capacity" of a source based on an "inher­
ent physical limitation." RTC at 34 (citing Options for Limiting PTE at 8 and 
Memorandum from John Seitz, Dir., Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, 
to Reg'! Air Dirs., U.S. EPA, Calrnlating Potential to Emit (PTE) and Other Gui­
dance for Grain Ha11dling Facilities at 4-5 (Nov. 14, 1995) (A.R. B-10) [hereinaf­
ter Grain Handling Guidance]). ICAS's assertion is premised on ConocoPhillips' 
higher estimate of DMS methane emissions submitted to the Region in another 
permit proceeding concerning exploratory drilling in the Arctic OCS. ICAS Peti­
tion at 23-26. However, ICAS simply states that the discrepancy between Shell's 
and ConocoPhillips' calculations of OMS methane emissions means that the Re­
gion clearly erred in accepting Shell's methane calculations, but it does not ac­
knowledge or evaluate the record information Shell submitted that explains in 
depth the causes for the divergent methane calculations.-1~ Upon considering this 

" This is the same unrestricted PTE for methane emissions as m the K11//11k permit ( 1596 lb / 

2000 lb = 0 798 tons). 

•• In Shell Disrn,·tru 1012. ICAS asserted that it was unable 10 evaluate the basis for Shell's 
estimates of DMS methane emissions that the Region had relied on to calculate PTE because Shell did 
not release ns estimates uni ii 11fter the close of the comment period. IS E. A .D. J I 517 n.63. In that 
instance. 1he Board concluded that the Rcg,on was authorized to supplement the record with previ­
ously unavailable information confirrn111g that Shell's estimate of methane PTE was a reasonable up• 
per-bound estinmlion, and "(t]hus. ICAS had the opportunity to evaluate lhe bas,s for Shell's PTE 
estimates and the Region's assessment of those estimates m preparing ns appeal to this Board." Id. 
(citing /11 re C11pc \Vi11d Assoc .. LLC. 15 E.A.D. '27, 132-33. 335 (EAB 201 I). and 40 C F.R. 

§§ 12-tl?(a)-,(b) . . 18(b)>. 
Continued 
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information. the Region exercised its technical expertise in concluding that Shell\ 
estimates of methane emissions from the DMS were permissible, especially given 
the conservative assumptions the Region incorporated when calculating PTE. 
ICAS does not address either the record information that supports the Region's 
decision to accept Shell's methane estimate or the Region's slated rationale for 
concluding that methane monitoring is not required. See RTC at 35-36 (explaining 
that. hased on the inherent limitations that exist and the relatively small contribu­
tion of the DMS to overall GHG emissions, the Region does not believe monitor­
ing of OMS emissions or operations is necessary in addition to the monitoring 
already required in the permit). As this Board has often stated. a petitioner cannot 
demonstrate that review is wananted if the petitioner fails to substantively con­
front a permit issuer's response. Pealwdy. 12 E.A.D. at 33 (noting that to obtain 
review a petitioner must "explain why. in light of the permit issuer's rationale. the 
permit is clearly enoneous or otherwise deserving of review"); see also /11 re BP 
Cherry Point. 12 E.A.D. 209, 217 (EAB 2005). Moreover, as stated above. the 
Region's decision regarding the GHG emission limit is inherently technical in na­
ture, and ICAS has fallen short of the particularly high threshold it must meet to 
demonstrate that review of the Region's technical determination is warranted. 
See Peabody. 12 E.A.D. at 33-34; see also NE Huh, 7 E.A.D. at 567-68. 

4. The Regio11 Did Not Clearly Err i11 Restricting OCS Source's 
Pote11tia/ to Emit SO2 

The Permit restricts SO1 emissions from the Kul/uk and the Associated Fleet 
to no more than 10 tpy. well below the 250 tpy PSD threshold level. See Permit 
Condition D.4.3. Compliance with this limit is determined on a rolling 12-month 
basis and is achieved by requiring that Shell not combust any liquid fuel with 
sulfur content greater than 0.01 percent by weight in any emission unit on the 
K11lluk or the Associated Fleet and that all fuel purchased for use in emission units 
on the K111/11k and Associated Fleet have a maximum sulfur content of 0.0015 
percent by weight. Permit Conditions D.4.5, D.4.9. Shell is required to keep diesel 

(cnnllnucdl 
The matenal 111 quesuon 1s not only in the record submttted with the Disw1·,•1'f!r appeals, it also 

appears 111 the record for the instant appe,,1 See E mail from Susan Childs. Shell. to Doug Hardesty. 
!:.PA Region IO (Sept. 16. 2011 l-t:31 pm PDT) (AR. CCC 438 in Shell Di.fcorerer 20/2 and 
A R C-575 m the cun·ent appeal>. Thus 111 the current appeal there i, no c1uestion that the information 
from Shell cl,mfymg and cxpl.1imng its estim,1te of Di11S mclhane emissions, including the highl) 
.:onsena1i,e assumptions Shell mcluded m its cstunatc, was at ICAS's dispos,11 In addition. Shell 
submllted further danlication of its DMS methane est11nmes as compared to ConocoPhillips' in order 
to "cxpl,,in how diffcren, assumption, led to different results. and why Shell hclievcs that ConocoPhil­
lips' estimate is unrealistically high." 1:.-mail from Susan Childs, Shell, to EPA Region IO (Sept. 20. 
2011 17:57 pm PDT) (A.R C-577) ICAS's petition does not ,1ddress either or these record submis­
sions or the Regmn's reh,mcc on this inl'orrnauon to determine that the Region's calculation of meth­
ane emissions from the DMS represents "a reasonable upper-hound projection for Shell's operations 
(that I 1s not expected to he exceeded under any rea,onably anticipated operating s,en;irio." RTC at :l5. 
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fuel purchase records documenting sulfur content for each batch of fuel pur­
chased. Permit Condition D.4.9.2. In addition. the total amount of fuel combusted 
in engines and boilers must not exceed 7,004,428 gallons during any rolling 
12-month period. Permit Condition D.4.6; see also Permit Condition F.2.4 (re­
quiring Shell to ( 1) obtain representative fuel samples and determine fuel sulfur 
content in parts per million from fuel storage tanks on the K111/11k and the Associ­
ated Fleet prior to their mobilization, (2) determine the sulfur content of each 
delivery of fuel to the K111/11k and the Associated Fleet once the vessels are mobil­
ized. and (3) maintain records of all sampling and analysis). 

ICAS asserts that the Region justifies its blanket SO2 emissions limits by 
including "purported 'operational limits"' that restrict fuel content and usage and 
concludes that compliance with the restricted PTE for S02 is practically unen­
forceable because these operational limits are not unit-specific and because the 
overall limit is based on a 12-month rolling limit. ICAS Petition at 26-27. ICAS 
offers no explanation as to why the operational limits and averaging time the Re­
gion chose to include in the Permit, both of which are clearly considered legiti­
mate in Agency guidance, nonetheless constitute clear error. See Region Response 
at 28; Options 011 Limiting PTE attach. I at 5 ("(L]imitations on sulfur dioxide 
emissions could be based on specified sulfur content of fuel and the source's obli­
gation to limit usage to certain maximum amounts."); 1989 Guidance 011 Limiting 
PTE at 9-10 (noting that in certain situations a rolling limit of up to a year may be 
appropriate for sources with "substantial and unpredictable annual variation in 
production." including "source which shut down or curtail operation during part of 
the year on a regular seasonal cycle"). 

ICAS also challenges the monitoring provisions for small and/or infre­
quently used emission units that are not required to have fuel flow monitors. 
ICAS Petition at 27. As the Region correctly points out, however, ICAS makes no 
attempt to explain why the specified fuel measurement alternatives, together with 
the requirement to measure and record fuel usage before and after operation, do 
not allow for a reliable and accurate assessment of fuel usage. Region Response 
at 28 (citing Permit Condition F.2.2.2). Here again, ICAS offers nothing more 
than a bald asse11ion of clear error without any analysis of why the Region etTed. 
Where, as here, the Region's decision was technical in nature, ICAS has failed to 
meet the particularly high threshold for establishing that review of the Region's 
technical determination is warranted. 

5. Shell's Minor Source Permit ls Not a "Sham" Permit 

ICAS asserts that in order to ensure the K11l/11k's status as a minor source, 
Shell has agreed to operational limitations in its OCSffitle V permit that are not 
represented in other authorizations and permit applications for Shell's exploratory 
activities in the Beaufort Sea. ICAS Petition at 28. ICAS alleges that Shell's inci­
dental hazard assessment, required under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 
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16 U.S.C. § 1371 (a)(5 )( A), (D). authorizes 78 days of drilling whereas the 
OCSrfitle V permit only authorizes 68 days of drilling. Id. Based on this single 
discrepancy. ICAS categorically concludes that "Shell is submitting permit appli­
cations and seeking authorization from other agencies with different plans than 
are provided for in its air permit." ICAS Petition at 28-29. ICAS also asserts that 
the Region did not adequately respond to its concern that Shell's application for a 
minor source permit is a sham.-17 Id. 

At the outset. the Board notes that ICAS's assertion that Shell has secured a 
sham minor source permit with the intention to avoid preconstruction review as a 
major source under the PSD program is wholly unsupported in the record.1x As 
the Region noted in the Response to Comments. there is nothing to indicate that 
Shell intends to later apply to the Region to remove the synthetic limits contained 
in the Permit. RTC at 22. The Region continued that, regardless of what the inci­
dental hazard assessment says regarding the number of days Shell may drill, Shell 
nonetheless "must comply with all requirements of the Kulluk Permit and failure 
to do so is a violation of the CAA." Id. (citing Permit Condition A.3). Finally. the 
Region made clear that whether an original request for a minor source permit is a 
"sham" may be evaluated when the Region receives a request to remove the syn­
thetic limits. Id. 

ICAS rejects the Region's statement that there is nothing to suggest that 
Shell intends to obtain a minor source permit now and then apply for a major 
source permit down the road, and baldly asserts that "this is not the proper test." 
ICAS Petition at 28. ICAS ignores the element of intent to obtain a minor source 

' The NSR Manual define, a sham pcrm11 JS follows 

A sham pcr111il 1, a federally enforLeahlc pcrmll wnh oper,1ung rcs1n~­
tio11s limiting a source's potential 10 emit such 1hat polcnllal emission~ 
do not exceed 1he ni.tjor or de m1111m1\ le\'ds for the purpose or allowing 
construcuon 10 Lommence prior 10 applying for a ni.tJOI' source permit 
Permit, "'1lh conditions lhal do nm reflect a sourLc's 11la1111cd mode of 

operauon ma} he considered void Jnc.l cannot shield the source from lhe 
requirement 10 undergo lll:lJOr source preconslruLllon re,·1c\\ In olhcr 
words, 1r J ~ourcc accepts oper,1t1011al lunits lo obtain a mmor source 
conslruc11on penml hul m1ends to opera1e the source in excess of 1ho\e 
1111111.111011, once the uml is hmll. lhe rcrmit ts umsidered a sh,un 

NSR Ma1111e1/ al C.6 

·'• ICAS asserts lhal us rnncern w11h the rotenlial for '>hell to obrnm a minor source sham 
permil arose hcLausc "Region 10 has provided no .issurancc !hat reporting mechanisms in the permit 
will provide suflicicnt 11mc for Shell lo huh drilling"' 1th enough of an cm1~smns huff er rcmaming 10 
secure a partially dnlled \\ell for the entire wmter se,ison • • • " ICAS Peuuon al 29. ICAS also 
acknowledges thal .iny ex,eed,mLe of ;111 emission 1111111 would allow 1hc Agcnc)' to exercise its en• 
forccmcm powers. Id. V.' uhoul more , ICAS L,1111101 demon,1rale 1ha1 lhc Region dearly erred in dc1cr­
mining 1ha1 Shell', mmor ,ou" e penml 1s 1101 a sham 

VOI.UMF. I~ 
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sham permit that both the Region in the Response to Comments and the 1989 

Guidance on Limiting PTE discuss and instead quotes the NSR Manual language 

for the proposition that the "proper test" is a permit that does not reflect a source's 

"planned mode of operation." ICAS Petition at 28 (citing NSR Ma1111al at C.6) 

(emphasis in original); see also 1989 Guitla11ce 011 limiti11g PTE at 12. However, 

the 1989 Guidance on Limiting PTE contains guidelines for determining, based 

on an evaluation of specific facts and evidence in each individual case, when mi­

nor source construction permits are shams and includes two of four criteria that 

discuss the intent of the source to circumvent the PSD preconstruction review 

process. 1989 Guidance 011 Limiting PTE at 14-15. 19 

ICAS has not identified any information in the record that supports its as­

sertion that Shell is seeking to avoid preconstruction review. Moreover, minor 

source sham permits are generally discovered when a source seeks another air 

emissions permit that requests the permit issuer to relax the synthetic limits in the 

minor permit, see 1989 Guidance 011 Limiting PTE at 12 14, rather than when the 

source seeks another authorization under a different statute such as the Marine 

Mammals Protection Act. Finally, ICAS has not demonstrated any deficiency in 

the Region's response to its comment regarding sham permits. See, e.g., Russell 
City II, 15 E.A.D. at 24 (noting that the part 124 regulations require a response to 

comments document to "demonstrate that all significant comments were consid­

ered but does not require a permit issuer to respond to each comment in an indi­

vidualized manner or require the permit issuer's response to be of the same length 

or level of detail as comment") (citation omitted). 

For all of the reasons ,;tated above, the Board denies review of this issue. 

'" Spccilically. 1he guidelines fol' determining when minor source cons1ruc11011 pcrmus arc 

shams s1a1c m relevant part. 

I. Filing a PSD or nonallammc,11 NSR pcmut apphca11011 

If a major source or maJor mod1ficat1on pernut apphcalion is filed simul­

lancously wi1h or al the same lime as 1he minor source l'Onslrucllon per­
mil. this 1s slrong c, 1dencc of w, 1111e11r rt> ,irc11mvt!11I rhe reqI11reme1t1s 

,,f 1>reco11s1rut.·Jio11 n 1 ,•ie11 . 

-4 S1atement of authorized rcpre~emati,•es of lhc source rcgardmg plans 

tor opcrnuon 

Sta1ements b)' represen1a11 ves of the source to EPA or 10 s1a1e or local 

permitltng agencies 11houl the source's plans for operalton can he evi­
dence /11 .fl,,111 111rem to cIrc11111I•e111 p1-ec01wrucIitm re1·iell' re,1urreme111.<. 

/989 G11idn11ce 011 U,1111111/i. PTE at 14 15 (emphasis added). 
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B. REDOIL Petitioners Have Not De111011s1ra1ed That the Region Clearly 
Erred in Declining ro Require PSD Increment C011s11111ptio11 Analyses 
for the K11//11k's Proposed Emiuum.1· " ·' Parr of the Title V Permitting 
Process 

I. Section 504( e) of CAA Title V Imposes Permilling Requirements 
m1 "Temporary" Stationary Sources 

The CAA's PSD program require,; permit applic,mts to demonstrate compli­
ance with ambient air quality "increments" (also called "PSD increments") for spe­
cific air pollutants. See CAA §§ 161, 163, 165(a)(3)(A}, 42 U.S.C. §§ 7471, 
7473, 7475(a)(3)(A); 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(c), (k). Such increments are maximum 
allowable increases in pollutant concentrations that may occur in particular ar­
eas.~" They are designed to "prevent significant deterioration" of air quality in lo­
cations that already have relatively clean air by en,;uring that contaminants con­
tributed by proposed new sources, combined with levels of contamination already 
present in the ambient air as of a specific baseline date. fall within bounds estab­
lished by the Agency. See generally NSR Ma1111al ch. C. 

As noted in Part VI.A. l.h above, Congres:-. designed the PSD program to 
regulate "major" sources of air pollution. which have potential to emit certain spe­
cific pollutants in amounts exceeding major source threshold levels. "Minor" 
sources. which have projected emissions that fall below the PSD major source 
thresholds, generally are not regulated under the PSD program. The Board deter­
mined above that the K11ll11k qualifies a<; a minor source for PSD purpose<;, and so 
it is not required to obtain a PSD pernut. The K111/11k nonethele,;s i'> still subject to 
permitting under the CAA'., Title V program. The question presented is whether 
1,ection 504(e) of Title V imposes PSD increment requirement<; in this 
circumstance. 

In section 504(e) of Title V Congress set out permitting requirements for 
"temporary" stationary source-; of air pollution as follows: 

The permitting authority may issue a single [Title V] per­
mit authorizing emi,;sion~ from similar operations at mul­
tiple temporary locations. No ~uch permit shall be i:m1ed 
unless it includes conditions that will assure compliance 
with all the requirements of thi'> chapter [i.e., the CAA) at 

""' To date, El'/\ has cst..ihlishcd PSD increments for four pollurnnts - SO .. NO,. l'M ,,,. and 
Ptl,I: ,. The increments consist ol numem: concentrations. measured in micrograms of pollutant per 
cuhic meter of air. chat vary according to averaging period (3 hour. 24 hour. or annu,tl averages) :111d 
geographic localion tareas designated as "Class I." "Class II." or "Class Ill"). S,•,· 40 C F,R § 52.2l(c) 
(tahle of increment le,•d~). 
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all authorized locations, including. but not limited to, am­
bient standards and compliance with any applicable incre­
ment or visibility requirements under part C of sub­
chapter I of this chapter [i.e., the PSD program]. 

CAA § 504(e), 42 U.S.C. § 766lc(e). In allowing for a streamlined permitting 
process in which a single permit could authorize emissions at multiple temporary 
locations. Congress explained: 

Some sources requiring [Title V] permits do not operate 
at fixed locations. These might include asbestos demoli­
tion contractors and certain asphalt plants. Subsection (e) 
allows the permittee to receive a permit allowing opera­
tions, after notification to the permitting authority, at nu­
merous fixed locations without requiring a new permit at 
each site. Any such permit must assure compliance at all 
locations of operation with all applicable requirements of 
the Act, including visibility protection and PSD require­
ments and ambient standards. 

H.R. Rep. No. l01-490. pt. l, at 350 (1990). 

The parties' dispute centers on competing interpretations of section 504(e) 
and whether, in providing for a streamlined permitting process for temporary 
sources, Congress intended temporary minor sources to have increment provisions 
in their Title V permits where the state implementation plans do not otherwise 
impose increment provisions on such sources. 

Section 504(e) is an unusual provision, not only because it addresses tempo­
rary rather than permanent stationary sources of air pollution (which comprise the 
majority of Title V sources), but also because it imposes substantive air require­
ments on temporary sources. As a general matter, Title V is a procedural rather 
than a substantive statute. It serves as a vehicle for collecting diverse CAA re­
quirements otherwise applicable to a source into one all-encompassing air permit 
for that source. See, e.g., Ohio Pub. Interest Research Grp., Inc. 11• Whitman, 
386 F.3d 792, 794 (6th Cir. 2004) (''Title V does not impose new obligations; 
rather, it consolidates pre-existing requirements into a single, comprehensive doc­
ument for each source"); Operating Permit Program, 57 Fed. Reg. 32,250, 32,25 l 
(July 21, 1992) (explaining that Title V "generally does not impose substantive 
new requirements" on sources but instead attempts 10 "clarify, in a single docu­
ment. which requirements apply to a source," thereby enabling all parties to better 
understand and track that source's CAA compliance). For the most part, require­
ments that are "applicable" to a source's emissions units under a Title V permit are 
directly imposed not by Title V itself but, rather. by state or federal implementa­
tion plans, preconstruction permits, the air toxics or acid rain programs, and other 
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suhstantive CAA provisions. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.2, 71.2 (definitions of "applica­
hle requirements" under state ,ind federal operating permit program regulations, 
respectively). 

To ensure adequ,1te regulation of temporary sources, Congres,; directed that 
Title V permits for such sourcei; must include, as noted ahove. "conditions that 
will assure compliance with all the requirements of [the CAA] at all authorized 
locations. including, but not limited to, ambient standard<; and compliance with 
any applicable increment or v1s1hility requirement~ under [the PSD program]." 
CAA§ 504(e). 42 U.S.C. § 766 lc(e). The partie-; do not dispute that this language 
serves to impose, through Title V itself. <;ubstantive CAA requirement~ on tempo­
rary sources. See REDOIL Petition at 19-25: Region Respon~e at 5-6. Indeed. 
they agree that, hecJuse of section 504(e), the K11//11k's Title V permit "mu!it con­
tain terms and conditions that en~ure compliance with the NAAQS at all relevant 
locations." Statement of Basis at 26, quoted i11 Region Response at 5; see 
REDOIL Petition at 21. The partie,; strongly dispute, however. whethe1 PSD in­
crements should also he included m the complement of substantive requirements 
for the K11//11k. 

2. Under the Region's /111e1pretatio11, PSD /11creme11t Co111plia11ce 
De111011srra1io11s Are Nor Mandatory for Temporary Minor 
Sources IJ11I May Be Required hy States 

The Region's basic position 1~ that ~ection 504(e) uniformly imposes ambi­
ent standards (i.e., NAAQS) compliance requirements on all temporary source,;, 
but that it does not uniformly so impose PSD increment requirements. The Region 
initially hased this distinction on the language of section 504(e) and the imple­
menting regulations, as well as on a prior Agency interpretation of these authori­
ties. See Statement of Basis at 25-27. The distinction hinged primarily on Con­
gress' insertion of the adjective "applicable" in section 504(e) to modify not 
"ambient standards" but only "increment or visibility requirements under [the PSD 
program]." Id. at 26; see CAA § 504(e), 42 U.S.C. § 7661c(e). PSD increments 
are only ''applicable" to a temporary source. the Region reasoned, if the source 
also qualifies as a PSD major source. obligated to obtain a PSD permit. Statement 
of Basis at 26 {"applicable" increment requirements are those applicable "under 
[the PSD program]" (i.e., part C of subchapter I of the CAA), which covers only 
PSD major sources). By this logic. the K11//11k, a PSD minor source. would not 
have to demonstrate compliance with PSD increments at any of its authorized 
locations. Id. 

Commentors on the K11ll11k's draft permit pressed the Region on this point, 
which prompted it to take a closer look at the entire issue. The Region prepared a 
lengthy, detailed Response to Comments document, in which it repeated the 
above points, hut also added a far more robust discussion of the preconstruction 
permitting programs for m,tjor and minor sources. The Region explained that. 
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under the statute and implementing regulations, states have discretion to impose 
PSD increment requirements on PSD minor sources as part of their minor source 
construction permitting programs, if the states deem such requirements necessary 
to prevent significant deterioration of air quality. See RTC at 102-09 (citing and 
discussing, e.g., CAA§§ l lO(a)(2)(C). 161, 163, 165(a)(3)(A). 504(e), 42 U.S.C. 
§§ 7410(a)(2)(C), 7471, 7473, 7475(a)(3)(A). 766lc(e): 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 51.l60(a)(2), (b)(2) .. 166(a)(l). (3), 70.2, 71.2, 71.6(e)). The Region empha­
sized that states are not obliged to do this but have discretionary authority to pur­
sue this course if they deem it necessary to fulfill their obligations under CAA 
sections 161 and l63(a). See id. at 103-06. 

These clarifications led the Region to encapsulate its understanding of sec­
tion 504(e) and the preconstruct10n programs in the following way: "PSD major 
sources are subject to NAAQS and increment in the permitting process. whereas 
non-PSD sources are subject only to the NAAQS unless the applicable minor 
source program also includes the [PSD] increment[s)." ld. at 107. The Region 
concluded that the State of Alaska's minor source preconstruction program does 
not require permanent minor sources to demonstrate compliance with PSD incre­
ments as a condition of construction, so neither would it require such compliance 
of temporary minor sources. See id. at 103-04, 107-08; see also Region Response 
at 12, 11 n.7. For this reason. the Region declined to require that Shell conduct 
PSD increment compliance analyses for Kulluk emissions at any of its authorized 
locations in the Beaufort Sea. 

The Region's statutory and regulatory interpretation of the Title V tempo­
rary source program finds support in Board case law that recognizes the states' 
primary role in using PSD increments to manage economic growth. In fir re West 
S11b111ba11 Recycling & Energy Cemer, LP. 8 E.A.D. 192 (EAB 1999), the Board 
observed the following: 

From the beginning of the PSD program, EPA has ac­
knowledged that decisions about how increment should 
be used or allocated are primarily within the province of 
the states. For example, in the preamble to the original 
PSD regulations, EPA noted that allocation of PSD incre­
ment could affect economic development and that EPA 
should endeavor to preserve the states' authority on issues 
of economic development and growth: 

"EPA should not make decisions (that] would 
have a ,;ignificant impact upon future growth 
options of the [s ]tates." 

8 E.A.D. at 196 (quoting Approval and Promulgation of State Implementation 
Plans. 43 Fed. Reg. 26,388. 26.40 l (June 19, 1978)); accord In re Co111111011wealth 
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Chesapeake Corp., 6 E.A.D. 764. 768 (EAB 1997) ("'The PSD requirements pro• 
vide for a system of area cla<;sific,1tions [that] affords [s]tate<; an opportunity to 
identify local land use goals. * "' * Each classification differs in terms of the 
amount of [indu<;trial or other] growth it will permit before ~ignificant air quality 
deterioration would be deemed to occur."' (quoting NSR Ma1111al at C.4-.5)). 

3. REDOIL Petitioners Hal'e Not Demonstrated That the Region's 
lt11e17,retatio11 ls Clearly £1 roneous 

On appeal, REDOIL Petitioners claim on a number of grounds that the Re­
gion's interpretation is clearly erroneous and thus a basis for remand of this per­
mit. REDOIL Petition at 19-37. REDOIL Petitioners' central contention is that the 
plain language. structure, and purpose of section 504(e) reveal Congress' "unam 
biguously expressed intent" to tie increment requirement applicability to the incre­
ment status of the geographic area or areas m which a temporary source will emit 
pollutants. See id. at 20-32. REDOIL Petitioners also contend that the Agency's 
implementing regulation~ confirm the plain meaning of the statutory language 
and, additionally. contain provu,iom; that "at least imply" independent obligation~ 
to ensure PSD increment compliance. Id. at 33-35. 

REDOIL Petitioner<; observe that section 504(e) distinguishes between am­
bient standards (i.e., NAAQS), which apply to all temporary <;oUrces "at all times 
and in all locations," id. at 21. and PSD increment standards. which do not apply 
at all times and in all locations because they "are not universally appii,.;able to all 
areas." Id. Rather, JS designed by Congre~~. PSD increment~ "apply" only in areas 
where they specifically have been triggered, by means of the submission of an 
initial. complete PSD permit application to emit in a particular area. Id.; see CAA 
§§ 163, 169(4), 42 U.S.C. §§ 7473. 7479(4): 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b)(l4)(ii). (IS)(i). 
The concentration of pollutants in such an area's ambient air is measured at the 
time the mitial application is submitted (the "baseline date") and then fixed as the 
"baseline concentration" for that ,1rea. See NSR Manual at C.6-.8 .. 12-.15. From 
that point forward, PSD increment~ serve as the maximum allowable increases 
thc1t pollutant concentration~ may rii;e above the established baseline levels. CAA 
§ 163. 42 U.S.C. § 7473: 40 C.F.R. § 52.2l(c). 

REDOIL Petitioneri; reason from this ba~ic design that Congress intended 
"applu.:able increment * * * requirementl;" in i;ect1on 504(e) to be area-dependent 
rather than ,ource-dependent. See REDOIL Petition at 21-22. 25-27, 29. By this 
logic. any new ,ource, including any new temporary minor source, that proposes 
to emit in geographic areas where incrementi. previou~ly have been triggered 
would be obligated to demonstrate compliance with such increments as "applica­
ble" requirements under section 504(e). Only in areas where increments have not 
yet been triggered would PSD increment~ he inapplicable to temporary minor 
source~. See id. REDOIL Petit1onen, claim the Agency's implementing regula-
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tions are fully in accord with this interpretation and thus do not bar increment 
compliance demonstrations prior to issuance of Title V permits. Id. at 33-35. 

As described below. the Region did not clearly err in its own interpretation 
of these authorities. The Board agrees with the Region that its interpretation more 
fully comports with the strncture and language of the CAA and the implementing 
regulations, and rejects REDOIL Petitioners' assertion that the statutory language 
is so plain that there is no ambiguity about whether Congress intended to impose 
increment provisions on temporary minor sources where the state implementation 
plan does not otherwise impose increment requirements on such sources. 
REDOIL Petitioners misapprehend or fail to grapple with several key points that 
formed the basis for the Region's interpretation in its final permitting decision and 
Response to Comments. 

a. REDOIL Petitioners Mis1111derstc11ul Portions of the 
Region's Response to Comments 

In several of its points of advocacy before this Board, REDOIL Petitioners 
reveal a misunderstanding of the explanations the Region set forth in the Re­
sponse to Comments. In the most significant example, REDOIL Petitioners argue 
that the Region erroneously construes "any applicable increment * * * require­
ments under Part C" in section 504(e) to mean that only those temporary sources 
that are also PSD major 1murces must demonstrate PSD increment compliance. 
REDOIL Petition at 29, 33-34. While this description reflects the position the 
Region advanced in the Statement of Basis,4 1 it fails to acknowledge the very 
substantial further interpretive exegesis the Region developed and presented in its 
Response to Comments on the draft permitting record (which included the State­
ment of Basis). In that later and more comprehensive analysis, the Region made 
clear that. in its view, states have discretionary authority in their minor source 
preconstruction programs to impose PSD increment requirements on temporary 
minor sources, either as implementation plan requirements or on a case-by-case 
basis, as they deem necessary to protect the NAAQS. See RTC at 103-06. 
REDOIL Petitioners fail to address or demonstrate why the Region's position, as 
more fully articulated in the Response to Comments, is clearly erroneous. Be­
cause REDOIL Petitioners have failed to substantively confront the Region's Re­
sponse to Comments, they cannot prevail on this ground. See, e.g .. /11 re Guam 
Waterworks Attth., 15 E.A.D. 437, 450 (EAB 201 I) (petitioners "must substan­
tively confront the permit issuer's explanations in its response to comments docu­
ment"); In re Peabody W. Coal Co., 12 E.A.D. 22, 33 (EAB 2005) (same). 

41 The Region acknowledges that statements in the Statement of Basis could be read 10 suggest 
such an approach. Region Response at 8. 
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REDO IL Petitioners also misunderstand the interplay of sections 161. I 65, 
and 504(e) of the Act, as those provisions are discussed by the Region in the 
Response to Comments. See RTC at l03-06. REDOIL Petitioners point out that 
section 163, not section 165. is the source of increment requirements within the 
PSD program and contends that the Region "ignore[dl" this provision in interpret­
ing section 504(e). REDOIL Petition at 30. In so arguing. REDOIL Petitioners 
take the position that section 504(e) makes the section 163 increments directly 
applicable to temporary sources. See id. al 30-31. The plain language of sec­
tion 163. however, is to the contrary. It provides that "each applicable implemen­
tation plan shall contain measures assuring that maximum allowable increases 
over baseline concentrations [i.e., increments]* * * shall not be exceeded." CAA 
§ l63(a). 42 U.S.C. § 7473(a). Moreover, the text of section 161, which estab­
lishes implementation plan requirements. provides that such plans "shall contain 
emission limitations and such other measures as may be necessary * * * to pre­
vent significant deterioration of air quality." CAA§ 161, 42 U.S.C. § 7471. 

Increments, in other words, are not directly imposed by section 504(e). In­
stead, they must be implemented (i.e .. applied to a source) through either of two 
means: (I) a state implementation plan, per section 161 and 40 C.F.R. 
§ 5 I. l 66(a)(l ); or (2) the PSD major source permitting program, per sec­
tion I 65(a)(3)(A) and 40 C.F.R. § 52.21. See RTC at I 03-04. Thus. while sec­
tion 504(e) can serve as the direct source of NAAQS compliance requirements 
and other CAA requirements for temporary sources (see infm note 44 and accom­
panying text). it only imposes PSD increment requirements to the extent such re­
quirements are "applicable" to the source. 

Finally, REDOIL Petitioners also suggest that the State of Alaska's operat­
ing permit regulations are "more lenient" than the federal regulations because they 
do not require PSD minor sources to demonstrate compliance with PSD incre­
ments as a preconstruction condition. REDOIL Petition at 27-28. Noting that the 
Alaska rules apply to sources on the inner OCS only, and not on the outer OCS. 
REDOIL Petitioners suggest that the purportedly more stringent federal operating 
permit rules in effect on the outer OCS require temporary sources situated on the 
outer OCS to demonstrate compliance with PSD increments. Id. at 28 (citing 
40 C.F.R. §§ 71.2. 7 l.6(e)). REDOIL Petitioners claim, therefore. that Shell must 
conduct, at the very least, a PSD increment analysis for the K11l/11k's authorized 
locations on the outer OCS. Id. 

This argument reveals a misunderstanding of the Region's discussion of rel­
evant legal requirements on the inner versus outer OCS. In the Response to Com­
ments. the Region explained: 

In this case, the requirements for Title V temporary 
sources in the inner OCS and outer OCS off of Alaska are 
the same because Alaska has adopted EPA's Part 71 rules 
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with respect to Title V temporary sources by reference for 
application onshore and Region IO has in turn adopted 
these requirements into the [Corresponding Onshore 

Area] regulations for application in the inner OCS. 

RTC at !09. As the Region explained, PSD increments are not applicable to any 

temporary minor sources, wherever they might be located on the OCS. unless a 
state exercises its discretion to require minor source compliance with such incre­
ments. A state, of course. has limited jurisdiction, and its authority does not ex­

tend beyond its borders. E.g., CAA§ 107(a). 42 U.S.C. § 7407(a) ("[e]ach [s]tate 
shall have the primary responsibility for assuring air quality within the entire geo­

graphic area comprising such [s)tate"). That would mean, therefore, that in the 

outer OCS or other place~ where only federal operating permit rules apply, PSD 
increments would not be applicable to temporary minor sources. 1111/ess federal 
OCS regulations required it or EPA chose to add increment compliance obliga­

tions under 40 C.F.R. § 55. l 3(h)J! once the source becomes operational. See RTC 
at 109. REDOIL Petitioners fail to squarely confront this legal landscape. which 

results in a failure to demonstrate how the Region's interpretation is clearly e1To­
neous. See, e.g., In re Teck Cominco Alaska, Inc., 11 E.A.D. 457, 494-95 
(EAB 2004) (burden of demonstrating review is warranted rests with the peti­
tioner, who must raise objections to the permit and explain why the permit issuer's 

previous response to those objections is clearly enoneous or otherwise wan·ants 
review): In re Westborough, 10 E.A.D. 297,305. 311-12 (EAB 2002) (same). 

b. REDO/L Petitioners Misclwracterize the Title V 
Regulatory Scheme 

REDOIL Petitioners' notion that "applicable increment requirements" in 
section 504(e) mean "applicable to the area" rather than "applicable to the source" 

is not supported by the Title V regulatory model a<; a whole. A Title V permit for 
a temporary source to operate at multiple locations must include, among other 
things, "fclonditions that will assure compliance with all applicable requirements 
at all authorized locations." 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.6(e)( I), 7 l.6(e)(l). Broadly speaking, 

the Board has recognized that "'[a]pplicable requirement' is a term of art in the 

Title V program that. in general, refer~ to any substantive requirement that applies 

to an e111issio11s source under any CAA regulatory prnvisions." Pea/Jody. 

' 1 This OCS-$pecific regulallon pro,·ides: 

If 1he Admm1strator determines 1ha1 additional requiremcnls arc neces­

sary 10 protecl ltledernl ,md (s)tate ambienl ,,ir quahly slandards or 10 

comply wi1h pan C of tillc I. such rcquircmenls will be mcorpora1ed in 

1h1s pa11. 

-10 C F.R ~ 'l'I. 13(h>. 
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12 E.A.D. at 28 n.14 (emphasis added) (citing 40 C.F.R. § 71.2). Further. the reg­
ulations implementing the federal Title V program provide that "[a]pplicahle re­
quirement means all of the following as they apply to emissions units in a part 7 I 
source." 40 C.F.R. § 71.2 (emphasis added). In turn. the term "emissions unit" 
means "any part or activity of a stationary source that emits or has the potential to 
emit any regulated air pollutant." Id. (emphasis added). 

Accordingly, the Region's interpretation of the term "applicahle" in sec­
tion 504(e) as meaning "applicable to the source" is consistent with the Agency's 
Title V regulations. in which applicability is determined by reference to the 
source, not the area. REDOIL Petilioners fail to present legal authorities support­
ing their own novel view of applicahility in a way sufficient to demonstrate that 
the Region's different approach is clearly en-oneous. 

c. REDOIL Petitioners Confuse Air Quality Management 
Ohligations with Per111i11i11g O/,/igatimrs 

REDOIL Petitioners argue that the Region's interpretation of section 504(e) 
should be rejected because it is inherently inconsistent. REDOIL Petition 
at 31-32. On the one hand, REDOIL Petitioners note, the Region explicitly recog­
nized that the Kulluk will consume a portion of the available PSD increments in 
its authorized drilling areas, but the Region nonetheless refused to impose precon­
struction increment compliance requirements in the Title V permit, finding them 
"inapplicable." RTC at 102, 105-06. On the other hand, the Region acknowledged 
that after the Kulfuk becomes operational, it might be necessary to impose incre­
ment-related restrictions; i.e., increments would be "applicable." In the Response 
to Comments, the Region stated: 

If, at any time after the K11lf11k begins operation under its 
Title V/OCS permit, Region 10 determines that the actual 
emissions increases from the permitted OCS source cause 
or contribute to an increment violation. Region 10 has au­
thority to adopt additional requirements to ensure that in­
crements are not violated. 

Id. at l06 (footnote omitted). REDOIL Petitioners argue that the Region cannot 
have it both ways, contending on this basis that the Region's interpretation should 
not be sustained. REDOIL Petition at 32. 

The Board perceives no conflict between the Region's purportedly "incon­
sistent" positions on increment applicability. As the Region noted in its Response 
to Comments. EPA has authority, separate and apart from section 504(e) and the 
preconstruction programs. to address violations of increment standards that might 
arise once sources become operational. See RTC at 106 (citing CAA §§ 301. 328. 
42 U.S.C. §§ 7601. 7627: 40 C.F.R. § 55.13(h)). Moreover. states have authority 
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to revise their implementation plans to adopt emission limits and other remedial 
control measures in cases where existing controls are not adequately protecting air 
quality increments. 40 C.F.R. § 5 l.l66(a)(3). cited in RTC at 106.41 REDOIL Pe­
titioners confuse permitting obligations with ongoing air quality management ob­
ligations, but the two are distinct. See RTC at 105-06. Simply positing that the 
Region's view of "applicable" increments is inconsistent is not sufficient to over­
come the specific statutory and regulatory authority the Region references in sup­
port of its position. The Board therefore finds no showing of clear error justifying 
a remand on this ground. 

d. REDOIL Petitioners Misconstrue the Reg11latio11s 

The Agency's Title V implementing regulations for state and federal operat­
ing permit programs closely parallel the language of section 504(e). Compure 
CAA§ 504(e), 42 U.S.C. § 766lc(e), with 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.6(e), 7l.6(e). The reg­
ulations define "applicable requirement" for Title V purposes as (among other 
things): "(2) [a]ny term or condition of any preconstruction permits" issued under 
parts C or D of title I; and "(13) [ a]ny [NAAQS] or increment or visibility require­
ment under part C of title I of the Act, but only as it would apply to temporary 
sources permitted pursuant to section 504(e) of the Act." 40 C.F.R. §§ 70.2, 71.2. 
REDOIL Petitioners argue on appeal, as commentors did on the draft permit, that 
the Region's interpretation of "applicable requirement" improperly reads the thir­
teenth requirement out of the regulations by subsuming it within the second re­
quirement. REDOIL Petition at 33-34. 

The Region explained in the Response to Comments why this was not so. 
See RTC at 107-08. The Region stated that "the intent of the Title V temporary 
somce provisions is to relieve sources of the burden of applying for Title V per­
mits for each new location, while at the same time[] assuring compliance with all 
requirements to which the source would be subject if it were a new [permanent] 
somce at each such new location." Id. at 108. For a temporary source that is also a 
PSD major source, this would include ensuring that the NAAQS and increment 
standards are met at each future location - a requirement that, the Region pointed 
out, would exceed the requirements otherwise applicable to the source under the 

"1 Thts srnte 11nplemen1a11on plan regulation provides. in rdcvant part , 

If the (~)late or the Administrator determines that a(n implementation) 
phm is substantiall)' inadequate to prevcm significant dctcnoration or 
that an applic,1ble increment is being violated, the plan shall be revised 
to correct the inadequac)' or the violation . 

.JO C .F.R. § 5l.166(a)(3). The regulations also provide. in the next subsection, that the state "shall 
review the adequacy of a[n 11nplemcn1ationl plan on a periodic basis and w11hin 60 days of such time 
as mformat,on hccomcs available that an applicable mcrcmclll is being violated." /ti. * 51 166(a)(-l) 
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PSD program alone. ~~ Id. at 107. For a temporary source that is also a PSD minor 
source, this would include ensuring that the NAAQS and, 1! required under the 
implementation plan for mmor permanent sources. PSD increment standards are 
met at each future location. even if the implementation plan did not require such a 
demonstration for temporary minor source<;. See id. at 107 08: Region Response 
at 12. 

REDOIL Petitioners fail to meaningfully confront the Region's reasoning 
on this issue or demom,lrnte why it is clearly erroneous. Instead, REDOIL Peti­
tioners reference an irrelevant minor permit modification provision (40 C.F.R. 
§ 7 l.7(e)(I )(i)(A)(3)), rather than a minor ~ource provision, as ,;upport for their 
position. REDOIL Petition at 34. REDOIL Petitioners al~o suggest that the Ti­
tle V permitting regulations in sections 70.6(e) and 71.6(e) establish a more ex­
pansive regulatory program th,rn the one the Region finds present in sec­
tion 504(e); indeed. one that would even be broad eno\.)gh to require the Kulluk to 
demonstrate PSD increment compliance. ld. at 33. The Board finds otherwise. in 
light of the fact that sections 70.6(e) and 71.6(e) are expressly limited by a refer­
ence to section 504(e) itself and therefore cannot expand the meaning of the stat­
ute. See RTC at 107 08. 

4. lncre111e11t Section Co11c/11sio11 

The Board has carefully examined each of REDOIL Petitioners' incre­
ment-related arguments and determmed that none have merit. Petitioners' burden 
is to show clear error, but REDOIL Petitioners have failed in all instances to 
achieve this standard. The Board therefore denies review of the Permit on this 
ground.•·' 

C. REDO/L Petitioners Failed to Raise Below Their Cm1te11t1011 That 
Shell's Amhie11t Air Qiwlity Analysis Was Flawed i11 That It Failed to 
Conform to Applicable A1:e11cy G11ida11c:e 

On February 9, 2010, EPA published in the Federal Register a final rule 
(effective April 12. 2010) revising the primary NO2 NAAQS "in order to provide 
requisite protection of public health as appropriate under section 109 of the Clean 
Air Act." Primary NAAQS for NO2, 75 Fed. Reg. 6474, 6475 (Feb. 9, 2010); see 
also Shell 20/0. 15 E.A.D. at 149-50 & n.74. This rule set the new I-hour NO2 

.._. As such, the N AAQS and P<;D mcrcmcnt rcqum:nu:nts for future locauons "ould he "add1-
1uin;il" requirements unposcd on 1hc temporary sourl'C by section 504(c) RTC at 107 08. 

·•l In light of the Board's dec1,1on to uphold the Region's 1111erpreta11011 ot section 50~(e) .ind 
the 1111plc111cn1ing regulations. the Board need not reach REDOIL Pclitumcrs' fin.ii argument. wh1d1 

challenges the Rcg,on's finding that air qualny modchng establishes the K111/11k\ emissions "111 not 
, 1olate the PSD increments 
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NAAQS standard (hereinafter "the I-hour N01 NAAQS") at JOO parts per billion 
("ppb") to supplement the existing annual standard, set at 53 ppb. 75 Fed. Reg. 
at 6475. EPA regulations specify how attainment of the standard is to be calcu­
lated, providing that the I 00 ppb standard is met "when the annual 98th percentile 
of the daily maximum I-hour average concentration is less than or equal to 
JOO ppb, as determined in accordance with Appendix S of this part for the I-hour 
standard." 40 C.F.R. § 50.1 l(f). This calculation is sometimes referred to as "the 
form."46 See 75 Fed. Reg. at 6477 n.5, 6492·93. The l00 ppb standard reflects the 
maximum allowable N01 concentrations anywhere in an area. /ti. at 6493, 6502. 
EPA has issued guidance clarifying procedures for demonstrating compliance 
with the new I-hour NO? NAAQS. See REDOIL Petition Ex. 16 (Memorandum 
from Stephen D. Page, Dir., Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, U.S. 
EPA, to Reg'I Air Dirs., U .S. EPA. Guidance Concemi11g the /111p/e111e11tatio11 of 
the ]-Hour NOz NAAQS for the Prel'entio11 of Sig11ifica11t Deterioration (June 29, 
2010) ("Page Memo"));4 1 Memorandum from Tyler Fox, Leader, Air Quality 
Monitoring Grp., Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, U.S. EPA, to Reg'l 
Air Dirs., U.S. EPA, Additional Chrrification Regarding A/>plication of Appen­
dix W Modeling Guidance for the I -Hour NO 1 National Ambient Air Q11ality 
Standard (Mar. 1, 201 l) ("Fox Memo") (A.R. BB-83). 

REDOIL Petitioners assert that Shell's ambient air quality analysis was 
flawed.48 In particular, REDOIL Petitioners state that in "identifying the Kulluk's 

... The 98th percenhle form corresponds approximately lo the 71h or 81h highc,1 daily nmx1-

mum concentrat10n in a year. 75 Fed. Reg. at 6492. 

•• According tn the Page Memo. the guidance was issued in response In report~ that sources 
were modeling po1en11al viola11ons o f the I •hour N02 NAAQS. Page Memo at l- The Memo states that 
1 t lo respond lo lhese reports and facilitate the PSD pernutting of new and modified major slat1onary 
.sources. we are issuing the attached guidance in the form of two memoranda." Id The a11achcd mem­
oranda arc titled "General Guidance for Implementing the I-hour NO, National Ambient Quali1y Stan­

dard in Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permits. Including an lntcnm I-hour NO, Signifieam 
Impact Level" and "Applicability of Appendix W Modeling Guidance for the 1-hnur NO, National 
Ambient Air Quahty Standard." Id. at 1-2. Although the Page Memo m1achcs 1hcse two memornnda. 
!he Memo 1s consccu1ively numbered as a single document. 

" In order 10 establish compliance with the NAAQS and PSD incrcmcnls. permit applicants 
must conduct an "ambient mr quality analysis." which applicm11~ mu~l prepare under the permillmg 
rules for e,1ch regul,lled pollutant their propo~ed facilitic~ will emit in "significant" amounts. 40 C.F.R 
§ 52.2 l(b)(23)(1). (111)( l )(i). This analysis prcdicls a pollutant's future conccntralton in the ambient air 
by modeling a proposed facility's expec·ted emissions of the pollutant agamsl the b,1ckdrop of existing 
amhienl conditions. To conducl ,111 air quality analysis. a pcrmil applkant compiles dala on the pro­
posed facility's physical ~pccifications and anticipated emission rates. local topography. existing ambi­
ent air quality. meteorology, and related factors. See. e.g .. id.§ 52.21(1), (m ); ul. pl. 51 app. W (Guide­
line on Air Quality ModehJ; /11 re K11a11f f'i/,er Gills.I'. GmbH, 8 E.A.D. 121. 145-48 (EAB 1999). NSR 
Ma1111a/ at C 16-.23 .. 31-.50. These data arc then proce~sed using mathema11cal models that calculale 
the rates at wluch pollutan1s are likely 10 disperse into !he atmosphere under , ariou~ climatolog1cal 

conditions. wnh the goals of determining whether emi~s1ons from the proposed source will cause or 
Continued 
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98th percentile cumulative impact - i.e .. the Kulluk's impact added to background 
)evds of pollutants - for comparison to the I-hour NO2 standard. Shell m,ed an 
approach that the Region admits is 'less conservative.' More specifically, Shell 
used background values that were already adjusted to the 98th percentile. instead 
of basing its calculations on the full distribution of background values." REDO IL 
Petition al 38 (footnote omitted). According to REDOIL Petitioners. this method 
for demonstrating compliance with the I-hour NAAQS was rejected in the Page 
Memo as "not being protective of the [NAAQS].'' Id. at 38-39 (quoting Page 
Memo at 18 ). REDO IL Petitioners then cite to a portion of the more recent Fox 
Memo which, according to them, allows for the method Shell used to calculate 
background values. Id. at 39. That is, the Fox Memo states that the approach used 
in the Page Memo was overly conservative and should not be u~ed in certain 
cases. Id. (citing Fox Memo at 17-20). REDOIL Petitioners assert that the Region 
allowed Shell to demonstrate compliance with the form of the I-hour NAAQS 
using the approach permitted in the Fox Memo without providing an explanation 
as to why the determination in the Page Memo was inco1Tect. Id. al 40. REDOIL 
Petitioners argue that "[b]ecause neither EPA nor the Region provided any expla• 
nation about whether and, if so. how, its earlier conclusion [in the Page Memo] 
that the use of the 98th percentile background values is 'not protective' of the 
national ambient air quality standard was incorrect, EPA's new guidance and the 
approach taken by the Region here in reliance on it are arbitrary." Id. (quoting 
Page Memo at 17-20). REDOIL Petitioners contend that the Region had an obli­
gation to explain this "departure from its prior analysis." Id. at 40-41. 

Upon examination of the record, the Board concludes that this ii.sue was not 
adequately raised during the comment period and was therefore not preserved for 
review. As stated above, the regulations require any person who believes that a 
penmt condition is inappropriate to raise "all reasonably ascertainable issues and 
"' • • all reasonably available arguments supporting [petitioner's] position" dur­
ing the comment period on the draft permit. 40 C.F.R. § 124.13. That requirement 
is made a prerequisite to appeal by 40 C.F.R. § I 24. l 9(a), which requires any 
petitioner to "demonstrat[e] that any issue[] being raised [wa~] raised during the 
public comment period * * * to the extent required[.]". In re Co11ocoPhil/1ps 
Co., 13 E.A.D. 768, 800-01 (EAB 2008); accord In re Christian C,11y. Genera 
tio11, LLC. 13 E.A.D. 449. 457 (EAB 2008): Shell 2007, I 3 E.A.D. at 394 n.55. 

The requirement that an is~ue mu~t have been raised during the public com­
ment period m order to preserve it for review 1s not an arbitrary hurdle placed in 
the path of potenti,1! petitioners. Russell Cit)' II. 15 E.A.D. at 10; 111 re City of 
Mwlhorough. 12 E.A.D. 235,244 n.13 (EAB 2005), appeal dismirsedfor lack of 

(conlinucdJ 
co111nhu1c lo .i \IOlation of either the Ni\AQS or the PSD increments. Se,• -to C.F.R. § 52 21(1): 
id. pl SI app W: NSR Mt1111ra/ at C.24-.27. 51-.70 

VOLUME I'\ 



R002727

5114 ENVIRONMt.NTAL ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS 

juris., No. 05-2022 (lst Cir. Sept. 30, 2005); In re BP Cherry Point, 
12 E.A.D. 209. 219 (EAB 2005). Rather, the requirement serves an important 
function related to the efficiency and integrity of the overall administrative per­
mitting scheme. Marlborough. 12 E.A.D. at 244 n.13. The intent of the rule is to 
ensure that the permitting authority first has the oppmtunity to address permit 
objections and to give some finality to the permitting process. Id.; 111 re Sutter 
Power Plant, 8 E.A.D. 680, 687 (EAB 1999). As the Board has explained, "[t]he 
effective, efficient and predictable administration of the permitting process de­
mands that the permit issuer be given the opportunity to address potential 
problems with draft permits before they become final." In re Teck Cominco, 
11 E.A.D. 457, 481 (EAB 2004) (quoting In re E11coge11 Coge11e1t1tio11 Facility, 
8 E.A.D. 244, 250 (EAB 1999)). "In this manner, the permit issuer can make 
timely and appropriate adjustments to the permit determination, or, if no adju1;t­
ments are made, the permit issuer can include an explanation of why none are 
necessary." In re Essex Cmy. (N.J.) Res. Recoi•er)" Facility, 5 E.A.D. 218, 224 
(EAB 1994). 

Although REDOIL Petitioners' comments on the draft permit asserted that 
Shell had used background ambient air data in a manner that understated the im­
pact of its operations, see REDOIL Comments at 9 -11, nowhere in these com­
ments did Petitioners asse11 that Shell's approach conflicted with the Page Memo 
or that the Region had any obligation to provide an explanation for it.,; alleged 
departure from the Page Memo. Indeed. REDOIL Petitioners' comments recog 
nized that, according to the Fox Memo, Shell's approach is appropriate in some 
circumstances. Id. at 11. The comments, however, did not assert any conflict be­
tween the Page Memo and the Fox Memo nor is it clear to this Board that any 
such conflict exists. Thus, this "battle of the memos" issue was not preserved for 
review.4'

1 See Shell Disco11erer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 507 . 

... See Teet. Co111111cn. 11 E.A,D. at .i81 ,82 (denying review where issue was not spccilic;;Jly 
raised dunng 1he commenl periodJ. The Board noles th,ll 1he issue REDOIL Petilioners did rai~ dur­
ing the comment period was fully and adequa1 ely addressed in 1hc Region's Response to Commenls . 
Spedflcally. in commenting on the drnft permit, REDOIL l'clitioners raised the argument lhat Shell 
had failed to demonslrate compham:e with the I-hour NO, NAAQS because, according tO REDOIL 
Pelltioncrs. Shell used background ambient air data in a manner lhat understated the impact of its 
operauons. REDO IL Commcnls at I 0-11. As stated abo\'e, REDO IL Petitioners' comments recognized 
that Shell's approach 10 analy1.ing background data was consistent with the Fox Memo. but argued that 
Shell's approach "'as inconsistent "'ith 1he I-hour NO, NAAQS stand,1rd itself. i</ . al 11. The Region 
provided a detailed response to this a~scrtion in the Response lo Comments . RTC at 74-78. Nothing in 
1he REDOIL Petiuon indicates why 1he Region's respo11se on this issue was erroneous or otherwise 
w.1rrants Board review. nor docs the Board find anything erroneous in the Region's rc.<ponse. Thus. 
t ven if Petitioners had preserved this IS.\ UC , lhc Board would deny review. Ste. e. , •• /11 re G11a111 Wa ­
l<'IWorks Amh .. 15 E A.D. 437. -150 (EAB 2011) (staling that "a petitioner may not simply reiterate 
,:onnncnls made during the pubhc comment period. but mus1 substan1ively confronl 1he pcrmil i~~'ller's 
explanations in its response to comments documcni"); /11 r~ Pealwdy \V_ C,,al Co., 12 E.A.D. 22. 33 
(EAB 2005) (same) . 

VOLUME 15 



R002728

SHELL OffSHORE. INC. 

D. REDOIL Petitioners /lm•e Not De111m1.11rated That the Region Clew/)' 
Erred in Its Amhiellf Ai, Ele111ptio11 Deter111inatio11 

REDOIL Petitioners allege that the Region clearly e1Ted in exempting the 
area within a 500 meter radius from the K11//11k from the definition of "ambient 
air."~0 REDOIL Petition at 15. Thi,; area •~ also refen·ed to throughout the record 
as the United States Coast Guard ("USCG") "safety zone." See, e.g .. RTC at 52-54. 
REDOIL Petitioners cla11n that the Region's decision "contravenes both EPA's 
definition of 'ambient air' as well as EPA's longstandmg interpretation of that reg­
ulation." REDOIL Petition at 16. In particular, they a!,'iert that the Region's 
500 meter ambient air boundary faih to meet either of the two cntena the AgenL'Y 
has previously used m evaluating the appropriatenes, of an exemption. ill. 
at 16-18. According to REDOIL Pet1t1oners. the Region's deci'iion essentially al­
lows Shell to emit more pollution. and pos'iibly wnh fewer controls. than would 
otherwise he lawful.11 Id. at 15 16. 

The CAA regulations define "ambient air" a, "that portion of the atmos­
phere. external to buildings, to which the general public has acce!.,." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 50.1 (e). Based on this definition, the Agency has. on occasion, exempted certain 
areas from the definition of ambient air. E.g., Letter from Steven C. Riva, Chief, 
Permitting Sec., U.S. EPA Region 2, to Leon Sedefian. Air Pollution Meteorolo­
gist, N.Y. State Dep't of Env't Conservation. at 1-2 (Oct. 9, 2007) (A.R. BB-19) 
[hereinafter Broadwater Letter]: Letter from Douglas M. Costle, Adm'r, U.S. 
EPA. to Sen. Jennings Randolf. Chairman, Env't & Pub. Works Comm .. at I 
(Dec. 19, 1980) (A.R. BB I) [hereinafter Co'it]e Letter]: see also Letter from 
Nancy Helm, Fed. & Delegated Air Programs. U.S. EPA. to John Kuterbach. 
Alaska Dep't of Envtl. Quality, at 2 (Sept. 11, 2007) (area exempt if certain condi­
tions met) [hereinafter Helm Letter]. The parties agree that the Agency's "long­
standing interpretation" of this exemption is set forth in a letter signed by former 
EPA Administrator Douglas Costle, which states that "the exemption from ambi-

5° For an arc.i 1h,1t 1s 1101 considered "i1hin the definition of "amh1cn1 ;ur." Shell would nm 
ha,·c to dcmonm,uc compliance w11h the NAAQS Se,: CAA §§ 109(h). 160, 163. 42 U.S.C. 
§lf 7-109(b). 7470.7-173 (NAAQS apply 10 areas meeling the delinit,on of ambient air): -10 C.F.R. 
§ 50 l(c) (dcfi11111on of ";unhient air"): /u rt' Hibhi11)( Tawnir, Co .. 2 EA 0. 818. 8-18 & nn.23-24 
(A<lm'r 1989): RTC at 53 

' ' REDOIL Petitioners addi11onally argue that. should lhe Region's response contam a "n,nural 
physical feature" argumenl Sumlar to an argument the Region r,nscd III its response brief in Sire// 
Ducove,er '20/2, 1he B<)jrd should consider such an argument a "110s1 /we rat1onali1a11on" and shoul<l 
dis,1ll0" 11. REDOIL P.:lltion al 19: .fl'<' ,,/Jo Slull !Ji.Km·,·1u 2012. 15 E A.D. at SIU n.52 (discussing 
this issue) REDOll Pc111ioncrs also reserve lhc right lo request leave 10 file a reply hricf addressing 
this issue. REDOIL l'ct1tion at 19 Unlike the situation in Sire/I D1scm•er,•1 :!0/2. the Bo.ird docs not 
lind 1hat the Region's re,ponse brief co111;ii11s an explanation lhat 1s clearly <l1fferenl than the ration.ile 
sci forth 111 lhe Response to Comments ~loreovcr. REOOIL Pct111011c" do not r,tise tl11s p.irt1cular 
issue in their reply brief ConSC(JUClllly. lhc Board Joe~ not consider RloDOIL l'etnioncrs' "post hoc 
rntionah/.al1011" argumem further. 
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ent air is available only for the atmosphere over land owned or controlled by the 
source and to which the public access is precluded by a fence or other physical 
barriers." Castle Letter at 1; REDOIL Petition at 16 (quoting same letter); Region 
Response at 29-30 (referring to same letter); Shell Response at 26-27 & n.27 
(same); see also RTC at 51 (same). The Castle Letter also indicates that, in deter­
mining whether the exemption applies, the Agency reviews "individual situations 
on a case-by-case basis." Castle Letter at I; see also Approval and Promulgation 
of State Implementation Plans, 50 Fed. Reg. 7056, 7057 (Feb. 20, 1985) (noting 
that, in considering ambient air exemptions, "individual variations in the type of 
land and nature of the limitation on access necessitate a case-by-case evaluation 
of the facts, and application of the principles involved in this determination"). 

Here, in its permitting decisions, the Region determined that, as long as cer­
tain permit conditions were being met, it was appropriate to set the ambient air 
boundary at a 500 meter radius from the Kulluk, or. in other words, the 500 meter 
radius "safety zone" was exempt from the ambient air definition. RTC at 51-52; 
see also Statement of Basis at 40. The terms and conditions upon which the Re­
gion relied to exempt this area prohibit the operation of vessels and emissions 
units unless (I) the USCG establishes a safety zone within at least 500 meters 
from the center of the Ku/luk, (2) members of the public are precluded from enter­
ing the safety zone, and (3) Shell develops and implements a "public access con­
trol program."l? Permit at 42-43. The Region determined that, as long as these 
safety zone and public access restriction permit conditions are complied with. ex-

' 1 The precise terms and conditions of the Permit arc as follows: 

The permit docs nol authorize operation unless: 

5.1.1 . The Kulluk is subject to a currently effective safely zone estab­
lished by the (USCG! which encompasses an area within at least 
500 meters from the hull of the Kulluk and which prohibits members or 
the pubhc from entering this area except for anending vessels or vessels 
authorized by the USCG (such area shall he reforred to as the "Safoty 
Zone"), and 

5.1.2. The permittee has developed in writing and is implementing a 

public access control program to: 

'\.1.2.1 . Locate, identify. and intercept the general public by radio. physi­
cal contact, or other reasonable measures to inform the public that they 
are prohibited by Coast Guard regulations from entering the Safe1y 
Zone; and 

5.1.2.2. Communicate to the North Slope communities on the Beaufort 
Sea on ,I periodic basis when exploration activities are expected to begin 
and end at a dnll site, the location of the drill site, and any rc.~trictions on 
activities 111 the vicinity of the Kulluk's exploration operations. 

Penmt al 42-43. 
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empting the ,irea within the <;afety zone from the ,1mh1ent :ur deli111t1on would 
genetally he con~istent with previous Agency interpretations, RTC at 51 -52. In so 
findmg. the Region noted that "[g]iven that the permitted activities occur over 
open water in the Arctic. the[] criteri,1 [for exemption included in the Costle Let­
ter] must be adapted to some extent when applied to thb ennronment." Id. In 
spec1ftcally con,idering the applicability of the two exemption criteria, the Region 
stated 

Region 10 recognizes that Shell doe:; not "own" the area~ 
ot the Beaufort Sea on which the Kulluk will he operating 
as might he the case for a stationary source on land. Shell 
has a lease authorizing the company to use these area-; for 
the activities covered hy the permits. A Coa:-.t Guard 
safety zone establishes legal authority for excluding the 
general puhlic from the area 111side the zone. EPA ha<; pre­
viously recognized a safety zone established by the Coast 
Guard as evidence of sufficient ownership or control by a 
source over areas over water so as to qualify as a bound• 
ary for defining ambient air where that safety zone is 
monitored to po\c a harrier to public access. Letter from 
Steven C. Riva, EPA Reg10n 2. to Leon Sedefian, New 
York State Department of Con~ervation, re: Ambient Air 
for the Offshore LNG Broadwater ProJect. dated Octo­
ber 9, 2007 (Broadwater Letter). 

To meet the second of the cntcna applied hy EPA and 
ensure the source actually takes step, to preclude puhlic 
access, Shell proposed and Region 10 required as a condi­
tion of operation under the permits that Shell develop in 
writing and implement a public access control program to 
locate. identify. and intercept the general public by radio, 
physical contact. or other reasonable measures to inform 
tbe public that they are prohibited hy Coast Guard regula­
tions from entering the area within 500 meters of the hull 
of the Kulluk. Region 10 believes that, for the overwater 
locations in the arctic environment at issue in these per­
mitting actions, such a program of monitoring and notifi­
cation is sufficiently similar to a fence or physical barrier 
on land such that the area within the Coast Guard safety 
zone qualifies for exclusion from ambient air. See Broad­
water Letter at 2. 
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RTC at 52.~1 

Upon consideration of the administrative record and the parties' arguments, 
the Board concludes that Petitioners have not shown that the Region clearly erred 
in its decision to exempt the area within the USCG safety zone from the definition 
of "ambient air." The Region, in its Response to Comments, provided a reasonable 
interpretation of the ambient air regulation and the Agency's "longstanding inter­
pretation" of that regulation as applied in the OCS context.54 Furthermore, the Re­
gion's analysis was entirely consistent with a similar analysis undertaken by Re­
gion 2 in which that Region determined that it was appropriate for a permittee to 
u.~e the USCG safety zone to define an ambient air boundary around a proposed 
offshore liquefied natural gas facility. See Broadwater Letter at 2. The Broadwater 
Letter, moreover, suggests that Region 2's analysis, as well as Region IO's, is not 
unique, stating that "[i/11 pre11io11s permitting decisions i11vo/vi11g * * * drilli11g 
operations, EPA Regional offices lu111e used the USCG's safety zone as tire bo1111d­
a,y for deft11i11g ambient air." Id. at 2 (emphasis added). The Jetter explains that 
the Agency has found that "[t]he 'safety zone' approach represents a reasonable 
surrogate for a source's fence or physical barrier and thus could act as an ambient 
air boundary." Id. 

Thus, while it is true, as Petitioners allege, that the Agency has generally 
required the source to own or control access over the area in question for that area 
to meet the first criterion, REDOIL Petition at 16-17, this requirement has been 
limited to sources located on land.5·\ See, e.g., Helm Letter at I (referring to possi-

11 REDOIL Petil!oners also seem to suggest th.it the Region's appro.ich IS' flawed because it "is 
based 111pon an assumption 1hat Shell will request. and the {USCG( will estahhsh . a safety zone restrict 
ing the passage of other vessels." REDOIL Petition at 15 & n.45. This argument is unpersuasive be 
cause it fails to recognize that. as the permit conditions quoted in note 52 state, opernt1on 1s prohibited 
unless these two conditions arc met See Permit at -12-43. 

SJ As the Region righlly noted. su RTC at 5 l •S2, the regulation and the Co<tle Leller. by their 
very terms. were clearly wnllcn with overland situations in mind. See -10 C .F R § 50.1 (e) (referring to 
' buildings") : Costle Lener at I (rererring to "land" and "rences"). 

ss In support or their contention. REDOIL Pe111ioners rely on a previous Agency determination 
that leas~ property could not he exempted from the definition or ambient ,iir bec.iuse the lessee did 
not have con1rol over access 10 us leased property (only the landlord did). REDOIL Petition at 17 & 
n 52 (citing Helm Letter). Pe1111oners assert that this onshore interpretation must appl) equally to an 
OCS lease BOEMRE issued. Id. As the Petitioners themselves note. redcral court.< have found agency 
action to be arbitrary when the agency's "explanation 'runs counter to the evidence."' IC/ , at 17 (quoting 
Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'11 ofrhe U.S .. /11c. , .. Stale Farm MIii. A1110 Im. Co .. 463 US 29. 43 ( 1983)) . 
.ind '"the agenc)' offer[s) insufficient reasons for treatmg similar slluutions differently,"' id. (quoting 
Trnma.-rive Corp. 1·. U11ited SrateJ. 91 F.3d 232. 237 (D.C Cir. 1996)). ru al.m FCC L Fnx Televi­
sion S1t11w11s. /,re. 556 U.S. 502. 514-15 . 129 S.Ct. 1800. 1810-11 (2009) (discussing standard of 
review or an agency's policy change). Here. not only .ire the situation, dissimilar enough to arguably 
not be governed by these cases. but the Agency did offer persuasive reasons for treating the two situa-

1ions di ffcrenlly . 
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hie exemption near coal-fired power plant); Memorandum from Steven D. Page, 
Director. Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, U.S. EPA. to Reg') Air Div. 
Dirs .. U.S. EPA, lnte1pretatio11 of "A111hie111 Air" i11 Situation.~ /11110/vinK Leased 
Land Under the Ref?ulatio11sfor the Pre11e111io11 of SiK11ificant Deterioration ( PSD) 
(June 22, 2007) (A.R. 8-26) (discussing the applicability of the exemption where 
a source is located on "land" leased to them by another source). The Region (and 
the Agency before it) reasonably determined that application of the regulation and 
the interpretive letter to an "overwater" situation requires some leeway. REDOIL 
Petitioners' reliance solely on land-based exemption decisions is thus unpersua­
sive.~~ Finally. as mentioned above. the Agency has consistently taken the po~i­
tion that ambient air exemption determinations are analyzed on a case-by-case 
basis. 

For all the reasons stated above, REDOIL Petitioners have not shown that 
the Region clearly en-ed in its ambient air exemption determination.<1 Conse­
quently. review of the Permit based on this issue is denied. 

E. ICAS and Mr. Lum Have Not De111011strated Thm the Region Failed to 
Satisfy Its Ohligation to Comply with Erec111ive Order 12898 and 
Applicable Bocml Precede111 

ICAS and Mr. Lum argue that the Region's environmental justice analysi~ 
lacked a valid basis on which to conclude that Shell's oil exploration activities in 
the Beaufort Sea will not have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on the 
health of the Alaska Native population Jiving on the North Slope. ICAS alleges 
that the Region's environmental justice analysis fails to account for the impacts of 
short-term NO: and ozone exposures on the Alaska Native population residing on 
the North Slope, and also asserts that the opportunities for public participation 
were inadequate. Mr. Lum challenges the lack of analysis regarding the impacts 

"" RtDOIL Petitioners' arguments that the Region's <letermination foils 10 meet the sccon<l 
rnteria because the safety zone "foib to effeclUate a harrier that 'preclu<les' public .iccess" are equally 
unpersuasive REDO!L Petition .ii 17. REDOIL Pctittoncrs focus on the fact 1ha1 the USCG w1ll li111i1 
acce,s 10 the area hascd on safety concerns rather than for air quality considerations Id .ii 17-18. The 
import,1111 f.lcl is that an·ess within the wne "111 be strictly limited. not the reason behin<l it Moreover. 
REDOIL Petitioners <lo not address lhc other condition of the pcrmil th~t lhc Region relied upon for its 
ambient air boundary determination: the public actess control progrnm !:,hell is rc41u1rcd 10 implement. 
The Board doe, not fine.I clear error in the Region's conclusion that. hased on the USCG limiting 
acce~s to the s,1fcty zone ,rnd the pcrmittee i111plc111enting a puhlic access control progr.1111. the laller of 

which will ml'ludc notification 10 the local residents of the location of the drilling and the fact that the 
public 1s restncted trom the ,afrty zone. the general public will be denied access to the are.i inside the 
safety zone. 

" The Board came to the same conclusion in Sh,-// Di.1co1<,re1 2012. S<'i· 15 E.A.D . .it 51:\-14. 

In 1'1at ~asc. the Region had adopted and foll1mcd the .,mne or a very ~imilar interpretation as dc­
scrihccl in the text ahow. See id 15 E.A.D. at 511-13. Nothing REDOIL Petitioners offer in the pre­

se1\l case con,·im:e, the: Board that anyth1n~ 111 lhe prior analysis - .ind reiternle<l here - was in error. 
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emissions from Shell's activities in the Beaufort Sea could have on traditional 
subsistence food sources and also challenges Shell's oil spill response capabilities. 
The Region counters that its environmental justice analysis and resulting conclu­
sions comply with Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environ­
mental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations" ("Executive 
Order"). The issue the Board must resolve is: did the Region satisfy its obligation 
to comply with the Executive Order and applicable Board precedent? 

The Executive Order states in relevant part: 

Agency Respo11sibilities. To the greatest extent practica­
ble and permitted by law, and consistent with principles 
set forth in the report on the National Performance Re­
view. each Federal agency shall make achieving environ­
mental justice a part of its mission by identifying and ad­
dressing. as appropriate, disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of its pro­
grams. policies. and ac1tv11tes on minority and 
low-income populations * * * . 

Exec. Order 12898, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629, 7629 (Feb. 11, 1994) (A.R. FF-l). Federal 
agencies are required to implement the Executive Order "consistent with, and to 
the extent permitted by, existing law." Id. at 7632. The Board has held that a 
permit issuer should exercise its discretion to examine any "superficially plausi­
ble" claim that a minority or low-income population;\J may be disproportionately 
affected by a pa11icular facility seeking a PSD permit. Ill re EcoE/ectrica. LP. 
7 E.A.D. 56, 69 n.17 (EAB 1997); accord Shell 2010, 15 E.A.D. at 148-49 & n.71 
(citing PSD cases). 

At the outi,et, the Board notes that both ICAS and Mr. Lum recently chal­
lenged the Region's environmental jmaice analysii: in Shell Discm erer 2012. 
See 15 E.A.D. at 493-501. In addition, the environmental justice analysis the Re­
gion prepared in the current matter is reminiscent of the environmental justice 
analysis prepared for the Discoverer permits that were the subject of the Board's 
Shell Discovere,· 2012 decision. Moreover, while their petitions for review in 
Shell Discol'erer 20/2 and the current appeal are not identical, both ICAS and 
Mr. Lum raise substantially similar arguments in their current appeals as they did 
in their appeals of the Disco11erer permits.~•, Compare Lum Petition with Eskimo 

i , Under the Execuuvc Order. the Alaska Nauve popul,111011 residing on the North Slope qu.1h· 
fies a.s a minority population Su Statement of Basis at 55. ICAS Petition at 30. 

i• ICAS's remmmng challenges to the amount and quality of pubhc participation opportunities 
av.iilable pertainmg to the cnviromnental j ustice analysis appear to mmor its more general arguments 

Contmued 
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Whaler Petition for Review. Shell Di.H.·m·erer 2012 (Doc. No. 24), wul ICAS Peti­
tion 11'i//i ICAS and AEWC Petition for Review, Shell Discoverer 2012 (Doc. 
No. 7). 

I. Region's £11l'iro11111e111al J11s1ice A11alysi.1· 

The Region included a fifteen-page environmental justice analysis in the 
administrative record to accompany the Permit and to allow for public comment 
on the analysis. Environmental Justice Analysis for Proposed OCS Permit 
No. R 10 OCS030000 Kulluk Drilling Unit (undated) ("EJ Analysis") (A.R. F-1 ). 
The Region's analysis begins with a discussion of environmental justice in the 
permitting context and notes that "f t]he Title V operating permit program does not 
generally impose new substantive air quality control requirements."m EJ Analysis 
at 2. In addition, the analysis includes a discussion of how the national ambient air 
quality standards ("NAAQS") are crafted by integrating scientific information and 
evidence from rigorously reviewed studies, and a summary of the Board's case 
law stating that the Board views compliance with the NAAQS as "emblematic of 
achieving a level of public health protection that, based on the level of protection 
afforded by the NAAQS, demonstrates that minority or low-income populations 
will not experience disproportionately high and adverse human health or environ­
mental effects due to exposure to relevant criteria pollutants." Id. (quoting 
Shell 2010, 15 E.A.D. at 156) (citations omitted); see also Statement of Basis 
at 54-55. 

( con1inuc<l) 

reg,1rd111g lhe public participa11on process Sn• ICAS Peti1ion al 6-10. ]R-39. Accordingly. 1he Board 

addresses ICAS's ch.illenges lo the adcqu,tc')' of lhc puhlic parlicipalmn process. hoth general!) and 
with rcspccl 10 the cm·irnnmem,11 juslicc anal) sis. m Parts VI F and VIG bclm1 

'" The Region furlher explamed 1ha1 : 

(T ihe Tulc V opcrn1111g pcnrnt progrJm " gcncr.,11) a vch1dc for ensur­
ing 1ha1 cxis1ing air qualit) control requirements ar.: appropriately ap­
plied lo foc1hty emission unm and lhill comphnnce wHh 1hese requ1re-
111enls is assured According I}. 1hc primary means of addressing 
.:n, ,ronmcntal JUsl1c·c issues in the 'I nlc V program 1s through increased 

public participa11on and re, ie11 by penmlling agencies, and condi1ions to 
assure comph,,ncc "11h applicahlc requirements As d1s<.:usscd ,,hove. 
the Title V permit al issue in this case 1~ unusual in thal II requires 1he 
source. as a T11le V tempornry source. to meet lhe NAAQS and also 
cslahlishcs l11111ts on the potential lo cnut Region 10 h,1s considered e11 -
11ronmen1,ll JUSllce concerns in tlus permi11ing action where possihlc in 
the context of assuring compliance with applic,1hle requi,·emenls for 1he 
source. 111 particul,ir ,1ssur111g con1ph,111cc \\ith the NAAQS as a Tille V 
tempornry source and esrnhhshing l'SD ll\'OidJn(e limn ~ 

l:.J Anal)~" al 2; ,-,., 11/.w S1atement of ll.lsis al 5-1. 
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The analysis goes on to catalogue the distances between lnupiat communi­

ties on the coast of the North Slope that are closest to Shell's lease blocks in the 

Beaufort Sea, and discusses the importance of subsistence foods obtained through 

hunting, fishing, and whaling to the lnupiat diet, and more generally the nexus 
between subsistence activities and Inupiat culture. EJ Analysis at 3, 5. The Re­
gion also included an illustration that juxtaposes the location of Shell's lease 
blocks, including proposed exploration sites, with onshore and offshore subsis­

tence use areas for the northern Inupiat communities.hi Id. at 4; see also State­

ment of Basis at 56. 

The Region then proceeded to analyze demographic, health-related, and air 
quality data.62 The demographic analysis indicates that 68% of residents living in 

the North Slope Borough classify themselves as Alaska Natives. EJ Analysis at 7. 

In addition, nearly half of North Slope residents speak a language other than En­
glish at home. Id. at 8. The analysis of health data revealed, among other things, 

that from 1990 to 2007 there has been a 158% rate of increase in the prevalence of 
diabetes for Alaska Natives residing on the Arctic Slope, whereas during the same 

time period there has been a 117% rate of increase in the prevalence in diabetes 
for Alaska Natives statewide.6·

1 Id. at 9. In addition. there is a higher incidence of 
outpatient visits for respiratory problems ranging from the common cold to pneu­

monia in the Arctic Slope than in the rest of Alaska. Id. 

In the air impact, analysis, the Region first noted that the North Slope Bor­
ough is currently designated as attainment/unclassifiable for all of the NAAQS, 
meaning that the North Slope has sufficient data to determine that the area is 
meeting the NAAQS or that, due to no data or insufficient data, EPA cannot make 

a determination. Id. at 11 & n.15 (citing CAA§ l07(d), 42 U.S.C. § 7407(d)). The 

• The analysis also includes. for ,ome of the northern lnup,at communities. the distances re 

sidents have reponed traveling omhorc to hunt for traditional subsistence food sources. See EJ Analy­

sis at 6 (not mg that Nuiqsut residents ha, e traveled up to 60 ,mies offshore to the north and as for east 

as Camden B.,y to hunt for howhead whale and that Kaktovik residents have tr.1velcd as far as 

35 miks offshore to hunt for bowhcad whale and walrus): Statement of Basis at 55: Jee nl.rn 

SI,~// 20/0, 15 E A.D. at 155 n.80 (noting that suhsis1ence activ1t1es. which can lake Jnupiat residents 

living on the North Slope far from lhcir local communities and clo.<er to emissions sources, <1re a 

potential environmental ius11cc considerauon that may be unique to the OCS PSD pcrmiuing context). 

Slir-11 Disw1·e1v 2012, IS !::.A.O. nt 496 n.32 (same). 

61 The Region used demographic ,nfonnation gathered from the 2000 U.S Census to compare 

the population of the North Slope Borough to th~ poJ)Ulations of both the State of Ala.ska and the entire 

Unued States. which ser\'ed as reference populations for the demo{!r.iphll· analysis. EJ An.ilys1s at 6-8 

& n 6. The No.-th Slope Borough consists of the follo\\ ins eight incorpor:ited village,: Point Hope. 

Pomt Lay . Wainwright. Atqasuk. Barro"· Nuiqsut. Kaktovik. and Anaktuvuk Pass See Statement of 

BaSIS nt 55, 

61 The Region utilited d.it.l from the Al;,ska Native He;1lth Status Report 2009, which the 

Alaska Natl\·e Epidemiology Center and the Alaska Nat1\'c Tnbal Health Consonium had prepared to 

analyze health conditions m the North Slope Borough. See l:.J Analysis at 8- 10 & 11 11. 
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Region then examined the total modeled concentrations of NO:. partirnlate matter 
with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less ("PM 1a"), particulate matter with a di­
ameter of 2.5 micrometers or Jes~ ("PM~_s"). S02• and C0,h4 including background 
concentrations and maximum concentration<; from the K11ll11k and the Associated 
Fleet.h~ Id. at I 3- I 4 & tbl.6. The Region compared the total modeled concentra­
tions for each of the three nearest communities while the source is in operation 
and found that the total maximum modeled concentrations demonstrate that the 
NAAQS will be attained at all locations beyond the 500-meter boundary, and that 
the modeled concentrations in the North Slope communities and in areas where 
the communities conduct suhsi,;tence activities will be below the relevant stan­
dard_hn Id. at 14. Finally, the Region noted that a majority of the total impacts 
result from background concentrations. Id . 

., The Board note, that the mforma11011 111duded m tJblc 5 ol th~ air qualny analysis include~ 

modeled impacts m the neare~t on~hore l'ommu11111es from opera11on of the K11ll11k ,tlone. without im­

pacts from the Asso~1atcd Fleet or hackgrnund conccntrat1m1S. r.J An;1lrs1s at 12 & thl.5. The Region 

explains that the m.iximum modeled com:cntration, in Nuiqsut. Dcadhorse, and Kakto\'1k listed in 
t,1ble 5 are all below the s1g111f1c:,rn1 impact levels (''SI Ls") es1,1blished for e,,ch criteria pollut,1111. M. 
,11 12. In the PSD progr,1111. Sil ,, function as threshold levels for ;11nh1e111 conccntrallons of a given 

pollutJnt: for a gi\'cn pollutJnl and a\'crag1ng period. any sourlc tha1 has a measured conccntrat1on 
1ha1 "below the SlL 1s considered too ~mall to ,ause or contnhute to a viola11on of the NAAQS. hi. 

The Region made dca1 earlier III the cm 1ronmen1al JUSt1cc analysis 1h.11 emissions from the 

Associmed fleet while operatmg w11h111 25 miles of lhe Krrllrtk, together wnh emissions from 1he 
K11//1rk. arc considered in conduc1111g 1111 amh1c111 air qu,,hl} ,111,1lys1s 10 determine whether em1ss1ons 

from the prnJect will i:ausc or n1ntnlm1c 10 a , 1nlation o1 the NAAQS Id al 4 . The Region's analysis 

repeatedly empl1:1si1.ed th;u compliance with the NAAQS is "emblema11c of adue, mg a level of public: 

hc,thh protccl1U11" that demonslrates thal mmorit} or lo\\ -mc:ome populations will 1101 experience dis­
propo111on,11ely high and adverse human hc,1lth or en, ironmcntal 1111pac1s due to exposure to rclcvanl 

cnten,1 pollut,mts. Id at 4-5 Cquotrng .'lite'// 2010. 15 EA D at 156). While the inclusion of informa­

tion on modeled impacts of emissions from the Kulfok alone on the nearest onshore communities is 

1llus1ra1i, e regarding the Kulluk'~ contrihu11on to the overall em1sstons profile. it is 1hc information 

that encompasses both h,1ckgrou11d co11cemra11ons and emission~ rrom the K1rl/11k and the Associated 
Fleet "hen 11 is within 2'i miles of 1he K111/11{ lh,11 c,tablishcs the Region has .,a11sficd its ohligation 10 

comply w11h the Exccut1\'C Order 

., l\fonitoring data from Prudhoc B.iy. De;1dhor,e. ,md Endicott were used for hackground val­

uc.s cJ Analysis at 13. The Region also noted tha1 the modeled impacts arc based on conscr\'atil·c 

assumptions. including that all four wells are drilled ,11 the \ame location to account for overlapping 
plumes. even though the drilling of four well, ,II ,1 fixed luc ,111on and the overlap of plumes will not 
occur. I</ 

"' Spec ifically. the Region noted 1hat in Kak10,•1k. luc,,ted 8 miles from Shell's closest lease 

bloc!. in the Beaufrn1 Sea. the total maximum modeled conc:en1ra1tons. assuming Shell's Oi.ffm•ei-er is 
in opera tion nnd considering bacl.ground conce111r,111ons, ,ire me,i-ured JI the following percentages of 

the NAAQS. 11 ~- for the I-hour NO: NAAQS. 20'ii for the ?4-hour PM ,, NAAQS; 35% for the 

24 hour PM ,., NAAQS. and: 20% for 1he annual PM •., NAAQ!) EJ Analysis at 13-14 & thl.6. Simi­

larly . in Nuiqsut, lrn;;,ted .H mile~ from Shell's do~e,t lease b lock III the Beaufort Sea, and applying 

1hc ,.nnc assumptions. the tot.II maximum modeled concc11tra11nns :m; mc,1surcd at the followini; per­
centJgcs of the N/\/\QS: 50% for the I •hour NO , N/\/\QS; 48% fm the 24-hour PM,, N/\/\QS. 

15':t for lhe 24-hour PM 1u NAAQS and 26'{ fi.ir the ,umual PM:, NAAQS. It{. 
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Overall, the Region concluded that Shell's proposed OCS activities in the 
Beaufort Sea will not result in disproportionately high and adverse human health 
or environmental effects with respect to Alaska Natives residing on the North 
Slope, and further, in reaching this conclusion the Region considered the impact 
on these communities while engaging in subsistence activities in the areas where 
such activities are regularly conducted. Id. at 15. With this background in mind, 
the Board now turns to the specific assertions both ICAS and Mr. Lum make in 
support of their arguments that the Region has not complied with its obligation 
under the Executive Order. 

2. One-Hour N02 NAAQS A11C1lysis 

ICAS challenges the Region's consideration of I -hour N01 NAAQS67 com­
pliance in the environmental justice analysis on several grounds, arguing that it is 
"insufficient and ignores salient record evidence." ICAS Petition at 34. ICAS as­
serts that in addition to NO! emissions from the K11l/11k when it is an OCS source 
and from the Associated Fleet when it is within 25 miles of the Kulluk, the Region 
must also account for mobile source N02 emii;sions that remain unregulated by 
the Permit when assessing potentially adverse health impacts of N02 emissions on 
No11h Slope communities. Id. at 35-38. In addition, ICAS challenges the Region's 
"fatal flaw of the environmental justice analys is," namely the failure to analyze the 
impacts of Shell's emissions on resident~ of the North Slope conducting subsis­
tence activities offshore. Id. at 36-37 (emphasis in original). Finally, ICAS chal­
lenges the Region's analysis of Shell's I-hour NO2 NAAQS compliance based on 
several technical decisions the Region made. Id. at 37-38. 

ICAS asserts that the Region's environmental justice analysis is inadequate 
because it does not account for emissions from mobile sources that are not in­
cluded in the air quality impact analysis conducted to determine whether emis­
sions from the project will cause or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS. 
See id. at 34 & n.30; EJ Analysis at 4. The Board disagrees. 

The Region appropriately determined that it was not required to analyze 
these mobile source emissions where, as here, the Title V permit did not address 
mobile source emissions, and the record lacked sufficient data for such an analy-

•• NAAQS arc health based-standards. designed 10 protect public hcahh with an adequate mar 
gin of safety. including sensitive populations such as children. the elderly. ,tnd asthmatics. Sec /11 ,., 
AES P11t•rfo Rico. L.P., 8 E.A.D. 324, 351 (EAB 1999), aff,I .<1th 11tJ111. S11r C,mtm lt1 Cu11ta111i11ctl'i,;11 
1. EPA. 202 F.3d 443 (1st Cir. 2000). dted ;,, Shell 20/V. 15 E.A D at 149 n.72. The Administrator i~ 
required 10 carry out periodic reviews of lhe air quality criteria puhhshed under section I 08 of lhe 
CAA. 42 U.S.C. § 7408. as well as the NAAQS. and to revise the crilcri.i and standards .is appropriate. 
CAA§ l09td)( I). 42 U.S.C. § 7409(d); l ). The Board outlined the history of the N01 NAAQS re, 1cws 
in its December 2010 remand order. St!e .% <'II 20/0, 15 E.A.D al 150 nn.n -74. 
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sis.6s RTC at 114: Statement of Basis at 54: see also EJ Analysis at 2: Region 
Response at 36 n.34. The Region acknowledged that the Title V permit at issue in 
this case is unusual in that it requires a temporary Title V source to meet the 
NAAQS. and the permit also establishes limits on PTE. EJ Analysis at 2: State­
ment of Basis at 54: RTC at 114. However, the Title V permit does not regulate 
mobile source emissions.6'' 

•< ICAS a~~crts thJt the Board should remand the Ku/1111 pcnnil ~o that the Region can a,scss 
mobile source cnus, ions mdudcd 111 Sh<.'ll's enmsmn• inventor) submtttcd In BOEMRE as part of 
Shell's Explora110n Plan. both bcL,msc II "sho\\S thai the add111onal cmissmns est11na1cs Jrc not as hard 
to oh1a1n as Region 10 1111pltes." and bc,Juse onLC !he Rcj!1011 .,sscsses the a<:curJC}' of the invcmory ii 
can "use the infonnJtmn to conduct an EJ anal)s1s 1ha1 accounts /or (II/ of Shell's emissions." lCt\S 
Pc11tion al :l5 tcmph:ISls III original). 

Nowhere 111 ils petition docs ICAS acknclY.]eJg(' the Rej!ion\ statement. m the Response to 

Comments. that "ltlhc Exploration Plan • • • tines not indude csumatcs of mr emissions from these 
other \'\:s,;cls durmg the 11me the) ~re more than 25 n11les from the Kulluk or before the Kulluk he­
crnne, an OCS sour,c." RTC .it Vi The Boal'd Ii.is consistently stated that. tn ordcl' to ,ustain ,cs 
hurdcn ot dcmonslrallng that re, tcw 1s "ainntcd. the pe1111oner must address 1he pcrmll 1ssue1"'s l'C• 
sponses to rclc, ant comments made dunng the pcrmu proceed mg S,-,., <'.g. P,•al>mly. 12 E A.D. al 33 
("(T)hc pc111ioncr ma)' not snnply rc11cr.itc co1111nen1s made during the public i;ommcnt period, but 
musl substantively confrnnt lhc permit 1ssue1"'s subSC(jUCnt cxplanalions.") 

l'urthcrmore, JCAS's s11ggcs11011 that the Region should "comp1lc rnugh estimates" ol these 
mobile sour"'. em1sst(lns hccau,e "(sfome addi11onJI ,teps a.-e part1culJrl) necessary here" " similal'ly 
unavailing ICAS Pc1i11on at 36. ICAS has acl.nowledgcd u~ ongoing concern rcgardmg cnus<ions that 
arc nut included 111 the PTE ,111alys1s. along "llh its efforts to compel Region 10 10 l·ons1der non-PTr 
emissions as OCS ~ourcc cmbs1ons m prio1 appcJls to this Hoard. ICAS Pcllllon at .34 Ocsptte 11, 
concerns. ICAS cannot demonslratc thal re, IC\\ is "an anted where. as here. ICAS offers a gencraliz<.'d 
objection to the Region's consideration of mohile sources 111 the en, 1ronmcntal justice Jnalysis. ,md the 
Region has demonstrated that it lacks sufficient data 10 reach J dcternnnativc conclusion regarding 
these mobile source emissions in the environmental justice contel\t Sec A,·mal. 15 E.A.D. at 401-02 
s,,,, lllso In,.,, Cape 1Vi111/ A.<socs., ll.C, 15 E.A.D .l27. :l30 CEAB 2011) !noting th,ll petitioners "muM 
raise specific objections to the pcl'mit"): /ti ,.,. HP Clir,·r.· 1'01111. 12 E.A.D. 209. 217 (EAB 2005) 
(same). 

"' In a memorandum addressing e11\'ironmen1al jus1icc Ill 1hc permitting conte~t. the AgcnC) 
stated: 

Unlike PSD/(New Source Review( permiuing, TIile V genernll) Joe, 
nol impose suhs1,1111ive emi,,ion control rcqu1re111c111s. hut rather re· 
quires all applicable requirements to he included III a f11Jc V opcrat111l' 
permit. * " " lkcause Title V does 1101 directly impose suhslanll\C 
emission, con1rol rct111irc111cnts, ii is not cle:ir whether or how EPA 
could take environmental justice issues into account m I Ille V permit­
ting - other than to allow public participation to sef\ e a, a moti,.,tmg 
factor for applying closer scrutin)' to a Title V pcrmn's wmpliancc with 
appli1:ahlc CAA rc<1uircmcn1~. 

Mc111or,11tdum fwm Gary Guzy. Gener.ii Counsel, U.S. EPA. to Ass1st~nt Admin1Str.11or-.. U <; EPA 
EP,\ S1t1llt/01)' and R,·K11latmy ,\111/11,riries Under 1\11,ich £111·11•mme1•111I J11stice fut1<'s Mt11• H,· ,\d 
dre.ue,1 iu Prrmirriug 13 (Dec . I . 2000) (A.R. rr-7>. 
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Despite the fact that mobile source emissions are not regulated under the 
Title V permit, the Region did go beyond iL~ required review to consider mobile 
source emissions with respect to environmental justice in the Response to Corn• 
ments. See RTC at 114-15. The Region was unable to reach a determinative con­
clusion with respect to these emissions due to insufficient information. 

ICAS's attempt to construe the Executive Order and Board precedent to re­
quire in this instance the analysis of emissions from mobile sources that the Re­
gion may not have accurate or sufficient data to complete in the context of a Ti­
tle V permit is unpersuasive. Notably. the Board has held that it will decline to 
review a permit issuer's environmental justice analysis that cannot reach a deter­
minative conclusion due to the insufficiency of available valid data. See RTC 
at 115; Avenal, 15 E.A.D. at 401 -02 (stating that where a permit issuer conducts a 
substantive environmental justice analysis that endeavors to include and analyze 
data that is germane to the environmental justice issue raised during the comment 
period, and the permit issuer demonstrated it exercised its considered judgment 
when determining that it cannot reach a determinative conclusion due to the insuf­
ficiency of available data, the Board will decline to grant review of the environ­
mental justice analysis). Moreover, "[t)he plain language of the Executive Order 
imparts considerable leeway to federal agencies in determining how to comply 
with the spirit and letter of the Executive Order." Avenal, 15 E.A.D. at 401. ICAS 
overreacts Avenal when it suggests that A1'e11al compels the analysis of these mo­
bile source emissions in the context of this permit. See ICAS Petition al 35 (''The 
Agency has considered mobile emissions previously in its EJ analyses and should 
be required to do so here." (citing Avenal, 15 E.A.D. at 399)).1(1 

ICAS's challenge also fails because ICAS never responded to the Region's 
stated rationale in the administrative record that Title V permits generally do not 
impose new substantive air quality control requirements. A petitioner cannot sim-

'~ ICAS include~ a cilalion lo ,\l',•1111/ for lhe proposilion tha1 "mo1or vehicle emi~s1011s are by 
f.ir the grcatesl concern." 111 support of its conlention 1hat mohile source emission, should he included 
,n the short-term NO, NAAQS assessment mcludcd in the em•ironmcn1al ius11cc analysis. but lhc 
quo1e is laken oul of conlext and does not support ICAS's posilion. Se,· ICAS Peuuon al 35. The 
circumstan,;-cs in A,·mt1I arc 1m1rkcdly different lhan lhosc in the present case In Arm a/ . lhc Agcnc) 
conduclcd an environmental jus1tcc analysis that focused in particular on short· lcrm NO; 11npacts in 
support of a PSD permit to build a 600-megawalt power plan1. 15 E.A.D. at 399. The Agency noled 
1ha1 in the area surrounding the proposed sile for the new source. motor vehicles accounted for 91 '½- of 
NO, emissions locally, as compared to 61'l> of NO, emissions nationwide. Id. In addition. the environ• 
mental juslice analysis in A1·e,w/ noted 1hat lhe area surrounding the proposed facility was designated 
tis extreme nonallainmcnl for ozone, and N01 1s a precursor emission. !ti. Fin.illy . the Agency further 
explained that NO, com:en1rations on or near major r,uu/im_i-J have appreciably higher emissions than 
those measured at monitors in the Agency-approved network. Id. ICAS has not demons1rated that the 
need to assess NO, impacts from mobile sources in A•·e,uil. where NO, emiM,ions near romt"·ays were 
known to be much higher. translates into a requirement that the Agency account for these mobile 
emissions on the Arc1ic OCS 10 demonstrate thal its environmenlal justice analysts 1s sufficient. 
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ply repeat comments made during the comment penod, but must substantively 
confront the permit issuer's substantive explanations in order to demonstrate that 
review of a particular issue is warranted. Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 33. 

Further. ICAS's assertion that the Region failed "to analy,::e the impacts of 
Shell's emissions on subsistence hunters and fishers while offshore." is unsup­
ported by the record. ICAS Petition at 36 37 (empha,is in original): see also 
Shell Discoverer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 500. The environmental justice analysis 
stated that mobile source emissions will di~sipate while ve~sel~ are in transit, RTC 
at 115. and the environmental justice analysis analyzed how the subsistence areas 
located in close proximity to Shell's lease blocks might be affected by Shell's 
OCS activities. EJ Analysis at 5; id. at 6 (discussing distance~ ~ubsistence hunters, 
whalers, and fishermen have traveled offahore in search of subsistence foods): id. 
at 4 (depicting subsistence use areas mapped over Shell exploration plan well 
sites). In addition to demonstrating compliance with the applicable NAAQS, the 
Region conducted an environmental justice analysis that included and analyzed 
data that is germane to the environmental justice issues raised during the comment 
period. See Shell 2010. 15 E.A.D. at 160-61 n.87. Although ICAS may disagree 
with the contents or conclusions of the Region's environmental justice analysis. 
ICAS has not demonstrated that this difference in opinion equates to an insuffi­
cient effort on the Region's part regarding environmental justice, or that the Re­
gion failed to analyze impacts. See Shell Discm•erer 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 500. 

Finally, ICAS enumerates several problems with the Region's environmen­
tal justice analysis that amount to challenges to the Region's technical expertise. 
See ICAS Petition at 37; Region Response at 43-44; see also Shell 2012, 
15 E.A.D. at 500-01. Witholll elaborating any further. ICAS expresses "significant 
concerns" with, among other things, installed NO! controls and their ability to 
function properly in cold weather. the use of generic NOJNOz ratios in lieu of 
actual source tests. the use of "diurnal pairing" of NO! data, and the need for addi­
tional "tracer experiments" to supply data for the AERMOD model. ICAS Petition 
at 37. It is axiomatic that a challenge to the fundamental technical expertise of a 
permit issuer requires a petitioner to overcome a particularly heavy burden. and 
that a successful challenge to a permit issuer's technical expertise must consist of 
more than just a difference of opinion. Shell 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 501; accord In re 
NE Huh ?armers, L.P., 7 E.A.D. 561. 567 (EAB I 998), reviell' denied sub 110111. 

Pe1111 Fuel Gas, Inc. v. EPA, 185 F.3d 862 (3rd Cir. 1999). Here. ICAS has failed 
to overcome this particularly heavy burden because it does nothing more than list 
its broad objections to the Region's environmental justice analysis. 

3. Ozone NAAQS Analysis 

ICAS also challenges the Region's compliance with its obligation under the 
Executive Order based on the Region's alleged failure 10 adequately address both 
the latest scientific findings regarding ozone and the potential impacts of ozone on 
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local communities. ICAS Petition at 31. ICAS's assertions focus in large part on 
the Region's decision to demonstrate compliance with the current 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS, which is set at 0.75 parts per million ("ppm"), as opposed to the range of 
0.60 to 0.70 ppm for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS that EPA's Administrator pro­
posed in January 20 LO but never finalized. See id. at 30-34; Region Response 
at 40-42; RTC at 96-98, 119-20. On September 2, 2011, four days before the close 
of the public comment period and prior to the Region issuing the Permit, the Pres­
ident requested that the Administrator withdraw the proposed 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS standard and instead enforce the current 8-hour ozone standard of 
0.75 ppm until the ozone standard is reconsidered again in 2013. Statement on the 
Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards, 2011 Daily Comp. Pres. 
Doc. 607, at l (Sept. 2, 2011), available Cl/ http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/ (click on 
Compilation of Presidential Documents). ICAS also asserts that the Region's con­
clusion not to model emissions from ozone precursors based on available back­
ground data that does not account for the cumulative impacts of proposed activi­
ties on the Arctic OCS was in error. and that the Region's response to its 
comments regarding ozone were inadequate. ICAS Petition at 33. 

The Region responds that ICAS's petition raises issues that are largely tech­
nical, and that the Region appropriately relied on the Agency's current legal stan­
dard of 0.75 ppm when assessing Shell's compliance with the 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS. Region Response at 40. The Region further asserts that it exercised its 
technical expertise to determine that ozone levels in the area were not expected to 
exceed even the lowest level of 0.60 ppm that EPA included in its proposed 
8-hour ozone NAAQS. Id. at 42. Finally, the Region asserts that it appropriately 
responded to comments received, including comments specifically raising con­
cerns about the cumulative impacts of proposed OCS operations with respect to 
attaining the ozone NAAQS. Id. 

Although ICAS argues to the contrary, the current, enforceable 8-hour 
ozone NAAQS that Shell must demonstrate compliance with is 0.75 ppm. As this 
Board has stated previously, "[a] permit issuer must apply the statutes and imple­
menting regulations in effect at the time the final permit decision is made." Rus­
sell City JI, 15 E.A.D. at 81 n.98 (quoting /11 re Phelps Dodge Corp .• 10 E.A.D. 
460, 478 n. IO (EAB 2002)). The Region's decision to require Shell to comply 
with the 0.75 ppm 8-hour ozone NAAQS is consistent with applicable law and the 
corresponding regulationi. in effect at the time the Region issued the Permit. 

In addition, ICAS does not demonstrate that the Region's analysis of the 
impacts the 8-hour ozone NAAQS may have on Alaska Natives residing on the 
North Slope would result in a disproportionately high or adverse impact on the 
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health of Ala-.ka Natives. 1 In the Response to Comments supporting the Permit, 
the Region stated that it "stands by its decision" to forego regional photochemical 
modeling and further explained that "Region IO reviewed ozone monitoring data 
along with exi-.ting precursor emis~ions that will 11npact ozone formation. Based 
on this review, Region 10 determined further analysis of ozone was not war­
ranted." RTC at 97. In addition, the Region explained that the most recent ozone 
data indicates that current ozone levels in the Beaufort Sea are well below 
0.60 ppm. which represent.~ the low end of the range of the proposed 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS. 2 Id. at 97-98, 120. 

Finally, ICAS's assertion that the Region failed to consider the cumulative 
impacts of emissions from proposed Arctic OCS operations i-; unavailing. See 
ICAS Petition at 33. ICAS's petition for review not only lacks any further support 
for this statement, it also fails to substantively confront the Region',; explanation 
in the Response to Comments. See Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 33 (petitioner nm~t 

·, ICAS's asscruon lhat 111 the context of .in cm1ronmcn1al JUStlcc .malysis the Region's trc;il­
mcnt of the ll-hour ozone standard m the current appeal 1s ,malogous to the Region's treatment of the 
ncv.J} promulgated I-hour NO, Ni\i\QS m Sl,L'i/ 20/0 must also fail. SC'e lCi\S Petition al .'2 i\s the 
Board rcccntl} c~plaincd, the conlcxt of the challenge lo the env1rnnmcn1al JUStlcc analy,is 111 
Shell 20/0 was unusual in that the OCS PSD permits at issue were fin,,hzed in the 111teri1n between the 

i\dm111istrator's publication of the final rule cslabhshrng the hourly NO NAAQS rn lhc Federal Regis­
ter on Fcbru,tr} 9. 2010. :,nd the effective date ol the nc" hourly NO1 st,indard, Apnl 12, 2010 
A1•,•11c,I. 15 EA D .it 401. The Board emphasized that the envornnmental JUst1cc aspect of the 
Slrd/ 2010 rem,md order turned on lhc Rcgton's scant cm 1ronmcnlal JUslice analysis. which provided 
no exan11n.1t1011 or anal) sis of short-term NO, 1mp:1cts whatsoever /cl. 

Herc. the Region 1101 only analy,.cd impacts from ozone emissions, Sl!I! RTC .it 96-98. 119-20. 
it lurther explained that cu1Tent levels of ozone in the area arc well below the low end of 1hc range 
EPA had requested comment on in the proposed ozone Ni\i\QS. and that emissions of ozone precur­
sors would also not lead to an excecdance or the low range of the proposed ozone NAAQS. M. at 120; 
scr t1!.l'o Region Response at 41 n.37 (noting that the discussion of ozone in the Region's environmen­
tal justice anal}·sis was brief. but that both the Response to Comments and lhe technical support dncu­
mcnl contained in the adminislrative rernrd provide more detailed discussions of the Region's dctcnni­
nation regarding ozone). Of equal importance. and unlike the events leading up to the Board's remand 
order in Shell 2010. in this instance the Agency has not made a final determinalion or issued a final 
rule stating lh:tt the current 8-hour ozone standard is inadequate. See Region Response at 41. ICAS has 
not demonstrated that the Region's "'"sidcration of the ozone NAAQS in the current appeal warrants 
Board rc\'iew hascd on similarities 10 the Region's 1reatment nfthc hourly NO1 NAAQS in Slrdl 2010. 

72 ICAS challenges the Region's conclusion not to model emissions of ozone ,md owne pre• 
cursors, .md alleges that the "limited background data" that exists docs 1101 demonstrate tha1 current 
ozone le\'cls arc well below the proposed ozone NAi\QS. ICAS Petition at 33. ICAS docs not pro,·idc 

an) citation or reforence as support for this stalemem. which amounts 10 a challenge to the Region's 
technical expertise. This Board recently stated that "it is axiom.ilk that a challenge to the fund,11nc11tal 
tcchmcal expertise or a permit issuer requires a petitioner to overcome a particularly hcal'y hurdcn, 
and that a ,uccessful challenge lo a permit issuer's technical e.wertise must con~ist of more than just a 
difference of opinion." Slw/1 /Ji.,un·,,,-,.,· 2012. 15 E.A.D. :11 501 (citing She/12011, 15 E.A.D. al 203. 
and NE H11/,. 1 E.i\.D. at 567). ]Ci\S'.~ hald assertion that background 11wnc data \I.I~ limited and docs 
not support the Region's conclusions cannot overcome this particularly heavy burden. 
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demonstrate why a permitting authority's response to objections made during the 
public comment period warrants review). In this instance, the Region explained: 

[T]he Clean Air Act permitting programs are essentially 
'first come, first served' programs and each subsequent 
permitting action needs 10 account for all of those that 
went before but not any actions that will occur subsequent 
to that action. The permits for the Discoverer drill ship in 
the Chukchi Sea and Beaufort Sea are the first permits in 
their respective vicinities and they only need to assess 
their impacts on the existing air quality situation. 

The Kulluk drill rig in the Beaufort Sea is the second per­
mit and EPA has addressed cumulative impacts by includ­
ing conditions in the permit that prevent Shell from oper­
ating the Kulluk drill rig and the Discoverer drill ship in 
the Beaufort Sea during the same drilling season. Permit 
Condition D.4.8. As such, only one of the two drill rigs 
can operate in the Beaufort in any year so there will be no 
overlapping impacts with respect to compliance with 
sho11[]term NAAQS. * * * 

As discussed above, ConocoPhillips has withdrawn its 
permit application for operation of a jack-up drill rig in 
the Chukchi Sea. 

RTC at 101; see also El Analysis at 14 (repo11ing total maximum modeled con­
centrations for criteria pollutants in Kaktovik and Nuiqsut, which account for both 
the Discoverer's operation and background concentrations); Region Response 
at 42 n.39 (noting that "[p]otential OCS operations in the Chukchi Sea and the 
Beaufort Sea are over 200 miles apart at the closest point"). Aside from its plain 
statement that the Region did not consider the emissions from all proposed OCS 
operations, ICAS does not address the Region's response to its comment, and thus 
cannot demonstrate that this issue wa1nnts Board review. Peabody, 12 E.A.D. 
at 33. 

4. Oil Spill Response Capabilities 

Mr. Lum asserts that EPA has failed to require Shell to demonstrate its oil 
spill response capabilities in "clear, windy, broken ice and sheet ice conditions." 
Lum Petition at 1-2. The Region responds that this issue is outside the scope of 
these permit proceedings and thus is not properly subject to review. Region Re­
sponse at 4 7. 
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The Board ha). previously emphasized that "[t)he PSD review proce,;s jo.; not 
an open forum for consideration of every environmental aspect of a proposed pro­
Ject. or even every issue that hears on air quality." 7' In re Knauf Fiber Glens 
Gmh/-1, 8 E.A.D. 121, 127 (EAB 1999) ("Knauff'). quoted in Ill re Sutter Po11•er 

Plant. 8 E.A.D. 680, 688 (EAB 1999}: see also In re Enwgen Coge11eratio11 Fa ­
cility. 8 E.A.D. 244. 259-60 (EAB 1999). The Board has jurisdiction "to review 
i~suei, directly related to permit conditions that implement the federal PSD pro­
gram," S1111e1, 8 E .A.D. at 688, hut will deny review of ii,sue, not governed by the 
PSD regulations because it lacks jurisdiction over them. Id.; see also E11coge11. 

8 E.A.D. at 259 (noting that petitioners had not shown how the issues they re­
quested the B◊ctrd to review fell withm the Board's PSD jurisdiction). Moreover, 
there are often other regulatory programs in place that may addresi, environmental 
concerns that fall outside the Board's scope of review. Knauf I, 8 E.A.D. at 162; 
see also Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 405 n.66. 

EPA's junsdiction over portions of the OCS applies to air emissions subject 
to the CAA and its implementing regulations. In this instance, BOEMRE7~ is re­
sponsihle for implementing regulations that address oil spill and response capahil­
ities.7~ The Board does not have jurisdiction to consider Shell's oil spill and re-

' A, 1101ed ahove. see Pan VI.A. I.:,. 1he OCS air regulauon, require 1hat OCS perm11 proc-eed­
mgs folio" lhc procedures used lo issue PSD pcmuts coni.uncd 111 40 C f R p,1rl 124. 40 CF R . 
~ 55.6Ca)(3). 

' A, lhc Hoard has nolcd m previous S/rd/ decisions. in Ma) 7010 the Scc·rclar) of lhe De• 
panmenl of 1he lnlcrior ("DOI") signed a Sccreiarial Order reorganizing the former Minerals Manage 
mcm ScJ"\·icc f"MtllS"J 11110 three 111dcpcnde111 c111i1ics 10 heuer c:u-ry ou1 its three missions or: Cl) im 
proving 1he managcmcnl. ovcr,ight. and aaoun1ah,li1y of .icli\•i1ies on 1hc OCS; (2) ensuring a fair 
rclurn lo the 13J1paycr lrnm oltshorc royalty .ind rc,·cnuc collcclion and di,bur,cmcnt activilics. and 
(3) pro\'iding independent sakly and cnv1ronmcntal O\crs1ght and cnfon:emcnl of oflshorc acli\'Hics . 
Slic/1 20/2. 15 E.A.D al 492 n.29; .i,·c <t/.rn Slid/ 2010. IS E A.D. al 112 n 7. U.S. DOI. Dcpartmcn1al 
Manual. p1,. 118 & I 19. ch. I (Sept 30. 20 I I). m m/11/,lc• 111 h1tp://clips.do1 .gov/app_dm/dm dm ("De­
part menial Mm111al") (es1;1hhshing 1hc nca1ion, au1hon11cs. ohjeclives , and rcprnting rclalionships for 
1hc Rurc.iu of Ocean Energy Man.igcmcnl t"ROEM") ,tnd Bureau of Safct) and Em1ronmcn1al En­
forccmcnl ("BSEE")). BOEMRE assumed all of MMS\ rcsponsibililies 111 the i111cnm until the full 
1111plcmen1ation of 1hc rcorg,111iz.11ion 11110 1hc 1hrcc separa1c cmities w.1s c·ompletc. !,/,,di 2012 , 
I 'i E A.D. al 492 n 29. <et' Sl,eil 2010. 15 F..A.D . .ti 112 n 7 The transfer of 1hc rc\"cnuc collcc1ion 
function 10 the Office of Nalm al Resources Rc\'cnuc was completed on October I. 20 IO Set Secretary 
ol 1hc Interior. U.S. DOI. Order No. 3306. Orgm11,t11w1111I Clumges thulcr ,,,,. A,·.,·rswm S,·cn•Jary 
l'11ti,y. M111111~e111,·111 and H111{j!el (Scpl 20. 2010) 11,mlaMe ar h11p:f/chpsdoi.gov/app_$O/socf111. 
Dcpanmelllal Manual. pl. I 12. ch. 3~ (Apr. I 5.2011) One year la1cr. on Oc1obcl' I. 201 I. 1hc rcorgan-
1za11on was complclcd \\hen ROEMRE w:1s replaced hy BOEM ,md BSEf. St'c· Departmcnlal I\Ianual. 
pt~. 118 & 119. For cons1,1cn,y the Board refers lo ROF.MRF because the Penni! and 1hc supporting 
documcnta1ion refer cxclusncly 10 BOl:.:vlRE. 

' 1 On Augusl 4. 2011 BOEMRI:. lnow BO.EM. sec note 74 above> wndilionally approved 
Shell's t xploraiion plan for 1h~ Ik.mtorl Sea. Leuer lrom Jeff Walker. Re11onal Supenhor. Fidd 
Opcr.11ion,. Ala~ka OCS Rci;ion. BOEMRE. U.S. DOI. 10 Sus.111 Childs. Shell Offshore. ln~· (Aug. 4. 

Conlmued 

VOI.UMr- IS 



R002745

602 ENVIRONMENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS 

sponse capabilities in the Arctic OCS, and thus, the Board denies Mr. Lum's 
petition for review on these grounds. 

5. Impacts of Air Emissions 011 Tmdirio,wl S11bsisre11ce Food 
Sources 

Mr. Lum asserts that the K111/11k's operations in the Beaufo11 Sea will intro­
duce toxins into the ocean "via the exhaust (from the Kulluk] that settles down 
into it," and contaminate the marine mammals and fish the coastal lnupiat con­
sume as part of their indigenous diet. Lum Petition at 2-3. Mr. Lum continues that 
this will not only contaminate the food supply but also alter traditional Inupiat 
culture. Id. The Region responds that this issue is outside the scope of these per­
mit proceedings and thus is not properly subject to Board review. Region Re­
sponse at 4 7. The Board construes Mc Lum's assertions as a challenge to the 
adequacy of the Region's compliance with the Executive Order. 

Mr. Lum also raised this issue in the appeals that led to the Board's 
Shell Discoverer 2012 decision. See 15 E.A.D. at 502. In Shell Disco11erer 2012, 
the Board denied review on procedural grounds because the impacts of air emis­
sions on traditional subsistence food sources was not raised at the time of the first 
appeals.76 Jd. In the current appeal, Mr. Lum timely submitted comments on this 
issue and thus his petition for review is procedurally sound. See Lum Comments 
at I. The Board, however, has previously held that "[i]mpacts on subsistence hunt­
ing and fishing are outside the scope of the PSD program and therefore the 
Board's jurisdiction." Shell 2007, 13 E.A.D. at 405 n.66 (citing Knauf I, 8 E.A.D. 
at 161-62), quoted i11 RTC at 125. The Board does not have jurisdiction to con­
sider the impacts of air emissions on traditional subsistence food sources and 
Inupiat culture. and thus, the Board denies Mr. Lum's petition for review on these 
grounds. 

(l;onlinued) 
2011) {hc.-cinafler Beaufort EP Lener) . The .ipprov.il of 1hc Beaufort Sea explora1ion pl:in "as cond1-
1ioned. among othe.- 1hings. on Shell submi111ng 10 BOEMRE prior 10 the commencement of explora­
tory dnlhng operations documentation regarding the subse.i well capping and comainment system 
Shell h,is comnuned 10 have at ih disposal. Id. at 3 Specilic:llly. Shell must "submil documentallon on 
lhe procedures for deployment. installation. and operation of the sy~tem under anticipated em·rron­
mental condnions. including the potential presence of sea ice for approval by BOEMRI::. Shell "ill 
also be required to conduct a lield exercise to demonstrate Shell's abrhty lo deploy the system" Id, 

'• A• mentioned above. the Board remanded to the Region two OCS PSD penmt• m Dcccm• 
her 2010. Se,: ge,rem/ly Sht!II 20/0, 15 E.A D. at 161-62 In the subsequent appeals of the permits 
is,ued upon completion of rem.md proceedmgs. the Board unequivocal!)' slated that "rn the current 
appeals. '[nlo new issue~ may be raised th~t could ha"c been raised, but were not raised.' in the prc\i 
ous appeals • Shell Dis, ,,,·Nt:• 2012. 15 E.A.D. at 4n (quoting Shell 2010, 15 E A.D at 162) 
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For all of the foregoing reason~. the Board dedmes to review the Region's 
compliance with the Executive Order and applicable Bodrd precedent. 

F. ICAS Has Failed 10 Demonstrate That the Region Clearl_\ Erred or 
Abused Its Discretio11 i11 Pnwidin,lf. 46 Davs for Co111111e11t 011 the Draft 
Permit and i11 De11yi11g ICAS'.1· Request f or No1w1·erlappi11g Comment 
Periods 

ICAS claims that the Region "committed dedr legal en-or by failing to pro­
vide the public an adequate opportunity to comment on" the draft permit.17 ICAS 
Petition at 6. More specifically. ICAS alleges that the Region failed to meet the 
parts 71 and 124 procedural requirements that require permit issuers to "allow at 
least 30 days for public comment" on draft permits. Id. at 7 (citing 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 7 I.I I (d)(2)(i), 124. I) (emphasis added by Petitioners). Although ICAS ac­
knowledges that the comment periods for the Permit ran from July 22, 2011, to 
September 6, 2011. an interval of 46 days, ICAS contends that, because the Re­
gion issued the draft K11l/11k permit for comment at the same time it issued another 
draft minor source air permit for comment and in the middle of comment periods 
for two major source air permits for another Shell drillship, '" in reality, ICAS only 
"had 16 days to comment on each of the[] permits." rather than the required mini­
mum of 30. Id. at 7. This is because, according to ICAS, 11 "does not have the 
resources to comment on more than one air permit at a time." Id. ICAS further 
claims that "the short and overlapping comment periods .. * • deprived [them] of 
a meaningful opportunity to comment on Shell's new air modeling results." Id. 
at 8. 

In a related argument. ICAS asserts that the Region clearly erred in denying 
its request that the Region "hold nonoverlapping comment periods on the OCS 
permits and [] provide 45 days to comment on each permit." Id. at 8-9. ICAS 
claims that it met the regulatory standard for demonstrating the need for addi­
tional time to prepare comments. Id. (referring to the standard at 40 C.F.R. 
§ 71.1 l(g)): see also id. attach. 8 (Leuer from Harry Brower. Chairman. Alaska 
Eskimo Whaling Commission ("AEWC"), et al., to Doug Hardesty, Air Permits 
Project Manager, U.S. EPA Region 10 (June 15, 2011) (A.R. C-487)) (AEWC 
and ICAS request for nonoverlapping comment periods) fhereinafter ICAS Let-

The Bo.,rd al•;o considers ICAS's d ;um under an .,husc of d1scrctmn ,tandard S,·e i11Jm note 

·, The Region h.td issued l\\O dr,,ft permlls for Shell's Di.Kol c1<!1 dnll,h1p earlier 111 July or 
2011 See Shell D,.,,.,,,,,.,,,. 2012. 15 EA D at 480 The comment period for those two permit~ ran 
frnm July 6 to August 5. 2011. Id : ICAS Pcti11on at 7 In add111on. on the ~Jmc date the Region had 
issued the K111/11k drafl permit. II had al,o issued a draft penmt for ConocoPh1lhps to operate a Jackup 
dnll rig 111 the Chukclu Sea ICAS Petition al 7 The cmnmcnl period for tlus pcrnnt ongmall) ended 

at rhc ,am,: tune as th~ K11/111k draFt permit. but \\a~ later extended to Scptcmhcr 21 . 2011 ICAS 
Pe1111on a l 8-9. RTC m 7 
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ter]; id. attach. 9 (Letter from Richard Albright, Director. Office of Air, Waste, & 
Toxics, U.S. EPA Region 10, to Harry Brower, AEWC Chairman, et al. (July 21, 
2011) (A.R. C-532)) (EPA response). 

The part 71 procedural regulation governing public notices and public com­
ment periods specifically provides that "[p]ublic notice of the preparation of a 
draft permit "' * * shall allow at least 30 days for public comment." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 71.1 l(d)(2)(i). The part 124 procedural regulations, which also apply to the Per­
mit/1 contain the same language. See 40 C.F.R. § l 24. lO(b ). The Board has tradi­
tionally read these regulations to establish a minimum comment period length of 
30 days, recognizing that the regulations clearly allow the permit issuer, in its 
discretion, to grant a longer comment period. Shell Discoverer 2012, 15 E.A.D. 
at 520-21 (discussing the applicable part 124 regulation); see also /11 re Genesee 
Power Station, 4 E.A.D. 832, 841 (EAB 1993) (noting that the pai1 124 regulation 
governing public comment periods "only require[s them] to last 30 days"). In ad­
dition, as ICAS points out, part 71 contains a separate provision specifically au­
thorizing a permit issuer to grant additional time. It states that "[a] comment pe­
riod longer than 30 days may be necessary to give commenters a reasonable 
opportunity lo comply with the requirements of this section. Additional time shall 
be granted to the extent that a commenter who requests additional time demon­
strates the need for such time."8" 40 C.F.R. § 71.1 l(g)). 

"' As 1he Region explained. 1he Pernnt 1s subJect to the procedural requirements of bolh 
p,lrl 55 (and consequen1ly part 124) ,ls well as part 71 : 

RTC ,1t 6 n.3. 

The portion oflhis penmt 1ha11s a Part 71 permit (e.g., the portion o f the 
permit that applies on the Outer OCS) is issued under 40 CfR Pan 55 
and 40 CFR Part 7 1 and subject to lhe procedural requirements of 
-10 CFR Part 71 ,ts provided in 40 CFR § 71 4(d). The portion of tlus 
pcnnit lhat is a COA Title V pcr111it and a COA minor source permit 
(e.g .• 1he portion of the permit that applies on lhe Inner OCS) is issued 
under 40 CFR P,1n 'i'i and, in the absence of other apphcable proce­
dures, subject to the permit issuance procedures for PSD permits under 
-10 CFR Part 12-1, Subpart A and C. S<'e 40 CFR §§ 55.6/aJ 0) and 
124,1. 

' Because the regulations authorize the permit issuer to grant a longer commenl period upon 
an adequate showing of need. the Board also considers ICAS's challenge under an abuse of discrc1ion 
even though ICAS did nol clearly prcsenl its challenge as such. alleging instead only "clear error." 
Se,, Sire/I Discol'l! I'<" 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 521 (considering similar argument as raising an abuse of 
discretion claim). /11 re Guam \Varer..-orks A11tlr .• 15 E.A.D. 437. 4-13 n.7 (EAB 2011) (explaining 
Board's standard in reviev. ing claims involving a permit issuer's exen:isc of discretion): /11 re De.ten 
Rm·k E11(!1'g_1· Co., 14 E.A.D. 48-1. 5.10 (EAB 2009) (using an abuse of discretion standard where the 
pcrmil issuer had "bro.id discretion" in making the challenged determination). The Board similarly 
reads ICAS's challenge to lhe Region's denial of nonovcrlapping comment periods as raising an abuse 

of discretion claim 
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In the present case. the Region provided a 46 day public comment period 
for the Kulluk draft permit. albeit a comment period that partially overlapped with 
several other comment periods. The Region, in its Response to Comments. pro­
vided a lengthy. well-reasoned explanation for its establishment of a 46 day com­
ment period for the K11/111k permit and for its denial of ICAS's reque-.t for noncon­
current comment periods. See RTC at 5-8. In addressing comment~ on these 
topics, the Region pointed out that it had granted a period longer than the regula­
tory minimum for this permit and had also extended the comment period for one 
of the other permits, the ConocoPhillips permit. Id. at 6; accord id. at 7. The 
Region further noted that the ConocoPhillips permit, for which it had extended 
the comment period to 60 days, was for a proposed 2013 operation, whereas Shell 
"intends to begin its exploratory drill operations with the Kulluk in July 2012." Id. 
at 7. The Region also enumerated the many steps it had taken before and during 
the public comment period "to promote meaningful public involvement." Id. at 6. 

In addition, the Region observed that, while "it agree[dl with the com­
menters that some aspects of the Draft Permit are technically and legally com­
plex," on the other hand, "[t]he comments submitted * * * demonstrate[d) that 
the public was able to review, evaluate, and comment on many complex issues 
during the comment period provided." RTC at 8. The Region noted that among 
the more than 14,500 public comments it had received, a number of them had 
contained "substantive comments on, among other issues, the definition of OCS 
Source, limits on the source's potential to emit, choice of model, modeling data. 
ambient air boundary, source testing, emission factors. air quality analysis. appli­
cability of increments and visibility. and cumulative impacts." Id. Accordingly. 
the Region believed that "[t]he volume of comments received and the substantive 
issues addressing technically and legally complex issues demonstrate[d) that the 
public was able to meaningfully review and comment on the Draft Permit." Id. 

The Region also explained that "40 CFR § 71. 7(a)(2) requires that it take a 
final action on a Title V permit application within 18 months of receiving a com­
plete application. In conducting the permitting process, Region 10 must strike a 
balance between its obligation to provide for meaningful public participation and 
its responsibility to make a final permitting decision in a timely manner." Id. 
Based on all these factors. the Region had determined that "the commenters have 
not demonstrated that a period of more than 46 days is necessary to give the pub­
lic a reasonable opportunity to comment." Id. at 7 (citing 40 C.F.R. §§ 71.11 (g) 
and 124. I 3). 

In its petition. ICAS does not explain why the Region's response to these 
comments is clearly erroneous or an abuse of discretion. In fact, ICAS does not 
even address the Region's response. ICAS's failure to address the Region's re­
sponse is, in and of itself, sufficient to deny its claims of procedural error con-
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cerning the comment period."1 

Nevertheless, even if the Board considered ICAS's claim of procedural er­
ror, the Board would deny review of this claim for several reasons. First, the 
length of time the Region provided for comment on this permit - 46 days - is 
16 days more than the regulatory minimum required by 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 7 I.I l(d)(2)(i) and 124. IO(b). [t is also one day more than the amount of time 
ICAS had specifically requested for each permit in its letter.82 See ICAS Letter 
at 2 (requesting nonconcurrent comment periods of 45 days). ICAS's attempt to 
recalculate the length of the comment period as "16 days" based on an unex­
plained mathematical formula involving the number and lengths of other com­
ment periods is unconvincing and does not demonstrate clear error. See Shell Dis­
coverer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 521; see also Russell City 1/, 15 E.A.D. at 95-98 
(denying review of a procedural error claim where petitioners fail to point to a 
part 124 procedural regulation that was violated); Knauf 11, 9 E.A.D. at 17 (deny­
ing review where the permit issuer fulfilled the applicable regulatory obligations, 
but did not go beyond those requirements). 

Furthermore, while it is true that the Region did not grant ICAS's request 
for nonoverlapping comment periods, ICAS has not pointed to any regulations 
that prohibit the Agency from issuing concmTent permits or that require - or even 
specify - a different comment period length when the Agency does issue concur­
rent permits. To the contrary, the relevant regulations authorize the Agency to 
issue a single public notice to "describe more than one permit or permit actions," 
40 C.F.R. §§ 71.11 (d)(l )(iit), 124. IO (a)(3), without mentioning a different time 
frame for public comment when concurrent permits are issued. While sec­
tion 71.11 (g) authorizes the Agency to extend a particular comment period on a 
case-by-case basis where a commenter has demonstrated the need for additional 
time - which would thereby provide an avenue for commenters to obtain longer 
comment periods in situations where comment periods overlap"\ - the provision 
does not prohibit, or even mention, overlapping comment periods. 

~ As the Board discussed above m Part Ill, a petitioner must explain why the permit issuer's 
previous response to those ohjcctions ,s clearly erroneous or otherwise warrants review. "[A) pcu-
11oncr's failure to address the pcnmt i<suer's response is fatal to its request for review." In re fn. 
,lc-t ·k•E/11'<t0d LLC. 13 E.A.D. 126, 143, 170 (EAB 2006); <l(nm/ Rtm<!ll City fl, 15 E.A.D. at 10. 

•1 Not:,bly, therefore, for tins permit, hy providing a longer comment period, the Region did m 

essence partially grant ICAS's request 

•' And. in this case. the Region did . provide additional time for comment on two or the permits 
whose comment period overlapped. The Region increased lhe comment period for the Shell K11//11k 
permit to 46 days and the comment period for the ConocoPhillips permit to 60 days. See .rn,,ra 
note 78. 
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Finally, it 1, clear from the admini~trative record that the Region appropri­
ately balanced conflicting considerations in deciding on the length of the com­
ment period for this permit and 111 denying the request for nonoverlapping periods. 
ICAS has not demonstrated otherwiseM and has therefore failed to show that the 
Region clearly etTed or abused 1t~ discretion in either aelecting a 46 day comment 
period or in denying ICAS's request for nonconcurrem comment periods. See 
Shell Discol'erer 2012, 15 E.A.D. at 523 (denying review of a similar claim based 
on similar facti.). Review of the Permit is therefore denied on this issue. 

G. ICAS Has Failed to Demonstrute ThM the Reiion Clearfr Erred in Its 
Public Hearini Procedures or That Any of the Alleged Procedural 
Deficiencies Otherwi1·e Warra111 Rel'ie11 

As noted above in Part V. the Region held two public hearings on the draft 
permit, one in Barrow, and a ,;econd in Anchorage. The Region also held an infor­
mational meeting prior to the BatToW public hearing. See Statement of Basis at 11 
(scheduling informc1t1onal hearing from 5:00-6:30 pm, public hearing from 
7:00-9:00 pm); RTC at 6-7. 

ICAS claims that the Region "comn11tted clear legal error by failing to pro­
vide the public an adequate opportunity" to participate Ill the Barrow public hear­
ing. ICAS Petition at 6; see also id. at 9-10. ICAS alleges three procedural 
problems with the Barrow hearing. Id. at 9-10. ICAS first claim, that the Region 
continued with the hearing de,pite difficulties with the teleconference phone sys­
tem that allegedly impaired the ability of the Region to hear all comments. Id. 
at 9. ICAS next alleges that, "for a significant portion of the hearing," the Region 
discussed a PowerPoint pre,emation that wa~ not made available to the public 
attending the hearing. Id. at 9-10. Finally, ICAS contends that the Region failed to 
!>Ufficiently inform those attending the public hearing that it had procured an 

"' The Board is unpersuaded hy ICAS's .irgumcnt th,lt il had difficulty loc,,tmg an expert w 
rc11cw 1he air moc.Jclmg. Set! ICAS l'c1i11011 al 8 As the Region indii:alcd in it, Response 10 Com­
menls, RTC al 8. other commenter, provided subst,tntl\e, technical comments on the air modeling, 
1<h1ch suggests that 1hc comment penod w.,s sufficient lo allow opportunity for mc,mingful commclll 
.\e~ Fla. Pou er & L1,:ht Co. 1·. U1111ed Srares. 846 !-.2d 76'i. 772 (DC Cir 198&) (upholdmg a ~hort 
comment period as ,uff1c,ent where 1he agency h,,d rece1l'ed numerous comment-. some length) . and 
the <:ommcnt, had had a ' measur.ihlc unpact" on the fin,11 rule), Cmiferem·e 11{ S1c,r,. Hauk S11pen i.rnn 
,. Office of Thr({I .\11pern.mm, 792 1-. Supp. 8:17. !U4 (D.D.C. 1992) (holding length of comment 
period not unrea,onable especially in hght of 1he commellls th;u pl,111111fls anc.l other par11es suhm,ned) 
Furthermore . as the Region points out, it not ified ICAS 111 Mu)' that the comment periods would hcgin 
m July. See Lener from Doug Hardesty. El'A, 10 Noi1h Slope Borough ct al. (M.iy 25. 201 I) tA.R 
HH-1 ). The Reg,011 also conduued three separate 111form,111onnl meetmgs III Barrnw and Kaktovik. 
Al,"ka. more than a monlh prior lll the s1ar1 of the puhlic comment period for the Pern11t "to mform the 
North Slope community of the dt.ift pcnml and to dcscrihc opportuniuc, for puhhc p.ir11c1pa1ion." 
RTC al 6. 
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Inupiat interpreter for the hearing.8~ Id. at 10. ICAS asserts that making an inter­
preter "available in this fashion is akin to not having [oneJ at all." Id. 

Part 71 and part 124 each contain a provision governing public hearings. 
See 40 C.F.R. §§71.11(0, 124.12. Both public hearing regulations require the 
permitting authority to hold a public hearing when the permitting authority "finds, 
on the basis of requests, a significant degree of public interest in a draft permit." 
Id. §§ 71.11 (t)( l ). l 24. l 2(a}( I). The regulations also authorize the permitting au­
thority to hold a public hearing "at its discretion. whenever. for instance. such a 
hearing might clarify one or more issues involved in the permit decision." Id. 
§§ 7 l.l l(t)(2}, 124.12(a)(2}; accord In re Russell City E11ergy Ctr. ("Russell 
City f'), 14 E.A.D. 159, 164 n.6 (EAB 2008). The public hearing regulations also 
prescribe the method of giving public notice of the hearing. 40 C.F.R. 
§§ 7l.l l(f)(3), 124.12 (a)(4}. the procedure for designating a presiding officer to 
preside at the hearing. id. § § 71.11 (t)( 4 ). 124.12 (b ), and the procedures for the 
public to comment at the hearing, id. §§ 71.1 l(f)(S). 124.12 (c). Finally, both reg­
ulations require that a tape recording or written transcript of the hearing be made 
publically available. Id. §§ 7 I. I l(t)(6}. 124.12 (d). 

Parts 71 and 124 also both require the permit issuer. in making its final 
decision. to consider all comments it receives during the public comment period 
and at any public hearings and to issue a "response to comments." Id. §§ 71. l l (j), 
124. l 7(a): see also id. §§ 71.1 l(e), 124.11. More particularly, these provisions 
require the permit issuer to "(bJnetly describe and respond to all significant com­
ments on the draft permit • * * raised during the public comment period, or dur­
ing any hearing" in the response to comments document issued at the same time 
the final permit decision is issued. Id. §§ 77.l l(j)(l)(ii), 124.17(a)(l). Impor­
tantly, none of the aforementioned regulations refer to, or in any way mention, a 
requirement to provide an interpreter or a requirement to provide written materials 
at the hearing. 

Upon review of the administrative record and the parties' arguments, the 
Board concludes that ICAS has not shown that the Region clearly erred in its 
handling of the Barrow public hearing for any of the three reasons ICAS ad­
vances. Not only does ICAS fail to point to any specific regulatory provision that 
the Region violated, but none of the alleged problems otherwise warrant Board 
review. The Board addresses each alleged deficiency in more detail below. 

ICAS's first contention - that the Region committed clear error because it 
was allegedly unable to adequately obtain input from the public due to telecom-

" According 10 ICAS, although lhc Region may have noted 1ha1 an interpreter was available al 
the top of the hcanng's sign-in sheet. ii did not make a public announcement ot this foci al the outset of 
the hearing. ICAS Pellllon al 10: ICAS Reply al 6, S<!I! also i1,jra note 89. 
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munication prohlerm, during the hearing - is unpersuasive. The Region addressed 
this concern in it~ Respon~e to Comments. See RTC at 9. There, the Region ex­
plained that, hecause such telecommunication prohlem~ are common on the North 
Slope. it had "recorded the puhlic he.iring in addition to having the hearing tran­
scrihed by a court reporter. From the~e 111·0 sources, Region 10 was able to cap­
ture the comments provided during the puhlic he.iring." Id. (emphasis added); see 
also Puhlic Hearing Transcript ("Puh. Hrg Tr "J at 3 (explaining that the hearing 
was recorded on the teleconference line as a "safety net"). In response. ICAS 
merely asserts that "th1~ does not change the fact that people were not ahle to be 
heard via phone." ICAS Petition at 9. Significantly. however, ICAS does not iden­
tify any comment that the Region failed to hear or for wluch the Region failed to 
provide a response.~~ See id. at 9; ICAS Reply at 6. Nor has any commenter come 
forward alleging that the Region failed to respond to hi~ or her puhlic hearing 
comments. The fact that the call center expenenced some telecommunications 
problems during the puhlic hearing - which the Region appears to have ade­
quately anticipated and addressed hy utilizing two method" of note taking - does 
not, without more. con~tuute clear legal error. Speculative claims that a permitting 
authority may have failed to hear a comment are insufficient to warrant Board 
review. 

ICAS's contention that the Region committed clear procedural error hy fail­
ing to provide pre-meeting copies of a Powerpoint presentation is inapposite. In 
its response to the petition, the Region explains that this presentation was given 
during the informational meetmg, not during the public hearing. Region Response 
at 39: see also Statement of Basi~ at 11 (scheduling informational hearing prior to 
public hearing): RTC at 6-7 (mentioning informational meeting). ICAS does not 
dispute this.80 See ICAS Reply at 5-7. Furthermore, nowhere do the regulations 
require a permitting authority to provide informational handouti; at an informa­
tional meeting (or at a puhlic hearing).Kx Thus, while it may be u~eful for a permit 

•• A, discussed ,1bove. the regulator) rec1uirement 1s for a permu 1."uer to respond to sign,li­
c.1111 commcllls. Se,· 40 C F.R § 77.11 (.J)( I )(11). I 2-l. I 7(a)( I) Thus. h,1d ICAS 1dcnt1ficd ,igmlic.mt 
comment, raised at the pubhc hearing that 1hc Region failed to address. ICAS \ ,1rgumcn1s would ha,·e 
been more persuasl\e. Sa. , .g .. /11 ,.,. Rockg,·11 E11agy 01 ., 8 EA D 536. 557 /EAB 1999) (remand­
ing ,o th,11 permit issuer could dcmons1r,1tc II had given thoughtful and full consi<lcnllion to pubhc::­

commcnt,): /11 re IV. S11/>11rhmr Renrlinx & Enerxy Cir .. LP .. 6 t.A D. 692 710 12 (tAB 19961 
(rem,mding permil and requiring permll issuer to comp!) wnh procedures under p.irt 174 including 
provISion requiring ,1 response tu all significant comments rccc1,cdr _.,,,. ,d.w /11 r,• N Mich. U1111 • 
14 E A.D W 3, 317-18 (!,.AB 2009) !discussing part 124 requirement to adequ,11cl) respond to 
commen1s) 

' The Region's explanat1011 make, sense 111 hght of the purpose of the two mee1111gs \\'lule the 
perrniltmg authont} may present its ,m,,l)ses. findmgs. and conclus1ons ,1hou1 the dr,,ft permit at ,m 
informational mec1ing. the purpose of the puhlic hearing ,s 10 ohtam comments from the pubhc. 

" The onl)" do<.11111cn1 the pubhc hearing regulations require 3 pennn issuer m.1kc ;iva,lahlc to 
11t;e putil1c is the transcript of 1he hearing. 40 C.f R, §§ 7 !.11(1)(6 ). 12~ 12 (d). 
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issuer to provide copies of a presentation to the audience attending an informa­

tional meeting, failure to do so at the meeting - or at a subsequent public hearing 

- does not constitute clear enor or otherwise warrant Board review. 

ICAS's final contention - that the Region committed clear procedural error 
by not adequately informing the public that an interpreter was available at the 
public hearing - is also unconvincing. Importantly. as noted above. there is no 

regulatory requirement for an interpreter in either part 71 or part 124. nor is there 

a provision specifying the method a permit issuer should use to inform che public 

of the availability of an interpreter at lhe public hearing.89 ICAS has not pointed to 

any other requirement. regulatory or otherwise, requiring an interpreter or pre­
scribing the method for announcing one. Accordingly. while it may be preferable 
for the permit issuer to formally announce the availability of an interpreter at the 
beginning of the public hearing. and in both languages, failure to do so does not 

constitute clear error or otherwise warrant Board review. 

In ~um, ICAS has failed to demonstrate that the public hearing procedures 
utilized by the Region constituted clear error. ICAS has not shown that the Region 
violated any part 71 or 124 procedural regulation. Moreover, the alleged problems 

ICAS has identified do not, even if the Board were to find them to constitute a 

deficiency in some way, warrant Board review. Consequently, the Board denies 

review of the Permit on this ground. 

VII. CONCLUSION AND ORDER 

For the foregoing reasons. the Board concludes that none of the petitioners 
have demonstrated that review of Permit No. RIO OCS030000 is warranted on 
any of the grounds presented. The Board therefore denies review of the Permit 

So ordered. 

•• The parties seemingly dispute the method in whkh the Reg,on notified the pubhc o r the 

availability or the interpreter. The Region slated in its Response 10 Comments thm. "(p)rior 10 the 

B,1rrow public hearing. Region 10 con1ac1ed (ICAS] lo arrange for an lnup1,ll speaker 10 he ava1l,1blc 

to prm·ide lnupiat interpretation at the hearing if requested by any partu:1pant . At the beginning of lhe 

hearing, participants were provided the opportunity to request lnupiai m1erpretat1on during the hear­

mg No panicip.int requested mmslation and therefore an inlerprctcr v.a~ nol used• RTC .it 10- 11 . In 

response. ICAS claims lhat auendecs only recall mention or an interpreter on the sign-up sheet. and 

only 111 English. JCAS Petition at 10. ICAS rurther asserts thm lhe lnmscripl or the public hearmg does 

not mdicate that an announcement v.•as made. ICAS Reply at 6. In ligh1 of the Board'~ conclus,on on 

this issue. ii is unnecessary 10 determine the precise me1hodolog)' the Region used 10 notiry 1hc public 

of the inle'l're1er's availability. 
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IN RE TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER 

PSD Appeal No. 18-02 

ORDER DENYING REVIEW 

Decided December 3, 2018 

Syllabus 

675 

The Sierra Club petitions the Environmental Appeals Board ("Board") to review a 

decision by the Department of Environmental Quality for Pima County, Arizona ("Pima 

County") to issue a federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration ("PSD") permit to 

Tucson Electric Power. The permit authorizes Tucson Electric Power to construct and 

operate up to ten additional electricity-generating units ("Units") at its Irvington 

Generating Station facility. Sierra Club challenges Pima County's determination that PSD 

requirements do not apply to the nitrogen oxide ("NO/') emissions from the modified 

facility. Although the pcnnit contains a cap that limits NO~ emissions below the level 

triggering PSD requirements, Sierra Club argues that the permit's monitoring requirements 

arc not adequate to render the NO, emissions cap practically enforceable and thus PSD 

requirements should apply. 

The pennit imposes several monitoring requirements to verify compliance with the 

NO, cm1ss1ons cap. Those requirements include, among other things: (i) biennial 

performance (stack) tests to determine how much NO, each Unit emits; (ii) calculation of 

monthly and yearly NO, emissions using information from the required stack tests and 

monitoring of ongoing operations; and (iii) monitoring of the pollution control devices for 

the new Units to ensure that the devices arc working properly. Pima County concluded 

that these compliance monitoring requirements were sufficient to make the NO, emissions 

cap practically enforceable. 

Held: The Board denies Sierra Club's Petition for Review. Sierra Club has not 

carried its burden of showing that Pima County clearly erred or abused its discretion in 

determining that the NO, emissions cap is practically enforceable. 

Sierra Club's argument that the NO, emissions cap is not practically enforceable 

because the permit's compliance monitoring requirements rely solely on biennial stack 

tests lacks merit because monitoring of the facility's pollution control devices is also an 

integral part of the permit's compliance monitoring requirements. Sierra Club's contention 

that the monitoring of the pollution control devices docs not cure the problem with the 

permit's reliance on biennial stack tests was not preserved for review because that asse11ion 
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was not raised during the public comment period. In any event, Sierra Club's contention 
is not responsive to the role of monitoring of the pollution control devices as described by 
Pima County. Additionally, Sierra Club does not substantiate its argument that Pima 
County failed to support in the administrative record its conclusion that the method for 
calculating monthly and yearly NOx emissions would likely overstate emissions. Lastly, 
Pima County adequately responded to Sierra Club's comments on the practical 
enforceability of the NO, emissions cap. Pima County responded to Sierra Club's 
generalized claims on the inadequacy of biennial stack testing to monitor compliance 
throughout the year by providing a description of all the elements of the permit's 
compliance monitoring requirements. Given the general nature of Sierra Club' s comments, 

more was not required. 

Before Environmental Appeals Judge.\' Aar,m P. A vi/at Mary Kay Lyncht 

and Mary Beth Ward. 

Opinion of the Board by Judge Ward: 

I. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

This case involves a challenge by the Sierra Club to a determination in a 

federal Clean Air Act permit that the Act's Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

("PSD") requirements do not apply to the emissions of nitrogen oxides - commonly 
referred to as NOx - from a facility owned and operated by Tucson Electric Power 

("Tucson Electric"). Potential NO" emissions from the facility arc reduced by 
pollution control devices, and the permit imposes a limit (or cap) on NOx emissions 

consistent with the control devices' ability to reduce emissions. In such 
circumstances, the applicability of PSD requirements is based on the facility's 
emission rate, as reduced by the control devices, so long as the cap on the reduced 

emissions is enforceable as a practical matter. The specific issue presented here is 
whether the challenged permit's compliance monitoring requirements are sufficient 

to make the NO" emissions cap practically enforceable. 

In August 2018, the Department of Environmental Quality for Pima County, 

Arizona ("Pima County") issued a federal PSD permit ("Permit") to Tucson 
Electric authorizing the construction and operation of up to ten additional 

electricity-generating units ("Units") at Tucson Electric's Irvington Generating 
Station facility. Although the expanded facility would emit several pollutants 

above levels that trigger PSD requirements, the Permit imposes certain 
requirements as to NOx emissions that bring those emissions below levels that 
trigger such requirements. Specifically, the Permit requires two existing electricity­

generating units at the facility to be shut down, mandates the use of pollution 
control devices on the new Units that reduce NOx emissions, and imposes a NOx 
emissions cap consistent with that reduction. 
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The Permit further imposes monitoring and rccordkccping requirements to 

verify compliance with the NOx emissions cap. Those compliance monitoring 

requirements include, among other things: (i) biennial performance (stack) tests to 

determine how much NO, each Unit emits; (ii) calculation of monthly and yearly 

NOx emissions using information from the required stack tests and monitoring of 

ongoing operations; and (iii) monitoring of pollution control devices to ensure that 

they arc working properly. Finding that these compliance monitoring requirements 

made the NOx emissions cap practically enforceable, Pima County concluded that 

PSD requirements do not apply to the new Units as to their NOx emissions. 

In its Petition for Review, Sierra Club argues that the NOx emissions cap is 

not practically enforceable - that is, compliance with the cap cannot be verified 

because the stack tests arc conducted too infrequently, the monthly and yearly 

emission calculations rely solely on these infrequent stack tests, and the monitoring 

of pollution control devices docs not cure the problem with the infrequent stack 

tests. As a consequence, Sierra Club contends that PSD requirements should apply 

to the facility's increased NOx emissions resulting from its proposed expansion. 

We conclude that Sierra Club has not carried its burden of showing that 

Pima County clearly erred or abused its discretion in determining that the NOx 

em1ss1ons cap is practically enforceable. The Petition for Review is therefore 
denied. 

II. PRINCIPLES GOVERNING BOARD REVIEW 

In considering a petition filed under 40 C.F.R. § 124.19(a), the Board first 

evaluates whether the petitioner has met threshold procedural requirements such as 

timeliness, standing, issue preservation, and specificity. In re Indeck-Elwood. LLC, 

13 E.A.D. I 26, 143 (EAB 2006). For example, a petitioner must demonstrate that 

any issues and arguments it raises on appeal have been preserved for Board review 

(i.e., were raised during the public comment period or public hearing on the 

proposed permit), unless the issues or arguments were not reasonably ascertainable 

at the time. 40 C.F.R. §§ 124.13, .19(a)(4)(ii); see, e.g., In re City <?lAllleboro, 

14 E.A.D. 398, 405-06, 444 (EAB 2009); In re City ,f Moscow, IO E.A.D. 135, 
141, 149-50 (EAB 2001). 

Under part 124, the petitioner bears the burden of demonstrating that review 

is warranted. See 40 C.F.R. § I 24. l 9(a)( 4). Ordinarily, the Board will deny review 

of a permit decision and thus not remand it unless the petitioner demonstrates that 

the permit decision is based on a clearly erroneous finding of fact or conclusion of 

law or involves a matter of policy or exercise of discretion that warrants review. 

Id. § 124.19(a)(4)(i)(A)-(B); see. e.g., In re laPaloma Energy Ctr., LLC, 
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16 E.A.D. 267, 269 (EAB 2014). The Board's power to grant review "should be 

only sparingly exercised," and "most permit conditions should be finally 

determined at the [permit issuer's] level." Consolidated Permit Regulations, 45 

Fed. Reg. 33,290, 33,412 (May 19, 1980); see also Revisions to Procedural Rules 

Applicable in Permit Appeals, 78 Fed. Reg. 5281, 5282 (Jan. 25, 2013). 

When evaluating a permit decision for clear error, the Board examines the 

administrative record that serves as the basis for the permit to determine whether 

the permit issuer exercised "considered judgment" in rendering its decision. See, 
e.g., In re Steel Dynamics, Inc., 9 E.A.D. 165, 191, 224-25 (EAB 2000); In re Ash 
Grove Cement Co., 7 E.A.D. 387, 417-18 (EAB 1997). Similarly, the Board will 
uphold a permitting authority's exercise of discretion if that decision is cogently 

explained and supported in the record. See, e.g., La Paloma Energy Cir., 16 E.A.D. 

at 270, 284, 292. The Board does not find clear error or an abuse of discretion 

simply because petitioner presents a difference of opinion or alternative theory 

regarding a matter. See In re Town of Ashland Waslewater Trealmenl Facility, 9 

E.A.D. 661,667 (EAB 2001); In re NE Hub Partners, L.P., 7 E.A.D. 561, 567-68 

(EAB 1998), review denied sub nom. Penn Fuel Gas, Inc. v. EPA, 185 F.3d 862 (3d 

Cir. 1999). And on matters that arc fundamentally technical or scientific in nature, 

the Board typically defers to a permit issuer's technical expertise and experience, 

as long as the permit issuer has adequately explained its rationale and supported its 

reasoning in the administrative record. See, e.g., In re FulureGen Indus. All. , Inc., 

16 E.A.D. 717, 733-35 (EAB 2015), review dismissed as moo/ sub nom. D.JL Farm 

LLC v. EPA, 813 F.3d 1048 (7th Cir. 2016). 

III. STATUTORY AND REGULATORY HISTORY 

The PSD provisions of the Clean Air Act govern air pollution both m 

"attainment" areas, where the air quality meets or is cleaner than the Environmental 

Protection Agency's ("EPA") national ambient air quality standards, and in 

"unclassifiable" areas where EPA has not categorized the air quality as having 

attainment or nonattainment status. Clean Air Act ("CAA") §§ 160-169, 42 U.S.C. 

§§ 7470-7479; see also In re Palmdale Energy, LLC, PSD Appeal No. 18-01, slip 

op. at 4-7 (EAB Oct. 23, 2018), 17 E.A.D. _ (providing in-depth description of 

the PSD program). In both these areas, the PSD program requires that new "major 

stationary sources" of air pollutants or "major modifications" to such sources obtain 

a permit prior to construction. 1 See CAA § 165, 42 U.S.C. § 7475; 40 C.F.R. 

1 The actual term in the PSD statutory provisions is "major emitting facility." See 
CAA§ 169(1), (2)(C), 42 U.S.C. § 7479(1), (2)(C). The related tenn "major stationary 
source" is used elsewhere in the Clean Air Act, see CAA§ I I !(a), (f), 40 .S.C. § 741 l(a), 
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§ 52.21. Among other things, an applicant for a PSD permit must show that its 

facility will achieve emission limits attainable by the "best available control 

technology" for pollutants emitted from the facility above designated levels. CAA 

§ l65(a)(4), 42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(4); 40 C.F.R. § 52.2l(b)(23), (i)(2)-(3). 

Under the regulations implementing the PSD program, a "major stationary 

source" is, among other things, any source from certain source categories (including 

fossil fuel-fired steam electric power plants such as the facility here) that have the 

"potential to emit" I 00 tons per year or more of any of several regulated pollutants, 

including NOx. 2 40 C.F.R. § 52.21 (b)( I )(i). A "major modification" is "any 

physical change in or change in the method of operation of a major stationary 

source" that would result in: (I) a "significant emissions increase" of any of such 

pollutants; and (2) a "significant net emissions increase" of any of such pollutants. 

Id. § 52.21 (b)(2)(i). The regulations define a significant emissions increase and 

significant net emissions increase on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. Id. 
§ 52.2l(b)(23), (40). For NOx, a significant increase and a significant net increase 

arc both defined as an increase of 40 tons per year. Id. 

A critical aspect of determining whether a new source or the modification 

of a source would be a major source or major modification, respectively, is 

ascertaining the new source or modification's "potential to emit" pollutants and 

whether that potential meets or exceeds designated levels. "Potential to emit" has 

been defined by regulation as requiring consideration of "[a]ny physical or 

operational limitation on the capacity of the source to emit a pollutant, including 

air pollution control equipment." Id. § 52.21 (b )( 4 ). However, the definition makes 

clear that a pollution control device's limitation on capacity can only be considered 

in determining a facility's potential to emit "if the limitation or the effect it would 
have on emissions is federally enforceable." Id. 

(t). The Act recognizes the similarity between the two terms by defining "major stationary 

source" and "major emitting facility" as synonymous "[e]xcept as otherwise expressly 

provided." CAA§ 302(i), 42 U.S.C. § 7602(j); see Chevron, U.S.A .. Inc v. NRDC, Inc., 

467 U.S. 837, 860 ( 1984). In implementing the PSD program, EPA uses the terms "major 

stationary source'' and "major modification," 40 C.F.R. § 52.21 (b)( I), (2), and, therefore, 

the Board will use that terminology as well. See U.S. EPA, New Source Review Workshop 
Manual, at A. I (draft Oct. 1990). 

! The applicable regulation defines these pollutants as including "[a]ny pollutant 

for which a national ambient air quality standard has been promulgated." 40 C.F.R. 
§ 50.21 (b )(S0)(i). 

VOLUME 17 



R002759

680 ENVIRONMENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS 

Whether a physical or operational limitation on a source's emissions is 

"federally enforceable" has been interpreted by EPA as meaning that the emission 

limit reflecting the physical or operational limitation is "enforceable as a practical 

matter," or "practically enforceable." Memorandum from John S. Seitz, Dir., 

Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards, U.S. EPA, and Robert I. Van 

Heuvelen, Dir., Office of Regulatory Enft, U.S. EPA, to EPA Reg'l Air Div. Dirs., 

Options for Limiting the Potential to Emit (PTE) of a Stationary Source Under 

Section 112 and Title V of the Clean Air Act 3 & attach. 3, at I (Jan. 25, 1995) 

("Seitz Memorandum"); see also In re Peabody W Coal Co., 12 E.A.D. 22, 32 

(EAB 2005). To be practically enforceable, a permit must, among other things, 

specify "the method to determine compliance including appropriate monitoring, 

recordkeeping, and reporting." Seitz Memorandum at 6; cf 40 C.F.R. § 49.152 

(defining "enforceable as a practical matter" in a similar manner for air quality 

planning and management in Indian country). To be appropriate, such monitoring, 

recordkeeping, and reporting must be sufficient to allow a permitting agency to 

verify a source's compliance with the permit's emission limit. See In re Shell 
Offshore, Inc., 15 E.A.D. 536, 557, 559 n.25 (EAB 2012) (holding that the permit 

issuer did not clearly err in concluding that emission limits were practically 

enforceable because the permit's monitoring requirements provided "the ability to 

assess and verify compliance"); Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 39-41 (finding no clear error 

by the permit issuer in determining that the pcrmittee's proposed monitoring 

requirements were insufficient to make an emission limit practically enforceable 

because the requirements did not provide "a reliable method of determining 

compliance"); In re Pencor-Masada Oxyno/, LLC, Pct. No. 11-2001-05, 2002 EPA 

CAA Title V LEXIS 44, at * 16 (Adm 'r Apr. 8, 2002) (stating that for an emission 

limit to be practically enforceable, the permit must contain terms and conditions 

sufficient "to determine whether the limit has been exceeded"). 

Pima County's Department of Environmental Quality administers the 

federal PSD permitting program within Pima County, Arizona pursuant to a 

delegation from EPA. See Agreement for Delegation of Source Review under the 

Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Program Set Forth in 

40 CFR 52.21 by the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 to 

the Pima County Air Quality Control District (June 5, 2018). Accordingly, the 

Tucson Electric Permit is a federally-issued permit appealablc to the Board under 

section 124.19 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 40 C.F.R. § 

124.19(a)(I). 
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IV. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

A. Tucson Electric 's Proposed Expansion <f the Irvington Generaling Station 
Facility 

Tucson Electric is proposing to expand its fossil fuel-fired steam electric 

power plant, known as the Irvington Generating Station, by building up to ten new 

internal combustion engine units ("Units"). Pima Cty. Dcp't of Envtl. Quality, 

Prevention <fSign(ficant Deterioration Air Quality Permit. Permit No. /052, at 4 

(Aug. 8, 2018) (Administrative Record ("A.R.") 23) ("Permit"). Tucson Electric 

plans to use these new Units to support increased use of wind and solar-generated 

electrical power sources. The new Units can compensate for the variability of wind 

and solar power sources by providing "[r]cliable, efficient, grid-balancing 

resources which can ramp up quickly and provide I 00 percent of their [ effective 

load carrying capability] during multiple peak periods of any length." Tucson Elcc. 

Power, Application for a Prevention <~l Significant Deterioration (PSD) 

Authorization and Sign(ficant Revision lo Class I Air Quality Permit/hr Irvington 
Generating Station 2-2, 2-5 (July 2017) (A.R. 2) ("Permit Application"). 

The Irvington Generating Station is a major stationary source subject to the 

Clean Air Act's PSD program and is in an area designated by EPA as in attainment. 

Permit at 4. Because the proposed addition of ten new Units would significantly 

increase potential emissions of several regulated pollutants, this expansion of the 

facility qualifies as a major modification and triggers PSD requirements. Id. 
Accordingly, Tucson Electric applied to Pima County to amend its existing air 

quality permit (referred to as a Class I permit) and convert it to a combined PSD 
permit and Class I permit. 3 

The modified facility would have triggered PSD requirements for its NOx 
emissions; however, Tucson Electric requested a limit on NOx emissions referred 

to by the parties as a NOx emissions cap - for the new Units to keep their emissions 

below the PSD threshold.4 See Letter from Conrad Spencer, Tucson Elcc. Power, 

3 The Class I permit was required to allow construction and operation of the 

original facility under the Arizona Administrative Code, see Ariz. Admin. Code § R 18-2-

302, which implements Arizona's operating permits program, authorized by EPA under 

Title V of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §~ 7661-766lf. See Clean Air Act Full Approval 

of the Arizona Operating Permits Program, 66 Fed. Reg. 63,175 (Dec. 5, 200 I) (final rule 

fully approving Arizona's operating permits program). 

~ In the Administrative Record, the limitation on NO, emissions is described 

interchangeably as a "cap'" and a "limit." Sw , e.g., Permit at Part B § II.A. I. For clarity 
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to Rupesh Patel, Pima Cty. Dep't of Envtl. Prot. (Feb. 23, 20 I 8) (A.R. 13) 

(requesting NOx emissions cap of 170 tons per year). Tucson Electric also 

identified in its permit application three other aspects of the modified facility that 

would curtail NOx emissions from the new Units or the overall facility. First, each 

new Unit would be equipped with a selective catalytic reduction device that would 

substantially reduce NOx emissions. See Permit Application at 2-6, 3-3. Second, 

the Units would be limited to five startups per day. See id. at 2-6. Third, two 

existing steam-generating units at the facility would be permanently shut down 

offsetting, in part, the increase in NOx emissions from the addition of the ten new 

Units. See id. at 2•5, 4-9. In combination, these terms of operation would limit the 

net increase in NOx emissions from the expansion of the Irvington facility to an 

amount that is below the "significant" level of 40 tons per year. 5 Permit at 4. 

We describe below: (i) the terms of the proposed combined PSD and Class I 

permit ("Proposed Permit") noticed for public comment with a focus on the 

compliance monitoring requirements pertaining to the NOx emissions cap, see Part 

IV.B; and (ii) Sierra Club's comments on the Proposed Permit and Pima County's 

response to those comments, see Part IV.C. 

B. The Proposed Permit's Requirements Concerning !he NO.r Emissions Cap 

In February 2018, Pima County issued the Proposed Permit for public 

comment. The Proposed Permit included the conditions necessary to restrict NOx 

emissions below the level triggering PSD requirements requiring usc of selective 

catalytic reduction devices on each new Unit, limiting startups of the new Units to 

five per day, retiring two existing steam-generating units, and a 170 tons per year 

NOx emissions cap - and imposed requirements to verify compliance with the NOx 

and consistency, the Board will use the term "cap" to refer to the limitation on NO., 

emissions. 

5 The to-be-eliminated steam units emit approximately 140 tons per year of NO,. 

Thus, the replacement of these units with the ten new Units (limited to a combined total of 

170 tons per year of NO,) would result in a net legally-allowed increase of NOx of 

approximately 30 tons per year. See Pima Cty. Dcp't ofEnvtl. Quality, Responses lo Public 

Comments 7 (Aug. 8, 2018) (A.R. 22) ("RTC"). Further, Pima County estimated that the 

ten Units would emit 152.8 tons per year of NO, - i.e., less than the 170 tons per year cap 

based on the manufacturer's specifications on NOx emissions from the Units with 

selective catalytic reduction devices and assuming five startups per day, the maximum 

allowed under the Permit. Pima Cty. Dep't of Envtl. Quality, Technical Support Document 

attach. B at 2 tbl.B-2 (Aug. 2018) (A.R. 24). 
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em1ss1ons cap. Pima Cty. Dep't of Envtl. Quality, Proposed Prevention of 
Sixn{fiamt Deterioration Air Quality Permit. Permit No. 1052, at 4 & Part B § V.E 

(Feb. 9, 2018) (A.R. 12.1) ("Proposed Permit"). 

As to the verification of compliance, the Proposed Permit specified that 

"[c]ompliancc with the NOx emission [cap] shall be demonstrated by performance 

tests as detailed in Condition II.D, monitoring as detailed in Condition 11.B, and 

recordkeeping as detailed in Condition 11.C." Id at Part B § 11.A. I .b. The 

performance tests, monitoring, and recordkeeping required for compliance arc 

described further below. 

First, the Proposed Permit called for performance tests - also referred to as 

"stack tests" - for each of the new Units to be conducted "using the methods and 

procedures in 40 C.F.R. § 60.4244 and Table 2 of 40 C.F.R. part 60, subpart JJJJ." 
Proposed Permit at Part B § 11.D.2.a. For NOx emissions, these stack tests measure 

"the concentration of NOx in the engine exhaust" during operation of the facility at 

periods other than at startup (i.e., non-startup operating periods). 40 C.F.R. 

§ 60.4244(b), (d). Because the selective catalytic reduction devices must be 

operated "at all times while fuel is flowing to the [Unit], excluding periods of 

startup," stack tests reflect the impact the selective catalytic reduction devices have 

on NOx emissions. See Proposed Permit at Part B § 11.A.c. 

In addition to the regulatory procedures for stack tests, the Proposed Permit 

specified that the tests "shall be perfonned at 25, 40, 70, and I 00 percent of peak 

load" or at the minimum and peak load levels based on the prior twelve months of 

operation. Id. at Part B § 11.D.2.b. As to the frequency of testing, each Unit must 

be tested "within 60 days after achieving the maximum production rate, but not 

later than 180 days after initial startup." Id. at Part B § II.D. I. Thereafter, each 

Unit must be subjected to a stack test "no less frequently than once in each period 

of two consecutive calendar years," but at least five of the Units must be tested each 

calendar year. Id. This means that each Unit will be tested at least once every two 

years. 

Second, the Proposed Permit imposed several monitoring and 

recordkeeping requirements to verify continuing compliance with the NOx 

emissions cap. These monitoring and recordkeeping requirements established a 

procedure for calculating monthly and yearly NOx emissions and a program for 

ensuring that the selective catalytic reduction devices arc operated properly at all 

times. See id. at Part B § 11.C. 

The Proposed Permit required the calculation of NO, em1ss1ons on a 

monthly and yearly basis for non-startup and startup operating periods. For non-
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startup operating periods, the Proposed Permit required that monthly NOx 
emissions be calculated by combining information on NOx emission rates measured 

in required stack tests with monitoring data on the operation of the Units. 
Specifically, the Proposed Permit required that Tucson Electric calculate a NOx 
"emission factor" from the most recent stack test expressed in terms of pounds of 

NOx emitted per the heat input measured in British thermal units ("BTUs") of 
natural gas used to power the Unit. Id. at Part B § II.D.2.c. Additionally, the 

Proposed Permit required Tucson Electric to monitor and record the hours of 
operation of each Unit and natural gas consumption in BTUs during operation. Id. 
at Part B § II.B. l. The Proposed Permit then directed that Tucson Electric calculate 
monthly NOx emissions during non-startup operating periods on a Unit-by-Unit 

basis by multiplying each Unit's emission factor by the BTUs of heat input used by 
the Unit over the month during these operating periods. Id. at Part B § II.C.9. 

For startup operating periods, the Proposed Permit required that monthly 

NOx emissions be calculated by multiplying the number of startups per Unit in a 
month by the manufacturer-supplied NOx rate of emissions for startup ("startup 

emission rate") of the Unit. Id. at Part B § II.C.9. To implement this requirement, 
the Proposed Permit specified that Tucson Electric monitor the number of startups 

for all Units and record the number and duration of all startups. Id at Part B 
§ 11.B.2, II.C.1. Emission calculations for startup operating periods arc then 

combined with emission calculations for non-startup operating periods to calculate 

total monthly emissions and a twelve-month (i.e., yearly) rolling average of NOx 

emissions. Id. at Part B § II.C.9. 

Lastly, the Proposed Permit imposed additional requirements as to the 
selective catalytic reduction devices to assure proper functioning of these devices. 

These monitoring and recordkecping requirements included the following: (i) the 
devices must be maintained and operated in a manner consistent with good air 
pollution control practice for minimizing NOx emissions; (ii) the catalyst in the 

devices must be cleaned and replaced according to the manufacturer's 

recommendations; (iii) two key operating parameters of the devices - ammonia 
injection rate and temperature - must be monitored and recorded at least once every 
fifteen minutes; (iv) if ammonia injection to a device fails and cannot be restored 

in ten minutes, the Unit must be shut down; (v) records must be kept of any instance 
in which ammonia injection fails for more than two minutes; and (vi) the selective 

catalytic reduction devices must have a continuous NOx process monitor (which 
measures NOx concentration and adjusts ammonia injection levels to achieve 
desired NOx reduction). Proposed Permit at Part B § II.A.1.c, II.B.3, 11.C.4; see 

Hug Eng'g, Operating Manual: Control Unit SNQ I (v03.00 Mar. 6, 2013) (A.R. 

12). 
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C. Sierra Club ·s Comments on the Proposed Permit and Pi11w County's Response 

Sierra Club submitted comments on the Proposed Permit arguing, among 

other things, that the NO, emissions cap is not "practically cnforceable,"6 and thus 

the cap cannot be considered a limitation on the facility's potential to emit NOx. 

Sierra Club, Intent to Approve: Proposed Revision to the existing Air Qua/if_\ 

Permit No. I 052 to Tucson Electric Power (TEP) Irvington H. Wilson Sundt 

Generating Station (!GS) 8-9 & attach. at 20 (Mar. 29, 2018) (A.R. 21.2) ("Sierra 

Club Comments"). Sierra Club contended that absent a practically enforceable 

limitation on the facility's potential to emit NO,, Pima County erred in concluding 

that PSD requirements arc not applicable to N0:1: emissions. In its comments and 

in an expert report attached to its comments, Sierra Club advanced three arguments 

as to why the NO, emissions cap is not practically enforceable. 

First, Sierra Club contended that the Proposed Permit's compliance 

monitoring for NO, was inadequate because it relied on stack tests that could be 

performed as infrequently as every two years. Id. at 2, 9. Sierra Club argued that 

"using stack tests once every two years to determine whether the [Units] arc in 

compliance with the permit is woefully inadequate." Id. The expert report attached 

to Sierra Club's comments asserted that stack tests "may not be representative for 

emissions during routine operations'' because stack tests do not provide data on 

whether pollution control devices at a facility arc functioning at an effective level 

at times other than when the stack test is performed. Id. attach. at 21-22 & n.59 

( citing to EPA comment letters on state permits that raise this concern as a reason 

to require additional compliance monitoring to supplement annual stack tests). The 

solution, according to the expert report, would be to require Continuous Emissions 

Monitors. Id. attach. at 23. The report argued that without Continuous Emissions 

Monitors, "community members will not be able to protect themselves against 

harmful emissions and local, state, and federal regulatory agencies cannot detect 

and cure violations of permit conditions." Id. 

Second, Sierra Club argued that the NO, emissions cap is not practically 

enforceable because the Permit docs not contain an "unambiguous methodology for 

calculating NOx emissions from the emission [stack] test." Id. attach. at 25; see 

t, Sierra Club uses the tenn "practicably enforceable" as well as "practically 

enforceable" in its Petition. See, e g, Petition for Review of Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration Permit I, 6 (Sept. 7, 2018) ("Pct."). But as we sec no difference between the 
two (and Sierra Club docs not assert that there is), the Board will use the term "practically 
enforceable" for clarity and consistency. 
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also id. at 2, 9. Sierra Club requested that the Proposed Permit "be revised to 

include an equation that lays out the emission calculation in detail." Id. attach. at 

25. 

Third, Sierra Club asserted that there was no record support for a 

manufacturer-supplied NOx emission rate during startup, which was to be used to 

calculate emissions during startup operating periods. Id. at 2, 9 & attach. at 25. 

Although the Proposed Permit referred to the NOx startup emission rate as 

"guaranteed," Sierra Club noted that there was no manufacturer guarantee provided 

for a startup NOx emission rate included in an attachment to the draft Technical 

Support Document. Id. attach. at 25. 

In August 2018, Pima County issued the Permit and its response to the 

public comments ("Response to Comments") received on the Proposed Permit, 

including its response to each of Sierra Club's comments on whether the NOx 
emissions cap is practically enforceable. 

As to Sierra Club's comment about the adequacy of stack tests for 

determining continuing compliance with the NOx emissions cap, Pima County 

acknowledged that "EPA has indicated * * * that annual [stack] tests alone are 
insufficient to assure compliance with emission limits." Pima Cty. Dep't of Envtl. 

Quality, ReJponses lo Public Commenls 10 (Aug. 8, 2018) (A.R. 22) ("RTC"). 

However, Pima County explained that the Permit docs not rely solely on the results 

of stack tests to determin~ compliance. Id. Pima County detailed how monthly and 

yearly NOx emissions would be calculated using conservative non-startup emission 

factors and a similarly conservative startup emission rate and how monitoring of 

the selective catalytic reduction devices would assure that these control devices 

function properly at all times. Id. at l 0-13. 

In response to the request for an unambiguous methodology in calculating 

NOx emissions, Pima County revised the Permit to include "a more detailed 

compliance determination methodology, expressed in the form of an equation." Id. 
at 13. Pima County noted that "[t]his methodology clearly indicates the emission 

factors and monitored data that will be used when calculating total NOx emissions 

from the engines." Id.; compare Proposed Permit at Part B § 11.C.9 with Permit at 

Part B § 11.C.9. 

Finally, to address the concern with the manufacturer-supplied startup 

emission rates, Pima County clarified that it had meant to reference the 

manufacturer-specified, not manufacturer-guaranteed, startup emission rates, and it 

amended the Permit accordingly. RTC at 12; see Permit at Part B § 11.C.9. Further, 

Pima County admitted it had not included the latest manufacturer data in the 
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administrative record and explained that it had corrected this error by obtaining a 

waiver of the manufacturer's confidentiality claim concerning this information and 

included the infonnation on its website. R TC at 4, 12. 

This appeal followed. 

V. ANALYSIS 

In its Petition for Review, Sierra Club renews its challenge to Pima 

County's determination that the Permit's inclusion ofa NOx emissions cap prevents 

the addition of the ten new Units to Tucson Elcctric's Irvington facility from 

triggering PSD requirements for NOx emissions. The sole issue that Sierra Club 

raises on appeal is whether the NOx emissions cap is practically enforceable. 

Specifically, Sierra Club argues (as it did in its comments) that biennial 

stack tests used to develop each Unit's emission factor for calculating non-startup 

operating period emissions - arc too infrequent to verify compliance with the NOx 

emissions cap. Petition for Review of Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

Permit 5, 7 (Sept. 7, 2018) ("Pct."). Sierra Club further contends that reliance on 

biennial stack testing is not cured by the Permit's compliance monitoring 

requirements for the selective catalytic reduction devices or by Pima County's 

assertion that the emission factors for non-startup operating periods arc required to 

be calculated in a conservative fashion. Id. at 12, 16 n.37. In a related vein, Sierra 

Club also asserts that Pima County's response to its comments was inadequate 

because Pima County did not "show that the permit relics on sufficient monitoring 

data to assure accurate and continuous monthly compliance with the NOx cap." Id. 
at 12. 

Mirroring its response to Sierra Club's comments, Pima County defends the 

practical enforceability of the NOx emissions cap in its Response to the Petition by 

emphasizing the interconnected relationship of the entire suite of the Permit's 

compliance monitoring requirements. Pima County's Response to Sierra Club's 

Petition for Review 15, 17-19 (Oct. I, 2018) ("Pima County Resp."); see also 
Response of Permittec Tucson Electric Power to Petition for Review I 0-15 (Sept. 

28, 2018) ("Tucson Electric Resp."). 7 Pima County docs not claim that biennial 

7 Additionally, Tucson Electric contends that the Petition should be summarily 
dismissed because the question of whether a permit's compliance monitoring requirements 
arc sufficient to ensure the practical enforceability of an emissions cap is not a "novel 
issue," as the Board and the Administrator have upheld substantially similar challenges to 
the practical enforceability ofan emissions cap in /11 re Shell Off.1·/10re. Inc., 15 E.A.D. 536, 
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stack testing is sufficient to make the NOx emissions cap practically enforceable. 
Pima County Resp. at 16. Nor do we read Pima County's Response to Comments 
or its Response to the Petition as contending that biennial stack testing combined 

with monthly and yearly emission calculations based on that testing would alone 
provide adequate compliance monitoring requirements for the expansion of the 
Irvington facility. Id Rather, Pima County argues that the NOx emissions cap is 
practically enforceable based on how the biennial stack testing and the monthly and 

yearly emission calculations requirements are complemented by: (i) the 
requirements pertaining to the use, operation, and monitoring of the selective 

catalytic reduction devices; and (ii) the Permit's conservative methodology for 
calculating emission factors. Id. at 15-19; see also Tucson Electric Resp. at 11-15. 

Given the Permit's compliance monitoring requirements and Pima County's 
justification for the practical enforceability of the NOx emissions cap, the issues 

before us are narrower than stated by Sierra Club. Sierra Club's objections to the 
adequacy of the biennial stack tests and stack test-derived emission factors arc not 

responsive to the actual compliance monitoring requirements in this Permit - which 
include more than stack tests and stack-test derived emission factors - and Pima 
County's explanation of how compliance with the Permit' s NOx emissions cap will 

be verified. 8 Thus, we need not determine whether biennial stack tests and use of 

546-67 (EAB 2012), and In re Pope & Talbot, Inc .. lumber Mill, Pct. No. VIII-2006-04, 

2007 EPA CAA Title V LEXIS 3, at* 12-13 (Adm'r Mar. 22, 2007). Tucson Electric Resp. 

at 7. We reject this argument. The Board's two main decisions involving a similar issue, 

Shell Offshore and Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 34-47, as well as the Administrator's decision in 
Pope & Talbot, turned on a fact-based analysis of the permit in question, the nature of the 

facility, and the claims of the petitioner. They do not stand for the proposition that any 

permit using emission factors and monitoring of control devices to verify compliance with 

an emissions cap can be summarily affirmed as sufficient to ensure the practical 

enforceability of that cap. 

8 At times, several of Sierra Club's statements in its Petition and its comments 

appear to question the adequacy of the regulatorily-establishcd requirements for 
conducting perfonnance (stack) tests in subpart JJJJ, 40 C.F.R. § 60.4244, to detennine the 

compliance of internal combustion engines with NO, emission limitations. See Pct. at 11 
(arguing that stack tests provide inadequate emissions compliance data due to the shortness 

of the tests and because they arc conducted under ideal, prearranged conditions); Sierra 

Club Comments attach. at 21 -22 & n.59 (same). To the extent Sierra Club intends this 

Petition to be a challenge to the requirements for tests in subpart JJJJ, 40 C.F.R. § 60.4244, 

that question is not properly before the Board because challenges to Clean Air Act 

regulations must be brought in the U.S. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia Circuit, 

within 60 days of promulgation. 42 U.S.C. § 7607(b). Moreover, the Board docs not 
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emission factors based on those biennial stack tests to project monthly and yearly 

emissions - standing alone - would be sufficient to vcri fy compliance with the NO, 

emissions cap. What remains at issue, however, arc Sierra Club's challenges to: 

(i) Pima County's reliance on two aspects of the Permit's compliance monitoring 

requirements - monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices and the 

conservative methodology for calculating emission factors for non-startup 

operating periods to ensure the NOx emissions cap is practically enforceable; and 

(ii) the adequacy of Pima County's response to Sierra Club's comments on the 

practical enforceability of the NO, emissions cap. We address these contentions in 

turn below. 

A. Sierra Cluh 's Challenges to the Perniit 's Compliance Monitoring Requiremenls 

1. Sierra Club Fails to Show Clear Error in Pima County's Reliance on 
Monitoring<~{ the Selective Catalytic Reduction Devices to Ensure the NO, 
Emissions Cap is Practically Enfbrceahle 

As discussed, the Permit's compliance monitoring requirements have two 

main components in addition to stack tests. The first component involves 

calculating monthly and yearly NO, emissions for each Unit during non-startup and 

startup operating periods. NOx emissions for non-startup periods arc based on NO, 

emission factors derived from stack tests conducted every two years and for startup 

periods arc based on manufacturer data. The second component is monitoring of 

the selective catalytic reduction devices. 

In its Petition, Sierra Club contends that the monitoring requirements for 

the selective catalytic reduction devices do not cure the problem with the Permit's 

reliance on stack tests and stack test-derived emission factors because the 

monitoring docs not produce data to be "included in the formula to establish the 

NO, emission factor." Pct. at 12. To the extent Sierra Club is challenging Pima 

County's conclusion that the monitoring requirements for the selective catalytic 

reduction devices arc, in combination with the Permit's other monitoring 

requirements, adequate to ensure the NO~ emissions cap is practically enforceable, 

this argument is raised for the first time in Sierra Club's Petition. As a result, it has 

not been preserved for Board review. The regulations governing Board review of 

review EPA regulations as part of permit appeals. See In re FutureGen Indus. All., bu:., 
16 E.A.D. 717, 724 (EAB 20 I 5) (the Board "is not the appropriate forum" for raising 

dissatisfaction with an EPA regulation); In re Tondu Energy Co., 9 E.A.D. 710, 7 15-16 

(EAB 200 I) ("As we have repeatedly stated, permit appeals arc not appropriate fora for 

challenging Agency regulations."). 
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permit appeals, require that the party seeking review establish "that each issue being 

raised in the petition was raised during the public comment period (including any 

public hearing)," or demonstrate that the issue was not "reasonably ascertainable" 

at that time. 40 C.F.R. § 124.13, 19(a)(4)(ii); see, e.g., In re Seneca Res. Corp., 
16 E.A.D. 411,415 (EAD 2014). As the Board has previously explained, "[t]he 

effective, efficient and predictable administration of the permitting process 

demands that the permit issuer be given the opportunity to address potential 

problems with draft permits before they become final." In re Encogen 
Cogeneration Facility, 8 E.A.D. 244, 250 (EAB 1999). This is a particularly 

important requirement as to technical issues such as the adequacy of the compliance 

monitoring requirements presented here because "the locus of responsibility for 

important technical decisionmaking rests primarily with the permitting authority, 

which has the relevant specialized expertise and experience." Peabody, 12 E.A.D. 

at 33. 

Although Sierra Club did challenge the practical enforceability of the NOx 
emissions cap in its comments, Sierra Club did not include as part of that challenge 

any critique of the role that the monitoring requirements for the selective catalytic 

reduction devices play. In fact, Sierra Club's comments never even mentioned the 

Permit's monitoring requirements for the selective catalytic reduction devices. 

The section in Sierra Club's comments addressing practical enforceability 

of the NOx emissions cap contains four paragraphs: ( l) two paragraphs describing 

in general terms the legal requirement for practically enforceable emission limits; 

(2) one paragraph arguing that the Permit contained nothing more than a "[b ]lanket" 

emission limitation, which was not practically enforceable; and (3) a final 

paragraph raising the frequency of stack tests and two other unrelated concerns with 

practical enforceability of the NOx emissions cap. Sierra Club Comments at 8-9. 

The two other concerns were described in that final paragraph as follows: 

[Sierra Club's] expert comments detail at length the enforceability 

issues with the proposed permit. Specifically, using stack tests once 

every two years to determine whether the [Units] are in compliance 

with the permit is woefully inadequate. The permit does not contain 
an unambiguous methodology for demonstrating compliance with 
the annual NOl emission cap, and there is no support for the 
applicant's .. vendor-guaranteed" NO, rate thal is used lo 

demonstrate compliance. 

Id. at 9 (emphasis added) (footnote omitted). While Sierra Club's expert report, 

which was attached to its comments, expanded on the concerns raised with stack 
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tests, the methodology issue as to emission factors, and the manufacturer data on 

NOx emissions during startup, that report did not raise concerns with or otherwise 

discuss the Permit's monitoring requirements for the selective catalytic reduction 

devices. See Id. attach. at 20-25. 

Sierra Club cannot claim that Pima County did not provide notice of the role 

that monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices plays in verifying 

compliance with the NOx emissions cap. On its face, the Proposed Permit expressly 

stated that its requirements for monitoring of selective catalytic reduction devices 

arc an clement bearing on verifying compliance with the NOx emissions cap. 

Condition 11.A. l .b of the Proposed Permit provided that "[c]ompliance with the 

NOx emission limit shall be demonstrated by performance [i.e. stack] tests as 

detailed in Condition II.D, monitoring as detailed in Condition 11.B, and 

rccordkccping as detailed in Conditions 11.C." Proposed Permit at Part B § 11.A. I .b. 

And Conditions II.B and 11.C on monitoring and rccordkceping, as well as 

Condition II.A addressing emission limitations, contain multiple requirements 

pertaining to monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices in addition to 

requirements as to stack tests and calculation of monthly and yearly emissions. See 

id at Part B § II.A. I (setting the 170 tons per year NOx emission limit, requiring 

installation of selective catalytic reduction devices with continuous NOx process 

monitors, and imposing operating requirements on such devices); id. at Part B 

§ II.B (requiring monitoring of fuel consumption and startups of the new Units and 

monitoring of operating parameters ammonia injection rate and temperature - for 

selective catalytic reduction devices); id. at Part B § 11.C (requiring records be kept 

of the monitoring of fuel consumption, of startups of the engines, and of the 

operating parameters of the selective catalytic reduction devices; and specifying 

that monthly and yearly NOx emissions must be calculated). Thus, the Permit's 

reliance on monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices as a key part of 

determining compliance with the NOx emissions cap was reasonably ascertainable 

at the time of the comment period. Any challenge to the way in which the 

monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices functioned in verifying 

compliance with the NOx emissions cap should have been presented to the permit 
issuer in the first instance. 

In any event, even if Sierra Club's challenge to Pima County's reliance on 

the monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices to verify compliance with 

the NO" emissions cap was preserved for Board review, Sierra Club's specific 

challenge (the monitoring results arc not "included in the formula to establish the 

'NOx emission factor'") reflects a misunderstanding of how the Permit works. See 

Pct. at 12. In response to Sierra Club's general argument about the lack of practical 

enforceability of the NOx emissions cap through reliance on biennial stack tests, 
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Pima County explained that it was not relying solely on stack tests to verify 

compliance. In addition to the required stack tests, Pima County pointed to the 
Permit's requirements to calculate monthly and yearly NOx emissions and the 

monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices. RTC at l 0-13. As to the 
latter, Pima County explained that monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction 
devices would assure that the devices were functioning properly "at all times." Id. 
at 10. Pima County's intent was not to obtain data from this monitoring to adjust 

the emission factors. Instead, the data arc required to make sure the selective 
catalytic reduction devices arc working properly at all times. Thus, Sierra Club's 
argument in its Petition is not responsive to the role of monitoring of the selective 

catalytic reduction devices as described by Pima County. 

2. Sierra Club Fails to Show Clear Error in Pima Counly 's Determinalion that 
the Non-Slarlup Emission Fae/ors Are Conservative 

In a footnote to its Petition, Sierra Club also takes issue with Pima County's 

assertion that the methodology for calculating emission factors for non-startup 
operating periods is conservative. Pet. at 16 n.37. Under Board case law, a 
determination such as this one by Pima County "requires the sort of quintessential 

technical expertise the permit issuer possesses." In re Shell Offshore, Inc., 15 

E.A.D. 536, 558 (EAB 2012) (upholding a permit issuer's choice of emission 
factors in a challenge to the practical enforceability of an emissions cap limiting a 
facility's potential to emit). Sierra Club has not met the "particularly heavy burden" 

it bears on this technical question. See Peabody, 12 E.A.D. at 41. 

Sierra Club disputes that calculating non-startup emission factors from the 

highest emission rate produced during required stack tests will, as Pima County 
claims, result in an emission factor that "ovcr-ealculat[cs]" NOx emissions. Pct. at 
16, n.3 7. Sierra Club maintains that there is no support in the record for this 

conclusion and no specific calculation of the quantitative extent of the ovcr­

calculation. We find no merit in Sierra Club's argument. 9 

9 Sierra Club's argument here also appears for the first time in its Petition. 
However, neither the Proposed Permit nor draft Technical Support Document explained 
that the conservative nature of the methodology for calculating non-startup emission 
factors was a consideration bearing on the practical enforceability of the NO,. emissions 
cap. That explanation appears for the first time in the Response to Comments, RTC at 13, 
and thus Sierra Club's challenge to that rationale may be raised on appeal. See In re Pio 
Pico Energy Crr., 16 E.A.D.56, 102 (EAB 2013) (allowing consideration of an issue not 

VOLUME 17 



R002772

TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER 693 

First, although Pima County docs state at one point that the Permit's 
methodology for calculating emission factors based on stack tests will overstate 
actual emissions, the record as a whole suggests that Pima County did not design 
the procedure for establishing emission factors to overstate emissions by a specific 
quantitative amount but rather to guard against understating emissions. For 
example, Pima County introduced its emission factor methodology by explaining 
that "certain clements [of the methodology] * * * will inherently produce a 
conservative calculation of emissions (i .e., a tendency to over-calculate, rather than 
under-calculate, engine NOx emissions)." RTC at 13. Nor docs the record show 
that Pima County relied upon a specific quantitative degree of over-calculation in 
the emission factors to justify the practical enforceability of the NOx emissions cap. 

Second, the Permit's description of the methodology for establishing an 
emission factor for non-startup operating periods provides sufficient record support 
for Pima County's description of emission factors as conservative (i.e., likely to 
overstate emissions). The emission factor methodology requires Tucson Electric 
to identify the maximum NOx emissions that will be emitted across the full range 
of load levels during non-startup operating periods. To do this, the Permit requires 
Tucson Electric to conduct each stack test across the full range of non-startup 
operating load levels. Permit at Part B § 11.0.2.b. The methodology then requires 
that the emission factor be calculated using the maximum emission rate found in 
that test as the presumed emission rate whenever the engine is operating in non­
startup conditions, irrespective of the load level at which it is operating. Id. at Part 
B § II.0.2.c. Given that the methodology requires that the highest measured 
emission rate from stack tests be used in the calculation of emission factors, it was 
reasonable for Pima County to conclude that this approach is a conservative one. 
Sierra Club's "bare assertion" to the contrary is not adequate to support the opposite 
conclusion. See Shell O.ff\·hore, 15 E.A.D. at 561 n.28 (the Board refuses to rely on 
a petitioner's "bare assertion" that stack tests supporting emission factors were too 
infrequent). 10 

raised in a public comment .. where the permit issuer's reasoning on an issue was not clearly 
ascertainable from the record at the draft permit stage"). 

10 Additionally, Sierra Club ignores that the methodology for calculating emiss10ns 
during startup operating periods is also designed to conservatively calculate emissions. 
NO~ emissions differ significantly between ·•cold" or "warm" startups with cold startups 
generating approximately three times the NO, emissions as warm sta11ups. Letter from 
Conrad Spencer, Tucson Eke. Power, to Rupesh Patel, Pima Cty. Dcp' t of Envtl. Prot. 6 
(Sept. 21 , 20 I 7) (A.R. 6) (finding that a cold startup emits I 0.3 pounds of NO, compared 
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For all the above reasons, Sierra Club fails to substantiate its claim that the 

record does not support Pima County's determination that the emission factor 

methodology is likely to overstate, not understate, actual emissions. 

3. Conclusion 

Sierra Club failed to preserve for Board review its ability to challenge Pima 

County's reliance on monitoring of the selective catalytic reduction devices as a 

component of the Permit's compliance monitoring program. Sierra Club further 

did not substantiate its challenge to either the adequacy of that monitoring or the 

conservative emission factor methodology. Accordingly, the Board concludes that 

Sierra Club has not carried its burden to show that Pima County clearly erred in its 

determination that the Permit's NOx emissions cap is practically enforceable. 

B. Sierra Club Fails to Show Pima County Clearly Erred in Responding to Sierra 
Club's Comments 

Sierra Club asserts that Pima County's "responses to Sierra Club's 

comments were inadequate." Pet. at 12. In support of that contention, Sierra Club 

argues that Pima County did not "otherwise show that the permit relies on sufficient 

monitoring data to assure accurate and continuous monthly compliance with the 

NOx cap," and "did nothing to address the fact that the NOx cap remains practically 

unenforceable." Id. 

The adequacy of a permit issuer's response to comments must be evaluated 

in the context of the content, specificity, and precision of the submitted comments. 

The Board has held that "parties submitting comments on draft permits must 

present their concerns with sufficient precision and specificity to apprise the 

permitting authorities of the significant issues so that the permit issuer can make 

timely and appropriate adjustments to its permit determination, or, ifno adjustments 

are made, can explain why none are necessary in its response to comments." In re 
Pio Pico Energy Ctr., 16 E.A.D. 56, 85 (EAB 2013). Where a comment lacks 

specificity and precision, the permit issuer's obligation to respond is similarly 

tempered. It is well settled that "permit issuers need not guess the meaning behind 

imprecise comments and arc under no obligation to speculate about possible 

concerns that were not articulated in the comments." In re Scituate Wastewater 

to a warm startup that emits 3.5 pounds). Nonetheless, the methodology for calculating 
emissions during startup requires Tucson Electric to assume that all startups arc cold 
startups. Permit at Part B ll.C. 9. 
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Treatment Plant, 12 E.A.D. 708, 723 (EAB 2006) (quotations and citations 
omitted). 

Sierra Club's comments on practical enforceability of the NOx emissions 

cap focused on the adequacy of biennial stack testing as a fonn of compliance 

monitoring and were very general in nature. 11 In its comments, Sierra Club merely 

stated that "using stack tests once every two years to determine whether the [Units] 

arc in compliance with the permit is woefully inadequate.'' Sierra Club Comments 

at 9. The expert report attached to Sierra Club's comments added some detail but 

not much more. See id. attach. at 20-25. The report explained that infrequent stack 

tests may not be representative of "routine operations" and noted that "EPA itself 

has stated that annual stack tests arc not sufficient to assure compliance with 

emissions limits." Id. attach. at 21-22. The information cited to support this 

assertion showed that EPA was concerned that annual stack tests may not be 

adequate to demonstrate compliance throughout the remainder of the year, 

particularly where the proper functioning of pollution control technology is 

necessary for the source to meet applicable requirements. Id attach. at 21 n.59. 

Instead of stack testing, Sierra Club's expert report recommended that the Permit 

require Continuous Emissions Monitors. Id. attach. at 23. 

Pima County responded to these comments by first acknowledging that 

annual stack tests "arc insufficient to assure compliance with emission limits." 

R TC at I 0. Pima County then provided a detailed explanation of what other 

requirements it had included in the Permit to assure sufficient compliance 

monitoring during all periods of operation. That lengthy explanation touched on 

the requirements for use of stack test-derived emission factors and manufacturer 

emission rates to calculate monthly and yearly NOx emissions, the conservative 

nature of these emission factors and emission rates, and the required monitoring of 

the selective catalytic reduction devices. Id. at I 0-13. This level of detail was more 

than an adequate response to Sierra Club's comment that the Permit's compliance 

11 As described in Part IV.B, Sierra Club also argued in its comments that the NOx 
emissions cap was not practically enforceable because the Proposed Permit lacked a clear 

statement of the methodology for calculating NO, emissions from emission factors and 

because Pima County had not included in the record the manufacturer data on startup 

emission rates that arc required for calculating emissions during startup operating periods. 

Sierra Club Comments at 2, 9. In response, Pima County amended the Permit to include 

an equation for calculating NO, emissions and included in the record the manufacturer data 

on startup emission rates. RTC at 4, 13. Sierra Club has not suggested these comment 

responses were inadequate. 
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monitoring was "woefully inadequate" and the expert report explanation that 

infrequent stack tests may not be representative of routine operations. As the Board 
has previously held, if "an issue is raised only generically during the public 

comment period, the permit issuer is not required to provide more than a generic 
justification for its decision, and the petitioners cannot raise more specific concerns 

for the first time on appeal." Encogen, 8 E.A.D. at 251 n.12; see In re Knm~f Fiber 

Glass, GmbH, 8 E.A.D. 121, 146-47 (EAB 1999) (where commenter submitted 
comments challenging representativeness of air quality data without supplying 

reasons, permit issuer's response that the data is conservative was adequate given 

the generic nature of the comment). 

To the extent Sierra Club now raises concerns about any of the specifics of 

that response, we have addressed those claims in Part V.A, above. Sierra Club 
provides no further detail to support its claim of an inadequate response to 
comments. In fact, a substantial portion of Sierra Club's Petition is composed of 
block quotes from Pima County's explanation in the Response to Comments of its 
basis for concluding that the NOx emissions cap is practically enforceable. See Pct. 

at 13-16. But as the Board's regulations make clear, when a permit issuer has 
addressed a petitioner's comments in the record, the petitioner must do more than 

insist that the permit issuer's response is incorrect, the petitioner "must * * * 
explain why the Regional Administrator's response to the comment was clearly 

erroneous or otherwise warrants review." 40 C.F.R. § 124.19(a)(4)(ii); see In re 

Winqfal/ Oil & Gas, Inc., 16 E.A.D. 769, 797-98 (EAB 2015) ("Simply disagreeing 
with the Region and repeating concerns [raised in public comments] in a petition 
for review * * * docs not satisfy the regulatory requirement that petitioners confront 

the permit issuer's responses and explain why the responses were clearly 
erroneous."). Accordingly, the Board concludes that Sierra Club has not shown 
Pima County clearly erred in the manner in which it responded to Sierra Club's 

comments. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, the Board denies Sierra Club's Petition for 

Review. 

So ordered. 

VOLUME 17 



R002776

Pritchett, Jacob A. 

Subject: 
Location: 

Start: 
End: 
Show Time As: 

Recurrence: 

Meeting Status: 

Organizer: 
Required Attendees: 

USS 
Legal Counsel 

Mon 4/29/2019 10:00 AM 
Mon 4/29/2019 11 :00 AM 
Tentative 

(none) 

Not yet responded 

Carter, Sally 
Chris Romaine 

We need to talk and look at some documents. 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 
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Kras, Kim 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Carter, Sally 
Thursday, May 4, 2017 9:01 AM 
Romaine, Chris 
Patel, Minesh 
RE: Today 

My plan will be to first discuss PSD and then move onto the draft. 

From: Romaine, Chris 
Sent: Thursday, May 04, 2017 9:00 AM 
To: Carter, Sally 
Cc: Patel, Minesh 
Subject: RE: Today 

Yes. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: Thursday, May 04, 2017 8:05 AM 
To: Romaine, Chris 
Cc: Patel, Minesh 
Subject: Today 
Importance: High 

No pressure ..... just asking because someone else asked me. Are we going to have a draft to share at 10:30 today or not? 
I am flexible. Just putting together game plan for today. 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 
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Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: Romaine, Chris 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, May 5, 2021 4:51 PM 
Carter, Sally 

Cc: Patel, Minesh 
Subject: Discussion on US Steel 

I was reminded that Minesh also comes in on Thursdays. So about May 13th? 

Minesh can set the time because I am good for any time between 8:00 and 5:00. 

From: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 3:42 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: EAB Decision on Shell Offshore 

That sounds fine. 

I typically come in at some point during the week. I can come in Tuesday next week. (Just so you know, I typically avoid 
Tuesdays be Todd goes to work on Tuesdays. It is the one day that I can have the house to myself. That being said, I can 
come in on Tuesday). Just let me know what time and I will be in. 

I am so glad you are fully vaccinated. I am as well. 

From: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 2:46 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: EAB Decision on Shell Offshore 

I would like to discuss "eventually." Next week would be fine. 

Do you plan to come into the office at all next week? If it would be on Tuesday, Minesh could participate. Also, Keystone 
could be touched on. 

P.S. I got my second Covid shot in the middle of March. 

From: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 202112:49 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: EAB Decision on Shell Offshore 

Noted. I have another call in a few. Please let me know when you would like to discuss. 

From: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 202112:41 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: EAB Decision on Shell Offshore 

1 



R002779

FYI 

This is the EAB decision on the OCS permit for the Shell Offshore Permit. The EAB's discussion on the limits in this permit 

that restrict potential emissions begins on page 14. It is consistent w ith the Administrator's decision on the Title V 

permit. Rather than supporting USS' request for the "alternative approach" to limiting the potential emissions of the 

production increase project, these decisions could be viewed as generally supporting the tradit ional approach taken in 

the permits issued for the project. This is because the unusual circumstances presented by t he Shell Offshore project 

that justified and facilitated an alternative approach were not and are not present for the USS 1996 product ion increase 

project. At the same time, these decisions do support a rigorous approach to how permits deal with t he emission factors 

used to determine emissions for key operations when addressing compliance with applicable annual emission limits. 

In this light, we need to discuss how the Agency wants to prioritize the work on a revised permit. There are certainly 

revisions that need to be made because of problems with some of the emission data that was originally provided by GCS 

and codified in the permit. However, USS does not appear to have shown that USEPA has abandoned its 

pronouncements circa 1989 on what is needed to limit potential emissions. 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 

2 



R002780

Pritchett, Jacob A. 

From: Carter, Sally 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, May S. 2021 6:11 PM 
Romaine, Chris 

Cc: Patel, Minesh 
Subject: RE: Discussion on US Steel 

That sounds great! I have a call in the afternoon with USEPA. Would sometime in the morning work, Minesh?? 

From: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 4:51 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Cc: Patel, Minesh <Minesh.Patel@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: Discussion on US Steel 

I was reminded that Minesh also comes in on Thursdays. So about May 13th? 

Minesh can set the time because I am good for any time between 8:00 and 5:00. 

From: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 3:42 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: EAB Decision on Shell Offshore 

That sounds fine. 

I typically come in at some point during the week. I can come in Tuesday next week. (Just so you know, I typically avoid 
Tuesdays be Todd goes to work on Tuesdays. It is the one day that I can have the house to myself. That being said, I can 
come in on Tuesday). Just let me know what time and I will be in. 

I am so glad you are fully vaccinated. I am as well. 

From: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 2:46 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: EAB Decision on Shell Offshore 

I would like to discuss "eventually." Next week would be fine. 

Do you plan to come into the office at all next week? If it would be on Tuesday, Minesh could participate. Also, Keystone 
could be touched on. 

P.S. I got my second Covid shot in the middle of March. 

From: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 202112:49 PM 
To: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: RE: EAB Decision on Shell Offshore 
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Noted. I have another call in a few. Please let me know when you would like to discuss. 

From: Romaine, Chris <Chris.Romaine@lllinois.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 202112:41 PM 
To: Carter, Sally <Sally.Carter@lllinois.gov> 
Subject: EAB Decision on Shell Offshore 

FYI 

This is the EAB decision on the OCS permit for the Shell Offshore Permit. The EAB's discussion on the limits in this permit 
that restrict potential emissions begins on page 14. It is consistent with the Administrator's decision on the Title V 
permit. Rather than supporting USS' request for the "alternative approach" to limiting the potential emissions of the 
production increase project, these decisions could be viewed as generally supporting the traditional approach taken in 
the permits issued for the project. This is because the unusual circumstances presented by the Shell Offshore project 
that justified and facilitated an alternative approach were not and are not present for the USS 1996 production increase 
project. At the same time, these decisions do support a rigorous approach to how permits deal with the emission factors 
used to determine emissions for key operations when addressing compliance with applicable annual emission limits. 

In this light, we need to discuss how the Agency wants to prioritize the work on a revised permit. There are certainly 
revisions that need to be made because of problems with some of the emission data that was originally provided by GCS 
and codified in the permit. However, USS does not appear to have shown that USE PA has abandoned its 
pronouncements circa 1989 on what is needed to limit potential emissions. 

State of Illinois - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The information contained in this communication is confidential, may be 
attorney-client privileged or attorney work product, may constitute inside information or internal deliberative staff 
communication, and is intended only for the use of the addressee. Unauthorized use, disclosure or copying of this 
communication or any part thereof is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this communication in 
error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy this communication and all copies thereof, 
including all attachments. Receipt by an unintended recipient does not waive attorney-client privilege, attorney work 
product privilege, or any other exemption from disclosure. 
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Kras, Kim 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Patel, Minesh 

Thursday, May 6, 2021 1:19 PM 
Romaine, Chris 

96030056.doc 
96030056.doc 
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CAAPP APPLICATION COMPLETENESS DETERMINATION 

APPLICANT 

U. S. Steel Co rporatio n 
Granite City Wo rks 
Attn: Bryan Kresak 
20th and State Streets 
Granite City, Illino is 

Date of Determinatio n : 
Application/Permit No .: 
I. D. Number : 119813AAI 

62040 

January 3 , 2014 
96030056 

Date Received: December 3 , 2013 
Source Name: U. S. Steel Corporation , Granite City Wo rks 
Location of Source: 20t" & State Streets , Granite City, Madison County 

Dear Mr . Kresak : 

This letter provides notification that your Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) 
application received on the date indicated above , has been determined by the Illinois 
EPA to be complete pursuant to Section 39.5(5) of the Illinois Environmental 
Protection Act (Act) . 

Based on the completeness determination, the owner or operator of the CAAPP source is 
not required to renew existing state operating permits for emission units at the 
CAAPP source . The owner or operator of the CAAPP source is not, however, relieved of 
any obligation to obtain state operating permits for emission units at the CAAPP 
source for which no current state operating permit exists . 

Notwithstanding the completeness determination , the Illinois EPA may request 
additional information necessary to evaluate or take final action on the CAAPP 
application. If such additional information affects your allowable emission limits, 
a revised form 292-CAAPP-FEE DETERMINATION FOR CAAPP PERMIT must be submitted with 
the requested information . The failure to submit to the Illinois EPA the requested 
information within the time frame specified by the Illinois EPA, may force the 
Illinois EPA to deny your CAAPP application pursuant to Section 39.5 of the Act. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact the Division of Air 
Pollution Control Permit Section at 217/785-1705. 

Raymond E . Pilapil 
Acting Manager, Permit Section 
Division of Air Pollution Control 

REP:MTR:lsm 

cc : FOS , Region 1 
Application File 
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217/785-1705 

TITLE V - CLEAN AIR ACT PERMIT PROGRAM {CAAPP) PERMIT 

PERMITTEE : 

U. S . Steel Corporation 
Granite Cjty Works 
Attn : Bryan Kresak 
20th and State Streets 
Gran l te Clty , Il linois 62040 

I. D. No .: 119813AAI 
Application No . : 96030056 

REVISED 

Date Originally Received : March 6 , 1996 
Date Origina l ly I ssued : September 3 , 2009 
Date Revised Permit Issued : March 4 , 2013 
Expiration Date1 : September 3 , 20 14 

Operatj o n of : lntegrated Steel Mill 
Source Location : 20th and State Streets , Granite City 
Responsible OfficiaJ : Richard E . Veitch , General Manager 

This permit is hereby granted to the above -designated Permittee to OPERATE an Integrated 

Steel Mill Plant , pursuant t o the above referenced permit application. This permit is 
subject to the conditions conta1ned herein . 

This permit was revised on March 4 , 2013 , in accordance with Sections 39 . 5(9) {e) through 

(g) of the Environmental Protection Act , pursuant Lo an order from Lisa P . Jackson , 
Administrator of the USEPA , In the Matter of United States Steel Corporation - Granite City 

Works , Petition Number V-2011-2 (December 3 , 20 12) , which order was received by the 

Illinois EPA on December 4 , 2012. 

If you have any questions conce r ning this permit , please contact Anatoly Belogorsky or 
Michae l Reed at 217/785-1705 . 

Edwin C. Bakowski , P . E . 
Manager , Permit Section 
Division of Air Pollution Control 

ECB : MR :psj 

cc : Illinois EPA, FOS , Region 3 
CES 
Lotus Notes 

Except as provided in Conditions 1.5 and 8.7 of this perm1~. 



R002785

P<'ige 2 
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Permit Expiration and Renewal 
General Authority for the Terms and Conditions of this 
Permit 

10 .0 ATTACHMENTS 

1 
2 
3 

Example Certification by a Responsible Official 
Emissions of Particulate Matter from Process Emission Units 
Current Emission Factors for Certain Emission Limits 

323 

329 

1-1 
2-1 
3-1 
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1.0 SOURCE IDENTIFICATION 

1.1 Source 

U. S. Steel Corporation 
Granite City Works 
20th and State Streets 
Granite City, Illinois 62040 
618/451-3456 

l.D. No.: 119813AAI 
County: Madison 
Standard Industrial Classification: 3312, Integrated Steel Mill 

Responsible Official: Richard E. Veitch, General Manager 

Delegated Authorities: 
Michelle Fields, Division Manager - Coke and Iron Making; 
Michael Terry, Division Manager - Steelmaking 

1.2 Owner/Parent Company 

United States Steel Corporation 
600 Grant Street 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 

1.3 Operator 

1. 4 

U. S. Steel Corporation 
Granite City Works 
20th and State Streets 
Granite City, Illinois 62040 

Contact Person: 
Bryan Kresak, Manager Environmental Control 
618/451-3456 

Source Description 

Integrated steel manufacturing employing raw material 
processing/preparation, coke production, iron production, steel 
production, and steel finishing. 

1.5 Title I Conditions 

As generally identified below, this CAAPP permit contains certain 
conditions for emission units at this source that address the 
applicability of permitting programs for the construction and 
modification of sources, which programs were established pursuant to 
Title I of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and regulations thereunder. These 
programs include 40 CFR 52.21, Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) and 35 IAC Part 203, Major Stationary Sources Constructio n and 
Modification (MSSCAM), and are implemented by the Illinois EPA pursuant 
to Sections 9, 9.1, 39(a) and 39.5(7) (a) of the Illinois Envir ~nmental 
Protection Act (Act). These conditions continue in effect, 
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notwithstanding the expiration date specified on the first page of this 
permit , as their authority derives from Titles I and V of the CAA , as 
well as Titles II and X of the Act . (See also Condition 8 . 7.) 

a . This permit contains "Title I Conditions" that reflect Title I 
requirements established in permits previously issued for this 
source, which conditions are specifically designated as ~Tl". 

b . This permit contains Title I conditions that are newly 
established in this CAAPP permit , which conditio ns are 
specifically designated as "TlN" . 
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2.0 LIST OF ABBREVI ATI ONS AND ACRONYMS COMMONLY US ED 

ACMA Alternative Compliance Market Account 
Act Illinois Environmental Protection Act (415 ILCS 5/1 et 

seq.) 
AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume 1, 

Stationary Point and Other Sources (and Supplements A 
through F)' USEPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and 
Standards, Research Triangle Park, NC 27711 

ATU Allotment Trading Unit 
BACT Best Available Control Technology 
BAT Best Available Technology 
BFG Blast Furnace Gas 
BOF Basic Oxygen Furnace 
BOPF Basic Oxygen Process Furnace 
BTX Benzene, toluene and xylene 
CAA Clean Air Act I 42 u.s.c. Section 7401 et seq.] 
CAAPP Clean Air Act Permit Program 
CAM Compliance Assurance Monitoring 
CEMS Continuous Emission Monitoring System 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
COG Coke Oven Gas 
COG-DS Coke Oven Gas Desulfurization System 
COMS Continuous Opacity Monitoring System 
CPMS Continuous Parameters Monitoring System 
dscf Dry standard cubic feet 
ERMS Emissions Reduction Market System 
ESP Electro Static Precipitator 
OF Fahrenheit 
FESOP Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit 
GHG Greenhouse Gases 
gr grains 
HAP Hazardous Air Pollutant 
HCL Hydrogen Chloride 
H2S Hydrogen Sulfate 
IAC Illinois Administrative Code 
I.D. No. Identification Number of Source, assigned by Illinois 

EPA 
ILCS Illinois Compiled Statutes 
Illinois EPA Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
LAER Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 
LMF Ladle Metallurgy Furnace 
MACT Maximum Achievable Control Technology 
NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
NOx Nitrogen Oxides 
NSPS New Source Performance Standards 
PM Particulate Matter 
PM1 Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less 

than or equal to a nominal 10 microns as measured by 
applicable test or monitoring methods 
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PM2. s Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less 
than or equal to a nominal 2.5 microns as measured by 
applicable test or monitoring methods 

ppm Parts per million 
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
RMP Risk Management Plan 
scf Standard cubic feet 
sol Sulfur Dioxide 
SSM Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction 
Tl Title I identifies Title I conditions that have been 

carried over from an existing permit 
TlN Title I New - identifies Title I conditions that are 

being established in this permit 
TlR Title I Revised - identifies Title I conditions that 

have been carried over from an existing permit and 
subsequently revised in this permit 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
VHAP Volatile Hazardous Air Pollutant 
VOM Volatile Organic Material 
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3.0 CONDITIONS FOR INSIGNIFICANT ACTI VITIES 

3.1 Identification of Insignificant Activities 

The following activities at the source constitute insignificant 
activities as specified in 35 IAC 201.210 : 

3. 1.1 

3.1.2 

Activities determined by the Illinois EPA to be insignificant 
activities, pursuant to 35 IAC 201.210(a) (1) and 201.211 , as 
follows : 

a. Material Handling and Processing Operations 

N/A 

b. Coke Production 

N/A 

c . Coke Oven Gas By-Products Recovery Plant 

Ammonium Sulfate Handling 

d . Blast Furnaces 

e . 

f. 

g. 

NIA 

Basic Oxygen Furnaces 

N/A 

Continuous Casting 

Tanks lt543 , #544 , #545, lt555 

Finishing Operations 

Scale Pits 
#6 Zinc Pot {Backup) 
#7 and 18 Zinc Pots 
Storage Tanks U306-310, #403 , #427 , #800 , #815 

h. Wastewater Treatment 

N/A 

i. Boiler Houses 

N/A 

Activities that are insignificant activities based upon maximum 
emissions , pursuant to 35 IAC 201.210 (a) (2) or (a) (3) , as 
follows : 

a. Material Handling Operations 
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3 . 1.3 

N/A 

b . Coke Production 

N/A 

c . Coke Oven Gas By-Products Recover,,l_ Plant 

Storage Tanks ltll6, lt117 , ltll8 , ltl20 

d . Blast Furnaces 

e . 

f. 

g. 

Torpedo Car Dekishing 

Basic Oxygen Furnaces 

Lime/Magnesium Handling and Storage Unit 

Continuous Casting 

N/A 

Finishing Operations 

72u Line and Cold Mill 

h. Wastewater Treatment 

N/A 

i . Boiler Houses 

N/A 

Activities that are insignificant activities based upon their 
type or character, pursuant to 35 !AC 201 . 210(a) (4) through 
(18), as follows; 

a . Material Handling Operations 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows : (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas , propane , 
or liquefied petroleum gas; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1 , 0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane, or 
liquefied petroleum gas ; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200 , 000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201.210(a) (4)] . 

b. Coke Production 
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c. 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows : (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2 . 5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas , propane , 
or liquefied petroleum gas,· (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1 . 0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane , or 
liquefied petroleum gas ; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200,000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse , or treated or chemically contaminated wood [35 IAC 
201 . 210 (al (4) J. 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate oil , 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline or storage 
systems , lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils [35 IAC 
201 . 210 (a) (11)] . 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps , 
detergents , surfactants , glycerin , waxes , vegetable oils , 
greases , animal fats , sweeteners , corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions , or aqueous caustic solutions , provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials [35 
IAC 201.210(a) (17)] . 

Coke Oven Gas By-Products Recovery Plant 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10 , 000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100,000 gallons , provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA (35 IAC 
201.210(a) (10)] . 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline 
systems , lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils 
201.210(a) (11)]. 

oil , 
or storage 
[35 IAC 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps , 
detergents , surfactants , glycerin , waxes , vegetable oils , 
greases , animal fats , sweeteners , corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions, provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials (35 
IAC 201.210(a)(l7)] . 

d. Blast Furnaces 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows: (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2,5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas, propane, 
or liquefied petroleum gas; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1 . 0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane , or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (CJ Units with a rated heat 
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input capacity of less than 200,000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse , or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201.210(a) (4)]. 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate oil, 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline or storage 
systems, lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils [35 IAC 
201.210(a) (11)) . 

e . Basic Oxygen Furnaces 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows: (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas, propane, 
or liquefied petroleum gas ; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1.0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas, propane , or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200, 000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201.210(a) (4)]. 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10,000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100, 000 gallons, provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA [35 IAC 
201 . 210 (al (10) I . 

f. Continuous Casting 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows: (Al Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas , propane, 
or liquefied petroleum gas; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1.0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane , or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200 , 000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood [35 IAC 
201.210 (a) (4) I . 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10, 000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100, 000 gallons , provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA (35 IAC 
201.210 (a) (10)]. 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate oil , 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline or storage 
systems , lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils [35 IAC 
201 . 210 (a) (lll I. 
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g. 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps , 
detergents , surfactants , glycerin , waxes , vegetable oils , 
greases , animal fats , sweeteners , corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions , or aqueous caustic solutions, provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials [35 
I AC 201 . 210 (a) (1 7) ) . 

Finishing Operations 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows : (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas, propane , 
or liquefied petroleum gas ; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1.0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane , or 
liquefied petroleum gas ; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200 , 000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201.210(a) (4)] . 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10 , 000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100 , 000 gallons , provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA (35 IAC 
201 . 210(a) (10)] . 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline 
systems , lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils 
201.210(a) (11) J. 

oil , 
or storage 
(35 IAC 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps , 
detergents , surfactants , glycerin , waxes , vegetable oils , 
greases , animal fats, sweeteners, corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions , provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials (35 
I AC 2 0 1 . 210 (a) ( 1 7 ) ] . 

h. Wastewater Treatment 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10 , 000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100 , 000 gallons, provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA (35 IAC 
201 . 210 (al (10) l. 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline 
systems , lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils 
201.210 (al Oll I. 

oil , 
or storage 
(35 IAC 
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3.2 

3 .1 . 4 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps, 
detergents, surfactants , glycerin , waxes , vegetable oils , 
greases, animal fats, sweeteners , corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions, provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials (35 
IAC 201 . 210 (a) (17l) 

i . Boiler Houses 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows : (Al Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas, propane, 
or liquefied petroleum gas; (Bl Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1.0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas, propane, or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (Cl Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200 , 000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201.210 (al (4l I. 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10,000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100,000 gallons , provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA (35 IAC 
201.210 (al (10) I . 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline 
systems, lubricating oil, or residual fuel oils 
201.210 (al (lll I. 

oil , 
or storage 
[ 35 IAC 

Gas turbines and stationary reciprocating internal 
combustion engines of less than 112 kW (150 horsepower) 
power output [ 35 IAC 201.210 (a) (15l) . 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps, 
detergents, surfactants , glycerin, waxes, vegetable oils , 
greases, animal fats , sweeteners, corn syrup , aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions, provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials (35 
I AC 201 . 210 (a) (1 7) ) . 

Activities that are considered insignificant activities pursuant 
to 35 IAC 201 .210(b). Note : These activities are not required 
to be individually listed. 

Compliance with Applicable Requirements 

Insignificant activities are subject to applicable requirements 
notwithstanding status as insignificant activities. In particular , in 
addition to regulations of general applicability, such as 35 IAC 
212 . 301 and 212.123 (Condition 5.3.2) , the Permittee shall comply with 
the following requirements , as applicable: 
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3. 2 .1 

3.2.2 

3.2 . 3 

3 . 2 . 4 

3.2.5 

3.2.6 

For each particulate matter process emission unit , the Permittee 
shall comply with the applicable particulate matter emission 
limit of 35 IAC 212.321 or 212.322 (see Attachment 2) and 35 IAC 
Part 266 . For example, the particulate matter emissions from a 
process emission unit shall not exceed 0.55 pounds per hour if 
the emission unit ' s process weight rate is 100 pounds per hour 
or less , pursuant to 35 IAC 266 . 110 . 

For each organic material emission unit that uses organic 
material , e.g. , a mixer or printing line , the Permittee shall 
comply with the applicable VOM emission limit of 35 IAC 219.301, 
which requires that organic material emissions not exceed 8 . 0 
pounds per hour or, if no odor nuisance exists , do not qualify 
as photochemically reactive material as defined in 35 IAC 
211.4690. 

For each cold cleaning degreaser , the Permittee shall comply 
with the applicable equipment and operating requirements of 35 
IAC 219.182. 

For each open burning activity, the Permittee shall comply with 
35 IAC Part 237 , including the requirement to obtain a permit 
for open burning in accordance with 35 IAC 237 . 201, if 
necessary. 

For each storage tank that has a storage capacity greater than 
946 liters (250 gallons) and, if no odor nuisance exists, that 
stores an organic material with a vapor pressure exceeding 2.5 
psia, the Permittee shall comply with the applicable requirements 
of 35 IAC 219.122 , which requires use of a permanent submerged 
loading pipe, submerged fill, a vapor recovery system, or an 
equivalent device approved by the Illinois EPA . [Note: storage 
tanks used for storing gasoline and any hazardous air pollutants 
are not eligible for insignificant activities]. 

For sulfuric acid operations and storage, the Permittee shall 
comply with the following emission limits of sulfuric acid 
and/or sulfur trioxide from all emission sources (with the 
exception of fuel combustion emission sources and acid 
manufacturing) at a plant or premises, pursuant to 35 IAC 
214.303: 

a . 45 . 4 grams in any one hour period for sulfuric acid usage 
less than 1180 Mg/yr (100 percent acid basis) (0.10 lbs/hr 
up t o 1300 T/yr); and 

b. 250 grams per metric ton of acid used for sulfuric acid 
usage greater than or equal to 1180 Mg/yr (100 percent acid 
basis) (0 .50 lbs/T over 1300 T/yr). 

3 . 3 Addition of Insignificant Activities 

3 . 3.1 The Permittee is not required to notify the Illinois EPA of 
additional insignificant activities present at the source of a 
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3,3.2 

3 . 3 . 3 

type that is identified in Condition 3 . 1 , until the renewal 
application for this permit is submitted , pursuant to 35 IAC 
201 . 212 (a) . 

The Permittee must notify the Illinois EPA of any proposed 
addition of a new insignificant activity of a type addressed by 
35 IAC 201,210(a) and 201 . 211 other than those identified in 
Condition 3.1 , pursuant to Section 39.5(12) (b) of the Act. 

The Permittee is not required to notify the Illinois EPA of 
additional insignificant activities present at the source of a 
type identified in 35 IAC 201.210(b). 
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4.0 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT EMISSION UNITS AT THI S SOURCE 

Emission 
Control 

Department Description Equipment Section 
Material Coal Crusher , Coal Pulverizer , Bag house , 7 . 1 

Handling and Conveyors , Screens , Storage Various Dust 
Processing Bins , Feed Hoppers Collectors and 
Operations Enclosures 

Coke Production Coke Oven Batteries "A II and Water Scrubber ; 7 . 2 
"B" Flares 

Tower , Baffles 
Coke Quenching 

Coke By-Product Various Storage Tanks and Vapor Recovery 7 . 3 
Recovery Plant Process Vessels System 

and Various 
Blanketing and 

Negative 
Pressure 
Systems 

COG Amine Unit and SRU Unit Thermal 
Desulfurization Oxidizer 

System 
COG System Holding Tank and COG Flare None 

Blast Furnaces Blast Furnaces "A,, and , .. B" Cast house 7. 4 
BFG Flares #1 and #2 Baghouse; Iron 

Spout Baghouse 
Basic Oxygen BOF #1/112 and Auxiliary Electrostatic 7.5 

Processes Equipment Precipitator: 
Baghouses 

Continuous Continuous Casting and Slab None 7 . 6 
Casting Formation 

Hot Strip Mill Slab Reheat Furnaces None 7.7 
Finishing Pickling Line , Fume Scrubbers ; 7 . 8 

Operations Galvanizing Lines, Catalytic 
Coating Operations Converter 

Wastewater Various tanks , filtration and None 7.9 
Treatment Plant Lagoons 

Boilers Power Boiler 111 Flue Gas 7.10 
Boilers #11 and #12 Recirculation 
Cooling Water Tower (planned for 

Portable Boilers #1 - #4 Boilers #11 and 
#12) 

Internal Emergency Engine-Generator None 7 .11 
Combustion 

Engine 
Gasoline Four Gasoline Storage Tanks None 7 . 12 

Storage and and associated Dispensing 
Dispensing Operations 
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Emission 
Control 

Department Description Equipment Section 
Fugitive Dust Landfi ll None 7 . 1 3 

Veh i cular Traffic on Roadway s , 
Pa r-king Lots and Other Open 

Areas 

Storage Piles including truck 
unloading , wind erosion and 

material t ransfer- from s t orage 
piles , beach ing areas 
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5.0 

5. 1 

5 . 2 

5 . 3 

OVERALL SOURCE CONDITI ONS 

Applicability of Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) 

5 . 1.1 

5. 1. 2 

5. 1. 3 

5 .1. 4 

5 . 1. 5 

5. 1. 6 

5. 1. 7 

This permit is issued based on the source requiring a CAAPP 
permit as a major source of NOx, PM1, S02, VOM, CO, GHG and HAP 
emissions. 

For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Stein Steel Mill Services (I.D. 119813AAD) located 
at 20th Street and Edwardsville in Granite City. Stein Steel 
Mill Services has a separate CAAPP permit for it operations. 

For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Granite City Slag, LLC (I.D. 119040ATF) located at 
20th Street and Edwardsville in Granite City. Granite City Slag 
has a separate CAAPP permit for it operations. 

For purposes of the CAAPP , U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with AKJ Industries, Inc (I.D. 119040AEB) located at 20th 
Street and Edwardsville in Granite City. AKJ Industries has a 
separate CAAPP permit for it operations. 

For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Oil Technology, Inc (I.D. 119040ATG) located onsite 
of Granite City Steel (Route 203) in Granite City. Oil 
Technology has a separate CAAPP permit for it operations. 

For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Tube City IMS (I.D.11904 0ATL} located at 2500 East 
23rd Street in Granite City. Tube City has a separate CAAPP 
permit f o r it operatio ns. 

For purpo s e s of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Gateway Energy & Coke Co LLC (I.D. 119040ATN) 
located at Edwardsville Road in Granite City. Gateway Energy & 
Coke has elected t v obtain a separatP CAAPP permit for its 
operations. 

Area Designatio n 

5 . 2.1 This permit is issued b a sed o n the s ource being located in an 
area that, as o f the date o f permit issuance, is designated 
nonattainment f or the Nati o nal Ambient Air Quality Standards for 
ozone (moderate no nattainme nt), PM2.s and lead, and attainment or 
unclassifiable f o r all o the r crite ria pollutants ( PM10, CO, NO,, 
S02} . 

Source-Wide Applicable Provisio ns a nd Regulations 

5 . 3.1 

5.3.2 

Specific emissi on units a t this s our ce are subject to particular 
regulati ons as s e t f o rth in Sectio n 7 (Unit-Specific Conditions 
for Specific Emissio n Units} o f this permit. 

Fugitive Dust 
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a. This source shall be operated under the provisions of 
Fugitive Particulate Matter Operating Program prepared by 
the Permittee and submitted to the Illinois EPA for its 
review. Such operating program shall be designed to 
significantly reduce fugitive particulate matter emissions 
(35 IAC 212.309(a)]. The Permittee shall comply with the 
fugitive particulate matter operating program and any 
amendments to the program submitted pursuant to Condition 
5 . 3 . 2(b), as required by 35 !AC 212.309. As a minimum, the 
operating program shall include provisions identified in 35 
IAC 212.310(a) through (g) and the following: 

i. A detailed description of the best management 
practices utilized to achieve compliance with 35 IAC 
212 . 304 through 212,308. 

ii. Estimated frequency of application of dust 
suppressants by location ; and 

iii . Such other information as may be necessary to 
facilitate the Illinois EPA ' s review of the operating 
program . 

b. Pursuant to 35 !AC 212.312 , the operating program shall be 
amended from time to time by the Permittee so that the 
operating program is current. Such amendments shall be 
consistent with the requirements set forth by this 
Condition 5 . 3.2 and shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
within 30 days of such amendment. 

c. In addition to the items described above in Condition 
5 , 3 . 2(a) , the Permittee shall include the following 
additional plans and programs as part of the Fugitive 
Particulate Matter Operating Program : 

i . Housekeeping program for non-roadway areas as 
required by Condition 7.13.5(a) (i) (B); 

ii. Road Cleaning Program as required by Condition 
7. 13. 5 (d) ; and 

iii. On-site fugitive dust control program as referenced 
in Condition 7.13 . 9(b). 

d . The revised Fugitive Particulate Matter Operating Program, 
submitted by the Permittee on August 12 1 2009, (identified 
as Revision 8 and necessitated by changes to responsible 
officials and description of areas treated] and containing 
an attached Table and Map for the iron-making and steel­
making roads respectively) , is incorporated herein by 
reference. The document constitutes the formal operating 
program required under 35 !AC 212 . 310 , addressing the 
control of fugitive particulate matter emissions from all 
plant roadways , including the iron-making and steel-making 
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5 . 3 . 3 

roads , storage piles , access areas near storage piles , and 
other subject operations located at the facility that are 
subject to 35 IAC 212.309. 

Any future revision to the aforementioned operating program 
made by the Permittee during the permit term is 
automatically incorporated by reference provided that said 
revision is not expressly disapproved , in writing, by the 
Illinois EPA within 30 days of receipt of said revision. 
In the event that the Illinois EPA notifies the Permittee 
of a deficiency with any revision to the operating program , 
the Permittee shall be required to revise and resubmit the 
operating program within 30 days of receipt of notification 
to address the deficiency [415 ILCS 39.5(7} (a)] . 

e. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.301 , the affected emission units at 
the source shall not cause or allow the emission of 
fugitive particulate matter from any process , including any 
material handling or storage activity , that is visible by 
an observer looking generally toward the zenith at a point 
beyond the property line of the source. 

f. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.307 , all unloading and transporting 
operations of materials collected by pollution control 
equipment shall be enclosed or shall utilize spraying , 
pelletizing , screw conveying or other equivalent methods. 

PM10 Contingency Measure Plan 

a . This stationary source meets the criteria in 35 IAC 212 . 700 
and is required to prepare and submit a contingency measure 
plan reflecting the PM emission reductions as set forth in 
35 IAC 212 . 701 and 212 . 703 . 

b. PM1 Contingency Measure Plan shall be implemented by the 
Permittee in accordance with 35 IAC 212.704 upon 
notification from the Illino is EPA . 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 70l(c) , for operational changes 
subject to Sections 212 . 304 , 212.305 , 212.306 , 212 . 308 , 
212.316(a) through (e), 212.424 or 212.464 which require 
either a new permit or a revisio n to an existing permit the 
Permittee shall , within 30 days after such changes, submit 
a request to modify this CAAPP permit in order to include a 
new , appropriate contingency measure plan. 

d . The plan , as submitted by the Permittee on November 15, 1994 
(which includes tabulati ons of PM fugitive emissions , maps 
for the steel-works and iron making respectively , and a 
comparative analysis of contingency requirements and 
existing road programs) , is inco rporated herein by 
reference. The document c onstitutes the formal PM ir 
Contingency Measure Plan required by 35 IAC 212.701 , 
addressing the Levels 1 and 2 control measures for reducing 
annual source-wide fugitive emissio ns of PM from plant 
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5 .. 3 . 5 
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roads (paved and unpaved) and materials handling operations 
in the event of an exceedance of the 24-hour ambient air 
quality standard for PMlO under 35 IAC 212.704 or 212 . 705. 

Ozone Depleting Substances 

The Permittee shall comply with the standards for recycling and 
emissions reduction of ozone depleting substances pursuant to 40 
CFR Part 82 , Subpart F , except as provided for motor vehicle air 
conditioners in Subpart B of 40 CFR Part 82: 

a. Persons opening appliances for maintenance , service , 
repair, or disposal must comply with the required practices 
pursuant to 40 CFR 82.156. 

b . Equipment used during the maintenance , service , repair , or 
disposal of appliances must comply with the standards for 
recycling and recovery equipment pursuant to 40 CFR 82 . 158. 

c, Persons performing maintenance, service , repair , or 
disposal of appliances must be certified by an approved 
technician certification program pursuant to 40 CFR 82.161. 

Standards for Asbestos Demolition and Renovation (40 CFR 61 . 145) 

a. Prior to demolition or renovation of the affected facility 
or part of the affected facility , the Permittee shall 
fulfill notification requirements established by 40 CFR 
61 . 145 (b) . 

b. During demolition or renovation, the Permittee shall comply 
with the procedures for asbestos emission control 
established by 40 CFR 61 . 145 (c) . 

Future Emission Standards 

Should this stationary source become subject to a regulation 
under 40 CFR Parts 60 , 61, 62 , or 63, or 35 IAC Subtitle B after 
the date this permit is issued , then the owner or operator 
shall , in accordance with the applicable regulation(s) , comply 
with the applicable requirements by the date(s) specified and 
shall certify compliance with the applicable requirements of 
such regulation(s) as part of the annual compliance 
certification , as required by Condition 9 . 8. This permit may 
also have to be revised or reopened to address such new 
regulations (see Condition 9 . 12 .2) . 

Episode Action Plan 

a. Pursuant to 35 IAC 244 . 141 , the Permittee shall maintain at 
the source and have on file with the Illinois EPA a written 
Episode Action Plan (plan) for reducing the levels of 
emissions during yellow alerts , red alerts , and 
emergencies , consistent with safe operating procedures. 
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b . The Permittee shall immediately implement the appropriate 
steps described in this plan should an air pollution alert 
or emergency be declared , as required by 35 IAC 244.169, or 
as may otherwise be required under 35 !AC 244, Appendix D. 

c, If an operational change occurs at the source which 
invalidates the plan, a revised plan shall be submitted to 
the Illinois EPA for review within 30 days of the change, 
pursuant to 35 !AC 244 . 143 (d) . Such plans shall be further 
revised if disapproved by the Illinois EPA . 

d. The revised plan, submitted by the Permittee on 
October 19 , 2009 , (which contains a completed APC Form 100 
and attached Tables I-V identifying additional actions to 
be implemented), is incorporated herein by reference. The 
document constitutes the formal Episode Action Plan 
required by 35 !AC 244.142 , addressing the actions that 
will be implemented to reduce S02 , PM10, N02 , CO and VOM 
emissions from various emissions units in the event of a 
yellow alert , red alert or emergency issued under 35 IAC 
244 . 161-244.165. 

Any future revision to the aforementioned plan made by the 
Permittee during the permit term is automatically 
incorporated by reference provided that said revision is 
not expressly disapproved , in writing , by the Illinois EPA 
within 30 days of receipt of said revision. In the event 
that the Illinois EPA notifies the Permittee of a 
deficiency with any revision to the plan , the Permittee 
shall be required to revise and resubmit the plan within 30 
days of receipt of notification to address the deficiency 
[415 ILCS 39.5(7) (a)) . 

Risk Management Plan (RMP) 

Should this stationary source , as defined in 40 CFR 68.3, become 
subject to the federal regulations for Chemical Accident 
Prevention in 40 CFR Part 68, then the owner or operator shall 
submit the items below . This condition is imposed in this 
permit pursuant to 40 CFR 68. 215 (a) (2) (i) and (ii). 

a. A compliance schedule for meeting the requirements of 40 
CFR Part 68 by the date provided in 40 CFR 68.lO(a); or 

b. A certification statement that the source is in compliance 
with all requirements of 40 CFR Part 68, including the 
registration and submission of the RMP, as part of the 
annual compliance certification required by Condition 9 . 8 . 

Energy Assessment (40 CFR 63, Subpart DDDDD) 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7500(a) (1) and Item 3 of Table 3 of 40 CFR 
63 Subpart DDDDD, the Permittee must have a one-time energy 
assessment performed on the major source facility (i .e. , the 
facility) by a qualified energy assessor. This energy 
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assessment shall be completed no later than the applicable 
compliance date of this NESHAP for existing sources and meet 
requirements in Table 3 , including preparation of a 
comprehensive report detailing the ways to improve efficiency, 
the cost of specific improvements , benefits , and the time frame 
for recouping those investments. This energy assessment shall 
be conducted consistent with the definitions for "energy 
assessment", "energy management practices" and "energy use 
system" in 40 CFR 63 . 7575 

Source-Wide Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a . Except where noted , 35 IAC 212 . 321 and 212.322 shall not apply 
to the steel manufacturing processes subject to 35 IAC 212 . 442 
through 212.452 (35 IAC 212.441). 

b . Except where noted , emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are 
not applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Subpart R, 
Primary and Fabricated Metal Products and Machinery Manufacture 
pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3) (C) . 

c . This source (as a source of coke manufacturing, by-products 
recovery plant , iron and steel production) is excluded f rom the 
control requirements of 35 IAC Part 219 Subpart TT pursuant to 
3 5 I AC 21 9 • 9 8 0 ( e) . 

d. This source does not receive any off-site waste as defined in 4 0 
CFR 63.680(b) and , therefore is not subject to 40 CFR Part 63 
Subpart DD "Off-site Waste and Recovery Operations". 

e . The source is not required to address 40 CFR Part 64 , Compliance 
Assurance Monitoring (CAM) for Major Stationary Sources at the 
time of issuance of this permit , because the initial CAAPP 
application was submitted prior to April 1998 (40 CFR 
64 . S(a)(l)), 

Source-Wide Control Requirements and Work Practices 

The Permittee (U .S. Steel) , in conjunction with Gateway Energy and Coke 
Company s hall maintain 267 . 77 tons of PM1o emission offsets generated by 
the following activities/projects (see also Sections 7 . 3 and 7 . 13) : 

Activity/Project (Tons/Year) 
Coke Oven Gas (COG) Desulfurization Project 31 . 74 
Road Cleaning Program 236 . 03 

Tota l : 267 . 77 

a. These emission reductions have been relied upon by the Illinois 
EPA to issue Construction Permits 06070088 and 06070020 for 
proj ects by the Permittee and Gateway, respectively and cannot 
be used as emission reduction credits for other purposes . 

b . If the Permittee proposes to rely upon emission offsets from 
other sources or other activities/projects , the Permittee shall 
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apply for and obtain a revision to Permit 06070088 prior to 
relying on such emission offsets, which application shall be 
accompanied by detailed documentation for the nature and amount 
of those alternative emission offsets. 

5.6 Source-Wide Production and Emission Limitations 

5.6.1 

5.6.2 

Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Source-wide emission limitations for HAPs as listed in Section 
112(b) of the CAA are not set. This source is considered to be 
a major source of HAPs. 

Other Source-Wide Production and Emission Limitations from 
existing permits: 

a. Provisions from Construction Permit #95010001 

i. Total production of iron and steel by U.S. 
Steel/Granite City plant shall not exceed the 
following limits. Compliance with these annual 
production limits shall be determined on a month by 
month basis by showing that the actual production of 
iron and steel from the plant did not exceed the 
scheduled rate of production for a month given in the 
most recent production schedule provided to the 
Illinois EPA Compliance Section and Collinsville 
Regional Office as provided below (Tl]: 

Product Net tons/yr 

Iron 3,165,000 
Steel 3,580,000 

A. If no production schedule is submitted to the 
Illinois EPA by the Permittee for a particular 
year, the scheduled monthly production of iron 
and steel shall be set at one twelfth of the 
annual production limits in Condition 

B. 

5.6.2(a) (i) above. 

1. The Permittee may submit a schedule for 
iron and steel production for each month 
of the calendar year. Such schedule 
shall provide the scheduled monthly iron 
and steel production for each month and 
the total of such scheduled production 
shall not exceed the annual production 
limits in Condition 5.6.2(a) (i) above. 
This schedule shall be submitted each 
year no later than December 15th of the 
preceding year. 

2. During the course of the year, the 
Permittee may submit a revised production 
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schedule which accounts for actua l 
production levels which were below thdt 
scheduled for the previous months , 
provided that in no case shall the 
scheduled production for prior months in 
such a revised schedule be lowered to 
less than actual production levels or 
raised . Such revised schedule shall be 
submitted no later than 15 days after the 
first day of the month for which 
scheduled production has been raised . 
Such schedule shall be accompanied by 
data on actual production in preceding 
months. 

ii . Total fuel usage for blast furnaces stoves (A and Bl , 
boilers 11 and 12 , ladle drying preheaters and blast 
furnace gas flare #1 and shall not exceed the 
following limits . Compliance with the monthly limits 
shall be determined by direct comparison of monthly 
data to the applicable limit. Compliance with the 
annual limits shall be determined based on a calendar 
year [Tl) : 

A . Natural Gas usage : 

225 million ft 3 per month and 1 , 346 million ft ; 
per year ; 

B. Blast Furnace Gas (BFG) usage: 

30 , 800 million ft 3 per month and 185,030 millio n 
ft J per year ; and 

C . Fuel Oi 1 usage : 

iii. A . 

60 , 000 gallons per mo nth and 365 , 000 gallons 
per year . 

Annual emissions from the fuel combustion units 
identified in Condition 5 . 6 . 2(a) (ii) above 
shall not exceed the following limits in 
tons/year : 

* 

PM/PM:o VOM co Lead 
274 641 706 2 1,295 0 . 06 

These limits have been addressed by an 
enforcement action , with a compliance 
schedule established for compliance with 
these limits. (See Condition 7.4 .. 13) 

B . Annual emissions from each individual fuel used 
in the fuel combustion units ident i fied in 
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C . 

Condition 5.6.2(a) (ii) above shall not exceed 
the following limits: 

1. 

2 . 

Nat:ural Gas 

Emission Factor Maximum Emissions 
Pollutant (Lbs/mmcf) (Tons/Yr) 

PM 5. 1 3.43 
PM, 5.1 3.43 
so 0.6 0.40 
NOx 306.0 205.94 
VOM 2.8 1.88 
co 40.0 26.92 

BFG 

* 

Emission Factor Maximum Emissions 
Pollutant (Lbs/mmcf) (Tons/Yr) 

PM 
PM10 
S02 

NOx 
co 

2 . 90 268.29 
2.90 268.29 
6 . 65. 615 . 22· 
5 . 28 488.48 

13.70 1,267.46 

These limits have been addressed by 
an enforcement action, with a 
compliance schedule established for 
compliance with these factors and 
limits. (See Condition 7.4.13) 

3 . Fuel Oil 

Emission Factor 
Pollutant (Lbs/Mgal) 

PM 9 . 72 
PM 9 . 75 
so 141. 30 
NOx 55.00 
VOM 0 . 28 
co 5.00 
Lead 0.336 

Compliance with the annual limits 
5 . 6 . 2(a) (iii) shall be determined 
calendar year. 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

1. 77 
1. 77 

25.79 
10 . 04 

0 . 05 
0.91 
0 . 06 

(Waste Oil) 

in Condition 
based on a 
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b. Provisions from Construction Permit #06070022 : 

Annual emissions of the source from combustion of COG shall 
not exceed the following limits [Tl)] 

Limits (Tons/Year) 
PM10 SO2 

"OutageM of Affected System 47 . 55 I 530 . 59 
Total (includes normal and outage): 224.80 I 807.90 

c . Provisions from FESOP #94120017: 

Emissions of SO2 from the so called "sulfur dioxide emission 
unitsn operated at the source shall not exceed the 
following limits. Compliance with the limits shall be 
determined in accordance with the procedure in Condition 
5.12. 

Sulfur Dioxide Emissions 
Unit Operating Group (Lbs/3-Hours) (Lbs/Day) (Tons/Yr) 
Slab Reheat Furnaces 2 , 299 9 , 754 987 

1-3 
Slab Reheat Furnace 4 --- 11,873 1 , 204 
Blast Furnace Stoves A --- 19, 774 3,609 

and B 
Boilers 11 and 12 --- 20,584 3 , 756 

Ladle Drying 555 2,786 509 
Preheaters 

Blast Furnace --- 3,430 626 
Casthouse Baghouse 
Iron Spout Baghouse --- 170 31 

5.7 Source-Wide Testing Requirements 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201 . 282 and Section 4(b) of the Act , every emission 
source or air pollution control equipment shall be subject to the 
following testing requirements for the purpose of determining the 
nature and quantities of specified air contaminant emissions and for 
the purpose of determining ground level and ambient air concentrations 
of such air contaminants: 

a . Testing by Owner or Operator: The Illinois EPA may require the 
owner or operator of the emission source or air pollution 
control equipment to conduct such tests in accordance with 
procedures adopted by the Illinois EPA, at such reasonable times 
as may be specified by the Illinois EPA and at the expense of 
the owner or operator of the emission source or air pollution 
control equipment . All such tests shall be made by or under the 
direction of a person qualified by training and/or experience in 
the field of air pollution testing. The Illinois EPA shall have 
the right t o observe all aspects of such tests (35 IAC 
201 . 282 (a)]. 
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b . Testing by the Illinois EPA: The Illinois EPA shall have the 
right to conduct such tests at any time at its own expense . 
Upon request of the Illinois EPA, the owner or operator of the 
emission source or air pollution control equipment shall 
provide, without charge to the Illinois EPA, necessary holes in 
stacks or ducts and other safe and proper testing facilities , 
including scaffolding , but excluding instruments and sensing 
devices , as may be necessary {35 !AC 201,282(b) I. 

c . Any such tests are also subject to the Testing Procedures of 
Condition 8.5 set forth in the General Permit Conditions of 
Section 8. 

Source-Wide Monitoring Requirements 

a . Requirements for coke oven gas (COG) flow meters from FESOP 
#94120017: for purposes of these conditions , a Unit Operating 
Group is a group of emission units as defined in Condition 
5 . 6.2(c). 

Note: Requirements for monitoring the sulfur content of COG as 
present in FESOP #94120017 are included in Section 7.3 of this 
CAAPP permit. 

i . The Permittee shall test , operate , and maintain a system 
for measuring the COG usage for each unit operating group. 

ii . A flow meter shall be maintained on the main Blast Furnace 
and Steelworks COG feed lines and each individual emission 
unit or unit operating group and shall be used to measure 
the COG usage rate. The total COG usage for each unit 
operating group as a whole shall be the sum of the 
individual usage for the emission units of that group as 
measured by the individual meters or that measured by a 
single flow meter measuring the COG usage for the unit 
operating group as a whole. 

iii . The COG flow meter system shall be capable of recording the 
COG usage in standard cubic feet on an hourly and daily 
basis. COG usage shall be obtained from the COG flow meter 
system to allow the determination of hourly and/or daily 
COG usage for each unit operating group , as needed for the 
emission rate calculations of this permit. 

iv . The COG flow meter system shall be operated, and data 
collected , reduced and maintained, in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of 40 CFR 60.13 and 35 Ill . Adm . 
Code Part 201 Subpart L. 

A. Each COG flow meter shall be tested at least every 12 
months , in accordance with the procedures of 40 CFR 
60 , Appendix B, Performance Specification 6. 
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B. The results of these flow meter performance tests 
shall be sent to the Illinois EPA's Division of Air 
Pollution Control , Permit Section and Regional Office 
within 14 days after completion of the tests. In 
addition, the results shall be maintained in 
accordance with the recordkeeping requirements 
specified in this permit. 

C. If a single flow meter on an unit operating group 
fails, then the COG usage for that group may be 
calculated using the difference between overall total 
COG usage and the total COG usage at the remaining 
properly operating COG flow meters , or the difference 
in COG usage from the main COG feed line of the 
affected unit operating group and the COG usage at 
the remaining properly operating flow meters 
associated with that main feed line . 

D. In the event that several flow meters are down such 
that the above COG usage calculation is not possible, 
the COG usage for the affected unit operating 
group(s) shall be determined by a method approved by 
the Illinois EPA (e.g., use of temporary backup 
measurement system). In no case shall COG usage not 
be determined by a method described in this permit, 
or an approved alternative method, so as to result in 
insufficient data being obtained to determine the COG 
usage for any unit operating group as needed to 
evaluate compliance using the emission rate 
calculations of this permit. 

v. In the event of malfunction or breakdown of a COG flow 
meter system , the Permittee shall repair and recalibrate 
the meter or monitoring system as soon as practicable but 
no later than 10 days after the malfunction or breakdown is 
detected, unless prior Illinois EPA approval is obtained by 
submitting a notification of extended outage and adequate 
justification to the Illinois EPA detailing the reasons for 
delay. Records of repair and recalibration must be 
maintained in accordance with the recordkeeping 
requirements of this CAAPP permit. This condition does not 
relieve the Permittee of the minimum data obtaining 
requirements of this CAAPP permit. 

b . The Permittee shall conduct observations at the property line of 
the source for visible emissions of fugitive particular matter 
form the source to address compliance with 35 IAC 212.301 , upon 
request by the Illinois EPA, as follows: 

For this purpose, daily observations shall be conducted for a 
week for particular area(s) of concern at the source , as 
specified in the request. Observations shall begin either 
within one day or three days of receipt of a written request 
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from the Illinois EPA, depending, respectively, upon whether 
observations will be conducted by employees of the Permittee or 
a third-party observer hired by the Permittee to conduct 
observations on its behalf. The Permittee shall keep records 
for these observations, including identity of the observer , the 
date and time ·of observations, the location(s) from which 
observations were made, and duration of any fugitive emissions 
event (s) . 

c. Pursuant to fESOP 94120017, the Permittee shall analyze the fuel 
oil used at the source in accordance with the following . 

i. The sulfur content and density as determined by the ASTM 
methods specified in the testing requirements of FESOP 
94120017 shall be used in emission calculations. 

ii. The sulfur content and density of the fuel oil shall be 
determined upon each instance of fuel oil usage. 

Source-Wide Recordkeeping Requirements 

5.9.1 Records for Opacity and Emission Limits 

The Permittee shall maintain the following records pursuant to 
Section 39.5(7) (b) of the Act: 

a. The Permittee shall maintain records of the total annual 
net production of iron and steel on a monthly basis and a 
total calendar year basis , to verify compliance with 
Condition 5.6.2(a)(i). 

b . The Permittee shall maintain records of monthly and annual 
use of fuels to verify compliance with Condition 
5 . 6.2(a) (ii). 

c. The Permittee shall maintain records of annual emissions 
from the emission units listed in Condition 5.6.2(a) (ii) 
for comparison to the annual emission limits in Condition 
5.6 . 2(a) (iii) (A) for PM/PM10, S02 , NOx, VOM, CO and lead. 

d. The Permittee shall maintain the following records for the 
emission units identified in Condition 5.6.2(a) (ii) to 
verify the emission factors for different fuels listed in 
Condition 5. 6.2 (a) (iii) (B): 

i. For emissions of NOx, PM, PM1 , VOM, and CO, records 
for the emission factors used by the Permittee to 
determine emissions of the pollutant from the subject 
emission units for firing of natural gas, blast 
furnace gas and oil, with supporting documentation 
and analysis , and the "maximum" annual emission 
factors for the different fuels and pollutants 
calculated as a weighted average of the individual 
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factors for different emission units , weighted for 
the greatest relative annual use of fuel in different 
units , beginning with the unit that has the highest 
emission factor . For example , if the boilers have 
the highest emission factors for NOx , the factors 
shall be weighted for the greatest percentage of 
fuels expected to be used in the boilers , and then 
for the units that have the next highest emission 
factor(s) , and so forth until all of the fuel has 
been acco unted for . These records shall be reviewed 
and updated by the Permittee as necessary to assure 
that the emission factors that i t uses to determine 
emissions of the subject unit d o not understate 
emissions , including review when emission testing is 
conducted for the subject emissi on units , review when 
emission testing of similar emission units is 
conducted at other facilities (as would be needed if 
the Permittee is relying upon data from emission 
testing at other US Steel facilities) , and review 
when USEPA revises its Compilation of Air Pollutant 
Emission Factors , AP-42 (as would be needed if the 
Permittee has relied upon emission fa c t ors from AP-
42). These records shall be prepared and copies 
submitted to the Illinois EPA in accordance with 
Condition 5.9.6(c). 

ii . Records for the sulfur c ontent of COG and BFG, as 
measured pursuant to Co nditions 5 . 9 . l(e) and 7.3.9(f) 
and Condition 7 . 10.8-l(c) , respectively, whi ch data 
shall either be used when determined SO emissions 
from combustion of the fuels or used to confirm that 
the determinations of SO 2 emissions from c ombustion of 
these fuels do not understate actual SO2 emissions . 

iii . Records for the actua l average annual emission rates 
for different fuels and pollutants , including SO2 and 
lead , calculated by dividing the actual emissions of 
the sub j ect units f o r different fuels and pollutants 
by the annual usage o f fuels. These records shall be 
compiled o n an annual basis by the Permittee when the 
records for annual emiss ions of the subject units arc 
compiled . 

e . The Permittee shall maintain the following records f or the 
e missions o f PM * and SO2 associated with use of COG to 
verify c ompliance with the emission limits in Condition 
5. 6 .2 (b) . (See also r ecordkeeping requirements in Section 
7 . 3 of the permit . ) 

* For the purpose of this condition , t he Permittee 
shall address t o tal PM10, including both filterable 
and c o ndensable particulate, rather than only 
filterable particulate . 
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i. Records for the volumes of COG that are and are not 
processed by the COG Desulfurization System (scf), 
with data for undesulfurized COG on a 3-hour, daily 
and monthly basis and data for desulfurized COG on a 
daily and monthly basis. 

ii. Records for the sulfur contents of COG (gr/scf or 
gr/100 scf), with data for undesulfurized COG on a 3-
hour , daily and monthly basis and data for 
desulfurized COG on a daily and monthly basis. 

iii. Records for the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine the PM1 emissions from firing 
desulfurized and undesulfurized COG for the emission 
units at the facility that fire COG, with supporting 
documentation and analysis , and the "maximum" annual 
PM10 emission factor calculated as a weighted average 
of the individual factors for different emission 
units , weighted for the greatest relative annual use 
of COG in different units , beginning with the unit 
that has the highest emission factor. These records 
shall be reviewed and updated by the Permittee as 
necessary to assure that the emission factors that it 
uses to determine emissions of units firing COG do 
not understate emissions , including review when PM 1 
emission testing is conducted for units at the 
facility and review when PM10 emission testing of 
similar emission units is conducted at other 
facility . 

iv. Records for the annual PM1 and S02 emissions from the 
facility from combustion of COG that has not been 
desulfurized, determined from the summation of the 
volume of such COG multiplied by either its sulfur 
content or the established PMlO emission factor for 
undesulfurized COG . 

v. Records for the annual PM1 and S02 emissions from the 
facility from combustion of COG that has been 
desulfurized, determined from the summation of the 
volume of such COG multiplied by either its sulfur 
content or the established PMlO emission factor for 
desulfurized COG. 

vi. Records for the total annual PM1o and S02 emissions 
from the facility from combustion of COG , determined 
as the sum of the annual emission from combustion of 
COG that has and has not been desulfurized. 

Records for HAP Emissions 

The Permittee shall maintain source-wide records of HAP 
emissions on a calendar year basis and individually for the 
emission units or group of emission units covered by Section 7 
(Unit Specific Conditions for Specific Emission Units) of this 
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5 . 9 . 3 

5 . 9 . 4 

5 . 9 . 5 

5 . 9.6 

permit and emitting HAPs , pursuant to Section 39 , 5(7) (b) of the 
Act. 

Records for Source-Wide Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. The Permittee shall keep a copy of the fugitive particulate 
matter operating plan , and any amendments or revisions to 
the plan, as required by Condition 5.3.2. The Permittee 
shall also keep a record of activities completed according 
to the plan. 

b . The Permittee shall keep copy of the PM contingency plan, 
and any amendments or revisions as described by Condition 
5 . 3.3 . The Permittee shall also keep a record of 
activities completed according to the plan . 

c. The Permittee shall keep a copy of the Episode Action Plan, 
and any amendments or revisions to the plan , as described 
in Condition 5,3 . 7. The Permittee shall also keep a record 
of activities completed according to the plan. 

ct. The Permittee shall keep a record of property line 
observations required by Condition 5.8(b}. 

Records to address SO2 emission limits in Condition S.6.2(c) 
from fESOP #94120017 : 

a . S02 emissions of each unit operating group in terms of the 
associated emission limits of this permit (i . e . , lbs/3-hrs 
and lbs/day) accompanied by the data from which they were 
determined . 

b . SOz emissions of each unit operating group in tons/month . 

c. SO2 emissions of each unit operating group in tons/year 
determined by using a rolling total of the previous 12 
consecutive months of data. 

d . Records for repairs of any COG flow meter, as required by 
Condition 5 . 8 (a) (v) , including copies of any notifications 
to the Illinois EPA for extended outage of a flow meter . 

e . Records for any fuel oil usage instances with the results 
of the sampling and analysis of oil sulfur content. 

The Permittee shall retain copies of all emission test reports 
and other test reports and other submittals to the Illinois EPA 
related to testing that are required by Conditions 5.7 and 5 . 10 
and other conditions of this permit. 

Retention , Availability and Submittal of Records 

Pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (e) (ii) of the Act, the Permittee 
shall keep the records required by this permit as follows; 
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5 . 9.7 

a. All records and logs required by this permit shall be 
retained for at least five years from the date of entry 
(unless a longer retention period is specified by the 
particular recordkeeping provision herein) . The Permittee 
shall keep the last 3 years of data on-site and remaining 2 
years data may be kept at an offsite location. The 
Permittee shall make all these readily accessible records 
available to the Illino is EPA or USEPA for inspection 
and/or copying upon request. 

b. The Permittee shall retrieve and print , on paper during 
normal source office hours , any records retained in an 
electronic format (e . g. , computer) in response to an 
Illinois EPA or USEPA request for records during the course 
of a source inspection . 

c . For certain records related to emission factors or emission 
rates required to be kept by this permit for various 
emission units at this source , as specifically identified 
in other conditions of this permit , the Permittee shall 
submit a copy of the records to the Illinois EPA as 
provided below : 

i . Copies of initial records shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA within 15 days of the date that the 
Permittee prepares these records for subject unit(s), 
which shall in no case be later than January 20 , 2012 . 

i1. Thereafter, copies of revised records shall be 
submitted to the Illino is EPA with the emission test 
reports for subject emission unit(s) if the records 
were revised as a consequence of emission testing or 
otherwise within 15 days of the date that the 
Permittee completes the preparation of revised 
records for subj ect unit(s) . 

Inspection , Sampling and Observations Cocumentation 

Inspection, sampling and observation performed as requ ired by 
this permit shall have documentation in addition to the reco rds 
elsewhere in this permit that identifies at least the f o llo wing : 

a . Name of person(s) o r representative performing such 
activity; 

b. Date and time of such activity ; 

c . Any applicable industry s tandards or other specific 
procedures for such activities ; and 

d. Any quality assurance or quality control r e sults . 
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5 . 10 Source-Wide Reporting Requirements 

5 . 10 . 1 General Source-Wide Reporting Requirements 

a. Pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations from 
applicable requirements as follows : 

i . Requirements in Condition 5.3.2(d) and (e) 

ii . Requirements in Condition 5.5. 

iii . Requirements in Condition 5 . 6 . 2 . 

b. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported as 
part of the semiannual monitoring report required by 
Condition 8 . 6 . 1. 

c. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance 
Section , of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by in Condition 8.6.1. 

d. All required deviation reports described in Condition 
5 . 10 . 1 above shall contain the following information : 

i . Date and time of the deviation ; 

ii . Emission units(s)/operation involved; 

iii. The duration of the event ; 

iv. Probable cause of the deviation; 

v . Any corrective actions or preventative measures 
taken ; 

vi. Reporting on malfunction and breakdown shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5 . 10 . 5 ; and 

vii . Reporting on startup shall be performed in accordance 
with Condition 5 . 10.5 . 

5 . 10 . 2 Annual Emissions Report 

a . The annual emissions report required pursuant to Condition 
9 . 7 shall contain emissions information , including HAP 
emissions, for the previous calendar year. 

b . The Permittee shall submit the following additional 
information from the prior calendar year with the Annual 
Emissions Report , due May 1st of each year , pursuant to 
Permit 95010001 : 
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i. Iron and steel production (tons 1 mc nth and t J n yr, 
each); 

ii . Natural gas and BFG usage (mmft / mo nth and mmft3/yr , 
each); and 

iii. Fuel oil usage (thousand gall o ns 1m0 nth d nd tho u Fand 
gallons/yr , for each type of oil). 

c . The Permittee shall submit an annual report t o the Illinois 
EPA with its Annual Emission Report describing the 
implementation of the Road Cleaning Pro gram f o r the 
affected road segments , as defined in Conditio n 7.13.S(d) , 
during the previous year. This report shall at a minimum 
provide: the number of times each road segment was cleaned; 
the number of times that scheduled cleaning was not 
performed , with explanation; a description of any 
significant changes in road cleaning equipment o r cleaning 
practices , with explanation; and a description o f other 
significant changes to the Program, including changes in 
contractors [Permit #06070088) . 

5.10 . 3 Reporting requirements from FESOP #94120017 

a. The Permittee shall submit quarterly reports (every 3 
calendar months) to the Illinois EPA . This rep0rt is due 
30 days after the end of the reporting peric d and may be 
submitted on computer disk. This report shall c o ntain the 
following information for the days during the quarter : 

1 . A summary showing the emissions of S02 for each unit 
operating group for each day and the 12 month rolling 
average in tons/year. 

11. A statement identifying any apparent violations which 
occurred during the quarter covered by the report or , 
if there have been no apparent violations , a 
statement to that effect . 

iii . A summary of any COG flow meter downtime. 

iv. Identification of any days for which data for at 
least 75% of the operating hours of the unit 
operating group was not obtained by an approved 
method; justification for not obtaining the data ; and 
description of corrective action taken. 

o. These reports shall be sent to IEPA Compliance Section in 
Springfield and IEPA Regional Office in Collinsville. 

c . Copies of the Final Report for the tests identified in 
Condition 5.B(a) (iv) shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
along with the quarterly reports required by this CAAPP 
permit within 30 days after the reported quarter . 
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5. 10. 4 Other Source-Wide Reporting Requirements 

a . i. A quarterly report shall be submitted to the Illinois 
EPA stating the following : the dates any necessary 
control measures were not implemented , a listing of 
those control measures , the reasons that the control 
measures were not implemented, and any corrective 
actions taken. This information includes , but is not 
limited to , those dates when controls were not 
applied based on a belief that application of such 
control measures would have been unreasonable given 
prevailing atmospheric conditions, which shall 
constitute a defense to the requirements of this 
Section. This report shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA thirty (30) calendar days from the end 
of a quarter. Quarters end March 31, June 30 , 
September 30, and December 31 [35 !AC 
212. 316 (gl (5) I. 

ii. The reporting requirements from the above are 
established for fugitive particulate matter control 
measures implemented for the certain operations 
identified in 35 IAC 212 . 316(b) through 212.316(f) . 

iii. Control measures for this condition are those 
identified in the Fugitive Particulate Matter 
Operating Program. 

b . Upon written request by the Illinois EPA, a report shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA for any period specified in 
the request stating the following: the dates during which 
any process emission unit was in operation when the air 
pollution control equipment was not in operation or was not 
operating properly, documentation of causes for pollution 
control equipment not operating or not operating properly, 
and a statement of what corrective actions were taken and 
what repairs were made [35 IAC 212.324 (g) (6)) . 

5 . 10 . 5-l Reporting for Startups (State Authorization) 

Pursuant to 39.5(7) (a) and (f) (ii) of the Act, when startup 
reports are required for an emission unit by unit specific 
conditions in Chapter 7 of this permit , such reports shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance Section and 
Collinsville Regional Field Office on a semi-annual basis , and 
include the following information related to startups of such 
emission unit and associated air pollution control equipment. 

a . If startups occurred during the reporting period, the 
report shall include the following: 

i. The number of startups . 

ii. The number of departures from established procedures. 
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iii . The number of exceedances of each applicable 
standard. 

iv. A general explanation for the magnitude of the 
numbers reported and the significance or meaning of 
those numbers. 

v. A general explanation for the departures. 

vi . A general explanation for the exceedances. 

vii. A general discussion of whether any improvements were 
made to startup practices 

b . If there were no startups for the reporting period, a 
statement that uNo startups occurred during this reporting 
period.-

c . Startups that resulted in excess emissions shall be 
addressed in the deviation reports as required by unit 
specific conditions in Chapter 7 of this permit . 

5.10.5-2Reporting for Malfunction or Breakdown (State Authorization) 

a. The Permittee shall provide the following notification and 
reports to the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance Section and 
Collinsville Regional Field Office , pursuant to 35 IAC 
201 . 263, concerning continued operation of an affected 
emission unit or related air pollution control equipment 
when such continued operation would cause a violation of a 
standard or limitation in 35 IAC Subtitle B, Chapter I , 
subchapter c: 

i. If an emission unit or control device operates during 
a malfunction/breakdown , the Permittee shall 
immediately report such event to the Illinois EPA 
within 2 working days after such event occurs. The 
immediate notification shall be provided to the 
Illinois EPA's Springfield Office (Compliance 
Section) by a telephone , facsimile , electronic mail 
or other alternative method of correspondence that 
constitutes the fastest available alternative. The 
immediate notification shall be followed by a letter 
to the Illinois EPA ' s Springfield Office (Compliance 
Section), postmarked within 7 working days after the 
end of the event. The 7 day follow-up letter shall 
contain the name, title , and signature of the owner 
or operator or other responsible official certifying 
its accuracy , explaining the circumstances and 
reasons for event , describing all excess emissions 
and/or parameter monitoring exceedances which may 
have occurred during the malfunction/breakdown evenl , 
actions taken to minimize emissions or parameter 
exceedance and all repairs made in conjunction with 
such malfunction/breakdown event. 
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ii . If all the necessary information identified above is 
contained within the 2-day immediate notification and 
the notification was done by means of written 
correspondence, a 7-day follow-up letter is not 
required to be submitted. 

iii, A summary of these malfunction/breakdown reports 
required by this permit shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA ' s Springfield Office Compliance Section 
on a quarterly basis and contain the following: 

A. Date and time of malfunction/breakdown; 

B. Emission unit(s)/control involved; 

C . The duration of the event ; 

D. Probable cause of malfunction/breakdown; and 

E . Repairs and other corrective actions taken . 

5.10.5-3Federal Startup Shutdown and Malfunction/Breakdown Requirements 

a . For those emission units subject to a NESHAP standard and 
for which an SSM plan is required under 40 CFR 63 . lO(d) (5) , 
the Permittee shall submit reports as required by the 
NESHAP including : 

i. Periodic startup, shutdown or malfunction reports 
[ 4 0 C FR 6 3 . 1 0 ( d ) ( 5 ) ( i ) ] 

A . 1. If actions taken by an owner or operator 
during a startup or shutdown (and the 
startup or shutdown causes the affected 
emission unit to exceed any applicable 
emission limitation in the relevant 
NESHAP emission standards specified in 
Section 7 of this permit) , or malfunction 
of an affected emission unit (including 
actions taken to correct a malfunction) 
are consistent with the procedures 
specified in the source ' s startup, 
shutdown , and malfunction plan (see 40 
CFR 63.6(e) (3)), the Permittee shall 
state such information in a startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction report . 

2 . Actions taken to minimize emissions 
during such startups , shutdowns , and 
malfunctions shall be summarized in the 
report and may be done in checklist form; 
if actions taken are the same for each 
event , only one checklist is necessary . 
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3. Such a report shall also include the 
number, duration, and a brief description 
for each type of malfunction which 
occurred during the reporting period and 
which caused or may have caused any 
applicable emission limitation to be 
exceeded. 

B. The startup, shutdown, and malfunction report 
shall consist of the following: 

A letter , containing the name, title, and 
signature of the owner or operator or other 
responsible official who is certifying its 
accuracy. 

C. Reports shall only be required if a startup, 
shutdown or malfunction occurred during the 
reporting period. 

D. The SSM Report shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA semiannually and shall be 
delivered or postmarked by the 30th day 
following the end of each calendar half (or 
other calendar reporting period, as 
appropriate). 

E. If the owner or operator is required to submit 
excess emissions and continuous monitoring 
system performance (or other periodic) reports 
required by this permit, the startup, shu tdown, 
and malfunction reports required under 40 CFR 
63 , lO(d) may be submitted simultaneously with 
the excess emissions and continuous monitoring 
system performance (or o t her) reports. 

F. If startup, shutdown, and ma l function reports 
are submitted with excess emi ssions and 
continuous monitoring system performance (or 
other periodic) reports, and the owner or 
operator receives approval to reduce the 
frequency of reporting for the latter under 40 
CFR 63,lO(e), the frequency of reporti ng for 
the startup, shutdown, and malfunction reports 
also may be reduced if the Illinois EPA does 
not object to the intended change. The 
procedures to implement the allowance in the 
preceding sentence sha l l be t he same as the 
procedures specified in 40 CFR 63. 10 (e ) (3), 

ii. Immediate startup, shutdown or mal f unction reports 
(40 CFR 63.lO(d) (5) (ii)} 

A. Notwithstanding the allowance to reduce the 
frequency of r e porting for periodic startup, 
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shutdown , and malfunction reports under 40 CFR 
63 . 10 (d) (5) (i), any time an action taken by an 
owner or operator during a startup or shutdown 
that caused the source to exceed any applicable 
emission limitation in the relevant NESHAP 
emission standards specified in Section 7 of 
this CAAPP, or malfunction (including actions 
taken to correct a malfunction) is not 
consistent with the procedures specified in the 
affected source's startup , shutdown, and 
malfunction plan , the owner or operator shall 
submit an immediate report stating the actions 
taken for that event within 2 working days 
after commencing actions inconsistent with the 
plan and a follow-up report submitted within 7 
working days after the end of the event. 

B. The immediate report shall consist of a 
telephone call (or facsimile (FAX) 
transmission) to the Illinois EPA. 

C. The follow-up report shall consist of the 
following: 

1 . The name, title, and signature of the 
owner or operator or other responsible 
official who is certifying its accuracy 
and explaining the circumstances of the 
event. 

2. The reasons for not following the 
startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan. 

3. Description all excess emissions and/or 
parameter monitoring exceedances which 
are believed to have occurred (or could 
have occurred in the case of 
malfunctions). 

4. And actions taken to minimize emissions 
in conformance with 40 CFR 63.6(e)(l)(i) 

5.10.6 Separate copies of all reports required by this permit shall be 
sent to the IEPA Regional Office in Collinsville . 

5.10.7 40 CFR 63 , Subpart DDDDD (Notification of Compliance) 

a . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7545(b), the Permittee must submit an 
initial Notification according to 40 CFR 63. 9 (b) (2) . 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7545(e), the Permittee must submit a 
Notification of Compliance Status according to 40 CFR 
63 . 9 (h) (2) (ii) . For the initial compliance demonstration 
for each affected unit, the Permittee must submit the 
Notification of Compliance Status, including all 
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performance test results and fuel analyses , before the 
close of business on the 60th day following the completion 
of all performance test and/or other initial compliance 
demonstrations for the affected unit according to 40 CFR 
63 .10 (d) (2). 

c . For subject emission units, for which Permittee must 
conduct an initial compliance demonstration, the report 
shall include the information specified in 40 CFR 
63. 9 (h) (2) and 63. 7545 (e). 

d. In addition t o the informati0 n required by 40 CFR 
63. 9 (h) (2), the no tificatio n of compliance status must 
include the f o llowing certification(s) of compliance, as 
applicable , and signed by a responsible official: 

i. "This facility complies with the requirements in 40 
CFR 63. 7540 (a) (10) t o conduct an annual o r biennial 
tune-up , as applicable , of each unit . " 

ii. "This facility has had an energy assessment performed 
according to 40 CFR 63 . 7530(e) ." 

iii. "No secondary materials that are solid waste were 
combusted in any affected unit." 

e. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7530(e) , the Permittee must include 
with the Notification of Compliance Status a signed 
certification that the energy assessment was completed 
according to Table 3 of 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart DDDDD and 
is an accurate depiction of the affected facility. 

f. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7530(d) , the Permittee must submit a 
signed statement in the Notification of Compliance Status 
report that indicates a tune-up was completed on each 
existing unit firing natural gas with a heat input capacity 
of less than 10 million Btu per hour. 

5 - 11 Source-Wide Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

No source-wide operational flexibility/anticipated operating scenarios 
have been established in this permit. 

5,12 Source-Wide Compliance Procedures 

Compliance Provisions for Condition 5.6.2(c) (adopted from FESOP 
94120017): 

a . Compliance with the lbs/3-hours limits in Condition 5.6.2(c) 
shall be demonstrated by using emission rate calculatio ns for 
eight discrete 3-hour periods per day, with the first period 
beginning at midnight . 
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b . Compliance with the daily emission limits in Conditio n 5.6.2(c) 
shall be demonstrated by using emissio n rate calc ulatio ns o n a 
daily block basis (i . e., midnight t o midnight). 

c . The compliance calculations shall be the primary compliance 
method for determining compliance with the emissio n limits in 
Condition 5.6.2(c), except for the blast furnace casthouse 
baghouse and iron spout baghouse 1 f o r whic h stac k testing shall 
be the primary means of determining compliance. 

d . Total so2 emissions from an unit operating gro up f o r 
determination of compliance with the SO2 limits in Condition 
5.6.2(c) shall be the sum of the emissions resulting from the 
use of COG and fuel oil at the unit operating group , i.e.: 

Lbs S02 per unit operating group= SO2 emissi ons fr om fuel oil 
usage+ SO2 emissions from COG usage 

Note: When FESOP Permit 94120017 was o riginally issued, the SO2 
emissions which would result from the use o f blast furnace gas 
and natural gas in the unit operating gro ups were acco unted for 
in the SO2 limits of that permit. This was accomplished by 
lowering the permitted S02 from the SO2 levels used for air 
quality modeling by an amount equal to the SO which would have 
been emitted should the unit operating groups use blast furnace 
gas or natural gas continuously. The S02 emissions from blast 
furnace gas and natural gas were calculated using standard 
emission factors as found in AIRS Facility Subsystem , Source 
Classificatio n Codes and Emission Factor Listing for Criteria 
Air Pollutants, EPA Document Number EPA 450/4-90-003, and 
Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors, Vol. 1 , 
Stationary Po int and Other Sources, AP-42. 

e . The SO2 emissions attributable to fuel oil usage shall be 
calculated from the records required by the CAAPP permit for 
usage of fuel oil and the sulfur and heat content of oil (See 
Condition 5.9 . 4) and the following equation: 

Lbs S02/period gallons of oil burned per period x sulfur 
content in weight percent of the fuel oil used x density of the 
fuel oil used in pounds per gallon x 2. 

f . The S02 emissions attributable t o COG usage shall be calculated 
from the records required by the CAAPP permit for the amount of 
COG burned and the sulfur content of the COG (See Condition 
5.9 . l(e)) and the following equation : 

Lbs S02/period thousand standard cubic feet of COG burned 
per period x average H,S content of the COG in grains per 
standard cubic foot for the period x 0.269. 
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g . Stack test measurement shall be the primary method of 
determining the c c mpliance of the Blast Furnace Casthouse and 
Iron Spout Baghouse with the lbs/day limits in Condition 
5.6.2(c) . The seco ndary means of determining compliance shall 
be the following: 

i. The S02 attributable t o the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse 
shall be calculated using an emission factor of 0.173 lbs 
S02 per ton of hot metal c ast. 

ii . The S02 attributable t o the Iron Spout Baghouse shall be 
calculated using an emission factor of 0.0063 lbs so. per 
ton of ho t metal cast. 

h . Compliance with the t o ns / yr limits in Condition 5.6 . 2(c)) shall 
be determined using a rolling t o tal of 12 consecutive calendar 
months 0 f data. 

i . When fuel oil is used and data is not available for the fuel oil 
at the individual unit operating groups , the oil usage during 
such period shall be calculated from the data for total usage of 
oil apportioned among the individual operating groups using oil 
based on the relative heat inputs the unit operating group 
during that period. 

j . Usage of COG shall be determined from data collected by the COG 
flow meters. 

Note : For this purpose , data from flow meters for both 
desulfurized and undesulfirized COG may be used in accordance 
with Condition 5.9.1 (e) (i). 

k. The average HS content of COG for the lbs/3-hours compliance 
calculations shall be calculated using an arithmetic average o f 
all available H2S data during the 3-hour period that COG was 
burned. In the event that the H2S monitoring system is unable 
to obtain a single reading for the 3-hour period, the HS 
content for that 3-hour period shall be obtained by one of the 
alternative methods specified in Condition 7.3.9(f) of this 
permit (i.e . , manual sampling of H2S content or determined by 
type of coal used during that period and previous recorded H. S 
content when using this c oal type). 

For this purpose, data from H2S monitoring systems for both 
desulfurized and undesulfurized COG, in accordance with 
Condition 5.9 . l(e) (ii), shall be used as appropriate depending 
upon whether desulfurized o r undesulfurized COG is being 
combustion. 

l. The daily average H2S content of COG for use in the lbs / day 
compliance calculations shall be calculated using an arithmetic 
average of all available hv urly average HS content data f o r 
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that day, and at least data from 75% of the daily operating 
hours . 

Note: For this purpose, data from the H2S monitoring systems 
for both desulfurized and undesulfurized COG, in accordance with 
Condition 5. 9 .1 (e) (ii). 

5.13 General Procedures for Certain Permit Limits on Emissions 

Pursuant to Sections 39.5(7) (b) and (pl (v) of the Act, these procedures 
are applicable for the emission limits in Conditions 7 . l . 6(b) (i) 
through (iv), 7 . 4.6(b) through (fl , 7 . 5 . 6(c) through (g) and 7.6 . 6(a) 
through (e) , which address the rates of emissions or "emission factors" 
(commonly in pounds/ton) and the annual emissions or "maximum 
emissions" (in tons/year) of certain emission units, as the Permittee 
determines compliance with these limits with "emission factors , " using 
the common meaning of this term . In particular , notwithstanding the 
fact that the above listed conditions set "emission factor limits" or 
limits on the rates of emissions , for purposes of this condition, an 
"emission factor" is a set value for the mass of a pollutant emitted by 
a particular emission unit relative to the amount of material that is 
processed or handled by the unit, or in the case of lead, a set value 
for the mass of lead emissions for each hour that the particular unit 
operates, which value is used in the determination of the emissions of 
the unit. 

Note: For the emission units (i . e ., operations and processes) that are 
subject to the above emission limits, Conditions 7.l.9(h) , 
7.4 . 9(h) (vii) and (i), 7.5.9(f) and (g), and 7.6,9(c) require the 
Permittee to keep records for the emissions factors that it is using to 
determine compliance with these emission limits, along with records for 
the emissions of these units . The specific emission factors being used 
by the Permittee for the various subject units, based on information 
provided by the Permittee as of the date of issuance of this revised 
permit, are found in Attachment 3 of this permit. 

a . The emission factors used by the Permittee to determine 
compliance with these emission limits shall not understate actual 
emissions. 

b . Compliance with these emission limits shall be determined as 
follows . For terms that are expressed in pounds per ton or, for 
lead, pounds per hour (i . e., the same terms as the relevant 
emission factor), compliance shall be determined by comparison 
against the relevant emission factor for the unit and mode of 
operation , as applicable. For each annual limit , compliance 
shall be determined by comparison against the annual emissions of 
the unit, calculated as the product of the actual annual 
operation of the unit and the relevant emission factor. If more 
than one emission factor is needed to address the actual annual 
emissions of a unit, to address different modes of operation, the 
annual emissions of the unit shall be calculated as the sum of 
the annual emissions, calculated as above , for each mode of 
operation of the unit for which there is a different emission 
factor. If there are additional emissions that are not accounted 
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for by the established emission factor(s) 1 these additional 
emissions shall also be included in the calculation of annual 
emissions. 

c . The Permittee shall, at a minimum, review and, if necessary, 
update the relevant emission factors that it is using as follows, 
to assure that the emission factors that it uses to calculate 
emissions for purposes of determining compliance with these 
limits are appropriate , i.e. , do not understate actual emissions. 

i. For emission units that are subject to limits for which 
emission testing is required to be conducted by this 
permit, whenever such testing is conducted, relevant 
emission factors shall be reviewed based on the results of 
such testing and, if necessary, updated based on those 
results. 

ii. For emission units that are subject to limits for which 
emission testing is not required to be conducted by this 
permit, the relevant emission factors shall be reviewed 
and, if necessary, updated on at least an annual basis, 
considering new information on emissions of such units that 
has become available, including revisions of USEPA ' s 
Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, other 
information published by USEPA, information related to 
other emission units operated by U.S. Steel, information 
presented in specific papers and reports concerning the 
steel industry, and other salient information. 

d. The Permittee shall comply with the following reporting 
requirements related to the emission factors that it is using to 
determine compliance with these emission limits: 

i. If the Permittee updates the emission factors that it is 
using, as a result of its review of the relevant emission 
factors , as provided for by Condition 5 .13 (c) (i) or (ii) , 
copies of the revised records for such emission factor(s) 
shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA in accordance with 
Condition 5.9.6(c) (ii). 

ii. At the same time that it submits its Annual Emission 
Report, as addressed by Condition 5.10.2, the Permittee 
shall also submit a report confirming its review of 
relevant emission factors in accordance with Condition 
5 . 13(c) (i) and (ii) during the previous year , which report 
shall, for each applicable emission limit, include an 
identification of the testing conducted during the previous 
year, if any , or a description of all new information that 
was considered, if any, and the findings and conclusion of 
its review of such information and any updates that it made 
to the emission factors that it uses, with explanation . 

c . Upon written notification from the Illinois EPA or USEPA that it 
has determined one or more of the following, the Permittee shall 
conduct appropriate further review for the emission factor(s) 
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that are the subject of such notification and submit a written 
response to the Illinois EPA and, if applicable , USEPA within 45 
days , which response may be accompanied by updates to those 
emission factor(s). 

i. The Permittee's records for the applicable emission 
factor(s) , as addressed by Condition 5.9.6(c) (ii) or 
5 . 13 (d) (i) do not contain adequate documentation for the 
selected emission factor(s) . 

ii. The Permit tee ' s report pursuant to Condition 5 . 13 (d) (ii) 
does not provide adequate explanation for the updates that 
were made to the emission factor (s) . 

iii . The emission factor(s) used by the Permittee do not appear 
to appropriately address a new mode of operation of the 
subject unit. 

iv . There is new information , as described in or included with 
the notification , that appears pertinent that the Permittee 
has not considered in its review for the emission 
factor (s) . 

5 . 14 Source-wide State-Only Conditions 

5.14.1 Permitted Emissions for Fees 

Emission limitations are not set for the source for the purpose 
of permit fees. The Permittee shall pay the applicable fee 
pursuant to Section 39 . 5 of the Act. 
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6.0 CONDITIONS FOR EMISSIONS CONTROL PROGRAMS 

This section is reserved for emissions control programs, As of the 
date of issuance of this permit , there are no such programs applicable 
to this source . 
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7.0 UNIT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS FOR SPECIFIC EMISSION UNITS 

7 .1 Material Handling and Processing Operations 

7 . 1.1 Description 

Coal handling systems: 

The crusher is mainly used in the winter to break-up frozen 
chunks of coal to prepare the coal to be processed in the 
pulverizer . 

There are two coal pulverizers . Only one pulverizer can be used 
at any one time . The remaining pulverizer is maintained as a 
backup unit. The pulverizers reduce the size of the coal to 
prepare it for the coking process . A baghouse controls the 
discharge outlets of the coal pulverizers . 

Blast furnace raw material handling systems : 

Raw materials such as coke , iron-bearing materials , and fluxes 
are charged to blast furnaces in the iron making process . The 
materials are charged in the top of the furnace from skip cars , 
which are filled in the stockhouse from conveyors or hoppers . 
Iron pellets and coke are screened prior to charging . 

New Coke Conveyance System : 

The new coke conveyor system transfers coke from Gateway Energy 
to US Steel to be used in the existing Blast Furnaces . 

Steel making system : 

Raw materials used in the BOFs and LMF are delivered to the 
facility by both truck and railcar . The trucks and railcars are 
either unloaded to the ground or directly into an underground 
feed hopper. Materials unloaded to the ground are placed in 
storage piles , or in super sacks , endloaders are used to 
transfer the materials from the storage piles or super sacks to 
the underground feed hopper . The underground feed hopper then 
feeds material onto BOF material transfer conveyor C-1 . This 
material transfer is controlled by the Trackhopper Baghouse , 
this bag house empties back onto C-1 conveyor. 

Materials added in the BOF and LMF are transferred from the 
underground feed hopper , by a conveyor system consisting of 
three conveyors (nos. C-1 , C-2, and C-3) arranged in series . 
From conveyor C-3 the materials are offloaded into storage bins 
1 thru 10 , or a rotating hopper known as the lazy susan , or onto 
conveyor C-5 . The storage bins unload materials to conveyor 
C-4 , which transfers and off-loads the materials into the BOF 
feed hoppers for #1 vessel or #2 vessel . The lazy susan feeds 
directly into the BOFs Alloy transfer car . Conveyor C-5 
transfers materials to the LMF material handling system. All 
operations carried out within this unit take place within 
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7 .1.2 

7.1.3 

enclosed structures. The transfer from conveyors C-1 to C-2 and 
C-2 to C-3 are controlled by the Binfloor Baghouse, this bag 
house empties into Bin #2. 

Materials are transferred from the BOf Binfloor to the LMf on 
conveyor C-5. This conveyor off-loads into storage bins which 
transfer to conveyor C-6. The emissions from the transfer from 
conveyor C-5 to C-6 are handled by Baghouse #1. Additional raw 
materials used in the LMf are transferred from the Tripper 
Conveyor to a set of storage bins. Emissions generated by 
loadout of the Tripper Conveyor are controlled by Baghouse #2. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Control Date 

Area Emission Unit Description Equipment Constructed 
Coal Coal Crusher None 

Handling Coal Pulverizers (2) Baghouse Pre-1974 
and Conveyors None 

Processing 
Blast Screens ( 3) 

Furnace • Two Coke None 

• One Iron Pellet Pre-1974 
Conveyors and feed Hoppers None 
Stock House Storage Bins None 
New Coke Conveyance System 

• Conveyors and 
Hoppers 

Baghouses 2009 

• Day Bins 
Steelmaking Dump Pit Conveyor Trackhopper 

Baghouse 
Pre-1974 

Conveyors and Storage Bins Bin floor 
Baghouse 

LMF Conveyors and Storage Baghouse ill Prior to 
Bins 1986 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a . i. The "affected material handling operationsu for the 
purpose of these unit-specific conditions, are the 
emission units described in Conditions 7.1,1 and 
7. 1. 2. 

11 . The "affected crushing operationsu for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions , are the crusher and 
pulverizers described in Conditions 7.1,1 and 7.1.2. 

iii. The "affected screening operationsu for the purpose 
of these unit-specific conditions , are the iron 



R002834

Page 51 

pellet and coke screens described in Conditions 7.1 . 1 
and 7.1.2. 

iv. The 0 affected transfer operations" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions, are the conveyors , 
storage bins , new coke conveyance system and feed 
hoppers described in Conditions 7 . 1.1 and 7 . 1 . 2. 

b . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.316(b) , the Permittee shall not 
cause or allow fugitive particulate matter emissions 
generated by the affected crushing and screening operations 
to exceed an opacity of 10 percent . 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.316(f) , the Permittee shall not 
cause or allow fugitive particulate matter emissions 
generated by the affected transfer operations to exceed an 
opacity of 20 percent. 

d. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 32l(a} , the Permittee shall not 
cause or allow the emission of particulate matter into the 
atmosphere in any one hour period from the new coke 
conveyor system or LMF conveyors and LMF storage bins for 
which , either alone or in combination with the emission of 
particulate matter from all other similar process emission 
units for which construction or modification commenced on 
or after April 14 , 1972 , at a source or premises, exceeds 
the allowable emission rates specified in subsection (c) of 
35 IAC 212.321 (see also Attachment 2). 

e. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 322(a) , the Permittee shall not 
cause or allow the emission of particulate matter into the 
atmosphere in any one hour period from any affected 
material handling operation for which construction or 
modification commenced prior to April 14 , 1972~ , which , 
either alone or in combination with the emission of 
particulate matter from all other similar process emission 
units at a source or premises , exceeds the allowable 
emission rates specified in subsection (c) of 35 IAC 
212. 322 (see also Attachment 2). 

* The new coke conveyor system and LMF conveyors and 
LMF storage bins constructed after April 14 , 1972, is 
not subject to 35 IAC 212.322. 

f . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 458 (b) (7) and (cl , the Permit tee 
shall not cause or allow emissions of PMl0 , other than that 
of fugitive particulate matter, into the atmosphere from 
any affected material handling operation to exceed 0-01 
gr/scf during any one hour period , except for this mass 
emission limit shall not apply to those emission units with 
no visible emissions other than that of fugitive 
particulate matter ; however, if a stack test is performed, 
this subsection is not a defense to a finding of a 
violation of the mass emission limits contained in this 
condition. 
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7 .1. 4 

7.1.5 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not applicable to 
the affected material handling operations, as provided by 35 IAC 
212 . 324(a) (3) , because the affected operations are subject to 
standards in 35 IAC Part 212, Subpart R, "Primary and Fabricated 
Metal Products and Machinery Manufactureu. 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. The affected material handling operations shall be operated 
under the provisions of a fugitive particulate matter 
operating program consistent with the provisions of 35 IAC 
212.309, 212.310 and 212.312 (see also Condition 5 . 3.2(a)) 
[35 IAC 212.309). 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.307 , material collected by control 
equipment on the affected material handling operations 
shall be handled in accordance with Condition 5 . 3.2(e). 

c . For the air pollution control equipment on the affected 
operations, the Permittee shall comply with maintenance and 
repair requirements in 35 IAC 212 . 324(f), as follows, 
pursuant to 35 IAC 212.458(d) : 

The Permittee shall maintain and repair all air pollution 
control equipment in a manner that assures that the 
emission limits and standards in 35 IAC 212.458 shall be 
met at all times . Proper maintenance shall include the 
following minimum requirements: 

1. Visual inspections of air pollution control 
equipment; 

ii . Maintenance of an adequate inventory of spare parts; 
and 

iii. Expeditious repairs , unless the emission unit is 
shutdown. 

d. BACT/LAER requirements for the new coke conveyor system, 
from Permit 06070088: 

1. PM and PM10 emissions from the day bins shall be 
controlled by [Tl): 

A. Enclosure of the day bin so as to prevent 
visible fugitive emissions, as defined by 40 
CFR 60. 671. 

B. Aspiration of the day bins or the enclosure in 
which they are enclosed to a control device, 
which device shall be operated in accordance 
with good air pollution control practice to 
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7 . 1. 6 

minimize emissions . For this purpose , the 
control device shall be a baghouse or other 
filtration type device unless the Permittee 
demonstrates and the Illinois EPA concurs that 
another type of control device is preferable 
due to considerations of operational safety. 

ii. PM and PM1 c emissions from the new coke conveyance 
system shall be contro1led by enclosure so as to 
prevent visible fugitive emissions , as defined by 40 
CFR 60.671 [Tl) . 

iii. Emissions of PM and PM10 from the control devices for 
the new coke conveyance system shall not exceed 0 .00 5 
gr/dscf [Tl I. 

Condition 7 . l . 5(d) represents the application of Best 
Available Control Tec h nology and Lowest Achievable Emission 
Rate. 

Production and Emission Limitations 

a. Production and emission limits for the new coke conveyor 
system from Permit 06070088 : 

i. The new coke conveyance system shall not transfer 
more than 740 , 000 tons o f coke per year [Tl) . 

ii . The emissions from the ne w coke c onveyance system 
shall not exceed 0 . 95 Lons/year of PM and 0 . 45 
tons/year of PM.!I [Tl) . 

iii. Compliance with the annual limits of Condition 
7 . l.6(a) shall be determined o n a monthly basis from 
the sum of the data for the current month plus the 
preceding 11 months (run ning 1 2 month total) [Tl I . 

b. Emission limits f o r blast furnace and steel making material 
handling operations from Permit 95010001 : 

i . Emissions from Material HS and Deslagg1ng SLation 
shall not exceed the following limits [Tl) : 

Pol luta nt 

PM 
PM:-, 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton o f steel) 

0.00355 
0 . 00355 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6 . 35 
6 . 35 
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ii. BOF Additive System (Trac kho pper Baghouse) emissions 
shall not exceed the foll 0wing limits (Tl): 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM1 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/To n of steel) 

0.00032 
0.00032 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

0.57 
0.57 

iii. Flux conveyor & transfer po ints (Bin Floor Baghouse) 
emissions shall not exceed the following limits 
(Tl l ; 

Pollutant 

PM 

PM1 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton of steel) 

0.0016 
0.0016 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

2 . 86 
2.86 

iv . Iron Pellet Screen emissions shall not exceed the 
following limits [Tl) : 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM1 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton Iron) 

0.00279 
0.00279 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6.01 
6.01 

v. Compliance with the annual limits in Condition 
7 . 1 . 6(b) shall be determined based on a calendar year 
[Tl) . 

Testing Requirements 

The following emission tests and opacity observations shall be 
conducted pursuant to Section 39.5. (7) (d) and (pl of the Act . 

a. l. • The Permittee shall measure the opacity from the 
affected crushing, screening and transfer operations 
unless prolonged weather conditions preclude 
scheduled observations. These observations shall be 
conducted by a qualified observer in accordance with 
Metho d 9, as further specified below, pursuant to 
Section 39. 5 (7) (d) of the Act. 

A. This testing shall be conducted at least 
annually. 

B . Up ? n written request by the Illinois EPA, such 
testing shall be conducted for specific 
affected operation(s) within 45 calendar days 
o f the request or by the date agreed upon by 
the Illinois EPA, whichever is later. At least 
3 0 days prior to the scheduled test date , the 
Permittee shall submit a detailed test plan to 
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the Illinois EPA, describing the manner of 
operation of the affected activity and all 
control measures that will be implemented 
during the testing. The results of the testing 
will be submitted within thirty calendar days 
of the completion of the tests . 

ii . The duration of opacity observations for each test 
shall be at least 30 minutes (five 6-minute 
averages) . 

b . The Permittee shall test for opacity and PM/PMlO emissions 
from the baghouse for the coal pulverizers and either the 
trackhopper baghouse , bin floor baghouse or baghouse #1 as 
will be specified by the Tllinois EPA within 30 days of 
receipt of the test protocol. These two tests shall be 
completed within 30 months of the effective date of this 
permit condition . The Permittee shall use the following 
methods : 

Location of Sample Points 
Gas Flow and Velocity 
Flue Gas Weight 
Moisture 
PM/PM1, as provided for by 35 IAC 
212 . 108 

Monitoring Requirements 

Method 1 
Method 2 , 
Method 3 , 
Method 4 
Metho d 5 , 

2A H 

3A C 

201 or :?OlA 

The Permittee shall perform the following inspectio ns , pursuant 
to Section 39.5(7) (p) (ii) of the Act : 

a . Affected material handling operations other than the new 
coke conveyance system . 

The Permittee shall perform quarterly inspections of the 
control measures, while the affected material handling 
operations are in use. For purposes of this condition , all 
affected material means each type of material handled . 
Types of material are materials such as: l) coal ; 2) coke ; 
3) limestone; 4) iron pellets ; 5) alloy materials ; 6) 
desulfurization reagents ; and 7) slag materials . These 
inspections shall , at a minimum, include the following: 

i . Verification that control measures , including 
reliance on characteristics of materials , is being 
properly implemented. For conveyors , these 
inspections shall include , where applicable , 
verification that all covers , enclosures and dribble 
pans are present and in good working c o ndition . For 
crushers , these inspections sha ll also include 
verifications for choke feeding . 

ii. For the baghouses on the affected material handling 
operations - a check of differential pressure and 
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inspection of the dust removal system, compressed air 
system , bag condition , fan condition and structural 
components. 

iii . As part of the inspections , the Permittee shall 
perform observations for visible emissions by Method 
22. These observations shall be conducted during the 
operations of each activity for a minimum of 18 
minutes , or for activities that operate on a batch 
basis , for a minimum of six consecutive batches or 18 
minutes. If visible emissions are observed , the 
Permittee shall take corrective action within 2 hours 
to return the status of the operations to no visible 
emissions or observations of opacity by Method 9 
shall be conducted. For the purpose of this 
condition , returning the status of operations to no 
visible emissions does not include , for any activity , 
temporary idling or the lack of operations between 
batches . 

b. Affected new coke conveyance system 

i. The Permittee shall conduct inspections of the new 
coke conveyor system on at least a monthly basis for 
the specific purpose of verifying that control 
measures required to control emissions from the new 
coke conveyor system are being properly implemented. 

ii. These inspections shall include observation for the 
presence of visible emissions , performed in 
accordance with USEPA Method 22 , from the conveyors 
and day bins . 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items , 
pursuant to Sections 39.5 (7) (a) and (e) of the Act : 

a. The Permittee shall keep the following file(s) and log(s) 

File(s) c ontaining the following information for the 
affected material handling operations with supporting 
information ; 

i. Info rmation related to the dust collection equipment 
associated with the affected operations , including 
design control efficiency or performance 
specifications and maximum design particulate matter 
emissions , gr/dscf. 

ii. The maximum design capacity of each operation , 
(tons/hr). 

b . For the air pollution control equipment on affected 
operatio ns , the Permittee shall keep the following records 
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related to maintenance and repair , as required by 35 IAC 
212 . 458(d): 

i . Records of inventory of spare parts and documentation 
of inspections, maintenance, and repairs of all air 
pollution control equipment shall be kept in 
accordance with 35 IAC 212.324(f) (35 IAC 
212 . 324 (gl (ll I. 

ii. Records documenting any period during which any 
process emission unit was in operation when the air 
pollution control equipment was not in operation or 
was malfunctioning so as to cause an emissions level 
in excess of the emissions limitation . These records 
shall include documentation of causes for pollution 
control equipment not operating or such malfunction 
and shall state what corrective actions were taken 
and what repairs were made (35 IAC 212.324(g) (2)) . 

iii . A written record of the inventory of all spare parts 
not readily available from local suppliers shall be 
kept and updated [35 IAC 212 . 324 (g) (3) I . 

c . The Permittee shall keep the written records required by 35 
IAC 212 . 316(g) (1) as follows: 

i . For fugitive particulate matter emission units 
subject to 35 IAC 212.316 , records related to the 
application of control measures for compliance with 
the opacity limitations of 35 IAC 212 . 316 , including 
submittals to the Illinois EPA an annual report 
containing a summary of the information in these 
records. 

ii. These records shall include at least the information 
specified by 35 IAC 212 . 316 (g) (2), as follows : 

A . The name and address of the source; 

B. The name and address of the owner and/or 
operator of the source; 

c . A map or diagram showing the location of all 
emission units controlled ; 

D. For application of physical or chemical control 
agents: the name of the agent , application rate 
and frequency, and total quantity of agent , 
and, if diluted, percent of concentration , used 
each day; and 

E. A log recording incidents when control measures 
were not used and a statement of explanation. 

iii. These records shall be handled as follows : 
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A. Copies of all records required by 35 IAC 
212.316 shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
within ten (10) working days after a written 
request by the Illinois EPA and shall be 
transmitted to the Illinois EPA by a company­
designated person with authority to release 
such records (35 IAC 212.316(g) (3)] . 

B. The records required under 35 IAC 212.316 shall 
be kept and maintained for at least five (5) 
years at the source and be available for 
inspection and copying by Illinois EPA 
representatives during working hours (35 IAC 
212.316(g) (4)]. 

d . The Permittee shall maintain records for : 

i. The amount of coke handled by the new coke conveyor 
system (tons/month and tons/year) . 

ii . The amount of iron pellets screened (tons/month and 
tons/year). 

e . The Permittee shall maintain the following records for the 
inspections required by Condition 7.1.8 : 

i. For the inspections required by Condition 7.1.B(a) 
for each affected material handling operation: 

A. Date and time the inspection was performed and 
name(s) of inspection personnel. 

B . The observed condition of the control measures 
for each affected operation , including the 
presence of any visible emissions or 
accumulations of dust in the vicinity of the 
operation. 

C. A description of any maintenance or repair 
associated with established control measures 
that are recommended as a result of the 
inspection and a review of outstanding 
recommendations for maintenance or repair from 
previous inspection(s) , i.e. , whether 
recommended action has been taken , is yet to be 
performed or no longer appears to be required. 

D. A summary of the observed implementation or 
status of actual control measures. 

ii. For the inspections required by Condition 7.1 . B(b) 
for the affected new coke conveyor system, pursuant 
to Permit 06070088: 
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A. The Permittee shall maintain a file, which 
shall be kept current, that contains the 
maximum operating capacity of the new coke 
conveyance system (tons/day) . 

B . 1. The Permittee shall keep inspection and 
maintenance log(s) or other records for 
the control measures associated with the 
new coke conveyance system, including 
enclosures and fabric filters. 

2 . These records shall include the following 
information for the inspections required 
by Condition 7 . l.8(a) and (bl : 

I. Date and time the inspection was 
performed. 

II. The observed condition of the 
control measures, including the 
presence of any visible emissions. 

III. A description of any maintenance or 
repair associated with the control 
measures that are recommended as a 
result of the inspection and a 
review of outstanding 
recommendations for maintenance or 
repair from previous inspection(s) , 
i . e ., whether recommended action 
has been taken , is yet to be 
performed or no longer appears to 
be required. 

f . In the operational logs or other records for the operation 
of the affected material handling operations for 
steelmaking , the Permittee shall include information 
confirming routine implementation of normal practices for 
unloading of materials into the receiving hopper and 
housekeeping practices for this hopper and information 
identifying departures from those practices , with 
description, explanation , and corrective actions taken. 

g. The Permittee shall maintain records of the following for 
each incident when any affected material handling 
operations and the new coke conveyor system operate without 
control measures: 

i. The date of the incident and identification of the 
operations that were involved . 

ii. A description of the incident , including the control 
measures that were not present or implemented ; the 
control measures that were present , if any ; other 
control measures or mitigation measures that were 
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implemented , if any; and the magnitude of the PM 
emissions during the incident. 

iii . The time at and means by which the incident was 
identified, e.g. , scheduled inspection or observation 
by operating personnel. 

iv. The length of time after the incident was identified 
that the operations continued to operate before 
control measures were in place or the operations were 
shutdown (to resume operation only after control 
measures were in place) and , if this time was more 
than one hour , an explanation why this time was not 
shorter , including a description of any mitigation 
measures that were implemented during the incident. 

v. The estimated total duration of the incident , i.e. , 
the total length of time that the operations ran 
without control measures and the estimated amount of 
coal handled during the incident . 

vi. A discussion of the probable cause of the incident 
and any preventative measures taken. 

vii . A discussion whether any applicable emission 
standards, as listed in Condition 7.1.3 , may have 
been violated during the incident, with supporting 
explanation. 

h . The Permittee shall maintain the following reco rds f o r the 
new coke conveyor system and each other operati on sub j ect 
to limits on PM/PM emissions in Conditio n 7 . 1.6: 

i. A file containing the emission fact )rs used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions o f each operatio n , 
with supporting documentation . These reco rds shall 
be reviewed and updated by the Permittee as necessary 
to assure that the emission factors that it uses t o 
determine emissions of the affected operatio ns d o n o t 
understate actual emissions. These reco rds shall be 
prepared and copies sent to the Illino is EPA in 
accordance with Condition S . 9.6(c). 

ii . Records for any periods of operatio n o f such 
operations that are not otherwise addressed in the 
required records during which the established 
emission factor in Co ndition 7.l.9(f) (i) would 
understate actual emissions of such operation , with 
description of the period of o peration and an 
estimate of the additional emissions during such 
period that would n o t be acc0 unted for by the 
established factor , with suppo rting explanation and 
calculations. 
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iii . Records for the annual PM/PM1o emissions of each 
operation, based on operating data and appropriate 
emission factors for comparison to the limits in 
Conditions 7.1 . 6(b) , with supporting documentation 
and calculations . 

i. The Permittee shall keep records for all opacity 
measurements conducted in accordance with Method 9 that it 
conducts or that it orders to be conducted. For each 
occasion on which such measurements are made , these records 
shall include the identity of the observer , a description 
of the measurements that were made, the operating condition 
of the operations, the observed opacity, and copies of the 
raw data sheets for the measurements. 

j . The Permittee shall keep copies of all tests performed on 
the affected material handling operations and new coke 
conveyor system. 

7 . 1 . 10 Rep orting Req uirements 

a. 

b. 

l. • The Permittee shall submit quarterly and annual 
reports to the Illinois EPA in accordance with 35 IAC 
212 . 316(g) (1) and (5) [35 IAC 212 . 316(g)) . 

ii. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (g) (6) , upon written 
request by the IEPA, a report shall be submitted to 
the IEPA for any period specified in the request 
stating the following : the dates during which any 
process emission unit was in operation when the air 
pollution control equipment was not in operation or 
was not operating properly, documentation of causes 
for pollution control equipment not operating or not 
operating properly , and a statement of what 
corrective actions were taken and what repairs were 
made. 

iii. Pursuant to Permit 06070088 for the new coke conveyor 
system, the Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA 
within 30 days of deviations from applicable emission 
standards or operating requirements that continue~ 
for more than 24 hours. 

i. 

* For this purpose, time shall be measured from 
the start of a particular event. The absence 
of a deviation for a short period shall not be 
considered to end the event if the deviation 
resumes. In such circumstances, the event 
shall be considered to continue until 
corrective actions are taken so that the 
deviation ceases or the Permittee takes the 
affected unit out of service for repairs. 

Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (f) (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
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Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected material handling operations and new 
coke conveyor system from applicable requirements as 
follows: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7.1.3(b) through (f) , 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.1.5 . 

C. Requirements in Condition 7.1.6. 

ii . All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1. 

iii. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , of all other deviations from 
permit requirements as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8.6.1 . 

iv. All deviation reports described in Condition 
7.1.ll(b) above shall contain the following : 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

B. Description of the deviation ; 

C . Probable cause of the deviation; and 

D. Any corrective actions or preventive measures 
taken. 

7.1.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected material 
handling operations and new coke conveyor system. 

7.1.12 Compliance Procedures 

Compliance with the emission standards in Condition 7.1.3 and 
the operational/emission limits in Condition 7 . 1 . 6 is addressed 
by the testing requirements of Condition 7.1.7, inspection 
requirements of Condition 7.1.8 and recordkeeping requirements 
of Condition 7.1.9. 

7.1.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established, 
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7 . 2 Coke Production 

7 . 2 . 1 Description 

Two coke oven batteries (45 ovens each) , dual collecting main 
by-product coke oven batteries, referred to as batteries A and 
B, are utilized at this iron and steel mill . Each is capable of 
processing 454 , 000 tons/year of coal. Potential emissions from 
these batteries consist of particulate matter , sulfur dioxide , 
nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide , volatile organic materials , 
and HAPS . 

Topside : 

Emission points include leaks from coke oven charging , lids , off 
takes , soaking and emergency flares . Coal is charged to the 
ovens through four charging port lids , on each oven , utilizing 
sequential charging with steam aspiration to the collecting 
mains . Each oven has two off takes to the collecting mains that 
duct raw coke oven gas from the coking process to the by­
products plant (see Section 7 . 3 of this permit) . Soaking occurs 
after the coking process is completed, when an oven is dampered 
off from the collecting mains and its off takes ' standpipes are 
opened before beginning pushing . Each battery also has an 
emergency by-pass on the collecting main (one on each main 1 two 
per battery). In the event of an emergency which would lead to 
excess pressure in a main , e . g . , loss of suction from the by­
product plant , the by-pass opens . The raw coke oven gas is then 
combusted in the associated emergency flare. 

Doors : 

Emissions consist of leaks from coke oven doors . Each oven has 
two doors, with one on its push side and one on its coke side . 

Pushing : 

Once the coking cycle in an oven has been completed , the push 
and coke side doors are removed , respectively , by the pushing 
machine and coke-side door machines. A ram on the pushing 
machine pushes the coke out through a guide on the door machine . 
The coke falls through the guide , which is covered by a hood on 
the machine , and into the quench box. The emissions from oven 
pushing are controlled by the pushing system . This mobile 
control system consists of a venturi scrubber , mist eliminator 
and exhaust fan . The Permittee currently has two mobile 
scrubber cars for pushing (PCS cars #3 and #4). The quench box 
and car travel with this system to the coke quenching operation . 

Coke Quenching : 

In this operation, loads of hot coke from the ovens are quenched 
with water . There are two locations where quenching normally 
takes place . The primary is the West Quench Tower . This tower 
is equipped with a baffle system . The east quench station , 
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7.2.2 

which is utilized as a backup for the West Tower, does not 
currently have a quench tower, however, the Permittee is 
currently engaged in a project to upgrade the quenching 
operations , adding a quench tower to the East Quench Station and 
replacing the conventional Quench Tower at the West Quench 
Station with a low emission quench tower (Construction Permit 
08060026) . 

Underfiring: 

Coke oven gas (COG) is combusted to generate the heat required 
to convert coal to coke. This COG would be treated by both by­
products plant and , except during maintenance and outage, by the 
COG desulfurization system . Natural gas may also be added 
through the blending station in order to stabilize the heat 
content of the COG. Emissions from this unit occur at the main 
stacks of each battery and are mainly the by-products of 
combustion, including particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, 
nitrogen oxides , carbon monoxide , and volatile organic 
materials. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Coke Oven Coke Oven Battery ''A" Battery ''A" was Emergency 
Batteries rebuilt between Bypass Flares 

''All and 1979 and 1980 
"B,, 

Coke Oven Battery ''B" Battery \\ B II was Emergency 
rebuilt between Bypass f'lares 

1981 and 1982 
2 Larry Cars None 

2 Pushing/Quench Cars Mobile 
Venturi 

Scrubber (PCS 
Cars it3 & It q ) 

East Quench Station Tower and 
(backup) Baffles 

(planned) 
West Quench Station Tower and 

Baffles 
Coke Oven Under firing None 
(coke oven combustion 

stacks) 
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7 . 2.3 Applicable Provisions 

a. The "affected coke oven operations" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions, are the emission units and 
activities described in Conditions 7.2.1 and 7.2.2. 

b. The affected coke oven operations are subject to 35 IAC 
212.443. Certain provisions of this regulation are 
discussed further in this subsection. 

c. 

d . 

i. The following affected coke oven operations are 
subject to 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart L Coke Oven 
Batteries: charging, doors, lids , off takes , 
collecting mains and bleeder stacks . The Permittee 
is complying with the so-called LAER track under this 
NESHAP, as provided for by 40 CFR 63.304. 

ii. For affected coke oven operations , the Permittee 
shall comply with applicable provisions of the 
NESHAP, 40 CFR 63 Subpart A. 

i. The following affected coke oven operations are 
subject to 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart CCCCC; pushing , 
soaking, quenching and battery underfiring stacks . 

ii. For affected operations at the coke oven battery, the 
Permittee shall comply with applicable provisions of 
the NESHAP, 40 CFR 63 Subpart A as specified in Table 
1 in 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCCCC. 

7 . 2.3-1 Applicable Standards: Coke Oven Charging 

a. 3 5 I AC 212 . 4 4 3 ( b) ( 1) (A) 

No person shall cause or allow the emission of visible 
particulate matter from any coke oven charging operation, 
from the introduction of coal into the first charge port , 
as indicated by the first mechanical movement of the coal 
feeding mechanism on the larry car, to the replacement of 
the final charge port lid for more than a total of 125 
seconds over 5 consecutive charges; provided however that 1 
charge out of any 20 consecutive charges may be deemed an 
uncountable charge at the option of the operator . 

Compliance with this limit shall be determined in 
accordance with the applicable procedures in 35 IAC 
212.443(b) (1) (B) and Condition 7.2.12. 

b • 4 0 C FR 6 3 . 3 0 4 ( b ) ( 2 ) ( iv ) 

Emissions to the atmosphere from coke oven charging shall 
not exceed 12 seconds of visible emissions per charge , as 
determined by the procedures in 40 CFR 63. 309 (d) (2) . 
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c. Battery B 

The aggregate of visible emissions from the charging of 
coke ovens at Battery B shall not exceed a total 55 seconds 
during any 5 consecutive charges (Tl). 

Note: This limit is the determination of LAER for charging 
for Battery B made in Construction Permit C808048. 

7.2.3-2 Applicable Standards: Leaks from Doors 

a. 35 !AC 212.443(d) 

i. No person shall cause or allow visible emissions from 
more than 10 percent of all coke oven doors at any 
time . Compliance shall be determined by a one pass 
observation of all coke oven doors on any one 
battery. 

ii . No perso n shall cause or allow the operation of a 
coke oven unless there is on the plant premises at 
all times an adequate inventory of spare coke oven 
doors and seals and unless there is a readily 
available coke oven door repair facility. 

b. Battery B 

At no time shall there be any visible emissions from more 
than 5 percent of the door areas on Battery B [Tl]. 

Note: This limit is the determination of LAER for door 
leaks for Battery B was established in Construction Permit 
C808048 . 

c. 40 CFR 63.304 (b) (3) (ii) 

3 . 3 percent leaking coke oven doors for each by-product 
coke oven battery not subject to the emission limitation 40 
CFR 63 . 304 (b) (3) (i) , as determined by the procedures in 40 
CFR 63. 309 (d) ( 1) . 

7.2.3-3 Applicable Standards: Leaks from Lids 

a. 35 IAC 212 . 443(e) 

No person shall cause or allow visible emissions from more 
than 5 percent of all coke oven lids at any time. 
Compliance shall be determined by a one pass observation of 
all coke oven lids . 

b. Battery B 

There shall be no visible emissions from more than 1 
percent of the charging ports or lids [Tl]. 
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c. 

Note: This limit is the determination of LAER for lid 
leaks f o r Battery B made in Construction Permit C808048. 

40 CFR 63.304(b) (2) (ii) 

0.4 percent leaking topside port lids, as determined by the 
procedures in 40 CFR 63 . 309(d) (1). 

7.2 . 3-4 Applicable Standards: Leaks from Off Takes 

a. 35 IAC 2 12.443(f) 

No perso n shall cause or allow visible emissions from more 
than 10 percent of all coke oven off take piping at any 
time. Compliance shall be determined by a one pass 
observation of all coke oven off take piping. 

b. Battery B 

There shall be no visible emissions from more than 4 
percent of the off take piping on the coke ovens on Battery 
B (Tl]. 

Note: This limit is the determination of LAER for off take 
leaks for Battery B made in Construction Permit C808048 . 

c. 40 CFR 63. 304 (b) (2) (iii) 

2 . 5 percent leaking off take system(s), as determined by 
the procedures in 40 CFR 63.309(d) (1). 

7.2.3-5Applicable Standards: Coke Oven Pushing 

a. 35 IAC 212.443(c) (1) (A} 

Emissions of uncaptured particulate matter from pushing 
operations shall not exceed an average of 20 percent 
opacity for 4 consecutive pushes considering the highest 
average of six consecutive readings in each push. 

Compliance with this limit shall be determined in 
accordance with the procedures in 35 IAC 212 . 443 (c} (1) (Bl 
and Condition 7 . 2.12. 

b. 35 IAC 212 . 443(c) (2) 

i . The particulate emissions from control equipment used 
to control emissions during pushing operations shall 
not exceed 0.040 pounds per ton of coke pushed. 
Compliance shall be determined in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, 
Methods 1-5, incorporated by reference in Section 
212.113. Compliance shall be based on an arithmetic 
average of three runs (stack tests) and the 
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calculations shall be based on the duration of a push 
as defined in 35 IAC 212.443(c) (1) (A). 

ii. The opacity of emissions from control equipment used 
to control emissions during pushing operations shall 
not exceed 20%. For a push of less than six minutes 
duration , the actual number of 15-second readings 
taken shall be averaged . Compliance shall be 
determined in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60 , 
Appendix A, Method 9 , incorporated by reference in 35 
IAC 212.113 , Section 2.5 of 40 CFR Part 60 , Appendix 
A, Method 9, incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 
212.113 , for data reduction shall not be used for 
pushes of less than six minutes durat i on [35 IAC 
212. 443 (c) (2) (B) l 

c . 40CFR63.7290(a)(4) 

d. 

Particulate matter emissions to the atmosphere from the 
mobile scrubber car for pushing which captures emissions 
during travel shall not exceed 0.04 lb/ton of coke . 

Battery B 

Pushing emissions from Battery B shall be captured and 
cleaned by a single-spot , coke g u ide evacuated, enclosed 
quench car/scrubber car system which meets the following 
limitations [Tl]: 

i . The gas cleaning device shall be operated to meet 
0.04 pounds of particulate matter per ton of coke 
pushed during the pushing opera t ion. 

ii. Visible emissio ns from the gas cleaning device outlet 
and uncaptured fugitive emissions shall not exc eed 20 
percent o pacity, 

Note : These limits are the determina t ion of LAER for 
pushing emissi o ns fr um Battery B made in Construction 
Permit C808048. 

7. 2 . 3 - 6 Applicable Standards: Co ke Quenching 

a . i. 40 CFR 63.7295(a) (1) (i) 

For the quen ching o f h o t coke , t he Permittee must 
meet the foll owing requirements o f 40 CFR 
63.7295(a) (1) (i); 

The concentration of total dissolved solids (TDS) in 
the water used for que nching must not exceed 1,100 
milligrams per liter (mg/L). 
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ii. 4 0 C FR 6 3 . 72 9 5 (a) { 2 ) 

The Permittee must use acceptable makeup water , as 
defined in 40 CFR 63 . 7352 , as makeup water for 
quenching . 

iii. 40 CFR 63 . 7295 (b) 

For each quench tower at a coke oven battery, the 
Permittee must meet each of the following 
requirements: 

A. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7295 (b) ( 1) , each tower is 
equipped with baffles such that no more than 5 
percent of the cross sectional area of the 
tower may be uncovered or open to the sky; 

B. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7295 (b) (2) , baffles in 
each quench tower shall be washed once each day 
that the tower is used to quench coke , except 
as specified below: 

1. Baffles in a quench tower are not 
required to be washed if the highest 
measured ambient temperature remains less 
than 30 degrees Fahrenheit throughout 
that day (24-hour period). If the 
measured ambient temperature rises to 30 
degrees Fahrenheit or more during the 
day, the Perrnittee shall resume daily 
washing . 

2 . The Permittee shall continuously record 
the ambient temperature on days that the 
baffles were not washed . 

C. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7295(b) (3) and (4) , the 
Permittee shall comply with inspection and 
repair provisions (see Condition 7.2 . 8-3) . 

b. 35 IAC 212.443 (h) (1) 

c . 

All coke o ven quench towers shall be equipped with grit 
arrestors or equipment of comparable effectiveness. 
Baffles shall cover 95 percent or more of the cross 
sectional area of the exhaust vent or stack and must be 
maintained. Quench water shall not include untreated coke 
by-produ ct plant effluent. All water placed on the coke 
being q uenched shall be quench water. 

35 IAC 2 12 .443 (h) (2) 

Total disso lved s o lids concentrations in the quench water 
shall no t exceed a weekly average of 1200 mg/L. 
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7.2.3-7 Applicable Standards : Combustion (Battery) Stack 

a. 35 IAC 212.443(9) 

i. No person shall cause or allow the emissions o f 
particulate matter from a coke oven combustion stac k 
to exceed 110 mg / dscm (0 . 05 gr/dscf); and 

ii. No person shall cause or allow the emission of 
particulate matter from a coke oven combustion stack 
to exceed 30% opacity. Compliance shall be 
determined in accordance with 40 CfR Part 60 , 
Appendix A, Method 9, incorporated by reference in 35 
IAC 212 . 113. However, the opacity limit shall not 
apply to a coke oven combustion stack when a leak 
between any coke oven and the oven's vertical or 
crossover flues is being repaired, after pushing coke 
from the oven is completed, but before resumption of 
charging . The exemption from the opacity limit shall 
not exceed three (3) hours per oven repaired. The 
owner or operator shall keep written records 
identifying the oven repaired, and the date, time, 
and duration of all repair periods. These records 
shall be subject to the requirements of 35 IAC 
212 . 324 (g) (4) and (g) (5). 

b. 4 0 C fR 6 3 . 72 9 6 

The Permittee must not discharge to the atmosphere any 
emissions from any battery stack at an existing by- product 
coke oven battery that exhibits opacity greater than the 
following applicable limits : 

i . Daily average o f 15 percent o pacity for a battery on 
a no rmal coking cycle. 

ii. Daily average o f 20 percent opacity for a battery o n 
batterywide extende d c ~ki ng . 

c. Batterl B 

Pursuant t o Constructio n Pe rmit 82060043, non-sulfa t e 
particulate matter emissio ns fro m the ba t t ery s t ac k serving 
Battery B shall not excee d 0. 0 3 gr / dscf (Tl]. 

7. 2 . 3-8 Applicable Standar d s : Bypa ss/ Bleed e r S t a ck 

a . i. Purs uant t o 4 0 CfR 63. 30 7 (a ) (1), t he Permi t tee shall 
operate and pro pe rly mainta in a bypass/bleed e r s t ac k 
flare system that is capable of cont r o l ling 120 
percent o f the norma l gas flo w gene rate d by the 
affe cted battery. 

ii . Cn ke o ve n e miss i o ns s h a ll not be ve nted t o the 
atmosphe r e throJgh bypass/bl eed e r stac ks, e xcept 
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7 . 2.4 

through the flare system or an alternative control 
device as described in 40 CFR 63 . 307(dl [40 CFR 
63.307 (al (2l l. 

iii. Each flare installed pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 307 shall 
meet the applicable requirements specified by 40 CFR 
63 . 307(bl wiLh compliance determined as specified by 
40 CFR 63. 309 (h) . 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 307(cl , the flare shall be operated 
with no visible emissions , as determined by the methods 
specified in 40 CFR 63 . 309(hl (ll , except for periods not to 
exceed a total of 5 minutes during any 2 consecutive hours. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a . The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212 . 324 are noL 
applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 
212 Subpart R, Primary and Fabricated Metal Products and 
Machinery Manufacture , pursuant to 35 !AC 212 .324 (a) (3) . 

b . The affected coke oven operations are not fuel combustion 
emission units as defined in 35 IAC 211.2470 and therefore 
are not subject to the standards for fuel combustion 
emissio n units in 35 IAC Parts 212 , 214 , 216 and 217. 

c . This pe rmit is issued based o n the affected coke oven 
operations not being subject t o the applicable requirements 
of 35 IAC 219 . 301 because there is 85 percent reduction of 
uncontrolled organic material that wou ld otherwise be 
emitted into atmosphere , pursuant t o 35 IAC 219 . 302. 

7.2 . 5-1 Work Practices : Soaking Plan (40 CFR 63 . 72 94) 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 729 4(al , the Permittee shall operate the 
coke ovens pursuant to a wrjtten work practice plan for soaking , 
which includes the measures specified by 40 CFR 63.7294(al , 
including , if soaking emissions are caused by leaks from the 
collecting main , the Permittee shall take corrective actions to 
eliminate soaking emissions in accordance with the actions 
identified in the soaking plan. If soaking emissions are not 
caused by leaks , the Permittee must determine whether Lhe 
s oaking emissions are due to incomplete coking . If incomplete 
coking is the cause of the soaking emissions , the Permittee must 
put the oven back o n the collecting main until it is completely 
coked or the Permittee must ignite the standpipe emissions as 
specified by 40 CFR 63 . 7294 (al (4) and (5) . 

7 . :?. . 5-2 Wo rk Practice Plan (40 CFR 63 .30 6) 

a . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.306(c) , for affected units subject to 
the NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart L, the Permiltee shall 
implement a written emissio n control Work Practice Plan 
for each affected coke oven battery designed to achieve 
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compliance with visible emission limitations for coke oven 
doors , topside port lids , off take systems, and charging 
operations. 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 306 (a) (1) and (bl , the Permit tee 
shall organize the work practice plan to indicate clearly 
which parts of the plan pertain to each emission point 
subject to visible emission standards under 40 CFR Subpart 
L. Each of the following provisions , at a minimum, shall 
be addressed in the plan in sufficient detail and with 
sufficient specificity to allow USEPA and the Illinois EPA 
to evaluate the plan for completeness and enforceability : 

i. An initial and refresher training program for all 
coke plant operating personnel with responsibilities 
that impact emissions , including contractors, in job 
requirements related to emission control and the 
requirements of 40 CFR Subpart L, including work 
practice requirements , that includes all the elements 
specified by 40 CFR 63 . 306(b) (1). Contractors with 
responsibilities that impact emission control may be 
trained by the Permittee or by qualified contractor 
personnel ; however , the Permittee shall ensure that 
the contractor training program complies with the 
requirements of 40 CFR 63. 306 (b) (1) . 

ii. Procedures for controlling emissions from coke oven 
doors on by-product coke oven batteries , including 
the elements specified by 40 CFR 63 . 306 (bl (2). 

iii. Procedures for controlling emissions from charging 
operations on by-product coke oven batteries , 
including the elements specified by 40 CFR 
63 . 306(b) (3) . 

iv. Procedures for controlling emissions from topside 
port lids on by-product coke oven batteries, 
including the elements specified by 40 CFR 
63 . 306(b) (4). 

v . Procedures for controlling emissions from off take 
system(s) on by-product coke oven batteries , 
including the elements specified by 40 CFR 
63.306(b) (5). 

vi. Procedures for each emission point subject to visible 
emission limitations under 40 CFR 63 Subpart L for 
maintaining a daily record of the performance of plan 
requirements pertaining to the daily operations of 
the affected coke oven operations as defined in 
Condition 7 . 2.3(c) and its emission control 
equipment, including the elements specified by 40 CFR 
63,306(b) (7) . 
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vii. Any additional work practices or requirements 
specified by the USEPA or Illinois EPA pursuant to 40 
CFR 63 . 306 (d) . 

c. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 306(c) the Permittee shall implement 
the provisions of the work practice plan pertaining to a 
particular emission point : 

i. Following the second independent exceedance of the 
visible emission limitation for the emission point in 
any consecutive 6-rnonth period, by no later than 3 
days after receipt of written notification of the 
second such exceedance from the certified observer. 
For this purpose, the second exceedance is 
"independent" if the criteria of 40 CFR 
63 . 306 (c) (1) (il (Al, (Bl or (Cl are met. 

ii . And continue to implement such plan provisions until 
the visible emission limitation for the emission 
point is achieved for 90 consecutive days. After the 
visible emission limitation for a particular emission 
point is achieved for 90 consecutive days, any 
exceedances prior to the beginning of the 90 days are 
not included in making the above determination of 
exceedances. 

d . Revisions to the work practice plan shall be done in 
accordance with 4 0 CFR 63 . 306 (d) and (a) (2) . 

e, The Work Practice Plan, as submitted by the Permittee on 
November 12, 1993, (which contains various training and 
standard operating procedures for the A & B coke oven 
batteries), is incorporated herein by reference. The 
document constitutes the formal work practice plan required 
by 40 CFR 306(a) for each coke oven battery, addressing 
work practices for achieving compliance with the visible 
emissions limitations of Subpart L. 

Any future revision to the aforementioned plan made by the 
Permittee during the permit term is automatically 
incorporated by reference provided that said revision is 
not expressly disapproved, in writing , by the Illinois EPA 
within 30 days of receipt of said revision . In the event 
that the Illinois EPA notifies the Permittee of a 
deficiency with any revision to the plan, the Permittee 
shall be required to revise and resubmit the plan within 30 
days of receipt of notification to address the deficiency 
(Section 39.5(7) (a) of the Act] . 

7.2.5-3 NESHAP Provisions for Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction 

a . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7310(a) and (cl, for affected coke 
oven operations subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCCCC : 
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i. The Permittee shall comply with the emission 
limitations , work practice standards, and operating 
and maintenance requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
CCCCC, at all times except periods of startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction as defined at 40 CFR 63.2. 

ii . The Permittee shall develop and implement a written 
startup, shutdown and malfunction plan according to 
the provisions in 40 CFR 63.6(e) (3). 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 310, for affected coke oven 
operations subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart L: 

i . At all times , including periods of startup , shutdown , 
and malfunction, the Permittee shall operate and 
maintain the affected coke oven operations , and 
associated pollution control equipment, in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices 
for minimizing emissions to the levels required by 
standards under 40 CFR Subpart L. Failure to adhere 
to the requirement of 40 CFR 63 . 310 shall not 
constitute a separate violation if a violation of an 
applicable performance or work practice standard has 
also occurred [40 CFR 63.310(a)J. 

ii . The Permittee shall develop and implement according 
to 40 CFR 63.310(c), a written startup, shutdown, and 
malfunction plan that describes procedures for 
operating the affected units, including associated 
air pollution control equipment , during a period of a 
startup , shutdown, or malfunction in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices 
for minimizing emissions , and procedures f o r 
correcting malfunctioning process and air pollution 
control equipment as quickly as practicable (40 CFR 
63.310 (b) I . 

iii , Pursuant to 40 CFR 63,JlO(c), during a period of 
startup , shutdown , or malfunction the Permittee shall 
operate the battery (including associated air 
pollution control equipment) in accordance with the 
procedure specified in the startup, shutdown , and 
malfunction plan; and malfunctions shall be corrected 
as soon as practicable after their occurrence, in 
accordance with the plan. 

iv . To satisfy the requirement for a startup , shutdown, 
and malfunction plan , the Permittee may use the 
standard operating procedures manual f o r the battery , 
provided the manual meets all the req uirements of 40 
CFR 63 . 310 and is made available for inspection at 
reasonable times when requested by the Administrator 
(USEPA) or Illinois EPA , as provided by 40 CFR 
63.JlO(g). 
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v . The USEPA or Illinois EPA may require reasonable 
revisions to a startup, shutdown, and malfunction 
plan as provided by 40 CFR 63,310(h). 

vi. Pursuant to 40 CR 63.310((i), if the Permittee 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Administrator 
(USEPA and Illinois EPA) that a startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction has occurred, then an observation 
occurring during such startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction shall not : 

A. Constitute a violation of relevant requirements 
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart L; 

B. Be used in any compliance determination under 
40 CFR 63,309 ; or 

C . Be considered for purposes of 40 CFR 63.306 
(the work practice plan) , until the 
Administrator (USEPA and Illinois EPA) has 
resolved the claim that a startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction has occurred , as further provided 
by 40 CFR 63.310(i) (3). 

vii. The Permittee shall maintain all records related to 
startup, shutdown and malfunction , including internal 
reports which form the basis of each malfunction 
notification under 40 CFR 63.310(d) as required by 40 
C FR 6 3 . 31 0 ( f) • 

7.2 . 5-4 Startup Authorization Pursuant to State Rule 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201 , Subpart I , subject to 
the following terms and conditions, for the affected coke ovens , 
the Permittee is authorized to violate the applicable standards 
in 35 IAC 212.443 during startup. For this purpose a start-up 
is the resumption of normal production following the period when 
the battery has been idled. 

Note : This authorization is provided because the Permittee has 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application, 
generally describing the efforts that will be used " ... to minimize 
startup emissions, duration of individual starts , and frequency 
of startups" . 

a . This authorization does not relieve the Permittee from the 
continuing obligation to demonstrate that all reasonable 
efforts are made to minimize startup emissions, duration of 
individual startups and frequency of startups. 

b. The Permittee shall conduct startup of the affected coke 
oven operations in accordance with the manufacturer's 
written instructions or other written procedures prepared 
by the Permittee and maintained at the source (see 
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Condition 7.2 . 9(g) (i)), that are specifically developed to 
minimize emissions from the startup. 

c. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable recordkeeping of 
Condition 7.2.9(g). 

d . The Permittee shall fulfill applicable reporting of 
Condition 5.10.5-1. 

e. As provided by 35 IAC 201.265 , an authorization in a permit 
for excess emissions during startup does not shield a 
Permittee from enforcement for any violation of applicable 
emission standard(s) that occurs during startup and only 
constitutes a prima facie defense to such an enforcement 
action provided that the Permittee has fully complied with 
all terms and conditions connected with such authorization. 

7.2.5-5 Malfunction and Breakdown Authorization Pursuant to State Rule 

a. Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201 , Subpart I, subject 
to the following terms and conditions, the Permittee is 
authorized to continue operation of the affected coke oven 
batteries in excess of the applicable state standards in 35 
IAC 212 . 443 in the event of a malfunction or breakdown. 

Note : This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application, 
generally explaining why such continued operation would be 
required to prevent injury to personnel or severe damage to 
equipment, and describing the measures that will be taken 
to minimize emissions from any malfunctions and breakdowns . 

i . This authorization only allows such continued 
operation as necessary to prevent injury to personnel 
or severe damage to equipment and does not extend to 
continued operation solely for the economic benefit 
of the Permittee . 

ii. Upon occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunction or breakdown, the Permittee shall repair 
the responsible affected coke oven operations or 
other responsible equipment and/or re-establish the 
applicable control practices (e.g., the rail system 
for quench car). 

iii. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements of 
Conditions 7.2.9(h) and Condition 5 . 10 . 5-2, 
respectively. For these purposes, time shall be 
measured from the start of a particular incident. 
The absence of excess emissions for a short period 
shall not be considered to end the incident if excess 
emissions resume. 
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7.2.6 

iv. Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see 
Condition 5 . 10 . 5-2(a) (i))of a malfunction or 
breakdown with excess emissions , the Permittee shall 
comply with all reasonable directives of the Illinois 
EPA with respect to such incident . 

v . This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to minimize excess 
emissions during malfunction or breakdown. As 
provided by 35 IAC 201.265 , an authorization in a 
permit for continued operation with excess emissions 
during malfunction and breakdown does not shield the 
Permittee from enforcement for any such violation and 
only constitutes a prima facie defense to such an 
enforcement action provided that the Permittee has 
fully complied with all terms and conditions 
connected with such authorization. 

b. During the period when only one quench station is available 
(i . e. , the other quench station is not operable because of 
construction work on a new quench tower) or there is a 
malfunction or breakdown preventing hot coke from being 
moved to a tower-equipped quench station (e.g., rail line 
malfunction) , the Permittee is authorized to continue 
operation of the coke ovens with emergency quenching , i.e., 
quenching without a quench tower or at a quench station 
that is experiencing a malfunction or breakdown (see 
Condition 7.2.5-5). 

Production and Emission Limitations 

a . 

b . 

c. 

i. 

l. • 

The amount of coal charged to the affected Battery 
"B" shall not exceed 454 , 000 tons per year 
[Construction Permit C808048). 

Emissions of PM from the mobile scrubber cars for 
pushing shall not exceed 4.2 lb/hr and 18.3 t/yr (Tl) . 

Compliance with annual limits shall be determined 
from a running total of 12 months of data 
[Construction Permit 88070071). 

ii. Spare cars , parts inventories and maintenance 
practices shall be maintained and implemented by the 
Permittee for the pushing operations (quench cars and 
mobile scrubbers) consistent with good air pollution 
control practices [Permit 88070071). 

l. • Supplementary natural gas usage for the coke ovens 
shall not exceed 20 million scf/month and 123 million 
scf/yr [Tl]. 

ii. Emissions attributable to the combustion of natural 
gas for the underfiring of the batteries shall not 
exceed the follo wing limits. Compliance with the 
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d . 

annual limits shall be determined from a running 
total of 12 months of data [Tl) : 

Emissions 
Pollutant (Tons/Month) (Tons/Year) 
NOx 2 . 80 17 . 22 
co 0.84 5 . 17 
PM 0 . 12 0 . 73 
PM10 0 . 11 0.62 
VOM 0 . 06 0.34 
S02 0.01 0 . 04 

iii. The above limitations were established in the Permit 
04110018. 

i. Once shakedown of the new quench tower on the West 
Quench Station has been completed, the Permittee 
shall use the West Quench Station preferentially . 
ror this purpose, on an annual basis* , excluding 
periods when the West Quench Station cannot be used 
due to malfunction or breakdown , the East Quench 
Statio n shall not quench more than : 5 percent of the 
total number of quenches or 15, 000 tons of coke , 
whichever is greater , not to exceed 30,000 tons of 
coke per year. 

* This limit shall apply for the 12 month period 
from July 1 of one year through June 30 of the 
following year . This limit shall also apply 
for the initial 12 mo nths following shakedown 
o f the West Quenc h Station with new quench 
t o wer. 

ii. Shakedown of each affec ted quench tower shall be 
completed within 180 days o f the initial quench with 
each t ower. 

iii. The abo ve limitatio ns were established in the Permit 
08060026. 

7.2.7-1 Emission Testing f o r Co ke Ove n Pushing 

a . Testing requ irements establishe d by 40 CrR Part 63 Subpart 
CCCCC: 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7321 , for each control device 
subject to an emission limit for particulate matter 
in 40 CFR 63.7290(a) , the Permittee must conduct 
performance tests no less fre quently than twice (at 
mid-term and renewal) during each term of the CAAPP 
permit (i . e ., every 30 months) . 
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ii . The Permittee must conduct each pe rformance test 
according t o the following requirements in 40 CFR 
63.7322 . 

A. To determine compliance with a process-weighted 
mass rate of particulate matter (lb/ton of 
coke) from a control device applied to pushing 
emissions where a cokeside shed is not used , 
follow these test methods and procedures to 
determine the concentratio n of particulate 
matter according to the f o llowing test methods 
in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60: 

1. Method 1 to sele ct sampling port 
locations and the number of traverse 
points . Sampling sites must be located 
at the outlet of the c ontrol device and 
prior to any releases t o the atmosphere. 

2 . Method 2, 2F , or 2G to determine the 
volumetric flow rate of the stack gas . 

3. Method 3t 3A , or 38 to determine the dry 
molecular weight of the stack gas . 

4 . Method 4 to determine the moisture 
content of the stack gas . 

5. Method 5 or 5D , as applicable, to 
determine the concentration of front half 
particulate matter in the stack gas. 

B . During each particulate matter test run, sample 
only during periods of actual pushing when the 
capture system fan and control device are 
engaged. Collect a minimum sample volume of 30 
dry standard cubic feet of gas during each test 
run . Three valid test runs are needed to 
comprise a performance test. Each run must 
start at the beginning of a push and finish at 
the end of a push (i . e., sample for an integral 
number of pushes). 

C. Determine the total combined weight in tons of 
coke pushed during the duration of each test 
run according to the procedures in the 
Permittee's source test plan for calculating 
coke yield from the quantity of coal charged to 
an individual oven . 
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). Compute the process-weighted mass emissions 
(!::pl for each test run using the following 

equation : 

CxQ xT 
P xK 

Where: 

(Eq. l ) 

F:r = Process weighted mass emissions of 
particulate matter , lb/ton ; 

C Concentration Jf particulate matter , 
gr/dscf; 

Q Volumetric flow rate of stack gas , 
dscf/hr ; 

T Total time during a run that a sample is 
withdrawn from the stack during pushing, 
hr ; 

P Total amount of coke pushed during the 
test run , tons ; and 

K Conversion factor , 7 , 000 gr/Jb . 

b . Testing requirements to address 35 IAC 212.443(c) (2) 

If the PM emissions measured during the emissions testing 
conducted pursuant to Condition 7.2 . 7-l(a) are more than 
0.036 lb/ton , the Permittee shall conduct a follow-up test 
between 12 and 18 months after such test , unless subsequent 
emission testing conducted in the 12 month period following 
such test shows PM emissions are no more than 0 . 030 lb/ton . 

7.2.7-2 Testing Requirements for Coke Quenching 

a. Requirements of 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart CCCCC 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7333(f) , the Perrnittee shall 
sample and analyze quench water for total dissolved 
solids on at least a weekly basis in accordance with 
the pr0cedures specified by 40 CFR 63.7325(a) . 

ii . If the Permittee elects to comply with the TDS limit 
for quench water in 40 CFR 63 . 7295 (a) (1) (i) , Lhe 
Permittee must conduct each performance test that 
applies to the affected quenching operations 
according to the following conditions in 40 CFR 
63.7325(a) (1) and (2): 
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A. Take the quench water sample from a location 
that provides a representative sample of the 
quench water as applied to the coke (e . g . , from 
the header that feeds water to the quench tower 
reservoirs) . Conduct sampling under normal and 
representative operating conditions . 

B . Determine the TDS concentration of the sample 
using Method 160.1 in 40 CfR part 136 . 3 (see 
residue- filterable") , except that you must dry 
the total filterable residue at 103 to 105°C 
instead of 180°C. 

b . Requirements of 35 IAC 212 . 443(h) 

i . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.443(h) (3) , the quench water 
shall be sampled for total dissolved solids 
concentrations in accordance with the methods 
specified in Standard Methods for the Examination of 
Water and Wastewater, Section 209C , "Total filterable 
Residue Dried at 103-105°C" 15th Edition , 1980, 
incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 212.113. 
Analyses shall be performed on grab samples of the 
quench water as applied to the coke in accordance 
with the sampling schedule in Condition 7.2.12(c). 

ii . If the quench station is not used during any given 
calendar week, the grab samples for that quench 
station need not be analyzed. 

c . Testing requirements for West Quench Station from Permit 
08060026 

Within two years after initial startup of the West Quench 
Station with low emission quench tower , the Permittee shall 
have emission test(s) conducted for this quench station at 
its expense as follows : 

i. The emissions test(s) shall be designed to measure 
the PM , PM ~, and PM2.s emission rates (lb/ton coke) 
from the quench tower under conditions that are 
representative of the maximum emissions as the 
station is normally operated . 

ii . The Permittee shall install any facilities necessary 
to accommodate this emissions testing . 

iii . The following methods and procedures shall be used 
for testing emissions of PM unless other method(s) 
are approved by the Illinois EPA as part of its 
review of the test plan. 

A. The following USEPA Test Methods : 
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Refer to 40 CFR 60, Appendix A for USEPA test 
methods and www.epa.gov/ttn/emc/prelim.html for 
other test methods. 

Location of Sample Points USEPA Method 
Gas Flow and Velocity USEPA Method 
Flue Gas Weight USEPA Method 
Moisture USEPA Method 
PM USEPA Method 

B. Testing for emissions of filterable and 
condensable PM10 shall be conducted using an 
appropriate Test Method developed by USEPA , 
e.g., Method 201/201A or Other Test Method 
(OTM) 27 and Method 202 or OTM 28 , or a 
Reference Method proposed by USEPA, subject to 
review by the Illinois EPA as part of the 
review of the test plan . 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

C. Testing for emissions of filterable PM2.s shall 
be conducted using an applicable Reference 
Method , as adopted by USEPA in 40 CFR Part 51, 
Appendix M, or in 40 CFR Part 60 , Appendix A. 
If USEPA has not adopted a Reference Method for 
testing of filterable PM2.s when testing must be 
performed, testing for filterable PM2.5 shall be 
conducted using an appropriate Test Method 
developed by USEPA , e.g. , OTM 27 , or a 
Reference Method proposed by USEPA , subject to 
review by the Illinois EPA as part of the 
review of the test plan. 

iv. For this emission testing, test notification and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Conditions 8.6.2 and 8.6 . 3 of this 
permit. 

7.2.7-3 Compliance Demonstrations and Emission Testing for Coke Oven 
Underfiring (combustion stacks) 

a. For compliance demonstration with opacity limits , the 
Permittee must conduct each performance test that applies 
to the affected operations according to the following 
requirements in 40 CFR 63.7324(b) : 

To determine compliance with the daily average opacity 
limit for stacks of 15 percent for a by-product coke oven 
battery on a normal coking cycle or 20 percent for a by­
product coke oven battery on batterywide extended coking , 
follow the test methods and procedures outlined below : 

i. Using the continuous opacity monitoring system (COMS) 
required in 40 CFR 63.7330(e), measure and record the 
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opacity of emissions from each battery stack for a 
24-hour period . 

ii . Reduce the monitoring data to hourly averages as 
specified in 40 CFR 63 . 8(g)(2). 

iii . Compute and record the 24-hour (daily) average of the 
COMS data. 

b . Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(7) (d) and (pl of the Act, the 
Permittee shall conduct emission tests for each coke oven 
combustion stack under conditions that are representative 
of maximum emissions as follows : 

i . Testing for PM emissions (filterable PM from Battery 
A and filterable and filterable non-sulfate PM from 
Battery B) shall be conducted as follows : 

A. Initial testing shall be conducted within 24 
months of the effective date of this permit 
condition. 

B. Thereafter , emission testing shall be repeated 
in 30 months , unless the PM emission rate 
measured from both stacks during the previous 
testing is less than 0.040 gr/dscf for 
filterable PM and less than 0 . 024 gr/dscf for 
filterable non-sulfate PM from the combustion 
stack on Battery B, in which case testing shall 
be repeated in 60 months. 

c. Testing shall also be conducted for c ombustion 
stack(s) upon written request from the Illinois 
EPA as specified in the request., This testing 
shall be completed within 90 days of the date 
of the request or such later date agreed to by 
the Illinois EPA. 

ii . In conjunction with the initial testing for PM 
emissions required by Condition 7.2.7-3(b) (i) (A) , the 
Permittee shall also test for CO and NOx from one of 
the coke oven combustion stacks , as selected by the 
Illinois EPA . 

iii . The following USEPA test methods shall be used for 
testing of emissions , unless another USEPA test 
method is approved by the Illinois EPA. Refer to 40 
CFR 51 , Appendix M, and 40 CFR 60 , Appendix A, for 
test methods. 

Location of Sample Points 
Gas Flow and Velocity 
Flue Gas Weight 
Moisture 

Method 1 
Method 2 
Method 3 
Method 4 
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PM (filterable) 
PM (non-sulfate filterable) 
co 
NOx 

Method 5 
Method SF 
Method 10 
Method 7 or 7E 

iv. For this emission testing, test notification and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Conditions 8 . 6.2 and 8.6.3 of this 
permit. 

v. With the report for emission testing, the Permittee 
shall also provide a summary of the opacity data 
monitored during the period of testing (6 minute 
averages and daily average), the sulfur content of 
COG being combusted during the period of testing, as 
measured by the monitoring system(s) for COG, the PM 
content of COG combusted during the period of 
testing , and data for the firing rate of the battery 
during testing (mmBtu or SCF of COG and natural gas 
per hour) for each test run , with supporting 
calculations. 

c. Testing conditions above are established pursuant to 
Sections 39. 5 (7) (d) and (p) of the Act. 

7 . 2 . 8-1 Monitoring Requirements for Charging, Doors, Lids and Off Takes 

a. i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 309(a), daily performance tests 
shall be conducted by a certified observer each day, 
7 days per week for the affected battery , as 
specified by 40 CFR 63.309, the results of which 
shall be used in accordance with procedures specified 
in 40 CFR 63 Subpart L to determine compliance with 
each of the applicable visible emission limitations 
for coke oven doors , topside port lids, off take 
systems, and charging operations in 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
L. 

ii. The Permittee shall enter into a contract providing 
for the inspections and performance tests required 
under the NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart L, to be 
performed by a Method 303 certified observer. The 
inspections and performance tests will be conducted 
at the expense of the Permittee, during the period 
that the USEPA is the implementing agency [40 CFR 
63. 309 (a) (5) (ii)). 

A. The certified observer shall conduct daily 
performance tests according to the requirements 
specified in 40 CFR 63.309(c). 

B. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.309(c) (3), upon request 
of the certified observer the Permittee shall 
demonstrate pursuant to Reference Method 303 
the accuracy of the pressure measurement device 
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for the collecting mains and shall not adjust 
the pressure to a level below the range of 
normal operation during or prior to the 
inspection . 

C. In no case shall the owner or operator 
knowingly block a coke oven door , or any 
portion of a door for the purpose of concealing 
emissions or preventing observations by the 
certified observer , as prohibited by 40 CFR 
63.309(c} (6) . 

D. 1. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.309(e) , the 
certified observer shall make available 
to the implementing agency , as well as to 
the Permittee , a copy of the daily 
inspection results by the end of the day 
and shall make available the calculated 
rolling average for each emission point 
to the Permittee as soon as practicable 
following each performance test . The 
information provided by the certified 
observer is not a compliance 
determination. For the purposes of 
notifying the owner or operator of the 
results obtained by a certified observer , 
the person does not have to be certified . 

2 . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 306 (d) (3) , if the 
certified observer calculates that a 
second exceedance (or if applicable , a 
second independent exceedance) has 
occurred, the certified observer shall 
notify the Permittee. No later than 10 
days after receipt of such notification , 
the Permittee shall notify the 
administrator (USEPA) and Illinois EPA of 
any finding of whether work practices are 
related to the cause or solution of the 
problem . 

Note : Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 306 (d) ( 6) , 
the reviewing authority (USEPA) may 
disapprove the submitted finding if it 
determines that a revised work practice 
plan is needed to prevent exceedances of 
the applicable visible emission 
limitations . 

iii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 309(f) , compliance with the 
NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart L shall not be determined 
more often than the schedule provided for performance 
tests under 40 CFR 63 . 309 . If additional valid 
emissions observations are obtained (or in the case 
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o f c harging, valid sets of emission observations), 
the arithmetic average of all valid values (or valid 
sets o f values) obtained during the day shall be used 
in any computatio ns performed to dete rmine compliance 
under 40 CfR 63.309(d) o r d e t e rminations under 40 CfR 
63.306, 

iv . Pursuant to 40 CfR 63.309(i), no observatio ns 
obtained during any pro gram for training o r for 
certifying ubservers under 4 0 CfR 63 Subpart L shall 
be used to determine c o mpliance with the requirements 
of 40 CfR 63 Subpart L or any other federally 
enforceable standard . 

b . Pursuant t 0 4 0 CfR 63.308, f o r the collecting mains , the 
Permittee shall c o nduct daily inspections for leaks and 
promptly repair any leaks as specified by 40 CFR 63.308(a) 
through (d) . 

c . Pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (d) of the Act, the Permittee 
shall have daily inspections conducted for charging and 
doors , lids and off takes to confirm compliance by Battery 
A with 35 IAC 212 . 443 (b) , (ct), (e) and (f) and by Battery B 
with LAER limit (See Conditions 7.2.3-l(c), 7.2.3-2(b), 
7.2.3-3(b) , and 7 . 2 . 3-4(b)). These inspections shall be 
conducted in accordance with applicable pro cedures in 
Condition 7 . 2.12(a). These inspections may be coordinated 
with the daily inspections required by the NESHAP , provided 
that appropriate observatio ns are made and collected to 
address these applicable limits under state rule and 
permit. 

7 . 2 . 8-2 Monitoring Requirements for Pushing 

a, Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7330(b) , For each venturi scrubber 
applied to pushing emissions, the Permittee must at all 
times monitor the pressure drop and water flow rate using a 
CPMS according to the following requirements: 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7331(e) , operate, and maintain CPMS 
to measure and record the pressure drop across the scrubber 
and scrubber water flow rate during each push according to 
the requirements in the site specific monitoring plan as 
well as the following: 

i . Each CPMS must complete a measurement at least once 
per push [40 CFR 63. 7331 (e) (1) I; 

ii. Each CPMS must produce valid data for all pushes [40 
CFR 63 . 7331 (e) (2) I; and 

iii. Each CPMS must determine and record the daily (24-
hour) average of all recorded readings [40 CFR 
63 . 7331 (e) (3) J . 
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b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7330(d), For each capture system 
applied to pushing emissions , the Permittee must at all 
times operate and maintain a device to measure the fan RPM. 

c . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7331(b) , the Permittee must maintain 
and make available for inspection upon request by the 
Illinois EPA and USEPA a site-specific monitoring p l an for 
each Continuous Parameter Monitoring System (CPMS) that 
addresses the following requirements : 

i. Installation of the CPMS sampling probe or other 
interface at a measurement location relative to each 
affected process unit such that the measurement is 
representative of c o ntrol of the exhaust emissions 
(e . g . , on or downstream of the last control device) 
(40 CFR 63.733l(b) (1)] ; 

ii . Performance and equipment specifications for the 
sample interface , the parametric signal ana l yzer , and 
the data collection and reduction system [40 CFR 
63 . 733l(b) (2)) ; 

iii . Performance evaluation procedures and acceptance 
criteria (e.g. , calibrations) [40 CFR 
63 . 7331 (bl (3) I; 

iv. Ongoing operation and maintenance procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.8(c)(l) , (3) , (4)(ii) , (7) , and(8) [40CFR 
63. 7331 (bl (4) I; 

v . Ongoing data quality assurance procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63 . B(d) [40 CFR 63.733l(b) (5) ]; and 

vi . Ongoing recordkeeping and reporting procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.l0(c) , (e) (1) , and (e) (2) (i) [40 CFR 
63 . 7331 (bl (6) I. 

d. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.733l(d) , the Permittee must operate 
and maintain the CPMS in continuous operatio n acco rding t o 
the site-specific monitoring plan. 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7332(a) , except f o r monitor 
malfunctions , associated repairs , and required quality 
assurance or control activities (including as applicable , 
calibration checks and required zero and span ad j ustments) , 
you must monitor continuously (or collect data at all 
required intervals) at all times the affected source is 
o perating. 
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f . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7332(b), the Permittee may not use 
data recorded during monitoring malfunctions, associated 
repairs, and required quality assurance or control 
activities in data averages and calculations used to report 
emission or operating levels, or in fulfilling a minimum 
data availability requirement, if applicable. You must use 
all the data collected during all other periods in 
assessing compliance. A monitoring malfunction is any 
sudden, infrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of 
the monitor to provide valid data. Monitoring failures 
that are caused in part by poor maintenance or careless 
operation are not malfunctions . 

g. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7333 (d) (3) (ii), check the fan RPM at 
least every 8 hours to verify the daily average fan RPM is 
at or above the minimum level in Condition 7 . 2.8-2(hl and 
recording the results of each check. 

h . i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7290(b) (1), for each venturi 
scrubber applied to pushing emissions, the Permittee 
must maintain the daily average pressure drop and 
scrubber water flow rate at or above (no lower than) 
the following minimum levels established as the site­
specific operating limits during testing: 

Scrubber Water Flow Pressure 
PCS Car Rate, gal/min Drop , in. WC 

#3 860 37 
#4 607 33 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7290 (b) (3) (ii), for each 
capture system the Permittee must maintain the daily 
average fan revolutions per minute (RPM) at or above 
(no lower than) the minimum level established as the 
site-specific operating limits during testing: 

PCS Car RPM 
#3 1650 
#4 1743 

iii. Pursuant to 40 Cf'R 63. 7323 (el (1) through (3) , the 
Permittee may change the operating limit for a 
venturi scrubber, capture system, or mobile control 
device that captures emissions during pushing if the 
Permittee meets the following requirements described 
below: 

A. Submit a written notification to the Illinois 
EPA of Permittee's request to conduct a new 
performance test to revise the operating limit. 

B. Conduct a performance test to demonstrate that 
emissions of particulate matter from the 



R002872

Page 89 

control device do not exceed the applicable 
limit in 40 CFR 63.7290(a) . 

c . Establish revised operating limits according to 
the applicable procedures in 40 CFR 63 . 7323 . 

1. The Permittee shall comply with the work practice standards 
for fugitive pushing emissions as specified by 40 CFR 
63 . 7291 . In particular : 

i. The Permittec shall observe and record the opacity of 
fugitive pushing emissions as required by 40 CFR 
63 . 7291 (a) (1) , (a) (2) , (a) (3) and (a) (4) . 

ii, The Permittee shall undertake corrective action(s) in 
the event that the opacity of fugitive pushing 
emissions exceeds the applicable limit , as required 
by 40 CFR 63 . 7291 (a) (5) through (a) (7). 

iii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 729l(b) , the Permittee may 
request to use an alternative to the work practice 
standards in 40 CFR 63 . 7291(a) using the procedure 
provided in 40 CFR 63.6(g). 

j . For each by-product coke oven battery with vert ical flues 
subject to the work practice standards for fugitive pushing 
emissions in 40 CFR 63.729l(a) , the Permittee must 
demonstrate continuous compliance according to the 
following requirements of 40 CFR 63. 7334 (a) (1) through (8) : 

i. The Permittee shall observe and record the opacity of 
fugitive emissions for four consecutive pushes per 
operating day , except the Permittee may make fewer or 
non-consecutive observations as permitted by 40 CFR 
63. 7291 (al (3) . The Permittee shall maintain records 
of the pushing schedule for each oven and records 
indicating the legitimate operational reason for any 
change in the pushing schedule according to 40 CFR 
63 . 729l(a) (4). 

ii. The Permittee shall observe and record the opacity of 
fugitive emissions from each oven in a battery at 
least once every 90 days. If an oven cannot be 
observed during a 90-day period , the Permittee shall 
observe and record the opacity of the first push of 
that oven following the close of the 90-day period 
that can be read in accordance with the procedures in 
40 CFR 63. 7334 (a) (1) through (8) . 

iii. The Permittee shall make all observations and 
calculations for opacity observations of fugitive 
pushing emissions in accordance with Method 9 in 
appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60 using a Method 9 
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certified observer unless the Permittee has an 
approved alternative procedure under 40 CFR 
63. 7334 (a) (7). 

iv . The Permittee shall record pushing opacity 
observations at 15-second intervals as required in 
section 2.4 of Method 9 Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60. 
The following requirements do not apply: (section 
2.4 of Method 9) for a minimum of 24 observations; 
the data reduction requirements in (section 2.5 of 
Method 9); and obtaining at least 3 hours of 
observations (thirty 6-minute averages) to 
demonstrate initial compliance (40 CFR 
63 . 6 (h) (5) (ii) (B)) does not apply . 

v . If fewer than six but at least four 15-second 
observations can be made, the Permittee shall use the 
average of the total number of observations to 
calculate average opacity for the push. Missing one 
or more observations during the push (e.g., as the 
quench car passes behind a building) does not 
invalidate the observations before or after the 
interference for that push. However, a minimum of 
four 15-second readings must be made by the Permittee 
for a valid observation. 

v: . The Permittee shall begin observations for a push at 
the first detectable movement of the coke mass. The 
Permittee shall end observations of a push when the 
quench car enters the quench tower. 

A. For a battery without a cokeside shed , the 
Permittee shall observe fugitive pushing 
emissions from a position at least 10 meters 
from the quench car that provides an 
unobstructed view and avoids interferences from 
the topside of the battery . This may require 
the observer to be positioned at an angle to 
the quench car rather than perpendicular to it. 
Typical interferences for the observer to avoid 
include emissions from open standpipes and 
charging. Opacity of emissions shall be 
observed above the battery top with the sky as 
the background where possible. The Permittee 
shall record the oven number of any push not 
observed because of obstructions or 
interferences. 

B, An observer may reposition after the push to 
observe emissions during travel if necessary. 
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vii. If it is infeasible to implement the procedures in 40 
CFR 63 . 7334 (a) (1) through (6) for an oven due to 
physical obstructions, nighttime pushes , or other 
reasons, the Permittee may apply to an appropriate 
permitting authority (USEPA) for permission to use an 
alternative procedure. The application must provide 
a detailed explanation of why it is infeasible to use 
the procedures in 40 CFR 63. 7334 (a) ( 1) through (6) , 
identify the oven and battery numbers , and describe 
the alternative procedure. An alternative procedure 
must identify whether the coke in that oven is not 
completely coked, either before , during, or after an 
oven is pushed. 

viii. For each oven observed that exceeds an opacity of 30 
percent for any short battery , the Permittee must 
take corrective action and/or increase the coking 
time in accordance with 40 CFR 63.729l(a). The 
Permittee shall maintain records documenting 
conformance with the requirements in 40 CFR 
63. 7291 (a). 

k . Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (d) of the Act , the Permit tee 
shall have daily observations conducted for pushing to 
confirm compliance with 35 IAC 212.443 (cl (1) (A) (Condition 
7.2.3-S(a)). These observations shall be conducted in 
accordance with applicable procedures in Condition 
7.2.12(b) . These observations may be coordinated with the 
observations required by the NESHAP provided that 
appropriate observations are made and data collected to 
address the applicable standard under state rule. These 
observations shall also include, on a monthly basis , 
opacity observations for the stack of the mobile scrubber 
car. 

1. For each coke oven battery with a capture system or control 
device applied to pushing emissions , the Permittee shall 
demonstrate continuous compliance with the operation and 
maintenance requirements in 40 CFR 63.7300(c) by meeting 
the following requirements outlined in 40 CFR 63.7335(b) 

i. Making monthly inspections of capture systems 
according to 40 CFR 63. 7300 (c) (1) and recording all 
information needed to document conformance with these 
requirements ; and 

ii. Performing preventative maintenance for each control 
device according to 40 CFR 63. 7300 (c) (2) and 
recording all information needed to document 
conformance with these requirements . 



R002875

Page 92 

7.2 . 8-3Monitoring Requirements for Quenching 

a. For each coke oven battery subject to the work practice 
standard for quenching in 40 CFR 63.7295(b) , the Permittee 
must demonstrate continuous compliance according to the 
following requirements of 40 CFR 63. 7334 (e) (1) through (3) ~ 

i . Maintaining baffles in each quench tower such that no 
more than 5 percent of the cross-sectional area of 
the tower is uncovered or open to the sky as required 
in 40 CFR 63. 7295 (b) (1); 

11. Maintaining records that document conformance with 
the washing , inspection , and repair requirements in 
40 CFR 63. 7295 (b) (2) , including records of the 
ambient temperature on any day that the baffles were 
not washed; and 

iii. Maintaining records of the source of makeup water to 
document conformance with the requirement for 
acceptable makeup water in 40 CFR 63 . 7295 (a) (2) . 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7295(b) , for the quench tower, the 
Permittee shall perform inspections on at least a monthly 
basis for damaged or missing baffles and initiate repair or 
replacement within 30 days , which shall be completed as 
soon as practicable , as specified by 40 CFR 63.7295(b) (3) 
and (4). 

7.2 . 8-4 Monitoring Requirements for Combustion Stacks 

a. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7330(e) , for each coke oven battery 
stack , the Permittee must operate and maintain a COMS to 
measure and record the opacity of emissions exiting each 
stack according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63. 7331 (j) (1) 

through (5} and the following below: 

i. The Permittee must operate, and maintain each COMS 
according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.8(e) and 
Performance Specification 1 in 40 CFR Part 60, 
Appendix B. The Permittee shall identify periods the 
COMS is out-of-control , including any periods that 
the COMS fails to pass a daily calibration drift 
assessment , quarterly performance audit , or annual 
zero alignment audit. 

ii. The Permittee must conduct a performance evaluation 
of each COMS according to the requirements in 40 CFR 
63 . 8 and Performance Specification 1 in Appendix B t o 
40 CFR Part 60 . 

iii. The Permittee must develop and implement a quality 
control program for operating and maintaining each 
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COMS according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.8(d) . 
At minimum, the quality control program must include 
a daily calibration drift assessment , quarterly 
performance audit , and an annual zero alignment audit 
of each COMS . 

iv . Each COMS installed , operated and maintained by the 
Permittee must complete a minimum of one cycle of 
sampling and analyzing for each successive 10-second 
period and one cycle of data recording for each 
successive 6-minute period . The Permittee must 
reduce the COMS data as specified in 40 CFR 
63.8(g)(2). 

v, The Permittee must determine and record the hourly 
and daily (24-hour) average opacity according to the 
procedures in 40 CFR 63 . 7324(b) using all the 6-
minute averages collected for periods during which 
the COMS is not out-of-control . 

b. Pursuant to Sections 39,5(7) (d) and (p) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall also record 6-minute average opacity data 
from the COMS required by Condition 7 . 2 . 8-4(a). 

7.2.8-5 Monitoring Requirements for Emergency By-pass Bleeder Stacks 

7.2 . 9 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 309 (h) ( 1), for a flare installed to meet 
the requirements of 40 CFR 63.307(b) (see Condition 7 . 2.3-B(b)) 

If any emergency by-pass bleeder stack flare operates more than 
5 minutes (cumulative) during any 2 hour period, visible 
emissions observations shall be conducted by using Method 22 in 
Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 60 . 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected coke production operations , pursuant to Sections 
39 . 5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a. 40 CFR 63, Subpart CCCCC (40 CFR 63.7334(d)) 

For each by-product coke oven battery subject to the work 
practice standard for soaking in 40 63.7294(a), the 
Permittee must demonstrate continuous compliance by 
maintaining records that document conformance with 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 7294 (a) (1) through (5). 

b. 40 CFR 63 , Subpart CCCCC (40 CFR 63.7342 and 63 . 7343) 

i . The Permittee shall keep the following records 
specified in 40 CFR 63. 7342 (a) (1) through (3): 



R002877

Page 94 

A. A copy of each notification and report that the 
Permittee submitted to comply with 40 CFR 63 
Subpart CCCCC, including all documentation 
supporting any initial notification or 
notification of compliance status that the 
Permittee submitted, according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63. 10 (b) (2) (xiv) . 

B. The records in 40 CFR 63.6(e) (3) (iii) through 
(v) related to startup, shutdown, and 
malfunction. 

C. Records of performance tests, performance 
evaluations, and opacity observations as 
required in 40 CFR 63.l0(b) (2) (viii). 

i i . For each COMS or CEMS, the Permittee shall keep the 
following records specified in 40 CFR 63 . 7342 (b) (1) 
th rough ( 4) : 

A. Records described in 40 CFR 63 .10 (b) (2) (vi) 
through (xi). 

B . Monitoring data for COMS during a performance 
evaluation as required in 40 CFR 63. 6 (h) (7) ( i) 
and (ii) . 

C. Previous (that is , superseded) versions of the 
performance evaluation plan as required in 40 
CFR 63.8(d} (3). 

D. Records of the date and time that each 
deviation started and stopped , and whether the 
deviation occurred during a period of startup , 
shutdown, or malfunction or during another 
period. 

iii. The Permittee shall keep the records in 40 CFR 
63.6(h) (6) for visual observations (40 CFR 
63. 7342 (C) I. 

i v . The Permittee shall keep the records required in 40 
CFR 63 . 7333 through 63.7335 to show continuous 
compliance with each emission limitation, work 
practice standard, and operation and maintenance 
requirement that applies to the Permittee (40 CFR 
63. 7342 (d) I. 

v . The Permittee shall keep its records in a form 
suitable and readily available for expeditious 
review, according to 40 CFR 63.l0(b) (1) (40 CFR 
63.7343(a)]. 
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c . 

d . 

vi . As specified in 40 CFR 63.l0(b) (1) , the Permittee 
shall keep each record for 5 years following the date 
of each occurrence, measurement, maintenance , 
corrective action , report, or record [40 CFR 
63. 7343 (bl l. 

vii. The Permittee shall keep each record on site for at 
least 2 years after the date of each occurrence , 
measurement , maintenance, corrective action , report , 
or record , according to 40 CFR 63 .10 (bl (1) . The 
Permittee may keep the records offsite for the 
remaining 3 years (40 CFR 63 . 7343(c)]. 

40 CFR 63 , Subpart CCCCC (40 CFR 63 . 7326) 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7326 (a) (2) , For each venturi 
scrubber applied to pushing emissions, the Permittee 
shall have a record of the pressure drop and scrubber 
water flow rate measured during the performance test 
in accordance with 40 CFR 63.7323(a) . 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7326(a) (4) (iii), For each 
capture system applied to pushing emissions , the 
Permittee shall have a record of the fan RPM measured 
during the performance test in accordance with 40 CFR 
63 . 7323(c) (3). 

40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart L (40 CFR 63.3ll(f) and (g)) 

The Permittee shall maintain files of all required 
information in a permanent form suitable for inspection at 
an onsite location for at least 1 year and must thereafter 
be accessible within 3 working days to the Administrator 
for the time period specified in 40 CFR 70 . 6(a) (3) (ii) (Bl. 
Copies of the work practice plan developed under 40 CFR 
63 . 306 and the startup , shutdown, and malfunction plan 
developed under 40 CFR 63 . 310 shall be kept onsite at all 
times. The Permittee shall maintain the following 
information : 

i. A copy of the work practice plan required by 40 CFR 
63.306 and any revision to the plan (40 CFR 
63 . 311 (fl (3) I ; 

ii. If the Permittee is required under 40 CFR 63.306! to 
implement the provisions of a work practice plan for 
a particular emission point , the following records 
shall be maintained by the Permittee regarding the 
implementation of plan requirements for that emission 
point during the implementation period (40 CFR 
63 . 311 (fl (4l I : 
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A . Copies of all written and audiovisual materials 
used in the training, the dates of each class , 
the names of the participants in each class , 
and documentation that all appropriate 
personnel have successfully completed the 
training required under 40 Cl?R 63 . 306(b) (1) ; 

B. The records required to be maintained by the 
plan provisions implementing 40 CFR 
63.306(b) (7) ; 

C . Records resulting from audits of the 
effectiveness of the work practice program for 
the particular emission point , as required 
under 40 Cl?R 63 . 306(b) (2) (i) , 63 . 306(b) (3) (i) , 
63.306(b)(4)(i) , or 63 . 306(b)(S)(i) ; and 

D. If the plan provisions for coke oven doors must 
be implemented , records of the inventory of 
doors and jambs as required under 40 CFR 
63. 306 (b) (2) (vi) . 

i ~i . The design drawings and engineering specifications 
for the bypass/bleeder stack flare system or approved 
alternative control device or system as required 
under 40 CFR 63 . 307 [40 cm 63 . Jll(f) (5)) . 

iv . Records specified in 40 CFR 63.310(f) regarding the 
basis of each malfunction notification [40 CFR 
63 . 3ll(f)(6)J . 

v . Records required to be maintained and reports 
required to be filed with the Illinois EPA under 
Subpart L shall be made available in accordance with 
the requirements of 40 CFR 63 . 311(g) by the Permittee 
to the authorized collective bargaining 
representative of the employees at a coke oven 
battery , for inspection and copying . 

A. Requests under 40 CFR 63 . Jll(g) shall be 
submitted in writing , and shall identify the 
records or reports that are subject to the 
request with reasonable specificity; 

B. The Permittee shall produce the reports for 
inspection and copying within a reasonable 
period of time , not to exceed 30 days . A 
reasonable fee may be charged for copying 
(except for the first copy of any document) , 
which shall not exceed the copying fee charged 
by the Illinois EPA under the Act ; 
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C. Nothing in 40 CFR 63 . 3ll(g) shall require the 
production for inspection or copying of any 
portion of a document that contains trade 
secrets or confidential business information 
that the Illinois EPA would be prohibited from 
disclosing to the public under the Act ; and 

D. The inspection or copying of a document under 
40 CFR 63 . 3ll(g) shall not in any way affect 
any property right of the owner or operator in 
such document under laws for the protection of 
intellectual property, including the copyright 
laws. 

e . Implementation of the good air pollution control practices , 
as required by Condition 7.2 . 5-3(b) (i) , shall be supported 
by maintaining logs or other records for the implementation 
of operation practices and for maintenance activities 
performed by Permittee. 

f . Records of the total annual coke production at batteries 
"An and " BH (ton/yr) and separately for the Battery B 
I 3 9 . 5 ( 7) (bl of the Act l . 

g . Records for Startups of Affected coke ovens , pursuant to 
Section 39.5(7) (bl of the Act 

i. The Permittee shall maintain startup procedures for 
each affected coke oven , as required by Condition 
7 . 2.5-4(b). 

ii. The Permittee shall maintain the following records 
for each startup of an affected coke oven : 

A. Date , time and duration of the startup . 

B . A description of the startup and reason(s ) for 
the startup. 

c. Whether a violation of an applicable standard 
may have occurred during startup accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 . 2 . 9(g) (iv) if a 
violation may have or did occur . 

D. Whether the established startup procedures , 
maintained above , were followed accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 . 2 . 9(g) (iii) if 
there were departure(s) from those procedures . 

iii . If the established startup procedures were not 
followed during a startup , the Permittee shall 
maintain the following records : 
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A. A description of the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

B. The reason(s) for the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

C . An explanation of the consequences of the 
departure(s) for emissions , such as whether the 
departure(s) prolonged the startup or resulted 
in additional emissions , and if so : 

1. The actions taken to minimize emissions 
and the duration of the startup; and 

2. An explanation whether similar incidents 
might be prevented in the future and if 
so , the corrective actions taken or to be 
taken to prevent similar incidents. 

iv. If a violation did or may have occurred during a 
startup , the Permittee shall maintain the following 
records: 

A. Identification of the applicable standard(s) 
that were or may have been violated. 

B. An explanation of the nature of such 
violation(s) , including the magnitude of such 
excess emissions . 

C. A description of the actions taken to minimize 
the magnitude of emissions and duration of the 
startup. 

D. An explanation whether similar incidents could 
be prevented or ameliorated in the future and 
if so , a description of the actions taken or t o 
be taken to prevent similar incidents in the 
future. 

h. Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201 . 263, the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected coke ovens 
as addressed by Condition 7.2.5-4, during malfunctions or 
breakdowns , which at a minimum, shall include the following 
records. The preparation of these records shall be 
completed within 45 days of an incident , unless the 
Permittee conducts a root cause analysis for the incident , 
in which case the preparation of these records , other than 
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the root cause analysis , shall be completed within 120 days 
of the incident . 

i. Date , time and duration of the incident. 

ii . A detailed description of the incident, including: 

A. A chronology of significant events durjng and 
leading up to the incident . 

B . Relevant operating data for the unit , including 
information such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident. 

C. The measures taken to reduce the quantity of 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident . 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident . 

iii . An explanation why continued operation of an affected 
coke oven was necessary to prevent personnel injury 
or prevent equipment damage . 

iv. A discussion of the cause(s) or probable cause(s) o f 
the incidenL including the following: 

A. Whether the incident was sudden , unavoidable , 
or preventable , including : 

1. Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident; 

2 . Why better maintenance could not have 
avoided the incident; 

3. Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided the incident ; and 

4. Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident . 

B. Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for , 

C . Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance . 
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v . A description o f any steps t a ken to prevent similar 
future incidents o r reduce their frequency and 
severity. 

vi . As an alternativ~ to kPeping the records required by 
Condition 7 . 2.9(h) (iv), the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis. For this purpose, a roo t cause 
analysis is an analysis who se purpose is to 
determine , correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from. If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem, define 
all causal relatio nships , provide a causal path to 
the root cause, delineate the evidence, and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be completed within o ne year of the incident. 

i. Quench stations 

The Permittee shall maintain the following records for 
quenching operations: 

i . A file listing the emissions factors used by the 
Permittee to determine the emissions of the various 
quenching operations, with supporting documentation 
and analysis . These records shall be prepared and 
copies sent to the Illinois EPA in accordance with 
Condition 5. 9. 6 (c) . 

i i . Records for the total number of quenches (ovens 
pushed) , the total amount of coke quenched (tons) and 
the average amount of coke per quench (tons/quench) 
on a monthly and annual basis*. 

i i i. A log showing each period of time when c o ke was 
quenched at the East Quench Station , with number of 
quenches during the period and explanatio n of reason 
for use of the East Quench Station. 

i v . Records on an annual basis* for the : 

A . Total number of quenches . 

B . For the East Quench Station: 

1. Total number of quenches and amo unt o f 
coke quenched at the East Quenc h Statio n. 

2. Total number of quenches and amo unt o f 
coke quenched at the East Qua n c h Station 
due to malfunction and breakd~wn. 

3 . Percentage of total quenches that 
occurred at the East Quen c h Statio n. 
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j . 

k . 

C. For the emergency quench station: 

* 

1. Total number of quenches and amount of 
coke quenched at the emergency quench 
station. 

2. Percentage of total quenches that 
occurred at the emergency quench station. 

These records shall be kept for the 12-month 
period from July 1 to June 30 and the initial 
12-month period following shakedown of the West 
Quench Station with new quench tower. 

v . Records for emissions of PM, PM1c, and PM2., from each 
affected quench station and from the emergency quench 
station (tons/month and tons/year), with supporting 
calculations . 

i. A file containing the emission rates (lb/hr and 
lb/ton) used by the Permittee to determine PM 
emissions from the mobile quench cars, with 
supporting documentation , which rates shall be 
reviewed when new data becomes available to assure 
that these rates do not understate actual emissions. 
These records shall be prepared and copies sent to 
the Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5.9.6(c). 

ii. Records of PM emissions of the mobile scrubber cars 
(tons/month and tons/year), with supporting 
calculations . 

i. Monthly and annual records of supplementary natural 
gas usage (scfl for underfiring the coke oven 
batteries and associated emissions (tons) with 
supporting calculations. 

11. Records of emissions as addressed in Condition 
7 . 2.6(cl . 

1 . Records of observations of duration of charging, percentage 
of leaks or opacity that are conducted by the Permittee or 
on its behalf to determine compliance with 35 IAC 
212 . 443 (b) and (c) (1) (Al in addition to the observations 
required by Condition 7.2 . 8-1 and 7.2 . 8-2. 

m. Records of all test reports and submittals related to 
emission testing required by Section 7.2 of this permit. 

7 . 2.10 Reporting Requirements 

a . Opacity Monitoring Reports for Combustion Stacks 
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Pursuant to Sections 39.5(7) (a) , (d) and (p) of the Act, 
the Permittee shall provide the followi.ng reports for each 
coke oven battery to the Illinois EPA, including a copy 
directly to Collinsville Regional Office, on a quarterly 
basis. 

i. "~xcess opaci.ty reportsu that list all opacity 
measurements which exceed 30 percent, averages over a 
six minute period. These reports shall also provide, 
for. each such incident , the percent opacity measured 
as well as the date and span of such incident. These 
reports shall state the reasons for excess opacity. 
These reports shall also specify the date of those 
periods during which the continuous monitoring system 
was not in operation. 

ii. "Summary reportsu that provide the average opacity, 
6-minute average , measured during the reporting 
period and the distribution of opacity measurements, 
6-minute average and hourly average, during the 
reporting period, by per.cent , in ranges as follows: 

Ranges 
6-Minute Averages Hourly Averages 
< 2 < 1 
> 2 and< 5 > 1 and< 3 
> 5 and< 10 > 3 and< 6 
> 10 and< 15 > 6 and< 10 
> 15 and < 20 > 10 and< 15 
> 20 and < 30 > 15 
> 30 

b . 40 cm Part 63 , Subpart ccccc (40 CFR 63. 7336) 

Pursuant to 63.7336(a) the Permittee must report each 
instance in which it did not meet each emission limitation 
in Conditions 7 . 2.3-S(c) , 7.2.3- 6(a) and 7.2.3 - 7(b). This 
includes periods of startup , shutdown , and malfunction. 
The Permittee must also report each instance in which it 
did not meet each work practice standard or operation and 
maintenance requirement in Condition 7.2.8-2(h). These 
instances are deviations from the emission limitations 
(including operating limits), work practice standards, and 
operation and maintenance requirements. These deviations 
must be reported according to the requirements in 40 CFR 
63.7341. 

c . 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart CCCCC (40 CFH. 63. 7341) 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7341 (a) (3) and (4), compliance 
report due dates. Unless the Illinois EPA has 
approved a different schedule, the Permittee shall 
submit quarterly compliance reports for battery 
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stacks and semiannual compliance reports for all 
other affected sources to the Illinois EPA according 
to the f ollowing requirements : 

A. All quarterly compliance reports for battery 
stacks must be postmarked or delivered no later 
than one calendar month following the end of 
the quarterly reporting period. All semiannual 
compliance reports must be postmarked or 
delivered no later than July 31 or January 31, 
whichever date is the first date following the 
end of the semiannual reporting period. 

B. If the Illinois EPA has established dates for 
submitting semiannual reports pursuant to 40 
CFR 70,6(a) (3) (iii) (Al , the Permittee may 
submit compliance reports according to the 
dates the Illinois EPA has established instead 
of acco rding to the dates in 40 CFR 
63 . 7341 (a) (1) through (3) . 

ii. Quarterly compliance report contents . Each quarterly 
report must provide info rmation on compliance with 
the emission limitations for battery stacks in 40 CFR 
63 . 7296. The reports must include the information i n 
40 CFR 63 . 7341(c) (1) through (3) , and as applicable , 
40 CFR 63 . 7341(c)(4) through (8). 

iii. Semiannual compliance report contents . Each 
c ompliance report must provide informatio n on 
compliance with the emissio n limitations, work 
practice standards , and operation and maintenance 
requirements for all affected sources except battery 
stacks. The reports must include the f o l l owing 
info rmation [40 CFR 63.7341(c)] 

A. Company name and address . 

B . Statement by a responsible official , with the 
official ' s name, title , and signature , 
certifying the truth , accuracy , and 
completeness of the content of the report . 

C. Date of repo rt and beginning and ending dates 
of the r e por ting period . 

D. If the Permittee had a startup , shutdown, or 
malfunction during the reporting peri od and the 
Permittee t ook actions consistent with the 
startup, shutdown , and malfunctio n p l an , the 
c ompliance report must include the information 
in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (d) (5) (i). 
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E. If there were no deviations from the continuous 
compliance requirements in 40 CFR 63.7333(e) 
for battery stacks , a statement that there were 
no deviations from the emission limitations 
during the reporting period . If there were no 
deviations from the continuous compliance 
requirements in 40 CFR 63.7333 through 63.7335 
that apply to the Permittee (for all affected 
sources other than battery stacks), a statement 
that there were no deviations from the emission 
limitations , work practice standards , or 
operation and maintenance requirements during 
the reporting period . 

F . If there were no periods during which a 
continuous monitoring system (including COMS , 
continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) , 
or CPMS) was out-of-control as specified in 40 
CFR 63 . 8 (c) (7) , a statement that there were no 
periods during which a continuous monitoring 
system was out-of-control during the reporting 
period . 

G. For each deviation from an emission limitation 
in Subpart CCCCC (including quench water 
limits) and for each deviation from the 
requirements for work practice standards in 
Subpart CCCCC that occurs at an affected source 
where the Permittee is not using a continuous 
monitoring system (including a COMS , CEMS , or 
CPMS) to comply with the emission limitations 
in Subpart CCCCC , the compliance report must 
contain the following information (this 
includes periods of startup , shutdown, and 
malfunction): 

1. The total operating time of each affected 
source during the reporting period . 

2. Information on the number , duration, and 
cause of deviations (including unknown 
cause , if applicable) as applicable and 
the corrective action taken . 

H. For each deviation from an emission limitation 
occurring at an affected source where the 
Perrnittee is using a continuous monitoring 
system (including COMS, CEMS , or CPMS) to 
comply with the emission limitation in Subpart 
CCCCC , the Permittee shall include the 
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following information (this includes periods of 
startup , shutdown , and malfunction): 

1. The date and time that each malfunction 
started and stopped. 

2. The date and time that each continuous 
monitoring system (including COMS, CEMS, 
or CPMS) was inoperative , except for zero 
(l ow-level) and high-level checks. 

3. The date , time, and duration that each 
continuous monitoring system (including 
COMS , CEMS, or CPMS) was out-of-control, 
including the information in 40 CFR 
63.B(c)(B). 

4. The date and time that each deviation 
started and stopped, and whether each 
deviation occurred during a period of 
startup, shutdown , or malfunction or 
during another period. 

5. A summary of the total duration of the 
deviation during the reporting period and 
the t otal duration as a percent of the 
total source operating time during that 
reporting period. 

6. A breakdown of the total duration of the 
deviations during the reporting period 
into those that are due to startup , 
shutdown , control equipment problems, 
process problems, other known causes, and 
other unknown causes. 

7 . A summary of the total duration of 
continuous monitoring system downtime 
during the reporting period and the total 
duration of continuous monitoring system 
downtime as a percent of the total source 
operating time during the reporting 
period. 

8. An identification of each HAP that was 
monitored at the affected source. 

9. A brief description of the process uni.ts . 

10. A brief description of the continuou s 
monitoring system. 
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11. The date of the latest continuous 
monitoring system certification or audit. 

12. A description of any changes in 
continuous monitoring systems , processes , 
or controls since the last reporting 
period . 

iv. Immediate startup , shutdown , and malfunction report. 
If the Permittee had a startup, shutdown , or 
malfunction during the semiannual reporting period 
that was not consistent with the Permittee ' s startup , 
shutdown , and malfunction plan, the Permittee shall 
submit an immediate startup , shutdown , and 
malfunction report according to the requirements in 
40 CfR 63.lO(d) (5) (ii) . 

d . 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart L (40 CFR 63.311) 

i . Semiannual compliance certification. The Permittee 
shall include the following information in the 
semiannual compliance certification (40 CFR 
63. 311 (d) l : 

A. Certification , signed by the Permittee , that no 
coke oven gas was vented , except through the 
bypass/bleeder stack flare system of a by­
product coke oven battery during the reporting 
period or that a venting report has been 
submitted according to the requirements in 40 
C FR 6 3 . 311 ( e) . 

B. Certification , signed by the Permittee, that a 
startup , shutdown , or malfunction event did not 
occur for a coke oven battery during the 
reporting period or that a startup , shutdown , 
and malfunction event did occur and a report 
was submitted according to the requirements in 
40 CFR 63 . 310 (e) . 

C. Certification , signed by the Permittee , that 
work practices were implemented if applicable 
under 40 CFR 63.306. 

ii. Report for the venting of coke oven gas other than 
through a flare system. The Permittee shall report 
any venting of coke oven gas through a bypass/bleeder 
stack that was not vented through the bypass/bleeder 
stack flare system to the Administrator as soon as 
practicable but no later than 24 hours after the 
beginning of the event. A written report shall be 
submitted within 30 days of the event and shall 
include a description of the event and , if 
applicable , a copy of the notification for a 
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hazardous substance release required , pursuant to 40 
C FR 6 3 . 311 ( e ) . 

iii. 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart L (40 CFR 63 . 310) 

i. 

A. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.310(d) , in order for the 
provisions of 40 CFR 63 . 310(i) to apply with 
respect to the observation (or set of 
observations) for a particular day , 
notification of a startup , shutdown, or a 
malfunction shall be made by the Permittee : 

If practicable, to the certified observer if 
the observer is at the source during the 
occurrence; or to the enforcement agencies 
(USEPA and Illinois EPA), in writing , within 24 
hours of the occurrence first being documented 
by personnel , and if the notification to the 
certified observer was not made , an explanation 
of why no such notification was made. 

B. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.310(e) , within 14 days of 
the notification made under 40 CFR 63 . 310 (d) , 
or after a startup or shutdown , the Permittee 
shall submit a written report to the Illinois 
EPA that describes the time and circumstances 
of the startup , shutdown , or malfunction : and 
describes actions taken that might be 
considered inconsistent with the startup, 
shutdown , or malfunction plan. 

Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (f) (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected coke oven operations from applicable 
requirements unless a NESHAP standard specifies a 
different timeframe as identified in Condition 
7.2 . ll(c) and (d) , as follows: 

A . Requirements in Condition 7 . 2 . 3(d} . 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.2.3-1. 

c . Requirements in Condition 7.2.3-2. 

D. Requirements in Condition 7 . 2.3-3. 

E. Requirements in Condition 7 . 2.3-4. 

F . Requirements in Condition 7 . 2.3-5, 

G. Requirements in Condition 7.2.3-6 . 

H. Requirements in Condition 7.2 . 3-7. 
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f. 

I. Requirements in Condition 7.2.3-8. 

J. Requirements in Condition 7.2.5-1. 

K. Requirements in Condition 7.2.5-2 . 

L. Requirements in Condition 7. 2. 6. 

ii' All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8 . 6 . 1. 

iii. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , of all other deviations as part 
of the semiannual monitoring reports required by 
Condition 8 . 6.1. 

iv. All deviation reports described in Condition 
7.2.l0(e) above shall contain the following: 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation ; 

B. Description of the deviation; 

C. Probable cause of the deviation; and 

D. Any corrective actions or preventive measures 
taken . 

Quench stations [08060026] 

The Permittee shall provide the following notification and 
reports to the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance Section and 
Regional Field Office, pursuant to 35 IAC 201.263, 
concerning continued operation of quenching operations 
during malfunction or breakdown that does not meet the 
requirements of 35 IAC 212.443 (h) (1) : 

i. For noncompliance due to malfunction or breakdown 
that lasts more than 30 minutes (quenching of four 
ovens) : 

A. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA's 
regional office by telephone as soon as 
possible during normal working hours , but no 
later than the next Agency business day. 

B. Upon achievement of compliance, the Permittee 
shall give a written follow-up notice within 15 
days to the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance 
Section and Regional Field Office, providing a 
detailed explanation of the event , the length 
of time during which operation continued under 
such conditions , the measures taken by the 
Permittee to minimize and correct deficiencies 
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with chronology, and when the repairs were 
completed. 

C. If compliance is not achieved within 48 hours 
of the occurrence , the Permittee shall submit 
interim status reports to the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section and Regional Field Office , 
on a daily basis , until compliance is achieved . 
These interim reports shall provide a brief 
explanation of the nature of the malfunction or 
breakdown, corrective actions accomplished to 
date, actions anticipated to occur with 
schedule, and the expected date on which 
repairs will be complete. 

ii. For noncompliance due to malfunction or breakdown 
that is no more than 30 minutes in duration , the 
Permittee shall provide the information for the 
incident or period with the periodic compliance 
reports required by 40 CFR 63 , Subpart ccccc. 

iii . Within two years of initial startup of the low 
emission quench tower on the West Quench Station, the 
Permittee shall submit a report evaluating the 
reduction in filterable and total PMz.s and PM10 
emissions a c hieved by this project, on both in terms 
of emissions per t on of c o ke quenched and in terms of 
annual emissions. 

g. Reporting o n the State malfunctio n and breakdown 
authorization shall be pe rfo rme d in accordance with 
Conditio n 5.10.5-2. 

h. Reporting on the Sta te startup authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5 . 10 . 5-1. 

i. Reporting on the Federal SSM authorization shall be 
performed in accordanc e with Condition 5.10.5-3 . 

7.2.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected coke oven 
operations. 

7. 2, 12 Compliance Procedures 

For purposes o f 35 IAC 212 .443: 

a . Coke Oven Charging , Leaks from Doors , Leaks from Lids and 
Leaks from Off Takes : Observations shall be conducted in 
accordance with 40 CFR 63 , Appendix A, Method 303 which is 
consistent with the procedures specified in 35 IAC 280.104 
to 280.107 and the Consent Decree , Civil Actio n No . 81-3009 
referenced in Construction Permit C808048 . 
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i . Battery A and B - Charging: 

Observations shall be conducted in accordance with 40 
CFR 63, Appendix A, Method 303 which is consistent 
with the procedures specified in 35 IAC 280.104 to 
280.107 and the Consent Decree, Civil Action No. 81-
3009 referenced in Construction Permit C808048 . 

Observation of charging emissions shall be made from 
any point or points on the topside of a coke oven 
battery from which a qualified observer can obtain an 
unobstructed view of the charging operation . 

The qualified observer shall time the visible 
emissions with a stopwatch while observing the 
charging operation. Only emissions from the charge 
port and any part of the larry car shall be timed. 
The observation shall commence as soon as coal is 
introduced into the first charge port as indicated by 
the first charge port as indicated by the first 
mechanical movement of the coal feeding mechanism on 
the larry car and shall terminate when the last 
charge port lid has been replaced. Simultaneous 
emissions from more than one emission point shall be 
timed and recorded as one emission and shall not be 
added individually to the total time. 

The qualified observer shall determine and record the 
total number of seconds that charging emissions are 
visible during the charging of coal to the coke oven. 

For each charge observed, the qualified observer 
shall record the total number of seconds of visible 
emissions, the clock time for the initiation and 
completion of the charging operation and the battery 
identification and oven number. 

The qualified observer shall not record any emissions 
observed after all charging port lids have been 
firmly seated following removal of the larry car, 
such as emissions occurring when a lid has been 
temporarily removed to permit spilled coal to be 
swept into the oven. 

In the event that observations of emissions from a 
charge are interrupted due to events beyond the 
control of the observer, the data from that charge 
shall be invalidated and the observer shall note on 
his observation sheet the reason for invalidating the 
data. The observer shall then resume observation of 
the next consecutive charge or charges , and continue 
until he has obtained a set of consecutive charges 
immediately preceding the interrupted charge and the 
charge immediately following the interrupted charge 
shall constitute consecutive charges. Compliance 
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ii. 

shall be determined by summing the seconds of 
charging emission observed during a set of five 
consecutive charges . Any one charge may be included 
in only one set of consecutive charges . 

Battery A and B Doors: 

Compliance with the percent door area leakage 
standard shall be determined in accordance with the 
following method : 

Observations of door emissions shall be made from a 
minimum distance of 25 feet from each door. Each 
door shall be observed in sequence for only that 
period necessary to determine whether or not , at the 
time , there are visible emissions from any point on 
the door while the observer walks along the side of 
the battery . If the observer ' s view of a door is 
more than momentarily obstructed, as , for example, by 
door machinery, pushing machinery , coke guide, luter 
truck, or opaque steam plumes, he shall record the 
door obstructed and the nature of the obstruction and 
continue the observations with the next door in 
sequence which is not obstructed. The observer shall 
continue this procedure along the entire length of 
the battery for both sides and shall record the 
battery identification , battery side, and oven door 
identification number of each door exhibiting visible 
emissions . Before completing the traverse or 
immediately thereafter he shall attempt to reobserve 
the obstructed doors. 

iii . Battery A and B - Charging Ports/Lids: 

iv . 

For purposes of determining compliance with limits on 
visible emissions from charging ports , observations 
of any visible emissions shall be made and recorded 
during the time an observer walks the topside of a 
battery from one end to the other. Each oven shall 
be observed in sequence. The observer may also 
observe off take pipe leaks during this traverse of 
the battery. The observer shall record the battery 
identification , the points of emissions from each 
oven, the oven number, and whether an oven was 
dampered off . Compliance shall be determined by 
application of the following formula which shall 
exclude the ports on up to 3 ovens ahead of the oven 
being pushed which are dampered off . 

Battery A and B Off Takes: 

For purposes of determining compliance with limits on 
visible emissions from off take pipes , observations 
of any visible emissions from the off take piping 
shall be made by traversing the topside of the 
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battery. During the traverse(s), the observer shall 
walk as near to the center of the battery as safety 
considerations permit but may walk as close as 
necessary to the off take piping to determine whether 
an observed emission is emanating from the off take 
piping. Each oven shall be observed in sequence. 
The observer may also observe charging port emissions 
during this traverse of the battery. The observer 
shall record the battery identification, the points 
of off take piping emission from any oven and the 
oven number. 

b. Coke Oven Pushing: 

i . 

ii. 

Battery A and B: 

Opacity readings shall be taken by a qualified 
observer located in a position where the oven being 
pushed, the coke receiving car and the path to the 
quench tower are visible. The opacity shall be read 
as the emissions rise and clear the top of the coke 
battery gas mains . The qualified observer shall 
record opacity readings of emissions originating at 
the receiving car and associated equipment and the 
coke oven, including the standpipe on the coke side 
of the oven being pushed. Opacity readings shall be 
taken in accordance with the procedures set forth in 
40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9, incorporated by 
reference in 35 IAC 212.113, except that Section 2.5 
for data reduction shall not be used. The qualified 
observer referenced in this subsection shall be 
certified pursuant to 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, 
Method 9, incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 
212.113. 

Battery A: 

Opacity readings shall be taken at 15-second 
intervals , beginning from the time the coke falls 
into the receiving car or is first visible as it 
emerges from the coke guide whichever occurs earlier, 
until the receiving car enters the quench tower or 
quenching device. For a push of less than 90 seconds 
duration, the actual number of 15-second readings 
shall be averaged . 

At least four consecutive pushes per day. 

iii. Battery B: 

Opacity readings shall be taken at 15-second 
intervals , beginning from the time the coke falls 
into the receiving car or is first visible as it 
emerges from the coke guide whichever occurs earlier, 
until the end of the sixth reading . During the 
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pushing operation, the observer shall observe all the 
pushing emissions including , but not limited to, 
fugitive emissions from the pushing emission control 
device and from open quench cars during travel . 

At a minimum, one push per day . 

c . Coke Quenching (35 IAC 212 . 443(h) (2)) 

i . Samples shall be taken from each quench station as 
separate grab samples or composite samples. 

ii . Samples shall be collected a minimum of five days per 
week and analyzed to report a weekly concentration. 
The samples for each week shall be analyzed either : 

A. Separately, with the average of the individual 
daily concentrations determined ; or 

B . As one composite sample , with equal volumes of 
the individual daily samples combined to form 
the composite sample. 

7 . 2 . 13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established . 



R002897

Page 114 

7. 3 Coke By-Product Recovery Plant and COG Desulfurization System 

7 . 3. 1 Description 

COG is made up of various o rganic materials volatilized during 
the c oal-to-coke conversio n process. The raw coke oven gas from 
U. S. Steel two existing c o ke oven batteries is processed in the 
coke by-prc duct recovery plant, where various byproducts are 
removed. Once treated, the COG is used as a fuel in the coke 
batteries and in various boilers and furnaces throughout the 
facility. 

Coke Oven Gas (COG) Processing Unit: 

COG from the coke ovens first passes through the primary cooler 
where it is cooled. The cooling of COG causes tar, naphthalene, 
and liquor t o condense. The cool COG is then pushed through the 
entire by-product plant with the aid of exhausters. More tar 
and liquor are removed by the centrifugal force created in the 
exhausters. Droplets of tar, naphthalene , and liquor accumulate 
and drain to the tar sump. Ammonia present in the COG is then 
removed by passing it through ammonia absorber. The removal of 
ammonia is accomplished by exposing the COG to a spray of 
sulfuric acid in the ammonia absorber. The COG then enters the 
Tar Spray Final Cooler where the COG is further cooled and most 
of the naphthalene is removed with tar injection. Next COG 
passes through the Light Oil Scrubber, which is designed to 
remove the remaining naphthalene and "Light Oils 0

• 

From the light oil scrubber, the treated COG is normally further 
processed in the COG desulfurization system to remove sulfur. 
The COG is not always processed by desulfurization system 
because of the need for periodic maintenance on the system. The 
permit limits the amount of time during which this may occur. 
COG desulfurization system consists of a packed tower amine 
unit , hydrogen cyanide destruction unit, and a Claus sulfur 
recovery unit with tail gas oxidizer. The system removes 
hydrogen sulfide (H2S) from the treated COG stream from the by­
product plant. The COG desulfurization system is not part of 
the by-products recovery plant. 

The COG stream from the by-product plant is sent to a pressure 
holding tank from where the COG is distributed to underfire the 
Coke Oven Batteries and various parts of the plant. 

Light Oil Processing Unit: 

Processing the Light Oil generated at the Light Oil Scrubber, 
also called Benzol Washer , is the main activity of this unit. 
In the Light Oil Scrubber , wash oil is used to scrub out Light 
Oil from the Coke Oven Gas . Next wash oil is cleaned and re­
circulated back through the Light Oil scrubber as described 
below. 
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7.3.2 

After scrubbing out the light oil in the Light Oil Scrubber , the 
wash oil passes through two oil to vapor heat exchangers; where 
the light oil is vaporized . The vapors are then passed through 
two cool water condensers to condense out the light oil. The 
light oil then passes through the Secondary Light Oil Separator; 
where any remaining wash oil and water is removed . The liquid 
oil is then pumped into one of six storage tanks. 

After passing through the oil to vapor heat exchangers , the wash 
oil passes through steam heaters , the Wash Oil Still, coolers , 
and finally the Wash Oil Recirculating Tank before it is 
reintroduced in the Light Oil Scrubber. 

Coal Tar Processing : 

Tar is collected into a tar sump. The tar is decanted by 
passing through one of three decanters. Sludge from the 
decanters is dumped into hoppers from where it is collected by a 
company for further treatment. Tar from the decanters pass 
through two dehydration tanks where the water is removed . The 
tar is then pumped to a storage tank, where it is stored until 
shipment . 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission Unit 
By-Product Recovery 

By-Product Recovery 
(Continued) 

Description 
Coke oven Gas 

Processing Unit 
(coke oven gas 
transfer and 

handling ; gas 
coolers ; gas 

processing/cleaning 
unit) 

Light Oil 
Processing (stills; 
process condensers; 

sumps) 
Coal Tar Processing 
(tar collection and 

transfer ; tar 
storage tanks) 

Tar Storage Tanks ; 
Dehydration Tanks ; 

Decanters; Light 
Oil Storage Tanks ; 

Ammonia Liquor ; 
Storage Tanks 

Date 
Constructed 

Prior to 
06/1982 

Prior to 
06/1982 

Emission 
Control 

Equipment 
Steam 

Blanketing 

Clean Gas 
Blanketing; 

Steam 
Blanketing ; 

Negative 
Pressure 
Systems 
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7.3.3 

Emission 
Date Control 

Emission Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Railcar/Truck 2004 Vapor 

Loading Recovery 
System ; 
Negative 
Pressure 

COG Desulfurization Packed tower amine Closed 
System unit and hydrogen Systems 

cyanide destruction 
unit 

Claus Sulfur Thermal 
Recovery Unit Oxidizer 

COG Flare COG holding tank None 
and flare 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a . i. The "affected by-product recovery plant " for the 
purpose of these unit-specific conditions , is the 
group of emission units and/operations in the coke 
by-product recovery plant described in Conditions 
7.3 . 1 and 7 . 3 . 2. 

ii . The COG desulfurization system is the system for 
desulfurization of treated COG described in 
Conditions 7.3 . 1 and 7 . 3.2. 

iii. The COG flare is the system for burning of excess of 
COG described in Conditions 7 . 3 . 1 and 7.3.2 . 

b . The affected by-product recovery plant is subject to the 
work practices in 40 CFR Part 61 , Subpart L, National 
Emission Standards for Benzene Emissions from Coke By­
Product Recovery Plants . 

c. The affected by-product recovery plant is subject to the 
work practices in 40 CFR Part 61 , Subpart V, National 
Emission Standards for Equipment Leaks (Fugitive 
Emissions) . 

d. The affected by-product recovery plant is subject to the 
work practices in 40 CFR Part 61 , Subpart FF , National 
Emission Standard for Benzene Waste Operations . 

e. No person shall cause or allow the loading of any organic 
material into any stationary tank having a storage capacity 
of greater than 946 liters (250 gallons) , unless such tank 
is equipped with a permanent submerged loading pipe or an 
equivalent device approved by the Illinois EPA according to 
the provisions of 35 IAC 201 , and further processed 
consistent with 35 IAC 219.108 , or unless such tank is a 
pressure tank as described in 35 IAC 219.121(a) or is 
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7.3.4 

7 .. 3 . 5 

fitted with a recovery system as described in 35 IAC 
219.12l(bl (2) (35 IAC 219 . 122(b)]. 

f. The affected by-product recovery plant , COG desulfurization 
system and COG flare are subject to 35 IAC 212 . 123(a) , no 
person shall cause or allow the emission of smoke or other 
particulate matter, with an opacity greater than 30 
percent, into the atmosphere from any emission unit other 
than those emission units subject to the requirements of 35 
IAC 212.122 , except as allowed by 35 IAC 212 . 123(b) and 
212.124 . 

g. S02 emissions from the affected by-product recovery plant 
and COG flare shall not exceed 2000 ppm pursuant to 35 IAC 
214. 301. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The sto rage tanks used at the affected by-product recovery 
plant are not subject to 35 IAC 219 . 120 because of the 
exemption for vessels at coke by-product plants in 35 IAC 
219.119(b) . 

b. The sto rage tanks used at the affected by-product recovery 
plant are not subject to 35 IAC 219.121 (Storage Containers 
of Volatile Petroleum Liquids (VPL)) because the liquids 
kept in those tanks are not the product of petroleum 
refinery and, therefore, do not meet the definition of 
VPL/petroleum liquids of 35 IAC Part 211 . 

c. This permit is issued based on the affected by-product 
recovery plant not being subject to the applicable 
requirements of 35 IAC 219.301 because there is 85% 
reduction of uncontrolled organic material that would 
otherwise be emitted into atmosphere, pursuant to 35 IAC 
219.302 . 

d. The COG desulfurization system and COG flare are not 
subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart L, National Emission Standards 
for Benzene Emissions from Coke By-Product Recovery Plants, 
because both COG systems are not involved in the separation 
and recovery of coal tar derivatives evolved from coal 
during the coking process of a coke oven battery . 

e. This permit is issued based on the COG desulfurization 
system (thermal oxidizer) not being subject to 35 IAC 
214.301 pursuant to 35 IAC 214.302 , which provides that 35 
IAC 214 . 301 shall not apply to processes designed to remove 
sulfur compounds from the flue gases of fuel combustion 
emission sources . 

Operation of COG Flare during Malfunction and Breakdown 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201 . 149 and Part 201 Subpart I , subject to 
the following terms and conditions , the Permittee is authorized 
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7.3.6 

to continue to operate the COG flare in excess of the applicable 
state standard in Condition 7.3.3(f) in the event of a 
malfunction or breakdown. 

Note: This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application, 
generally explaining why such continued operation would be 
required to prevent injury to personnel or severe damage to 
equipment , and describing the measures that will be taken to 
minimize emissions from any malfunctions and breakdowns. 

a. This authorization only allows such continued operation as 
necessary to prevent injury to personnel or severe damage 
to equipment and does not extend to continued operation 
solely for the economic benefit of the Permittee. 

b. Upon occurrence of excess emissions due to malfunction or 
breakdown, the Permittee shall, as soon as practicable , 
repair the COG flare , reduce flare load or remove it from 
service so that excess emissions cease. 

c . The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable recordkeeping 
and reporting requirements of Conditions 7.3.l0(h) and 
5.10.5-2 For these purposes, time shall be measured from 
the start of a particular incident. The absence of excess 
emissions for a short period shall not be considered to end 
the incident if excess emissions resume. 

d . Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see Condition 
5 . 10 . 5-2(a) (i))of a malfunction or breakdown with excess 
emissions, the Permittee shall comply with all reasonable 
directives of the Illinois EPA with respect t o such 
incident. 

e. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee from the 
continuing obligation to minimize excess emissions during 
malfunction or breakdown. As provided by 35 IAC 201.265, 
an authorization in a permit for continued operation with 
excess emissions during malfunction and breakdown does not 
shield the Permittee from enforcement for any such 
violation and only constitutes a prima facie defense to 
such an enforcement action provided that the Perrnittee has 
fully complied with all terms and c onditions connected with 
such authorization. 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. 40 CFR Part 61 , Subpart L: 

i . The Permittee shall operate and maintain a Control 
System to meet the standards specified bel ow in 40 
CFR Part 61 Subpart L. This Contro l System c onsists 
of a Positive Pressure Gas Blanketing System supplied 
with clean coke oven gas controlling th~ light oil 
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area and a Negative Pressure or Steam Blanketing 
System contro lling tar , ammonia and liquor tanks . 

ii . These control systems shall be designed to operate 
with no detectable emissions (an organic chemica l 
concentration more than 500 ppm above a background 
concentration) , as determined by the methods 
specified in 40 CFR 61.245 , pursuant to 40 CFR 
61 . 132(b) . 

ii i . The Permittee shall comply with 40 CFR 61 .1 32 -
Standard : Process vessels , storage tanks , and 
tar-intercepting sumps , which includes the following : 

A. Each owner or operator of a furnace byproduct 
recovery plant shall enclose and seal all 
openings on each process vessel , tar stora ge 
tank , and tar-intercepting sump . 

B . The owner or operator. shall duct gases from 
each process vessel , tar storage tank , and tar­
intercepting sump to the gas collection system, 
gas distribution system , or other enclosed 
point in the by-product recovery process where 
the benzene in the gas will be recovered or 
destroyed. This control positive pressure 
blanketing system shal l be designed and 
operated for no detectable emissions , as 
indicated by an instrument reading of less than 
500 ppm above background and visual 
inspections , as determined by the methods 
specified in 40 CFR 61 . 245(c) . 

1 . Except , the owner or operator may elect 
to install , operate , and maintain a 
pressure relief device , vacuum relief 
device , an access hatch , and a sampling 
port on each process vessel , tar storage 
tank , and tar-intercepting sump. Each 
access hatch and sampling port must be 
equipped with a gasket and a cover , seal , 
or lid that must be kept jn a c losed 
position at a ll times , unless in actual 
use. 

2. The owner or operator may elect to leave 
open to the atmosphere the portion of the 
liquid surface in each tar decanter 
necessary to permit operation of a sludge 
conveyor. If the owner or operator 
elects to maintain an opening on part of 
the liquid surface of the tar decanter , 
the owner or operator shall install , 
operate , and maintain a water leg seal on 
the tar decanter roof near the sludge 
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discharge chute to ensure enclosure of 
the major portion of liquid surface not 
necessary for the operation of the sludge 
conveyor. 

C. Each owner or operator of a furnace coke by­
product recovery plant also shall comply with 
the requirements of 40 CFR 61.132(a) through 
(c) for each benzene storage tank, BTX storage 
tank, light-oil storage tank , and excess 
ammonia-liquor storage tank . 

iv . The Permittee shall comply with 40 CFR 61.133 -
Standard: Light-oil sumps, which includes the 
following , pursuant to 40 CFR 61.133(a) and 
61.133(c): 

A. Each owner or operator of a light-oil sump 
shall enclose and seal the liquid surface in 
the sump to form a closed system to contain the 
emissions. 

1. Except, the owner or operator may elect 
to install, operate, and maintain a vent 
on the light-oil sump cover . Each vent 
pipe must be equipped with a water leg 
seal, a pressure relief device , or vacuum 
relief device . 

2. Except , the owner or operator may elect 
to install , operate, and maintain an 
access hatch on each light-oil sump 
cover. Each access hatch must be 
equipped with a gasket and a cover , seal, 
or lid that must be kept in a closed 
position at all times, unless in actual 
use. 

3 . The light-oil sump cover may be removed 
for periodic maintenance but must be 
replaced (with seal) at completion of the 
maintenance operation . 

B. The venting of steam or other gases from the 
by-product process to the light-oil sump is not 
permitted (40 CFR 61.133(a)]. 

C. Following the installation of any control 
equipment used to meet the requirements of 40 
CFR 61.133(a) , the owner or operator shall 
monitor the connections and seals on each 
control system to determine if it is operating 
with no detectable emissions , using Method 21 
(40 CFR Part 60 , Appendix A) and the procedures 
specified in 40 CFR 61.245(c), and shall 
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visually inspect each source (including sealing 
materials) for evidence of visible defects such 
as gaps or tears . This monitoring and 
inspection shall be conducted semiannually and 
at any other time the cover is removed . 

1 . If an instrument reading indicates an 
organic chemical concentration more than 
500 ppm above a background concentration , 
as measured by Method 21 , a leak is 
detecled , 

2 . If visible defects such as gaps in 
sealing materials are observed during a 
visual inspection, a leak is detected. 

3 . When a leak is detected , it shall be 
repaired as soon as practicable , but not 
later than 15 calendar days after it is 
detected. 

4 . A first attempt at repair of any leak or 
visible defect shall be made no later 
Lhan 5 calendar days afLer each leak is 
detected [ 40 CFR 61 . 133(c)). 

v . The Permittee shall comply with 40 CFR 61.135 -
Standard: Equipment leaks. 

A. Each piece of equipment in benzene service to 
which 40 CFR 61 Subpart L applies shall be 
marked in such a manner that it can be 
distinguished readily from other pieces of 
equipment in benzene service (40 CFR 
61.135(c)) . 

B . Each owner or operator of equipment in benzene 
service shall comply with requirements of 40 
CfR 61 , Subpart V. 

C . The provisions of 40 CFR 61 . 242 - 3 and 61 . 242 9 
of Subpa rt V do not apply to Subpart L. 

b . 40 CFR Part 61 , Subpart V : 

40 CFR 61 . 242-10 : Standards: Delay of Repair 

i . Delay of repair of equipment for which lea ks have 
been detected will be allowed if repair within 15 
days is technically infeasible without a process unit 
shutdown. Repair of this equipment shall occur 
before the end of the next process unit shutdown . 

ii. Delay of repair of equipment for which leaks have 
been detected will be allowed for equipment that is 
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isolated from the process and that does not remain in 
VHAP (volatile hazardous air pollutant) service. 

iii. Delay of repair for valves will be allowed if: 

A. The owner or operator demonstrates that 
emissions of purged material resulting from 
immediate repair are greater than the fugitive 
emissions likely to result from delay of 
repair; and 

B. When repair procedures are affected, the purged 
material is collected and destroyed or 
recovered in a control device complying with 40 
CrR 61.242-11. 

iv. Delay of repair for pumps will be allowed if: 

A. Repair requires the use of a dual mechanical 
seal system that includes a barrier fluid 
system; and 

B. Repair is completed as soon as practicable , but 
not later than 6 months after the leak was 
detected. 

v. Delay of repair beyond a process unit shutdown will 
be allowed for a valve if valve assembly replacement 
is necessary during the process unit shutdown, valve 
assembly supplies have been depleted, and valve 
assembly supplies had been sufficiently stocked 
before the supplies were depleted. Delay of repair 
beyond the next process unit shutdown will not be 
allowed unless the next process unit shutdown occurs 
sooner than 6 months after the first process unit 
shutdown. 

C . 40 CFR 61 Subpart FF (61.355(a)(3) through (a)(5)), 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 61.355 (a) (3), if the total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste is equal to or 
greater than 10 Mg/yr (11 tons/yr), then the owner or 
operator shall comply with the requirements of 40 CFR 
61. 342 (c), (d), or (e) . 

ii, Pursuant to 40 CFR 61.355(a) (4) , if the total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste is less than 10 
Mg/yr (11 tons/yr) but is equal to or greater than 1 
Mg/yr , (1. 1 ton/yr), then the owner or operator 
shall: 

A. Comply with the recordkeeping requirements of 
40 CFR 61.356 and reporting requirements of 40 
CFR 61,357; and 
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7 . 3.7 

B. Repeat the determination of total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste at least 
once per year and whenever there is a change in 
the process generating the waste that could 
cause the total annual benzene quantity from 
facility waste to increase to 10 Mg/yr (11 
ton/yr) or more. 

iii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 61. 355 (a) (5), if the total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste is less than 1 
Mg/yr (1 . 1 ton/yr), then the owner or operator shall: 

A. Comply with the recordkeeping requirements of 
40 CFR 61.356 and reporting requirements of 40 
CFR 61.357; and 

B, Repeat the determination of total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste whenever 
there is a change in the process generating the 
waste that could cause the total annual benzene 
quantity from facility waste to increase to 1 
Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr) or more. 

d. The COG flare shall be operated with a flame present at all 
times when COG is vented to the flare [Section 39. 5 (7) (a) 
of the Act]. 

Production and Emission Limits f o r the COG Oesulfurization 
System from Permit 060 70022 

a. The Permittee shall o perate COG de sulfu rizatio n system 
(COG-OS) at all times the by-products plant is producing 
COG, except when undertaking maintenance o r repairs o f the 
system. This t o tal " o utage" period shall no t exceed 35 
days (84 0 ho urs) per calendar year . 

b. 

c. 

d. 

i. Raw COG productio n during periods o f time when the 
COG-OS is not operating shall no t exceed 1 , 09 2 
mmscf / year. 

ii. Total amo unt o f COG generated by Co ke Oven Batteries 
A and Band processed by by-products plant shall not 
exceed 1,140 mmscf/mo nth and 11,400 mmscf/year. 

i. The COG-OS shall be operated and maintained in 
conformance with g ood air p o llution control 
practices. 

ii. The thermal oxidizer c ombustion chamber for the 
sulfur recovery unit shall be operated at a 
temperature that is greater than 1,100°F. 

i. The H2S c ontent of the raw COG e ntering the COG-DS 
shall n o t exceed 5 00 grains o f H2S/lOO scf of COG, 
daily average. 
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7 . 3 . 8 

e. 

ii. The H2S content of desulfurized COG exiting the COG- OS 
shall not exceed 66 grains/100 scf of COG , annual 
average. 

iii. During periods of time when the COG-DS is operating , 
the H2S content of COG shall not exceed the following 
limits: 25 grains of H2S/lOO scf of COG , monthly 
average , excluding outages , startup , shutdown , and 
upsets such as failure of fans , pumps or heat 
exchangers and aberrations in the composition or 
condition of the raw COG . 

i. Emissions from the thermal oxidizer on the COG-OS 
shall not exceed the following limits : 

PM10 S02 
(Lbs/Hr) (Tons/Yr) (Lbs/Hr) (Tons/Yr) 

5 . 6 I 24.6 67.3 I 294.7 

ii. Combined emissions of PM10 and S02 from the thermal 
oxidizer on COG-DS and combustion of coke oven gas 
shall not exceed 246.8 and 1 , 074.1 tons/year for PM 1o 
and S02, respectively {Tl] 

iii. Compliance with the annual limits in Conditions 
7.3.7(b) and (e) shall be determined from a running 
total of 12 months of data , unless otherwise 
specified [Tl) . 

Testing Requirements 

a . The Permittee , as the owner or operator of a by-products 
plant , subject to the provisions of 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart 
L, shall comply with the requirements in 40 CFR 61.245 . 

b. The Permittee shall determine the total annual benzene 
(TAB) quantity of the facility using the test methods and 
procedures for determination in 40 CFR 61. 355 (a) (5) . In 
particular , if the total annual benzene quantity from 
facility waste is less than 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr) , then the 
owner or operator shall repeat the determination of total 
annual benzene quantity from facility waste whenever there 
is a change in the process generating the waste that could 
cause the total annual benzene quantity from facility waste 
to increase to 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr) or more . 

c . For the COG flare and the thermal oxidizer in the COG-OS , 
the Permittee shall conduct observations for visible 
emissions and/or opacity , using USEPA Method 22 and 9 , 
respectively. These observations shall be conducted by 
individual(s) certified to observe opacity by USEPA Method 
9. The observer(s) may either conduct observations for 
opacity or conduct observations for visible emissions , 
immediately followed by observations for opacity if visible 
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7 . 3 . 9 

emissions are observed. Observations shall be conducted in 
at least a monthly basis for the COG flare and an annual 
basis for the COG-DS thermal oxidizer. In addition, for 
the COG flare , observations shall be coordinated with 
weather conditions so that at least two observations are 
made in each calendar year during elevated wind speed 
conditions , i . e . 1 wind speed of at least 16 miles per hour . 

d . Upon the written request from the Illinois EPA, the 
emission tests shall be conducted by the Permittee for the 
COG-OS to verify compliance with emission limits in 
Condition 7.3 . 7(e) as follows [Section 39 . 5(7)(d) and (p) 
of the Act]: 

i. The following USEPA test methods shall be used, 
unless another USEPA method is approved by the 
Illinois EPA . 

Location of Sample Points 
Gas Flow and Velocity 
Flue Gas Weight 
Moisture 
PM10 

Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 
201A 
Method 

1 
2 
3 
4 
201 

6 

or 

ii. Observations of opacity shall be conducted during 
these emission tests in accordance with Method 9 and 
the results of these observations included in the 
reports for emission testing. 

iii. For this emission testing, test notifications and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Conditions 8.6 . 2 and 8.6.3 of this 
permit . 

Monitoring Requirements 

a . For the coke by-product recovery plant , when equipment 
operated in benzene service is tested for compliance with 
or monitored for no detectable emissions , the owner or 
operator shall comply with the following requirements (40 
CFR 61 . 245 (c)) : 

i. The requirements of 40 CFR 61.245 (b) (1) through (4) 
shall apply . 

ii . The background level shall be determined, as set 
forth in Method 21. 

iii. The instrument probe shall be traversed around all 
potential leak interfaces as close to the interface 
as possible as described in Method 21. 
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iv. The arithmetic difference between the maximum 
concentration indicated by the instrument and the 
background level is compared with 500 ppm for 
determining compliance. 

b. Alternatives procedures are not established for each 
exhauster , as provided by 40 CFR 61 . 135(e) through (g) and 
40 CFR 61.136(d). Therefore, pursuant to 40 CFR 61 . 135(dl , 
each exhauster shall be monitored quarterly to detect leaks 
10 , 000 ppm or greater by the methods specified in 40 CFR 
61 . 245(b) . 

c . For the coke by-product recovery plant , the owner or 
operator shall monitor the connections and seals on each 
control system to determine if it is operating with no 
detectable emissions , using Method 21 (40 CFR Part 60 , 
Appendix A) and procedures specified in 40 CFR 61.245(c) , 
and shall visually inspect each source (including sealing 
materials) and the ductwork of the control system for 
evidence of visible defects such as gaps or tears . This 
monitoring and inspection shall be conducted on a 
semiannual basis and at any other time after the control 
system is repressurized with blanketing gas following 
removal of the cover or opening of the access hatch . 

i. If an instrument reading indicates an organic 
chemical concentration more than 500 ppm above a 
background concentration, as measured by Method 21, a 
leak is detected . 

ii . If visible defects such as gaps in sealing materials 
are observed during a visual inspection , a leak is 
detected . 

iii . When a leak is detected, it sha l l be repaired by the 
Permittee as s oon as practicable , but not later than 
15 calendar days after it is detected . 

iv. A first attempt at repair o f any leak or visible 
defect shall be made by the Permittee no later than 5 
calendar days after each leak is detected . 

d. Pursuant t o 40 CFR Part 61.132(a) , the Permittee shall 
operate and maintain Control Systems on the coke by-product 
plant in accordance with the work practice s in 40 CFR Part 
61 Subpart L, as specified below. This Control System 
consists o f a Positive Pressure Gas Blanketing System 
supplied with clean coke oven gas control l ing the light oil 
area and a Negative Pressure or Steam Blanketing System 
contro lling tar , ammonia and liquor tanks . 

i. The following procedures shall be conducted on the 
c e ntral system on a semiannual basis and after each 
time the control system is repressurized and t he 
Permittee shall (40 CFR 61 . 132 (b)]: 
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A. Inspect the ductwork for evidence of visible 
defects such as gaps or tears . 

B. Monitor the connections and seals to determine 
if operating with no detectable emissions . 

ii . A maintenance inspection of the control system shall 
be conducted on an annual basis for evidence of 
system abnormalities such as blocked or plugged 
lines , sticking valves , plugged condensate traps and 
other maintenance defects that could result in 
abnormal system operation . 
shall make a first attempt 
with repair within 15 days 
61.132 !cl I. 

e. COG flare 

The owner or operator 
at repair within 5 days , 
of detection (40 CFR 

Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(7) (a) and (d) of the Act , for the 
COG flare: 

i . The Pcrmittee shall either : 

A . Install , operate and maintain instrumentation , 
with alarm , to confirm the presence of a flame 
at the flare tip ; or 

B . Monitor for the presence of a pilot flame using 
a thermocouple or other equivalent device to 
detect the presence of a flame ; or 

C. Verify , once per shift , the presence of a flame 
at the tip of the flare , and that the flare gas 
header has a positive pressure . 

ii . The Permittee shall perform the following inspections 
of the flare : 

A. An inspection of the ignition system on an 
annual basis ; 

B . A detailed maintenance and repair inspection 
during the period when the flare is out of 
service and/or idled. 

f. Monitoring requirements for COG established by FESOP 
94120017 , Permit 06070022 and Section 39 . 5 (7) (a) of the 
Act : 

i . The Permittee shall operate systems for moniLoring 
the hydrogen sulfide (HS) content of the COG exiting 

the affected by-product plant and exiting the COG-OS. 
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ii. 

The H2S concentration shall be measured on a wet gas 
basis. 

These H2S monitoring systems shall be equipped with 
strip chart recorder or disk storage and shall be 
capable of recording the H_S content in grains per 
standard cubic feet. 

a 

ii i . These H2S monitoring systems shall meet the applicable 
requirements of Performance Specification 7 of 40 CFR 
60, Appendix B. These H.S monitoring systems shall be 
operated, and data collected, reduced and maintained, 
in accordance with the applicable requirements of 40 
CFR 60 . 13 and 35 IAC Part 201 Subpart L. 

iv. The H2S monitoring system for COG exiting the by­
product plant shall comply with the following 
requirements for collection of data: 

A. The system shall collect hourly average H2S 
content data for at least 75% of the daily 
operating hours in which COG is not treated by 
the COG-DS (e.g., at 24 hours/day COG 
production , at least 18 hourly averages of H2S 
content must be obtained). In the event that 
this minimum data requirement cannot be met by 
the H2S monitoring system, the H2S content data 
shall be supplemented or obtained by one of the 
following alternative methods. 

I . H2S determined by type of coal used during 
that period and previous recorded H2S 
content when using this coal type . This 
method shall only be used for a maximum 
of 15 days per calendar year. 

II. A manual sample of COG shall be taken 
daily and the H2S content shall be 
determined by 40 CFR 60, Appendix A, 
Method 11 , as adapted to measure higher 
ranges of H2S. This value, or a value 
based on the mean of the daily values 
plus two standard deviations for the 
previous 90 days for which a reading was 
obtained, whichever is higher, shall be 
used. Should a coal blend change occur 
during the period this alternative method 
is being used, the mean value plus two 
standard deviations will be adjusted to 
reflect any potential change in the H2S 
content from that of the previous coal 
blend. 



R002912

Page 129 

9 . The system shall collect H, S content data for at 
least 75% of the daily operating hours in which 
COG is treated by the COG-OS with this data 
being the average over at least 5 minutes in 
each such operating hour . In the event that 
this minimum data requirement cannot be met by 
the H2S monitoring system or can only be met 
with manual cycling of the H2S monitoring system 
for treated COG data shall be supplemented or 
obtained by one of the following alternative 
methods : 

I. H2S data as obtained by manual sampling 
and analysis at least one per day ; or 

II . H2S data as obtained from the H1S 
monitoring system for treated COG at 
ledst twice per day , at least 8 hours 
apart. 

C. The alternative methods provided for in t hi s 
condition shall o nly be used in the event o f a 
malfunctio n or breakdown of the H2S monitor i ng 
systems , i . e ., not during periods when a 
monito ring system is functioning properly to 
collect valid data . 

v. These H2S mon itors shall be tested at least every 12 
months in accordance with 40 CFR 60 , Appendix B, 
Performance Specification 7. The results of these 
tests shall be sent to the IEPA ' s Division of Air 
Pollution , Contro l Permit Section and Regional Office 
within 14 days after summarizing of results . In 
addition, the r esults shall be maintained in 
acco rdance with the recordkeeping specified in this 
permit . For the H2 S monitoring system for COG exiting 
the by-product plant , this testing shall be conducted 
as follows : 

A. The H2 S content in grains per standard cubic 
foot o f COG shall be determined using 40 CFR 
60 , Appendix A, Method 11 as adapted to measure 
higher ranges of HS . 

B. The f ol l owi ng revisions shall be made to Method 
11 t o allow the measuring of higher ranges of 
H2S : 

1. Diluent air shall mean air containing 
less than 0 . 5 ppm total s ulfur compounds 
and less than 10 ppm each of moisture and 
hydro carbons. 
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2 . 7.0 Procedure - Located after the 
sampling valve , there will be a gas 
mixing box with a metered supply of 
(heated) diluent air . This metered 
supply of diluent air will be introduced 
prior to sampling and adjusted so that 
the final dilution of the sample will be 
1 : 20 (i .e., 0.05 liters/min of sampl e to 
0 . 95 liters/min of dilution air) . 

3 . 9 . 4 - Vm = Volume of gas sample through 
the gas meter (meter conditions) , 
liters/20. 

VmcsTo = (Corrected) volume at 
standard conditions of gas 
sampled through the dry gas 
meter . {Standard Liters) . 

vi . In the event of malfunction or breakdown of the H2S 
monitoring systems , the Permittee shal l repair and 
recalibrate the meter or monitoring systems as soon 
as practicable but no later than 10 days after the 
malfunction or breakdown is detected , unless prior 
Illinois EPA approval is obtained by submitting 
adequate justi fication to the Ill i nois EPA de t ail i ng 
the reasons f or delay. Records of repair and 
recalibration must be maintained in accordance with 
the recordkeeping requirements of this permit . This 
c onditio n does not relieve the Permittee of the 
minimum data collection requirements of this permit . 

g . The Permittee shall equip the thermal oxidizer i n the COG­
DS with a c ontinuous monitoring system , which shall be 
calibrated , maintained , and operated at all times the COG­
DS thermal oxidizer is in ope ratio n , to monitor the 
combustion chamber temperature o f the thermal oxidizer 
[Sections 39.5(7) {al and (d) o f the Act) . 

h. The Permittee shall sample and analyze the COG exiting the 
byproduct plant and treated COG from t he COG- OS for PM 
conte nt using appropriate ASTM me thods or other comparable 
methodology. These measuremen ts shall be conducte d a t 
least annually. The records for t hi s activity shall also 
include data f o r the H2S content o f COG at the time of 
sampling [Sec tio ns 39 . 5 . 7(a) and (d) of the Act] . 

7 . 3 . 10 Recordkeep ing Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records o f the f ollowing ite ms for 
the affe cte d by-produc t r ecovery plant , the COG-DS and COG 
flare , pursuant to Sec tio ns 39 .5 ( 1 ) (a ) a nd (el of the Act: 

a . 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart L (40 ': FR 61 .138) : 
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i . The following information pertaining to the design of 
control equipment installed to comply with 40 CFR 
61 . 132 through 61 . 134 shall be recorded and kept in a 
readily accessible location : 

A . Detailed schematics , design specifications, and 
piping and instrumentation diagrams . 

B. The dates and descriptions of any changes i n 
the design specifications . 

ii . The following information pertaining to sources 
subject to 40 CFR 61.132 and sources subject to 40 
CFR 61 . 133 shall be recorded and maintained for 2 
years follow ing each semiannual (and other) 
inspection and each annual maintenance inspection : 

A. The date of the inspection and the name of the 
inspector . 

B. A brief description of each visible defect in 
the source or control equipment and the metho d 
and date of repair of the defect. 

c. The presence o f a leak , as measured using the 
method described in 40 CFR 61.245(c). The 
reco rd shall include the date o f attempted and 
actual repair and method o f repair of the leak . 

D. A brief description of any system abnormalities 
f ound during the annual maintenance ins pection, 
the repairs made , the date of attempted repair , 
and the date of actual repair . 

b. 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart FF (40 CFR 61 . 356) : 

i. Each owner or operator of a facility subject to the 
provisions of Subpart FF shall comply with the 
recordkeeping requirements of 40 CFR 61 . 356. Each 
reco rd shall be maintained in a readily accessible 
location at the facility site for a peri od not less 
than two years from the date the information is 
reco rded unless otherwise specified (40 CFR 
61. 356 (al I. 

ii . Each owner o r operator shall maintain records that 
identify each waste stream at the facility subject to 
Subpart FF , and indicate whether or not the waste 
stream is controlled for benzene emissions in 
accordance with this subpart. In addition the owner 
or operator shall maintain the f o llowing records (40 
C FR 61 . 3 5 6 ( b) ) : 
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A, For each waste stream not controlled for 
benzene emissions in accordance with Subpart 
FF, the records shall include all test results, 
measurements, calculations, and other 
documentation used to determine the following 
information for the waste stream: waste stream 
identification, water content , whether or not 
the waste stream is a process wastewater 
stream , annual waste quantity, range of benzene 
concentrations , annual average flow-weighted 
benzene concentration, and annual benzene 
quantity . 

B . For each waste stream exempt from 40 CFR 
61 . 342 (c) (1) in accordance with 40 CFR 
61.342 (c) (3), the records shall include; 

1 . All measurements , calculations , and other 
documentation used to determine that the 
continuous flow of process wastewater is 
less than 0.02 liters (0.005 gallons) per 
minute or the annual waste quantity of 
process wastewater is less than 10 Mg/yr 
(11 ton/yr) in accordance with 40 CFR 
61.342(c)(3)(i) , or 

2 . All measurements , calculations , and other 
documentation used to determine that the 
sum of the total annual benzene quantity 
in all exempt waste streams does not 
exceed 2.0 Mg/yr (2.2 ton/yr) in 
accordance with 40 CFR 61.342 (c) (3) (ii) . 

C . For each facility where process wastewater 
streams are controlled for benzene emissions in 
accordance with 40 CFR 61.342(d) , the records 
shall include for each treated process 
wastewater stream all measurements , 
calculations, and other documentation used to 
determine the annual benzene quantity in the 
process wastewater stream exiting the treatment 
process . 

O. For each facility where waste streams are 
controlled for benzene emissions in accordance 
with 40 CFR 61.342(e), the records shall 
include for each waste stream all measurements , 
including the locations of the measurements, 
calculations, and other documentation used to 
determine that the total benzene quantity does 
not exceed 6 . 0 Mg/yr (6.6 ton/yr). 

~ - For each facility where the annual waste 
quantity for process unit turnaround waste is 
determined in accordance with 40 CFR 
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61.355 (b) (5), the records shall include all 
test results , measurements, calc ulations , and 
other docume ntati on used to determine the 
foll owing info rmation: identification of each 
process unit at the facility that undergoes 
turnar ounds , the date of the most recent 
turnar ound f or each process unit , 
identificati on of each process unit turnaround 
waste , the water c ontent of each process unit 
turnar ound waste , the annual waste quantity 
dete rmined in accordance with 4 0 CFR 
61.355 (b) (5), the range of benzene 
concentrations in the waste, the annual average 
flow-weight e d benzene concentratio n of the 
waste, and the annual benzene quantity 
calculated in accordance with 4 0 CFR 
61.355 (a) (1) (iii) . 

F . For each facility where wastewater streams are 
controlled f or benzene emissions in accordance 
with 40 CFR 61 . 348 (b) (2), the records shall 
include all measurements , calculations , and 
other documentation used to determine the 
annual benzene content of the waste streams and 
the total annual benzene quantity contained in 
all waste streams managed or treated in exempt 
waste management units. 

iii. An owner or operator shall maintain a record for each 
visual inspection required by 40 CFR 61 , 343 through 
61.347 that identifies a problem (such as a broken 
seal , gap or other problem) which could result in 
benzene emissions. The record shall include the date 
of the inspection , waste management unit and control 
equipment location where the problem is identified, a 
description of the problem, a description of the 
corrective action taken , and the date the corrective 
action was completed [40 CFR 61.356(9)) 

c . 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart V (40 CFR 61 .246) ; 

i. A . Each owner or operator subject to the 
provisions of Subpart V shall comply with t he 
recordkeeping requirements of 40 CFR 61.24 6 
[ 4 0 C FR 61 . 2 4 6 ( a ) ( 1 ) ) . 

B . An owner or operator of more than one process 
unit subject to the provisions of Subpart V may 
comply with the recordkeeping requirements for 
these process units in one recordkeeping system 
if the system identifies each record by each 
process unit [40 CFR 61.246(a) (2) I . 

ii . When each leak is detected as specified in 40 CFR 
61 . 242-2, 61.242-3, 61.242-7, 61.242-8 , and 61.135, 
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the following requirements apply to the Permittee 
[40 CFR 61.246(b) I: 

A. A weatherproof and readily visible 
identification, marked with the equipment 
identification number , shall be attached to the 
leaking equipment . 

B. The identification on a valve may be removed 
after it has been monitored for 2 successive 
months as specified in 40 CFR 61.242-7(c) and 
no leak has been detected during those 2 
months. 

C. The identification on equipment, except on a 
valve, may be removed after it has been 
repaired. 

i ii. When each leak is detected as specified in 40 CFR 
61 . 242-2, 61.242-3 , 61.242-7 , 61.242-8, and 61.135 , 
the following information shall be recorded by the 
Permittee in a log and shall be kept for 2 years in a 
readily accessible location [40 CFR 61.246(c)) : 

A. The instrument and operator identification 
numbers and the equipment identification 
number . 

B. The date the leak was detected and the dates of 
each attempt to repair the leak. 

C . Repair methods applied in each attempt to 
repair the leak. 

D. Above 10 , 000 if the maximum instrument reading 
measured by the methods specified in 40 CFR 
61.245(a) after each repair attempt is equal to 
or greater than 10,000 ppm. 

E. Repair delayed and the reason for the delay if 
a leak is not repaired within 15 calendar days 
after discovery of the leak. 

F. The signature of the owner or operator (or 
designate) whose decision it was that repair 
could not be effected without a process 
shutdown. 

G. The expected date of successful repair of the 
leak if a leak is not repaired within 15 
calendar days. 

H. Dates of process unit shutdowns that occur 
while the equipment is unrepaired. 
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I . The date of successful repair of the leak . 

iv . The following information pertaining to all equipment 
to which a standard applies shall be recorded in a 
log that is kept in a readily accessible location by 
the Permittee (40 CFR 61.246(e)] : 

A. A list of identification numbers for equipment 
(except welded fittings) subject to the 
requirements of Subpart V . 

B . 1. A list of identification numbers for 
equipment that the owner or operator 
elects to designate for no detectable 
emissions as indicated by an instrument 
reading of less than 500 ppm above 
background. 

2. The designation of this equipment for no 
detectable emissions shall be signed by 
the owner or operator. 

C . A list of equipment identification numbers for 
pressure relief devices required to comply with 
40 CFR 61 . 242-4(a) . 

D. 1. The dates of each compliance test 
required in 40 CFR 61.242-2(e) , 61.242-
3(i) , 61 . 242-4 , 61 . 242-7(f) , and 
61 . 135 (g) . 

2 . The background level measured during each 
compliance test . 

3. The maximum instrument reading measured 
at the equipment during each compliance 
test. 

E . A list of identification numbers for equipme nt 
in vacuum service . 

v. The following information pertaining to all valves 
subject to the requirements of 40 CFR 61.242-7(g) and 
(h) and to all pumps subject to the requirements of 
40 CFR 61.242-2(g) shall be recorded by the Permittee 
in a log that is kept in a readily accessible 
location (40 CFR 61 . 246(f)] : 

A . A list of identification numbers for valves and 
pumps that are designated as unsafe to monitor , 
an explanation for each valve or pump stating 
why the valve or pump is unsafe to monitor , and 
the plan for monitoring each valve or pump. 
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B . A list of identification numbers for valves 
that are designated as difficult to monitor, an 
explanation for each valve stating why the 
valve is difficult to monitor, and the planned 
schedule for monitoring each valve. 

vi. The following information shall be recorded by the 
Permittee for valves complying with 40 CFR 61 . 243-2 
[40 CFR 61.246(g)]: 

A. A schedule of monitoring. 

B. The percent of valves found leaking during each 
monitoring period. 

vii. The following information shall be recorded in a log 
by the Permittee that is kept in a readily accessible 
location [40 crn 61.246 (h) J: 

A. Design criterion required in 40 CFR 61 . 242-
2 (d) (5), 61. 242-3 (e) (2) , and 61. 135 (el (4) and 
an explanation of the design criterion; and 

B. Any changes to this criterion and the reasons 
for the changes . 

viii. The following information shall be recorded in a log 
by the Permittee that is kept in a readily accessible 
location for use in determining exemptions as 
provided in the applicability section of this subpart 
and other specific Subparts [40 CFR 61.246 (i)]: 

A. An analysis demonstrating the design capacity 
of the process unit , and 

B. An analysis demonstrating that equipment is not 
in VHAP service . 

ix. Information and data used to demonstrate that a piece 
of equipment is not in VHAP service shall be recorded 
in a log by the Permittee that is kept in a readily 
accessible location [40 CFR 61 . 246(j)] . 

d. The Permittee shall keep the following records for the COG 
flare [Section 39.5(7) (el of the Act]: 

i. Records of inspections and maintenance or repair 
activities conducted pursuant to Condition 
7.3.9(e) (ii). 

ii. H2S content in the COG with supporting calculations of 
SO2 emissions from the flare. 

e . The following records for the COG-DS pursuant to Permit 
06070022: 
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i . Temperature monitoring system for thermal oxidizer on 
the Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit : 

A. Recorded data . 

B. A log of operating time for the control system 
or devices , monitoring system, and the coke 
oven byproducts plant . 

C . A maintenance log for the oxidizer and 
monitoring device detailing all routine and 
non-routine maintenance performed including 
dates and duration of any outages . 

ii . Operating Records for the Packed Tower Amine Unit: 

A . Amine temperature leaving the unit (°F). 

B. Amine flow (gallons/minute) . 

C. COG flow into or out of the unit. 

iii . Logs: 

A. Operating logs. 

B. Maintenance logs detailing all routine and non­
routine maintenance performed including dates 
and duration of any outages . 

iv . Production Records : 

A. COG production during periods of time when Lhe 
COG - DS is operating (mmscf/month and 
mmscf/year). 

B . COG production during periods of time when the 
COG-DS is not operating (mmscf/rnonth and 
mrnscf/year) . 

v . Records of HS content in COG , with supporting data 
and calculations : 

A. H0 S content of COG exiting the by-product plant, 
daily average . 

B. HS content of COG , annual average . 

C . HS content of treated COG , excluding outages , 
slartup , shutdown , and upsets , monthly average . 

vi . Emission Records for the COG Desulfurization System 
(Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit) {Sections 39 . 5 . 7(a) and 
(d) of the Act] 
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A. A file containing the emission factors used by 
the Permit tee to determine emissions of PM , and 
SO2 from the Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit , with 
supporting documentation . These records shall 
be reviewed and updated by the Permittee as 
necessary to assure that the emission factors 
that it uses to determine emissions of this 
unit do not understate actual emissions. These 
records shall be prepared and copies sent to 
the Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5.9 . 6(c) . 

B . Engineering calculations for typical and 
maximum hourly PM10 and SO2 emissions (lbs/hour) 
Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit , with supporting 
documentation. 

C . Records for the concentration of SO2 and H2S 
(percent by volume) in the tail gas of the 
Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit , which is sent to 
the thermal oxidizer, as measured by process 
instrumentation. 

D. Records for any periods of operation of the 
Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit that are not 
otherwise addressed in the required records 
during which the established emission factor in 
Condition 7. 3.10 (e) (vi) (A) would understate 
actual emissions of this unit , with description 
of the period of operation and an estimate of 
the additional emissions during such period 
that would not be accounted for by the 
established factor , with supporting explanation 
and calculations. 

D. Records for any periods of operation of the 
Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit that are not 
otherwise addressed in the required records 
during which the established emission rate in 
Condition 7.3.l0(e) (vi) (B) would understate the 
actual emissions of this unit, with description 
of the period of operation, including date, 
time and duration, explanation, and an estimate 
of the additional emissions during such period 
that would not be accounted for by the 
established rate, with supporting explanation 
and calculations. 

f . Records for the annual PM10 and SO2 emissions of 
the Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit for comparison 
to the limits in Conditions 7.3.7(e), with 
supporting calculations. 
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Note : Records for PM and S02 emissions associated 
with combustion of COG at the facility are contained 
in Condition 5 . 9 . l(e). 

f . The following records for the H2S monitoring system for COG 
exiting the by- product plant , pursuant to FESOP 94 120017 : 

i . The hourly average , 3-hour average and daily average 
H2S content of the COG in grains per standard cub i c 
foot . 

ii . The H S monitor strip chart or disk storage . 

iii . Thousand standard cubic feet of COG used per 3-hours 
for slab reheat furnaces 1-3 and ladle drying 
preheaters and per day for each unit operating group . 

iv . The calibration , maintenance and repair of the H2S 
monitor used in compliance calculations . 

g. Other Records 

i . Records of the amount of raw coke oven gas being 
received from the coke ovens (scf/mo and acf/yr) . 

ii . Records of the following by- products being produced : 

A. Clean coke oven gas (scf/mo and scf/yr) ; 

B. Light oil (gal/mo and gal/yr) ; and 

C . Tar (ton/mo and ton/yr) . 

iii . If the Permitlee operates under manufacturer ' s 
specifications or manufacturer ' s instructions, such 
manufacturer ' s documentation shall be kept at the 
source as part of the required records . 

iv . Records of annual benzene waste generated on site 
(tons/yr) . 

v . Annual emissions of VOM from the affected by- product 
recovery plant . 

h. Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201 . 263 , the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected COG flare as 
addressed by Condition 7 . 3 . 5 during malfunctions or 
breakdowns , which at a minimum, shall include the following 
records. The preparation of these records shall be 
completed within 45 days of an incident , unless the 
Permittee conducts a root cause analysis for the incident , 
in which case the preparation of these records , other. than 
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the root cause analysis, shall be completed within 120 days 
of the incident. 

i . Date , time and duration of the incident. 

ii. A detailed description of the incident , including : 

A. A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up to the incident. 

B. Relevant operating data for the unit , including 
information such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident. 

C . The measures taken to reduce the quantity of 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident. 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident . 

iii. An explanation why continued operation of an affected 
COG flare was necessary to prevent personnel injury 
or prevent equipment damage. 

iv. A discussion of the cause(s) or probable cause(s) of 
the incident including the following: 

A . Whether the incident was sudden, unavoidable , 
or preventable , including: 

1 . Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident; 

2 . Why better maintenance could not have 
avoided the incident; 

3. Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided the incident ; and 

4. Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident . 

B. Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for. 

C . Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance. 

v . A description of any steps taken or to be taken to 
prevent similar future incidents or reduce their 
frequency and severity. 
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vi. As an alternative to keeping the records required by 
Condition 7 . 3 . 10 (h) (iv) , the Permit tee may perform a 
root cause analysis. For this purpose; a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine , correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from. If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem , define 
all causal relationships , provide a causal path to 
the root cause , delineate the evidence, and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence . Such an analysis 
shall be completed within one year of the incident. 

7 . 3.11 Reporting Requirements 

The Permittee shall submit the following reports pursuant to 
Section 39 . 5(7) (a) and (cl of the Act: 

a . 40 CFR 61 Subpart L (40 CFR 61 . 138) 

i . A report shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
semiannually starting 6 months after the initial 
reports required in 40 CFR 61 . 138(e) and 40 CFR 
61 . 10 , which includes the following information (40 
CFR 61 . 138(f)] i 

A. For sources subject to 40 CFR 61.132 and 
sources subject to 40 CFR 61.133: 

1 . A brief description of any visible defect 
in the source or ductwork ; 

2 . The number of leaks detected and 
repaired; and 

3. A brief description of any system 
abnormalities found during each annual 
maintenance inspection that occurred in 
the reporting period and the repairs 
made. 

B. For equipment in benzene service subject to 40 
CFR 61 . 135(a), information required by 40 CFR 
61.247 (b). 

C . For each exhauster subject to 40 CFR 61.135 for 
each quarter during the semiannual reporting 
period : 

1. The number of exhausters for which leaks 
were detected as described in 40 CFR 
61 .135 (d) and (e) (5); 
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2. The number of exhausters for which leaks 
were repaired as required in 40 CFR 
61. 135 (d) and (e) ( 6); and 

3 . The results of performance tests to 
determine compliance with 40 CFR 
61 . 135(g) conducted within the semiannual 
reporting period. 

D. A statement signed by the owner or operator 
stating whether all provisions of 40 CFR part 
61 , subpart L , have been fulfilled during the 
semiannual reporting period . 

b . 40 CFR 61 Subpart V (40 CFR 61.247): 

i. An owner or operator of any piece of equipment to 
which Subpart V applies shall submit a statement in 
writing notifying the Illinois EPA that the 
requirements o f 40 CFR 61.242 , 61 . 245 , 61 . 246 , and 
61.247 are being implemented (40 CFR 61.247(a) (l)], 

i A report shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
semiannually starting 6 months after the initial 
report required in 40 CFR 61 . 247(a) , that includes 
the following information (40 CFR 61.247(b)]: 

A. Process unit identification. 

B. For each month during the semiannual reporting 
period: 

1. Number of valves for which leaks were 
detected as described in 40 CFR 61 . 242-
?(b) of 61 . 243-2. 

2. Number of valves for which leaks were not 
repaired as required in 40 CFR 61.242-
7 (d) • 

3. Number of pumps for which leaks were 
detected as described in 40 CFR 61.242-
2 (b) and (d) (6). 

4. Number of pumps for which leaks were not 
repaired as required in 40 CFR 61.242-
2 (c) and (d) (6) . 

5. Number of compressors for which leaks 
were detected as described in 40 CFR 
61.242-3 (f), 

6. Number of compressors for which leaks 
were not repaired as required in 40 CFR 
61.242-3 (g) . 
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7. The facts that explain any delay of 
repairs and , where appropriate, why a 
process unit shutdown was technically 
infeasible. 

C. Dates of process unit shutdowns which occurred 
within the semiannual reporting period. 

D. Revisions to items reported according to 40 CFR 
61.247(a} if changes have occurred since the 
initial report or subsequent revisions to the 
initial report. 

E. The results of all performance tests and 
monitoring to determine compliance with no 
detectable emissions and with 40 CFR 61.243-1 
and 61.243-2 conducted within the semiannual 
reporting period. 

c . 40 CFR 61 Subpart FF (40 CFR 61.357) 

i. If the total annual benzene quantity from facility 
waste is less than 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr), then the 
owner or operator shall submit to the Illinois EPA 
and the Administrator a report that updates the 
information listed in 40 CFR 61,357 (al (1) through 
(a) ( 3) whenever there is a change in the process 
generating the waste stream that could cause the 
total annual benzene quantity from facility waste to 
increase to 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr) or more [40 CFR 
61. 357 (bl I. 

ii . If the total annual benzene quantity from facility 
waste is less than 10 Mg/yr (11 ton/yr) but is equal 
to or greater than 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr) then the 
owner or operator shall submit to the Illinois EPA 
and the Administrator a report that updates the 
information listed in 40 CFR 61 . 357 (a) (1) through 
(a) (3). The report shall be submitted annually and 
whenever there is a change in the process generating 
the waste stream that could cause the total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste to increase to 
10 Mg/yr (11 ton/yr) or more. If the information in 
the annual report required by 40 CfR 61 . 357 (al (1) 

through (a) (3) is not changed in the following year, 
the owner or operator may submit a statement to that 
effect [ 40 CFR 61 . 357 (c)]. 

iii. If the total annual benzene quantity from facility 
waste is equal to or greater than 10 Mg/yr (11 
ton/yr), then the owner or operator shall submit to 
the Illinois EPA and the Administrator reports 
described in 40 CFR 61.357(d) (40 CFR 61.357(d)]. 
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d . i. Pursuant to Section 39 . 5 (7) ( f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected coke by-product recovery p l ant , COG 
system and COG flare from applicable requirements , 
unless a NESHAP standard specifies a different 
timeframe , as follows : 

A. Requirements in Condition 7.3 . 3(e) , ( f) and 
(g) . 

B . Requirements in Condition 7. 3 . 6. 

C . Requirements in Co ndition 7 . 3 . 7 . 

11 . All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part o f the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8 . 6 . 1. 

i i i. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , of all other deviations as part 
of the semiannual monitoring reports required by 
Condition 8 . 6 . 1 . 

i v . All required deviation reports described in Condition 
7 . 3 . ll(d) above shall contain the foll owing 
information : 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation ; 

B . Description of the deviation ; 

C . Probable cause of the deviation ; and 

D. Any corrective action or preventive measures 
taken . 

e . Reporting 0 n the State malfunction and breakdown 
authorizatio n shall be performed in accordance with 
Condition 5.10.5-2. 

f. Repo rting o n the f e deral SSM authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5 . 10 . 5-3 . 

7.3.12 Operational flex ibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

The following requirements established by Construct i on Pe rmit 
09030019 shall be followed during idling of the affec ted c oke 
batteries and coke by-product recove ry plant ; 

This pe rmit authorizes operation of adsorber systems to c ont r ol 
emissions from the e quipme nt in the Coke By-Product Recovery 
Plant , as an alte rna t ive to the v a rious blanketing systems on 
the by-p roduct s pla n t during idling o r other interruptions i n 
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these blanketing systems , as addressed by Permit 09030019 , 
subject to the following requirements : 

a . Each system will use a canister-type vessel containing 
activated carbon to "filter" o rganic material from the 
exhaust from the units. The ads o rber vessels will not be 
regenerated on-site but replaced when the capacity of the 
vessel t o adsorb organic material is approached. 

b . Various equipment or affected operations at the by-products 
plant , including processing vessels such as tar decanters , 
light oil decanters and storage tanks which are subject to 
NESHAP (the associated operations) . 

i . The affected adsorbers shall be designed and operated 
to achieve at least 98 percent control o f emissions 
of benzene from the associated operations , as 
required by 40 CFR 61.139(a) , with compliance 
determined in acco rdance with applicable requirements 
o f 40 CFR 61 . 139(b) and (h) . 

ii. As the by-products plant is subj e ct to 40 CFR 61 , 
Subpart L, the Permittee will continue t o be subject 
to applicable requirements of 40 CFR 61 , Subpart A, 
General Prov isions f or associated operations , 
including 40 CFR 61.12(c) , which requires that the 
Permittee maintain and operate these operations , 
including associated equipment for air pollution 
control , in a manner consistent with good air 
pollution control practice for minimizing emissions . 

iii . A. The Permittee shall have access to sampling 
equipment and other capabilities necessary to 
conduct monitoring for the affected adsorbers , 
i . e. , operational measurements for the 
concentration of benzene or hydrocarbons in the 
exhaust from the adsorbers . 

B . While the adsorbers serve to control emissions 
from the associated operations , the Permittee 
shall conduct applicable monitoring for the 
affected adsorbers required by 40 CFR 61 , 
Subparts A and L, including 40 CFR 61.139(e) . 

iv . For the associated operations while controlled by the 
adsorbers , the Permittee shall fulfill applicable 
recordkeeping requirements of 40 CFR 61 , Subparts A 

and L, including 40 CFR 61 . 139(i) . 

v . The Permittee shall keep a file for each adsorber 
system that contains documentation for the adsorption 
c apa city of the adsorption vessel and engineering 
c alculati ons for the rate at which the associated 
operatio ns would generate emissions and the expected 
operating life o f an adsorption vessel in days. 
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vi. The operating records that the Permittee maintains 
for the associated operations and adsorbers shall 
include the following information , in addition to 
other required information: 

A. The date that an adsorber vessel is switched 
out, with reason and measured hydrocarbon 
concentration in the exhaust prior to 
switchout. 

B. For periods when the adsorbers operated 
properly, i.e., in accordance with Condition 
7.3.12(a), relevant information to generally 
confirm proper operation. 

C . For periods when an adsorber did not operate 
properly , identification of each such period 
and the associated operations that were 
operating, with detailed information 
describing: 1) The operation of the adsorber, 
including the monitored exhaust concentration; 
2) The potential consequences for additional 
emissions of organic material with an estimate 
of the additional emissions , with explanation; 
3) The actions taken to restore proper 
operation; and 4) Any actions taken to prevent 
similar events in the future. 

vii . The maintenance records that the Permittee maintains 
for the associated operations and adsorbers shall 
include the following information, in addition to 
other required information: 

A. Until the operations are idled, date and time 
that an inspection or maintenance/repair 
activity on the units was performed, with 
description of activity and name(s) of the 
responsible personnel. 

B. While the associated operations are idled, date 
and time that an inspection or 
maintenance/repair activity for the 
preservation measures on the operations was 
performed, with description of activity and 
name(s) of the responsible personnel. 

viii. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable reporting 
requirements of 40 CFR 61, Subparts A and L, for the 
associated operations while they are controlled by 
the affected adsorbers. 

ix. The Perrnittee shall notify the Illinois EPA of the 
following events for the coke by-product plant: 
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A. The date that existing control systems for the 
plant are shut off , within 15 days of such 
date. This report shall describe any 
difficulties that were encountered in the 
transition to control with the affected 
adsorbers, confirm the integrity of the 
ductwork of each affected adsorber , and include 
the results of initial measurements for the 
hydrocarbon concentrations in the exhaust from 
each affected adsorber, conducted in accordance 
with Condition 7.3 . 12(a) . 

8. The date that operation of all adsorbers is no 
longer required by 40 CFR 61, Subpart L , within 
30 days of such date . This report shall 
indicate the date when the emptying and 
cleaning of each group of the associated 
operations was completed, the current status of 
each affected adsorber (i.e., physically 
removed from the plant , scheduled to be 
removed, or left in place pending further 
developments), and the actions that are planned 
to maintain the condition and integrity of the 
affected associated operations while they are 
idle. 

Note: During a period when the affected plant is 
idle, even if all associated operations are cleaned 
and emptied , the Permittee must continue to submit 
the routine semiannual compliance reports required by 
40 CFR 61 , Subpart L. 

C. The date that resumption of normal operation of 
the by-product plant is planned , at least 10 
days prior to such date. This report shall 
generally describe the sequence of events that 
will accompany resumption of operation of the 
existing control systems for the plant. 

7.3.13 Compliance Procedures 

For the affected coke by-product recovery plant , COG system and 
COG flare, compliance with Conditions 7 . 3 . 3 and 7 . 3.7 is 
addressed by the work practices, testing , monitoring, 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 7.3 of this 
permit . 

7 . 3 . 14 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established . 



R002931

Page 148 

7 .4 Blast Furnaces 

7 . 4. 1 Description 

Blast Furnaces and Casthouse: 

Iron ore is converted to molten iron in the "Au and "B" Blast 
Furnaces. Iron ore, coke and a variety of fluxes (collectively 
called the burden) are charged into the top of the furnace, 
while heated air is blown up through the burden at a high 
velocity. Molten iron and slag accumulate in the bottom of the 
furnace , where a taphole is periodically drilled. The molten 
iron and slag pour out of the furnace into a trough , where the 
slag is separated from the iron. The iron moves down runners 
until it pours into torpedo cars. From here , the iron is taken 
to the Basic Oxygen Furnace (BOF) shop , where it is converted 
into steel. The slag travels down a separate runner and dumps 
into the slag pits. The molten slag is quenched with a mixture 
of water and potassium permanganate solution. 

Charging of the Blast Furnace generates particulate matter 
emissions. Each furnace has a double-bell system to minimize 
emissions from charging, 

Casthouse emissions consisting of particulate matter, sulfur 
dioxide , nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide , and organic materials 
are generated during tapping of the furnace and the 
miscellaneous operations that take place within the casthouse 
structure . Emissions are controlled by the Casthouse Baghouse 
and the Iron Spout Baghouse . 

Emissions may also be discharged from a blast furnace during 
startup, malfunctions and shutdowns for routine maintenance. 
Each furnace is equipped with bleeder valves which will relieve 
to the atmosphere if the furnace becomes over pressurized. This 
can occur during furnace slops when material in the furnace 
bridges forming a void and then collapses. Slips can cause over 
pressurization . In this condition, the stock in the furnace 
will bridge and cause a void to develop . The void will increase 
until the bridge collapses . Backdrafting of the blast furnaces 
is conducted to perform certain repairs, both routine and non­
routine . Steam is utilized to draw furnace gases back through 
the tuyeres and out of backdraft stacks . 

Blast Air Stoves: 

The blast air stoves heat the blast air for the blast furnaces. 
Emissions from the stoves consist of particulate matter, sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen oxides , and carbon monoxide generated as by­
products of the combustion of Blast Furnace Gas (BFG) and Coke 
Oven Gas (COG) . In addition, the blast furnaces can also use 
fuel oil in the event that other fuels are not available. 

The byproduct gases from the blast furnaces are first cleaned in 
a BFG Pretreatment system with mechanical separation and water 
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7.4.2 

7.4.3 

wash to remove entrained dust and are then combusted in the 
stoves for the blast furnaces and other units at the source . 
BFG is primarily made up o f carbo n monoxide . The heat generated 
by the combustion of these gases is used t o heat the brick 
inside of the stoves. The air flow is switched and this stored 
heat is then transferred t o the blast air that is blown into the 
blast furnaces as part o f the iro n making process . There are 
three stoves for each furnace , which enables a continuous supply 
of blast air to the blast furnace . Only two of the three stoves 
will burn at any given time . All three stoves are exhausted to 
a common stack . 

Excess BFG is also used in the various o ther fuel combustion 
emission units at the s ource . BFG that cannot be used as fuel 
is flared in either BFG flare #1 o r #2. 

Note: This narrative description is f or informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equi pment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 

Blast • Blast Furnaces (A and Before 1972 None 
Furnaces B including charging 

and BFG pretreatment 
system} 

• Blast Furnace 
Casthouse Casthouse (Tapping , 
Iron and Slag Runner , Baghouse ; and 

Slag Pits and Torpedo Iron Spout 

Car Loading Emissions Baghouse; 

From A and B Furnaces) 

• Blast Furnace Gas 
Flare #1 

None 

• (6) Blast Air Stoves Before 1972 None 

(BFG , COG and natural 
Gas) (3 per each 
furnace} 

• Blast Furnace Gas 2008 None 

Flare #2 

• Slag pits Before 1972 None 

Applicable Provisions 

a . The "affected blast furnace processes" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions, are the emission units and 
activities described in Conditions 7.4 . 1 and 7 . 4 . 2. 

b . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 445 , emissions of PM shall not 
exceed the following limits: 
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i. Uncaptured particulate matter from any opening in a 
blast furnace cast house shall not exceed 20 percent 
opacity on a six (6) minute rolling average basis 
beginning from initiation of the opening of the tap 
hole up to the point where the iron and slag stops 
flowing in the trough. Opacity observations shall be 
taken in accordance with the procedures of 40 CFR 60, 
Appendix A, Method 9 (35 IAC 212.445(a)]. 

ii . A. Particulate matter 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 shall not exceed 0.023 
g/dscm (0.010 gr/dscf). Compliance with this 
standard shall be determined in accordance with 
the procedures set out in 40 CFR 60, Appendix 
A, Methods 1 through 5, incorporated by 
reference in 35 IAC 212.113 and shall be based 
on the duration of a cast . For this purpose, a 
cast is defined as the initiation of the 
opening of the tap hole up to the point where 
the iron and slag stop flowing through the 
trough consistent with 35 IAC 212.445(a} (i) 
[35 IAC 212.445(b) (1)] . 

B. The opacity of emissions from control equipment 
used to collect any of the particulate matter 
emissions from the tap hole, trough, iron or 
slag runners or iron or slag spouts shall not 
exceed 10 percent on a six (6) minute rolling 
average basis [35 IAC 212.445(b) (2)]. 

c . Pursuant to 35 IAC 214.301 , the affected blast furnace 
processes shall comply with the following: no person shall 
cause or allow the emission of sulfur dioxide into the 
atmosphere from any process emission source to exceed 2000 
ppm. 

d. The affected blast furnace processes other than the cast 
house are subject to 35 IAC 212.123(a), which provides that 
no person shall cause or allow the emission of smoke or 
other particulate matter , with an opacity greater than 30 
percent, into the atmosphere from any emission unit other 
than those emission units subject to the requirements of 35 
IAC 212.122 , except as allowed by 35 IAC 212 . 123(b) and 
212.124. 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7790(a) and Paragraph 7 of Table 1, 
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, the emissions shall not exceed 
the following limits from each casthouse at an existing 
blast furnace: 
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7 , 4 . 4 

i. Particulate matter emissions from a control device 
shall not exceed 0.01 gr/dscf; and 

ii. Any secondary emissions that exit any opening in the 
casthouse or structure housing the blast furnace 
shall not exceed opacity greater than 20 percent (6 
minute average) . 

f. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63, 7790 (bl (1) , the Permittee must 
operate each capture system applied to emissions from blast 
furnace casthouse at or above the lowest value or settings 
established for the operating limits in the Permittee's 
operation and maintenance plan. 

g. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 316(fl, uncaptured particulate 
matter emissions from blast furnace charging shall not 
exceed opacity of 20 percent . 

h. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 .458 (b) (7) and (c), blast furnace 
stoves shall comply with the following : No person shall 
cause or allow emissions of PM into the atmosphere to 
exceed 22.9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) during any one hour 
period, provided that this limit shall not apply if there 
are no visible emissions, except if a stack test is 
performed, the absence of visible emissions is not a 
defense to a finding violation. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212,324 are not 
applicable to any affected blast furnace processes that are 
subject to a specific emissions standard or limitation 
contained in 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart R, Primary and 
Fabricated Metal Products and Machinery Manufacture , 
pursuant to 35 IAC 212 .324 (a) (3). 

b. The affected blast furnace processes are not subject to 35 
IAC 212.321 and 35 IAC 212.322 , pursuant 35 IAC 212,441, 
which provides that, except where noted , 35 IAC 212 . 321 and 
212.322 shall not apply to the steel manufacturing 
processes subject to 35 IAC 212 . 442 through 35 IAC 212.452. 

c. This permit is issued based on the affected blast furnace 
processes not being subject to the applicable requirements 
of 35 IAC 219.301 because the affected processes do not 
emit photochemically reactive organic material as defined 
in 35 IAC 211.4690. 

ct . The affected blast furnace processes are not subject to 35 
IAC 216 . 121 because the affected blast furnace processes 
are not the fuel combustion emission sources , as defined 35 
IAC 211 ,2470. 

e. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7491(9), the Blast Furnace Stoves are 
not sub j ect to any applicable requirements in 40 CFR Part 
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63, Subpart DODOO, NESHAP : Industrial, Commercial, and 
Institutional Boilers and Process Heaters. 

7.4.5-1 Work Practices: Operation and Maintenance Plan (40 CFR 63.7800) 

a. As required by 40 CFR 63.6(e) (1) (i) , the Permittee shall 
always operate and maintain the affected blast furnace 
processes that are subject 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, 
including air pollution control and monitoring equipment, 
in a manner consistent with good air pollution control 
practices for minimizing emissions at least to the levels 
required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF. 

b. The Permittee shall prepare and operate at all times each 
capture system or control device according to a written 
operation and maintenance plan for affected blast furnace 
casthouse. Each written operation and maintenance plan 
shall address the following elements: 

i. Monthly inspections of the equipment that is 
important to the performance of the total capture 
system (e.g., pressure sensors , dampers, and damper 
switches). This inspection must include observations 
of the physical appearance of the equipment (e.g., 
presence of holes in ductwork or hoods, flow 
constrictions caused by dents or accumulated dust in 
the ductwork, and fan erosion). The operation and 
maintenance plan also must include requirements to 
repair any defect or deficiency in the capture system 
before the next scheduled inspection. 

ii. Preventative maintenance for each control device, 
including a preventative maintenance schedule that is 
consistent with the manufacturer's instructions for 
routine and long-term maintenance . 

iii. Operating limits for each capture system applied to 
emissions from a blast furnace casthouse. The 
Permittee shall establish the operating limits 
according to the following requirements in 40 CFR 
63. 7800 (bl (3) (i) through (iii): 

A. Select operating limit parameters appropriate 
for the capture system design that are 
representative and reliable indicators of the 
performance of the capture system. At a 
minimum, the Permittee shall use appropriate 
operating limit parameters that indicate the 
level of the ventilation draft and the damper 
position settings for the capture system when 
operating to collect emissions, including 
revised settings for seasonal variations. 
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Appropriate operating limit parameters for 
ventilation draft include, but are not limited 
t o , volumetric flow rate through each 
separately ducted hood , total volumetric flow 
rate at the inlet to the control device to 
which the capture system is vented , fan motor 
amperage, o r static pressure. 

B. For each operating limit parameter selected as 
described above, the Permittee shall designate 
the value or setting for the parameter at which 
the capture system operates during the process 
operation . If the operation allows f o r more 
than one process to be operating 
simultaneously, the Permittee shall designate 
the value or setting for the parameter at which 
the capture system operates during each 
possible configuration that the s o urce may 
operate . 

C. Include documentation in the plan to support 
selection o f the operating limits established 
for the capture system. This documentation 
must include a description of the capture 
system design, a description of the capture 
system operating during production, a 
description of each selected operating limit 
parameter, a rationale for why the Permittee 
chose the parameter, a description of the 
method used to monitor the parameter accord ing 
to the requirements of 40 CFR 63 . 7830(a) , and 
the data used to set the value or setting fo r 
the parameter for each process configurations. 

iv . Pu rsuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7800(b) (4) , corrective action 
procedures for baghouses equipped with bag leak 
detection systems. In the event a bag leak detection 
system alarm is triggered, the Permittee shall 
initiate corrective action to determine the cause of 
the alarm within 1 hour of the alarm , initiate 
c o rrective actio n to correct the cause of the problem 
within 24 hours of the alarm, and complete the 
c o rrective action . Corrective actions may include , 
but are not limited to: 

A. Inspecting the baghouse for air leaks, t o rn or 
bro ken bags or filter media , or any other 
c o ndition that may cause an increase in 
emissions I 40 CFR 63.7800(b) (4) (i)], 

B. Sealing off defective bags or filter media [40 
CFR 63. 7800 (bl (4) (ii) l . 
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C. Replacing defective bags or filter media or 
otherwise repairing the control device [40 CFR 
63. 7800 (b) (4) (iii)) . 

D. Sealing off a defective baghouse compartment 
(40 CFR 63. 7800 (b) (4) (iv)). 

E. Cleaning the bag leak detection system probe , 
or otherwise repair the bag leak detection 
system (40 CFR 63.7800(b) (4) (V)). 

F. Shutting down the process producing the 
particulate emissions [40 CFR 
63. 7800 (b) (4) (vi) I. 

7.4.5-2 Work Practices: Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction 

a. Provisions Related to 40 CFR 63, Subpart FFFFF 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7810 , the Permittee must be in 
compliance with the emission limitations and 
operation and maintenance requirements in 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FFFFF at all times , except during periods of 
startup , shutdown and malfunction as defined in 40 
CFR 63 . 2 

ii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7810(c), the Permittee shall 
develop a written startup , shutdown, and malfunction 
plan for the affected blast furnaces and casthouses 
according to the provisions established in 4 0 CFR 
63.6(e) (3). 

iii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7835 , consistent with 40 CFR 
63 . 6 (e) and 63. 7 (e) (1) , deviations that occur during 
a period of startup , shutdown, or malfunction are not 
violations if the Permittee demonstrates that it was 
operating in accordance with 40 CFR 63 . 6 (e) (1). 

iv. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable reporting 
requirements identified in 40 CFR 63.lO(d) (Condition 
5.10.S(b)) and 40 CFR 63.7841(b)(4) . 

v . The Permittee shall keep records in acco rdance with 
40 CFR 63. 7842 (a) (2) related to startup, shutdown and 
malfunction . 

b. Startup and Malfunction/Breakdown Au th ')rizati 'ms 

i. Malfunction and Breakdown , pursuant t o ?.01 . 149 and 
Part 201 , Subpart I 
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A. Subject to the following terms and conditions , 
the Permittee is authorized to continue 
operation o f the affected blast furnace 
processes in excess of the applicable state 
standards in 35 IAC 212 . 445(b) (1) in the event 
of a malfunction or breakdown. This shall 
include blast furnace over pressurizati on, 
slips, use of auxiliary tap-holes, and back­
drafting associated with periods of malfunction 
and breakdown . 

Note: This authorization is provided because 
the Permittee applied for such authorization in 
its CAAPP application, generally explaining why 
such continued operation would be required to 
prevent injury to personnel or severe damage to 
equipment, and describing the measures that 
will be taken to minimize emissions from any 
malfunctions and breakdowns. 

B. This authorization only allows such continued 
operation as necessary to prevent injury to 
personnel or severe damage to equipment and 
does not extend to c ontinued operation solely 
for the economic benefit of the Permittee , 

C . Upon occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunction or breakdo wn , the Permittee shall 
repair the affected emission/process units 
and/or re-establish applicable c ontrol 
practices. 

D. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable 
recordkeeping and repo rting requirements of 
Conditions 7,4.9(e) and 5 . 10 . 5-2 , r e spectively . 
for these purposes, time shall be me asured from 
the start of a particular incident . The 
absence of excess emissions f o r a short period 
shall not be considered to end the incident if 
excess emissions resume. 

E. following notification to the Illino is EPA (see 
Condition 5.10.S-2(a) (ii))of a malfunction or 
breakdown with excess emissions , the Permittee 
shall comply with all reasonable directives of 
the Illinois EPA with respect to such incident. 

F . This authorization does not relieve the 
Permittee from the continuing obligation to 
minimize excess emissions during malfunction or 
breakdown. As provided by 35 IAC 201.265, an 
authorization in a permit for continued 
operation with excess emissions during 
malfunctio n and breakdo wn does not shield the 
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Permittee from enforcement for any such 
violation and only constitutes a prima facie 
defense to such an enforcement action provided 
that the Permittee has fully complied with all 
terms and conditions connected with such 
authorization . 

ii . Startup , pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201, 
Subpart I 

A. Subject to the following terms and conditions , 
for the affected blast furnace, the Permittee 
is authorized to violate the applicable 
standards of 35 IAC 212.445(b) (1), 
212. 445 (b) (2) and 35 IAC 214. 301 during 
startup. 

Note: This authorization is provided because 
the Permittee applied for such authorization in 
its CAAPP application , generally describing the 
efforts that will be used " ... to minimize startup 
emissions , duration of individual starts, and 
frequency of startupsu. 

B . This authorization does not relieve the 
Permittee from the continuing obligation to 
demonstrate that all reasonable efforts are 
made to minimize startup emissions , duration of 
individual startups and frequency of startups . 

C . The Permittee shall follow the written startup, 
shutdown , and malfunction plan for the affected 
blast furnace processes prepared pursuant to 40 
CFR 63. 6 (e) (3) and Condition 7. 4. 5-2. In 
addition , the Permittee shall also review the 
operating condition of the affected blast 
furnace process prior to initiating startup. 

D. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable 
recordkeeping requirements of Condition 
7.4.9(d) . 

E. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable 
reporting requirements of Condition 5 . 10 . 5-1. 

F. As provided by 35 IAC 201 . 265, an authorization 
in a permit for excess emissions during startup 
does not shield a Permittee from enforcement 
for any violation of applicable emission 
standard(s) that occurs during startup and only 
constitutes a prima facie defense to such an 
enforcement action provided that the Perrnittee 
has fully complied with all terms and 
conditions connected with such authorization. 
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7 . 4 . 5-3 Work Practices from State Permits 

a. Except during periods of runner maintenance, the hot metal 
runners and the short slag runner shall be covered with 
permanent type runner covers (72080034 , 72080036 , Tl] . 

b . Water spraying of the slag for the purpose of cooling and 
minimizing slag load-out emissions will take place after 
completion o f the slagging operation and prior to slag­
loadout [85030039 , Tl l . 

c . BFG flare #1 shall be operated with no visible emissions as 
determined by USEPA Method 22 , except for periods not to 
exceed a total of 5 minutes during any 2 consecutive hours 
(0607023 , Tl] . 

d . Requirements for BFG Flare #2 from Permit 06070023 : 

i . BFG flare #2 shall be operated to comply with the 
f o llowing equipment work practices (Tl] : 

A. BFG flare #2 shall be operated with no visible 
emissions as determined by the methods 
specified in 40 CFR 60 . 18(f) , except for 
periods not to exceed a total of 5 minutes 
during any 2 consecutive hours . 

B. BFG flare #2 shall be operated with a flame 
present at all times. 

ii . Emissio ns of PM and PM: from BFG flare #2 shall be 
c o ntro lled by the existing BFG pretreatment system, 
which entails treatment by dust catchers and wet 
scrubbers (Tl J . 

iii. BFG and natural gas shall be the only fuels combusted 
in BFG flare #2 (Tl]. 

7. 4. 5-4 Other Work Practices 

The following requirements are established pursuant to Section 
39 . 5(7} (a) of the Act : 

a. The Permittee shall maintain the double-bell system of the 
blast furnaces in order to minimize emissions from furnace 
charging. 

b . The Perrnittee shall develop and implement operating 
practices plan for slag handling processing associated with 
the slag pits for minimizing emissions and keeping them 
below the levels established in Condition 7 . 4.6(e). 
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7 , 4.6 Production and Emission Limitations from Existing Permits 

a. i. Total combined production of hot metal (a.k . a ., iron) 
from blast furnaces A and B shall not exceed 9,849 
net tons per day, averaged over any calendar month 
(72080034, 7208036, 95010001, Tl J ,· and 

ii . Maximum amount of pellets charged shall not exceed 
4 , 308,581 tons/yr (95010001, Tl). 

b. Casthouse Baghouse emissions shall not exceed the following 
limits [95010001, Tl) : 

c . 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM10 
S02 
NO, 
VOM 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton Iron) 

0.0703 
0.0703 
0.2006 
0.0144 
0.0946 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

111.19 
111 . 19 
422.00 

22 . 79 
149 . 68 

Blast Furnace uncaptured fugitives emissions shall not 
exceed the following limits (95010001 , Tl] : 

Emission Factors Maximum Emissions 
Pollutant (Lbs/Ton Iron) (Tons/Yr) 

PM 0.031 49.06 
PM10 0 . 0155 24 . 53 
S02 0.0104 21.94 
NO, 0.0007 1. 14 
VOM 0 . 0047 7 . 42 

d. Blast Furnace Charging emissions shall not exceed the 
following limits (95010001, Tl]: 

Pollutant 
Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton Pellets) 

0.0024 
0.0024 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

5 . 17 
5.17 

e . Slag Pits emissions shall not exceed the following limits 
(95010001 , Tl]: 

Pollutant 
Emission Factors 

(Lbs/Ton Iron) 

0.00417 
0.00417 
0.0100 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6.60 
6.60 

15.83 
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7 . 4 . 7 

f . Iron Spo ut Baghouse emissions shall not exceed the 
following limits [ 95010001 , Tl] : 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM 
S0° 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton Iron) 

0 . 02548 
0.02548 
0,0073 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

40 . 32 
40.32 
13 . 89 

g . Total emissio ns from blast furnace operations shall not 
exceed the f o llowing limits , tons/yr (95010001 , Tl) : 

PM* PM10 * 

Blast Furnace Operatio ns 212 188 474 24 

VOM 

157 

* Limit does not address the iron pellet screen (See 
Section 7 . 1) 

h . Compliance with the daily limit of Condition 7.4 . 6(a) (i) 
shall be determined from a monthly total of the relevant 
daily data divided by the number of days in the month 
(95010001]. 

i. Compliance with the annual limits of Conditio n 7 . 4 .6 (a) (2) 
and Conditions 7 . 4.6(b) through (g) shall be determined 
based on a calendar year (95010001]. 

j . Overlapping casting of "A" and "B" Blast Furnaces shall not 
exceed a casting rate of 6 tons per minute per furnace 
(72080034 and 7208036 , Tl] . 

k . The PM content of the BFG burned at the facility shall not 
exceed 0.01 grains/dscf [06070023 , Tl) . 

Testing Requirements 

a . Blast furnace casthouse pursuant to NESHAP . 

The Permittee shall comply with the foll owing testing 
requirements pursuant to 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF: 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7821(c) , for each emissions 
unit equipped with a baghouse, the Permittee must 
conduct performance tests no less frequently than 
once every five years. 

ii. Test methods f o r compliance demonstratio n with the 
emission limits f o r pa rticulate matter [40 CFR 
63.7822 (bl l: 
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A. Determine the concentration of particulate 
matter according to the following test methods 
in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60. 

1. Method 1 to select sampling port 
locations and the number of traverse 
points . Sampling sites must be located 
at the outlet of the control device and 
prior to any releases to the atmosphere. 

2. Method 2, 2F, or 2G to determine the 
volumetric flow rate of the stack gas. 

3. Method 3, 3A, or 3B to determine the dry 
molecular weight of the stack gas. 

4. Method 4 to determine the moisture 
content of the stack gas. 

5. Method 5 , 50, or 17, as applicable, to 
determine the concentration of 
particulate matter (front half filterable 
catch only). 

B. Collect a minimum sample volume of 60 dry 
standard cubic feet (dscf) of gas during each 
particulate matter test run. Three valid test 
runs are needed to comprise a performance test . 

~il. Test methods for compliance demonstration with the 
opacity limits [ 40 CFR 63. 7823 (b) and (cl] : 

A. The Permittee shall conduct each visible 
emissions performance test such that the 
opacity observations overlap with the 
performance test for particulate matter (40 
CFR 63. 7823 (bl l . 

B. To determine compliance with the applicable 
opacity limit for a blast furnace casthouse, 
the Permittee shall: 

1. Use a certified observer to determine the 
opacity of emissions according to Method 
9 in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60. 

2. Obtain a minimum of 30 6-minute block 
averages. For a blast furnace casthouse, 
the Permittee shall make observations 
during tapping of the furnace. Tapping 
begins when the furnace is opened, 
usually by creating a hole near the 



R002944

Page 161 

bottom of the furnace , and ends when the 
hole is plugged . 

b . Blast furnace casthouse . 

The Permittee shall comply with the following testing 
requirements pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(7) (d) and (p} of the 
Act: 

i . For uncaptured emissions (roof monitor) or secondary 
emissions : 

A. The Permittee shall have the opacity (6-minute 
average) , of the exhaust o f the building 
housing the b l ast furnace casthouse determined 
by a qualified observer in accordance with 
USEPA Method 9 while the affected blast 
furnace(s) are being tapped , as further 
specified below , 

B. The duration o f opacity observations for each 
test shall be at least 30 minutes unless no 
vis ible emissions are observed as dete rmined by 
USEPA Method 22 or the average opacities for 
the first 12 minutes of observations conducted 
for the point of release that displays the 
greatest opacity , 6-minute average , are both no 
more than 10 . 0 percent. 

c. 1. Observations of opacity s hall be 
conducted on the following frequency 
unless absence of adequate dayligh t or 
weather conditions preclude scheduled 
observation , in which case , the next 
observations s ha ll be conducted on the 
next day during which observations of 
opacity can properly be conducted in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 : 

I . On a weekly basis (at l east once 
every 7 operating days of the 
casthouse) except as provided 
be l ow . 

II . On a daily basis (at least 5 days 
out of 7 operating days of the 
casthouse) if the maximum opacity 
observed during any of the five 
previous observations was 18 
percent or more , 6-minute average , 
continuing on a dai ly bas i s until 
t he maximum opacities measured in 
five consecutive daily observations 
are all less than 18 percent , 6 -
minute average , at wh ich time 
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observations on a weekly basis 
shall resume. 

2. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA, 
additional opacity observations shall be 
conducted within five operating days for 
the casthouse from the date of the 
request by the Illinois EPA or on the 
date agreed upon by the Illinois EPA, 
whichever is later. For such 
observations conducted pursuant to a 
request from the Illinois EPA: 

I. The Permittee shall notify the 
Illinois EPA at least 24 hours in 
advance of the date and time of 
these observations, in order to 
enable the Illinois EPA to witness 
the observations. This 
notification shall include the name 
and employer of the qualified 
observer(s). 

II. The Permittee shall promptly notify 
the Illinois EPA of any changes in 
the time or date for observations. 

III. The duration of these observations 
shall cover a complete heat or 
cycle of the affected blast 
furnace. 

IV. The Permittee shall provide a copy 
of the current certification for 
the opacity observer and observer's 
readings to the Illinois EPA at the 
time of the observations, if the 
Illinois EPA personnel are present . 

D. The Permittee shall keep records for all 
opacity measurements for the casthouse made in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 that the 
Permittee conducts or that are conducted at its 
behest by individuals who are qualified to make 
such observations. For each occasion on which 
such measurements are made, these records shall 
include the formal report for the measurements 
if conducted pursuant to Condition 
7 .4. 7 (bl (i) (2), or otherwise the identity of 
the observer, a description of the measurements 
that were made, the operating condition of the 
casthouse, the observed opacity, and copies of 
the raw data sheets for the measurements, 
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ii. Emissions from control equipment [35 !AC 
212 . 445(b)] : 

A . Upon request from the Illinois EPA, compliance 
with emission limits of 35 !AC 
212 . 445 (bl (1) (see also Condition 
7 . 4 . 3(b) (ii) (A)) shall be determined in 
accordance with the procedures set out in 40 
CFR Part 60 , Appendix A, Methods 1 through 5 , 
incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 212 . 113 , 
and shall be based on the arithmetic average of 
three runs. Calculations shall be based on the 
duration of a cast defined in 35 IAC 
212 . 445(a) (1). 

B. Upon request from the Illinois EPA, opacity 
readings, for verifying compliance with 
emission limit of 35 IAC 212 .445 (bl (2) (see also 
Condition 7 . 4.3(b) (ii) (B)), shall be taken in 
accordance with the observation procedures set 
out in 40 CFR part 60 , Appendix A, Method 9, 
incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 212 . 113. 

c . Additional Emission Testing for the Casthouse Baghouse and 
the Iron Spout Baghouse, pursuant to Sections 39 . 5 (7) (d) 
and (pl of the Act : 

i. As part of the emission testing required by Condition 
7.4 . 7(a) 1 the Permittee shall also measure the so, , 
NOx and VOM emissions from each baghouse. 

ii . The following USEPA Test Methods shall be used for 
testing of emissions , unless another USEPA Test 
Method is approved by the Illinois EPA. 

Location of Sample Po ints Method 1 
Gas Flow and Velocity Method 2 
Flue Gas Weight Method 3 
Moisture Method 4 
SO1 Method 6 
NOx Method 7 
VOM Method 25 

iii . For this emission testing , test notification and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Conditions 8 . 6.2 and 8 . 6.3 of this 
permit . 

d. BFG Flares: 

Pursuant t o Sections 39.5(7) (d) and (p} of the Act , the 
Permittee shall conduct observations for each BFG flare for 
the presence of visible emissions and/or opacity, using 
USEPA Metho d 22 and 9 , respectively . These observations 
s hall be conducted on at least a monthly basis for each 
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7. 4. 8 

flare. In addition , observations shall be coordinated with 
weather conditions so that at least two observations are 
made in each calendar year during elevated wind speed 
conditions, i.e . , wind speed of at least 16 miles per hour . 
These observations shall be conducted by individual(s) 
certified to observe opacity by USEPA Method 9. The 
observer(s) shall initially conduct observations for 
visible emissions . If any visible emissions are observed, 
the observations shall continue for two hours or until the 
cumulative duration of visible emissions exceeds ten 
minutes , whichever occurs first . If any visible emissions 
are observed, observations for opacity shall also be 
conducted. 

Monitoring Requirements 

a. Monitoring requirements pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7830(a) 

For each capture system subject to an operating limit in 40 
CFR 63 . 7790 (b) (1) established in the Permit tee ' s capture 
system operation and maintenance plan, the Permittee must 
install , operate, and maintain a CPMS according to the 
following requirements : 

Dampers that are manually set and remain in the same 
position are exempt from the requirement to install and 
operate a CPMS. If dampers are not manually set and remain 
in the same position , the Permittee shall make a visual 
check at least once every 24 hours to verify that each 
damper for the capture system is in the same position as 
during the initial performance test. 

b. Monitoring requirements pursuant to 40 CFR 7830 (b) (1) 

The casthouse baghouse and iron spout baghouse shall each 
be equipped with a bag leak detection system which the 
Permittee shall operate and maintain according to the 
following requirements of 40 CFR 63.783l(f) : 

i. The system must be certified by the manufacturer to 
be capable of detecting emissions of particulate 
matter at concentrations of 10 milligrams per actual 
cubic meter (0 . 0044 grains per actual cubic foot) or 
less [40 CFR 63. 7831 (f) (1)]. 

ii . The system must provide output of relative changes in 
particulate matter loadings [40 CFR 63 . 7831 (f) (2)). 

iii. The system must be equipped with an alarm that will 
sound when an increase in relative particulate 
loadings is detected over a preset level. The alarm 
must be located such that it can be heard by the 
appropriate plant personnel (40 CFR 63. 7831 (f) (3)] . 
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iv . Each system that works based on the triboelectric 
effect must be installed , operated, and maintained in 
a manner consistent with the guidance document, 
"Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection Guidance," EPA-
454/R 98 015 , September 1997 [40 CFR 63 . 7831 (f) (4) J, 

v. Following the initial adjustment, do not adjust the 
sensitivity or range , averaging period, alarm set 
points , or alarm delay time, except as detailed in 
your operation and maintenance plan . Do not increase 
the sensitivity by more than 100 percent or decrease 
the sensitivity by more than 50 percent over a 365-
day period unless a responsible official certifies, 
in writing , that the baghouse has been inspected and 
found to be in good operating condition [40 CFR 
63 . 7831 (fl (6l I. 

c . The Permittee shall conduct inspections of each baghouse at 
the specified frequencies according to the following 
requirements [40 CFR 63 . 7830(b) (4)): 

i. Monitor the pressure drop across each baghouse cell 
each day to ensure pressure drop is within the normal 
operating range identified in the operation and 
maintenance plan manual. 

ii. Confirm that dust is being removed from hoppers 
through weekly visual inspections or other means of 
ensuring the proper functioning of removal 
mechanisms . 

iii . Check the compressed air supply for pulse-jet 
baghouses each day. 

iv. Monitor cleaning cycles to ensure proper operation 
using an appropriate methodology. 

v. Check bag cleaning mechanisms for proper functioning 
through monthly visual inspection or equivalent 
means . 

vi . Make monthly visual checks of bag tension on reverse 
air and shaker-type baghouses to ensure that bags are 
not kinked (kneed or bent) or laying on their sides. 
You do not have to make this check for shaker-type 
baghouses using self-tensioning (spring-loaded) 
devices . 

vii . Confirm the physical integrity of the baghouse 
through quarterly visual inspections of the baghouse 
interior for air leaks. 
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viii. Inspect fans for wear, material buildup, and 
corrosion through quarterly visual inspections , 
vibration detectors , or equivalent means, 

d. Site-specific monitoring plan requirements pursuant to 40 
CfR 63. 7831 (a) 

For each CPMS required in 40 CFR 63 . 7830 , the Permittee 
shall develop and make available for inspection upon 
request by the Illinois EPA a site-specific monitoring plan 
that addresses the following requirements of 40 CFR 
63. 7831 (a) (1) through (a) ( 6), including: 

i. Installation of the CPMS sampling probe or other 
interface at a measurement location relative to each 
affected process unit such that the measurement is 
representative of control of the exhaust emissions 
(e.g. , on or downstream of the last control device) 
[40 CFR 63 . 783l(a)(l)]; 

ii. Performance and equipment specifications for the 
sample interface, the parametric signal analyzer , and 
the data collection and reduction system [40 CFR 
63.783l(aJ (2); 

iii. Performance evaluation procedures and acceptance 
criteria (e . g., calibrations) (40 CFR 63 . 7831 (a) (3); 

iv. Ongoing operation and maintenance procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.S(c)(l), (c)(3) , (cl(4)(ii) , (c)(7) , and (c)(8) 
(40 CFR 63. 7831 (a) (4); 

v . Ongoing data quality assurance procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.S(d) [40 CFR 63.783l(a) (5); and 

vi. Ongoing recordkeeping and reporting procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.10 (c), (e) (1), and (e) (2) (i) [40 CFR 
63. 7831 (a) (6) . 

c. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.783l(b), unless otherwise specified 
by the NESHAP , each CPMS must: 

i. Complete a minimum of one cycle of operation for each 
successive 15-minute period and collect a minimum of 
three of the required four data points to constitute 
a valid hour of data; 

ii. Provide valid hourly data for at least 95 percent of 
every averaging period; and 
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iii . Determine and record the hourly average of all 
recorded readings. 

£ . Pursuant t o 40 CFR 63.7831(c) , the Permittee shall conduct 
a performanc e evaluation of each CPMS in accordance with 
the site-specific monitoring plan . 

g. Pursuant t o 40 CFR 63.7831(d) , the Permittee shall operate 
and maintain the CPMS in continuous operation according to 
the site-specific monitoring plan . 

h . Pursuant t o 40 CFR 63. 7790 (b) (1) and 63. 7800 (b) (3) (i) , the 
Permittee shall operate each capture system applied to 
emissions from a blast furnace casthouse at or above the 
lowest value or settings as established in the Permittee ' s 
operation and maintenance plan and which are currently as 
follows: 

i . Casthouse Baghouse: 

A. Mo tor amperage (to tal} , both blast furnaces 
casting : 245 amps 

B. Motor amperage , o ne blast furnace casting : 125 
amps 

ii. Iron Spout Bagho use : 

A. Motor amperage , both blast furnaces casting 
(total) : 2 45 amps 

B. Mo t o r amperage , one blast furnace casting: 131 
amps 

C . Blast Furnace A iron spout damper posi tions 
(3) : 2 o r less open all of the t ime; 3 op en 
less than 5 minutes 

D. Blast Furnace B tilting runner damper position : 
open 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.78? 4(c) , the Permittee may change the 
operating limits f o r the capture system if the Permittee 
meets the following requirements : 

i. Submits a written notification to the Illinois EPA of 
the Permittee ' s request to conduct a ne w p e rfo rmanc e 
test to revise the operating limit . 
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ii . Conducts a performance test to demonstrate compliance 
with the applicable emission in Table 1 to 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FFFFF. 

iii. Establishes revised operating limits according to the 
applicable procedures in 40 CFR 63 . 7824(a). 

Monitoring and Collecting Data pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7832~ 

i. Except for monitoring malfunctions, out-of-control 
periods as specified in 40 CFR 63 .8 (cl (7), associated 
repairs, and required quality assurance or control 
activities (including as applicable , calibration 
checks and required zero and span adjustments), the 
Permittee shall monitor continuously (or collect data 
at all required intervals) at all times an affected 
source is operating. 

ii. The Permittee may not use data recorded during 
monitoring malfunctions , associated repairs, and 
required quality assurance or control activities in 
data averages and calculations used to report 
emission or operating levels or to fulfill a minimum 
data availability requirement, if applicable . The 
Permittee shall use all the data collected during all 
other periods in assessing compliance. 

iii. A monitoring malfunction is any sudden, infrequent , 
not reasonably preventable failure of the monitoring 
to provide valid data. Monitoring failures that are 
caused in part by poor maintenance or careless 
operation are not malfunctions. 

k. Pursuant to the operation and maintenance requirements of 
the 0/M plan required by 40 CFR 63.7800(bl, the Permittee 
shall comply with following inspection procedures for the 
capture systems: 

1. 

Monthly inspections of the equipment that is important to 
the performance of the total capture system. This 
inspection must include observations of the physical 
appearance of the equipment (e.g ., presence of holes in 
ductwork or hoods, flow constrictions caused by dents or 
accumulated dust in the ductwork , and fan erosion). Repair 
of any defect or deficiency in the capture system shall be 
done before the next scheduled inspection. 

Inspection and Monitoring for BFG Flares 
39.5(7) (dl of the Act] 

[Section 

i. For BFG flare #1, the Permittee shall either: 
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A. Install, operate and maintain instrumentation, 
with alarm, to confirm the presence of a flame 
at the flare tip; or 

B . Monitor the presence of a pilot flame in 
accordance with Condition 7.4.8(1) (ii) ; or 

C . Verify daily , the following to ensure BFG flare 
#1 is operating! The presence of a flame or 
thermal plume at the tip of the flare and that 
the flare gas header has a positive pressure. 

ii. For BFG flare #2 , the Permittee shall monitor the 
presence of a flare pilot flame using a thermocouple 
or other equivalent device to detect the presence of 
a flame. 

iii . The Permittee shall perform detailed inspections of 
each BFG flare every 18 months . These inspections 
shall include all maintenance and repair activities 
performed based on the inspection results . If the 
flare cannot be inspected within 18 months , as 
required , the Permittee may request in writing from 
IEPA's Permit Section an extension of time to 
complete this inspection. The request for an 
extension must be supported with adequate 
justification for the extension and an assurance that 
the flare is continuing to operate without any 
problems . Under no circumstances shall the extension 
go beyond an additional 6 months. 

m. Pursuant to Permits 72080034 and 72080036 [Tl]: 

i . The Permittee shall maintain and operate a pressure 
drop continuous recording system on the casthouse 
baghouse . The recorded data shall be retained for a 
period of six months shall be made available to the 
Illinois EPA personnel upon request. 

ii. The Permittee shall maintain and operate a continuous 
pressure drop recording system on the iron spout 
baghouse . 

n . The Permittee shall conduct observations for opacity for 
operations associated with the blast furnace in accordance 
with USEPA Method 9 for a minimum of 30 minutes for each 
operation unless no visible emissions are observed during 
the first 12 minutes of observations : 

i . Blast furnace charging: Annually 

ii. Blast furnace stoves stacks: Semiannually 
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7.4.9 

iii. Slag pits : Quarterly 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected Blast Furnaces Processes, pursuant to Sections 
39.5(7) (a), (e) and (pl of the Act: 

a . 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF (40 CFR 63.7842 and 63 . 7843) 

i. The Permittee shall keep the following records, as 
specified in 40 CFR 63. 7842 (a) (1) through (a) (3) : 

A. A copy of each notification and report that the 
Permittee submitted to comply with 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FFFFF, including all documentation 
supporting any initial notification or 
notification of compliance status that the 
Permittee submitted, according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 .10 (b) (2) (xiv). 

B . The records in 40 CFR 63.6(e) (3) (iii) through 
(v) related to startup, shutdown, and 
malfunction. 

C. Records of performance tests , performance 
evaluations, and opacity observations as 
required in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (b) (2) (viii). 

ii. The Permittee shall keep the records in 40 CFR 
63. 6 (h) ( 6) for visual observations. 

iii, The Permittee shall keep the records required in 40 
CFR 63 . 7833 and 63 . 7834 (including a current copy of 
the operation and maintenance plan) to show 
continuous compliance with each emission limitation 
and operation and maintenance requirement that 
applies to the Permittee. 

iv. The Permittee shall keep its records in a form 
suitable and readily available for expeditious 
review, according to 40 CFR 63.10 (b) (1). 

v. As specified in 40 CFR 63.l0(b)(l), the Permittee 
shall keep each record for 5 years following the date 
of each occurrence, measurement, maintenance, 
corrective action, report, or record. 

vi. The Permittee shall keep each record on site for at 
least 2 years after the date of each occurrence, 
measurement, maintenance, corrective action, report , 
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or record, according to 40 CFR 63 .10 (b) (l} . The 
Permittee may keep the records offsite for the 
remaining 3 years . 

b . 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF [ 40 CFR 63 . 7834 (b)) : 

The Per.mittee shall maintain a current copy of the 
operation and maintenance plan required in 40 CFR 
63 . 7800(b) onsite and available f o r inspection upon 
request . 

c . The following records o[ Permits #72080034 , #72080036 and 
#95010001: 

i. The Permittee shall maintain records for each 
beaching event in which iron is beached that , as a 
minimum, shall include : 

A . An explanatio n why beaching occurred . 

B . The date , time and duration of beaching . 

C . The measures used to reduce the amount of 
beaching . 

D. The maximum rate of beaching , tons/minute , (o r 
information showing that the beaching rate did 
not exceed 20 tons/minute). 

d . Records for Startups of Affected Blast Furnace Processes , 
pursuant t o Seclion 39 . 5(7) (b) of the Act 

1 . The Permittee shall maintain startup procedures for 
each affected blast furnace process , as required by 
Condition 7.4.5-2(b) (ii) (C) . 

ii . The Permittee shall maintain the following records 
for each startup of an affec ted blast furnace 
process : 

A. Date , time and duratio n o f the startup . 

B . A description of the startup and reason(s) for 
the startup . 

C. Whether a violation of an applicable standard 
may have occurred during startup accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7.4.9(d) (iv) if a 
violation may have or did occur . 

o. Whether the established startup procedures , 
maintained above, were followed accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 . 4 . 9(d) (iii) if 
there were departure(s) from those procedu~PS . 
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iii. If the established startup procedures were not 
followed during a startup, the Permittee shall 
maintain the following records : 

A. A description of the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

B. The reason(s) for the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

C. An explanation of the consequences of the 
departure(s) for emissions , such as whether the 
departure(s) prolonged the startup or resulted 
in additional emissions, and if so , 

1. The actions taken to minimize emissions 
and the duration of the startup; and 

2. An explanation whether similar incidents 
might be prevented in the future and if 
so, the corrective actions taken or to be 
taken to prevent similar incidents. 

iv . If a violation did or may have occurred during a 
startup , the Permittee shall maintain the following 
records: 

A. Identification of the applicable standard(s) 
that were or may have been violated. 

B. An explanation of the nature of such 
violation(s), including the magnitude of such 
excess emissions . 

C. A description of the actions taken to minimize 
the magnitude of emissions and duration of the 
startup. 

D. An explanation whether similar incidents could 
be prevented or ameliorated in the future and 
if so , a description of the actions taken or to 
be taken to prevent similar incidents in the 
future . 

c . Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.263, the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected Blast 
Furnace Processes as addressed by Condition 7.4.S-2(b) (i) , 
during malfunctions or breakdowns, which at a minimum, 
shall include the following records. The preparation of 
these records shall be completed within 45 days of an 
incident, unless the Permittee conducts a root cause 
analysis for the incident , in which case the preparation of 
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these records , other than the root cause analysis , shall be 
completed within 120 days o f the incident . 

i . Date , time and duratio n of the incident . 

ii . A detailed descriptio n of the incident , including : 

A . A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up t o the incident. 

B . Relevant operating data for the unit , including 
information such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident . 

C. The measures taken to reduce the quantity of 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident . 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident. 

111 . An explanation why continued operation of an affected 
blast furnace was necessary to prevent personnel 
injury or prevent equipment damage . 

iv . A discussion of the c ause(s} or probable cause(s) of 
the incident including the foll o wing : 

A. Whether the inc ident was sudden , unavoidable , 
o r preventable, including : 

1 . Why the e quipment design did not prevent 
the incident ; 

2 . Why better maintenance could not have 
avo ided the incident ; 

3 . Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided Lhe incident ; and 

4. Why there was no advance indication tor 
the incident . 

B. Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for . 

C. Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring ~attern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance . 

v . A description of any steps taken to prevent simi lar 
future incidents or r e duce their frequency and 
severity. 
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vi. As an alternative to keeping the records required by 
Condition 7.4.9(e) (iv), the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis. For this purpose, a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine, correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from. If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem, define 
all causal relationships, provide a causal path to 
the root cause, delineate the evidence, and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be completed within one year of the incident. 

f . Recordkeeping for Backdrafting. 

The Permittee shall maintain records for each period when 
an affected blast furnace is backdrafted. These records 
shall include, at a minimum for each occurrence, the blast 
furnace identification , date and timeframe of backdraft, 
reason for backdrafting (e.g ., planned shutdowns and/or 
routine maintenance) , and steps taken to minimize emissions 
during the backdraft period. 

q. Records for BFG Flares 

The Permittee shall maintain the following records for BFG 
flares: 

i. Records of opacity observations performed as required 
by Condition 7.4.7(d). 

ii. Records of inspections and maintenance activities 
conducted pursuant to Condition 7 . 4 . 8(1). 

iii. For BFG flare #2, date and duration of any time when 
the pilot flame monitoring equipment of the affected 
unit was not in operation, with explanation. 

iv. Date and duration of any time when there was no pilot 
flame present at the flare , with explanation . 

v. Date, duration and description of any other 
deviations . 

h. The Permittee shall maintain the following operating 
records for the affected blast furnaces: 

i. Monthly and annual usage of natural gas, blast 
furnace gas and coke oven gas (million ft 3 ) used by 
the affected blast furnace stoves. 

ii. Blast Furnace hot metal production (total combined 
daily , monthly and annual in tons), including 
documentation on iron and slag losses. 
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iii. Records o f iron pellets charged (tons / month and 
tons/year). 

iv . Records of slag processed (tons/month and tons/year). 

v . For overlapping tapping of both furnaces , records to 
demonstrate that the tapping rate of each furnace 
does not exceed 6 tons per minute . 

vi . If the Permittee operates under manufacturer's 
spe cifications o r manufacturer ' s instructions , the 
Permittee shall maintain such manufacturer's 
doc umentation , which shall be kept at the facility as 
part of the required records. 

vii. Records identifying process upsets in the operat i ons 
at the c asthouse that result in the generation of 
additional opacity or PM emissions , such as 
refracto ry clay falling into the trough during a 
missed stop . Fo r these upsets, these records shall 
include the time of the upset , a descript i on of the 
upset and a discussion of the consequences f or 
opacity and PM emissions from the casthouse. 

i . The Permittee shall keep the f o llowing reco rds related t o 
the emissio ns of the affected blast furnace p r ocesses to 
verify c ompliance with the applicable limits i n Condition 
7. 4. 6 (b) thro ugh (gl : 

i. A file contdining the emission factors used by the 
Permittee t o determine emissions of different 
po llutants from the various p rocesses , wi th 
suppo rting d ocumentation. These records shall be 
r e viewed and updated by the Permittee as nece ssa ~y t o 
assure that the emission factors that it uses to 
d e t e rmine e missio ns o f t he processes do not 
understate actual emissions, includi ng review when 
emission testing i s conducted f~r s uch processes . 
The se reco rds shal l be prepa r ed and copies sent to 
the Illinois EPA in accordance with Conditio n 
5.9.6(c). 

ii . Re co rds for any periods of operation o f suc h 
p roce s ses that are no t otherwise addressed i n the 
require d reco rds d uring which the establ ished 
emiss i o n facto r in Condition 7 .4 .9 (i) ( i ) would 
unde rstate a c tual emissions o f the process , with 
description of the peri od of operation and an 
estimate of the additional e mi s s i ons during s uch 
pe rio d that would no t be accounted f o r by the 
established fac t o r , with s uppor t i ng explanation and 
calculations. 

I 
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iii. Records for the annual emissions of such processes 

for comparison to the limits in Conditions 7.4 . 6(b) 

through (f) , with supporting calculations . 

iv. Records for combined annual emissions of the affected 

processes, based on the summation of the above data , 

for comparison to the limits in Condition 7.4.6(g). 

7 . 4 . 10 Reporting Requirements 

a. 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF (40 CFR 63.7841) : 

i . Compliance report due dates. The Permittee shall 

submit the semiannual compliance reports to the 

Illinois EPA according to the following requirements: 

A. Semi-annual compliance report must cover the 

semiannual reporting period from January 1 

through June 30 or the semiannual reporting 

period from July 1 through December 31 . 

B. Each compliance report must be postmarked or 

delivered no later than July 31 or January 31 , 

whichever date comes first after the end of the 

semiannual reporting period . 

ii. Compliance report contents. Each compliance report 

must include the following information : 

A. Company name and address . 

B. Statement by a responsible official, with that 

official ' s name , title , and signature , 

certifying the truth , accuracy , and 

completeness of the content of the report. 

C. Date of report and beginning and ending dates 

of the reporting period. 

D. If the Permittee had a startup , shutdown , or 

malfunction during the reporting period and the 

Permittee took actions consistent with the 

source ' s startup, shutdown, and malfunction 

plan , the compliance report must include the 

information in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (d) (5) (i). 

E . If there were no deviations from the continuous 

compliance requirements in 40 CFR 63.7833 and 

63.7834 that apply to the Permittee, a 

statement that there were no deviations from 

the emission limitations or operation and 
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maintenance requirements during the reporting 
period . 

r . If there were no periods during which a 
continuous monitoring system (including a CPMS, 
COMS , or continuous emission monitoring system 
(CEMS)) was out-of-control as specified in 40 

CFR 63 . 8 (c) (7) , a statement that there were no 
periods during which the CPMS was out-of­
control during the reporting period . 

G. For each deviation from an emission limitation 
in 40 CFR 63.7790 that occurs at an affected 
source where the Permittee is not using a 
continuous monitoring system (including a CPMS , 
COMS , or CEMS) to comply with an emission 
limitation in Subpart FFFFF , the compliance 
report must contain the information described 
in Condition 7 . 4 . l0(a)(ii) and the following 
information (this includes periods of startup, 
shutdown , and malfunction) : 

1 . The total operating time of each affec ted 
source during the reporting period . 

2 . Information on the number, duration, and 
cause o f deviations (including unknown 
cause , if applicable) as applicable a nd 
the corrective action taken. 

H. For eac h deviation from an emission limitation 
occurring at an affected source where the 
Permittee is using a continuous monitoring 
system (including a CPMS or COMS) to comply 
with the emission limitation in Subpart FFFFF , 
the Permittee must include the information 
described in Condition 7 . 4 . 10 (a) (ii) and the 
foll owing info rmation (this includes periods of 
startup, shutdown , and malfunction) : 

1 . The date and time that each malfunction 
started and stopped. 

2 . The date and time that each continuous 
monitoring was inoperative , except for 
zero {low- level) and high-level checks. 

3 . The date , time , and duration that each 
continuous monitoring system was out-of­
c o ntrol as specified in 40 CFR 
63 . 8(c) (7) , including the information in 
4 0 C FR 6 3 . 8 ( c ) ( 8 ) . 
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i ii. 

4. The date and time that each deviation 

started and stopped , and whether each 

deviation occurred during a p~riod of 

startup, shutdown , or malfunction o r 

during another period . 

5. A summary of the total duration of the 

deviation during the reporting period and 

the total duration as a percent of the 

total source operating time during that 

reporting period . 

6. A breakdown of the total duration of the 

deviations during the reporting period 

including those that are due to startup , 

shutdown , control equipment problems , 

process problems, other known causes , and 

other unknown causes. 

7 . A summary of the total duration of 

continuous monitoring system downtime 

during the reporting period and the total 

duration of continuous monitoring system 

downtime as a percent of the total source 

operating time during the reporting 

period. 

8. A brief description of the Blast Furnace 

processes. 

9. A brief description of the continuous 

monitoring system. 

10 . The date of the latest continuous 

monitoring system certification or audit. 

11 . A description of any changes in 

continuous monitoring systems , processes , 

or controls since the last reporting 

period . 

Immediate startup, shutdown , and malfunction report . 

If the Permittee had a startup , shutdown , or 

malfunction during the semiannual reporting period 

that was not consistent with the source ' s startup , 

shutdown , and malfunction plan, the Permittee shall 

submit an immediate startup , shutdown , and 

malfunction report according to the requirements in 

40 CfR 63 -10 (d) (5) (ii) . 
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b . Reporting requirements for malfunctions and breakdowns (Permits #72080034 , #72080036 and #95010001) : 

c. 

The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA ' s regional office by telephone as soon as possible during normal working hours , but no later than the next Agency business day , upon the occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunctions or breakdowns . The Permittee shall submit a quarterly report to the Illinois EPA ' s regional office in Collinsville providing an explanation of the occurrence of such events . 

i. Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by the affected blast furnace processes from applicable requirements unless a NESHAP standard specifies a different timeframe , as follows: 

A . Requirements in Condition 7.4.3(b) through (fl. 

B . Requirements in Condition 7 . 4 . 5-1 . 

C . Requirements in Condition 7.4 . 5-3 . 

D. Requirements in Condition 7 . 4.5-4. 

E. Requirements in Condition 7.4 . 6(a) through (j). 

ii . All such deviations shall be summarized and reported as part of the semiannual monitoring report required by Condition 8.6 . 1. 

iii. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section , of all other deviations as part 
of the semiannual monitoring reports required by Condition 8 . 6 . 1 . 

iv . All required deviation reports described in Condition 
7 . 4 . l0(c) above shall contain the following 
information : 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation ; 

B . Description of deviation; 

C . Probable cause of the deviation; 

D. Any corrective action or preventative measures 
taken ; 
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d . Reporting on the State startup authorization shall be 

performed in accordance with Condition 5.10.5-1. 

e . Reporting on the Federal SSM authorization shall be 

performed in accordance with Condition 5 . 10.5-3. 

7.4.11 Operational Flexibility 

Backdrafting the blast furnaces in order to conduct 

planned/routine maintenance (not associated with malfunction and 

breakdowns) shall follow procedures designed to minimize the 

release of emissions during such activities. 

7.4.12 Compliance Procedures 

a . For affected blast furnace processes , compliance with the 

applicable standards of Condition 7 . 4.3 is addressed by the 

work practices , testing , monitoring , recordkeeping and 

reporting requirements in Section 7 . 4 of this permit . 

b . Compliance with the production/emission limits of 

Conditions 7 . 4 . 6 and 5 . 6 . 2 is addressed by the work 

practices , testing , monitoring , recordkeeping , and 

reporting requirements in Sections 7 . 4 and 5 of this 

permit . 

7.4.13 Compliance Schedule and Current Enforcement Status 

a . 

b. 

The Permittee shall comply with the following schedule of 

compliance related to SO2 emissions from combustion of Blast 

Furnace Gas in various emission units at the source , as 

established in accordance with Consent Order No. 05-CH-750 

(December 18 , 2007 as amended on December 23 , 2009) : 

Commitment Timing 

Use the correct emission factor 
for the Blast Furnace Gas so 
emissions when calculating , Immediately and at all 

recording and reporting SO2 times going forward. 

emissions and for any other 
purpose under the Act . 

Work with the Illinois EPA, 
including providing additional Within 30 days of the 

information to the Agency when request . 

requested . 
Obtain a revised PSD Construction Subject to Agency 

Permit . final issuance. 

Submittal of Progress Reports 

Quarterly Progress Reports 
with the fourth quarter of 
achievement of compliance . 
submitted no later than 30 

shall be submitted beginning 
2009 and ending upon the 

Each quarterly report shall 

days after the end of the 
be 
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corresponding calendar quarter. The Progress Report shall 
contain at least the following : 

i. The required date for achieving commitments, and 
actual dates when such commitments were achieved . 

ii. Any commitments accepted by the Permittee or 
otherwise established for the affected BOF as part of 
the resolution of the above referenced Consent Order, 
with the associated timing for each commitment. 

iii. A discussion of progress in complying with 
commitments that is subject to future deadlines. 

iv. If any commitment was not met, an explanation of why 
the required timeframe or commitment was not met, and 
any preventive or corrective measures adopted to 
achieve required commitment. 

c. After completion of all required commitments and 
certification of compliance, as identified in Condition 
7.4.13(a) no further Quarterly Progress Reports are 
required to be submitted. 

Note: US Steel informed the Illinois EPA during deliberations 
on Consent Order 05-CH-750 of possible violations involving SO2 
emissions from use of Blast Furnace Gas. The violations 
involved exceedances of the SO2 limit in Construction Permit 
95010001 issued on July 23 , 1996. The violations were 
addressed, working with the Office of the Illinois Attorney 
General, in Consent Order 05-CH-750, which was entered on 
December 18, 2007 in the Circuit Court for the Third Judicial 
Circuit, Madison County, Illinois. This Consent Order required 
US Steel to submit a complete and accurate application including 
required SO2 modeling to modify Construction Permit 95010001 by 
January 31, 2008. That application has been submitted by US 
Steel . 

7.4.14 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established . 
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7 . 5 Basic Oxygen Processes 

7.5.l Description 

Reladling and Desulfurization Stations: 

Molten iron from the blast furnaces is transported to the BOF by 

torpedo cars. The iron is then transferred to the charging 

ladles at the reladling station . In the desulfurization 

stations a combination of lime and magnesium is injected into 

the molten iron to remove the sulfur. The sulfur reacts with 

the lime and magnesium and forms a layer of slag on the surface 

of the iron . A collection system with a positive pressure 

baghouse is used to control emissions of particulate matter from 

these stations. 

Slag Skimming: 

After the molten iron is desulfurized, the ladle it is moved to 

this station where a mechanical arm is used to scrape slag from 

the surface of the iron . This slag is scraped from the iron 

ladles and into slag pots . A collection system with a baghouse 

is used to control emissions from this process. 

Basic Oxygen Furnaces (BOF) : 

A fresh BOF charge usually begins with scrap metal. The scrap 

is charged into the BOF vessel . Molten iron is then charged 

into the vessel . A secondary hood is utilized to capture 

emissions during the charge. During periods of reduced molten 

iron availability scrap may be preheated with a natural gas 

fired lance to increase the temperature and reduce the amount of 

molten iron needed for a heat of steel . The BOF is then closed 

off and an oxygen lance is inserted to begin the melting and 

refining process. The oxygen lance openings on each BOF is 

equipped with steam rings. The steam rings are control measures 

for emissions of particulate matter from the BOF during the 

"oxygen blow" or refining phase when oxygen is being fed into 

the furnaces. The steam rings would inject steam in the area 

between the oxygen lance and the "lance hole" in the lid of the 

furnaces, acting to suppress the emissions of particulate 

through this area during the refining phase. In the BOF, the 

injected oxygen reacts exothermically with the carbon in the 

iron generating heat which melts the scrap and reducing the 

amount of carbon in the bath thus converting the iron to steel. 

When the refining process is completed , the molten steel is 

poured into a steel transfer ladle. Materials such as aluminum, 

silica, and manganese are added, as required, depending upon the 

particular steel alloy being produced. After the molten steel 

is tapped, the remaining slag is then dumped into a slag ladle. 

Emissions from these operations are captured and controlled with 

an electrostatic precipitator (ESP). 
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7.5.2 

Ladle Preheating and Drying: 

In this unit, lances combust either natural gas or coke oven gas 
to produce the heat needed to dry and preheat iron and steel 
handling ladles . The refractory linings of freshly re-bricked 
or repaired ladles must be completely dried and preheated before 
use . The drying process is necessary because any moisture left 
in the refractory would immediately vaporize and expand when the 
ladles are filled with molten iron or steel . This sudden 
expansion could cause the refractory lining to split which would 
allow the molten iron and steel to come into contact with , and 
damage the shell of the ladle . Emissions from this unit consist 
of particulate matter, sulfur dioxide , nitrogen oxides , carbon 
monoxide and organic materials generated by fuel combustion . 

Ladle Metallurgy Furnaces (LMF) and Argon Stirring Stations : 

At the LMF station and the argon stirring stations, final 
adjustments are made to the composition of a ladle of steel and 
the steel is held pending casting . At the LMF station, 
electricity can also be used to heat a ladle of steel if it has 
cooled below the range at which steel can be cast. 

If the steel does not need to be reheated and at most minor 
ad j ustments are needed to its composition , the ladle of steel 
g oes to one of the two argon stirring stations. At these 
stations, stirring lances are inserted into the steel and argon 
is pumped into the steel to maintain uniform composition and 
temperature . A baghouse is also used to control emissions from 
the operations . 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Basic Oxygen Emission 
Process Date Control 

Location Descriptions Constructed Equipment 
Basic Hot Metal Transfer Prior to Reladle/ 

Oxygen Station 05/1983 Desulfurization 
Process (2) Hot Metal Baghouse 
Furnace Desulfurization 

Shop (BOPF) Stations 
Slag Skimming 1985 Skimmer 

Station Baghouse 
Basic Oxygen Prior to Electrostatic 

Furnaces (BOF) #1 08/1972 Precipitator 
and #2 with Steam 

Rings 
Ladle Prior to None 

Drying/Preheating 08/1972 
(coke oven gas and 
natural gas modes) 
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7.5.3 

Basic Oxyge n Emission 
Process Date Control 

Location Descriptio n s Constructed Equipment 

Ladle Metallurgy Prior to Baghouse #2 

Furnace (LMF') 1986 
Statio n 

Argo n Stu~ring Aro und 1988 
Statio ns 

Applicable Provisions 

a. Pursuant to 35 IAC 2 12 . 446 , emissio ns of particulate matter 
from basic o xygen processes shall be controlled as follows: 

i. Charging , Refining and Tapping (BOF Operations). 
Particulate matter emissio ns from all basic oxygen 
furnaces (BOF) shall be c o llected and ducted to 
pollution control equipment. Emissions from basic 
oxygen furnace operatio ns during the entire cycle 
(operations from the beginning of the charging 
process through the end of the tapping process) shall 
not exceed the allowable emission rate specified by 
35 IAC 212 . 322. For purpo ses of computing the 
process weight rate , nongaseous material charged to 
the furnace and process oxygen shall be included. No 
material shall be included mo re than once (35 IAC 
212.446(a) J . 

ii. Hot Metal Transfer , Hot Metal Desulfurization and 
Ladle Lancing. 

Particulate matter emissions from hot metal transfers 
to a mixer or ladle, hot metal desulfurization 
operations and ladle lancing shall be collected and 
ducted to pollution control equipment, and emissions 
from the pollution control eq ~ipment shall not exceed 
69 mg/dscm (0 . 03 gr/dscf) [35 IAC 212.446(b) (1) J. 

iii . For openings in the building housing the BOF, no 
person shall cause or allow emissions to exceed an 
opacity of 20 percent, as determined by averaging any 
12 consecutive observations taken at 15 seco nd 
intervals [35 IAC 212.446(c)]. 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.458, no person shall ca use or allow 
emissions of PM10 , other than that o f fugitive p a rticulate 
matter , into the atmosphere to exceed the f o ll owing limits 
during any one hour period: 

i. 32.25 ng/J (0.075 lbs/mmBtu) of heat inpu t from the 
burning of coke oven gas (at ladle dryers / preheat~ rsl 
[ 3 5 I AC 212 . 4 5 8 (bl ( 9 l I . 
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ii . 27 . 24 kg/hr (60 lbs/hr) and 0 . 1125 kg/Mg (0.225 
lbs/T) of total steel in process whichever limit is 
more stringent for the total of all basic oxygen 
furnace operations (charging , refining and tapping , 
as described in 35 IAC 212 . 446(a)) and measured at 
the BOF stack (35 IAC 212 . 458 (b) (23)] . 

iii . 22 . 9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) from any process emissions 
unit, except as otherwise provided in 35 IAC 212.458 
or in 212 . 443 and 212.446 (35 IAC 212.458(b) (7) J . 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 123(a) , no person shall cause or 
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter , 
with an opacity greater than 30 percent, into the 
atmosphere from any emission unit other than those emission 
units subject to the requirements of 35 IAC 212 . 122 , except 
as allowed by 35 IAC 212 . 123(b) and 212.124. 

d. The Basic Oxygen Processes are subject to 40 CFR Part 63 , 
Subpart FFFFF, Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing 
Facilities . Applicable provisions of this NESHAP are 
addressed below and in other conditions of this section of 
the permit. 

e. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7790(a) and Table 1 to 40 CFR Part 63 
Subpart FFFFF, the emissions from the Basic Oxygen 
Processes shall not exceed the following limits applicable 
to operation at existing basic oxygen process furnace 
(BOPF) identified in paragraphs 9 through 12 of Table 1 to 
Subpart FFFFF : 

i . The Permittee must not cause to be discharged to the 
atmosphere any gases that exit from a primary 
emission control system for a BOPF with an open hood 
system at an existing BOPF shop that contain, on a 
flow-weighted basis , particulate matter in excess of 
0 . 02 gr/dscf during the steel production cycle . 

ii. For each hot metal transfer , slag skimming , and hot 
metal desulfurization operation , the Permittee must 
not cause to be discharged to the atmosphere any 
gases that exit from a control device that contain 
particulate matter in excess of 0 . 01 gr/dscf . 

iii. For each ladle metallurgy furnace operation, the 
Permittee must not cause to be discharged to the 
atmosphere any gases that exit from a control device 
that contain particulate matter in excess of 0.01 
gr/dscf. 

iv. For each roof monitor on the BOPF Shop , the Permittee 
must not cause to be discharged to the atmosphere any 
secondary emissions that exit any opening in the BOPF 
shop or any other building housing the BOF or basic 
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7.5 . 4 

oxygen process that exhibit opacity greater than 20 

percent (3-minute average). 

f. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7790 (b) (3), for the electrostatic 

precipitator applied to control emissions from a BOF , the 

Permittee must maintain the hourly average opacity of 

emissions exiting the control device at or below 10 

percent . 

g. The basic oxygen furnaces are subject to 35 IAC 214.301, 

which provides that no person shall cause or allow the 

emission of sulfur dioxide into the atmosphere from any 

process emission source to exceed 2000 ppm. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3) and 212. 316 ( f), the 

emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 and 212.316 are not 

applicable to the basic oxygen processes because these 

operations are subject to specific emission standards and 

limitations contained in 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart R, as 

addressed in Condition 7 . 5.3(a). 

b. Except where noted, 35 !AC 212 . 321 and 35 !AC 212.322 

shall not apply to the steel manufacturing processes 

subject to 35 IAC 212.442 through 35 IAC 212 . 452 (35 IAC 

212.441] . 

c. This permit is issued based on the affected basic oxygen 

processes not being subject to the applicable requirements 

of 35 IAC 219.301 because these processes do not emit 

photochemically reactive organic material as defined in 35 

IAC 211.4690. 

d . The basic oxygen processes are not subject to 35 IAC 

216.121 because they are not fuel combustion emission units 

as defined in 35 IAC 211.2470. 

7.5 . 5-1 Work Practices Provisions for Operation and Maintenance Plan (40 

CFR 63.7800) 

a. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.6(e) (1) (il , the Permittee must always 

operate and maintain the basic oxygen processes , including 

air pollution control and monitoring equipment , in a manner 

consistent with good air pollution control practices for 

minimizing emissions at least to the levels required by 40 

CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF. 

b. The Permittee shall prepare and operate at all times 

according to a written operation and maintenance plan for 

each capture syste m or control device subject to an 

operating limit in 40 CFR 63.7790(b). Each plan shall 

address the following elements: 
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i . Monthly inspectio ns of the equipment that is 
important t o the performance of the total capture 
system (e.g. , pressure sensors , dampers , and damper 
switches) . This inspection shall include 
observations o f the physical appearance of the 
equipment (e.g. , presence of ho les in ductwork or 
hoods , flow constrictions caused by dents or 
accumulated dust in the ductwork, and fan erosion) 
The operation and maintenance plan also must include 
requirements to repair any defect o r deficiency in 
the capture system before the next scheduled 
inspection . 

ii. Preventative maintenance for each control device, 
including a preventative maintenance schedule that is 
consistent with the manufacturer's instructions for 
routine and l ong-term maintenance . 

iii . Corrective actio n procedures for baghouses equipped 
with bag leak detection systems . In the event a bag 
leak detection system alarm is triggered , the 
Permittee shall initiate c o rrective actio n to 
determine the cause of the alarm within 1 hour of the 
alarm, initiate corrective action to correct the 
cause of the problem within 24 hours of the alarm , 
and complete the corrective action as soon as 
practicable. Corrective actions may include, but are 
not limited to : 

A , Inspecting the baghouse for air leaks , torn o r 
broken bags or filter media, or any other 
condition that may cause an increase in 
emissions. 

B . Sealing off defective bags or filter media. 

c . Replacing defective bags or filter media or 
otherwise repairing the control device. 

D. Sealing off a defective baghouse compartment . 

E . Cleaning the bag leak detection system probe , 
or otherwise repair the bag leak detection 
system. 

F . Shutting down the process prod ucing the 
particulate emissions. 

iv. Corrective action procedures for electrostatic 
precipitator (ESP) equipped with COMS, In the event 
an ESP exceeds the operating limit in 40 CFR 
63 . 7790(b) (3) , the Permittee shall take c orrective 
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actions consistent with the site-specific monitoring 

plan in accordance with 40 CFR 63 . 783l(a) 

7.5 . 5-2Work Practices Provisions for Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction 

Plans and associated procedures 

a. NESHAP Provisions 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7810 , the Permittee must be in 

compliance with the emission limitations and 

operation and maintenance requirements in 40 CFR 63 

Subpart FFFFF at all times , except during periods of 

startup, shutdown and malfunction as defined in 40 

CFR 63 . 2 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7810(c) , the Permittee shall 

develop a written startup , shutdown , and malfunction 

plan for BOF according to the provisions of 40 CFR 

63.6(e) (3) . 

iii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7835: 

A. Consistent with 40 CFR 63 . 6(e) and 63 . 7(e) (1) , 

deviations from NESHAP requirements that occur 

during a period of startup, shutdown , or 

malfunction are not violations if the Permittee 

demonstrates to the Illinois EPA that the 

Permittee was operating in accordance with 40 

CFR 63.6(e)(l). 

B. The Illinois EPA will determine whether 

deviations that occur during a period of 

startup , shutdown , or malfunction are 

violations , according to the provisions in 40 

CFR 63 . 6(e). 

iv . The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable reporting 

requirements identified in Condition 5 . 10.S(b) and 40 

CFR 63 . 7841 (b) (4) and (c) . 

v. The Permittee shall keep records in accordance with 

40 CFR 63. 7842 (a) (2) related to startup , shutdown and 

malfunction. 

b. Provisions of State Emission Standards , pursuant to 35 IAC 

201 . 149 and Part 201 Subpart I 

i. Subject to the following terms and conditions , the 

Permittee is authorized to continue to operate in 

violation of the applicable standards as specified 

below in the event of a malfunction or breakdown . 
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A. For the basic oxygen furnace , the applicable 
state standards in Condition 7 . 5.3(a) (iii) , 
(b) ( ii) and (c)) , and 

B. For the LMF , the applicable state standards in 
Conditions 7 . 5 . 3(b) (iii) and (c) . 

Note : This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application , 
generally explaining why such continued operation would be 
required to prevent injury to personnel or severe damage to 
equipment , and describing the measures that will be taken 
to minimize emissions from any malfunctions and breakdowns. 

ii . This authorization only allows such continued 
operation as necessary to prevent injury to personnel 
or severe damage to equipment and does not extend to 
continued operation solely for the economic benefit 
of the Permittee . 

iv . Upon occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunction or breakdown , the Permittee shall , as 
soon as practicable, repair the units and/or re­
establish applicable control practices . 

v . The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable 
recordkeeping requirements of Condition 7 . 5.9(g) and 
reporting requirements of Condition 5 . 10.5-2 . 

vi. Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see 
Condition 5 . 10.5-2(a) (i)) of a malfunction or 
breakdown with excess emissions, the Permittee shall 
comply with all reasonable directives of the Illinois 
EPA with respect to such incident . 

vii . This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to minimize excess 
emissions during malfunction or breakdown . As 
provided by 35 IAC 201 . 265 , an authorization in a 
permit for continued operation with excess emissions 
during malfunction and breakdown does not shield the 
Permittee from enforcement for any such violation and 
only constitutes a prima facie defense to such an 
enforcement action provided that the Permittee has 
fully complied with all terms and conditions 
connected with such authorization. 

7 . 5 . 5-3 Work Practices from Permits 72080043 , 95010001 and 10080021 

a. Pursuant to Permit 72080043 [Tl] : 

i. Overlapping operations of the BOF vessels is allowed 
under the following conditions: 
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b . 

A. The hot metal charge of the second vessel shall 
be initiated and completed during the time 
between completion of the blow and start of tap 
on the first vessel while sufficient draft at 
the ESP capture system is established and 
maintained for both vessels. 

B. The charge and/or blow on one vessel shall not 
begin until sufficient draft has been 
established at the associated ESP capture 
system (a.k . a., doghouse) and the alloy 
addition at the vessel tapping has been 
completed for at least 1 minute. 

C. Sufficient draft at the ESP capture system of 
the vessel being tapped shall be maintained for 
at least 1 minute after alloy addition has been 
completed. After such period, the capture 
system draft may be transferred over to the 
other vessel in order to satisfy Condition (A) 
above . 

D. Only overlapping of the hot metal charge of the 
second vessel after the end of blow and prior 
to onset of tap of the first vessel and 
overlapping of tapping of the first vessel, 
after alloy addition, and the hot metal charge 
and/or blow on the second vessel are allowed. 

E. Condition (B) and (C) above shall be part of 
the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) of the 
BOF vessels. 

ii. Each BOF vessel shall be equipped with a Fume 
Suppression System which shall be in use at all times 
that tapping is occurring during overlapping 
operations. 

Pursuant to Permit 95010001 [Tl l: 

i. The BOF capture system shall be operated at the above 
minimum set points (see Condition 7.5.6(h)) until and 
unless the Illinois EPA approves a lower minimum set 
point based on a demonstration that a better level of 
particulate matter control will occur, except for 
purposes of emissions testing as related to the set 
-point [ Tl l . 

ii. The Permittee shall operate, maintain, and repair the 
BOF ESP in a manner that assures compliance with the 
conditions of Permit 95010001 [Tl]. 

iii. The Permittee shall maintain an adequate inventory of 
spare parts for the BOF ESP at all times (Tl). 
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7.5.6 

c. Pursuant to Permit 10080021 [Tl): 

i . Beginning October 31, 2012, during the refining phase 
of operation, the steam rings on the BOFs shall be 
operated in accordance with written procedures 
developed by the Permittee that set forth the timing 
and rate of steam in j ection as related to furnace 
operation and reflect good air pollution control 
practice to minimize emissions of particulate matter. 

ii. Prior to October 31, 2012, during the refining phase 
of operation , the steam rings on the BOFs shall be 
operated in accordance with good air pollution 
control practice to minimize emissions of particulate 
matter. 

Production and Emission Limitations from Permit 95010001 

a. Total combined production of liquid steel from the affected 
BOFs shall not exceed 11 , 000 net tons per day, averaged 
over any calendar month [Tl) . 

b. BOF Shop Emissions (tons/yr total) shall not exceed the 
following limits (Tl]: 

PM PM10 

510 451 70 

VOM 

12 

co 

16,097 

Lead 

1.43 

c. BOF ESP Stack (charge, refine, tap) emissions shall not 
exceed the following limits [Tl] : 

Emission Factor Maximum Emissions 
Pollutant (Lbs/Ton) (Tons/Yr) 

PM 0 .16 262.80 
PM :a 0 .16 262.80 
NO. 0.0389 69.63 
VOM 0.0060 10.74 
co 8.993 16,097.47 
Lead 0.1934 lbs/hr 1. 26 

d. BOF Roof Monitor emissions shall not exceed the following 
limits [Tl!: 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM r 
Lead 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0.0987 
0.06614 

0 . 0129 lbs/hr 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

176.71 
118.40 

0 . 08 
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e . Hot Metal Desulfurizati , n and Hot Metal Transfer emissio ns 
shall not exceed the f o llo wing limits [Tl]: 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM10 
VOM 
Lead 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0.03721 
0.03721 
0.0010 

0.0133 lbs/hr 

Maximum Emissio ns 
(To ns/Yr) 

58.88 
58,88 
1. 58 
0.09 

f. Hot metal charging and ladle slag skimming emissions shall 
not exceed the following limits [Tl]: 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

( Lbs/Ton) 
Maximum ~missions 

(To ns/Yr) 

PM 
PM10 

0 . 0050 
0.0050 

7.94 
7.94 

g. Emissions from Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling 
Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy Baghouse #2) shall not exceed the 
following limits (see Section 7.1): 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 
Maximum Emissions 

(Tons/Yr) 

PM 
PM10 

0.00715 
0. 00715 

12.80 
12.80 

h. The stack gas pulpit set point of the BOF ESP control 
system shall be set in accordance with the following, so as 
to establish sufficient particulate matter capture 
efficiency of the charging and primary hoods (Tl): 

i. Set point requirements while only a single BOF vessel 
is in operation: 

A. Minimum set point during charging operation: 
550,000 cfm; 

B. Minimum set point during refining operation: 
650,000 cfm; and 

C. Minimum set point during tapping operation: 
200,000 cfm (until one minute after completing 
alloy addition) . 

ii. During dual operation of BOF vessels (a.k.a., 
overlapping BOF operation) the minimum set point 
shall be 700 , 000 cfm. 

i. Compliance with the annual limits shall be determined on a 
calendar year basis [Tl]. 
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7 , 5 . 7 

Note : These provisions (Conditions 7 . 5.6(a) through (i)) were 
originally established in Construction Permit 95010001. 

j . Emissions of particulate matter from the Ladle metallurgy 
station and the existing argon stirring station shall not 
exceed 16 . 20 TPY (Tl) . 

k . The maximum process weight for 1) argon stirring , 2) ladle 
reheat , 3) alloy addition , 4) ladle slag skimming , a nd 5) 
hot metal desulfurization shall not exceed 356 . 7 t/hr for 
8 , 760 hours per year [Tl] . 

Note; These provisions (Conditions 7 . 5 . 6(j) and (kl) were 
originally established in Permit 83050042 . 

Testing Requirements 

a . Testing requirements in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF : 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 782l(b) , for the Basic Ox ygen 
Furnaces (which are equipped with a control devi ce 
olher than a baghouse) , the Permittee shall cond uct 
subsequent performance tests no less frequently than 
twice (at mid-term and renewal) during each term o f 
the title V operating permit (i . e ., Lhis CAAPP 
permit) . 

ii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 782l(c) , for each Basic Oxygen 
Furnace Process equipped with a baghouse, the 
Permittee shall conduct subsequent performance tests 
no less frequently than once during each term of the 
Title V operating permit (every 60 months) . 

iii . The Permittee shall use the following test methods 
for compliance demonstration with the emission limits 
for particulate matter [40 CFR 63.7822(b)) : 

A . The Permittee shall determine the concentration 
of particulate matter according to the 
following test methods in Appendix A to 40 CFR 
Part 60 . 

1. Method 1 to select sampling port 
locations and the number of traverse 
points . Sampling ports must be located 
at the outlet of the control device and 
prior to any releases to the atmosphere. 

2 . Method 2 , 2F, or 2G to determine the 
volumetric flow rate of the stack gas . 

3 . Method 3 , 3A, or 38 to determine the dry 
molecular weight of the stack gas. 
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4 . Method 4 to determine the moisture 
content of the stack gas. 

5 . Method 5 , 5D, or 17, as applicable , t o 
determine the concentration of 
particulate matter (front half filterable 
catch only). 

B. The Permittee shall collect a minimum sample 
volume of 60 dry standard cubic feet (dscf} o f 
gas during each particulate matter test run. 
Three valid test runs are needed to comprise a 
performance test. 

iv. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7822(g), for the BOF ESP (which 
is a primary emission control system applied to 
emissions from a BOF with an open hood system), the 
Permittee shall complete the following requirements: 

A. Sample only during the steel production cycle. 
The Permittee shall conduct sampling under 
conditions that are representative of normal 
operation. The Permittee shall record the 
start and end time of each steel production 
cycle and each period of abnormal operation; 
and 

B. Sample for an integral number of steel 
production cycles. The steel production cycle 
begins when the scrap is charged to the BOF and 
ends 3 minutes after the slag is emptied from 
the vessel into the slag pot. 

v . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7822(h) , for a control device 
applied to emissions from BOPF shop ancillary 
operations (hot metal transfer , slag skimming, hot 
metal desulfurization, or ladle metallurgy}, the 
Permittee shall sample only when the operation(s) is 
being conducted. 

vi . The Permittee shall conduct each visible emissions 
performance test such that the opacity observations 
overlap with the performance test for particulate 
matter (40 CFR 63,7823(b) I . 

vii . The following test methods shall be used for opacity 
observations pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7823(d): 

Using a certified observer, the Permittee shall 
determine the opacity of emissions according to 
Method 9 in Appendix A to Part 60 as specified below: 
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A. Instead of procedures in section 2.4 of Method 
9 in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60 , the 
Permittee shall record observations to the 
nearest 5 percent at 15-second intervals for at 
least three steel production cycles . 

B . Instead of procedures in section 2 . 5 of Method 
9 in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60 , the 
Permittee shall determine the 3-minute block 
average opacity from the average of 12 
consecutive observatjons recorded at 15-second 
intervals . 

b . Pursuant t o Sections 39 . 5 ( 7) (d) and (p) of the Act , in 
conjunction with the testing of emissions required for an 
emission unit in the BOF shop by the NESHAP (Condition 
7.5 . 7(a) which requires testing at the midterm and renewal 
of this CAAPP permit) , the Permittee shall also have 
testing conducted to measure emissions of other pollutants 
as follows. 

i . Testing shall be conducted for PM/PM10 *, lead and 
other pollutants as follow : BOF Furnaces (ESP) NOx , 
VOM and CO ; and Hot Metal Oesulfurization and Slag 
Skimming (Baghouses) VOM . 

* As an alternative t o measurements for PM,, 
emissions , the measured results for PM, as 
determined in accordance with the NESHAP , shall 
be considered PM10 , as provided for by 35 !AC 
21 2 . 108. 

ii . The relevant test metho d specified by the NESHAP or 
the f o llowing USEPA test me thods shall be used for 
this testing, unless another USEPA test method is 
approved by the Illino is EPA during the review of a 
Test Plan submitted by the Permittee prior to 
testing , 

Location of Sample Points Method 1 
Gas Flow and Veloc ity Method 2 
Flue Gas Weight Method 3 
Moisture Method 4 
VOM Method 18 or 25A 
NOx Method 7E or 19 
co Method 10 or 10B 
Lead Method 29 

iii . For this emissio n testing, test notifications and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Condition 8 . 6 . 2 and 8 . 6 . 3 of this 
permit . 
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7.5 . 8 

c. As provided by 35 IAC 212.446(c), observations to determin~ 
compliance with the opacity standard in 35 IAC 212.446(c) 
(see Condition 7.5 . 3(a) (iii)) shall be performed in 
accordance with 40 CFR Part 60 , Appendix A, Method 9, 
incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 212.113, except that 
compliance shall be determined by averaging any 12 
consecutive observations taken at 15 second intervals. 

Monitoring and Inspection Requirements 

a. Monitoring (40 CFR 63.7830) 

i. For the capture system for secondary emissions from 
the Basic Oxygen Furnaces (which are subject to an 
operating limit in 40 CFR 63. 7790 (bl (ll established 
in Permittee's capture system operation and 
maintenance plan), the Permittee shall install, 
operate, and maintain a continuous parameter 
monitoring system (CPMS) according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63.7831(e) and the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 7830 (a) (1) through (3) . 

ii. The Permittee shall operate and maintain a bag leak 
detection system on Baghouse #2 and the slag skimmer 
baghouse according to 40 CFR 63 . 7831(f) and monitor 
the relative change in particulate matter loadings 
according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.7832. 

iii. The Permittee shall conduct inspections of each 
baghouse at the specified frequencies according to 
the following requirements [40 CFR 63. 7830 (b) (4)]: 

A. Monitor the pressure drop across each baghouse 
cell each day to ensure pressure drop is within 
the normal operating range identified in the 
operation and maintenance manual. 

B. Confirm that dust is being removed from hoppers 
through weekly visual inspections or other 
means of ensuring the proper functioning of 
removal mechanisms . 

C. Check the compressed air supply for pulse-jet 
baghouses each day. 

D. Monitor cleaning cycles to ensure proper 
operation using an appropriate methodology. 

E. Check bag cleaning mechanisms for proper 
functioning through monthly visual inspections 
or equivalent means . 
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F. Make monthly visual checks of bag tension on 
reverse air and shaker-type baghouses to ensure 
that bags are not kinked (kneed or bent) or 
laying on their sides . The Permittee does not 
have to make this check for shaker-type 
baghouses using self-tensioning (spring-loaded) 
devices . 

G . Confirm the physical integrity of the baghouse 
through quarterly visual inspections of the 
baghouse interior for air leaks. 

H. Inspect fans for wear, material buildup, and 
corrosion through quarterly visual inspections, 
vibration detectors , or equivalent means . 

i v . For the ESP controlling the BOF furnaces (which are 
subject to an opacity limit of 10 percent, hourly 
average, pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7790(b) (3)), the 
Permittee shall operate and maintain a continuous 
opacity monitoring system (COMS) according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 783l(h) and monitor the 
hourly average opacity of emissions exiting the 
according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 7832 
CFR 63 , 7830(d)]. 

stack 
[40 

If the hourly average opacity for the ESP exceeds the 
operating limit , the Permittee shall follow the 
following procedures (40 CFR 63.7833(g) I: 

A. The Permittee shall initiate corrective action 
to determine the cause of the exceedance within 
1 hour. During any period of corrective 
action , the Permittee must continue to monitor 
and record all required operating parameters 
for equipment that remains in operation. 
Within 24 hours of the exceedance , the 
Permittee shall measure and record the hourly 
average operating parameter value for the 
emission unit on which corrective action was 
taken. If the hourly average parameter value 
meets the applicable operating limit , then the 
corrective action was successful and the 
emission unit is in compliance with the 
applicable operating limit. 

B. If the required initial corrective action was 
not successful, the Permittee shall complete 
additional corrective action within the next 24 
hours (48 hours from the time of the 
exceedance). During any period of corrective 
action, the Permittee shall continue to monitor 
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and record all required operating parameters 
for equipment that remains in operation. After 
this second 24-hour period, the Permittee shall 
again measure and record the hourly average 
operating parameter value for the emission unit 
on which corrective action was taken. If the 
hourly average parameter value meets the 
applicable operating limit, then the corrective 
action was successful and the emission unit is 
in compliance with the applicable operating 
limit. 

C . For purposes of 40 CFR 63. 7833 (g) (1) and (2) , 
in the case of an exceedance of the hourly 
average opacity operating limit for an ESP, 
measurements of the hourly average opacity 
based on visible emission observations in 
accordance with Method 9 may be taken to 
evaluate the effectiveness of corrective 
action . 

D. If the second attempt at corrective action 
required in paragraph 40 CFR 63. 7833 (g) (2) was 
not successful , the Permittee shall report the 
exceedance as a deviation in the next 
semiannual compliance report according to 40 
CFR 63 . 7841 (b). 

b. Installation , operation , and maintenance requirements for 
monitors (40 CFR 63.78311 

i . For the slag skimmer baghouse and Baghouse #2 (which 
are subject to 40 CFR 63 . 7830 (b) (1)) , the Permittee 
shall operate and maintain the bag leak detection 
system according to the following requirements (40 
C FR 6 3 . 7 8 31 ( f ) I : 

A . The system must be certified by the 
manufacturer to be capable of detecting 
emissions of particulate matter at 
concentrations of 10 milligrams per actual 
cubic meter (0 . 0044 grains per actual cubic 
foot) or less . 

B. The system must provide output of relative 
changes in particulate matter loadings . 

C. The system must be equipped with an alarm that 
will sound when an increase in relative 
particulate loadings is detected over a preset 
level . The alarm must be located such that it 
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can be heard by the appropriate plant 
personnel . 

~ - Each system that works based on the 
triboelectric effect must be installed , 
operated, and maintained in a manner consistent 
with the guidance document , •Fabric Filter Bag 
Leak Detection Guidance , " EPA-454/R-98-015 , 
September 1997 . The Permittee may install , 
operate , and maintain other types of bag leak 
detection systems in a manner consistent with 
the manufacturer ' s written specifications and 
recommendations . 

E . To make the initial adjustment of the system, 
the Permittee shall establish the baseline 
output by adjusting the sensitivity (range) and 
the averaging period of the device . Then , the 
Permittee shall establish the alarm set points 
and the alarm delay time. 

F . Following the initial adjustment , the Permittee 
may not adjust the sensitivity or range , 
averaging period , alarm set points , or alarm 
delay time , except as detailed in the 
Permittee ' s operation and maintenance plan. 
The Permittee may n o t increase the sensitivity 
by more than 100 percent or decrease the 
sensitivity by more than 50 percent over a 365-
day period unless a responsible official 
certifies , in writing , that the baghouse has 
been inspected and found to be in good 
operating c o ndition. 

G, Where multiple detectors are required, the 
system' s instrumentation and alarm may be 
shared among detectors . 

ii. For the ESP (which is subject to the opacity limit in 
40 CFR 63. 7790 (b) (3)) , the Permittee shall install , 
operate , and maintain a COMS according to the 
f o llowing requirements in 40 CFR 63.7831 (h) (1) 
thro ugh (4): 

A. The Permittee shall install , operate , and 
maintain each COMS according t o Performance 
Specification 1 in 40 CFR Part 60 , Appendix B. 

B . The Permittee shall conduct a per formance 
evaluation o f each COMS according to 40 CFR 
63.8 and Performance Specification 1 in 
Appendix B t o 40 CFR Part 60 . 
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C . Each COMS must complete a minimum of one cycle 
of sampling and analyzing for each successive 
10-second period and one cycle of data 
recording for each successive 6-minute period. 

D. COMS data must be reduced to 6-minute averages 
as specified in 40 CFR 63.8(g) (2) and to hourly 
averages where required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
FFFFF . 

c . Pursuant to the operation and maintenance requirements of 
the O/M plan required by 40 CFR 63.7800(b), the Permittee 
shall comply with following inspection procedures for the 
capture systems and controls: 

Monthly inspections of the equipment that is important to 
the performance of the total capture system . This 
inspection must include observations of the physical 
appearance of the equipment (e . g ., presence of holes in 
ductwork or hoods , flow constrictions caused by dents or 
accumulated dust in the ductwork , and fan erosion). Repair 
of any defect or deficiency in the capture system shall be 
done before the next scheduled inspection. 

d. Monitoring of capture and control systems for Basic Oxygen 
Furnaces (from Permit 95010001): 

i . The Permittee shall operate and maintain the waste 
gas suction monitor system for the capture system for 
the Basic Oxygen Furnace that continually measures 
and records each operation (i.e., for each charge, 
each refine, each tap) of each steel production cycle 
the static pressure in the main downcommer duct of 
the ESP emissions capture and transport system. 

A. The Permittee shall use the waste gas suction 
monitoring system as a mechanism to ensure 
sufficient draft is maintained in the emissions 
capture hoods and transport ducts so as to 
maximize emissions capture and transport and 
minimize uncaptured emissions and emission 
leaks . 

B . The Permittee shall operate and maintain the 
system to ensure that accurate and useful data 
is collected. 

C. The Permittee shall continuously record the 
static pressure in the main down comer duct of 
the ESP emissions capture and transport system. 
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ii . The Permittee shall calibrate , operate , and maintain 
a c o ntinuous strip chart recorder or disk storage of 
the ESP stack gas flow rate as measured by the stack 
gas flow meter during ESP use . 

iii. The stack gas fl ow meter shall be calibrated on at 
least a quarterly basis. 

iv . A. The Pe rmittee shall visually inspect at leas t 
monthly all visible BOF vessel enclosures , 
hooding and ducts used to capture and transport 
emissions f o r the BOF ESP control system . 

B . A log shall be maintained of these i nspections 
which includes observations of the physical 
appearance of the capture system and any noted 
deficiencies (e . g. , the presence of any holes 
in ductwork or h oods , flow constrictions caused 
by dents or acc umulated dust in ductwork , and 
fan erosion) . 

C . Any leaks or areas otherwise noted to be in 
need of repair , shall be repaired 
expeditiously . 

e . Opacity observations for 35 IAC 212 . 446(c); 

The following opacity observations shall be performed 
pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (a) and (p) of t he Act: 

i. The Permittee shall have the opacity of the exhaust 
of the building h o using the BOF determined by a 
qualified observer in accordance with USEPA Method 9 
while the affected BOF(s) is operating , as further 
specified below . 

A. Observations of opacity shall be conducted on 
the following freque ncy unless absence of 
adequate daylight or weather conditions 
preclude scheduled observation, in which case , 
the next observations shall be conducted on the 
next operating day of the BOF during which 
observations of opacity can reasonably be 
conducted in accordance with USEPA Method 9 , 
except that reading shall be taken as a 3-
minute average (12 consecutive observations 
taken 15 seconds intervals) . 

B . If a baghouse is not installed for control of 
tapping emissions from the BOF, these readings 
shall be performed for at least five days out 
of every seven . A day is defined as any day 
when a BOF is in operation for a minimum o f 
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four hours during conditions that are 
acceptable for Method 9 readings. A minimum of 
60 consecutive minutes of opacity readings must 
be obtained and must encompass at least one 
steel production cycle . A production cycle is 
defined as the beginning of scrap charging to 
the completion of deslagging of the steelmaking 
vessel . Results of these readings shall be 
reduced to three minute rolling averages . 

C. Beginning 30 days after initial startup of a 
baghouse for control of tapping emissions from 
the BOFs , the Permittee shall have the opacity 
of the exhaust of the building housing the BOF 
determined by a qualified observer in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 while the 
affected BOF(s) are operating , as further 
specified below. 

1. The duration of opacity observations for 
each test shall be one complete steel 
making cycle. 

2. Observations of opacity shall be 
conducted on the following frequency 
unless absence of adequate daylight or 
weather conditions preclude scheduled 
observation , in which case , the next 
observations shall be conducted on the 
next operating day of the BOF during 
which observations of opacity can 
reasonably be conducted in accordance 
with USEPA Method 9 . 

3. On a weekly basis (at least once every 
seven operating days of BOF) except as 
provided below. 

4 , On a daily basis (at least 5 days out of 
seven operating days of BOF) if any of 
the five previous 3-minute average 
observations measured opacity of 18 
percent or more , continuing on a daily 
basis until the maximum opacities 
measured in five consecutive daily 
observations are all less than 18 
percent , at which time observations on a 
weekly basis shall resume. 

i1 . Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , additional 
opacity observations shall be conducted within 5 
operating days for the BOF from the date of the 
request by the Illinois EPA or on the date agreed 
upon by the Illinois EPA , whichever is later. For 
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such observations conducted pursuant to a request 
from the Illinois EPA : 

A. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA at 
least 24 hours in advance of the date and time 
of these observations, in order to enable the 
Illinois EPA to witness the observations. This 
notification shall include the name and 
employer of the qualified observer(s). 

B. The Permittee shall promptly notify the 
Illinois EPA of any changes in the time or date 
for observations. 

C. The duration of these observations shall cover 
a complete heat or cycle of the affected BOF . 

D. The Permittee shall provide a copy of the 
current certification for the opacity observer 
and observer ' s readings to the Illinois EPA at 
the time of the observations , if the Illinois 
EPA personnel are present. 

E. The Permittee shall keep records for all 
opacity measurements for the BOF made in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 for the affected 
operations that the Permittee conducts or that 
are conducted at its behest by individuals who 
are qualified to make such observations. For 
each occasion on which such measurements are 
made , these records shall include the formal 
report for the measurements , a description of 
the measurements that were made , the operating 
condition of the affected operations , the 
observed opacity, and copies of the raw data 
sheets for the measurements . 

iii . A . The Permittee shall determine the opacity from 
the BOF ESP stack for at least one hour on any 
normal work day that the continuous opacity 
monitor on the BOF ESP stack has an outage that 
exceeds two consecutive hours and is still 
down. The readings shall commence as soon as 
possible after the opacity monitor has been 
down for two consecutive hours . If 
meteorological conditions or lack of visibility 
preclude these observations from being 
conducted , then this shall be noted in the log 
book. 

B. The opacity shall be determined in accordance 
with the observation procedures set out in 40 
CFR Part 60 , Appendix A, Method 9 . 
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7.5.9 

f. Monitoring and Collecting Data (40 CFR 63.7832]: 

i. For purposes of the NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, 
except for monitoring malfunctions, out-of-control 
periods as specified in 40 CFR 63.B(c) (7), associated 
repairs , and required quality assurance or control 
activities (including as applicable , calibration 
checks and required zero and span adjustments), the 
Permittee shall monitor continuously (or collect data 
at all required intervals) at all times a subject 
control/capture system is operating. 

ii. The Permittee may not use data recorded during 
monitoring malfunctions , associated repairs, and 
required quality assurance or control activities in 
data averages and calculations used to report 
emission or operating levels or to fulfill a minimum 
data availability requirement , if applicable . The 
Permittee shall use all the data collected during all 
other periods in assessing compliance. 

iii . A monitoring malfunction is any sudden , infrequent , 
not reasonably preventable failure of the monitoring 
to provide valid data. Monitoring failures that are 
caused in part by poor maintenance or careless 
operation are not malfunctions . 

g . Operational Monitoring for Stearn Rings from Construction 
Permit 10080021: 

The Permittee shall install, maintain and operate a 
continuous monitoring system on each steam ring for the 
steam valve position (open or closed) and the rate at which 
steam is being injected. 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items 
pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a. 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF (40 CFR 63.7842 and 63.7843) 

i. The Permittee shall keep the following records 
specified in 40 CFR 63. 7842 (a) (1) through (a) (3): 

A. A copy of each notification and report that the 
Permittee submitted to comply with 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FFFFF, including all documentation 
supporting any initial notification or 
notification of compliance status that the 
Permittee submitted, according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 .10 (b) (2) (xiv} . 
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B. The records in 40 CFR 63 . 6(e) (3) (iii) through 
(v) related to startup, shutdown , and 
malfunction. 

C . Records of performance tests , performance 
evaluations , and opacity observations as 
required in 40 CFR 63 . lO(b) (2) (viii). 

i i. For each COMS , the Permittee shall keep the following 
records specified in 40 CFR 63 . 7842 (bl ( 1) through 
( 4) : 

A. Records described in 40 cm 63 . lO(b) (2) (vi) 
through (xi). 

B. Monitoring data for a performance eva luation as 
required in 40 CFR 63 . 6(h) (7) (il and (ii). 

c. Previous (that is , superseded) versions of the 
performance evaluation plan as required in 40 
CFR 63.8 (d) (3) . 

D. Records o f the date and time that each 
deviation s t arted and s t opped, and whether the 
deviation occurred during a period of startup , 
s hutdown , or malfunction or during another 
period. 

i ii . The Permittee shall keep t he records specified in 40 
CFR 63 . 6(h) (6 ) for v i s ual observations . 

iv . The Pe rmi ttee shall keep the records required in 40 
CFR 63 , 7833 and 63.7834 to show continuous comp l iance 
wi th each emiss i on limitation and operation and 
maintenance requirement that applies to the 
Permit tee . 

v . The Permit tee shal l keep the records in a form 
suitabl e and readily avai l able for expeditious 
r eview , according to 40 CFR 63 . lO(b) (1) . 

vi . As specified in 40 et-·R 63. 10 (bl ( 1) ., the Permit tee 
s hal l keep each record for 5 years followi ng the date 
of each occurrence, measur ement , maintenance , 
corrective action , report , or record. 

vii . The Permittee shall keep each r ecord on site for at 
l east 2 years after the date of each occurrence , 
measurement , main tenance , corrective action , report , 
or record , according to 40 CFR 63 ,lO(b) (1 ) . The 
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Permittee may keep the records offsite for the 
remaining 3 years. 

viii . The Permittee shall maintain a current copy of the 
operation and maintenance plan required in 40 CFR 
63.7800(b) onsite and available for inspection upon 
request. 

ix . A. The Permittee shall maintain a copy of the 
site-specific monitoring plan for each CPMS 
required by 40 CFR 63.7830, pursuant to 40 CFR 
63. 7831 (a). 

B. If the Permittee operates under manufacturer ' s 
specifications or manufacturer ' s instructions , 
such manufacturer ' s documentation shall be kept 
at the source as part of the required records. 

b. Recordkeeping from Permits 72080043 and 95010001: 

i. Operating time of the BOFs; 

ii. Operating time of the capture systems and performance 
parameters , including air flow and fan amperage 
through the fan motors , gas temperature at inlet to 
ESP , damper settings , and steam injection rate ; 

iii . Operating time of the ESP and performance parameters , 
including voltage and amperage of each 
transformer/rectifier set, number of sections in use ; 

iv . All routine and nonroutine maintenance performed , 
including dates and duration of outages , inspection 
schedule and findings , leaks detected, repair 
actions , and replacements; 

v. Total production of molten steel at the BOFs (daily, 
monthly , and annual production in tons); 

vi. The Permittee shall keep a continuous strip chart 
recorder or disk storage of the stack gas flow rate 
during ESP use. 

v11 . The Permittee shall records for each steel production 
cycle the various stack gas flow rates for each 
process (i.e. , for each charge , each refine , each 
tap) of each steel production cycle. That is, the 
Permittee shall be able to distinguish the measured 
flow rate of stack gas during each production cycle. 

ix. Records of all opacity observations . 
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c. Recordkeeping carried over from Permit 08110016: 

The operating and maintenance records that the Permittee 
maintains for the ESP shall include the following 
information for the induced draft fans on the ESP , in 
addition to other required information : 

i . The periods of time when the BOFs operated with less 
than three properly functioning fans , with description 
and explanation. 

ii . The periods of time when the BOFs are operating and a 
spare fan is not available , with the identity of the 
fan(s) that were not available and explanation , e . g ., 
spare fan not available due to regularly scheduled 
maintenance or spare fan not available due to 
unplanned breakdown o f the main bearings. 

ct . Recordkeeping for the steam rings o n the BOF furnaces from 
Construction Permit 10080021 : 

i. A. The Permittee shall maintain a record of the 
steam valve position (open or closed) and the 
rate at which steam is being injected , as 
determined by the continuous monitoring systems 
required by Condition 7 . 5 . 8(g) . 

B. In additio n t o keeping records of the data 
measured by these monitoring systems , the 
Permittee shall keep records of the operation, 
calibration and maintenance of these systems. 

ii . The Permittee shall maintain an operating log or other 
reco rds for the BOF and steam rings that contain 
information generally d ocumenting the steam rings are 
being operated in accordance with Condition 7 . 5.5-
3(c) , including info rma t ion for the timing of the 
refining phase of each heat o f a BOF furnace. 

iii . The Permittee shall maintain detailed records of the 
f o llowing information for each heat in a BOF furnace 
in which the steam ring was not operated during the 
refining phase : 

A. Identification of the heat and the duration of 
the incident , i . e. , start time and time normal 
operation was achieved or the refining phase 
was completed. 

B. Description of the incident , impact on 
effectiveness of the ste am ring , probable 
cause , and c o rrective actions . 
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C. Verification that the established procedures 
were followed or a description and explanation 
why procedures were not followed. 

Note : These records may be kept with other logs or 
records that the Permittee keeps for the BOf furnaces 
and their instrumentation and need not be kept as a 
separate record. 

P. , The Permittee shall keep annual records (tons/year) of 
steel processed at the slag skimming station, the argon 
stirring station and ladle metallurgy furnace station. 

t. Emission Records 

The Permittee shall keep the following records related to 
the emissions of the affected basic oxygen processes to 
verify compliance with the applicable limits in Conditions 
7.5.6(b) through (g) : 

i. A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of different 
pollutants from such processes, with supporting 
documentation. These records shall be reviewed and 
updated by the Permittee as necessary to assure that 
the emission factors that it uses to determine 
emissions of the affected processes do not understate 
actual emissions, including review when emission 
testing is conducted for an affected process. These 
records shall be prepared and copies sent to the 
Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 5.9.6(c), 
except that copies of the initial records shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA no later than 
August 3, 2012. 

ii. Records for any periods of operation of an affected 
process that are not otherwise addressed in the 
required records during which the established 
emission factor in Condition 7.5.9(f) (i) would 
understate actual emissions of the process, with 
description of the period of operation and an 
estimate of the additional emissions during such 
period that are not accounted for by the established 
factor, with supporting explanation and calculations. 

iii. Records for the annual emissions of such processes 
for comparison to the limits in Conditions 7.5.6(c) 
through (g) , with supporting calculations. 

iv. Records for combined annual emissions of such 
affected processes, based on the summation of the 
above data, for comparison to the limits in Condition 
7.5.6(b). 
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g. In the operational logs or other records for the operation 
of the affected basic oxygen processes , the Permittee shall 
keep records identifying process upsets that result in the 
generation of additional opacity or PM emissions , such as 
loss of the slag cover on the molten metal in a vessel or a 
spill of molten metal. For these upsets, these records 
shall include the time of the upset, a description of the 
upset, and a discussion of the consequences for PM 
emissions from the affected basic oxygen processes. 

h . Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201 . 263, the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected Basic Oxygen 
Furnace and Ladle Metallurgy Furnace as addressed by 
Condition 7.5 . 5-2(b), during malfunctions or breakdowns , 
which at a minimum, shall include the following records. 
The preparation of these records shall be completed within 
45 days of an incident, unless the Permittee conducts a 
root cause analysis for the incident , in which case the 
preparation of these records , other than the root cause 
analysis, shall be completed within 120 days of the 
incident . 

i. Date, time and duration of the incident. 

ii . A detailed description of the incident , including : 

A. A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up to the incident . 

B. Relevant operating data for the unit, including 
information such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident. 

C. The measures taken to reduce the quantity of 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident. 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident. 

iii . An explanation why continued operation of an affected 
basic oxygen furnace was necessary to prevent 
personnel injury or prevent equipment damage. 

iv. A discussion of the cause(s) or probable cause(s) of 
the incident including the following , 

A. Whether the incident was sudden , unavoidable , 
or preventable, including: 

1. Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident; 
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2. Why better maintenance could not have 
avoided the incident; 

3. Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided the incident ; and 

4 . Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident . 

B. Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for . 

C. Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance. 

v . A description of any steps taken or to be taken to 
prevent similar future incidents or reduce their 
frequency and severity. 

vi . As an alternative to keeping the records required by 
Condition 7.5 . 9(g) (iv) , the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis. For this purpose , a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine , correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from. If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis metho d that would define the problem, define 
all causal relati onships , provide a causal path to 
the root cause, delineate the evidence , and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be c ompleted within o ne year of the incident . 

7 . 5 .10 Reporting Requirements 

a. 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart FFFFF (40 CFR 63.7841) 

i . Compliance repo rt due dates . Unless the 
Administrator has approved a different schedule , the 
Permittee shall submit a semiannual compliance report 
to the permitting autho rity according to the 
foll o wing requirements : 

A . Semi-annual compliance report must cover the 
s emiannual r e porting period from January 1 
thro ugh June 30 o r the semiannual reporting 
p e riod from July 1 through December 31. 

B. Eac h complia nc e report must be pos t ma rked or 
deliverPd no later tha n July 31 or January 31 , 
whicheve r date comes f irst after the e nd of the 
s e m1d nnual reporting period. 
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i i. Compliance report contents . Each compliance re port 
shall include the follo wing information: 

A. Company name and address . 

B. Statement by a responsible official , wi t h that 
official ' s name , title , and signature, 
certifying the truth , accuracy, and 
completeness of the content of the report. 

C. Date of report and beginning and ending dates 
of the reporting period . 

D. If the Permittee had a startup, shutdown , or 
malfunction during the reporting period and the 
Permittee took actio ns consistent with the 
source's startup, shutdown , and malfunction 
plan , the compliance report must include the 
information in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (d) (5) (i) . 

E. If there were no deviations from the continuous 
compliance requirements in 40 CFR 63.7833 and 
63 . 7834 that apply to the Permittee , a 
statement that there were no deviations from 
the emission limitations or operatio n and 
maintenance require ments during the reporting 
period . 

F . If there were no periods during which a 
continuous monitoring system (including a CPMS, 
COMS , or continuous emission mo ni t oring system 
(CEMS)) was out - of- control as specified i n 4 0 

CFR 63 . 8 (cl (7), a statement tha t t here we re no 
p e riods during which the CPMS wa s out-of­
control during the r e porting pe riod . 

G. For eac h deviation from an e mission l imi t a t i on 
in 40 CFR 63 . 7790 that occur s a t eac h Basic 
Oxygen Process whe r e the Permittee i s not u s ing 
a continuous monitori ng syste m (inc l uding a 
CPMS , COMS , or CEMS) to c o mply with an emission 
limitatio n in 40 CFR Subpart FFFFF, the 
c omplia nce r e port must contain t he informa tion 
d e scribe d in Condition 7 .5 . l O(a) (ii) (A) through 
(Fl and the following info rmation (this 
includes pe riods of s tartup , shutdown, and 
malfu nc tion) : 

1 . The t otal o perating time o f each Bas i c 
o xyge n Proc ess dur ing t he report ing 
period. 
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2. Information on the number , duration , and 
cause of deviations (including unknown 
cause, if applicable) as applicable and 
the corrective action taken. 

II . for each deviation from an emission limitation 
occurring at each Basic Oxygen furnace Process 
where the Permittee is using a continuous 
monitoring system (including a CPMS or COMS) t o 
comply with the emission limitation in 40 CfR 
63 Subpart FfFFf, the Permittee shall include 
the following information (this includes 
periods of startup, shutdown , and malfunction) 

1. The date and time that each malfunction 
started and stopped. 

2. The date and time that each continuous 
monitoring was inoperative , except for 
zero (low-level) and high-level checks. 

3 . The date , time, and duration that each 
continuous monitoring system was out-of­
control as specified in 40 CfR 
63 . 8 (c) (7), including the information in 
4 0 C FR 6 3 . 8 ( c) ( 8) . 

4. The date and time that each deviation 
started and stopped, and whether each 
deviation occurred during a period of 
startup, shutdown, or malfunction or 
during another period. 

5. A summary of the total duration of the 
deviation during the reporting period and 
the total duration as a percent of the 
total source operating time during that 
reporting period . 

6. A breakdown of the total duration of the 
deviations during the reporting period 
including those that are due to startup , 
shutdown, control equipment problems, 
process problems, other known causes , and 
other unknown causes. 

7. A summary of the total duration of 
continuous monitoring system downtime 
during the reporting period and the total 
duration of continuous monitoring system 
downtime as a percent of the total source 
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operating time during the reporting 
period . 

8. A brief description of the Basic Oxygen 
Processes . 

9. A brief description of the continuous 
monitoring system. 

10. The date of the latest continuous 
monitoring system certification or audit. 

11. A description of any changes in 
continuous monitoring systems , processes , 
or controls since the last reporting 
period. 

iii . Immediate startup, shutdown, and malfunction report . 
If the Permittee had a startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction during the semiannual reporting period 
that was not consistent with the source ' s startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction plan, the Permittee shall 
submit an immediate startup, shutdown , and 
malfunction report according to the requirements in 
40 CFR 63 .10 (d) (5) (ii) . 

b. Monthly Opacity Exceedance Report. 

Monthly opacity exceedance reports for the BOF ESP shall be 
sent to the Illinois EPA Regional Office. These reports 
shall contain all opacity measurements which exceed 30 
percent, averaged over a six minute period. These "excess 
opacityn reports shall provide, for each such incident , the 
percent opacity measured as well as the date and span of 
such incident. These reports shall state the reasons for 
the excess opacity . The reports shall also specify the 
dates of those periods during which the continuous 
monitoring system was not in operation [Section 
39.5(7) (fl (ii) of the Act). 

c . Reporting Requirements from Permit 08110016: 

After the initial year of operation (12 calendar months) of 
the BOF with an ESP with four fans, the Permittee shall 
submit a report to the Illinois EPA that evaluates the 
impacts of the addition of a fourth fan to the ESP on the 
particulate matter emissions of the BOF. This report 
shall , at a minimum, include the following information and 
address impacts on both stack emissions of particulate 
matter (i.e ., emissions from the ESP stack) and uncaptured 
emissions of particulate matter (e .g. , emissions from the 
roof monitor of the BOPF Shop) . This report shall be 
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d . 

submitted by the end of the third month following the 
initial year of operation with an ESP with four fans . 

i. A description of typical operating scenarios in which 
the availability of a spare fan resulted in a 
decrease in short-term emissions, with an assessment 
of the changes in the hourly emission rates , with 
supporting documentation and calculations. 

ii. A description of typical operating scenarios, if any, 
in which the availability of a spare fan resulted in 
an increase in short-term emissions, with an 
assessment of the changes in the hourly emission 
rates , with supporting documentation and 
calculations. 

iii . An assessment of the overall effect of the addition 
of a fourth fan on actual annual emissions of the 
BOF, with supporting operating data and calculations . 

i. Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the Basic Oxygen Furnace Processes from applicable 
requirements, unless a NESHAP standard specifies a 
different timeframe , as follows: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7.5.3. 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.5.5-1. 

C. Requirements in Condition 7.5 . 5-3. 

D. Requirements in Condition 7.5.6(a) through (k). 

ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1. 

iii. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section, of all other deviations as part 
of the semiannual monitoring reports required by 
Condition 8 . 6 .1. 

iv. All required deviation reports described in Condition 
7.5 . l0(d) above shall contain the following 
information: 

A. Date, time and duration of the deviation; 

B. Description of the deviation ; 

C. Probable cause of the deviation; and 
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D. Any corrective ac t ion o r preventative mea sures 
taken . 

e. Reporting on malfunction and breakdo wn shall be performed 
in accordance with Condition 5 . 10.5-2 

f. Reporting Requirements from Permit 1008 0021: 

i. Within six months of initial startup of the steam 
rings on the affected BOFs, the Permittee shall 
submit to the Illinois EPA : 1) A Project Report ; and 
2) A draft of the Permittee ' s written operating 
procedures for the steam rings , as required by 
Condition 7 . 5.5-3(c) , for review and comment by the 
Illinois EPA. This Project Report shall include the 
following : 

A . An assessment , with supporting documentation , 
of the effect of the steam rings on the opacity 
and, as feasible , particulate l oading of the 
exhaust from the roof monitor of the BOPF Shop 
during refining, correlated with the rate of 
steam injection and other operating parameters 
of the BOF ' s and their control system ; and 

B . An identification of circumstances , if any, in 
which the steam rings must be operated to 
maintain compliance wi t h applicable emission 
standards. 

ii. The Permittee shall submit rep orts t o the Illinois 
EPA on a s emi -annual basis that in c lude t he following 
information for the operation o f the steam rings on 
the affected BOFs : 

A. Total numbe r o f heats during the r e porting 
period . 

B. Numbe r of heats during the reporting period 
without steam rings operating properly , by type 
of inc ident , e . g ., bre akdo wn of the steam ring 
interrupting operation , malfunction of the 
steam ring with insufficient steam fl ow, or 
breakdown of support system . 

g. Reporting on the Federal SSM authorizatio n shall be 
performed in accordance with Conditio n 5.10.5-3 . 

7.5.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipat e d Operating Scenarios 

The Basic Oxygen Furnace s shall o nly be operated as top oxygen 
injected vessels , except t hat , for purposes of c heckout and 
e mis s i on testing o nly , t he furna ces may be operated as 
peripheral and bottom oxyg e n in ject ed furna ces f o r a maximum of 
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120 days. Any further operation of the furnaces as other than 
top oxygen injected vessels shall be pursuant to a permit 
granted for such additional operation (72080043]. 

7 . 5.12 Compliance Procedures 

a . Compliance with the applicable standards of Condition 7.5.3 
is addressed by the work practices , testing , monitoring , 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 7 . 5 of 
this permit. 

b . Compliance with the production/emission limits of 
Conditions 7 . 5 . 6 and 5 . 6 . 2 is addressed by the work 
practices , testing monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements in Sections 7 . 5 and 5 of this permit . 

7.5.13 Compliance Schedule and Current Enforcement Status 

a. The Permittee shall comply with the following schedule of 
compliance applicable to BOF shop emissions and established 
in accordance with modified Consent Order 05-CH-750 
(December 23 , 2009) : 

Commitment Timing 
Certify compliance March 31 , 2011 

b . Submittal of Progress Reports 

Quarterly Progress Repo rts shall be submitted beginning 
with September 20 11 and ending upon the achievement of 
compliance. Each quarterly report shall be submitted no 
later than 5 days after the end of the corresponding 
calendar mo nth . The Progress Report shall contain at least 
the following: 

i . The required date for achieving commitments , and 
actual dates when such commitments were achieved . 

ii. Any commitments accepted by the Permittee or 
otherwise established for the affected BOF as part of 
the resolution of the above referenced Consent Order , 
with the associated timing for each commitment. 

iii . A discussion of progress in complying with 
commitments that are subject to future deadlines. 

iv . If any c ommitment was not met , an explanation of why 
the required timeframe or commitment was not met , and 
any preventive or corrective measures adopted to 
achieve required commitment. 

c . After completion of all required commitments and 
certification of compliance, as identified in Condition 
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7 . 5 . 13(a) no further Quarterly Progress Reports are 
required to be submitted. 

7 . 5.14 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established . 
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7 . 6 Continuou s Casting 

7.6.1 

7 . 6 . 2 

7.6.3 

Descrip tion 

There are two continuous casting lines in operation in the 
caster building. Ladles of molten steel are hoisted by crane 
and placed in revolving turrets located at the top of the 
casters. Each turret holds two ladles at a time. When one 
ladle of steel has been cast the turret is rotated and the 
second ladle is tapped. The empty ladle is then replaced with a 
full one. The tapping process involves opening the taphole 
located o n the bottom of the ladle and allowing the molten steel 
to flow into an intermediate chamber called a "Tundish". The 
Tundish has a taphole in the bottom through which the molten 
steel fl ows directly into the casters . The Tundish maintains a 
steady stream of molten steel flowing into the caster while 
ladles are being changed. 

The molten steel from the casters continuously passes through a 
system of rollers and straighteners . Water is sprayed onto the 
slab throughout this process to complete the solidification of 
the slab. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Continuous Steel Des lagging Pre-1986 None 

Casting Station 
Caster Molds 1 and 2 Pre-1990 None 

Casters #1 and 112 : Pre-1981 ( #1) None 
Spray Chambers Around 1988 

( 112) 
Slab Cut-off N/A No ne 

Slab Ripping N/A No ne 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. The "affected continuous casting operations" f o r the 
purpose of these unit-specific conditions are the 
operations and emission units described in Conditions 7.6.1 
and 7 . 6. 2. 

b . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.458(b) and (c), the affected 
continuous casting operations shall comply with the 
following: 
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7 , 6,4 

7 . 6. 5 

No person shall cause or allow emissions of PM1c, other than 
that of fugitive particulate matter , into the atmosphere to 
exceed the following limits during any one hour period: 

i . 22 . 9 mg/scm (0 . 01 gr/scf) from any process emissions 
unit provided however that this limit shall not apply 
if there are no visible emissions , except if a stack 
test is performed, the absence of visible emissions 
is not a defense to a finding of violation [35 IAC 
212. 458 (b) (7) and (c) I; and 

ii . 5 percent opacity for continuous caster spray 
chambers or continuous casting operations [35 IAC 
212 . 458 (b) (8) I. 

Note : These standards currently do not apply to slab cut­
off and slab ripping processes which are not vented through 
stacks. 

c . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.316(f) , the affected continuo us 
casting operations shall comply with the following : 

No person shall cause or allow fugitive particulate matter 
emissions from any emission unit to exceed an opacity of 20 
percent . 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a . The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 
212 Subpart R, Primary and Fabricated Metal Products and 
Machinery Manufacture, pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3) . 

b . The affected continuous casting operations are not subject 
to 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF, Integrated Iron and Steel 
Manufacturing, because continuous casting is not defined as 
part of BOPF and shop ancillary operations in 40 CFR 
63 . 7782 (c) . 

c . The affected continuous casting operations are not subject 
to 35 IAC 212 . 309 and 212.310 because those operations are 
not identified in 35 IAC 212.304 through 212.308 . 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 450, particulate matter emissions from 
liquid steel charging in continuous casting operations shall be 
controlled by chemical or mechanical shrouds. 
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7 . 6.6 Production and Emission Limits from Permit 95010001 (Tll: 

a . Emissions from Deslagging Station and associated Material 
Ha~dling System (see Section 7 . 1) shall not exceed the 
following limits : 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM." 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0 . 00355 
0 . 00355 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6.35 
6.35 

b . Emissions from Caster Molds - Casting shall not exceed the 
following limits : 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM 
NO, 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0 . 006 
0 . 006 
0.050 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

10. 74 
10 . 74 
89 . 50 

c . Emissions from Casters Spray Chambers shall not exceed the 
following limits : 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM. · 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0 . 00852 
0 . 00852 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

15.25 
15.25 

d . Emissions from Slab Cut-off shall not exceed the following 
limits : 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0 . 0071 
0 . 0071 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

12 . 71 
12.71 

e. Emissions from Slab Ripping shall not exceed the following 
limits: 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0 . 00722 
0. 00722 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

, ✓.• n 
12 . 92 
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7 . 6.7 

f . Total Emissions from Continuous Casting operations shall 
not exceed the foll owing limits: 

PM PM10 NO, 
(Tons/Yr) (Tons/Yr) (Tons/Yr) 

Continuous Casting Operations 71 71 90 . 0 

g . Compliance with annual limits shall be determined on a 
calendar year basis (Tl]. 

Testing Requirements 

a. The Permittee shall conduct opacity observations for the 
affected continuous casting operations as specified below 
(Sections 39 . 5(7) (d) and (pl o f the Act] : 

i . Semi-annual observations shall be performed by a 
qualified observer in accordance with USEPA Method 9 
f o r each spray chamber stack and c ontinuous caster 
building o penings while the casters are operating . 
The duration of opacity observations for each stack 
and the building shall be at least 30 minutes unless 
no visible emissions are observed from a stack or the 
building during the first 12 minutes of observations. 

ii . Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , additional 
o~acity observations shall be conducted within 5 
operating days from the date of the request or by the 
date agreed upon by the Illinois EPA , whichever is 
later. For these observations : 

A. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA at 
least 24 hours in advance of the da te and time 
of these observations , in order to enable the 
I llinois EPA to witness the observations . This 
notification shall include the name and 
employer of the qualified observer(s). 

B. The Permittee shall promptly notify the 
Il linois ~PA of any changes in the time or date 
for observations. 

c. The duration of these observations s hall be 
three hours for each spray chamber stack. 

D. The Permittee shall provide a copy of the 
current certification for the opacity observer 
and observer ' s readings to the Illino i s EPA at 
the time o f the observations , if the Illinois 
EPA personnel are present . 

b . The Permittee shall have emission tests conducted for the 
PM/PM.~ emissions of the spray chambers of the affected 
continuous casting opera t ions as specified below to verify 
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7 . 6.8 

compliance with emission limits in Condition 7.6.6(c) 
[Sections 39 . 5 (7) (d) and (pl of the Act]: 

i. A. Emission testing shall be conducted within 30 
months of the effective date of this permit 
condition. This testing shall be conducted f o r 
one caster as selected by the Illinois EPA. 

B . Upon written request from the Illinois EPA, 
additional emission testing shall be conducted 
within 90 operating days from the date of the 
request or by the date agreed upon by the 
Illinois EPA , whichever is later . 

ii . The following USEPA test methods shall be used for 
this testing , unless another USEPA method is approved 
by the Illinois EPA; 

A. Location of Sample Points Method 1 

B. Gas Flow and Velocity Method 2 

C . Flue Gas Weight Method 3 

D. Moisture Method 4 

E. PM/ PM10 Methods 5 , 201 or 
201A 

iii. Observations for visible emissions and opacity shall 
be conducted during all emission tests in accordance 
with USEPA Methods 22 and 9 , respectively, and the 
results of these observations included in the reports 
for emission testing. 

iv . For this emission testing , test notifications and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Conditions 8,6.2 and 8.6.3 of this 
permit, 

Monitoring Requirements 

The Permittee shall perform monthly inspections of the 
continuous casting operations. These inspections shall include 
[Sections 39 . 5(7) (a) and (d) of the Act] : 

a . Inspection of the mechanical shrouds on the continuous 
casting operations to ensure their physical presence and 
integrity. 

b, Observations for visible emissions from stacks conducted in 
accordance with Method 22. If visible emissions are 
observed , opacity observations by Method 9 shall be 
conducted within one week. 
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7 . 6 . 9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain reco rds of the following items for 
the affected continuo us casting operations , pursuant to Sections 
39 . 5(7) (a) and (e) o f the Act : 

a. Amount o f steel cast (ton/mo and ton/yr) . 

b . The Permittee shall maintain records of the inspections 
required by Condition 7.6.8. 

c . The Permittee shall keep the following records relate d ~o 
the emissi ons of the affected continuous casting 
operations: 

i . A file c ontaining the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of different 
pollutants from the various affected operations , with 
suppo rting documentatio n . These records s hall be 
reviewed and updated by the Permittee as necessary to 
assure that the emission factors that i t uses to 
determine emissions of the affected operations do not 
understate actual emissions. These records shall be 
prepared and c opies sent to the Illinois EPA in 
accordance with Condition 5 . 9.6(c) . 

ii . Records for any periods of operation of an affecte d 
operations that are not otherwise addresse d in the 
required records during which the established 
emission factor in Condition 7.6.9(c) (i) would 
understate actual emissions , with desc ription of the 
period of operation and an estimat e of the addit i onal 
emissions during such period that would not be 
accounted for by the established factor , with 
supporting explanation and calculations. 

iii . Records for the annual emissions of the various 
affected operations for comparison to the limit s in 
Conditions 7.6.6(a) through (e) , with supporting 
calc ulations. 

iv . Records for c ombined annual emissions of the affected 
continuo us casting operatio ns , bas ed on the summation 
of the above data, for comparison to the l imits in 
Conditio n 7 . 6.6(f). 

d. The Permittee shall ke ep records for all opac ity r eadings 
for the affected c ontinuous casting operations c onducted in 
accordance with Co nd i tio n 7.6.7 . 

7 . 6.10 Reporting Requirements 

a . i. Pursuant to Section 3 9 . 5 (7) ( f} (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Il l inois EPA, Ai r 
Compliance Section , within 3 0 days of deviations b y 
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the d ff~c ted continuous casting operations from 
appli c able requirements , as follows : 

A. Requirements in Condition 7 . 6 . 3(b) and (c). 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.6.6 . 

ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part o f th 0 semiannual monitoring report required 
by Co nditio n 8.6 . 1. 

b. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance 
Section , of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8 . 6 . 1. 

c. All deviation reports described in Condition 7.6.10 above 
shall contain the following: 

i. Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

ii . Description of the deviation; 

iii . Probable cause of the deviation; and 

iv. Any corrective action or preventive measures taken. 

7 . 6.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected continuous 
casting operations. 

7 . 6.12 Compliance Procedures 

For affected continuous casting, compliance with the applicable 
standards of Conditions 7.6.3(b) and (c) and with the 
limitations of Condition 7.6.6 is addressed by the work 
practices , testing, monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements in Section 7 . 6 of this permit. 

7.6.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7 . 7 Ho t Strip Mill Reheat Furnaces 

7 . 7 .1 

7.7.2 

7.7 . 3 

Description 

Steel slabs are heated in the slab reheat furnaces, so they can 
be formed further in the facility ' s hot strip mill. Some of tho 
slabs are shipped t o the facility from outside suppliers . 

The following fuels or combination of these fuels are fired by 
all the four furnaces : natural gas and coke oven gas (COG) . In 
the past , the reheat furnaces also fired oil , but they no longer 
have that capability . 

Note; This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Reheat Slab Reheat Furnaces Pre-1972 None 

Furnaces #1 , it2 & #3 equipped 
with low-NOx burners 

Nominal firing rate: 
322 mmBtu/hr each 

Slab Reheat Furnace it4 Pre-1977 None 
equipped with low-NOx 

burners 

Nominal firing rate: 
495 mmBtu/hr 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. The "affected slab reheat furnacesµ for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions , are the emission/production 
units as described in Conditions 7.7.1 and 7.7.2 above . 

b. The affected slab reheat furnaces are subject to 35 IAC 
212 . 458 (b) (10) and (c) , which provide that no person shall 
cause or allow emissions of PM :~ , other than that of 
fugitive particulate matter , into the atmosphere to exceed 
38.7 ng/J (0 . 09 lbs/mmBtu) of heat input from the slab 
furnaces at steel plants in the vicinity of Granite City 
during any one hour period , provided however that this 
limit shall not apply if there are no visible emissions, 
except if a stack test is performed , the absence of visible 
emissions is not a defense to a finding of violation. 

c. The affected slab reheat furnace it4 is subject to 35 IAC 
212 . 32l(a), which provides that: 
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7.7.4 

No person shall cause or allow the emission of particulate 
matter into the atmosphere in any o~e hour period from any 
new process emission unit, which either alone or in 
combination with the emission of particulate matter from 
all other similar process emission units for which 
construction or modification commenced on or after 
April 14 , 1972 , at a source or premises , exceeds the 
allowable emission rates specified in 35 IAC 212.32l(c) 
(See also Attachment 2) [35 lAC 212.321 (a)]. 

d. The affected slab reheat furnaces #1 , #2 and #3 are subject 
to 35 I/\C 212 . 322(a) , which provides that : 

No person shall cause or allow the emission of particulate 
matter into the atmosphere in any one hour period from any 
process emission unit for which construction or 
modification commenced prior to April 14 , 1972, which, 
either alone or in combination with the emission of 
particulate matter from all other similar existing process 
emission units at a source or premises , exceeds the 
allowable emission rates specified in 35 IAC 212.322(c) 
(See also Attachment 2) [35 IAC 212 . 322(a) ). 

e . Pursuant to 35 I/\C 214 . 301 , the affected slab reheat 
furnaces shall comply with the following : no person shall 
cause or allow the emission of sulfur dioxide i.nto the 
atmosphere from any process emission source to exceed 2000 
ppm . 

f. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.123(a) , the affected slab reheat 
furnaces shall comply with the following: no person shall 
cause or allow the emission of smoke or other particulate 
matter , with an opacity greater than 30 percent, into the 
atmosphere from any emission unit other than those emission 
units subject Lo the requirements of 35 TAC 21 2 .122, except 
as allowed by 35 IAC 212.123(b) and 212 . 124 . 

g. Pursuant to 35 I/\C 212. 458 (bl (7) and (c), the affected slab 
reheat furnaces shall comply with the following: 

No person shall cause or allow emissions of PM1o, other than 
that of fugitive particulate matter, into the atmosphere to 
exceed the f ollowing limits during any one hour period: 

22.9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) from any process emissions unit 
provided however that this limit shall not apply if there 
arc no visible emissions , except if a stack test is 
performed, the absence of visible emissions is not a 
defense to a finding of violati on [ 35 IAC 212. 4 58 (b) (7) 
and (c) I. 

Non-Applicabilit y of Regulations o f Co ncern 

a. The emissio n limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to the affected slab reheat furnaces, because 
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7,7.5 

they are subject to a specific emissions standard or 
limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart R, pursuant 
to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3). 

b. The affected slab reheat furnaces are not subject to 40 CFR 
Part 63 Subpart FFFFF, Integrated Iron and Steel 
Manufacturing , because reheat furnaces are not covered by 
this NESHAP [see 40 CFR 63 . 7782(c)). 

c . This permit is issued based on the Permittee not being 
subject to the work practice and recordkeeping requirements 
of 35 IAC 212.324(f) because the affected slab reheat 
furnaces do not use air pollution control equipment for 
particulate matter. 

Startup Provisions 

a . Pursuant to 35 IAC 201 . 149 and Part 201 Subpart I, subject 
to the following terms and conditions for affected slab 
reheat furnaces, the Permittee is authorized to violate the 
applicable opacity standards in 35 IAC 212 . 123(a) of 
Condition 7.7.3(f) during startup . 

Note: This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application, 
generally describing the efforts that will be used "_to 
minimize startup emissions, duration of individual starts, 
and frequency of startups 0

, 

i . This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to demonstrate that 
all reasonable efforts are made to minimize startup 
emissions , duration of individual startups and 
frequency of startups. 

ii . The Permittee shall conduct startup of the affected 
slab reheat furnaces in accordance with written 
procedures prepared by the Permittee and maintained 
at the source (see Condition 7 . 7.lO(d) (i)) for the 
affected slab reheat furnaces , that are specifically 
developed to minimize emissions from startups and 
that include, at a minimum : 

A. A review of the operational condition of the 
affected reheat furnaces prior to initiating 
startup of the furnaces ; 

B. Initiation of startups to provide adequate time 
to implement the established startup 
procedures; 

C. Sequential startup of the burners in the 
different zones of each furnace ; and 

D. Temperature levels achieved during startup. 
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7 . 7 . 7 

iii. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable recordkeeping 
of Condition 7.7.l0(d). 

iv . The Permittee shall fulfill applicable reporting of 
Condition 5 . 10 . 5-1. 

b. As provided by 35 IAC 201.265, an authorization in a permit 
for excess emissions during startup does not shield a 
Permittee from enforcement for any violation of applicable 
emission standard(s) that occurs during startup and only 
constitutes a prima facie defense to such an enforcement 
action provided that the Permittee has fully complied with 
all terms and conditions connected with such authorization . 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. Pursuant to Permit 06070022 , the affected slab reheat 
furnaces shall be equipped, operated , and maintained with 
low NOx burners . The low NOx burners shall be operated and 
maintained in conformance with good air pollution control 
practices . These low-NOx burners shall be operated in the 
following zones of the affected slab reheat furnace (TlRJ 

i. Slab reheat furnaces ffl through #3 : heat and 
intermediate zones ; and 

ii . Slab reheat furnace ff4: heat zone . 

b . The affected slab reheat furnaces are allowed to burn 
natural gas and coke oven gas only as a fuel [Section 
39 . 5(7) (a)of the Act]. 

Operating and Emission Limits 

The following operating and emission limits are established for 
the affected slab reheat furnaces [06070022, Tl) : 

a . Operation of the affected slab reheat furnaces shall not 
exceed the following limits : 

Total Gas Usage COG Usage 
Emission Unit (mmBtu/year) (mmBtu/year) 

Slab Reheat Furnace #3 1 , 654 , 304 1 , 187,790 
Slab Reheat Furnace #4 2 , 206,238 1,544 , 367 
Total (Furnaces 1-4) 7 , 169,150 2 , 421,388 
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b. 

c . 

Emissions of NOx from the affected slab reheat furnaces 
shall not exceed the following limits : 

Limit 
Furnace (Lbs/mmBtu} 

Slab Reheat Furnace Jt1 0 . 150 
Slab Reheat Furnace it 2 0.150 
Slab Reheat Furnace lt3 0 .264 
Slab Reheat Furnace lt4 0,283 

Emissions of NOx from the affected slab reheat furnaces 
(combined) shall not exceed 73 tons/month and 724 . 09 
tons/year. 

d . Compliance with above annual limits shall be determined 
from a running total of 12 months of data . 

Testing Requirements 

a . Pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (d} and (p) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall conduct a performance test on each affected 
slab reheat furnace within 18 months of the effective date 
of this permit condition and furnish the Illinois EPA a 
written report of the results of such test(s) . 

i . These tests shall be conducted while the reheat 
furnace is firing COG at the maximum level in the 
normal mix of fuel for the furnace. 

ii. The following methods and procedures shall be used 
for testing of emissions , unless another method is 
approved by the Illinois EPA : Refer to 40 CFR 60 , 
Appendix A, for USEPA test methods. 

Location of Sample Points USEPA Method 1 
Gas Flow and Velocity USEPA Method 2 
Flue Gas Weight USEPA Method 3 
Moisture USEPA Method 4 
NOx USEPA Method 7E or 19 

b . The Permittee shall conduct tests for PM/PM10 and NOx 
emissions of the affected reheat furnaces upon written 
request from the Illinois EPA, for furnace(s) and fuel mix , 
as specified in the request . This testing shall be 
completed within 90 days of the request of by such later 
date agreed to by the Illinois EPA . For NOx , this testing 
shall be conducted in accordance with Condition 
7 . 7 . 8 (a) (i) . For PM/PM10 , testing shall be conducted using 
USEPA Test Methods as specified in 35 IAC 212 . 108(a) . 

c . For all required emission tests , the Permittee shall 
conduct opacity observations in accordance with USEPA 
Method 9 during each run and report the results in the test 
report. The duration of observations for each run shall be 
30-minutes unless visible emissions are not observed during 
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the first 12 minutes. Notwithstanding the above, if 
weather conditions during the period of testing are not 
suitable for conducting opacity observations , observations 
may be conducted within 48 hours of the time of testing , in 
which case , the duration of observations shall be 3 hours 
unless visible emissions are not observed during the first 
36 minutes of observations. 

d. With the reports for all emission testing , the Permittee 
shall also provide the sulfur content of the COG being 
combusted during the period of testing , as measured by the 
monitoring system for COG, and sulfur content of the mixed 
fuel combusted during the period of testing, with 
supporting calculations. ,, 

e . For this emission testing, test notifications and reporting 
shall be done by the Permittee in accordance with 
Conditions 8 . 6 . 2 and 8 . 6.3 of this permit. 

Monitoring Requirements 

The affected slab reheat furnaces are subject to the following 
monitoring requirements, pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (7) (al and (d) 
of the Act : 

a. The Permittee shall conduct opacity observations for each 
affected slab reheat furnace on a semi-annual basis , in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 , for a minimum of 30 minutes 
per furnace , unless no visible emissions are observed 
during the first 12 minutes of observations. The results 
of these observations shall be reported to the Illinois EPA 
within 45 days after each observation is conducted . 

b. Unless annual performance tests or continuous monitoring 
for emissions of NOx is being conducted for an affected slab 
reheat furnace pursuant to 35 IAC Part 217 , Subpart D, the 
Permitte e shall perform combustion evaluations/inspections 
of the burners on each affected slab reheat furnace on a 
regular basis , including inspections of the various 
components of the burner for their condition and proper 
functioning , and diagnostic measures of the NOx 
concentration in the exhaust of the furnace before and 
after performance evaluation. These 
inspections/evaluations shall be conducted on a semi-annual 
basis if accommodated by the schedule for maintenance 
outages on an affected furnace , and otherwise on at least 
an annual basis . 

7.7.10 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected slab reheat furnaces , pursuant to Sections 
39.5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a. i. Re~ords for heat input: 
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A. For COG (mmBtu/month and mmBtu/year) for all 
affected slab reheat furnaces (combined) and 
for furnaces i/3 and #4 (individually). 

B . For natural gas (mmBtu/month and mmBLu/year) 
for all affected slab reheat furnaces 
(combined) and for furnaces i/3 and #4 
(individually) . 

ii . Records for the amount for each type of fuel used 
(mmscf/mo) . 

b. A log or other records that will serve to identify the fuel 
or fuels being fired during each hour in each affected 
reheat furnace: 

i . For furnaces# 1 , 2 and 3 , whether natural gas or COG 
is being fired. 

ii . For furnace #4 , the setting for the mix of natural 
gas and COG that is being fired . 

c . Records for all emission tests and opacity observations for 
the affected slab reheaL furnaces . 

d . Records for Startups of Affected Slab reheat furnaces , 
pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (b) of the Act 

i . The Permittee shall maintain startup procedures for 
each affected slab reheat furnace , as required by 
Condition 7 . 7 .S(a) (ii) . 

ii. The Permittee shall maintain the following records 
for each startup of an affected furnace : 

A. Date , time and duration of the startup. 

B. A description of the startup and reason(s} for 
the startup. 

c . Whether a violation of an applicable standard 
may have occurred during starlup accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7. 7. 9 (d) (iv) if a 
violation may have or did occur . 

D. Whether the established startup procedures , 
maintained above , were followed accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7.7 . 9(d) (iii) if 
there were departure(s) from those procedures . 

iii. If the established startup procedures were not 
followed during a startup , the Permittee shall 
maintain the following records : 
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A. A description of the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

B. The reason(sl for the departure(sl from the 
established procedures . 

C. An explanation of the consequences of the 
departure(s) for emissions, such as whether the 
departure(s) prolonged the startup or resulted 
in additional emissions, and if so, 

1. The actions taken to minimize emissions 
and the duration of the startup; and 

2 . An explanation whether similar incidents 
might be prevented in the future and if 
so, the corrective actions taken or to be 
taken to prevent similar incidents. 

iv. If a violation did or may have occurred during a 
startup , the Permittee shall maintain the following 
records: 

A. Identification of the applicable standard(s) 
that were or may have been violated . 

B . An explanation of the nature of such 
violation(s), including the magnitude of such 
excess emissions. 

C. A description of the actions taken to minimize 
the magnitude of emissions and duration of the 
startup. 

D. An explanation whether similar incidents could 
be prevented or ameliorated in the future and 
if so, a description of the actions taken or to 
be taken to prevent similar incidents in the 
future. 

e . A maintenance and repair log for each affected slab reheat 
furnace, listing each activity performed with date. 

f. The following records related to the emissions of PM/PM1, , 

S02, and NO, from the affected slab reheat furnaces : 

i. A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of pollutants other 
than S02 from the affected slab reheat furnaces, with 
supporting documentation. These records shall be 
reviewed and updated by the Permittee as necessary to 
assure that the emission factors that it uses to 
determine emissions of the affected furnace do not 
understate actual emissions. These records shall be 
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prepared and copies sent to the Illinois EPA in 
accordance with Condition 5.9 . 6(c) . 

ii . If different emission factors are used for furnaces 
#1 and #2 , records for the individual usage of fuels 
by these furnaces (scf/month and scf/year) . 

iii . Records of emissions of PM/PM10 , SO2 , NOx from the 
affected slab reheat furnaces (tons/month and 
tons/year), with supporting calculations . 

7,7.11 Reporting Requirements 

a . i. Pursuant to Section 39 . 5 (7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected slab reheat furnaces from applicable 
requirements , as follows : 

A. Requirements in Condition 7 , 7 . 3(b) through (f). 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.7 . 6. 

C. Requirements in Condition 7 . 7 . 7. 

ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6 . 1. 

b . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance 
Section, of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8.6.1. 

c. All deviation reports described in Condition 7 . 7 . 11 above 
shall contain the following: 

i. Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

ii. Description of the deviation; 

iii . Probable cause of the deviation; and 

v . Any corrective action or preventive measures taken. 

ct . Reporting on the State startup authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10 . 5-1. 

7.7.12 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

No operational flexibility has been established for the affected 
slab reheat furnaces. 
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7.7 . 13 Compliance Procedures 

For affected slab reheat furnaces, compliance with the 
applicable standards of Condition 7.7 . 3 and with the operating 
and emissio n limits of Condition 7.7.7 is addressed by the work 
practices , testing, monitoring , recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements in Section 7 . 7 of this permit . 

7.7.14 State-Only Conditions 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 217 . 150 , 217.152 , and 217,160 , by the 
applicable compliance date for 35 IAC Part 217 Subparts D and I , 
the Permittee shall comply with applicable requirements of these 
rules for the affected slab reheat furnaces , including : 

a. Certifying to the Illinois EPA that the affected slab 
reheat furnaces will be in compliance with the applicable 
emission limitation(s) of 35 IAC 217.244(a) by the 
applicable compliance date . 

b. Operation of each affected slab reheat furnaces in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices to 
minimize NOx emissions , 

c. Compliance with the applicable NOx emission limitation(s} in 
accordance with 35 IAC 217.154 or 217 . 157. 

d. Compliance with the applicable monitoring , recordkeeping 
and reporting requirements in accordance with 35 IAC 
217 . 157(b) and 217 . 156 . 
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1 . 8 Finishing Operations 

7.8.1 Description 

Pickling Line: 

Coils are processed in this unit to clean the steel and prepare 
it for other treatments such as cold rolling or galvanizing. At 
the start of the pickling line , the coils are unwound and the 
leading edge of each coil is trimmed off square. The leading 
edge of each coil is then spot (resistance) welded to the 
trailing edge of the previous coil. By joining the coils in 
this manner the pickling line runs a continuous ribbon of steel 
and does not need to be taken out of production to reload. 
After the steel coils are joined the steel is passed through an 
acid bath . This acid bath consists of four dip tanks arranged 
in series and uses a solution of hydrochloric acid and water to 
clean the surfaces of the steel sheet . A scrubbing system with 
mist eliminator is used to control hydrogen chloride emissions 
from this process . When the steel comes out of the fourth acid 
dip tank it is passed through a cold rinse tank in which cool 
water is used to rinse the acid off of the steel. The next step 
is to pass the steel through a hot rinse tank. In this tank hot 
water is used to rinse any remaining acid away from the steel 
and to raise the temperature of the steel to speed the drying 
process . The steel is then passed through a hot air dryer to 
complete the drying process . The steel that is to be shipped is 
coated with oil immediately prior to recoiling to inhibit 
corrosion . In the final step of the pickling process, the steel 
is recoiled. 

Galvanizing Line Steel Preparation: 

Steel coils that are to be galvanized in this unit are first 
j oined end to end by spot (resistance) welding the leading edge 
of one coil to the trailing edge of another coil. The steel is 
then passed through a rinse station where it is rinsed with 
either a weak alkaline solution or a weak acid solution. The 
purpose of this rinse is to clean the steel and break down any 
oils that may be on the surfaces. The emissions from this unit 
are exhausted to a packed column wet scrubber. After cleaning 
and rinsing the steel is dried by a steam dryer. 

Galvanizing Line Finishing Processes: 

After the steel is coated with zinc, it is cooled and then 
dipped into a "Chem-treat" bath. This non-organic chemical puts 
a layer of rust-preventative on the steel . The steel is coated 
with oil to protect the surfaces , recoiled, and sprayed with 
edge sealer (oil) to protect the edges of the steel. The oil 
applied to the steel is a light petroleum based oil used to 
inhibit corrosion. Edge sealers are oils used to protect the 
edges of the steel and inhibit corrosion. 
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7.8.2 

7.8.3 

Note : This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Unit 

Finishing 
Operations 

Description 
HCL Pickling Line 

Galvanizing Line #7A; 
the line is comprised 
of the following 
significant 
components: 

• Cleaner section 
• Natural Gas 

furnace 
• Galvanizing pot 
• Miscellaneous 

heaters 
Galvanizing Line #8 ; 
the line is comprised 
of the following 
significant 
components : 

• Cleaner Section 
(with fume 
scrubber) 

• Natural gas 
fired Furnace 
(with NOx 
catalytic 
converter) 

• 2 Galvanizing 
Pots 

• Space Heaters 
• Miscellaneous 

Heaters 
• Melting Kettle 

Building and Storage 
Areas Heaters 
Coating Operations 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

Date 
Constructed 

Pre-1973 

Pre-1973 

1995 

Pre-1973 

Emission 
Control 

Equipment 
Two Fume 
Scrubbers 

Fume 
Scrubber 

Fume 
Scrubber; 

NOx 
catalytic 
converter 

None 

a. The "affected finishing operations" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions , are the emission units 
described in Conditions 7.8.1 and 7.8.2 . 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.458 (b) (7) and (c) , the affected 
finishing operations shall comply with the following: 
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No person shall cause or allow emissions of PM10 , other than 
that of fugitive particulate matter, into the atmosphere to 
exceed the following limits during any one hour period: 

22.9 mg/scm (0,01 gr/scf) from any process emissions unit 
provided however that this limit shall not apply if there 
are no visible emissions, except if a stack test is 
performed. The absence of visible emissions is not a 
defense to a finding of violation [35 IAC 212 . 458(b) (7) 
and (c) I 

c . The following process emission units in the affected 
finishing operation constructed or modified prior to 
April 14 , 1972 are subject to IAC 212 . 322 (a): cleaner 
section and galvanizing pot of Galvanizing Line #7A and 
coating operations . No person shall cause or allow the 
emission of particulate matter into the atmosphere in any 
one hour period from any process emission unit for which 
construction or modification commenced prior to 
April 14 , 1972 , which , either alone or in combination with 
the emission of particulate matter from all other similar 
process emission units at a source or premises , exceeds the 
allowable emission rates specified in subsection (c) of 35 
IAC 212 . 322 (see also Attachment 2) (35 IAC 212.322(a)) . 

d . The following process emission units in the affected 
finishing operation constructed or modified on or after 
April 14 , 1972 are subject to IAC 212 .321 (a): cleaner 
section, two galvanizing pots and the melting kettle of 
Galvanizing Line #8. No person shall cause or allow the 
emission of particulate matter into the atmosphere in any 
one hour period from any process emission unit for which 
construction or modification commenced on or after 
April 14 , 1972, which , either alone or in combination with 
the emission of particulate matter from all other similar 
process emission units at a source or premises , exceeds the 
allowable emission rates specified in subsection (c) of 35 
IAC 212.321 (see also Attachment 2) [35 IAC 212.321(a)] . 

e . Coating operations performed as part of the affected 
finishing operations are subject to 35 IAC 219.204 , with 
which the Permittee must comply by application of compliant 
coating as established by 35 IAC 219 . 204(dl for coil 
coating: 

i . No owner or operator of an affected coil coating 
operation shall apply at any time any coating in 
which the VOM content exceeds the following emission 
limitations. The following emission limitation is 
expressed in units of VOM per volume of coating 
(minus water and any compounds which are specifically 
exempted from the definition of VOM) as applied at 
each coating applicator: 
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lb/gal 

0.20 1. 7 

ii . Compounds which are specifically exempted from the 
definition of VOM should be treated as water for the 
purpose of calculating the "less water" part of the 
coating composites. 

f. The HCL pickling line operates as a part of the affected 
finishing operations and is subject to 40 CFR Part 63 
Subpart CCC "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants for Steel Pickling-HCl Process Facilities and 
Hydrochloric Acid Regeneration Plants". Specific 
requirements of Subpart CCC are set forth later in this 
subsection. 

g. Pursuant to 35 !AC 212.123(a), no person shall cause or 
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter, 
with an opacity greater than 30 percent, into the 
atmosphere from any emission unit other than those emission 
units subject to the requirements of 35 !AC 212.122, except 
as allowed by 35 IAC 212.123(b) and 212.124. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 
212 Subpart R, pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3). 

b . This permit is issued based on the coating operations 
operated as a part of the affected finishing operations 
not being subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart SSSS "National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: Surface 
Coating of Metal Coiln pursuant to the definition of 
coating used by Subpart SSSS (Decorative, protective, or 
functional materials that consist only of solvents , 
protective oils, acids, bases, or any combination of these 
substances are not considered coatings for the purposes of 
Subpart SSSS) . 

c. This permit is issued based on the coating operations 
operated as a part of the affected finishing operations 
not being subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart MMMM "National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Surface 
Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products" pursuant 
to definition of coating used by Subpart MMMM (Decorative, 
protective, or functional materials that consist only of 
solvents, protective oils, acids, bases , or any combination 
of these substances are not considered coatings for the 
purposes of Subpart MMMM). 
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d. The pickling operations are not subject to 35 IAC 212.321 
or 212.322 pursuant to 35 IAC 266.190. 

7 . 8 . 5-1 NESHAP Emission Standar-ds 

a, The affected pickling line is subject to 40 CFR 63.1157(a), 
which 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 atmospher-e from such 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 . 

b. This standard shall apply at all times , including startup, 
shutdown and malfunction/breakdown , as 40 CFR 63.6(f) ha s 
been vacated . 

7 . 8 . 5-2 NESHAP Work Practices (Galvanizing Lines) 

Affected Galvanizing Furnaces #7A and #8 as well as 
miscellaneous heaters on Galvanizing Line #8 are subject to the 
NESHAP, 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart DDDDD . Pursuant to 40 CFR 
63 . 7499 , these affected units are in the Gas 1 Subcategory for 
purposes of this NESHAP , as they only burn natural gas . 

a. Beginning on of the compliance date of this NESHAP , the 
Permittee must conduct a tune-up on each affected unit as 
follows : 

i. For Galvanizing Furnaces #7A and #8 , the Permittee 
must conduct a tune-up of each furnace annually (40 
CFR 63 . 7540(a) (10) I . 

ii. For miscellaneous heaters on galvanizing line #8 , the 
Permittee must conduct a biennial tune-up of each 
heater (40 CFR 63 . 7540(a) (11)]. 

iii. If a unit is not operating on the required date for a 
tune-up, the tune-up must be conducted within one 
week of startup [40 CfR 63 . 7540(a) (12) ). 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7540(a) (10), each required tune-up 
shall consist of the following : 

i. As applicable , inspect the burner , and clean or 
replace any components of the burner as necessary 
(the burner inspection may be delayed until the next 
scheduled unit shutdown , but each burner must be 
inspected at least once every 36 months) (40 CFR 
63. 7640 (a) (10) (i)] ; 
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ii . Inspect the flame pattern , as applicable , and adjust 
the burner as necessary to optimize the flame 
pattern. The adjustment should be consistent with 
the manufacturer's specifications, if available [40 
C FR 6 3 . 7 6 4 0 (a) ( 10) (ii) I ; 

iii. Inspect the system controlling the air-to-fuel ratio, 
as applicable, and ensure that it is correctly 
calibrated and functioning properly (40 CFR 
63. 7640 (al (l0l !iiil l; 

iv . Optimize total emissions of CO. This optimization 
should be consistent with the manufacturer's 
specifications , if available (40 CFR 
63. 7640 (a) (10) (iv)]; 

v. Measure the concentrations in the effluent stream of 
CO in parts per million, by volume (ppmv), and oxygen 
in volume percent , before and after the adjustments 
are made (measurements may be either on a dry or wet 
basis , as long as it is the same basis before and 
after the adjustments are made) (40 CFR 
63. 7640 (a) (10) (v) J. 

c . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7640 (a) (10) (vi) , the Permittee shall 
maintain on-site and submit , if requested by the Illinois 
EPA , an annual report containing the following for the 
required tune-ups : 

i. The concentrations of CO in the effluent stream in 
ppmv, and oxygen in volume percent, measured before 
and after the adjustments of the furnace ; 

ii . A description of any corrective actions taken as a 
part of the combustion adjustment; and 

iii. The type and amount of fuel used over the 12 months 
prior to the annual adjustment , but only if the unit 
was physically and legally capable of using more than 
one type of fuel during that period . Units sharing a 
fuel meter may estimate the fuel use by each unit . 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. Hydrochloric acid storage vessels. The owner or operator 
of an affected vessel shall provide and operate, except 
during loading and unloading of acid , a closed-vent system 
for each vessel. Loading and unloading shall be conducted 
either through enclosed lines or each point where the acid 
is exposed to the atmosphere shall be equipped with a local 
fume capture system, ventilated through an air pollution 
control device (40 CFR 63.1159(b)]. 

Note : HCL storage tanks associated with the affected 
pickling line are insignificant activities addressed in 
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b . 

Sect i on 3 . 0 of this permit. Loading and unloading is 
currently conducted through enclosed lines . 

Maintenance requirements [40 CFR 63 . 1160(b)) 

i . The Permittee shall comply with the operation and 
maintenance requirements prescribed under 40 CfR 
63 . 6(e) for the HCL pickling line . 

ii . In addition to the requirements specified in 40 CFR 
63 . 6(e) , the Permittee shall operate in accordance 
with an operation and maintenance plan that it 
prepares for each emission control device . Such plan 
shall be consistent with good maintenance practices 
and , for a scrubber emission control device , shall at 
a minimum address the following : 

A . Require monitoring and recording the pressure 
drop across the scrubber once per shift while 
the scrubber is operating in order to identify 
changes that may indicate a need for 
maintenance ; 

B . Require the manufacturer ' s recommended 
maintenance at the recommended intervals on 
fresh solvent pumps , re-circulating pumps , 
discharge pumps , and other liquid pumps , in 
addition to exhaust system and scrubber fans 
and motors associated with those pumps and 
fans ; 

C . Require cleaning of the scrubber internals and 
mist eliminators at intervals sufficient to 
prevent buildup of solids or other fouling ; 

D. Require an inspection of each scrubber at 
intervals of no less than 3 months with: 

1. Cleaning or replacement of any plugged 
spray nozzles or other liquid delivery 
devices ; 

2. Repair or replacement of missing, 
misaligned, or damaged baffles, trays, or 
other internal components ; 

3. Repair or replacement of droplet 
eliminator elements as needed ; 

4. Repair or replacement of heat exchanger 
elements used to control the temperature 
of fluids entering or leavi ng the 
scrubber ; and 
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5. Adjustment of damper settings for 
consistency with the required air flow. 

E. If the scrubber is not equipped with a viewport 
or access hatch allowing visual inspection, 
alternate means of inspection approved by the 
Administrator may be used. 

F. The owner or operator shall initiate procedures 
for corrective action within 1 working day of 
detection of an operating problem and complete 
all corrective actions as soon as practicable. 
Procedures to be initiated are the applicable 
actions that are specified in the maintenance 
plan. Failure to initiate or provide 
appropriate repair , replacement , or other 
corrective action is a violation of the 
maintenance requirement of 40 CFR 63 , Subpart 
CCC. 

G . The owner or operator shall maintain a record 
of each inspection , including each item 
identified in 40 CFR 63 .1160 (b) (2) (iv) , that is 
signed by the responsible maintenance official 
and that shows the date of each inspection, the 
problem identified , a description of the 
repair, replacement, or other corrective action 
taken , and the date of the repair, replacement, 
or other corrective action taken. 

Production and Emission Limits from Permit 95010005 [Tl] . 

a. The operation of Galvanizing Line #8 shall not exceed the 
following [Tl l : 

i . The maximum firing rate of the furnace shall not 
exceed 54.6 million British thermal units (mmBtu) per 
hour. 

ii. The maximum firing rate of each of the five space 
heaters shall not exceed 3.44 mmBtu/hour. 

iii. The total combined maximum firing rate of the 
building and storage area heaters shall not exceed 
9.84 mmBtu/hour. 

iv. The total combined natural gas usage of the 11 
miscellaneous heaters shall not exceed 21,895 ft 3 /hour 
and 191 . 8 million ft 3/year. 

v. The operation of the melting kettle shall not exceed 
32,000 tons of product/month and 384,000 tons of 
product/year. 
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b . The emissions of Galvanizing Line i8 shall not exceed the 
following (Tl] : 

i. Furnace 

ii~ 

A. The NOx emissions of the furnace shall not 
exceed 2 . 07 lbs/hour and 9.04 tons/year. 

B. Emissions of other pollutants from the furnace 
shall not exceed the following limits : 

Carbon Monoxide: 8.37 tons/year 
Particulate Matter: 0 . 72 tons/year 
PM1.., ; 0 . 72 tons/year 
VOM: 0.67 tons/year 
SO1: 0.14 tons/year 

Five Space Heaters ( total) 

A. The total combined NOx emissions of the 5 space 
heaters shall not exceed 1 . 69 lbs/hour and 7.39 
tons/year . 

B. Total emissions of other pollutants from the 5 
space heaters shall not exceed the following 
limits : 

Carbon Monoxide: 
Particulate Matter: 
PMu : 
VOM: 
SOz: 

1.48 tons/year 
0.22 tons/year 
0.22 tons/year 
0.39 tons/year 
0 . 04 tons/year 

i ii. Drying Oven and the Building and Storage Area Heaters 
(to tal) 

A. The total combined NOx emissions of the drying 
oven and the building and storage area heaters 
shall not exceed 0.97 lbs/hour and 4 . 29 
tons/year. 

B. Total emissions of other pollutants from the 
drying oven and the building and storage area 
heaters shall not exceed the following limits: 

Carbon Monoxide: 
Particulate Matter: 
PM Lo : 
VOM: 
SOz ; 

0.85 tons/year 
0.13 tons/year 
0.13 tons/year 
0.22 tons/year 
0.03 tons/year 
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iv. Miscellaneous Heaters (total) 

A. Total combined NOx emissions o f the 11 
miscellaneous heaters shall no t exceed ? .19 
lbs/hour and 9 . 60 tons/year . 

B. Total combined emissions of o ther p o llutants 
from the 11 miscellaneous heaters shall no t 
exceed the following limits : 

Carbon Monoxide: 
Particulate Matter: 
PM1 : 
VOM: 
S02 : 

v . Cleaner Section 

1.92 tons / year 
0.29 tons / year 
0.29 tons/year 
0.51 tons / year 
0.06 tons / year 

Emissions of particulate matter from the cleaner 
section , which is controlled with a fume scrubber , 
shall not exceed 0.24 lbs/hour and 1.06 tons/year . 

vi. Melting Kettle 

Particulate matter emissions from the melting kettle 
shall not exceed 0.16 tons/month and 1.92 t ons / year . 

vii. Other emission units 

Emissions of NOx , CO, PM , VOM and S02 from the welder, 
two galvanizing pots and chemical treatment tank 
shall not exceed negligible rates of 0.1 lb/hour and 
0.44 tons/year for each pollutant from each such 
emission unit . 

c . Compliance with annual limits shall be determined on a 
monthly basis from the sum of the data for the current 
month plus the preceding 11 months (running 12 month total) 
[Tl) . 

Testing Requirements 

a. For testing emissions of the HCl Pickling Line pursuant to 
40 CFR 63 , Subpart CCC: 

i. The Permittee shall use the following test methods in 
Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 60 pursuant to 40 CFR 
63.116l(d) , unless an equivalent alternative 
measurement method is approved by the Administrator, 
to determine compliance under 40 CFR 63 . 1157(a): 

A . Method 1 , to determine the number and location 
of sampling points , with the exception that no 
traverse point shall be within one inch of the 
stack or duct wall ; 
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B. Method 2 , to determine gas velocity and 
volumetric flow rate ; 

c. Method 3 , to determine the molecular weight of 
the stack gas ; 

D. Method 4 , to determine the moisture content of 
the stack gas ; and 

E. Method 26A, "Determination of Hydro gen Halide 
and Halogen Emissions from Stationary Sources 
Isokinetic Method , " to determine the HCl mass 
flows at the inlet and outlet of a control 
device or the concentration of HCl discharged 
to the atmosphere , and also to determine the 
concentration of Cl discharged to the 
atmosphere from acid regeneration plants . If 
compliance with a collection efficiency 
standard is being demonstrated , inlet and 
outlet measurements shall be performed 
simultaneously . The minimum sampling time for 
each run shall be 60 minutes and the minimum 
sample volume 0.85 dry standard cubic meters 
(30 dry standard cubic feet). The 
concentrations of HCl and Cl1 shall be 
calculated for each run as follows: 

CHC1 (ppmv) = 0. 659 Cttc1 (mg/dscm) , 
and Cc12 (ppmv) = 0 . 339 C (mg/dscm) , 

where C(ppmv) is concentration in ppmv and 
C(mg/dscm) is concentration in milligrams per 
dry standard cubic meter as calculated by the 
procedure given in Method 26A. 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 1162 (a) (1) , the Permittee shall 
conduct perfo rmance tests a minimum of once every 2 
years to measure the HCl mass flows at the control 
device inlet and outlet or the concentration of HCL 
exiting the c ontrol. 

iii . If any performance test shows that the HCL emission 
limitation is being exceeded, then the owner or 
operator is in violatio n o f the emission limit. 

b . Upon written request from the Illinois EPA , emission tests 
shall be conducted by the Permittee for the furnace , 
melting kettle and cleaner section (all of galvanizing line 
#8) to verify compliance with emission limits in Condition 
7 . 8 . 7 , as foll o ws (Section 39 . 5(7) (d) and (p) of the 
Act]. 
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i. The following USEPA test methods shall be use d, 
unless another USEPA method is approved by the 
Illinois EPA . 

A . Location of Sample Points Method 1 

B. Gas Flow and Velocity Metho d ? 

C. Flue Gas Weight Metho d 3 

D. Moisture Metho d 4 

E. PM/PM10 (furnace , kettle, Metho ds 5 , 
and cleaner section) 201A 

201 

vi. NOx (furnace) Metho d 7E o r 19 

or 

ii. Observations of opacity shall be conducted during 
these emission tests in accordance with Method 9 and 
the results of these observations included in the 
reports for emission testing . 

c. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , the Permittee 
shall conduct opacity observations from any finishing 
operation , as specified in the request, as follows 
[Sections 39.5(7) (d) and (p) of the Act): 

i. These observations shall be conducted within 45 
calendar days of the requires or by the date agreed 
upon by the Illinois EPA , whichever is later. 

ii . The readings shall be performed by a qualified 
observer in accordance with USEPA Method 9 while the 
affected finishing operation is operating. 

d. For this testing, test notifications and reporting shall be 
done by the Permittee in accordance with Conditions 8 . 6.2 
and 8 . 6.3 of this permit . 

Monitoring Requirements 

a. For the affected pickling line, the Permittee shall comply 
with the following requirements of 40 CFR 63 . 1160(b) (2) and 
63.1162(a) (2) Section 39.5(7) (a): 

i. The Permittee shall operate , and maintain systems for 
the measurement and recording of the scrubber makeup 
water flow rate and , if required, recirculation water 
flow rate. These flow rates shall be monitored 
continuously and recorded at least once per shift 
while the scrubber is operating.* If operation of 
the wet scrubber results in excursions of scrubber 
makeup water flow rate and recirculation water flow 
rate less than the minimum values established, the 
Permittee shall initiate corrective action within 1 
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working day as specified by the maintenance 
requirements in 40 CFR 63.1160(b) (2). Failure to 
initiate or provide appropriate repair, replacement , 
or other corrective action is a violation of the 
maintenance requirement of 40 CFR 63,1160(b) (2). 

ii. The Permittee shall monitor and record the pressure 
drop across the scrubber once per shift* while the 
scrubber is operating in order to identify changes 
that may indicate a need for maintenance . The 
Permittee shall initiate procedures for corrective 
action within 1 working day of detection of an 
operating problem and complete all corrective actions 
as soon as practicable . Procedures to be initiated 
are the applicable actions that are specified in the 
maintenance plan . Failure to initiate or provide 
appropriate repair , replacement , or other corrective 
action is a violation of the maintenance requirement 
of 40 CFR 63 . 1160 (b) (2) . 

* See also Condition 7.8.9(g) 

iii . Corrective action as referenced in Condition 
7 . 8.9(a) (i) and (ii) and as prescribed by "the 
Operation and Maintenance Plan# required by Condition 
7 . 8.6(b) (ii) , shall consist of the following : 

A. Notify the pickle line shift manager or cold 
mill shift manager as soon as practicable but 
not later than the end of the shift of the 
operating problem detected . 

B. The pickle line shift manager or cold mill 
shift manager shall notify the mechanical or 
electrical shift manager no later than the end 
of the shift. 

C. Any of the above shift managers shall 
investigate the nature of the operating problem 
and implement corrective actions , such as 
manufacturer ' s recommended maintenance on: 

1. Pumps; 

2 . Exhaust systems; 

3 . Fans and motors ; 

4 . Clean scrubber internals and mist 
eliminators to remove buildup of solids 
or other fouling . 

D. The pickle line or cold mill shift manager 
shall complete an upset conditions report upon 
completion of corrected action. 
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b. Pursuant 40 CFR 63.1162(a) (4) , failure to record each of 
the operating parameters (scrubber makeup water flow rate 
and recirculated water flow rate) is a violation of the 
monitoring requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCC. 

c . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.1162(a) (5) , each monitoring device 
shall be certified by the manufacturer to be accurate to 
within 5 percent and shall be calibrated in accordance with 
the manufacturer ' s instructions but not less frequently 
than once per year. 

d . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.1161(b) , the Permittee may 
reestablish compliant operating parameter values as part of 
any performance test that is conducted subsequent to the 
initial test or tests. 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.1160(b) (2) (ii) through (iv) , the 
Permittee shall conduct the following maintenance 
requirements: 

i. Cleaning of the scrubber internals and mist 
eliminators at intervals sufficient to prevent 
buildup of solids or other fouling ; 

ii . Inspect each scrubber at intervals of no less than 3 
months with : 

A. Cleaning or replacement of any plugged spray 
nozzles or other liquid delivery devices; 

B. Repair or replacement of missing , misaligned, 
or damaged baffles , trays , or other internal 
components; 

C. Repair or replacement of droplet eliminator 
elements as needed; 

D. Repair or replacement of heat exchanger 
elements used to control the temperature of 
fluids entering or leaving the scrubber; and 

E. Adjustment of damper settings for consistency 
with the required air flow. 

f. The owner or operator of an affected hydrochloric acid* 
storage vessel shall inspect each vessel semiannually to 
determine that the closed-vent system and either the air 
pollution control device or the enclosed loading and 
unloading line , whichever is applicable, are installed and 
operating when required [40 CFR 63.1162(c) I 

* See also Condition 7.8.9(g) 
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g. Notwithstanding the requirements of 40 CFR 63 , Subpart CCC , 
the Permittee shall: 

i, Record monitored operating data for each scrubber at 
least twice per shift and initiate corrective action 
for the scrubber if any recorded data indicates an 
operating problem with a scrubber ; 

ii . Inspect the affected HCL storage vessels on at least 
a quarterly basis to confirm compliance. 

h . Testing for VOM content of coatings shall be performed as 
follows [35 IAC 219 . 105(a) and 219.21l(a) and Section 
39 . 5(7) (b) of the Act]: 

i . Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , the VOM 
content of specific coatings used by the coating 
operations shall be determined according to USEPA 
Reference Method 24 of 40 CFR 60 Appendix A and the 
procedures of 35 IAC 219 . 105(a) and 219.2ll(a) ; or 

ii, This testing may be performed by the supplier of a 
material provided that the supplier provides 
appropriate documentation for such testing to the 
Permittee and the Permittee ' s records directly 
reflect the application of such materials . 

i. Pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall measure or monitor the pressure 
differential and scrubbant flow rate on the fume scrubbers 
controlling the cleaner sections on Galvanizing Lines #7A 
and #8 , as follows ; 

i . The pressure differential shall be determined in 
inches of water column. 

ii . Scrubbant flow rate shall be determined in gallons 
per minute (gpm) . 

iii. Pressure differential and scrubbant flow rate shall 
be recorded at least once per shift if data is not 
automatically recorded . 

j . Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(7) (a) and (d) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall operate instrumentation for the #8 
Galvanizing Furnace for the NOx concentration (ppm) in the 
flue gas exhaust stream and the inlet temperature (°C or 
°F) of the associated NOx catalytic converter , as follows: 

i . NOx concentration (ppm) and inlet temperature shall be 
recorded at least once per shift if hourly average 
data is not automatically recorded . 
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ii. The Permittee shall follow manufacturer's procedures 
for the operation and maintenance of the NO, 
instrumentation. 

7.8.10 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected finishing operations, pursuant to Sections 
39.5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a. Recordkeeping required for the pickling line by the NESHAP: 

i . The "general recordsn required by the NESHAP, as 
required by 40 CrR 63.l0(b) (2) and 63.1165. 

ii. Records of the following, as required by 40 CFR 
63.1165(b) , which records shall be retained for 5 
years from the date of each record: 

A. Scrubber makeup water flow rate and 
recirculation water flow rate if a wet scrubber 
is used; 

B. Calibration and manufacturer certification that 
monitoring devices are accurate to within 5 
percent; and 

C. Each maintenance inspection and repair , 
replacement, or other corrective action. 

iii. The Permittee shall keep the written operation and 
maintenance plan on record after it is developed to 
be made available for inspection , upon request, by 
the Illinois EPA for the life of the affected source 
or until the source is no longer subject to the 
provisions of 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCC. In addition , if 
the operation and maintenance plan is revised, the 
Permittee shall keep the previous (i.e., superseded) 
versions of the plan on record to be made available 
for inspection by the Illinois EPA for a period of 5 
years after each revision to the plan. 

iv . If the Permittee operates under manufacturer ' s 
specifications or manufacturer's instructions, such 
manufacturer ' s documentation shall be kept at the 
source as part of the required records. 

b . Recordkeeping requirements for galvanizing lines: 

Pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (7) (a) and ( f) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall keep the following records for the various 
emission units on the galvanizing lines: 
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i . The following records related to the tune- ups 
conducted on furnaces and process heaters on the 
lines pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7540(a) (10) : 

A. Records for each tune-up that include the 
following : Date and time tune-up was conducted 
and responsible person ; Identification of the 
unit ; Summary of inspections performed and 
required maintenance ; Results of all 
calibrations performed ; and CO concentrations 
in ppmv in the effluent stream and oxygen in 
volume percent , before and after the 
adjustments are made. 

B. A copy of the manufacturers specifications for 
burners used for optimization of emissions and 
flame pattern during tune-ups . 

ii. Reco rds for emission tests , opacity observations , 
engineering calculations and other compliance 
determinati o ns conducted for u nits to verify 
compliance with applicable standards , limitations and 
other requirements in Conditions 7 . 8 . 3 , 7.8.6 and 
7. 8 . 7. 

iii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63,7555(h) , if the Permittee uses 
an alternative fuel other than natural gas during a 
period of natural gas curtailment o r supply 
interruption , the Permittee must keep records of the 
total hours per calendar year that alternative fuel 
is burned. 

c . Recordkeeping for Galvanizing Line #8 : 

i . The following design and operating records for 
Galvanizing Line #8: 

A. A file containing the rated heat input capacity 
of the furnace and each other fuel burning unit 
(mmBtu/hour) , with supporting documentation . 

B. Records o f monthly and annual natural gas usage 
(mmscf/mo and mmscf/yr) for the furnace and 
olher fuel burning units o n the line . 

Li . For the melt ing kettle , the following records : 

A. Records o f production (tons Of product per 
month and year} . 

B . A file containing the emission factor used by 
the Permittee to calculate PM emissio ns from 
the kettle, with supporti ng documentation , 
which file shall be reviewed and updated if 
needed when new emission data become available 
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to assure that the factor does not understate 
actual PM emissions . 

C. Records for actual PM emissions (lbs/month and 
tons/year), with supporting calculations . 

iii . For the furnace and associated catalytic converter , 
the following records ; 

A. Engineering calculations for typical and 
maximum hourly NOx emissions before and after 
control by catalytic converter (lbs/hour) , with 
supporting documentation for the controlled 
emission rate from the furnace . 

B. The normal range of operating parameters (inlet 
temperature and NOx concentration in the exhaust 
stream) for the catalytic converter. 

C. An operating log or other records for the 
catalytic converter that include information 
confirming proper operation on a daily basis 
and provide detailed information for any upset 
of the catalytic converter. 

D. An inspection and maintenance log or other 
records for the catalytic converter that 
identify activities performed, with date , 
description and the responsible individual(s). 

E. Usage or purchases of reagent for the catalytic 
converter (pounds/year). 

F . Records for actual NOx emissions of the furnace 
(tons/year) , with suppo rting calculations . 

G. A file containing the emission factors used by 
the Permittee to calculate emissions of PM/PM , , 
CO , VOM and SO from the furnace, with 
supporting documentati 0 n , and either 
engineering calculations for the maximum annual 
emissions of these pollutants (tons/year) or 
records of actual emissions of these pollutants 
(tons/year) to verify compliance with 
applicable limits . 

i v . For the various emission units that combust fuel on 
the line , the following reco rds: 

A . A file containing engineering calculations for 
the maximum hourly emissions of NO, (lbs/hour) 
from each unit or gro up of units, with 
supporting documentati o n . 
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B. A file containing the emission factors used by 
the Permittee to calculate emissions from these 
units , with supporting documentation , and 
either engineering calculations for the maximum 
annual emissions of NOx and other pollutants 
(tons/year) from each unit or group of units or 
records of actual emissions(tons/year) to 
verify compliance with applicable limits . 

v. For the cleaner section, the following records : 

vi. 

A. Engineering calculations for typical and 
maximum hourly PM emissions before and after 
control by the scrubber (lbs/hour) , with 
supporting documentation for the controlled 
emission rate from the unit . 

B . The normal range of operating parameters of the 
scrubber . 

C. An operating log or other records for the 
scrubber that include information confirming 
proper operation on a daily basis and provide 
detailed information for any upset of the 
scrubber . 

D, An inspection and maintenance log or other 
records for the scrubber that identify 
activities performed, with date , description 
and the responsible individual (s) . 

E. Records for actual PM emissions (tons/year) , 
with supporting calculations. 

A. The records required by Conditions 
7.8 . lO(c) (ii) (B) , (c) (iii) (G) and (c) (iv) (B) 
shall be prepared and copies sent to the 
Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5 . 9 . 6 (c) . 

B. Copies of the initial records required by 
Conditions 7.8 . lO(c)(iii)(A), (c)(iv)(A) and 
(c) (v) (A) shall be sent to the Illinois EPA 
within 45 days of the effective date of these 
conditions. Copies of revisions to these 
conditions shall be sent to the Illinois EPA in 
accordance with Condition 5.9 . 6(c) (ii). 

d . Recordkeeping for the coating operations: 

i . Records for coating usage (gal/mo and gal/yr , by 
coating or category of coating). 
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ii. Records of the VOM content of each coating or 
category of coating as applied (pounds/gallon, less 
exempt compounds) , with supporting documentation. 

iii. Records for testing or analysis conducted for the VOM 
content of coatings (pounds/gallon , less exempt 
compounds) that include identification of the tested 
coating(s) , the results of the analysis, 
documentation for the analysis methodology, and 
identification of the person or party that performed 
the analysis. 

7.8.11 Reporting Requirements 

a. i. Pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected finishing operations from applicable 
requirements unless a NESHAP standard specifies a 
different time frame , as follows: 

A . Requirements in Condition 7.8.3(b) through (e). 

B. Requirements in Condition 7 . 8.5-1. 

C . Requirements in Condition 7 . 8. 6. 

D. Requirements in Condition 7. 8. 7. 

11. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1 . 

iii. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA of all 
other deviations as part of the semiannual monitoring 
reports required by Condition 8 . 6.1. 

iv . All deviation reports required by Condition 7.8.ll(a) 
above shall contain the following : 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation ; 

B. Description of the deviation; 

C. Probable cause of the deviation ; and 

D. Any corrective action or preventive measures 
taken . 

b. The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements 
of 40 CFR 63.1164, including the following: 

i . Reporting results of performance tests. As required 
by 40 CFR 63 . 10 (d) (2) , the owner or operator of an 
affected source shall report the results of any 
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performance test as part of the notification of 
compliance status required in 40 CFR 63.1163 . 

ii . Progress reports . The owner or operator of an 
affected source who is required to submit progress 
reports under 40 CFR 63.6(i) shall submit such 
reports to the Administrator (or the State with an 
approved permit program) by the dates specified in 
the written extension of compliance . 

iii . Periodic startup, shutdown , and malfunction reports . 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 6(e) , the owner or operator of 
an affected source shall operate and maintain each 
affected emission source , including associated air 
pollution control equipment , in a manner consistent 
with good air pollution control practices for 
minimizing emissions at least to the level required 
by the standard at all times , including during any 
period of startup, shutdown , or malfunction . 
Malfunctions must be corrected as soon as practicable 
after their occurrence. 

A. Plan. As required by 40 CFR 63 . 6(e) (3) , the 
owner or operator shall develop a written 
startup , shutdown, and malfunction plan that 
describes , in detail , procedures for operating 
and maintaining the source during periods of 
s tartup, shutdown, or malfunction , and a 
program of corrective action for malfunctioning 
process and air pollution control equipment 
used to comply with the relevant standards . 

B, Reports. As required by 40 CFR 63.lO(d) (5)(i) , 
if act ions taken by an owner or operator during 
a startup, shutdown, or malfunction of an 
affected source (including actions taken to 
correct a malfunction) are consistent with the 
procedures specified in the startup, s hutdown , 
and malfunction plan , the owner or operator 
s hall state such informat ion in a semiannua l 
report. The report, to be certified by the 
owner or operator. or other responsible 
official , s hall be submitted semiannually and 
delivered or postmarked by the 30th day 
following t he end of each calendar half . 

C . Immediate Reports . Any time an action taken by 
an owner or operator during a startup , 
shutdown , or malfunction (including actions 
taken to correct a malfunction) is not 
consistent with the procedures in the startup, 
shutdown , and malfunction plan , the owner or 
operator shall comply with all requirements of 
40 crn 63 .10 (dl (5l (iil . 
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c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 219.211 (c) (3), for the affected coating 
operations, the Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA in 
the following instances: 

d. 

i. Any record showing violation of 35 IAC 219.204 shall 
be reported by sending a copy of such record to the 
Illinois EPA within 30 days following the occurrence 
of the violation. 

ii. At least 30 calendar days before changing the method 
of compliance from 35 IAC 219.204 to 35 IAC 219.205 
or 219.207, the Perrnittee shall comply with all 
requirements of 35 IAC 219.211 (d) (1) or (e) (1), 
respectively. Upon changing the method of compliance 
from 35 IAC 219 . 204 to 35 !AC 219.205 or 219.207, the 
Permittee shall comply with all requirements of 35 
IAC 219.204(d) or (e), respectively. 

i. If the Permittee operates a unit using a fuel other 
than natural gas, to fire the affected unit during a 
period of natural gas curtailment or supply 
interruption , as defined in 40 CFR 63.7575, the 
Permittee must submit a notification of alternative 
fuel use within 48 hours of the declaration of each 
period of natural gas curtailment or supply 
interruption. The notification must include the 
information specified in 40 CFR 63.7545(f) (1) through 
(f) (5) [40 CFR 63. 7545(f)). 

ii. If the Permittee intends to use fuel other than 
natural gas and other than during a period of natural 
gas curtailment or supply interruption as addressed 
by 40 CFR 63.7545(f), the Permittee must provide 30 
days prior notice of the date upon which the fuels 
will be switched [40 CFR 63.7545(h)). 

7.8.12 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected finishing 
operations. 

7. 8. 13 Compliance Procedures 

For affected finishing operations, compliance with the 
applicable standards, limitations and requirements of Conditions 
7.8.3, 7.8.5 and 7 . 8.7 is addressed by the work practices, 
testing, monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements in 
Section 7.8 of this permit. 

7.8.14 State-Only Conditions 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 217.150, 217.152, and 217.160, by the 
applicable compliance date for 35 IAC Part 217 Subparts D and I, 
the Permittee shall comply with applicable requirements of these 
rules for the affected galvanizing furnaces, including: 
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a . Certifying to the Illinois EPA that each affected 
galvanizing furnaces will be in compliance with the 
applicable emission limitation(s) of 35 IAC 217 . 244(a) by 
the applicable compliance date. 

b . Operation of each affected galvanizing furnaces in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices to 
minimize NOx emissions . 

c . Compliance with the applicable NOx emission limitation(s) in 
accordance with 35 IAC 217.154 or 217 . 157 . 

d . Compliance with the applicable monitoring , recordkeeping 
and reporting requirements in accordance with 35 IAC 
217.157(b) and 217,156. 
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7.9 Wastewater Treatment Plant 

7. 9 . 1 

7.9.2 

7.9.3 

7.9.4 

Description 

Primary Wastewater Treatment System: 

The system is used to treat waste process water generated in 
both the iron and steelworks manufacturing areas in the 
facility. Emissions from this system are attributed to the 
blast furnace (BF) clarifiers, dust ponds, BF ditch, BF lagoon, 
steelworks ditch, steel works lagoon, and the wastewater 
treatment plant , itself. The ditches are used to transfer the 
BF and steelworks wastewater streams to the lagoons . The 
wastewater treatment plant is a simple system used to remove 
suspended solids and breakdown organic prior to discharge. 

By-Products Wastewater Treatment System: 

The system is used to treat waste process water generated in the 
coke oven by-product plant. Waste process water from the by­
products plant is piped to the by-products wastewater treatment 
plant. The water treated in this system is primarily made up of 
process wastewater used to cool the processes and equipment used 
in the by-products plant . The treatment process carried out 
consists of the use of biological activity to breakdown the 
organic materials contained in the waste stream. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Wastewater Equalization Tanks N/R None 
Treatment BFG Clarifiers 

Aeration Basin Clarifiers 
Lagoons 

Sand Filters 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

The "affected wastewater treatment system" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions is the treatment systems 
described in Conditions 7.9.1 and 7.9.2. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The affected wastewater treatment systems are not subject 
to the operating and control requirements of 40 CFR 61 
Subpart FF in general and 40 CFR 61.344 or 40 CFR 61.343 in 
particular, as provided by 40 CFR 61. 342 (a). This 
determination is based on the amount of benzene waste 
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7 . 9. S 

7.9.6 

7 . 9. 7 

7.9.8 

7.9.9 

generated on site being less than 10 Mg/yr (11 ton/yr) . If 
conditions at the facility change and the total annual 
benzene calculation increases to 10 Mg/yr or more , the 
facility will become subject to operating and control 
requirements of 40 CFR 61 Subpart FF and the Permittee must 
apply for a revision to this permit , which could affect 
applicable requirements for the affected wastewater 
treatment plant . 

b . The affected wastewater treatment system is not subject to 
40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart QQ, National Emission Standards for 
Surface Impoundments. This determination is based on the 
applicability criteria of 40 CFR 63 , 940 , which provides 
that 40 CFR 63 Subpart QQ applies to impoundments when an 
applicable Subpart of Parts 40 CFR 60 , 61 or 63 references 
the use of Subpart QQ for air emission control . However , 
applicable Subpart FF does not reference to 40 CFR 63 
Subpart QQ. 

c . This permit is issued based on the affected wastewater 
treatment system not being subject to the applicable 
requirements of 35 IAC 219 . 301 because the affected plant 
does not emit photochemically reactive organic material as 
defined in 35 IAC 211.4690. 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

Control requirements and work practices are not set for the 
affected wastewater treatment systems . 

Production and Emission Limitations 

The production and emission limits are not set for the affected 
wastewater treatment systems. 

Testing Requirements 

Testing requirements are not set for the affected wastewater 
treatment systems. 

Monitoring Requirements 

If operation(s) at the facility change , the Permittee shall 
evaluate whether the change affects the wastewater treatment 
systems such that it become subject to the requirements of 35 
IAC 219 . 301 and must apply for a revision of this permit. 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

No recordkeeping requirements are established at this time . 
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7. 9 .10 Reporting Requirements 

a. Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (fl (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days if the following occurs: 

i. The affected wastewater treatment systems become 
subject to the control requirements of 40 CFR 61 
Subpart FF; 

ii. The affected wastewater treatment system become 
subject to 35 IAC 219.301. 

b. The notifications described in Condition 7.9 . 10 above shall 
contain the following: 

i. Date of applicability; 

ii. Emission units(s)/operation involved; and 

iii. Method by which compliance would be demonstrated. 

7.9.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected wastewater 
treatment systems. 

7. 9. 12 Compliance Procedures 

Compliance procedures are not set for the affected wastewater 
treatment systems. 

7.9.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not established. 
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7 .10 Boilers 

7 . 10 . 1 Description 

Boilers 11 and 12 are located in Boiler House 2 and are rated at 
225 mmBtu/hour each. Each of these boilers are physically 
capable of combusting various combinations of natural gas , coke 
oven gas (COG) and blast furnace gas (BFG) . The Permittee has a 
constructio n permit to install Flue Gas Recirculation on these 
boilers for control of NOx emissions (Construction Permit 
10080022) • 

The Permittee completed construction of a new boiler pursuant to 
Construction Permit 06070023 . The new boiler (Power Boiler Ill) 
is used for cogeneration , producing both electricity and process 
steam as it supplies high pressure steam which is sent to a 
steam turbine that generates electricity for use at the source . 
Low-pressure steam from this turbine is used for manufacturing 
operations at the source . 

BFG is a primary fuel for this boiler . Natural gas would be 
used for the pilot flame and also for combustion control . 

A cooling t o wer operates in conjunction with the new boiler and 
associated steam turbine. 

Portable boilers not yet constructed. 

Note : This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is n o t enforceable. 

7 . 10 . 2 List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Boilers Boiler House 2 Pre-1973 Flue Gas 

Bo iler 11 & 12 - 225 Recirculation 
mmBtu/Hr each (planned) 

Power Boiler Ill 2009 None 
(nominal capacity 505 

mmBtu/hour) 
Portable Portable Boilers #1 Planned Low NOx 
Boilers through #4 burners and 

(planned) Flue Gas 
Recirculation 

(planned) 
Cooling Cooling Tower 2009 None 

Tower associated with Power 
Boiler #1 

7.10 . 3 Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a . i. The "affected boilersn for the purpose of these unit­
specific conditions, are Boiler #11 and #12 and Power 
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b . 

Boiler #1 as described in Conditions 7 . 10 . 1 and 
7.10.2. 

i i . The "affected cooling tower" for the purpose of these 
unit-specific conditions is the unit described in 
Conditions 7.10.1 and 7 . 10 . 2. 

i. Affected Boilers #11 and #12 may be subject to 40 CFR 
Part 63, Subpart DDDDD , NESHAP for Industrial , 
Commercial , and Institutional Boilers and Process 
Heaters . For these boilers, pursuant to 40 CFE 
63.7540(a), unless an affected boiler is operating as 
a blast furnace gas fuel-fired boiler , as defined in 
40 CFR 63.7575, or is otherwise not subject to this 
NESHAP , beginning on the compliance date of this 
NESHAP for existing sources, the Permittee shall 
comply with each applicable emission limit , operating 
limit , and work practice standard in Table 2 of this 
NESHAP according to the methods specified in Table 8 
to this NESHAP and relevant provisions in 40 CFR 
63.7540(a) (1) through (11), as applicable . 

i i . In particular, if affected Boiler #11 or #12 is in 
the Gas 2 subcategory (other gaseous fuel) pursuant 
to 40 CFR 63 . 7499 , the Permittee shall comply with 
the following emission limits beginning on the 
applicable compliance date of 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
DDDDD, pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7500(a) (1) and Table 2 
of this NESHAP: 

A. Particulate Matter (PM) emissions shall not 
exceed 0 . 043 lb per mmBtu of heat input or 
0.026 lb per mmBtu of steam output (3-run 
average). 

B. Hydrogen Chloride (HCl) emissions shall not 
exceed 0.0017 lb per mmBtu of heat input or 
0.001 lb per mmBtu of steam output . 

C. Mercury (Hg) emissions shall not exceed l.3E-05 
lb per mmBtu of heat input or 7.8E-06 lb per 
mmBtu of steam output . * 

D. CO emissions shall not exceed 9 ppm by volume 
on a dry basis corrected to 3 % oxygen or 0.005 
lb per mmBtu of steam output. 

E. Dioxin/Furans (D/F) emissions shall not exceed 
0.08 ng/dscm (TEQ) corrected to 7% oxygen or 
3.9E-11 (TEQ) lb per mmBtu of steam output.* 

* 1.3E-05 
7.8E-06 
3.9E-ll 

0.00013 
0.0000078 
0 . 000000000039 
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c. Affected Boilers #11 and #12 shall not exceed the PM . 
limitation o f 35 IAC 212 . 458 (bl (9) : 

32 . 25 ng/ J (0.075 lbs/mmBtu) o f heat input from the burning 
of COG. 

d . The affected Power Boiler #1 is subject to the NSPS f o r 
Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units , 
40 CFR 60 Subpart Db. (See relevant recordkeeping 
requirements in Condition 7.10 . 9 . ) 

e . For affected boilers #11 and #12 , pursuant to 35 IAC 
214.421 , no person shall cause or allow the emission of 
sulfur dioxide into the atmosphere in any one hour period 
from any existing fuel combustion emission source at a 
steel mill located in the Chicago or St. Louis (Illinois) 
major metropolitan area burning any solid , liquid or 
gaseous fuel , or any combination thereof , to exceed the 
allowable emission rate determined by the following 
equation: 

i . Symbols in the equatio n mean the following : 

E allowable sulfur dioxide emission rate ; 

S, solid fuel sulfur dioxide emission standard 
which is applicable ; 

S0 distillate oil sulfur dioxide emission standard 
determined from the table in 35 IAC 214 . 42l(d) 
and equal to 0.46 kg/MW-hr (0 . 03 lb/mmBtu) ; 

s~ residual oil sulfur dioxide emission standard 
which is applicable; 

Sc maximum by-product gas sulfur dioxide emissions 
which would result if the applicable by-product 
gas which was burned had been burned alone at 
any time during the 12 months preceding the 
latest operation , on or before March 28, 1983 , 
of an emission source using any by-product gas ; 

H~ = actual heat input from solid fuel ; 

H., actual heat input from distillate fuel oil; 

H~ actual heat input from residual fuel oil ; 

H, actual heat input from by-product gases , such 
as those produced from a blast furnace . 
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11. Metric or English units may be used in the equation 
as follows: 

Parameter Metric English 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
Ss, SR, SG kg/MW-hr lbs/mmBtu 
Sc:1 0.46 kg/MW-hr 0.3 lbs/mmBtu 
Hs, Hd , HR, HG MW mmBtu/hr 

f. The affected boilers are subject to 35 IAC 216 . 121 which 
provides that no person shall cause or allow the emission 
of carbon monoxide into the atmosphere from a fuel 
combustion emission unit to exceed 200 ppm, corrected to 50 
percent excess air (35 IAC 216.121]. 

g . The affected power boiler #1 is subject to 35 !AC 
212 . 122(a) , which provides that no person shall cause or 
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter 
into the atmosphere from any fuel combustion emission unit 
for which construction or modification commenced on or 
after April 14 , 1972, with actual heat input greater than 
73 . 2 MW (250 mmBtu/hrl , having an opacity greater than 20 
percent. 

h . The affected boilers #11 and #12 are subject to 35 IAC 
212 . 123(a) , which provides that no person shall cause or 
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter , 
with an opacity greater than 30 percent , into the 
atmosphere from any emission unit other than those emission 
units subject to 35 IAC 212.122 . 

i . Startup Provisions (All affected Boilers) 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201 , Subpart I, subject 
to the following terms and conditions for affected Boilers 
#11 , #12 and Power Boiler #1, the Permittee is authorized 
to violate the applicable opacity and carbon monoxide 
standards in 35 !AC 212.122(a), 212.123(a) and 216.121 
(Conditions 7.10 . 3(g) , (h) and (f)) during startup. 

Note: This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application, 
generally describing the efforts that will be used " ... to 
minimize startup emissions, duration of individual starts, 
and frequency of startups . n 

1. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to demonstrate that 
all reasonable efforts are made to minimize startup 
emissions, duration of individual startups and 
frequency of startups. 

ii. The Permittee shall conduct startup of the affected 
boilers in accordance with the manufacturer's written 
instructions or other written procedures prepared by 
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the Permittee and maintained at the source (see 
Condition 7 . 10 . 9(d)(i)) for the affected boilers, 
that are specifically developed to minimize emissions 
from startups and that include, at a minimum a review 
of the operational condition of the affected boilers 
prior to initiating startup of the boiler . 

iii. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable recordkeeping 
requirements of Condition 7.10 . 9(d} . 

iv . The Permittee shall fulfill applicable notification 
and reporting requirements of Condition 5 . 10.5-1 . 

v . As provided by 35 IAC 201 . 265 , an authorization in a 
permit for excess emissions during startup does not 
shield a Permittee from enforcement for any violation 
of applicable emission standard(s) that occurs during 
startup and only constitutes a prima facie defense to 
such an enforcement action provided that the 
Permittee has fully complied with all terms and 
conditions connected with such authorization . 

j . Malfunction or Breakdown Provisions (All affected Boilers) 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201 , Subpart I , subject 
to the following terms and conditions , the Permittee is 
authorized to continue to operate affected boilers #11 , #12 
and Power Boiler #1 in excess of the applicable opacity and 
carbon monoxide standards in 35 IAC 212 . 122(a) , 212 . 123(a) 
and 216.121 (Conditions 7.10 . 3(g) , (h) and (f)) in the event 
of a malfunction or breakdown . 

Note: This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
has applied for such authorization in its CAAPP 
application, generally explaining why such continued 
operation would be required to prevent injury to persons or 
severe damage to equipment , and describing the measures 
that will be taken to minimize emissions from any 
malfunctions and breakdowns. 

i . This authorization only allows such continued 
operation as necessary to prevent injury to persons 
or severe damage to equipment and does not extend to 
continued operation solely for the economic benefit 
of the Permittee . 

ii. Upon occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunction or breakdown , the Permittee shall as soon 
as practicable reduce boiler load , repair the 
affected boiler , remove the affected boiler from 
service or undertake other action so that excess 
emissions cease. 

iii. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements of Condition 
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7 . 10.9(e) and Condition 5.10.5-2. For these 
purposes, time shall be measured from the start of a 
particular incident. The absence of excess emissions 
for a short period shall not be considered to end the 
incident if excess emissions resume. 

iv. Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see 
Condition 5.10.5-2(a) (i)) of a malfunction or 
breakdown with excess emissions, the Permittee shall 
comply with all reasonable directives of the Illinois 
EPA with respect to such incident. 

v. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to minimize excess 
emissions during malfunction or breakdown. As 
provided by 35 IAC 201.265, an authorization in a 
permit for continued operation with excess emissions 
during malfunction and breakdown does not shield the 
Permittee from enforcement for any such violation and 
only constitutes a prima facie defense to such an 
enforcement action provided that the Permittee has 
fully complied with all terms and conditions 
connected with such authorization. 

7 . 10 . 4 Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 
212 Subpart R, pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3). 

b. Affected Boilers #11 and #12 are not subject to 35 IAC 
217.141 because the heat input capacity of each of these 
boilers is below the applicability threshold of this rule 
(250 mmBtu/hr) . 

c. Power Boiler Hl 

i. Affected power boiler #1 is not subject to the NSPS 
for Electric Utility Steam Generating Units (40 CFR 
60 , Subpart Da) because it is not an electric utility 
steam generating unit as the term is defined in 40 
CFR 60.41Da. 

ii. Affected power boiler #1 is not subject to 40 CFR 60, 
Subpart D because it is subject to the NSPS in 40 CFR 
60 Subpart Db as it meets the applicability 
requirements under 40 CFR 60.40b(a) [40 CFR 

iii. 

60. 4 Ob ( j l l . 

Affected Power Boiler #1 is not subject to the 
standards of 40 CFR 60, Subpart Db because it 
the exemption provided at 40 CFR 60.42b(k) (2) 
also Condition 7.10.5(b)]. 

so , 
meets 
(See 
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iv . Affected Power Boiler #1 is not subject to the NOx 

standards of 40 CFR 60 , Subpart Db pursuant to 40 CFR 
60 . 44b(c) , because it has an annual capacity factor 
for natural gas of 10 percent or less and is subject 
to a federally enforceable requirement that limits 
operation to an annual capacity factor of 10 percent 
or less for natural gas (See Condition 
7 . 10 . 6(a) (iii)] . 

v. Affected Power Boiler #1 is not subjecL Lo 
particulate matter standards under 40 CFR 60, Subpart 
Db because it does not fire solid or liquid fuels. 

d . Affected Power Boiler il is not subjecl to 35 IAC 217 . 121 
because it is not "fossil fuel-fired• as defined by 35 IAC 
211.2425 , i.e. , a unit for which fossil fuels provide more 
than 50 percent of the annual heat input to the unit . 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7491(k) , Power Boiler #1 is not 
subject to 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart DDDDD because this boiler 
is a blast furnace gas fuel-fired boiler as defined in 40 
CFR 63 . 7575 . 

f . Cooling Tower : 

i. The affected cooling tower is not subject to 35 IAC 
219.986(d) , because the cooling tower does not cool 
process water . 

ii . The affected cooling tower is not subject to 40 CFR 
Part 63 Subpart Q because no chromium-based water 
treatment chemicals are used . 

7 .10 . 5 Control Requirements 

a . Requirements for affected Power Boiler #1 from Permit 
06070023 

1. . Emissions of PM and PM " from the affected Power 
Boiler #1 shall be controlled by the existing BFG 
pretreatment system, which entails treatment by dust 
catchers and wet scrubbers [Tl]. 

ii. BFG and natural gas shall be the only fuels fired in 
the affected Power Boiler #1 (Tl] . 

iii . Affected Power Boiler #1 shall be operated for the 
primary purpose of supplying steam and electricity to 
the source with no more than 219, 000 MW-hour of 
excess electricity sent to any utility power 
distribuLion system for sale in any calendar year 
from the electrical generator associated with the 
unit ('l'l] . 
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b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 60 . 42b(k) (2) , the sulfur content of the 
fuel fired in Power Boiler Nl shall not exceed 0.16 
lb/mmBtu. 

c. Requirements for affected Boilers #11 and #12 

Only natural gas , coke oven gas and blast furnace gases are 
allowed to use as the fuels . 

d . Requirements for affected Cooling Tower 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 402 , the Permittee shall not use 
chromium-based water treatment chemicals in the water 
cooling tower . 

7.10.5-lWork Practice Requirements 

a. Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5 (7) (al and (d) of the 
Act , unless the Permittee conducts continuous 
emission monitoring for CO for an affected 
boiler, the Permittee shall conduct an annual 
tune-up for the boiler, as follows , to maintain 
compliance with 35 TAC ?16 . 121 . Tf annuaJ tune­
ups or combustion adjustments are required for an 
affected boiler pursuant to 40 CFR 63 , Subpart 
DDDDD, these tune-ups shall also be conducted in 
accordance of applicable provisions of this 
NESllAP . 

i . Each annual tune-up must be no more than 13 months 
after the previous tune-up. If the boiler is not 
operating on the required date for a tune-up , the 
tune-up must be conducted within one week of startup . 

ii . Each tune-up shall consist of the following : 

A . As applicable, inspect the burner , and clean or 
replace any components of the burner as 
necessary (the burner inspection may be delayed 
until the next scheduled unit shutdown , but 
each burner must be inspected at least once 
every 36 months) ; 

B. Inspect the flame pattern , as applicable , and 
adjust the burner as necessary to optimize the 
flame pattern . The adjustment should be 
consistent with the manufacturer ' s 
specifications , if available ; 

C. Inspect the system controlling the air-to-fuel 
ratio , as applicable , and ensure that it is 
correctly calibrated and functioning properly ; 
and 
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D. Optimize total emissions of CO . This 
optimization should be consistent with the 
manufacturer ' s specifications , if available. 

iii. Measure the concentrations in the effluent stream of 
CO in parts per million by volume (ppmv) , and oxygen 
in volume percent , before and after the adjustments 
are made (measurements may be either on a dry or wet 
basis , as long as it is the same basis before and 
after the adjustments are made) ; and 

iv. Submit a report to the Illinois EPA within 30 days of 
each tune-up that contains the following information : 

A. The identity of the boiler , the date of the 
tune-up and the individual(s) who performed the 
tune-up and a summary of their experience with 
combustion tune-ups of boilers. 

B . The concentrations of CO in the effluent stream 
in ppmv and oxygen in volume percent , measured 
before and after the adjustments of the boiler ; 

C . A description of any corrective actions taken 
as a part of the combustion adjustment ; and 

o. The type and amount of fuel used over the 12 
months prior to the annual adjustment. 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 , 7530(h) , for an affected boiler that 
is subject to emission limits in 40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD , 
the Permittee must minimize the boiler ' s startup and 
shutdown periods following the manufacturer ' s recommended 
procedures , if available . If manufacturer ' s recommended 
procedures are nol available , the Permittee must follow 
recommended procedures for a boiler of similar design for 
which manufacturer ' s recommended procedures are available . 

7.10 .6 Operational , Production and Emission Limitations 

a. Limitatio ns for affected Power Boile r #1 from Permit 
06070023: 

Note : Permit 06070023 includes certain limitations that 
apply to the combination of affected power boiler #1 and 
BFG flare #2 1 which is a new flare that was also 
constructed with the boiler . BFG flare #2 is generally 
addressed in Section 7 . 4 o f this CAAPP permit . 

i . The maximum design firing ra te of affected Power 
Boiler #1 shall not exceed 505 mmBtu/hour [Tl) . 

i i . The maximum design BFG input of affected Power Boiler 
#1 shall not exceed 476 mmBtu/hour [Tl]. 
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iii. Fuel usage for affected Power Boiler #1 and BFG flare 
#2 (see Section 7 . 4) shall not exceed the following 
limits (rolling 12-month basis) [Tl) : 

A. Natural gas: 341 , 666 mmBtu/year. 

B. BFG and natural gas fuel usage combined : 
4 , 511 , 426 mmBtu/year . 

iv . Emissions of PM from affective Power Boiler #1 , as 
measured by USEPA Method 5 , shall not exceed 0.03 
lb/mmBtu of exhaust [Tl]. 

v. A. 

B . 

c. 

D. 

Emissions from affective Power Boiler #1 shall 
not exceed the following limits [Tl]: 

* 

Mode 
BFG* Natural Gas 

Pollutant (Lbs/mmBtu) (Lbs/mmBtu) 
NO, 0.05 0 . 12 
co 0 . 15 0 . 0824 
VOM --- 0.0054 
PM/PM10 0 . 101 0 . 0075 
SO2 0.20 0.0006 
Indiv. Metal HAP 0 . 00066 0.00066 
Total HAPs 0 . 0053 0.0053 

BFG mode entails firing a mix of BFG with 
up to 10 percent natural gas . 

Compliance with these limits shall be 
determined as a 3-hour average unless 
continuous emissions monitoring is conducted , 
in which compliance shall be determined as a 
daily average (24 operating hours). 

Combined emissions from affected Power Boiler 
#1 and BFG flare #2 (see Section 7.4) shall not 
exceed the following limits (Tl) : 

Emissions 
Pollutant Tons/Month Tons/Year 

NOx 12.5 124.74 
co 33.9 338 . 36 
VOM 0.1 0.92 
PM/PM1 22.9 228 . 39 
SO2 45.2 451.14 
Indiv. Metal HAP 0.2 1.5 
Total HAPs 1.2 12 . 0 

Compliance with annual limits in Condition 
7.10.6(a) shall be determined on a monthly 
basis from the sum of the data for the current 
month plus the preceding 11 months (running 12 
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month total) , unless otherwise speci fied in a 
particular condition . 

b . Limits for the affected Cooling Tower from Permit 06070023 
[Tl) : 

i . The total dissolved solids content of water 
circulating in the affected cooling tower shall not 
exceed 4 , 190 ppm on a monthly basis. 

ii . Emissions of PM/PM. from the affected cooling tower 
shall not exceed 0.39 tons/month and 3 . 86 tons/year. 
Compliance with the annual limit shall be determined 
from a running total of 12 months of data. 

7.10.7-lCurrent Testing Requiremen ts 

The Permittee shall conduct emission testing for the affected 
boilers as pro vided below pursuant to Sections 39.5 (7) (c) , (d) 
and (p) of the Act. 

a . Requirements f o r affected Boilers #11 and #12 : 

i . PM and CO emissions shall be measured to determine 
compliance with 35 IAC 21 2 . 458 (b) (9) (Condition 
7.10 . 3(c)) and 35 IAC 216.121 (Condition 7.10.3(f)) 
in a c c o rdance with procedures in USEPA Methods 1 
through 4 and Method 5 (or Method 201A) , as provided 
in 35 IAC 212.108 , and Method lJ or 10B. 

ii. The testing shall be completed within 30 months of 
the effective date of this permit condition and ma y 
be done on either affec ted Bo il ~r #11 or #12 , a s 
selected by the Illino is EPA . 

iii. In addition to other required information , the test 
repo rt shall include data for the sulfur and PM 
c o ntent of BFG and COG during the period of testing, 
with supporting data. 

b . Requirements for affected Power Boiler #1 : 

i . Permittee shall conduct emissio n tests at least every 
five years on the affected Po wer Boiler #1. 

ii. CO , NOx, SO , PM n , PM and VOM e missions shall be 
determined in accordance with the test methods 
identified below. 

iii. These tests shall also include measurements of 
emissions of metals if the Permittee elects to 
conduct emissions testing to verify compliance with 
the limits for metal HAPs, as an alternative to 
applying data for the metal HAP c ontent of material 
collected during pretreatment o f the BFG. 
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iv. The following USEPA test methods shall be use d f or 
testing of emissions, unless another USEPA me tho d is 
approved by the Illinois EPA. 

Location of Sample Points Method 1 
Gas Flow and Velocity Method 2 
flue Gas Weight Method 3 
Moisture Metho d 4 
S02 Method 6 
PM/PM10 (filterable Methods 201 or 201A* 
PM (condensable) Method 202 
VOM Method 18 or 25A 
NOx Method 7E or 19 
co Method 10 or 108 
Metals Method 29 

* The Permittee may also use Method 5 as an 
alternative to Method 201A, provided that the 
measured results shall be considered PM10 . 

v. In addition to other required information, the test 
report shall include data for the sulfur and PM 
content of BfG and the metals content of the material 
removed from raw BFG by the pretreatment system 
during the period of testing , with supporting 
calculations. 

c. For this emission testing, test notifications and reporting 
shall be done by the Permittee in accordance with 
Conditions 8.6.2 and 8.6.3 of this permit. 

d . Observation of opacity shall be conducted during all 
emission tests of affected boilers in accordance with 
Method 9 and the results of these observations included in 
the reports for emission testing . 

7.10.7-2Additional Performance Testing Requirements (40 CFR Part 63, 
Subpart DDOOO) 

a. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7505(c) and 63.7510, if affected 
Boiler #11 or #12 is subject to emission limits in 40 CFR 
63 Subpart ODDO□, the Permittee must demonstrate compliance 
with all limits that are applicable using performance 
testing according to 40 CFR 63. 7 (a) (2) and 63. 7520 and fuel 
analysis according to 40 CFR 63.7521, including a 
continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) where 
applicable, in a timely manner. The Permittee may 
demonstrate compliance with the applicable emission limit 
for hydrogen chloride or mercury using fuel analysis if the 
emission rate calculated according to 40 CfR 63.7530(c) is 
less than the applicable emission limit. Otherwise, the 
Permittee must demonstrate compliance for hydrogen chloride 
or mercury using performance testing. 
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i, Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7545(d) , the Permittee must 
submit a Notification of Intent to conduct a 
performance test at least 60 days before the 
performance test is scheduled to begin. 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7510(a) , performance tests 
shall be conducted according to 40 CFR 63.7520(a) , 
(c), (d) and (e) and Table 5 to 40 CFR 63 , Subpart 
DDDDD fuel analysis for each type of fuel burned in 
the boiler shall be conducted according to 40 CFR 
63. 7521 (a) , (b) and (e) and Table 6 to 40 CFR 63, 
Subpart DDDDD, and performance evaluations for the 
oxygen monitor shall be conducted according to 40 CFR 
63.7525 . 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7530(g) , if the Permittee elects to 
demonstrate that the gaseous fuel fired in affected Boiler 
#11 or #12 meets the specifications of an uother gas 1 
fuel" as defined in 40 CFR 63 . 7575 , an initial fuel 
specification analyses according to 40 CFR 63 . 7521(f) 
through (i) must be conducted . 

i. If the mercury and hydrogen sulfide constituents in 
the gaseous fuels will never exceed the 
specifications included in the definition, the 
Permittee shall include a signed certification with 
the Notification of Compliance Status that the 
initial fuel specification test meets the gas 
specifications outlined in the definition of other 
gas 1 fuels. 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7540(c) , if the Permittee 
elects to demonstrate that the unit meets the 
specifications for hydrogen sulfide and mercury for 
the other gas 1 subcategory and cannot submit a 
signed certification under 40 CFR 63.7545(g) because 
the constituents could exceed or vary above the 
specifications, the Permittee must conduct monthly 
fuel specification testing of the gaseous fuels , 
according to the procedures in 40 CFR 63 . 7521(f) 
through (i) and 40 CFR 63.7540(c) and maintain 
records of the results of the testing as outlined in 
40 CFR 63.7555(g) . 

7.10.8-lCurrent Monitoring Requirements 

Pursuant to 39.5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act , all affected boilers 
and the cooling tower are subject to the following monitoring 
requirements : 

a. Opacity Observations 

The Permittee shall conduct opacity observations for each 
affected boiler semi-annually in accordance with 40 CFR 
Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 . The duration of these 
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observations shall be a minimum of 30 minutes for each 
boiler. 

b. Cooling Tower 

i. The Permittee shall sample and analyze the water 
being circulated in the affected cooling tower on at 
least a monthly basis for the total dissolved solids 
content. 

ii . Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , the 
Permittee shall have the water circulating in the 
affected cooling tower sampled and analyzed for the 
presence of hexavalent chromium in accordance with 
the procedures of 40 CFR 63 . 404(a) and (b). 

c . Analysis of BFG 

i . The Permittee shall sample and analyze cleaned BFG 
after the pretreatment system for sulfur content 
(lb/scf and lb/mmBtu) , using appropriate ASTM methods 
or other comparable methodology . These measurements 
shall be conducted on at least a quarterly basis. 
The records for this activity shall also include 
operating data f o r the blast furnaces and the BFG 
pretreatment system at the time of sampling . 

ii, The Permittee shall sample and analyze the cleaned 
BFG after the pretreatment system for PM conten t 
(gr/ scf and lbs/mmBtu) and the material col l ected by 
the BFG pretreatment system for HAP metal content (by 
weight , dry bas i s, for individual metals as addressed 
by Method 29) using appropria t e ASTM methods or o t her 
comparable methodology. These measurements shall be 
conducted at least every two years . The records for 
this activity shall also include operating data for 
the blast furnaces and the BFG pretreatment system at 
the time of sampling. 

7 . 10.8-2Additional Monitoring Requirements (40 CFR Part 63 Subpar t DDDDD) 

Unless an affected boiler is operating as a blast furnace gas 
fuel-fired boiler, as defined in 40 CFR 63.7575, or is otherwise 
exempt , beginning on the compliance date of t his NESHAP for 
existing sources , the Permittee must: 

a. Install , operate, and maintain a continuous oxygen monitor 
acco rding to the procedures in 40 CFR 63. 7525 (a) (1) 

thro ugh (6) and 63.7535. The oxygen level shal l be 
monito red at the outlet of the boilers [ 40 CFR 
63 .. 7525 (al I. 

b. Mo nito r the o pe r a ting parameters identif i ed in I tems 7, 8 
and 9 of Ta ble 8 of 40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD (40 CFR 
63.7540(a)J. 
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c. Operation above the established maximum or below the 
established minimum operating limits shall constitute a 
deviation of established operating limits listed in Table 4 
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD except during performance tests 
conducted to determine compliance with the emission limits 
or to establish new operating limits . Operating limits 
must be confirmed or reestablished during performance tests 
(40 CFR 63 . 7540(a) (1)] . 

7 .10. 9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items , 
pursuant to Sections 39.5(7) (a} and (e) of the Act : 

a . Affected Power Boiler #1: 

i. A file which contains supporting documentation which 
demonstrates the maximum design firing rate of the 
affected boiler (mmBtu/hour), the maximum design BFG 
input, and the manufacturer's guarantees for the 
emission rates of the natural gas burners in the 
affected boiler. 

ii. NSPS Data 

A. The applicable recordkeeping required by the 
NSPS for startup, shutdown and malfunction, 
pursuant to 40 CFR 60 . 7 (b) . 

B. Daily records of the fuel consumption, pursuant 
to 40 CFR 60.49b(d) (l}. 

iii. Fuel usage 

A. Records for the amounts of fuel burned by type 
(mmBtu/month and mmBtu/year) for the affected 
boiler. 

B. Records for the amounts of fuel burned for the 
affected boiler and the new BFG flare, 
combined, by type (mmBtu/month and mmBtu/year) . 

iv . Emissions 

The Permittee shall keep the following records 
related to the emissions of affected Power Boiler #1 
to verify compliance with the applicable limits in 
Condition 7.10.6(a): 

A. A file containing the emission factors used by 
the Permittee to determine emissions of 
pollutants other than S02 from the affected 
boiler and BFG Flare #2 , with supporting 
documentation. These records shall be reviewed 
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and updated by the Permittee as necessary to 
assure that the emission factors that it uses 
to determine emissions of the affected boiler 
do not understate actual emissions. These 
records shall be prepared and copies sent to 
the Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5 . 9 . 6 (c). 

B. Records of emissions of NOx, CO , VOM , PM/PM1 0, 
S02 and HAPs (tons/month and tons/year) from 
this boiler , with supporting calculations . 

C . Records of summation of emissions of NOx, CO , 
VOM , PM/PM10 , S02 and HAPs from this boiler and 
BFG Flare #2 (tons/month and tons/year) , with 
supporting calculations. 

v . Records of the electricity from the generator 
associated with Power Boiler #1 sent to the grid for 
sale per calendar year (MW-hours) . 

b. Affected Cooling Tower : 

i . The Permittee shall keep records of the water 
circulation capacity of the cooling tower 
(gallons/minute , hourly average) , with supporting 
calculations . 

ii . The Permittee shall keep records of emissions of 
PM/PM10 (tons/month and tons/year) , with supporting 
calculations . 

c . Affected Boilers #11 and #12 : 

i. The following operating information for each boiler: 

Usage of each type of fuel (natural gas , COG and BFG 
gas) , in million ft 3 per month and million ft 3 per 
year. 

ii. The Permittee shall keep inspection , maintenance , and 
repair logs with dates and the nature of such 
activities for each boiler . 

iii. A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of NOx and CO from 
affected Boilers #11 and #12, with supporting 
documentation. These records shall be reviewed and 
updated by the Permittee as necessary to assure that 
the emission factors that it uses to determine NOx and 
CO emissions of these boilers do not understate 
actual emissions. 

d. Records for Startups of Affected Boilers, pursuant to 
Section 39. 5 (7) (b) of the Act 
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i . The Permittee shall maintain startup procedures for 
each affected b oiler , as required by Condition 
7 . 10 . 3(i) (ii). 

ii . The Permittee shall maintain the f o llowing records 
for each startup o f an affected b oiler: 

A. Date , time and duratio n o f the startup. 

B. A descriptio n o f the startup and reason(s) f o r 
the startup . 

C . Whether a violation of an applicable standard 
may have occurred during startup accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7. 10, 9 (d) (iv) if a 
vio lation may have or did occur . 

o. Whether the established startup procedures , 
maintained abo ve , we re foll owed accompanied by 
the informatio n in Condition 7 . 10 . 9(d) (iii) if 
there were departure(s) from those procedures . 

iii. If the establishe d startup procedures were not 
followed during a startup , the Permittee shall 
maintain the f o llowing records : 

A . A description of the departure(s) from the 
established procedures . 

B . The reason(s) for the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

C . An explanation of the consequences of the 
departure (s) for emissions , such as whether the 
departure (s) prolonged the startup or resulted 
in additional emissions , and if so : 

1. Tho actions taken to minimize emissions 
and the duration of the startup; and 

2 . An explanation whether similar incidents 
might be prevented in the future and if 
so , the corrective actions taken or to be 
taken to prevent similar incidents. 

iv. If a violation did or may have occurred during a 
startup , the Permittee shall maintain the following 
records: 

A . Ide ntification of the applicable standarct( s ) 
that were or may have been violated. 
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c . 

B. An explanation of the nature of such 
violation(s), including the magnitude of such 
excess emissions. 

C. A description of the actions taken or to be 
taken to minimize the magnitude of emissions 
and duration of the startup. 

D. An explanation whether similar incidents could 
be prevented or ameliorated in the future and 
if so, a description of the actions taken or to 
be taken to prevent similar incidents in the 
future. 

Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.263, the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected boilers as 
addressed by Condition 7.10.3(j), during malfunctions or 
breakdowns, which at a minimum, shall include the following 
records. The preparation of these records shall be 
completed within 45 days of an incident , unless the 
Permittee conducts a root cause analysis for the incident, 
in which case the preparation of these records, other than 
the root cause analysis , shall be completed within 120 days 
of the incident . 

i . Date, time and duration of the incident. 

ii. A detailed description of the incident, including: 

A. A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up to the incident. 

B. Relevant operating data for the unit, including 
information such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident. 

C. The measures taken to reduce the quantity of 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident. 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident. 

iii. An explanation why continued operation of an affected 
boiler was necessary to prevent personnel injury or 
prevent equipment damage. 

iv. A discussion of the cause(s) or probable cause(s) of 
the incident including the following: 

A. Whether the incident was sudden, unavoidable, 
or preventable, including : 
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1 , Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident; 

2 . Why better maintenance could not have 
avoided the incident ; 

3 . Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided the incident; and 

4 . Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident . 

B. Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for. 

c . Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance . 

v. A description of any steps taken or to be taken to 
prevent similar future incidents or reduce their 
frequency and severity. 

vi . As an alternative to keeping the records required by 
Condition 7 . 10 . 9(e) (iv) , the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis . For this purpose , a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine , correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from . If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem, define 
all causal relationships , provide a causal path to 
the root cause , delineate the evidence , and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be completed within one year of the incident. 

f. Records for the emission testing conducted on the affected 
boilers. 

g . If the Permittee operates under manufacturer's 
specifications or manufacturer ' s instructions , such 
manufacturer ' s documentation shall be kept at the source as 
part of the required records . 

h. Unless an affected boiler is operating as a blast furnace 
gas fuel-fired boiler, as defined in 40 CFR 63 . 7575 , or is 
otherwise exempt , beginning on the compliance date of this 
NESHAP for existing sources , the Permittee must keep 
records in accordance with 40 CFR 63 . 7555(a) through (h) as 
applicable . 
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7 .10 .10 Reporting Requirements 

a. i. The Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, 
Air Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations 
of the affected boilers and affected cooling tower 
from the following applicable requirements unless a 
NESHAP standard specifies a different time frame, 
pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act: 

A. Requirements in Conditio n 7.10.3(b), (d) and 
(e) through ( h) . 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.10.5. 

C . Requirements in Condition 7.10.6. 

ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1. 

b . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance 
Section, of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8.6.1. 

c. All deviation reports described in Condition 7.10.lO(a) and 
(b) above shall contain the following : 

i . Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

ii. Description of the deviation; 

iii. Probable cause of the deviation; and 

iv. Any corrective actions or preventive measures taken. 

d . Reporting on the State malfunction and breakdown 
authorization shall be performed in accordance with 
Condition 5 . 10.5-2. 

e . For affected Power Boiler #1 , the Permittee shall comply 
with the applicable reporting requirements of the NSPS , as 
specified in 40 CFR 60.7 and 60.49b. 

f. Unless an affected boiler is operating as a blast furnace 
gas fuel-fired boiler , as defined in 40 CFR 63.7575 , or is 
otherwise exempt, beginning on the compliance date of this 
NESHAP for existing sources , the Permittee must report each 
instance in which it did not meet each emission limit and 
operating limit in Tables 1 through 4 to 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
DODOO that are applicable. These instances are deviations 
from the established emission limits. These deviations 
must be reported according to the requirements in 40 CFR 
63.7550. 
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g . Reporting on the State startup authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10.5-1. 

h . Reporting on the Federal SSM authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10 . 5-3 . 

7 . 10 , 11 Compliance Procedures 

For affected boilers , compliance with the applicable standards 
of Condition 7 , 10 . 3 , the work practice requirements of Condition 
7.10 . 5-1, and the production/operating and the emission limits 
of Condition 7 , 10,6 is addressed by the work practices , testing, 
monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 
7 . 10 of this permit. 

7 . 10 .12 State-Only Conditions 

a. Applicable requirements for affected Boilers #11 and #12 
from Permit 10080022: 

i . Pursuant to 35 IAC 217 . 150 , 217 . 152 , and 217 . 160 , by 
the applicable compliance date for 35 IAC Part 217 
Subparts D and E, the Permittee shall comply with 
applicable requirements of these rules for the 
affected boilers , including : 

A. Compliance with the applicable NOx emissions 
limitation in lb/mmBtu , calculated in 
accordance with 35 IAC 217.164(b) , on an ozone 
season (May 1 through September 30) and annual 
basis I 3 5 I AC 21 7 . 16 4 (bl I . 

B. Operation of each affected boiler in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control 
practices to minimize NO. emissions (35 IAC 
21 7 .150 (el J • 

c. Certifying to the Illinois EPA that the 
affected boilers will be in compliance with the 
applicable emissions limitation of 35 IAC 
217 . 164 by the applicable compliance date [35 
IAC 217 . 152 and 217 . 155(b) J. 

D. Installation , operation and maintenance of a 
Continuous Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) on 
each affected boiler to measure emissions of NOx, 
with accompanying recordkeeping and reporting for 
the operation and maintenance of each CEMS (35 
IAC 217 . 157 (a) (2) and 217 . 156 (b) ( 9) , (b) (10) and 
( j > l . 
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ii. Recordkeeping Requirements [39 . 5(7) (e) of the Act] 

Beginning on the compliance date of 35 IAC 217 
Subparts D and E, the Permittee shall keep the 
following records for each Boiler #11 and #12: 

A. Usage of each type of fuel (natural gas , coke 
oven gas and blast furnace gas) , in million ft ' 
per month and million ft 3 per year . 

B . The actual heat input in mmBtu per ozone season 
and mmBtu per year, for each fuel , with 
supporting documentation for the heat content 
of each fuel . 

C . The applicable NOx emission limitation in 
lb/mmBtu for each ozone season and each 
calendar year, calculated in accordance with 35 
IAC 217.164(b). 

D. The average hourly NOx emission data . 

E . The ozone season and annual NOx emissions 
(pounds) . 

F. The ozone season average and annual average NOx 
emission rates (lbs/mmBtu heat input) 
calculated within 30 days of the end of the 
averaging periods (i . e. calculated by October 
30 for ozone season averaging period and by 
January 30 for annual averaging period). 

G. Inspection, maintenance, and repair logs with 
dates and the nature of such activities for 
each affected boiler. 

i i i . Reporting Requirements [39.5(7) (f) of the Act) 

If there is any deviation of the requirements of 
Condition 7.10.12 , the Permittee shall promptly 
report to the Illinois EPA as specified below and 
report shall include a description of the deviation, 
the probable cause of the deviation, corrective 
actions taken , and any preventive measures taken: 

A. Deviations from the NOx emission limitation in 
35 IAC 217 . 164(b) shall be reported within 30 
days of such occurrence . 

B. Other deviations shall be reported in a semi­
annual report. 
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7 . 10.13 Construction Permit Conditions for Equipment that is not yet 
built 

Applicable requirements for portable Boilers #1 through #4 from 
Permit 10100042: 

a . Pursuant to the NSPS , 40 CFR 60 . ll(d) , at all times the 
Permittee shall , to the extent practicable, maintain and 
operate each portable boiler in a manner consistent with 
good air pollution control practices for minimizing 
emissions . 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 216 . 121, the emission of carbon monoxide 
(CO) from each portable boiler shall not exceed 200 ppm, 
corrected to 50 percent excess air. 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.123(a) , the opacity of the exhaust 
from each portable boiler shall not exceed 30 percent , 
except as provided in 35 IAC 212 . 123(b). 

d . This permit is issued based on the emissions of HAPs as 
listed in Section 112(b) of the Clean Air Act from the 
affected boilers being less than 10 tons per year of a 
single HAP and 25 tons per year of any combinations of such 
HAPs , so that these boilers are considered a minor source 
for HAPs . 

e. This permit is issued based on the portable boilers not 
being subject to the control requirements of 35 IAC 217, 
Subparts D and E, which establish requirements that reflect 
Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for boilers 
related to emission of nitrogen oxide (NOxl . This is 
because the NOx emissions from each portable boiler are 
restricted to less than 15 tons per year and to less than 5 
tons per ozone season, pursuant to 35 IAC 217 . 150(a) , as 
addressed further . 

f . Natural gas shall be the only fuel fired in the portable 
boilers . 

g . The maximum design heat input capacity of each portable 
boiler , as defined by the NSPS , 40 CFR 60.41c, shall not 
exceed 100 mmBtu/hour . 

h . 

Note : If a portable boiler were to have a heat input 
capacity of greater than 100 mmBtu/hr , it would be subject 
to the NSPS, 40 CFR 60 Subpart Db , rather than Subpart De . 

i. The total consumption of natural gas by the portable 
boilers shall not exceed 1,738 million scf per year , 
combined . 

ii. Beginning Calendar year 2012 or such later date , the 
natural gas usage by each portable boiler shall not 
exceed 812 million scf per year and 267 million scf 
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during each ozone season (May 1 through September 
30) , 

i . The portable boilers shall only be used to address 
interruptions in the normal steam supply to the Granite City 
Works. For this purpose, the portable boilers and existing 
boilers may operate simultaneously , as may be needed to 
ensure availability of the portable boilers and facilitate 
transitions between existing boilers and the portable 
boilers . 

j . i. Short-term emissions from each portable boiler shall 
not exceed 0.036 lb of NOx/mmBtu and 3.6 and 3.8 
lbs/hour, for NOx and CO, respectively . 

ii. Annual emissions from the portable boilers, combined 
shall not exceed the following limits. These limits 
are established based on total fuel usage of 1,738 
million scf per year. Compliance with these 
limitations and the annual fuel consumption limit 
shall be determined from a running total of 12 months 
of data. 

Emission Limit 
Pollutant (ton/year) 
NOx 31. 9 
co 33.2 
VOM 3.5 
PM/PM10/PM2.s 1.1 
S02 1.3 
Individual HAP1 1.8 
Total HAP 3.5 

Individual HAP refers to individual pollutants, 
such as Formaldehyde, Benzene, Toluene, Hexane, 
etc. 

k . Beginning Calendar Year 2012, the NOx emissions of each 
portable boiler shall be less than the applicability 
thresholds of 35 IAC 217 , Subparts D and E, i.e., less than 
15 tons per year and less than 5 tons during each ozone 
season. 

1 . The Permittee shall operate and maintain the portable 
boilers in accordance with good air pollution control 
practices to assure proper functioning of equipment and 
minimize malfunctions, including maintaining the boiler in 
accordance with written procedures developed for this 
purpose. 

m. Within 90 days after a written request from the Illinois EPA 
or such later date agreed to by the Illinois EPA , the 
Permittee shall have NOx and CO emissions of portable 
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boiler(s) , as specified in the request, measured by an 
independent testing service approved by the Illinois EPA . 

n . The Permittee shall maintain the following records for the 
portable boilers : 

i . A file containing the following information : 

A. The maximum design heat input capacity of each 
po rtable boiler, mmBtu/hour, with supporting 
documentation. 

B . The maximum fuel flow rate to each portable 
boiler, in scf/hour and mmBtu/hour , with 
supporting documentation. 

C . The guarantee or other information for the NOx 
and CO emission rates of each portable boiler , 
in lb/hour and in lb/mmBtu (NOx only) , with 
supporting documentation. 

ii . An operating log or other records for the portable 
boilers that , at a minimum, shall include the 
following information: 

A. Information identifying each period when 
portable boiler(s) are operated , with the 
explanation why the b o iler(s) need to be 
operated to maintain the no rmal steam supply 
for the source . 

B . If the maximum design hea t input capacity of 
the portable b oiler is more than 95 mmBtu/hour , 
operating records t o demonstrate that the 
boiler is no t fired at more than 100 
mmBtu/h our. 

C . Info rmation for each startup and shutdown , 
including date , time and duration , as requi red 
by 40 CFR 60 . ?(b) . 

D. Informatio n f o r any incident in which the 
operation of each portable bo iler continued 
during malfunction or breakdown , as required by 
40 CFR 60 . 7(b) . These records shall include 
date, time , and duratio n ; a description of the 
incident ; whether emissions exceeded or may 
have exceeded any applicable standard ; a 
description of the c orrective actions taken to 
reduce emissio ns and the duration of the 
incident ; and a description of the preventative 
actions taken. 
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iii. An inspection , maintenance, and repair log with dates 
and the nature of such activities for the portable 
boilers. 

iv. The following records for the natural gas usage of 
the portable boilers: 

A. Natural gas usage of each boiler, pursuant to 
40 CE'R 60 . 48c (g) (scf/monthl . 

B. Total natural gas usage of the boilers 
(scf/year) . 

v. Records of the monthly and annual emissions of NOx , 
CO , PM/PM10/PM2.s, VOM , S02 , and HAPs from the boilers 
(tons/month and tons/year) , with supporting data and 
calculations. 

vi. Beginning Calendar year 2012 , records of NOx emissions 
for each portable boiler for the calendar year 
(ton/year) and for the ozone season (ton/season). 

o . Pursuant to 40 CFR 60 . 7(a) (3) and 60.48c(a) , the Permittee 
shall furnish the Illinois EPA with written notification of 
initial startup of each portable boiler . This notification 
shall be submitted within 15 days after the initial startup 
of the portable boiler , postmarked by such date, and 
include the following information. For this purpose , a 
separate notification shall be provided each time that 
portable boiler(s) are installed at the Granite City Works . 

i. The design heat input capacity of the boiler and 
identification of the fuels to be combusted in the 
boiler , pursuant to 40 CFR 60.48c(a) (1). 

ii . The annual capacity factor at which the Perrnittee 
anticipates operating the boiler based on fuel fired , 
pursuant to 40 CFR 60.48c(al (3). 

iii. With the notification required from above, the 
Permittee shall also provide the manufacturer and 
serial number of portable boiler (sl . 

p . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA of deviations of 
the portable boilers with the requirements of Condition 
7.10.13 within 30 days of an occurrence. Reports shall 
describe the deviation 1 the probable cause of such deviations , 
the corrective actions taken , and any preventive measures 
taken. 
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7.11 Internal Combustion Engine 

7.11.1 Description 

A diesel fuel fired emergency engine-generator is used f o r power 
outages at the facility. 

Note: This narrative description is for info rmational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

7 .11.2 List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Engine Emergency Engine-Generator 2001 None 

(maximum power output 
3 , 500 HP) 

7 . 11.3 Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. The "affected engine u for the purpose of these unit­
specific conditions , is the emission unit described in 
Conditions 7.11 . 1 and 7.11.2 . 

b . The affected engine is subject to 35 IAC 212 .458 (b) (7) and 
(c) , which provide s that its PM10 emissions shall not e xceed 
22 . 9 mg/scm (0 . 01 gr/sc f) , provided however that this limit 
shall no t apply if there are no visible emissions , except 
if a stack test is perfo rmed. The absence of visible 
emissio ns is not a defense to a finding violation. 

c . The affected e ngine is sub j ect to 35 IAC 212.1 23(a) , wh i ch 
provides that no pers on shall cause or allow the emi ssio n 
o f smo ke o r o ther particulate matter , with an opac ity 
greater than 30 percent , into the atmosphere from any 
emission unit other than those emission units subject to 
the requirements of 35 IAC 212.122 , except as allowed by 35 
IAC 212 . 123(b) and 2 1 2 .124. 

ct . The affected engine is subj ect to 35 IAC 214.301 and 35 IAC 
214.304 / 214 . 122 , whi c h provides that no person shall cause 
o r allow the emissio n of sulfur dioxide into the a t mosphere 
from any process emission source t o exceed 20 00 ppm and 
from any fuel burning process emissi o n unit burning 
distillate oil to e xceed 0.3 lbs/ mmBtu . 

7.11.4 Non-Applicability o f Reg ulati ons of Concern 

a. The affected engine i s no t subject to 40 CFR Part 63 
Subpart ZZZZ bec ause it is not a spark ignition engi nr . 

b . The affected engine is no t subject t o 40 CFR Part 60 
Subpart IIII , because the affected engine was manufa ctu r e d 
before 20 0 6 and was no t modified o r reco nstructed 
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thereafter, so does not meet applicable criteria in 40 CFR 
60.4200 (a). 

c. The affected engine is not subject to 35 IAC Part 217, 
because the affected engine is not a type of process 
emission unit addressed by Part 217. 

d. The affected engine is not subject to the requirements of 
35 IAC 212.321 because it does not have a process weight 
rate as defined in 35 IAC 211.5250. 

e. The affected engine is not subject to 35 IAC 216.121, 
because the affected engine is not by definition a fuel 
combustion emission unit. 

f. 35 IAC 212.324 is not applicable to the affected engine 
pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3), because the affected 
engine is subject to 35 IAC 212. 458 (b) (7), an emission 
limitation in 35 IAC Part 212, Subpart R. 

7 . 11.5 Control Requirements and Work Practices 

The operation of the emergency generator is limited to 500 hours 
per year [00060003, Tl) . 

7.11 . 6 Production and Emission Limitations from Permit 00060003 [Tl] 

a. Emissions of the affected engine shall not exceed the 
following limits: 

♦ 

Emissions Emissions 
Pollutant (lbs/hr) (T/yr) 

PM 2.48* 0.62 
co 21.11* 5.3 
NOx 79.49* 19.9 
SO2 12.54 3.1 

Operation at a level of 10 percent higher than the 
applicable hourly emissions limits above is allowed 
during startup. 

b. Compliance with annual limits shall be determined on a 
monthly basis from the sum of the data for the current 
month plus the preceding 11 months (running 12 month total) 
[Tl] . 

7. 11. 7 Testing Requirements 

Upon the written request from the Illinois EPA, the emission 
tests shall be conducted by the Permittee for the affected 
engine to verify compliance with emission limits in Condition 
7.11.6 as follows (Sections 39 . 5(7) (c), (d) and (p) of the 
Act). 
a . The following USEPA test methods shall be used, unless 

another USEPA method is approved by the Illinois EPA, 
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Location of Sample Points 
Gas Flow and Velocity 
Flue Gas Weight 
Moisture 
PM 
N~ 
co 

b, Observations of opacity shall be 
emission tests in accordance with 

Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 

conducted 
Method 9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
7E or 19 
10 or 10B 

during these 
and the results 

of these observations included in the reports for emission 
testing . 

c. For this emission testing, test notifications and reporting 
shall be done by the Permittee in accordance with 
Conditions 8 . 6.2 and 8.6.3 of this permit . 

7.11.8 Monitoring Requirements 

a. The Permittee shall perform annual sampling and analysis 
for sulfur content (lbs/mmBtu) in the fuel for the affected 
engine or obtain a certification for each fuel supplied 
delivery for the affected engine [Section 39 . 5(7) (d) of 
the Act]. 

b . The Permittee shall conduct opacity observations for the 
affected engine in accordance with Method 9 on an annual 
basis if the affected engine starts for purposes of 
reliability testing. The duration of Method 9 test shall 
be equal to 30 minutes or the duration of the reliability 
test, whichever is less (Section 39.5(7) (p) of the Act) . 

7.11.9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected engine , pursuant to Sections 39.5(7) (a) and (el of 
the Act : 

a. A file for the affected engine containing: 

i . The manufacturer's emission guarantees or emission 
data for the engine , for PM, CO and NOx, both during 
normal operation and startup (lbs/hour and 
lbs/gallon) and manufacturer's data for fuel 
consumption and exhaust flow rate from the engine , 
with supporting documentation . 

ii . Engineering calculations to demonstrate that PM 
emissions comply with 35 IAC 212.458(b) (7) and to 
determine the greatest sulfur content (lbs/mmBtu) in 
fuel with which compliance with 35 IAC 214.301 and 35 
IAC 214.304/214.122 would be shown. 
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iii. The emission rate(s) used by the Permittee to 
determine emissions of the affected engine when these 
rates are different from the manufacturer ' s rates , 
accompanied by supporting documentation. Copies of 
these records shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA, 
with initial records submitted within 15 days of the 
date that the records are prepared or 30 days after 
the effective date of this permit , whichever is later 
and subsequent revisions to these records submitted 
within 15 days of the date that the Permittee 
completes preparation of revised records. 

b. Records of fuel consumption (gal/month and gal/year} 

c . Records of hours of operation (hrs/yr} 

d . Records for number of startups. 

e . Records for the sulfur content (lbs/mmBtu} of fuel as 
determined by sampling and analyses of fuel or copies of 
supplier certifications for sulfur content of fuel and 
identification of any use of oil whose sulfur conten t 
exceeded the level for compliance , as determined pursuant 
to Condit.ion 7,ll.9(a) (ii}. 

f. Records of emissions of PM, CO , NOx and S02 (tons/month and 
tons/year) from the engine with supporting calculations. 
For this purpose , PM, CO and NOx emissions sha l l be 
calculated from fuel usage and number of startups a nd t he 
manufacturer's emission guarantees for emission rates or 
such higher emission rate(s} that accurately reflect actual 
operation of the engine . S02 emissions shall be calculated 
from the sulfur content of the fuel and fuel usage , 
assuming complete conversion of sulfur to SO. 

g. Records for stack tests and opacity observations. 

7 . 11. 10 Reporting Requirements 

a. i. Pursuant to Section 39.5 (7) (fl (ii) o f the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly noti f y the Illino is EPA , Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days o f deviatio ns by 
the affected engine as follows: 

A . Requirements i n Conditio n 7 . ll.3(b) , (cl and 
(dl. 

B . Requi r ements i n Conditio n 7 . 11 . 5 . 

C. Requirements in Conditio n 7 . 11 . 6 . 

ii , All s uch deviations shall be summarized a nd r e p o r ted 
as part o f the semia nnual monitoring repo rt r e quired 
by Conditio n 8 . 6 . 1. 
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b . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance 
Section, of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8 . 6.1. 

c. All deviation reports described in Condition 7 . 11 . 10 above 
shall contain the following: 

i . Date, time and duration of the deviation; 

ii. Description of the deviation ; 

iii. Probable cause of the deviation; and 

iv. Any corrective action or preventive measures taken. 

7 . 11.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected engine . 

7 . 11 . 12 Compliance Procedures 

For the affected engine, compliance with the applicable 
standards of Condition 7.11.3 , the control/work practice 
requirements of Condition 7 . 11.5, and the production/emission 
limits of Condition 7 . 11 . 6 is addressed by testing , monitoring, 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 7.11 of this 
permit. 

7 . 11.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7 . 12 Gasoline Storage and Dispensing 

7.12.1 Description 

Gasoline storage and dispensing is conducted for the Permittee's 
fleet of gasoline fueled vehicles. There are several such 
stations at the facility, so that fleet vehicles do not have to 
travel on public roads to reach the fueling stations. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

7 . 12.2 List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Gasoline Four storage tanks N/A Control 
Storage located at: Practices : 

Storeroom (1,000 Submerged 
gallons capacity); loading pipe 

Machine Shop (1 , 000 (all tanks) 
gallons capacity) ; and Stage I 

Wastewater Facility system (tanks 
(250 gallons with 1,000 
capacity); gallons 

Blast Furnace capacity) 
Facility (1 , 000 gallons 

capacity) 

7.12.3 Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. The "affected gasoline storage tanksn, for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions are the tanks described in 
Conditions 7.12.1 and 7 . 12.2 above. 

b. The affected gasoline storage tank at the wastewater 
facility is subject to the following: 

No person shall cause or allow the loading of any organic 
material into any stationary tank having a storage capacity 
of greater than 946 l (250 gal) , unless such tank is 
equipped with a permanent submerged loading pipe [35 IAC 
219.122(b)] . 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 219. 583 (cl ( 1) , the affected gasoline 
storage tanks at the storeroom, machine shop and blast 
furnace facility are subject to the following requirements 
of 35 IAC 219. 583 (a) : No person shall cause or allow the 
transfer of gasoline from any delivery vessel into any 
stationary storage tank at a gasoline dispensing facility 
unless; 

i . The tank is equipped with a submerged loading pipe 
[ 3 5 I AC 21 9 . 5 8 3 (a) ( 1) ] . 
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ii . The vapors displaced from the storage tank during 
filling are processed by a vapor control system [35 
I AC 219 . 5 8 3 (a} ( 2) ) . 

iii. All tank vent pipes are equipped with pressure/vacuum 
relief valves that are designed and shall be set to 
resist a pressure of at least 3 . 5 inches water column 
and to resist a vacuum of no less than 6.0 inches 
water column [35 IAC 219 .583 (a} (3) I. 

d . Pursuant to 35 IAC 219 . 585(a), all the affected gasoline 
storage tanks are subject to the following: No person 
shall sell, offer for sale , dispense , supply, offer for 
supply, or transport for use in Illinois gasoline whose 
Reid vapor pressure exceeds the applicable limitations set 
forth below during the regulatory control periods , which 
shall be June 1 to September 15 . 

i. The Reid vapor pressure of gasoline , 
volatility, shall not exceed 7 . 2 psi 
during the regulatory control period 
219 . 585(b)). 

a measure of its 
(9.68 kPa) 

[ 35 IAC 

ii. The Reid vapor pressure of ethanol blend gasolines 
having at least nine percent (9%) but not more than 
ten percent (10%) ethyl alcohol by volume of the 
blended mixture, shall not exceed the limitations for 
gasoline set forth in Condition 7.12 . 2(d) (i) above by 
more than 1.0 psi (6.9 kPa) [35 IAC 219 . 585(c)). 

7.12 . 4 Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. This permit is issued based on the affected gasoline 
storage tank not being subject to the NSPS for Volatile 
Organic Liquid Storage Vessels (Including Petroleum Liquid 
Storage Vessels), 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Kb, because each 
tank is less than 40 cubic meters (10,566 gallons). 

b . This permit is issued based on the affected gasoline 
storage tanks not being subject to 35 !AC 219.121, because 
each affected tank is less than 40,000 gallons [35 IAC 
219.121). 

c. This permit is issued based on the affected gasoline 
storage tanks not being subject to 35 IAC 219 . 122(a) , 
because each affected tank is less than 40,000 gallons [35 
IAC 219.122). 

d. The affected gasoline storage tanks are not subject to 35 
IAC 219.301 because the affected gasoline storage tanks do 
not use organic material . In addition, the storage tanks 
are regulated by 35 IAC 219.122(b) and 35 IAC 
219 . 583 (c) (1). 
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e. The affected gasoline storage and dispensing operations are 
not part of a bulk gasoline plant (35 IAC 219 . 581) or bulk 
gasoline terminals (35 IAC 219.582) pursuant to relevant 
definitions in 35 IAC Part 211 . 

f . This permit is issued based on the gasoline storage and 
dispensing operations performed at wastewater facility not 
being subject to 35 IAC 219. 583 (a) (2) and (a) (3) pursuant 
to 35 IAC 219 . 583 (b) (3) , because the tank capacity is less 
than 575 gallons . 

g. The affected gasoline storage tanks are not eligible for 
the exemption from the permitting in 35 IAC 219 . 583(e) 
because they are not located at retail dispensing 
operations, as defined at 35 IAC 211.5630. 

7.12.5 Control Requirements and Work Practices 

The affected gasoline storage tanks (other than the affected 
gasoline storage tank at the wastewater facility) are subject to 
the following control requirements and work practices: 

a . Pursuant to 35 IAC 219.583(c), each owner of a gasoline 
dispensing operation shall: 

i. Install all control systems and make all process 
modifications required by Condition 7 . 12.3(c) (see 
also 35 IAC 219.583(a)) (35 IAC 219.583(c) (1) ); 

ii. Provide instructions to the operator of the gasoline 
dispensing operation describing necessary maintenance 
operations and procedures for prompt notification of 
the owner in case of any malfunction of a vapor 
control system (35 IAC 219.583(c) (2)) ; and 

iii . Repair, replace or modify any worn out or 
malfunctioning component or element of design (35 
IAC 219 . 583(c)(3)] . 

b . Pursuant to 35 !AC 219 . 583(d), each operator of a gasoline 
dispensing operation shall: 

i . Maintain and operate each vapor control system in 
accordance with the owner ' s instructions (35 IAC 
219.583(d) (l)]; 

ii . Promptly notify the owner of any scheduled 
maintenance or malfunction requiring replacement or 
repair of a major component of a vapor control system 
[ 3 5 I AC 21 9. 5 8 3 ( d) ( 2 l I ; 

iii. Maintain gauges, meters or other specified testing 
devices in proper working order (35 IAC 
219 . 583(d)(3)]; and 
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iv. Pursuant to 35 IAC 219.583(d) (4} , operate the vapor 
collection system and delivery vessel unloading 
points in a manner that prevents : 

A. A reading equal to or greater than 100 percent 
of the lower explosive limit (LEL measured as 
propane) when tested in accordance with the 
procedure described in EPA 450/2-78-051 
Appendix B (35 IAC 219 . 583(d) (4) (A)] ; and 

B. Avoidable leaks of liquid during the filling of 
storage tanks [35 IAC 214 . 583(d) (4) (B)] . 

v . Within 15 business days after discovery of the leak 
by the owner , operator , or the Agency , repair and 
retest a vapor collection system which exceeds the 
limits of Condition 7 . 12 . 5(iv) above [35 IAC 
219.583 (dl C5) l. 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 219.584(a) , the Permittee shall ensure 
that each gasoline delivery vessel that comes on to the 
property to fill the affected gasoline storage tanks at the 
storeroom, machine shop , or blast furnace facility are 
complying with the following : 

i. Shall have a vapor space connection that is equipped 
with fittings which are vapor tight ; 

ii . Shall have its hatches closed at all times during 
unloading operations , unless a top loading vapor 
recovery system is used ; 

iii. Shall not internally exceed a gauge pressure of 18 
inches of water or a vacuum of 6 inches of water; 

iv . Shall be designed and maintained to be vapor tight at 
all times during normal operations ; 

v . Shall not be refilled in Illinois at other than a 
bulk gasoline terminal that complies with the 
requirements of 35 IAC 219 . 582 or a bulk gasoline 
plant that complies with the requirements of 35 IAC 
219 . 581 (b). 

vi . Shall have a sticker affixed to the tank adjacent to 
the tank manufacturer ' s data plate which contains the 
tester ' s name , the tank identification number and the 
date of the test . The sticker shall be in a form 
prescribed by the Illinois EPA , 

7 . 12.6 Production and Emission Limitations 

Production and emission limitations are not set for the affected 
gasoline storage tanks. 
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7 .12. 7 Testing Requirements 

a . Pursuant to 35 219.583(a)(4), the Permittee shall 
demonstrate compliance with the pressure/vacuum relief 
valves specifications of Condition 7 . 12.3(c) (iii) at a 
gasoline dispensing operation by measuring and recording 
the pressure indicated by a pressure/vacuum gauge at each 
tank vent pipe 30 days after installation of each 
pressure/vacuum relief valve, and at least annually 
thereafter. The test shall be performed on each tank vent 
pipe within two hours after product delivery into the 
respective storage tank. For manifold tank vent systems, 
observations at any point within the system shall be 
adequate . 

b. The Permittee shall test the relief valves whenever there 
is a modification of an existing vapor control system 
[39.5(7)(d) and (p) of the Act]. 

7.12.8 Monitoring Requirements 

The Permittee shall perform the following monitoring pursuant to 
Sections 39. 5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act. 

a. The Permittee shall perform semi-annual inspections of the 
gasoline storage and dispensing operations at the 
storeroom, machine shop and blast furnace while the tank is 
being filled. 

i. Retractors , hoses , breakaways, swivels 

ii. Adapters , vapor caps, rubber gaskets , and spill 
containment buckets 

b . The Permittee shall perform an annual inspection of the 
gasoline storage tank at wastewater facility and dispensing 
operation to ensure that a submerged loading pipe is 
physically present and the condition of the pipe for 
integrity. 

7.12.9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected gasoline storage tanks, pursuant to Sections 
39.5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a. Records of the testing and repair of the vapor collection 
system and pressure/vacuum relief valves, pursuant to 
Condition 7.12.7. 

b. Records of gasoline throughput (gallons per month and 
gallons per year). 
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c . For the affected gasoline storage tanks during the 
regulatory control period, the Permittee shall keep the 
following records : 

i . Retain a copy of an invoice , bill of lading, or other 
documentation used in normal business practice 
stating that the Reid vapor pressure of the gasoline 
complies with the Reid vapor pressure standard as 
provided in 35 IAC 219.585(h) (1) (A); 

ii . Maintain records on the Reid vapor pressure, quantity 
received and date of delivery of any gasoline or 
ethanol blends arriving at the gasoline operation 
[35 IAC 219 . 585(h) (2)). 

d . Copies of the annual certification(s) from the supplier of 
gasoline that all the delivery vessels have been tested and 
are in compliance with the requirements of Condition 
7 . 12 . 5(c). 

e. A copy of operating and maintenance procedures and 
instructions for the tanks and vapor control systems. 

f. Records for all inspections . 

7 . 12. 10 Reporting Requirements 

a. i. Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7} ( f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected gasoline storage tanks from applicable 
requirements , as follows: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7 . 12.3(b) through 
(d) • 

B . Requirements in Condition 7.12 . S(a) and (b). 

ii . All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6 . 1 . 

b. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance 
Section , of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8 . 6.1. 

c . All deviation reports described in Condition 7 . 12 . 10 above 
shall contain the following : 

i. Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

ii, Description of the deviation; 

iii . Probable cause of the deviation ; and 
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iv. Any corrective action or preventive measures taken. 

7.12.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected gasoline 
storage tanks . 

7 . 12.12 Compliance Procedures 

For the affected gasoline storage tanks , compliance with the 
applicable standards of Condition 7.12 . 3 is addressed by the 
work practices, testing, monitoring , recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements described in Section 7.12 of this permit. 

7.12.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7.13 Fugitive Dust 

7 . 13 . 1 Descrip tion 

Fugitive dust is emitted from vehicle traffic , unloading 
operations , wind erosion of piles , roadways , parking lots and 
o the r open areas at the facility. The source also emits 
fugitive dust from an on-site landfill for furnace dusts and 
o ther industrial wastes . 

No te: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

7 . 13 . 2 List o f Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 

Fugitive Landfill N/A N/A 
Emissions 

Vehicular Traffic on 
Roadways , Parking Lots 

and Other Open Areas 

Unloading Operations 

Storage Piles and 
associated act i vities 

Beaching Areas 

7 . 13.3 Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. The "affected activities• for the purpose of these unit­
specific conditions , are the activities described in 
Conditions 7.13 . 1 and 7.13 . 2 above . 

b. The affected activities are subject to 35 IAC 212.306 which 
provides that all normal traffic pattern roads and parking 
facilities which are located on mining or manufacturing 
property shall be paved or treated with water , oils or 
chemical dust suppressants . All paved areas shall be 
cleaned on a regular basis . All areas treated with water , 
oils or chemical dust suppressants shall have the treatment 
applied on a regular basis , as needed , in accordance with 
the operating program required by 35 IAC 212 . 309 , 212 . 310 
and 212 . 312 . 

c. All storage piles of materials with uncontrolled emissions 
of fugitive particulate matter in excess of 45.4 Mg per 
year (50 T/yr) which are located within a source whose 
potential particulate emissions from all emission units 
exceed 90 . 8 Mg/yr (100 T/yr) shall be protected by a cover 
or sprayed with a surfactant solution or water on a regular 
basis , as needed , or treated by an equivalent method , in 
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accordance with the operating program required by 35 IAC 
212.309, 212.310 and 212.312 of 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart K 
[35 !AC 212.304(a)). 

ct. Applicable emission limitations established by 35 IAC 
212.316: 

i. Emission Limitations for Storage Piles. No person 
shall cause or allow fugitive particulate matter 
emissions from any storage pile to exceed an opacity 
of 10 percent, to be measured four ft from the pile 
surface. 

ii. Additional Emissions Limitations for the Granite City 
Vicinity as defined in 35 IAC 212.316(el (1): 

Emissions Limitations for Roadways or Parking Areas 
Located at Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing 
Plants. No person shall cause or allow fugitive 
particulate matter emissions from any roadway or 
parking area located at a slag processing facility or 
integrated iron and steel manufacturing plant to 
exceed an opacity of 5 percent. 

iii. Pursuant to 35 !AC 212.316(f), emission limitation 
for all other activities (see the definition for 
emission unit in 35 IAC 211. 1950). Unless an 
activity has been assigned a particulate matter, PM , , 
or fugitive particulate matter emissions limitation 
elsewhere in 35 IAC 212 . 316 or in Subparts R ors of 
35 IAC Part 212, no person shall cause or allow 
fugitive particulate matter emissions from any such 
activity to exceed an opacity of 20 percent. 

e. All conveyor loading operations to storage piles specified 
in 35 IAC 212.304 shall utilize spray systems, telescopic 
chutes, stone ladders or other equivalent methods in 
accordance with the operating program required by 35 IAC 
212.309, 212.310 and 212.312 (35 !AC 212.305). 

7.13.4 Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

The landfill operated on the site is not subject to 35 IAC Part 
220 for municipal waste landfills. The landfill serves only the 
needs for Permittee's operations in accepting industrial waste 
generated on-site and no municipal or any off-site waste is 
accepted by this landfill. 

7.13.5 Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. Pursuant to permit #95010001 [Tl), the Permittee shall 
comply with the following on-site and off-site fugitive 
dust control requirements: 

i. On-site fugitive dust control 
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A . The Permittee shall sweep or flush at least 
every day the paved access area be l ow the BOF 
ESP where ESP dust collection bags (i . e ., 
super-sacks , storage bags or oLher container.s 
for ESP dust) are used , stored and transported . 

B. The Permittee shall implement a housekeeping 
program for the non-roadway areas below and 
around the BOF ESP. This program shall , at a 
minimum, contain the following: 

1 . The ground and other accessible areas 
where dust may gather shall be swept or 
cleaned at least every day ; 

2 . Cleaning shall be performed in such a 
manner as to minimize the escape of dusl 
into the atmosphere ; 

3 . Dust colleclion bags shall be inspected 
at least daily for rips , tears , or 
insecure connection to the discharge of 
the ESP hoppers ; 

4. Dust collection bags shall be inspected 
after removal from , and connection to , 
the discharge of the ESP hoppers ; 

5. Ripped or torn bags shall be taken out of 
service and transported in a covered 
truck . 

C . Unpaved Roads . For unpaved roads that are part 
of normal traffic patterns (including roads B, 
C, E, N, F-F, and CS(2)) the Permittee shall 
apply a chemical dust suppressant at least 
three times a month , with the following 
exceptions : 

1. Road segment G-G , which shall be sprayed 
at least quarterly ; 

2. Road segment L, which shall be sprayed at 
least 4 times per month . 

3. Al l other unpaved roads shall be treated 
as necessary . 

4. Applications of suppressant may be less 
frequent than specified above if weather 
conditions , i.e ., precipitation or 
temperature , interfere with the schedule 
for spraying, provided each such instance 
shall be recorded in accordance with the 
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daily records for on-site fugitive dust 
control required by Condition 7.13.9(b). 

D. Paved roadways and areas . Paved roadways and 
areas shall be maintained in good condition by 
the Permittee, 

On paved roadways and other areas , the 
Permittee shall sweep or flush as follows : 

1. Road segments D, K, M, F, G, J , R, and O 
shall be swept or flushed at least daily; 

2. Road segments P, V, w, X, z, D-D, E-E, 
and CS(l) shall be swept or flushed at 
least five days per week; 

3. Road segments Sand T shall be swept or 
flushed at least every other day; 

4. Road segments A and H shall be swept or 
flushed at least once per month; 

5. All gate areas leading from the 
steelworks area shall be swept or flushed 
at least daily; 

6 . All gate areas leading from the iron 
making area shall be swept or flushed at 
least five times per week. 

7. The above on-site dust control measures 
shall be conducted to maximize their 
effectiveness by performing said measures 
when the roads or areas are not 
obstructed by parked vehicles and by 
preferentially using filter sweeping 
(e.g. , Enviro-Whirl sweeper) for the gate 
areas , the roads and areas surrounding 
the BOPF shop and BOF ESP. 

b. The fugitive dust control measures outlined above do not 
relieve the Perrnittee from complying with additional 
control measures identified in the PM10 contingency plan as 
required by Condition 5.3 . 3 of this permit (95010001 , 
TlR]. 

c . The landfill operated by the Permittee shall not accept any 
off-site wastes, including municipal, hospital/medical or 
hazardous wastes [Section 39.5(7) (1) of the Act]. 

d. Pursuant to the Road Cleaning Program required by Permit 
#06070088, the Permittee shall comply with the following 
control requirements (for purposes of this condition 
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affected road segments are those identified in Condition 
7.13.S(d) (iii) : 

i . Good air pollution control practices shall be 
implemented to minimize and reduce nuisance dust from 
the affected road segments. 

ii . Cleaning of affected road segments shall be performed 
using vacuum cleaning equipment (such as Enviro­
Whirl) . Any dust laden air shall be vented through a 
filtering system on the vacuum cleaning equipment 
before discharge to atmosphere. 

The handling of material collected by vacuum cleaning 
equipment during road cleaning shall be enclosed or 
shall utilize spraying , pelletizing , screw conveying 
or other equivalent methods to control PM emissions 
from transfer of material for disposal . 

111 . Affected road segments shall be cleaned on the 
following frequency except during extended periods of 
inclement weather that act to prevent emissions of 
fugitive dust from the affected road segments : 

A. Cleaning on a twice weekly basis : 

Road Segment Segment Boundaries 
Madison Ave 16th & 20th Streets 
Central 20th Street Madison St. & USS Gate 
East 20th Street USS Gate & Rte 203 
21st Street Rte 203 and Monroe St . 
North Edwardsville Rd 20th & Nameoki (Rte 203) 

B. Cleaning on a twice monthly basis : 

Road Segment Segment Boundaries 
Rock Road Rte 3 & w. 20th St . (Overpass 

Approach) 
West 20th St. Rte 3 & Rock Road 
Rock Road w. 20th & Benton St . (Railroad 

Overpass) 
Niedringhaus Benton St. and 16th St. 
16th Street Niedringhaus & Madison St . 
South Edwardsville Rd 20th & Mccambridge Ave (Rte 203) 
Mccambridge Ave Edwardsville Rd (Rte 203) & 2nd 

St . 
Route 162 Nameoki Rd (Rte 203) & Railroad 

Tracks 
Benton Street Rock Rd . and Niedringhaus 

7 . 13 . 6 Production and Emission Limitations 

Total fugitive emission of PM/PM10 from the roadways at the 
source shall not exceed 27 tons/year. Compliance with the 
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annual limits shall be determined based on a calendar year 
pursuant to Permit 95010001 [Tl]. 

7.13.7 Testing Requirements 

a. Opacity observations shall be conducted by a qualified 
observer in accordance with procedures published in 40 CFR 
Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9 , except as specified below. 

i. Opacity readings on each roadway or parking area 
shall be conducted at least annually. On unpaved 
roadways or parking areas , the reading shall not be 
conducted within three days of the application of any 
dust suppressants. 

ii. The Permittee shall observe, one day per calendar 
month , the opacity of emissions from each active coal 
storage pile and areas travelled by equipment hauling 
coal from these coal storage piles to coal processing 
operations unless prolonged weather conditions 
preclude scheduled observations. In addition, the 
observer shall remain in the area for at least 3 
hours to perform opacity readings on other coal piles 
which become active during this 3 hour period. 

iii. All opacity readings conducted on visible emissions 
generated by vehicular traffic on roadways , parking 
areas and heavy equipment traffic associated with 
storage piles , shall be in accordance with the 
procedures specified in 35 IAC 212 . 109. 

iv. All opacity readings on storage piles shall be 
measured four feet above the pile surface. The 
duration of opacity observations for each test shall 
be at least 30 minutes (five 6-minute averages) or 12 
minutes without visible emissions. 

b. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , such testing 
shall be conducted for specific affected operations(s) 
within 45 calendar days of the request or on the date 
agreed upon by the Illinois EPA, whichever is later . As 
least 30 days prior to the scheduled test date , the 
Permittee shall submit a detailed test plan to the Illinois 
EPA , describing the manner of operations of the affected 
activity and all control measures that will be implemented 
during the testing. The results of the testing will be 
submitted within thirty calendar days of the completion of 
the tests. 

c . The testing conditions from above are established in 
accordance with requirements of 39.5(7) (p) of the Act. 

d. Pursuant to Permit 06070088, the Permittee shall conduct 
silt loading measurements as follows [Tl] (for purposes of 
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this condition affected road segments are those identified 
in Condition 7.13.5(d) (iii)): 

i. The Permittee shall conduct measurements of the silt 
loading on the affected road segments , with sampling 
and analysis conducted using the •procedures for 
Sampling Surface/Bulk Dust Loading,• Appendix C.l in 
Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors , USEPA, 
AP-42 . A series of samples shall be taken to 
determine the average silt loading on each affected 
road segment and address the change in silt loadings 
as related to the amount and nature of vehicle 
traffic. 

ii . Measurements for "controlled" silt loading shall be 
repeated at least every three years pursuant to the 
Road Cleaning Program of Condition 7 . 13 . 5(d) . 

iii . Measurements for "controlled" silt loadings shall be 
conducted upon written request by the Illinois EPA, 
as specified in the request , which shall be completed 
within 75 days of the Illinois EPA ' s request. 

7 . 13 . 8 Monitoring Requirements 

a . Except as provided in Condition 7 . 13.B(b), the Permittee 
shall perform inspections of the affected activities on at 
least a quarterly basis , including associated control 
measures, while the affected activities are in use , to 
confirm compliance with the requirements of Condition 
7 . 13,3. Control measures may include material 
characteristics. These quarterly inspections may be 
scheduled so that only a number of affected activities are 
reviewed during each inspection, provided however , that all 
affected activities shall be inspected at least once during 
each calendar year . For the purpose of this condition, all 
affected activities means each type of material handled. 
(Sections 39. 5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act). 

b. The Permittee shall perform inspections , on a once per 
calendar month basis , during receipt of the truck unloading 
each contracted supply of coal. 

c. As part of the inspections required by 7 . 13.S(a) , the 
Permittee shall perform observations for visible emissions 
by Method 22 . These observations shall be conducted during 
the operation of each activity for a minimum of 18 minutes , 
or for activities that operate on a batch basis, for a 
minimum of six consecutive batches. If visible emissions 
are observed , the Permittee shall take corrective action 
within 2 hours to return the status of the operation to no 
visible emissions or observations of opacity by Method 9 
shall be conducted. For the purpose of this condition, 
returning the status of operations to no visible emissions 
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does not include, for any activity, temporary idling of 
lack of operation between batches. 

d. The requirements from above are established pursuant to 
Sections 39 . 5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act. 

7 . 13. 9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected areas of fugitive emissions, pursuant to Sections 
39.5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a. Records required by 35 IAC 212.316(g): 

i. The owner or operator of any fugitive particulate 
matter emission unit subject to 35 IAC 212.316 shall 
keep written records of the application of control 
measures for compliance with the opacity limitations 
of 212.316 and shall submit to the Illinois EPA an 
annual report containing a summary of such 
information. 

ii . The records shall include at least the following: 

A. The name and address of the source; 

B. The name and address of the owner and/or 
operator of the source; 

C. A map or diagram showing the location of all 
emission units controlled, including the 
location, identification, length, and width of 
roadways; 

D. For each application of water or chemical 
solution to roadways by truck: the name and 
location of the roadway controlled, application 
rate of each truck, frequency of each 
application, width of each application, 
identification of each truck used, total 
quantity of water or chemical used for each 
application and, for each application of 
chemical solution, the concentration and 
identity of the chemical; 

E. For application of physical or chemical control 
agents : the name of the agent, application rate 
and frequency, and total quantity of agent, 
and , if diluted, percent of concentration , used 
each day; and 

F. A log recording incidents when control measures 
were not used and a statement of explanation. 
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b . 

iii . Copies of all records required by 35 TAC 212 . 316 
shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA within ten 
(10) working days after a written request by the 
Illinois EPA and shall be transmitted to the Illinois 
EPA by a company-designated person with authority to 
release such records . 

iv . The records required under 35 IAC 212.316 shall be 
kept and maintained for at least five (5) years al 
the source and be available for inspection and 
copying by Illinois tPA representaLives during 
working hours. 

i. The Permittee shall maintain daily records relative 
to the on-site fugitive dust control program which 
includes the following information at a minimum , 
pursuant to the Permit 95010001 : 

A. The date (and time for the gate areas) each 
road or area was Lreated ; 

B. The manner in which the road or area was 
treated (i.e ., filter sweep , conventional 
sweep, suppressant spray or flush) ; 

C . Detailed information for use of dust 
suppressant , including but not limited to the 
application rate, dilution ratio , type of 
suppressant used , and the number of ga llons of 
suppressant applied; 

D. Observations , if any , concerning the conditjon 
of the roadway , e.g ., presence of parked 
vehicles , detection of potholes ; 

E . The amount of precipitation and temperature 
recorded for each day , and if determination was 
made to suspend application of suppressant , 
include name and title of person who made 
determination to suspend application and 
explanation ; and 

F. Any and all suspensions or deviations from the 
work practices and control procedures of 
Condition 7 . 13 . 5, with a date , description , and 
explanation for suspension of application . 

ii . The Permittee shall keep a record containing 
calculations and analysis for the emissions from 
roadways at the source with emissions calculation 
performed in accordance with the methodology set 
forth in Section 13 .2.1 of AP-42 , to verify 
compliance with Condition 7.13.6 . A copy of this 
record shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA each 
time it is prepared, with submittal made within 15 
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days of the date that the Permittee completes the 
preparation of new or revised calculations and 
analysis. 

c . The Permittee shall maintain the most current versions of 
the PM10 contingency plan and the fugitive particulate 
matter control program. 

d . The Permittee shall keep records of the silt measurements 
conducted pursuant to Condition 7.13.7(d), including 
records for the sampling and analysis activities and 
results. 

e . Recordkeeping requirements for the Road Cleaning Program 
(for purposes of this condition affected road segments are 
those identified in Condition 7 .13. 5 (d) (iii): 

i. A. The Permittee shall keep a record describing 
the Road Cleaning Program that at a minimum: 
identify any contractors implementing the 
program for the Permittee and their duties for 
implementing the Program under the contract; 
the equipment used by the Permittee or its 
contractor for cleaning roads , including for 
each item of equipment, a description of and 
the manufacturer ' s specifications for 
collection of silt from roadways and control of 
dust emissions from the cleaning process; and 
the standards practices that are used to clean 
roads under the Program, such as type of 
equipment , and speed of travel. 

B. The Permittee shall keep records for 
implementation of the Road Cleaning Program 
that at a minimum: Identify each time that an 
affected road segment was cleaned, with a 
description of any circumstances that may have 
affected the extent or nature of cleaning; and 
identify each time that scheduled cleaning was 
not performed, with detailed explanation. 

C. The Permittee shall keep records documenting 
maintenance and repair of road cleaning 
equipment. 

ii. The Permittee shall keep a record containing 
calculations and analysis for the annual reduction in 
emissions that is achieved by the Road Cleaning 
Program, with emissions calculation performed in 
accordance with the methodology set forth in Section 
13.2.1 of AP-42 , to verify that the Road Cleaning 
Program is achieving 236.03 tons/yr reduction, total, 
of particulate matter determined as PM. from baseline 
emission levels of 656.87 tons/year from the affected 
road segments. This record shall be prepared in 
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con j unction with the measurements of "controlled• 
silt l oadings required by Condition 7 . 13 . 7(d). A 
copy of this record shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA each time it is prepared , with submittal 
made t o the Illinois EPA within 15 days of the date 
that the Permittee completes the preparatio n of new 
or revised calculations and analysis. 

7. 13. 10 Reporting Requirements 

The Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section, of deviations of the affected area of 
fugitive emissions with the permit requirements , pursuant to 
Section 39.5(7) (fl (ii) of the Act . Reports submitted by the 
Permittee shall describe the probable cause of such deviations, 
and any corrective actions or preventive measures taken . 

a . 

b . 

i. Pursuant 35 IAC 212 . 316(g) (5), the Permittee shall 
submit a quarterly report to the Illinois EPA stating 
the following: the dates any necessary control 
measures were not implemented, a listing of those 
control measures , the reasons that the control 
measures were not implemented, and any corrective 
actions taken. This information includes , but is not 
limited to , those dates when controls were not 
applied based on a belief that application of such 
control measures would have been unreasonable given 
prevailing atmospheric conditions, which shall 
constitute a defense to the requirements of 35 IAC 
212.316. This report shall be submitted to the 
Agency thirty (30) calendar days from the end of a 
quarter. Quarters end March 31 , June 30 , September 
30 , and December 31. 

ii. Pursuant to permit 06070088 , the Permittee shall 
submit a quarterly report to the Illinois EPA 
describing the implementation of the Road Cleaning 
Program during the previous quarter . This report 
shall at a minimum provide: the number of times each 
road segment was cleaned; the number of times that 
cleaning was not performed , with explanation; a 
description of any significant changes in road 
cleaning equipment or cleaning practices , with 
explanation; and a description of other changes to 
the Road Cleaning Program, including changes in 
contractors. 

i. Pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations in 
the affected areas of fugitive emissions, as follows : 

A. Requirements in Condition 7 . 13.3(b) through 
(e). 
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B . Requirements in Condition 7.13 . 5 . 

C . Requirements in Condition 7.13.6. 

ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8 . 6.1. 

c . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance 
Section, of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8 . 6 . 1. 

d. Deviation reports described in Condition 7.13.lO(b) and (c) 
above shall contain the following: 

i . Date, time and duration of the deviation; 

ii. Description of the deviation ; 

iii . Probable cause of the deviation ; and 

iv. Any corrective action or preventive measures taken . 

7 . 13 . 11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

a. Beaching 

The following requirements established by Permits 72080034 
and 72080036 shall be implemented : 

i . Under the following circumstances beaching of iron 
may occur: 

A. In the event that Blast Furnace A or Blast 
Furnace B must be shut down in order to cast 
the furnace dry . 

B . In the event that an interruption in the BOF 
steelmaking and/or casting operations will 
result in a temporary surplus of iron , beyond 
the capacity of the system to hold , 
necessitating beaching in order to cast the 
furnace dry and provide the ability to safely 
shut down. 

C. In the event that the blast furnace produces 
unusable iron such as high silica or low 
temperature iron . High silica iron shall be 
blended and used to the extent possible at the 
BOF in order to reduce beaching. Low 
temperature iron shall be used at the BOF to 
the extent possible until solidification in the 
car becomes imminent. In other cases of 
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unusable iron , such iron shall be used when 
possible to minimize the quantity beached. 

ii . In the event that the beaching of iron occurs the 
Permittee shall beach the iron as follows: 

A. Beaching shall be allowed only in the event 
that alternate receptacles are not available; 

B, Beaching shall be allowed only if all 
reasonable measures are taken to minimize the 
quantity of liquid metal beached, the frequency 
of a malfunction or breakdown that necessitates 
beaching , the duration beaching occurs, and the 
emissions resulting from beaching; and 

C. Beaching shall be allowed at a controlled pour 
rate not to exceed 20 tons per minute . 

b. Prior to material in the beaching pit being dug and 
transferred to vehicles for recycling to the blast 
furnaces , it shall be watered or treated with other 
equivalent techniques to minimize particulate matter 
emissions during such material handling , unless such 
measures would cause a hazard or safety issue to employees . 

7 . 13 . 12 Compliance Procedures 

a. Compliance with Condition 7.13.3(b) is addressed by the 
monitoring requirements in Condition 7 . 13.B(b) and the 
records in Condition 7 . 13.9 . 

b . Compliance with Condition 7,13,3(c) , (d), 7.13.S(a), (d) , 
and 7.13.6 is addressed by the testing in Condition 7.13 . 7 , 
monitoring requirements in Condition 7.13.B(a) and the 
records in Condition 7 . 13.9. 

c. Compliance with Condition 7 . 13.3(e) is addressed by the 
testing requirements Condition 7 . 13.7 , monitoring in 
Condition 7.13 . S(c) and the records in Condition 7.13 . 9 . 

d . Compliance with Condition 7.13 . S(c) is addressed by the 
records in Condition 7 . 13.9. 

7.13.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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8 . 0 GENERAL PERMI T CONDI TI ONS 

8.1 Permit Shield 

8.2 

8.3 

8.4 

Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (j) of the Act, the Permittee has requested 
and has been granted a permit shield. This permit shield provides that 
compliance with the conditions of this permit shall be deemed 
compliance with applicable requirements which were applicable as of the 
date the proposed permit for this source was issued, provided that 
either the applicable requirements are specifically identified within 
this permit, or the Illinois EPA, in acting on this permit application, 
has determined that other requirements specifically identified are not 
applicable to this source and this determination (or a concise summary 
thereof) is included in this permit. 

This permit shield does not extend to applicable requirements which are 
promulgated after May 2 , 2011, unless this permit has been modified to 
reflect such new requirements. 

Applicability of Title IV Requirements (Acid Deposition Control) 

This source is not an affected source under Title IV of the CAA and is 
not subject to requirements pursuant to Title IV of the CAA. 

Emissions Trading Programs 

No permit revision shall be required for increases in emissions allowed 
under any USEPA approved economic incentives, marketable permits, 
emissions trading, and other similar programs or processes for changes 
that are provided for elsewhere in this permit and that are authorized 
by the applicable requirement [Section 39.5(7) (o) {vii) of the Act]. 

Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

8. 4 .1 

8.4.2 

Changes Specifically Addressed by Permit 

Physical or operational changes specifically addressed by the 
conditions of this permit that have been identified as not 
requiring Illinois EPA notification may be implemented without 
prior notice to the Illinois EPA. 

Changes Requiring Prior Notification 

The Permittee is authorized to make physical or operational 
changes that contravene express permit terms without applying 
for or obtaining an amendment to this permit, provided that 
{Section 39.5(12) (a) (i) of the Act]: 

a. The changes do not violate applicable requirements; 

b. The changes do not contravene federally enforceable permit 
terms or conditions that are monitoring (including test 
methods), recordkeeping, reporting, or compliance 
certification requirements; 



R003096

Page 313 

c . The changes do not constitute a modification under Title I 
of the CAA; 

d. Emissions will not exceed the emissions allowed under this 
permit following implementation of the physical or 
operational change; and 

e. The Permittee provides written notice to the Illinois EPA, 
Division of Air Pollution Control, Permit Section , at least 
7 days before commencement of the change. This notice 
shall : 

i. Describe the physical or operational change ; 

ii. Identify the schedule for implementing the physical 
or operational change; 

iii . Provide a statement of whether or not any New Source 
Performance Standard (NSPS) is applicable to the 
physical or operational change and the reason why the 
NSPS does or does not apply; 

iv. Provide emission calculations which demonstrate that 
the physical or operational change will not result in 
a modification; and 

v. Provide a certification that the physical or 
operational change will not result in emissions 
greater than authorized under the conditions of this 
permit. 

8.5 Testing Procedures 

8 . 6 

Tests conducted to measure composition of materials, efficiency of 
pollution control devices, emissions from process or control equipment , 
or other parameters shall be conducted using standard test methods if 
applicable test methods are not specified by the applicable regulations 
or otherwise identified in the conditions of this permit. 
Documentation of the test date, conditions , methodologies , 
calculations, and test results shall be retained pursuant to the 
recordkeeping procedures of this permit . Reports of any tests 
conducted as required by this permit or as the result of a request by 
the Illinois EPA shall be submitted as specified in Conditions 8.6.3 
and 8 . 6 . 4 . 

Reporting Requirements 

8 . 6 . 1 Monitoring Reports 

Semiannual reports , including monitoring reports summarizing 
required monitoring as specified in the conditions of this 
permit shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA, unless more 
frequent submittal of such reports is required in Sections 5 or 
7 of this permit [Section 39 . 5 (7) (f) of the Act) : 



R003097

Page 314 

8.6.2 

8.6.3 

Monitoring Period 

January - June 
July - December 

Report Due Date 

July 31 
January 31 

All instances of deviations from permit requirements must be 
clearly identified in such reports. All such reports shall be 
certified in accordance with Condition 9.9. 

Test Notifications 

Unless otherwise specified elsewhere in this permit, a written 
test plan for any test required by this permit shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA for review at least 60 days prior 
to the testing pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (a) of the Act. The 
notification shall include at a minimum: 

a. The name and identification of the affected unit(s); 

b. The person(s) who will be performing sampling and analysis 
and their experience with similar tests; 

c. The specific conditions under which testing will be 
performed, including a discussion of why these conditions 
will be representative of maximum emissions and the means 
by which the specified operating parameters, as defined in 
Section 7 for each emission unit and any control equipment, 
will be determined; 

d. The specific determinations of emissions and operation that 
are intended to be made, including sampling and monitoring 
locations; 

e. The test method(s) that will be used, with the specific 
analysis method, if the method can be used with different 
analysis methods; 

f. Any minor changes in standard methodology proposed to 
accommodate the specific circumstances of testing, with 
justification; and 

g. Any proposed use of an alternative test method, with 
detailed justification. 

Test Reports 

Unless otherwise specified elsewhere in this permit, the results 
of any test required by this permit shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA within 60 days of completion of the testing. The 
test report shall include at a minimum [Section 39.5(7) (e) (i) of 
the Act I 

a. The name and identification of the affected unit(s); 

b. The date and time of the sampling or measurements; 
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8.6 . 4 

c . The date any analyses were perfor med ; 

d . The name of the company that perf ormed the tests and/or 
analyses ; 

e. The test and analytical methodologies used ; 

f . The results of the tests including raw data , and/or 
analyses including sample calculations ; 

g . The operating conditions at the time of the sampling or 
measurements ; and 

h . The name of any relevant observers present including the 
testing company ' s representatives , any Illinois EPA or USEPA 

representatives , and the representatives of the source . 

Reporting Addresses 

a. Unless otherwise specified in the particular provision of this 
permit or in the written instructions distributed by the 
Illinois EPA for particular reports , reports and notifications 
shal l be sent to the Il l inois EPA - Air Compliance Unit with a 

copy sent to the Illinois EPA - Air Regional Field Office . 

b . All test protocols , test notifications and test reports 
shall be sent to the Illinois EPA - Air Compliance Unit 
with a copy sent to the Illinois EPA - Air Regional Field 
Office and to the Illinois EPA - Stack Test Specialist. 

c . As of the date of issuance of this permit , the addresses of 

the offices that should generally be utilized for the 
submittal of reports and notifications are as follows : 

i . Illinois EPA - Air Compliance Unit 

ii . 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Bureau of Air. 
Compliance & Enforcement Section (MC 40) 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
P.O . Box 19276 
Springfield , Illinois 62794-9276 

Illinois EPA Stack Test Specialist 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 

Division of Air Pollution Contro l 
951] West Harrison 
Des Plaines , I l linois 600 16 

iii. Illinois EPA - Air Quality Planning Section 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Bureau of Air 



R003099

Page 316 

Air Quality Planning Section (MC 39) 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
P . O. Box 19276 
Springfield , Illinois 62794-9276 

iv. Illinois EPA - Air Regional Field Office 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
2009 Mall Street 
Collinsville , Illinois 62234 

v . USEPA Region 5 - Air Branch 

USEPA (AR - 17J) 
Air & Radiation Division 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago , Illinois 60604 

d. Permit applications should be addressed to the Air Permit 
Section. As of the date of issuance of this permit , the 
address of the Air Permit Section is as follows : 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
Permit Section (MC 11) 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
P . O. Box 19506 
Springfield , Illinois 62794-9506 

8 . 7 Title I Conditions 

Notwithstanding the expiration date on the first page of this CAAPP 
permit , Title I conditions in this permit , which are identified by a 
Tl , TlN , or TlR designation, remain in effect until such time as the 
Illinois EPA takes action to revise or terminate them in accordance 
with applicable procedures for action on Title I conditions . This is 
because these conditions either: (a) incorporate conditions of earlier 
permits that were issued by the Illinois EPA pursuant to authority that 
includes authority found in Title I of the CAA (Tl conditions) , (b) 
were newly established in this CAAPP permit pursuant to authority that 
includes such Title I authority (TlN conditions) , or (c) reflect a 
revision or combination of conditions established in this CAAPP permit 
(TlR conditions) . (See also Condition 1.5 . ) 
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9.0 STANDARD PERMIT CONDITIONS 

9.1 Effect of Permit 

9 .1. 1 

9 . 1. 2 

9. 1. 3 

9 .1. 4 

9 . 1.5 

The issuance of this permit does not release the Permittee from 
compliance with State and Federal regulations which are part of 
the Illinois State Implementation Plan , as well as with other 
applicable statutes and regulations of the United States or the 
State of Illinois or applicable ordinances , except as 
specifically stated in this permit and as allowed by law and 
rule. 

In particular , this permit does not alter or affect the 
following [Section 39 . 5(7) (j) (iv) of the Act]: 

a . The provisions of Section 303 (emergency powers) of the 
CAA , including USEPA' s authority under that Section; 

b . The liability of an owner or operator of a source for any 
violation of applicable requirements prior to or at the 
time of permit issuance; 

c . The applicable requirements of the acid rain program 
consistent with Section 408(a) of the CAA; and 

ct . The ability of USEPA to obtain information from a source 
pursuant to Section 114 (inspections , monitoring , and 
entry) of the CAA . 

This permit and the terms and conditions herein do not affect 
the Permittee's past and/or continuing obligation with respect 
to statutory or regulatory requirements governing major source 
construction or modification under Title I of the CAA. Further , 
neither the issuance of this permit nor any of the terms or 
conditions of the permit shall alter or affect the liability of 
the Permittee for any violation of applicable requirements prior 
to or at the time of permit issuance. 

Except as provided by applicable law, the issuance of this 
permit by the Illinois EPA does not and shall not be construed 
as barring , diminishing , adjudicating or in any way affecting 
any currently pending or future legal , administrative or 
equitable rights or claims, actions , suits , causes of action or 
demands whatsoever that the Illinois EPA or the USEPA may have 
against the applicant including , but not limited to , any 
enforcement action authorized pursuant to the provision of 
applicable federal and state law . 

Notwithstanding the conditions of this permit specifying 
compliance practices for applicable requirements, pursuant to 
Section 39 . 5(7) (j) and (p) of the Act , any person (including the 
Permittee) may also use other credible evidence to establish 
compliance or noncompliance with applicable requirements. 
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9. 1. 6 In the event of an action to enforce the terms or conditions of 
this permit, this permit does not prohibit a Permittee from 
invoking any affirmative defense that is provided by the 
applicable law or rule. 

9 . 2 General Obligations of Permittee 

9.2.1 

9.2.2 

9.2.3 

9.2.4 

9.2.5 

Duty to Comply 

The Permittee must comply with all terms and conditions of this 
permit. Any permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of the 
CAA and the Act, and is grounds for any or all of the following : 
enforcement action; permit termination, revocation and 
reissuance, or modification; or denial of a permit renewal 
application [Section 39.5 (7) (o) (i) of the Act]. 

The Permittee shall meet applicable requirements that become 
effective during the permit term in a timely manner unless an 
alternate schedule for compliance with the applicable 
requirement is established. 

Duty to Maintain Equipment 

The Permittee shall maintain all equipment covered under this 
permit in such a manner that the performance or operation of 
such equipment shall not cause a violation of applicable 
requirements. 

Duty to Cease Operation 

No person shall cause, threaten or allow the continued operation 
of any emission unit during malfunction or breakdown of the 
emission unit or related air pollution control equipment if such 
operation would cause a violation of an applicable emission 
standard, regulatory requirement, ambient air quality standard 
or permit limitation unless this permit provides for such 
continued operation consistent with the Act and applicable 
Illinois Pollution Control Board regulations [Section 
39.5(6) (c) of the Act]. 

Disposal Operations 

The source shall be operated in such a manner that the disposal 
of air contaminants collected by the equipment operations, or 
activities shall not cause a violation of the Act or regulations 
promulgated there under. 

Duty to Pay Fees 

The Permittee must pay fees to the Illinois EPA consistent with 
the fee schedule approved pursuant to Section 39.5(18) of the 
Act, and submit any information relevant thereto [Section 
39. 5 (7) (o) (vi) of the Act). The check should be payable to 
"Treasurer, State of Illinois" and sent to: Fiscal Services 



R003102

Page 319 

Section, Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, P . O. Box 
19276, Springfield , Illinois, 62794-9276. 

9.3 Obligation to Allow Illinois EPA Surveillance 

9.4 

9.5 

Upon presentation of proper credentials and other documents as may be 
required by law and in accordance with constitutional limitations, the 
Permittee shall allow the Illinois EPA, or an authorized representative 
to perform the following [Sections 4 and 39 . 5(7) (a) and (p) (ii) of the 
Act]: 

a. Enter upon the Permittee's premises where an actual or potential 
emission unit is located ; where any regulated equipment , 
operation , or activity is located or where records must be kept 
under the conditions of this permit ; 

b. Have access to and copy, at reasonable times , any records that 
must be kept under the conditions of this permit; 

c. Inspect during hours of operation any sources, equipment 
(including monitoring and air pollution control equipment) , 
practices, or operations regulated or required under this 
permit; 

d. Sample or monitor any substances or parameters at any location : 

i. At reasonable times , for the purposes of assuring permit 
compliance or applicable requirements; or 

ii . As otherwise authorized by the CAA, or the Act . 

e. Obtain and remove samples of any discharge or emission of 
pollutants authorized by this permit; and 

f. Enter and utilize any photographic , recording , testing , 
monitoring , or other equipment for the purposes of preserving, 
testing, monitoring, or recording any activity, discharge or 
emission at the source authorized by this permit. 

Obligation to Comply with Other Requirements 

The issuance of this permit does not release the Permittee from 
applicable State and Federal laws and regulations , and applicable local 
ordinances addressing subjects other than air pollution control . 

Liability 

9.5.1 Title 

This permit shall not be considered as in any manner affecting 
the title of the premises upon which the permitted source is 
located. 
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9.5.2 

9.5.3 

9.5.4 

9.5.5 

Liability of Permittee 

This permit does not release the Permittee from any liability 
for damage to person or property caused by or resulting from the 
construction , maintenance, or operation of the sources. 

Structural Stability 

This permit does not take into consideration or attest to the 
structural stability of any unit or part of the source. 

Illinois EPA Liability 

This permit in no manner implies or suggests that the Illinois 
EPA (or its officers, agents or employees) assumes any 
liability, directly or indirectly , for any loss due to damage, 
installation, maintenance , or operation of the source. 

Property Rights 

This permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, or 
any exclusive privilege [Section 39.5(7) (o) (iv) of the Act] 

9.6 Recordkeeping 

9.6.1 

9.6.2 

9.6.3 

Control Equipment Maintenance Records 

A maintenance record shall be kept on the premises for each item 
of air pollution control equipment. At a minimum, this record 
shall show the dates of performance and nature of preventative 
maintenance activities. 

Records of Changes in Operation 

A record shall be kept describing changes made at the source 
that result in emissions of a regulated air pollutant subject to 
an applicable Clean Air Act requirement , but not otherwise 
regulated under this permit, and the emissions resulting from 
those changes (Section 39.5(12) (b) (iv) of the Act). 

Retention of Records 

a. Records of all monitoring data and support information 
shall be retained for a period of at least 5 years from the 
date of the monitoring sample, measurement, report , or 
application. Support information includes all calibration 
and maintenance records, original strip-chart recordings 
for continuous monitoring instrumentation, and copies of 
all reports required by this permit [Section 
39. 5 (7) (el (ii) of the Act). 

b . Other records required by this permit including any logs, 
plans, procedures, or instructions required to be kept by 
this permit shall be retained for a period of at least 5 



R003104

Page 321 

years from the date of entry unless a longer period is 
specified by a particular permit provision . 

9.7 Annual ~missions Report 

The Permittee shall submit an annual emissions report to the Illinois 
EPA, Air Quality Planning Section no later than May 1 of the following 
year , as required by 35 IAC Part 254 . 

9 . 8 Requirements for Compliance Certification 

Pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (p) (v) of the Act , the Permittee shall 
submit annual compliance certifications. The compliance certifications 
shall be submitted no later than May 1 or more frequently as specified 
in the applicable requirements or by permit condition. The compliance 
certifications shall be submitted to the Air Compliance Unit , Air 
Regional Field Office, and USEPA Region 5 - Air Branch. The addresses 
for the submittal of the compliance certifications are provided in 
Condition 8 . 6 . 4 of this permit . 

a . The certification shall include the identification of each term 
or condition of this permit that is the basis of the 
certification; the compliance status ; whether compliance was 
continuous or intermittent; the method(s) used for determining 
the compliance status of the source , both currently and over the 
reporting period consistent with the conditions of this permit . 

b . All compliance certifications shall be submitted to USEPA Region 
5 in Chicago as well as to the Illinois EPA . 

c . All compliance reports required to be submitted shall include a 
certification in accordance with Condition 9.9. 

9.9 Certification 

Any document (including reports) required to be submitted by this 
permit shall contain a certification by a responsible official of the 
Permittee that meets the requirements of Section 39.5(5) of the Act and 
applicable regulations (Section 39 . 5 (7) (p) (i) of the Act]. An example 
Certification by a Responsible Official is included as Attachment 1 to 
this permit. 

9.10 Defense to Enforceme nt Actions 

9.10.1 Need to Hal t o r Reduce Activity Not a Defense 

It shall no t be a defense for the Permittee in an enforcement 
action that it wo uld have been necessary to halt or reduce the 
permitted a c tivity in order to maintain compl i ance with the 
conditions o f this permit (Section 39 . 5(7) (o) (ii) of the Act] . 
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9.10.2 Emergency Provision 

a. An emergency shall be an affirmative defense to an action 
brought for noncompliance with the technology-based 
emission limitations under this permit if the following 
conditions are met through properly signed , contemporaneous 
operating logs, or other relevant evidence [Section 
39.5(7) (k) of the Act) : 

i. An emergency occurred as provided in Section 
39 .5 (7) (k) of the Act and the Permit tee can identify 
the cause(s) of the emergency. 

Note: For this purpose, emergency means a situation 
arising from sudden and reasonably unforeseeable 
events beyond the control of the source, as further 
defined by Section 39.5(7) (k) (iv) of the Act. 

ii. The permitted source was at the time being properly 
operated; 

iii . The Permittee submitted notice of the emergency to 
the Illinois EPA within two working days of the time 
when emission limitations were exceeded due to the 
emergency. This notice must contain a detailed 
description of the emergency , any steps taken to 
mitigate emissions, and corrective actions taken; and 

iv . During the period of the emergency the Permittee took 
all reasonable steps to minimize levels of emissions 
that exceeded the emission limitations, standards, or 
regulations in this permit. 

b . This provision is in addition to any emergency or upset 
provision contained in any applicable requirement. This 
provision does not relieve a Permittee of any reporting 
obligations under existing federal or state laws or 
regulations (Section 39. 5 (7) (k) (iv) of the Act). 

9.11 Permanent Shutdown 

This permit only covers emission units and control equipment while 
physically present at the indicated source location(s). Unless this 
permit specifically provides for equipment relocation , this permit is 
void for the operation or activity of any item of equipment on the date 
it is removed from the permitted location(s) or permanently shut down. 
This permit expires if all equipment is removed from the permitted 
location(s) , notwithstanding the expiration date specified on this 
permit. 
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9 . 12 Reopening and Reissuing Permit for Cause 

9 . 12 . 1 Permit Actions 

This permit may be modified , revoked , reopened and reissued, or 
terminated for cause in accordance with applicable provisions of 
Section 39 . 5 of the Act. The filing of a request by the 
Permittee for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance , 
or termination , or of a notification of planned changes or 
anticipated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition 
[Section 39.5(7) (o) (iii) of the Act] . 

9 . 12.2 Reopening and Revision 

This permit must be reopened and revised if any of the following 
occur [Section 39.5(15) (a) of the Act] : 

a. Additional requirements become applicable to the equipment 
covered by this permit and three or more years remain 
before expiration of this permit . 

b . Additional requirements become applicable to an affected 
source for acid deposition under the acid rain program . 

c. The Illinois EPA or USEPA determines that this permit 
contains a material mistake or that inaccurate statement 
were made in establishing the emission standards or 
limitations , or other terms or conditions of this permit . 

d . The Illinois EPA or USEPA determines that this permit must 
be revised or revoked to ensure compliance with the 
applicable requirements. 

9.12 . 3 Inaccurate Application 

The Illinois EPA has issued this permit based upon the 
information submitted by the Permittee in the permit 
application . Any misinformation, false statement or 
misrepresentation in the application shall be grounds for 
revocation and reissuance under Section 39 . 5(15) of the Act , 
pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(5) (e) and (i) of the Act . 

9 . 12.4 Duty to Provide Information 

The Permittee shall furnish to the Illinois EPA , within a 
reasonable time specified by the Illinois EPA any information 
that the Illinois EPA may request in writing to determine 
whether cause exists for modifying , revoking and reissuing , or 
terminating this permit , or to determine compliance with this 
permit . Upon request , the Permittee shall also furnish to the 
Illinois EPA copies of records required to be kept by this 
permit , or for information claimed to be confidential , the 
Permittee may furnish such records directly to USEPA along with 
a claim of confidentiality (Section 39 . 5 (7) (o) (v) of the Act] . 
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9.13 Severability Clause 

The provisions of this permit are severable. In the event of a 
challenge to any portion of the permit, other portions of the permit 
may continue to be in effect. Should any portion of this permit be 
determined to be illegal or unenforceable, the validity of the other 
provisions shall not be affected and the rights and obligations of the 
Permittee shall be construed and enforced as if this permit did not 
contain the particular provisions held to be invalid and the applicable 
requirements underlying these provisions shall remain in force 
[Section 39.5(7) (i) of the Act] 

9.14 Permit Expiration and Renewal 

Upon the expiration of this permit, if the source is operated, it shall 
be deemed to be operating without a permit unless a timely and complete 
CAAPP application has been submitted for renewal of this permit. 
However, if a timely and complete application to renew this CAAPP 
permit has been submitted , the terms and all conditions of this CAAPP 
permit will remain in effect until the issuance of a renewal permit 
[Section 39.5(5) (1) and (o) of the Act]. 

Note: Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5 (5) (h) and (n) of the Act , upon 
submittal of a timely and complete renewal application , the permitted 
source may continue to operate until final action is taken by the 
Illinois EPA on the renewal application , provided, however , that this 
protection shall cease if the applicant fails to submit any additional 
information necessary to evaluate or take final action on the renewal 
application as requested by the Illinois EPA in writing. For a renewal 
application to be timely , it must be submitted no later than 9 months 
prior to the date of permit expiration . 

9.15 General Authority for the Terms and Conditions of this Permit 

The authority for terms and conditions of this permit that do not 
include a citation for their authority is Section 39. 5 (7) (a) of the 
Act , which provides that the Illinois EPA shall include such provisions 
in a CAAPP permit as are necessary to accomplish the purposes of the 
Act and to assure compliance with all applicable requirements. Section 
39 . 5 (7) (a) of the Act is also another basis of authority for terms and 
conditions of this permit that do include a specific citation for their 
authority. 

Note: This condition is included in this permit pursuant to Section 
39.5(7) (n) of the Act. 
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10.0 ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 Examp le Certific atio n b y a Responsible Official 

I certify under penalty o f law that this document and all attachments 
were prepared under my dire ctio n o r supervisio n in ac co rdance with a 
system designed to assure that q ualified perso nne l pro perly gather and 
evaluate the informatio n submitted . Based o n my inquiry of the person 
or persons directly respo nsible f o r gathering the info rmatio n, the 
information submitted is, t o the be st o f my kno wledge and belief , true, 
accurate, and complete . I am aware that there are significant 
penalties for submitting false info rma tio n, including the possibility 
o f fine and imprisonme nt f o r kno wing vio lations. 

Signature : 

Name : 

Official Title : 

Telephone No . : 

Date Signed : 

1 1 
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Attachment 2 Emissions of Particulate Matter from Process Emission Units 

10.2.1. Process Emission Units for Which Construction or Modification 
Commenced On or After April 14, 1972 

a. New Process Emission Units for Which Construction or 
Modification Commenced On or After April 14, 1972 [35 IAC 
212.321). 

b . No person shall cause or allow the emission of particulate 
matter into the atmosphere in any one hour period from any 
new process emission unit, either alone or in combination 
with the emission of particulate matter from all other 
similar process emission units for which construction or 
modification commenced on or after April 14, 1972, at a 
source or premises, exceeds the allowable emission rates 
specified in subsection (c) of 35 IAC 212.321 (35 IAC 
212.32l(a)]. 

i. The emissions of particulate matter into the 
atmosphere in any one hour period from the affected 
coating lines shall not exceed the allowable emission 
rates specified in the following equation: 

E = A ( Pl B 

Where: 

P Process weight rate 

E Allowable emission rate 

ii. For process weight rates of 408 Mg/hr (450 T/hr) 

Metric English 

p Mg/hr T/hr 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
A 1.214 2.54 
B 0.534 0.534 

iii. For process weight rates in excess of 408 Mg/hr (450 
T/hr): 

Metric English 

p Mg/hr T/hr 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
A 11. 42 24.8 
B 0.16 0. 16 

2 - 1 
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c . Limits for Process Emission Units for which Construction or 
Modification Commenced On or After April 14, 1972 [35 !AC 
212 . 321 (cl I : 

Metric English 
p E p E 
Mg/hr kg/hr T/hr lb/hr 
0.05 0.25 0.05 0.55 
0.1 0.29 0.10 0.77 
0.2 0.42 0.2 1.10 
0.3 0,64 0 . 30 1.35 
0.4 0 . 74 0.40 1.58 
0.5 0.84 0.50 1.75 
0.7 1.00 0.75 2.40 
0.9 1.15 1.00 2.60 
1.8 1. 66 2.00 3.70 
2 . 7 2.1 3.00 4 . 60 
3.6 2,4 4.00 5.35 
4.5 2.7 5 . 00 6.00 
9.0 3.9 10.00 8.70 
13 . 0 4. 8 15.00 10.80 
18.0 5,7 20.00 12.50 
23.0 6,5 25.00 14. 00 
27.0 7.1 30.00 15 . 60 
32.0 7.7 35.00 17.00 
36.0 8,2 40 . 00 18.20 
41. 0 8 . 8 45.00 19.20 
45.0 9.3 50.00 20.50 
90.0 13 . 4 100 . 00 29.50 
140.0 17. 0 150.00 37.00 
180.0 19.4 200.00 43.00 
230.0 22 . 0 250.00 48.50 
270.0 24.0 300.00 53.00 
320.0 26.0 350.00 58.00 
360.0 28.0 400,00 62.00 
408.0 30.1 450.00 66 . 00 
454.0 30.4 500.00 67,00 

2- 2 
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10 . 2.2 Process Emission Units for Which Construction or Modification 
Commenced Prior to April 14, 1972 

a. No person shall cause or allow the emission of particulate 
matter into the atmosphere in any one hour period from any 
new process emission unit, either alone or in combination 
with the emission of particulate matter from all other 
similar process emission units for which construction or 
modification commenced prior to April 14, 1972, at a source 
or premises , exceeds the allowable emission rates specified 
in subsection (cl of 35 IAC 212.322 [35 IAC 212.322(a)] . 

b. The emissions of particulate matter into the atmosphere in 
any one hour period from the affected unit shall not exceed 
the allowable emission rates specified in the following 
equation: 

E C + A ( P) 8 

Where: 

P Process weight rate 

E Allowable emission rate 

i. For process weight rates up to 27.2 Mg/hr (30 T/hr) : 

Metric English 

p Mg/hr T/hr 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
A 1. 985 4.10 
B 0.67 0.67 
C 0 0 

ii. For process weight rates in excess of 27.2 Mg/hr (30 
T/hr): 

Metric English 

p Mg/hr T/hr 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
A 25 , 21 55 . 0 
B 0.11 0.11 
C -18.4 -40.0 

2-) 
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c. Limits for Process Emission Units for which Construction or 
Modification Commenced Prior to April 14, 1972 [35 IAC 
212.322 (cl J: 

Metric English 
p E p E 
Mg/hr kg/hr T/hr lb/hr 
0.05 0 . 27 0.05 0.55 
0 . 1 0 . 42 0.10 0 . 87 
0.2 0.68 0.20 1. 40 
0.3 0 . 89 0 . 30 1.83 
0.4 1.07 0.40 2.22 
0 . 5 1. 25 0,50 2 . 58 
0.7 1.56 0 . 75 3.38 
0.9 1.85 1.00 4.10 
1.8 2 . 9 2.00 6 . 52 
2.7 3.9 3 . 00 8 . 56 
3.6 4.7 4 . 00 10.40 
4.5 5 . 4 5.00 12 . 00 
9 . 0 8 . 7 10.00 19 . 20 
13 .0 11.1 15 . 00 25.20 
18.0 13 . 8 20 . 00 30.50 
23.0 16 . 2 25.00 35.40 
27 . 2 18 . 15 30 . 00 40 . 00 
32 . 0 18 . 8 35 . 00 41.30 
36 . 0 19 . 3 40 . 00 42.50 
41.0 19.8 45 . 00 43.60 
45.0 20.2 50 . 00 44 . 60 
90.0 23 . 2 100 . 00 51.20 
140 . 0 25 . 3 150.00 55.40 
180 . 0 26.5 200.00 58.60 
230 . 0 27.7 250 .. 00 61.00 
270.0 28.5 300 . 00 63.10 
320 . 0 29.4 350.00 64 . 90 
360.0 30.0 400.00 66 . 20 
400.0 30.6 450 . 00 67 . 70 
454 . 0 31. 3 500.00 69.00 
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Attachment 3 Current E~ission Factors for Certain Emission Limits 

This attachment provides information, based on in:ormation provided by the Permittee as of the date of issuance of 
this revised permit, on the emission factors used by the Permittee to demonstrate compliance with certain emission 
limits for Material Handling Operations (Section 7 . 1), Blast Furnace Operations (Section 7.4), Basic Oxygen Process 
Operations (Sect.ion 7.5) and Continuous Casting Activities (Section 7 . 6), which limits have been carried over from 
Construction Permit/PSD Approval 95010001 . (See also Condition 5 . 13 . ) 

Operation (Permit Condition) Pollutant Emission Factor Basis 
Material Handling Operations (Section 7. 1) 

Ladle Metallurgy Material Handling (7 . l.6(b) (i)) PM 0.00355 lb/ton steel 
PM10 0 . 00355 lb/ton steel 

BOF Additive System (7 .l. 6(b) (ii)) PM 0.00032 lb/ton st.eel 
PMlO 0.00032 lb/ton steel 

Flux conveyor Operations (7.l.6(b) (iii)) PM 0.0016 lb/ton st.eel 
PMlO 0.0016 lb/ton steel 

Iron ?ellet Screening (7.l.6(b) (iv)) PM 0.00279 lb/ton iron pellets 
PMlO 0.00279 lb/ton iron pellets 

Blast Furnace Operations (Section 7.4) 
Casthouse (7.4.6(b)) PM 0.0703 lb/ton iron 

PM10 0.0703 lb/ton iron 
S02 0.2006 lb/ton iron 
NOx 0.0144 lb/ton iron 
VOM 0.0946 lb/ton iron 

Blast Furnace Uncaptured Emissions (7.4.6(c)) PM 0.031 lb/ton iron 
PM10 0.0155 lb/ton iron 
S02 0.0104 lb/ton iron 
NOx 0.0007 lb/ton iron 
VOM 0.0047 lb/ton iron 

Blast Furnace Charging (7. 4. 6 (d) l PM 0.0024 lb/ton iron pellets 
PM10 0.0024 lb/t.on iron pellets 

Slag Pits (7.4.6(e)) PM 0.00417 lb/ton iron 
PM10 0.00417 lb/ton iron 
S02 0.01 lb/ton iron 

Iron Spout (7.4.6(f)) PM 0.02548 lb/ton iron 
PM10 0.02548 lb/ton iron 
S02 0.0073 lb/ton iron 
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Operation (Permit Condition) Pollutant Emission Factor Basis 
Basic Oxygen Process Operations (Section 7 . 5) 

BOF Electrostatic Precipitator (7 . 5 . 6(c)) PM 0 . 16 lb/ton steel 
PM10 0 . 16 lb/ton steel 
NO, 0 . 0389 lb/ton* steel 
VOM 0 . 006 lb/ton** steel 
co 8 . 993 lb/ton steel 

Lead 0 . 1934 lb/h r -

BOF Roof Monitor (7 . 5 . 6(d)) PM 0 . 0987 lb/ton steel 
PM10 0 . 066145 lb/ton steel 
Lead 0 . 0129 lb/hour -

Desulfurization and Hot Metal Transfer (7 . 5 . 6(e)) PM 0.03721 lb/ton iron 
PM10 0 . 03721 lb/ton iron 
VOM 0 .001 lb/ton iron 
Lead 0 . 0133 lb/hr -

Slag Skimming (7 . 5 . 6(f)) PM 0 . 005 lb/ton iron 
PM10 0 . 005 lb/ton iron 

Argon Stirring and Material Handling (7 . 5 . 6(g)) PM 0.00715 lb/ton steel 
PM1 0 0 . 00715 lb/ton steel 

Cont inuous Casting Activities (Section 7. 6) 

Baghouse #1 (7.6 . 6(a)) PM 0 . 00355 lb/ton steel 
PM10 0 . 00355 lb/ton steel 

Continuous Caster Molds (7.6 . 6(b)) PM 0 . 006 lb/ton steel 
PM10 0 .006 lb/ton steel 
NOx 0 . 05 lb/ton steel 

Cont . Caster Spray Chambers (7 . 6 . 6 (c)) PM 0 . 00852 lb/ton steel 
PM10 0 . 00852 lb/ton steel 

Slab Cutoff (7 . 6.6(d)) PM 0 . 0071 lb/ton steel 
PM10 0.0071 lb/ton steel 

Slab Ripping (7 . 6. 6 (e)) PM 0 . 00722 lb/ton steel 
PM10 0 . 00722 lb/ton steel 

* As of the date o[ issuance of this permit , the Permittee had not notified the Illinois EPA of the updated NOx 
emission factor that it will be using for the BOF ESP as a consequence of the results of recent testing that indicated 
that a factor of 0.0389 pounds/ton would understate actual emissions . The NOx emission rates measured during such 
testing, in April 2012 and July 2012, were , respectively, 0 .1273 and 0 . 1535 pounds per ton of steel. 
** As of the date of issuance of this permit , the Permittee had not notified the Illinois EPA of the updated VOM 
emission factor that it will be using for the BOF ESP as a consequence of the results of recent testing that indicated 
that a factor o[ 0 . 006 pounds/ton would understate actual emissions . The VOM emission rates measured during such 
testing in April 2012 and July 2012, respectively , were 0 . 023 and 0.0153 pounds per ton of steel . 
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217 /785-1705 

TITLE V - CLEAN AIR ACT PERMIT PROGRAM (CAAPP) PERMIT 
REVISED 

PERMITTEE; 

U. S . Steel Corporation 
Granite City Works 
Attn : Bryan Kresak 
20th and State Streets 
Granite City, Illinois 62040 

I.D. No.: 119813AAI 
Application No. : 96030056 

Date Received: March 6, 1996 
Date Originally Issued : September 3 , 2009 
Date Revised Permit Issued: May 2 , 2011 
Expiration Date1 : September 3 , 2014 

Operation of : Integrated Steel Mill 
Source Location : 20th and State Streets , Granite City 
Responsible Official: Richard E. Veitch, General Manager 

This permit is hereby granted to the above-designated Permittee to OPERATE an Integrated 
Steel Mill Plant, pursuant to the above referenced permit application . This permit is 
subject to the conditions contained herein . 

Administrative Amendment Request Received: March 28 , 2012 
Revision Date Issued: May 3, 2012 

This administrative amendment reflects correction of a typographical error that now 
requires more frequent monitoring by the Permittee . This correction can be found in 
Condition 7.5.9(f). Because the change in the permit is only administrative, no formal 
public notice was issued . 

This document only contains those portions of the entire CAAPP permit that have been 
revised as a result of this permitting action. If a conflict exists between this document 
and previous versions of the CAAPP permit, this document supercedes those terms and 
conditions of the permit for which the conflict exists. The previous permits issued on 
May 2 , 2011 and October 5 , 2011 are incorporated herein by reference. 

Please attach a copy of this amendment to the front of the most recently issued entire 
permit. 

If you have any questions concerning this permit, please contact Anatoly Belogorsky at 
217/785-1705. 

Edwin C. Bakowski , P . E. 
Manager , Permit Section 
Division of Air Pollution Control 

ECB : AB!psj 

cc : Illinois EPA, FOS , Region 3 
CES 
Lotus Notes 
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Except llS provided in Condi':.ion~ l . t> aoct 1:1 , ·1 or tn1s permit. 
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1.0 SOURCE IDENTIFICATION 

1.1 Source 

U. S. Steel Corporation 
Granite City Works 
20th and State Streets 
Granite City, Illinois 62040 
618/451-3456 

I.D. No.: 119813AAI 
County: Madison 
Standard Industrial Classification: 3312, Integrated Steel Mill 

Responsible Official: Richard E. Veitch, General Manager 

Delegated Authorities: 
Michelle Fields, Division Manager - Coke and Iron Making; 
Michael Terry, Division Manager - Steelmaking 

1.2 Owner/Parent Company 

1. 3 

United States Steel Corporation 
600 Grant Street 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 

Operator 

U. S. Steel Corporation 
Granite City Works 
20th and State Streets 
Granite City , Illinois 62040 

Contact Person : 
Jill A. Foust, Manager Environmental Control 
618/451-3456 

1.4 Source Description 

Integrated steel manufacturing employing raw material 
processing/preparation, coke production, iron production, steel 
production , and steel finishing. 

1.5 Title I Conditions 

As generally identified below, this CAAPP permit contains certain 
conditions for emission units at this source that address the 
applicability of permitting programs for the construction and 
modification of sources, which programs were established pursuant to 
Title I of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and regulations thereunder. These 
programs include 40 CFR 52.21, Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) and 35 IAC Part 203, Major Stationary Sources Construction and 
Modification (MSSCAM), and are implemented by the Illinois EPA pursuant 
to Sections 9, 9.1, 39(a) and 39.5(7) (a) of the Illinois Environmental 
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Protection Act (Act) . These conditions continue in effect , 
notwithstanding the expiration date specified on the first page of this 
permit, as their authority derives from Titles I and V of the CAA, as 
well as Titles II and X of the Act. (See also Condition 8.7.) 

a. This permit contains "Title I Conditions" that reflect Title I 
requirements established in permits previously issued for this 
source, which conditions are specifically designated as "Tln . 

b. This permit contains Title I conditions that are newly 
established in this CAAPP permit , which conditions are 
specifically designated as "TlN". 
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2.0 LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS COMMONLY USED 

ACMA Alternative Compliance Market Account 
Act Illinois Environmental Protection Act [415 ILCS 5/1 et 

seq.] 
AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume 1, 

Stationary Point and Other Sources (and Supplements A 
through F) , USEPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and 
Standards, Research Triangle Park, NC 27711 

ATU Allotment Trading Unit 
BACT Best Available Control Technology 
BAT Best Available Technology 
BfG Blast Furnace Gas 
BOF Basic Oxygen Furnace 
BOPF Basic Oxygen Process Furnace 
BTX Benzene , toluene and xylene 
CAA Clean Air Act [42 u.s.c. Section 7401 et seq. I 
CAAPP Clean Air Act Permit Program 
CAM Compliance Assurance Monitoring 
CEMS Continuous Emission Monitoring System 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
COG Coke Oven Gas 
COG-DS Coke Oven Gas Desulfurization System 
COMS Continuous Opacity Monitoring System 
CPMS Continuous Parameters Monitoring System 
dscf Dry standard cubic feet 
ERMS Emissions Reduction Market System 
ESP Electro Static Precipitator 
OF Fahrenheit 
FESOP Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit 
GHG Greenhouse Gases 
gr grains 
HAP Hazardous Air Pollutant 
HCL Hydrogen Chloride 
H2S Hydrogen Sulfate 
IAC Illinois Administrative Code 
1.0. No . Identification Number of Source, assigned by Illinois 

EPA 
ILCS Illinois Compiled Statutes 
Illinois EPA Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
LAER Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 
LMF Ladle Metallurgy Furnace 
MACT Maximum Achievable Control Technology 
NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
NOx Nitrogen Oxides 
NSPS New Source Performance Standards 
PM Particulate Matter 
PM1 Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less 

than or equal to a nominal 10 microns as measured by 
applicable test or monitoring methods 
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PM Particula t e matter with an aerodynamic diameter less 
than o r e qual to a nominal 2 . 5 microns as measured by 
applicable test or monitoring methods 

ppm Parts per million 
PSD Preventi on of Significant Deterioration 

RMP Risk Management Plan 
scf Standard cubic feet 
so. Sulfur Dioxide 
SSM Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction 

Tl Title I identifies Title I conditions that have been 
carried o ver from an existing permit 

TlN Title I New - identifie s Title I conditions that are 
being es t ablished in this permit 

TlR Title I Revised - identifies Title I conditions that 
have been carried over from an existing permit and 
subseque ntly revised in this permit 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

VHAP Volatile Hazardous Air Pollutant 

VOM Volatile Organic Material 
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3.0 CONDITIONS FOR INSIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES 

3.1 Identification of Insignificant Activities 

The following activities at the source constitute insignificant 
activities as specified in 35 IAC 201.210 : 

3 .1.1 

3.1.2 

Activities determined by the Illinois EPA to be insignificant 
activities , pursuant to 35 IAC 201.210 (a) (1) and 201.211, as 
follows: 

a. Material Handling and Processing Operations 

N/A 

b. Coke Production 

N/A 

C , Coke Oven Gas By-Products Recovery Plant 

Ammonium Sulfate Handling 

d . Blast Furnaces 

e . 

f. 

g. 

N/A 

Basic Oxygen Furnaces 

N/A 

Continuous Casting 

Tanks #543 , #544, #545 , #555 

Finishing Operations 

Scale Pits 
#6 Zinc Pot (Backup) 
#7 and #8 Zinc Pots 
Storage Tanks ##306-310 , #403 , #427 , #800 , 11815 

h. Wastewater Treatment 

N/A 

i. Boiler Ho uses 

N/A 

Activities that are insignificant activities based upon maximum 
emissions, pursuant to 35 IAC 201.210 (a) (2) or (a) (3) , as 
follows : 
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3 .1.3 

a. Material Handling Operations 

N/A 

b. Coke Production 

N/A 

c, Coke Oven Gas By-Products Recovery Plant 

Storage Tanks #116 , #117 , #118 , #120 

d . Blast Fu rnaces 

e . 

Torpedo Car Dekishing 

Basic Ox ygen Furnaces 

Lime/Magnesium Handling and Storage Unit 

f. Continuo us Casting 

N/A 

g. Finishing Operations 

72" Line and Cold Mill 

h. Wastewater Treatment 

N/A 

i . Boiler Houses 

N/A 

Activities that are insignificant activities based upon their 
type or character , pursuant to 35 IAC 201.210 (a) (4) through 
(18) , as follows: 

a. Material Handling Operations 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows : (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2 . 5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas , propane , 
or liquefied petroleum gas ; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1 . 0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane , or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200 , 000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse , or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201.210 (a> <4> l . 
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b. Coke Production 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows: (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas , propane , 
or liquefied petroleum gas; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1.0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas, propane , or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200 , 000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood [35 IAC 
201.210(a) (4)]. 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate oil , 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline or storage 
systems , lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils [35 IAC 
201.210(a) (11)]. 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps , 
detergents , surfactants, glycerin , waxes , vegetable oils , 
greases , animal fats , sweeteners , corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions, provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials (35 
I AC 2 0 1 . 210 ( a l ( 1 7 ) ] . 

c. Coke Oven Gas By-Products Recovery Plant 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10,000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100 , 000 gallons , provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA [35 IAC 
201 . 210 (al (10) l . 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline 
systems , lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils 
201 . 210 (a) (lll l. 

oil , 
or storage 
{35 IAC 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps, 
detergents , surfactants , glycerin, waxes , vegetable oils , 
greases , animal fats , sweeteners , corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions , provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials (35 
I AC 201 . 210 (a) (1 7) ] 

d. Blast Furnaces 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows : (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas , propane, 
or liquefied petroleum gas; (Bl Units with a rated heat 
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e. 

f. 

input capacity of less than 1 . 0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas, propane , or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (Cl Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200,000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201.210 (al (4) J. 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate oil, 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline or storage 
systems, lubricating oil, or residual fuel oils (35 IAC 
201.210 (a) (11) l. 

Basic Oxygen Furnaces 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows: (Al Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas, propane, 
or liquefied petroleum gas; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1 . 0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane, or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (Cl Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200,000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood [35 IAC 
201.210(al (4) J . 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10,000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100,000 gallons, provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA (35 IAC 
201.210(al (10) J . 

Continuous Casting 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows: (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas , propane, 
or liquefied petroleum gas ; (Bl Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1 . 0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane, or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200,000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse, or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201.210 (a) (4) l . 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10,000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100,000 gallons , provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(bl of the CAA (35 IAC 
201 . 210 (al (10) J. 
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g. 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline 
systems, lubricating oil, or residual fuel oils 
201.210 (al (11) l. 

oil, 
or storage 
(35 IAC 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps, 
detergents, surfactants, glycerin, waxes, vegetable oils, 
greases, animal fats, sweeteners, corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions, provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials [35 
I AC 2 0 1 . 2 1 0 ( a ) ( 1 7 ) ] . 

Finishing Operations 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows: (A) Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2.5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas, propane, 
or liquefied petroleum gas; (B) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1.0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas, propane, or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (C) Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200,000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse , or treated or chemically contaminated wood (35 IAC 
201 . 210 (a> <4> l. 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10,000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100 , 000 gallons, provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA [35 IAC 
201. 210 (a) (10) l. 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline 
systems, lubricating oil, or residual fuel oils 
201.210 (a) (11)]. 

oil, 
or stoi:-age 
( 35 IAC 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps, 
detergents, surfactants, glycerin, waxes, vegetable oils, 
greases, animal fats, sweeteners, corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions, provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials (35 
I AC 2 0 1 . 210 (a) (1 7) ] . 

h. Wastewater Treatment 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10 , 000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100 , 000 gallons, provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA (35 IAC 
201. 210 (al (10) J. 
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3 . 1.4 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate oil, 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline or storage 
systems, lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils (35 IAC 
201.210 (al (lll l. 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps, 
detergents, surfactants, glycerin , waxes , vegetable oils, 
greases , animal fats , sweeteners, corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions , or aqueous caustic solutions , provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials {35 
IAC 201.210(a) (17)], 

i . Boiler Houses 

Direct combustion units designed and used for comfort 
heating purposes and fuel combustion emission units as 
follows: (Al Units with a rated heat input capacity of 
less than 2 . 5 mmBtu/hr that fire only natural gas, propane , 
or liquefied petroleum gas ; (Bl Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 1 . 0 mmBtu/hr that fire only oil 
or oil in combination with only natural gas , propane, or 
liquefied petroleum gas; and (Cl Units with a rated heat 
input capacity of less than 200,000 Btu/hr which never burn 
refuse , or treated or chemically contaminated wood [35 IAC 
201.210 (a) (4l l. 

Storage tanks of organic liquids with a capacity of less 
than 10,000 gallons and an annual throughput of less than 
100,000 gallons, provided the storage tank is not used for 
the storage of gasoline or any material listed as a HAP 
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the CAA (35 IAC 
201 . 210 (al (10) l . 

Storage tanks of virgin or re-refined distillate oil, 
hydrocarbon condensate from natural gas pipeline or storage 
systems , lubricating oil , or residual fuel oils (35 IAC 
201.21o(al (lll I. 

Gas turbines and stationary reciprocating internal 
combustion engines of less than 112 kW (150 horsepower) 
power output (35 IAC 201.210(a) (15) I . 

Storage tanks of any size containing exclusively soaps, 
detergents, surfactants, glycerin, waxes , vegetable oils , 
greases , animal fats , sweeteners, corn syrup, aqueous salt 
solutions, or aqueous caustic solutions, provided an 
organic solvent has not been mixed with such materials (35 
IAC 201.210 (a) (17)] . 

Activities that are considered insignificant activities pursuant 
to 35 IAC 201 . 210(b) . Note : These activities are not required 
to be individually listed . 
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3.2 Compliance with Applicable Requirements 

Insignificant activities are subject to applicable requirements 
notwithstanding status as insignificant activities. In particular, in 
addition to regulations of general applicability, such as 35 IAC 
212.301 and 212.123 (Condition 5.3.2), the Permittee shall comply with 
the following requirements, as applicable: 

3.2.1 

3.2.2 

3 . 2.3 

3 . 2 . 4 

3 . 2.5 

3.2.6 

ror each particulate matter process emission unit, the Permittee 
shall comply with the applicable particulate matter emission 
limit of 35 IAC 212.321 or 212.322 (see Attachment 2) and 35 IAC 
Part 266. ror example, the particulate matter emissions from a 
process emission unit shall not exceed 0.55 pounds per hour if 
the emission unit's process weight rate is 100 pounds per hour 
or less, pursuant to 35 IAC 266.110. 

ror each organic material emission unit that uses organic 
material, e.g., a mixer or printing line, the Permittee shall 
comply with the applicable VOM emission limit of 35 IAC 219.301, 
which requires that organic material emissions not exceed 8.0 
pounds per hour or, if no odor nuisance exists, do not qualify 
as photochemically reactive material as defined in 35 !AC 
211.4690. 

ror each cold cleaning degreaser, the Permittee shall comply 
with the applicable equipment and operating requirements of 35 
!AC 219.182. 

ror each open burning activity, the Permittee shall comply with 
35 IAC Part 237, including the requirement to obtain a permit 
for open burning in accordance with 35 IAC 237.201, if 
necessary. 

ror each storage tank that has a storage capacity greater than 
946 liters (250 gallons) and, if no odor nuisance exists, that 
stores an organic material with a vapor pressure exceeding 2.5 
psia, the Permittee shall comply with the applicable requirements 
of 35 IAC 219.122, which requires use of a permanent submerged 
loading pipe, submerged fill, a vapor recovery system, o r an 
equivalent device approved by the Illinois EPA. [No te: storage 
tanks used for storing gasoline and any hazardous air p ollutants 
are not eligible for insignificant activities]. 

ror sulfuric acid operations and storage, the Permittee shall 
comply with the following emission limits of sulfuric acid 
and/or sulfur trioxide from all emission sources (with the 
exception of fuel combustion emission sources and acid 
manufacturing) at a plant or premises, pursuant t o 35 !AC 
214.303: 

a. 45.4 grams in any one hour period f o r sulfuric a c id usage 
less than 1180 Mg/yr (100 percent a c id basis) (0 .10 lbs / hr 
up to 1300 T/yr); and 
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b. 250 grams per metric ton of acid used for sulfuric acid 
usage greater than or equal to 1180 Mg/yr (100 percent acid 
basis) (0. 50 lbs/T over 1300 T/yr) . 

3.3 Addition of Insignificant Activities 

3 . 3 . 1 

3.3 . 2 

The Permittee is not required to notify the Illinois EPA of 
additional insignificant activities present at the source of a 
type that is identified in Condition 3.1, until the renewal 
application for this permit is submitted, pursuant to 35 IAC 
201.212 (a), 

The Permittee must notify the Illinois EPA of any proposed 
addition of a new insignificant activity of a type addressed by 
35 IAC 201 . 210(a) and 201 . 211 other than those identified in 
Condition 3 . 1 ; pursuant to Section 39 . 5(12) (b) of the Act. 

3 . 3.3 The Permittee is not required to notify the Illinois EPA of 
additional insignificant activities present at the source of a 
type identified in 35 IAC 201.210(b). 
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4.0 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT EMISSION UNITS AT THIS SOURCE 

Emission 
Control 

Department Description Equipment Section 
Material Coal Crusher , Coal Pulverizer, Baghouse , 7 . 1 

Handling and Conveyors , Screens , Storage Various Dust 
Processing Bins , Feed I loppers Collectors and 
Operations Enclosures 

Coke P1-oduct ion Coke Oven Batteries "A" and ~-Jater Scrubber; 7 . 2 
\\B" Flares 

Tower , Baffles 
Coke Quenching 

Coke By-Product Various Storage Tanks and Vapor Recovery 7 . 3 
Recovery Plant Process Vessels System 

and Various 
Blanke ling and 

Negative 
Pressure 
Systems 

COG Amine Unit and SRU Unit Thermal 
Desulfurization Oxidizer 

System 
COG System Holding Tank and COG Flare None 

Blast Furnaces Blast Furnaces "A" and ''8" Casthouse 7 . 4 
BFG Flares #1 and #2 Baghouse ,· Iron 

Spoul Baghousc 
Basic Oxygen BOF #1/i/2 and Auxiliary Electrostatic 7 . 5 

Processes F.quipment Precipitator ; 
Baghouses 

Continuous Continuous Casting and Slab None 7 . 6 
Casting Formation 

llol Strip Mill Slab Reheat Furnaces None 7 . 7 
Finishing Pickling Line , Fume Scrubbers ; 7.8 

Operations Galvanizing Lines , Catalytic 
Coating Operations Converter 

Wastewater Various tanks , filtration and None 7 _9 
Treatment Plant Lagoons 

Boilers Power Boiler #1 Flue Gas 7 . 10 
Boilers # 11 and #12 Recirculation 
Cooling Water Towec (planned [or 

Portable Boilers #1 - #4 Boilers ~11 and 
U2) 

Internal Emergency Engine-Generator None 7 . 11 
Combustion 

Engine 
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Emission 
Control 

Department Description Equipment Section 
Gasoline Four Gasoline Storage Tanks None 7 . 12 

Storage and and associated Dispensing 
Dispensing Operations 

Fugitive Dust Landfill None 7.13 

Vehicular Traffic on Roadways , 
Parking Lots and Other Open 

Areas 

Storage Piles including truck 
unloading , wind erosion and 

material transfer from storage 
pi l es , beaching areas 
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5.0 OVERALL SOURCE CONDITIONS 

5 . 1 Applicability of Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) 

5. 1. 1 This permit is issued based o n the source requiring a CAAPP 
permit as a major source o f NOx, PM1, S02, VOM, CO, GHG and HAP 
emissions. 

5.1.2 For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Stein Steel Mill Services (I.D. 119813AAD) located 
at 20th Street and Edwardsville in Granite City. Stein Steel 
Mill Services has a separate CAAPP permit for it operations. 

5.1.3 For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Granite City Slag, LLC (I.D. 119040ATF) located at 
20th Street and Edwardsville in Granite City. Granite City Slag 
has a separate CAAPP permit for it operations. 

5.1.4 For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with AKJ Industries, Inc (I.D. 119040AEB) located at 20th 
Street and Edwardsville in Granite City. AKJ Industries has a 
separate CAAPP permit for it operations . 

5 . 1.5 For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Oil Technology, Inc (I.D. 119040ATG) located onsite 
of Granite City Steel (Route 203) in Granite City. Oil 
Technology has a separate CAAPP permit for it opera t ions. 

5.1.6 For purposes of the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Tube City IMS (I. D.119040ATL) located at 2500 East 
23rd Street in Granite City. Tube City has a separate CAAPP 
permit f o r it operatio ns. 

5 . 1.7 For purposes o f the CAAPP, U.S. Steel is considered a single 
source with Gateway Energy & Coke Co LLC (I.D. 119040ATN) 
located at Edwardsville Road in Granite City. Gateway Energy & 
Coke has elected to obtain a s e parate CAAPP permit for its 
operations. 

5 . 2 Area De sig nation 

5.2.1 This permit is issue d based o n the source being located in an 
area that, as o f the date o f pe rmit issuance, is designated 
nonattainme nt for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for 
ozone (moderate no nattainment), PM2.5 and l ead, and attainment or 
unclassifiable f o r all o the r c rite ri a polluta nts (PM10, CO, NOx, 
S02) . 

5 . 3 Sourc e-Wide Applic able Provi s i o ns and Regu l ations 

5.3.l Specific emissio n u n i ts at this sourc e are subjec t t o pa r tic ular 
regulatio ns a s s et forth i n Sectio n 7 (Un i t-Specific Condit ions 
f or Sp ecific Emiss i o n Units ) o f thi s pe rmi t . 
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5,3.2 Fugitive Dust 

a . This source shall be operated under the provisions of 
Fugitive Particulate Matter Operating Program prepared by 
the Permittee and submitted to the Illinois EPA for its 
review. Such operating program shall be designed to 
significantly reduce fugitive particulate matter emissions 
[35 IAC 212.309(a)] . The Permittee shall comply with the 
fugitive particulate matter operating program and any 
amendments to the program submitted pursuant to Condition 
5.3.2(b), as required by 35 IAC 212 . 309. As a minimum, the 
operating program shall include provisions identified in 35 
IAC 212.310(a) through (g) and the following; 

i, A detailed description of the best management 
practices utilized to achieve compliance with 35 IAC 
212.304 through 212 , 308. 

ii . Estimated frequency of application of dust 
suppressants by location; and 

iii. Such other information as may be necessary to 
facilitate the Illinois EPA ' s review of the operating 
program. 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 312, the operating program shall be 
amended from time to time by the Permittee so that the 
operating program is current. Such amendments shall be 
consistent with the requirements set forth by this 
Condition 5.3 . 2 and shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
within 30 days of such amendment. 

c. In addition to the items described above in Condition 
5.3.2(a), the Permittee shall include the following 
additional plans and programs as part of the Fugitive 
Particulate Matter Operating Program : 

i. Housekeeping program for non-roadway areas as 
required by Condition 7 . 13 .5 (a) (i) (Bl ; 

ii . Road Cleaning Program as required by Condition 
7 . 13.S(d); and 

iii. On-site fugitive dust control program as referenced 
in Condition 7 . 13 . 9(b). 

d. The revised Fugitive Particulate Matter Operating Program, 
submitted by the Permittee on August 12, 2009, (identified 
as Revision 8 and necessitated by changes to responsible 
officials and description of areas treated] and containing 
an attached Table and Map for the iron-making and steel­
making roads respectively) , is incorporated herein by 
reference. The document constitutes the formal operating 
program required under 35 IAC 212.310 , addressing the 
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5 . 3.3 

control of fugitive particulate matter emissions from all 
plant roadways, including the iron-making and steel-making 
roads, storage piles, access areas near storage piles, and 
other subject operations located at the facility that are 
subject to 35 IAC 212.309. 

Any future revision to the aforementioned operating program 
made by the Permittee during the permit term is 
automatically incorporated by reference provided that said 
revision is not expressly disapproved, in writing, by the 
Illinois EPA within 30 days of receipt of said revision. 
In the event that the Illinois EPA notifies the Permittee 
of a deficiency with any revision to the operating program, 
the Permittee shall be required to revise and resubmit the 
operating program within 30 days of receipt of notification 
to address the deficiency [415 ILCS 39.5(7) (a) I. 

e. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.301, the affected emission units at 
the source shall not cause or allow the emission of 
fugitive particulate matter from any process, including any 
material handling or storage activity, that is visible by 
an observer looking generally toward the zenith at a point 
beyond the property line of the source. 

f. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.307, all unloading and transporting 
operations of materials collected by pollution control 
equipment shall be enclosed or shall utilize spraying, 
pelletizing, screw conveying or other equivalent methods. 

PMio Contingency Measure Plan 

a. This stationary source meets the criteria in 35 IAC 212.700 
and is required to prepare and submit a contingency measure 
plan reflecting the PM10 emission reductions as set forth in 
35 IAC 212.701 and 212.703. 

b. PMio Contingency Measure Plan shall be implemented by the 
Permittee in accordance with 35 IAC 212.704 upon 
notification from the Illinois EPA. 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.70l(c), for operational changes 
subject to Sections 212.304, 212.305, 212.306, 212.308, 
212.316(a) through (e), 212.424 or 212.464 which require 
either a new permit or a revision to an existing permit the 
Permittee shall, within 30 days after such changes, submit 
a request to modify this CAAPP permit in order to include a 
new, appropriate contingency measure plan. 

d. The plan, as submitted by the Permittee on November 15, 1994 
(which includes tabulations of PM fugitive emissions, maps 
for the steel-works and iron making respectively, and a 
comparative analysis of contingency requirements and 
existing road programs), is incorporated herein by 
reference. The document constitutes the formal PM1 
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5. 3. 4 

5.3.5 

5.3.6 

5.3.7 

Contingency Measure Plan required by 35 IAC 212.701, 
addressing the Levels 1 and 2 control measures for reducing 
annual source-wide fugitive emissions of PM 1c from plant 
roads (paved and unpaved) and materials handling operations 
in the event of an exceedance of the 24-hour ambient air 
quality standard for PMl0 under 35 IAC 212,704 or 212.705 . 

Ozone Depleting Substances 

The Permittee shall comply with the standards for recycling and 
emissions reduction of ozone depleting substances pursuant to 40 
CFR Part 82, Subpart F, except as provided for motor vehicle air 
conditioners in Subpart B of 40 CFR Part 82: 

a . Persons opening appliances for maintenance, service, 
repair, or disposal must comply with the required practices 
pursuant to 40 CFR 82.156. 

b. Equipment used during the maintenance , service, repair, or 
disposal of appliances must comply with the standards for 
recycling and recovery equipment pursuant to 40 CFR 82 . 158. 

c. Persons performing maintenance, service, repair , or 
disposal of appliances must be certified by an approved 
technician certification program pursuant to 40 CFR 82.161. 

Standards for Asbestos Demolition and Renovation (40 CFR 61.145) 

a. Prior to demolition or renovation of the affected facility 
or part of the affected facility, the Permittee shall 
fulfill notification requirements established by 40 CFR 
61.145(b). 

b . During demolition or renovation, the Permittee shall comply 
with the procedures for asbestos emission control 
established by 40 CFR 61. 145 (c) . 

Future Emission Standards 

Should this stationary source become subject to a regulation 
under 40 CFR Parts 60, 61 , 62, or 63 , or 35 IAC Subtitle B after 
the date this permit is issued, then the owner or operator 
shall, in accordance with the applicable regulation(s) , comply 
with the applicable requirements by the date(s) specified and 
shall certify compliance with the applicable requirements of 
such regulation(s) as part of the annual compliance 
certification, as required by Condition 9.8. This permit may 
also have to be revised or reopened to address such new 
regulations (see Condition 9 .12 .2) . 

Episode Action Plan 

a. Pursuant to 35 IAC 244.141 , the Permittee shall maintain at 
the source and have on file with the Illinois EPA a written 
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5.3.8 

Episode Action Plan (plan) for reducing the levels of 
emissions during yellow alerts, red alerts, and 
emeFgencies, consistent with safe operating procedures. 

b. The Permittee shall immediately implement the appropriate 
steps described in this plan should an air pollution alert 
or emergency be declared, as required by 35 !AC 244.169, or 
as may otherwise be required under 35 IAC 244, Appendix D. 

c. If an operational change occurs at the source which 
invalidates the plan, a revised plan shall be submitted to 
the Illinois EPA for review within 30 days of the change, 
pursuant to 35 IAC 244.143(d). Such plans shall be further 
revised if disapproved by the Illinois EPA. 

d. The revised plan, submitted by the Permittee on 
October 19, 2009, (which contains a completed APC Form 
and attached Tables I-V identifying additional actions 
be implemented), is incorporated herein by reference. 
document constitutes the formal Episode Action Plan 
required by 35 IAC 244.142, addressing the actions that 
will be implemented to reduce S02, PM10, N02, CO and VOM 
emissions from various emissions units in the event of a 
yellow alert, red alert or emergency issued under 35 IAC 
244 .161-244. 165. 

100 
to 
The 

Any future revision to the aforementioned plan made by the 
Permittee during the permit term is automatically 
incorporated by reference provided that said re~ision is 
not expressly disapproved, in writing, by the Illinois EPA 
within 30 days of receipt of said revision. In the event 
that the Illinois EPA notifies the Permittee of a 
deficiency with any revision to the plan, the Permittee 
shall be required to revise and resubmit the plan within 30 
days of receipt of notification to address the deficiency 
[ 4 15 ILC S 3 9 . 5 ( 7 ) ( a ) ] . 

Risk Management Plan (RMP) 

Should this stationary source, as defined in 40 CFR 68.3, become 
subject to the federal regulations for Chemical Accident 
Prevention in 40 CFR Part 68, then the owner or operator shall 
submit the items below. This condition is imposed in this 
permit pursuant to 40 CFR 68 .215 (a) (2) (i) and (ii). 

a. A compliance schedule for meeting the requirements of 40 
CFR Part 68 by the date provided in 40 CFR 68.lO(a); or 

b. A certification statement that the source is in compliance 
with all requirements of 40 CFR Part 68, including the 
registration and submission of the RMP, as part of the 
annual compliance certification required by Condition 9.8. 
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5 . 4 

5 . 5 

5 . 3.9 Energy Assessment (40 CFR 63, Subpart DODOO) 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7500(a) (1) and Item 3 of Table 3 of 40 CFR 
63 Subpart DDDDD, the Permittee must have a one-time energy 
assessment performed on the major source facility (i . e . , the 
facility) by a qualified energy assessor. This energy 
assessment shall be completed no later than the applicable 
compliance date of this NESHAP for existing sources and meet 
requirements in Table 3, including preparation of a 
comprehensive report detailing the ways to improve efficiency, 
the cost of specific improvements , benefits , and the time frame 
for recouping those investments. This energy assessment shall 
be conducted consistent with the definitions for "energy 
assessment" , "energy management practices" and "energy use 
system" in 40 CFR 63 . 7575 

Source-Wide Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a . Except where noted , 35 IAC 212 . 321 and 212.322 shall not apply 
to the steel manufacturing processes subject to 35 IAC 212.442 
through 212 . 452 [35 !AC 212 . 441]. 

b. Except where noted , emission limitations of 35 IAC 212 . 324 are 
not applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard o r limitation contained in 35 IAC Subpart R, 
Primary and Fabricated Metal Products and Machinery Manufacture 
pursuant to 35 IAC 212 , 324 (a) (3) (C). 

c. This source (as a s ource of coke manufacturing , by-products 
recovery plant, iro n and steel production) is excluded from the 
control requirements of 35 IAC Part 219 Subpart TT pursuant to 
35 IAC 219 . 980(e). 

d. This source does not receive any off-site waste as defined in 40 
CFR 63 . 680(b) and, therefo re is not subject t o 40 CFR Part 63 
Subpart DD ~off-site Wast e and Recovery Operations•. 

e. The source is not required to address 40 CFR Part 64 , Compliance 
Assurance Monitoring (CAM) for Ma )or Stationary Sources at the 
time of issuance of this permit , because the initial CAAPP 
application was submitted prio r to April 1998 (40 CFR 
64.S(a)(l)J. 

Source-Wide Control Requirements and Work Practices 

The Permittee (U.S. Steel), in conjunction with Gateway Energy and Coke 
Company shall maintain 267.77 tons of PM10 emission offsets generated by 
the following activities/projects (see also Sections 7.3 and 7.13) : 

Activity/Project (Tons/Year) 
Coke Oven Gas (COG) Desulfurization Project 31 . 74 
Road Cleaning Program 236.03 

Total: 267.77 
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d . These emission reductions have been relied upon by the Illinois 
EPA to issue Construction Permits 06070088 and 06070020 for 
projects by the Permittee and Gateway , respectively and cannot 
be used as emissio n reduction credits for other purposes . 

b. If the Permittee pro poses to rely upon emission offsets from 
other sources or o ther activities/projects , the Permittee shall 
apply for and obtain a revision to Permit 06070088 prior to 
relying on such emission offsets , which application shall be 
accompanied by detailed documentation for the nature and amount 
of those alternative emission offsets . 

5 . 6 Source-Wide Production and Emission Limitations 

5.6.1 

5.6 . 2 

Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Source-wide emissi on limitations for HAPs as listed in Section 
112(b) of the CAA are not set. This source is considered to be 
a major source of HAPs. 

Other Source-Wide Production and Emission Limitations from 
existing permits : 

a . Provisions from Construction Permit #95010001 

i . Total production of iron and steel by u .s . 
Steel/Granite City plant shall not exceed the 
following limits. Compliance with these annual 
production limits shall be determined on a month by 
month basis by showing that the actual production of 
iron and steel from the plant did not exceed the 
scheduled rate of production for a month given in the 
most recent production schedule provided to the 
Illinois EPA Compliance Section and Collinsville 
Regional Office as provided below [Tl): 

Product Net tons/yr 

Iron 3 , 165 , 000 
Steel 3 , 580 , 000 

A . If no production schedule is submitted to the 
Illinois EPA by the Permittee for a particular 
year , the scheduled monthly production of iron 
and steel shall be set at one twelfth of the 
annual production limits in Condition 

B. 

5 . 6 . 2 (a) ( i) above . 

1. The Permittee may submit a schedule for 
iron and steel production for each month 
of the calendar year. Such schedule 
shall provide the scheduled monthly iron 
and steel production for each month and 
the total of such scheduled production 
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shall not exceed the annual production 
limits in Condition 5 . 6 . 2 (a) (i) above . 
This schedule shall be submitted each 
year no later than December 15th of the 
preceding year. 

2 . During the course of the year , the 
Permittee may submit a revised production 
schedule which accounts for actual 
production levels which were below that 
scheduled for the previous months , 
provided that in no case shall the 
scheduled production for prior months in 
such a revised schedule be lowered to 
less than actual production levels or 
raised . Such revised schedule shall be 
submitted no later than 15 days after the 
first day of the month for which 
scheduled production has been raised . 
Such schedule shall be accompanied by 
data on actual production in preceding 
months . 

i i . Total fuel usage for blast furnaces stoves (A and B) , 
boilers 11 and 12 , ladle drying preheaters and blast 
furnace gas flare #1 and shall not exceed the 
following limits. Compliance with the monthly limits 
shall be determined by direct comparison of monthly 
data to the applicable limit . Compliance with the 
annual limits shall be determined based on a calendar 
year [Tl) : 

A. Natural Gas usage : 

225 million ft3 per month and 1,346 million ft 3 

per year ; 

B . Blast Furnace Gas (BFG) usage : 

30 , 800 million ft 3 per month and 185,030 million 
ft 3 per year; and 

c . Fuel Oil usage : 

iii. A . 

60 , 000 gallons per month and 365, 000 gallons 
per year . 

Annual emissions from the fuel combustion units 
identified in Condition 5 . 6.2(a) (ii) above 
shall not exceed the following limits in 
tons/year : 

PM/PM10 NOx VOM co Lead 
274 641 706 2 1 , 295 0 . 06 
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These limits have been addressed by an 
enforcement action, with a compliance 
schedule established for compliance with 
these limits. (See Condition 7 . 4.13) 

li . Annual emissions from each individual fuel used 
in the fuel combustion units identified in 
Condition 5 . 6 . 2(a) (ii) above shall not exceed 
the following limits : 

1. Natural Gas 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM10 
S02 
NOx 
VOM 
co 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/mmcf) 

5 . 1 
5.1 
0.6 

306.0 
2.8 

40.0 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

3.43 
3 . 43 
0.40 

205.94 
1 .88 

26.92 

2 . BFG 

* 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

(Lbs/mmcf) 
Maximum Emissions 

(Tons/Yr) 

PM 
PM1 
S02 
NOx 
co 

2 . 90 268.29 
2 . 90 268.29 
6 . 65" 615.22" 
5.28 488.48 

13 . 70 1,267.46 

These limits have been addressed by 
an enforcement action, with a 
compliance schedule established for 
compliance with these factors and 
limits. (See Condition 7 . 4.13) 

3 . Fuel Oil 

Emission Factor 
Pollutant (Lbs/Mgal) 

PM 9. 72 
PM1 9 . 75 
S02 141. 30 
NOx 55.00 
VOM 0.28 
co 5 . 00 

26 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

1. 77 
1. 77 

25.79 
10.04 
0.05 
0.91 
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5 . 7 

Emission Fac t o r Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) Pollutant (Lbs/Mgal) 

Lead 0.336 0.06 
(Waste Oil) 

C. Compliance with the annual limits in Condition 
5.6.2(a) (iii) shall be determined based o n a 
calendar year. 

b. Provisions from Construction Permit #06070022: 

Annual emissio ns of the source from combustion of COG shall 
not exceed the following limits [Tl)] 

Limits (Tons/Year) 
PM10 SO2 

''Outage" of Affected System 47.55 l 530.59 
Total (includes normal and outage): 224.80 I 807.90 

c. Provisions from FESOP #94120017: 

Emissions of SO2 from the so calle d "sulfur di oxide emission 
units" operated at the source shall not exceed the 
following limits . Compliance with the limits shall be 
determined in accordance with the procedure in Condition 
5.12. 

Sulfur Dioxide Emissions 
Unit Operating Group (Lbs/3-Hours) (Lbs/Day) (Tons/Yr) 
Slab Reheat Furnaces 2 , 299 9 , 754 987 

1-3 
Slab Reheat Furnace 4 --- 11,873 1,204 
Blast Furnace Stoves A --- 19 , 774 3 , 609 

and B 
Boilers 11 and 12 --- 20 , 584 3 , 756 

Ladle Drying 555 2 , 786 509 
Preheaters 

Blast Furnace --- 3,430 626 
Casthouse Baghouse 
Iron Spout Baghouse --- 170 31 

Source-Wide Testing Requirements 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.282 and Section 4(b) of the Act, every emission 
source or air pollution control equipment shall be subject to the 
following testing requirements for the purpose of determining the 
nature and quantities of specified air contaminant emissions and for 
the purpose of determining ground level and ambient air concentrations 
of such air contaminants: 

a . Testing by Owner or Operator: The Illinois EPA may require the 
owner or operator of the emission source or air pollution 
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5 . 8 

control equipment to conduct such tests in accordance with 
procedures adopted by the Illinois EPA, at such reasonable times 
as may be specified by the Illinois EPA and at the expense of 
the owner or operator of the emission source or air pollution 
control equipment. All such tests shall be made by or under the 
direction of a person qualified by training and/or experience in 
the field of air pollution testing. The Illinois EPA shall have 
the right to observe all aspects of such tests (35 IAC 
201.282 (a) 1. 

b . Testing by the Illinois EPA: The Illinois EPA shall have the 
right to conduct such tests at any time at its own expense . 
Upon request of the Illinois EPA, the owner or operator of the 
emission source or air pollution control equipment shall 
provide , without charge to the Illinois EPA, necessary holes in 
stacks or ducts and other safe and proper testing facilities , 
including scaffolding, but excluding instruments and sensing 
devices, as may be necessary (35 IAC 201.282(b)]. 

c. Any such tests are also subject to the Testing Procedures of 
Condition 8.5 set forth in the General Permit Conditions of 
Section 8. 

Source-Wide Monitoring Requirements 

a. Requirements for coke oven gas (COG) flow meters from FESOP 
#94120017: for purposes of these conditions , a Unit Operating 
Group is a group of emission units as defined in Condition 
5 . 6. 2 (c) . 

Note: Requirements for monitoring the sulfur content of COG as 
present in FESOP #94120017 are included in Section 7.3 of this 
CAAPP permit. 

i. The Permittee shall test , operate, and maintain a system 
for measuring the COG usage for each unit operating group. 

ii . A flow meter shall be maintained on the main Blast Furnace 
and Steelworks COG feed lines and each individual emission 
unit or unit operating group and shall be used to measure 
the COG usage rate. The total COG usage for each unit 
operating group as a whole shall be the sum of the 
individual usage for the emission units of that group as 
measured by the individual meters or that measured by a 
single flow meter measuring the COG usage for the unit 
operating group as a whole. 

iii. The COG flow meter system shall be capable of recording the 
COG usage in standard cubic feet on an hourly and daily 
basis. COG usage shall be obtained from the COG flow meter 
system to allow the determination of hourly and/or daily 
COG usage for each unit operating group, as needed for the 
emission rate calculations of this permit. 
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iv . The COG flow meter system shall be operated, and data 
collected, reduced and maintained, in accordance with the 
applicable requirements of 40 CFR 60.13 and 35 Ill . Adm . 
Code Part 201 Subpart L . 

A. Each COG flow meter shall be tested at least every 12 
months, in accordance with the procedures of 40 CFR 
60, Appendix B, Performance Specification 6. 

B. The results of these flow meter performance tests 
shall be sent to the Illinois EPA's Division of Air 
Pollution Control , Permit Section and Regional Office 
within 14 days after completion of the tests . In 
addition, the results shall be maintained in 
accordance with the recordkeeping requirements 
specified in this permit . 

c . If a single flow meter on an unit operating group 
fails, then the COG usage for that group may be 
calculated using the difference between overall total 
COG usage and the total COG usage at the remaining 
properly operating COG flow meters , or the difference 
in COG usage from the main COG feed line of the 
affected unit operating group and the COG usage at 
the remaining properly operating flow meters 
associated with that main feed line . 

D. In the event that several flow meters are down such 
that the above COG usage calculation is not possible, 
the COG usage for the affected unit operating 
group(s) shall be determined by a method approved by 
the Illinois EPA (e.g., use of temporary backup 
measurement system) . In no case shall COG usage not 
be determined by a method described in this permit , 
or an approved alternative method, so as to result in 
insufficient data being obtained to determine the COG 
usage for any unit operating group as needed to 
evaluate compliance using the emission rate 
calculations of this permit. 

v. In the event of malfunction or breakdown of a COG flow 
meter system, the Permittee shall repair and recalibrate 
the meter or monitoring system as soon as practicable but 
no later than 10 days after the malfunction or breakdown is 
detected, unless prior Illinois EPA approval is obtained by 
submitting a notification of extended outage and adequate 
justification to the Illinois EPA detailing the reasons for 
delay. Records of repair and recalibration must be 
maintained in accordance with the recordkeeping 
requirements of this CAAPP permit . This condition does not 
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5.9 

relieve the Permittee of the minimum data obtaining 
requirements of this CAAPP permit . 

b. The Permittee shall conduct observations at the property line of 
the source for visible emissions of fugitive particular matter 
form the source to address compliance with 35 IAC 212.301, upon 
request by the Illinois EPA , as follows: 

For this purpose, daily observations shall be conducted for a 
week for particular area(s) of concern at the source, as 
specified in the request. Observations shall begin either 
within one day or three days of receipt of a written request 
from the Illinois EPA, depending , respectively, upon whether 
observations will be conducted by employees of the Permittee or 
a third-party observer hired by the Permittee to conduct 
observations on its behalf. The Permittee shall keep records 
for these observations, including identity of the observer, the 
date and time of observations , the location(s) from which 
observations were made , and duration of any fugitive emissions 
event (s) . 

c. Pursuant to FESOP 94120017, the Permittee shall analyze the fuel 
oil used at the source in accordance with the following. 

i. The sulfur content and density as determined by the ASTM 
methods specified in the testing requirements of FESOP 
94120017 shall be used in emission calculations. 

ii. The sulfur content and density of the fuel oil shall be 
determined upon each instance of fuel oil usage. 

Source-Wide Recordkeeping Requirements 

5 . 9.1 Records for Opacity and Emission Limits 

The Permittee shall maintain the following records pursuant to 
Section 39.5(7) (b) of the Act: 

a. The Permittee shall maintain reco rds of the total annual 
net producti on ~f iron and stee l u n a monthly basis and a 
total calendar year basis , t o verify compliance with 
Condition 5 . 6.2(a) (i). 

b. The Permittee shall maintain reco rds of monthly and annual 
use of fuels t o v Prify compliance with Condition 
5.6.2(a) (ii). 

c. The Permittee shall maintain records of annual emissions 
fr om the emission units listed in Condition 5.6 . 2(a) (ii) 
for c o mparison to the annual emission limits in Condition 
5.6.2 (a) (iii) (A) for PM/PM , SO , NOx, VOM, CO and lead. 
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d . The Permittee shall maintain the following records for the 
emission units identified in Condition 5 . 6 . 2(a) (ii) to 
verify the emission factors for different fuels listed in 
Condition 5 . 6 . 2(a) (iii) (Bl : 

i . for emissions of NO. , PM , PM10, VOM , and CO , records 
for the emission factors used by the Pcrmittee to 
determine emissions of the pollutant from the subject 
emission units for firing of natural gas , blast 
furnace gas and oil , with supporting documentation 
and analysis , and the "maximum• annual emission 
factors for the different fuels and pollutants 
calculated as a weighted average of the individual 
factors for different emission units , weighted for 
the greatest relative annual use of fuel in different 
units , beginning with the unit that has the highest 
emission factor . for example , if the boilers have 
the highest emission factors for NOx , the factors 
shall be weighted for the greatest percentage of 
fuels expected to be used in the boilers , and then 
for the units that have the next highest emission 
factor(s) , and so forth until all of the fuel has 
been accounted for. These records shall be reviewed 
and updated by the Permittee as necessary to assure 
that the emission factors that it uses to determine 
emissions of the subject unit do not understate 
emissions , including review when emission testing is 
conducted for the subject emission units , review when 
emission testing of similar emission units is 
conducted at other facilities (as would be needed if 
the Permittee is relying upon data from emission 
testing at other US Steel facilities) , and review 
when USEPA revises its Compilation of Air Pollutant 
Emission Factors , AP-42 (as would be needed if the 
Permittee has relied upon emission factors from AP-
42) . These records shall be prepared and copies 
submitted to the Illinois EPA in accordance with 
Condi.ti on 5 . 9 . 6 ( c) . 

ii . Records for the sulfur content of COG and BFG, as 
measured pursuant to Conditions 5.9.l(e) and 7.3.9(fl 
and Condition 7.10.8-l(c) , respectively, which data 
shall either be used when determined SO emissions 
from combustion of the fuels or used to confirm that 
the determinations of SO emissions from combustion of 
these fuels do not understate actual SO. emissions . 

iii . Records for the actual average annual emission rates 
for different fuels and pollutants , including SO and 
lead , calculated by dividing the actual emissions of 
the subject units for different fuels and pollutants 
by the annual usage of fuels . These records shall be 
compiled on an annual bdsi.s by the Permittee when the 
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records for annual emissions of the subject units are 
compiled . 

e . The Permittee shall maintain the following records for the 
emissions of PM10* and S02 associated with use of COG to 
verify compliance with the emission limits in Condition 
5.6.2(b). (See also recordkeeping requirements in Section 
7,3 of the permit.) 

* 

i. 

ii. 

iii. 

For the purpose of this condition , the Permittee 
shall address total PM10, including both filterable 
and condensable particulate, rather than only 
filterable particulate. 

Records for the volumes of COG that are and are not 
processed by the COG Desulfurization System (scf), 
with data for undesulfurized COG on a 3-hour, daily 
and monthly basis and data for desulfurized COG on a 
daily and monthly basis. 

Records for the sulfur contents of COG (gr/scf or 
gr/100 scf), with data for undesulfurized COG on a 3-
hour , daily and monthly basis and data for 
desulfurized COG on a daily and monthly basis. 

Records for the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine the PM1o emissions from firing 
desulfurized and undesulfurized COG for the emission 
units at the facility that fire COG , with supporting 
documentation and analysis, and the "maximum0 annual 
PM10 emission factor calculated as a weighted average 
of the individual factors for different emission 
units , weighted for the greatest relative annual use 
of COG in different units , beginning with the unit 
that has the highest emission factor. These records 
shall be reviewed and updated by the Permittee as 
necessary to assure that the emission factors that it 
uses to determine emissions of units firing COG do 
not understate emissions, including review when PM , 
emission testing is conducted for units at the 
facility and review when PM . emission testing of 
similar emission units is conducted at o ther 
facility. 

iv. Records for the annual PM and SO emissions from the 
facility from combustion of COG that has not been 
desulfurized, determined from the summati on of the 
volume of such COG multiplied by either its sulfur 
content or the established PMlO emission fact o r for 
undesulfurized COG. 

v. Records for the annual PM and SO emissi o ns fr c m the 
facility from combustion of COG that has been 
desulfurized , determined from the summation o f the 
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5 . 9.2 

5.9.3 

5.9 . 4 

vo lume o f such COG multiplied by either its sulfur 
c o ntent o r the established PMl0 emission factor for 
desulfurized COG. 

vi. Records for the total annual PM and SO2 emissions 
from the facility from combustion of COG , determined 
as the sum of the annual emission from combustion of 
COG that has and has not been desulfurized . 

Records for HAP Emissio ns 

The Permittee shall maintain source-wide records of HAP 
emissions on a calendar year basis and individually for the 
emission units or group of emission units covered by Section 7 
(Unit Specific Conditions for Specific Emission Units) of this 
permit and emitting HAPs , pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (b) of the 
Act. 

Records for So urce-Wide Contro l Requirements and Work Practices 

a. The Permittee shall keep a copy of the fugitive particulate 
matter operating plan, and any amendments or revisions to 
the plan, as required by Condition 5 . 3 . 2. The Permittee 
shall also keep a record of activities completed according 
to the plan. 

b. The Permittee shall keep copy of the PM10 contingency plan, 
and any amendments or revisions as described by Condition 
5.3.3 . The Permittee shall also keep a record of 
activities completed according to the plan. 

c. The Permittee shall keep a copy of the Episode Action Plan, 
and any amendments or revisions to the plan, as described 
in Condition 5.3.7. The Permittee shall also keep a record 
of activities completed according to the plan. 

d. The Permittee shall keep a record of property line 
observatio ns required by Condition 5.8(b) . 

Records to address SO2 emission limits in Condition 5.6.2(c) 
from FESOP #94120017: 

a. SO2 emissions of each unit operating group in terms of the 
associated emissio n limits of this permit (i.e., lbs/3-hrs 
and lbs/day) accompanied by the data from which they were 
determined . 

b, so2 emissions of each unit operating group in tons/month. 

c. SO2 emissions o f each unit operating group in tons/year 
determined by using a rolling total of the previous 12 
consecutive months of data. 
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5.9.5 

5.9.6 

d. Records for repairs of any COG flow meter, as required by 
Condition 5 . 8 (a) (v), including copies of any notifications 
to the Illinois EPA for extended outage of a flow meter. 

e. Records for any fuel oil usage instances with the results 
of the sampling and analysis of oil sulfur content. 

The Permittee shall retain copies of all emission test reports 
and other test reports and other submittals to the Illinois EPA 
related to testing that are required by Conditions 5 . 7 and 5 . 10 
and other conditions of this permit. 

Retention , Availability and Submittal of Records 

Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (e) (ii) of the Act , the Permit tee 
shall keep the records required by this permit as follows : 

a. All records and logs required by this permit shall be 
retained for at least five years from the date of entry 
(unless a longer retention period is specified by the 
particular recordkeeping provision herein). The Permittee 
shall keep the last 3 years of data on-site and remaining 2 
years data may be kept at an offsite location . The 
Permittee shall make all these readily accessible records 
available to the Illinois EPA or USEPA for inspection 
and/or copying upon request. 

b. The Permittee shall retrieve and print , on paper during 
normal source office hours, any records retained in an 
electronic format (e.g., computer) in response to an 
Illinois EPA or USEPA request for records during the course 
of a source inspection. 

c . For certain records related to emission factors or emission 
rates required to be kept by this permit for various 
emission units at this source , as specifically identified 
in other conditions of this permit, the Permittee shall 
submit a copy of the records to the Illinois EPA as 
provided below: 

i. Copies of initial records shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA within 15 days of the date that the 
Permittee prepares these records for subject unit(s), 
which shall in no case be later than January 20, 2012, 
or 30 days after the effective date of this permit, 
whichever date is later . 

ii. Thereafter , copies of revised records shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA with the emission test 
reports for subject emission unit (s) if the records 
were revised as a consequence of emission testing or 
otherwise within 15 days of the date that the 
Permittee completes the preparation of revised 
records for subject unit(s). 
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5 . 9 . 7 Inspection , Sampling and Observations Documentation 

Inspection, sampling and observation performed as required by 
this permit shall have documentation in addition to the records 
elsewhere in this permit that identifies at least the following: 

a . Name of person(s) or representative performing such 
activity ; 

b . Date and time of such activity; 

c. Any applicable industry standards or other specific 
procedures for such activities ; and 

d . Any quality assurance or quality control results . 

5 . 10 Source-Wide Reporting Requirements 

5.10 . 1 General Source-Wide Reporting Requirements 

a . Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) ( f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations from 
applicable requirements as follows: 

i. Requirements in Condition 5 . 3 . 2(d) and (e) 

ii . Requirements in Condition 5.5, 

iii . Requirements in Condition 5 . 6 . 2 . 

b . All such deviations shall be summarized and reported as 
part of the semiannual monitoring report required by 
Co ndition 8.6.1 . 

c . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance 
Section , o f all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by in Condition 8.6 . 1 . 

d . All required deviation reports described in Condition 
5 . 10 . 1 above shall contain the following information: 

i . Date and time of the deviation ; 

ii . Emission units(s)/operation involved ; 

iii. The duration of the event ; 

iv. Probable cause of the deviation ; 

v . Any corrective actions or preventative measures 
taken ; 
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vi. Reporting on malfunction and breakdown shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10.5; and 

vii. Reporting on startup shall be performed in accordance 
with Condition 5.10.5. 

5 . 10.2 Annual Emissions Report 

a. The annual emissions report required pursuant to Condition 
9.7 shall contain emissions information , including HAP 
emissions, for the previous calendar year . 

b. The Permittee shall submit the following additional 
information from the prior calendar year with the Annual 
Emissions Report, due May 1st of each year , pursuant to 
Permit 95010001: 

i. Iron and steel production (tons/month and tons/yr, 
each); 

ii . Natural gas and BFG usage (mmft3 /month and mmft 3 /yr , 
each}; and 

iii. Fuel oil usage (thousand gallons/month and thousand 
gallons/yr , for each type of oil} . 

c. The Permittee shall submit an annual report to the Illinois 
EPA with its Annual Emission Report describing the 
implementation of the Road Cleaning Program for the 
affected road segments, as defined in Condition 7 . 13 . 5(d), 
during the previous year. This report shall at a minimum 
provide: the number of times each road segment was cleaned; 
the number of times that scheduled cleaning was not 
performed, with explanation; a description of any 
significant changes in road cleaning equipment or cleaning 
practices , with explanation; and a description of other 
significant changes to the Program, including changes in 
contractors [Permit #06070088] . 

5,10.3 Reporting requirements from FESOP #94120017 

a. The Permittee shall submit quarterly reports (every 3 
calendar months) to the Illinois EPA. This report is due 
30 days after the end of the reporting period and may be 
submitted on computer disk. This report shall contain the 
following information for the days during the quarter: 

i . A summary showing the emissions of SO2 for each unit 
operating group for each day and the 12 month rolling 
average in tons/year. 

ii. A statement identifying any apparent violations which 
occurred during the quarter covered by the report or , 

36 



R003152

if there have been no apparent violations, a 
statement to that effect. 

iii. A summary of any COG flow meter downtime. 

iv. Identification of any days for which data for at 
least 75% of the operating hours of the unit 
operating group was not obtained by an approved 
method; justification for not obtaining the data; and 
description of corrective action taken . 

b. These reports shall be sent to IEPA Compliance Section in 
Springfield and IEPA Regional Office in Collinsville. 

c . Copies of the Final Report for the tests identified in 
Condition 5 . 8 (a) (iv) shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
along with the quarterly reports required by this CAAPP 
permit within 30 days after the reported quarter. 

5, 10. 4 Other Source-Wide Reporting Requirements 

a. i. A quarterly report shall be submitted to the Illinois 
EPA stating the following: the dates any necessary 
control measures were not implemented , a listing of 
those control measures, the reasons that the control 
measures were not implemented, and any corrective 
actions taken. This information includes, but is not 
limited to , those dates when controls were not 
applied based on a belief that application of such 
control measures would have been unreasonable given 
prevailing atmospheric conditions, which shall 
constitute a defense to the requirements of this 
Section . This report shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA thirty (30) calendar days from the end 
of a quarter. Quarters end March 31, June 30, 
September 30, and December 31 [35 IAC 
212. 316 (g) (5)) . 

ii. The reporting requirements from the above are 
established for fugitive particulate matter control 
measures implemented for the certain operations 
identified in 35 IAC 212 . 316(b) through 212 . 316(f) 

iii . Control measures for this condition are those 
identified in the Fugitive Particulate Matter 
Operating Program . 

b. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , a report shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA for any period specified in 
the request stating the following : the dates during which 
any process emission unit was in operation when the air 
pollution control equipment was not in operation or was not 
operating properly , documentation of causes for pollution 
control equipment not operating or not operating properly, 
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and a statement of what corrective actions were taken and 
what repairs were made I 35 !AC 212. 324 (g) ( 6)] . 

5.10.5-lReporting for Startups (State Authorization) 

Pursuant to 39.5(7) (a) and (fl (ii) of the Act , when startup 
reports are required for an emission unit by unit specific 
conditions in Chapter 7 of this permit, such reports shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance Section and 
Collinsville Regional Field Office on a semi-annual basis , and 
include the following information related to startups of such 
emission unit and associated air pollution control equipment. 

a. If startups occurred during the reporting period , the 
report shall include the following: 

i. The number of startups. 

ii . The number of departures from established procedures. 

iii . The number of exceedances of each applicable 
standard. 

iv. A general explanation for the magnitude of the 
numbers reported and the significance or meaning of 
those numbers. 

v . A general explanation for the departures . 

vi . A general explanation for the exceedances. 

vii . A general discussion of whether any improvements were 
made to startup practices 

b. If there were no startups for the reporting period, a 
statement that "No startups occurred during this reporting 
period." 

c . Startups that resulted in excess emissions shall be 
addressed in the deviation reports as required by unit 
specific conditions in Chapter 7 of this permit. 

5.10.5-2Reporting for Malfunction or Breakdown (State Authorizatio n) 

a. The Permittee shall provide the following notification and 
reports to the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance Section and 
Collinsville Regional Field Office , pursuant to 35 !AC 
201 . 263, concerning continued operation of an affected 
emission unit or related air pollution control equipment 
when such continued operation would cause a violation of a 
standard or limitation in 35 IAC Subtitle B, Chapter I, 
subchapter c: 
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i . If an emission unit or control device operates during 
a malfunction/breakdown , the Permittee shall 
immediately report such event to the Illinois EPA 
within 2 working days after such event occurs . The 
immediate notification shall be provided to the 
Illinois EPA ' s Springfield Office (Compliance 
Section) by a telephone , facsimile , electronic mail 
or other alternative method of correspondence that 
constitutes the fastest available alternative. The 
immediate notification shall be followed by a letter 
to the Illinois EPA ' s Springfield Office (Compliance 
Section) , postmarked within 7 working days after the 
end of the event . The 7 day follow-up letter shall 
contain the name , title, and signature of the owner 
or operator or other responsible official certifying 
its accuracy , explaining the circumstances and 
reasons for event , describing all excess emissions 
and/or parameter monitoring exceedances which may 
have occurred during the malfunction/breakdown event , 
actions taken to minimize emissions or parameter 
exceedance and all repairs made in conjunction with 
such malfunction/breakdown event . 

ii. If all the necessary information identified above is 
contained within the 2-day immediate notification and 
the notification was done by means of written 
correspondence , a 7-day follow-up letter is not 
required to be submitted . 

iii. A summary of these malfunction/breakdown reports 
required by this permit shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA ' s Springfield Office Compliance Section 
on a quarterly basis and contain the following: 

A. Date and time of malfunction/breakdown ; 

B . Emission unit(s)/control involved ; 

c . The duration of the event; 

D. Probable cause of malfunction/breakdown; and 

E . Repairs and other corrective actions taken . 

5 . 10 . 5 3 Federal Startup Shutdown and Malfunction/Breakdown Requirements 

a . For those emission units subject to a NESHAP standard and 
for which an SSM plan is required under 40 CFR 63 . 10 (d) (5) , 
the Permittee shall submit reports as required by the 
NESHAP including : 

i . Periodic startup , shutdown or malfunction reports 
[40 CFR 63 . l0(d) (5) (i)) 
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A. 1. If actions taken by an owner or operator 
during a startup or shutdown (and the 
startup or shutdown causes the affected 
emission unit to exceed any applicable 
emission limitation in the relevant 
NESHAP emission standards specified in 
Section 7 of this permit), or malfunction 
of an affected emission unit (including 
actions taken to correct a malfunction) 
are consistent with the procedures 
specified in the source's startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction plan (see 40 
CFR 63.6(e) (3)) , the Permittee shall 
state such information in a startup , 
shutdown , and malfunction report. 

2 . Actions taken to minimize emissions 
during such startups, shutdowns, and 
malfunctions shall be summarized in the 
report and may be done in checklist form; 
if actions taken are the same for each 
event , only one checklist is necessary. 

3 . Such a report shall also include the 
number , duration, and a brief description 
for each type of malfunction which 
occurred during the reporting period and 
which caused or may have caused any 
applicable emission limitation to be 
exceeded. 

8. The startup, shutdown , and malfunction report 
shall consist of the following: 

A letter, containing the name , title, and 
signature of the owner or operator or other 
responsible official who is certifying its 
accuracy . 

C. Reports shall only be required if a startup, 
shutdown or malfunction occurred during the 
reporting period. 

D. The SSM Report shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA semiannually and shall be 
delivered or postmarked by the 30th day 
following the end of each calendar half (or 
other calendar reporting period , as 
appropriate) . 

E. If the owner or operator is required to submit 
excess emissions and continuous monitoring 
system performance (or other periodic) reports 
required by this permit, the startup , shutdown , 
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and malfunction reports required under 40 CFR 
63.lO(d) may be submitted simultaneously with 
the excess emissions and continuous monitoring 
system performance (or other) reports . 

F. If startup, shutdown , and malfunction report s 
are submitted with excess emissions and 
continuo us monito ring system performance (or 
other periodic) reports , and the owner or 
operato r receives approval to reduce the 
frequency o f reporting for the latter under 40 
CFR 63 . lO(e) , the frequency of reporting for 
the startup , shutdown , and malfunction reports 
also may be reduced if the Illinois EPA does 
not ob j ect to the intended change . The 
procedures to implement the allowance in the 
preceding sentence shall be the same as the 
procedures specified in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (e) (3) . 

ii . Immediate startup , shutdown or malfunction reports 
[ 40 CFR 63 . lO(d) (5) (ii)) 

A. Notwithstanding the allo wance to reduce the 
frequency of reporting for periodic startup , 
shutdown , and malfunction reports under 40 CFR 
63 . lO(d) (SJ (i) , any time an action taken by an 
owner or operator during a startup or shutdown 
that caused the source to exceed any applicable 
emission limitation in the relevant NESHAP 
emission standards specified in Section 7 of 
this CAAPP, or malfunction (including actions 
taken t o correct a malfunction) is not 
consistent with the procedures specified in t he 
affected source ' s startup , shutdown , and 
malfunction plan , the owner or operator shall 
submit an immediate report stating the actions 
taken f o r that event within 2 working days 
after c ommencing actions inconsistent with the 
plan and a follow-up report submitted within 7 
working days after the e nd of the event . 

B. The immediate report sha l l consist of a 
telephone call (or facsimile (FAX) 
transmission) to t he Ill i nois EPA. 

C. The foll ow-up report shall consist of the 
following: 

1 . The name , title , and signature of the 
owner or operator or othe r respons i ble 
o fficial who i s certifying its accuracy 
and explaining the circumstances of the 
event , 
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2. The reasons for not following the 
startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan. 

3. Description all excess emissions and/or 
parameter monitoring exceedances which 
are believed to have occurred (or could 
have occurred in the case of 
malfunctions). 

4 . And actions taken to minimize emissions 
in conformance with 40 CFR 63.6(el (1) (i). 

5.10.6 Separate copies of all reports required by this permit shall be 
sent to the IEPA Regional Office in Collinsville. 

5.10.7 40 CFR 63, Subpart DDDDD (Notification of Compliance) 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7545(b), the Permittee must submit an 
initial Notification according to 40 CFR 63. 9 (bl (2). 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7545(e), the Permittee must submit a 
Notification of Compliance Status according to 40 CFR 
63. 9 (h) (2) (ii) . For the initial compliance demonstration 
for each affected unit , the Permittee must submit the 
Notification of Compliance Status, including all 
performance test results and fuel analyses, before the 
close of business on the 60th day following the completion 
of all performance test and/or other initial compliance 
demonstrations for the affected unit according to 40 CFR 
63.10(d)(2). 

c. For subject emission units, for which Permittee must 
conduct an initial compliance demonstration, the report 
shall include the information specified in 40 CFR 
63. 9 (h) (2) and 63. 7545 (e). 

d. In addition to the information required by 40 CFR 
63. 9 (h) (2), the notification of compliance status must 
include the following certification(s) of compliance, as 
applicable, and signed by a responsible official: 

1. "This facility complies with the requirements in 40 
CfR 63. 7540 (a) ( 10) to conduct an annual or biennial 
tune-up, as applicable, of each unit.n 

ii. "This facility has had an energy assessment performed 
according to 40 CFR 63.7530(e) ." 

iii. "No secondary materials that are solid waste were 
combusted in any affected unit." 

e. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7530(e), the Permittee must include 
with the Notification of Compliance Status a signed 
certification that the energy assessment was completed 
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according to Table 3 of 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart DDDDD and 
is an accurate depiction of the affected facility. 

f . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7530(d) , the Permittee must submit a 
signed statement in the Notification of Compliance Status 
report that indicates a tune-up was completed on each 
existing unit firing natural gas with a heat input capacity 
of less than 10 million Btu per hour. 

5 . 11 Source-Wide Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

No source-wide operational flexibility/anticipated operating scenarios 
have been established in this permit. 

5.12 Source-Wide Compliance Procedures 

Compliance Provisions for Condition 5. 6. 2 (c) (adopted from FESOP 
94120017): 

a. Compliance with the lbs/3-hours limits in Condition 5 . 6 . 2(c) 
shall be demonstrated by using emission rate calculations for 
eight discrete 3-hour periods per day, with the first period 
beginning at midnight . 

b. Compliance with the daily emission limits in Condition 5.6.2(c) 
shall be demonstrated by using emission rate calculations on a 
daily block basis (i.e ., midnight to midnight) . 

c . The compliance calculations shall be the primary compliance 
method for determining compliance with the emission limits in 
Condition 5.6.2(c) , except for the blast furnace casthouse 
baghouse and iron spo ut baghouse , for which stack testing shall 
be the primary means of determining compliance. 

d. Total S02 emissions from an unit operating group for 
determination of compliance with the SO limits in Condition 
5 . 6.2(c) shall be the sum of the emissions resulting from the 
use of COG and fuel oil at the unit operating group, i.e.: 

Lbs S02 per unit operating group = S02 emissions from fuel oil 
usage+ S02 emissions from COG usage 

Note : When FESOP Permit 94120017 was originally issued, the SO 
emissions which would result from the use of blast furnace gas 
and natural gas in the unit operating groups were accounted for 
in the S02 limits o f that permit. This was accomplished by 
lowering the permitted S02 from the SO levels used for air 
quality modeling by an amount equal to the S02 which would have 
been emitted sho uld the unit operating groups use blast furnace 
gas or natural gas continuously. The S01 emissions from blast 
furnace gas and natural gas were calculated using standard 
emission factors as f o und in AIRS Facility Subsystem, Source 
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Classification Codes and Emission Factor Listing for Criteria 
Air Pollutants, EPA Document Number EPA 450/4-90-003, and 
Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors, Vol . 1, 
Stationary Point and Other Sources, AP-42. 

e . The S02 emissions attributable to fuel oil usage shall be 
calculated from the records required by the CAAPP permit for 
usage of fuel oil and the sulfur and heat content of oil (See 
Condition 5.9.4) and the following equation: 

Lbs S02/period gallons of oil burned per period x sulfur 
content in weight percent of the fuel oil used x density of the 
fuel oil used in pounds per gallon x 2. 

r. The S02 emissions attributable to COG usage shall be calculated 
from the records required by the CAAPP permit for the amount of 
COG burned and the sulfur content of the COG (See Condition 
5 . 9 . l(e)) and the following equation: 

Lbs S02/period thousand standard cubic feet of COG burned 
per period x average H2S content of the COG in grains per 
standard cubic foot for the period x 0.269 . 

g. Stack test measurement shall be the primary method of 
determining the compliance of the Blast Furnace Casthouse and 
Iron Spout Baghouse with the lbs/day limits in Condition 
5 . 6 . 2(c). The secondary means of determining compliance shall 
be the following: 

i. The S02 attributable to the Blast Furnace Casthouse Baghouse 
shall be calculated using an emission factor of 0.173 lbs 
S02 per ton of hot metal cast. 

ii. The S02 attributable t o the Iron Spout Baghouse shall be 
calculated using an emission factor of 0 . 0063 lbs S02 per 
ton of hot metal cast. 

h. Compliance with the tons/yr limits in Condition 5.6.2(c)) shall 
be determined using a r o lling total of 12 consecutive calendar 
months of data. 

i . When fuel 0.il is used and data is not available for the fuel oil 
at the individual unit operating gro ups, the oil usage during 
such period shall be calculated from the data for total usage of 
oil apportioned among the individual operating groups using oil 
based o n the relative heat inputs the unit operating group 
during that period. 

j . Usage o f COG shall be determined fr c m data collected by the COG 
flow mPters. 
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Note: For this purpose, data from flow meters for both 
desulfurized and undesulfirized COG may be used in accordance 
with Condition 5.9.l(e) (i) 

k. The average H2S content of COG for the lbs/3-hours compliance 
calculations shall be calculated using an arithmetic average of 
all available H2S data during the 3-hour period that COG was 
burned. In the event that the H,S monitoring system is unable 
to obtain a single reading for the 3-hour period, the H1S 
content for that 3-hour period shall be obtained by one of the 
alternative methods specified in Condition 7.3.9(f) of this 
permit (i.e ., manual sampling of H2S c ontent or determined by 
type of coal used during that period and previous recorded H2S 
content when using this c oal type). 

For this purpose, data from H2S monitoring systems for both 
desulfurized and undesulfurized COG, in accordance with 
Condition 5.9.l(e) (ii) , shall be used as appropriate depending 
upon whether desulfurized or undesulfurized COG is being 
combustion. 

1. The daily average H2S c ontent of COG for use in the lbs/day 
compliance calculations shall be calculated using an arithmetic 
average of all available hourly average H2S content data for 
that day, and at least data from 75 ~ of the daily operating 
hours. 

Note: For this purpose , data from the HS monitoring systems 
for both desulfurized and undesulfurized COG, in accordance with 
Condition 5.9.1 (e) (ii) . 

5.13 Source-wide State-Only Conditions 

5 . 13.1 Permitted Emissions for Fees 

Emission limitations are not set for the source for the purpose 
of permit fees. The Permittee shall pay the applicable fee 
pursuant to Section 39.5 of the Act . 
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6.0 CONDITIONS FOR EMISSIONS CONTROL PROGRAMS 

This section is reserved for emissions control programs. As of the 
date of issuance of this permit, there are no such programs applicable 
to this source. 
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7.0 UNIT SPECIFIC CONDITIONS FOR SPECIFIC EMISSION UNITS 

7 . 1 Material Handling and Processing Operations 

7. 1. 1 Description 

Coal handling systems : 

The crusher is mainly used in the winter to break-up frozen 
chunks of coal to prepare the coal to be processed in the 
pulverizer . 

There are two coal pulverizers . Only one pulverizer can be used 
at any one time. The remaining pulverizer is maintained as a 
backup unit . The pulverizers reduce the size of the coal to 
prepare it for the coking process . A baghouse controls the 
discharge outlets of the coal pulverizers. 

Blast furnace raw material handling systems; 

Raw materials such as coke, iron-bearing materials , and fluxes 
are charged to blast furnaces in the iron making process . The 
materials are charged in the top of the furnace from skip cars, 
which are filled in the stockhouse from conveyors or hoppers. 
Iron pellets and coke are screened prior to charging . 

New Coke Conveyance System: 

The new coke conveyor system transfers coke from Gateway Energy 
to US Steel to be used in the existing Blast Furnaces. 

Steel making system : 

Raw materials used in the BOFs and LMF are delivered to the 
facility by both truck and railcar. The trucks and railcars are 
either unloaded to the ground or directly into an underground 
feed hopper . Materials unloaded to the ground are placed in 
storage piles , or in super sacks , endloaders are used to 
transfer the materials from the storage piles or super sacks to 
the underground feed hopper . The underground feed hopper then 
feeds material onto BOF material transfer conveyor C-1. This 
material transfer is controlled by the Trackhopper Baghouse , 
this bag house empties back onto C-1 conveyor. 

Materials added in the BOF and LMF are transferred from the 
underground feed hopper, by a conveyor system consisting of 
three conveyors (nos . C-1, C-2, and C-3) arranged in series. 
From conveyor C-3 the materials are offloaded into storage bins 
1 thru 10, or a rotating hopper known as the lazy susan, or onto 
conveyor C-5. The storage bins unload materials to conveyor 
C-4, which transfers and off-loads the materials into the BOF 
feed hoppers for #1 vessel or #2 vessel. The lazy susan feeds 
directly into the BOFs Alloy transfer car. Conveyor C-5 
transfers materials to the LMF material handling system. All 
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7.1.2 

7 .1.3 

operations carried out within this unit take place within 
enclosed structures. The transfer from conveyors C-1 to C-2 and 
C-2 to C-3 are controlled by the Binfloor Baghouse, this bag 
house empties into Bin #2. 

Materials are transferred from the BOF Binfloor to the LMF on 
conveyor C-5. This conveyor off-loads into storage bins which 
transfer to conveyor C-6. The emissions from the transfer from 
conveyor C-5 to C-6 are handled by Baghouse #1. Additional raw 
materials used in the LMF are transferred from the Tripper 
Conveyor to a set of storage bins. Emissions generated by 
loadout of the Tripper Conveyor are controlled by Baghouse #2. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Control Date 

Area Emission Unit Description Equipment Constructed 
Coal Coal Crusher None 

Handling Coal Pulverizers (2) Baghouse Pre-1974 
and Conveyors None 

Processing 
Blast Screens (3) 

Furnace • Two Coke None 

• One Iron Pellet Pre-1974 
Conveyors and Feed Hoppers None 
Stock House Storage Bins None 
New Coke Conveyance System 

• Conveyors and 
Hoppers 

Bag houses 2009 

• Day Bins 
Steelmaking Dump Pit Conveyor Trackhopper 

Baghouse 
Pre-1974 

Conveyors and Storage Bins Bin floor 
Baghouse 

LMF Conveyors and Storage Baghouse #1 Prior to 
Bins 1986 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. i. The naffected material handling operations" for the 
purpose of these unit-specific conditions , are the 
emission units described in Conditions 7.1 . 1 and 
7. 1. 2. 

ii. The naffected crushing operations" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions, are the crusher and 
pulverizers described in Conditions 7.1.1 and 7.1.2. 
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iii . The "affected screening operationsu for the purpose 
of these unit-specific conditions, are the iron 
pellet and coke screens described in Conditions 7.1.1 
and 7.1.2. 

iv. The "affected transfer operations" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions, are the conveyors, 
storage bins, new coke conveyance system and feed 
hoppers described in Conditions 7.1.1 and 7 . 1.2. 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 316(b), the Permittee shall not 
cause or allow fugitive particulate matter emissions 
generated by the affected crushing and screening operations 
to exceed an opacity of 10 percent . 

c . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.316(f) , the Permittee shall not 
cause or allow fugitive particulate matter emissions 
generated by the affected transfer operations to exceed an 
opacity of 20 percent . 

d. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.321 (a), the Permittee shall not 
cause or allow the emission of particulate matter into the 
atmosphere in any one hour period from the new coke 
conveyor system or LMF conveyors and LMF storage bins for 
which , either alone or in combination with the emission of 
particulate matter from all other similar process emission 
units for which construction or modification commenced on 
or after April 14, 1972 , at a source or premises , exceeds 
the allowable emission rates specified in subsection (c) of 
35 !AC 212 . 321 (see also Attachment 2), 

e . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.322(a) , the Permittee shall not 
cause or allow the emission of particulate matter into the 
atmosphere in any one hour period from any affected 
material handling operation for which construction or 
modification commenced prior to April 14, 1972*, which, 
either alone or in combination with the emission of 
particulate matter from all other similar process emission 
units at a source or premises, exceeds the allowable 
emission rates specified in subsection (c) of 35 !AC 
212 . 322 (see also Attachment 2). 

* The new coke conveyor system and LMF conveyors and 
LMF storage bins constructed after April 14, 1972 , is 
not subject to 35 !AC 212 . 322 . 

[. Pursuant to 35 !AC 212. 458 (b) (7) and (c) , the Permittee 
shall not cause or allow emissions of PMlO, other than that 
of fugitive particulate matter , into the atmosphere from 
any affected material handling operation to exceed 0,01 
gr/scf during any one hour period, except for this mass 
emission limit shall not apply to those emission units with 
no visible emissions other than that of fugitive 
particulate matter; however, if a stack test is performed, 
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7 .1. q 

7 . 1. 5 

this subsection is not a defense to a finding of a 
violation of the mass emission limits contained in this 
condition . 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.3211 are not applicable to 
the affected material handling operations, as provided by 35 IAC 
212.324(a) (3), because the affected operations are subject to 
standards in 35 IAC Part 212 , Subpart R, "Primary and Fabricated 
Metal Products and Machinery Manufacture". 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. The affected material handling operations shall be operated 
under the provisions of a fugitive particulate matter 
operating program consistent with the provisions of 35 IAC 
212.309, 212.310 and 212.312 (see also Condition 5.3 . 2(a)) 
(35 IAC 212.309]. 

b . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.307 , material collected by control 
equipment on the affected material handling operations 
shall be handled in accordance with Condition 5.3 . 2(e) . 

c. For the air pollution control equipment on the affected 
operations , the Permittee shall comply with maintenance and 
repair requirements in 35 IAC 212.324(f), as follows, 
pursuant to 35 IAC 212.458(d): 

The Permittee shall maintain and repair all air pollution 
control equipment in a manner that assures that the 
emission limits and standards in 35 IAC 212 . 458 shall be 
met at all times. Proper maintenance shall include the 
following minimum requirements: 

i. Visual inspections of air pollution control 
equipment; 

ii. Maintenance of an adequate inventory of spare parts; 
and 

iii. Expeditious repairs , unless the emission unit is 
shutdown. 

d. BACT/LAER requirements for the new coke conveyor system, 
from Permit 06070088: 

i. PM and PM10 emissions from the day bins shall be 
controlled by [Tl]: 

A. Enclosure of the day bin so as to prevent 
visible fugitive emissions, as defined by 40 
CFR 60.671. 
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7 . 1. 6 

B. Aspiration of the day bins or the enclosure in 
which they are enclosed to a control device , 
which device shall be operated in accordance 
with good air pollution control practice to 
minimize emissions . For this purpose , the 
control device shall be a baghouse or other 
filtration type device unless the Permittee 
demonstrates and the Illinois EPA concurs that 
another type of control device is preferable 
due to considerations of operational safety . 

ii . PM and PM emissions from the new coke conveyance 
system shall be controlled by enclosure so as to 
prevent visible fugitive emissions , as defined by 40 
CFR 60 . 671 [Tl) . 

iii . Emissions of PM and PM. from the control devices for 
the new coke conveyance system shall not exceed 0 . 005 
gr/dscf (Tl I. 

Condition 7 . 1.S(d) represents the application of Best 
Available Control Technology and Lowest Achievable Emission 
Rate . 

Production and Emissio n Limitations 

a. Production and emission limits for the new coke conveyor 
system from Permit 06070088; 

i. The new coke conveyance system shall not Lransfer 
more than 740,000 tons of coke per year [Tl). 

ii . The emissions from the new coke conveyance system 
shall not exceed 0.95 tons/year of PM and 0.45 
tons/year of PM u [Tl] . 

iii . Compliance with the annual limits of Condition 
7 . 1 . 6(a) shall be determined on a monthly basis from 
the sum of the data for the current month plus the 
preceding 11 months (running 12 month total) [Tl] . 

b . Emission limils for blast furnace and steel making material 
handling operations from Permit 95010001 : 

i . Emissions from Male rial HS and Des lagging Station 
shall not exceed the following limits (Tl I : 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM. 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton of steel) 

51 

0.00355 
0.00355 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6 . 35 
6 . 35 
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7. 1. 7 

ii. BOF Additive System (Trackhopper Baghouse) emissions 
shall not exceed the foll owing limits [Tl) : 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM1 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs / Ton of steel) 

0.00032 
0.00032 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

0.57 
0.57 

iii. Flux conveyor & transfer points (Bin Floor Baghouse) 
emissions shall not exceed the following limits 
(Tl] : 

Pollutant 
Emission Factors 

(Lbs/Ton of steel) 

0.0016 
0 . 0016 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

2.86 
2.86 

iv, Iron Pellet Screen emissions shall not exceed the 
following limits [Tl): 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM1 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton I ran) 

0.00279 
0.00279 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6 . 01 
6.01 

v. Compliance with the annual limits in Condition 
7.l.6(b) shall be determined based on a calendar year 
[Tl I. 

Testing Requirements 

The following emission tests and opacity observations shall be 
conducted pursuant to Sectio n 39 . 5. (7) (d) and (p) of the Act. 

a. i. The Permittee shall measure the opacity from the 
affected crushing, screening and transfer operations 
unless prolonged weather conditions preclude 
scheduled observations . These observations shall be 
conducted by a qualified observer in accordance with 
Method 9, as further specified below, pursuant to 
Section 39.5 (7) (d) of the Act. 

A. This testing shall be conducted at least 
annually. 

B. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA, such 
testing shall be conducted for specific 
affected operation(s) within 45 calendar days 
of the request or by the date agreed upon by 
the Illinois EPA, whichever is later. At least 
30 days prior to the scheduled test date, the 
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7 . 1. 8 

Permittee shall submit a detailed test plan to 
the Illino is EPA 1 describing the manner of 
operation of the affected activity and all 
control measures that will be implemented 
during the testing. The results of the testing 
will be submitted within thirty calendar days 
of the c ompletion of the tests. 

ii. The duratio n o f opacity observations for each test 
shall be at least 30 minutes (five 6-minute 
averages) . 

b. The Permittee shall test for opacity and PM/PMlO emissions 
from the baghouse f o r the coal pulverizers and either the 
trackhopper baghouse , bin floor baghouse or baghouse #1 as 
will be specified by the Illinois EPA within 30 days of 
receipt of the test protocol . These two tests shall be 
completed within 30 months of the effective date of this 
permit condition. The Permittee shall use the following 
methods: 

Location o f Sample Po ints 
Gas Flow and Velocity 
Flue Gas Weight 
Moisture 
PM/PM·~ as provided for by 35 IAC 
212 . 108 

Monitoring Requirements 

Method 1 
Method 2 , 
Method 3, 
Method 4 
Method 5 , 

2A H 

3A C 

201 or 201A 

The Permittee shall perform the following inspections , pursuant 
to Section 39. 5 (7) (p) (ii) of the Act: 

a. Affected material handling operations other than the new 
coke conveyance system . 

The Permittee shall perform quarterly inspections of the 
control measures, while the affected material handling 
operations are in use . For purposes of this condition , all 
affected material means each type of material handled, 
Types of material are materials such as: 1) coal ; 2) coke; 
3) limestone; 4) iron pellets; 5) alloy materials; 6) 
desulfurization reagents; and 7) slag materials. These 
inspections shall , at a minimum, include the following: 

i . Verification that control measures, including 
reliance on characteristics of materials , is being 
properly implemented . For conveyors , these 
inspections shall include, where applicable , 
verification that all covers , enclosures and dribble 
pans are present and in good working condition. For 
crushers , these inspections shall also include 
verifications for choke feeding. 
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7 .1. 9 

ii. For the baghouses on the affected material handling 
operations - a check of differential pressure and 
inspection of the dust removal system, compressed air 
system, bag condition, fan condition and structural 
components. 

iii. As part of the inspections, the Permittee shall 
perform observations for visible emissions by Method 
22. These observations shall be conducted during the 
operations of each activity for a minimum of 18 
minutes, or for activities that operate on a batch 
basis, for a minimum of six consecutive batches or 18 
minutes. If visible emissions are observed , the 
Permittee shall take corrective action within 2 hours 
to return the status of the operations to no visible 
emissions or observations of opacity by Method 9 
shall be conducted . For the purpose of this 
condition, returning the status of operations to no 
visible emissions does not include, for any activity, 
temporary idling or the lack of operations between 
batches . 

b. Affected new coke conveyance system 

i . The Permittee shall conduct inspections of the new 
coke conveyor system on at least a monthly basis for 
the specific purpose of verifying that control 
measures required to control emissions from the new 
coke conveyor system are being properly implemented. 

ii. These inspections shall include observation for the 
presence of visible emissions, performed in 
accordance with USEPA Method 22, from the conveyors 
and day bins. 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items, 
pursuant to Sections 39, 5 (7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a. The Permittee shall keep the following file(s) and log(s): 

File(s) containing the following information for the 
affected material handling operations with supporting 
information: 

i. Information related to the dust collection equipment 
associated with the affected operations , including 
design control efficiency or performance 
specifications and maximum design particulate matter 
emissions, gr/dscf. 

ii. The maximum design capacity of each operation, 
(tons/hr). 
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b . For the air 
operations , 
related to 
212 . 458(d) : 

pollution control equipment on affected 
the Permittee shall keep the following records 
maintenance and repair , as required by 35 IAC 

i . Records of inventory of spare parts and documentation 
of inspections, maintenance , and repairs of all air 
pollution c ontro l equipment shall be kept in 
accordance with 35 IAC 212 . 324(f) (35 IAC 
212 . 324(g) (1)). 

ii . Records documenting any period during which any 
process emission unit was in operation when the air 
pollution control equipment was not in operation or 
was malfunctioning s o as to cause an emissions level 
in excess of the emissio ns limitation. These records 
shall include documentati o n of causes for pollution 
control equipment no t operating or such malfunction 
and shall state what c o rrective actions were taken 
and what repairs were made (35 IAC 212.324(g) (2)) . 

iii . A written record of the inventory of all spare parts 
not readily available from local suppliers shall be 
kept and updated [35 IAC 212.324 (g) (3) J . 

c . The Permittee shall keep the written records required by 35 
I AC 212 . 316 ( g) ( 1) as fo 11 ow s ; 

i . For fugitive particulate matter emission units 
subject to 35 IAC 212 . 316, records related to t he 
application of control measures for compliance with 
the opacity limitations of 3 5 IAC 212.31 6 , i ncluding 
submitta l s to the Illino is EPA an annua l repo r t 
containing a summary of the informat i on i n thes e 
records . 

ii. These records sha l l include at least the info rmat i on 
specifie d by 35 IAC 212 . 316 (g) (2 ) , as follows : 

A. The name and address o f the sourc e ; 

B . The name and address Of the owner and/ or 
operator of the source ; 

C . A map or diag r am showing t he l ocatio n o f a ll 
e mi s sio n units con t r o lled; 

D. For a pplication of physic al or chemi c a l contro l 
agents: the name of t he agen t , appl i cation rate 
and f requenc y , and t o tal quantity of a g e nt , 
and , if diluted, perc en t o f c o ncentratio n , u sed 
eac h day; and 
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E. A log recording incidents when control measures 
were not used and a statement of explanation. 

iii. ThesP records shall be handled as f o llows: 

A. Copies of all records required by 35 IAC 
212.316 shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
within ten (10) working days after a written 
request by the Illinois EPA and shall be 
transmitted to the Illinois EPA by a company­
designated person with authority to release 
such records [35 IAC 212.316(g) (3)]. 

B. The records required under 35 IAC 212.316 shall 
be kept and maintained for at least five (5) 
years at the source and be available for 
inspection and copying by Illinois EPA 
representatives during working hours [35 IAC 
212.316(g) (4)]. 

d. The Permittee shall maintain records for: 

i. The amount of coke ha~dled by the new coke conveyor 
system (tons/month and tons/year). 

ii. The amount of iron pellets screened (tons/month and 
tons/year) . 

e . The Permittee shall maintain the following records for the 
inspections required by Condition 7.1 . 8: 

i . For the inspections required by Condition 7.1.S(a) 
for each affected material handling operation: 

A. Date and time the inspection was performed and 
name(s) of inspection personnel. 

B. The observed condition of the control measures 
for each affected operation , including the 
presence of any visible emissions or 
accumulations of dust in the vicinity of the 
operation. 

C. A description of any maintenance or repair 
associated with established control measures 
that are recommended as a result of the 
inspection and a review of outstanding 
recommendations for maintenance or repair from 
previous inspection(s), i.e., whether 
recommended action has been taken, is yet to be 
performed or no longer appears to be required. 

D. A summary of the observed implementation or 
status of actual control measures. 
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ii. For the inspections required by Condition 7.l . 8(b) 
for the affected new coke conveyor system, pursuant 
to Permit 06070088: 

A. The Permittee shall maintain a file, which 
shall be kept current, that contains the 
maximum operating capacity of the new coke 
conveyance system (tons/day). 

B. 1. The Permittee shall keep inspection and 
maintenance log(s) or other records for 
the control measures associated with the 
new coke conveyance system, including 
enclosures and fabric filters. 

2 . These records shall include the following 
information for the inspections required 
by Condition 7 . l . 8(a) and (b): 

I . Date and time the inspection was 
performed . 

II . The observed condition of the 
control measures, including the 
presence of any visible emissions. 

III . A description of any maintenance or 
repair associated with the control 
measures that are recommended as a 
result of the inspection and a 
review of outstanding 
recommendations for maintenance or 
repair from previous inspection(s), 
i.e. , whether recommended action 
has been taken , is yet to be 
performed or no longer appears to 
be required. 

f . In the operational logs or other records for the operation 
of the affected material handling operations for 
steelmaking, the Permittee shall include information 
confirming routine implementation of normal practices for 
unloading of materials into the receiving hopper and 
housekeeping practices for this hopper and information 
identifying departures from those practices, with 
description, explanation , and corrective actions taken . 

g . The Permittee shall maintain records of the following for 
each incident when any affected material handling 
operations and the new coke conveyor system operate without 
control measures : 
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i. The date of the incident and identification of the 
operations that were involved. 

ii. A description of the incident , including the control 
measures that were not present or implemented; the 
control measures that were present, if any; other 
control measures or mitigation measures that were 
implemented, if any; and the magnitude of the PM 
emissions during the incident. 

iii. The time at and means by which the incident was 
identified, e . g. , scheduled inspection or observation 
by operating personnel. 

iv. The length of time after the incident was identified 
that the operations continued to operate before 
control measures were in place or the operations were 
shutdown (to resume operation only after control 
measures were in place) and, if this time was more 
than one hour, an explanation why this time was not 
shorter , including a description of any mitigation 
measures that were implemented during the incident. 

v. The estimated total duration of the incident , i.e. , 
the total length of time that the operations ran 
without control measures and the estimated amount of 
coal handled during the incident. 

vi. A discussion of the probable cause of the incident 
and any preventative measures taken . 

vii. A discussion whether any applicable emission 
standards , as listed in Condition 7 . 1 . 3 , may have 
been violated during the incident, with supporting 
explanation . 

h. The Permittee shall maintain the following records for the 
new coke conveyor system and each other operation subject 
to limits on PM/PM1o emissions in Condition 7.1.6: 

i. A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of each operation, 
with supporting documentation . These records shall 
be reviewed and updated by the Permittee as necessary 
to assure that the emission factors that it uses to 
determine emissions of the affected operations do not 
understate actual emissions. These records shall be 
prepared and copies sent to the Illinois EPA in 
accordance with Condition 5.9.6(c). 

ii. Records for any periods of operation of such 
operations that are not otherwise addressed in the 
required records during which the established 
emission factor in Condition 7.l.9(f) (i) would 
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understate actual emissions of such operation, with 
description of the period of operation and an 
estimate of the additional emissions during such 
period that would not be accounted for by the 
established factor , with supporting explanation and 
calculations . 

iii . Records for the annual PM/PM10 emissions of each 
operation, based on operating data and appropriate 
emission factors for comparison to the limits in 
Conditions 7 . l . 6(b) , with supporting documentation 
and calculations . 

i. The Permittee shall keep records for all opacity 
measurements conducted in accordance with Method 9 that it 
conducts or that it orders to be conducted . For each 
occasion on which such measurements are made , these records 
shall include the identity of the observer , a description 
of the measurements that were made , the operating condition 
of the operations , the observed opacity, and copies of the 
raw data sheets for the measurements . 

j . The Permittee shall keep copies of all tests performed on 
the affected material handling operations and new coke 
conveyor system . 

7 . 1 . 10 Reporting Requirements 

a. i. The Permittee shall submit quarterly and annual 
reports to the Illinois EPA in accordance with 35 IAC 
212 . 316(9) (1) and (5) (35 IAC 212 . 316(9)] . 

11. . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 324 (g) (6) , upon written 
request by the IEPA, a report shall be submitted to 
the IEPA for any period specified in the request 
stating the following: the dates during which any 
process emission unit was in operation when the air 
pollution control equipment was not in operation or 
was not operating properly, documentation of causes 
for pollution control equipment not operating or not 
operating properly , and a statement of what 
corrective actions were taken and what repairs were 
made . 

iii . Pursuant to Permit 06070088 for the new coke conveyor 
system, the Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA 
within 30 days of deviations from applicable emission 
standards or operating requirements that continue~ 
for more than 24 hours . 

* For this purpose , time shall be measured from 
the start of a particular event . The absence 
of a deviation for a short period shall not be 
considered to end the event if the deviation 
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b. i. 

resumes. In such circumstances, the event 
shall be considered to continue until 
corrective actions are taken so that the 
deviation ceases or the Permittee takes the 
affected unit out of service for repairs . 

Pursuant to Section 39.5 (7) (f) (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected material handling operations and new 
coke conveyor system from applicable requirements as 
follows: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7.l.3(b) through (f). 

B. Requirements in Condition 7 . 1.5 . 

C. Requirements in Condition 7.1.6. 

ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1. 

iii. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, of all other deviations from 
permit requirements as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8.6.1. 

iv. All deviation reports described in Condition 
7 . 1.11 (b) above shall contain the following: 

A. Date, time and duration of the deviation ; 

B. Description of the deviation; 

C. Probable cause of the deviation; and 

D. Any corrective actions or preventive measures 
taken . 

7.1.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected material 
handling operations and new coke conveyor system. 

7.1.12 Compliance Procedures 

Compliance with the emission standards in Condition 7.i . 3 and 
the operational/emission limits in Condition 7.1.6 is addressed 
by the testing requirements of Condition 7.1.7, inspection 
requirements of Condition 7.1.8 and recordkeeping requirements 
of Condition 7.1.9. 
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7 . 1.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established . 
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7 . 2 Coke Production 

7.2.1 Description 

Two coke oven batteries (45 ovens each) , dual collecting main 
by-product coke oven batteries , referred to as batteries A and 
B, are utilized at this iron and steel mill. Each is capable of 
processing 454 , 000 tons/year of coal . Potential emissions from 
these batteries consist of particulate matter , sulfur dioxide , 
nitrogen oxides , carbon monoxide , volatile organic materials , 
and HAPS. 

Topside : 

Emission points include leaks from coke oven charging , lids , off 
takes , soaking and emergency flares . Coal is charged to the 
ovens through four charging port lids , on each oven , utilizing 
sequential charging with steam aspiration to the collecting 
mains. Each oven has two off takes to the collecting mains that 
duct raw coke oven gas from the coking process to the by­
products plant (see Section 7 . 3 of this permit) . Soaking occurs 
after the coking process is completed , when an oven is dampered 
off from the collecting mains and its off takes ' standpipes are 
opened before beginning pushing . Each battery also has an 
emergency by-pass on the collecting main (one on each main , two 
per battery) . In the event of an emergency which would lead to 
excess pressure in a main , e.g . , loss of suction from the by­
product plant , the by-pass opens. The raw coke oven gas is then 
combusted in the associated emergency flare . 

Doors : 

Emissions consist of leaks from coke oven doors. Each oven has 
two doors , with one on its push side and one on its coke side . 

Pushing: 

Once the coking cycle in an oven has been completed, the push 
and coke side doors are removed , respectively , by the pushing 
machine and coke-side door machines . A ram on the pushing 
machine pushes the coke out through a guide on the door machine . 
The coke falls through the guide , which is covered by a hood on 
the machine , and into the quench box. The emissions from oven 
pushing are controlled by the pushing system . This mobile 
control system consists of a venturi scrubber , mist eliminator 
and exhaust fan . The Permittee currently has two mobile 
scrubber cars for pushing (PCS cars #3 and #4). The quench box 
and car travel with this system to the coke quenching operation . 

Coke Quenching : 

In this operation , loads of hot coke from the ovens are quenched 
with water. There are two locations where quenching normally 
takes place. The primary is the West Quench Tower. This tower 
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7 .2. 2 

is equipped with a baffle system . The east quench station , 
which is utilized as a backup for the West Tower , does not 
currently have a quench tower , however , the Permittee is 
currently engaged in a project to upgrade the quenching 
operations , adding a quench tower to the East Quench Station and 
replacing the conventional Quench Tower at the West Quench 
Station with a low emission quench tower (Construction Permit 
08060026) • 

Underfiring: 

Coke oven gas (COG) is combusted to generate the heat required 
to convert coal to coke. This COG would be treated by both by­
products plant and, except during maintenance and outage , by the 
COG desulfurization system. Natural gas may also be added 
through the blending station in order to stabilize the heat 
content of the COG. Emissions from this unit occur at the main 
stacks of each battery and are mainly the by-products of 
combustion , including particulate matter, sulfur dioxide , 
nitrogen oxides , carbon monoxide , and volatile organic 
materials . 

Note; This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Coke Oven Coke Oven Battery "A'' Battery ''A" was Emergency 
Batteries rebuilt between Bypass Flares 

''An and 1979 and 1980 
.,,.B,, 

Coke Oven Battery "B,, Battery \\ B II was Emergency 
rebuilt between Bypass Flares 

1981 and 1982 
2 Larry Cars None 

2 Pushing/Quench Cars Mobile 
Venturi 

Scrubber (PCS 
Cars #3 & #4) 

East Quench Station Tower and 
(backup) Baffles 

(planned) 
West Quench Station Tower and 

Baffles 
Coke Oven Under firing None 
(coke oven combustion 

stacks) 
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7.2 . 3 Applicable Provisions 

a. The "affected coke oven operationsu for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions, are the emission units and 
activities described in Conditions 7.2.1 and 7.2.2. 

b. The affected coke oven operations are subject to 35 IAC 
212.443. Certain provisions of this regulation are 
discussed further in this subsection. 

c . 

d. 

i. The following affected coke oven operations are 
subject to 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart L Coke Oven 
Batteries : charging, doors, lids, off takes, 
collecting mains and bleeder stacks. The Permittee 
is complying with the so-called LAER track under this 
NESHAP , as provided for by 40 CFR 63.304. 

ii. For affected coke oven operations, the Permittee 
shall comply with applicable provisions of the 
NESHAP, 40 CFR 63 Subpart A. 

i . The following affected coke oven operations are 
subject to 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart CCCCC: pushing, 
soaking, quenching and battery underfiring stacks. 

ii. For affected operations at the coke oven battery, the 
Permittee shall comply with applicable provisions of 
the NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart A as specified in Table 
1 in 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCCCC. 

7 . 2 . 3-1 Applicable Standards : Co ke Oven Charg ing 

a . 35 IAC 212. 443 (b) (1) (A) 

b . 

No person shall cau s e o r allow the emission of visible 
particulate matter fr om any c o ke oven charging operation, 
from the intro duc tio n o f c oal into the first charge port, 
as indicated by the first mechanical movement of the coal 
feeding mechanism o n the larry car, to the replacement of 
the final charge po rt lid f o r mo re than a total of 125 
seconds o ver 5 c o nsecutive charges; provided however that 1 
charge out o f any 20 c o nsecutive charges may be deemed an 
uncountable charge at the o ptio n o f the operator . 

Compliance with this limit shall be determined in 
accordance with the appli c able pro cedures in 35 IAC 
212.443(b) (1) (B) and Conditio n 7.2.12. 

40 CFR 63.30 4 (b) (2 ) (iv) 

Emissio ns t o the atmo sphe re from coke oven charging shall 
not exceed 1 2 s econds o f vi s ib l e e missions per charge, as 
determined by the procedures in 40 CFR 63. 309 (d) (2) . 
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c. Battery B 

The aggregate of visible emissions from the charging of 
coke ovens at Battery B shall not exceed a total 55 seconds 
during any 5 consecutive charges [Tl). 

Note! This limit is the determination of LAER for charging 
for Battery B made in Construction Permit C808048 . 

7 . 2.3-2 Applicable Standards: Leaks from Doors 

a. 35 IAC 212.443(d) 

i. No person shall cause or allow visible emissions from 
more than 10 percent of all coke oven doors at any 
time . Compliance shall be determined by a one pass 
observation of all coke oven doors on any one 
battery. 

ii. No person shall cause or allow the operation of a 
coke oven unless there is on the plant premises at 
all times an adequate inventory of spare coke oven 
doors and seals and unless there is a readily 
available coke oven door repair facility. 

b. Battery B 

At no time shall there be any visible emissions from more 
than 5 percent of the door areas on Battery B [Tl]. 

Note: This limit is the determination of LAER for door 
leaks for Battery B was established in Construction Permit 
C808048. 

c. 40 CFR 63.304 (b) (3) (ii) 

3.3 percent leaking coke oven doors for each by-product 
coke oven battery not subject to the emission limitation 40 
CFR 63.304(b) (3) (i) ., as determined by the procedures in 40 
CFR 63.309(d) (1). 

7.2.3-3 Applicable Standards : Leaks from Lids 

a. 35 IAC 212. 443 (e) 

b. 

No person shall cause or allow visible emissions from more 
than 5 percent of all coke oven lids at any time . 
Compliance shall be determined by a one pass observation of 
all coke oven lids. 

Battery B 

There shall be no visible emissions from more than 1 
percent of the charging ports or lids [Tl) . 
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Note: This limit is the determination of LAER for lid 
leaks for Battery B made in Construction Permit C808048. 

c. 40 CFR 63 . 304 (b) (2) (ii) 

0.4 percent leaking topside port lids, as determined by the 
procedures in 40 CFR 63.309(d) (1) . 

7 . 2.3-4 Applicable Standards: Leaks from Off Takes 

a . 35 IAC 212.443(f) 

b. 

No person shall cause or allow visible emissions from more 
than 10 percent of all coke oven off take piping at any 
time. Compliance shall be determined by a one pass 
observation of all coke oven off take piping. 

Battery B 

There shall be no visible emissions from more than 4 
percent of the off take piping on the coke ovens on Battery 
B [Tl I . 

Note: This limit is the determination of LAER for off take 
leaks for Battery B made in Construction Permit C808048. 

c. 40 CFR 63.304 (b) (2) (iii) 

2.5 percent leaking off take system(s), as determined by 
the procedures in 40 CFR 63.309(d) (1). 

7 . 2 . 3-5 Applicable Standards: Coke Oven Pushing 

a. 35 IAC 212.443 (c) (1) (A) 

Emissions of uncaptured particulate matter from pushing 
operations shall not exceed an average of 20 percent 
opacity for 4 consecutive pushes considering the highest 
average of six consecutive readings in each push. 

Compliance with this limit shall be determined in 
accordance with the procedures in 35 IAC 212 . 443 (c) (1) (B) 

and Condition 7.2.12. 

b. 35 IAC 212 . 443(c) (2) 

i. The particulate emissions from control equipment used 
to control emissions during pushing operations shall 
not exceed 0.040 pounds per ton of coke pushed. 
Compliance shall be determined in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, 
Methods 1-5 , incorporated by reference in Section 
212.113. Compliance shall be based on an arithmetic 
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average of three runs (stack tests) and the 
calculations shall be based on the duration of a push 
as defined in 35 IAC 212.443(c)(l)(A). 

ii. The opacity of emissions from control equipment used 
to control emissions during pushing operations shall 
not exceed 20 \ . For a push of less than six minutes 
duration, the actual number of 15-second readings 
taken shall be averaged. Compliance shall be 
determined in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, 
Appendix A, Method 9 1 incorporated by reference in 35 
IAC 212 . 113 1 Section 2 . 5 of 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix 
A, Method 9 , incorporated by reference in 35 !AC 
212 . 113, for data reduction shall not be used for 
pushes of less than six minutes duration [35 IAC 
212 . 443(c) (2) (B)]. 

c . 4 0 C FR 6 3 , 72 9 0 ( a ) ( 4 ) 

Particulate matter emissions to the atmosphere from the 
mobile scrubber car for pushing which captures emissions 
during travel shall not exceed 0 . 04 lb/ton of coke, 

d. Batter.![ B 

Pushing emissions from Battery B shall be captured and 
cleaned by a single-spot , coke guide evacuated, enclosed 
quench car/scrubber car system which meets the following 
limitations [Tl] : 

i. The gas cleaning device shall be operated to meet 
0.04 pounds of particulate matter per ton of coke 
pushed during the pushing operation. 

ii . Visible emissions from the gas cleaning device outlet 
and uncaptured fugitive emissions shall not exceed 20 
percent opacity. 

Note: These limits are the determination of LAER for 
pushing emissions from Battery B made in Construction 
Permit C808048. 

7 .2 . 3-6 Applicable Standards : Coke Quenching 

a. i. 40 CFR 63 . 7295(a) (1) (i) 

For the quenching of hot coke, the Permittee must 
meet the following requirements of 40 CFR 
63 . 7295 (a) (1) (i): 

The concentration of total dissolved solids (TDS) in 
the water used for quenching must not exceed 1,100 
milligrams per liter (mg/L). 
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ii . 40 CFR 63. 7295 (a) (2) 

The Permittee must use acceptable makeup water, as 
defined in 40 CFR 63.7352, as makeup water for 
quenching. 

iii. 40 CFR 63.7295(b) 

For each quench tower at a coke oven battery, the 
Permittee must meet each of the following 
requirements: 

A. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7295 (b) (1) , each tower is 
equipped with baffles such that no more than 5 
percent of the cross sectional area of the 
tower may be uncovered or open to the sky ; 

B. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7295(b) (2), baffles in 
each quench tower shall be washed once each day 
that the tower is used to quench coke, except 
as specified below : 

1. Baffles in a quench tower are not 
required to be washed if the highest 
measured ambient temperature remains less 
than 30 degrees Fahrenheit throughout 
that day (24-hour period) . If the 
measured ambient temperature rises to 30 
degrees Fahrenheit or more during the 
day , the Permittee shall resume daily 
washing . 

2 . The Permittee shall continuously record 
the ambient temperature on days that the 
baffles were not washed. 

C. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7295 (b) (3) and (4) , the 
Permittee shall comply with inspection and 
repair provisions (see Condition 7.2 . 8-3) . 

b. 35 IAC 212.443(h) (1) 

All coke oven quench towers shall be equipped with grit 
arrestors or equipment of comparable effectiveness . 
Baffles shall cover 95 percent or more of the cross 
sectional area of the exhaust vent or stack and must be 
maintained. Quench water shall not include untreated coke 
by-product plant effluent. All water placed on the coke 
being quenched shall be quench water . 

c. 35 IAC 212.443(h) (2) 

Total dissolved solids concentrations in the quench water 
shall not exceed a weekly average of 1200 mg/L. 
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7 . 2.3-7 Applicable Standards : Combustion (Battery) Stack 

a. 35 IAC 212.443(9) 

i . No person shall cause or allow the emissions of 
particulate matter from a coke oven combustion stack 
to exceed 110 mg/dscm (0 . 05 gr/dscf); and 

ii. No person shall cause or allow the emission of 
particulate matter from a coke oven combustion stack 
to exceed 30% opacity . Compliance shall be 
determined in accordance with 40 CFR Part 60 , 
Appendix A, Method 9 , incorporated by reference in 35 
IAC 212 , 113, However, the opacity limit shall not 
apply to a coke oven combustion stack when a leak 
between any coke oven and the oven ' s vertical or 
crossover flues is being repaired , after pushing coke 
from the oven is completed, but before resumption of 
charging. The exemption from the opacity limit shall 
not exceed three (3) hours per oven repaired . The 
owner or operator shall keep written records 
identifying the oven repaired, and the date , time , 
and duration of all repair periods. These records 
shall be subject to the requirements of 35 IAC 
212 . 3 2 4 ( g) ( 4) and ( g) ( 5) . 

b . 4 0 C FR 6 3 . 72 96 

c. 

The Permittee must not discharge to the atmosphere any 
emissions from any battery stack at an existing by-product 
coke oven battery that exhibits opacity greater than the 
following applicable limits: 

i. Daily average of 15 percent opacity for a battery on 
a normal coking cycle . 

ii . Daily average of 20 percent opacity for a battery on 
batterywide extended coking. 

Battery B 

Pursuant to Construction Permit 82060043, non-sulfate 
particulate matter emissions from the battery stack serving 
Battery B shall not exceed 0 . 03 gr/dscf [Tl]. 

7 . 2.3-8 Applicable Standards: Bypass/Bleeder Stack 

a. i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 .307 (a) (1) , the Permittee shall 
operate and properly maintain a bypass/bleeder stack 
flare system that is capable of controlling 120 
percent of the normal gas flow generated by the 
affected battery . 
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7.2.4 

ii. Coke oven emissions shall no t be vented to the 
atmosphere through bypass / bleeder stacks, except 
through the flare system o r an alternative control 
device as described in 40 CFR 63.307(d) (40 CFR 
63.307(a)(2)). 

iii. Each flare installed pursuant to 40 CFR 63.307 shall 
meet the applicable requirements specified by 40 CFR 
63.307(b) with compliance determined as specified by 
40 CFR 63. 309 (h). 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.307(c), the flare shall be operated 
with no visible emissions, as determined by the methods 
specified in 40 CFR 63.309(h) (1), except for periods not to 
exceed a total of 5 minutes during any 2 consecutive hours. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 
212 Subpart R, Primary and Fabricated Metal Products and 
Machinery Manufacture, pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3). 

b. The affected c o ke o ven operatio ns are not fuel combustion 
emission units as defined in 35 IAC 211.2470 and therefore 
are no t subject to the standards for fuel combustion 
emission units in 35 IAC Parts 212, 214, 216 and 217. 

c. This permit is issued based o n the affected coke oven 
operations not being subject to the applicable requirements 
of 35 IAC 219.301 because there is 85 percent reductio n of 
uncontrolled organic material that would o therwise be 
emitted into atmosphere, pursuant t o 35 IAC 219.302 . 

7.2.5-lWork Practices: Soaking Plan (40 CFR 63.7294) 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7294(a), the Permittee shall operate the 
coke ovens pursuant to a written work practice plan for soaking, 
which includes the measures specified by 40 CFR 63. 72 94 (a), 
including, if soaking emissions are caused by leaks from the 
collecting main, the Permittee shall take corrective actio ns to 
eliminate soaking emissions in accordance with the actions 
identified in the soaking plan. If soaking emi ssions are not 
caused by leaks, the Permittee must determine whether the 
soaking emissions are due to incomplete coking. If incomplete 
coking is the cause of the soaking emissions, the Permittee must 
put the oven back on the collecting main until it is c omplete ly 
coked or the Permittee must ignite the standpipe emissio ns as 
spe cified by 40 CFR 63. 7294 (a) (4) and (5). 
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7 . 2.5-2Work Practice Plan (40 CFR 63 . 306) 

a. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.306(c) , for affected units subject to 
the NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart L, the Permittee shall 
implement a written emission control Work Practice Plan 
for each affected coke oven battery designed to achieve 
compliance with visible emission limitations for coke oven 
doors , topside port lids , off take systems, and charging 
operations . 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 306(a) (1) and (b) , the Permittee 
shall organize the work practice plan to indicate clearly 
which parts 0 f the plan pertain to each emission point 
subject t o visible emission standards under 40 CFR Subpart 
L. Each o f the following provisions , at a minimum, shall 
be addressed in the plan in sufficient detail and with 
sufficient specificity to allow USEPA and the Illinois EPA 
to evaluate the plan for completeness and enforceability : 

i . An initial and refresher training program for all 
coke plant operating personnel with responsibilities 
that impact emissions , including contractors , in job 
requirements related to emission control and the 
requirements of 40 CFR Subpart L, including work 
practice requirements , that includes all the elements 
specified by 40 CFR 63. 306 (b) (1). Contractors with 
responsibilities that impact emission c ontrol may be 
trained by the Permittee or by qualified contractor 
personnel; ho wever , the Permittee shall ensure that 
the c o ntracto r training program complies with the 
requirements of 40 CFR 63. 306 (b) (1) • 

ii . Procedures for controlling emissions from coke oven 
doors on by- product coke oven batteries, including 
the elements specified by 40 CFR 63 .306 (b) (2) . 

iii. Procedures for controlling emissions from charg i ng 
operations on by-product coke oven batteries , 
including the elements specified by 40 CFR 
63 .. 306(b) (3) . 

iv . Procedures for c o ntrolling emissions from t o ps ide 
port lids on by product coke oven batteries , 
including the elements specified by 40 CFR 
63 . 306(b) (4). 

v . Procedures for controlling emissions fr o m o ff take 
system(s) on by-product coke oven batteries , 
including the elements specified by 40 CFR 
63.306(b) (5). 

vi . Procedures f o r each emission point subject t o visible 
emissio n limitations under 40 CFR 63 Subpart L for 
maintaining a daily record of the performance of plan 
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requirements pertaining to the daily operations of 
the affected coke oven operations as defined in 
Condition 7.2.3(c) and its emission control 
equipment , including the elements specified by 40 CFR 
63.306(b) (7) . 

vii. Any additional work practices or requirements 
specified by the USEPA or Illinois EPA pursuant to 40 
CFR 63 . 306 (d) . 

c . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.306(c) the Permittee shall implement 
the provisions of the work practice plan pertaining to a 
particular emission point : 

1. Following the second independent exceedance of the 
visible emission limitation for the emission point in 
any consecutive 6-month period, by no later than 3 
days after receipt of written notification of the 
second such exceedance from the certified observer. 
For this purpose , the second exceedance is 
"independent• if the criteria of 40 CFR 
63.306(c) (1) (i) (A) , (Bl or (Cl are met. 

ii. And continue to implement such plan provisions until 
the visible emission limitation for the emission 
point is achieved for 90 consecutive days . After the 
visible emission limitation for a particular emission 
point is achieved for 90 consecutive days , any 
exceedances prior to the beginning of the 90 days are 
not included in making the above determination of 
exceedances. 

d. Revisions to the work practice plan shall be done in 
accordance with 40 CFR 63. 306 (d) and (a) (2) . 

e . The Work Practice Plan , as submitted by the Permittee on 
November 12 , 1993, (which contains various training and 
standard operating procedures for the A & B coke oven 
batteries), is incorporated herein by reference. The 
document constitutes the formal work practice plan required 
by 40 CFR 306(a) for each coke oven battery, addressing 
work practices for achieving compliance with the visible 
emissions limitations of Subpart L. 

Any future revision to the aforementioned plan made by the 
Permittee during the permit term is automatically 
incorporated by reference provided that said revision is 
not expressly disapproved, in writing, by the Illinois EPA 
within 30 days of receipt of said revision. In the event 
that the Illinois EPA notifies the Permittee of a 
deficiency with any revision to the plan, the Permittee 
shall be required to revise and resubmit the plan within 30 
days of receipt of notification to address the deficiency 
[Section 39.5 (7} (a) of the Act] . 
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7.2 . 5-3NESHAP Provisions for Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction 

a . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7310(a) and (c) , for affected coke 
oven operations subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCCCC : 

i . The Permittee shall comply with the emissi on 
limitations, work practice standards, and operating 
and maintenance requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
CCCCC, at all times except periods of startup, 
shutdown , and malfunction as defined at 40 CFR 63 . 2 . 

ii. The Permittee shall develop and implement a written 
startup , shutdown and malfunction plan according to 
the provisions in 40 CFR 63. 6 (e) (3) . 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 310 , for affected coke oven 
operations subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart L : 

i . At all times , including periods of startup , shutdown , 
and malfunction , the Permittee shall operate and 
maintain the affected coke oven operations , and 
associated pollution control equipment , in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices 
for minimizing emissions to the levels required by 
standards under 40 CFR Subpart L . Failure to adhere 
to the requirement of 40 CFR 63.310 shall not 
constitute a separate violation if a violation of an 
applicable performance or work practice standard has 
also occurred (40 CFR 63.310(a)) . 

ii. The Permittee shall develop and implement according 
to 40 CFR 63.310(c) , a written startup, shutdown, and 
malfunction plan that describes procedures for 
operating the affected units , including associated 
air pollutio n contro l equipment , during a period of a 
startup, shutdown , or malfunctio n in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices 
for minimizing emissions , and procedures for 
correcting malfunctio ning process and air pol l ution 
control equipment as quickly as practicable [ 40 CFR 
63.310(b)J . 

iii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 310(c) , during a period of 
startup, shutdown , or malfunction the Permittee shall 
operate the battery (including asso ciated air 
pollution control equipment) in acco rdance with the 
pro cedure specified in the startup, shutdown , and 
malfunction plan ; and malfunctions shall be corrected 
as soon as practicable after their occurrence, in 
accordance with the plan. 

iv. To satisfy the requirement for a startup , shutdown , 
and malfunction plan , the Permittee may use the 
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standard operating procedures manual for the battery, 
provided the manual meets all the requirements of 40 
CFR 63 . 310 and is made available for inspection at 
reasonable times when requested by the Administrator 
(USEPA) or Illinois EPA, as provided by 40 CFR 
63 . 310(g). 

v. The USEPA or Illinois EPA may require reasonable 
revisions to a startup , shutdown, and malfunction 
plan as provided by 40 CFR 63.310(h). 

vi. Pursuant to 40 CR 63.310((i) , if the Permittee 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Administrator 
(USEPA and Illinois EPA) that a startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction has occurred, then an observation 
occurring during such startup, shutdown , or 
malfunction shall not: 

A. Constitute a violation of relevant requirements 
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart L; 

B. Be used in any compliance determination under 
40 CFR 63.309; or 

C. Be considered for purposes of 40 CFR 63.306 
(the work practice plan), until the 
Administrator (USEPA and Illinois EPA) has 
resolved the claim that a startup , shutdown, or 
malfunction has occurred, as further provided 
by 40 CFR 63.310(i) (3). 

vii. The Permittee shall maintain all records related to 
startup , shutdown and malfunction , including internal 
reports which form the basis of each malfunction 
notification under 40 CFR 63.310(d) as required by 40 
CFR 63.310(f). 

7.2.5-4 Startup Authorization Pursuant to State Rule 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201 , Subpart I , subject to 
the following terms and conditions , for the affected coke ovens, 
the Permittee is authorized to violate the applicable standards 
in 35 IAC 212.443 during startup. For this purpose a start-up 
is the resumption of normal production following the period when 
the battery has been idled . 

Note : This authorization is provided because the Permittee has 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application, 
generally describing the efforts that will be used " ... to minimize 
startup emissions, duration of individual starts, and frequency 
of startups". 

a. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee from the 
continuing obligation to demonstrate that all reasonable 
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efforts are made to minimize startup emissions, duration of 
individual startups and frequency of startups. 

b. The Permittee shall conduct startup of the affected coke 
oven operations in accordance with the manufacturer's 
written instructions or other written procedures prepared 
by the Permittee and maintained at the source (see 
Condition 7,2.9(g) (i)) , that are specifically developed to 
minimize emissions from the startup . 

c. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable recordkeeping of 
Condition 7.2.9(g). 

d . The Permittee shall fulfill applicable reporting of 
Condition 5,10.5-1 . 

e . As provided by 35 IAC 201 . 265 , an authorization in a permit 
for excess emissions during startup does not shield a 
Permittee from- enforcement for any violation of applicable 
emission standard(s) that occurs during startup and only 
constitutes a prima facie defense to such an enforcement 
action provided that the Permittee has fully complied with 
all terms and conditions connected with such authorization. 

7.2.5-5 Malfunction and Breakdown Authorization Pursuant to State Rule 

a , Pursuant t o 35 IAC 201 . 149 and Part 201, Subpart I , subj ect 
to the f o llowing terms and conditions, the Permittee is 
authorized t o c ontinue operatio n o f the affected coke oven 
batteries in excess o f the applicable state standards in 35 
IAC 212.443 in the event o f a malfunctio n o r breakdown . 

Note: This autho rizatio n is provided because the Permittee 
applied f o r such autho rizatio n in its CAAPP application , 
generally explaining why such continued operation would be 
required t o prevent in j ury t o perso nnel o r severe damage to 
equipment , and describing the measures that will be taken 
to minimize emissions fr om any malfunctio ns and breakdowns. 

i. This autho rization only allows such c ontinued 
operation as necessary to prevent in j ury to personnel 
or severe damage to equipment and does not extend to 
continued operation s o lely f o r the economic benefit 
of the Permittee. 

ii . Upon occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunction or breakdown , the Permittee shall repair 
the responsible affected c o ke oven operations or 
other responsible equipment and/or re-establish the 
applicable control practices (e .g., the rail system 
for quench car). 

iii. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable 
reco rdkeeping and repo rting requirements of 
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7.2.6 

Conditions 7.2.9(h) and Condition 5.10.5-2, 
respectively. For these purposes, time shall be 
measured from the start of a particular incident. 
The absence of excess emissions for a short period 
shall not be considered to end the incident if excess 
emissions resume. 

iv. Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see 
Condition 5.10.5-2(a) (i))of a malfunction or 
breakdown with excess emissions, the Permittee shall 
comply with all reasonable directives of the Illinois 
EPA with respect to such incident. 

v. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to minimize excess 
emissions during malfunction or breakdown. As 
provided by 35 IAC 201.265, an authorization in a 
permit for continued operation with excess emissions 
during malfunction and breakdown does not shield the 
Permittee from enforcement for any such violation and 
only constitutes a prima facie defense to such an 
enforcement action provided that the Permittee has 
fully complied with all terms and conditions 
connected with such authorization. 

b. During the period when only one quench station is available 
(i.e., the other quench station is not operable because of 
construction work on a new quench tower) or there is a 
malfunction or breakdown preventing hot coke from being 
moved to a tower-equipped quench station (e.g., rail line 
malfunction), the Permittee is authorized to continue 
operation o f the c 0ke ovens with emergency quenching, i.e., 
quenching without a quench tower or at a quench station 
that is experiencing a malfuncti o n or breakdown (see 
Condition 7. 2. 5-5). 

Production and Emission Limitatio ns 

a. 

b. 

i. 

i. 

The amo unt o f c oal charged t o the affected Battery 
~sn shall n o t exceed 454 , 000 tons per year 
(Co nstructio n Permit C808048]. 

Emissio ns of PM fro m the mobile scrubber cars for 
pushing shall no t exc eed 4.2 lb/hr and 18.3 t/yr [Tl]. 

Compliance with annual limits shall be determined 
from a running total of 12 months of data 
[Construction Permit 88070071]. 

ii. Spare cars, parts inventories and maintenance 
practices shall be maintained and implemented by the 
Permittee for the pushing operations (quench cars and 
mobile scrubbers) consistent with good air pollution 
c o ntro l practices [Permit 88070071). 
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c. 

d. 

i. Supplementary natural gas usage for the coke ovens 
shall not exceed 20 million scf/month and 123 million 
set/yr (Tl l • 

ii . Emissions atLributable to the combustion of natural 
gas for t he underfirjng of the batteries sha11 not 
exceed the following limits . Compliance with the 
annual limits shall be determined from a running 
total of 12 months of data (Tl) : 

Emissions 
Pollutant (Tons/Month) (Tons/Year) 
NO,. 2 . 80 17 . 22 
co 0 . 84 5 . 17 
PM 0.12 0 . 73 
PMio 0 .11 0.62 
VOM 0.06 0.34 
SO2 0 . 01 0 . 04 

111 . The above limitations were eslablished in the Permit 
04110018. 

i. Once shakedown of the new quench Lower on the West 
Quench Station has been completed , the Permittee 
shall use the West Quench Station preferentially . 
For this purpose , on an annual basis* , excluding 
periods when the West Quench Station cannot be used 
due to malfunction or breakdown , the ~ast Quench 
Stalion shal l not quench more Lhan: 5 percent of Lhe 
total number of quenches or 15 , 000 tons of coke , 
whichever is greater , not to exceed 30 , 000 tons of 
coke per year . 

* This limit shall apply for Lhc 12 month period 
from July 1 o f one year through June 30 of the 
following year . This limit shall also apply 
for the initial 12 months following shakedown 
of the West Quench Station with new quench 
tower. 

ii . Shakedown of each affected quench tower shall be 
completed within 180 days of the initial quench with 
each tower . 

iii . The above limitations were established in the Permit 
08060026 . 

7.2 . 7-1 Emission Testing for Coke Oven Pushing 

a . Testing requirements established by 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart 
ccccc : 
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i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7321 , for each control device 
subject t o an emission limit for particulate matter 
in 40 CFR 63.7290(a) , the Permittee must conduct 
performance tests no less frequently than twice (at 
mid-term and renewal) during each term of the CAAPP 
permit (i.e. , every 30 months). 

1i . The Permittee must conduct each performance test 
according to the following requirements in 40 CFR 
63.7322. 

A. To determine compliance with a process-weighted 
mass rate of particulate matter (lb/ton of 
coke) from a control device applied to pushing 
emissions where a cokeside shed is not used , 
follow these test methods and procedures to 
determine the concentration of particulate 
matter according to the following test methods 
in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60 : 

1. Method 1 to select sampling port 
locations and the number of traverse 
points. Sampling sites must be located 
at the outlet of the control device and 
prior to any releases to the atmosphere. 

2. Method 2 , 2F, or 2G to determine the 
volumetric flow rate of the stack gas. 

3. Method 3, 3A , or 38 to determine the dry 
molecular weight of the stack gas. 

4 . Method 4 to determine the moisture 
content of the stack gas. 

5 . Method 5 or 5D, as applicable, to 
determine the concentration of front half 
particulate matter in the stack gas. 

8 . During each particulate matter test run , sample 
only during periods of actual pushing when the 
capture system fan and control device are 
engaged. Collect a minimum sample volume of 30 
dry standard cubic feet of gas during each test 
run. Three valid test runs are needed to 
comprise a performance test. Each run must 
start at the beginning of a push and finish at 
the end of a push (i.e., sample for an integral 
number of pushes) . 
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C . Determine the total combined weight in tons of 
coke pushed during the duration of each test 
run according to the procedures in the 
Permittee ' s source test plan for calculating 
coke yield from the quantity of coal charged to 
an individual oven. 

D. Compute the process-weighted mass emissions 
(Epl for each test run using the following 

equation: 

CxQ~ T 
Ep = PxK 

Where : 

(Eq. 1) 

Ep = Process weighted mass emissions of 
particulate matter , lb/ton ; 

C Concentration of particulate matter , 
gr/dscf ; 

Q Volumetric flow rate of stack gas, 
dscf/hr; 

T Total time during a run that a sample is 
withdrawn from the stack during pushing 1 

hr ; 

P Total amount of coke pushed during the 
test run , tons ; and 

K Conversion factor , 7 , 000 gr/lb . 

b . Testing requirements to address 35 IAC 212. 443 (cl (2) 

If the PM emissions measured during the emissions testing 
conducted pursuant to Condition 7.2 . 7-l(a) are more than 
0.036 lb/ton , the Permittee shall conduct a follow-up test 
between 12 and 18 months after such test , unless subsequent 
emission testing conducted in the 12 month period following 
such test shows PM emissions are no more than 0 . 030 lb/ton . 

7.2 . 7-2 Testing Requirements for Coke Quenching 

a . Requirements of 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart CCCCC 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7333(f) , the Permittee shall 
sample and analyze quench water for total dissolved 
solids on at least a weekly basis in accordance with 
the procedures specified by 40 CFR 63 . 7325(a). 
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ii. If the Permittee elects to comply with the TDS limit 
for quench water in 40 CfR 63 . 7295 (a) (1) (i), the 
Permittee must conduct each performance test that 
applies to the affected quenching operations 
according to the following conditions in 40 CfR 
63.7325(a) (1) and (2): 

A. Take the quench water sample from a location 
that provides a representative sample of the 
quench water as applied to the coke (e.g . , from 
the header that feeds water to the quench tower 
reservoirs). Conduct sampling under normal and 
representative operating conditions. 

B. Determine the TDS concentration of the sample 
using Method 160.1 in 40 CFR part 136.3 (see 
residue-filterable"), except that you must dry 
the total filterable residue at 103 to 105°c 
instead of 180°C. 

b. Requirements of 35 IAC 212.443(h) 

iii. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 443 (h) (3), the quench water 
shall be sampled for total dissolved solids 
concentrations in accordance with the methods 
specified in Standard Methods for the Examination of 
Water and Wastewater, Section 209C, "Total Filterable 
Residue Dried at 103-105°C" 15th Edition, 1980, 
incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 212.113. 
Analyses shall be performed on grab samples of the 
quench water as applied to the coke in accordance 
with the sampling schedule in Condition 7.2.12(c). 

iv. If the quench station is not used during any given 
calendar week, the grab samples f o r that quench 
station need not be analyzed. 

c . Testing requirements for West Quench Station from Permit 
08060026 

Within two years after initial startup of the West Quench 
Station with low emission quench tower, the Permittee shall 
have emission test(s) conducted for this quench station at 
its expense as follows: 

i. The emissions test(s) shall be designed to measure 
the PM , PM10, and PM2.s emission rates (lb/ton coke) 
from the quench tower under conditions that are 
representative of the maximum emissions as the 
station is normally operated. 

ii. The Permittee shall install any facilities necessary 
to accommodate this emissions testing . 
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iii . The following methods and procedures shall be used 
for testing emissions of PM unless other method(s) 
are approved by the Illinois EPA as part of its 
review of the test plan . 

A. The following USEPA Test Methods : 

Refer to 40 CFR 60 , Appendix A for USEPA test 
methods and www.epa.gov/ttn/emc/prelim.html for 
other test methods . 

Location of Sample Points USEPA Method 
Gas Flow and Ve l ocity USEPA Method 
Flue Gas Weight USEPA Method 
Moisture USEPA Method 
PM USEPA Method 

B. Testing for emissions of filterable and 
condensable PM10 shall be conducted using an 
appropriate Test Method developed by USEPA , 
e.g., Method 201/201A or Other Test Method 
(OTM) 27 and Method 202 or OTM 28 , or a 
Reference Method proposed by USEPA , subject to 
review by the Illinois EPA as part of the 
review of the test plan. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

C . Testing for emissions of filterable PM2.s shall 
be conducted using an applicable Reference 
Method , as adopted by USEPA in 40 CFR Part 51 , 
Appendix M, or in 40 CFR Part 60 , Appendix A. 
If USEPA has not adopted a Reference Method for 
testing of filterable PM,, when testing must be 
performed , testing for filterable PM ,.c shall be 
conducted using an appropriate Tesl Method 
developed by USEPA , e . g ., OTM 27 , or a 
Reference Method proposed by USEPA , subject to 
review by the Illinois EPA as part of the 
review of the test plan . 

iv . For this emission testing , test notification and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance wilh Conditions 8 . 6.2 and 8.6.3 of this 
permit . 

7.2.7-3 Compliance Demonstratio ns and Emission Testing for Coke Oven 
Underfiring (combustion stacks) 

a . For compliance demonstration with opacity limits , the 
Permittee must conduct each performance test that applies 
to the affected operations according to the following 
requirements in 40 CFR 63.7324(b) : 

81 



R003197

To determine compliance with the daily average opacity 
limit for stacks of 15 percent for a by-product coke oven 
battery on a normal coking cycle or 20 percent for a by­
product coke oven battery on batterywide extended coking, 
follow the test methods and procedures outlined below: 

i. Using the continuous opacity monitoring system (COMS) 
required in 40 CFR 63.7330(e), measure and record the 
opacity of emissions from each battery stack for a 
24-hour period. 

ii. Reduce the monitoring data to hourly averages as 
specified in 40 CFR 63.8(g) (2). 

iii . Compute and record the 24-hour (daily) average of the 
COMS data. 

b . Pursuant to Sections 39.5(7) (d) and (p) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall conduct emission tests for each coke oven 
combustion stack under conditions that are representative 
of maximum emissions as follows : 

i. Testing for PM emissions (filterable PM from Battery 
A and filterable and filterable non-sulfate PM from 
Battery B) shall be conducted as follows: 

A. Initial testing shall be conducted within 24 
months of the effective date of this permit 
condition. 

B. Thereafter, emission testing shall be repeated 
in 30 months, unless the PM emission rate 
measured from both stacks during the previous 
testing is less than 0 . 040 gr/dscf for 
filterable PM and less than 0 . 024 gr/dscf for 
filterable non-sulfate PM from the combustion 
stack on Battery B, in which case testing shall 
be repeated in 60 months. 

C. Testing shall also be conducted for combustion 
stack(s) upon written request from the Illinois 
EPA as specified in the request. This testing 
shall be completed within 90 days of the date 
of the request or such later date agreed to by 
the Illinois EPA. 

ii. In conjunction with the initial testing for PM 
emissions required by Condition 7 . 2.7-3(b) (i) (A), the 
Permittee shall also test for CO and NOx from one of 
the coke oven combustion stacks, as selected by the 
Illinois EPA. 
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iii . The following USEPA test methods shall be used for 
testing of emissions , unless another USEPA test 
method is approved by the Illinois EPA . Refer to 40 
CFR 51 , Appendix M, and 40 CFR 60 , Appendix A, for 
test methods . 

Location of Sample Points 
Gas Flow and Velocity 
Flue Gas Weight 
Moisture 
PM (filterable) 
PM (non-sulfate filterable) 
co 
NO,. 

iv . For this emission testing , 
reporting shall be done by 
accordance with Conditions 
permit . 

Method 1 
Method 2 
Method 3 
Method 4 
Method 5 
Method SF 
Method 10 
Method 7 or 7E 

test notification and 
the Permit tee in 
8.6 . 2 and 8 . 6 . 3 of this 

v. With the report for emission testing , the Permittee 
shall also provide a summary of the opacity data 
monitored during the period of testing (6 minute 
averages and daily average) , the sulfur content of 
COG being combusted during the period of testing , as 
measured by the monitoring system(s) for COG , the PM 
content of COG combusted during the period of 
testing, and data for the firing rate of the battery 
during testing (mmBtu or SCF of COG and natural gas 
per hour) for each test run , with supporting 
calculations. 

c . Testing conditions above are established pursuant to 
Sections 39 . 5 (7) (d) and (p) of the Act. 

7 . 2.8-1 Monitoring Requirements for Charging , Doors , Lids and Off Takes 

a . i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.309(a) , daily performance tests 
shall be conducted by a certified observer each day , 
7 days per week for the affected battery , as 
specified by 40 CFR 63 . 309 , the results of which 
shall be used in accordance with procedures specified 
in 40 CFR 63 Subpart L to determine compliance with 
each of the applicable visible emission limitations 
for coke oven doors , topside port lids , off take 
systems , and charging operations in 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
L . 

ii. The Permittee shall enter into a contract providing 
for the inspections and performance tests required 
under the NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart L , to be 
performed by a Method 303 certified observer . The 
inspections and performance tests will be conducted 
at the expense of the Permittee , during the period 
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that the USEPA is the implementing agency (40 CFR 
63 . 309(a) (5) (ii)]. 

A. The certified observer shall conduct daily 
performance tests according to the requirements 
specified in 40 CFR 63.309(c). 

B. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.309(c) (3), upon request 
of the certified observer the Permittee shall 
demonstrate pursuant to Reference Method 303 
the accuracy of the pressure measurement device 
for the collecting mains and shall not adjust 
the pressure to a level below the range of 
normal operation during or prior to the 
inspection. 

C. In no case shall the owner or operator 
knowingly block a coke oven door , or any 
portion of a door for the purpose of concealing 
emissions or preventing observations by the 
certified observer, as prohibited by 40 CFR 
63.309(c) (6). 

D. 1. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.309(e) , the 
certified observer shall make available 
to the implementing agency, as well as to 
the Permittee, a copy of the daily 
inspection results by the end of the day 
and shall make available the calculated 
rolling average for each emission point 
to the Perrnittee as soon as practicable 
following each performance test. The 
information provided by the certified 
observer is not a compliance 
determination. For the purposes of 
notifying the owner or operator of the 
results obtained by a certified observer, 
the person does not have to be certified . 

2. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.306(d) (3), if the 
certified observer calculates that a 
second exceedance (or if applicable, a 
second independent exceedance) has 
occurred, the certified observer shall 
notify the Permittee. No later than 10 
days after receipt of such notification, 
the Permittee shall notify the 
administrator (USEPA) and Illinois EPA of 
any finding of whether work practices are 
related to the cause or solution of the 
problem. 

Note: Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 306 (d) (6) , 
the reviewing authority (USEPA) may 
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disapprove the submitted finding if it 
determines that a revised work practice 
plan is needed to prevent exceedances of 
the applicable visible emission 
limitations . 

iii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 309(f) , compliance with the 
NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart L shall not be determined 
more often than the schedule provided for performance 
tests under 40 CFR 63 . 309. If additional valid 
emissions observations are obtained (or in the case 
of charging , valid sets of emission observations) , 
the arithmetic average of all valid values (or valid 
sets of values) obtained during the day shall be used 
in any computations performed to determine compliance 
under 40 CFR 63 . 309(d) or determinations under 40 CFR 
63 . 306. 

iv . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 309(i) , no observations 
obtained during any program for training or for 
certifying observers under 40 CFR 63 Subpart L shall 
be used to determine compliance with the requirements 
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart Lor any other federally 
enforceable standard . 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 308 , for the collecting mains , the 
Permittee shall conduct daily inspections for leaks and 
promptly repair any leaks as specified by 40 CFR 63.308(a) 
through (d) . 

c . Pursuant to Section 39 . 5 (7) (d) of the Act , the Permittee 
shall have daily inspections conducted for charging and 
doors , lids and off takes to confirm compliance by Battery 
A with 35 IAC 212 . 443 (b) , (d) , (e) and (fl and by Battery B 
with LAER limit (See Conditions 7.2 . 3-l(c) , 7 . 2 . 3-2(b) , 
7 . 2 . 3-3 (b) , and 7 . 2 . 3-4 (bl ) . These inspections shall be 
conducted in accordance with applicable procedures in 
Condition 7 . 2 . 12(a) . These inspections may be coordinated 
with the daily inspections required by the NESHAP , provided 
that appropriate observations are made and collected to 
address these applicable limits under state rule and 
permit . 

7 . 2. 8-2 Monitoring Requirements for Pushing 

a . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7330(b) , For each venturi scrubber 
applied to pushing emissions , the Permittee must at all 
times monitor the pressure drop and water flow rate using a 
CPMS according to the following requirements : 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7331(e) , operate, and maintain CPMS 
to measure and record the pressure drop across the scrubber 
and scrubber water flow rate during each push according to 
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the requirements in the site specific monitoring plan as 
well as the following: 

i. Each CPMS must complete a measurement at least once 
per push [ 40 CFR 63. 7331 (e) ( 1)]; 

11. Each CPMS must produce valid data for all pushes (40 
Cf'R 63.733l(e) (2)] ; and 

iii . Each CPMS must determine and record the daily (24-
hour) average of all recorded readings (40 CFR 
63. 7331 (el (3) l . 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7330(d), For each capture system 
applied to pushing emissions , the Permittee must at all 
times operate and maintain a device to measure the fan RPM . 

c . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 733l(b), the Permittee must maintain 
and make available for inspection upon request by the 
Illinois EPA and USEPA a site-specific monitoring plan for 
each Continuous Parameter Monitoring System (CPMS) that 
addresses the following requirements: 

i . Installation of the CPMS sampling probe or other 
interface at a measurement location relative to each 
affected process unit such that the measurement is 
representative of control of the exhaust emissions 
(e.g., on or downstream of the last control device) 
(40 CFR 63 . 7331(b) (1)] ; 

ii. Performance and equipment specifications for the 
sample interface, the parametric signal analyzer , and 
the data collection and reduction system (40 CFR 
63. 7331 (bl (2) l; 

iii. Performance evaluation procedures and acceptance 
criteria (e.g ., calibrations) (40 CFR 
63. 7331 (bl (3) l; 

iv. Ongoing operation and maintenance procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.S(c)(l) , (3) , (4)(ii), (7) , and (8) [40CFR 
63.733l(b) (4)]; 

v. Ongoing data quality assurance procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.S(d) [40 CFR 63 . 733l(b) (5)]; and 

vi, Ongoing recordkeeping and reporting procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.l0(c) , (e) (1) , and (e) (2) (i) [40 CFR 
63 . 7331 (b) (6l l. 
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d . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7331(dl, the Permittee must operate 
and maintain the CPMS in continuous operation according to 
the site-specific monito ring plan . 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7332(a), except for monitor 
malfunctions, associated repairs, and required quality 
assurance or control activities (including as applicable , 
calibration checks and required zero and span adjustments) , 
you must monitor continuously (o r collect data at all 
required intervals) at all times the affected source is 
operating. 

f . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7332(b), the Permittee may not use 
data recorded during monito ring malfunctions, associated 
repairs, and required quality assurance or control 
activities in data averages and calculations used to report 
emission or operating levels, o r in fulfilling a minimum 
data availability requirement , if applicable. You must use 
all the data collected during all other periods in 
assessing compliance. A monito ring malfunction is any 
sudden; infrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of 
the monitor to provide valid data . Monitoring failures 
that are caused in part by poor maintenance or careless 
operatio n are not malfunctions. 

9. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7333 (d) (3) (ii) , check the fan RPM at 
least every 8 hours to verify the daily average fan RPM is 
at or above the minimum level in Condition 7 . 2.8- 2 (h) and 
recording the results of each check . 

h . 1 . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7290 (bl (1) , for each venturi 
scrubber applied to pushing emissions, the Permittee 
must maintain the daily average pressure drop and 
scrubber water flow rate at or above (no lower than) 
the following minimum levels established as the site­
specific operating limits during testing: 

Scrubber Water Flow Pressure 
PCS Car Rate, gal/min Drop , in. WC 

lt3 860 37 
lt4 607 33 

ii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7290 (b) (3) (ii); for each 
capture system the Permittee must maintain the daily 
average fan revolutions per minute (RPM) at or above 
(no lower than) the minimum level established as the 
site-specific operating limits during testing: 

PCS Car RPM 
lt3 1650 
It 4 1743 
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iii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7323 (e) (1) through (3), the 
Permittee may change the operd ting limit for a 
venturi scrubber , capture sys t em, or mobile control 
device that captures emissions during pushing if the 
Permittee meets the following requirements described 
below : 

A. Submit a written notifi~ation to the Illinois 
EPA of Permittee's requPst to conduct a new 
performance test to revise the operating limit. 

B. Conduct a performance t e st to demonstrate that 
emissions of particulate matter from the 
control device do not exceed the applicable 
limit in 40 CFR 63.7290(a). 

C . Establish revised opera t ing limits according to 
the applicable procedure s in 40 CFR 63.7323. 

i . The Permittee shall c omply with the work practice standards 
for fugitive pushing emissio ns as specified by 40 CFR 
63 . 7291. In particular : 

i. The Permittee shall observe and reco rd the opacity of 
fugitive pushing emissions as required by 40 CFR 
63. 7291(a)(l), (a)(2), (a)(3) and (a)(4). 

ii. The Permittee shall undertake corrective action(s) in 
the event that the o pacity of fugitive pushing 
emissions exceeds the applicable limit, as required 
by 40 CFR 63. 7291 (a) (5) through (a) (7). 

iii. Pursuant t o 40 CFR 63.729l(b), the Permittee may 
request t o use an alternative to the work practice 
standards in 40 CFR 63.729l(a) using the procedure 
provided in 40 CFR 63.6(g). 

j . For each by-product coke oven battery with vertical flues 
subject to the work practice standards for fugitive pushing 
emissions in 40 CFR 63.729l(a), the Permittee must 
demonstrate continuous compliance according to the 
following requirements of 40 CFR 63. 7334 (a) (1) through (8): 

i. The Permittee shall observe and record the opacity of 
fugitive emissio ns for f o ur consecutive pushes per 
operating day, except the Permittee may make fewer or 
non consec utive observations as permitted by 40 CFR 
63. 7291 (a) (3). The Permit tee shall maintain records 
of the p ushing schedule for each oven and records 
indicating the legitimate operational reason for any 
change in the pushing schedule according to 40 CFR 
63. 7291 (a) (4). 
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i i . The Permittee shall observe and record the opacit y o f 
fugitive emissions from each oven in a battery at 
least once every 90 days. If an oven cannot be 
observed during a 90-day period, the Permittee shall 
observe and record the opacity of the first push of 
that oven following the close of the 90-day period 
that can be read in accordance with the procedures in 
40 CFR 63 . 7334(a) (1) through (8) . 

ii i . The Permittee shall make all observations and 
calculations for opacity observations of fugitive 
pushing emissions in accordance with Method 9 in 
appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60 using a Method 9 
certified observer unless the Permittee has an 
approved alternative procedure under 40 CFR 
63 . 7334 (a) (7). 

i v . The Permittee shall record pushing opacity 
observations at 15-second intervals as required in 
section 2.4 of Method 9 Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60 . 
The following requirements do not apply: (section 
2 . 4 of Method 9) for a minimum of 24 observations; 
the data reduction requirements in (section 2.5 o f 
Method 9); and obtaining at least 3 hours of 
observations (thirty 6-minute averages) to 
demonstrate initial compliance (40 CFR 
63.6(h) (5) (ii) (B}) does not apply. 

v . If fewer than six but at least four 15-second 
observations can be made, the Permittee shall use the 
average of the total number of observations to 
calculate average opacity for the push. Missing o ne 
or more observations during the push (e . g., as the 
quench car passes behind a building) does not 
invalidate the observations before or after the 
interference for that push. However, a minimum of 
four 15-second readings must be made by the Permit tee 
for a valid observation. 

vi , The Permittee shall begin observations for a push at 
the first detectable movement of the coke mass. The 
Permittee shall end observations of a push when the 
quench car enters the quench tower. 

A. For a battery without a cokeside shed, the 
Permittee shall observe fugitive pushing 
emissions from a position at least 10 meters . 
from the quench car that provides an 
unobstructed view and avoids interferences from 
the topside of the battery. This may require 
the observer to be positioned at an angle to 
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the quench car rather than perpendicular to it. 
Typical interferences for the observer to avoid 
include emissions from open standpipes and 
charging . Opacity of emissions shall be 
observed above the battery top with the sky as 
the background where possible . The Permittee 
shall record the oven number of any push not 
observed because of obstructions or 
interferences . 

B. An observer may reposition after the push to 
observe emissions during travel if necessary . 

vii . If it is infeasible to implement the procedures in 40 
CFR 63. 7334 (a) (1) through (6) for an oven due to 
physical obstructions , nighttime pushes , or other 
reasons , the Permittee may apply to an appropriate 
permitting authority (USEPA) for permission to use an 
alternative procedure. The application must provide 
a detailed explanation of why it is infeasible to use 
the procedures in 40 CFR 63.7334 (a) (1) through (6) , 
identify the oven and battery numbers, and describe 
the alternative procedure. An alternative procedure 
must identify whether the coke in that oven is not 
completely coked , either before , during , or after an 
oven is pushed . 

viii . For each oven observed that exceeds an opacity of 30 
percent for any short battery , the Permittee must 
take corrective action and/or increase the coking 
time in accordance with 40 CFR 63.7291(a). The 
Permittee shall maintain records documenting 
conformance with the requirements in 40 CFR 
63 . 7291 (a) . 

k. Pursuant to Section 39.5 (7) (d) of the Act , the Permit tee 
shall have daily observations conducted for pushing to 
confirm compliance with 35 IAC 212. 443 (c) (1 J (A) (Condition 
7.2.3-5(a)). These observations shall be conducted in 
accordance with applicable procedures in Condition 
7.2.12(b). These observations may be coordinated with the 
observations required by the NESHAP provided that 
appropriate observations are made and data collected to 
address the applicable standard under state rule. These 
observations shall also include, on a monthly basis, 
opacity observations for the stack of the mobile scrubber 
car. 

1 . For each coke oven battery with a capture system or control 
device applied to pushing emissions , the Permittee shall 
demonstrate continuous compliance with the operation and 
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maintenance requirements in 40 CFR 63.7300(c) by meeting 
the following requirements outlined in 40 CFR 63 . 7335(b): 

i. Making monthly inspections of capture systems 
according to 40 CFR 63. 7300 (c) ( 1) and recording all 
information needed to document conformance with these 
requirements; and 

ii, Performing preventative maintenance for each control 
device according to 40 CFR 63.7300(c) (2) and 
recording all information needed to document 
conformance with these requirements. 

7.2.8-3 Monitoring Requirements for Quenching 

a. For each coke oven battery subject to the work practice 
standard for quenching in 40 CFR 63.7295(b), the Permittee 
must demonstrate continuous compliance according to the 
following requirements of 40 CFR 63. 7334 (e) (1) through (3) : 

i. Maintaining baffles in each quench tower such that no 
more than 5 percent of the cross-sectional area of 
the tower is uncovered or open to the sky as required 
in 40 CFR 63. 7295 (b) (1); 

ii. Maintaining records that document conformance with 
the washing, inspection , and repair requirements in 
40 CFR 63. 7295 (bl (2), including records of the 
ambient temperature on any day that the baffles were 
not washed; and 

iii. Maintaining records of the source of makeup water to 
document conformance with the requirement for 
acceptable makeup water in 40 CFR 63 . 7295 (al (2) . 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7295(b) , for the quench tower, the 
Permittee shall perform inspections on at least a monthly 
basis for damaged or missing baffles and initiate repair or 
replacement within 30 days, which shall be completed as 
soon as practicable, as specified by 40 CFR 63. 7295 (b) (3) 
and (4). 

7.2.8-4 Monitoring Requirements for Combustion Stacks 

a. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7330(e), for each coke oven battery 
stack, the Permittee must operate and maintain a COMS to 
measure and record the opacity of emissions exiting each 
stack according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 7331 (j) (1) 

through (5) and the following below: 
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i. The Permittee must operate, and maintain each COMS 
according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 8(e) and 
Performance Specification 1 in 40 CFR Part 60 , 
Appendix B. The Permittee shall identify periods the 
COMS is out-of-control, including any periods that 
the COMS fails to pass a daily calibration drift 
assessment, quarterly performance audit, or annual 
zero alignment audit . 

ii . The Permittee must conduct a performance evaluation 
of each COMS according to the requirements in 40 CFR 
63.8 and Performance Specification 1 in Appendix B to 
40 CFR Part 60 . 

iii. The Permittee must develop and implement a quality 
control program for operating and maintaining each 
COMS according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.B(d). 
At minimum, the quality control program must include 
a daily calibration drift assessment , quarterly 
performance audit , and an annual zero alignment audit 
of each COMS. 

iv. Each COMS installed, operated and maintained by the 
Permittee must complete a minimum of one cycle of 
sampling and analyzing for each successive 10-second 
period and one cycle of data recording for each 
successive 6-minute period. The Permittee must 
reduce the COMS data as specified in 40 CFR 
63 .8 (g) (2). 

v. The Permittee must determine and record the hourly 
and daily (24-hour) average opacity according to the 
procedures in 40 CFR 63 . 7324(b) using all the 6-
minute averages collected for periods during which 
the COMS is not out-of-control. 

b . Pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (7) (d) and (pl of the Act , the 
Permittee shall also record 6-minute average opacity data 
from the COMS required by Condition 7.2.8-4(a). 

7.2.8-SMonitoring Requirements for Emergency By-pass Bleeder Stacks 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.309(h) (1) , for a flare installed to meet 
the requirements of 40 CFR 63.307(b) (see Condition 7.2 . 3-B(b)) 

If any emergency by-pass bleeder stack flare operates more than 
5 minutes (cumulative) during any 2 hour period , visible 
emissions observations shall be conducted by using Method 22 in 
Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 60. 
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7.2.9 Recordkeep ing Requireme nts 

The Permittee shall maintain records o f the follo wing items for 
the affected coke pro d uction operatio ns , pursuant to Sections 
39.5(7) (a) and (e) o f the Act: 

a. 

b . 

40 CFR 63, Subp art CCCCC (4 0 CFR 63.7334(d)) 

For each by-product c o ke o ve n battery subject t o the work 
practice standard for s o aking in 40 63.7294(a), the 
Permittee must demo nstrate c o ntinuo us compliance by 
maintaining r ecords that d ocume nt conformance with 
requireme nts in 4 0 CFR 63. 7294 (a) (1) through (5). 

40 CFR 63 , Su b part CCCCC (40 CFR 63.7342 and 63 , 7343) 

i . The Permittee shall keep the f o llowing reco rds 
spec ified in 4 0 CFR 63. 7342 (a) (1) through (3): 

A. A c o py of each no tification and repo rt that the 
Permittee submitted to comply with 40 CFR 63 
Subpart CCCCC, including all d o cumentation 
supporting any initial n o tification or 
notification of compliance status that the 
Permittee submitted, according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 .10 (bl (2) (xiv). 

B. The records in 40 CFR 63 , 6 (e) (3) (iii) through 
(v) related to startup, shutdown, and 
malfunction . 

C . Records of performance tests, performance 
evaluations , and opacity observations as 
required in 40 CFR 63 .10 (b) (2) (viii) . 

ii. For each COMS or CEMS, the Permittee shall keep the 
following records specified in 40 CFR 63. 7342 (b) (ll 
through (4): 

A. Records described in 40 CFR 63 .10 (b) (2) (vi) 
through (xi). 

B. Monitoring data for COMS during a performance 
evaluation as required in 40 CFR 63. 6 (h) (7) (i) 
and (ii) . 

C. Previous (that is, superseded) versions of the 
performance evaluation plan as required in 40 
CFR 63 . 8 (d) (3). 

D. Records of the date and time that each 
deviation started and stopped, and whether the 
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C , 

ct. 

deviation occurred during a period of startup, 
shutdown , or malfunction or during another 
period. 

iii . The Permittee shall keep the records in 40 CFR 
63.6(h) (6) for visual observations (40 CFR 
63. 7342 (c) J. 

iv. The Permittee shall keep the records required in 40 
CFR 63 . 7333 through 63 . 7335 to show continuous 
compliance with each emission limitation, work 
practice standard, and operation and maintenance 
requirement that applies to the Permittee (40 CFR 
63. 7342 (d) J. 

v. The Permittee shall keep its records in a form 
suitable and readily available for expeditious 
review, according to 40 CFR 63.lO(b) (1) (40 CFR 
63 . 7343(a)) . 

vi. As specified in 40 CFR 63.lO(b) (1) , the Permittee 
shall keep each record for 5 years following the date 
of each occurrence, measurement, maintenance, 
corrective action, report , or record [40 CFR 
63.7343(b)). 

vii. The Permittee shall keep each record on site for at 
least 2 years after the date of each occurrence , 
measurement , maintenance, corrective action , report, 
or record , according to 40 CFR 63.10 (bl (1). The 
Permittee may keep the records offsite for the 
remaining 3 years (40 CFR 63.7343(c) J 

40 CFR 63, Subpart CCCCC (40 CFR 63.7326) 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7326 (a) (2) , For each venturi 
scrubber applied to pushing emissions, the Permittee 
shall have a record of the pressure drop and scrubber 
water flow rate measured during the performance test 
in accordance with 40 CFR 63.7323(a) . 

ii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7326(a) (4) (iii), for each 
capture system applied to pushing emissions, the 
Permittee shall have a record of the fan RPM measured 
during the performance test in accordance with 40 CFR 
63. 7323 (c) (3) . 

40 CfR Part 63, Subpart L (40 CFR 63 . 311(f) and (g)) 

The Permittee shall maintain files of all required 
information in a permanent form suitable for inspection at 
an onsite location for at least 1 year and must thereafter 
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be accessible within 3 working days to the Administrator 
for the ti.me period specified in 40 CFR 70 . 6(a) (3) (ii) (B) . 
Copies of the work praclice plan developed under 40 CFR 
63.306 and the startup , shutdown , and malfunction plan 
developed under 40 CFR 63 . 310 shall be kept onsite at all 
times . The Permittee shall maintain the followi.ng 
information: 

i . A copy of the work practice plan required by 40 CFR 
63.306 and any revision to the plan [40 CFR 
63.3ll(f) (3)) ; 

ii . If the Permittee is required under 40 CFR 63 . 3061 to 
implement the provisions of a work practice plan for 
a particular emission point , the following records 
shall be maintai.ned by the Permittee regarding Lhe 
implementation of plan requiremenls for that emission 
point during the implementation period [40 CFR 
63.311 (fl (4) I : 

A. Copies of all written and audiovisual materials 
used in the training, the dates of each class , 
the names of the participants in each class , 
and documentation that all appropriate 
personnel have successfully completed the 
Lraining required under 40 CFR 63 . 306(b) (1) ; 

B . The records required to be mainlained by the 
plan provisions implementing 40 CFR 
63 . 306(b) (7) ; 

C . Records resulting from audits of the 
effectiveness of the work practice program for 
the parLicular emission point , as required 
under 40 CFR 63 . 306(b) (2) (i) , 63 . 306(b) (3) (i) , 
63 . 306(b) (4) (i.) , or 63 . 306(b) (5) (i) ; and 

D. If the plan provisions for coke oven doors must 
be implemented , records of the inventory of 
doors and jambs as required under 40 CFR 
63 . 306 (bl (2) (vi) . 

iii. The design drawings and engineering specifications 
for the bypass/bleeder stack flare system or approved 
alternative control device or system as required 
under 40 CFR 63.307 [40 CFR 63.311 (f) (5)) . 

iv. Records specified in 40 CFR 63 . 310(fl regarding the 
basi.s of each malfunction notification [40 CFR 
63 . 3ll(f) (6)). 
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v . Records required to be maintained and reports 
required to be filed with the Illinois EPA under 
Subpart L shall be made available in accordance with 
the requirements of 40 CFR 63.311(g) by the Permittee 
to the authorized collective bargaining 
representative of the employees at a coke oven 
battery, for inspection and copying. 

A. Requests under 40 CFR 63.311(g) shall be 
submitted in writing, and shall identify the 
records or reports that are subject to the 
request with reasonable specificity; 

B. The Permittee shall produce the reports for 
inspection and copying within a reasonable 
period of time, not to exceed 30 days. A 
reasonable fee may be charged for copying 
(except for the first copy of any document), 
which shall not exceed the copying fee charged 
by the Illinois EPA under the Act; 

C. Nothing in 40 CFR 63.31l(g) shall require the 
production for inspection or copying of any 
portion of a document that contains trade 
secrets or confidential business information 
that the Illinois EPA would be prohibited from 
disclosing to the public under the Act; and 

D. The inspection or copying of a document under 
40 CFR 63.3ll(g) shall not in any way affect 
any property right of the owner or operator in 
such document under laws for the protection of 
intellectual property, including the copyright 
laws. 

~ - Implementation of the good air pollution control practices, 
as required by Condition 7. 2. 5-3 (b) (i), shall be supported 
by maintaining logs or other records for the implementation 
of operation practices and for maintenance activities 
performed by Permittee. 

t . Records of the total annual coke production at batteries 
"An and "B0 (ton/yr) and separately for the Battery B 
(39.5 (7) (bl of the Act). 

g . Records for Startups of Affected coke ovens, pursuant to 
Section 39.5(7) (b) of the Act 

i. The Permittee shall maintain startup procedures for 
each affected coke oven, as required by Condition 
7.2.5-4 (bl. 
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ii . The Permittee shall maintain the following records 
for each startup of an affected coke oven: 

A. Date , time and duration of Lhe startup. 

B . A description of the startup and reason(s) for 
the startup. 

C . Whether a violation of an applicable standard 
may have occurred during startup accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7.2.9(g) (iv) if a 
violation may have or did occur . 

D. Whether the established startup procedures , 
maintained above , were followed accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 . 2 . 9(g) (iii) if 
there were departure(s) from those procedures . 

iii . If the established startup procedures were not 
followed during a startup , the Permittee shall 
maintain the following records : 

A. A description of the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

B. The reason(s) for the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

C. An explanation of the consequences of the 
departure(s) for emissions , such as whether the 
departure(s) prolonged the startup or resulted 
in additional emissions , and if so: 

1 . The actions taken to minimize emissions 
and the duration of Lhe startup; and 

2. An explanation whether similar incidents 
might be prevented in the future and if 
so, the corrective actions taken or to be 
taken to prevent similar incidents . 

iv . If a violation did or may have occurred during a 
startup , the Permittee shall maintain the following 
records : 

A. identification of the applicable standard(s) 
that were or may have been violated . 

B. An explanation of the nature of such 
violation(s) , including the magnitude of such 
excess emissions . 

97 



R003213

c. A description of the actions taken to minimize 
the magnitude of emissions and duration of the 
startup. 

D. An explanation whether similar incidents could 
be prevented or ameliorated in the future and 
if so, a description of the actions taken or to 
be taken to prevent similar incidents in the 
future. 

h . Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.263 , the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected coke ovens 
as addressed by Condition 7.2.5-4 , during malfunctions or 
breakdowns , which at a minimum, shall include the following 
records. The preparation of these records shall be 
completed within 45 days of an incident, unless the 
Permittee conducts a root cause analysis for the incident, 
in which case the preparation of these records , other than 
the root cause analysis, shall be completed within 120 days 
of the incident. 

i . Date, time and duration of the incident. 

ii. A detailed description of the incident , including: 

A. A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up to the incident. 

B . Relevant o perating data for the unit, including 
informatio n such as o perator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident. 

C. The measures taken t o reduce the quantity of 
emissio ns and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident. 

D. The magnitude o f emissions during the incident. 

iii. An explanation why c o ntinued operation of an affected 
coke oven was necessary to prevent personnel injury 
or prevent equipment damage. 

iv. A discussio n o f the cause (s) or probable cause(s) of 
the incident including tht f o llowing: 

A. Whether the incident wa s sudden, unavoidable, 
~r preventable, including: 
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1. Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident; 

2. Why better maintenance could not have 
avoided the incident ; 

3. Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided the incident ; and 

4 . Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident . 

B. Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for , 

C . Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance. 

v . A description of any steps taken to prevent similar 
future incidents or reduce their frequency and 
severity . 

vi . As an alternative to keeping the records required by 
Condition 7.2.9(h} (iv} , the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis. For this purpose , a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine , correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from . If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem, define 
all causal relationships, provide a causal path to 
the root cause, delineate the evidence, and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be completed within one year of the incident . 

i . Quench stations 

The Permittee shall maintain the following records for 
quenching operations: 

i. A file listing the emissions factors used by the 
Permittee to determine the emissions of the various 
quenching operations , with supporting documentation 
and analysis. These records shall be prepared and 
copies sent to the Illinois EPA in accordance with 
Condition 5 . 9 . 6(c). 

ii. Records for the total number of quenches (ovens 
pushed), the total amount of coke quenched (tons) and 
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j . 

the average amount of coke per quench (tons/quench) 
on a monthly and annual basis*. 

ii ~ . A log showing each period of time when coke was 
quenched at the East Quench Station, with number of 
quenches during the period and explanation of reason 
for use of the East Quench Station. 

i v . Records on an annual basis* for the: 

A. Total number of quenches. 

B . For the East Quench Station: 

1. Total number of quenches and amount of 
coke quenched at the East Quench Station. 

2. Total number of quenches and amount of 
coke quenched at the East Quench Station 
due to malfunction and breakdown. 

3 . Percentage of total quenches that 
occurred at the East Quench Station. 

C. For the emergency quench station : 

* 

1. Total number of quenches and amount of 
coke quenched at the emergency quench 
station . 

2, Percentage of total quenches that 
occurred at the emergency quench station. 

These records shall be kept for the 12-month 
period from July 1 to June 30 and the initial 
12-month period following shakedown of the West 
Quench Station with new quench tower. 

v . Records for emissions of PM, PM10, and PM2 . 5 from each 
affected quench station and from the emergency quench 
station (tons/month and tons/year), with supporting 
calculations. 

i. A file containing the emission rates (lb/hr and 
lb/ton) used by the Permittee to determine PM 
emissions from the mobile quench cars , with 
supporting documentation , which rates shall be 
reviewed when new data becomes available to assure 
that these rates do not understate actual emissions. 
These records shall be prepared and copies sent to 
the Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5.9.6(c). 
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k. 

ii. Records of PM emissions of the mobile scrubber cars 
(tons/month and tons/year) , with supporting 
calculations. 

i. Monthly and annual records of supplementary natural 
gas usage (scf) for underfiring the coke oven 
batteries and associated emissions (tons) with 
supporting calculations. 

ii. Records of emissions as addressed in Condition 
7 . 2.6(c). 

1. Records of observations of duration of charging, percentage 
of leaks or opacity that are conducted by the Permittee or 
on its behalf to determine compliance with 35 IAC 
212.443(b) and (c) (1) (Al in addition to the observations 
required by Condition 7 . 2.8-1 and 7.2,8-2, 

m. Records of all test reports and submittals related to 
emission testing required by Section 7.2 of this permit. 

7,2,10 Reporting Requirements 

a . Opacity Monitoring Reports for Combustion Stacks 

Pursuant to Sections 39 .5 (7) (a) 1 (d) and (p) of the Act , 
the Permittee shall provide the following reports for each 
coke oven battery to the Illinois EPA , including a copy 
directly to Collinsville Regional Office , on a quarterly 
basis. 

i. "Excess opacity reports• that list all opacity 
measurements which exceed 30 percent, averages over a 
six minute period. These reports shall also provide, 
for each such incident, the percent opacity measured 
as well as the date and span of such incident. These 
reports shall state the reasons for excess opacity . 
These reports shall also specify the date of those 
periods during which the continuous monitoring system 
was not in operation. 

1.1.. "Summary reports" that provide the average opacity, 
6-minute average, measured during the reporting 
period and the distribution of opacity measurements , 
6-minute average and hourly average , during the 
reporting period, by percent , in ranges as follows: 

Ranges 
6-Minute Averages Hourly Averages 
< 2 < 1 
> 2 and< 5 > 1 and< 3 
> 5 and< 10 > 3 and< 6 
> 10 and< 15 > 6 and< 10 
> 15 and< 20 > 10 and< 15 
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Ranges 
6-Minute Averages Hourly Averages 
> 20 and < 30 > 15 
> 30 

o. 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart CCCCC (40 CFR 63 . 7336) 

Pursuant to 63.7336(a) the Permittee must report each 
instance in which it did not meet each emission limitation 
in Conditions 7 . 2 . 3-S(c) , 7.2.3-6(a) and 7.2,3-7(b). This 
includes periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction. 
The Permittee must also report each instance in which it 
did not meet each work practice standard or operation and 
maintenance requirement in Condition 7.2.8-2(h). These 
instances are deviations from the emission limitations 
(including operating limits), work practice standards , and 
operation and maintenance requirements . These deviations 
must be reported according to the requirements in 40 CFR 
63.7341. 

c . 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart CCCCC (40 CFR 63. 7341) 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7341(a) (3) and (4), compliance 
report due dates. Unless the Illinois EPA has 
approved a different schedule , the Permittee shall 
submit quarterly compliance reports for battery 
stacks and semiannual compliance reports for all 
other affected sources to the Illinois EPA according 
to the following requirements : 

A. All quarterly compliance reports for battery 
stacks must be postmarked or delivered no later 
than one calendar month following the end of 
the quarterly reporting period. All semiannual 
compliance reports must be postmarked or 
delivered no later than July 31 or January 31, 
whichever date is the first date following the 
end of the semiannual reporting period. 

B. If the Illinois EPA has established dates for 
submitting semiannual reports pursuant to 40 
CFR 70 . 6 (a) (3) (iii) (A) , the Permit tee may 
submit compliance reports according to the 
dates the Illinois EPA has established instead 
of according to the dates in 40 CFR 
63.734l(a) (1) through (3). 

ii. Quarterly compliance report contents . Each quarterly 
report must provide information on compliance with 
the emission limitations for battery stacks in 40 CFR 
63.7296. The reports must include the information in 
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40 CFR 63 . 734l(c) (1) through (3) 1 and as applicable , 
40 CFR 63 . 7341 (c) (4) through (8) . 

i i i . Semiannual compliance repo rt contents . Each 
c ompliance report must pro vide information on 
c ompliance with the emission limitations , work 

practice standards , and operation and maintenance 
requirements for all affected sources except battery 

stacks. The reports must include the following 
information [40 CFR 63.734l(c)J : 

A. Company name and address. 

B . Statement by a responsible official , wi t h the 
official ' s name , title, and signature , 
certifying the truth , accuracy , and 
completeness o f the content of the report. 

C . Date of report and beginning and ending dates 
of the reporting period. 

D. If the Permittee had a startup , shutdown , or 

malfunction during the reporting period and the 

Permittee too k actio ns consistent with the 
startup , shutdown , and malfunction plan, the 
compliance report must include the information 
in 40 CFR 63 .10 (d) (5) (i). 

E. If there were no deviations from the continuous 

compliance requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 7333(e) 
for battery stacks , a statement that there were 
no deviations from the emissio n limitations 
during the reporting period . If there were no 

deviations from the continuous compliance 
requirements in 40 CFR 63.7333 through 63.7335 

that apply to the Permittee (for all affected 
sources other than battery stacks), a statemenr 
that there were no deviations from the emissio n 
limitations, work practice standards , or 

operation and maintenance requirements dur ng 

the reporting period. 

F . If there were no periods during which a 
continuous monitoring system (including COMS , 
continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) , 

or CPMS) was out-of-control as specified in 40 

CFR 63.8 (c) (7) , a statement that there were no 
periods during which a continuous monitoring 
system was out-of-co ntrol during the repo rting 
period. 
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G. For each deviation from an emission limitation 
in Subpart CCCCC (including quench water 
limits) and for each deviation from the 
requirements for work practice standards in 
Subpart CCCCC that occurs at an a[[ected source 
where the Permittee is not using a continuous 
monitoring system (including a COMS , CEMS , or 
CPMS) to comply with the emission limitations 
in Subpart CCCCC , the compliance report must 
contain the following information (this 
includes periods of startup, shutdown, and 
malfunction) : 

1 . The total operating time of each affected 
source during the reporting period. 

2 . Information on the number , duration , and 
cause of deviations (including unknown 
cause , if applicable) as applicable and 
the corrective action taken . 

H. For each deviation from an emission limitation 
occurring at an affected source where the 
Permittee is using a continuous monitoring 
system (including COMS , CtMS , or. CPMS) to 
comply with the emission limitation in Subpart 
CCCCC , the Per.mittee shall include the 
following information (this includes periods o[ 
startup, shutdown, and malfunction) : 

1. The date and time that each malfunction 
started and stopped. 

2. The date and time that each continuous 
monitoring system (including COMS , CEMS, 
or CPMS) was inoperative , except for zero 
(low-level) and high-level checks . 

3. The date , time, and duration that each 
continuous monitoring system (including 
COMS, CEMS , or CPMS) was out - of - control , 
including the information in 40 CFR 
63 . 8(c)(8) . 

4. The date and time that each deviation 
started and stopped, and whether each 
deviation occurred during a period of 
startup , shutdown, or malfunction o r. 
during another period. 
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5. A summary of the total duration of the 
deviation during the reporting period and 
the total duration as a percent of the 
total source operating time during that 
reporting period. 

6 . A breakdown of Lhe total duration of the 
deviations during the reporting period 
into those that are due Lo startup , 
shutdown , control equipment problems , 
process problems , other known causes , and 
other unknown causes . 

7 . A summary of the total duration of 
continuous monitoring system downtime 
during the reporting period and the total 
duration of continuous monitoring system 
downtime as a percent of the total source 
operating time during the reporting 
period . 

8 . An identification of each HAP that was 
monitored at the affected source . 

9 . A brief description of the process units . 

10. A brief description of the continuous 
monitoring system. 

11 . The date of the latest continuous 
monitoring system certification or audit. 

12. A description of any changes in 
continuous monitoring systems , processes , 
or controls since the last reporting 
period . 

iv . Immediate startup , shutdown , and malfunction report . 
If the Permittee had a startup , shutdown , or 
malfunction during the semiannual reporting period 

that was not consistent with the Permittee ' s startup , 
shutdown , and malfunction plan , the Permitlee shall 
submit an immediate startup, shutdown , and 
malfunction report according to the requirements in 
40 CFR 63 . 10 (d) (5) (ii) . 

d. 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart L (40 CFR 63.311) 

i. Semiannual compliance certification . The Permittee 
shall include the following information in the 
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semiannual compliance certification [40 CFR 
63 . 3ll(d)]: 

A. Certification , signed by the Permittee, that no 
coke oven gas was vented, except through the 
bypass/bleeder stack flare system of a by­
product coke oven battery during the reporting 
period or that a venting report has been 
submitted according to the requirements in 4 0 
CFR 63. 311 (e) . 

B. Certification, signed by the Permittee, that a 
startup, shutdown , or malfunction event did no t 
occur for a coke oven battery during the 
reporting period or that a startup, shutdown, 
and malfunction event did occur and a report 
was submitted according to the requirements in 
40 CFR 63.310(e) . 

C. Certification, signed by the Permittee , that 
work practices were implemented if applicable 
under 40 CFR 63.306 . 

ii . Report for the venting of coke oven gas other than 
through a flare system. The Permittee shall report 
any venting of coke oven gas through a bypass/bleeder 
stack that was not vented through the bypass/bleeder 
stack flare system to the Administrator as soon as 
practicable but no later than 24 hours after the 
beginning of the event. A written report shall be 
submitted within 30 days of the event and shall 
include a description of the event and, if 
applicable, a copy of the notification for a 
hazardous substance release required, pursuant to 40 
CFR 63. 311 (e) . 

i1 i. 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart L (40 CFR 63.310) 

A. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.310(d), in order for the 
provisions of 40 CFR 63.310(i) to apply with 
respect to the observation (or set of 
observations) for a particular day , 
notification of a startup, shutdown, or a 
malfunction shall be made by the Permittee : 

If practicable, to the certified observer if 
the observer is at the source during the 
occurrence; or to the enforcement agencies 
(USEPA and Illinois EPA) , in writing , within 24 
hours of the occurrence first being documented 
by personnel, and if the notification to the 
certified observer was not made , an explanation 
of why no such notification was made. 
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e . i. 

B . Pursuant t o 40 CFR 63 . 310(e) , within 14 days of 
the notification made under 40 CFR 63 . 310 (d) , 
o r after a startup or shutdown, the Permittee 
shall submit a written report to the Illinois 
EPA that describes the time and circumstances 
o f the startup, shutdown , or malfunction ; and 
describes actions taken that might be 
c o nsidered inconsistent with the startup, 
shutdo wn , or malfunction plan. 

Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected coke oven operations from applicable 
requirements unless a NESHAP standard specifies a 
different timeframe as identified in Condition 
7 . 2 .ll(c) and (d) , as follows ; 

A. Requirements in Condition 7 . 2 . 3(d) . 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.2 . 3-1 . 

C . Requirements in Condition 7 . 2 . 3-2. 

O. Requirements in Conditio n 7.2 . 3-3 . 

E . Requirements in Condition 7 . 2.3-4 . 

F. Requirements in Condition 7 . 2.3-5 . 

G. Requirements in Condition 7.2.3-6 . 

H. Requirements in Co ndition 7 . 2.3-7. 

I. Requirements in Condition 7.2.3-8. 

J. Requirements in Condition 7 . 2 . 5-1 . 

K. Requirements in Condition 7 . 2.5-2 . 

L . Requirements in Condition 7 . 2 . 6 . 

ii . All such deviations shall be summarized and r e po rte d 
as part o f the semiannual monito ring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1. 

iii . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section , of all other deviations as part 
of the semiannual monito ring reports required by 
Condition 8.6 . 1 . 

iv. All deviation reports d escribed in Condition 
7 . 2 . l0(e) above shall contain the following : 
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f. 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

B. Description of the deviation; 

C . Probable cause of the deviation; and 

0 . Any corrective actions or preventive measures 
taken. 

Quench stations [08060026] 

The Permittee shall provide the following notification and 
reports to the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance Section and 
Regional Field Office, pursuant to 35 IAC 201 . 263, 
concerning continued operation of quenching operations 
during malfunction or breakdown that does not meet the 
requirements of 35 IAC 212 .443 (h) (1): 

i. For noncompliance due to malfunction or breakdown 
that lasts more than 30 minutes (quenching of four 
ovens) : 

A. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA ' s 
regional office by telephone as soon as 
possible during normal working hours, but no 
later than the next Agency business day. 

B. Upon achievement of compliance, the Permittee 
shall give a written follow-up notice within 15 
days to the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance 
Section and Regional Field Office, providing a 
detailed explanation of the event, the length 
of time during which operation continued under 
such co nditions, the measures taken by the 
Permittee to minimize and correct deficiencies 
with chronology, and when the repairs were 
completed. 

C. If compliance is n o t a c hieved within 48 hours 
of the occurrence, the Permittee shall submit 
interim status reports to the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Secti on and Regional Field Office, 
on a daily basis, until c ompliance is achieved. 
These interim repo rts shall provide a brief 
explanation of the nature of the malfunction or 
breakdown, corrective actions accomplished t o 
date, actions anticipated to occur with 
schedule, and the expected date on which 
repairs will be complete . 

ii . For noncompliance due to malfunction or breakdown 
that is no mo re than 30 minutes in duration, the 
Permittee sha ll provide the information for the 
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incident or period with the periodic compliance 
reports required by 40 CFR 63 , Subpart CCCCC . 

iii. Within two years of initial startup of the low 
emission quench tower on the West Quench Station , the 
Permittee shall submit a report evaluating the 
reduction in filterable and total PM2.s and PM10 
emissions achieved by this project, on both in terms 
of emissions per ton of coke quenched and in terms of 
annual emissions. 

g . Reporting on the State malfunction and breakdown 
authorization shall be performed in accordance with 
Condition 5.10 . 5-2 . 

h. Reporting on the State startup authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10 . 5-1. 

L Reporting on the Federal SSM authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10 . 5-3. 

7.2.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected coke oven 
operations. 

7 . 2 . 12 Compliance Procedures 

For purposes of 35 IAC 212.443: 

a. Coke Oven Charging , Leaks from Doors , Leaks from Lids and 
Leaks from Off Takes: Observations shall be conducted in 
accordance with 40 CFR 63 , Appendix A, Method 303 which is 
consistent with the procedures specified in 35 IAC 280 . 104 
to 280.107 and the Consent Decree , Civil Action No. 81-3009 
referenced in Construction Permit C808048. 

i. Battery A and B - Charging; 

Observations shall be conducted in accordance with 40 
CFR 63 , Appendix A, Method 303 which is consistent 
with the procedures specified in 35 IAC 280 . 104 to 
280 . 107 and the Consent Decree , Civil Action No. 81-
3009 referenced in Construction Permit C808048 . 

Observation of charging emissions shall be made from 
any point or points on the topside of a coke oven 
battery from which a qualified observer can obtain an 
unobstructed view of the charging operation . 

The qualified observer shall time the visible 
emissions with a stopwatch while observing the 
charging operation. Only emissions from the charge 
port and any part of the larry car shall be timed. 
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The observation shall commence as soon as coal is 
introduced into the first charge port as indicated by 
the first charge port as indicated by the first 
mechanical movement of the coal feeding mechanism on 
the larry car and shall terminate when the last 
charge port lid has been replaced. Simultaneous 
emissions from more than one emission point shall be 
timed and recorded as one emission and shall not be 
added individually to the total time . 

The qualified observer shall determine and record the 
total number of seconds that charging emissions are 
visible during the charging of coal to the coke oven. 

For each charge observed, the qualified observer 
shall record the total number of seconds of visible 
emissions , the clock time for the initiation and 
completion of the charging operation and the battery 
identification and oven number . 

The qualified observer shall not record any emissions 
observed after all charging port lids have been 
firmly seated following removal of the larry car , 
such as emissions occurring when a lid has been 
temporarily removed to permit spilled coal to be 
swept into the oven. 

In the event that observations of emissions from a 
charge are interrupted due to events beyond the 
control of the observer , the data from that charge 
shall be invalidated and the observer shall note on 
his observation sheet the reason for invalidating the 
data. The observer shall then resume observation of 
the next consecutive charge or charges , and continue 
until he has obtained a set of consecutive charges 
immediately preceding the interrupted charge and the 
charge immediately following the interrupted charge 
shall constitute consecutive charges. Compliance 
shall be determined by summing the seconds of 
charging emission observed during a set of five 
consecutive charges. Any one charge may be included 
in only one set of consecutive charges . 

ii. Battery A and B - Doors: 

Compliance with the percent door area leakage 
standard shall be determined in accordance with the 
following method: 

Observations of door emissions shall be made from a 
minimum distance of 25 feet from each door. Each 
door shall be observed in sequence for only that 
period necessary to determine whether or not , at the 
time, there are visible emissions from any point on 
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the door while the observer walks along the side of 
the battery. If the observer ' s view of a door is 
more than momentarily obstructed, as , for example, by 
door machinery, pushing machinery, coke guide, luter 
truck, or opaque steam plumes, he shall record the 
door obstructed and the nature of the obstruction and 
continue the observations with the next door in 
sequence which is not obstructed . The observer shall 
continue this procedure along the entire length of 
the battery for both sides and shall record the 
battery identification , battery side, and oven door 
identification number of each door exhibiting visible 
emissions. Before completing the traverse or 
immediately thereafter he shall attempt to reobserve 
the obstructed doors. 

iii. Battery A and B Charging Ports/Lids: 

For purposes of determining compliance with limits on 
visible emissions from charging ports , observations 
of any visible emissions shall be made and recorded 
during the time an observer walks the topside of a 
battery from one end to the other. Each oven shall 
be observed in sequence . The observer may also 
observe off take pipe leaks during this traverse of 
the battery. The observer shall record the battery 
identification, the points of emissions from each 
oven , the oven number, and whether an oven was 
dampered off. Compliance shall be determined by 
application of the following formula which shall 
exclude the ports on up to 3 ovens ahead of the oven 
being pushed which are dampered off. 

iv. Battery A and B - Off Takes: 

For purposes of determining compliance with limits on 
visible emissions from off take pipes, observations 
of any visible emissions from the off take piping 
shall be made by traversing the topside of the 
battery . During the traverse(s} , the observer shall 
walk as near to the center of the battery as safety 
considerations permit but may walk as close as 
necessary to the off take piping to determine whether 
an observed emission is emanating from the off take 
piping. Each oven shall be observed in sequence . 
The observer may also observe charging port emissions 
during this traverse of the battery. The observer 
shall record the battery identification , the points 
of off take piping emission from any oven and the 
oven number. 
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b. Coke Oven Pushing: 

i. 

ii. 

Battery A and B: 

Opacity readings shall be taken by a qualified 
observer located in a position where the oven being 
pushed, the coke receiving car and the path to the 
quench tower are visible. The opacity shall be read 
as the emissions rise and clear the top of the coke 
battery gas mains. The qualified observer shall 
record opacity readings of emissions originating at 
the receiving car and associated equipment and the 
coke oven, including the standpipe on the coke side 
of the oven being pushed. Opacity readings shall be 
taken in accordance with the procedures set forth in 
40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9, incorporated by 
reference in 35 IAC 212.113, except that Section 2.5 
for data reduction shall not be used. The qualified 
observer referenced in this subsection shall be 
certified pursuant to 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, 
Method 9, incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 
212 . 113. 

Battery A: 

Opacity readings shall be taken at 15-second 
intervals, beginning from the time the coke falls 
into the receiving car or is first visible as it 
emerges from the coke guide whichever occurs earlier, 
until the receiving car enters the quench tower or 
quenching device. For a push of less than 90 seconds 
duration, the actual number of 15-second readings 
shall be averaged. 

At least four consecutive pushes per day. 

iii. Battery B: 

Opacity readings shall be taken at 15-second 
intervals, beginning from the time the coke falls 
into the receiving car or is first visible as it 
emerges from the coke guide whichever occurs earlier, 
until the end of the sixth reading. During the 
pushing operation, the observer shall observe all the 
pushing emissions including, but not limited to, 
fugitive emissions from the pushing emission control 
device and from open quench cars during travel. 

At a minimum, one push per day. 

c. Coke Quenching (35 IAC 212. 443 (h) (2)) 

i. Samples shall be taken from each quench station as 
separate grab samples or composite samples. 
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ii. Samples shall be collected a minimum of five days per 
week and analyzed to report a weekly concentration. 
The samples for each week shall be analyzed either : 

A. Separately, with the average of the individual 
daily concentrations determined; or 

B. As one composite sample , with equal volumes of 
the individual daily samples combined to form 
the composite sample. 

7.2 . 13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7.3 Coke By-Product Recovery Plant and COG Desulfurization System 

7. 3 .1 Description 

COG is made up of various organic materials volatilized during 
the coal-to-coke conversion process. The raw coke oven gas from 
u. S. Steel two existing coke oven batteries is processed in the 
coke by-product recovery plant, where various byproducts are 
removed. Once treated, the COG is used as a fuel in the coke 
batteries and in various boilers and furnaces throughout the 
facility. 

Coke Oven Gas (COG) Processing Unit: 

COG from the coke ovens first passes through the primary cooler 
where it is cooled. The cooling of COG causes tar, naphthalene, 
and liquor to condense. The cool COG is then pushed through the 
entire by-product plant with the aid of exhausters. More tar 
and liquor are removed by the centrifugal force created in the 
exhausters . Droplets of tar, naphthalene, and liquor accumulate 
and drain to the tar sump . Ammonia present in the COG is then 
removed by passing it through ammonia absorber. The removal of 
ammonia is accomplished by exposing the COG to a spray of 
sulfuric acid in the ammonia absorber. The COG then enters the 
Tar Spray Final Cooler where the COG is further cooled and most 
of the naphthalene is removed with tar injection. Next COG 
passes through the Light Oil Scrubber, which is designed to 
remove the remaining naphthalene and "Light Oilsn. 

From the light oil scrubber, the treated COG is normally further 
processed in the COG desulfurization system to remove sulfur. 
The COG is not always processed by desulfurization system 
because of the need for periodic maintenance on the system. The 
permit limits the amount of time during which this may occur. 
COG desulfurization system consists of a packed tower amine 
unit , hydrogen cyanide destruction unit, and a Claus sulfur 
recovery unit with tail gas oxidizer. The system removes 
hydrogen sulfide (H2S) from the treated COG stream from the by­
product plant . The COG desulfurization system is not part of 
the by-products recovery plant. 

The COG stream from the by-product plant is sent to a pressure 
holding tank from where the COG is distributed to underfire the 
Coke Oven Batteries and various parts of the plant. 

Light Oil Processing Unit : 

Processing the Light Oil generated at the Light Oil Scrubber, 
also called Benzol Washer, is the main activity of this unit. 
In the Light Oil Scrubber, wash oil is used to scrub out Light 
Oil from the Coke Oven Gas. Next wash oil is cleaned and re­
circulated back through the Light Oil scrubber as described 
below. 
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7 . 3 . 2 

After scrubbing out the light oil in the Light Oil Scrubber , the 
wash oil passes through two oil to vapor heat exchangers , where 
the light oil is vaporized . The vapors are then passed through 
two cool water condensers to condense out the light oil. The 
light oil then passes through the Secondary Light Oil Separator , 
where any remaining wash oil and water is removed . The liquid 
oil is then pumped into one of six storage tanks . 

After passing through the oil to vapor heat exchangers , the wash 
oil passes through steam heaters , the Wash Oil Still , coolers, 
and finally the Wash Oil Recirculating Tank before it is 
reintroduced in the Light Oil Scrubber. 

Coal Tar Processing: 

Tar is collected into a tar sump . The tar is decanted by 
passing through one of three decanters . Sludge from the 
decanters is dumped into hoppers from where it is collected by a 
company for further treatment. Tar from the decanters pass 
through two dehydration tanks where the water is removed . The 
tar is then pumped to a storage tank , where it is stored until 
shipment. 

Note ; This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission Unit 
By-Product Recovery 

By-Product Recovery 
(Continued) 

Description 
Coke oven Gas 

Processing Unit 
(coke oven gas 
transfer and 

handling ; gas 
coolers ; gas 

processing/cleaning 
unit) 

Light Oil 
Processing (stills ; 
process condensers ; 

sumps) 
Coal Tar Processing 
(tar collection and 

transfer ; tar 
storage tanks) 

Tar Storage Tanks ; 
Dehydration Tanks ; 

Decanters ; Light 
Oil Storage Tanks ; 

Ammonia Liquor ; 
Storage Tanks 
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Date 
Constructed 

Prior to 
06/1982 

Prior to 
06/1982 

Emission 
Control 

Equipment 
Steam 

Blanketing 

Clean Gas 
Blanketing ; 

Steam 
Blanketing; 

Negative 
Pressure 
Systems 
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7 . 3.3 

Emission 
Date Control 

Emission Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Railcar/Truck 2004 Vapor: 

Loading Recovery 
System ; 
Negative 
Pressure 

COG Desulfurization Packed tower amine Closed 
System unit and hydrogen Systems 

cyanide destruction 
unit 

Claus Sulfur Thermal 
Recovery Unit Oxidizer 

COG Flare COG holding tank None 
and flare 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. i. The "affected by-product recovery plantn for the 
purpose of these unit-specific conditions , is the 
group of emission units and/operations in the coke 
by-product recovery plant described in Conditions 
7.3.1 and 7 . 3.2. 

ii . The COG desulfurization system is the system for 
desulfurization of treated COG described in 
Conditions 7 . 3 . 1 and 7 . 3 . 2. 

iii. The COG flare is the system for burning of excess of 
COG described in Conditions 7.3.1 and 7 . 3 . 2. 

b. The affected by-product recovery plant is subject to the 
work practices in 40 CFR Part 61 , Subpart L, National 
Emission Standards for Benzene Emissions from Coke By­
Product Recovery Plants . 

c. The affected by-product recovery plant is subject to the 
work practices in 40 CFR Part 61 , Subpart V, National 
Emission Standards for Equipment Leaks (Fugitive 
Emissions) . 

ct. The affected by-product recovery plant is subject to the 
work practices in 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart FF , National 
Emission Standard for Benzene Waste Operations. 

e. No person shall cause or allow the loading of any organic 
material into any stationary tank having a storage capacity 
of greater than 946 liters (250 gallons) , unless such tank 
is equipped with a permanent submerged loading pipe or an 
equivalent device approved by the Illinois EPA according t o 
the provisions of 35 IAC 201 , and further processed 
consistent with 35 IAC 219.108 , or unless such tank is a 
pressure tank as described in 35 IAC 219.12l(a) or is 
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7 . 3.4 

fitted with a recovery system as described in 35 IAC 
219, 121 (bl ( 2 l I 3 5 I AC 21 9 • 12 2 (bl l • 

f. The affected by-product recovery plant, COG desulfurization 
system and COG flare are subject to 35 IAC 212.123(a), no 
person shall cause or allow the emission of smoke or other 
particulate matter, with an opacity greater than 30 
percent, into the atmosphere from any emission unit other 
than those emission units subject to the requirements of 35 
IAC 212.122, except as allowed by 35 IAC 212 . 123(b) and 
212.124. 

g. SO? emissions from the affected by-product recovery plant 
and COG flare shall not exceed 2000 ppm pursuant to 35 IAC 
214. 301. 

No n-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The storage tanks used at the affected by-product recovery 
plant are not subject to 35 IAC 219 , 120 because of the 
exemption for vessels at coke by-product plants in 35 IAC 
219.119(b). 

b . The storage tanks used at the affected by-product recovery 
plant are not subject to 35 IAC 219.121 (Storage Containers 
of Volatile Petroleum Liquids (VPL)) because the liquids 
kept in tho se tanks are no t the product of petroleum 
refinery and, therefore , do not meet the definition of 
VPL/petroleum liquids of 35 IAC Part 211. 

c. This permit is issued based on the affected by-product 
recovery plant not being subj ect to the applicable 
requirements of 35 IAC 219 . 301 because there is 85~ 
reduction o f uncontrolled organic material that would 
otherwise be emitted into atmosphere, pursuant to 35 IAC 
219.302. 

ct. The COG desulfurization system and COG flare are not 
subject t o 40 CFR 63 Subpart L, National Emission Standards 
for Benzene Emissions fro m Coke By-Product Recovery Plants, 
because b o th COG systems are not involved in the separation 
and recovery of c oal tar derivatives evolved from coal 
during the co king process o f a coke oven battery . 

e . This permit is issued based on the COG desulfurization 
system (thermal oxidizer) not being subject to 35 IAC 
214.301 pursuant t o 35 IAC 214.302 1 which provides that 35 
IAC 214 . 301 shall not apply to processes designed to remove 
sulfur c ompounds from the flue gases of fuel combustion 
emission sources. 
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7.3.5 

7.3.6 

Operation of COG Flare during Malfunction and Breakdown 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201 Subpart I, subject to 
the following terms and conditions, the Permittee is authorized 
to continue to operate the COG flare in excess of the applicable 
state standard in Condition 7.3.3(f) in the event of a 
malfunction or breakdown. 

Note: This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application, 
generally explaining why such continued operation would be 
required to prevent injury to personnel or severe damage to 
equipment , and describing the measures that will be taken to 
minimize emissions from any malfunctions and breakdowns. 

a. This authorization only allows such continued operation as 
necessary to prevent injury to personnel or severe damage 
to equipment and does not extend to continued operation 
solely for the economic benefit of the Permittee. 

b. Upon occurrence of excess emissions due to malfunction or 
breakdown , the Permittee shall, as soon as practicable, 
repair the COG flare, reduce flare load or remove it from 
service so that excess emissions cease. 

c. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable recordkeeping 
and reporting requirements of Conditions 7.3.lO(h) and 
5.10 . 5-2 For these purposes, time shall be measured from 
the start of a particular incident. The absence of excess 
emissions for a short period shall not be considered to end 
the incident if excess emissions resume. 

d. Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see Condition 
5.10.5-2(a) (i))of a malfunction or breakdown with excess 
emissions, the Permittee shall comply with all reasonable 
directives of the Illinois EPA with respect to such 
incident. 

e. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee from the 
continuing obligation to minimize excess emissions during 
malfunction or breakdown. As provided by 35 !AC 201.265, 
an authorization in a permit for continued operation with 
excess emissions during malfunction and breakdown does not 
shield the Permittee from enforcement for any such 
violation and only constitutes a prima facie defense to 
such an enforcement action provided that the Permittee has 
fully complied with all terms and conditions connected with 
such authorization. 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart L: 
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i. The Permittee shall operate and maintain a Control 
System to meet the standards specified below in 40 
CFR Part 61 Subpart L . This Contro l System consists 
of a Positive Pressure Gas Blanketing System supplied 
with clean coke oven gas controlling the l ight oil 
area and a Negative Pressure or Steam Blanketing 
System controlling tar , ammonia and liquor tanks . 

ii. These control systems shall be designed to operate 
with no detectable emissions (an organic chemical 
c o ncentration more than 500 ppm above a background 
c o ncentration) , as determined by the methods 
specified in 40 CFR 61 . 245 , pursuant to 40 CFR 
61.132(b). 

iii. The Permittee shall c omply with 40 CFR 61.132 -
Standard : Process vessels , storage tanks , and 
tar-intercepting sumps , which includes the foll owi ng : 

A. Each owner or operato r of a furnace byproduct 
recovery plant shall enclose and seal all 
openings o n each process vessel , tar storage 
tank , and tar-intercepting sump. 

B. The owner or operato r shall duct gases from 
each process vessel , tar storage tank , and tar­
intercepting sump to the gas collection system, 
gas distributio n system, or other enclosed 
point in the by-product recovery process where 
the benzene in the gas will be recovered or 
destroyed . This control positive pressure 
blanketing system shall be designed and 
operated f o r no detectable emissions , as 
indicated by an instrument reading of less than 
500 ppm above background and visual 
inspections , as determined by the methods 
specified in 40 CFR 61. 2 45(c) . 

1 . Except , the owner or operator may elect 
to install , operate , and maintain a 
pressure relief device , vacuum relief 
device , an access hatch, and a sampling 
port on each process vessel , tar storage 
tank , and tar-intercepting sump . Each 
access hatch and sampling port must be 
equippe d with a gasket and a cover , seal , 
or lid that must be kept in a closed 
position at all times, unless in actual 
use. 

2 . The o wner or operator may elect to leave 
open t o the atmosphere the portion of the 
liquid surface in each tar decanter 
necessary t o permit operation o f a sludge 
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conveyor. If the owner or operator 
elects to maintain an opening on part of 
the liquid surface of the tar decanter, 
the owner or operator shall install, 
operate, and maintain a water leg seal on 
the tar decanter roof near the sludge 
discharge chute to ensure enclosure of 
the major portion of liquid surface not 
necessary for the operation of the sludge 
conveyor. 

C. Each owner or operator of a furnace coke by­
product recovery plant also shall comply with 
the requirements of 40 CFR 61.132(a) through 
(c) for each benzene storage tank, BTX storage 
tank, light-oil storage tank, and excess 
ammonia-liquor storage tank. 

iv . The Permittee shall comply with 40 CFR 61.133 -
Standard: Light-oil sumps, which includes the 
following, pursuant to 40 CFR 61.133(a) and 
61.133(cl: 

A. Each owner or operator of a light-oil sump 
shall enclose and seal the liquid surface in 
the sump to form a closed system to contain the 
emissions. 

1. Except, the owner or operator may elect 
to install , operate, and maintain a vent 
on the light-oil sump cover. Each vent 
pipe must be equipped with a water leg 
seal, a pressure relief device, or vacuum 
relief device. 

2. Except, the owner or operator may elect 
to install, operate, and maintain an 
access hatch on each light-oil sump 
cover. Each access hatch must be 
equipped with a gasket and a cover , seal , 
or lid that must be kept in a closed 
position at all times, unless in actual 
use. 

3. The light-oil sump cover may be removed 
for periodic maintenance but must be 
replaced (with seal) at completion of the 
maintenance operation. 

B. The venting of steam or other gases from the 
by-product process to the light-oil sump is not 
permitted (40 CFR 61.133(a)]. 
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C . Following the installation of any control 
equipment used to meet the requirements of 40 
CFR 61 . 133(a), the owner or operator shall 
monitor the connections and seals on each 
control system to determine if iL is operating 
with no detectable emissions , using Method 21 
(40 CFR Part 60 , Appendix A) and the procedures 
specified in 40 CFR 61.245(c) , and shall 
visually inspect each source (including sealing 
materials) for evidence of visible defects such 
as gaps or Lcars. This monitoring and 
inspection shall be conducted semiannually and 
at any other time the cover is removed . 

1 . If an instrument reading indicates an 
organic chemical concentration more than 
500 ppm above a background concentration , 
as measured by Method 21 , a leak is 
detected . 

2 . If visible defects such as gaps in 
sealing materials are observed during a 
visual inspection , a leak is detected. 

3. When a leak is detected , it shall be 
repaired as soon as practicable , but not 
later than 15 calendar days after it is 
detected. 

4. A first attempt at repair of any leak or 
visible defect shall be made no later 
than 5 calendar days after each leak is 
deteclcd (40 CFR 61 . 133(c)] . 

v. The Permi~tee shall comply with 40 CFR 61 . 135 
Slandard : Equ1pmenl leaks . 

A. Each piece of equipment in benzene service to 
which 40 CfR 61 Subparl L applies shall be 
marked in such a manner that it can be 
distinguished readily from other pieces of 
equipment in benzene service (40 CFR 
61 . 135 (C) l • 

B. Each owner or. operator of equipment in benzene 
service shall comply with requirements of 40 
CFR 61 , Subpart V. 

C. The provisions of 40 CFR 61. 242-3 and 61. 2 42 9 
of Subpart V do not apply to Subpart L . 

b . 40 CFR Part 61 , Subpart V : 

40 CFR 61 . 242-10 : Standards : Delay of Repair 
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i. Delay of repair of equipment for which leaks have 
been detected will be allowed if repair within 15 
days is technically infeasible without a process unit 
shutdown . Repair of this equipment shall occur 
before the end of the next process unit shutdown. 

ii . Delay of repair of equipment for which leaks have 
been detected will be allowed for equipment that is 
isolated from the process and that does not remain in 
VHAP (volatile hazardous air pollutant) service . 

iii . Delay of repair for valves will be allowed if: 

A. The owner or operator demonstrates that 
emissions of purged material resulting from 
immediate repair are greater than the fugitive 
emissions likely to result from delay of 
repair; and 

B. When repair procedures are affected , the purged 
material is collected and destroyed or 
recovered in a control device complying with 40 
CFR 61. 242-11. 

iv. Delay of repair for pumps will be allowed if : 

A. Repair requires the use of a dual mechanical 
seal system that includes a barrier fluid 
system; and 

B. Repair is completed as soon as practicable , but 
not later than 6 months after the leak was 
detected. 

v . Delay of repair beyond a process unit shutdown will 
be allowed for a valve if valve assembly replacement 
is necessary during the process unit shutdown, valve 
assembly supplies have been depleted, and valve 
assembly supplies had been sufficiently stocked 
before the supplies were depleted. Delay of repair 
beyond the next process unit shutdown will not be 
allowed unless the next process unit shutdown occurs 
sooner than 6 months after the first process unit 
shutdown. 

c . 40 CFR 61 Subpart FF (61.355(a)(3) through (a)(5)) . 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 61.355(a) (3) , if the total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste is equal to or 
greater than 10 Mg/yr (11 tons/yr) , then the owner or 
operator shall comply with the requirements of 40 CFR 
61. 342 (c) , (d) , or (e) . 
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7.3 . 7 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 61.355(al (4) , if the total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste is less than 10 
Mg/yr (11 tons/yr) but is equal to or greater than 1 
Mg/yr , (1.1 ton/yr), then the owner or operator 
shall : 

A. Comply with the recordkeeping requirements of 
40 CFR 61 . 356 and reporting requirements of 40 
CFR 61.357; and 

8. Repeat the determination of total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste at least 
once per year and whenever there is a change in 
the process generating the waste that could 
cause the total annual benzene quantity from 
facility waste to increase to 10 Mg/yr (11 
ton/yr) or more. 

iii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 61.355(a) (5) , if the total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste is less than 1 
Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr) , then the owner or operator shall : 

A. Comply with the recordkeeping requirements of 
40 CFR 61.356 and reporting requirements of 40 
CFR 61.357 ; and 

B . Repeat the determination of total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste whenever 
there is a change in the process generating the 
waste that could cause the total annual benzene 
quantity from facility waste to increase to 1 
Mg/yr (1 - 1 ton / yr) or mo re. 

d. The COG flare shall be operated with a flame present at all 
times when COG is vented to the flare [Section 39.5(7) (a) 
of the Act}. 

Production and Emission Limits for the COG Desulfurization 
System from Permit 06070022 

a . The Permittee shall operate COG desulfurization system 
(COG-OS) at all times the by-products plant is producing 

COG, except when undertaking maintenance or repairs of the 
system. This total " outage• period shall not exceed 35 
days (840 hours) per calendar year . 

b. i . Raw COG production during periods of time when the 
COG- OS is not operating shall not exceed 1,092 
mmscf/year. 

ii . Total amount of COG generated by Coke Oven Batteries 
A and Band processed by by-products plant shall not 
exceed 1 , 14 0 mmscf / month and 11 , 400 mmscf/year. 
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7.3.8 

c. 

d. 

e. 

i. The COG-DS shall be operated and maintained in 
conformance with good air pollution control 
practices. 

ii. The thermal oxidizer combustion chamber for the 
sulfur recovery unit shall be operated at a 
temperature that is greater than l,100°F. 

i. The H2S content of the raw COG entering the COG-DS 
shall not exceed 500 grains of H2S/l00 scf of COG, 
daily average. 

ii. The H2S content of desulfurized COG exiting the COG-OS 
shall not exceed 66 grains/100 scf of COG, annual 
average. 

iii. During periods of time when the COG-DS is operating, 
the H2S content of COG shall not exceed the following 
limits: 25 grains of H2S/l00 scf of COG, monthly 
average , excluding outages, startup, shutdown, and 
upsets such as failure of fans , pumps or heat 
exchangers and aberrations in the composition or 
condition of the raw COG. 

i. Emissions from the thermal oxidizer on the COG-DS 
shall not exceed the following limits: 

PM10 SO2 
(Lbs/Hr) (Tons/Yr) (Lbs/Hr) (Tons/Yr) 

5.6 I 24.6 67.3 I 294.7 

ii. Combined emissions of PM1o and SO2 from the thermal 
oxidizer on COG-DS and combustion of coke oven gas 
shall not exceed 246.8 and 1,074.1 tons/year for PM:, 
and SO2 , respectively {Tl). 

iii. Compliance with the annual limits in Conditions 
7.3 . 7(b) and (e) shall be determined from a running 
total of 12 months of data, unless otherwise 
specified [Tl I . 

Testing Requirements 

a . The Permittee , as the owner or operator of a by-products 
plant , subject to the provisions of 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart 
L, shall comply with the requirements in 40 CFR 61.245. 

b. The Permittee shall determine the total annual benzene 
(TAB) quantity of the facility using the test methods and 
procedures for determination in 40 CFR 61.355(a) (5). In 
particular, if the total annual benzene quantity from 
facility waste is less than 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr), then the 
owner or operator shall repeat the determination of total 
annual benzene quantity from facility waste whenever there 
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7 . 3.9 

is a change in the process generating the waste that could 
cause the total annual benzene quantity from facility waste 
t o increase to 1 Mg/yr (1 . 1 ton/yr) or more. 

c. Fo r the COG flare and the thermal oxidizer in the COG-DS, 
the Permittee shall conduct observations for visible 
emissio ns and/or opacity, using USEPA Method 22 and 9 , 
respectively. These observations shall be conducted by 
individual(s) certified to observe opacity by USEPA Method 
9. The observer(s) may either conduct observations for 
opacity or conduct observations for visible emissions , 
immediately followed by observations for opacity if visible 
emissio ns are observed. Observations shall be conducted in 
at least a monthly basis for the COG flare and an annual 
basis for the COG-DS thermal oxidizer. In addition ,' for 
the COG flare, observations shall be coordinated with 
weather conditions so that at least two observations are 
made in each calendar year during elevated wind speed 
c o nditions , i.e. , wind speed of at least 16 miles per hour. 

d. Upo n the written request from the Illinois EPA, the 
emissio n tests shall be conducted by the Permittee for the 
COG-DS to verify compliance with emission limits in 
Co ndition 7.3.7(e) as follows (Section 39.5(7) (d) and (pl 
o f the Act]; 

i, The following USEPA test methods shall be used , 
unless another USEPA method is approved by the 
Illinois EPA. 

Location of Sample Points Method 1 
Gas Flow and Velocity Method 2 
Flue Gas Weight Method 3 
Moisture Method 4 

PM.c Method 201 
201A 

SO2 Method 6 

or 

ii. Observations of opacity shall be conducted during 
these emission tests in accordance with Method 9 and 
the results of these observations included in the 
reports for emission testing . 

iii. For this emission testing, test notifications and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Conditions 8 . 6.2 and 8.6.3 of this 
permit. 

Monitoring Requirements 

a. For the coke by-product recovery plant, when equipment 
operated in benzene service is tested for compliance with 
or monitored for no detectable emissions , the owner or 
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operator shall comply with the following requirements [40 
CFR 61.245{c)): 

i. The requirements of 40 CFR 61.245 (b) (1) through (4) 
shall apply. 

ii. The background level shall be determined, as set 
forth in Method 21. 

iii. The instrument probe shall be traversed around all 
potential leak interfaces as close to the interface 
as possible as described in Method 21. 

iv. The arithmetic difference between the maximum 
concentration indicated by the instrument and the 
background level is compared with 500 ppm for 
determining compliance. 

b. Alternatives procedures are not established for each 
exhauster, as provided by 40 CFR 61.135(e) through (g) and 
40 CFR 61.136{d). Therefore, pursuant to 40 CFR 61.135(d), 
each exhauster shall be monitored quarterly to detect leaks 
10,000 ppm or greater by the methods specified in 40 CFR 
61.245(b). 

c. For the coke by-product recovery plant , the owner or 
operator shall monitor the connections and seals on each 
control system to determine if it is operating with no 
detectable emissions, using Method 21 (40 CFR Part 60, 
Appendix Al and procedures specified in 40 CFR 61.245(c), 
and shall visually inspect each source {including sealing 
materials) and the ductwork of the control system for 
evidence of visible defects such as gaps or tears. This 
monitoring and inspection shall be conducted on a 
semiannual basis and at any other time after the control 
system is repressurized with blanketing gas following 
removal of the cover or opening of the access hatch. 

i . If an instrument reading indicates an organic 
chemical concentration more than 500 ppm above a 
background concentration, as measured by Method 21, a 
leak is detected. 

ii. If visible defects such as gaps in sealing materials 
are observed during a visual inspection, a leak is 
detected. 

111. When a leak is detected, it shall be repaired by the 
Permittee as soon as practicable, but not later than 
15 calendar days after it is detected. 

iv. A first attempt at repair of any leak or visible 
defect shall be made by the Permittee no later than 5 
calendar days after each leak is detected. 
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d . Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 61 . 132(a) , the Permittee shall 
operate and maintain Control Systems on the coke by- product 
plant in accordance with the work practices in 40 CFR Part 
61 Subpart L, as specified be l ow . This Control System 
consists of a Posit i ve Pressure Gas Blan ket i ng System 
supplied with clean coke oven gas controlling the light oil 
area and a Negative Pressure or Steam Blanketing System 
controlling tar , ammonia and liquor tanks. 

i . The following procedures shall be conducted on the 
control system on a semiannual basis and after each 
time the control system is repressurized and the 
Permittee s hall (40 CFR 61 .132(b) ): 

A. Inspect the ductwork for evidence of visible 
defects such as gaps or tears . 

B . Monitor the connections and seal s to determine 
i f operating wi th no detectable emi ssions . 

ii . A maintenance inspection of the control system shal l 
be conducted on an annual basis for evidence of 
system abnormalities such as blocked or plugged 
lines , sticking valves , plugged condensate traps and 
other maintenance defects that could result in 
abnormal system operation . 
shall make a first attempt 
wilh repair within 15 days 
6 l.1 32(c)) . 

e. COG flare 

The owner or operator 
at repair within 5 days , 
o( detection (40 CFR 

Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act , for the 
COG flare : 

i . The Permittee shall either : 

A. Install , operate and maintain instrumentation , 
with alarm, to confirm the presence of a flame 
at the flare tip ; or 

B. Monitor for the presence of a pilot flame using 
a thermocouple or other equivalent devi ce to 
detect the presence of a flame ; or 

c . Verify , once per shift , the presence of a flame 
at the tip of the flare , and that the flare gas 
header has a positive pressure. 

ii . The Permittee shall perform the following inspections 
of the flare : 
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A. An inspection of the ignition system on an 
annual basis; 

B . A detailed maintenance and repair inspection 
during the period when the flare is out of 
service and/or id l ed . 

: . Monitoring requirements for COG established by FESOP 
94120017 , Permit 06070022 and Section 39 . 5(7) (a) of the 
Act : 

i . The Permittee shall operate systems for monitoring 
the hydrogen sulfide (HS) content of the COG exiting 
the affected by-product plant and exiting the COG-DS. 
The HS c o ncentration shall be measured on a wet gas 
basis. 

i i . These HS monitoring systems shall be equipped with a 
strip chart recorder or disk storage and shall be 
capable of recording the H2S content in grains per 
standard cubic feet. 

i i i . These H, S monitoring systems shall meet the applicable 
requirements of Performance Specification 7 of 40 CFR 
60 , Appendix B. These H2S monitoring systems shall be 
operated , and data collected, reduced and maintained , 
in accordance with the applicable requirements of 40 
CFR 60.13 and 35 IAC Part 201 Subpart L . 

i v . The H2S monitoring system f o r COG exiting the by­
product plant shall comply with the following 
requirements for collection of data : 

A. The system shall collect hourly average HS 
content data for at least 75% of the daily 
operating hours in which COG is not treated by 
the COG-DS (e.g . , at 24 hours/day COG 
production , at least 18 hourly averages of H ,S 
content must be obtained) . In the event that 
this minimum data requirement cannot be met by 
the H2S monitoring system, the H2S content data 
shall be supplemented or obtained by one of the 
following alternative methods . 

I. HS determined by type of coal used during 
that period and previous recorded HS 
content when using this coal type . This 
method shall only be used for a maximum 
o f 15 days per calendar year. 

I I . A manual sample o f COG shall be taken 
daily and the HS content shall be 
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determined by 40 CFR 60 , Appendix A, 
Method 11 , as adapted to measure higher 
ranges of H2S . This value , or a value 
based on the mean of the dai l y values 
plus two standard deviations f or t he 
previous 90 days [or which a reading was 
obtained, whichever is higher , shall be 
used. Should a coal blend change occur 
during the period this alternative method 
is being used , the mean value plus two 
standard deviations will be adjusted to 
re[lect any potential change in the H2S 
content from that of the previous coal 
blend . 

B. The system shall collect H2S content data [or at 

least 75% of the daily operating hours in which 
COG is treaLed by the COG-DS with this data 
being the average over at least 5 minutes in 
each such operating hour . Tn the event that 
t h is minimum data requ i rement cannot be met by 
the H•S moniLoring system or can only be met 

with manual cycling of the H.S monitoring system 
for treaLed COG data shall be supplemented or 
obtained by one of the following alternative 
methods : 

I . H2S daLa as obtained by manual sampling 
and analysis at least one per day ; or 

II . H2S data as obtained from the H2S 
monitoring system for Lreated COG at 
least twice per day , at least 8 hours 
aparl . 

C . The alternative methods provided for in this 
condition shall only be used in the event of a 
malfunction or breakdown o[ the H~ moniloring 
systems , i . e. , not during periods when a 
monitoring system is [unctioning properly to 
collect valid data. 

v . These HS monitors shall be tested at least every 12 
months in accordance with 40 CFR 60 , Appendix B, 
Performance Specification 7. The results of these 
tests shall be senL to the IEPA ' s Division o[ Air 
Pollution , Control Permit Section and Regional Office 
within 14 days afler summarizing of results . In 
addition , the results sha l l be maintained in 
accordance with the recordkeeping specified in this 
permit . For the HS monitoring system for COG exiting 
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the by-product plant , this testing shall be conducted 
as follows: 

A. The H2S content in grains per standard cubic 
foot of COG shall be determined using 40 CrR 
60, Appendix A, Method 11 as adapted to measure 
higher ranges of H S. 

B. The following revisions shall be made to Method 
11 to allow the measuring of higher ranges of 
H2S: 

1. Diluent air shall mean air containing 
less than 0.5 ppm total sulfur compounds 
and less than 10 ppm each of moisture and 
hydrocarbons. 

2. 7.0 Procedure - Located after the 
sampling valve, there will be a gas 
mixing box with a metered supply of 
(heated) diluent air. This metered 
supply of diluent air will be introduced 
prior to sampling and adjusted so that 
the final dilution of the sample will be 
1:20 (i.e., 0.05 liters/min of sample to 
0.95 liters/min of dilution air) . 

3. 9, 4 - Vm = Volume of gas sample through 
the gas meter (meter conditions) , 
liters/20. 

VmcsTo = (Corrected) volume at 
standard conditions of gas 
sampled through the dry gas 
meter. (Standard Liters) . 

vi . In the event of malfunction or breakdown of the H2S 
monitoring systems, the Permittee shall repair and 
recalibrate the meter or monitoring systems as soon 
as practicable but no later than 10 days after the 
malfunction or breakdown is detected, unless prior 
Illinois EPA approval is obtained by submitting 
adequate justification to the Illinois EPA detailing 
the reasons for delay. Records of repair and 
recalibration must be maintained in accordance with 
the recordkeeping requirements of this permit. This 
condition does not relieve the Permittee of the 
minimum data collection requirements of this permit, 

g . The Permittee shall equip the thermal oxidizer in the COG­
OS with a continuous monitoring system, which shall be 
calibrated, maintained, and operated at all times the COG­
DS thermal oxidizer is in operation, to monitor the 
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combustion chamber temperature of the thermal oxidizer 
[Sections 39.5(7) (a) and (d) o f the Act] . 

h . The Permittee shall sample and analyze the COG exiting the 
byproduct plant and treated COG from the COG-DS for PM 
content using appropriate ASTM methods or other comparable 
methodology. These measurements shall be conducted at 
least annually . The records for this activity shall also 
include data for the H2S content of COG at the time of 
sampling [Sections 39 . 5 . 7(a) and (d) of the Act]. 

7 . 3 . 10 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain reco rds of the following items for 
the affected by-product recovery plant , the COG-DS and COG 
flare , pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(7) (a) and (el of the Act : 

a. 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart L (40 CFR 61 .138): 

i. The f o llowing information pertaining to the design of 
control equipment installed t o comply with 40 CFR 
61 . 132 through 61 . 134 shall be recorded and kept in a 
readily accessible location : 

A. Detailed schematics, design specifications , and 
piping and instrumentation diagrams . 

B . The dates and descriptions of any changes in 
the design specifications . 

ii . The following information pertaining to sources 
subject to 40 CFR 61.132 and sources subject to 40 
CFR 61 . 133 shall be recorded and maintained for 2 
years following each semiannual (and other) 
inspection and each annual maintenance inspection: 

A. The date of the inspection and the name of the 
inspector . 

B. A brief description of each visible defect in 
the source or control equipment and the method 
and date of repair of the defect. 

C . The presence of a leak , as measured using the 
method described in 40 CFR 61 . 245(c) . The 
record shall include the date of attempted and 
actual repair and method of repair of the leak. 

D. A brief description of any system abnormalities 
found during the annual maintenance inspection , 
the repairs made , the date of attempted repair , 
and the date of actual repair . 
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b . 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart FF (40 CFR 61,356); 

i. Each owner or operator of a facility subject to the 
provisions of Subpart FF shall comply with the 
recordkeeping requirements of 40 CFR 61.356 . Each 
record shall be maintained in a readily accessible 
location at the facility site for a period not less 
than two years from the date the information is 
recorded unless otherwise specified [40 CFR 
61. 356 (a) J . 

ii . Each owner or operator shall maintain records that 
identify each waste stream at the facility subject to 
Subpart FF, and indicate whether or not the waste 
stream is controlled for benzene emissions in 
accordance with this subpart. In addition the owner 
or operator shall maintain the following records (40 
CFR 61. 356 (b) l : 

A . For each waste stream not controlled for 
benzene emissions in accordance with Subpart 
FF , the records shall include all test results , 
measurements , calculations , and other 
documentation used to determine the following 
information for the waste stream: waste stream 
identification, water content , whether or not 
the waste stream is a process wastewater 
stream, annual waste quantity , range of benzene 
concentrations , annual average flow-weighted 
benzene concentration , and annual benzene 
quantity. 

B. For each waste stream exempt from 40 CFR 
61.342(c) (1) in accordance with 40 CFR 
61. 342 (cl (3) , the records shall include: 

1. All measurements , calculations , and other 
documentation used to determine that the 
continuous flow of process wastewater is 
less than 0,02 liters (0.005 gallons) per 
minute or the annual waste quantity of 
process wastewater is less than 10 Mg/yr 
(11 ton/yr) in accordance with 40 CFR 
61 . 342 (c) (3) (i) , or 

2. All measurements, calculations , and other 
documentation used to determine that the 
sum of the total annual benzene quantity 
in all exempt waste streams does not 
exceed 2.0 Mg/yr (2.2 ton/yr) in 
accordance with 40 CFR 61 . 342 (c) (3) (ii) 

C. For each facility where process wastewater 
streams are controlled for benzene emissions in 
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acco rdance with 40 CFR 61 . 342(d) , the records 
shall include for e ach treated process 
wastewater stream all measurements , 
calculations , and other documentation used to 
determine the annual benzene quantity in the 
process wastewater stream exiting the treatment 
process. 

D. For each facility where waste streams are 
controlled for benzene emissions in accordance 
with 40 CFR 61 . 342(e) , the records shall 
include for each waste stream all measurements , 
including the locations of the measurements , 
calculations , and other documentation used to 
determine that the total benzene quantity does 
not exceed 6 . 0 Mg/yr (6 . 6 ton/yr). 

E . For each facility where the annual waste 
quantity for process unit turnaround waste is 
determined in accordance with 40 CFR 
61. 355 (bl (5), the records shall include all 
test results , measurements , calculations , and 
other documentation used to determine the 
following information: identification of each 
process unit at the facility that undergoes 
turnarounds , the date of the most recent 
turnaround for each process unit , 
identification of each process unit turnaround 
waste , the water content of each process unit 
turnaround waste , the annual waste quantity 
determined in accordance with 40 CFR 
61.355 (bl (5l , the range of benzene 
concentrations in the waste , the annual average 
flow-weighted benzene concentration of the 
waste , and the annual benzene quantity 
calculated in accordance with 40 CFR 
61 . 355 (a) (ll (iii) . 

F. For each facility where wastewater streams are 
controlled for benzene emissions in accordance 
with 40 CFR 61.348 (b) (2) , the records shall 
include all measurements , calculations , and 
other documentation used to determine the 
annual benzene content of the waste streams and 
the total annual benzene quantity contained in 
all waste streams managed or treated in exempt 
waste management units. 

ii i . An owner or operator shall maintain a record for each 
visual inspection required by 40 CFR 61.343 through 
61 . 347 that identifies a problem (such as a broken 
seal , gap or other problem) which could result in 
benzene emissions. The record shall include the date 
of the inspection, waste management unit and control 
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equipment location where the problem is identified , a 
description of the problem, a description of the 
corrective action taken , and the date the corrective 
action was completed (40 CFR 61.356(g)). 

c . 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart v (40 crn 61.246) : 

i. A. Each owner or operator subject to the 
provisions of Subpart V shall comply with the 
recordkeeping requirements of 40 CFR 61.246 
(40 CFR 61.246(a) (1)] . 

B . An owner or operator of more than one process 
unit subject to the provisions of Subpart V may 
comply with the recordkeeping requirements for 
these process units in one recordkeeping system 
if the system identifies each record by each 
process unit (40 CFR 61.246(a) (2)]. 

ii. When each leak is detected as specified in 40 CFR 
61.242-2 , 61.242-3 , 61.242-7 , 61.242-8 , and 61.135, 
the following requirements apply to the Permittee 
[40 CFR 61.246 (b)] : 

A. A weatherproof and readily visible 
identification, marked with the equipment 
identification number , shall be attached to the 
leaking equipment . 

B . The identification on a valve may be removed 
after it has been monitored for 2 successive 
months as specified in 40 CFR 61.242-7(c) and 
no leak has been detected during those 2 
months . 

C . The identification on equipment , except on a 
valve , may be removed after it has been 
repaired . 

iii. When each leak is detected as specified in 40 CFR 
61.242-2, 61.242-3, 61 . 242-7 , 61.242-8 , and 61.135, 
the following information shall be recorded by the 
Permittee in a log and shall be kept for 2 years in a 
readily accessible location (40 CFR 61 . 246(c)): 

A . The instrument and operator identification 
numbers and the equipment identification 
number. 

B . The date the leak was detected and the dates of 
each attempt to repair the leak . 

C. Repair methods applied in each attempt to 
repair the leak. 
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D. Above 10 , 000 if the maximum instrument reading 
measured by the methods specified in 40 CFR 
61 . 245(al after each repair attempt is equal to 
or greater than 10 , 000 ppm . 

E. Repair delayed and the reaso n for the delay if 
a leak is not repaired within 15 calendar days 
after discovery of the leak. 

F. The signature of the owner or operator (o r 
designate) whose decision it was that repair 
could not be effected without a process 
shutdown . 

G. The expected date of successful repair of t he 
leak if a leak is not repaired within 15 
calendar days. 

H. Dates of process unit shutdo wns that occur 
while the equipment is unrepaired. 

I . The date of successful repair of the leak. 

iv . The f ollowing information pertaining to all equipment 
t o which a standard applies shall be recorded in a 
l og that is kept in a readily accessible location by 
the Permittee (40 CFR 61. 2 46(e)]: 

A. A list of identification numbers for equipment 
(except we lded fittings) subject to the 
requirements of Subpart v. 

B. 1. A list of identification numbers for 
equipment that the owner or operator 
elects to designate for no detectable 
emissions as indicated by an instrument 
reading of less than 500 ppm above 
background. 

2. The designatio n of this equipment for no 
detectable emissions shall be signed by 
the owner or operator. 

C . A list of equipment identification numbers for 
pressu re relief devices required to comply with 
4 0 C FR 61 . 2 4 2-4 (a) . 

D. 1. The dates of each compliance test 
required in 40 CFR 61.242-2(e), 61.242-
3 (i) , 61 . 242-4, 61.242-7 (fl, and 
61.135(g). 
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2. The background level measured during each 
compliance test. 

3. The maximum instrument reading measured 
at the equipment during each compliance 
test . 

E. A list of identification numbers for equipment 
in vacuum service . 

v. The following information pertaining to all valves 
subject to the requirements of 40 CFR 61 . 242-7(g) and 
(h) and to all pumps subject to the requirements of 
40 CFR 61.242-2(g) shall be recorded by the Permittee 
in a log that is kept in a readily accessible 
location [40 CFR 61 . 246 (f)]: 

A. A list of identification numbers for valves and 
pumps that are designated as unsafe to monitor , 
an explanation for each valve or pump stating 
why the valve or pump is unsafe to monitor , and 
the plan for monitoring each valve or pump. 

B. A list of identification numbers for valves 
that are designated as difficult to monitor , an 
explanation for each valve stating why the 
valve is difficult to monitor, and the planned 
schedule for monitoring each valve . 

vi. The following information shall be recorded by the 
Permittee for valves complying with 40 CFR 61 . 243-2 
[ 40 CFR 61. 24 6 (g)] : 

A. A schedule of monitoring. 

B . The percent of valves found leaking during each 
monitoring period. 

vii. The following information shall be recorded in a log 
by the Permittee that is kept in a readily accessible 
location {40 CFR 61,246 (h)] : 

A, Design criterion required in 40 CFR 61,242-
2(d) (5) , 61.242-3(e) (2) , and 61.135(e) (4) and 
an explanation of the design criterion; and 

B. Any changes to this criterion and the reasons 
for the changes . 

viii. The following information shall be recorded in a log 
by the Permittee that is kept in a readily accessible 
location for use in determining exemptions as 
provided in the applicability section of this subpart 
and other specific Subparts [40 CFR 61.246(i)]: 
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A. An analysis demonstrating the design capacity 
of the process unit, and 

B. An analysis demonstrating that equipment is not 
in VHAP service. 

ix. Information and data used to demonstrate that a piece 
of equipment is not in VHAP service shall be recorded 
in a log by the Permittee that is kept in a readily 
accessible location (40 CFR 61.246(j) I. 

d . The Permittee shall keep the following records for the COG 
flare (Section 39 . 5 (7) (e) of the Act]: 

i. Records of inspections and maintenance or repair 
activities conducted pursuant to Condition 
7.3.9(e) (ii). 

ii. H2S content in the COG with supporting calculations of 
SOJ emissions from the flare . 

e . The following records for the COG-OS pursuant to Permit 
06070022 : 

i . Temperature monitoring system for thermal oxidizer on 
the Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit; 

A. Recorded data. 

B. A log of operating time for the control system 
or devices , monitoring system, and the coke 
oven byproducts plant. 

c . A maintenance log for the oxidizer and 
monitoring device detailing all routine and 
non-routine maintenance performed including 
dates and duration of any outages. 

ii . Operating Records for the Packed Tower Amine Unit: 

A, Amine temperature leaving the unit (°F) . 

8 . Amine flow (gallons/minute). 

c . COG flow into or out of the unit. 

iii . Logs : 

A. Operating logs . 

B. Maintenance logs detailing all routine and non­
routine maintenance performed including dates 
and duration of any outages. 
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iv . Production Records : 

A. COG productio n during periods of time when the 
COG-OS is operating (mmscf/month and 
mmscf/year) . 

B . COG production during periods of time when the 
COG-OS is not operating (mmscf/month and 
mmscf/year) . 

v . Records of HS content in COG , with supporting data 
and calculations: 

A. H2S content of COG exiting the by-product plant, 
daily average . 

B. H2S content of COG , annual average. 

C . H2S content of treated COG , excluding outages, 
startup, shutdown , and upsets, monthly average. 

v i. Emission Records for the COG Desulfurization System 
(Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit) [Sections 39.5.7(a) and 
(d) of the Act l 

A. A file containing the emission factors used by 
the Permi ttee to determine emissions of PM1 and 
S02 from the Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit , with 
supporting documentation. These records shall 
be reviewed and updated by the Permittee as 
necessary to assure that the emission factors 
that it uses to determine emissions of this 
unit do not understate actual emissions. These 
records shall be prepared and copies sent to 
the Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5.9 . 6(c). 

B. Engineering calculations for typical and 
maximum hourly PM10 and S02 emissions (lbs/hour) 
Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit , with supporting 
documentation. 

C. Records for the concentration of S02 and H2S 
(percent by volume) in the tail gas of the 
Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit , which is sent to 
the thermal oxidizer, as measured by process 
instrumentation. 

O. Records for any periods of operation of the 
Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit that are not 
otherwise addressed in the required records 
during which the established emission factor in 
Condition 7 . 3.lO(e) (vi) (A) would understate 
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actual emissions of this unit , with description 
o f the period of operation and an estimate of 
the additional emissions during such period 
that would not be accounted for by the 
established factor , with supporting explanation 
and calculations. 

D, Reco rds for any periods o f operation of the 
Claus Sulfur Rec overy Unit that are not 
o therwise addressed in the required records 
during which the established emission rate in 
Condition 7. 3. 10 (e) (vi) (B) would understate the 
actual emissions of this unit , with description 
of the period of operatio n, including date , 
time and duration , explanation , and an estimate 
of the additional emissions during such period 
that would not be acco unted for by the 
established rate , with supporting explanation 
and calculations. 

F . Records f o r the annual PM10 and SO emissions of 
the Claus Sulfur Recovery Unit for comparison 
to the limits in Co nditio ns 7 . 3 . 7(el, with 
supporting calculations . 

Note : Records for PM1; and S01 emissions associated 
with combustion of COG at the facility are contained 
in Condition 5.9.l(e). 

f . The following records for the H2S monitoring system for COG 
exiting the by-product plant , pursuant to FESOP 94120017 : 

i. The hourly average , 3-hour average and daily average 
H2S content of the COG in grains per standard cubic 
foot. 

ii. The H2S monitor strip chart or disk storage. 

iii. Thousand standard cubic feet of COG used per 3-hours 
for slab reheat furnaces 1-3 and ladle drying 
preheaters and per day for each unit operating group . 

iv. The calibration, maintenance and repair of the H,S 
monitor used in compliance calculations. 

g . Other Records 

i. Records of the amount of raw coke oven gas being 
received from the coke ovens (scf/mo and acf/yr) . 

ii. Records of the following by-products being produced: 

A , Clean coke oven gas (scf/mo and scf/yr) ; 
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B . Light oil (gal/mo and gal/yr) ; and 

C . Tar (ton/mo and ton/yr). 

iii. If the Permittee operates under manufacturer ' s 
specifications or manufacturer ' s instructions, such 
manufacturer ' s documentation shall be kept at the 
source as part of the required records . 

iv. Records of annual benzene waste generated on site 
(tons/yr). 

v. Annual emissions of VOM from the affected by-product 
recovery plant . 

h. Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.263, the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected COG flare as 
addressed by Condition 7 . 3.5 during malfunctions or 
breakdowns , which at a minimum, shall include the following 
records . The preparation of these records shall be 
completed within 45 days of an incident , unless the 
Permittee conducts a root cause analysis for the incident , 
in which case the preparation of these records , other than 
the root cause analysis , shall be completed within 120 days 
of the incident . 

i. Date , time and duration of the incident. 

ii . A detailed description of the incident , including: 

A. A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up to the incident . 

B . Relevant operating data for the unit , including 
information such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident. 

c. The measures taken to reduce the quantity of 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident. 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident. 

iii . An explanation why continued operation of an affected 
COG flare was necessary to prevent personnel injury 
or prevent equipment damage . 

iv, A discussion of the cause(s) or probable cause(s) of 
the incident including the following: 
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A. Whether the incident was sudden , unavoidable , 
or preventable , including: 

1 . Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident ; 

2 . Why better maintenance could not have 
avoided the incident ; 

3 . Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided the incident ; and 

4 . Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident . 

B. Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for. 

C . Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance. 

v . A description of any steps taken or to be taken to 
prevent similar future incidents or reduce their 
frequency and severity . 

vi . As an alternative to keeping the records required by 
Condition 7 . 3 . 10 (h) (iv) , the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis . For this purpose , a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine , correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from . If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem, define 
all causal relationships , provide a causal path to 
the root cause , delineate the evidence, and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be completed within one year of the incident . 

7 . 3 . 11 Reporting Requirements 

The Permittee shall submit the following reports pursuant to 
Section 39.5(7) (a) and (c) of the Act : 

a . 40 CFR 61 Subpart L (40 CFR 61.138) 

i . A report shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
semiannually starting 6 months after the initial 
reports required in 40 CFR 61.138(e) and 40 CFR 
61.10 , which includes the following information (40 
C FR 6 1 . 1 3 8 ( f) J : 
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A. For sources subject to 40 CFR 61.132 and 
sources subject to 40 CFR 61.133: 

1. A brief description of any visible defect 
in the source or ductwork; 

2. The number of leaks detected and 
repaired; and 

3. A brief description of any system 
abnormalities found during each annual 
maintenance inspection that occurred in 
the reporting period and the repairs 
made. 

B. For equipment in benzene service subject to 40 
CFR 61.135(a), information required by 40 CFR 
61.247 (b). 

C. For each exhauster subject to 40 CFR 61.135 for 
each quarter during the semiannual reporting 
period: 

1. The number of exhausters for which leaks 
were detected as described in 40 CFR 
61.135(d) and (e)(5); 

2. The number of exhausters for which leaks 
were repaired as required in 40 CFR 
61.135(d) and (e) (6); and 

3. The results of performance tests to 
determine compliance with 40 CFR 
61.135(g) conducted within the semiannual 
repo rting period. 

D. A statement signed by the owner or operator 
stating whether all provisions of 40 CFR part 
61, subpart L, have been fu l filled during the 
semiannual reporting period. 

b . 40 CFR 61 Subpart V (40 CFR 61.247): 

i. An owner or operator of any piece of equipment to 
which Subpart V applies shall submit a statement in 
writing notifying the Illinois EPA that the 
requirements of 40 CFR 61.242, 61.245, 61.246, and 
61.247 are being implemented (40 CFR 61.247(a) (l)]. 

ii . A report shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA 
semiannually starting 6 months after the initial 
report required in 40 CFR 61.247(a), that includes 
the following information ( 40 CFR 61. 247 (b)]: 
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A. Process unit identification. 

B. For each month during the semiannual reporting 
period: 

1 . Number of valves for which leaks were 
detected as described in 40 CFR 61.242-
7(b) of 61 . 243-2. 

2. Number of valves for which leaks were not 
repaired as required in 40 CFR 61.242-
7 (d) . 

3. Number of pumps for which leaks were 
detected as described in 40 CFR 61.242-
2 ( b) and ( d) ( 6) . 

4. Number of pumps for which leaks were not 
repaired as required in 40 CFR 61 . 242-
2 ( c) and ( d) ( 6) . 

5. Number of compressors for which leaks 
were detected as described in 40 CFR 
61.242-3(f). 

6. Number of compressors for which leaks 
were not repaired as required in 40 CFR 
61. 242-3 (g) . 

7, The facts that explain any delay of 
repairs and , where appropriate, why a 
process unit shutdown was technically 
infeasible . 

C. Dates of process unit shutdowns which occurred 
within the semiannual reporting period. 

D. Revisions to items reported according to 40 CFR 
61 . 247(a) if changes have occurred since the 
initial report or subsequent revisions to the 
initial report. 

E. The results of all performance tests and 
monitoring to determine compliance with no 
detectable emissions and with 40 CFR 61.243-1 
and 61.243-2 conducted within the semiannual 
reporting period . 

c . 40 CFR 61 Subpart FF (40 CFR 61.357) 

i. If the total annual benzene quantity from facility 
waste is less than 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr), then the 
owner or operator shall submit to the Illinois EPA 
and the Administrator a report that updates the 
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d. 

information listed in 40 CfR 61. 357 (a) ( 1) through 
(a) (3) whenever there is a change in the process 
generating the waste stream that could cause the 
total annual benzene quantity from facility waste to 
increase to 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr) or more [40 CFR 
61 . 357(b)J. 

i i . If the total annual benzene quantity from facility 
waste is less than 10 Mg/yr (11 ton/yr) but is equal 
to or greater than 1 Mg/yr (1.1 ton/yr) then the 
owner or operator shall submit to the Illinois EPA 
and the Administrator a report that updates the 
information listed in 40 CFR 61.357 (a) (1) through 
(a) (3) . The report shall be submitted annually and 
whenever there is a change in the process generating 
the waste stream that could cause the total annual 
benzene quantity from facility waste to increase to 
10 Mg/yr (11 ton/yr) or more. If the information in 
the annual report required by 40 CFR 61. 357 (a) (1) 

through (a) (3) is not changed in the following year, 
the owner or operator may submit a statement to that 
effect (40 CFR 61.357(c)) . 

i i i . If the total annual benzene quantity from facility 
waste is equal to or greater than 10 Mg/yr (11 
ton/yr) , then the owner or operator shall submit to 
the Illinois EPA and the Administrator reports 
described in 40 CFR 61 . 357(dl [40 CFR 61.357(d) I. 

l . Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected coke by-product recovery plant, COG 
system and COG flare from applicable requirements, 
unless a NESHAP standard specifies a different 
timeframe, as follows: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7 . 3 . 3(e), ( f) and 
(g). 

B. Requirements in Condition 7 . 3 . 6 . 

c. Requirements in Condition 7. 3. 7 . 

i i . All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1. 

i 1i. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, of all other deviations as part 
of the semiannual monitoring reports required by 
Condition 8. 6 . 1. 
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iv . All required deviation reports described in Condition 
7.3 . ll(d) above shall contain the following 
information: 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

B . Description of the deviation ; 

c . Probable cause of the deviation ; and 

D. Any corrective action or preventive measures 
taken . 

e. Reporting on the State malfunction and breakdown 
authorization shall be performed in accordance with 
Condition 5.10 . 5-2 . 

f, Reporting on the Federal SSM authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10.5-3 . 

7.3 . 12 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

The following requirements established by Construction Permit 
09030019 shall be followed during idling of the affected coke 
batteries and coke by-product recovery plant : 

This permit authorizes operation of adsorber systems to control 
emissions from the equipment in the Coke By-Product Recovery 
Plant, as an alternative to the various blanketing systems on 
the by-products plant during idling or other interruptions in 
these blanketing systems, as addressed by Permit 09030019 , 
subject to the following requirements: 

a . Each system will use a canister-type vessel containing 
activated carbon to " filterff organic material from the 
exhaust from the units . The adsorber vessels will not be 
regenerated on-site but replaced when the capacity of the 
vessel to adsorb organic material is approached . 

b. Various equipment or affected operations at the by-products 
plant, including processing vessels such as tar decanters , 
light oil decanters and storage tanks which are subject to 
NESHAP (the associated operations) . 

i. The affected adsorbers shall be designed and operated 
to achieve at least 98 percent control of emissions 
of benzene from the associated operations , as 
required by 40 CFR 61 . 139(a), with compliance 
determined in accordance with applicable requirements 
of 40 CFR 61.139(b) and (h) . 

ii. As the by-products plant is subject to 40 CFR 61 , 
Subpart L, the Permittee will continue to be subject 
to applicable requirements of 40 CFR 61, Subpart A, 
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General Provisions for associated operations , 
including 40 CFR 61 . 12(c), which requires that the 
Permittee maintain and operate these operations, 
including associated equipment for air pollution 
control , in a manner consistent with good air 
pollution control practice for minimizing emissions . 

iii . A . The Permittee shall have access to sampling 
equipment and other capabilities necessary to 
conduct monitoring for the affected adsorbers, 
i.e ., operational measurements for the 
concentration of benzene or hydrocarbons in the 
exhaust from the adsorbers. 

B. While the adsorbers serve to control emissions 
from the associated operations , the Permittee 
shall conduct applicable monitoring for the 
affected adsorbers required by 40 CFR 61, 
Subparts A and L, including 40 CFR 61 . 139(e). 

iv . For the associated operations while controlled by the 
adsorbers , the Permittee shall fulfill applicable 
recordkeeping requirements of 40 CFR 61 , Subparts A 
and L, including 40 CFR 61.139(i). 

v . The Permittee shall keep a file for each adsorber 
system that contains documentation for the adsorption 
capacity of the adsorption vessel and engineering 
calculations for the rate at which the associated 
operations would generate emissions and the expected 
operating life of an adsorption vessel in days. 

vi . The operating records that the Permittee maintains 
for the associated operations and adsorbers shall 
include the following information, in addition to 
other required information : 

A. The date that an adsorber vessel is switched 
out , with reason and measured hydrocarbon 
concentration in the exhaust prior to 
switchout . 

B. For periods when the adsorbers operated 
properly , i.e., in accordance with Condition 
7 . 3.12(a) , relevant information to generally 
confirm proper operation. 

C. for periods when an adsorber did not operate 
properly, identification of each such period 
and the associated operations that were 
operating , with detailed information 
describing: 1) The operation of the adsorber, 
including the monitored exhaust concentration; 
2) The potential consequences for additional 
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emissions of organic material with an estimate 
of the additional emissions , with explanation ; 
3) The actions taken to restore proper 
operation ; and 4) Any actions taken to prevent 
similar events in the future . 

vij. The maintenance records that the Permittee maintains 
for the associated operations and adsorbers shall 
include the following informaLion , in addition to 
other required information : 

A. Until the operations are idled , date and time 
that an inspection or maintenance/repair 
activity on the units was performed , with 
description of activity and name(s) of the 
responsible personnel. 

B. While the associated operations are idled, date 
and time that an inspection or 
maintenance/repair activity for the 
preservation measures on the operations was 
performed, with description of activity and 
name(s) of the responsible personnel . 

viii. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable reporting 
requirements of 40 CrR 61 , Subparts A and L, for the 
associated operations while they are controlled by 
the affected adsorbers. 

ix . Th~ Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA of the 
following events for the coke by-pr.oduct plant: 

A. The date that exisLing control systems for the 
plant ar.e shul off, within 15 days of such 
date . This report shall describe any 
difficulties that were encountered in the 
transition to control with the affected 
adsorbers , confirm the integrity of the 
ductwork of each affected adsorber , and include 
the results of initial measurements for the 
hydrocarbon concentrations in the exhaust from 
each affected adsorber , conducted in accordance 
with Condition 7.3.12(a) . 

B . The date that operatjon of all adsorbers is no 
longer required by 40 CrR 61 , Subpart L, within 
30 days of such date . This report shall 
indicate the date when the emptying and 
cleaning of each group of the associated 
operations was completed , the current status of 
each affected adsorber (i . e. , physically 
removed from the plant , scheduled to be 
removed , or left in place pending further 
developments) , and the actions that are planned 
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to maintain the condition and integrity of the 
affected associated operations while they are 
idle. 

Note: During a period when the affected plant is 
idle, even if all associated operations are cleaned 
and emptied, the Permittee must continue to submit 
the routine semiannual compliance reports required by 
40 CFR 61, Subpart L. 

C. The date that resumption of normal operation of 
the by-product plant is planned, at least 10 
days prior to such date. This report shall 
generally describe the sequence of events that 
will accompany resumption of operation of the 
existing control systems for the plant. 

7.3.13 Compliance Procedures 

For the affected coke by-product recovery plant, COG system and 
COG flare, compliance with Conditions 7.3.3 and 7 . 3 . 7 is 
addressed by the work practices , testing, monitoring, 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 7.3 of this 
permit. 

7.3.14 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7 . 4 Blast Furnaces 

7. 4. 1 Description 

Blast Furnaces and Casthouse: 

Iron ore is converted to molten iron in the "A" and "B• Blast 
Furnaces . Iron ore , coke and a variety of fluxes (collectively 
called the burden) are charged into the top of the furnace , 
while heated air is blown up through the burden at a high 
velocity . Molten iron and slag accumulate in the bottom of the 
furnace, where a taphole is periodically drilled. The molten 
iron and slag pour out of the furnace into a trough , where the 
slag is separated from the iron. The iron moves down runners 
until it pours into torpedo cars . From here, the iron is taken 
to the Basic Oxygen Furnace (BOF) shop, where it is converted 
into steel. The slag travels down a separate runner and dumps 
into the slag pits. The molten slag is quenched with a mixture 
of water and potassium permanganate solution . 

Charging of the Blast Furnace generates particulate matter 
emissions . Each furnace has a double-bell system to minimize 
emissions from charging. 

Casthouse emissions consisting of particulate matter, sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide , and organic materials 
are generated during tapping of the furnace and the 
miscellaneous operations that take place within the casthouse 
structure . Emissions are controlled by the Casthouse Baghouse 
and the Iron Spout Baghouse. 

Emissions may also be discharged from a blast furnace during 
startup, malfunctions and shutdowns for routine maintenance . 
Each furnace is equipped with bleeder valves which will relieve 
to the atmosphere if the furnace becomes over pressurized . This 
can occur during furnace slops when material in the furnace 
bridges forming a void and then collapses. Slips can cause over 
pressurization . In this condition, the stock in the furnace 
will bridge and cause a void to develop. The void will increase 
until the bridge collapses . Backdrafting of the blast furnaces 
is conducted to perform certain repairs , both routine and non­
routine. Steam is utilized to draw furnace gases back through 
the tuyeres and out of backdraft stacks. 

Blast Air Stoves : 

The blast air stoves heat the blast air for the blast furnaces. 
Emissions from the stoves consist of particulate matter, sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen oxides , and carbon monoxide generated as by­
products of the combustion of Blast Furnace Gas (BFG) and Coke 
Oven Gas (COG). In addition, the blast furnaces can also use 
fuel oil in the event that other fuels are not available . 
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7. 4. 2 

7.4.3 

The byproduct gases from the blast furnaces are first cleaned in 
a BFG Pretreatment system with mechanical separation and water 
wash to remove entrained dust and are then combusted in the 
stoves for the blast furnaces and other units at the source. 
BFG is primarily made up of carbon monoxide. The heat generated 
by the combustion of these gases is used to heat the brick 
inside of the stoves. The air flow is switched and this stored 
heat is then transferred to the blast air that is blown into the 
blast furnaces as part of the iron making process. There are 
three stoves for each furnace, which enables a continuous supply 
of blast air to the blast furnace. Only two of the three stoves 
will burn at any given time. All three stoves are exhausted to 
a common stack. 

Excess BFG is also used in the various other fuel combustion 
emission units at the source. BFG that cannot be used as fuel 
is flared in either BFG flare #1 or #2. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Blast • Blast Furnaces (A and Before 1972 None 

Furnaces B including charging 
and BFG pretreatment 
system) 

• Blast Furnace 
Casthouse (Tapping, Casthouse 

Iron and Slag Runner, Baghouse; and 

Slag Pits and Torpedo Iron Spout 

Car Loading Emissions Baghouse; 

From A and B Furnaces) 

• Blast Furnace Gas 
Flare #1 None 

• ( 6) Blast Air Stoves Before 1972 None 
(BFG,COG and natural 
Gas) (3 per each 
furnace) 

• Blast Furnace Gas 2008 None 
Flare #2 

• Slag pits Before 1972 None 

Applicable Provisions 

a. The "affected blast furnace processesu for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions, are the emission units and 
activities described in Conditions 7.4.1 and 7 . 4.2. 
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b . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 445, emissions of PM shall not 
exceed the following limits: 

i. Uncaptured particulate matter from any opening in a 
blast furnace cast house shall not exceed 20 percent 
opacity on a six (6) minute rolling average basis 
beginning from initiation of the opening of the tap 
hole up to the point where the iron and slag stops 
flowing in the trough. Opacity observations shall be 
taken in accordance with the procedures of 40 CFR 60 , 
Appendix A, Method 9 (35 IAC 212.445(a) I. 

ii. A. Particulate matter 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 shall not exceed 0 . 023 
g/dscm (0.010 gr/dscf) . Compliance with this 
standard shall be determined in accordance with 
the procedures set out in 40 CFR 60, Appendix 
A, Methods 1 through 5, incorporated by 
reference in 35 IAC 212 . 113 and shall be based 
on the duration of a cast. For this purpose , a 
cast is defined as the initiation of the 
opening of the tap hole up to the point where 
the iron and slag stop flowing through the 
trough consistent with 35 IAC 212 .445 (a) (i) 
[ 35 IAC 212. 445 (b) (1) I . 

B. The opacity of emissions from control equipment 
used to collect any of the particulate matter 
emissions from the tap hole, trough, iron or 
slag runners or iron or slag spouts shall not 
exceed 10 percent on a six (6) minute rolling 
average basis [35 IAC 212.445 (b) (2) J. 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 214.301, the affected blast furnace 
processes shall comply with the following: no person shall 
cause or allow the emission of sulfur dioxide into the 
atmosphere from any process emission source to exceed 2000 
ppm. 

d . The affected blast furnace processes other than the cast 
house are subject to 35 IAC 212 . 123(a), which provides that 
no person shall cause or allow the emission of smoke or 
other particulate matter, with an opacity greater than 30 
percent, into the atmosphere from any emission unit other 
than those emission units subject to the requirements of 35 
IAC 212.122, except as allowed by 35 IAC 212.123(b) and 
212.124. 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7790(a) and Paragraph 7 of Table 1, 
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, the emissions shall not exceed 

151 



R003267

7. 4 . 4 

the following limits from each casthouse at an existing 
blast furnace: 

i. Particulate matter emissions from a control device 
shall not exceed 0.01 gr/dscf; and 

11. Any secondary emissions that exit any opening in the 
casthouse or structure housing the blast furnace 
shall not exceed opacity greater than 20 percent (6 
minute average). 

f. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7790 (b) (1), the Permittee must 
operate each capture system applied to emissions from blast 
furnace casthouse at or above the lowest value or settings 
established for the operating limits in the Permittee's 
operation and maintenance plan. 

g. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.316(f), uncaptured particulate 
matter emissions from blast furnace charging shall not 
exceed opacity of 20 percent. 

h. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.458 (b) (7) and (c), blast furnace 
stoves shall comply with the following: No person shall 
cause or allow emissions of PM10 into the atmosphere to 
exceed 22.9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) during any one hour 
period, provided that this limit shall not apply if there 
are no visible emissions, except if a stack test is 
performed , the absence of visible emissions is not a 
defense to a finding violation. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to any affected blast furnace processes that are 
subject to a specific emissions standard or limitation 
contained in 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart R, Primary and 
Fabricated Metal Products and Machinery Manufacture, 
pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3). 

b . The affected blast furnace processes are not subject to 35 
IAC 212.321 and 35 IAC 212.322, pursuant 35 IAC 212.441, 
which provides that, except where noted, 35 IAC 212.321 and 
212.322 shall not apply to the steel manufacturing 
processes subject to 35 IAC 212.442 through 35 IAC 212.452. 

c. This permit is issued based on the affected blast furnace 
processes not being subject to the applicable requirements 
of 35 IAC 219.301 because the affected processes do not 
emit photochemically reactive organic material as defined 
in 35 IAC 211.4690. 

d. The affected blast furnace processes are not subject to 35 
IAC 216.121 because the affected blast furnace processes 
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are not the fuel combustio n emissio n sources, as defined 35 
IAC 211.2470 . 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 749l(g), the Blast Furnace Stoves are 
not sub j ect t o any applicable requirements in 40 CFR Part 
63, Subpart DDDDD , NESHAP: Industrial, Commercial, and 
Institutio nal Bo ilers and Process Heaters. 

7.4.5-1 Work Practices : Operation and Maintenance Plan (40 CFR 63.7800) 

a . As required by 40 CFR 63 . 6(e) (1) (i) , the Permittee shall 
always operate and maintain the affected blast furnace 
processes that are subj ect 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, 
including air pollution c o ntro l and monitoring equipment , 
in a manne r c o nsistent with good air pollution control 
practices for minimizing emissions at least to the levels 
required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF . 

b . The Permittee shall prepare and operate at all times each 
capture system o r c ontro l device according to a written 
operation and maintenance plan f o r affected blast furnace 
casthouse. Each written o peratio n and maintenance plan 
shall address the f o llo wing elements: 

i . Monthly inspections of the equipment that is 
important to the performance of the total capture 
system (e . g., pressure sensors , dampers , and damper 
switches) . This inspection must include observations 
of the physical appearance of the equipment (e.g. , 
presence of holes in ductwork or hoods , flow 
constrictions caused by dents or accumulated dust in 
the ductwork, and fan erosion) . The operation and 
maintenance plan also must include requirements to 
repair any defect or deficiency in the capture system 
before the next scheduled inspection. 

ii. Preventative maintenance for each control device, 
including a preventative maintenance schedule that is 
consistent with the manufacturer ' s instructions for 
routine and long-term maintenance. 

iii. Operating limits for each capture system applied to 
emissions from a blast furnace casthouse . The 
Permittee shall establish the operating limits 
according to the following requirements in 40 CFR 
63 .. 7800(b)(3)(i) through (iii): 

A. Select operating limit parameters appropriate 
for the capture system design that are 
representative and reliable indicators of the 
performance of the capture system. At a 
minimum , the Permittee shall use appropriate 
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operating limit parameters that indicate the 
level of the ventilation draft and the damper 
position settings for the capture system when 
operating to collect emissions, including 
revised settings for seasonal variations . 
Appropriate operating limit parameters for 
ventilation draft include, but are not limited 
to , volumetric flow rate through each 
separately ducted hood , total volumetric flow 
rate at the inlet to the control device to 
which the capture system is vented, fan motor 
amperage , or static pressure. 

B. For each operating limit parameter selected as 
described above , the Permittee shall designate 
the value or setting for the parameter at which 
the capture system operates during the process 
operation. If the operation allows for more 
than one process to be operating 
simultaneously, the Permittee shall designate 
the value or setting for the parameter at which 
the capture system operates during each 
possible configuration that the source may 
operate . 

C. Include documentation in the plan to support 
selection of the operating limits established 
for the capture system. This documentation 
must include a description of the capture 
system design, a description of the capture 
system operating during production, a 
description of each selected operating limit 
parameter, a rationale for why the Permittee 
chose the parameter , a description of the 
method used to monitor the parameter according 
to the requirements of 40 CFR 63.7830(a), and 
the data used to set the value or setting for 
the parameter for each process configurations . 

1.v . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7800(bl (4), corrective action 
procedures for baghouses equipped with bag leak 
detection systems. In the event a bag leak detection 
system alarm is triggered, the Permittee shall 
initiate corrective action to determine the cause of 
the alarm within 1 hour of the alarm, initiate 
corrective action to correct the cause of the problem 
within 24 hours of the alarm , and complete the 
corrective action . Corrective actions may include , 
but are not limited to: 
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A. lnspecting the baghouse for air leaks , torn or 
broken bags or filter media , or any other 
condition that may cause an increase in 
emissions [ 4 0 CFR 63.7800(bl (4) (i)] . 

B. Sealing off defective bags or filter medja (40 
CFR 63 . 7800 (bl (4) (iil I . 

C. Replacing defective bags or filter media or 
otherwise repairing the control device (40 CFR 
63 . 7800(b) (4) (iii)]. 

D. Sealing off a defective baghouse compartment 
[40 crn 63 . 7800 (bl (4) (iv) J . 

E . Cleaning the bag leak detect ion system probe , 
or otherwise repair the bag leak detection 
system [ 40 CFR 63. 7800 (b) (4) (v)] . 

F . Shutting down the process producing the 
particulate emissions [40 CFR 
63. 7800 (bl (4 l (vi) I . 

7 . 4.5-2 Work Practices: StartJp, Shutdown and Malfunction 

a. Provisions Related to 40 CFR 63 , Subpart FFFFF 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7810 , the Permittee must be i n 

compliance with the emission limitations and 
operation and maintenance requirements in 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FFFFF at all times , except during periods of 

startup, shutdown and malfunction as defined in 40 
CFR 63. 2 

ii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7810(c) , the Per.mittee s hall 
develo p a written startup, shutdown , and malfunction 
plan for the affected blast furnaces and casthouses 

according to the provisions established in 40 CFR 
63 . 6(e)(3). 

iii. Pursuant t o 40 CFR 63.7835 , consistent with 40 CFR 
63.6 (e) and 63. 7 (e) (1) , deviations that occur during 

a period of startup , shutdown , or malfunction are not 

violations if the Permittee demonstrates that it was 

operating in a ccordance with 40 CFR 63.6(e) (1) . 

iv . The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable reporting 

requirements identified in 40 CFR 63 . lO(d) (Condition 
5 . 1 0 .5(bl) and 40 CFR 63.784l(b) (4). 
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v. The Permittee shall keep records in accordance with 
40 CFR 63.7842(a) (2) related to startup , shutdown and 
malfunction. 

b . Startup and Malfunction/Breakdown Authorizations 

i. Malfunction and Breakdown, pursuant to 201 . 149 and 
Part 201, Subpart I 

A. Subject to the following terms and conditions, 
the Permittee is authorized to continue 
operation of the affected blast furnace 
processes in excess of the applicable state 
standards in 35 IAC 212 . 445(b) (1) in the event 
of a malfunction or breakdown . This shall 
include blast furnace over pressurization, 
slips, use of auxiliary tap-holes, and back­
drafting associated with periods of malfunction 
and breakdown. 

Note: This authorization is provided because 
the Permittee applied for such authorization in 
its CAAPP application, generally explaining why 
such continued operation would be required to 
prevent injury to personnel or severe damage to 
equipment, and describing the measures that 
will be taken to minimize emissions from any 
malfunctions and breakdowns. 

B. This authorization only allows such continued 
operation as necessary to prevent injury to 
personnel or severe damage to equipment and 
does not extend to continued operation solely 
for the economic benefit of the Permittee. 

c. Upon occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunction or breakdown, the Permittee shall 
repair the affected emission/process units 
and/or re-establish applicable control 
practices. 

o. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements of 
Conditions 7.4,9(e) and 5.10 . 5-2, respectively. 
For these purposes, time shall be measured from 
the start of a particular incident. The 
absence of excess emissions for a short period 
shall not be considered to end the incident if 
excess emissions resume . 

E. Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see 
Condition 5.10 . 5-2(a) (ii) )of a malfunction or 
breakdown with excess emissions, the Permittee 

156 



R003272

shall comply with all r e aso nable directives of 
the Illinois EPA with respect to such incident . 

F . This authorization does not relieve the 
Permittee fr om the continuing obligation to 
minimize excess emissions during malfunction or 
breakdown . As provided by 35 IAC 201.265 , an 
autho rization in a permit for continued 
operation with excess emissions during 
malfunction and breakdown does not shield the 
Permittee from enforcement for any such 
violation and only constitutes a prima facie 
defense t o such an enforceme nt actio n provided 
that the Permittee has fully complied with all 
terms and conditio ns connected with such 
authorization. 

i i. Startup, pursuant to 35 IAC 2 0 1.149 and Part 201, 
Subpart I 

A. Subject to the f o llowing terms and conditions , 
for the affected blast furnace , the Permittee 
is authorized to violate the applicable 
standards of 35 IAC 212 . 445(b) (1) , 

212.445(b)(2) and 35 IAC 214.301 during 
startup . 

Note : This autho rization is provided because 
the Pe rmittee applied for such authorization in 
its CAAPP application , generally describing the 
efforts that will be used •_.to minimize startup 
emissions , d uratio n of individual starts , and 
frequency of startupsu. 

B. This authorization does not relieve the 
Permittee from the continuing obligation to 
demonstrate that all reasonable efforts are 
made to minimize startup emissions , durat i on of 
individual startups and frequency of startups . 

C . The Permittee shall follow the written startup , 
shutdown , and malfunction plan for the affected 
blast furnace processes prepared pursuant to 40 
CFR 63 . 6(e) (3) and Condition 7.4.5-2 . In 
additio n , the Permittee shall also review the 
operating condition of the affected blast 
furnace process prio r to initiating startup . 

D. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable 
reco rdkeeping requirements of Condition 
7 . 4 . 9(d) . 

E. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable 
reporting r e quire ments of Condition 5 . 10 . 5-1. 
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F. As provided by 35 IAC 201.265, an authorization 
in a permit for excess emissions during startup 
does not shield a Permittee from enforcement 
for any violation of applicable emission 
standard(s) that occurs during startup and only 
constitutes a prima facie defense to such an 
enforcement action provided that the Permittee 
has fully complied with all terms and 
conditions connected with such authorization. 

7.4.5-3Work Practices from State Permits 

a. Except during periods of runner maintenance , the hot metal 
runners and the short slag runner shall be covered with 
permanent type runner covers (72080034, 72080036 , Tl). 

b. Water spraying of the slag for the purpose of cooling and 
minimizing slag load-out emissions will take place after 
completion of the slagging operation and prior to slag­
loadout [85030039 , Tl) . 

c. BFG flare #1 shall be operated with no visible emissions as 
determined by USEPA Method 22 , except for periods not to 
exceed a total of 5 minutes during any 2 consecutive hours 
[ 0607023, Tl I • 

d. Requirements for BFG Flare #2 from Permit 06070023 : 

i. BFG flare #2 shall be operated to comply with the 
following equipment work practices [Tl} : 

A . BFG flare #2 shall be operated with no visible 
emissions as determined by the methods 
specified in 40 CFR 60.18(f), except for 
periods not to exceed a total of 5 minutes 
during any 2 consecutive hours. 

B. BFG flare #2 shall be operated with a flame 
present at all times. 

ii . Emissions of PM and PM1 from BFG flare #2 shall be 
controlled by the existing BFG pretreatment system , 
which entails treatment by dust catchers and wet 
scrubbers [Tl) . 

iii. BFG and natural gas shall be the only fuels combusted 
in BFG flare #2 [Tl) . 

7.4 . 5-4 Other Work Practices 

The following requirements are established pursuant to Section 
39.5(7) (a) of the Act: 
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7.4 . 6 

a. The Permittee shall maintain the d o uble-bell system of the 
blast furnaces in o rder t o minimize emissions fr om furnace 
charging. 

b . The Permittee shall develop and implement operating 
practices plan f o r slag handling processing associated with 
the slag pits for minimizing emissions and keeping them 
below the levels established in Condition 7.4 . 6(e). 

Production and Emissio n Limitatio ns fro m Existing Permits 

a. i. To tal c ombined productio n o f h o t metal (a.k . a. , iron) 
from blast furnaces A and B shall not exceed 9 , 849 
net tons per day , averaged over any calendar month 
[72080034,7208036 , 95010001 , Tl) ; and 

ii. Maximum amount of pellets charged shall not exceed 
4,308,581 tons/yr [9501 0001 , Tl) . 

b. Casthouse Baghouse emissions shall no t exceed the f o llowing 
limits (95010001. Tl I: 

Emissio n Facto rs Maximum Emissions 
Pollutant (Lbs/Ton Iron) JTons/Yr) 

PM 0 . 0703 111.19 
PM.o 0.0703 111.19 
SOi 0.2006 422 . 00 
NOx 0.0144 22 . 79 
VOM 0.0946 149.68 

c. Blast Furnace uncaptured fugitives emissions shall not 
exceed the follo wing limits [95010001 , Tl]: 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM 10 
so 
NOx 
VOM 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton Iron) 

0.031 
0.0155 
0.0104 
0 . 0007 
0.0047 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

49 . 06 
24 . 53 
21. 94 

1.14 
7 . 42 

d . Blast Furnace Charging emissions shall not exceed the 
following limits [ 95010001, Tl]: 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM , 

Emission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton Pellets) 

15 9 

0.0024 
0 . 0024 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

5.17 
5.17 
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7. 4. 7 

e . Slag Pits emissions shall not exceed the following limits 
(95010001, Tl]: 

Pollutant 
Emission Factors 

(Lbs/Ton Iron) 

0 . 00417 
0.00417 
0,0100 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6 . 60 
6 . 60 

15 . 83 

f . Iron Spout Baghouse emissions shall not exceed the 
following limits (95010001, Tl]: 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM10 
S02 

£mission Factors 
(Lbs/Ton Iron) 

0.02548 
0.02548 
0.0073 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tc ns/Yr) 

40.32 
40 .32 
13.89 

g . Total emissions from blast furnace operations shall not 
exceed the following limits , tons/yr [95010001 , Tl]: 

h . 

i. 

J. 

PM* 

Blast Furnace Operations 212 188 474 24 

VOM 

157 

* Limit does not address the iron pellet screen (See 
Section 7 .1 ) 

Compliance with the daily limit of Condition 7.4.6(a) (i) 
shall be determined from a monthly total of the relevant 
daily data divided by the numbPr of days in the month 
I 95010001 J • 

Compliance with the annual limits of Condition 7.4.6(a) (2) 
and Conditions 7.4.6(b) through (g) shall be determined 
based on a calendar year (95010.JOl]. 

Overlapping casting of "A" and "B" Blast Furnaces shall not 
exceed a casting rate 0f 6 tons per minute per furnace 
(72080034 and 7208036, Tl). 

The PM content of the BFG burned at the facility shall not 
exceed 0 . 01 grains dscf (06070023, Tl]. 

Testing Requirements 

a . Blast furnace casthouse pursuant to NESHAP. 

The Permittee shall comply with the following testing 
requirements pursuant to 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF: 
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i . Pursuant t o 40 CFR 63 . 782l(c) , for each emissions 
unit equipped with a baghouse , the Permittee must 
conduct perfo rmance tests no less frequently than 
once every five years . 

ii . Test methods for compliance demonstration with t he 
emission limits for particulate matter [40 CFR 
63. 7822 (bl I: 

A. Determine the concentration o f particulate 
matter according to the foll owing test methods 
in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60. 

1 . Metho d 1 to select sampling port 
l ocatio ns and the number of traverse 
po ints . Sampling sites must be located 
at the outlet of the control device and 
prior to any releases to the atmosphere. 

2 . Method 2 , 2F , o r 2G to determine the 
volumetric fl o w rate of the stack gas . 

3. Method 3 , 3A, or 3B to determine the dry 
mo lecular weight o f the stack gas . 

4. Method 4 to determine the moisture 
co ntent of the stack gas. 

5. Metho d 5 , SD, or 17, as applicable , to 
determine the concentration of 
particulate matter (front half filterable 
catc h only) . 

B. Collect a minimum sample volume of 60 dry 
standard cubic feet (dscf) of gas during each 
particulate matter test run. Three valid test 
runs are needed to comprise a performance test . 

iii . Test methods f o r compliance demonstration with the 
opacity limits [ 40 CFR 63 . 7823 (b) and (c) I : 

A. The Permittee shall conduct each visible 
emissio ns perfo rmance test such that the 
opacity observations overlap with the 
perfo rmanc e test for particulate matter [40 
cm 63. 7823 (b) J. 

B. To determine compliance with the applicable 
opacity limit f o r a blast furnace casthouse, 
the Permittee shall: 
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1. Use a certified observer to determine the 
opacity of emissions according to Method 
9 in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60. 

2. Obtain a minimum of 30 6-minute block 
averages . For a blast furnace casthouse, 
the Permittee shall make observations 
during tapping of the furnace. Tapping 
begins when the furnace is opened, 
usually by creating a hole near the 
bottom of the furnace, and ends when the 
hole is plugged . 

b. Blast furnace casthouse. 

The Permittee shall comply with the following testing 
requirements pursuant to Sections 39.5 (7) (d) and (pl of the 
Act: 

i . For uncaptured emissions (roof monitor) or secondary 
emissions : 

A. The Permittee shall have the opacity (6-minute 
average) , of the exhaust of the building 
housing the blast furnace casthouse determined 
by a qualified observer in accordance with 
USEPA Method 9 while the affected blast 
furnace(s) are being tapped, as further 
specified below. 

B . The duration of opacity observations for each 
test shall be at least 30 minutes unless n0 
visible emissions are observed as determined by 
USEPA Method 22 or the average opacities for 
the first 12 minutes of observations conducted 
for the point of release that displays the 
greatest opacity, 6-minute average , are both no 
more than 10.0 percent. 

c. 1. Observations of opacity shall be 
conducted on the following frequency 
unless absence of adequate daylight or 
weather conditions preclude scheduled 
observation, in which case, the next 
observations shall be c o nducted e n the 
next day during which observatio ns of 
opacity can properly be c o nducted in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9: 

I. On a weekly basis (at least o nce 
every 7 operating days Qf the 
casthouse) except as pruvided 
below. 
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II. On a daily basis (at least 5 days 
out of 7 operating days of the 
casthouse) if the maximum opacity 
observed during any of the five 
previous observations was 18 
percent or more , 6-minute average, 
continuing on a daily basis until 
the maximum opacities measured in 
five consecutive daily observations 
are all less than 18 percent, 6-
minute average, at which time 
observations on a weekly basis 
shall resume. 

2. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , 
additional opacity observations shall be 
conducted within five operating days for 
the casthouse from the date of the 
request by the Illinois EPA or on the 
date agreed upon by the Illinois EPA, 
whichever is later. For such 
observations conducted pursuant to a 
request from the Illinois EPA: 

I . The Permittee shall notify the 
Illinois EPA at least 24 hours in 
advance of the date and time of 
these observations, in order to 
enable the Illinois EPA to witness 
the observations. This 
notification shall include the name 
and employer of the qualified 
observer(s). 

II. The Permittee shall promptly notify 
the Illinois EPA of any changes in 
the time or date for observations. 

III. The duration of these observations 
shall cover a complete heat or 
cycle of the affected blast 
furnace. 

IV. The Permittee shall provide a copy 
of the current certification for 
the opacity observer and observer's 
readings to the Illinois EPA at the 
time of the observations , if the 
Illinois EPA personnel are present . 

D. The Permittee shall keep records for all 
opacity measurements for the casthouse made in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 that the 
Permittee conducts or that are conducted at its 
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behest by individuals who are qualified to make 
such observations . For each occasion on which 
such measurements are made , these records shall 
include the formal report for the measurements 
if conducted pursuant to Condition 
7 . 4 . 7 (b) (i) (2) , or otherwise the identity of 
the observer , a description of the measurements 
that were made , the operating condition of the 
casthouse, the observed opacity , and copies of 
the raw data sheets for the measurements. 

ii . Emissions from control equipment (35 IAC 
212.445(b) I : 

A. Upon request from the Illinois EPA , compliance 
with emission limits of 35 IAC 
212 . 445 (b) (1) (see also Condition 
7 . 4 . 3 (b) (ii) (A)) shall be determined in 
accordance with the procedures set out in 40 
CFR Part 60 , Appendix A, Methods 1 through 5 , 
incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 212.113 , 
and shall be based on the arithmetic average of 
three runs . Calculations shall be based on the 
duration of a cast defined in 35 IAC 
212. 445 (a) (1) . 

B. Upon request from the Illinois EPA , opacity 
readings , for verifying compliance with 
emission limit of 35 IAC 212 .445 (b) (2) (see also 
Condition 7.4 . 3(b) (ii) (Bl) , shall be taken in 
accordance with the observation procedures set 
out in 40 CFR part 60 , Appendix A, Method 9 , 
incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 212 . 113 . 

c . Additional Emission Testing for the Casthouse Baghouse and 
the Iron Spout Baghouse , pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (7) (d) 
and (p) of the Act: 

i. As part of the emission testing required by Condition 
7 . 4.7(a) , the Permittee shall also measure the SO2 , 

NOx and VOM emissions from each baghouse. 

ii. The following USEPA Test Methods shall be used for 
testing of emissions , unless another USEPA Test 
Method is approved by the Illinois EPA. 

Location of Sample Points Method 1 
Gas Flow and Velocity Method 2 
Flue Gas Weight Method 3 
Moisture Method 4 
SO2 Method 6 
NOx Method 7 
VOM Method 25 
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7 . 4.8 

iii. For this emission testing , test notification and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Conditions 8 . 6 . 2 and 8.6.3 of this 
permit. 

d. BFG Flares: 

Pursuant to Sections 39.5(7) (d) and (pl of the Act , the 
Permittee shall conduct observations for each BFG flare for 
the presence of visible emissions and/or opacity , using 
USEPA Method 22 and 9, respectively. These observations 
shall be conducted on at least a monthly basis for each 
flare. In addition, observations shall be coordinated with 
weather conditions so that at least two observations are 
made in each calendar year during elevated wind speed 
conditions , i.e . , wind speed of at least 16 miles per hour . 
These observations shall be conducted by individual(s) 
certified to observe opacity by USEPA Method 9 . The 
observer(s) shall initially conduct observations for 
visible emissions . If any visible emissions are observed, 
the observations shall continue for two hours or until the 
cumulative duration of visible emissions exceeds ten 
minutes, whichever occurs first. If any visible emissions 
are observed , observations for opacity shall also be 
conducted . 

Monitoring Req uirements 

a . Monitoring requirements pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7830(a) 

For each capture system subj ect to an operating limit in 40 
CFR 63. 7790 (b) ( 1) established in the Permi ttee ' s capture 
system operation and maintenance plan, the Permittee must 
install, operate, and maintain a CPMS according to the 
following requirements: 

Dampers that are manually set and remain in the same 
position are exempt from the requirement to install and 
operate a CPMS . If dampers are not manually set and remain 
in the same position, the Permittee shall make a visual 
check at least once every 24 hours to verify that each 
damper for the capture system is in the same position as 
during the initial performance test. 

b. Monitoring requirements pursuant to 40 CFR 7830 (bl (1) 

The casthouse baghouse and iron spout baghouse shall each 
be equipped with a bag leak detection system which the 
Permittee shall operate and maintain according to the 
following requirements of 40 CFR 63.7831(f): 

i. The system must be certified by the manufacturer to 
be capable o f detecting emissions of particulate 
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matter at c 0ncentratic ns of 10 milligrams per actual 
cubic meter (0 . 0044 grains per actual cubic foot) or 
less (40 CFR 63 . 7831(f) (1)). 

ii. The system must pro vide output of relative changes in 
particulate matter loadings (40 CFR 63.7831 (f) (2)] . 

iii. The system must be equipped with an alarm that will 
sound when an increase in relative particulate 
loadings is detected over a preset level . The alarm 
must be located such that it can be heard by the 
appropriate plant personnel [40 CFR 63.7831 (f) (3) I 

iv. Each system that works based on the triboelectric 
effect must be installed , operated, and maintained in 
a manner consistent with the guidance document, 
"Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection Guidance , " EPA-
454/R 98 015, September 1997 [40 CFR 63 . 783l(f)(4)). 

v. Following the initial adjustment , do not adjust the 
sensitivity or range, averaging period, alarm set 
points , or alarm delay time , except as detailed in 
your operation and maintenance plan . Do not increase 
the sensitivity by more than 100 percent or decrease 
the sensitivity by more than 50 percent over a 365-
day period unless a responsible official certifies , 
in writing , that the baghouse has been inspected and 
found to be in good operating condition (40 CFR 
63. 7831 (fl (6) l. 

c . The Permittee shall conduct inspections of each baghouse at 
the specified frequencies according to the following 
requirements [40 CFR 63.7830(b) (4)) : 

i. Monitor the pressure drop across each baghouse cell 
each day to ensure pressure drop is within the normal 
operating range identified in the operation and 
maintenance plan manual . 

ii. Confirm that dust is being removed from hoppers 
through weekly visual inspections or other means of 
ensuring the proper functioning of removal 
mechanisms . 

iii. Check the compressed air supply for pulse-jet 
baghouses each day. 

iv. Monitor cleaning cycles to ensure proper operation 
using an appropriate methodology. 

v . Check bag cleaning mechanisms for proper functioning 
through monthly visual inspection or equivalent 
means. 
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vi. Make monthly visual checks of bag tension on reverse 
air and shaker-type baghouses to ensure that bags are 
not kinked (kneed or bent) or laying on their sides. 
You do not have to make this check for shaker-type 
baghouses using self-tensioning (spring-loaded) 
devices. 

vii. Confirm the physical integrity of the baghouse 
through quarterly visual inspections of the baghouse 
interior for air leaks. 

viii. Inspect fans for wear, material buildup, and 
corrosion through quarterly visual inspections, 
vibration detectors , or equivalent means. 

d . Site-specific monitoring plan requirements pursuant to 40 
CFR 63.7831(a) 

For each CPMS required in 40 CFR 63.7830, the Permittee 
shall develop and make available for inspection upon 
request by the Illinois EPA a site-specific monitoring plan 
that addresses the following requirements of 40 CFR 
63. 7831 (a) (1) through (a) (6), including: 

i . Installation of the CPMS sampling probe or other 
interface at a measurement location relative to each 
affected process unit such that the measurement is 
representative of control of the exhaust emissions 
(e.g., on or downstream of the last control device) 
( 4 0 C FR 6 3 . 7 8 3 1 ( a ) ( 1 ) ] ; 

ii. Performance and equipment specifications for the 
sample interface, the parametric signal analyzer, and 
the data collection and reduction system (40 CFR 
63. 7831 (a) (2); 

iii. Performance evaluation procedures and acceptance 
criteria (e.g., calibrations) (40 CFR 63.7831(a) (3); 

iv. Ongoing operation and maintenance procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63 . 8 (cl (1), (c) (3) , (c) (4) (ii) , (c) (7), and (c) (8) 
(40 CFR 63.7831(a) (4) ; 

v. Ongoing data quality assurance procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
63.B(d) (40 CFR 63 . 7831(a)(5); and 

vi . Ongoing recordkeeping and reporting procedures in 
accordance with the general requirements of 40 CFR 
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63.l0(c), (e)(l), and (e)(2)(i) 
63, 7831 (a) (6). 

(40 CfR 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.783l(b) , unless otherwise specified 
by the NESHAP, each CPMS must: 

i. Complete a minimum of one cycle o f operation for each 
successive 15-minute period and collect a minimum of 
three of the required four data points to constitute 
a valid hour of data; 

ii. Provide valid hourly data for at least 95 percent of 
every averaging period; and 

iii. Determine and record the hourly average of all 
recorded readings. 

t . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7831(c) , the Permittee shall conduct 
a performance evaluation of each CPMS in accordance with 
the site-specific monitoring plan . 

g. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 783l(d), the Permittee shall operate 
and maintain the CPMS in continuous operation according to 
the site-specific monitoring plan . 

h. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7790 (bl ( 1) and 63 . 7800 (b) (3) (i) , the 
Permittee shall operate each capture system applied to 
emissions from a blast furnace casthouse at or above the 
lowest value or settings as established in the Permittee's 
operation and maintenance plan and which are currently as 
follows: 

i. Casthouse Baghouse: 

A. Motor amperage (total) , both blast furnaces 
casting: 245 amps 

B. Motor amperage, one blast furnace casting: 
amps 

ii. Iron Spout Baghouse: 

A. Motor amperage, both blast furnaces casting 
(total): 245 amps 

B. Motor amperage , one blast furnace casting: 
amps 

C. Blast Furnace A iron spo ut damper p ositions 
(3): 2 or less open all of the time; 3 open 
less than 5 minutes 
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~ - Blast Furnace B tilting runner damper position : 
open 

i . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7824(c) , the Permittee may change the 
operating limits for the capture system if the Permittee 
meets the following requirements : 

i . Submits a written no tificatio n to the Illinois EPA of 
the Permittee's request to conduct a new performance 
test to revise the operating limit. 

ii. Conducts a performance test to demonstrate compliance 
with the applicable emission in Table 1 to 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FFFFF. 

iii. Establishes revised operating limi ts according to the 
applicable procedures in 40 CFR 63 . 7824(a). 

j . Monitoring and Collecting Data pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7832: 

i. Except for monito ring malfunctions , out-of-control 
periods as spec ified in 40 CFR 63.8(c) (7) , associated 
repairs, and required quality assurance or control 
activities (including as applicable , calibration 
checks and r equire d zero and span adjustments), the 
Permittee s hall monito r continuously (or collect data 
at all required intervals) at all times an affected 
source is operating. 

ii. The Permittee may no t use data recorded during 
monitoring malfu nctions , associated repairs, and 
required quality assurance or control a c tivities in 
data averages and calculations used t o report 
emission or operating levels or to fulfill a minimum 
data availability requirement , if applicable. The 
Permittee shall use all the data collected during all 
other periods in assessing compliance . 

iii. A monitoring malfuncti on is any sudden, infrequent , 
not reasonably preventable failure of the monitor ing 

o provide valid data. Monitoring failures that are 
c aused in part by poo r maintenance or careless 
operat i on are no t malfunctions . 

k . Pursuant to the operatio n and maintenance requirements of 
the 0/M plan required by 40 CFR 63.7800(b) , the Permittee 
shall comply with following inspection procedures for the 
capture systems: 
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l. 

Monthly inspections of the equipment that is important to 
the performance of the total capture system. This 
inspection must include observations of the physical 
appearance of the equipment (e .g., presence of holes in 
ductwork or hoods , flow constrictions caused by dents or 
accumulated dust in the ductwork, and fan erosion). Repair 
of any defect or deficiency in the capture system shall be 
done before the next scheduled inspection. 

Inspection and Monitoring for BFG Flares 
39.5(7) (d) of the Act] 

[Section 

i. For BFG flare #1, the Permittee shall either : 

A. Install, operate and maintain instrumentation, 
with alarm , to confirm the presence of a flame 
at the flare tip; or 

B. Monitor the presence of a pilot flame in 
accordance with Condition 7 . IJ .8 (1) (ii) : or 

C . Verify daily, the following to ensure BFG flare 
#1 is operating: The presence of a flame or 
thermal plume at the tip of the flare and that 
the flare gas header has a positive pressure . 

ii. For BFG flare #2, the Permittee shall monitor the 
presence of a flare pilot flame using a thermocouple 
or other equivalent device to detect the presence of 
a flame. 

iii. The Permittee shall perform detailed inspections of 
each BFG flare every 18 months . These inspections 
shall include all maintenance and repair activities 
performed based on the inspection results. If the 
flare cannot be inspected within 18 months , as 
required , the Permittee may request in writing from 
IEPA' s Permit Section an extension of time to 
complete this inspection . The request for an 
extension must be supported with adequate 
justification for the extension and an assurance that 
the flare is continuing to operate without any 
problems. Under no circumstances shall the extension 
go beyond an additional 6 months. 

m. Pursuant to Permits 72080034 and 72080036 [Tl] : 

i. The Permittee shall maintain and operate a pressure 
drop continuous recording system on the casthouse 
baghouse. The recorded data shall be retained for a 
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7. 4. 9 

period of six months shall be made available to the 
Illinois EPA personnel upon request . 

ii. The Permittee shall maintain and operate a continuous 
pressure drop recording system on the iron spout 
baghouse . 

n. The Permittee shall conduct observations for opacity for 
operations associated with the blast furnace in accordance 
with USEPA Method 9 for a minimum of 30 minutes for each 
operation unless no visible emissions are observed during 
the first 12 minutes of observations: 

i. Blast furnace charging : Annually 

ii. Blast furnace stoves stacks : Semiannually 

iii. Slag pits: Quarterly 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected Blast Furnaces Processes , pursuant to Sections 
39,5(7)(a), (e) and (p) of the Act: 

a. 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF (40 CFR 63.7842 and 63 . 7843): 

i . The Permittee shall keep the following records, as 
specified in 40 CFR 63. 7842 (a) (1) through (a) (3) : 

A. A copy of each notification and report that the 
Permittee submitted to comply with 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FFFFF, including all documentation 
supporting any initial notification or 
notification of compliance status that the 
Permittee submitted , according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 .10 (b) (2) (xiv). 

B . The records in 40 CFR 63 . 6(e) (3) (iii) through 
(v) related to startup, shutdown , and 
malfunction. 

c . Records of performance tests, performance 
evaluations , and opacity observations as 
required in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (b) (2) (viii). 

ii. The Permittee shall keep the records in 40 CFR 
63.6(h) (6) for visual observations. 

iii. The Permittee shall keep the records required in 40 
CFR 63.7833 and 63.7834 (including a current copy of 
the operation and maintenance plan) to show 
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continuous compliance with each emission limitation 
and operation and maintenance requirement that 
applies to the Permittee . 

iv . The Permittee shall keep its records in a form 
suitable and readily available for expeditious 
review, accor:ding to 40 CFR 63.lO(b) (1). 

v. As specified in 40 CFR 63.lO(b) (1), the Permittee 
shall keep each record for 5 years following the date 
of each occur:rence , measurement, maintenance , 
corrective action , report, or record . 

vi. The Permittee shall keep each recor:d on site for at 
least 2 years after the date of each occurrence , 
measurement, maintenance , corrective action, r:eport, 
or record , according to 40 CFR 63 .10 (b) ( 1) . The 
Permittee may keep the records offsite for: the 
remaining 3 years. 

b . 40 CFR Par:t 63 Subpart FF'FFF [ 40 CFR 63 . 7834 (b)] : 

The Permittee shall maintain a current copy of the 
operation and maintenance plan required in 40 CFR 
63.7800(b) onsite and available for inspection upon 
request . 

c . The following records of Permits #72080034, #72080036 and 
#95010001 : 

i . The Permittee shall maintain records for each 
beaching event in which iron is beached that, as a 
minimum, shall include: 

A . An explanation why beaching occurred. 

8 . The date , time and duration of beaching. 

C. The measures used to reduce the amount of 
beaching. 

D. The maximum rate of beaching , tons/minute , (or 
information showing that the beaching rate did 
not exceed 20 tons/minute). 

d . Records for Startups of Affected Blast Furnace Processes , 
pursuant to Section 39 . 5 (7) (b) of the Act 

i . The Permittee shall maintain startup procedur:es for 
each affected blast furnace process, as required by 
Condition 7. 4. 5-2 (b) (ii) (C). 
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ii . The Permittee shall maintain the following records 
for each startup of an affected blast furnace 
process : 

A. Date , time and duration of the startup . 

8 . A description of the startup and reason(s) for. 
the startup . 

C. Whether a violation of an applicable standard 
may have occurred during startup accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 . 4 . 9(d) (iv) if a 
violation may have or did occur . 

D. Whether the established startup procedures , 
maintained above , were followed accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 . 4 . 9(d) (iii) if 
there were departure(s) from those procedures . 

iii . If the established startup procedures were not 
followed during a startup, the Per.mittee shall 
maintain the following records : 

A. A description of the departure(s) from the 
established procedures . 

8 . The r.eason(s) for the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

C . An explanation of the consequences of the 
departure(s) for emissions , such as whether the 
departur.e(s) prolonged the startup or resulted 
in additional emissions , and if so, 

1. The actions taken to minimize emissions 
and the duration of the startup ; and 

2 . An explanation whether similar incidents 
might be prevented in the future and if 
so , the corrective actions taken or to be 
taken to prevent similar incidents . 

iv. If a vio l ation did or may have occurred during a 
startup, the Permittee shall maintain the following 
records : 

A. Identification of the applicable standard(s) 
that were or may have been vjolated . 

B. An explanation of the nature of such 
violation(s) , inclvding the magnitude of such 
excess emissions. 
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C . A d ~s c ription of the actions taken to minimize 
the magnitude of emissions and duration of the 
startup. 

D. An explanation whether similar incidents could 
be prevented or ameliorated in the future and 
if so , a description of the actions taken or t o 
be taken to prevent similar incidents in the 
future . 

e . Records for Malfunctions or Breakdo wns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.263, the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operatio n of the affected Blast 
furnace Processes as addressed by Condition 7.4.5-2(b) (i), 
during malfunctions or breakdo wns, which at a minimum, 
shall include the following reco rds . The preparation of 
these records shall be completed within 45 days of an 
incident, unless the Permittee conducts a root cause 
analysis for the incident , in which case the preparation of 
these records, other than the root cause analysis, shall be 
completed within 120 days of the incident. 

i. Date , time and duration of the incident. 

ii. A detailed description of the incident , including: 

A . A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up to the incident. 

B. Relevant operating data for the unit , including 
information such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident. 

C. The measures taken to reduce the quantity o f 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident. 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident. 

iii . An explanation why continued operation of an affected 
blast furnace was necessary to prevent personnel 
injury or prevent equipment damage. 

i v . A discussion of the cause(s) or probable cause(s) o f 
the incident including the following: 

A. Whether the incident was sudden, unavoidable, 
or preventable, including: 

1. Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident; 
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2 . Why better maintenance could not have 
avoided the incident ; 

3 . Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided the incident ; and 

4 . Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident. 

B . Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for . 

C , Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance . 

v, A description of any steps taken to prevent similar 
future incidents or reduce their frequency and 
severity. 

vi. As an alternative to keeping the records required by 
Condition 7 . 4 . 9(e} (iv) , the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis . For this purpose , a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine , correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from. If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem, define 
all causal relationships , provide a causal path to 
the root cause , delineate the evidence , and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be completed within one year of the incident . 

f . Recordkeeping for Backdrafting. 

The Permittee shall maintain records for each period when 
an affected blast furnace is backdrafted . These records 
shall include, at a minimum for each occurrence , the blast 
furnace identification , date and timeframe of backdraft , 
reason for backdrafting (e .g. , planned shutdowns and/or 
routine maintenance) , and steps taken to minimize emissions 
during the backdraft period . 

g . Records for BFG Flares 

The Permittee shall maintain the following records for BFG 
flares : 

i . Records of opacity observations performed as required 
by Condition 7 . 4 . 7(d) . 
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ii. Records of inspections and maintenance activities 
conducted pursuant to Condition 7. 4 . 8 ( l l • 

iii. For BFG flare #2, date and duration of any time when 
the pilot flame monitoring equipment of the affected 
unit was not in operation, with explanation. 

iv. Date and duration of any time when there was no pilot 
flame present at the flare, with explanation. 

v. Date, duration and description of any other 
deviations. 

h. The Permittee shall maintain the following operating 
records for the affected blast furnaces; 

i. Monthly and annual usage of natural gas, blast 
furnace gas and coke oven gas (million ft3) used by 
the affected blast furnace stoves . 

ii. Blast Furnace hot metal production (total combined 
daily , monthly and annual in tons), including 
documentation on iron and slag losses. 

iii. Records of iron pellets charged (tons/month and 
tons/year) . 

iv. Records of slag processed (tons/month and tons/year). 

v . For overlapping tapping of both furnaces , records to 
demonstrate that the tapping rate of each furnace 
does not exceed 6 tons per minute. 

vi. If the Permittee operates under manufacturer's 
specifications or manufacturer ' s instructions, the 
Permittee shall maintain such manufacturer's 
documentation, which shall be kept at the facility as 
part of the required records . 

vii. Records identifying process upsets in the operations 
at the casthouse that result in the generation of 
additional opacity or PM emissions , such as 
refractory clay falling into the trough during a 
missed stop. For these upsets, these records shall 
include the time of the upset, a description of the 
upset and a discussion of the consequences for 
opacity and PM emissions from the casthouse. 

i . The Permittee shall keep the following records related to 
the emissions of the affected blast furnace processes to 
verify compliance with the applicable limits in Condition 
7.4.6(b) through (g): 
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i . A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of different 
pollutants from the various processes , with 
supporting documentation . These records shall be 
reviewed and updated by the Permittee as necessary to 
assure that the emission factors that it uses to 
determine emissions of the processes do not 
understate actual emissions , including review when 
emission testing is conducted for such processes. 
These records shall be prepared and copies sent to 
the Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5 . 9.6(c) . 

ii. Records for any periods of operation of such 
processes that are not otherwise addressed in the 
required records during which the established 
emission factor in Condition 7 . 4,9(i) (i) would 
understate actual emissions of the process , with 
description of the period of operation and an 
estimate of the additional emissions during such 
period that would not be accounted for by the 
established factor , with supporting explanation and 
calculations. 

iii. Records for the annual emissions of such processes 
for comparison to the limits in Conditions 7 , 4 , 6(bl 
through (f) , with supporting calculations. 

iv . Records for combined annual emissions of the affected 
processes , based on the summation of the above data , 
for comparison to the limits in Condition 7 . 4 . 6(g) . 

7 . 4 . 10 Reporting Requirements 

a, 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF (40 CFR 63.7841): 

i. Compliance report due dates. The Perrnittee shall 
submit the semiannual compliance reports to the 
Illinois EPA according to the following requirements : 

A. Semi-annual compliance report must cover the 
semiannual reporting period from January 1 
through June 30 or the semiannual reporting 
period from July 1 through December 31 . 

B . Each compliance report must be postmarked or 
delivered no later than July 31 or January 31 , 
whichever date comes first after the end of the 
semiannual reporting period. 

ii . Compliance report contents . Each compliance report 
must include the following information : 
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A . Company name and address. 

B. Statement by a responsible official , with that 
official ' s name, title, and signature, 
certifying the truth, accuracy, and 
completeness of the content of the report. 

C . Date of report and beginning and ending dates 
of the reporting period. 

D. If the Permittee had a startup, shutdown , or 
malfunction during the reporting period and the 
Permittee took actions consistent with the 
source ' s startup, shutdown, and malfunction 
plan , the compliance report must include the 
information in 40 CFR 63.10 (d) (5) (i) . 

£ . If there were no deviations from the continuous 
compliance requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 7833 and 
63.7834 that apply to the Permittee, a 
statement that there were no deviations from 
the emission limitations or operation and 
maintenance requirements during the reporting 
period . 

f. If there were no periods during which a 
continuous monitoring system (including a CPMS , 
COMS , or continuous emission monitoring system 
(CEMS)) was out-of-control as specified in 40 

CFR 63. 8 (c) (7), a statement that there were no 
periods during which the CPMS was out-of­
control during the reporting period, 

G. For each deviation from an emission limitation 
in 40 CFR 63,7790 that occurs at an affected 
source where the Permittee is not using a 
continuous monitoring system (including a CPMS , 
COMS , or CEMS) to comply with an emission 
limitation in Subpart FFFFF, the compliance 
report must contain the information described 
in Condition 7.4 . lO(a) (ii) and the following 
information (this includes periods of startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction): 

1 . The total operating time of each affected 
source during the reporting period . 

2 . Information on the number , duration, and 
cause of deviations (including unknown 
cause, if applicable) as applicable and 
the corrective action taken. 
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H. For each deviation from an emission limitation 
occurring at an affected source where the 
Permittee is using a continuous monitoring 
system (including a CPMS or COMS} to comply 
with the emission limitation in Subpart FFFFF, 
the Permittee must include the info rmation 
described in Condition 7.4 . l0(a) (ii) and the 
foll o wing info rmation (this includes periods of 
startup , shutdown , and malfunction) : 

1. The date and time that each malfunction 
started and stopped . 

2. The date and time that each continuous 
monitoring was inoperative , except for 
zero (low-level) and high-level checks . 

3 . The date, time , and duration that each 
continuo us monito ring system was out-of­
control as specified in 40 CFR 
63 . 8 (c) (7) , including the information in 
40 CFR 63,8(c) (8). 

4 . The date and time that each deviation 
started and stopped, and whether each 
deviation occurred during a period of 
startup , shutdown , or malfunction or 
during another period . 

5. A summary of the total duration of the 
deviation during the reporting period and 
the total duration as a percent of the 
total source operating time during that 
reporting period . 

6 . A breakdown of the total duration of the 
deviations during the reporting period 
including those that are due to startup, 
shutdown , control equipment problems , 
process problems , other known causes, and 
other unknown causes . 

7 . A summary of the total duration of 
continuous monitoring system downtime 
during the reporting period and the total 
duration of continuous monitoring system 
downtime as a pe rce nt of the total source 
ope rating time during the reporting 
period. 
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8. A brief description of the Blast Furnace 
processes. 

9. A brief description of the continuous 
monitoring system . 

10. The date of the latest continuous 
monitoring system certification or audit. 

11. A description of any changes in 
continuous monitoring systems, processes, 
or controls since the last reporting 
period . 

iii. Immediate startup, shutdown, and malfunction report. 
If the Permittee had a startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction during the semiannual reporting period 
that was not consistent with the source's startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction plan, the Permittee shall 
submit an immediate startup, shutdown , and 
malfunction report according to the requirements in 
4 0 C FR 6 3 . 1 0 ( d) ( 5 ) ( i i ) . 

b . Reporting requirements for malfunctions and breakdowns 
(Permits !172080034 , #72080036 and lt95010001): 

c . 

The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA's regional 
office by telephone as soon as possible during normal 
working hours , but no later than the next Agency business 
day, upon the occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunctions or breakdowns . The Permittee shall submit a 
quarterly report to the Illinois EPA's regional office in 
Collinsville providing an explanation of the occurrence of 
such events. 

i. Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (fl (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected blast furnace processes from applicable 
requirements unless a NESHAP standard specifies a 
different timeframe, as follows: 

A, Requirements in Condition 7.4.3(b) through ( f) ' 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.4.5-1. 

C. Requirements in Condition 7.4.5-3. 

D. Requirements in Condition 7.4.5-4. 

E . Requirements in Condition 7.4.6(a) through ( j) ' 
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ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1. 

iii . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , of all other deviations as part 
of the semiannual monitoring reports required by 
Condition 8.6.1. 

iv. All required deviation reports described in Condition 
7 . 4.l0(cl above shall contain the following 
information; 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation ; 

B. Description of deviation ; 

c. Probable cause of the deviation; 

D. Any corrective action or preventative measures 
taken; 

d . Reporting on the State startup authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5 . 10 . 5-1. 

e, Reporting on the Federal SSM authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5 . 10 . 5-3. 

7 . 4.11 Operational Flexibility 

Backdrafting the blast furnaces in order to conduct 
planned/routine maintenance (not associated with malfunction and 
breakdowns) shall follow procedures designed to minimize the 
release of emissions during such activities . 

7 . 4.12 Comp liance Procedures 

a . For affected blast furnace processes , compliance with the 
applicable standards of Condition 7 . 4.3 is addressed by the 
work practices , testing , monitoring , recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements in Section 7 . 4 of this permit. 

b, Compliance with the production/emission limits of 
Conditions 7 . 4 . 6 and 5.6.2 is addressed by the work 
practices , testing, monitoring , recordkeeping , and 
reporting requirements in Sections 7 . 4 and 5 of this 
permit . 

7 . 4 . 13 Compliance Schedule and Current Enforcement Status 

a. The Permittee shall comply with the following schedule of 
compliance related to S02 emissions from combustion of Blast 
Furnace Gas in various emission units at the source , as 
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established in accordance with Consent Order No. 05-CH-750 
(December 18 , 2007 as amended on December 23, 2009); 

Commitment Timing 
Use the correct emission factor 
for the Blast Furnace Gas so 
emissions when calculating, Immediately and at all 
recording and reporting so times going forward . 
emissions and for any other 
purpose under the Act. 
Work with the Illinois EPA, 
including providing additional Within 30 days of the 
information to the Agency when request. 
requested . 
Obtain a revised PSD Construction Subject to Agency 
Permit. final issuance. 

b. Submittal of Progress Reports 

Quarterly Progress Reports shall be submitted beginning 
with the fourth quarter of 2009 and ending upon the 
achievement of compliance. Each quarterly report shall be 
submitted no later than 30 days after the end of the 
corresponding calendar quarter. The Progress Report shall 
contain at least the following : 

i. The required date for achieving commitments, and 
actual dates when such commitments were achieved. 

ii . Any commitments accepted by the Permittee or 
otherwise established for the affected BOF as part of 
the resolution of the above referenced Consent Order , 
with the associated timing for each commitment. 

iii. A discussion of progress in complying with 
commitments that is subject to future deadlines . 

iv. If any commitment was not met, an explanation of why 
the required timeframe or commitment was not met, and 
any preventive or corrective measures adopted to 
achieve required commitment. 

c . After completion of all required commitments and 
certification of compliance, as identified in Condition 
7.4.13(a) no further Quarterly Progress Reports are 
required to be submitted. 

Note: US Steel informed the Illinois EPA during deliberations 
on Consent Order 05-CH-750 of possible violations involving SO2 
emissions from use of Blast Furnace Gas. The violations 
involved exceedances of the SO2 limit in Construction Permit 
95010001 issued on July 23, 1996. The violations were 
addressed, working with the Office of the Illinois Attorney 
General, in Consent Order 05-CH-750 , which was entered on 
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December 18, 2007 in the Circuit Court for the Third Judicial 
Circuit, Madison County, Illinois . This Consent Order required 
US Steel to submit a complete and accurate application including 
required SO2 modeling to modify Construction Permit 95010001 by 
January 31, 2008. That application has been submitted by US 
Steel. 

7,4.14 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7 . 5 Basic Oxygen Processes 

7.5.1 Description 

Reladling and Desulfurization Stations: 

Molten iron from the blast furnaces is transported to the BOF by 
torpedo cars. The iron is then transferred to the charging 
ladles at the reladling station. In the desulfurization 
stations a combination of lime and magnesium is injected into 
the molten iron to remove the sulfur. The sulfur reacts with 
the lime and magnesium and forms a layer of slag on the surface 
of the iron. A collection system with a positive pressure 
baghouse is used to control emissions of particulate matter from 
these stations. 

Slag Skimming: 

After the molten iron is desulfurized, the ladle it is moved to 
this station where a mechanical arm is used to scrape slag from 
the surface of the iron. This slag is scraped from the iron 
ladles and into slag pots. A collection system with a baghouse 
is used to control emissions from this process. 

Basic Oxygen Furnaces (BOF): 

A fresh BOF charge usually begins with scrap metal. The scrap 
is charged into the BOF vessel. Molten iron is then charged 
into the vessel. A secondary hood is utilized to capture 
emissions during the charge. During periods of reduced molten 
iron availability scrap may be preheated with a natural gas 
fired lance to increase the temperature and reduce the amount of 
molten iron needed for a heat of steel. The BOF is then closed 
off and an oxygen lance is inserted to begin the melting and 
refining process. The oxygen lance openings on each BOF is 
equipped with steam rings. The steam rings are control measures 
for emissions of particulate matter from the BOF during the 
"oxygen blowu or refining phase when oxygen is being fed into 
the furnaces. The steam rings would inject steam in the area 
between the oxygen lance and the "lance hole" in the lid of the 
furnaces, acting to suppress the emissions of particulate 
through this area during the refining phase. In the BOF, the 
injected oxygen reacts exothermically with the carbon in the 
iron generating heat which melts the scrap and reducing the 
amount of carbon in the bath thus converting the iron to steel. 
When the refining process is completed, the molten steel is 
poured into a steel transfer ladle. Materials such as aluminum, 
silica, and manganese are added, as required, depending upon the 
particular steel alloy being produced. After the molten steel 
is tapped, the remaining slag is then dumped into a slag ladle. 
Emissions from these operations are captured and controlled with 
an electrostatic precipitator (ESP). 
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7.5.2 

Ladle Preheating and Drying: 

In this unit, lances combust either natural gas or coke oven gas 
to produce the heat needed to dry and preheat iron and steel 
handling ladles . The refractory linings of freshly re-bricked 
or repaired ladles must be completely dried and preheated before 
use . The drying process is necessary because any moisture left 
in the refractory would immediately vaporize and expand when the 
ladles are filled with molten iron or steel. This sudden 
expansion could cause the refractory lining to split which would 
allow the molten iron and steel to come into contact with , and 
damage the shell of the ladle. Emissions from this unit consist 
of particulate matter, sulfur dioxide , nitrogen oxides , carbon 
monoxide and organic materials generated by fuel combustion. 

Ladle Metallurgy Furnaces (LMF) and Argon Stirring Stations: 

At the LMF station and the argon stirring stations , final 
adjustments are made to the composition of a ladle of steel and 
the steel is held pending casting . At the LMF station, 
electricity can also be used to heat a ladle of steel if it has 
cooled below the range at which steel can be cast. 

If the steel does not need to be reheated and at most minor 
adjustments are needed to its composition , the ladle of steel 
goes to one of the two argon stirring stations. At these 
stations , stirring lances are inserted into the steel and argon 
is pumped into the steel to maintain uniform composition and 
temperature. A baghouse is also used to control emissions from 
the operations. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Basic Oxygen Emission 
Process Date Control 

Location Descriptions Constructed Equipment 
Basic Hot Metal Transfer Prior to Reladle/ 

Oxygen Station 05/1983 Desulfurization 
Process ( 2) Hot Metal Baghouse 
Furnace Desulfurization 

Shop (BOPF) Stations 
Slag Skimming 1985 Skimmer 

Station Baghouse 
Basic Oxygen Prior to Electrostatic 

Furnaces (BOF) #1 08/1972 Precipitator 
and #2 with Steam 

Rings 
Ladle Prior to None 

Drying/Preheating 08/1972 
(coke oven gas and 
natural gas modes) 
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7.5.3 

Basic Oxygen Emission 
Process Date Control 

Location Descriptions Constructed Equipment 
Ladle Metallurgy Prior to Baghouse #2 

Furnace (LMF) 1986 
Station 

Argon Stirring Around 1988 
Stations 

Applicable Provisions 

a . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.446 , emissions of particulate matter 
from basic oxygen processes shall be controlled as follows : 

i. Charging, Refining and Tapping (BOF Operations) . 
Particulate matter emissions from all basic oxygen 
furnaces (BOF) shall be collected and ducted to 
pollution control equipment . Emissions from basic 
oxygen furnace operations during the entire cycle 
(operations from the beginning of the charging 
process through the end of the tapping process) shall 
not exceed the allowable emission rate specified by 
35 IAC 212 . 322. For purposes of computing the 
process weight rate , nongaseous material charged to 
the furnace and process oxygen shall be included . No 
material shall be included more than once [35 IAC 
212.446(a)). 

ii . Hot Metal Transfer , Hot Metal Desulfurization and 
Ladle Lancing . 

Particulate matter emissions from hot metal transfers 
to a mixer or ladle , hot metal desulfurization 
operations and ladle lancing shall be collected and 
ducted to pollution control equipment , and emissions 
from the pollution control equipment shall not exceed 
69 mg/dscm (0.03 gr/dscf) (35 IAC 212.446(b) (1)). 

iii. For openings in the building housing the BOF, no 
person shall cause or allow emissions to exceed an 
opacity of 20 percent , as determined by averaging any 
12 consecutive observations taken at 15 second 
intervals [35 IAC 212.446(c)). 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 458 , no person shall cause or allow 
emissions of PM1 , other than that of fugitive particulate 
matter , into the atmosphere to exceed the following limits 
during any one hour period: 

i . 32 . 25 ng/J (0.075 lbs/mmBtu) of heat input from the 
burning of coke oven gas (at ladle dryers/preheaters) 
[35 IAC 212.458(b) (9)] 
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ii. 27.24 kg/hr (60 lbs/hr) and 0.1125 kg/Mg (0.225 
lbs/T) of total steel in process whichever limit is 
more stringent for the total of all basic oxygen 
furnace operations (charging, refining and tapping, 
as described in 35 IAC 212.446(a)) and measured at 
the BOF stack [35 IAC 212 . 458 (b} (23) J. 

111. 22 . 9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) from any process emissions 
unit, except as otherwise provided in 35 IAC 212.458 
or in 212.443 and 212.446 [35 !AC 212.458(b) (7)]. 

c . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.123(a) , no person shall cause or 
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter, 
with an opacity greater than 30 percent, into the 
atmosphere from any emission unit other than those emission 
units subject to the requirements of 35 IAC 212.122 1 except 
as allowed by 35 IAC 212.123(b) and 212.124. 

ct. The Basic Oxygen Processes are subject to 40 CFR Part 63, 
Subpart FFFFF, Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing 
Facilities. Applicable provisions of this NESHAP are 
addressed below and in other conditions of this section of 
the permit. 

e. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7790(a) and Table 1 to 40 CFR Part 63 
Subpart FFFFF, the emissions from the Basic Oxygen 
Processes shall not exceed the following limits applicable 
to operation at existing basic oxygen process furnace 
(BOPF) identified in paragraphs 9 through 12 of Table 1 to 
Subpart FFFFF: 

i. The Permittee must not cause to be discharged to the 
atmosphere any gases that exit from a primary 
emission control system for a BOPF with an open hood 
system at an existing BOPF shop that contain, on a 
flow-weighted basis , particulate matter in excess of 
0.02 gr/dscf during the steel production cycle. 

ii . For each hot metal transfer, slag skimming, and hot 
metal desulfurization operation, the Permittee must 
not cause to be discharged to the atmosphere any 
gases that exit from a control device that contain 
particulate matter in excess of 0.01 gr/dscf. 

iii. For each ladle metallurgy furnace operation, the 
Permittee must not cause to be discharged to the 
atmosphere any gases that exit from a control device 
that contain particulate matter in excess of 0 . 01 
gr/dscf. 

iv. For each roof monitor on the BOPF Shop, the Permittee 
must not cause to be discharged to the atmosphere any 
secondary emissions that exit any opening in the BOPF 
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7,5.4 

shop or any other building housing the BOF or basic 
oxygen process that exhibit opacity greater than 20 
percent (3-minute average) . 

f. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7790 (b) (3), for the electrostatic 
precipitator applied to control emissions from a BOF, the 
Permittee must maintain the hourly average opacity of 
emissions exiting the control device at or below 10 
percent. 

g, The basic oxygen furnaces are subject to 35 IAC 214.301, 
which provides that no person shall cause or allow the 
emission of sulfur dioxide into the atmosphere from any 
process emission source to exceed 2000 ppm. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.324 (a) (3) and 212.316(f) , the 
emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 and 212.316 are not 
applicable to the basic oxygen processes because these 
operations are subject to specific emission standards and 
limitations contained in 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart R, as 
addressed in Condition 7.5.3(a). 

b. Except where noted, 35 IAC 212.321 and 35 IAC 212.322 
shall not apply to the steel manufacturing processes 
subject to 35 IAC 212 . 442 through 35 !AC 212.452 {35 IAC 
212.441]. 

c. This permit is issued based on the affected basic oxygen 
processes not being subject to the applicable requirements 
of 35 IAC 219.301 because these processes do not emit 
photochemically reactive organic material as defined in 35 
I AC 211 . 4 6 9 0 . 

ct. The basic oxygen processes are not subject to 35 IAC 
216.121 because they are not fuel combustion emission units 
as defined in 35 IAC 211 . 2470. 

7.5.5-1 Work Practices Provisions for Operation and Maintenance Plan (40 
CFR 63. 7800) 

a. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.6(e) (1) (i) , the Permittee must always 
operate and maintain the basic oxygen processes , including 
air pollution control and monitoring equipment, in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices for 
minimizing emissions at least to the levels required by 40 
CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF. 

b. The Perrnittee shall prepare and operate at all times 
according to a written operation and maintenance plan for 
each capture system or control device subject to an 
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operating limit in 40 CFR 63 , 7790(b) 
address the following elements : 

Each plan shall 

i . Monthly inspections of the equipment that is 
important to the performance of the total capture 
system (e . g ., pressure sensors , dampers, and damper 
switches) . This inspection shall include 
observations of the physical appearance of the 
equipment (e.g ., presence of holes in ductwork or 
hoods, flow constrictions caused by dents or 
accumulated dust in the ductwork , and fan erosion) . 
The operation and maintenance plan also must include 
requirements to repair any defect or deficiency in 
the capture system before the next scheduled 
inspection. 

ii . Preventative maintenance for each control device , 
including a preventative maintenance schedule that is 
consistent with the manufacturer ' s instructions for 
routine and long-term maintenance. 

iii. Corrective action procedures for baghouses equipped 
with bag leak detection systems. In the event a bag 
leak detection system alarm is triggered, the 
Permittee shall initiate corrective action to 
determine the cause of the alarm within 1 hour of the 
alarm, initiate corrective action to correct the 
cause of the problem within 24 hours of the alarm, 
and complete the corrective action as soon as 
practicable. Corrective actions may include, but are 
not limited to: 

A. Inspecting the baghouse for air leaks , torn or 
broken bags or filter media, or any other 
condition that may cause an increase in 
emissions. 

B. Sealing off defective bags or filter media. 

C. Replacing defective bags or filter media or 
otherwise repairing the control device. 

D. Sealing off a defective baghouse compartment . 

E. Cleaning the bag leak detection system probe , 
or otherwise repair the bag leak detection 
system. 

F, Shutting down the process producing the 
particulate emissions. 
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iv. Corrective action procedures for electrostatic 
precipitator (ESP) equipped with COMS. In the event 
an ESP exceeds the operating limit in 40 CFR 
63 . 7790 (b) (3), the Permi ttee shall take corrective 
actions consistent with the site-specific monitoring 
plan in accordance with 40 CFR 63.7831(a). 

7.5.5-2Work Practices Provisions for Startup, Shutdown and Malfunction 
Plans and associated procedures 

a. NESHAP Provisions 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7810, the Permittee must be in 
compliance with the emission limitations and 
operation and maintenance requirements in 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FffFF at all times, except during periods of 
startup, shutdown and malfunction as defined in 40 
CFR 63.2 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7810(c), the Permittee shall 
develop a written startup, shutdown, and malfunction 
plan for BOF according to the provisions of 40 CFR 
63.6(e)(3). 

iii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7835: 

A. Consistent with 40 CFR 63.6(e) and 63.7(e) (1), 
deviations from NESHAP requirements that occur 
during a period of startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction are not violations if the Permittee 
demonstrates to the Illinois EPA that the 
Permittee was operating in accordance with 40 
CFR 63.6(e) (1) . 

B. The Illinois EPA will determine whether 
deviations that occur during a period of 
startup, shutdown, or malfunction are 
violations, according to the provisions in 40 
CFR 63. 6 (e) . 

iv. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable reporting 
requirements identified in Condition 5.10 . S(b) and 40 
C FR 6 3 . 7 8 4 1 ( b) ( 4) and ( c) . 

v . The Permittee shall keep records in accordance with 
40 CFR 63. 7842 (al (2) related to startup, shutdown and 
malfunction. 
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b . Provisions of State Emission Standards , pursuant to 35 IAC 
201 . 149 and Part 201 Subpart I 

i. Subject t o the following terms and conditions , the 
Permittee is authorized to continue to operate in 
violation o f the applicable standards as specified 
below in the event o f a malfunction or breakdown. 

A. For the basic oxygen furnace , the applicable 
state standards in Condition 7 . 5 . J(a) (iii) , 
(b) (ii) and (c)), and 

B. For the LMF, the applicable state standards in 
Conditions 7.5 . 3(b) (iii) and (c) . 

Note : This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application , 
generally explaining why such continued operation would be 
required to prevent injury to personnel or severe damage to 
equipment , and describing the measures that will be taken 
to minimize emissions from any malfunctions and breakdowns. 

ii . This authorization only allows such continued 
operation as necessary to prevent injury to personnel 
or severe damage to equipment and does not extend to 
continued operation solely for the economic benefit 
of the Permittee. 

iv, Upon occurrence of excess emissi o ns due to 
malfunction or breakdown , the Permittee shall , a s 
soon as practicable , repair the units and/or re­
establish applicable c o ntrol practices. 

v . The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable 
recordkeeping requirements of Co ndition 7 . 5 . 9(g) and 
reporting requirements of Condition 5.10.5- 2. 

vi. Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see 
Condition 5 .10 . 5-2 (a) ( i)) of a malfunction or 
breakdown with excess emissions , the Permittee shall 
comply with all reasonable directives of the Illinois 
EPA with respect to such incident. 

vii. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to minimize excess 
emissions during malfunction or breakdown. As 
provided by 35 IAC 201.265, an authorization in a 
permit for continued operation with excess emissions 
during malfunction and breakdown does not shield the 
Permittee from enforcement for any such violation and 
only constitutes a prima facie defense to such an 
enforcement action provided that the Permittee has 
fully complied with all terms and conditions 
connected with such authori zation. 
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7.5.5-3 Wo rk Practic es fr om Permits 72080043 , 95010001 and 10080021 

a. Pursuant t o Permit 72080043 [Tl]: 

b. 

i. Overlapping operations of the BOF vessels is allowed 
under the following conditions: 

A. The hot metal charge of the second vessel shall 
be initiated and completed during the time 
between c ompletion of the blow and start of tap 
on the first vessel while sufficient draft at 
the ESP capture system is established and 
maintained for both vessels . 

B. The charge and/or blow on one vessel shall not 
begin until sufficient draft has been 
established at the associated ESP capture 
system (a.k . a ., doghouse) and the alloy 
addition at the vessel tapping has been 
completed for at least 1 minute. 

C. Sufficient draft at the ESP capture system of 
the vessel being tapped shall be maintained for 
at least 1 minute after alloy addition has been 
completed . After such period , the capture 
system draft may be transferred over to the 
other vessel in order to satisfy Condition {Al 
above. 

D. Only overlapping of the hot metal charge of the 
second vessel after the end of blow and prior 
to onset of tap of the first vessel and 
overlapping of tapping of the first vessel , 
after alloy addition , and the hot metal charge 
and/or blow on the second vessel are allowed. 

E . Condition (Bl and (Cl above shall be part of 
the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) of the 
BOF vessels . 

ii. Each BOF vessel shall be equipped with a Fume 
Suppression System which shall be in use at all times 
that tapping is occurring during overlapping 
operations . 

Pursuant to Permit 95010001 [Tl I: 

i. The BOF capture system shall be operated at the above 
minimum set points (see Condition 7.5.6(hl) until and 
unless the Illinois EPA approves a lower minimum set 
point based on a demonstration that a better level of 
particulate matter control will occur , except for 
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7 , 5 . 6 

purposes of emissions testing as related to the set 
point (Tl I . 

ii. The Permittee shall operate, maintain , and repair the 
BOF ESP in a manner that assures compliance with the 
conditions of Permit 95010001 [Tl) . 

iii. The Permittee shall maintain an adequate inventory of 
spare parts for the BOF ESP at all times [Tl) . 

c. Pursuant to Permit 10080021 [Tl): 

i. Beginning October 31 , 2012, during the refining phase 
of operation, the steam rings on the BOFs shall be 
operated in accordance with written procedures 
developed by the Permittee that set forth the timing 
and rate of steam injection as related to furnace 
operation and reflect good air pollution control 
practice to minimize emissions of particulate matter. 

ii. Prior to October 31, 2012, during the refining phase 
of operation, the steam rings on the BOFs shall be 
operated in accordance with good air pollution 
control practice to minimize emissions of particulate 
matter . 

Production and Emission Limitations from Permit 95010001 

a . Total combined production of liquid steel from the affected 
BOFs shall not exceed 11,000 net tons per day , averaged 
over any calendar month [Tl) . 

b. BOF Shop Emissions (tons/yr total) shall not exceed the 
following limits [Tl) : 

PM 

510 

PM10 

451 

NOx 

70 

VOM 

12 

co 

16,097 

Lead 

1. 43 

c , BOF ESP Stack (charge, refine, tap) emissions shall not 
exceed the following limits (Tl): 

Emissio n Factor Maximum Emissions 
Pollutant (Lbs/To~)_ (Tons/Yr) 

PM 0.16 262 . 80 
PM~o 0.16 262.80 
NOx 0.0389 69.63 
VOM 0.0060 10.74 
co 8.993 16 , 097.47 
Lead 0. 1934 lbs/hr 1.26 
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d . BOF Roof Monitor emissions shall not exceed the following 
limits [Tl) : 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM10 
Lead 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0.0987 
0 . 06614 

0.0129 lbs/hr 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

176 . 71 
118 . 40 

0.08 

e. Hot Metal Desulfurization and Hot Metal Transfer emissions 
shall not exceed the following limits [Tl) : 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

( Lbs/Ton) 
Maximum Emissions 

(Tons/Yr) 

PM 
PM10 
VOM 
Lead 

0 . 03721 
0 . 03721 
0.0010 

0.0133 lbs/hr 

58 . 88 
58 . 88 

1.58 
0.09 

f. Hot metal charging and ladle slag skimming emissions shall 
not exceed the following limits (Tl): 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 
Maximum Emissions 

(Tons/Yr) 

PM 
PM10 

0 . 0050 
0.0050 

7.94 
7.94 

g . Emissions from Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling 
Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy Baghouse #2) shall not exceed the 
following limits (see Section 7 .1): 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 
Maximum Emissions 

(Tons/Yr) 

PM 
PM10 

0 . 00715 
0 . 00715 

12 . 80 
12 . 80 

h, The stack gas pulpit set point of the BOF ESP control 
system shall be set in accordance with the following , so as 
to establish sufficient particulate matter capture 
efficiency of the charging and primary hoods [Tl) : 

i. Set point requirements while only a single BOF vessel 
is in operation: 

A. Minimum set point during charging operation : 
550 , 000 cfm ; 

B- Minimum set point during refining operation: 
650,000 cfm; and 
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7 . 5.7 

C . Minimum set point during tapping operation: 
200,000 cfm (until one minute after completing 
alloy addition) . 

11. During dual operation of BOF vessels (a . k . a ., 
o verlapping BOF operation) the minimum set point 
shall be 700,000 cfm. 

i. Compliance with the annual limits shall be determined on a 
calendar year basis [Tl]. 

No te: These provisions (Conditions 7.5.6(a) through (i)) were 
originally established in Construction Permit 95010001. 

j . Emissions of particulate matter from the Ladle metallurgy 
station and the existing argon stirring station shall not 
exceed 16 . 20 TPY [Tl]. 

k. The maximum process weight for 1) argon stirring, 2) ladle 
reheat, 3) alloy addition, 4) ladle slag skimming , and 5) 
ho t metal desulfurization shall not exceed 356 . 7 t/hr for 
8,760 hours per year [Tl). 

No te: These provisions (Conditions 7.5 . 6(j) and (k)) were 
originally established in Permit 83050042 . 

Testing Requirements 

a. Testing requirements in 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF: 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.782l(b), for the Basic Oxygen 
Furnaces (which are equipped with a control device 
other than a baghouse) , the Permittee shall conduct 
subsequent performance tests no less frequently than 
twice (at mid-term and renewal) during each term of 
the title V operating permit (i.e. , this CAAPP 
permit). 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.782l(c) , for each Basic Oxygen 
Furnace Process equipped with a baghouse, the 
Permittee shall conduct subsequent performance tests 
no less frequently than once during each term of the 
Title V operating permit (every 60 months). 

iii. The Permittee shall use the following test methods 
for compliance demonstration with the emission limits 
for particulate matter [40 CFR 63.7822(b)]: 

A. The Permittee shall determine the concentration 
of particulate matter according to the 
following test methods in Appendix A to 40 CFR 
Part 60 . 
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1. Method 1 to select sampling port 
locations and the number of traverse 
points. Sampling ports must be located 
at the outlet of the control device and 
prior to any releases to the atmosphere. 

2. Method 2 , 2F, or 2G to determine the 
volumetric flow rate of the stack gas. 

3. Method 3 1 3A, or 3B to determine the dry 
molecular weight of the stack gas. 

4 . Method 4 to determine the moisture 
content of the stack gas. 

5. Method 5 , 5D, or 17, as applicable, to 
determine the concentration of 
particulate matter (front half filterable 
catch only). 

B. The Permittee shall collect a minimum sample 
volume of 60 dry standard cubic feet (dscf) of 
gas during each particulate matter test run. 
Three valid test runs are needed to comprise a 
performance test. 

iv. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7822(g), for the BOF ESP (which 
is a primary emission control system applied to 
emissions from a BOF with an open hood system), the 
Permittee shall complete the following requirements: 

A. Sample only during the steel production cycle. 
The Permittee shall conduct sampling under 
conditions that are representative of normal 
operation. The Permittee shall record the 
start and end time of each steel production 
cycle and each period of abnormal operation; 
and 

B. Sample for an integral number of steel 
production cycles. The steel production cycle 
begins when the scrap is charged to the BOF and 
ends 3 minutes after the slag is emptied from 
the vessel into the slag pot . 

v . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7822(h) , for a control device 
applied to emissions from BOPF shop ancillary 
operations (hot metal transfer , slag skimming , hot 
metal desulfurization, or ladle metallurgy) , the 
Permittee shall sample only when the operation(s) is 
being conducted . 
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vi . The Permittee shall conduct each visible emissions 
performance test such that the opacity observations 
overlap with the performance test for particulate 
matter (40 CFR 63 . 7823(b)). 

vii. The following test methods shall be used for opacity 
observations pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7823(d) : 

Using a certified observer , the Permittee shall 
determine the opacity of emissions acco rding to 
Method 9 in Appendix A to Part 60 as specified below: 

A . Instead of procedures in section 2 . 4 of Method 
9 in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60 , the 
Permittee shall record observations to the 
nearest 5 percent at 15-second intervals for at 
least three steel production cycles . 

B . Instead of procedures in section 2 . 5 of Method 
9 in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 60 , the 
Permittee shall determine the 3-minute block 
average opacity from the average of 12 
consecutive observations recorded at 15-second 
intervals . 

b . Pursuant to Sectio ns 39 . 5(7) (d) and (p) of the Act, in 
conjunction with the testing of emissions required for an 
emission unit in the BOF shop by the NESHAP (Condition 
7.5.7(a) which requires testing at the midterm and renewal 
of this CAAPP permit) , the Permittee shall also have 
testing conducted t o measure emissions o f other pollutants 
as follows . 

i. Testing shall be c o nducted for PM/PM •, lead and 
othe r po llutants as follow : BOF Furnaces (ESP) - NOx , 
VOM and CO ; and Hot Metal Desulfurization and Slag 
Skimming (Bagho uses) - VOM . 

* As an alternative to measurements for PM ,. 
emissions , the measured results for PM, a s 
determined in accordance with the NESHAP, sha l l 
be considered PMlO, as provided for by 35 IAC 
212 . 108 . 

ii . The relevant test method specified by the NESHAP or 
the f o llowing USEPA test methods shall be used for 
this testing, unless another USEPA test method is 
approved by the Illinois EPA during the review of a 
Test Plan submitted by the Permittee prior to 
testing. 

Locatio n o f Sample Points 
Gas Flow and Ve l o city 
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7,5,8 

Flue Gas Weight Method 3 
Moisture Method 4 
VOM Method 18 or 25A 
NO, Method 7E or 19 
co Method 10 or 108 
Lead Method 29 

iii . For this emission testing, test notifications and 
reporting shall be done by the Permittee in 
accordance with Condition 8.6 . 2 and 8.6.3 of this 
permit. 

c . As provided by 35 IAC 212.446(c), observations to determine 
compliance with the opacity standard in 35 IAC 212.446(c) 
(see Condition 7 . 5.3(a) (iii)) shall be performed in 
accordance with 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9, 
incorporated by reference in 35 IAC 212.113, except that 
compliance shall be determined by averaging any 12 
consecutive observations taken at 15 second intervals. 

Monitoring and Inspection Requirements 

a. Monitoring (40 CFR 63.7830) 

1. For the capture system for secondary emissions from 
the Basic Oxygen Furnaces (which are subject to an 
operating limit in 40 CFR 63.7790(b) (1) established 
in Permittee ' s capture system operation and 
maintenance plan) , the Permittee shall install , 
operate, and maintain a continuous parameter 
monitoring system (CPMS) according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63.7831(e) and the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63. 7830 (a) (1) through (3), 

ii. The Permittee shall operate and maintain a bag leak 
detection system on Baghouse #2 and the slag skimmer 
baghouse according to 40 CFR 63.7831(f) and monitor 
the relative change in particulate matter loadings 
according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.7832 . 

iii. The Permittee shall conduct inspections of each 
baghouse at the specified frequencies according to 
the following requirements I 40 CFR 63. 7830 (b) (4) I: 

A. Monitor the pressure drop across each baghouse 
cell each day to ensure pressure drop is within 
the normal operating range identified in the 
operation and maintenance manual. 

B. Confirm that dust is being removed from hoppers 
through weekly visual inspections or other 
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means of ensuring the proper functioning of 
removal mechanisms, 

c . Check the compressed air supply for pulse- j et 
baghouses each day. 

D. Monitor cleaning cycles to ensure proper 
operation using an appropriate methodology . 

E. Check bag cleaning mechanisms for proper 
functioning through monthly visual inspections 
or equivalent means. 

F. Make monthly visual checks of bag tension on 
reverse air and shaker-type baghouses to ensure 
that bags are not kinked (kneed or bent) or 
laying on their sides. The Permittee does not 
have to make this check for shaker-type 
baghouses using self-tensioning (spring-loaded) 
devices. 

G. Confirm the physical integrity of the baghouse 
through quarterly visual inspections of the 
baghouse interior for air leaks. 

H. Inspect fans for wear, material buildup, and 
corrosion through quarterly visual inspections, 
vibration detectors , or equivalent means. 

iv . For the ESP controlling the BOF furnaces (which are 
subject to an opacity limit of 10 percent, hourly 
average , pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7790(b) (3)), the 
Permittee shall operate and maintain a continuous 
opacity monitoring system (COMS) according to the 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 7831(h) and monitor the 
hourly average opacity of emissions exiting the stack 
according to the requirements in 40 CFR 63.7832 (40 
CFR 63.7830(d) I. 

If the hourly average opacity for the ESP exceeds the 
operating limit , the Permittee shall follow the 
following procedures [40 CFR 63.7833(g)]: 

A. The Permittee shall initiate corrective action 
to determine the cause of the exceedance within 
1 hour. During any period of corrective 
action, the Permittee must continue to monitor 
and record all required operating parameters 
for equipment that remains in operation. 
Within 24 hours of the exceedance , the 
Permittee shall measure and record the hourly 

199 



R003315

average operating parameter value for the 
emission unit on which corrective action was 
taken. If the hourly average parameter value 
meets the applicable operating limit, then the 
corrective action was successful and the 
emission unit is in compliance with the 
applicable operating limit. 

B. If the required initial corrective action was 
not successful, the Permittee shall complete 
additional corrective action within the next 24 
hours (48 hours from the time of the 
exceedance). During any period of corrective 
action, the Permittee shall continue to monitor 
and record all required operating parameters 
for equipment that remains in operation. After 
this second 24-hour period, the Permittee shall 
again measure and record the hourly average 
operating parameter value for the emission unit 
on which corrective action was taken. If the 
hourly average parameter value meets the 
applicable operating limit, then the corrective 
action was successful and the emission unit is 
in compliance with the applicable operating 
limit. 

C. For purposes of 40 CFR 63. 7833 (g) (1) and (2), 
in the case of an exceedance of the hourly 
average opacity operating limit for an ESP, 
measurements of the hourly average opacity 
based on visible emission observations in 
accordance with Method 9 may be taken to 
evaluate the effectiveness of corrective 
action. 

D. If the second attempt at corrective action 
required in paragraph 40 CFR 63. 7833 (g) (2) was 
not successful, the Permittee shall report the 
exceedance as a deviation in the next 
semiannual compliance report according to 40 
CFR 63.7841(b). 

b. Installation, operation, and maintenance requirements for 
monitors (40 CFR 63.7831) 

i. For the slag skimmer baghouse and Baghouse #2 (which 
are subject to 40 CFR 63. 7830 (b) ( 1)), the Permit tee 
shall operate and maintain the bag leak detection 
system according to the following requirements (40 
C FR 6 3 . 78 31 ( f) ) : 
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A. The system must be certified by the 
manufacturer to be capable of detecting 
emissions of particulate matter at 
concentrations of 10 milligrams per actual 
cubic meter (0.0044 grains per actual cubic 
foot) or less. 

B . The system must provide output of relative 
changes in particulate matter loadings. 

C. The system must be equipped with an alarm that 
will sound when an increase in relative 
particulate loadings is detected over a preset 
level . The alarm must be located such that it 
can be heard by the appropriate plant 
personnel. 

D. Each system that works based on the 
triboelectric effect must be installed , 
operated, and maintained in a manner consistent 
with the guidance document , "Fabric Filter Bag 
Leak Detection Guidance , • EPA-454/R-98-015 , 
September 1997 . The Permittee may install , 
operate, and maintain other types of bag leak 
detection systems in a manner consistent with 
the manufacturer ' s written specifications and 
recommendations. 

E. To make the initial adjustment of the system , 
the Permittee shall establish the baseline 
output by adjusting the sensitivity (range) and 
the averaging period of the device. Then, the 
Permittee shall establish the alarm set points 
and the alarm delay time. 

f . Fo l lowing the initial adjustment , the Permittee 
may no t adjust the sensitivity or range , 
averaging period , alarm set points , or alarm 
delay time , except as detailed in the 
Permittee ' s operation and maintenance plan. 
The Permittee may not increase the sensitivity 
by more than 100 percent or decrease the 
sensitivity by more than 50 percent over a 365-
day period unless a responsible official 
certifies , in writing , that the baghouse has 
been inspected and found to be in good 
operating condition . 

G. Where multipl e detectors are required , the 
system's instrumentation and alarm may b e 
shared among d e tectors. 
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ii. For the ESP (which is subject to the opacity limit in 
40 CFR 63. 7790 (b) (3)), the Permit tee shall install, 
operate, and maintain a COMS according to the 
following requirements in 40 CFR 63. 7831 (h) ( 1) 
through ( 4) : 

A. The Permittee shall install, operate, and 
maintain each COMS according to Performance 
Specification 1 in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix B. 

B. The Permittee shall conduct a performance 
evaluation of each COMS according to 40 CFR 
63.8 and Performance Specification 1 in 
Appendix B to 40 CFR Part 60. 

C. Each COMS must complete a minimum of one cycle 
of sampling and analyzing for each successive 
IO-second period and one cycle of data 
recording for each successive 6-minute period. 

D. COMS data must be reduced to 6-minute averages 
as specified in 40 CFR 63. 8 (g) (2) and to hourly 
averages where required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
FFFFF. 

c . Pursuant to the operation and maintenance requirements of 
the O/M plan required by 40 CFR 63.7800(b), the Permittee 
shall comply with following inspection procedures for the 
capture systems and controls: 

Monthly inspections of the equipment that is important to 
the performance of the total capture system. This 
inspection must include observations of the physical 
appearance of the equipment (e.g. , presence of holes in 
ductwork or hoods , flow constrictions caused by dents or 
accumulated dust in the ductwork, and fan erosion). Repair 
of any defect or deficiency in the capture system shall be 
done before the next scheduled inspection. 

d. Monitoring of capture and control systems for Basic Oxygen 
Furnaces (from Permit 95010001) : 

i. The Permittee shall operate and maintain the waste 
gas suction monitor system for the capture system for 
the Basic Oxygen Furnace that continually measures 
and records each operation (i.e., for each charge, 
each refine, each tap) of each steel production cycle 
the static pressure in the main downcommer duct of 
the ESP emissions capture and transport system. 
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A. The Permittee shall use the waste gas suclion 
mon itoring system as a mechanism to ensure 
sufficient draft is maintained in Lhe emissions 
capture hoods and transport ducts so as to 
maximize emissions capture and transport and 
minimize uncaptured emissions and emission 
leaks . 

B . The Permittee shall operate and maintain the 
system to ensure that accurate and useful data 
is collected . 

C. The Permittee shall cont inuously record the 
static pressure in the main down comer duct of 
the ESP emissions capture and Lransport system. 

ii. The Permittee shall calibrate , operate , and maintain 
a continuous strip chart recorder or disk storage of 
the ESP stack gas flow rate as measured by the stack 
gas flow meter during ESP use. 

iii . The slack gas flow meter shall be calibraLed on at 
least a quarterly basis . 

iv . A. The Permittee shall visually inspect at l east 
monthly all visible BOF vessel enclosures , 
hooding and ducts used to capture and transport 
emissions f or the BOf ESP control syslcm . 

B. A log shall be maintained of these inspections 
which includes observations of the physical 
appearance of the capture system and any noled 
deficiencies (e . g. , the presence of any holes 
in ductwork or hoods , flow constrictions caused 
by dents or accumulated dust in ductwork , and 
fan erosion) . 

C. Any l eaks or areas otherwise noted to be in 
need of repair , shall be repaired 
expeditiously . 

e . Opacity observations for 35 IAC 212.446(cl ; 

The following opacity observat i ons shall be performed 
pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (a) and (pl of the Act : 

i . The Permittee s hall have the opacity of the exhaust 
of the building housing the BOF determined by a 
qualified observer in accordance with USEPA Method 9 
wh i le the affected BOF(s) is operating , as further 
specified below . 
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A. Observations of opacity shall be conducted on 
the following frequency unless absence of 
adequate daylight or weather conditions 
preclude scheduled observation, in which case, 
the next observations shall be conducted on the 
next operating day of the BOF during which 
observations of opacity can reasonably be 
conducted in accordance with USEPA Method 9, 
except that reading shall be taken as a 3-
minute average (12 consecutive observations 
taken 15 seconds intervals) . 

R. If a baghouse is not installed for control of 
tapping emissions from the BOF , these readings 
shall be performed for at least five days out 
of every seven. A day is defined as any day 
when a BOF is in operation for a minimum of 
four hours during conditions that are 
acceptable for Method 9 readings. A minimum of 
60 consecutive minutes of opacity readings must 
be obtained and must encompass at least one 
steel production cycle. A production cycle is 
defined as the beginning of scrap charging to 
the completion of deslagging of the steelmaking 
vessel . Results of these readings shall be 
reduced to three minute rolling averages. 

C . Beginning 30 days after initial startup of a 
baghouse for control of tapping emissions from 
the BOFs, the Permittee shall have the opacity 
of the exhaust of the building housing the BOF 
determined by a qualified observer in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 while the 
affected BOF(s) are operating, as further 
specified below . 

1. The duration of opacity observations for 
each test shall be one complete steel 
making cycle. 

2. Observations of opacity shall be 
conducted on the following frequency 
unless absence of adequate daylight or 
weather conditions preclude scheduled 
observation , in which case , the next 
observations shall be conducted on the 
next operating day of the BOF during 
which observations of opacity can 
reasonably be conducted in accordance 
with USEPA Method 9. 

3. On a weekly basis (at least once every 
seven operating days of BOF) except as 
provided below. 
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4. On a dajly basis (at least 5 days out of 
seven operating days of BOF) if any of 
the five previous 3-minute average 
observations measured opacity of 18 
percent or more , continuing on a daily 
basis until the maximum opacities 
measured in five consecutive daily 
observations are all less Lhan 18 
percent , at which time observations on a 
weekly basis shall resume . 

ii. Upon written request by Lhc Illinois EPA , additional 
opacity observations shall be conducted within 5 
operating days for the BOF from the date of the 
request by the Illinois EPA or on the date agreed 
upon by the Illinois EPA , whichever is later. For 
such observations conducted pursuant to a request 
from the Illinois EPA : 

A. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA at 
least 24 hours in advance of the date and time 
of these observations , in o rder to enable the 
Illinois EPA to witness the observations. This 
notification shall include the name and 
employer o[ the qualified observer(s) . 

B. The Permittec shall promptly notify the 
Illinois EPA of any changes in the time or date 
for observations. 

C. The duration of these observations shall cover 
a complete heat or cycle of the affected BOF . 

D. The Permittee shall provide a copy of the 
current certification for the opacity observer 
and observer ' s readings to the Illinois EPA at 
the time of the observations , if the Illinois 
EPA personnel are present . 

E . The Permittee shall keep records for all 
opacity measurements for the BOF made in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 for the affected 
operations that the Permittee conducts or that 
are conducted at its behest by individuals who 
are qualified to make such observations . For 
each occasion on which such measurements are 
made , these records shall include the formal 
report for the measurements , a description of 
the measurements that were made , the operating 
condition of the affected operations , the 
observed opacity, and copies of the raw data 
sheets for the measurements . 
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[, 

iii. A. The Permittee shall determine the opacity from 
the BOF ESP stack for at least one hour on any 
normal work day that the continuous opacity 
monitor on the BOF ESP stack has an outage that 
exceeds two consecutive hours and is still 
down . The readings shall commence as soon as 
possible after the opacity monitor has been 
down for two consecutive hours. If 
meteorological conditions or lack of visibility 
preclude these observations from being 
conducted , then this shall be noted in the log 
book. 

B. The opacity shall be determined in accordance 
with the observation procedures set out in 40 
CFR Part 60 , Appendix A, Method 9. 

Monitoring and Collecting Data [40 CFR 63.7832): 

i. For purposes of the NESHAP , 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF , 
except for monitoring malfunctions , out-of-control 
periods as specified in 40 CFR 63.B(c) (7) , associated 
repairs, and required quality assurance or control 
activities (including as applicable, calibration 
checks and required zero and span adjustments) , the 
Permittee shall monitor continuously (or collect data 
at all required intervals) at all times a subject 
control/capture system is operating . 

ii . The Permittee may not use data recorded during 
monitoring malfunctions , associated repairs , and 
required quality assurance or control activities in 
data averages and calculations used to report 
emission or operating levels or to fulfill a minimum 
data availability requirement , if applicable. The 
Permittee shall use all the data collected during all 
other periods in assessing compliance. 

iii. A monitoring malfunction is any sudden, infrequent, 
not reasonably preventable failure of the monitoring 
to provide valid data. Monitoring failures that are 
caused in part by poor maintenance or careless 
operation are not malfunctions. 

g . Operational Monitoring for Steam Rings from Construction 
Permit 10080021: 

The Permittee shall install , maintain and operate a 
continuous monitoring system on each steam ring for the 
steam valve position (open or closed) and the rate at which 
steam is being injected. 
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7 . 5 . 9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items 
pursuant to Sections 39 .5(7) (a) and (el of the Act : 

a . 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF (40 CFR 63 . 7842 and 63 . 7843) 

i . The Permittee shall keep the following records 
specified in 40 CFR 63 . 7842 (a} (1) through (a) (3) 

A. A copy of each notification and report that the 
Permittee submitted to comply with 40 CFR 63 
Subpart FFFFF, including all documentation 
supporting any initial notification or 
notification of compliance status that the 
Permittee submitted , according to Lhe 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (bl (2) (xi.v) . 

B . The records in 40 CFR 63 . 6(e) (3) (iii) through 
(v) related to startup, shutdown , and 
malfunction . 

C . Records of performance tests , performance 
evaluations , and opacity observations as 
required in 40 CFR 63 . l0(b) (2) (viii) . 

ii . For each COMS , the Permittee shall keep the following 
records specified in 40 CFR 63 . 7842 (b) (1) through 

iii. 

iv . 

( 4) : 

A. Records described in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (bl (2) (vi) 
through (xi) . 

B . Monjtoring data for a performance evaluation as 
required in 40 CFR 63 . 6(h) (7) (i) and (ii). 

C . Previous (that is , superseded) versions of the 
performance evaluation plan as required in 40 
CFR 63.8(d)(3) . 

D. Records of the date and time that each 
deviation started and stopped, and whether the 
deviation occurred during a period of startup , 
shutdown, or malfunction or during ano ther 
period . 

The 
CFR 

The 
CFR 

Permittee shal l keep the records specified 1n 40 
63. 6 (h} (6) for visual observations . 

Permittee shall keep the records required in 40 
63 . 7833 and 63 . 7834 to show continuous compliance 
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with each emission limitation and operation and 
maintenance requirement that applies to the 
Permittee. 

v . The Permittee shall keep the records in a form 
suitable and readily available for expeditious 
review, according to 40 CFR 63,l0(b) (1). 

vi. As specified in 40 CFR 63 . l0(b) (1) , the Permittee 
shall keep each record for 5 years following the date 
of each occurrence , measurement , maintenance , 
corrective action , report , or record. 

vii. The Permittee shall keep each record on site for at 
least 2 years after the date of each occurrence , 
measurement, maintenance , corrective action, report , 
or record , according to 40 CFR 63.l0(b)(l). The 
Permittee may keep the records offsite for the 
remaining 3 years . 

viii. The Permittee shall maintain a current copy of the 
operation and maintenance plan required in 40 CFR 
63.7800(b} onsite and available for inspection upon 
request. 

ix. A. The Permittee shall maintain a copy of the 
site-specific monitoring plan for each CPMS 
required by 40 CFR 63.7830, pursuant to 40 CFR 
63 . 7831 (a) . 

B. If the Permittee operates under manufacturer ' s 
specifications or manufacturer's instructions , 
such manufacturer ' s documentation shall be kept 
at the source as part of the required records. 

b . Recordkeeping from Permits 72080043 and 95010001: 

i. Operating time of the BOFs; 

ii . Operating time of the capture systems and performance 
parameters , including air flow and fan amperage 
through the fan motors, gas temperature at inlet to 
ESP , damper settings , and steam injection rate; 

iii . Operating time of the ESP and performance parameters , 
including voltage and amperage of each 
transformer/rectifier set , number of sections in use; 

iv. All routine and nonroutine maintenance performed , 
including dates and duration of outages , inspection 
schedule and findings, leaks detected, repair 
actions , and replacements; 
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v . Total production of molten steel at the BOFs (daily , 
monthly , and annual production in tons); 

vi. The Permittee shall keep a continuous strip chart 
recorder or disk storage of the stack gas flow rate 
during ESP use. 

vii. The Permittee shall records for each steel production 
cycle the various stack gas flow rates for each 
process (i . e., for each charge, each refine, each 
tap) of each steel production cycle . That is , the 
Permittee shall be able to distinguish the measured 
flow rate of stack gas during each production cycle . 

ix. Records of all opacity observations. 

c . Recordkeeping carried over from Permit 08110016: 

The operating and maintenance records that the Permittee 
maintains for the ESP shall include the following 
information for the induced draft fans on the ESP , in 
addition to other required information: 

i. The periods of time when the BOFs operated with less 
than three properly functioning fans , with description 
and explanation , 

ii . The periods of time when the BOFs are operating and a 
spare fan is not available , with the identity of the 
fan(s) that were not available and explanation, e.g. , 
spare fan not available due to regularly scheduled 
maintenance or spare fan not available due to 
unplanned breakdown of the main bearings . 

d. Recordkeeping for the steam rings on the BOF furnaces from 
Construction Permit 10080021: 

i . A. The Permittee shall maintain a record of the 
steam valve position (open or closed) and the 
rate at which steam is being injected, as 
determined by the continuous monitoring systems 
required by Condition 7 . 5.8(g). 

B. In addition to keeping records of the data 
measured by these monitoring systems, the 
Permittee shall keep records of the operation, 
calibration and maintenance of these systems. 

ii. The Permittee shall maintain an operating log or other 
records for the BOF and steam rings that contain 
information generally documenting the steam rings are 
being operated in accordance with Condition 7.5.5-
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3(c) , including information for the timing of the 
refining phase of each heat of a BOF furnace . 

iii . The Permittee shall maintain detailed records of the 
following information for each heat in a BOF furnace 
in which the steam ring was not operated during the 
refining phase: 

A. Identification of the heat and the duration of 
the incident, i.e. , start time and time normal 
operation was achieved or the refining phase 
was completed . 

B . Description of the incident , impact on 
effectiveness of the steam ring , probable 
cause , and corrective actions. 

C. Verification that the established procedures 
were followed or a description and explanation 
why procedures were not followed . 

Note : These records may be kept with other logs or 
records that the Permittee keeps for the BOF furnaces 
and their instrumentation and need not be kept as a 
separate record . 

e . The Permittee shall keep annual records (tons/year) of 
steel processed at the slag skimming station , the argon 
stirring station and ladle metallurgy furnace station. 

f . Emission Records 

The Permittee shall keep the following records related to 
the emissions of the affected basic oxygen processes to 
verify compliance with the applicable limits in Conditions 
7. 5 . 6 (b) through (g) : 

i. A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of different 
pollutants from such processes , with supporting 
documentation . These records shall be reviewed and 
updated by the Permittee as necessary to assure that 
the emission factors that it uses to determine 
emissions of the affected processes do not understate 
actual emissions , including review when emission 
testing is conducted for an affected process . These 
records shall be prepared and copies sent to the 
Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 5.9 . 6(c) , 
except that copies of the initial records shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA no later than 
August 3 , 2012. 

ii. Records for any periods of operation of an affected 
processes that are not otherwise addressed in the 
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required records during which the established 
emission factor in Condition 7.5 . 9(f) (i) would 
understate actual emissions of the process , with 
description of the period of operation and an 
estimate of the additional emissions during such 
established factor , with supporting explanation and 
calculations . 

iii . Records for the annual emissions of such processes 
for comparison to the limits in Conditions 7 . 5.6(c) 
through (g) , with supporting calculations. 

iv . Records for combined annual emissions of such 
affected processes , based on the summation of the 
above data , for comparison to the limits in Condition 
7.5 . 6(b). 

g . In the operational logs or other records for the operation 
of the affected basic oxygen processes, the Permittee shall 
keep records identifying process upsets that result in the 
generation of additional opacity or PM emissions, such as 
loss of the slag cover on the molten metal in a vessel or a 
spill of molten metal . For these upsets , these records 
shall include the time of the upset , a description of the 
upset, and a discussion of the consequences for PM 
emissions from the affected basic oxygen processes. 

h . Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201 . 263, the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected Basic Oxygen 
Furnace and Ladle Metallurgy Furnace as addressed by 
Condition 7 . 5 . 5-2(b), during malfunctions or breakdowns , 
which at a minimum, shall include the following records . 
The preparation of these records shall be completed within 
45 days of an incident , unless the Permittee conducts a 
root cause analysis for the incident , in which case the 
preparation of these records , other than the root cause 
analysis , shall be completed within 120 days of the 
incident . 

i . Date , time and duration of the incident. 

ii . A detailed description of the incident, including : 

A. A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up to the incident . 

B . Relevant operating data for the unit , including 
information such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident . 
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C . The measures taken to reduce the quantity of 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident . 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident. 

Aii . An explanation why continued operation of an affected 
basic oxygen furnace was necessary to prevent 
personnel injury or prevent equipment damage. 

iv . A discussion of the cause(s) or probable cause(s) of 
the incident including the following , 

A. Whether the incident was sudden , unavoidable , 
or preventable , including; 

1 . Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident ; 

2 . Why better maintenance could not have 
avoided the incident : 

3. Why better operating practices could not 
have avoided the incident ; and 

4 . Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident . 

B, Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that could have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned for . 

c. Whether the incident was or is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation or maintenance. 

v . A description of any steps taken or to be taken to 
prevent similar future incidents or reduce their 
frequency and severity. 

vi . As an alternative to keeping the records required by 
Condition 7.5.9(g) (iv) , the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis . For this purpose , a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine , correct and eliminate the primary causes 
of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from. If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem, define 
all causal relationships , provide a causal path to 
the root cause , delineate the evidence , and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be completed within one year of the incident. 
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7.5.10 Reporting Requirements 

a . 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart FFFFF (40 CFR 63 . 7841) 

i . Compliance report due dates . Unless the 
Administrator has approved a different schedule , the 
Permittee shall submit a semiannual compliance report 
t o the permitting authority according to the 
f o llo wing requirements: 

A. Semi-annual compliance report must cover the 
semiannual reporting period from January 1 
through June 30 or the semiannual reporting 
period from July 1 through December 31 . 

B. Each compliance report must be postmarked or 
delivered no later than July 31 or January 31 , 
whichever date comes first after the end of the 
semiannual reporting period . 

ii. Compliance report contents . Each compliance report 
shall include the following information : 

A. Company name and address . 

B . Statement by a responsible o fficial , with that 
official's name , title, and signature , 
certifying the truth , accuracy , and 
completeness of the content of the report . 

c . Date of report and beginning and ending dates 
of the reporting period. 

O. If the Permittee had a startup, shutdown , or 
malfunction during the reporting period and the 
Permittee took actions consistent with the 
source ' s startup, shutdown , and malfunction 
plan , the compliance report must include the 
information in 40 CFR 63 . 10 (d) (5) (i). 

E . If there were no deviations from the continuous 
compliance requirements in 40 CFR 63.7833 and 
63 . 7834 that apply to the Perrnittee, a 
statement that there were no deviations from 
the emission limitations or operation and 
maintenance requirements during the reporting 
period. 

F . If there were no periods during which a 
continuous monitoring system (including a CPMS , 
COMS , or continuous emission monito ring system 
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(CEMS)) was out-of-control as specified in 40 
CFR 63.8 (c) (7), a statement that there were no 
periods during which the CPMS was out-of­
control during the reporting period. 

G . For each deviation from an emission limitation 
in 40 CFR 63.7790 that occurs at each Basic 
Oxygen Process where the Permittee is not using 
a continuous monitoring system (including a 
CPMS, COMS , or CEMS) to comply with an emission 
limitation in 40 CFR Subpart FFFFF , the 
compliance report must contain the information 
described in Condition 7. 5. 10 (a) (ii) (Al through 
(F) and the following information (this 
includes periods of startup , shutdown, and 
ma 1 function) : 

1. The total operating time of each Basic 
Oxygen Process during the reporting 
period . 

2. Information on the number, duration , and 
cause of deviations (including unknown 
cause , if applicable) as applicable and 
the corrective action taken. 

H. For each deviation from an emission limitation 
occurring at each Basic Oxygen Furnace Process 
where the Permit tee is using a continuous 
monitoring system (including a CPMS or COMS) to 
comply with the emission limitation in 40 CFR 
63 Subpart FFFFF, the Permittee shall include 
the following information (this includes 
periods of startup, shutdown , and malfunction): 

1. The date and time that each malfunction 
started and stopped. 

2 . The date and time that each continuous 
monitoring was inoperative, except for 
zero (low-level) and high-level checks. 

3. The date , time , and duration that each 
continuous monitoring system was out-of­
control as specified in 40 CFR 
63 . 8(c)(7) , including the information in 
4 0 C FR 6 3 . 8 ( c) ( 8) . 

4 . The date and time that each deviation 
started and stopped, and whether each 
deviation occurred during a period of 
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startup, shutdown, or malfunction or 
during another period, 

5 . A summary of the total duration of the 
deviation during the reporting period and 
the total duration as a percent of the 
total source operating time during that 
reporting period. 

6 . A breakdown of the total duration of the 
deviations during the reporting period 
including those that are due to startup, 
shutdown, control equipment problems , 
process problems, other known causes, and 
other unknown causes. 

7. A summary of the total duration of 
continuous monitoring system downtime 
during the reporting period and the total 
duration of continuous monitoring system 
downtime as a percent of the total source 
operating time during the reporting 
period, 

8. A brief description of the Basic Oxygen 
Processes. 

9. A brief description of the continuous 
monitoring system. 

10 . The date of the latest continuous 
monitoring system certification or audit. 

11 . A description of any changes in 
continuous monitoring systems, processes , 
or controls since the last reporting 
period. 

iii. Immediate startup, shutdown, and malfunction report. 
If the Permittee had a startup, shutdown, or 
malfunction during the semiannual reporting period 
that was not consistent with the source's startup, 
shutdown, and malfunction plan, the Permittee shall 
submit an immediate startup, shutdown, and 
malfunction report according to the requirements in 
4 0 C FR 6 3 . 1 0 ( d) ( 5 ) ( i i ) . 

b . Monthly Opacity Exceedance Report. 

Monthly opacity exceedance reports for the BOF ESP shall be 
sent to the Illinois EPA Regional Office. These reports 
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shall contain all opacity measurements which exceed 30 
percent, averaged over a six minute period. These uexcess 
opacity" reports shall provide, for each such incident, the 
percent opacity measured as well as the date and span of 
such incident. These reports shall state the reasons for 
the excess opacity. The reports shall also specify the 
dates of those periods during which the continuous 
monitoring system was not in operation [Section 
39 . 5(7) (fl (ii) of the Act] . 

c . Reporting Requirements from Permit 08110016: 

d . 

After the initial year of operation (12 calendar months) of 
the BOF with an ESP with four fans, the Permittee shall 
submit a report to the Illinois EPA that evaluates the 
impacts of the addition of a fourth fan to the ESP on the 
particulate matter emissions of the BOF. This report 
shall, at a minimum, include the following information and 
address impacts on both stack emissions of particulate 
matter (i.e. , emissions from the ESP stack) and uncaptured 
emissions of particulate matter (e.g. , emissions from the 
roof monitor of the BOPF Shop). This report shall be 
submitted by the end of the third month following the 
initial year of operation with an ESP with four fans. 

i. A description of typical operating scenarios in which 
the availability of a spare fan resulted in a 
decrease in short-term emissions, with an assessment 
of the changes in the hourly emission rates, with 
supporting documentation and calculations. 

ii. A description of typical operating scenarios, if any, 
in which the availability of a spare fan resulted in 
an increase in short-term emissions, with an 
assessment of the changes in the hourly emission 
rates, with supporting documentation and 
calculations . 

iii. An assessment of the overall effect of the addition 
of a fourth fan on actual annual emissions of the 
BOF, with supporting operating data and calculations. 

i . Pursuant to Section 39.5 (7) (f) (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations by 
the Basic Oxygen Furnace Processes from applicable 
requirements, unless a NESHAP standard specifies a 
different timeframe, as follows: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7.5.3. 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.5.5-1. 

C. Requirements in Condition 7.5 . 5-3 . 
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D. Requirements in Condition 7 . 5 . 6(a) through (k). 

ii . All such deviations shall be summa rized and reported 
as part o f the semiannual monito ring report required 
by Conditio n 8.6.1. 

iii . The Permittee shall notify the I l lino is EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , of all other deviations as part 
of the semiannual monitoring repo rts required by 
Conditio n 8.6.1 . 

iv. All required deviation reports d e scribed in Condition 
7.5.l0(d) above shall contain the following 
info rmation: 

A. Date , time and duration o f the deviation; 

B . Description of the deviatio n ; 

C. Probable cause of the deviation ; and 

D. Any corrective action or preventative meas ures 
taken. 

Q . Reporting o n malfunctio n and breakdown shall be performed 
in accordance with Co ndition 5.10.5-2 

f . Reporting Requirements from Permit 10080021 : 

i . Within six months of initial startup of the steam 
rings on the affected BOFs, the Permittee shall 
submit to the Illinois EPA: 1) A Project Report; and 
2) A draft of the Permittee's written operating 
procedures for the steam rings , as required by 
Condition 7.5.5-3(c) , f o r revie w and comment by the 
Illinois EPA. This Project Report shall include t he 
following : 

A. An assessment, with supporting documentation, 
of the effect of the steam rings on the opacity 
and , as feasible, particulate loading of the 
exhaust from the r oof monitor of the BOPF Shop 
during refining , c o rrelated with the rate of 
steam injection and o ther operating parameters 
of the BOF' s and their control system ; and 

B. An identification of circumsta nces , if any, in 
which the steam rings must be operated to 
maintain c ompliance with applic able emissio n 
standards. 

ii. The Permittee shall submit reports to the Illinoi s 
EPA o n a semi-annual basis that include the follow jng 
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information for the operation of the steam rings on 
thP affected BOFs: 

A. Total number of heats during the reporting 
period. 

B . Number of heats during the reporting period 
without steam rings operating properly, by type 
of incident, e.g. , breakdown of the steam ring 
interrupting operation , malfunction o f the 
steam ring with insufficient steam fl ow, o r 
breakdown of support system. 

g . Reporting on the Federal SSM authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5 . 10 . 5-3 . 

7 . 5.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

The Basic Oxygen Furnaces shall only be operated as top Gxygen 
injected vessels , except that , for purposes of checkout and 
emission testing only, the furnaces may be operated as 
peripheral and bottom oxygen injected furnaces for a maximum of 
120 days . Any further operation of the furnaces as other than 
top oxygen in ~ected vessels shall be pursuant to a permit 
granted for such additional operation [72080043] . 

7.5 . 12 Compliance Procedures 

a . Compliance with the applicable standards of Conditi on 7 . 5 . 3 
is addressed by the work practices , testing , monitoring , 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 7 . 5 of 
this permit. 

b . Compliance with the production/emission limits of 
Conditions 7 . 5.6 and 5 . 6.2 is addressed by the work 
practices , testing monitoring , recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements in Sections 7.5 and 5 of this permit . 

7 . 5.13 Compliance Schedule and Current Enforcement Status 

a. The Permittee shall comply with the following schedule of 
compliance applicable to BOF shop emissions and established 
in accordance with modified Consent Order 05-CH-750 
(December 23 , 2009) : 

Commitment Timing 
Certify compliance March 31 , 2011 

b. Submittal of Progress Reports 

Quarterly Progress Reports shall be submitted beginning 
with September 2011 and ending upon the achievement of 
compliance . Each quarterly report shall be submitted no 
later than 5 days after the end of the corresponding 
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calendar month. The Progress Report shall contain at least 
the following : 

i . The required date for achieving commitments 1 and 
actual dates when such commitments were achieved. 

ii . Any commitments accepted by the Permittee or 
otherwise established for the affected BOF as part of 
the resolution of the above referenced Consent Order , 
with the associated timing for each commitment. 

iii . A discussion of progress in complying with 
commitments that are subject to future deadlines . 

iv. If any commitment was not met , an explanation of why 
the required timeframe or commitment was not met , and 
any preventive or corrective measures adopted to 
achieve required commitment. 

c , After completion of all required commitments and 
certification of compliance, as identified in Condition 
7 . 5.13(a) no further Quarterly Progress Reports are 
required to be submitted . 

7.5,14 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7 . 6 Continuous Casting 

7.6 . 1 

7.6.2 

7.6.3 

Description 

There are two continuous casting lines in operation in the 
caster building . Ladles of molten steel are hoisted by crane 
and placed in revolving turrets located at the top of the 
casters. Each turret holds two ladles at a time. When one 
ladle of steel has been cast the turret is rotated and the 
second ladle is tapped. The empty ladle is then replaced with a 
full one. The tapping process involves opening the taphole 
located on the bottom of the ladle and allowing the molten steel 
to flow into an intermediate chamber called a "Tundish" . The 
Tundish has a taphole in the bottom through which the molten 
steel flows directly into the casters . The Tundish maintains a 
steady stream of molten steel flowing into the caster while 
ladles are being changed. 

The molten steel from the casters continuously passes through a 
system of rollers and straighteners. Water is sprayed onto the 
slab throughout this process to complete the solidification of 
the slab . 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Continuous Steel Des lagging Pre-1986 None 

Casting Station 
Caster Molds 1 and 2 Pre-1990 None 

Casters #1 and #2 : Pre-1981 ( #1) None 
Spray Chambers Around 1988 

( #2) 
Slab Cut-off N/A None 

Slab Ripping N/A None 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. The "affected continuous casting operations" for the 
purpose of these unit-specific conditions are the 
operations and emission units described in Conditions 7 . 6.1 
and 7.6 . 2. 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.458(b) and (c), the affected 
continuous casting operations shall comply with the 
following; 
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7 . 6.4 

7 . 6 . 5 

No person shall cause or allow emissions of PM:~, other than 
that of fugitive particulate matter , into the atmosphere to 
exceed the following limits during any one hour period: 

i . 22.9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) from any process emissions 
unit provided however that this limit shall not apply 
if there are no visible emissions, except if a stack 
test is performed, the absence of visible emissions 
is not a defense to a finding of violation [35 IAC 
212.458(b)(7) and (c)]; and 

ii . 5 percent opacity for continuous caster spray 
chambers or continuous casting operations [35 IAC 
212.458(b) (8)]. 

Note: These standards currently do not apply to slab cut­
off and slab ripping processes which are not vented through 
stacks . 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.316(f) , the affected continuous 
casting operations shall comply with the following: 

No person shall cause or allow fugitive particulate matter 
emissions from any emission unit to exceed an opacity of 20 
percent. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 
212 Subpart R, Primary and Fabricated Metal Products and 
Machinery Manufacture, pursuant to 35 IAC 212.324(a) (3}. 

b. The affected continuous casting operations are not subject 
to 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart FFFFF, Integrated Iron and Steel 
Manufacturing, because continuous casting is not defined as 
part of BOPF and shop ancillary operations in 40 CFR 
63. 7782 (c) . 

c. The affected continuous casting operations are not subject 
to 35 IAC 212.309 and 212 . 310 because those operations are 
not identified in 35 IAC 212.304 through 212.308 . 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.450, particulate matter emissions from 
liquid steel charging in continuous casting operations shall be 
controlled by chemical or mechanical shrouds. 
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7 . 6.6 Produc tio n and Emission Limits from Permit 95010001 [Tl]: 

a. Emissions from Deslagging Station and associated Material 
Handling System (see Section 7.1) shall not exceed the 
following limits : 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00355 
0.00355 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

6.35 
6.35 

b. Emissions from Caster Molds - Casting shall not exceed the 
following limits: 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM 
NOx 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0.006 
0 . 006 
0.050 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

10.74 
10 . 74 
89 . 50 

c . Emissions from Casters Spray Chambers shall not exceed the 
following limits: 

Pollutant 
Emission Factor 

( Lbs/Ton) 

0.00852 
0 . 00852 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

15 . 25 
15.25 

d. Emissions from Slab Cut-off shall not exceed the following 
limits: 

Pollutant 

PM 
PM ~ 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0 . 0071 
0.0071 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

12.71 
12.71 

~ - Emissions from Slab Ripping shall not exceed the following 
limits : 

Pollutant 

222 

Emission Factor 
(Lbs/Ton) 

0.00722 
0.00722 

Maximum Emissions 
(Tons/Yr) 

12. 92 
12.92 
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7.6.7 

f. Total Emissio ns fro m Continuo us Casting o peratio ns s hal l 
not exceed the f o llo wing limits : 

PM PM10 NOx 
(To ns / Yr) (To ns/Yr) (Tons /Yr) 

Continuo us Casting Ope ratio ns 71 71 90 . 0 

g . Compliance with annua l limits shall be determined on a 
calendar year basis [Tl) . 

Testing Requirements 

a . The Permittee shall conduct opacity observations for the 
affected continuo us casting operations as specified below 
[Sections 39 . 5 (7) (d) and (p) of the Act] : 

i. Semi-annual observations shall be performed by a 
qualified observer in accordance with USEPA Method 9 
for each spray chamber stack and continuous caster 
building openings while the casters are operating. 
The duration of opacity observations for each stack 
and the building shall be at least 30 minutes unless 
no visible emissions are observed from a stack or the 
building during the first 12 minutes of observations . 

ii . Upon written request by the Illinois EPA, additional 
opacity o bservations shall be conducted within 5 
operating days from the date of the request or by the 
date agreed upon by the Illinois EPA , whic hever is 
late r . For these observations: 

A. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA at 
least 2 4 hours in advance of the date and time 
o f these observations, in order to enable the 
I l linois EPA t o witness the observations . This 
notification shall include the name and 
employer of the qualified observer(s) . 

s . The Permittee shall promptly no tify the 
Illinois EPA o f any changes in the time o r da te 
for observatio ns . 

C . The duration o f these observations shall be 
three hours f o r each spray chamber stack . 

D. The Permittee shall provide a copy of the 
current certification for the opacity observer 
and observer ' s readings to the Illinois EPA at 
the time of the observations, if the Illinois 
EPA personnel are present. 

b . The Permittee shall have emission tests conducted for the 
PM/PM.v emissio ns of the spray chambers of the affected 
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7.6. 8 

continuous casting operations as specified below to verify 
compliance with emission limits in Condition 7 .6.6(c) 
[Sections 39.5(7) (d) and (p) of the Act): 

i. A. Emission testing shall be conducted within 30 
months of the effective date of this permit 
condition. This testing shall be conducted for 
one caster as selected by the Illinois EPA. 

B. Upon written request from the Illinois EPA , 
additional emission testing shall be conducted 
within 90 operating days from the date of the 
request or by the date agreed upon by the 
Illinois EPA, whichever is later . 

ii. The following USEPA test methods shall be used for 
this testing , unless another USEPA method is approved 
by the Illinois EPA : 

A. Location of Sample Points Meth od 1 

B . Gas Flow and Velocity Method 2 

C. Flue Gas Weight Method 3 

o. Moisture Method 4 

E. PM/ PM10 Methods 5, 201 or 
201A 

iii. Observatio ns for visible emissions and opaci t y sha l l 
be conducted during all emission tests in accordance 
with J SEPA Methods 22 and 9, respectively, and the 
results o f these ~bservations included in the reports 
for emissio n testing. 

iv. For this emissio n testing, test notifications and 
reporting shall be d o ne by the Permittee in 
accordance with Co nditio ns 8.6.2 and 8.6.3 of this 
permit. 

Monitoring Requirements 

The Permittee shall perfo rm mo nthly inspections of t he 
c ontinuous casting o peratio ns. These inspections shall include 
[Sections 39 .5 (7) (a) and (d) o f the Act): 

a . Inspection o f the mechanical shrc uds on the continuous 
casting operations t o ensure their physical presence and 
integ r ity . 

b. Observations for visible e mi s si ons from s tacks conducted in 
acco rdanc~ with Method 22 . If vi s ible emissions are 
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7 . 6.9 

observed, opacity observations by Method 9 shall be 
conducted within one week. 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected continuous casting operations, pursuant t o Sections 
39 . 5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a. Amount of steel cast (ton/mo and ton/yr). 

b. The Permittee shall maintain records of the inspectio ns 
required by Condition 7.6.8. 

c. The Permittee shall keep the following records related to 
the emissions of the affected continuous casting 
operations: 

i . A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of different 
pollutants from the various affected operations , with 
supporting documentation. These records shall be 
reviewed and updated by the Permittee as necessary to 
assure that the emission factors that it uses to 
determine emissions of the affected operations do not 
understate actual emissions. These records shall be 
prepared and copies sent to the Illinois EPA in 
accordance with Condition 5.9.6(c). 

ii. Records for any periods of operation of an affected 
operations that are not otherwise addressed in the 
required records during which the established 
emission factor in Condition 7 . 6.9(c) (i) would 
understate actual emissions , with description of the 
period of operation and an estimate of the additional 
emissions during such period that would not be 
accounted for by the established factor, with 
supporting explanation and calculations. 

iii . Records for the annual emissions of the various 
affected operations for comparison to the limits in 
Conditions 7,6.6(a) through (e), with supporting 
calculations. 

iv. Records for combined annual emissions of the affected 
continuous casting operations, based on the summation 
of the above data , for comparison to the limits in 
Condition 7.6.6(f). 

d . The Permittee shall keep records for all opacity readings 
for the affected continuous casting operations conducted in 
accordance with Condition 7 . 6 . 7. 
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7.6.10 Reporting Requirements 

a. i. Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (f) (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected continuous casting operations from 
applicable requirements, as follows: 

A. Re quire ments in Condition 7 . 6.3(b) and (c). 

B . Requirements in Condition 7 . 6.6. 

ii. All such deviatio ns shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual mo nitoring report required 
by Co ndition 8.6 . 1. 

b. The Permittee shall no tify th~ Illinois EPA, Air Compliance 
Section, of all other de viatio ns as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Co ndition 8.6 . 1. 

c . All deviation repo rts described in Condition 7 . 6.10 above 
shall contain the following: 

i . Date , time and duratio n o f the deviation; 

ii. Description o f the deviation ; 

iii. Probable cause o f the d e viation ; and 

iv . Any c o rrective action o r preventive measures taken. 

7.6.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected continuous 
casting operations . 

7. 6 .12 Compliance Procedures 

For affected continuous casting, compliance with the applicable 
standards of Conditions 7.6.3(b) and (c) and with the 
limitations of Condition 7.6.6 is addressed by the work 
practices , testing, monitoring , recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements in Section 7.6 of this permit. 

7.6.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7 . 7 Hot Strip Mill Reheat Furnaces 

7.7 . 1 

7 ., 7. 2 

7.7.3 

Description 

Steel slabs are heated in the slab reheat furnaces , so they can 
be formed further in the facility ' s hot strip mill . Some of the 
slabs are shipped to the facility from outside suppliers. 

The following fuels or combination of these fuels are fired by 
all the four furnaces : natural gas and coke oven gas (COG). In 
the past , the reheat furnaces also fired oil , but they no longer 
have that capability . 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Reheat Slab Reheat Furnaces Pre-1972 None 

Furnaces ff1 , #2 & #3 equipped 
with low-NOx burners 

Nominal firing rate: 
322 mmBtu/hr each 

Slab Reheat Furnace #4 Pre-1977 None 
equipped with low-NOx 

burners 

Nominal firing rate: 
495 mmBtu/hr 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a . The "affected slab reheat furnaces" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions , are the emission/production 
units as described in Conditions 7 . 7,1 and 7.7.2 above . 

b. The affected slab reheat furnaces are subject to 35 IAC 
212 . 458 (b) (10} and (c), which provide that no person shall 
cause or allow emissions of PM t~ , other than that of 
fugitive particulate matter , into the atmosphere to exceed 
38.7 ng/J (0 . 09 lbs/mmBtu) of heat input from the slab 
furnaces at steel plants in the vicinity of Granite City 
during any one hour period, provided however that this 
limit shall not apply if there are no visible emissions, 
except if a stack test is performed , the absence of visible 
emissions is not a defense to a finding of violation . 

c . The affected slab reheat furnace #4 is subject to 35 IAC 
212 . 32l(a} , which provides that : 
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No person shall cause or allow the emission of particulate 
matter into the atmosphere in any one hour period from any 
new process emission unit , which either alone or in 
combination with the emission of particulate matter from 
all other similar process emission units for which 
construction or modification commenced on or after 
April 14, 1972 , at a source or premises , exceeds the 
allowable emission rates specified in 35 !AC 212.32l(c) 
(See also Attachment 2) [35 IAC 212.321(a)J . 

d. The affected slab reheat furnaces #1, #2 and #3 are subject 
to 35 IAC 212.322(a) , which provides that : 

No person shall cause or allow the emission of particulate 
matter into the atmosphere in any one hour period from any 
process emission unit for which construction or 
modification commenced prior to April 14 , 1972 , which , 
either alone or in combination with the emission of 
particulate matter from all other similar existing process 
emission units at a source or premises , exceeds the 
allowable emission rates specified in 35 !AC 212.322(c) 
(See also Attachment 2) (35 !AC 212 .322 (a) I . 

e . Pursuant to 35 !AC 214.301 , the affected slab reheat 
furnaces shall comply with the following; no person shall 
cause or allow the emission of sulfur dioxide into the 
atmosphere from any process emission source to exceed 2000 
ppm. 

f . Pursuant to 35 !AC 212.123(a) , the affected slab reheat 
furnaces shall comply with the following: no person shall 
cause or allow the emission of smoke or other particulate 
matter , with an opacity greater than 30 percent, into the 
atmosphere from any emission unit other than those emission 
units subject to the requirements of 35 IAC 212.122, except 
as allowed by 35 IAC 212 . 123(b) and 212 . 124. 

g . Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 . 458(b) (7) and (c), the affected slab 
reheat furnaces shall comply with the following: 

No person shall cause or allow emissions of PM10 , other than 
that of fugitive particulate matter , into the atmosphere to 
exceed the following limits during any one hour period: 

22.9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) from any process emissions unit 
provided however that this limit shall not apply if there 
are no visible emissions , except if a stack test is 
performed, the absence of visible emissions is not a 
defense to a finding of violation I 35 !AC 212. 458 (bl (7) 
and (c)) . 
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7. 7 . 4 

7.7.5 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a . The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to the affected slab reheat furnaces , because 
they are subject to a specific emissions standard or 
limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart R, pursuant 
to 35 IAC 212 .324 (a) (3) . 

b . The affected slab reheat furnaces are not subject to 40 CFR 
Part 63 Subpart FFFFF, Integrated Iron and Steel 
Manufacturing , because reheat furnaces are not covered by 
this NESHAP [see 40 CFR 63 . 7782(c)] . 

c. This permit is issued based on the Permittee not being 
subject to the work practice and recordkeeping requirements 
of 35 IAC 212 . 324(f) because the affected slab reheat 
furnaces do not use air pollution control equipment for 
particulate matter . 

Startup Provisions 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201 Subpart I , subject 
to the following terms and conditions for affected slab 
reheat furnaces , the Permittee is authorized to violate the 
applicable opacity standards in 35 IAC 212.123(a) of 
Condition 7 . 7 . 3(f) during startup. 

Note: This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application , 
generally describing the efforts that will be used " ... to 
minimize startup emissions , duration of individual starts , 
and frequency of startupstt . 

i . This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to demonstrate that 
all reasonable efforts are made to minimize startup 
emissions , duration of individual startups and 
frequency of startups. 

ii. The Permittee shall conduct startup of the affected 
slab reheat furnaces in accordance with written 
procedures prepared by the Permittee and maintained 
at the source (see Condition 7.7.l0(d) (i)) for the 
affected slab reheat furnaces , that are specifically 
developed to minimize emissions from startups and 
that include , at a minimum : 

A. A review of the operational condition of the 
affected reheat furnaces prior to initiating 
startup of the furnaces; 

B. Initiation of startups to provide adequate time 
to implement the established startup 
procedures ; 
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7.7.6 

7 . 7 . 7 

C. Sequential startup of the burners in the 
different zones of each furnace; and 

D. Temperature levels achieved during startup . 

111. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable recordkeeping 
of Condition 7.7.lO(d). 

iv. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable reporting of 
Condition 5 . 10.5-1. 

b. As provided by 35 IAC 201.265, an authorization in a permit 
for excess emissions during startup does not shield a 
Permittee from enforcement for any violation of applicable 
emission standard(s) that occurs during startup and only 
constitutes a prima facie defense to such an enforcement 
action provided that the Permittee has fully complied with 
all terms and conditions connected with such authorization. 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. Pursuant to Permit 06070022, the affected slab reheat 
furnaces shall be equipped, operated , and maintained with 
low NOx burners. The low NOx burners shall be operated and 
maintained in conformance with good air pollution control 
practices. These low-NOx burners shall be operated in the 
following zones of the affected slab reheat furnace (TlR]: 

i. Slab reheat furnaces #1 through #3 : heat and 
intermediate zones; and 

ii . Slab reheat furnace #4 : heat zone. 

b. The affected slab reheat furnaces are allowed to burn 
natural gas and coke oven gas only as a fuel [Section 
39.5(7) (a)of the Act). 

Operating and Emission Limits 

The following operating and emission limits are established for 
the affected slab reheat furnaces [06070022, Tl): 

a. Operation of the affected slab reheat furnaces shall not 
exceed the following limits : 

Total Gas Usage COG Usage 
Emission Unit (mmBtu/year) [mmBtu/year) 

Slab Reheat Furnace #3 1,654,304 1,187,790 
Slab Reheat Furnace #4 2,206, 238 1,544 , 367 
Total (Furnaces 1-4) 7,169,150 2,421 , 388 
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7 . 7.8 

b. 

c. 

Emissions of NOx from the affected slab reheat furnaces 
shall not exceed the following limits: 

Limit 
Furnace (Lbs/mmBtu) 

Slab Reheat Furnace #1 0 . 150 
Slab Reheat Furnace #2 0 . 150 
Slab Reheat Furnace #3 0 . 264 
Slab Reheat Furnace #4 0.283 

Emissions of NO, from the affected slab reheat furnaces 
(combined) shall not exceed 73 tons/month and 724.09 
tons/year. 

d . Compliance with above annual limits shall be determined 
from a running total of 12 months of data . 

Testing Requirements 

a. Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (d) and (p) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall conduct a performance test on each affected 
slab reheat furnace within 18 months of the effective date 
of this permit condition and furnish the Illinois EPA a 
written report of the results of such test(s). 

i. These tests shall be conducted while the reheat 
furnace is firing COG at the maximum level in the 
normal mix of fuel for the furnace. 

ii. The following methods and procedures shall be used 
for testing of emissions, unless another method is 
approved by the Illinois EPA: Refer to 40 CFR 60, 
Appendix A, for USEPA test methods. 

Location of Sample Points 
Gas Flow and Velocity 
Flue Gas Weight 
Moisture 
NOx 

USEPA Method 1 
USEPA Method 2 
USEPA Method 3 
USEPA Method 4 
USEPA Method 7E or 19 

b. The Permittee shall conduct tests for PM/PM10 and NOx 
emissions of the affected reheat furnaces upon written 
request from the Illinois EPA, for furnace(s) and fuel mix , 
as specified in the request. This testing shall be 
completed within 90 days of the request of by such later 
date agreed to by the Illinois EPA. For NOx, this testing 
shall be conducted in accordance with Condition 
7 . 7. 8 (a) (i). For PM/PM1o, testing shall be conducted using 
USEPA Test Methods as specified in 35 IAC 212.l0B(a) . 

c . For all required emission tests, the Permittee shall 
conduct opacity observations in accordance with USEPA 
Method 9 during each run and report the results in the test 
report. The duration of observations for each run shall be 
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7.7.9 

30-minutes unless visible emissions are not observed during 
the first 12 minutes . Notwithstanding the above, if 
weather conditions during the period of testing are not 
suitable for conducting opacity observations , observations 
may be conducted within 48 hours of the time of testing , in 
which case , the duration of observations shall be 3 hours 
unless visible emissions are not observed during the first 
36 minutes of observations. 

d . With the reports for all emission testing , the Permittee 
shall also provide the sulfur content of the COG being 
combusted during the period of testing, as measured by the 
monitoring system for COG , and sulfur content of the mixed 
fuel combusted during the period of testing, with 
supporting calculations. 

e. For this emission testing, test notifications and reporting 
shall be done by the Permittee in accordance with 
Conditions 8.6.2 and 8 . 6 . 3 of this permit . 

Monitoring Requirements 

The affected slab reheat furnaces are subject to the following 
monitoring requirements, pursuant to Sections 39.5(7) (a) and (d) 
of the Act : 

a. The Permittee shall conduct opacity observations for each 
affected slab reheat furnace on a semi-annual basis , in 
accordance with USEPA Method 9 , for a minimum of 30 minutes 
per furnace , unless no visible emissions are observed 
during the first 12 minutes of observations . The results 
of these observations shall be reported to the Illinois EPA 
within 45 days after each observation is conducted. 

b . Unless annual performance tests or continuous monitoring 
for emissions of NOx is being conducted for an affected slab 
reheat furnace pursuant to 35 IAC Part 217 , Subpart D, the 
Permittee shall perform combustion evaluations/inspections 
of the burners on each affected slab reheat furnace on a 
regular basis , including inspections of the various 
components of the burner for their condition and proper 
functioning, and diagnostic measures of the NOx 
concentration in the exhaust of the furnace before and 
after performance evaluation. These 
inspections/evaluations shall be conducted on a semi-annual 
basis if accommodated by the schedule for maintenance 
outages on an affected furnace , and otherwise on at least 
an annual basis. 

7.7.10 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected slab reheat furnaces , pursuant to Sections 
39.5 (7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 
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a . i. Records for heat input : 

A. For COG (mmBtu/month and mmBtu/year) for all 
affected slab reheat furnaces (co mbined) and 
for furnaces Jt3 and ff4 (individually). 

B . For natural gas (mmBtu/month and mmBtu/year) 
for all affected slab reheat furnaces 
(combined) and for furnaces ff3 and ff4 
(individually). 

ii. Records for the amount f o r each type of fu e l used 
(mmscf/mo) . 

b . A log or other records that will serve t o identify the fuel 
or fuels being fired during each h our in each affected 
reheat furnace; 

i. For furnaces ff 1 , 2 and 3 , whether natural gas or COG 
is being fired . 

ii . For furnace #4 , the setting for the mix of na t ural 
gas and COG that is being fired . 

c . Records for all emission tests and opacity o bse rvatio ns fo r 
the affected slab reheat furnaces . 

d . Records for Startups of Affected Slab reheat furnaces, 
pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (bl of the Act 

i . The Permittee shall maintain startup proced u res for 
each affected slab reheat furnace , as reqa ired by 
Condition 7.7 . S(a) (ii) . 

ii. The Permittee shall maintain the following r e c o rds 
for each startup of an affected furnace: 

A. Date , time and duration of the startup . 

B . A description of the startup and r e aso n(s) for 
the startup. 

C. Whether a violation of an applicable standard 
may have occurred during startup accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 . 7. 9 (d) (iv) if a 
violation may have or did occur . 

D. Whether the established startup procedures, 
maintained above, were followed accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 . 7. 9 (d) (iii) if 
there were departure(s) from those procedures . 
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iii. If the established startup procedures were not 
followed during a startup, the Permittee shall 
maintain the following records: 

A. A description of the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

B. The reason(s) for the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

C. An explanation of the consequences of the 
departure(s) for emissions, such as whether the 
departure(s) prolonged the startup or resulted 
in additional emissions, and if so, 

1. The actions taken to minimize emissions 
and the duration of the startup; and 

2. An explanation whether similar incidents 
might be prevented in the future and if 
so, the corrective actions taken or to be 
taken to prevent similar incidents. 

iv. If a violation did or may have occurred during a 
startup , the Permittee shall maintain the following 
records: 

A. Identification of the applicable standard(s) 
that were or may have been violated. 

B. An explanation of the nature of such 
violation(s) , including the magnitude of such 
excess emissions. 

C. A description of the actions taken to minimize 
the magnitude of emissions and duration of the 
startup. 

D. An explanation whether similar incidents could 
be prevented or ameliorated in the future and 
if so, a description of the actions taken or to 
be taken to prevent similar incidents in the 
future. 

e. A maintenance and repair log for each affected slab reheat 
furnace, listing each activity performed with date. 

[. The following records related to the emissions of PM/PM.a , 
S02, and NOx from the affected slab reheat furnaces: 

i. A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of pollutants other 
than S02 from the affected slab reheat furnaces, with 
supporting documentation. These records shall be 

234 



R003350

reviewed and updated by the Permittee as nec essary to 
assure that the emission fac tors that it uses to 
determine emissions of the affected furnace do not 
understate actual emissions . These records shall be 
prepared and c opies sent t o the Illinois EPA in 
accordance with Condition 5 . 9 . 6(c) . 

ii . If different emission fac t o rs are used for furnaces 
#1 and #2 , records for the individual usage o f fuels 
by these furnaces (scf/month and scf / year) . 

iii . Records of emissions of PM/ PM1C , S02, NOx from the 
affected slab reheat furnaces (tons/month and 
tons/year) , with supporting calculations. 

7 . 7 . 11 Reporting Req uirements 

a. i. Pursuant to Section 39 . 5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly no tify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected slab reheat furnaces from applicable 
requirements , as follows: 

A . Requirements in Condition 7 . 7 . 3(b) through ( f) . 

B . Requirements in Condition 7. 7 . 6 . 

C . Requirements in Condition 7 . 7 . 7 . 

ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report r equired 
by Condition 8 . 6 . 1 . 

b. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance 
Section, of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8.6 . 1 . 

c . All deviation reports described in Condition 7.7 . 11 above 
shall contain the following : 

i . Date , time and duration of the deviation ; 

ii . Description of the deviation; 

iii . Probable cause o f the deviation ; and 

v. Any corrective action or preventive measures taken . 

d . Reporting on the State startup authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10.5-1. 
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7.7.12 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

No operational flexibility has been established for the affected 
slab reheat furnaces . 

7.7.13 Compliance Procedures 

For affected slab reheat furnaces , compliance with the 
applicable standards of Condition 7.7.3 and with the operating 
and emission limits of Condition 7.7 . 7 is addressed by the work 
practices , testing , monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements in Section 7.7 of this permit. 

7 . 7.14 State-Only Conditions 

Pursuant to 35 !AC 217.150 , 217.152 , and 217 . 160 , by the 
applicable compliance date for 35 !AC Part 217 Subparts D and I , 
the Permittee shall comply with applicable requirements of these 
rules for the affected slab reheat furnaces , including : 

a. Certifying to the Illinois EPA that the affected slab 
reheat furnaces will be in compliance with the applicable 
emission limitation(s) of 35 IAC 217 . 244(a) by the 
applicable compliance date. 

b . Operation of each affected slab reheat furnaces in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices to 
minimize NOx emissions , 

c. Compliance with the applicable NOx emission limitation(s) in 
accordance with 35 !AC 217 . 154 or 217 . 157 . 

ct . Compliance with the applicable monitoring, recordkeeping 
and reporting requirements in accordance with 35 IAC 
217.157(b) and 217.156. 

236 



R003352

7 . 8 Finishing Operations 

7 . 8. 1 Description 

Pickling Line : 

Coils are processed in this unit to clean the steel and prepare 
it for other treatments such as cold rolling or galvanizing. At 
the start of the pickling line , the coils are unwound and the 
leading edge of each coil is trimmed off square. The leading 
edge of each coil is then spot (resistance) welded to the 
trailing edge of the previous coil. By joining the coils in 
this manner the pickling line runs a continuous ribbon of steel 
and does not need to be taken out of production to reload. 
After the steel coils are joined the steel is passed through an 
acid bath . This acid bath consists of four dip tanks arranged 
in series and uses a solution of hydrochloric acid and water to 
clean the surfaces of the steel sheet. A scrubbing system with 
mist eliminator is used to control hydrogen chloride emissions 
from this process . When the steel comes out of the fourth acid 
dip tank it is passed through a cold rinse tank in which cool 
water is used to rinse the acid off of the steel. The next step 
is to pass the steel through a hot rinse tank . In this tank hot 
water is used to rinse any remaining acid away from the steel 
and to raise the temperature of the steel to speed the drying 
process. The steel is then passed through a hot air dryer to 
complete the drying process. The steel that is to be shipped is 
coated with oil immediately prior to recoiling to inhibit 
corrosion. In the final step of the pickling process , the steel 
is recoiled. 

Galvanizing Line Steel Preparation: 

Steel coils that are to be galvanized in this unit are first 
joined end to end by spot (resistance) welding the leading edge 
of one coil to the trailing edge of another coil. The steel is 
then passed through a rinse station where it is rinsed with 
either a weak alkaline solution or a weak acid solution. The 
purpose of this rinse is to clean the steel and break down any 
oils that may be on the surfaces . The emissions from this unit 
are exhausted to a packed column wet scrubber. After cleaning 
and rinsing the steel is dried by a steam dryer. 

Galvanizing Line Finishing Processes: 

After the steel is coated with zinc , it is cooled and then 
dipped into a "Chem-treat" bath. This non-organic chemical puts 
a layer of rust-preventative on the steel. The steel is coated 
with oil to protect the surfaces , recoiled, and sprayed with 
edge sealer (oil) to protect the edges of the steel . The oil 
applied to the steel is a light petroleum based oil used to 
inhibit corrosion . Edge sealers are oils used to protect the 
edges of the steel and inhibit corrosion. 
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7 . 8 . 2 

7.8.3 

Note : This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Unit 

finishing 
Operations 

Description 
HCL Pickling Line 

Galvanizing Line #7A; 
the line is comprised 
of the following 
significant 
components: 

• Cleaner section 

• Natural Gas 
furnace 

• Galvanizing pot 

• Miscellaneous 
heaters 

Galvanizing Line #8 ; 
the line is comprised 
of the following 
significant 
components : 

• Cleaner Section 
(with fume 
scrubber) 

• Natural gas 
fired Furnace 
(with NOx 
catalytic 
converter) 

• 2 Galvanizing 
Pots 

• Space Heaters 
• Miscellaneous 

Heaters 
• Melting Kettle 

Building and Storage 
Areas Heaters 
Coating Operations 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

Date 
Constructed 

Pre-1973 

Pre-1973 

1995 

Pre-1973 

Emission 
Control 

Equipment 
Two fume 
Scrubbers 

Fume 
Scrubber 

Fume 
Scrubber; 

NOx 
catalytic 
converter 

None 

a . The "affected finishing operations" for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions , are the emission units 
described in Conditions 7 . 8 . 1 and 7 . 8.2. 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 .458 (b) (7) and (c), the affected 
finishing operations shall comply with the following : 
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No person shall cause or allow emissions of PM10, other than 
that of fugitive particulate matter , into the atmosphere to 
exceed the following limits during any one hour period: 

22.9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) from any process emissions unit 
provided however that this limit shall not apply if there 
are no visible emissions , except if a stack test is 
performed. The absence of visible emissions is not a 
defense to a finding of violation (35 IAC 212.458(b) (7) 
and (cl l 

c. The following process emission units in the affected 
finishing operation constructed or modified prior to 
April 14, 1972 are subject to IAC 212.322 (a): cleaner 
section and galvanizing pot of Galvanizing Line #7A and 
coating operations. No person shall cause or allow the 
emission of particulate matter into the atmosphere in any 
one hour period from any process emission unit for which 
construction or modification commenced prior to 
April 14, 1972, which, either alone or in combination with 
the emission of particulate matter from all other similar 
process emission units at a source or premises , exceeds the 
allowable emission rates specified in subsection (cl of 35 
IAC 212 . 322 (see also Attachment 2) [35 IAC 212.322(a)] . 

d . The following process emission units in the affected 
finishing operation constructed or modified on or after 
April 14, 1972 are subject to IAC 212.32l(a): cleaner 
section, two galvanizing pots and the melting kettle of 
Galvanizing Line #8, No person shall cause or allow the 
emission of particulate matter into the atmosphere in any 
one hour period from any process emission unit for which 
construction or modification commenced on or after 
April 14, 1972 , which , either alone or in combination with 
the emission of particulate matter from all other similar 
process emission units at a source or premises , exceeds the 
allowable emission rates specified in subsection (c) of 35 
IAC 212.321 (see also Attachment 2) [35 !AC 212.321(a)). 

e. Coating operations performed as part of the affected 
finishing operations are subject to 35 !AC 219.204 1 with 
which the Permittee must comply by application of compliant 
coating as established by 35 IAC 219.204(d) for coil 
coating : 

i. No owner or operator of an affected coil coating 
operation shall apply at any time any coating in 
which the VOM content exceeds the following emission 
limitations. The following emission limitation is 
expressed in units of VOM per volume of coating 
(minus water and any compounds which are specifically 

239 



R003355

7 . 8 . 4 

exempted from the definition of VOM) as applied at 
each coating applicator: 

kg/1 

0.20 

lb/gal 

1. 7 

ii. Compounds which are specifically exempted from the 
definition of VOM should be treated as water for the 
purpose of calculating the "less water" part of the 
coating composites . 

f. The HCL pickling line operates as a part of the affected 
finishing operations and is subject to 40 CFR Part 63 
Subpart CCC "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants for Steel Pickling-HCl Process Facilities and 
Hydrochloric Acid Regeneration Plants" . Specific 
requirements of Subpart CCC are set forth later in this 
subsection. 

g. Pursuant to 35 IAC 212.123(a) , no person shall cause or 
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter , 
with an opacity greater than 30 percent , into the 
atmosphere from any emission unit other than those emission 
units subject to the requirements of 35 IAC 212.122 , except 
as allowed by 35 IAC 212.123(b) and 212.124 . 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a . The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 
212 Subpart R, pursuant to 35 IAC 212.324 (a) (3). 

b . This permit is issued based on the coating operations 
operated as a part of the affected finishing operations 
not being subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart SSSS "National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: Surface 
Coating of Metal Coil" pursuant to the definition of 
coating used by Subpart SSSS (Decorative, protective , or 
functional materials that consist only of solvents , 
protective oils, acids , bases , or any combination of these 
substances are not considered coatings for the purposes of 
Subpart SSSS) , 

c . This permit is issued based on the coating operations 
operated as a part of the affected finishing operations 
not being subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart MMMM "National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Surface 
Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products" pursuant 
to definition of coating used by Subpart MMMM (Decorative, 
protective , or functional materials that consist only of 
solvents , protective oils , acids , bases , or any combination 
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of these substances are not considered coatings for the 
purposes of Subpart MMMM). 

d . The pickling operations are not subject to 35 IAC 212 . 321 
or 212,322 pursuant to 35 IAC 266 . 190. 

7,8.5-1 NESHAP Emission Standards 

a. The affected pickling line is subject to 40 CFR 63.1157(a) , 
which 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 such 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, 

b . This standard shall apply at all times , including startup, 
shutdown and malfunction/breakdown , as 40 CFR 63 . 6(f) has 
been vacated . 

7.8 . 5-2 NESHAP Work Practices (Galvanizing Lines) 

Affected Galvanizing Furnaces #7A and #8 as well as 
miscellaneous heaters on Galvanizing Line #8 are subject to the 
NESHAP , 40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart DDDDD . Pursuant to 40 CFR 
63.7499, these affected units are in the Gas 1 Subcategory for 
purposes of this NESHAP, as they only burn natural gas . 

a . Beginning on of the compliance date of this NESHAP , the 
Permittee must conduct a tune-up on each affected unit as 
follows : 

i. For Galvanizing Furnaces #7A and #8 , the Permittee 
must conduct a tune-up of each furnace annually [40 
C FR 6 3 . 7 5 4 0 ( a ) ( 1 0 ) ] . 

ii. For miscellaneous heaters on galvanizing line #8 , the 
Permittee must conduct a biennial tune-up of each 
heater (40 CFR 63. 7540 (a) (11)] . 

iii. If a unit is not operating on the required date for a 
tune-up, the tune-up must be conducted within one 
week of startup [ 40 CFR 63 . 7540 (a) (12)]. 

b . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7540(a) (10) , each required tune-up 
shall consist of the following : 

1. As applicable, inspect the burner , and clean or 
replace any components of the burner as necessary 
(the burner inspection may be delayed until the next 
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7.8 , 6 

scheduled unit shutdown, but each burner must be 
inspected at least once every 36 months) (40 CFR 
63. 7640 (al (101 (ii l; 

ii. Inspect the flame pattern, as applicable, and adjust 
the burner as necessary to optimize the flame 
pattern . The adjustment should be consistent with 
the manufacturer's specifications , if available (40 
CFR 63. 7640 (al (10) (iii l; 

iii. Inspect the system controlling the air-to-fuel ratio, 
as applicable , and ensure that it is correctly 
calibrated and functioning properly (40 CFR 
63. 7640 (al (lOJ (iii I l; 

iv . Optimize total emissions of CO. This optimization 
should be consistent with the manufacturer's 
specifications, if available [40 CFR 
63.7640(a) (10) (iv)]; 

v. Measure the concentrations in the effluent stream of 
CO in parts per million, by volume (ppmv), and oxygen 
in volume percent , before and after the adjustments 
are made (measurements may be either on a dry or wet 
basis, as long as it is the same basis before and 
after the adjustments are made) (40 CFR 
63. 7640 (a) (10) (v)]. 

c. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63. 7640 (a) (10) (vi), the Permit tee shall 
maintain on-site and submit , if requested by the Illinois 
EPA, an annual report containing the following for the 
required tune-ups: 

i. The concentrations of CO in the effluent stream in 
ppmv , and oxygen in volume percent , measured before 
and after the adjustments of the furnace; 

ii. A description of any corrective actions taken as a 
part of the combustion adjustment ; and 

iii. The type and amount of fuel used over the 12 months 
prior to the annual adjustment, but only if the unit 
was physically and legally capable of using more than 
one type of fuel during that period. Units sharing a 
fuel meter may estimate the fuel use by each unit . 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

a. Hydrochloric acid storage vessels. The owner or operator 
of an affected vessel shall provide and operate, except 
during loading and unloading of acid, a closed-vent system 
for each vessel . Loading and unloading shall be conducted 
either through enclosed lines or each point where the acid 
is exposed to the atmosphere shall be equipped with a local 
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b . 

fume capture system, ventilated through an air pollution 
control device [40 CFR 63 . 1159(b)) . 

Note , HCL storage tanks associated with the affected 
pickling line are insignificant activities addressed in 
Section 3.0 of this permit . Loading and unloading is 
currently conducted through enclosed lines . 

Maintenance requirements (40 CFR 63.1160(b)) 

i . The Permittee shall comply with the operation and 
maintenance requirements prescribed u nder 40 CFR 
63 . 6(e) for the HC~ pickling line . 

ii. In additi o n to the requirements specified in 40 CFR 
63 . 6(e) , the Permittee shall operate in accordance 
with an operation and maintenance plan that it 
prepares f o r each emission control device. Such plan 
shall be c onsistent with g ood maintenance practices 
and , for a scrubber emission control device , shall at 
a minimum address the foll owing: 

A. Require monitoring and recording the pressure 
drop across the scrubber once per shift while 
the scrubber is operating in o rder to identify 
changes that may indicate a need for 
maintenance; 

B. Require the manufacturer ' s recommended 
maintenance at the recommended intervals on 
fresh solvent pumps , re-circulating pumps , 
discharge pumps , and other liquid pumps , in 
addition t o exhaust system and scrubber fans 
and motors associated with those pumps and 
fans ; 

C . Require cleaning of the scrubber internals and 
mist eliminators at intervals sufficient to 
prevent buildup of solids or other fouling ; 

D. Require an inspection of each scrubber at 
intervals o f no less than 3 months with: 

1. Cleaning or replacement of any plugged 
spray nozzles or other liquid delivery 
devices ; 

2. Repair o r replacement of missing , 
misaligned, or damaged baffles , trays , or 
other internal components; 

3. Re pair o r replacement of droplet 
eliminator elements as ne eded; 
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7.8.7 

4. Repair or replacement of heat exchanger 
elements used to control the temperature 
of fluids entering or leaving the 
scrubber; and 

5. Adjustment of damper settings for 
consistency with the required air flow. 

E. If the scrubber is not equipped with a viewport 
or access hatch allowing visual inspection, 
alternate means of inspection approved by the 
Administrator may be used. 

r. The owner or operator shall initiate procedures 
for corrective action within 1 working day of 
detection of an operating problem and complete 
all corrective actions as soon as practicable. 
Procedures to be initiated are the applicable 
actions that are specified in the maintenance 
plan. failure to initiate or provide 
appropriate repair, replacement, or other 
corrective action is a violation of the 
maintenance requirement of 40 CrR 63, Subpart 
CCC. 

G . The owner or operator shall maintain a record 
of each inspection, including each item 
identified in 40 cm 63 .1160 (b) (2) (iv), that is 
signed by the responsible maintenance official 
and that shows the date of each inspection, the 
problem identified , a description of the 
repair, replacement, or other corrective action 
taken, and the date of the repair, replacement, 
or other corrective action taken. 

Production and Emission Limits from Permit 95010005 [Tl]. 

a. The operation of Galvanizing Line #8 shall not exceed the 
following I Tl] : 

i. The maximum firing rate of the furnace shall not 
exceed 54.6 million British thermal units (mmBtu) per 
hour. 

ii. The maximum firing rate of each of the five space 
heaters shall not exceed 3.44 mmBtu/hour. 

iii. The total combined maximum firing rate of the 
building and storage area heaters shall not exceed 
9.84 mmBtu/hour. 

iv . The total combined natural gas usage of the 11 
miscellaneous heaters shall not exceed 21,895 ft 3 /hour 
and 191.8 million ft 3/year. 
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v. The operation of the melting kettle shall not exceed 
32,000 tons of product/month and 384 , 000 tons of 
product/year . 

b . The emissions of Galvanizing Line #8 shall not exceed the 
following [Tl] : 

i. 

ii. 

Furnace 

A. The NOx emissions of the furnace shall not 
exceed 2.07 lbs/hour and 9.04 tons/year. 

B. Emissions of other pollutants from the furnace 
shall not exceed the following limits: 

Carbon Monoxide: 8.37 tons/year 
Particulate Matter: 0 . 72 tons/year 
PM10 : 0. 72 tons/year 
VOM: 0.67 tons/year 
SOi : 0.14 tons/year 

Five Space Heaters (total) 

A. The total combined NOx emissions of the 5 space 
heaters shall not exceed 1 . 69 lbs/hour and 7 . 39 
tons/year. 

B. Total emissions of other pollutants from the 5 
space heaters shall not exceed the following 
limits : 

Carbon Monoxide: 
Particulate Matter : 
PM 10 : 
VOM: 
S02: 

1 . 48 tons/year 
0.22 tons/year 
0.22 tons/year 
0 . 39 tons/year 
0.04 tons/year 

iii. Drying Oven and the Building and Storage Area Heaters 
(total) 

A. The total combined NOx emissions of the drying 
oven and the building and storage area heaters 
shall not exceed 0,97 lbs/hour and 4.29 
tons/year . 

B. Total emissions of other pollutants from the 
drying oven and the building and storage area 
heaters shall not exceed the following limits: 

Carbon Monoxide: 
Particulate Matter: 
PM,~ : 
VOM: 
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7.8.8 

0.03 tons/year 

iv. Miscellaneo us Heaters (total) 

A. To tal combined NOx emissions of the 11 
misce llaneous heaters shall not exceed 2.19 
lbs / hour and 9.60 tons/year. 

B . To tal combined emissions of other pollutants 
fro m the 11 miscellaneous heaters shall no t 
exc eed the following limits : 

Carbo n Monoxide : 
Particulate Matter: 
PM o : 
VOM : 
so : 

v. Cleaner Section 

1.92 tons/year 
0 . 29 tons/year 
0.29 tons/year 
0.51 tons/year 
0.06 tons/year 

Emissions of particulate matter from the cleaner 
section , which is controlled with a fume scrubber , 
shall not exceed 0 . 24 lbs/hour and 1 . 06 tons/year. 

vi . Melting Kettle 

Particulate matter emissions from the melting kettle 
shall not exceed 0 . 16 tons/month and 1.92 tons/year. 

vii. Other emission units 

Emissions of NOx, CO , PM, VOM and S02 from the welder, 
two galvanizing pots and chemical treatment tank 
shall not exceed negligible rates of 0.1 lb/hour and 
0 . 44 tons/year for each pollutant from each such 
emission unit. 

c. Compliance with annual limits shall be determined on a 
monthly basis from the sum of the data for the current 
month plus the preceding 11 months (running 12 month total) 
(Tl] . 

Testing Requirements 

a. For testing emissions of the HCl Pickling Line pursuant to 
40 CFR 63 , Subpart CCC : 

i. The Permittee shall use the following test methods in 
Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 60 pursuant to 40 CFR 
63 . 116l(d) , unless an equivalent alternative 
measurement method is approved by the Administrator, 
to determine compliance under 40 CFR 63.1157(a): 
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A. Metho d 1 , to determine the number and location 
of sampling points , with the exception that no 
traverse point shall be within one inch of the 
stack or duct wall; 

B. Method 2 , t o determine gas velocity and 
volumetric flow rate ; 

C . Method 3 , t o determine the molecular weight of 
the stack gas ; 

D. Method 4, to determine the moisture content of 
the stack gas ; and 

E . Method 26A, " Determination of Hydrogen Halide 
and Halogen Emissions from Stationary Sources 
Isokinetic Method , " to determine the HCl mass 
flows at the inlet and outlet of a control 
device or the concentration of HCl discharged 
to the atmosphere , and also to determine the 
concentration of Cl2 discharged to the 
atmosphere from acid regeneration plants. If 
compliance with a collection efficiency 
standard is being demonstrated , inlet and 
outlet measurements shall be performed 
simultaneously. The minimum sampling time for 
each run shall be 60 minutes and the minimum 
sample volume 0 . 85 dry standard cubic meters 
(30 dry standard cubic feet). The 
concentrations of HCl and Cl2 shall be 
calculated for each run as follows : 

CHcl (ppmv) = 0. 659 CHcl (mg/dscm}, 
and Cc12 (ppmv) = 0. 339 Cc12 (mg/dscm) , 

where C(ppmv) is concentration in ppmv and 
C(mg/dscm) is concentration in milligrams per 
dry standard cubic meter as calculated by the 
procedure given in Method 26A. 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.1162 (a) (1) , the Permit tee shall 
conduct performance tests a minimum of once every 2 
years to measure the HCl mass flows at the control 
device inlet and outlet or the concentration of HCL 
exiting the control. 

iii. If any performance test shows that the HCL emission 
limitation is being exceeded, then the owner or 
operator is in violation of the emission limit . 

b . Upon written request from the Illinois EPA , emission tests 
shall be conducted by the Permittee for the furnace , 
melting kettle and cleaner section (all of galvanizing line 
#8) to verify compliance with emission limits in Condition 
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7.8.9 

7.8.7, as follows 
Act]. 

I Section 39. 5 ( 7) (d) and (p) o f the 

i . The following USEPA test methods shall b r usrd, 
unless another USEPA method i s approved by the 
Illinois EPA. 

A. Location of Sample Points Metho d 1 

B. Gas Flow and Velocity Metho d 2 

C. Flue Gas Weight Method 3 

D. Moisture Method 4 

E. PM/ PM10 (furnace, kettle, Methods 5, 201 
and cleaner section) 201A 

vi. NOx (furnace) Method 7E or 19 

o r 

ii. Observations of opacity shall be conducted during 
these emission tests in accordance with Method 9 and 
the results of these observations included in the 
reports for emission testing. 

c. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA, the Permittee 
shall conduct opacity observations from any finishing 
operation , as specified in the request, as follows 
[Sections 39. 5 (7) (d) and (p) of the Act): 

i. These observatio ns shall be conducted within 45 
calendar days o f the requires or by the date agreed 
upon by the Illino is EPA, whichever is later. 

ii . The readings shall be perfo rmed by a qualified 
observer in acco rdance with USEPA Method 9 while the 
affected finishing operatio n is operating. 

d. For this testing, test no tificati ons and reporting shall be 
done by the Permittee in a c c o rdan ce with Conditions 8.6.2 
and 8.6.3 of this permit. 

Monitoring Requirements 

a . For the affected pickling line, the Permittee shall comply 
with the following requirements of 40 CF'R 63.1160(b) (2) and 
63.1162(a) (2) Section 39.5(7) (a): 

i. The Permittee shall operate, and maintain systems for 
the measurement and recording of the scrubber makeup 
water flow rate and, if required, recirculation water 
flow rate. These flow rates shall be monitored 
continuously and recorded at least once per shift 
while the scrubber is operating.* If operation of 
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the wet scrubber results in excursions of scrubber 
makeup water flow rate and recirculation water flow 
rate less than the minimum values established , the 
Permittee shall initiate corrective action within 1 
working day as specified by the maintenance 
requirements in 40 CFR 63 .1160 (b) (2) . Failure to 
initiate or provide appropriate repair, replacement , 
or other corrective action is a violation of the 
maintenance requirement of 40 CFR 63 . 1160 (b) (2). 

ii . The Permittee shall monitor and record the pressure 
drop across the scrubber once per shift* while the 
scrubber is operating in order to identify changes 
that may indicate a need for maintenance. The 
Permittee shall initiate procedures for corrective 
action within 1 working day of detection of an 
operating problem and complete all corrective actions 
as soon as practicable . Procedures to be initiated 
are the applicable actions that are specified in the 
maintenance plan. Failure to initiate or provide 
appropriate repair , replacement, or other corrective 
action is a violation of the maintenance requirement 
of 40 CFR 63 . 1160(b) (2) . 

* See also Condition 7 . 8 . 9(g) 

iii, Corrective action as referenced in Condition 
7 . 8 . 9 (al (i) and (ii) and as prescribed by "the 
Operation and Maintenance Plan• required by Condition 
7.8.6(b) (ii) , shall consist of the following : 

A. Notify the pickle line shift manager or cold 
mill shift manager as soon as practicable but 
not later than the end of the shift of the 
operating problem detected. 

B. The pickle line shift manager or cold mill 
shift manager shall notify the mechanical or 
electrical shift manager no later than the end 
of the shift . 

c . Any of the above shift managers shall 
investigate the nature of the operating problem 
and implement corrective actions , such as 
manufacturer ' s recommended maintenance on : 

1 . Pumps ; 

2 . Exhaust systems; 

3. Fans and motors ; 
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4. Clean scrubber internals and mist 
eliminators to remove buildup of solids 
or other fouling. 

D. The pickle line or cold mill shift manager 
shall complete an upset conditions report upon 
completion of corrected action . 

b. Pursuant 40 CFR 63.1162(a) (4) , failure to record each of 
the operating parameters (scrubber makeup water flow rate 
and recirculated water flow rate) is a violation of the 
monitoring requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCC . 

c. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 1162(a) (5) , each monitoring device 
shall be certified by the manufacturer to be accurate to 
within 5 percent and shall be calibrated in accordance with 
the manufacturer's instructions but not less frequently 
than once per year. 

d. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.116l(b) , the Permittee may 
reestablish compliant operating parameter values as part of 
any performance test that is conducted subsequent to the 
initial test or tests. 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.1160(b) (2) (ii) through (iv) , the 
Permittee shall conduct the following maintenance 
requirements : 

i. Cleaning of the scrubber internals and mist 
eliminators at intervals sufficient to prevent 
buildup of solids or other fouling; 

11. Inspect each scrubber at intervals of no less than 3 
months with : 

A. Cleaning or replacement of any plugged spray 
nozzles or other liquid delivery devices ; 

B. Repair or replacement of missing, misaligned , 
or damaged baffles , trays, or other internal 
components; 

C. Repair or replacement of droplet eliminator 
elements as needed ; 

D. Repair or replacement of heat exchanger 
elements used to control the temperature of 
fluids entering or leaving the scrubber; and 

E. Adjustment of damper settings for consistency 
with the required air flow. 

f. The owner or operator of an affected hydrochloric acid* 
storage vessel shall inspect each vessel semiannually to 

250 



R003366

determine that the closed-vent system and either the air 

pollution control device or the enclosed loading and 
unloading line , whichever is applicable , are installed and 

operating when required (40 CFR 63.1162(c)]. 

See also Condition 7 . 8.9(g) 

g. Notwithstanding the requirements of 40 CFR 63 , Subpart CCC , 
the Permittee shall: 

i. Record monitored operating data for each scrubber at 
least twice per shift and initiate corrective action 
for the scrubber if any recorded data indicates an 
operating problem with a scrubber ; 

ii . Inspect the affected HCL storage vessels on at least 
a quarterly basis to confirm compljance. 

h . Testing for VOM content of coatings shall be performed as 

follows [35 IAC 219.lOS(a) and 219 . 2ll(a) and Section 
39.5(7) (bl of the Act] : 

i . Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , the VOM 

content of specific coatings used by the coating 
operations shall be determined according to USEPA 
Reference Method 24 of 40 CFR 60 Appendix A and Lhe 
procedures of 35 IAC 219 . 105(a) and 219.211 (a) ; or 

ii. This testing may be performed by the supplier of a 
material provided that the suppJier provides 
appropriate documentation for such testing to the 
Permittee and the Permiltee1 s records directly 
reflect the application of such materials. 

1. . Pursuant Lo Sections 39 . 5(7)(a) and (d) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall measure or monitor the pressure 
differential and scrubbant flow rate on the fume scrubbers 

controlling the cleaner sections on Galvanizing Lines #7A 

and #8 , as follows : 

i. The pressure differential shall be determined in 
inches of water column . 

ii. Scrubbant flow rale shall be determined in gallons 
per minute (gpm). 

iii. Pressure differe ntial and scrubbant flow rate shall 
be recorde d at least o nce per shift if data is not 
automatically recorded . 

j . Pursuant to Sections 39.5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall operate instrumentation f o r the #8 
Galvanizing Furnace for the NOx concentrati o n (ppm) in the 
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flue gas exhaust stream and the inlet temperature (°C or 
°F} of the associated NOx catalytic converter , as follows: 

i. NOx concentration (ppm) and inlet temperature shall be 
recorded at least once per shift if hourly average 
data is not automatically recorded. 

ii. The Permittee shall follow manufacturer ' s procedures 
for the operation and maintenance of the NOx 
instrumentation. 

7.8.10 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected finishing operations, pursuant to Sections 
39 . 5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act : 

a. Recordkeeping required for the pickling line by the NESHAP : 

i . The "general records" required by the NESHAP , as 
required by 4 0 CFR 63, 10 (b) (2) and 63 .1165 . 

ii. Records of the following , as required by 40 CFR 
63.1165(b) , which records shall be retained for 5 
years from the date of each record: 

A . Scrubber makeup water flow rate and 
recirculation water flow rate if a wet scrubber 
is used ; 

B , Calibration and manufacturer certification that 
monitoring devices are accurate to within 5 
percent; and 

C. Each maintenance inspection and repair , 
replacement, or other corrective action. 

iii. The Permittee shall keep the written operation and 
maintenance plan on record after it is developed to 
be made available for inspection , upon request , by 
the Illinois EPA for the life of the affected source 
or until the source is no longer subject to the 
provisions of 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCC. In addition , if 
the operation and maintenance plan is revised , the 
Permittee shall keep the previous (i . e. , superseded) 
versions of the plan on record to be made available 
for inspection by the Illinois EPA for a period of 5 
years after each revision to the plan, 

iv . If the Permittee operates under manufacturer ' s 
specifications or manufacturer's instructions , such 
manufacturer's documentation shall be kept at the 
source as part of the required records. 
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b . Recordkeeping requirements for galvanizing lines : 

Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(7) (a) and (f) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall keep the following records for the various 
emission units on the galvanizing lines: 

i. The following records related to the tune-ups 
conducted on furnaces and process heaters on the 
lines pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7540(a)(10) : 

A. Records for each tune-up that include the 
following : Date and time tune-up was conducted 
and responsible person ; Identification of the 
unit ; Summary of inspections performed and 
required maintenance; Results of all 
calibrations performed; and CO concentrations 
in ppmv in the effluent stream and oxygen in 
volume percent , before and after the 
adjustments are made. 

B . A copy of the manufacturers specifications f o r 
burners used for optimization of emissions and 
flame pattern during tune-ups . 

ii . Records for emission tests , opacity observations , 
engineering calculations and other compliance 
determinations conducted for units to verify 
compliance with applicable standards, limitations and 
other requirements in Conditions 7 . 8.3, 7 . 8 . 6 and 
7. 8. 7 . 

iii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7555(h) , if the Permittee uses 
an alternative fuel other than natural gas during a 
period of natural gas curtailment or supply 
interruption , the Permittee must keep records of the 
total hours per calendar year that alternative fuel 
is burned . 

c . Recordkeeping for Galvanizing Line #8 : 

i . The following design and operating records for 
Galvanizing Line 18: 

A. A file containing the rated heat input capacity 
of the furnace and each other fuel burning unit 
(mmBtu/hour), with supporting documentation. 

B. Records of monthly and annual natural gas usage 
(mmscf/mo and mmscf/yr) for the furnace and 
other fuel burning units on the line . 
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1i. For the melting kettle, the following records : 

A. Records of production (tons of product per 
month and year). 

B. A file containing the emission factor used by 
the Permittee to calculate PM emissions from 
the kettle , with supporting documentation, 
which file shall be reviewed and updated if 
needed when new emission data become available 
to assure that the factor does not understate 
actual PM emissions. 

C . Records for actual PM emissions (lbs/month and 
tons/year), with supporting calculations. 

ii i . For the furnace and associated catalytic converter, 
the following records: 

A. Engineering calculations for typical and 
maximum hourly NO, emissions before and after 
control by catalytic converter (lbs/hour), with 
supporting documentation for the controlled 
emission rate from the furnace. 

B. The normal range of operating parameters (inlet 
temperature and NOx concentration in the exhaust 
stream) for the catalytic converter. 

C . An operating log or other records for the 
catalytic converter that include information 
confirming proper operation on a daily basis 
and provide detailed information for any upset 
of the catalytic converter. 

D. An inspection and maintenance log or other 
records for the catalytic converter that 
identify activities performed, with date, 
description and the responsible individual(s) 

E. Usage or purchases of reagent for the catalytic 
converter (pounds/year) . 

F. Records for actual NO, emissions of the furnace 
(tons/year), with supporting calculations . 

G. A file containing the emission factors used by 
the Permittee to calculate emissions of PM/PM , 
CO , VOM and S02 from the furnace , with 
supporting documentation , and either 
engineering calculations for the maximum annual 
emissions of these pollutants (tons/year) or 
records of actual emissions of these pollutants 
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(tons/year} t o verify compliance with 
applicablo limits . 

i v . Fo r the various emission units that combust fuel on 
the line, the following reco rds: 

A. A file containing engineering calculations for 
the maximum hourly emissions of NOx (lbs/hour) 
from each unit or group of units , with 
supporting documentation . 

B. A file containing the emission factors used by 
the Permittee to calculate emissions from these 
units, with supporting documentation, and 
either engineering calculations for the maximum 
annual emissions of NOx and other pollutants 
(tons/year) from each unit o r group of units or 
records of actual emissions(tons/year) to 
verify compliance with applicable limits . 

v . Fo r the cleaner section , the following reco rds: 

vi. 

A . Engineering calculations for typical and 
maximum hourly PM emissions before and afte r 
contro l by the scrubber (lbs/hour), with 
supporting documentation for the c ontrolled 
emission rate from the unit. 

B. The normal range of operating parameters of the 
scrubber. 

c. An operating log or other records for the 
scrubber that include information confirming 
proper operation on a daily basis and provide 
detailed information for any upset of the 
scrubber . 

D. An inspection and maintenance log or other 
records for the scrubber that identify 
activities performed, with date , description 
and the responsible individual(s). 

E . Records for actual PM emissions (tons/year), 
with supporting calculations. 

A. The records required by Conditions 
7. 8 .10 (c) (ii) (B) , (c) (iii) (G} and (c) (iv) (Bl 
shall be prepared and copies sent to the 
Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5. 9. 6 (c). 

B . Copies of the initial records required by 
Conditions 7. 8 .10 (c) (iii) (A) , (cl (iv) (A) and 
(cl (v) (Al shall be sent to the Illinois EPA 
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within 45 days of the effective date of these 
conditions. Copies of revisions to these 
conditions shall be sent to the Illinois EPA in 
accordance with Condition 5.9.6(c) (ii). 

d. Recordkeeping for the coating operations: 

i. Records for coating usage (gal/mo and gal/yr , by 
coating or category of coating). 

ii. Records of the VOM content of each coating or 
category of coating as applied (pounds/gallon, less 
exempt compounds), with supporting documentation. 

iii. Records for testing or analysis conducted for the VOM 
content of coatings (pounds/gallon, less exempt 
compounds) that include identification of the tested 
coating(s), the results of the analysis, 
documentation for the analysis methodology , and 
identification of the person or party that performed 
the analysis. 

7.8.11 Reporting Requirements 

a. i. Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (fl (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected finishing operations from applicable 
requirements unless a NESHAP standard specifies a 
different time frame, as follows: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7 . 8.J(b) through (el . 

B. Requirements in Co ndition 7 . 8.5-1. 

c. Requirements in Co ndition 7. 8 . 6. 

D. Requirements in Co ndition 7. 8. 7. 

11 . All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part o f the semiannual mo nitoring report required 
by Conditi on 8.6.1. 

iii. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA of all 
other deviatio ns as part of the semiannual monitoring 
reports required by Condition 8.6 . 1. 

iv . All deviation reports required by Condition 7.8.ll(a) 
above shall contain the following: 

A. Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

B . Description of the deviation; 
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c. Probable cause of the deviation; and 

D. Any corrective action or preventive measures 
taken. 

b . The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements 
of 40 CFR 63.1164, including the following: 

i. Reporting results of performance tests. As required 
by 40 CFR 63 .10 (d) (2), the owner or operator of an 
affected source shall report the results of any 
performance test as part of the notification of 
compliance status required in 40 CFR 63.1163. 

ii. Progress reports . The owner or operator of an 
affected source who is required to submit progress 
reports under 40 CFR 63.6(i) shall submit such 
reports to the Administrator (or the State with an 
approved permit program) by the dates specified in 
the written extension of compliance. 

iii. Periodic startup, shutdown, and malfunction reports . 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.6(e), the owner or operator of 
an affected source shall operate and maintain each 
affected emission source , including associated air 
pollution control equipment , in a manner consistent 
with good air pollution control practices for 
minimizing emissions at least to the level required 
by the standard at all times, including during any 
period of startup, shutdown , or malfunction. 
Malfunctions must be corrected as soon as practicable 
after their occurrence. 

A. Plan. As required by 40 CFR 63.6(e) (3), the 
owner or operator shall develop a written 
startup, shutdown , and malfunction plan that 
describes, in detail, procedures for operating 
and maintaining the source during periods of 
startup , shutdown, or malfunction , and a 
program of corrective action for malfunctioning 
process and air pollution control equipment 
used to comply with the relevant standards . 

B. Reports. As required by 40 CFR 63.lO(d) (5) (i) , 
if actions taken by an owner or operator during 
a startup, shutdown, or malfunction of an 
affected source (including actions taken to 
correct a malfunction) are consistent with the 
procedures specified in the startup, shutdown , 
and malfunction plan, the owner or operator 
shall state such information in a semiannual 
report. The report, to be certified by the 
owner or operator or other responsible 
official, shall be submitted semiannually and 
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delivered or postmarked by the 30th day 
following the end of each calendar half. 

C. Immediate Reports. Any time an action taken by 
an owner or operator during a startup , 
shutdown , or malfunction (including actions 
taken to correct a malfunction) is not 
consistent with the procedures in the startup, 
shutdown , and malfunction plan , the owner or 
operator shall comply with all requirements of 
40 CFR 63.l0(d) (5) (ii). 

c . Pursuant to 35 IAC 219 . 211 (c) (3) , for the affected coating 
operations , the Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA in 
the following instances: 

d. 

i . Any record showing violation of 35 !AC 219 . 204 shall 
be reported by sending a copy of such record to the 
Illinois EPA within 30 days following the occurrence 
of the violation. 

ii . At least 30 calendar days before changing the method 
of compliance from 35 IAC 219 . 204 to 35 IAC 219.205 
or 219 . 207, the Permittee shall comply with all 
requirements of 35 IAC 219 . 211 (d) (1) or (e) (1) , 

respectively. Upon changing the method of compliance 
from 35 IAC 219 . 204 to 35 !AC 219.205 or 219 . 207 , the 
Permittee shall comply with all requirements of 35 
!AC 219.204(d) or (e) , respectively . 

i. If the Permittee operates a unit using a fuel other 
than natural gas , to fire the affected unit during a 
period of natural gas curtailment or supply 
interruption , as defined in 40 CFR 63.7575, the 
Permittee must submit a notification of alternative 
fuel use within 48 hours of the declaration of each 
period of natural gas curtailment or supply 
interruption. The notification must include the 
information specified in 40 CFR 63.7545(f) (1) through 
(f) (5) [40 CFR 63.7545(f)). 

ii. If the Permittee int e nds t o use fuel other than 
natural gas and o ther than during a period of natural 
gas c u rtailment o r supply interruption as addressed 
by 40 CFR 63.7545(f) , the Permittee must provide 30 
days prie r n o tice o f the d a t e upon which the fuels 
will be switched [4 0 CFR 63 . 7545(h)] . 

7 . 8 . 12 Operational Flexibility/Anti c i pate d Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is n o t s e t f o r the affected finishing 
operations. 
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7 . 8.13 Compliance Procedures 

For affected finishing operations , compliance with the 
applicable standards, limitations and requirements of Conditions 
7.8 . 3, 7 . 8.5 and 7.8 . 7 is addressed by the work practices , 
testing, monitoring , recordkeeping and reporting requirements in 
Section 7 . 8 of this permit. 

7,8.14 State-Only Conditions 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 217.150 , 217.152 , and 217.160, by the 
applicable compliance date for 35 IAC Part 217 Subparts D and I , 
the Permittee shall comply with applicable requirements of these 
rules for the affected galvanizing furnaces , including: 

a . Certifying to the Illinois EPA that each affected 
galvanizing furnaces will be in compliance with the 
applicable emission limitation(s) of 35 IAC 217.244(a) by 
the applicable compliance date. 

b . Operation of each affected galvanizing furnaces in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control practices to 
minimize NOx emissions. 

c. Compliance with the applicable NOx emission limitation(s) in 
accordance with 35 IAC 217.154 or 217 . 157 . 

d. Compliance with the applicable monitoring , recordkeeping 
and reporting requirements in accordance with 35 IAC 
217.157(b) and 217 . 156. 
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7 . 9 Wastewater Treatment Plant 

7.9.1 

7.9.2 

7.9.3 

7.9.4 

Description 

Primary Wastewater Treatment System: 

The system is used to treat waste process water generated in 
both the iron and steelworks manufacturing areas in the 
facility. Emissions from this system are attributed to the 
blast furnace (BF) clarifiers, dust ponds, BF ditch, BF lagoon, 
steelworks ditch, steel works lagoon, and the wastewater 
treatment plant, itself. The ditches are used to transfer the 
BF and steelworks wastewater streams to the lagoons. The 
wastewater treatment plant is a simple system used to remove 
suspended solids and breakdown organic prior to discharge. 

By-Products Wastewater Treatment System: 

The system is used to treat waste process water generated in the 
coke oven by-product plant. Waste process water from the by­
products plant is piped to the by-products wastewater treatment 
plant. The water treated in this system is primarily made up of 
process wastewater used to cool the processes and equipment used 
in the by-products plant. The treatment process carried out 
consists of the use of biological activity to breakdown the 
organic materials contained in the waste stream. 

Note : This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Wastewater Equalization Tanks N/R None 
Treatment BFG Clarifiers 

Aeration Basin Clarifiers 
Lagoons 

Sand Filters 

Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

The naffected wastewater treatment systemn for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions is the treatment systems 
described in Conditions 7.9.1 and 7.9.2. 

Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The affected wastewater treatment systems are not subject 
to the operating and control requirements of 40 CFR 61 
Subpart FF in general and 40 CFR 61.344 or 40 CFR 61.343 in 
particular, as provided by 40 CFR 61.342(a). This 
determination is based on the amount of benzene waste 
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7 . 9 . 5 

7 . 9. 6 

7 . 9 . 7 

7. 9. 8 

7 . 9 . 9 

generated on site being less than 10 Mg/yr (11 ton/yr) . If 
conditions at the facility change and the total annual 
benzene calculation increases to 10 Mg/yr or more , the 
facility will become subject to operating and control 
requirements of 40 CFR 61 Subpart FF and the Permittee mus t 
apply for a revision to this permit , which could affect 
applicable requirements for the affected wastewater 
treatment plant. 

b. The affected wastewater treatment system is not subject to 
40 CFR Part 63 , Subpart QQ , National Emission Standards for 
Surface Impoundments . This determination is based on the 
applicability criteria of 40 CFR 63,940 , which provides 
that 40 CFR 63 Subpart QQ applies to impoundments when an 
applicable Subpart of Parts 40 CFR 60, 61 or 63 references 
the use of Subpart QQ for air emission control. However , 
applicable Subpart FF does not reference to 40 CFR 63 
Subpart QQ . 

c . This permit is issued based on the affected wastewater 
treatment system not being subject to the applicable 
requirements of 35 IAC 219 . 301 because the affected plant 
d oes no t emit photochemically reactive organic material as 
defined in 35 IAC 211 . 4690. 

Control Requirements and Work Practices 

Control requirements and work practices are not set for the 
affected wastewater treatment systems. 

Production and Emission Limitations 

The production and emission limits are not set for the affected 
wastewater treatment systems . 

Testing Requirements 

Testing requirements are not set for the affected wastewater 
treatment systems. 

Monitoring Requirements 

If operation(s) at the facility change , the Permittee shall 
evaluate whether the change affects the wastewater treatment 
systems such that it become subject to the requirements of 35 
IAC 219 . 301 and must apply for a revision of this permit . 

Recordkeeping Requirements 

No recordkeeping requirements are established at this time. 
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7.9 . 10 Reporting Requirements 

a. Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section, within 30 days if the following occurs~ 

1. The affected wastewater treatment systems become 
subject to the control requirements of 40 CFR 61 
Subpart FF; 

ii. The affected wastewater treatment system become 
subject to 35 IAC 219.301. 

b. The notifications described in Condition 7.9.10 above shall 
contain the following: 

i . Date of applicability; 

ii . Emission units(s)/operation involved; and 

iii . Method by which compliance would be demonstrated . 

7 . 9 . 11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected wastewater 
treatment systems. 

7 . 9 .12 Compliance Procedures 

Compliance procedures are not set for the affected wastewater 
treatment systems . 

7.9.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not established. 
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7. 10 Boilers 

7 . 10.1 Description 

Boilers 11 and 12 are located in Boiler House 2 and are rated at 
225 mmBtu/hour each . Each of these boilers are physically 
capable of combusting various combinations of natural gas , coke 
oven gas (COG) and blast furnace gas (BFG) . The Permittee has a 
construction permit to install Flue Gas Recirculation on these 
boilers for control of NOx emissions (Construction Permit 
10080022). 

The Permittee completed construction of a new boiler pursuant to 
Construction Permit 06070023 . The new boiler (Power Boiler #1) 
is used for cogeneration , producing both electricity and process 
steam as it supplies high pressure steam which is sent to a 
steam turbine that generates electricity for use at the source. 
Low-pressure steam from this turbine is used for manufacturing 
operations at the source. 

BFG is a primary fuel for this boiler. Natural gas would be 
used for the pilot flame and also for combustion control . 

A cooling tower operates in conjunction with the new boiler and 
associated steam turbine . 

Portable boilers n o t yet constructed. 

Note; This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforc eable . 

7 . 10 . 2 List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Boilers Boiler House 2 Pre-1973 Flue Gas 

Bo iler 11 & 12 - 225 Recirculation 
mmBtu/Hr each (planned) 

Power Boiler #1 2009 None 
(nominal capacity 505 

mmBtu/hour) 
Portable Portable Boilers #1 Planned Low NOx 
Boilers through Jt4 burners and 

(planned) Flue Gas 
Recirculation 

(planned) 
Cooling Cooling Tower 2009 None 

Tower associated with Power 
Boiler #1 
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7.10.3 Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. 

b. 

i. The "affected boilers" for the purpose of these unit­
specific conditions, are Boiler #11 and #12 and Power 
Boiler #1 as described in Conditions 7.10.1 and 
7. 10. 2. 

ii. The "affected cooling tower" for the purpose of these 
unit-specific conditions is the unit described in 
Conditions 7.10.1 and 7.10.2. 

i. Affected Boilers #11 and #12 may be subject to 40 CFR 
Part 63, Subpart DDDDD, NESHAP for Industrial, 
Commercial, and Institutional Boilers and Process 
Heaters. For these boilers, pursuant to 40 CFE 
63.7540(a), unless an affected boiler is operating as 
a blast furnace gas fuel-fired boiler, as defined in 
40 CFR 63.7575, or is otherwise not subject to this 
NESHAP, beginning on the compliance date of this 
NESHAP for existing sources, the Permittee shall 
comply with each applicable emission limit, operating 
limit, and work practice standard in Table 2 of this 
NESHAP according to the methods specified in Table 8 
to this NESHAP and relevant provisions in 40 CFR 
63.7540(a)(l) through (11), as applicable. 

11. In particular, if affected Boiler #11 or #12 is in 
the Gas 2 subcategory (other gaseous fuel) pursuant 
to 40 CFR 63.7499, the Permittee shall comply with 
the following emission limits beginning on the 
applicable compliance date of 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
DDDDD, pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7500(a) (1) and Table 2 
of this NESHAP: 

A. Particulate Matter (PM) emissions shall not 
exceed 0.043 lb per mmBtu of heat input or 
0.026 lb per mmBtu of steam output (3-run 
average) . 

B. Hydrogen Chloride (HCl) emissions shall not 
exceed 0.0017 lb per mmBtu of heat input or 
0.001 lb per mmBtu of steam output. 

C. Mercury (Hg) emissions shall not exceed 1.3E-05 
lb per mmBtu of heat input or 7.8E-06 lb per 
mmBtu of steam output.* 

D. CO emissions shall not exceed 9 ppm by volume 
on a dry basis corrected to 3 % oxygen or 0.005 
lb per mmBtu of steam output. 

E. Dioxin/Furans (D/F) emissions shall not exceed 
0.08 ng/dscm (TEQ) corrected to 7% oxygen or 
3.9E-11 (TEQ) lb per mmBtu of steam output.* 
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* l.3E-05 
7 . 8E-06 
3.9E-ll 

0.00013 
0 . 0000078 
0 . 000000000039 

c . Affected Boilers Jtll and ltl2 shall no t exceed the PM1c, 
limitation of 35 !AC 212.458(b) (9) : 

32 . 25 ng/J (0 . 075 lbs/mmBtu} o f heat input from the burning 
of COG. 

d . The affected Power Bo iler #1 is subjec t to the NSPS fo r 
Industrial-Commercial Institutional Steam Generating Units , 
40 CFR 60 Subpart Db . (See relevant reco rdkeeping 
requirements in Conditio n 7.10 . 9.) 

e . For affected b o ilers #11 and #12 , pursuant to 35 IAC 
214.421 , no pe rson shall cause or allow the emission of 
sulfur dioxide into the atmosphere in any one hour period 
from any existing fuel combustion emissio n source at a 
steel mill l o cated in the Chicago or St. Louis (Illinois) 
major metropo litan area burning any s o lid, liquid or 
gaseous fuel, o r any c ombination thereo f , to exceed the 
allowable emission rate d e termined by the following 
equation: 

i. Symbols in the equation mean the following: 

E allowable sulfur dioxide emission rate ; 

S ~ solid fuel sulfur dioxide emission standard 
which is appli c able; 

S1 distillate oil sulfur dioxide emission standard 
determined from the table in 35 IAC 214 . 42l(d) 
and equal t o 0 . 46 kg/MW- hr (0.03 lb/mmBtu) ; 

s~ residual oil sulfur dioxide emission standard 
which is applicable ; 

SG maximum by-product gas sulfur dioxide emissions 
which would res ult if the applicable by-produc t 
gas which was burned had been burned a l one at 
any time during the 12 months preceding the 
latest operation , on or before March 28 , 1983 , 
of an emission source using any by-product gas ; 

Hs = actual heat input from solid fuel ; 

Hd - actual heat input from distillate fuel oil; 

HR~ actual heat input fr om residual fuel oil; 
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HG actual heat input from by-product gases , such 
as those produced from a blast furnace. 

ii. Metric or English units may be used in the equation 
as follows : 

Parameter Metric English 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
Ss , SR , SG kg/MW-hr lbs/mmBtu 
Sa 0.46 kg/MW-hr 0 . 3 lbs/mmBtu 
Hs , Hd , HR , HG MW mmBtu/hr 

f. The affected boilers are subject to 35 IAC 216.121 which 
provides that no person shall cause or allow the emission 
of carbon monoxide into the atmosphere from a fuel 
combustion emission unit to exceed 200 ppm , corrected to 50 
percent excess air [35 IAC 216 . 121] . 

g. The affected power boiler #1 is subject to 35 IAC 
212 . 122(a) , which provides that no person shall cause or 
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter 
into the atmosphere from any fuel combustion emission unit 
for which construction or modification commenced on or 
after April 14 , 1972, with actual heat input greater than 
73 . 2 MW (250 mmBtu/hr) , having an opacity greater than 20 
percent. 

h. The affected boilers #11 and #12 are subject to 35 IAC 
212 . 123(a) , which provides that no person shall cause or 
allow the emission of smoke or other particulate matter , 
with an opacity greater than 30 percent , into the 
atmosphere from any emission unit other than those emission 
units subject to 35 IAC 212 . 122. 

i . Startup Provisions (All affected Boilers) 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.149 and Part 201 , Subpart r , subject 
to the following terms and conditions for affected Boilers 
#11 , #12 and Power Boiler #1 , the Permittee is authorized 
to violate the applicable opacity and carbon monoxide 
standards in 35 IAC 212.122(a) , 212 . 123(a) and 216.121 
(Conditions 7 .10. 3 (g) , (h) and ( f)) during startup. 

Note : This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
applied for such authorization in its CAAPP application, 
generally describing the efforts that will be used " ... to 
minimize startup emissions , duration of individual starts , 
and frequency of startups." 

i. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to demonstrate that 
all reasonable efforts are made to minimize startup 
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emissions , duration of individual startups and 
frequency of startups . 

ii . The Permittee shall conduct startup of the affected 
boilers in accordance with the manufacturer ' s written 
instructions or other written procedures prepared by 
the Permittee and maintained at the source (see 
Condition 7,10.9(d)(i)) for the affected boilers , 
that are specifically developed to minimize emissions 
from startups and that include , at a minimum a review 
of the operational condition of the affected boilers 
prior to initiating startup of the boiler . 

iii. The Permittee shall fulfill applicable recordkeeping 
requirements of Condition 7 . 10.9(d) . 

iv . The Permittee shall fulfill applicable notification 
and reporting requirements of Condition 5 . 10.5-1 . 

v. As provided by 35 IAC 201.265 , an authorization in a 
per.mit for excess emissions dur.ing startup does not 
shield a Permittee from enforcement for any violation 
of applicable emission standard(s) that occurs during 
startup and only constitutes a prima facie defense to 
such an enforcement action provided that the 
Permittee has fully complied with all terms and 
conditions connected with such authorization . 

j . Malfunction or Breakdown Provisions (All affected Boilers) 

Pursuant to 35 TAC 201.149 and Part 201 , Subpart I , subject 
to the following terms and conditions , the Permittee is 
authorized to continue to operate affected boilers #11 , #12 
and Power Boiler ~l in excess of the applicable opacity and 
carbon monoxide standards in 35 IAC 212.122(a), 212 . 123(a) 
and 216 . 121 (Conditions 7 . 10.3(g) , (h) and (f)) in the event 
of a malfunction or breakdown . 

Note : This authorization is provided because the Permittee 
has applied for such authorization in its CAAPP 
application , generally explaining why such continued 
operation would be required to prevent injury to persons or 
severe damage to equipment , and describing the measures 
that will be taken to minimize emissions from any 
malfunctions and breakdowns . 

~ - This authorization only allows such continued 
operation as necessary to prevent injury to persons 
or severe damage to equipment and does not extend to 
continued operation solely for the economic benefit 
of the Permittee. 

ii . J pon occurrence of excess emissions due to 
malfunction or breakdown , the Permittee shall as soon 
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as practicable reduce boiler load, repair the 
affected boiler, remove the affected boiler from 
service or undertake other action so that excess 
emissions cease. 

iii. The Permittee shall fulfill the applicable 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements of Condition 
7.10.9(e) and Condition 5.10.5-2. For these 
purposes, time shall be measured from the start of a 
particular incident. The absence of excess emissions 
for a short period shall not be considered to end the 
incident if excess emissions resume. 

iv. Following notification to the Illinois EPA (see 
Condition 5.10.5-Z(a) (i)) of a malfunction or 
breakdown with excess emissions, the Permittee shall 
comply with all reasonable directives of the Illinois 
EPA with respect to such incident. 

v. This authorization does not relieve the Permittee 
from the continuing obligation to minimize excess 
emissions during malfunction or breakdown . As 
provided by 35 IAC 201.265, an authorization in a 
permit for continued operation with excess emissions 
during malfunction and breakdown does not shield the 
Permittee from enforcement for any such violation and 
only constitutes a prima facie defense to such an 
enforcement action provided that the Permittee has 
fully complied with all terms and conditions 
connected with such authorization. 

7.10.4 Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. The emission limitations of 35 IAC 212.324 are not 
applicable to any emission unit subject to a specific 
emissions standard or limitation contained in 35 IAC Part 
212 Subpart R, pursuant to 35 IAC 212. 324 (a) (3). 

b. Affected Boilers #11 and #12 are not subject to 35 IAC 
217.141 because the heat input capacity of each of these 
boilers is below the applicability threshold of this rule 
(250 mmBtu/hr) . 

c. Power Boiler #1 

i. Affected power boiler #1 is not subject to the NSPS 
f o r Electric Utility Steam Generating Units (40 CFR 
60, Subpart Da) because it is not an electric utility 
steam generating unit as the term is defined in 40 
CFR 60.41Da. 

ii. Affected power boiler #1 is not subject to 40 CFR 60, 
Subpart D because it is subject to the NSPS in 40 CFR 
60 Subpart Db as it meets the applicability 
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iii. 

requirements under 40 CFR 60.40b(a) 
60 . 40b(j)]. 

( 40 CFR 

Affected Power Boiler #1 is not subject to the 
standards of 40 CFR 60 , Subpart Db because it 
the exemption provided at 40 CFR 60.42b(k) (2) 
also Condition 7 . 10 . 5(b)] . 

S02 
meets 
[See 

iv. Affected Power Boiler #1 is not subject to the NOx 
standards of 40 CFR 60, Subpart Db pursuant to 40 CFR 
60,44b(c) , because it has an annual capacity factor 
for natural gas of 10 percent or less and is subject 
to a federally enforceable requirement that limits 
operation to an annual capacity factor of 10 percent 
or less for natural gas [See Condition 
7 . 10.6(a) (iii)]. 

v . Affected Power Boiler #1 is not subject to 
particulate matter standards under 40 CFR 60 , Subpart 
Db because it does not fire solid or liquid fuels. 

d. Affected Power Boiler #1 is not subject to 35 IAC 217.121 
because it is not "fossil fuel-firedn as defined by 35 IAC 
211 . 2425, i.e . , a unit for which fossil fuels provide more 
than 50 percent of the annual heat input to the unit, 

e . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.749l{k) , Power Boiler #1 is not 
subject to 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart DDDDD because this boiler 
is a blast furnace gas fuel-fired boiler as defined in 40 
CFR 63 . 7575 . 

f. Cooling Tower: 

i. The affected cooling tower is not subject to 35 IAC 
219 . 986(d) , because the cooling tower does not cool 
process water . 

ii . The affected cooling tower is not subject to 40 CFR 
Part 63 Subpart Q because no chromium-based water 
treatment chemicals are used. 

7 . 10.5 Control Requirements 

a. Requirements for affected Power Boiler #1 from Permit 
06070023 

i. Emissions of PM and PM from the affected Power 
Boiler #1 shall be controlled by the existing BFG 
pretreatment system, which entails treatment by dust 
catchers and wet scrubbers [Tl). 

ii . BFG and natural gas shall be the only fuels fired in 
the affected Power Boiler #1 [Tl) . 
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iii. Affected Power Boiler #1 shall be operated for the 
primary purpose of supplying steam and electricity t o 
the source with no more than 219,000 MW-hour of 
excess electricity sent to any utility power 
distribution system for sale in any calendar year 
from the electrical generator associated with the 
unit [Tl). 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.42b(k) (2), the sulfur content of the 
fuel fired in Power Boiler #1 shall not exceed 0.16 
lb/mmBtu. 

c. Requirements for affected Boilers #11 and #12 

Only natural gas, coke oven gas and blast furnace gases are 
allowed to use as the fuels. 

d. Requirements for affected Cooling Tower 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.402, the Permittee shall not use 
chromium-based water treatment chemicals in the water 
cooling tower. 

7.10.5-lWork Practice Requirements 

a. Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(7) (a) and (d) of the 
Act, unless the Permittee conducts continuous 
emission monitoring for CO for an affected 
boiler, the Permittee shall conduct an annual 
tune-up for the boiler, as follows , to maintain 
compliance with 35 IAC 216.121 . If annual tune­
ups or combustion adjustments are required for an 
affected boiler pursuant to 40 CFR 63, Subpart 
DODOO, these tune-ups shall also be conducted in 
accordance of applicable provisions of this 
NESHAP . 

i. Each annual tune-up must be no more than 13 months 
after the previous tune-up. If the boiler is not 
operating on the required date for a tune-up, the 
tune-up must be conducted within one week of startup. 

ii. Each tune-up shall consist of the following: 

A. As applicable, inspect the burner, and clean or 
replace any components of the burner as 
necessary (the burner inspection may be delayed 
until the next scheduled unit shutdown, but 
each burner must be inspected at least once 
every 36 months); 

B. Inspect the flame pattern, as applicable, and 
adjust the burner as necessary to optimize the 
flame pattern. The adjustment should be 
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consistent with the manufacturer ' s 
specifications , if available; 

C. Inspect the system controlling the air-to-fuel 
ratio , as applicable, and ensure that it is 
correctly calibrated and functioning properly ; 
and 

D. Optimize total emissions of CO . This 
optimization should be consistent with the 
manufacturer's specifications , if available . 

iii . Measure the concentrations in the effluent stream of 
CO in parts per million by volume (ppmv) , and oxygen 
in volume percent, before and after the adjustments 
are made (measurements may be either on a dry or wet 
basis , as long as it is the same basis before and 
after the adjustments are made); and 

iv . Submit a report to the Illinois EPA within 30 days of 
each tune-up that contains the following information : 

A. The identity of the boiler , the date of the 
tune-up and the individual(s) who performed the 
tune-up and a summary of their experience with 
combustion tune-ups of boilers . 

B. The concentrations of CO in the effluent stream 
in ppmv and oxygen in volume percent, measured 
before and after the adjustments of the boiler; 

c. A description of any corrective actions taken 
as a part of the combustion adjustment; and 

D. The type and amount of fuel used over the 12 
months prior to the annual adjustment . 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7530(h) , for an affected boiler that 
is subject to emission limits in 40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD, 
the Permittee must minimize the boiler's startup and 
shutdown periods following the manufacturer ' s recommended 
procedures , if available. If manufacturer ' s recommended 
procedures are not available , the Permittee must follow 
recommended procedures for a boiler of similar design for 
which manufacturer ' s recommended procedures are available. 

7.10.6 Operational , Production and Emission Limitations 

a. Limitations for affected Power Boiler #1 from Permit 
06070023 : 

Note: Permit 06070023 includes certain limitations that 
apply to the combination of affected power boiler #1 and 
BFG flare #2 , which is a new flare that was also 
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constructed with the boiler. BFG flare #2 is generally 
addressed in Section 7.4 of this CAAPP permit. 

i . The maximum design firing rate of affected Power 
Boiler #1 shall not exceed 505 mmBtu/hour [Tl] . 

ii . The maximum design BFG input of affected Power Boiler 
#1 shall not exceed 476 mmBtu/hour [Tl]. 

iii. Fuel usage for affected Power Boiler #1 and BFG flare 
#2 (see Section 7.4) shall not exceed the following 
limits (rolling 12-month basis) [Tl) : 

A . Natural gas : 341,666 mmBtu/year. 

B. BFG and natural gas fuel usage combined : 
4,511 , 426 mmBtu/year. 

iv . Emissions of PM from affective Power Boiler #1 , as 
measured by USEPA Method 5 , shall not exceed 0.03 
lb/mmBtu of exhaust [Tl]. 

v. A . Emissions from affective Power Boiler #1 shall 
not exceed the following limits [Tl): 

* 

Mode 
BFG* Natural Gas 

Pollutant (Lbs/mmBtu) (Lbs/mmBtu) 
NOx 0.05 0 . 12 
co 0.15 0 . 0824 
VOM --- 0 . 0054 
PM/PM10 0 . 101 0.0075 
SO2 0.20 0 . 0006 
Indiv. Metal HAP 0 . 00066 0.00066 
Total HAPs 0.0053 0 . 0053 

BFG mode entails firing a mix of BFG with 
up to 10 percent natural gas. 

B. Compliance with these limits shall be 
determined as a 3-hour average unless 
continuous emissions monitoring is conducted, 
in which compliance shall be determined as a 
daily average (24 operating hours). 

C. Combined emissions from affected Power Boiler 
#1 and BFG flare #2 (see Section 7.4) shall not 
exceed the following limits [Tl]: 

Emissions 
Pollutant Tons/Month Tons/Year 

NOx 12.5 124.74 
co 33 . 9 338.36 
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Emissions 
Pollutant Tons/Month Tons/Year 

VOM 0 . 1 0 . 92 
PM/ PM10 22.9 228.39 
S02 45.2 451. 14 
Indiv. Metal HAP 0.2 1.5 
Total HAPs 1. 2 12.0 

D. Compliance with annual limits in Condition 
7.10 . 6(a) shall be determined on a monthly 
basis from the sum of the data for the current 
month plus the preceding 11 months (running 12 
month total) , unless otherwise specified in a 
particular condition. 

b. Limits for the affected Cooling Tower from Permit 06070023 
I Tl I : 

i. The total dissolved solids content of water 
circulating in the affected cooling tower shall not 
exceed 4,190 ppm on a monthly basis. 

ii. Emissions of PM/PM10 from the affected cooling tower 
shall not exceed 0.39 tons/month and 3.86 tons/year. 
Compliance with the annual limit shall be determined 
from a running total of 12 months of data. 

7.10.7-lCurrent Testing Requirements 

The Permittee shall conduct emission testing for the affected 
boilers as provided below pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (7) (c) , (d) 
and (p) of the Act. 

a. Requirements for affected Boilers #11 and #12: 

i, PM and CO emissions shall be measured to determine 
compliance with 35 IAC 212.458 (b) (9) (Condition 
7 . 10.3(c)) and 35 IAC 216.121 (Condition 7.10.3(f)) 
in accordance with procedures in USEPA Methods 1 
through 4 and Method 5 (or Method 201A), as provided 
in 35 IAC 212.108, and Method 10 or 10B. 

ii. The testing shall be completed within 30 months of 
the effective date of this permit condition and may 
be done on either affected Boiler #11 or #12 , as 
selected by the Illinois EPA. 

iii, In addition to other required information , the test 
report shall include data for the sulfur and PM 
content of BFG and COG during the period of testing, 
with supporting data . 
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h . Requirements for affected Power Boiler #1: 

i. Permittee shall conduct emission tests at least every 
five years on the affected Power Boiler #1. 

ii. CO , NOx. S02 , PM , PM and VOM emissions shall be 
determined in accordance with the test methods 
identified below. 

iii. These tests shall also include measurements of 
emissions of metals if the Permittee elects to 
conduct emissions testing to verify compliance with 
the limits for metal HAPs , as an alternative to 
applying data for the metal HAP content of material 
collected during pretreatment of the BFG. 

iv. The following USEPA test methods shall be used for 
testing of emissions, unless another USEPA method is 
approved by the Illinois EPA. 

Location of Sample Points Method 1 
Gas Flow and Velocity Method 2 
Flue Gas Weight Method 3 
Moisture Method 4 
S02 Method 6 
PM/PM10 (filterable Methods 201 or 201A* 
PM (condensable) Method 202 
VOM Method 18 or 25A 
NOx Method 7E or 19 
co Method 10 or 10B 
Metals Method 29 

* The Permittee may also use Method 5 as an 
alternative to Method 201A, provided that the 
measured results shall be considered PM10-

v . In addition to other required information, the test 
report shall include data for the sulfur and PM 
content of BFG and the metals content of the material 
removed from raw BFG by the pretreatment system 
during the period of testing, with supporting 
calculations. 

c . For this emission testing, test notifications and reporting 
shall be done by the Permittee in accordance with 
Conditions 8.6.2 and 8.6 . 3 of this permit . 

d . Observation of opacity shall be conducted during all 
emission tests of affected boilers in accordance with 
Method 9 and the results of these observations included in 
the reports for emission testing. 
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7,10.7-2Additional Performance Testing Requirements (40 CFR Part 63 , 
Subpart DDDDD) 

a. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63 . 7505(c) and 63 . 7510 , if affected 
Boiler #11 or #12 is subject to emission limits in 40 CFR 
63 Subpart DDDDD, the Permittee must demonstrate compliance 
with all limits that are applicable using performance 
testing according to 40 CFR 63. 7 (a) (2) and 63. 7520 and fuel 
analysis according to 40 CFR 63.7521 , including a 
continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) where 
applicable , in a timely manner . The Permittee may 
demonstrate compliance with the applicable emission limit 
for hydrogen chloride or mercury using fuel analysis if the 
emission rate calculated according to 40 CFR 63 . 7530(c) is 
less than the applicable emission limit. Otherwise , the 
Permittee must demonstrate compliance for hydrogen chloride 
or mercury using performance testing . 

i. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7545(d) , the Permittee must 
submit a Notification of Intent to conduct a 
performance test at least 60 days before the 
performance test is scheduled to begin . 

ii . Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7510(a) , performance tests 
shall be conducted according to 40 CFR 63.7520(a) , 
(c) , (d) and (e) and Table 5 to 40 CFR 63 , Subpart 
DDDDD fuel analysis for each type of fuel burned in 
the boiler shall be conducted according to 40 CFR 
63. 7521 (al , (bl and (e) and Table 6 to 40 CFR 63 , 
Subpart DDDDD , and performance evaluations for the 
oxygen monitor shall be conducted according to 40 CFR 
63.7525. 

b. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7530(g) , if the Permittee elects to 
demonstrate that the gaseous fuel fired in affected Boiler 
#11 or #12 meets the specifications of an "other gas 1 
fuel" as defined in 40 CFR 63.7575 , an initial fuel 
specification analyses according to 40 CFR 63 . 752l(f) 
through (i) must be conducted. 

i . If the mercury and hydrogen sulfide constituents in 
the gaseous fuels will never exceed the 
specifications included in the definition, the 
Permittee shall include a signed certification with 
the Notification of Compliance Status that the 
initial fuel specification test meets the gas 
specifications outlined in the definition of other 
gas 1 fuels . 

ii. Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.7540(c) , if the Permittee 
elects to demonstrate that the unit meets the 
specifications for hydrogen sulfide and mercury for 
the other gas 1 subcategory and cannot submit a 
signed certification under 40 CFR 63 . 7545(g) because 
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the constituents could exceed or vary above the 
specifications , the Permittee must conduct monthly 
fuel specification testing of the gaseous fuels , 
according to the procedures in 40 CFR 63.752l(f) 
through (i) and 40 CFR 63.7540(c) and maintain 
records of the results of the testing as outlined in 
40 CFR 63. 7555 (g). 

7.10.8-lCurrent Monitoring Requirements 

Pursuant to 39.5(7) (a) and (dl of the Act , all affected boilers 
and the cooling tower are subject to the following monitoring 
requirements: 

a. Opacity Observations 

The Permittee shall conduct opacity observations for each 
affected boiler semi-annually in accordance with 40 CFR 
Part 60, Appendix A, Method 9. The duration of these 
observations shall be a minimum of 30 minutes for each 
boiler. 

b . Cooling Tower 

i. The Permittee shall sample and analyze the water 
being circulated in the affected cooling tower on at 
least a monthly basis for the total dissolved solids 
content. 

ii. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA, the 
Permittee shall have the water circulating in the 
affected cooling tower sampled and analyzed for the 
presence of hexavalent chromium in accordance with 
the procedures of 40 CFR 63.404(a) and (b). 

c. Analysis of BFG 

i. The Permittee shall sample and analyze cleaned BFG 
after the pretreatment system for sulfur content 
(lb/scf and lb/mmBtu), using appropriate ASTM methods 
or other comparable methodology. These measurements 
shall be conducted on at least a quarterly basis. 
The records for this activity shall also include 
operating data for the blast furnaces and the BFG 
pretreatment system at the time of sampling. 

ii. The Permittee shall sample and analyze the cleaned 
BFG after the pretreatment system for PM content 
(gr/scf and lbs/mmBtu) and the material collected by 
the BFG pretreatment system for HAP metal content (by 
weight, dry basis , for individual metals as addressed 
by Method 29) using appropriate ASTM methods or other 
comparable methodology. These measurements shall be 
conducted at least every two years. The records for 
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this activity shall also include operating data for 
the blast furnaces and the BFG pretreatment system at 
the time of sampling. 

7 . 10.8-2Additional Monitoring Requirements (40 CFR Part 63 Subpart DDDDD) 

Unless an affected boiler is operating as a blast furnace gas 
fuel-fired boiler, as defined in 40 CFR 63.7575 , or is otherwise 
exempt , beginning on the compliance date of this NESHAP for 
existing sources, the Permittee must : 

a . Install, operate , and maintain a continuous oxygen monitor 
according to the procedures in 40 CFR 63 . 7525 (a) (1) 

through (6) and 63 . 7535. The oxygen level shall be 
monitored at the outlet of the boilers [40 CFR 
63. 7525 (all . 

b . Monitor the operating parameters identified in Items 7 , 8 
and 9 of Table 8 of 40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD (40 CFR 
63,7540(a)) . 

c. Operation above the established maximum or below the 
established minimum operating limits shall constitute a 
deviation of established operating limits listed in Table 4 
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart DODOO except during performance tests 
conducted to determine compliance with the emission limits 
or to establish new operating limits . Operating limits 
must be confirmed or reestablished during performance tests 
( 4 0 C FR 6 3 . 7 5 4 0 ( a ) ( 1 ) I . 

7 . 10. 9 Record keeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items , 
pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act : 

a. Affected Power Boiler #1 : 

i . A file which contains supporting documentation which 
demonstrates the maximum design firing rate of the 
affected boiler (mmBtu/hour} , the maximum design BFG 
input , and the manufacturer ' s guarantees for the 
emission rates of the natural gas burners in the 
affected boiler . 

ii. NSPS Data 

A. The applicable recordkeeping required by the 
NSPS for startup, shutdown and malfunction , 
pursuant to 40 CFR 60. 7 (b) . 

B. Daily records of the fuel consumption , pursuant 
to 4 0 CFR 60 . 4 9b (d) ( 1) . 
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iii. Fuel usage 

A . Records for the amounts of fuel burned by type 
(mmBtu/month and mmBtu/year) for the affected 
boiler. 

B. Records for the amounts of fuel burned for the 
affected boiler and the new BFG flare , 
combined, by type (mmBtu/month and mmBtu/year) . 

1.v. Emissions 

The Permittee shall keep the following records 
related to the emissions of affected Power Boiler #1 
to verify compliance with the applicable limits in 
Condition 7 . 10. 6 (a) : 

A. A file containing the emission factors used by 
the Permittee to determine emissions of 
pollutants other than SO2 from the affected 
boiler and BFG Flare #2 , with supporting 
documentation. These records shall be reviewed 
and updated by the Permittee as necessary to 
assure that the emission factors that it uses 
to determine emissions of the affected boiler 
do not understate actual emissions. These 
records shall be prepared and copies sent to 
the Illinois EPA in accordance with Condition 
5 . 9.6(c). 

B. Records of emissions of NOx, CO , VOM , PM/PM i , 
SO and HAPs (tons/month and tons/year) from 
this boiler, with supporting calculations . 

C . Records of summation of emissions of NO, , CO , 
VOM , PM/PM , SO and HAPs from this boiler and 
BFG Flare #2 (tons/month and tons/year) , with 
supporting calculations. 

v. Records of the electricity from the generator 
associated with Power Boiler #1 sent to the grid for 
sale per calendar year (MW-hours) . 

b . Affected Cooling Tower: 

i. The Permittee shall keep records of the water 
circulation capacity of the cooling tower 
(gallons/minute , hourly average) , with supporting 
calculatio ns . 

ii. The Permittee shall keep records of emissions of 
PM/PM. (to ns/mo nth and t ons/year), with supporting 
calculatio ns. 
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c . Affected Boilers 1111 and 1112 : 

i . The following operating information for each boiler: 

Usage of each type of fuel (natural gas , COG and BFG 
gas) , in million ft 3 per month and million ft 3 per 
year. 

ii. The Permittee shall keep inspection , maintenance , and 
repair logs with dates and the nature of such 
activities for each boiler . 

iii . A file containing the emission factors used by the 
Permittee to determine emissions of NOx and CO from 
affected Boilers #11 and #12, with supporting 
documentation . These records shall be reviewed and 
updated by the Permittee as necessary to assure that 
the emission factors that it uses to determine NOx and 
CO emissions of these boilers do not understate 
actual emissions . 

d . Records for Startups of Affected Boilers , pursuant to 
Section 39 . 5 (7) (bl of the Act 

i . The Permittee shall maintain startup procedures for 
each affected boiler, as required by Condition 
7 . 10 . 3(i) (ii) . 

ii. The Permittee shall maintain the following records 
for each startup of an affected boiler: 

A . Date , time and duration of the startup . 

B . A description of the startup and reason(s) for 
the startup. 

C . Whether a violation of an applicable standard 
may have occurred during startup accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7 .10. 9 (d) (iv) if a 
violation may have or did occur. 

D. Whether the established startup procedures , 
maintained above , were followed accompanied by 
the information in Condition 7.10.9(d) (iii) if 
there were departure(s) from those procedures . 

iii. If the established startup procedures were not 
followed during a startup , the Permittee shall 
maintain the following records : 

A. A description of the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 
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B. The reason(s) for the departure(s) from the 
established procedures. 

C. An explanation of the consequences of the 
departure(s) for emissions, such as whether the 
departure(s) prolonged the startup or resulted 
in additional emissions, and if so: 

1. The actions taken to minimize emissions 
and the duration of the startup; and 

2. An explanation whether similar incidents 
might be prevented in the future and if 
so, the corrective actions taken or to be 
taken to prevent similar incidents. 

iv. If a violation did or may have occurred during a 
startup, the Permittee shall maintain the following 
records: 

A. Identification of the applicable standard(s) 
that were or may have been violated. 

B. An explanation of the nature of such 
violation(s), including the magnitude of such 
excess emissions. 

C. A description of the actions taken or to be 
taken to minimize the magnitude of emissions 
and duration of the startup. 

D. An explanation whether similar incidents could 
be prevented or ameliorated in the future and 
if so, a description of the actions taken or to 
be taken to prevent similar incidents in the 
future. 

e . Records for Malfunctions or Breakdowns 

Pursuant to 35 IAC 201.263, the Permittee shall maintain 
records of continued operation of the affected boilers as 
addressed by Condition 7.10.3(j), during malfunctions or 
breakdowns, which at a minimum, shall include the following 
records. The preparation of these records shall be 
completed within 45 days of an incident, unless the 
Permittee conducts a root cause analysis for the incident, 
in which case the preparation of these records, other than 
the root cause analysis, shall be completed within 120 days 
of the incident. 

i. Date, time and duration of the incident. 

ii. A detailed description of the incident, including: 
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A. A chronology of significant events during and 
leading up to the incident. 

B. Relevant operating data for the unit , including 
informatio n such as operator log entries and 
directives provided by management during the 
incident. 

C. The measures taken to reduce the quantity of 
emissions and the duration of the incident 
including the resources utilized to address the 
incident. 

D. The magnitude of emissions during the incident. 

iii . An explanatio n why continued operation of an affected 
boiler was necessary to prevent personnel injury or 
prevent equipment damage . 

iv . A discussion of the cause(s) or probable cause(s) of 
the incident including the following : 

A. Whether the incident was sudden , unavoidable, 
or preventable, including: 

1. Why the equipment design did not prevent 
the incident; 

2. Why better mainte nance could not have 
avoided the incide nt; 

3. Why better operating practices could not 
have avo ided the incident; and 

4 . Why there was no advance indication for 
the incident. 

B. Whether the incident stemmed from any activity 
or event that c ould have been foreseen , avoided 
or planned f or. 

C . Whether the incident was o r is part of a 
recurring pattern indicative of inadequate 
design , operation o r maintenance. 

v . A description of any steps taken o r to be taken to 
prevent similar future incidents o r reduce their 
frequency and severity . 

vi . As an alternative t o keeping the records required by 
Condition 7.10 . 9(e) (iv) , the Permittee may perform a 
root cause analysis. For this purpose , a root cause 
analysis is an analysis whose purpose is to 
determine, correc t and eliminate the primary causes 
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of the incident and the excess emissions resulting 
there from. If the Permittee performs a root cause 
analysis method that would define the problem, define 
all causal relationships, provide a causal path to 
the root cause, delineate the evidence, and provide 
solutions to prevent a recurrence. Such an analysis 
shall be completed within one year of the incident. 

f. Records for the emission testing conducted on the affected 
boilers. 

g. If the Permittee operates under manufacturer's 
specifications or manufacturer's instructions , such 
manufacturer's documentation shall be kept at the source as 
part of the required records. 

h. Unless an affected boiler is operating as a blast furnace 
gas fuel-fired boiler, as defined in 40 CFR 63.7575, or is 
otherwise exempt, beginning on the compliance date of this 
NESHAP for existing sources, the Permittee must keep 
records in accordance with 40 CFR 63.7555(a) through (h) as 
applicable. 

7.10.10 Reporting Requirements 

a. i. The Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, 
Air Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations 
of the affected boilers and affected cooling tower 
from the following applicable requirements unless a 
NESHAP standard specifies a different time frame, 
pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7.10.3(b), (d) and 
(e) through (h). 

B. Requirements in Condition 7.10.5. 

c. Requirements in Condition 7.10.6. 

ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6 . 1. 

b. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance 
Section, of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8,6,1. 

c . All deviation reports described in Condition 7 . 10.lO(a) and 
(b) above shall contain the following: 

i. Date, time and duration of the deviation; 

ii. Description of the deviation; 
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iii. Probable cause of the deviation ; and 

iv . Any corrective actions or preventive measures taken . 

d. Reporting on the State malfunction and breakdown 
authorization shall be performed in accordance with 
Condition 5.10.5-2. 

e. For affected Power Boiler #1 , the Permittee shall comply 
with the applicable reporting requirements of the NSPS , as 
specified in 40 CFR 60.7 and 60.49b . 

f, Unless an affected boiler is operating as a blast furnace 
gas fuel-fired boiler , as defined in 40 CFR 63.7575 , or is 
otherwise exempt , beginning on the compliance date of this 
NESHAP for existing sources, the Permittee must report each 
instance in which it did not meet each emission limit and 
operating limit in Tables 1 through 4 to 40 CFR 63 Subpart 
DDDDD that are applicable . These instances are deviations 
from the established emission limits . These deviations 
must be reported according to the requirements in 40 CFR 
63.7550. 

g. Reporting on the State startup authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10.5-1. 

h. Reporting on the federal SSM authorization shall be 
performed in accordance with Condition 5.10.5-3. 

7 .10 .11 Compliance Procedures 

For affected boilers, compliance with the applicable standards 
of Condition 7.10.3 , the work practice requirements of Condition 
7 . 10.5-1 , and the production/operating and the emission limits 
of Condition 7 . 10.6 is addressed by the work practices, testing, 
monitoring , recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 
7.10 of this permit. 

7 . 10.12 State-Only Conditions 

a. Applicable requirements for affected Boilers #11 and #12 
from Permit 10080022: 

i, Pursuant to 35 IAC 217 . 150 , 217 . 152 , and 217 . 160, by 
the applicable compliance date for 35 IAC Part 217 
Subparts D and E, the Permittee shall comply with 
applicable requirements of these rules for the 
affected boilers, including: 

A. Compliance with the applicable NOx emissions 
limitation in lb/mmBtu, calculated in 
accordance with 35 IAC 217.164(b), on an ozone 
season (May 1 through September 30) and annual 
basis [35 IAC 217 , 164 (b) I. 
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B . Operation of each affected boiler in a manner 
consistent with good air pollution control 
practices to minimize NOx emissions (35 !AC 
217 . 150(el]. 

C. Certifying to the Illinois EPA that the 
affected boilers will be in compliance with the 
applicable emissions limitation of 35 IAC 
217.164 by the applicable compliance date (35 
IAC 217.152 and 217 . 155(b)] . 

D. Installation, operation and maintenance of a 
Continuous Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) on 
each affected boiler to measure emissions of NOx, 
with accompanying recordkeeping and reporting for 
the operation and maintenance of each CEMS (35 
IAC 217.157(a) (2) and 217.156(b) (9), (b) (10) and 
( j ) l • 

ii. Recordkeeping Requirements (39.5(7) (e) of the Act] 

Beginning on the compliance date of 35 IAC 217 
Subparts D and E , the Permittee shall keep the 
following records for each Boiler #11 and #12 : 

A . Usage of each type of fuel (natural gas, coke 
oven gas and blast furnace gas) , in million ft 3 

per month and million ft 3 per year. 

B. The actual heat input in mmBtu per ozone season 
and rnmBtu per year , for each fuel , with 
supporting documentation for the heat content 
of each fuel . 

C. The applicable NOx emission limitation in 
lb/mmBtu for each ozone season and each 
calendar year, calculated in accordance with 35 
IAC 217 . 164 (b) . 

D. The average hourly NOx emission data. 

E. The ozone season and annual NOx emissions 
(pounds) . 

F. The ozone season average and annual average NOx 
emission rates (lbs/mmBtu heat input) 
calculated within 30 days of the end of the 
averaging periods (i . e . calculated by October 
30 for ozone season averaging period and by 
January 30 for annual averaging period). 
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G. Inspection, maintenance, and repair logs with 
dates and the nature of such activities for 
each affected boiler. 

iii. Reporting Requirements (39.5(7) (f) of the Act) 

If there is any deviation of the requirements of 
Condition 7.10.12 , the Permittee shall promptly 
report to the Illinois EPA as specified below and 
report shall include a description of the deviation, 
the probable cause of the deviation, corrective 
actions taken, and any preventive measures taken: 

A. Deviations from the NOx emission limitation in 
35 IAC 217.164(b) shall be reported within 30 
days of such occurrence. 

B. Other deviations shall be reported in a semi­
annual report. 

7.10.13 Construction Permit Conditions for Equipment that is not yet 
built 

Applicable requirements for portable Boilers #1 through #4 from 
Permit 10100042: 

a . Pursuant to the NSPS, 40 CFR 60.ll(d), at all times the 
Permittee shall, to the extent practicable , maintain and 
operate each portable boiler in a manner consistent with 
good air pollution control practices for minimizing 
emissions. 

b. Pursuant to 35 IAC 216.121 , the emission of carbon monoxide 
(CO) from each portable boiler shall not exceed 200 ppm, 
corrected to 50 percent excess air. 

c . pursuant to 35 IAC 212.123(a) , the opacity of the exhaust 
from each portable boiler shall not exceed 30 percent , 
except as provided in 35 IAC 212.123(b). 

d . This permit is issued based on the emissions of HAPs as 
listed in Section 112(b) of the Clean Air Act from the 
affected boilers being less than 10 tons per year of a 
single HAP and 25 tons per year of any combinations of such 
HAPs, so that these boilers are considered a minor source 
for HAPs. 

e. This permit is issued based on the portable boilers not 
being subject to the control requirements of 35 IAC 217, 
Subparts D and E, which establish requirements that reflect 
Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for boilers 
related to emission of nitrogen oxide (NOxl. This is 
because the NOx emissions from each portable boiler are 
restricted to less than 15 tons per year and to less than 5 
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tons per ozone season, pursuant to 35 !AC 217.lSO(a), as 
addressed further. 

f . Natural gas shall be the only fuel fired in the portable 
boilers. 

g. The maximum design heat input capacity of each portable 
boiler, as defined by the NSPS, 40 CFR 60 . 41c, shall not 
exceed 100 mmBtu/hour. 

h . 

Note: If a portable boiler were to have a heat input 
capacity of greater than 100 mmBtu/hr , it would be subject 
to the NSPS, 40 CFR 60 Subpart Db, rather than Subpart De. 

i. The total consumption of natural gas by the portable 
boilers shall not exceed 1,738 million scf per year, 
combined. 

ii. Beginning Calendar year 2012 or such later date, the 
natural gas usage by each portable boiler shall not 
exceed 812 million scf per year and 267 million scf 
during each ozone season (May 1 through September 
30). 

i . The portable boilers shall only be used to address 
interruptions in the normal steam supply to the Gra nite City 
Works. For this purpose, the portable boilers and exist i ng 
boilers may operate simultaneously, as may be needed to 
ensure availability of the portable boilers and facilitate 
transitions between existing b o ilers and the portable 
boilers . 

j . i. Short-term emissions from each portable boiler sha l l 
not exceed 0.036 lb of NOx/ mmBtu and 3.6 and 3.8 
lbs/hour , for NOx and CO , respectively. 

ii . Annual emissions from the portable boilers, combined 
shall not exceed the following l i mi ts. These limits 
are established based on total f ue l usage of 1,738 
million scf per year. Compliance with these 
limitations and the annual fuel consumption limit 
shall be determined from a running total of 12 months 
of data. 

Emission Limit 
Pollutant (ton/year) 
NOx 31. 9 
co 33.2 
VOM 3. 5 
PM/PM / PM .. 1. 1 
so 1. 3 
Individual HAP 1. 8 
Total HAP 3.5 
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Individual HAP refers to individual pollutants , 
such as formaldehyde , Benzene , Toluene, Hexane, 
etc . 

k . Beginning Calendar Year 2012 , the NOx emissions of each 
portable boiler shall be less than the applicability 
thresholds of 35 IAC 217 , Subparts D and E , i . e ., less than 
15 tons per year and less than 5 tons during each ozone 
season . 

1 . The Permittee shall operate and maintain the portable 
boilers in accordance with good air pollution control 
practices to assure proper functioning of equipment and 
minimize malfunctions , including maintaining the boiler in 
accordance with written procedures developed for this 
purpose. 

m. Within 90 days after a written request from the Illinois EPA 
or such later date agreed to by the Illinois EPA , the 
Permittee shall have NOx and CO emissions of portable 
boiler(s) , as specified in the request , measured by an 
independent testing service approved by the Illinois EPA. 

n . The Permittee shall maintain the following records for the 
portable boilers : 

i. A file containing the following information : 

A. The maximum design heat input capacity of each 
portable boiler , mmBtu/hour , with supporting 
documentation . 

B . The maximum fuel fl ow rate to each portable 
boiler, in scf / hour and mmBtu/hour , with 
supporting documentation. 

C . The guarantee or other information for the NOx 
and CO emission rates of each portable boiler , 
in lb/hour and in lb/rnrnBtu (NOx only) , with 
supporting documentation . 

ii . An operating log or other records for the portable 
boilers that , at a minimum , shall include the 
following information : 

A . Information identifying each period when 
portable boiler(s) are operated , with the 
explanation why the boiler(s) need to be 
operated to maintain the normal steam supply 
for the source . 

B. If the maximum design heat input capacity of 
the portable bo iler is more than 95 mmBtu/hour , 
operating records to demonstrate that the 
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boiler is not fired at more than 100 
mmBtu/hour. 

C. Information for each startup and shutdown, 
including date , time and duration, as required 
by 40 CFR 60.7(b) . 

D. Information for any incident in which the 
operation of each portable boiler continued 
during malfunction or breakdown, as required by 
40 CFR 60.7(b). These records shall include 
date, time , and duration; a description of the 
incident; whether emissions exceeded or may 
have exceeded any applicable standard; a 
description of the corrective actions taken to 
reduce emissions and the duration of the 
incident; and a description of the preventative 
actions taken. 

iii. An inspection, maintenance, and repair log with dates 
and the nature of such activities for the portable 
boilers. 

iv. The following records for the natural gas usage of 
the portable boilers: 

A. Natural gas usage of each boiler, pursuant to 
40 CFR 60.48c(g) (scf/month). 

B. Total natural gas usage of the boilers 
(scf/year) . 

v. Records of the monthly and annual emissions of NOx, 
CO, PM/PM10/PM2.,, VOM, S02, and HAPs from the boilers 
(tons/month and tons/year), with supporting data and 
calculations. 

vi. Beginning Calendar year 2012, records of NOx emissions 
for each portable boiler for the calendar year 
(ton/year) and for the ozone season (ton/season). 

o . Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.7(a) (3) and 60.48c(a), the Permittee 
shall furnish the Illinois EPA with written notification of 
initial startup of each portable boiler. This notification 
shall be submitted within 15 days after the initial startup 
of the portable boiler, postmarked by such date, and 
include the following information. For this purpose, a 
separate notification shall be provided each time that 
portable boiler(s} are installed at the Granite City Works. 

i . The design heat input capacity of the boiler and 
identification of the fuels to be combusted in the 
boiler , pursuant to 40 CFR 60 . 48c(a) (1). 
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ii. The annual capacity factor at which the Permittee 
anticipates operating the boiler based on fuel fi red, 
pursuant to 40 CFR 60. 48c (a) (3) • 

iii. With the notification required from above, the 
Permittee shall also provide the manufacturer an d 
serial number of portable boiler (s) . 

p . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA of deviations ot 
the portable boilers with the requirements o f Condition 
7.10.13 within 30 days of an occurrence. Reports shall 
describe the deviation , the probable cause o f such deviations, 
the corrective actions taken, and any preventive measures 
taken . 
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7 .1 1 Internal Combustion Engine 

7,11.1 Description 

A diesel fuel fired emergency engine-generator is used for power 
outages at the facility. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable . 

7 . 11.2 List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Engine Emergency Engine-Generator 2001 None 

(maximum power output 
3 , 500 HP) 

7 . 11.3 Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a . The "affected engine" for the purpose of these unit­
specific conditions , is the emission unit described in 
Conditions 7.11.1 and 7.11.2. 

b. The affected engine is subject to 35 IAC 212 . 458 (b) (7) and 
(c) , which provides that its PM1 emissions shall not exceed 
22.9 mg/scm (0.01 gr/scf) , provided however that this limit 
shall not apply if there are no visible emissions , except 
if a stack test is performed . The absence of visible 
emissions is not a defense to a finding violation. 

c. The affected engine is subject to 35 IAC 212.123(a), which 
provides that no person shall cause or allow the emission 
of smoke or other particulate matter , with an opacity 
greater than 30 percent, into the atmosphere from any 
emission unit other than those emission units subject to 
the requirements of 35 IAC 212.122 , except as allowed by 35 
IAC 212.123(b) and 212 . 124. 

ct. The affected engine is subject to 35 IAC 214 . 301 and 35 IAC 
214 . 304/214.122, which provides that no person shall cause 
or allow the emission of sulfur dioxide into the atmosphere 
from any process emission source to exceed 2000 ppm and 
from any fuel burning process emission unit burning 
distillate oil to exceed 0 , 3 lbs/mmBtu. 

7.11.4 Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a . The affected engine is not subject to 40 CFR Part 63 
Subpart zzzz because it is not a spark ignition engine. 

b, The affected engine is not subject to 40 CFR Part 60 
Subpart IIII, because the affected engine was manufactured 
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before 2006 and was not modified or reconstructed 
thereafter, so does not meet applicable criteria in 40 CFR 
60.4200(a) . 

c. The affected engine is not subject to 35 IAC Part 217 , 
because the affected engine is not a type of process 
emission unit addressed by Part 217 . 

ct . The affected engine is not subject to the requirements of 
35 IAC 212 . 321 because it does not have a process weight 
rate as defined in 35 IAC 211 . 5250. 

e. The affected engine is not subject to 35 IAC 216 . 121 , 
because the affected engine is not by definition a fuel 
combustion emission unit. 

f. 35 IAC 212 . 324 is not applicable to the affected engine 
pursuant to 35 IAC 212.324(a) (3), because the affected 
engine is subject to 35 IAC 212 . 458 (b) (7), an emission 
limitation in 35 IAC Part 212, Subpart R, 

7 .11. 5 Control Requirements and Work Practices 

The operation of the emergency generator is limited to 500 hours 
per year (00060003 , Tl). 

7 . 11 . 6 Production and Emission Limitations from Permit 00060003 [Tl) 

a. Emissions o f the affected engine shall not exceed the 
following limits : 

Emissions Emissions 
Pollutant (lbs/hr) (T/yr) 

PM 2.48* 0.62 
co 21. 11 * 5.3 
NOx 79.49* 19.9 
SO2 12.54 3. 1 

Operation at a level of 10 percent higher than the 
applicable hourly emissions limits above is allowed 
during startup . 

b . Compliance with annual limits shall be determined on a 
monthly basis from the sum of the data for the current 
month plus the preceding 11 months (running 12 month total) 
[Tl). 

7.11.7 Testing Requirements 

Upon the written request from the Illinois EPA, the emission 
tests shall be conducted by the Permittee for the affected 
engine to verify compliance with emission limits in Condition 
7 . 11.6 as follows [Sections 39 . 5(7)(c), (d) and (p) o f the 
Act) . 
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a. The following USEPA test methods shall be used , unless 
another USEPA method is approved by the Illinois EPA. 

Location of Sample Points 
Gas Flow and Velocity 
Flue Gas Weight 
Moisture 
PM 
NOx 
co 

b . Observations of opacity shall be 
emission tests in accordance with 

Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 
Method 

conducted 
Method 9 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
7E or 19 
10 or 10B 

during these 
and the results 

of these observations included in the reports for emission 
testing. 

c. For this emission testing , test n o tifications and reporting 
shall be done by the Permittee in accordance with 
Conditions 8.6.2 and 8.6.3 o f this permit . 

7 . 11.8 Monitoring Requirements 

a. The Permittee shall perform annual sampling and analysis 
for sulfur content (lbs/mmBtu) in the fuel for the affected 
engine or obtain a certification for each fuel supplied 
delivery for the affected engine [ Section 39. 5 (7) (d) of 
the Act]. 

b. The Permittee shall c o nduct ~pacity observations for the 
affected engine in accordance with Method 9 on an annual 
basis if the affected engine starts for purposes of 
reliability testing. The duration of Method 9 test shall 
be equal t o 30 minut0 s ~r the duration of the reliability 
test, whichever is less [Section 39 . 5 (7) (p) of the Act]. 

7 . 11 . 9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected engine , pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (7) (a) and (e) of 
the Act: 

a. A file for the affected engine containing : 

i. The manufacturer ' s emission guarantees or emission 
data for the engine , for PM, CO and NOx, both during 
normal operation and startup (lbs/hour and 
lbs/gallon) and manufacturer's data for fuel 
consumption and exhaust flow rate from the engine, 
with supporting documentation . 

ii. Engineering calculations to demonstrate that PM 
emissions comply with 35 IAC 212.458 (bl (7) and to 
determine the greatest sulfur content (lbs/mmBtu) in 
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fuel with which compliance with 35 IAC 214.301 and 35 
IAC 214 . 304/214 . 122 would be shown. 

iii. The emission rate(s) used by the Permittee to 
determine emissions of the affected engine when these 
rates are different from the manufacturer's rates , 
accompanied by supporting documentation . Copies of 
these records shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA, 
with initial records submitted within 15 days of the 
date that the records are prepared or 30 days after 
the effective date of this permit, whichever is later 
and subsequent revisions to these records submitted 
within 15 days of the date that the Permittee 
completes preparation of revised records. 

b. Records of fuel consumption (gal/month and gal/year) 

c. Records of hours of operation (hrs/yr) 

d. Records for number of startups. 

e. Records for the sulfur content (lbs/mmBtu) of fuel as 
determined by sampling and analyses of fuel or copies of 
supplier certifications for sulfur content of fuel and 
identification of any use of oil whose sulfur content 
exceeded the level for compliance, as determined pursuant 
to Condition 7.11.9(a) (ii). 

f. Records of emissions of PM, CO, NOx and S01 (tons/month and 
tons/year) from the engine with supporting calculations. 
For this purpose, PM, CO and NOx emissions shall be 
calculated from fuel usage and number of startups and the 
manufacturer's emission guarantees for emission rates or 
such higher emission rate(s) that accurately reflect actual 
operation of the engine . SO2 emissions shall be calculated 
from the sulfur content of the fuel and fuel usage , 
assuming complete conversion of sulfur to SO2, 

g. Records for stack tests and opacity observations. 

7 .11. 10 Reporting Requirements 

a. Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (fl (ii) of the Act, the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section, within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected engine as follows: 

A. Requirements in Condition 7.11.3(b), ( c) and 
(d) . 

B. Re q uirements in Condition 7.11.5. 

c . R~ q uirc ments in Condition 7.11.6. 
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ii. All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6.1 . 

b. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance 
Section, of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8.6.1. 

c. All deviation reports described in Condition 7.11 . 10 above 
shall contain the following: 

i . Date, time and duration of the deviation ; 

ii. Description of the deviation; 

iii. Probable cause of the deviation; and 

iv . Any corrective action or preventive measures taken . 

7.11 . 11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected engine. 

7.11.12 Compliance Procedures 

For the affected engine, compliance with the applicable 
standards of Condition 7 . 11 . 3 , the control/work practice 
requirements of Condition 7 . 11.5, and the production/emission 
limits of Condition 7.11 . 6 is addressed by testing, monitoring, 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements in Section 7.11 of this 
permit. 

7.11.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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7,12 Gasoline Storage and Dispensing 

7.12 . 1 Description 

Gasoline storage and dispensing is conducted for the Permittee's 
fleet of gasoline fueled vehicles, There are several such 
stations at the facility, so that fleet vehicles do not have to 
travel on public roads to reach the fueling stations. 

Note! This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

7.12.2 List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Gasoline Four storage tanks N/A Control 
Storage located at: Practices: 

Storeroom (1,000 Submerged 
gallons capacity) ; loading pipe 

Machine Shop (1 , 000 (all tanks) 
gallons capacity) ; and Stage I 

Wastewater Facility system (tanks 
(250 gallons with 1,000 
capacity) ; gallons 

Blast Furnace capacity) 
Facility(l,000 gallons 

capacity) 

7,12 . 3 Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a. The "affected gasoline storage tanksn, for the purpose of 
these unit-specific conditions are the tanks described in 
Conditions 7 . 12.1 and 7.12.2 above. 

b. The affected gasoline storage tank at the wastewater 
facility is subject to the following: 

No person shall cause or allow the loading of any organic 
material into any stationary tank having a storage capacity 
of greater than 946 1 (250 gal) , unless such tank is 
equipped with a permanent submerged loading pipe [35 IAC 
219.122(b)] .. 

c. Pursuant to 35 IAC 219.583(c) (1), the affected gasoline 
storage tanks at the storeroom , machine shop and blast 
furnace facility are subject to the following requirements 
of 35 IAC 219 . 583 (a) : No person shall cause or allow the 
transfer of gasoline from any delivery vessel into any 
stationary storage tank at a gasoline dispensing facility 
unless : 
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i. The tank is equipped with a submerged loading pipe 
(35 IAC 219 . 583(a) (1)]. 

ii. The vapors displaced from the storage tank during 
filling are processed by a vapor control system (35 
IAC 219.583(a) (2)). 

iii. All tank vent pipes are equipped with pressure/vacuum 
relief valves that are designed and shall be set to 
resist a pressure of at least 3.5 inches water column 
and to resist a vacuum of no less than 6,0 inches 
water column (35 IAC 219.583(a) (3)]. 

d. Pursuant to 35 IAC 219.585(a), all the affected gasoline 
storage tanks are subject to the following: No person 
shall sell, offer for sale, dispense, supply, offer for 
supply , or transport for use in Illinois gasoline whose 
Reid vapor pressure exceeds the applicable limitations set 
forth below during the regulatory control periods, which 
shall be June 1 to September 15. 

l. The Reid vapor pressure of gasoline, 
volatility, shall not exceed 7.2 psi 
during the regulatory control period 
219.585 (b) I. 

a measure of its 
(9 . 68 kPa) 

[35 !AC 

ii. The Reid vapor pressure of ethanol blend gasolines 
having at least nine percent (9%) but not more than 
ten percent (10%) ethyl alcohol by volume of the 
blended mixture, shall not exceed the limitations for 
gasoline set forth in Condition 7 . 12.2(d)(i) above by 
more than 1 . 0 psi (6.9 kPa) [35 IAC 219.585(c) I. 

7 . 12 . 4 Non-Applicability of Regulations of Concern 

a. This permit is issued based on the affected gasoline 
storage tank not being subject to the NSPS for Volatile 
Organic Liquid Storage Vessels (Including Petroleum Liquid 
Storage Vessels) , 40 CfR Part 60 , Subpart Kb, because each 
tank is less than 40 cubic meters (10,566 gallons), 

b. This permit is issued based on the affected gasoline 
storage tanks not being subject to 35 IAC 219.121, because 
each affected tank is less than 40,000 gallons (35 IAC 
219.121]. 

c. This permit is issued based on the affected gasoline 
storage tanks not being subject to 35 !AC 219.122(a), 
because each affected tank is less than 40,000 gallons [35 
IAC 219 .122). 

d. The affected gasoline storage tanks are not subject to 35 
IAC 219.301 because the affected gasoline storage tanks do 
not use organic material. In addition, the storage tanks 
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are regulated by 35 IAC 219.1 22(b) and 35 !AC 
219.583 (c) (1) . 

e. The affected gasoline sto rage and dispensing operations are 
not part of a bulk gasoline plant (35 IAC 219.581) or bulk 
gasoline terminals (35 IAC 219,582) pursuant to relevant 
definitions in 35 IAC Part 2 11. 

f. This permit is issued based o n the gasoline storage and 
dispensing operations perfo rmed at wastewater facility not 
being subject to 35 IAC 219 . 583 (a) (2) and (al (3) pursuant 
to 35 IAC 219 . 583(b) (3) , because the tank capacity is less 
than 575 gallo ns . 

g. The affected gasoline storage tanks are not eligible for 
the exemption from the permitting in 35 IAC 219,583(el 
because they are not located at retail dispensing 
operations , as defined at 35 IAC 211.5630. 

7.12.5 Control Req uirements and Work Practices 

The affected gasoline sto rage tanks (other than the affected 
gasoline storage tank at the wastewater facility) are subject to 
the following contro l requirements and work practices: 

a. Pursuant to 35 IAC 219 . 583(cl, each owner of a gasoline 
dispensing operation shall: 

i. Install all control systems and make all process 
modifications required by Condition 7.12.3(c) (see 
also 35 !AC 219 . 583(a)) (35 IAC 219 . 583(c) (l)) ; 

ii. Provide instructions to the operator of the gasoline 
dispensing operation describing necessary maintenance 
operations and procedures for prompt notification of 
the owner in case of any malfunction of a vapor 
control system (35 IAC 219. 583 (c) (2) I; and 

iii. Repair, replace or modify any worn out or 
malfunctioning component or element of design (35 
I AC 219 . 5 8 3 ( c) ( 3) I • 

b . Pursuant to 35 IAC 219.583(dl , each operator of a gasoline 
dispensing operation shall : 

i . Maintain and operate each vapor control system in 
accordance with the owner's instructions [35 IAC 
219 . 583(d) (1) I; 

ii. Promptly notify the owner of any scheduled 
maintenance or malfunction requiring replacement or 
repair of a major component of a vapor control system 
(35 IAC 219 . 583(d) (2)); 
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iii . Maintain gauges, meters or other specified testing 
devices in proper working order (35 IAC 
21 9 . 5 8 3 ( d) ( 3) J ; and 

iv. Pursuant to 35 IAC 219.583(d) (4), operate the vapor 
collection system and delivery vessel unloading 
points in a manner that prevents: 

A. A reading equal to or greater than 100 percent 
of the lower explosive limit (LEL measured as 
propane) when tested in accordance with the 
procedure described in EPA 450/2-78-051 
Appendix B (35 IAC 219.583(d) (4) (A)]; and 

B . Avoidable leaks of liquid during the filling of 
storage tanks [35 IAC 214 . 583 (d) (4) (B)]. 

v. Within 15 business days after discovery of the leak 
by the owner , operator , or the Agency, repair and 
retest a vapor collection system which exceeds the 
limits of Condition 7.12 . 5(iv) above (35 IAC 
219.583(d) (5)]. 

c . Pursuant to 35 IAC 219 . 584(a), the Permittee shall ensure 
that each gasoline delivery vessel that comes on to the 
property to fill the affected gasoline storage tanks at the 
storeroom, machine shop, or blast furnace facility are 
complying with the following: 

i. Shall have a vapor space connection that is equipped 
with fittings which are vapor tight; 

ii . Shall have its hatches closed at all times during 
unloading operations , unless a top loading vapor 
recovery system is used; 

iii. Shall not internally exceed a gauge pressure of 18 
inches of water or a vacuum of 6 inches of water; 

iv. Shall be designed and maintained to be vapor tight at 
all times during normal operations; 

v. Shall not be refilled in Illinois at other than a 
bulk gasoline terminal that complies with the 
requirements of 35 IAC 219 . 582 or a bulk gasoline 
plant that complies with the requirements of 35 IAC 
219.58l(b). 

vi. Shall have a sticker affixed to the tank adjacent to 
the tank manufacturer's data plate which contains the 
tester's name, the tank identification number and the 
date of the test. The sticker shall be in a form 
prescribed by the Illinois EPA. 
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7 . 12 . 6 Production and Emission Limitations 

Production and emission limitations are not set for the affected 
gasoline storage tanks . 

7 . 12.7 Testing Requirements 

a. Pursuant to 35 219 . 583(al (4) , the Permittee shall 
demonstrate compliance with the pressure/vacuum relief 
valves specifications of Condition 7 . 12 . 3 (c) (iii) at a 
gasoline dispensing operation by measuring and recording 
the pressure indicated by a pressure/vacuum gauge at each 
tank vent pipe 30 days after installation of each 
pressure/vacuum relief valve 1 and at least annually 
thereafter . The test shall be performed on each tank vent 
pipe within two hours after product delivery into the 
respective storage tank. For manifold tank vent systems, 
observations at any point within the system shall be 
adequate. 

b. The Permittee shall test the relief valves whenever there 
is a modification of an existing vapor control system 
(39 . 5(7) (d) and (p) of the Act]. 

7.12.8 Monitoring Requirements 

The Permittee shall perform the following monitoring pursuant to 
Sections 39.5(7) (a) and (dl of the Act . 

a. The Permittee shall perform semi-annual inspections of the 
gasoline storage and dispensing operations at the 
storeroom, machine shop and blast furnace while the tank is 
being filled . 

i. Retractors , hoses , breakaways , swivels 

ii. Adapters, vapor caps , rubber gaskets , and spill 
containment buckets 

b . The Permittee shall perform an annual inspection of the 
gasoline storage tank at wastewater facility and dispensing 
operation to ensure that a submerged loading pipe is 
physically present and the condition of the pipe for 
integrity. 

7 . 12.9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected gasoline storage tanks, pursuant to Sections 
39.5(7)(al and (e) of the Act : 

a . Records of the testing and repair of the vapor collection 
system and pressure/vacuum relief valves, pursuant to 
Condition 7.12 . 7. 

299 



R003415

b. Records of gasoline throughput (gallons per month and 
gallons per year) , 

c . ror the affected gasoline storage tanks during the 
regulatory control period , the Permittee shall keep the 
following records: 

i. Retain a copy of an invoice , bill of lading , or other 
documentation used in normal business practice 
stating that the Reid vapor pressure of the gasoline 
complies with the Reid vapor pressure standard as 
provided in 35 IAC 219. 585 (h) ( 1) (A) ; 

ii . Maintain records on the Reid vapor pressure , quantity 
received and date of delivery of any gasoline or 
ethanol blends arriving at the gasoline operation 
(35 !AC 219.585(h) (2) J. 

d. Copies of the annual certification(s) from the supplier of 
gasoline that all the delivery vessels have been tested and 
are in compliance with the requirements of Condition 
7.12 . 5(c). 

e . A copy of operating and maintenance procedures and 
instructions for the tanks and vapor control systems . 

f. Records for all inspections. 

7.12.10 Reporting Requirements 

a . i. Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA , Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations by 
the affected gasoline storage tanks from applicable 
requirements, as follows : 

A , Requirements in Condition 7 . 12 . 3(b) through 
(d). 

B . Requirements in Condition 7 . 12.S(a) and (b). 

ii , All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6 . 1 . 

b. The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA, Air Compliance 
Section , of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8.6.1. 

c. All deviation reports described in Condition 7.12.10 above 
shall contain the following: 

i. Date , time and duration of the deviation; 
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ii . Description of the deviation; 

iii . Probable cause of the deviation; and 

iv . Any corrective action or preventive measures taken . 

7.12.11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

Operational flexibility is not set for the affected gasoline 
storage tanks . 

7.12.12 Compliance Procedures 

For the affected gasoline storage tanks , compliance with the 
applicable standards of Condition 7.12.3 is addressed by the 
work practices , testing , monitoring , recordkeeping and reporting 
requirements described in Section 7 . 12 of this permit. 

7 . 12.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established . 
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7.13 Fugitive Dust 

7,13.1 Description 

Fugitive dust is emitted from vehicle traffic, unloading 
operations, wind erosion of piles, roadways, parking lots and 
other open areas at the facility . The source also emits 
fugitive dust from an on-site landfill for furnace dusts and 
other industrial wastes. 

Note: This narrative description is for informational purposes 
only and is not enforceable. 

7.13.2 List of Emission Units and Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Emission 
Emission Date Control 

Unit Description Constructed Equipment 
Fugitive Landfill N/A N/A 

Emissions 
Vehicular Traffic on 

Roadways, Parking Lots 
and Other Open Areas 

Unloading Operations 

Storage Piles and 
associated activities 

Beaching Areas 

7.13.3 Applicable Provisions and Regulations 

a . The "affected activitiesu for the purpose of these unit­
specific conditions , are the activities described in 
Conditions 7.13.1 and 7 . 13.2 above. 

b . The affected activities are subject to 35 IAC 212.306 which 
provides that all normal traffic pattern roads and parking 
facilities which are located on mining or manufacturing 
property shall be paved or treated with water , oils or 
chemical dust suppressants. All paved areas shall be 
cleaned on a regular basis. All areas treated with water, 
oils or chemical dust suppressants shall have the treatment 
applied on a regular basis , as needed , in accordance with 
the operating program required by 35 IAC 212.309, 212.310 
and 212.312. 

c . All storage pil~s o f materials with uncontrolled emissions 
of fugitive partic ulate matter in excess of 45.4 Mg per 
year (50 T/ yr) which are located within a source whose 
potential particulate emissions from all emission units 
exceed 90.8 Mg/yr (100 T/yr) shall be protected by a cover 
o r sprayed with a surfactant solution or water on a regular 
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basis, as needed, or treated by an equivalent method, in 
accordance with the operating program required by 35 IAC 
212 . 309, 212.310 and 212.312 of 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart K 
(35 IAC 212 .304 (al]. 

d . Applicable emission limitations established by 35 IAC 
212.316 : 

i . Emission Limitations for Storage Piles . No person 
shall cause or allow fugitive particulate matter 
emissions from any storage pile to exceed an opacity 
of 10 percent, to be measured four ft from the pile 
surface. 

ii . Additional Emissions Limitations for the Granite City 
Vicinity as defined in 35 IAC 212.316(e) (1): 

Emissions Limitations for Roadways or Parking Areas 
Located at Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing 
Plants . No person shall cause or allow fugitive 
particulate matter emissions from any roadway or 
parking area located at a slag processing facility or 
integrated iron and steel manufacturing plant to 
exceed an opacity of 5 percent. 

iii, Pursuant to 35 IAC 212 .316(f), emission limitation 
f o r all other activities (see the definition for 
emission unit in 35 IAC 211 .1950). Unless an 
activity has been assigned a particulate matter , PM , 
or fugitive particulate matter emissions limitation 
elsewhe re in 35 IAC 21 2 .316 o r in Subparts R or S of 
35 IAC Part 21 2 , n o pers on shall cause or allow 
fugitive particulate matter emissions from any such 
activity to exceed an opa c ity of 20 percent. 

e. All conveyo r loading operati ons t o st orage piles specified 
in 35 IAC 2 12 . 304 shall utilize spray systems, telescopic 
chutes , stone ladde rs o r o ther equivalent methods in 
accordance with the operating program required by 35 IAC 
212.309 , 212,310 and 21 2 . 31 2 [35 IAC 212 , 305]. 

7 . 13 . 4 Non-Applicabilit y o f Regulati ons o f Concern 

The landfill operated on the site is n ot subject to 35 IAC Part 
220 for municipal waste landfills . The landfill serves only the 
needs for Permittee ' s operati ons in accepting industrial waste 
generated on-site and no municipal or any off-site waste is 
accepted by this landfill. 

7 .13 . 5 Control Re quirements and Work Practices 

a. Pursuant t o p e rmit #95 01 00 01 [Tl], the Permittee shall 
comply with the f o llowing on-site and off-site fugitive 
dust contro l requirements: 
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i. On-site fugitive dust control 

A. The Permjttee shall sweep or flush at least 
every day the paved access area below the BOF 
ESP where ESP dust collection bags (i . e ., 
super-sacks , storage bags or other containers 
for ESP dust) are used , slored and transported . 

B. The Permittee shall implement a housekeeping 
program for the non-roadway areas below and 
around the BOF ESP . This program shall , at a 
minimum, contain the following: 

1 . The ground and other accessible areas 
where dust may gather shall be swept or 
cleaned at least every day ; 

2. Cleaning shall be performed in such a 
manner as to minimize the escape of dust 
into the atmosphere ; 

3 . Dust collection bags shall be inspected 
at least daily for rips , tears , or 
insecure connection to the discharge of 
the F.SP hoppers ; 

4 . Dust collection bags shall be inspected 
after removal from , and connection to , 
the discharge of the ~SP hoppers ; 

5 . Ripped or torn bags shall be taken out of 
service and transported in a covered 
truck . 

C. Unpaved Roads. for unpaved roads that are part 
of normal traffic patterns (including r oads B, 
C , E, N, F-f , and CS(2)) the Permittee shall 
apply a chemical dust suppressant at least 
three times a month , with the following 
exceptions : 

1. Road segment G- G, which shall be sprayed 
at least quarterly; 

2 . Road segment L, which shall be spray~d at 
least 4 times per month. 

3. All other unpaved roads shall b~ treated 
as necessary. 

4. Applications of suppressant may be less 
frequent than specified above if weather 
condilions, i.e. , precipitation or 
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temperature , interfere with the schedule 
for spraying , provided each such instance 
shall be recorded in accordance with the 
daily records for on-site fugitive dust 
control required by Condition 7 . 13 . 9(bl. 

D. Paved roadways and areas. Paved roadways and 
areas shall be maintained in good condition by 
the Permit tee. 

On paved roadways and other areas , the 
Permittee shall sweep or flush as follows : 

1. Road segments D, K, M, F, G, J , R, and 0 
shall be swept or flushed at least daily; 

2. Road segments P, V, w, X, z , D-D, E-E , 
and CS(l) shall be swept or flushed at 
least five days per week; 

3. Road segments Sand T shall be swept or 
flushed at least every other day; 

4 . Road segments A and H shall be swept or 
flushed at least once per month; 

5. All gate areas leading from the 
steelworks area shall be swept or flushed 
at least daily; 

6 . All gate areas leading from the iron 
making area shall be swept or flushed at 
least five times per week. 

7. The above on-site dust control measures 
shall be conducted to maximize their 
effectiveness by performing said measures 
when the roads or areas are not 
obstructed by parked vehicles and by 
preferentially using filter sweeping 
(e . g., Enviro-Whirl sweeper) for the gate 
areas , the roads and areas surrounding 
the BOPF shop and BOF ESP. 

b . The fugitive dust control measures outlined above do not 
relieve the Permittee from complying with additional 
control measures identified in the PM 10 contingency plan as 
required by Condition 5.3.3 of this permit (95010001, 
TlR] . 

c . The landfill operated by the Permittee shall not accept any 
off-site wastes, including municipal , hospital/medical or 
hazardous wastes [Section 39.5(7) (1) of the Act]. 
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d . Pursuant to the Road Cleaning Program required by Permit 
#06070088 , the Perrnittee shall comply with the following 
control requirements (for purposes of this condition 
affected road segments are those identified in Condition 
7 . 13.S(d) (iii): 

i. Good air pollution control practices shall be 
implemented to minimize and reduce nuisance dust from 
the affected road segments. 

ii . Cleaning of affected road segments shall be performed 
using vacuum cleaning equipment (such as Enviro­
Whirl) . Any dust laden air shall be vented through a 
filtering system on the vacuum cleaning equipment 
before discharge to atmosphere. 

The handling of material collected by vacuum cleaning 
equipment during road cleaning shall be enclosed or 
shall utilize spraying , pelletizing , screw conveying 
or other equivalent methods to control PM emissions 
from transfer of material for disposal. 

iii. Affected road segments shall be cleaned on the 
following frequency except during extended periods of 
inclement weather that act to prevent emissions of 
fugitive dust from the affected road segments : 

A. Cleaning on a twice weekly basis: 

Road Segment Segment Boundaries 
Madison Ave 16th & 20th Streets 
Central 20th Street Madison St. & USS Gate 
East 20th Street USS Gate & Rte 203 
21st Street Rte 203 and Monroe St. 
North Edwardsville Rd 20th & Nameoki (Rte 203) 

B. Cleaning on a twice monthly basis : 

Road Segment Segment Boundaries 
Rock Road Rte 3 & w. 20th St . (Overpass 

Approach) 
West 20th St. Rte 3 & Rock Road 
Rock Road w. 20th & Benton St. (Railroad 

Overpass) 
Niedringhaus Benton St. and 16th St . 
16th Street Niedringhaus & Madison St. 
South Edwardsville Rd 20th & Mccambridge Ave (Rte 203) 
Mccambridge Ave Edwardsville Rd (Rte 203) & 2nd 

St. 
Route 162 Nameoki Rd (Rte 203) & Railroad 

Tracks 
Benton Street Rock Rd. and Niedringhaus 
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7.13 . 6 Production and Emission Limitations 

Total fugitive emission of PM/PM10 from the roadways at the 
source shall not exceed 27 tons/year, Compliance with the 
annual limits shall be determined based on a calendar year 
pursuant to Permit 95010001 [Tl). 

7.13 . 7 Testing Requirements 

a. Opacity observations shall be conducted by a qualified 
observer in accordance with procedures published in 40 CFR 
Part 60 , Appendix A, Method 9, except as specified below . 

i. Opacity readings on each roadway or parking area 
shall be conducted at least annually. On unpaved 
roadways or parking areas , the reading shall not be 
conducted within three days of the application of any 
dust suppressants. 

ii. The Permittee shall observe, one day per calendar 
month , the opacity of emissions from each active coal 
storage pile and areas travelled by equipment hauling 
coal from these coal storage piles to coal processing 
operations unless prolonged weather conditions 
preclude scheduled observations. In addition, the 
observer shall remain in the area for at least 3 
hours to perform opacity readings on other coal piles 
which become active during this 3 hour period . 

iii. All opacity readings conducted on visible emissions 
generated by vehicular traffic on roadways , parking 
areas and heavy equipment traffic associated with 
storage piles , shall be in accordance with the 
procedures specified in 35 IAC 212.109. 

iv. All opacity readings on storage piles shall be 
measured four feet above the pile surface. The 
duration of opacity observations for each test shall 
be at least 30 minutes (five 6-minute averages) or 12 
minutes without visible emissions. 

b. Upon written request by the Illinois EPA , such testing 
shall be conducted for specific affected operations(s) 
within 45 calendar days of the request or on the date 
agreed upon by the Illinois EPA, whichever is later. As 
least 30 days prior to the scheduled test date , the 
Permittee shall submit a detailed test plan to the Illinois 
EPA, describing the manner of operations of the affected 
activity and all control measures that will be implemented 
during the testing. The results of the testing will be 
submitted within thirty calendar days of the completion of 
the tests. 
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c. The testing conditions from above are established in 
accordance with requirements of 39. 5 (7) (p) of the Act. 

d. Pursuant to Permit 06070088, the Permittee shall conduct 
silt loading measurements as follows [Tl) ( for purposes of 
this condition affected road segments are those identified 
in Condition 7. 13. 5 (d) (iii)): 

i. The Permittee shall conduct measurements of the silt 
loading on the affected road segments, with sampling 
and analysis conducted using the "Procedures for 
Sampling Surface/Bulk Dust Loading," Appendix C.1 in 
Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, USEPA, 
AP-42. A series of samples shall be taken to 
determine the average silt loading on each affected 
road segment and address the change in silt loadings 
as related to the amount and nature of vehicle 
traffic. 

ii. Measurements for "controlled" silt loading shall be 
repeated at least every three years pursuant to the 
Road Cleaning Program of Condition 7.13.S(d). 

iii. Measurements for "controlled" silt loadings shall be 
conducted upon written request by the Illinois EPA, 
as specified in the request, which shall be completed 
within 75 days of the Illinois EPA's request. 

7.13.8 Monitoring Requirements 

a. Except as provided in Condition 7.13.8(b), the Permittee 
shall perform inspections of the affected activities on at 
least a quarterly basis , including associated control 
measures, while the affected activities are in use, to 
confirm compliance with the requirements of Condition 
7.13.3. Control measures may include material 
characteristics. These quarterly inspections may be 
scheduled so that only a number of affected activities are 
reviewed during each inspection, provided however, that all 
affected activities shall be inspected at least once during 
each calendar year. for the purpose of this condition, all 
affected activities means each type of material handled. 
(Sections 39. 5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act). 

b . The Permittee shall perform inspections, on a once per 
calendar month basis, during receipt of the truck unloading 
each contracted supply of coal. 

c. As part of the inspections required by 7.13.8(a), the 
Permittee shall perform observations for visible emissions 
by Method 22. These observations shall be conducted during 
the operation of each activity for a minimum of 18 minutes, 
or for activities that operate on a batch basis, for a 
minimum of six consecutive batches. If visible emissions 
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are observed , the Permittee shall take corrective action 
within 2 hours to return the status of the operation to no 
visible emissions or observations of opacity by Method 9 
shall be conducted , For the purpose of this condition , 
returning the status of operations to no visible emissions 
does not include, for any activity , temporary idling of 
lack of operation between batches . 

d . The requirements from above are established pursuant to 
Sections 39 . 5 (7) (a) and (d) of the Act . 

7,13.9 Recordkeeping Requirements 

The Permittee shall maintain records of the following items for 
the affected areas of fugitive emissions, pursuant to Sections 
39,5(7) (a) and (e) of the Act: 

a . Records required by 35 IAC 212 . 316(g) : 

i . The owner or operator of any fugitive particulate 
matter emission unit subject to 35 IAC 212.316 shall 
keep written records of the application of control 
measures for compliance with the opacity limitations 
of 212 . 316 and shall submit to the Illinois EPA an 
annual report containing a summary of such 
information . 

ii . The records shall include at least the following: 

A. The name and address of the source ; 

B. The name and address of the owner and/or 
operator of the source; 

C. A map or diagram showing the location of all 
emission units controlled , including the 
location, identification , length , and width of 
roadways ; 

D. For each application of water or chemical 
solution to roadways by truck: the name and 
location of the roadway controlled , application 
rate of each truck , frequency of each 
application , width of each application , 
identification of each truck used , total 
quantity of water or chemical used for each 
application and , for each application of 
chemical solution, the concentration and 
identity of the chemical ; 

E . For application of physical or chemical control 
agents: the name of the agent , application rate 
and frequency , and total quantity of agent , 
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b . 

and, if diluted, percent of concentration , used 
each day; and 

F. A log recording incidents when control measures 
were not used and a statement of explanation. 

iii . Copies of all records required by 35 IAC 212.316 
shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA within ten 
(10) working days after a written request by the 
Illinois EPA and shall be transmitted to the Illinois 
EPA by a company-designated person with authority to 
release such records. 

iv. The records required under 35 IAC 212.316 shall be 
kept and maintained for at least five (5) years at 
the source and be available for inspection and 
copying by Illinois EPA representatives during 
working hours. 

The Permittee shall maintain daily records relative 
to the on-site fugitive dust control program which 
includes the following information at a minimum, 
pursuant to the Permit 95010001: 

A. The date (and time for the gate areas) each 
road or area was treated; 

B. The manner in which the road or area was 
treated (i.e., filter sweep, conventional 
sweep, suppressant spray or flush); 

C. Detailed information for use of dust 
suppressant, including but not limited to the 
application rate , dilution ratio, type of 
suppressant used, and the number of gallons of 
suppressant applied; 

D. Observations , if any, concerning the condition 
of the roadway, e.g., presence of parked 
vehicles, detection of potholes; 

E. The amount of precipitation and temperature 
recorded for each day, and if determination was 
made to suspend application of suppressant, 
include name and title of person who made 
determination to suspend application and 
explanation; and 

F. Any and all suspensions or deviatio ns from the 
work practices and control procedures of 
Condition 7.13.5, with a date, description, and 
explanation for suspension of application. 
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ii. The Permittee shall keep a record containing 
calculations and analysis for the emissions from 
roadways at the source with emissions calculation 
performed in accordance with the methodology set 
forth in Section 13.2.1 of AP-42 , to verify 
compliance with Condition 7 . 13 . 6. A copy of this 
record shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA each 
time it is prepared, with submittal made within 15 
days of the date that the Permittee completes the 
preparation of new or revised calculations and 
analysis . 

c . The Permittee shall maintain the most current versions of 
the PM10 contingency plan and the fugitive particulate 
matter control program. 

d . The Permittee shall keep records of the silt measurements 
conducted pursuant to Condition 7.13.7(d) , including 
records for the sampling and analysis activities and 
results . 

e . Recordkeeping requirements for the Road Cleaning Program 
(for purposes of this condition affected road segments are 
those identified in Condition 7.13 . S(d) (iii): 

i. A. The Permittee shall keep a record describing 
the Road Cleaning Program that at a minimum: 
identify any contractors implementing the 
program for the Permittee and their duties for 
implementing the Program under the contract; 
the equipment used by the Permittee or its 
contractor for cleaning roads , including for 
each item of equipment , a description of and 
the manufacturer's specifications for 
collection of silt from roadways and control of 
dust emissions from the cleaning process ; and 
the standards practices that are used to clean 
roads under the Program , such as type of 
equipment , and speed of travel . 

B . The Permittee shall keep records for 
implementation of the Road Cleaning Program 
that at a minimum : Identify each time that an 
affected road segment was cleaned, with a 
description of any circumstances that may have 
affected the extent or nature of cleaning; and 
identify each time that scheduled cleaning was 
not performed , with detailed explanation. 

C . The Permittee shall keep records documenting 
maintenance and repair of road cleaning 
equipment. 
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ii. The Permittee shall keep a record containing 
calculations and analysis for the annual reduction in 
emissions that is achieved by the Road Cleaning 
Program, with emissions calculation performed in 
accordance with the methodology set forth in Section 
13.2.1 of AP-42, to verify that the Road Cleaning 
Program is achieving 236.03 tons/yr reduction, total , 
of particulate matter determined as PM10 from baseline 
emission levels of 656.87 tons/year from the affected 
road segments . This record shall be prepared in 
conjunction with the measurements of "controlledn 
silt loadings required by Condition 7.13.7(d) . A 
copy of this record shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA each time it is prepared, with submittal 
made to the Illinois EPA within 15 days of the date 
that the Permittee completes the preparation of new 
or revised calculations and analysis. 

7.13.10 Reporting Requirements 

The Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , of deviations of the affected area of 
fugitive emissions with the permit requirements , pursuant to 
Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act. Reports submitted by the 
Permittee shall describe the probable cause of such deviations, 
and any corrective actions or preventive measures taken. 

a. i. Pursuant 35 IAC 212.316(g) (5) , the Permittee shall 
submit a quarterly report to the Illinois EPA stating 
the following: the dates any necessary control 
measures were not implemented , a listing of those 
control measures, the reasons that the control 
measures were not implemented, and any corrective 
actions taken. This information includes, but is not 
limited to, those dates when controls were not 
applied based on a belief that application of such 
control measures would have been unreasonable given 
prevailing atmospheric conditions, which shall 
constitute a defense to the requirements of 35 IAC 
212.316. This report shall be submitted to the 
Agency thirty (30) calendar days from the end of a 
quarter. Quarters end March 31, June 30, September 
30, and December 31. 

ii. Pursuant to permit 06070088, the Permittee shall 
submit a quarterly report to the Illinois EPA 
describing the implementation of the Road Cleaning 
Program during the previous quarter. This report 
shall at a minimum provide: the number of times each 
road segment was cleaned; the number of times that 
cleaning was not performed, with explanation; a 
description of any significant changes in road 
cleaning equipment or cleaning practices , with 
explanation; and a description of other changes to 
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b, i . 

the Road Cleaning Program, including changes in 
contractors. 

Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (f) (ii) of the Act , the 
Permittee shall promptly notify the Illinois EPA, Air 
Compliance Section , within 30 days of deviations in 
the affected areas of fugitive emissions , as follows: 

A . Requirements in Condition 7.13.J(b) through 
(el. 

B . Requirements in Condition 7 . 13 . 5 . 

c. Requirements in Condition 7 .13. 6 . 

ii . All such deviations shall be summarized and reported 
as part of the semiannual monitoring report required 
by Condition 8.6 . 1 . 

c . The Permittee shall notify the Illinois EPA , Air Compliance 
Section , of all other deviations as part of the semiannual 
monitoring reports required by Condition 8 . 6 . 1 . 

d . Deviation reports described in Condition 7 . 13 . l0(b) and (c) 
above shall contain the following: 

i . Date , time and duration of the deviation; 

ii. Description of the deviation ; 

iii . Probable cause of the deviation; and 

iv . Any corrective action or preventive measures taken. 

7 . 13 . 11 Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

a . Beaching 

The following requirements established by Permits 72080034 
and 72080036 shall be implemented : 

i . Under the following circumstances beaching of iron 
may occur : 

A - In the event that Blast Furnace A or Blast 
Furnace B must be shut down in order to cast 
the furnace dry. 

B. In the event that an interruption in the BOF 
steelmaking and/or casting operations will 
result in a temporary surplus of iron , beyond 
the capacity of the system to hold, 
necessitating beaching in order to cast the 
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furnace dry and provide the ability to safely 
shut down. 

C. In the event that the blast furnace produces 
unusable iron such as high silica or low 
temperature iron. High silica iron shall be 
blended and used to the extent possible at the 
BOF in order to reduce beaching . Low 
temperature iron shall be used at the BOF to 
the extent possible until solidification in the 
car becomes imminent. In other cases of 
unusable iron , such iron shall be used when 
possible to minimize the quantity beached. 

ii. In the event that the beaching of iron occurs the 
Permittee shall beach the iron as follows : 

A. Beaching shall be allowed only in the event 
that alternate receptacles are not available; 

B. Beaching shall be allowed only if all 
reasonable measures are taken to minimize the 
quantity of liquid metal beached , the frequency 
of a malfunction or breakdown that necessitates 
beaching, the duration beaching occurs, and the 
emissions resulting from beaching; and 

C. Beaching shall be allowed at a controlled pour 
rate not to exceed 20 tons per minute. 

b. Prior to material in the beaching pit being dug and 
transferred to vehicles for recycling to the blast 
furnaces , it shall be watered or treated with other 
equivalent techniques to minimize particulate matter 
emissions during such material handling , unless such 
measures would cause a hazard or safety issue to employees . 

7 . 13 . 12 Compliance Procedures 

a. Compliance with Condition 7.13.3(bl is addressed by the 
monitoring requirements in Condition 7.13.8(b) and the 
records in Condition 7.13.9. 

b. Compliance with Condition 7.13.3(c) , (d), 7.13.S(a) , (d) , 
and 7.13.6 is addressed by the testing in Condition 7 . 13 . 7 , 
monitoring requirements in Condition 7.13.8(a) and the 
records in Condition 7.13 . 9. 

c. Compliance with Condition 7 . 13.3(e) is addressed by the 
testing requirements Condition 7.13 . 7, monitoring in 
Condition 7 . 13.8(c) and the records in Condition 7.13.9. 
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d . Compliance with Condition 7.13 . S(c) is addressed by the 
records in Condition 7 . 13 . 9. 

7.13.13 State-Only Conditions 

State-only conditions are not being established. 
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8.0 GENERAL PERMI T CONDITIONS 

8 , 1 Permit Shield 

Pursuant to Section 39.5(7) (j) of the Act, the Permittee has requested 
and has been granted a permit shield. This permit shield provides that 
compliance with the conditions of this permit shall be deemed 
compliance with applicable requirements which were applicable as of the 
date the proposed permit for this source was issued, provided that 
either the applicable requirements are specifically identified within 
this permit , or the Illinois EPA, in acting on this permit application , 
has determined that other requirements specifically identified are not 
applicable to this source and this determination (or a concise summary 
thereof) is included in this permit. 

This permit shield does not extend to applicable requirements which are 
promulgated after May 2 , 2011 , unless this permit has been modified to 
reflect such new requirements. 

8 . 2 Applicability of Title IV Requirements (Acid Deposition Control) 

8.3 

8.4 

This source is not an affected source under Title IV of the CAA and is 
not subject to requirements pursuant to Title IV of the CAA. 

Emissions Trading Programs 

No permit revision shall be required for increases in emissions allowed 
under any USEPA approved economic incentives , marketable permits , 
emissions trading , and other similar programs or processes for changes 
that are provided for elsewhere in this permit and that are authorized 
by the applicable requirement [Section 39 .5 (7) (o) (vii) of the Act]. 

Operational Flexibility/Anticipated Operating Scenarios 

8. 4. 1 

8.4.2 

Changes Specifically Addressed by Permit 

Physical or operational changes specifically addressed by the 
conditions of this permit that have been identified as not 
requiring Illinois EPA notification may be implemented without 
prior notice to the Illinois EPA. 

Changes Requiring Prior Notification 

The Permittee is authorized to make physical or operational 
changes that contravene express permit terms without applying 
for or obtaining an amendment to this permit , provided that 
[Section 39.5(12) (a) (i) of the Act]: 

a. The changes do not violate applicable requirements; 

b. The changes do not contravene federally enforceable permit 
terms or conditions that are monitoring (including test 
methods) , recordkeeping, reporting , or compliance 
certification requirements ; 
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c, The changes do not constitute a modification under Title I 
of the CAA; 

d . Emissions will not exceed the emissions allowed under this 
permit following implementation of the physical or 
operational change; and 

e. The Permittee provides written notice to the Illinois EPA, 
Division of Air Pollution Control, Permit Section, at least 
7 days before commencement of the change. This notice 
shall: 

i . Describe the physical or operational change; 

ii. Identify the schedule for implementing the physical 
or operational change; 

iii . Provide a statement of whether or not any New Source 
Performance Standard (NSPS) is applicable to the 
physical or operational change and the reason why the 
NSPS does or does not apply; 

iv. Provide emission calculations which demonstrate that 
the physical or operational change will not result in 
a modification; and 

v. Provide a certification that the physical or 
operational change will not result in emissions 
greater than authorized under the conditions of this 
permit . 

8.5 Testing Procedures 

8 . 6 

Tests conducted to measure composition of materials , efficiency of 
pollution control devices, emissions from process or control equipment , 
or other parameters shall be conducted using standard test methods if 
applicable test methods are not specified by the applicable regulations 
or otherwise identified in the conditions of this permit. 
Documentation of the test date , conditions, methodologies , 
calculations, and test results shall be retained pursuant to the 
recordkeeping procedures of this permit, Reports of any tests 
conducted as required by this permit or as the result of a request by 
the Illinois EPA shall be submitted as specified in Conditions 8.6.3 
and 8.6.4. 

Reporting Requirements 

8. 6 .1 Monitoring Reports 

Semiannual reports, including monitoring reports summarizing 
required monitoring as specified in the conditions of this 
permit shall be submitted to the Illinois EPA, unless more 
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8.6.2 

8,6,3 

frequent submittal of such reports is required in Sections 5 or 
7 of this permit [Section 39. 5 (7) ( f) of the Act]: 

Monitoring Period 

January - June 
July - December 

Report Due Date 

July 31 
January 31 

All instances of deviations from permit requirements must be 
clearly identified in such reports . All such reports shall be 
certified in accordance with Condition 9.9. 

Test Notifications 

Unless otherwise specified elsewhere in this permit, a written 
test plan for any test required by this permit shall be 
submitted to the Illinois EPA for review at least 60 days prior 
to the testing pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (a) of the Act. The 
notification shall include at a minimum: 

a. The name and identification of the affected unit(s); 

b. The person(s) who will be performing sampling and analysis 
and their experience with similar tests; 

c. The specific conditions under which testing will be 
performed, including a discussion of why these conditions 
will be representative of maximum emissions and the means 
by which the specified operating parameters, as defined in 
Section 7 for each emission unit and any control equipment, 
will be determined; 

d. The specific determinations of emissions and operation that 
are intended to be made, including sampling and monitoring 
locations; 

e. The test method(s) that will be used, with the specific 
analysis method, if the method can be used with different 
analysis methods; 

f. Any minor changes in standard methodology proposed to 
accommodate the specific circumstances of testing, with 
justification; and 

g. Any proposed use of an alternative test method, with 
detailed justification. 

Test Reports 

Unless otherwise specified elsewhere in this permit, the results 
of any test required by this permit shall be submitted to the 
Illinois EPA within 60 days of completion of the testing. The 
test report shall include at a minimum [Section 39. 5 (7) (e) (i) of 
the Act): 
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8.6.4 

a. The name and identificati o n of the affected unit(s) ; 

b. The date and time of the sampling or measurements ; 

c . The date any analyses were performed; 

d. The name o f the company that performed the tests and /o r 
analyses ; 

e. The test and analytical methodologies used ; 

f. The results o f the tests including raw data , and/o r 
analyses including sample calculations ; 

g. The operating conditions at the time of the sampling o r 
measurements; and 

h, The name of any relevant observers present including the 
testing c ompany ' s representatives , any Illinois EPA or USEPA 
representatives , and the representatives of the source. 

Reporting Addresses 

a . Unless otherwise specified in the particular provision of this 
permit or in the written instructions distributed by the 
Illinois EPA for particular reports , reports and notifications 
shall be sent t o the Illinois EPA - Air Compliance Unit with a 
c o py sent to the Illinois EPA - Air Regional Field Office. 

b . All test protocols , test notificatio ns and test reports 
shall be sent to the Illinois EPA - Air Compliance Unit 
with a copy sent to the Illinois EPA - Air Regional Field 
Office and t o the Illinois EPA - Stack Test Specialist. 

c. As of the date of issuance of this permit, the addresses o f 
the offices that should generally be utilized f o r the 
submittal of reports and notificatio ns are as follows: 

i, Illinois EPA - Air Compliance Unit 

Illinois Enviro nmental Protection Agency 
Bureau of Air 
Compliance & Enforcement Section (MC 40) 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276 

ii . Illino is EPA - Stack Test Specialist 

Illino is Enviro nmental Protec tion Age ncy 
~ivision of Air Pollution Control 
9511 West Harrison 
Des Plaine s , Illinois 600 16 
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iii. Illinois EPA - Air Quality Planning Section 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Bureau of Air 
Air Quality Planning Section (MC 39) 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
P.O. Box 19276 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276 

iv. Illinois EPA - Air Regional Field Office 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
2009 Mall Street 
Collinsville, Illinois 62234 

v. USEPA Region 5 - Air Branch 

USEPA (AR - l 7J) 
Air & Radiation Division 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

d. Permit applications should be addressed to the Air Permit 
Section. As of the date of issuance of this permit, the 
address of the Air Permit Section is as follows: 

8.7 Title I Conditions 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Division of Air Pollution Control 
Permit Section (MC 11) 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
P.O. Box 19506 
Springfield, Illinois 62794-9506 

Notwithstanding the expiration date on the first page of this CAAPP 
permit, Title I conditions in this permit, which are identified by a 
Tl, TIN, or TlR designation, remain in effect until such time as the 
Illinois EPA takes action to revise or terminate them in accordance 
with applicable procedures for action on Title I conditions. This is 
because these conditions either: (a) incorporate conditions of earlier 
permits that were issued by the Illinois EPA pursuant to authority that 
includes authority found in Title I of the CAA (Tl conditions), (b) 
were newly established in this CAAPP permit pursuant to authority that 
includes such Title I authority (TIN conditions), or (c) reflect a 
revision or combination of conditions established in this CAAPP permit 
(TlR conditions). (See also Condition 1. 5. J 
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9.0 STANDARD PERMIT CONDITIONS 

9 . 1 Effect of Permit 

9 . 1.1 

9.1.2 

9 . 1.3 

9 .1. 4 

9 .1. 5 

The issuance of this permit does not release the Permittee from 
compliance with State and Federal regulations which are part of 
the Illinois State Implementation Plan , as well as with other 
applicable statutes and regulations of the United States or the 
State of Illinois or applicable ordinances , except as 
specifically stated in this permit and as allowed by law and 
rule. 

In particular, this permit does not alter or affect the 
following (Section 39 .5 (7} (j) (iv) of the Act) : 

a. The provisions of Section 303 (emergency powers} of the 
CAA, including USEPA' s authority under that Section; 

b. The liability of an owner or operator of a source for any 
violation of applicable requirements prior to or at the 
time of permit issuance; 

c. The applicable requirements of the acid rain program 
consistent with Section 408(a) of the CAA; and 

d. The ability of USEPA to obtain information from a source 
pursuant to Section 114 (inspections, monitoring , and 
entry) of the CAA. 

This permit and the terms and conditions herein do not affect 
the Permittee ' s past and/or continuing obligation with respect 
to statutory or regulatory requirements governing major source 
construction or modification under Title I of the CAA. Further, 
neither the issuance of this permit nor any of the terms or 
conditions of the permit shall alter or affect the liability of 
the Permittee for any violation of applicable requirements prior 
to or at the time of permit issuance. 

Except as provided by applicable law, the issuance of this 
permit by the Illinois EPA does not and shall not be construed 
as barring , diminishing, adjudicating or in any way affecting 
any currently pending or future legal , administrative or 
equitable rights or claims , actions , suits , causes of action or 
demands whatsoever that the Illinois EPA or the USEPA may have 
against the applicant including, but not limited to , any 
enforcement action authorized pursuant to the provision of 
applicable federal and state law. 

Notwithstanding the conditions of this permit specifying 
compliance practices for applicable requirements , pursuant to 
Section 39.5(7) (j) and (p) of the Act , any person (including the 
Permittee} may also use other credible evidence to establish 
compliance or noncompliance with applicable requirements. 
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9.1.6 In the event of an action to enforce the terms or conditions of 
this permit, this permit does not prohibit a Permittee from 
invoking any affirmative defense that is provided by the 
applicable law or rule. 

9 . 2 General Obligations of Permittee 

9 . 2 .1 

9 . 2.2 

9 . 2.3 

9 . 2 .4 

9.2.5 

Duty to Comply 

The Permittee must comply with all terms and conditions of this 
permit . Any permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of the 
CAA and the Act, and is grounds for any or all of the following: 
enforcement action; permit termination, revocation and 
reissuance, or modification; or denial of a permit renewal 
application [Section 39.5(7)(o)(i) of the Act). 

The Permittee shall meet applicable requirements that become 
effective during the permit term in a timely manner unless an 
alternate schedule for compliance with the applicable 
requirement is established. 

Duty to Maintain Equipment 

The Permittee shall maintain all equipment covered under this 
permit in such a manner that the performance or operation of 
such equipment shall no t cause a violation of applicable 
requirements. 

Duty t o Cease Operation 

No perso n shall cause, threaten or allow the continued operation 
of any emissio n unit during malfunction or breakdown of the 
emissio n unit or related air pollution control equipment if such 
operation would cause a violation of an applicable emission 
standard , regulatory requirement, ambient air quality standard 
or permit limitation unless this permit provides for such 
continued operation consistent with the Act and applicable 
Illinois Pollution Control Board regulations [Section 
39.5(6) (c) of the Act] . 

Disposal Operations 

The source shall be operated in such a manner that the disposal 
of air contaminants collected by the equipment operations, or 
activities shall not cause a violation of the Act or regulations 
promulgated there under . 

Duty t o Pay Fees 

The Permittee must pay fees to the Illinois EPA consistent with 
the fee schedule approved pursuant to Section 39.5(18) of the 
Act, and submit any information relevant thereto [Section 
39. 5 (7) (o) (vi) of the Act J. The check should be payable to 
"Treasurer, State of Illinoisn and sent to: Fisca l Services 
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Section, Illinois Environmental Protection Agency , P.O. Box 
19276 , Springfield, Illinois , 62794-9276 . 

9 . 3 Obligation to Allow Illinois EPA Surveillance 

Upon presentation of proper credentials and other documents as may be 
required by law and in accordance with constitutional limitations , the 
Permittee shall allow the Illinois EPA, or an authorized representative 
to perform the following [Sections 4 and 39 . 5(7) (a) and (p) (ii) of the 
Act): 

a . Enter upon the Permittee ' s premises where an actual or potential 
emission unit is located; where any regulated equipment, 
operation, or activity is located or where records must be kept 
under the conditions of this permit; 

b . Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that 
must be kept under the conditions of this permit; 

c. Inspect during hours of operation any sources , equipment 
(including monitoring and air pollution control equipment) , 
practices, or operations regulated or required under this 
permit ; 

d. Sample or monitor any substances or parameters at any location; 

i. At reasonable times , for the purposes of assuring permit 
compliance or applicable requirements; or 

ii . As otherwise authorized by the CAA , or the Act . 

e . Obtain and remove samples of any discharge or emission of 
pollutants authorized by this permit; and 

f . Enter and utilize any photographic , recording, testing, 
monitoring, or other equipment for the purposes of preserving, 
testing , monitoring, or recording any activity, discharge or 
emission at the source authorized by this permit. 

9.4 Obligation to Comply with Other Requirements 

9 . 5 

The issuance of this permit does not release the Permittee from 
applicable State and Federal laws and regulations , and applicable local 
ordinances addressing subjects other than air pollution control . 

Liability 

9.5.1 Title 

This permit shall not be considered as in any manner affecting 
the title of the premises upon which the permitted source is 
located . 
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9 . 6 

9.5 . 2 

9.5 . 3 

9.5.4 

9.5 . 5 

Liability of Permi t tee 

This permit does n o t release the Permittee from any liability 
for damage to perso n or pro p e rty caused by or resulting from the 
constructio n , maintenance, or ~peration of the sources. 

Structural Stability 

This permit does no t take into consideration or attest to the 
structural stability of any unit or part of the source. 

Illinois EPA Liability 

This permit in no manner implies o r suggests that the Illinois 
EPA (or its officers , agents o r employees) assumes any 
liability, directly or indirectly, for any loss due t o damage, 
installatio n , maintenance , o r operation o f the source. 

Property Rights 

This permit does not convey any property rights of any sort , or 
any exclusive privilege [Section 39 . 5 (7) (o) (iv) of the Act). 

Recordkeeping 

9.6.1 

9.6.2 

Control Equipment Maintenance Records 

A maintenance record shall be kept on the premises for each item 
of air pollution c c ntrol equipment. At a minimum, this record 
shall show the dates of perfo rmance and nature of preventative 
maintenance activities. 

Records of Changes in Operation 

A record shall be kept describing changes made at the source 
that result in emissions of a regulated air pollutant subject t o 
an applicable Clean Air Act requirement , but not otherwise 
regulated under this permit , and the emissions resulting from 
those changes (Section 39.5 (12) (b) (iv) o f the Act]. 

Retention of Records 

a. Records o f all monitoring data and support information 
shall be retained for a period ,:>f at least 5 years from the 
date of the monitoring sample, measurement , report, or 
application. Support information includes all calibration 
and maintenance records , original strip-chart recordings 
for continuous monitoring instrumentation, and copies of 
all reports required by this permit (Section 
39.5(7)(e)(ii) of the Act]. 

b. Other reco rds required by this permit including any logs, 
plans, pro c edures , or instructi0 ns required to be kept by 
this permit shall be retained f o r a period of at least 5 
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years from the date of entry unless a longer period is 
specified by a particular permit provision . 

9 . 7 Annual Emissions Report 

The Permittee shall submit an annual emissions report to the Illinois 
EPA1 Air Quality Planning Section no later than May 1 of the following 
year, as required by 35 IAC Part 254 . 

9.8 Requirements for Compliance Certification 

Pursuant to Section 39. 5 (7) (p) (v) of the Act , the Permit tee shall 
submit annual compliance certifications . The compliance certifications 
shall be submitted no later than May 1 or more frequently as specified 
in the applicable requirements or by permit condition. The compliance 
certifications shall be submitted to the Air Compliance Unit , Air 
Regional Field Office , and USEPA Region 5 - Air Branch . The addresses 
for the submittal of the compliance certifications are provided in 
Condition 8 . 6 . 4 of this permit. 

a . The certification shall include the identification of each term 
or condition of this permit that is the basis of the 
certification; the compliance status; whether compliance was 
continuous or intermittent; the method(s) used for determining 
the compliance status of the source, both currently and over the 
reporting period consistent with the conditions of this permit . 

b , All compliance certifications shall be submitted to USEPA Region 
5 in Chicago as well as to the Illinois EPA. 

c . All compliance reports required to be submitted shall include a 
certification in accordance with Condition 9 . 9. 

9.9 Certification 

Any document (including reports) required to be submitted by this 
permit shall contain a certification by a responsible official of the 
Permittee that meets the requirements of Section 39.5(5) of the Act and 
applicable regulations [Section 39 . 5 (7) (p) (i) of the Act]. An example 
Certification by a Responsible Official is included as Attachment 1 to 
this permit . 

9 . 10 Defense to Enforcement Actions 

9 . 10 . 1 Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense 

It shall not be a defense for the Permittee in an enforcement 
action that it would have been necessary to halt or reduce the 
permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the 
conditions of this permit [Section 39 .5 (7) (o) (ii) of the Act]. 

325 



R003441

9.10.2 Emergency Provision 

a. An emergency shall be an affirmative defense to an action 
brought for noncompliance with the technology-based 
emission limitations under this permit if the following 
conditions are met through properly signed, contemporaneous 
operating logs, or other relevant evidence (Section 
39.5 (7) (k) of the Act]: 

i. An emergency occurred as provided in Section 
39, 5 (7) (k) of the Act and the Permit tee can identify 
the cause(s) of the emergency. 

Note: For this purpose , emergency means a situation 
arising from sudden and reasonably unforeseeable 
events beyond the control of the source, as further 
defined by Section 39.5(7) (k) (iv) of the Act. 

ii. The permitted source was at the time being properly 
operated; 

iii. The Permittee submitted notice of the emergency to 
the Illinois EPA within two working days of the time 
when emission limitations were exceeded due to the 
emergency . This notice must contain a detailed 
description of the emergency , any steps taken to 
mitigate emissions , and corrective actions taken; and 

iv. During the period of the emergency the Permittee took 
all reasonable steps to minimize levels of emissions 
that exceeded the emission limitations, standards, or 
regulations in this permit. 

b . This provision is in addition to any emergency or upset 
provision contained in any applicable requirement . This 
provision does not relieve a Permittee of any reporting 
obligations under existing federal or state laws or 
regulations {Section 39. 5 (7) (k) (iv) of the Act) . 

9.11 Permanent Shutdown 

This permit only covers emission units and control equipment while 
physically present at the indicated source location(s) . Unless this 
permit specifically provides for equipment relocation , this permit is 
void for the operation or activity of any item of equipment on the date 
it is removed from the permitted location(s) or permanently shut down. 
This permit expires if all equipment is removed from the permitted 
location(s), notwithstanding the expiration date specified on this 
permit. 
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9.12 Reopening and Reissuing Permit for Cause 

9,12 . 1 Permit Actions 

This permit may be modified , revoked , reopened and reissued , or 
terminated for cause in accordance with applicable provisions of 
Se ctio n 39 . 5 of the Act. The filing of a request by the 
Permittee for a permit modification , revocation and reissuance, 
o r termination, or of a notification of planned changes or 
anticipated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition 
[Sectio n 39. 5 (7) (o) (iii) of the Act] . 

9.12. 2 Reopening and Revision 

This permit must be reopened and revised if any of the following 
o ccur [Section 39 . 5(15) (a) of the Act]: 

a. Additio nal requirements become applicable to the equipment 
c o vered by this permit and three or more years remain 
before expiration of this permit, 

b. Additio nal requirements become applicable to an affected 
s o urce for acid deposition under the acid rain program. 

c. The Illinois EPA or USEPA determines that this permit 
contains a material mistake or that inaccurate statement 
were made in establishing the emission standards or 
limitations , or other terms or conditions of this permit. 

d. The Illinois EPA or USEPA determines that this permit must 
be revised or revoked to ensure compliance with the 
applicable requirements. 

9.12.3 Inaccurate Application 

The Illinois EPA has issued this permit based upon the 
information submitted by the Permittee in the permit 
application. Any misinformation , false statement or 
misrepresentation in the application shall be grounds for 
revocation and reissuance under Section 39 . 5(15) of the Act , 
pursuant to Sections 39. 5 (5) (e) and (i) of the Act . 

9.12 . 4 Duty to Provide Information 

The Permittee shall furnish to the Illinois EPA , within a 
reasonable time specified by the Illinois EPA any information 
that the Illinois EPA may request in writing to determine 
whether cause exists for modifying , revoking and reissuing , or 
terminating this permit, or to determine compliance with this 
permit . Upon request, the Permittee shall also furnish to the 
Illinois EPA copies of records required to be kept by this 
permit , or for information claimed to be confidential , the 
Permittee may furnish such records directly to USEPA along with 
a claim of confidentiality [Section 39 . 5 (7) (o) (v) of the Act]. 
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9,13 Severability Clause 

The provisions of this permit are severable. In the event of a 
challenge to any portion of the permit , other portions of the permit 
may continue to be in effect. Should any portion of this permit be 
determined to be illegal or unenforceable , the validity of the other 
provisions shall not be affected and the rights and obligations of the 
Permittee shall be construed and enforced as if this permit did not 
contain the particular provisions held to be invalid and the applicable 
requirements underlying these provisions shall remain in force 
[Section 39.5(7) (i) of the Act] . 

9.14 Permit Expiration and Renewal 

Upon the expiration of this permit , if the source is operated, it shall 
be deemed to be operating without a permit unless a timely and complete 
CAAPP application has been submitted for renewal of this permit. 
However , if a timely and complete application to renew this CAAPP 
permit has been submitted, the terms and all conditions of this CAAPP 
permit will remain in effect until the issuance of a renewal permit 
{Section 39. 5 (5) (1) and (o) of the Act]. 

Note: Pursuant to Sections 39 . 5(5) (h) and (n) of the Act, upon 
submittal of a timely and complete renewal application , the permitted 
source may continue to operate until final action is taken by the 
Illinois EPA on the renewal application , provided, however, that this 
protection shall cease if the applicant fails to submit any additional 
information necessary to evaluate or take final action on the renewal 
application as requested by the Illinois EPA in writing. For a renewal 
application to be timely , it must be submitted no later than 9 months 
prior to the date of permit expiration . 

9 . 15 General Authority for the Terms and Conditions of this Permit 

The authority for terms and conditions of this permit that do not 
include a citation for their authority is Section 39.5(7) (a) of the 
Act , which provides that the Illinois EPA shall include such provisions 
in a CAAPP permit as are necessary to accomplish the purposes of the 
Act and to assure compliance with all applicable requirements. Section 
39.5(7) (a) of the Act is also another basis of authority for terms and 
conditions of this permit that do include a specific citation for their 
authority. 

Note : This condition is included in this permit pursuant to Section 
39 . 5(7) (n) of the Act. 
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10.0 ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 Example Certification by a Responsible Official 

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments 
were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a 
system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and 
evaluate the information submitted . Based on my inquiry of the person 
or persons directly responsible for gathering the information , the 
information submitted is , to the best of my knowledge and belief , true , 
accurate 1 and complete . I am aware that there are significant 
penalties for submitting false information , including the possibility 
of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 

Signature: 

Official Title: 

Telephone No .: 

Date Signed: 
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Attachment 2 Emissions of Particulate Matl:er Crom P1:ocess Emission Units 

10.2.1. Process Emission Units for Which Construction or Modification 
Commenced On or lifter April 14, 1972 

a. New Process Emission Units for Which Construction or 
Modification Commenced On or After April 14 , 1972 [35 TAC 
212.321). 

b. No person shall cause or allow the emission of particulate 
matter into the atmosphere in any one hour period from any 
new process emission unit, either alone or in combination 
with the emission of particulate matter from all other 
similar process emission units for which construction or 
modification commenced on or after April 14, 1972, at a 
source or premises, exceeds the allowable emission rates 
specified in subsection (c) of 35 IAC 212 . 321 (35 IAC 
212.321(a)J. 

i. The emissions of particulate matter into the 
atmosphere in any one hour period from the affected 
coating lines shall not exceed the allowable emission 
rates specified in the following equation : 

E = A ( P) 8 

Where: 

P Process weight rate 

E Allowable emission rate 

ii. For process weight rates of 408 Mg/hr (450 T/hr) 

Metric ~lish 

p Mg/hr T/hr 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
A 1. 214 2.54 
B 0 . 534 0.534 

iii. for process weight rates in excess of 408 Mg/hr (450 
T/hr) : 

Metric English 

p Mg/hr T/hr. 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
A 11.42 24.8 
B 0.16 0. 1 6 
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c . Limits for Process Emission Units for which Construction or 
Modification Commenced On or After April 14 I 1972 [35 IAC 
212.32l(c)] ; 

Metric English 
E' E E' E 
Mg/hr kg/hr T/hr lb/hr 
0 . 05 0 . 25 0.05 0.55 
0 . 1 0.29 0 . 10 0 . 77 
0 . 2 0 . 42 0 . 2 1. 10 
0 . 3 0 . 64 0 . 30 1. 35 
0 . 4 0.74 0,40 1. 58 
0 . 5 0.84 0.50 1. 75 
0 . 7 1.00 0 . 75 2. 40 
0 . 9 1 . 15 1 . 00 2.60 
1. 8 1.66 2.00 3 . 70 
2 . 7 2 . 1 3 . 00 4 . 60 
3 . 6 2 . 4 4 . 00 5.35 
4 . 5 2 . 7 5 . 00 6.00 
9 . 0 3.9 10.00 8 . 70 
13 . 0 4. 8 15 . 00 10 . 80 
1 8 . 0 5 . 7 ~0 . 00 12 . 50 
23.0 6 . 5 25 . 00 14 . 00 
27 . 0 7. 1 30 . 00 15 . 60 
32.0 7 . 7 35 . 00 17 . 00 
36 . 0 8 . 2 40 . 00 18 . 20 
41. 0 8 , 8 45.00 19 . 20 
45.0 9 . 3 50 . 00 20 . 50 
90.0 13 . 4 100 . 00 29 . 50 
140 . 0 17 . 0 150 . 00 37 . 00 
180.0 19.4 200 . 00 43 . 00 
230.0 22.0 250 . 00 48 . 50 
270 . 0 24.0 300 . 00 53 . 00 
320 . 0 26.0 350.00 58 . 00 
360.0 28 . 0 400 . 00 62 . 00 
408 . 0 30.1 450 , 00 66 . 00 
454 . 0 30.4 500.00 67 . 00 
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10.2.2 Process Emission Units for Which Construction or Modificatio n 
Commenced Prior to April 14, 1972 

a. No person shall cause o r allow the emissio n v f particulate 
matter into the atmosphere in any one hour period from any 
new process emission unit, either alone or in combinatio n 
with the emission of particulate matter from all other 
similar process emissi on units f o r which construction o r 
modification commenced prior t o April 14, 1972, at a source 
) r premises , exceeds the allowable emission rates specified 
in subsection (c) of 35 IAC 212. 322 I 35 IAC 212. 322 (a)) . 

b . The emissions of particulate matter into the atmosphere in 
any one ho ur period from the affected unit shall not exceed 
the allowable emission rates specified in the following 
equation: 

E C + A ( Pl 8 

Where: 

P Process weight rate 

E Allowable emission rate 

i. For process weight rates up to 27.2 Mg/hr (30 T/hr) 

Metric English 

p Mg/hr T/hr 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
A 1. 985 4.10 
B 0.67 0.67 
C 0 0 

ii. For process weight rates 1n excess of 27.2 Mg/hr (30 
T/hr): 

Metri c English 

p Mg/hr T/hr 
E kg/hr lbs/hr 
A 25.21 55.0 
B 0 .11 0 .11 
C -18 . 4 -40.0 
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c . Limits for Process Emission Units for which Construction or 
Modification Commenced Prior to April 14 , 1972 [35 IAC 
212.322 (cl I: 

Metric English 
p E p E 
Mg/hr kg/hr T/hr lb/hr 
0 . 05 0 . 27 0.05 0 . 55 
0 . 1 0.42 0 . 10 0.87 
0 . 2 0,68 0.20 1. 40 
0 . 3 0 . 89 0.30 1. 83 
0 . 4 1.07 0 . 40 2 . 22 
0 . 5 1. 25 0 . 50 2 . 58 
0 . 7 1. 56 0 . 75 3.38 
0 . 9 1 . 85 1.00 4 . 10 
1. 8 2.9 2 . 00 6 . 52 
2 . 7 3 , 9 3 . 00 8.56 
3 . 6 4 . 7 4.00 10 . 40 
4 . 5 5 . 4 5.00 12 . 00 
9 . 0 8 . 7 10 . 00 19.20 
13.0 11.1 15 . 00 25 . 20 
18.0 13 . 8 20 . 00 30 . 50 
23 . 0 16.2 25 . 00 35 . 40 
27.2 18.15 30 . 00 40,00 
32.0 18 . 8 35 . 00 41.30 
36 . 0 19 . 3 40 . 00 42 . 50 
41 . 0 19.8 45 . 00 43 . 60 
45.0 20.2 50.00 44.60 
90.0 23.2 100.00 51 . 20 
140 . 0 25 . 3 150.00 55 . 40 
180 . 0 26,5 200 . 00 58.60 
230 . 0 27 . 7 250.00 61. 00 
270 . 0 28 . 5 300.00 63 . 10 
320 . 0 29.4 350 . 00 64 . 90 
360 . 0 30.0 400 . 00 66 . 20 
400 . 0 30 . 6 450.00 67 . 70 
454 . 0 31.3 500.00 69 . 00 
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