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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

UNITED STATES STEEL CORPORATION )
)
Petitioner, )
)
V. ) PCB __

) (Permit Appeal — Air)
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL )
PROTECTION AGENCY, )
Respondent. )

NOTICE OF FILING

TO: Mr. Don A. Brown Division of Legal Counsel
Clerk of the Board Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
Illinois Pollution Control Board 1021 North Grand Avenue East
60 East VVan Buren Street, Suite 630 P.O. Box 19276
Chicago, Illinois 60605 Springfield IL 62794-9276
don.brown@illinois.qgov epa.dlc@illinois.gov

(VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL)
(SEE PERSONS ON ATTACHED SERVICE LIST)
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that | have today electronically filed with the Office of

the Clerk of the Illinois Pollution Control Board ENTRY OF APPEARANCE OF
MICHAEL MURPHY, ENTRY OF APPEARANCE OF LADONNA DRIVER,
ENTRY OF APPEARANCE OF MELISSA BROWN, and PETITION FOR
REVIEW OF DENIAL OF PSD PERMIT WITH INTEGRATED PROCESSING,
copies of which are hereby served upon you.

Respectfully submitted,

UNITED STATES STEEL CORPORATION,

By:/s/ Michael P. Murphy
One of Its Attorneys

Dated: June 12, 2024
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LaDonna. Driver

Melissa S. Brown

Michael P. Murphy
HEPLERBROOM, LLC

4340 Acer Grove Drive

Springfield, lllinois 62711
Telephone: 217-528-3674
LaDonna.Driver@heplerbroom.com
Melissa.Brown@heplerbroom.com
Michael.Murphy@heplerbroom.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned, on oath state the following: That | have served the attached
ENTRY OF APPEARANCE OF MICHAEL MURPHY, ENTRY OF
APPEARANCE OF LADONNA DRIVER, ENTRY OF APPEARANCE OF
MELISSA BROWN, and PETITION FOR REVIEW OF DENIAL OF PSD
PERMIT WITH INTEGRATED PROCESSING, via electronic mail upon:

Mr. Don A. Brown Division of Legal Counsel

Clerk of the Board Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
Illinois Pollution Control Board 1021 North Grand Avenue East

60 East Van Buren Street, Suite 630 P.O.Box 19276

Chicago, Illinois 60605 Springfield IL 62794-9276
don.brown@illinois.gov epa.dlc@illinois.gov

That my email address is Michael.Murphy@heplerbroom.com

That the number of pages in the email transmission is 2,640.

That the email transmission took place before 4:30 p.m. on June 12, 2024.

Date: June 12, 2024 /s/ Michael P. Murphy
Michael Murphy
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

UNITED STATES STEEL CORPORATION )
)
Petitioner, )
)
V. ) PCB ___

) (Permit Appeal — Air)
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL )
PROTECTION AGENCY, )
Respondent. )

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

NOW COMES Michael Murphy, of the law firm HEPLERBROOM, LLC, and hereby
enters his appearance in this matter on behalf of United States Steel Corporation.
Respectfully Submitted,

By: /s/ Michael P. Murphy

DATE: June 12, 2024

Michael P. Murphy
HEPLERBROOM, LLC

4340 Acer Grove Drive

Springfield, IL 62711

Telephone: 217-528-3674
Michael.Murphy@heplerbroom.com
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

UNITED STATES STEEL CORPORATION )
)
Petitioner, )
)
V. ) PCB __

) (Permit Appeal — Air)
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL )
PROTECTION AGENCY, )
Respondent. )

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

NOW COMES LaDonna Driver, of the law firm HEPLERBROOM, LLC, and hereby
enters her appearance in this matter on behalf of United States Steel Corporation.
Respectfully Submitted,

By: /s/ N.LaDonna Driver

DATE: June 12, 2024

N. Ladonna Driver
HEPLERBROOM, LLC

4340 Acer Grove Drive

Springfield, IL 62711

Telephone: 217-528-3674
LaDonna.Driver@heplerbroom.com
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

UNITED STATES STEEL CORPORATION )
)
Petitioner, )
)
V. ) PCB __

) (Permit Appeal — Air)
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL )
PROTECTION AGENCY, )
Respondent. )

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

NOW COMES Melissa Brown, of the law firm HEPLERBROOM, LLC, and hereby
enters her appearance in this matter on behalf of United States Steel Corporation.
Respectfully Submitted,

By: /s/ Melissa S. Brown

DATE: June 12, 2024

Melissa S. Brown
HEPLERBROOM, LLC

4340 Acer Grove Drive
Springfield, IL 62711

Telephone: 217-528-3674
Melissa.Brown@heplerbroom.com
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

UNITED STATES STEEL
CORPORATION,

Petitioner,
V.
PCB -
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL (Permit Appeal - Air)

PROTECTION AGENCY,

N N N N N N N N N N

Respondent.

PETITION FOR REVIEW OF DENIAL OF PSD PERMIT
WITH INTEGRATED PROCESSING

Petitioner, United States Steel Corporation (“U. S. Steel”), by its attorneys, pursuant to
Sections 40.3(a)(1), 40.2(a), and 40(a) and (d) of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (“Act”)
(415 1LCS 5/40(a), 40(d), 40.2(a) and 40.3(a)(1)), and 35 Hll. Admin. Code 105.600—105.614,
105.300 — 105.304, and 105.200 — 105.214, petitions the Illinois Pollution Control Board
(“Board”) for a hearing to contest the decision of the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
(“Minois EPA” or “Agency”) to deny U. S. Steel’s application for revision of its construction
permit/Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) approval that contains a request for
Integrated Processing. In support thereof, Petitioner states as follows:

1. On May 8, 2024, Illinois EPA issued its Denial of an Application for Revisions to
a Construction Permit/PSD Approval. SR 0001 — 0091. Illinois EPA’s grounds for denial of the
Application place U. S. Steel in the impossible position to demonstrate somehow that no violations
would have existed for a period of approximately 30 years — including about ten of those years in
which U. S. Steel did not even own or operate the facility. U. S. Steel cannot attest to the National
Steel operations and emissions; nor is it required to do so as U. S. Steel acquired certain assets of

the National Steel Granite City facility on May 20, 2003, pursuant to an Order issued by the United
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States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division (Case Nos. 02-
08697 — 02-08738). SR 1309 — 1394.

2. The Agency expects U. S. Steel to somehow show that not only every operating
scenario would have complied with all regulations, but also none of the regulations over 30 years
would have been violated. U. S. Steel is essentially tasked with the impossible burden to
demonstrate compliance with all operating scenarios and all PSD provisions over the nearly 30
years — both of which have significantly evolved over the last three decades. This is not only
impossible, but it also is not required; and requiring such a demonstration is contrary to the Clean
Air Act and supporting law as explained below.

l. BACKGROUND

A. The Agency’s Final Decision

3. On May 8, 2024, Illinois EPA issued its Denial of an Application for Revisions to
a Construction Permit/PSD Approval. With this Petition, U. S. Steel has provided a Supporting
Record (cited as “SR”), SR 0001 — 2501, along with a Table of Contents for the Supporting
Record. The denial is included in the Supporting Record at pages SR 0001 — 0091. The Agency’s
Notification of Denial of Application is also included at SR 0092 — 0094. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
105.608(b)(1).

4. U. S. Steel submits this Petition pursuant to Section 40.3 of the Act, which provides
that if the Agency refuses to grant a PSD permit, “the applicant may, within 35 days after final
permit action, petition for a hearing before the Board to contest the decision of the Agency.” 415
ILCS 5/40.3(a)(1). U. S. Steel also submits this Petition pursuant to Section 105.604(a) and Part
105 Subpart F of the Board’s regulations as the Agency refused to grant the PSD permit. 35 III.

Adm. Code 105.604(a); 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 105, Subpart F.
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5. Because the application for revision of the construction permit/PSD approval at
issue in this Petition included a request for Integrated Processing of revisions to Petitioner’s Clean
Air Act Permit Program (“CAAPP”) permit, this Petition is also submitted pursuant to Section
40.2 of the Act, which provides that if the Agency refuses to grant a CAAPP Permit, “the applicant
... may, within 35 days after final permit action, petition for a hearing before the Board to contest
the decision of the Agency.” 415 ILCS 5/40.2(a). U. S. Steel also submits this Petition pursuant
to Section 105.302 and Part 105 Subpart C of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 105.302;
35 1ll. Adm. Code Part 105, Subpart C.

6. Additionally, because the application for revision of the construction permit/PSD
approval, and the Agency’s denial, addressed general construction permit requirements, this
Petition is also submitted pursuant to Sections 40(a) of the Act. Section 40(a)(1) of the Act
provides for submitting a petition for hearing of the Agency’s refusal to grant a permit under
Section 39 of the Act. 415 ILCS 5/40(a)(1). Furthermore, while U.S. Steel did not apply for a
permit under 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 203, because Illinois EPA’s denial of the Application
addressed Nonattainment New Source Review issues, U.S. Steel is also filing this Petition pursuant
to Sections 40(a) and (d) of the Act to be inclusive of all of the Agency’s purported bases for
denial. Section 40(d) of the Act provides, in reviewing the denial of Nonattainment New Source
Review permit,! “the decision of the Board shall be based exclusively on the record before the
Agency including the record of the hearing, if any, unless the parties agree to supplement the
record.” 415 ILCS 5/40(d). Assuch, U. S. Steel submits this Petition pursuant to Section 105.204
and Subpart B of Part 105 of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 105.204; 35 Ill. Adm.

Code Part 105, Subpart B.

! As stated above, U. S. Steel did not apply for a Nonattainment New Source Review Permit. However, Illinois
EPA’s denial of the Application include bases for denial based on Nonattainment New Source Review issues.
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B. Background on the Project and Permit

7. U. S. Steel owns and operates an integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility in
Granite City, Madison County, Illinois (ID # 119813AAl) (“Granite City Works” or “Facility”).
SR 0608. The prior owner of this facility was National Steel Corporation. SR 0608. U. S. Steel
acquired certain assets of the National Steel Granite City facility on May 20, 2003 pursuant to an
Order issued by the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern
Division (Case Nos. 02-08697 — 02-08738). SR 0608; SR 1309 — 1394.

8. The Facility is an integrated steel mill employing raw material handling,
processing, and preparation; iron production; steel production; steel finishing; and boilers and
other ancillary operations. SR 0609. In 1996, National Steel Corporation produced metallurgical
coke in a by-product coke plant. SR 0609. Once U. S. Steel acquired the assets of the Facility, U.
S. Steel continued to operate the by-product coke plant until 2015 at which time it was permanently
idled. SR 0609. For information purposes, in November 2023, the steel and ironmaking
production facilities, including, among other emission units, the blast furnaces and basic oxygen
furnace operations, at Granite City Works, were indefinitely idled due to market demands and
corporate operating needs which is not uncommon in the integrated iron and steel industry. The
plant currently continues to process slabs to produce hot-rolled, cold-rolled and coated sheets.
While certain emission units are indefinitely idled (“indefinitely” - because a date certain cannot
be provided that the operations will resume because it is dependent upon many factors, including
market demand, etc.), the assets continue to be maintained and preserved. In addition, these
emission units remain permitted and in the facility’s air emissions inventories.

9. On January 25, 1996, prior to U. S. Steel acquiring certain assets of National Steel

Corporation, the Agency issued Construction Permit No. 95010001, which also serves as a



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (“PSD”) approval, to National Steel Corporation. SR 1278
— 1308; SR 0608. Construction Permit No. 95010001 (“Permit”) authorized increases in the
allowable production rate of iron and steel at the Granite City facility (the “1996 Project” or
“Project”). SR 0608; SR 1278 — 1308.

10.  Atthe time of the Project in 1996, the Permit authorized National Steel Corporation
to increase throughput and fuel use at the Facility, including as follows: (i) limits on production
of hot metal from the two blast furnaces were increased; (ii) limits on production of liquid steel
from the two BOFs were increased; (iii) limits on the use of blast furnace gas (“BFG”) at the units
in which BFG was burned (i.e., Boilers 1 — 12, blast furnace stoves, BFG flare #1, and ladle drying
preheaters) were increased; and (iv) already-effective limits on the use of natural gas at the Project-
affected units in which natural gas could be burned (i.e., Boilers 1 — 12, blast furnace stoves, BFG
flare #1, and ladle drying preheaters) remained in effect. SR 0611; SR 1278 — 1308.

11. At the time the Permit was initially issued, the Granite City area was designated
nonattainment for the ozone and particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers
or less (*PMuo”) national ambient air quality standards (“NAAQS”). SR 0608. The area was
designated attainment or unclassifiable for all other NAAQS criteria pollutants. SR 0608.
Consequently, the Permit included limitations on emissions sufficient to ensure that the Project
did not trigger applicability of the Illinois Nonattainment New Source Review (“NNSR”) program,
also known as Major Stationary Sources Construction and Modification (“MSSCM?”), codified at
35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 203 for oxides of nitrogen (“NOx”) and volatile organic material (“\VOM?”)
(both as precursors for ozone) and PMyo and did not trigger PSD permitting requirements for
particulate matter (“PM”), nitrogen dioxide (“NO2”), or lead. SR 0608 — 0609; SR 1278 — 1308.

The net emission increases for PM, PM1o, NOx, and VOM, including contemporaneous changes,
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were below the applicable significant emission rates for these pollutants. SR 0611 — 0612; SR
1278 — 1308. For lead, the project emissions increase was below the significant emission rate. Id.
For SO, and CO, the Project resulted in net emission increases that were greater than the significant
emission rates. Id. As such, the Project was a major modification for SO, and CO and the PSD
requirements for these pollutants were addressed by National Steel Corporation in the initial
application submitted in 1995 and by Illinois EPA in issuing Permit 95010001. Id.; SR 1942 —
2173.

12.  The Permit has been revised several times. On June 6, 1997, the Agency addressed
the 1996 Permit in an Operating Permit issued to National Steel Corporation. SR 2220 — SR 2249.
On January 6, 1999, the Operating Permit was revised. SR 2250 — SR 2284. In the 1999 revision,
the Agency increased the limits to National Steel Corporation on the use of natural gas at the
Project-affected units in which natural gas could be burned (i.e., Boilers 1 — 12, blast furnace
stoves, BFG flare #1, and ladle drying preheaters) and the associated limits on emissions from
these units were increased. SR 2250 — SR 2284. The most recent revision was made on December
17, 2012, when the Permit was revised to accommodate a proposed improvement to the air
pollution control systems serving the Basic Oxygen Furnace (“BOF”) Shop Operations at the
facility (the addition of a fabric filter baghouse and associated capture system to improve control
of particulate matter emissions). SR 0608; SR 1249 — 1277. Subsequent to issuance of the
December 2012 permit, the new controls and improvements were constructed and operated.

13. Requirements of the Permit are also incorporated in the Clean Air Act Permit
Program (“CAAPP”) Permit for the facility that was issued on March 4, 2013 (Permit No.

96030056 or “CAAPP Permit”). SR 0608; SR 1610 — SR 1941. U. S. Steel timely appealed some
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of the conditions of the CAAPP Permit. Petition for Review, United States Steel Corporation v.
lllinois EPA, PCB 13-53 (April 8, 2013).

14. In 2014, U. S. Steel conducted emissions testing and discovered that the NOx and
VOM emissions from two BOFs, in which steel is produced, were higher than is allowed by the
Permit. This is because the original permit application submitted by National Steel Corporation
understated both the pre-project and post-project NOx and VOM emissions of the BOFs; and the
erroneous emission limits in the Permit were based on inaccurate information in the original
application submitted by National Steel Corporation. SR 0453.

15.  On February 28, 2020, U. S. Steel submitted an Application for Revisions to the
Construction Permit/Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Approval for the 1996
Expansion of the Granite City Works. SR 0961 — 1248; SR 2285. The Application was received
by Illinois EPA on March 2, 2020. SR 2285 — 2286; SR 0076; SR 0092; SR 0095.

16. On October 3, 2022, U. S. Steel submitted a supplement to the Application for
Revisions to the Construction Permit/Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Approval for
the 1996 Expansion of the Granite City Works. SR 0601. This submission was a supplement to
the March 2020 application submitted to Illinois EPA. As such, throughout this Petition, the
March 2020 application and the October 2022 supplement are collectively referred to as “the
Application.”

17. U. S. Steel requested in the Application several revisions to the Permit to address
correction of emission data for several emissions units involved in the 1996 Project, as addressed
in further detail below. SR 0608.

18.  Certain emission limits in the Permit that were considered by Illinois EPA in

making NNSR and PSD non-applicability determinations for the 1996 Project were the subject of
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revisions requested by U. S. Steel in the Application. SR 0609. The revisions requested by U. S.
Steel were necessary to correct prior determinations made by National Steel Corporation and to
ensure the continued non-applicability of the NNSR program for ozone precursors and PMso, and
the continued non-applicability of the PSD program for emissions of PM and NO, to the Project.
SR 0609. The Application includes revised Project emission increase calculations, discussion of
compliance requirements in support of those non-applicability determinations, and updated net
emissions increase analyses. SR 0609. It was U. S. Steel’s intent and understanding that the
requested changes in the Application would resolve the CAAPP Permit appeal filed by U. S. Steel.
SR 06009.

19.  The primary changes requested by U. S. Steel in the Application relating to CO
emissions are: (i) increases in the permitted emissions from burning of BFG and natural gas; and
(ii) inclusion of provisions to address CO emissions from the blast furnace casthouse. SR 0612;
SR 0601 — 0958; SR 0961 — 1248. The emission limits established in Permit 95010001 were based
on information in the initial 1995 Application submitted by National Steel Corporation, which in
turn was based on published emission factors and other literature information. SR 0612. However,
actual emissions testing data generated since the initial 1995 application was submitted, as well as
updated literature information, indicating that corrections to the emission factors and
corresponding limits are necessary and appropriate. SR 0612; SR 0601 — 0958. Because such
revisions were not necessitated by or associated with any changes to emission units subsequent to
the Project, the changes would be revisions to the original Permit based on better emissions
information. SR 0612. The Application also requested revisions with respect to certain other
permit terms to clarify compliance demonstration requirements and to improve operational

flexibility. SR 0612.
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20. In the Application, U. S. Steel also requested clarifications to the names of certain
emission units and control devices in the Permit to more accurately reflect their functions within
the process, as well as changes to the groupings of emission units. SR 0613; SR 0601 — 0958.

21.  Asto PM, PMio, NOx, and VOM emissions from Project-affected emission units,
in the Application, U. S. Steel requested that certain conditions of the Permit addressing individual
emissions units or points, including both limits on annual emissions and provisions addressing
emission factors, be removed or revised. SR 0613; SR 0601 — 0958. Permit 95010001 includes a
number of emission limitations and other permit conditions that are not explicitly or expressly
required by any regulation. SR 0613. Such emission limitations and permit conditions were
included in the Permit to restrict the potential to emit of certain operations at the Facility and
thereby memorialize non-applicability determinations under the PSD and NNSR permitting
programs with respect to these pollutants. SR 0613; SR 1278 — 1308. Additionally, as to PM and
PMio, U. S. Steel requested minor revisions in the Application to the emission caps both to
accommaodate the revised grouping of material handling operations referenced above and to reflect
updated emissions information. SR 0613; SR 0601 — 0958. For NOx and VOM, in the
Application, U. S. Steel requested increases in permitted emissions from the BOF Shop Operations
based upon updated emissions information that are not related to any post-1996 changes at the
Facility, i.e., both baseline and post project emissions from BOF Shop Operations require
correction. Id. Inthe Application, U. S. Steel also requested revision/elimination of gaseous fuel
usage limits for Project-affected combustion units due to the 2015 shut down of the by-product
coke oven batteries, which eliminated the ability to use coke oven gas (“COG”), and the retirement
of ten of the twelve boilers that existed at the mill at the time of the Project in 1996. SR 0614; SR

0601 — 0958.
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22, Furthermore, in the Application, U. S. Steel presented updated net emissions
increase calculations for PM, PM1o, NOx, and VOM. SR 0614. Unlike the initial application
submitted by National Steel Corporation in 1995, the updated calculations in the Application
address all emissions from fuel burning units affected by the Project, including emissions from the
burning of COG. SR 0614. As demonstrated by the updated calculations, the revisions requested
by U. S. Steel in the Application will not trigger after-the-fact PSD or NNSR permitting for
emissions of such pollutants under the source obligation provisions because the Project will not
become a major modification for such pollutants solely by virtue of the requested changes in the
Application. SR 0614 — 0615.

23. In the Application, U. S. Steel also requested the elimination of fugitive dust
requirements relating to certain road segments which are not under the control of U. S. Steel and
are therefore not a part of the stationary source that is the subject of the Permit. SR 0615; SR 0601
— 0958; SR 0961 — 1248. Furthermore, U. S. Steel did not acquire these segments under the
Bankruptcy Order; and U. S. Steel does not and has never owned these road segments nor had
control over the segments. See SR 0615 (“. . . pollutant-emitting activities at these properties are
not a part of the Granite City Works stationary source.”); see SR 1309 - 1394.

24.  The Application also included a request for Integrated Processing of revisions to
Petitioner’s CAAPP Permit. SR 0609. In the Application, U. S. Steel requested that Illinois EPA
process the revisions to Permit 95010001 in accordance with the Integrated Processing procedures
and issue the revised 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 permit. SR 0609 (citing to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 270.302(e)). It was U. S.

Steel’s intention that the CAAPP Permit would be modified by means of the administrative

10



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

amendments process to address the revisions that would be made to the applicable requirements
in Permit 95010001. SR 0609.

25.  As referenced above, U. S. Steel did not propose any physical changes in
conjunction with the requested revisions to Permit 95010001. SR 0609; SR 0601 — 0958; SR 0961
—1248.

C. Petitioner’s Participation in Public Comment Process

26. In July 2023, the Agency issued a Notice of Intent to Deny (SR 0571) and Draft
Denial of an Application for Revisions to a Construction Permit/PSD Approval and sought public
comment. SR 0522. After an extension of the comment period (SR 0520), on September 11, 2023,
U. S. Steel submitted a Comment Letter to the Agency in response to the Agency’s Draft Notice
of Intent to Deny Application for Revision to Construction Permit/PSD Approval. SR 0480 —
0519.

217, In December 2023, the Agency issued a Notice of Intent to Deny (SR 0450) and
Revised Draft Denial of an Application for Revisions to a Construction Permit/PSD Approval and
sought public comment. SR 0359. On January 8, 2024, U. S. Steel submitted additional
comments. SR 0320 - 0358.

28. U. S. Steel participated in the Agency public comment process by submitting the
above-referenced written comments. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 105.608(b)(2). As shown below, all issues
proposed for review were raised during the public comment process. 415 ILCS 5/40.3(a)(2)(ii);
35 111. Adm. Code 105.608(b)(4).

D. The Agency’s Denial of the Permit

29.  On May 8, 2024, Illinois EPA issued its Denial of an Application for Revisions to

a Construction Permit/PSD Approval (“Denial Letter”). SR 0001- 0091. In the Denial Letter, the

11
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Agency stated that the “permit application is DENIED because, if a revision to Permit 95010001
were issued as requested by this application, it might violate various Sections of the Illinois
Environmental Protection Act (Act) and various provisions in Illinois’ regulation pursuant to the
Act.” SR 0001.

30.  The Denial Letter included Attachment 1, a Listing of Denial Points which
discussed the specific Sections of the Act and the specific provisions of the Illinois Administrative
Code that the Agency claims may not be met if Permit 95010001 were to be revised as requested,
as well as a description of the information the Agency claims the Permit Application did not
provide, and the specific reasons why Illinois EPA claims the Act might be violated if a revised
permit were issued as requested. Id. The Denial Letter also had two appendices: Appendix A,
which listed and discussed the various sections of the Act that are cited in Attachment 1 as the
statutory basis for the Denial Letter; and Appendix B, which listed and discussed the various
provisions in Subtitle B of Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code that are cited in Attachment
1 as the regulatory basis for the Denial Letter. SR 0001 — 0002.

31. On May 8, 2024, the Agency also issued its Responsiveness Summary for
Comments on the Proposed Denial of an Application from United States Steel Corporation —
Granite City Works for Revisions to a Construction Permit/PSD Approval Issued for a Production
Increase Project at its Iron and Steel Mill in Granite City. SR 0095 — 0319.

E. Petitioner is Aggrieved by the Agency’s Denial of the Permit

32. U. S. Steel’s Application and the requested revisions to the Permit were denied by
the Agency. SR 0001 — 0091. As explained above, in the Application, U. S. Steel requested
revisions of the Permit based on updated information. The initial permitting of the Project was

completed back in 1996 in an action between Illinois EPA and National Steel Corporation; and U.

12
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S. Steel was never involved in the process. SR 1278 — 1308; SR 1942 — 2173. The initial
permitting of the Project in 1996 was based on emissions information that now is in clear need of
being updated and/or corrected based on recent test data and literature review. Such revisions are
necessary for U. S. Steel to comply with correct limitations and requirements that are well
grounded in science and law for its operations going forward. U. S. Steel has been aggrieved by
the denial and its interests have been adversely affected by the permit denial. 415 ILCS
5/40.3(a)(2)(i); 35 Ill. Adm. Code 105.608(b)(3).

1. ISSUES PROPOSED FOR REVIEW

A. Standard of Review and Burden of Proof

33.  When a construction permit is required by regulation, “the applicant shall apply to
the Agency for such permit and it shall be the duty of the Agency to issue such a permit upon proof
by the applicant that the facility ... will not cause a violation of this Act or of regulations
hereunder.” 415 ILCS 5/39(a) (emphasis added). Therefore, the question before the Board is
whether the information submitted by U. S. Steel in the Application sufficiently proves that issuing
the requested permit will not cause a violation of the Act and Board regulations. KCBX Terminals
Co. v. IEPA, PCB 14-110 (June 19, 2014), 2014 WL 2871721, at *44; Alton Packaging Corp. v.
Pollution Control Bd., 162 Ill. App. 3d 731, 737 (5th Dist. 1987).

34, In appeals of final Agency decisions under Section 40 of the Act, “the burden of
proof shall be on the petitioner.” 415 ILCS 5/40/(a)(1); 35 Ill. Adm. Code 105.112(a). “It is well
settled that the Agency’s denial letter frames the issues in a permit appeal before the Board.”
KCBX, 2014 WL 2871721, at *45. Accordingly, the petitioner has the burden to show that “it is
entitled to a permit and that the Agency’s reasons for denial are either insufficient or improper” or

that the reasons, regulatory bases, and statutory bases for denial are inadequate to support denial.

13
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ESG Watts, Inc. v. Pollution Control Bd., 286 Ill. App. 3d 325, 331 (3rd Dist. 1997); KCBX, 2014
WL 2871721, at *45.

35.  The Act and Board regulations separately address review of PSD permits under
Section 40.3 of the Act. 415 ILCS 5/40.3; 35 Ill. Adm. Code 105.608. In addition to discussing
the Agency’s final decision, participation in the public comment process, and how the petitioner
is aggrieved (all discussed above), the petition must include:

e The issues proposed for review, citing to a specific permit term or condition
when applicable and to the Agency record where those issues were raised,
citing to any relevant page numbers in the public comments submitted to
the Agency and attaching this public comment to the petition (or explaining
why the issues were not required to be raised during the public comment
process); and
e An explanation why the Agency's previous response to the issues proposed
for review was (A) clearly erroneous; or (B) an exercise of discretion or an
important policy consideration that the Board should, in its discretion,
review.
415 ILCS 5/40.3(a)(2); 35 Ill. Adm. Code 105.608(b). “Any PSD permit issued by the Agency
must be upheld by the Board if the technical decisions contained in the permit reflect considered
judgment by the Agency.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 105.614. “Only where the record demonstrates that
the permitting authority duly considered the issues raised in the comments and that the approach
ultimately adopted by the permitting authority is rational, in light of all the information in the

record, will the Board defer to the permitting authority's expertise.”

In re: ConocoPhillips Co., 13 E.A.D. 768 (June 2, 2008), 2008 WL 2324133, at *15.
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B. Discussion of Issues Proposed for Review and Explanation as to Why the
Agency’s Denial was Improper and its Previous Responses were Clearly
Erroneous or an Exercise of Discretion or Important Policy Consideration
that the Board Should, in its Discretion, Review

36. U. S. Steel is petitioning for review the entire permit denial, including each and
every “Denial Point” identified by the Agency in its May 8, 2024 Denial Letter. The issues
proposed for review are found in the Agency’s May 8, 2024 Denial Letter. SR 0001 — 0091.

37. Each Denial Point identified by the Agency in its Denial Letter will be addressed
in turn along with discussion of the issues underlying each point. U. S. Steel’s comments and the
Agency’s responses to them will also be addressed for each Denial Point.

38. No violation of the Act or rules under the Act will occur if the Agency issues the
requested Permit and the reasons set forth by Illinois EPA for denial of the Permit fail to
demonstrate that issuing the permit would result in a violation of the Act or Board regulations.
Therefore, the Agency had a duty to issue the Permit under Section 39(a) of the Act. The Agency’s
reasons for denial are insufficient and improper, and the reasons, statutory bases, and regulatory
bases are inadequate to support denial. Further, the Agency’s responses to the issues raised by U.
S. Steel were either: (a) clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law; or (b) involved an
exercise of discretion by the Agency that the Board, in its discretion, should review; or (c) involved
an important policy consideration that the Board should, in its discretion, review. The issues
sought to be reviewed are not “technical decisions” that “reflect considered judgment by the
Agency” but rather are issues that involve the Agency’s incorrect interpretation or application of
the law, the Agency’s discretionary decisions that were improper that the Board should review and
reverse, or the Agency’s application of important policy considerations to its decisions which the

Board should review and reconsider.
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39. In sum, as demonstrated below, and as will be further developed at hearing, the
Agency’s Denial Points are technically and legally flawed, its rationale is erroneous, its
discretionary decisions in denying the Permit were improper, its claimed reasons and legal bases
for denial were insufficient, improper, and inadequate, the Agency’s decision was not rational in
light of all the information in the record, and legal and policy considerations support finding that
the Agency should have granted the Permit instead of denying it. Accordingly, U. S. Steel seeks
review and reversal of each Denial Point claimed by the Agency and all issues raised under each
Denial Point.

I. Denial Point 1: The revised netting analysis for the Project for NOx

does not fulfill relevant requirements of New Source Review (“NSR”)
for such analyses

40.  The Agency’s first Denial Point claims that the Application? does not demonstrate
that the Project would still not be a major modification for NOx emissions for purposes of NSR
with the increases in NOx emissions that are requested to address errors in the initial permitting of
the Project and the revised netting analysis included in the Application does not fulfill relevant
requirements of NSR. SR 0003; see SR 0003 — 008; see SR 0161 — 0209.

41.  According to the Agency, “the application requests an increase in the permitted NOx
emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces (BOFs) of more than 200 tons/year”; the “netting analysis
for NOx in the application . . . cannot be relied upon to show that the increases in permitted NOx
emissions would not result in the Project being a major modification”; the “revised NSR applicability
analysis is flawed as, contrary to applicable rules, it relies upon decreases in NOx emissions from

actions that were neither contemporaneous with the Project nor creditable as they were not required

2 Throughout the Denial Letter, the Agency refers to the 2022 supplement submittal separately from the 2020
application submittal and takes the position that the 2022 submittal was a revised application. However, as explained
throughout this Petition, the 2022 submittal was a supplement to the 2020 application. U. S. Steel therefore refers to
the 2020 and 2022 submittals collectively as the “Application” that is the subject of this Petition.
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by Permit 95010001”; “[t]hese decreases resulted from the later shutdowns of ten older boilers at
the facility and the much later shutdown of the two by-product recovery coke oven batteries at the
facility, as coke oven gas (COG) ceased to be available for use in Project-affected fuel burning
units”; and the “incongruous conclusion of the revised NSR applicability analysis is that the
Project was accompanied by an overall decrease in the NOx emissions of Project-affected fuel
burning units rather than an increase in NOx emissions as would be expected from an increase in
production of iron by the blast furnaces.” Id.

42. The Agency concluded that because the Project “would become a major
modification for NOx with the requested increase in permitted NOXx emissions, the Project would
become subject to Nonattainment New Source Review (NaNSR) (35 IAC Part 203, Major
Stationary Sources Construction and Modification (MSSCAM)) for NOx,” and “would also
become subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration or PSD (35 IAC Part 204) for NOx.”
SR 0004. The Agency argued that, the Application, however, “does not address the substantive
requirements of MSSCAM or PSD for a major modification, much less show that these
requirements are fulfilled,” ““does not show that for the Project-affected emissions units for which
the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) and Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
should have originally been required for NOx, LAER and BACT are present as required,
respectively, by MSSCAM and PSD,” “does not address the requirement of MSSCAM that a major
project be accompanied by emission offsets to counterbalance the increase in emissions of the
nonattainment pollutant from the project” (for NOx), and “does not include an analysis for the
impact of the project on NO2 air quality, as required by PSD.” Id.

43.  Therefore, the Agency contends, “Section 9.1(d) of the Act and the substantive

requirements of 35 IAC Part 203 and Part 204 for a major modification (the requirements for LAER,
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BACT and emission offsets for NOx and an air quality impact analysis for NO2) would be violated
if a revision to Permit 95010001 were issued that increased the permitted NOx emissions of the
Project as requested by the 2022 application.” Id. According to the Agency, “[t]his is because the
revised NSR applicability analysis for the Project for NOx improperly relies upon decreases in NOXx
emissions that are neither contemporaneous nor creditable to claim that the Project would continue
to not be a major modification for NOx with the increases in permitted NOx emissions that are
being requested.” Id.

44, In the Agency’s “Discussion” regarding Denial Point 1, the Agency explains its
position that the Permit Application was denied because it “requests that the Project be permitted
for additional NOx emissions but does not show that the Project would still not be a major
modification for NOx if the permit were revised as requested. As the Project would become a
major modification for NOx with the requested revisions to Permit 95010001, the 2022 application
must show for NOXx that the relevant substantive requirements of PSD and NaNSR are fulfilled for
the Project.” SR 0005. Illinois EPA found that “[i]t would not be appropriate for a revised permit
to be issued with increases in permitted NOx emissions as requested by the current application if
this application does not also show that the applicable substantive requirements of PSD and
NaNSR would be met for the Project for NOx.” Id.

45, In discussing the netting analysis, the Agency acknowledged that, in the
Application, U. S. Steel requested increases in NOx emissions for certain equipment but these
increases “would be accompanied by decreases in the NOx emissions of certain other units” and
“[w]ith these accompanying decreases, the net increase in NOx emissions from the Project with
the requested revised permit would continue to not be significant.” SR 0005. The Agency claimed,

however, that U.S. Steel’s “netting analysis for NOx in the 2022 application cannot be relied upon
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for issuance of a revised permit for the Project as requested by U.S. Steel” because the Application
“does not include relevant information showing that additional decreases in NOx emissions that
would now be proposed to be relied upon would be contemporaneous and creditable for permitting
of the Project” as required by 35 IAC 204.550 and 203.208. SR 0006.

46.  The Agency further contended that a “revised permit cannot be issued for the
Project that relies upon ‘post-project’ emissions decreases, which occurred after the Project, to
show that the Project with the requested increases in NOx emissions of the furnaces, should still
not be considered a major modification.” Id. The Agency noted that “changes that are unrelated
to the Project have occurred at certain fuel burning units after the initial issuance of” the Permit
and U. S. Steel in the Permit Application “proposes to rely upon the decreases in NOx emissions
due to these changes, which decreases were not and could not have been relied upon by the original
permit for the Project.” Id.

47. Illinois EPA’s position is that the Application relies on emission decreases that are
not contemporaneous. SR 0006. The Application “indicates baseline NOx emissions of 131.8 and
123.2 tons/year from the use of blast furnace gas (BFG) and natural gas, respectively, in Boilers 1
through 12,” the twelve boilers at the source in 1996 that were addressed by the Permit. SR 0006
— 0007. Boilers 1 through 10 were shut down in 2009 and the Agency argues that the Permit
Application “does not show that NOx emissions of these ten boilers, as existed in the period prior
to 2009, were considered in the “future’ NOx emissions with the Project of at most 706 tons/year
from the Project-affected fuel burning units.” Id. at 0007. Boilers 11 and 12 continue in operation
but flue gas recirculation systems have been installed on these boilers (to control NOx emissions)
pursuant to Construction Permit 10080022, issued in January 2011, but the Agency claims that the

Permit Application “does not show that the revised netting analysis for NOx does not rely on the
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lower NOx emissions from Boilers 11 and 12 that are now being achieved with the new control
systems, rather than their NOx emissions as previously existed with the Project in the period before
these control systems were installed.” Id.

48.  The Agency also noted that the Application “indicates baseline NOx emissions of
461 tons/year from use of coke oven gas (COG) in the blast furnace stoves and Boilers 11 and 12”
but in 2015, the two by-product recovery coke oven batteries at the Granite City Works were shut
down. Id. “COG ceased to be available for use in the stoves or Boilers 11 and 12” but it “was
available for use in the stoves and these boilers in 1996.” 1d. The Agency therefore claimed that
the Application “does not show that the revised netting analysis for NOx would not rely upon
decreases in the NOx emissions of the stoves and boilers due to the elimination of COG, which
did not occur until 2015.” Id.

49, Illinois EPA then claimed that “for purposes of applicability of NSR, the NOx
emissions allowed from the Project in 1996 that would be permitted with the requested revisions
to the permit could be substantially higher than indicated in the 2022 application.” SR 0008
(emphasis added). The Agency further claimed that “it must be assumed that the ‘future NOx
emissions’ indicated in the 2022 application reflect maximum actual NOx emissions beginning in
2023, with the requested revisions to Permit 95010001. The application does not suggest that these
future NOx emissions are the emissions that should have been allowed by the permit back in 1996
when the permit was issued and the Project commenced.” Id.

50.  The Agency contends that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), and

39(a)*, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a), 203.201, 203.203(b), 203.208**, 203.301, 203.302,
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204.550**, 204.810, 204.1100(c), 204.1110, and 204.1130.2 SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act
contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d)
of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173
(NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides, in
part, that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility
or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 —
SR 0079. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall
be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control
equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or
Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083.
Section 203.201 of the Board’s regulations provides that, for a project that is major for a pollutant
in a nonattainment area for that pollutant, an entity must comply with the substantive requirements
of Part 203. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 203.201; SR 0084. Section 203.203(b) of the Board’s regulations
provides that applications for construction permits must contain sufficient information to
demonstrate compliance with Part 201 and the requirements of Part 203, including Subpart C of
Part 203. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 203.203(b); SR 0084.

51.  Section 203.208 of the Board’s regulations provide the steps to determine whether
an increase or decrease in emissions in available for purposes of determining a net emissions
increase; such steps provide, in part, that a decrease in actual emissions is creditable to the extent
that it is federally enforceable at and after the time that actual construction on the particular change

begins, and that an increase or decrease in actual emissions is contemporaneous only if it occurs

3 Throughout the Agency’s Denial Letter, the Agency cites to provisions of the Act and Board’s regulations using
asterisks. SR 0001 — 0091. The Agency explains the use of the asterisks in Appendices A and B to the Denial
Letter. Id. In this Petition, when discussing the claims made in the Denial Letter, and when responding to those
claims, U. S. Steel is including the asterisks as used by the Agency in the Denial Letter.
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between the date that an increase from a particular change occurs and the date five years before a
timely and complete application is submitted for the particular change. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 203.208;
SR 0085 — 0086. Section 203.301 provides the definition of lowest achievable emission rate
(“LAER”). 35 Ill. Adm. Code 203.301; SR 0086. Section 203.302 provides an owner or operator
of a new major source or major modification shall provide emission offsets equal to or greater than
the allowable emissions from the source or net increase in emissions from the modification
sufficient to allow Illinois EPA to determine that the source or modification will not interfere with
reasonable further progress. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 203.302; SR 0086 — 0087. Section 204.550 of the
Board’s regulations provides the definition of “net emissions increase” and provides, in part, that
an increase or decrease in actual emissions is contemporaneous with the increase from the
particular change only if it occurs between the date five years before construction on the particular
change commences and the date that the increase from the change occurs; and a decrease in actual
emissions is creditable only to the extent that it is enforceable as a practical matter at and after the
time that actual construction on the particular change begins. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.550; SR 0088
—0089.

52.  Section 204.810 of the Board’s regulations provide, in part, that a PSD permit
application must include, if a determination of BACT is required, a detailed description as to what
system of continuous emission reduction is planned for the source or modification, emission
estimates, and any other information necessary to determine that BACT would be applied. 35 III.
Adm. Code 204.810; SR 0089. Section 204.1100(c) of the Board’s regulations provides that a
major modification must apply BACT for each regulated NSR pollutant for which it would result
in a significant net emissions increase at the source. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.1100(c); SR 0090.

Section 204.1110 of the Board’s regulations provides that the owner or operator of a proposed
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source or modification must demonstrate that allowable emission increases from the proposed
source or modification, “in conjunction with all other applicable emission increases or reductions
(including secondary emissions), would not cause or contribute to air pollution in violation of: a)
Any NAAQS in any air quality control region . . ..” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.1110; SR 0090.
Section 204.1130 of the Board’s regulations provide, in summary, that a permit applicant for a
project that is considered major for pollutant(s) for purposes of PSD address that ambient air
quality in the area that the proposed project would affect for such pollutant(s). 35 Ill. Adm. Code
204.1130; SR 0090 — 0091.

53.  The issues raised by Denial Point 1 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0491 — 0494; SR 0330 -
0335.

54.  Asexplained in the comments, in its evaluation, Illinois EPA improperly considers
emissions and emissions increases that were authorized by Illinois EPA at the time Permit
95010001 was issued to National Steel Corporation but will not occur in the future. SR 0030; SR
0491. The NOx emissions increase from the Project authorized by Illinois EPA prior to U. S.
Steel’s ownership (when National Steel Corporation owned and operated the facility) is greater
than that with the revisions proposed by U. S. Steel. 1d. Illinois EPA is attempting to shift to
U. S. Steel a burden that is not U. S. Steel’s. SR 0331. U. S. Steel has demonstrated in the
Application that the Project would not become a major modification solely by virtue of the changes
and other requested revisions. SR 0331; SR 0491. U. S. Steel has no obligation to show that the
actual or potential NOx emissions of the units in the period from 1996 to the present have not

exceeded the emission rates currently proposed by U. S. Steel. SR 0331.
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55. Illinois EPA’s position and demands place U. S. Steel in the impossible position to
show that no violations would have existed for a period of 30 years — including about ten of those
years in which U. S. Steel did not even own or operate the facility nor can it attest to the National
Steel emissions. The Agency expects U. S. Steel to somehow show that not only every operating
scenario complied with all regulations, but also that none of the regulations over 30 years would
have been violated. U. S. Steel is essentially tasked with the impossible burden to demonstrate
compliance with all operating scenarios and all PSD provisions over the nearly 30 years — both of
which have significantly evolved over the last three decades.

56.  The Agency’s position regarding U. S. Steel’s obligations with respect to PSD and
NNSR as to NOx emissions is contrary to the law. SR 0331. In U. S. v. Midwest Generation,
LLC, 781 F. Supp. 2d 677 (N.D. Ill. 2011), the Court held that, where a facility should have been
subject to BACT and other substantive requirements of the major NSR permitting programs due
to modifications implemented by a prior owner, the Act does not obligate a subsequent owner to
come into compliance with those requirements. U.S. v. Midwest Generation involved an
enforcement action under the Clean Air Act for injunctive relief and civil penalties against the
owner and operator of coal-fired power plants. Id. at 679. The power plants were originally owned
by Commonwealth Edison Co. (“ComEd”), then sold to Edison Mission Energy, Inc. (“EME”),
who then transferred control to Midwest Generation. 1d. at 680.

57. Prior to selling the plants to EME, it was alleged that ComEd modified five of its
power plants between 1994 and 1999 but did not obtain permits for the modifications. 1d. at 645.
After the modifications, Commonwealth Edison sold the plants to Midwest Generation. Id. at 646.
No one challenged the modifications until 2009, 10 years after they were completed. Id. The court

held that any PSD claim accrued, and the statute of limitations began to run, in 1999, because the
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violation would be “complete when construction commences without a permit.” Id. at 646-47.
Accordingly, any claims based on PSD violations for failing to obtain a permit were barred by the
statute of limitations. 1d. Moreover, the court held that “[t]Joday’s emissions cannot be called
unlawful just because of acts that occurred more than five years before the suit began. Once the
statute of limitations expired, Commonwealth Edison was entitled to proceed as if it possessed all
required construction permits” because “enduring consequences of acts that precede the statute of
limitations are not independently wrongful.” Id.at 648.

58. Midwest Generation involved failure to obtain any construction permits, including
PSD permits, for projects that required both. In contrast, National Steel obtained a construction
permit, which permit constituted a PSD approval for two pollutants, but did not obtain PSD
approval with respect to NOx emissions. The alleged failure to obtain PSD approval with respect
to NOx emissions is essentially identical; the Midwest Generation principles apply to this case.
This is because when the Permit was issued in 1996, Illinois did not have its own PSD program,
but rather had been delegated authority by USEPA to implement and enforce the federal PSD
program. See In Re: West Suburban Recycling and Energy Center, L.P., 1996 WL 780306, at *3.
Permits “issued by states acting with delegated authority are considered EPA-issued permits.” In
Re: Christian County Generation, LLC, 13 E.A.D. 449, 2008 WL 281839, at *11 n. 1 (E.P.A. Jan.
28, 2008). Thus, where Illinois EPA “acts as EPA’s delegate in implementing” a federal program
in Illinois, the permit “is considered an EPA-issued permit for purposes of federal law.” Id. Under
federal law, with respect to PSD claims, the Clean Air Act “does not provide its own statute of
limitations. Therefore, the general, five-year, federal statute of limitations applies.” U.S. v.

Midwest Generation, LLC, 781 F. Supp. 2d 677, 691 (N.D. Ill. 2011).
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59. In relation to the BACT requirements, the court in Midwest Generation explained
that “[t]here is no obligation to apply ‘best available control technology’ in the abstract.”” Id. at
690. BACT requirements are not freestanding but are imposed in the pre-construction permit
process. Id. The court explained that “[i]n the absence of such a permit, they do not exist.” Id.

60.  While the Midwest Generation case addressed the issues of continuing PSD
violations in an enforcement context, the court’s discussion of PSD and BACT requirements is
relevant to the permitting context. Here, National Steel obtained a permit in 1996, but it contained
certain incorrect emissions information and limits. Those errors were discovered and dealt with
appropriately by U. S. Steel in applying to correct the emissions information and limits. The time
for Illinois EPA to seek fulfillment of the regulatory consequences of the prior incorrect emissions
information and limits has long since passed. Since National Steel could never be found liable for
those errors even if it continued to own the facility, U. S. Steel likewise cannot be subject to
punishment for the consequences of the incorrect permit limits. Given that Midwest Generation
was not liable in the enforcement context for its predecessor’s failure to get a required permit at
all,* certainly U. S. Steel, which inherited a facially valid permit from its predecessor, should not
suffer based on purported failure by the predecessor to get (and Illinois EPA to issue) the correct
permit. Furthermore, the issues raised and actions demanded of U. S. Steel now were never raised
when National Steel applied for the Permit in 1995. See, generally SR 1942 — 2173.

61. Illinois EPA’s position in this matter, while not in the enforcement context,
essentially holds U. S. Steel liable for National Steel’s conduct. The Agency disregards Midwest

Generation and attempts to circumvent its limitations imposed by that decision. U. S. Steel’s

4 Subsequent to the Midwest Generation decisions, the Agency has issued several construction permits to Midwest
Generation for the same emissions units that were the subject of the decisions, and those permits authorized
operation of the modified units without imposing BACT or other major NSR obligations. SR 0331 n. 16.
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Application merely seeks to correct the incorrect emissions limits and move forward in light of the
current status of the facility. Moreover, Illinois EPA takes the position that permit terms and
conditions that the Agency itself issued (which it could only do upon a finding that no violation
would occur) cannot be relied upon even where no change is requested to those terms and
conditions. The Agency’s position is one that places an unlawful, impracticable, if not impossible,
burden on U. S. Steel. Furthermore, the burden that the Agency is placing on U. S. Steel is not
only contrary to Midwest Generation, but inconsistent with the Order issued by the United States
Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Illinois (Case Nos. 02-08697 — 02-08738). See,
generally SR 1309 — 1394,

62. Instead of appropriately considering the situation in a prospective, forward-looking,
and realistic manner that reflects the current conditions and future operations at the Facility, and
accepting the provisions of the Permit that U. S. Steel does not seek to change, Illinois EPA takes
the position that U. S. Steel must assess the details of operating scenarios that may have existed
nearly 30 years ago when the Permit was issued and before U. S. Steel’s ownership. 1llinois EPA’s
position is based on retrospectively looking back to the time the Permit was issued in 1996 and
revised in 1998 and speculating about what operations may have been like at that time instead of
concentrating on what the actual consequences of its permitting decision would be in a practical
sense. In addition, U. S. Steel cannot speak to or verify on how National Steel operated nor can
it attest to its emissions.

63.  This is also true of the concerns raised by Illinois EPA pursuant to the non-
attainment area portion of the New Source Review program in 35 Ill. Admin. Code 203 (NNSR).
Illinois has had its own program under Part 203 for a long time, and the statute of limitations

situation is not the same as in the PSD context. However, the reality of Illinois EPA’s position in
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the Part 203 context is that it would be impossible for U. S. Steel to meet Illinois EPA’s demands.

Illinois EPA cites Section 203.302 for emissions offsets, requiring an owner or operator of a major

modification to provide emission offsets equal to or greater than the allowable emissions from the

net increase in emissions from the modification. There are regulatory requirements for determining

emission offsets, including Sections 203.302 and 203.303. One of those requirements is that

emission offsets must be effective prior to start-up of the modified source. It is not clear how U.

S. Steel could be expected to obtain such emission offsets now, for a project that started up decades

ago. Thus, the Agency appears to instill an impossibility in its permit denial. If the Board agrees

with the Agency’s approach, U. S. Steel may never be able to obtain a corrected permit. This

cannot be a rational result.

64.

U. S. Steel explained as follows in its written comment:

Under the PSD and NNSR programs as in effect at the time of the Production
Increase Project, where the project involved changes to existing emissions units
that are so significant that the emissions unit was deemed not to have begun normal
operation, the post-change actual emissions of that unit are assumed equal to its
potential to emit. 40 CFR 8 52.21(b)(21). The major modification applicability test
was therefore based on a comparison of the pre-project actual emissions and the
post-project potential to emit of the emissions unit or group of units. 40 CFR 8§
52.21(b)(2)-(3). An emissions unit’s potential to emit is its maximum capacity to
emit a pollutant under its physical and operational design. 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(4).
Limitations on the capacity to emit a pollutant are treated as part of the design of
an emissions unit or group of units if the limitation or the effect it would have on
emissions is legally enforceable and enforceable as a practical matter. Where the
potential to emit of a unit or group of units is governed by enforceable limitations
rather than by the unrestricted physical capacity of that unit or those units, and
where those limitations were necessary to a determination that a project was not a
major modification, the term “synthetic minor” is commonly used to describe the
project and the associated limitations.

SR 0331 - 0332.

65.

The source obligation provisions effectively require updated PSD and NNSR

applicability analysis in situations where the permit applicant proposes to relax a synthetic minor
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limitation in a permit. SR 0332. Applicability analyses performed to determine whether the source
obligation provisions apply are prospective, not retrospective as Illinois EPA claims. Id. U. S.
Steel’s prospective calculation of potential NOx emissions from specific fuel combustion units
affected by the Project include zero emissions from Boilers 1 — 10 (which no longer exist); does
not include the greater NOx emission rates of Boilers 11 and 12 prior to required retrofit of flue
gas recirculation in those boilers; and includes zero emission from combustion of coke oven gas
as fuel (since coke oven gas is no longer available). 1d. The Application demonstrates that the
Project will not become a major modification solely due to the requested relaxations. Id.

66.  As demonstrated by the Application, NOx emissions associated with a facility
configuration that is no longer authorized, or that are under a counterfactual hypothetical, are
immaterial to the source obligation demonstration. SR 0333. The Application reflects the
prospective reality for the fuel combustion units at the facility. Id.

67. Further, Illinois EPA argues, as to Project emission increases and net emission
increases, that additional decreases in NOx emissions that U. S. Steel proposes to rely upon are
not contemporaneous and otherwise creditable as required by the NSR regulations. SR 0333.
However, the Agency’s analysis includes separate calculations of increases and decreases based
on specific fuels and changes in fuels, which is inconsistent with the PSD and NNSR rule
requirements. Id. For certain Project-affected fuel combustion units, the change in actual NOx
emissions is properly calculated as the total post-project actual NOx emissions (regardless of the
fuel or fuels being burned to generate those emissions) minus the total pre-project actual NOx
emissions (regardless of the fuel or fuels that were burned to generate those emissions). SR 0333;
SR 0601 - 0958. Further, it was appropriate to include the emission changes at the certain Project-

affected fuel combustion units in the updated calculation of the NOx emissions increase from the
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Project as calculated in the Application. SR 0334; SR 0601 — 0958. Emissions changes at these
emission units must be included in the calculation of the emissions increase that will occur as a
result of the project, under the first clause in the definition of the term “net emissions increase.”
SR 0333 -0334. Lastly, as explained in written comments, “even if the contribution of the certain
fuel combustion units affected by the Production Increase Project were properly considered as
among the other decreases under the second clause of the definition rather than a contribution to
the emissions increase from the project under the first clause of the definition, it is not relied upon
for the non-applicability determination.” SR 0334. The net NOx emissions increase from the
Project as presented in the Application is -237.3 tons per year; even if the decrease of 250.3 tons
per year as calculated by the Agency is omitted from the calculation, the net emissions increase is
13 tons per year, which is less than the significant level of 40 tons per year and demonstrates that
the Project would not become a major modification solely by virtue of the relaxations requested
by U. S. Steel. SR 0334 —0335.

68.  The updated NOx emission increase calculations presented in the Application fully
conform to and satisfy the source obligation provisions of the PSD and NNSR rules. SR 0335.
Because the Project would not become a major modification with respect to NOx emissions solely
by virtue of the requested relaxations, the substantive requirements of PSD and NNSR programs
are not required elements of the Application. SR 0335.

69.  As noted above, U. S. Steel advocates that the PSD Program is forward-looking
and prospective. Illinois EPA, on the other hand, claims that “the PSD program is not actually
forward looking.” SR 0114. The Agency’s position is again contrary to the law. One purpose of
the PSD program is “to assure that any decision to permit increased air pollution in any area to

which this section applies is made only after careful evaluation of all the consequences of such a
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decision.” 42 U.S.C. § 7470(5) (emphasis added). Therefore, “the PSD program is forward-
looking,” and the “PSD requirements are forward-looking.” United States v. Louisiana
Generating, LLC, 929 F. Supp. 2d 591, 593 (M.D. La. 2012); United States v. EME Homer City
Generation L.P., 823 F. Supp. 2d 274, 281 (W.D. Pa. 2011), aff'd, 727 F.3d 274 (3d Cir. 2013).
Therefore, Illinois EPA’s position that the PSD Program is not forward looking is without merit.

70.  The Agency claimed that the Bombardier letter by USEPA supported its position.
SR 0183 - 0184; SR 0308 — 0311. Bombardier involved a higher threshold for major
source/modification due to a change in the area designation. SR 0183 — 0184. Here, however,
U. S. Steel is not seeking a change in the major source/modification threshold. It is simply
updating the emissions information to show that the original major modification threshold is not
exceeded, and U. S. Steel’s netting analysis demonstrates that this was not a major modification.
Accordingly, the Bombardier letter does not support the Agency’s position.

71.  The Agency also claimed that the PSE & G Determination supported its position.
SR 0184 - 0185; SR 0312 — 0315. PSE & G states that any relaxation of an established limit that
would make the project “major” would at that point in time make PSD applicable. SR 0314. Here,
however, the updated emissions information provided in the application does not make the project
major. Thus, the PSE & G Determination does not support the Agency’s position.

72.  The Agency presented its own NOx netting analysis in the Responsiveness
Summary. SR 0300 — 0306. This analysis included one simple and glaring error; mere correction
of that error makes clear that the Project would not become a major modification with respect to
NOx emissions as a result of the revisions requested in the Application. The Agency’s analysis
shows that the net NOx emissions increase is less than the significant level of 40 tons per year,

provided that the future total NOx emissions from the affected fuel-burning units are less than
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983.2 tons per year. 1d. The Agency provided a speculative and strained analysis suggesting that
the total future NOx emissions from the affected fuel-burning units might reasonably be assumed
to exceed this value. This speculation is preposterous. In the Application submitted in March
2020, U. S. Steel proposed to accept a NOx emission cap of 632.5 tons per year over the affected
fuel-burning units. SR 0961 —1248. In the Supplement submitted in October 2022, at the direction
of the Agency, U. S. Steel proposed no enforceable emission cap because such cap would be
superfluous: (i) The currently effective emission cap of 706 tons per year covering all affected
fuel-burning units in Permit No. 95010001 significantly overstates the maximum anticipated NOXx
emissions from these units; and (ii) Any future total NOx emission rate from these units less than
956 tons per year, including any rate in the range 706 tons per year to 956 tons per year, will result
in a calculated net NOx emissions increase of 13.1 tons per year. SR 0601 —0958. (In other words,
for any such value, the “p” variable in the Agency’s speculative analysis is zero.) The Agency is
aware that future total NOx emissions from the affected fuel-burning units will be less than 983.2
tons per year. SR 0119 — 0120, fn. 21 (“. . .the Application requests future permitted annual NOx
emissions for the . . . Project-affected fuel burning units of . . .706 tons/year . . .”). If, contrary to
the direction given to U. S. Steel by the Agency in 2022, the Agency determined that it was
necessary to impose an enforceable limit on total NOx emissions from the affected fuel-burning
units, the appropriate path forward was for the Agency to exercise its discretion and authority to
impose such limit, not to deny the Application merely because U. S. Steel had not proposed such
a limit in its Application. 35 Ill. Adm. Code Section 201.156 (“The Agency may impose such
conditions in a construction permit as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act, and
as are not inconsistent with the regulations promulgated by the Board thereunder.”).

73. Based on all the above, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced
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by the Agency will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.
The Project would not become a major modification with respect to NOx emissions, so the
substantive requirements of PSD and NNSR programs are not required elements of the
Application.

74.  Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision and an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

ii. Denial Point 2: The determination of baseline NOx emissions in the
revised netting analysis cannot be independently confirmed

75. The Agency’s second Denial Point claims that the determination of baseline NOx
emissions in the revised netting analysis cannot be independently confirmed. SR 0009; see SR
0009 — 0012; see SR 0209 — 0218.

76. The Agency stated that the Permit Application “does not include data and
information supporting the determinations of baseline NOx emissions for certain emissions units
in the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx.” SR. 0009. The Agency contended that the
revised NSR applicability analysis not only sought increases in permitted NOx emissions of the
blast furnace casthouse and BOFs to correct errors in the original application for the Production
Increase Project, but also now addressed NOx emissions from burning coke oven gas (“COG”) in
Project-affected units, which the Illinois EPA did not require be addressed in 1996. Id. With
respect to continuous casting operations, the Agency stated that the analysis took a different
approach with use of natural gas and associated NOx emissions. Id. Finally, the Agency

contended that the revised NSR applicability analysis did not reflect a reevaluation of the NOx
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emission factor used for ladle preheaters and, for these units, an emissions factor for use of natural
gas in boilers continues to be used, which the Agency claims “likely is not appropriate for the
simpler burner systems in preheaters.” Id.

77, Illinois EPA took the position that because of claimed “deficiencies in the data and
information” provided for the baseline NOx emissions of fuel burning units, “the revised NSR
applicability analysis cannot be relied upon,” and the analysis “cannot serve as proof that the
Production Increase Project would not become a major modification for NOx under NSR with the
increases in permitted NOx emissions” that were requested. SR 0009. The Agency stated that
“[Iikely or possible deficiencies in the emission data in the revised NSR applicability
analysis for NOx in the application need to be resolved or corrected before any revised version of”
the Permit could be issued based on the revised NSR applicability analysis. Id.

78. In the Agency’s “Discussion” regarding Denial Point 2, the Agency asserts that the
Permit Application “does not show that all Project-affected fuel burning units have been
addressed” and, for “units that are addressed, the application does not show that appropriate
emission factors and operating data have been used to estimate emissions.” SR 0010. Given that
“specific concerns exist with the determination of baseline NOx emissions for certain emission
units,” the Agency claimed that “concerns exist with the determination of the overall baseline NOx
emissions for the Project.” 1d. The discussion included the baseline usage of COG, the emission
factor for use of COG in Boilers 11 and 12, the emission factor for use of natural gas in ladle
preheaters, and emissions from use of natural gas on the continuous casting lines. SR 0010 — 0012.

79.  The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d) and

39(a)*, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152**, 201.152*** and 201.160(a). Section 9(a) of the Act
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contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d)
of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173
(NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides
that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or
equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; and the Agency may impose such
other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act. 415 ILCS 5/39(a);
SR 0078 — SR 0079. Section 201.152 of the Board’s regulations provide, in part, that construction
permit applications must include information regarding the quantities and types of raw materials
to be used in the emission source or air pollution equipment, and must include information
concerning the nature, points of emissions, and quantities of emissions (uncontrolled and
controlled) at the source. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152; SR 0082. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s
regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof
that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate
S0 as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter I of the Board’s regulations.
35 1ll. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083.

80.  The issues raised by Denial Point 2 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0494 — 0497; SR 0336 —
0339.

81.  Asexplained in the written comments, Illinois EPA’s claim that U. S. Steel did not
provide sufficient information for the PSD/NNSR non-applicability determination is without
merit. SR 0336. With respect to the baseline usage of COG, the permit application includes
extensive discussion of the use of coke oven gas as fuel during the pre-project baseline period. Id.

The Agency’s position was, in part, based on the fact that “National Steel did not provide data for
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usage of COG.” SR 0210. As discussed above, however, U. S. Steel cannot be liable for National
Steel’s conduct; and this is a question that Illinois EPA should have requested from National Steel
—not U. S. Steel. U. S. Steel cannot attest to the accuracy or veracity to National Steel’s submittals
and emissions nor is it required to do so.

82.  With respect to the emission factor for use of COG in Boilers 11 and 12, the
emission factor listed in the Permit Application was “a scrivener’s error” and the factor used is
actually based on emission testing performed at Boiler 12, which was discussed with Illinois EPA.
SR 0336 - 0337. As to the emission factor for use of natural gas in ladle preheaters, this emission
factor “has been used consistently for all purposes pertaining to the permitting of the Production
Increase Project and has been both accepted and prescribed by Illinois EPA for that purpose.” SR
0337. Given that Illinois EPA repeatedly accepted and relied upon this emission factor for
calculating NOx emissions from combustion of natural gas in ladle preheaters in numerous
permitting actions over the course of nearly thirty years, no further justification was needed. Id.
USEPA regularly accepts the use of emission factors from one source to apply to another type of
source using the same fuel. For example, in the 11IS MACT RTR, USEPA allowed U. S. Steel to
test a boiler burning BFG to develop emission factors for blast furnace stoves using the same fuel.
Cross utilization of emission factors across different types of units is commonly accepted by
USEPA. See SR 2502 — 2512. Furthermore, a ladle preheater cannot be tested and there are no
published emission factors for ladle preheaters.

83.  Concerning emissions from use of natural gas on the continuous casting lines,
because “there is no NOx formation from the continuous casting operation other than from
combustion of natural gas” and “all natural gas consumption in the continuous casting operation

is accounted for elsewhere, U. S. Steel did not account for any additional pre-project actual NOx
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emissions from the continuous casting operation.” Id. U. S. Steel further clarified in its comments,
however, that “emissions associated with natural gas combustion in this operation were properly
accounted for both in pre-project baseline and the post project emission for the project affected
units.” SR 0037 — 0039.

84.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the
Agency will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel. Again,
the Application shows that the Project would not become a major modification.

85.  Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. Additionally, the Agency’s
reasons, statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support
denial. Moreover, this is an important policy consideration that the Board should review and
reverse Illinois EPA’s decision.

iii. Denial Point 3: The Application lacks information for the actual NOx

emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units (lack of information
relevant to netting)

86.  The Agency’s third Denial Point claims that the Permit Application lacks
information for the actual NOx emissions of project-affected fuel burning units, specifically, that
the revised netting analysis for NOx does not show that the value for the maximum future NOXx
emissions from certain fuel burning units (706 tons/year), in aggregate, is appropriate. SR 0013.

87.  The Agency contended that the Permit Application “does not show that 706
tons/year represents the post-project NOx emissions of these units as could have been addressed
when Permit 95010001 was originally issued in 1996 if emissions from burning of COG in these
units when operating at the levels of iron and steel production that were permitted had been

considered.” SR 0013. Further, according to the Agency, the Permit Application “also does not
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show that the actual NOx emissions of the subject units in the period from 1996 to the present have
not exceeded 706 tons/year.” ld. The Agency’s position is that U. S. Steel needed to “show that
a value for future NOx emissions of the subject units of 706 tons/year does not really represent
‘future’ emissions beginning at the present time” because, otherwise, “the value for future NOXx
emissions in the application improperly takes credit for reductions in the NOx emissions of the
Production Increase Project (Project) that were not originally part of the Project.” Id.

88. Illinois EPA concluded that although only two of 12 boilers that were in operation
in 1996 remain in operation currently, “it is not appropriate to only address the potential NOx
emissions of the two boilers that now remain,” and although COG is no longer being produced due
to shutdown of other units, “when revaluating applicability of NSR for the Project for NOx with
the increases in permitted emissions now requested, it is not appropriate to evaluate the NOXx
emissions of the units that formerly used COG as they now exist and to ignore the fact that in 1996
these units did use COG and their potential NOx emissions were higher.” 1d. The Agency stated
that the “difficulty is that the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the 2022 application
attempts to rely on this “post-project’ reduction in the NOx emissions of these units to make up for
the increases in permitted NOx emissions of the blast furnace casthouse and BOFs that are
requested.” SR 0014. Therefore, Illinois EPA claims it would have been improper to issue a revised
permit “that reflects current circumstances for the subject units if this reflects NOx emissions that
are lower than could have properly been allowed in 1996.” Id.

89.  The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: Sections 9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
39(a)** and 39(a)***, and 35 IAC 201.152*** 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 203.208*, 204.400,

204.550* and 204.560. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air
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pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against
violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d);
SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit
upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or
regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the
purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit specifically
relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section
201.152 of the Board’s regulations provide, in part, that construction permit applications must
include information regarding the quantities and types of raw materials to be used in the emission
source or air pollution equipment, and must include information concerning the nature, points of
emissions, and quantities of emissions (uncontrolled and controlled) at the source. 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 201.152; SR 0082. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air
pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 203.123 and Section 204.400 of the Board’s regulations provide the
definition of “Federally Enforceable” including that emissions limitations are enforceable as a
practical matter. SR 0083; SR 0087 — 0088. Section 203.128 and Section 204.560 of the Board’s
regulations provide the definition of “potential to emit” including that emissions are practically
enforceable. SR 0083; SR 0089. Section 203.208 and Section 204.550 of the Board’s regulations
provide the definition of Net Emissions Determination including the process to show a project

would not be a major modification. SR 0084; SR 0088.
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90.  The issues raised by Denial Point 3 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0494 — 0497, SR 508; SR
0336 — 0339, SR 0350.

91.  Asexplained in the written comments, the Permit Application provided a basis for
the proposed maximum future NOx emissions of 706 tons per year from certain fuel combustion
units. SR 0339. The Permit Application did not request a change in the maximum NOx emissions
from the fuel combustion units; instead, U. S. Steel requested continued use of the limit of 706
tons of NOx emissions from the fuel combustion units that had been in place in the existing permit
since 1999. Id. As discussed above, the Agency should accept its previously issued permit terms
that U. S. Steel does not seek to change.

92.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

93.  Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. Additionally, the Agency’s
reasons, statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support
denial. Moreover, this is an important policy consideration in which the Board should review and
reverse the Illinois EPA’s determination.

iii(@). Denial Point 3A: The Application lacks information for the actual NOx
emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units (lack of supporting

information)

94.  The Agency’s Denial Point 3A claims that the Permit Application lacks supporting

information regarding the amount of maximum future NOx emissions from certain fuel burning

units, 706 tons/year. SR 0015.
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95.  The Agency argues that the Permit Application does not list specific units whose
NOx emissions are being addressed and describe the nature of the various units relative to the
emissions of NOx from burning fuel. Id. Illinois EPA states that data was not provided for the
maximum annual amounts of fuels burned. Moreover, the Agency states that data was not
provided “for the emission factors used to calculate annual emissions, the sources or basis of those
factors, and why those factors should be considered representative of the NOx emissions of the
various types of units that are being addressed.” Id. The Agency contended that without this
information, the Permit Application “does not include information that is necessary to allow the
Illinois EPA to rely upon the future maximum NOx emissions of the subject units, presumably the
fuel burning units affected by the Production Increase Project, being no more than the stated
amount, or issue a revised permit that limits NOx emissions to the stated amount.” Id.

96.  The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: Sections 9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
and 39(a)**, and 35 IAC 201.152**, 201.152***, 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400, and
204.560. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS
5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section
165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section
39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the
applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; the
Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the
Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit specifically relating to an
applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 201.152 of the

Board’s regulations provides, in part, that construction permit applications must include
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information regarding the quantities and types of raw materials to be used in the emission source
or air pollution equipment, and must include information concerning the nature, points of
emissions, and quantities of emissions (uncontrolled and controlled) at the source. 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 201.152; SR 0082. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air
pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 203.123 and Section 204.400 of the Board’s regulations provide the
definition of “Federally Enforceable” including that emissions limitations are enforceable as a
practical matter. SR 0083, 0087. Section 203.128 and Section 204.560 of the Board’s regulations
provide the definition of “potential to emit” including that emissions are practically enforceable.
SR 0083; 0089.

97.  The Agency did not include Denial Point 3A in its Initial Draft Denial Letter. SR
0016. The issues raised by Denial Point 3A were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September 11,
2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0494 — 0497 and 0507 —
0509; SR 0336 — SR 0339 and 0349 — 0351.

98.  Asexplained in the written comments, the Permit Application provided a basis for
the proposed maximum future NOx emissions of 706 tons per year from certain fuel combustion
units. SR 0339. The Permit Application did not request a change in the maximum NOx emissions
from the fuel combustion units; instead, U. S. Steel requested continued use of the limit of 706
tons of NOx emissions from the fuel combustion units that had been in place in the existing permit
since 1999. Id. As discussed above, the Agency has no basis to not accept its previously issued

permit terms that U. S. Steel does not seek to change.

42



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

99.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.
100. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts. The Agency’s reasons, statutory bases,
and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial. Additionally,
the Agency’s position that U. S. Steel could not rely upon an existing emission limit which had
already been approved by the Agency involves a discretionary decision and an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.
v. Denial Point 4: For the basic oxygen furnaces, the 2022 Application

does not address the potential for uncaptured emissions of NOx, VOM,
and CO through the roof monitor of these furnaces

101. The Agency’s fourth Denial Point claims that the Permit Application does not
include information regarding uncaptured emissions of NOx, VOM, and CO for the BOFs that
occur through the room monitor on the building in which the BOFs are located, the BOF shop. SR
0017.

102. lllinois EPA stated that stack testing of the control systems for the particulate
system for the BOFs and the baghouse installed in the last 10 years. SR 0017. The Agency
claimed that “[t]hese control systems may capture most of the emissions of the BOFs, achieving
overall capture efficiencies that engineering design suggests may approach 100 percent.” Id.

The Agency claimed that the Application, however, “does not contain technical or engineering
information showing that all emissions of the BOFs are now being captured and no emissions
occur through the roof monitor or other openings in the BOF shop.” 1d. The Agency concluded

that “[a]bsent information addressing uncaptured emissions of NOx, VOM and CO from the
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BOFs, the 2022 application would not provide complete information about the emissions of the
BOFs.” Id.

103. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
and 39(a)**, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152***, and 201.160(a). Section 9(a) of the Act contains
the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act
provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the
Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty
of lllinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not
cause a violation of the Act or regulations; and the Agency may impose such other conditions as
may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079.
Section 201.152 of the Board’s regulations provides, in part, that construction permit applications
must include information regarding the nature, points of emissions, and quantities of emissions
(uncontrolled and controlled) at the source. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152; SR 0082. Section
201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless
the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be
constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B,
Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083.

104. The issues raised by Denial Point 4 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0497 — 0498; SR 0339
— 0340.

105.  Asexplained in the written comments, contrary to the Agency’s position, the Permit

Application “does not reflect an assumption that there are zero uncaptured emissions” from the
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basic oxygen furnaces but instead reflects the conclusion that, “if there are any such uncaptured
emissions, those emissions are fugitive emissions and are not quantifiable.” SR 0339 — 0340.
“Fugitive emissions are counted for purposes of PSD and NNSR applicability determinations only
to the extent that such emissions are quantifiable.” SR 0340. Illinois EPA’s speculation regarding
possible fugitive emissions from the basic oxygen furnaces is not a sufficient basis to determine
that the emissions actually exist and are quantifiable. Id. U. S. Steel should not be held
accountable for inclusion of such emissions when the Agency did not consider these emissions
when issuing the Permit to National Steel in 1996. Moreover, the “primary mechanism for
formation of particulate matter during charging and tapping is the oxidation of molten metal” and
this “formation mechanism cannot be expected to result in the formation of NOX or VOM.” Id.

106. The Agency contended that U. S. Steel did not address this Denial Point with
respect to uncaptured emissions of CO through the roof monitor, but then conceded that U. S. Steel
addressed this issue in a different comment. SR 0221 fn. 149. Indeed, U. S. Steel specifically
noted that the Agency previously presumed that there are no CO emissions from this emission
point, and “U. S. Steel did not request any changes to existing permit terms relating to this emission
point.” SR 0326. Thus, U. S. Steel had no reason to believe that the Agency had reconsidered its
prior determination relating to CO emissions from the roof monitor. Id.

107.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

108. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,

statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
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Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision and an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

V. Denial Point 5: The emission inventory for the source used in the air
quality analysis for CO omits certain CO emissions

109. The Agency’s fifth Denial Point claims that the Air Quality Modeling Report,
which provides the Source Impact Analysis, in the Application is deficient because it does not
address certain CO emissions of units that are at, or were at, the facility. SR 0023; see SR 0023 —
0025; see SR 0131 - 0144.

110. The Project permitted under Permit 95010001 was a major modification under PSD
because it involved physical and operational changes that would result in a significant net increase
in emissions of CO. SR 0486; SR 0325; SR 0601 — 0958. As to the PSD permit application that
National Steel Corporation submitted for the Project in 1995, Illinois EPA determined that the
application included all necessary information, including the air quality impact analysis, and
granted PSD approval for the project in conjunction with issuance of the permit. Id. The
Application that is the issue of this Petition includes corrective updates to some of the emissions
data relied upon by Illinois EPA in issuing Permit 95010001 in 1996. Id. As explained in the
Application, recent information suggests that some of the emission data relied upon by the Agency
in issuing the Permit in 1996 are not representative. SR 0325. U. S. Steel and the Agency agreed
that corrective updates to these data and to CO air quality impact analysis are appropriate. Id. The
Application includes an updated analysis.

111. However, in the Denial Letter, the Agency contended that the air quality analysis
does not address: (i) uncaptured CO emission of the blast furnace casthouse and the basic oxygen
furnaces (emissions that occur from roof monitors and other openings); and (2) CO emissions of

the two by-product recovery coke oven batteries that were in operation in 1996. SR 0023 — 0026.
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112. The Agency claimed that, by not addressing these emissions, the source impact
analysis does not fully address the impact of the Project on ambient air quality for CO, both with
increases in permitted CO emissions as now requested and as would have been determined in 1996
is the Project had been permitted for more CO emissions as is now being requested. 1d. The
Agency also contends that the source impact analysis does not explain why the CO emissions of
certain units need not be considered. SR 0023.

113. As to the uncaptured emissions from the casthouse on the blast furnaces, the
Agency contended that the analysis does not address these uncaptured emissions. SR 0024. The
Agency stated that the Application indicates potential CO emissions of 13.6 tons/year from the
roof monitor on the casthouse on the blast furnaces and that these uncaptured CO emissions must
be addressed in the air quality analysis. SR 0024.

114. As to the uncaptured emissions from the basic oxygen furnaces, the Agency
contended that the analysis does not address these uncaptured emissions. SR 0024. The Agency
states that the Application also does not explain why uncaptured emissions would not be present
since the Application does not show 100% capture of emissions from furnaces by the control
systems. Id.

115. As to the by-product coke oven batteries, the Agency contended that the
Application did not explain why the analysis should not consider the CO emission of the former
by-product coke oven batteries. SR 0024. The Agency stated that the “analysis does not address
CO ambient air quality with the Project as would have been predicted by the original air quality
analysis for the Project if it had addressed the additional CO emissions now being requested for

the Project.” SR 0023.
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116. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
and 39(a)**, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152***, 201.160(a), 204.330, 204.1110, and 204.1130.
SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS
5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section
165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section
39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the
applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; and the
Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the
Act. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 201.152 of the Board’s regulations provides, in
part, that construction permit applications must include information concerning the nature, points
of emissions, and quantities of emissions (uncontrolled and controlled) at the source. 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 201.152; SR 0082. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air
pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 204.330 of the Board’s regulations provides the definition of
“complete.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.330; SR 0087. Section 204.1110 of the Board’s regulations
provides that the owner or operator of a proposed source or modification must demonstrate that
allowable emission increases from the proposed source or modification, “in conjunction with all
other applicable emission increases or reductions (including secondary emissions), would not
cause or contribute to air pollution in violation of: a) Any NAAQS in any air quality control region

....7 35 1ll. Adm. Code 204.1110; SR 0090. Section 204.1130 of the Board’s regulations provide,
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in summary, that a permit applicant for a project that is considered major for pollutant(s) for
purposes of PSD address that ambient air quality in the area that the proposed project would affect
for such pollutant(s). 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.1130; SR 0090 — 0091.

117.  The issues raised by Denial Point 5 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0386 — 0487; SR 0325 -
0327.

118. The Act or Board regulations do not require that a request for revision of a PSD
approval include any of the information listed by the Agency. SR 0326. As such, none of the
concerns raised by the Agency are deficiencies warranting denial of the permit application. I1d.

119. Relating to the possibility of CO emissions from the BOF shop roof monitor, the
Agency’s prior determination that the Project would not cause or contribute to a violation of the
CO NAAQS was based on the Agency’s assumption that there were no CO emissions from the
basic oxygen furnace shop roof monitor. SR 0326. U. S. Steel is not requesting in the Application
any changes to the existing permit terms relating to this emission point. Id.; see SR 0601 — 0958.
The Agency did not request that the updated analysis include any emissions from this emission
point. Id. As explained by the Agency, “[i]t is well established that an air quality impact analysis
required under the PSD program must be based on accurate information for the emissions of
relevant units for their emissions of the pollutant whose impacts are being analyzed.” SR 0134.
It was reasonable for U. S. Steel to conclude that its updated CO air quality impacts analysis, which
addressed revisions to the CO emission rates only for those emission points where both U. S. Steel
and Illinois EPA agreed that National Steel’s modeled rates should be corrected, was sufficient for

the purpose of requesting revisions to the permitted CO emission from certain combustion units
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burning blast furnace gas and/or natural gas and affected by the Project. 1d. U.S. Steel should not
be held accountable for such an issue that was not previously raised by Illinois EPA.

120. Inrelation to the historical CO emissions from the by-product coke oven batteries
operated by National Steel Corporation at the time Permit 95010001 was issued in 1996, it is
unclear whether the Agency’s contentions relate to the demonstration the Agency approved in
1996 or the current Application. Id. If the concerns relate to the demonstration approved in 1996,
those emissions were indeed included. Id.; SR 2287 — 2286 (Table 5-8); see, generally SR 1278
—1308. If the concerns relate to the demonstration in the current Application, U. S. Steel is not
requesting PSD approval for CO emissions from by-product coke oven batteries. Id.; see SR 0601
— SR 0958. The requested PSD approval is forward-looking — it is based on the applicable
regulations and other circumstances as they exist or will exist at the time of permit issuance. SR
0327, fn. 4 (citing 42 U. S.C. 7410(K); United States v. EME Homer City Generation, L.P., 727 F.
3d 274 (3d Cir. 2013)). As such, there is no basis for considering emissions under such scenario
in evaluation whether a requested change will cause or contribute to a violation of any NAAQS.
Id.

121.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

122. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts. The Agency’s reasons, statutory bases,
and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.

v(a). Denial Point 5A: Issues with the background air guality used in the air
guality analysis the emission inventory for the source

123. The Agency’s Denial Point 5A claims that, as related to baseline ambient air quality

for CO, the Air Quality Modeling Report, which includes the air quality analysis, included in the
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Application is deficient in that it does not address baseline ambient air quality as existed at the
time that the Project was initially permitted or as it presently exists. SR 0026; see SR 0026 — SR
0027; SR 0131 — SR 0144.

124. The Agency stated that the value for background air quality from ambient
monitoring conducted in 2016 — 2018 that is used in the analysis is not representative of air quality
in the period before the Project was initially permitted or air quality at the present time. R 0026.
The Agency contended that the Application did not justify use of the background value that is not
representative of the period when the Project was initially permitted. 1d. The Agency stated that,
even if that can be justified, the Application did not explain why it is appropriate to use a
background value taken from ambient monitoring conducted over five years ago. Id.

125. The Agency contended that it would not be proper to rely on the results if the Air
Quality Modeling Report to issue a revised Permit that would provide for increases in permitted
CO emissions as requested. Id.

126. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
and 39(a)**, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a), 204.330, 204.1110, and 204.1130. SR 0073.
Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR
0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD)
and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the
Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that
the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; and the Agency may
impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act. 415

ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
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construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air
pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 204.330 of the Board’s regulations provides the definition of
“complete.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.330; SR 0087. Section 204.1110 of the Board’s regulations
provides that the owner or operator of a proposed source or modification must demonstrate that
allowable emission increases from the proposed source or modification, “in conjunction with all
other applicable emission increases or reductions (including secondary emissions), would not
cause or contribute to air pollution in violation of: a) Any NAAQS in any air quality control region

.7 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.1110; SR 0090. Section 204.1130 of the Board’s regulations
provides, in summary, that a permit applicant for a project that is considered major for pollutant(s)
for purposes of PSD address that ambient air quality in the area that the proposed project would
affect for such pollutant(s). 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.1130; SR 0090 — 0091.

127. The issues raised by Denial Point 5A were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0324; SR 0485.

128. In relation to the Agency’s concerns regarding the use of background CO
concentration data from 2016 — 2018, such data was the most current quality-assured data available
at the time of U. S. Steel’s submittal of the Application in March 2020. Id. Use of such data was
approved by Illinois EPA following its review of U. S. Steel’s dispersion modeling protocol in
February 2020. Id.

129.  While the 2016 — 2018 background CO concentration data is less current now than
it was at the time of the Application submittal, currentness of air quality data is one aspect of the

permit application review process that is ensured by compliance with the procedural requirements
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relating to timely processing of permit applications. SR 0327; SR 0487. These requirements
include Section 201.158 of the Board’s regulations, which provides that a permit application shall
be deemed to have been filed 30 days after submittal if lllinois EPA has not notified the applicant
that it is incomplete. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.158; SR 0327 fn. 5; SR 0487 fn. 4. Additionally, the
Clean Air Act requires that final action on a PSD permit application be taken no later than one
year after filing. 42 U. S.C. 7475(c); SR 0327 fn. 5; SR 0487 fn. 4. Furthermore, it would be
impracticable, if not impossible, to compile all of the required data to perform the analyses from
30 years ago.

130.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

131. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.

Vi. Denial Point 6: Scope of proposed group emission limits

132. The Agency’s sixth Denial Point claims that the Permit Application does not show
that proposed collections of emission units for “group limits” of annual emissions of particulate,
NOx, and VOM are appropriate. SR 0028.

133. The Agency stated that the Permit Application did not “propose limitations that
would only apply to the annual emissions of particulate of the casthouse for the two blast furnaces”
or to the “annual particulate emissions of the two BOFs” which are “principal emission units at
the Granite City Works.” SR 00028. Further, according to the Agency, the Permit Application

does not show that it would be unreasonable for the casthouse and BOFs to continue to have
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limitations for annual emissions of particulate that are directly enforceable, independent of
emissions of the other, lesser units. Id.

134. The Agency concluded that if a revision to the Permit “were issued without limits
that independently apply to the emissions of the blast furnaces casthouse and to the emissions of
the two BOFs,” then the Permit Application “would not show the limits on annual emissions
established in such revised permit would serve to restrict the emissions of the casthouse and the
two BOFs as a practical matter.” SR 0028.

135. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
and 39(a)**, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400, and 204.560. Section
9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078.
Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and
Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act
provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the
facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; and the Agency may
impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act. 415
ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air
pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 203.123 and Section 204.400 of the Board’s regulations provide the
definition of “Federally Enforceable” including that emissions limitations are enforceable as a

practical matter. SR 0083; 0087 — 0088. Section 203.128 and Section 204.560 of the Board’s
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regulations provide the definition of “potential to emit” including that emissions are practically
enforceable. SR 0083; SR 0089.

136. The issues raised by Denial Point 6 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0499 — 0500; SR 0341 -
0342.

137. As U. S. Steel discussed in its comments, the Application proposes that PM, PMyo,
NOx, and VOM emissions be subject to annual emission caps covering groups of related emissions
units and emission points. SR 0341. With respect to the blast furnace operations and the BOF
shop, “the proposed groupings include emission points with significant emissions, such as the BOF
electrostatic precipitator stack, and minor emission points such as the iron spout baghouse stack.”
Id. Further, the Application proposed approaches that would make these emissions limits
enforceable as a practical matter. 1d. The fact that there may be alternative potentially suitable
groupings of emissions units is not a valid basis for denial. SR 0342. Further, other permits in
Region V have allowed groupings of emissions units in a manner similar to that proposed by U. S.
Steel. See SR 0150; SR 0621 (citing and linking to Severstal permit); see also Permit to Install
182-05C issued to Severstal Dearborn Inc., p. 5, 65-68 (discussion grouping of emission units in
Severstal permit).®

138.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

139. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,

statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.

> Publicly available at https://www.deq.state.mi.us/aps/downloads/permits/finpticon/2005/182-05C.pdf.
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Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary determination that the Board should
review and reverse.

Vii. Denial Point 7: Inadequate justification for elimination or revision of
current limits for Project-affected fuel burning limits

140. The Agency’s seventh Denial Point claimed that the Permit Application did not
contain information supporting revisions to the Permit to revise or eliminate existing limitations
for usage of fuels by Project-affected fuel burning units. SR 0034.

141. The Agency claimed that the Application “does not quantitatively demonstrate that
this would not result in an increase in the potential emissions of the subject units.” SR 0034.
Further, the Agency stated that the existing Permit did not limit the usage of COG because that
usage “was not quantitatively addressed in 1996 during the initial permitting of the Production
Increase Project.” Id. In addition, the shutdown of two coke oven batteries in 2015 and resulting
decrease in COG usage also resulted in more natural gas to be used in other units such as blast
furnace stoves. 1d. The Agency’s position is that the Permit Application did not include the
information necessary for it to set values for revised limitations that would be appropriate. 1d.
Consequently, the Agency contended that the Permit Application contained insufficient
information to eliminate the limitations in the current Permit for usage of fuel by Project-affected
fuel burning units. Id.

142.  lllinois EPA confirmed that “the limits for fuel usage and emissions currently in
Permit 95010001 may no longer be relevant” but nonetheless other limits for fuel usage and
emissions may be appropriate, including addressing fuel burning units other than the Project-
affected units. SR 0034 — 0035. While the “limits for usage of fuels and emissions should not
extend to Boilers 1 through 10, as they are no longer in operation,” the Agency claimed new fuel

usage limits may be needed for certain units, such as the four slab reheat furnaces affected by the
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elimination of COG, and the cogeneration boiler which began operation several years before the
by-product coke oven batteries at the facility were shutdown.” SR 0035.

143.  The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
and 39(a)**, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400, and 204.560. Section
9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078.
Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and
Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act
provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the
facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; and the Agency may
impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act. 415
ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air
pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 203.123 and Section 204.400 of the Board’s regulations provide the
definition of “Federally Enforceable” including that emissions limitations are enforceable as a
practical matter. SR 0083; 0087 — 0088. Section 203.128 and Section 204.560 of the Board’s
regulations provide the definition of “potential to emit” including that emissions are practically
enforceable. SR 0083; SR 0089.

144.  The issues raised by Denial Point 7 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0508 — 0509; SR 0350 —

0351.

57



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

145.  As U. S. Steel discussed in its comments, it initially specifically requested
“enforceable emission caps for emissions of NOx and other pollutants from the fuel combustion
units affected by the Production Increase Project and provided emission calculations supporting
these proposed emission caps.” SR 0350. Illinois EPA then informally and correctly noted that
“enforceable emission caps are superfluous and unnecessary where the maximum potential
emissions of the affected unit or units is less than or equal to the emission caps under
consideration.” Id. Based on this position, the Permit Application did not include an express
request for enforceable emission caps for the affected fuel combustion units. Id. As to the claim
that fuel burning units other than Project-affected units need to be addressed, such as the slab
reheat furnaces and cogeneration boiler, limits on these units would not be appropriate because
these emissions units were not among the units affected by the Production Increase Project and are
therefore irrelevant. Id. at 0350—0351.

146.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

147. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision and an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

viii.  Denial Point 8: The application does not show that emission factors that

are proposed as prescribed factors for certain units would be
representative

148. The Agency’s eighth Denial Point claims that the Permit Application does not

include information justifying the future use of “prescribed emissions factors” for certain units for
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the purpose of determining compliance with the requested revised limitations for the emissions of
the project. SR 0036.

149. lllinois EPA contended that U. S. Steel did not show “that the proposed factors
should be considered representative, accurate and appropriate.” SR 0036. For example, the
Agency claimed that the Permit Application did not include an explanation for the proposed
prescribed emissions factors for the uncaptured emissions of particulate of the BOFs, which are
lower than the factors used for baseline emissions. 1d. The Agency agreed that this was “generally
reasonable” in light of improvements that have been made to improve “capture and control of the
particulate emissions of the BOFs and should lower uncaptured emissions.” 1d. Nonetheless, the
Agency argued, the Permit Application did not explain how the proposed emissions factors were
developed and did not address practices for control of particulate emissions of the BOFs that would
accompany the proposed factors. Id. The Agency concluded that the Permit Application “does
not show that the proposed prescribed factors would appropriately be relied upon for the purpose
of enforceably limiting the future emissions of the emission units and emission points for which
they are proposed.” Id.

150. The Agency identified three separate emissions units in this Denial Point for which
it claimed U. S. Steel did not provide support for prescribed emissions factors or show that they
are representative: (1) the roof monitor on the basic oxygen furnace shop (uncaptured emissions
from the furnaces); (2) the caster mold, slab cutoff, and slab ripping processes on the continuous
casting lines; and (3) the Mag-Lime Silo. SR 0038 — 0040.

151. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*

39(a)**, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v) and 35 Ill. Adm. Code
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201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400, and 204.560. SR 0036. Section 9(a) of the Act contains
the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act
provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the
Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty
of lllinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not
cause a violation of the Act or regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions as may
be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable
conditions in a permit specifically relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS
5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 39.5(5)(i) of the Act provides that an applicant who fails to
submit any relevant facts necessary to evaluate the subject source and its CAAPP application or
has submitted incorrect information in an application for a CAAPP permit shall, upon becoming
aware of such failure or incorrect submittal, submit supplementary facts or correct information.
415 ILCS 39.5(5)(i); SR 0079. Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act provides that all CAAPP permits
must contain limitations and conditions and other enforceable terms which are or will be required
to accomplish the purposes and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with all applicable
requirements. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act provides that
the Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit, modification, or renewal if all the referenced conditions
are met, including that the Agency has received a complete application and, if necessary, has
requested and received additional information. 415 ILCS 39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — SR 008L1.
Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of the Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment.” 415
ILCS 5/39.5(13)(c)(v); SR 0081. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air

pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
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of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 203.123 and Section 204.400 of the Board’s regulations provide the
definition of “Federally Enforceable” including that emissions limitations are enforceable as a
practical matter. SR 0083; SR 0087 — 0088. Section 203.128 and Section 204.560 of the Board’s
regulations provide the definition of “potential to emit” including that emissions are practically
enforceable. SR 0083; SR 0089.

152.  The issues raised by Denial Point 8 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0504 — 0507; SR 0346 —
0349.

153. As discussed in U. S. Steel’s comments, the Application includes all required
supporting information regarding the emission factors and, in fact, provide more extensive
information “than the documentation provided in the permit application submitted by National
Steel Corporation in 1995 and accepted by Illinois EPA when issuing Permit No. 95010001 in
1996.” SR 0347. With respect to the roof monitor on the basic oxygen furnace shop (uncaptured
emissions from the furnaces), Illinois EPA acknowledged that the emission factors proposed by
U. S. Steel were representative of the current configuration, but then incorrectly claimed that the
emissions factors should reflect particulate emissions in 1996, which are not relevant here because
“these analyses are prospective, not retrospective; there is no consideration of facts as they may
have existed at some prior point in time and no “mixing” of facts from different points in time.”
SR 0349. As stated elsewhere, U. S. Steel cannot determine all operating scenarios and emissions
under National Steel’s ownership, nor is U. S. Steel required to do so. See, e.g., Midwest
Generation and the Order issued by the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District

of Illinois, Eastern Division (Case Nos. 02-08697 — 02-08738), as discussed supra. See SR 1309
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—1394. With respect to the caster mold, slab ripping, and slab ripping processes on the continuous
casting lines, no further justification was required because the “PM/PM10 emission factors for the
continuous casting operation at Granite City Works have been consistently prescribed by Illinois
EPA for this purpose for many years.” SR 0347. With respect to the Mag-Lime Silo, U. S. Steel
voluntarily proposed that emissions be subject to limits where it had no obligation to do so, and
provided all required information. SR 0348.
154.  As such, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.
155.  Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision and an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.
IX. Denial Point 9: For the roof monitor of the casthouse, the Application
does not show that the methodology that is proposed to be prescribed

for the determination of NOx and VOM emissions would be
representative

156. The Agency’s ninth Denial Point claims that the Permit Application did not include
information justifying the use of the requested “prescribed emission determination methodology”
for the uncaptured NOx and VOM emissions of the blast furnace casthouse. SR 0041.

157.  The Agency claimed that the Permit Application “does not include information
showing that the proposed methodology should be considered representative, accurate and
appropriate.” SR 0041. The Agency argued that it was not shown “that changes in the levels of
captured NOx and VOM emissions, as measured by emission testing, would be due to actual

changes in the overall level of NOx emissions from the casthouse rather than other causes,” such
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as changes in operations, the existence of the baghouse control systems, or variation in results of
emission testing. Id. The Agency concluded that the Permit Application “does not show that the
proposed prescribed methodology would appropriately be relied upon for the purpose of
addressing the future uncaptured NOx and VOM emissions of the blast furnace casthouse.” 1d.

158. The Agency further stated that the proposed emission calculation methodology
assumed capture efficient of 95 percent but the Permit Application did not show that the proposed
methodology would result in “emission rates for the roof monitor that would be representative.”
SR 0042. This is because, the Agency contended, that the resulting emission rates would be
directly related to the measured emissions of the main baghouse of the casthouse, which could
fluctuate if the capture efficiency is lower during testing. Id. Thus, the Agency argued, “unlike
specific emission rates for NOx and VOM that would be prescribed in a revised permit, the
‘proposed methodology” would not address the NOx and VOM emissions from the roof monitor
in a way that can reasonably be considered to be representative on an ongoing basis.” Id.

159. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d),
39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v), and 35 IlI.
Adm. Code 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400, and 204.560. SR 0042. Section 9(a) of the
Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section
9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173
(NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides
that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or
equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; the Agency may impose such other

conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose
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reasonable conditions in a permit specifically relating to an applicant’s past compliance history.
415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 39.5(5)(i) of the Act provides that an applicant who
fails to submit any relevant facts necessary to evaluate the subject source and its CAAPP
application or has submitted incorrect information in an application for a CAAPP permit shall,
upon becoming aware of such failure or incorrect submittal, submit supplementary facts or correct
information. 415 ILCS 39.5(5)(i); SR 0079. Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act provides that all CAAPP
permits must contain limitations and conditions and other enforceable terms which are or will be
required to accomplish the purposes and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with all
applicable requirements. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act
provides that the Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit, modification, or renewal if all the referenced
conditions are met, including that the Agency has received a complete application and, if
necessary, has requested and received additional information. 415 ILCS 39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080
—0081. Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of the Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment.”
415 ILCS 5/39.5(13)(c)(v); SR 0081. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that
no construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or
air pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a
violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter I of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 203.123 and Section 204.400 of the Board’s regulations provide the
definition of “Federally Enforceable” including that emissions limitations are enforceable as a
practical matter. SR 0083; SR 0087 - 0088. Section 203.128 and Section 204.560 of the Board’s
regulations provide the definition of “potential to emit” including that emissions are practically

enforceable. SR 0083; SR 0089.
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160. The issues raised by Denial Point 9 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0501; SR 0343.

161. As discussed in the written comments, U. S. Steel agrees that the issue that actual
capture efficiency of less than 95% would not be reflected in the calculation methodology
proposed by U. S. Steel “exists as a theoretical matter.” SR 0343. This scenario, however, “is
effectively prohibited, as operation of the blast furnace casthouse capture system is subject to
stringent requirements under 40 CFR part 63, subpart FFFFF, particularly § 63.7790(b).” Id.
Indeed, USEPA used 95% capture and control efficiency from blast furnace casthouse fugitives in
its residual risk and technology review of the Integrated Iron and Steel MACT rule. See 89 Fed.
Reg. 23294 (April 3, 2024); USEPA Docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2002-0083, “Technology Review for
the Integrated Iron and Steel NESHAP - (Update) Final Rule (03/01/2020).”® Accordingly, the
proposed approach is an appropriate compliance demonstration method for inclusion in the revised
construction permit and Illinois EPA should have allowed it in its discretion. Id.

162.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

163. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision and an important policy

consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

& Publicly available at https://www.regulations.gov/document/EPA-HQ-OAR-2002-0083-1085.
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X. Denial Point 10: The Application does not include necessary support
for the emission factors that are proposed as prescribed factors for
certain units

164. The Agency’s tenth Denial Point claims that the Permit Application does not
include information justifying the future use of the proposed “prescribed emission factors” for the
purpose of determining compliance with the requested revised limitations for the emissions of the
Project-affected units. SR 0043.

165. The Agency claimed that although “the proposed factors are derived from
emissions factors developed by USEPA,” the Application did not include information showing
that the factors should be considered representative, accurate and appropriate. SR 0043. The
Agency identified three separate emission units in this Denial Point for which it claimed U. S.
Steel did not provide support for emissions factors: (1) the blast furnace casthouse roof monitor;
(2) the slag pits; and (3) the iron pellet screen. SR 0044. The Agency concluded that the Permit
Application “does not show that the proposed prescribed factors would appropriately be relied
upon for the purpose of enforceably limiting the future emissions of the emission units and
emission points for which they are proposed.” Id.

166. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d),
39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v), and 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400, and 204.560. SR 0044. Section 9(a) of the Act contains
the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act
provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the
Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty

of lllinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not
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cause a violation of the Act or regulations; and the Agency may impose such other conditions as
may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079.
Section 39.5(5)(i) of the Act provides that an applicant who fails to submit any relevant facts
necessary to evaluate the subject source and its CAAPP application or has submitted incorrect
information in an application for a CAAPP permit shall, upon becoming aware of such failure or
incorrect submittal, submit supplementary facts or correct information. 415 ILCS 39.5(5)(i); SR
0079. Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act provides that all CAAPP permits must contain limitations and
conditions and other enforceable terms which are or will be required to accomplish the purposes
and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with all applicable requirements. 415 ILCS
5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act provides that the Agency shall issue a
CAAPP permit, modification, or renewal if all the referenced conditions are met, including that
the Agency has received a complete application and, if necessary, has requested and received
additional information. 415 ILCS 39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — SR 0081. Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of
the Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment.” 415 ILCS 5/39.5(13)(c)(v); SR
0081. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be
issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment
will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V,
Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083. Section
203.123 and Section 204.400 of the Board’s regulations provide the definition of “Federally
Enforceable” including that emissions limitations are enforceable as a practical matter. SR 0083;
SR 0087 — 0088. Section 203.128 and Section 204.560 of the Board’s regulations provide the
definition of “potential to emit” including that emissions are practically enforceable. SR 0083; SR

0089.
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167. The issues raised by Denial Point 10 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0501 — 0506; SR 0343
— 0348.

168.  With respect to the blast furnace casthouse roof monitor, U. S. Steel explained that
the proposed emissions factors were derived from the pre-control PM emission factor for iron
published by U.S. EPA and based on data published by U.S. EPA. SR 0343 —0344. Further,
more extensive information regarding the emission factors was provided in the Permit Application
than was provided prior to issuance of the Permit in 1996. SR 0344. Additionally, the assumption
of 95% capture efficiency for the blast furnace casthouse has been consistently applied by Illinois
EPA for many years. Id. U. S. Steel initially proposed PM and PM3o emission factors of 0.031 Ib
per ton of iron and 0.0155 Ib per ton of iron, respectively, which “have been prescribed by Illinois
EPA for this purpose for decades.” Id. Illinois EPA informally commented that “these historically
assumed emission factors are slightly higher than the values that would result from correctly
calculating the emission factors using Illinois EPA’s historic assumptions” and suggested that U.
S. Steel use the revised and corrected emission factors, which were used in the Permit Application.
Id. Inlight of Illinois EPA’s repeated acceptance of and reliance on the assumption of 95% capture
efficiency in numerous permitting actions over a period of nearly thirty years, and in light U. S.
Steel’s implementation of the informal suggestion by Illinois EPA to correct the emission factor
calculations no further justification was needed. Id.

169.  With respect to the slag pits, the emission factor proposed by U. S. Steel “has been
consistently applied by Illinois EPA for decades” and the summary of the derivation of that factor
in the Permit Application was merely a paraphrasing of Illinois EPA’s description. SR 0346. In

light of Illinois EPA’s repeated acceptance of and reliance on this emission factor in numerous
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permitting actions over a period of nearly thirty years, no further justification was needed. Id. As
to the iron pellet screen, the Permit Application explained that the proposed emission factor was
derived from the PMz1o emission factor published by U. S. EPA for crushed stone screening, and
the PM emission factor was based on an assumed 95% capture efficiency. SR 0347.

170.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

171. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision and an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

Xi. Denial Point 11: The determination of particulate emissions from

handling of coke, iron pellets and limestone are not supported and
cannot be confirmed

172. The Agency’s eleventh Denial Point claims that the Permit Application did not
provide supporting information for the baseline emissions from handling coke, iron pellets, and
limestone. SR 0045.

173. The Agency argued that the Permit Application did not “explicitly list the various
units whose emissions are being addressed and describe the nature of the various units relative to
their emissions of PM and PM-10.” SR 0045. Illinois EPA asserted that data was not provided
for the annual amounts of various materials that were handled by these units or for “the emission
factors used to calculate annual emissions, the sources or basis of those factors, and why those
factors should be considered representative of the emissions of the various types of units being

addressed.” 1d. The Agency concluded that the “issuance of a revised permit with limitations for
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the future emissions of these units that are practically enforceable necessarily requires that the
application include supporting information.” Id.

174. The Agency further stated that as to baseline particulate emissions, “the
determination of baseline emissions from handling of coke, iron pellets and limestone provided in
the revised netting analysis cannot be independently confirmed.” SR 0045. The Agency contended
that the Permit Application did not provide support for “corrected” determinations of baseline
particulate emissions, according to the Agency, because it did not provide “detailed calculations
for the emissions from handling each material.” SR 0045 - 0046. Illinois EPA further noted that
the Permit Application did “not include information for particulate emissions from handling of
coke, iron pellets and limestone” but emissions information is needed for the period of operation
before the coke oven batteries were shut down in 2015 and “to address handling of coke before U.
S. Steel constructed the conveyor system to receive coke directly from the heat recovery coke
production facility built by Gateway.” SR 0046.

175.  The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions
may be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d),
39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152* and 201.160(a). SR 0045. Section
9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078.
Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of Section 165 (PSD) and
Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act
provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the
facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; the Agency may impose
such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act; and the Agency

may impose reasonable conditions in a permit specifically relating to an applicant’s past
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compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — SR 0079. Section 201.152 of the Board’s
regulations provides, in part, that construction permit applications must include information
concerning processes to which the emission unit or air pollution control equipment is related. 35
I1l. Adm. Code 201.152; SR 0082. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air
pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083.

176. The issues raised by Denial Point 11 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its
September 11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0498 — 0499;
SR 0340 — 0341.

177. As discussed in U. S. Steel’s comments, the Permit Application included all
required information. SR 0341. Further, Illinois EPA’s characterization of these baseline emission
rates as “corrected” is erroneous because these “are the values presented in the permit application
submitted by National Steel Corporation in 1995 and accepted by Illinois EPA when issuing Permit
No. 95010001 in 1996. U. S. Steel made no change to these values and is not in possession of
information that would allow such change.” 1d. “In light of Illinois EPA’s acceptance of and
reliance on these values during that prior permitting action,” no further justification was needed.
Id.

178.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

179. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
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Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision and an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

xii.  Denial Point 12: The requested changes to the grouping of units in the

permit for consistency with the groupings of units in the CAAPP
Permit would not address all differences in the groupings of units

180. The Agency’s twelfth Denial Point claimed that the requests in the Permit
Application to change the grouping of units to be consistent with the CAAPP Permit were
inappropriate. SR 0047.

181. The Agency explained that, in the Application, U. S. Steel requested changes to the
Permit because the areas or sections of the CAAPP permit in which certain emission units are
addressed are not the same as those in the Permit. SR 0047. Most significantly, in the Permit,
“discrete material handling and processing operations are addressed with the units with which they
are associated” but in the CAAPP Permit, the operations are addressed in a separate section of the
permit. Id. The Agency conceded that “it is reasonable” for the Permit to be revised so that the
placement of units is the same as their placement in the CAAPP Permit, but the Agency had several
concerns about the changes proposed to the Permit to accomplish this. Id. The Agency concluded
that the Permit Application did not request all revisions that would be appropriate to the Permit
and the CAAPP Permit because for “certain units, the application would not address differences
in where the units are addressed by the two permits and the related emission standards and
requirements that may apply to those units” and, as to the naming of units, the requested change
was “improper as well as unnecessary.” SR 0048. According to the Agency, if the Permit were

revised with the placement of units in the permit shifted as requested in the Application, Integrated
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Processing would be precluded because the revision of the Permit would allow discrepancies or
errors in the provisions for certain units in the current CAAPP permit to be perpetuated by the
amendments to the CAAPP permit.” I1d.

182. lllinois EPA identified three separate issues for this Denial Point: (1) requested
changes for the “Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy)”; (2)
the absence of a request for revisions for the “Deslagging Station and Material HS”; and (3) the
absence of any requests for changes for “Ladle Drying/Preheating.” SR 0048 — 0051.

183. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 39(a)*,
39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v), and 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 201.152 and 201.160(a). SR 0047. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition
against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the
duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment
will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions
as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable
conditions in a permit specifically relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS
5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 39.5(5)(i) of the Act provides that an applicant who fails to
submit any relevant facts necessary to evaluate the subject source and its CAAPP application or
has submitted incorrect information in an application for a CAAPP permit shall, upon becoming
aware of such failure or incorrect submittal, submit supplementary facts or correct information.
415 ILCS 39.5(5)(i); SR 0079. Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act provides that all CAAPP permits
must contain limitations and conditions and other enforceable terms which are or will be required

to accomplish the purposes and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with all applicable
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requirements. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act provides that
the Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit, modification, or renewal if all the referenced conditions
are met, including that the Agency has received a complete application and, if necessary, has
requested and received additional information. 415 ILCS 39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — 0081.
Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of the Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment.” 415
ILCS 5/39.5(13)(c)(v); SR 0081. Section 201.152 of the Board’s regulations provides, in part, that
construction permit applications must include information concerning processes to which the
emission unit or air pollution control equipment is related. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152; SR 0082.
Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued
unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be
constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B,
Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083.

184. The issues raised by Denial Point 12 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its
September 11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0510 - 0513;
SR 0352 - 0354

185.  With respect to requested changes for the “Argon Stirring Station and Material
Handling Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy),” U. S. Steel explained that, regardless of naming
convention, this item was properly characterized as an emission point, not an emissions unit. SR
0352. The only condition in the Permit that applies to this emission point “is a particulate matter
emission limit of 12.8 tons per year, which applies solely to the emission point and not separately
to ‘the equipment or activities that generate emissions.”” 1d. Any uncaptured emissions from that
equipment or activities are routed to atmosphere through the Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop Roof

Monitor, and those emissions are subject to the separate emission limits for the item referenced as
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“BOF Roof Monitor.” Id. This is consistent with the overall structure of the Permit, which was
issued by Illinois EPA many years prior to U. S. Steel’s ownership, and in which the emission
limits for non-fugitive emissions are applicable to emission points (e.g., “Casthouse Baghouse,”
“Iron Spout Baghouse,” “BOF ESP Stack™) rather than emissions units. Id. A similar change to
the item naming was effected by Illinois EPA in 2013 when issuing the CAAPP permit, where the
Agency referred to this emission point (the item to which the emission limit of 12.8 tons per year
is applicable) as “Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy
Baghouse #2).” SR 0353. Notably, the “list of the equipment and activities that would be covered
by this new term” (i.e., Baghouse 2 for Argon Stirring and Ladle Metallurgy Facility) is exactly
the same as the list of the equipment and activities that are currently covered by the term “Argon
Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy)” in the Permit and by the term
“Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy Baghouse #2)” in the
CAAPP permit. 1d. Thus, U. S. Steel requested only discrete changes to the Permit, “none of
which related to reconfiguring the equipment and activities venting to this emission point.” Id.
186. With respect to the absence of a request for revisions for the “Deslagging Station
and Material HS,” contrary to the Agency’s claim, U. S. Steel did request a non-substantive change
to the “Deslagging Station and Material HS” by indicating in the Permit Application that this item
should be renamed as “Baghouse 1 for Material Handling.” SR 0353. This request was made
because: (1) renaming this item based on the emission point rather than the emitting activity is
more consistent with the naming convention generally used in the Permit; and (2) the historical
naming of this item is misleading because this baghouse does not serve to control emissions from
any slag removal operation (the steel slag removal station is not served by any capture system or

baghouse). Id. This requested renaming is consistent with Attachment 3 of the CAAPP Permit,
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which refers to this item as “Baghouse #1.” Id. at 0354. Moreover, contrary to the Agency’s
claim, U. S. Steel has not claimed that the slag removal station should not appropriately be
categorized as slag skimming nor that it should not be addressed with the other slag skimming
operations in the basic oxygen furnace shop. Id.
187.  As to the absence of any requests for changes for “Ladle Drying/Preheating,” U. S.
Steel denies that there was any requirement “to maintain consistency with the approach to these
units in the CAAPP permit” as claimed by the Agency. SR 0354.
188.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.
189. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision that the Board should review
and reverse.
xiii.  Denial Point 13: The 2022 Application does not request revisions to
permit 95010001 and, indirectly, to the CAAPP Permit that would also

be necessary as this Application requests that the revised permit
prescribe emission factors for certain units

190. The Agency’s thirteenth Denial Point claims that because the Permit Application
requests establishment of prescribe emission factors for certain units, U. S. Steel also needed to
request certain revisions to the Permit to ensure consistency with the CAAPP Permit. SR 0052.

191. The Agency argued that the Permit Application did not request that the revision to
the Permit add conditions describing how compliance with annual emission limitations is to be
determined. 1d. If it were not stayed, Condition 5.13 of the CAAPP Permit would address the

general procedures for how compliance with limitations on annual emissions set by the Permit is
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to be determined, and that condition would generally require that compliance with limitations on
annual emission be determined using “appropriate emission factors.” Id. The condition, however,
does not address or provide for use of prescribed factors or methodology to determine compliance
with limitations on annual emissions, as is being requested by the Permit Application. 1d. The
Agency concluded that if a revised version of the Permit were issued that provided for use of
prescribed emission factors and methodology without conditions describing how compliance with
limitations for annual emissions in the Permit is to be determined, then the limitations on annual
emissions in the revised permit would not be enforceable as a practical matter. I1d. CAAPP
Condition 5.13 cannot be relied upon because, in addition to being stayed, it only provides for use
of appropriate emission factors and does not provide for the use of prescribed emissions factors or
prescribed emission determination methodologies. 1d. Further, with no request for conditions
addressing how compliance with limitations on annual emissions is to be determined, the Agency
contended that the Application does not show that the criteria for Integrated Processing are met.
Id.at 0052 — 0053. “That is, the 2022 application would not show that the request for a revised
permit would provide for compliance requirements substantially equivalent to those provided for
by the CAAPP since the application does not request that the revised permit include requirements
substantially equivalent to those that would have been provided by CAAPP Condition 5.13 if it
were not stayed.” 1d.

192. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 39(a)*,
39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v) and 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a). SR 0052. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution.

415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to
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issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation
of the Act or regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to
accomplish the purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit
specifically relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 —0079.
Section 39.5(5)(i) of the Act provides that an applicant, upon becoming aware of a failure to submit
relevant facts or upon submittal of incorrect information, shall submit supplementary facts or
correct information. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(5)(i); SR 0079 — 0080. Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act
provides that CAAPP permits shall contain limitations and conditions and terms which are or will
be required to accomplish the purposes and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with
all applicable requirements. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) provides
that the Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit if all conditions are met, including that the Agency
has received a complete application. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — 0081. Section
39.5(13)(c)(v) of the Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment,” which includes
a permit revision that incorporates into the CAAPP permit the requirements “from preconstruction
review permits provided the program meets procedural and compliance requirements substantially
equivalent to those contained in this Section.” 415 ILCS 5/39.5(13)(10)(c)(v); SR 0081. Section
201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless
the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be
constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B,
Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083.
193. The issues raised by Denial Point 13 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its
September 11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0510; SR 0351

- 0352.
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194.  As discussed by U. S. Steel, the Agency’s position is incorrect because U. S. Steel
requested that the Permit be subject to “integrated processing,” which requires Illinois EPA to
process the Permit Application and draft the Permit using a program that “meets procedural and
compliance requirements substantially equivalent to those” imposed in the CAAPP program. SR
0351. “Although this request was stated generally, and the permit application did not specify with
precision the monitoring and recordkeeping requirements to be imposed in the revised construction
permit and the amended CAAPP permit, that approach is appropriate.” Id. It is the Agency’s
responsibility under the Act to draft monitoring and recordkeeping requirements in permits.
Further, the request for integrated processing inherently requested that Illinois EPA include in the
Permit the minimum elements of the CAAPP permit, including provisions to assure compliance
with emission limits, and to remove or revise conflicting or redundant permit terms. Id. at 0352.

195.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

196. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s decision involved a discretionary decision and an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

xiv.  Denial Point 14: The 2022 Application does not address the amendment
to the CAAPP Permit authorized by Construction Permit 11050006, as

is relevant for the requested integrated processing of the revision to
Permit 95010001

197. The Agency’s fourteenth Denial Point claims that the Application was not

accompanied by a request or application for an administrative amendment to incorporate changes
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to the CAAPP Permit 96030056 that are authorized by Construction Permit 11050006 issued on
April 1, 2013. SR 0054; see SR 0054 — 0056; see SR 0274 — 0277.

198. Specifically, the Agency contended that the Application does not identify the
version of the CAAPP permit for the facility that would be eligible for administrative amendment
pursuant to Integrated Processing. 1d. The Agency states that this is relevant because Illinois EPA
has already issued a construction permit with Integrated Processing to U. S. Steel — Construction
Permit 11050006 (issued on April 1, 2013). SR 0055.

199. The Agency stated that Construction Permit 11050006 addresses the baghouse
control system installed on the basic oxygen furnaces to improve control of the particulate
emissions of the furnaces from charging and tapping. SR 0054. The Agency contended that
“[c]ertain work practices that were required by Permit 95010001 for control of particulate
emissions of the furnaces with only an ESP system conflicted with the use of the baghouse system
or would no longer be appropriate when emissions were also controlled with the new system. To
address the fact that these work practices were also present in the CAAPP permit for the facility,
Construction Permit 11050006 was subject to Integrated Processing and allowed certain changes
to be made to the CAAPP permit by administrative amendment.” SR 0055.

200. The Agency stated that U. S. Steel has not initiated a revision to the CAAPP permit
to incorporate the changes by submitting an application for administrative amendment of the
CAAPP permit. Id. The Agency cites to Section 39.5(13)(a) of the Act, which provides that the
Agency “shall take final action on a request for an administrative permit amendment within 60
days after the receipt of the request.” SR 0055 — 0056 (citing to 415 ILCS 39.5(13)(a)). The
Agency stated that, absent the administrative amendment, the Application effectively requests that

Illinois EPA reissue a CAAPP permit that contains provisions that are no longer accurate as related
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to the basic oxygen furnaces. Id. Additionally, the Agency argued that, as to Integrated
Processing, there are effectively two version of the CAAPP Permit — one is the CAAPP Permit
currently in effect and the other is an amended version of the CAAPP Permit that would take effect
if and when U. S. Steel submits its application for administrative amendment. SR 0275.

201. The Agency also stated that, absent a formal request to initiate the administrative
amendment of the CAAPP Permit contemplated by Construction Permit 11050006, the
Application can only request Integrated Processing to allow administrative amendments of the
current CAAPP Permit. SR 0055 — 0056.

202. The issues raised by Denial Point 14 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0513 — 0514; SR 0355.

203. The Application includes all required information relating to identification of the
CAAPP Permit to be administratively amended following Integrated Processing of the
Construction Permit Application. SR 0355; SR 0513.

204.  Neither the Act nor the Board’s regulations require an application for a construction
permit, even one with a request for Integrated Processing, to specify the version of the CAAPP
permit for the facility that should be amended. SR 0355; SR 0513. It is the Agency’s responsibility
to make revisions and amendments to CAAPP permits in conformance with applicable rules and
laws. Id.

205. Regarding incorporating the provisions of Construction Permit 11050006 into the
facility’s CAAPP Permit, U. S. Steel submitted an application to renew its CAAPP Permit in

November 2013. SR 0355. In the 2013 application, U. S. Steel expressly requested that Illinois

" The Agency also contended that drafting the revisions to the Permit as requested must be done so that the
amendments to the CAAPP Permit that it authorizes can take place seamlessly. SR 0275. While U. S. Steel
acknowledges the Agency’s discussion on the need for forethought and advance planning in preparing a revised
version of the Permit (SR 0275), this discussion does not stand as a basis to deny the Permit.
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EPA incorporate the conditions of Construction Permit 11050006 into the CAAPP Permit and also
noted that the BOF process described in the CAAPP Permit needs to be updated as to Condition
7.5 with regard to the new secondary baghouse added as part of the Emission Reduction Project.
SR 0355; SR 0513 — 0514. Such application as deemed completed by operation of law pursuant
to 39.5(5)(f) of the Act. SR 0355; see 415 ILCS 5/39.5(5)(f) (“Unless the Agency notifies the
applicant of incompleteness, within 60 days of receipt of the CAAPP application, the application
shall be deemed complete.”). The Agency retains the authority to request additional information
in conjunction with a CAAPP permit application but has not done so. Id. (citing to 415 ILCS
5/39.5(g) which states: “If after the determination of completeness the Agency finds that additional
information is necessary to evaluate or take final action on the CAAPP application, the Agency
may request in writing such information from the source with a reasonable deadline for
response.”).

206. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
39(a)**, and 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v) and 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 201.160(a). SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air
pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against
violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d);
SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit
upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or
regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the
purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit specifically

relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section
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201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless
the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be
constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B,
Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083. However, as
explained above, neither the Act nor the Board’s regulations require an application for a
construction permit, even one with a request for Integrated Processing, to specify the version of
the CAAPP permit for the facility that should be amended. SR 0355; SR 0513. Section 39.5(5)(i)
of the Act provides that an applicant who fails to submit any relevant facts necessary to evaluate
the subject source and its CAAPP application or has submitted incorrect information in an
application for a CAAPP permit shall, upon becoming aware of such failure or incorrect submittal,
submit supplementary facts or correct information. 415 ILCS 39.5(5)(i); SR 0079. Section
39.5(7)(a) of the Act provides that all CAAPP permits must contain limitations and conditions and
other enforceable terms which are or will be required to accomplish the purposes and provisions
of the Act and to assure compliance with all applicable requirements. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(7)(a); SR
0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act provides that the Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit,
modification, or renewal if all the referenced conditions are met, including that the Agency has
received a complete application and, if necessary, has requested and received additional
information. 415 ILCS 39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — 0081. Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of the Act
provides the definition of “administrative amendment.” 415 ILCS 5/39.5(13)(c)(v); SR 008L1.
However, as explained above, the Application includes all required information relating to
identification of the CAAPP Permit to be administratively amended following Integrated

Processing of the Construction Permit Application. SR 0355; SR 0513.
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207.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.
208. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s position that an applicant for a construction permit revision with
Integrated Processing must specify the version of the CAAPP permit for the facility that should be
amended involves an important policy consideration that the Board should review and reverse.
xv.  Denial Point 15: The 2022 Application would not clarify the

relationship between fugitive dust control measures required by Permit
95010001 and measures required by 35 IAC 212 Subpart K

209. The Agency’s fifteenth Denial Point claims that, as “related to practices to reduce
emissions of fugitive dust from roadways, parking areas and open areas at the Granite City Works
and certain public roadways near this facility, the 2022 application does not propose revisions to
clarify the interplay between the associated recordkeeping and reporting that are required by
Permit 95010001 and the associated recordkeeping and reporting that are required by Board rules.”
SR 0057; see SR 0057 — 0059; see SR 0277 — 0279.

210. The Agency contended that, for roadways, parking areas and other open areas, the
amended CAAPP permit would not clearly delineate the standards for opacity of emissions
pursuant to the Board rules that apply to the different categories of emission units. SR 0057 —
0058. The Agency also contended that an amended CAAPP as requested would perpetuate errors
in the current CAAPP Permit regarding applicability of Board rules because it is the Agency’s
position that the requirements of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 212.316 should not be applied to public

roadways. Id.
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211. Specifically, the Agency claimed that, except for Condition 25, Permit 95010001
does not address the Board’s rules for control of fugitive dust emissions. SR 0057. Additionally,
the Agency stated that, while the CAAPP Permit addresses requirements for control of fugitive
dust, it is unclear whether the requirements for recordkeeping and reporting in 35 Ill. Adm. Code
212.316(g) are applicable for the public roadways for which specific measures to reduce emissions
of fugitive dust are required by the Permit. Id. The Agency cited Condition 7.13.9(a) of the
CAAPP Permit, which contains the requirement for Section 212.316(g) without further elaboration
on whether public roads are subject to such a requirement. 1d. The Agency contended that, via
Condition 5.3.2(c)(ii) addressing the overall source conditions and applying the requirements in
Sections 212.309, 212.310, and 212.312, the CAAPP permit indirectly indicates that the
requirements of Section 212.316(g) also apply to the subject public roadways. Id. The Agency
contended that the Permit does not currently deal with regulatory requirements for fugitive dust
and, as such, an issue exists because Integrated Processing of a revision of the Permit requires that
the compliance procedures in the revised permit be consistent with those required by the CAAPP
permit. SR 0058 — 0059.

212. The Agency stated that the Application does not make clear the relationship
between the requirements established by the permit as to fugitive dust in Conditions 23, 24, 26,
27, 28, 29, and 30 of the Permit and state regulatory requirements for fugitive emissions in Part
212 Subpart K. SR 0058. The example that the Agency provided is Condition 29 requires daily
recordkeeping for the implementation of required measures for on-site dust control, but does not
address the relationship between these records and the recordkeeping required by Section

212.316(g)(2). Id.
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213.  The issues raised by Denial Point 15 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0514; SR 0355 — 0356.

214. The Agency contends that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
39(a)**, and 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v) and 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 201.160(a). SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air
pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against
violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d);
SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit
upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or
regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the
purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit specifically
relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section
39.5(5)(i) of the Act provides that an applicant who fails to submit any relevant facts necessary to
evaluate the subject source and its CAAPP application or has submitted incorrect information in
an application for a CAAPP permit shall, upon becoming aware of such failure or incorrect
submittal, submit supplementary facts or correct information. 415 ILCS 39.5(5)(i); SR 0079.
Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act provides that all CAAPP permits must contain limitations and
conditions and other enforceable terms which are or will be required to accomplish the purposes
and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with all applicable requirements. 415 ILCS
5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act provides that the Agency shall issue a
CAAPP permit, modification, or renewal if all the referenced conditions are met, including that

the Agency has received a complete application and, if necessary, has requested and received
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additional information. 415 ILCS 39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — SR 0081. Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of
the Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment.” 415 ILCS 5/39.5(13)(c)(v); SR
0081. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be
issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment
will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V,
Subtitle B, Chapter I of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083.

215. However, an application for a construction permit, even one with a request for
Integrated Processing, is not required to specify the relationship between exiting permit terms and
applicable rule requirements. SR 0355; SR 0514. It is Illinois EPA’s responsibility to draft a
permit with conditions that the Agency judges to be suitable and appropriate and in conformance
with applicable rules and laws. Therefore, this Denial Point cannot be a basis for denial of the
Application. Id.

216.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

217. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s position that an applicant for a construction permit revision with
Integrated Processing must specify the relationship between existing permit terms and applicable
rule requirements involves an important policy consideration that the Board should review and

reverse.
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xvi.  Denial Point 16: The 2022 Application does not address changes to the
CAAPP Permit that are needed due to revisions to 40 CFR 63 Subpart
FFFFF _as could be expedited by integrated processing of Permit
95010001

218. The Agency’s sixteenth Denial Point claims that the Application does not address
or identify changes to Permit 95010001, or by means of Integrated Processing changes to CAAPP
Permit 96030056, that are appropriate as a result of certain revisions to the Iron and Steel National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutions (“NESHAP”), 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF. SR
0060; see SR 0060 — 0061; see SR 0280 — 0283.

219. The Agency stated that the revisions to the Iron and Steel NESHAP, which took
effect in January 2022, provide that the emissions standards under the NESHAP apply at all times
(i.e., removing start up, shutdown, and malfunction exemption provisions). SR 0060.

220. The Agency contended that the provisions of the Iron and Steel NESHAP are
“relevant to Permit 95010001 as it directly or indirectly relies on these rules for the compliance
procedures that accompany the permit limitations for the particulate emissions of the NESHAP-
subject units, as needed to make those limitations enforceable as a practical matter.” Id.
Specifically, the Agency stated:

For the BOFs, Permit 95010001 directly relies on 40 CFR 63 Subpart
FFFFF as Condition 9 refers to applicable provisions of 40 CFR 63 Subpart
FFFFF for the work practices, opacity limits, operational limits, emission
testing, operational monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting that are
required. For the blast furnace casthouse and units other than the BOFs that
are subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, the applicable compliance
provisions of this NESHAP are currently indirectly relied upon as those
requirements are addressed in the CAAPP permit for the facility. (For the
BOFs, the CAAPP permit also addresses the applicable compliance
procedures of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF.)

221. The Agency’s position is that, absent recognition of these recent revisions in the

Application, the version of CAAPP Permit 96030056 that would be authorized by means of

88



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

Integrated Processing could continue to reflect the historic version of the Iron and Steel NESHAP.
Id.

222. The issues raised by Denial Point 16 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0514 — 0515; SR 0356.

223. lllinois EPA may adjust CAAPP permit terms to assure compliance with all
applicable requirements. See 415 ILCS 5/39.5(15)(a)(iv); SR 0356; SR 0515.

224.  Further, the applicable requirements of the Iron and Steel NESHAP as currently
codified are legally enforceable, and the monitoring, testing, recordkeeping, and work practice
requirements provide a sound technical basis for demonstration of compliance with the particulate
matter emission limits. SR 0356; SR 0515; 85 Fed. Reg. 42074 (July 13, 2020). This is so
regardless of whether Illinois EPA adjusts the CAAPP Permit to assure compliance with all
regulatory requirements. 1d. Moreover, the recent NESHAP Subpart FFFFF revisions are not
related to the Project and, thus, U. S. Steel was under no obligation to address them in the
Application.

225.  The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 39(a)*,
39(a)**, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v) and 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a). SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution.
415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to
issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation
of the Act or regulations; and the Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary
to accomplish the purposes of the Act. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — SR 0079. Section 39.5(5)(i)

of the Act provides that an applicant who fails to submit any relevant facts necessary to evaluate
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the subject source and its CAAPP application or has submitted incorrect information in an
application for a CAAPP permit shall, upon becoming aware of such failure or incorrect submittal,
submit supplementary facts or correct information. 415 ILCS 39.5(5)(i); SR 0079. Section
201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless
the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be
constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B,
Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083. As to these
provisions, U. S. Steel is not required by the Act or regulations to include suggested bases upon
which Illinois EPA may revise the facility’s CAAPP Permit. SR 0356; SR 0515. As such, neither
the Act nor Board regulations would be violated if the revised Permit was issued as required as to
this point. Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act provides that all CAAPP permits must contain limitations
and conditions and other enforceable terms which are or will be required to accomplish the
purposes and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with all applicable requirements. 415
ILCS 5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act provides that the Agency shall
issue a CAAPP permit, modification, or renewal if all the referenced conditions are met, including
that the Agency has received a complete application and, if necessary, has requested and received
additional information. 415 ILCS 39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — 0081. Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of the
Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment.” 415 ILCS 5/39.5(13)(c)(v); SR 0081.
As to these provisions, as explained above, Illinois EPA may revise a CAAPP permit to assure
compliance with all applicable requirements. See 415 ILCS 5/39.5(15)(a)(iv); SR 0356; SR 0515.

226. Moreover, the Agency contends that this Denial Point is not based on a deficiency
in Permit 96030056 in that the Application does not show that the Project-affected emissions units

that are subject to NESHAP Subpart FFFFF would be required to comply with the current
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requirements of the Subpart FFFFF rules, rather than with the provisions of Permit 95030056. SR
0281 — 0282. The Agency further states that the Application does not request revisions to the
Permit or administrative amendments to the CAAPP Permit by means of Integrated Processing
that would provide that the Project-affected units subject to NESHAP Subpart FFFFF must comply
with the current requirements of the federal regulations. 1d. U. S. Steel does not disagree with
Illinois EPA’s observation regarding the relevance of the NESHAP requirements. SR 0515.
However, the Application was submitted by U. S. Steel for the narrow and specific purpose of
addressing the outstanding appeal items and the underlying PSD and NNSR applicability
evaluations relating to the Project implemented by National Steel Corporation. U. S. Steel did not
intend for the Application to address changes that are not directly relevant to this purpose, and
neither is U. S. Steel obligated to address all potential unrelated changes. SR 0357; SR 0515 -
0516.

227.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

228. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the law. The Agency’s reasons, statutory bases,
and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial. Additionally, the
Agency’s position that an applicant for a construction permit revision with Integrated Processing
must include suggested bases upon which the Agency might reopen the facility’s CAAPP permit

involves an important policy consideration that the Board should review and reverse.
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Xii. Denial Point 17: The 2022 Application does not address changes to the
CAAPP Permit that have resulted from shutdown of emission units, as
is relevant for the requested integrated processing of the revision to
Permit 95010001

229. The Agency’s seventeenth Denial Point claims that the Application “does not
identify or address changes to the CAAPP Permit for the facility (Permit 96030056) that result
from the permanent shutdown of certain emission units at the facility” as a revision to Permit
05010001 to be issued with Integrated Processing. SR 0062; see SR 0062 — 0064; SR 0283 —
0285.

230. The Agency contended that U. S. Steel did not take other action to initiate issuance
of arevision to CAAPP Permit 96030056 that would remove provisions concerning emission units
that are now permanently shutdown, such as the two by-product coke oven batteries that were
permanently shut down in 2015. SR 0062.

231. The Agency’s position is that, because the Application did not include the
information or take other appropriate action as identified above, the Application does not include
the necessary information to enable a revision to Permit 95010001 to be issued with Integrated
Processing because the Application would not show that such a revision to Permit 95010001 would
meet the criteria for Integrated Processing. SR 0062.

232. The Agency stated that the Application “would not show that the revisions to Permit
95010001 would provide for procedural and compliance requirements to Permit 96030056 that are
substantially equivalent to those provided for by the CAAPP. The application would not support
subsequent amendment of Permit 96030056 by means of Integrated Processing that would remove
provisions for units that are now shutdown.” SR 0062. The Agency contended that Integrated
Processing of a construction permit allows only for subsequent amendments to a CAAPP permit

as provided for by the construction permit and that the Agency does not have authority to revise a
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CAAPP permit to remove provisions for units that are now shut down but are not otherwise the
subject of the construction permit. Id.

233. The Agency claimed that, while the Application states that the by-product coke
ovens at the facility have been shut down, the Application needs to separately address the
consequences for the current CAAPP permit (in addition to the shutdown of coal and coke handling
operations, the coke by-product plant, the handling of coke by-products, possibly certain
wastewater treatment processes, and the use of coke oven gas). Id.

234.  The issues raised by Denial Point 17 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0515 — 0516; SR 0356 —
0357.

235. Neither the Act nor the Board’s regulations require an application for a construction
permit revision, even one for which Integrated Processing is requested, to request changes to the
CAAPP permit other than those directly resulting from the requested revisions of the underlying
construction permit. SR 0357; SR 0515. It is the Agency’s responsibility to draft a permit with
conditions it judges to be suitable and appropriate and in conformance with applicable rules and
laws. Id.

236. The Application was submitted by U. S. Steel for the narrow and specific purpose
of addressing the outstanding appeal items and the underlying PSD and NNSR applicability
evaluations relating to the Project implemented by National Steel Corporation. U. S. Steel did not
intend for the Application to address changes that are not directly relevant to this purpose. SR
0357; SR 0515 - 0516.

237. Additionally, the application to renew the CAAPP permit was submitted in

November 2013, and that application was deemed complete pursuant to Section 39.5(5)(f) of the
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Act. Id. The Agency has not requested additional information in conjunction with the CAAPP
permit application. 1d.

238. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 39(a)*,
39(a)**, and 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v) and 35 IIl. Adm.
Code 201.160(a). SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air
pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of
Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not
cause a violation of the Act or regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions as may
be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable
conditions in a permit specifically relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS
5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no
construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air
pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation
of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a); SR 0083. As to these provisions, neither the Act nor the Board’s regulations require
an application for a construction permit revision, even one for which Integrated Processing is
requested, to request changes to the CAAPP permit other than those directly resulting from the
requested revisions of the underlying construction permit. As such, there would be no violation
of the Act or regulations if the revised Permit was issued as requested. SR 0357; SR 0515. Section
39.5(5)(i) of the Act provides that an applicant who fails to submit any relevant facts necessary to
evaluate the subject source and its CAAPP application or has submitted incorrect information in

an application for a CAAPP permit shall, upon becoming aware of such failure or incorrect
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submittal, submit supplementary facts or correct information. 415 ILCS 39.5(5)(i); SR 0079.
Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act provides that all CAAPP permits must contain limitations and
conditions and other enforceable terms which are or will be required to accomplish the purposes
and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with all applicable requirements. 415 ILCS
5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act provides that the Agency shall issue a
CAAPP permit, modification, or renewal if all the referenced conditions are met, including that
the Agency has received a complete application and, if necessary, has requested and received
additional information. 415 ILCS 39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — 0081. Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of the
Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment.” 415 ILCS 5/39.5(13)(c)(v); SR 0081.
The Application was submitted by U. S. Steel for the narrow and specific purpose of addressing
the outstanding appeal items and the underlying PSD and NNSR applicability evaluations relating
to the Project implemented by National Steel Corporation. SR 0357; SR 0515 — 0516.

239.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

240. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s position that an applicant for a construction permit revision with
Integrated Processing must address changes to the facility’s CAAPP permit other than those
directly resulting from the requested revisions of the underlying construction permit involves an

important policy consideration that the Board should review and reverse.
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xiii.  Denial Point 18: The evaluation of Best Available Control Technology
(“BACT”) in the 2022 Application for CO is not sufficient and does not
adequately support U. S. Steel’s proposal for BACT

241. The Agency’s eighteenth Denial Point claims that the Application addresses BACT
for CO from the casthouse; but the BACT evaluation is not sufficient because it does not show
that BACT, other than add-on control devices, were considered. SR 0065; see SR 0065 — 0068;
see SR 0144 - 0157. The Agency also contended, for the blast furnace stoves, the Application
does not include supporting information, such as diagrams and cost data, to support the claim that
it is not feasible to conduct emission testing. SR 0065. For both, the Agency contends that the
Application does not include descriptions or documentation for the investigations that were
conducted into available options for CO control. SR 0065. The Agency claimed therefore that the
Application cannot be relied upon to conclude that BACT is utilized for CO for the casthouse and
blast furnace stoves or for the Agency to set appropriate requirements as BACT for CO in revising
the Permit. SR 0065.

242. As to the CO emission from the casthouse, the Agency stated that the Application
only identifies add-on control options and does not identify other process-related control options,
such as work practices, or explain why process-related control options are not available. SR 0066.
The Agency contended that a determination of BACT must consider options to control or reduce
emissions of an emission unit besides add-on control devices. SR 0066 (citing to 42 U. S.C.
7479(3)).

243. As to the CO emissions from the blast furnace stoves, the Agency stated that
information such as diagrams and cost are necessary if the BACT for CO is not a numerical
standard. SR 0065. The Application proposed that BACT reflect certain good combustion

practices for CO. SR 0067. The Agency argued that additional support is needed to support the
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claim that measurement or testing of emissions of the blast furnace stoves is infeasible. SR 0067
—0068.

244.  As for the lack of documentary support for the review of available control options,
the Agency contended that this is appropriate and necessary for both the casthouse and stoves
because BACT determinations for the CO emissions of blast furnace casthouses and blast furnace
stoves are uncommon. SR 0067; SR 0067, fn. 77. The Agency stated that BACT evaluations
commonly include copies of information from the RBLC that is potentially relevant and further
explanation is also provided if some information is not considerable applicable to the units at issue.
SR 0067.

245.  The issues raised by Denial Point 18 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0487 — 0490; SR 0327 -
0330.

246. The Application includes estimates of the CO emissions from the casthouse and the
blast furnace stoves and includes a detailed description of the systems of continuous emission
reduction that U. S. Steel proposed to control these emissions in accordance with 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 204.810(a)(3). SR 0488; SR 0327; SR 0601 — 0958. However, as described above, the
Agency contends that the Application does not include other information necessary to determine
that BACT would be applied. As explained below, U. S. Steel has met any BACT obligations in
relation to CO emissions from the casthouse and blast furnace stoves.

247. First, as to the CO emissions from the blast furnace casthouse, U. S. Steel was not
required to include a BACT analysis as to these emissions in its Application. SR 0328; SR 0488
—0489. U. S. Steel voluntarily provided a proposed BACT analysis for these emissions at the

request of Illinois EPA. Id. U. S. Steel was under no obligation to do so because the Application
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does not request any changes to its current permits relating to CO emissions from the casthouse.
SR 0488; SR 0328; SR 0601 - 0958. “There is no obligation to apply [BACT] in the abstract.” U.
S., et al. v. Midwest Generation, LLC, et al., 781 F. Supp. 2d 677, 690 (N.D. Ill. 2011). BACT
requirements are not freestanding but are imposed in the pre-construction permit process. Id. The
Northern District of Illinois explained that “[i]n the absence of such a permit, they do not exist.”
Id. Assuch, U. S. Steel’s obligations are limited to those requests addressed in the Application.

248. Additionally, as to the CO emissions from the blast furnace casthouse, the only
control options identified by U. S. Steel for potential consideration in a BACT determination by
the Agency are add-on air pollution control equipment options (installation and use of a capture
system and some type of incinerator). SR 0488; SR 0327; SR 0601 — 0958. U. S. Steel conducted
a literature search, which did not identify any process-related control option for CO emissions
from blast furnace casthouses. SR 0488; SR 0327. As such, U. S. Steel is not required to explain
why process-related control options are not available because the literature did not identify any.
Id.

249. Moreover, the Agency is familiar with the chemical reaction that is forced to occur
in the casthouse as an inherent part of the ironmaking process and the Agency did not submit a
request for additional information to U. S. Steel. SR 0488; SR 0327 (citing to the Agency’s
Statement of Basis for the 2013 revised CAAPP permit, wherein the Agency explains the
ironmaking process); SR 1396 — 1401. U .S. Steel did not receive a request from the Agency for
specific additional information and, as such, U. S. Steel could not know that it needed to explain
that partial combustion of coke inevitably yields CO as a reaction product. SR 0328; SR 0488.

250. Additionally, U. S. Steel did not attach documentary support for why process-

related control options are not available because its literature search did not identify any process-
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related control options available. SR 0327 — 0328; SR 0488 — 0489. U. S. Steel is not required
by 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.810(a)(3) to attach documentation that contain no pertinent information.
Id.

251. As to the CO emissions from the blast furnace stoves, in the 1995 permit
application, National Steel Corporation proposed that BACT for CO emissions for the blast
furnace stoves is maintenance of good combustion practices. SR 0489; SR 0328; SR 1942 — 2173;
see SR 2174 — 2219. As described in the Application, this determination is consistent with the
PSD requirement that a permit prescribe work practices to satisfy the BACT requirement where
the permitting authority “determines that technological or economic limitations on the application
of measurement methodology to a particular emissions unit would make the imposition of an
emissions standard infeasible.” SR 0489; SR 0328 (citing to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.280); SR 0601
—0958; SR 1942 — 2173. When issuing permits in 1996 and 2013, Illinois EPA reviewed this
BACT proposal and agreed with it. SR 0489; SR 0328; SR 1278 — 1308; SR 2179; see, generally
SR 1395 - 1442.

252. U. S. Steel explained in detail in the Application why numeric emissions limits
were not proposed, explaining that direct measurement of emissions by use of USEPA reference
methods, is not feasible for the fuel emission units at issue. SR 0489; SR 0329; SR 0601 - 0958.
U. S. Steel detailed the lack of sampling port in the stack and challenges to installing a sampling
port. Id. The cited statutory and regulatory provisions do not require more specific information.
SR 0329 - 0330; SR 0490.

253.  Additionally, the information included in the Application is more detailed than the
information in the application submitted by National Steel Corporation in 1995 and accepted by

Illinois EPA in issuing Permit No. 95010001 in 1996. SR 0490; SR 0330.

99



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

254.  The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9(b)(2),
9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, and 39(a)***, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152*, 201.152*** 201.160(a),
204.280, 204.330, 204.810, 204.820, and 204.1100(c). SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act contains
the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9(b)(2) of the
Act provides the prohibition against violating conditions that are imposed by air permits. 415
ILCS 5/9(b)(2); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against violations of
Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d); SR 0078.
Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by
the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations; the
Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the
Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit specifically relating to an
applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section 201.152 of the
Board’s regulations provides, in part, that construction permit applications must include
information concerning processes to which the emission unit or air pollution control equipment is
related, and the nature, points of emissions, and quantities of emissions (uncontrolled and
controlled) at the source. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152; SR 0082. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s
regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof
that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate
S0 as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter I of the Board’s regulations.
35 1ll. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083. As to these provisions, there will be no violations of the
Act or Board regulations if the Permit is issued as requested because, as explained above, U. S.

Steel has met any BACT obligations in relation to CO emissions from the casthouse and blast
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furnace stoves. Section 204.280 of the Board’s regulations provides the definition of “Best
Available Control Technology.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.280; SR 0087. Section 204.330 of the
Board’s regulations provides the definition of “complete.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.330; SR 0087.
Section 204.810 of the Board’s regulations provides, in part, that a PSD permit application must
include, if a determination of BACT is required, a detailed description as to what system of
continuous emission reduction is planned for the source or modification, emission estimates, and
any other information necessary to determine that BACT would be applied. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
204.810; SR 0089. As explained above, these items were included in the Application — the
necessary information was included and addressed. Section 204.820 of the Board’s regulations
provides that “[a]ny owner or operator who constructs or operates a source or modification not in
accordance with the application submitted under this Part or with the terms of any approval to
construct . . . shall be subject to appropriate enforcement action.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.820; SR
0089. Section 204.1100(c) of the Board’s regulations provides that a major modification must
apply BACT for each regulated NSR pollutant for which it would result in a significant net
emissions increase at the source. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.1100(c); SR 0090. As explained above,
U. S. Steel has met any BACT obligations in relation to CO emissions from the casthouse and
blast furnace stoves.

255.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

256. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,

statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
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xix.  Denial Point 19: The Application does not address BACT for SO, and
CO from use of coke oven gas (COG) in the blast furnace stoves

257. The Agency’s nineteenth Denial Point claims that the Application “does not include
demonstrations of BACT for sulfur dioxide (SO2) and CO from the burning of coke oven gas
(COQ) in Project-affected fuel burning units.” SR 0069; see SR 0069 — 0070; see SR 0144 and
SR 0157 —0160. The Agency states that, absent such information, the Application does not allow
a revision to the Permit to be issued for the Project that considers baseline emissions from burning
COG. SR 0069.

258. The Agency contended that, because the Application addresses SO, and CO
emissions from the use of coke oven gas as fuel in the blast furnace stoves, the Application must
also address BACT for SO, and CO as applied to use of coke oven gas as fuel in the stoves since
SOz and CO are pollutants for which the Project is a major modification subject to PSD. SR 0069
- 0070.

259. The Agency stated that, “[i]f emissions from burning of COG are to be relied upon
for the issuance of a revised permit, the 2022 application must also address the BACT requirements
of PSD for the SOz and CO emissions from use of COG, as would have been applicable in 1996,
when the Project commenced . . . . PSD would be violated if a revised permit were issued for the
Project based on revised NSR applicability analyses that considered use of COG, as contained in
the 2022 application, absent demonstrations that the Project utilized BACT for emissions of SO
and CO from use of COG.” SR 0069.

260. The Agency argued that, because the Application does not address BACT as
explained above, the Application does not demonstrate that prior to February 2015 (when the by-

product recovery coke oven batteries were shutdown and coke oven gas ceased to be available),

102



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

BACT was being utilized for the SO, and CO emissions from the use of coke oven gas in the blast
furnace stoves. SR 0070.

261. Additionally, the Agency stated that the Application does not state that it was no
longer necessary to address CO emission from the use of coke oven gas as of February 2015 since
coke oven gas was no longer available. SR 0070.

262. The issues raised by Denial Point 19 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0490 — 0491; SR 0030.

263. The deficiency alleged by the Agency relates to a historical issue — emissions from
the burning of COG, which was only available when the by-product recovery coke batteries were
in operation prior to their shutdown in 2015. SR 0330; SR 0490 — 0491. The Agency asserted
that the Application must address BACT for this historical issue since the Application addresses
emissions from burning of coke oven gas. See SR 0069.

264. However, U. S. Steel is under no statutory or regulatory obligation to address such
historical issues in the Application. See SR 0330; see SR 0490 — 0491. A source owner’s
obligations with respect to BACT are limited to those imposed in a PSD permit. See U. S., et al.
v. Midwest Generation, LLC, etal., 781 F. Supp. 2d 677 (N.D. Ill. 2011); see U. S, et al. v. Midwest
Generation, LLC, et al., 694 F. Supp. 2d. 999 (N.D. Ill. 2010). In relation to the BACT
requirements, the Court explained that “[t]here is no obligation to apply ‘best available control
technology’ in the abstract.”” U. S, et al. v. Midwest Generation, LLC, et al., 781 F. Supp. 2d 677,
690 (N.D. Ill. 2011). BACT requirements are not freestanding but are imposed in the pre-
construction permit process. Id. The Court explained that “[i]n the absence of such a permit, they

do not exist.” 1d. As discussed above, while the case addressed the issues of continuing PSD

103



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

violations in an enforcement context, the Court’s discussion of PSD and BACT requirements is
relevant to the permitting context.

265. Here, U. S. Steel’s BACT obligations are limited to those exiting operations
addressed in the Application. SR 0330; SR 0490 — 0491. U. S. Steel is not required to address
BACT obligations for an operation that is no longer in use at the facility, i.e., burning of COG.
Id.

266. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*,
39(a)**, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152*, 201.152***, 201.160(a), 204.280, 204.330, 204.810,
and 204.1100(c). SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air
pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against
violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d);
SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides, in part, that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a
permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the
Act or regulations; and the Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to
accomplish the purposes of the Act. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — SR 0079. Section 201.152 of
the Board’s regulations provides, in part, that construction permit applications must include
information concerning processes to which the emission unit or air pollution control equipment is
related, and the nature, points of emissions, and quantities of emissions (uncontrolled and
controlled) at the source. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.152; SR 0082. Section 201.160(a) of the Board’s
regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless the applicant submits proof
that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be constructed or modified to operate

S0 as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B, Chapter I of the Board’s regulations.
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35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083. Section 204.280 of the Board’s regulations provides the
definition of “Best Available Control Technology.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.280; SR 0087. Section
204.330 of the Board’s regulations provides the definition of “complete.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code
204.330; SR 0087. Section 204.810 of the Board’s regulations provides, in part, that a PSD permit
application must include, if a determination of BACT is required, a detailed description as to what
system of continuous emission reduction is planned for the source or modification, emission
estimates, and any other information necessary to determine that BACT would be applied. 35 III.
Adm. Code 204.810; SR 0089. Section 204.1100(c) of the Board’s regulations provides that a
major modification must apply BACT for each regulated NSR pollutant for which it would result
in a significant net emissions increase at the source. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 204.1100(c); SR 0090. As
explained above, U. S. Steel’s BACT obligations are limited to those exiting operations addressed
in the Application. SR 0330; SR 0490 — 0491. U. S. Steel is not required to address BACT
obligations for an operation that is no longer in use at the facility, i.e., burning of COG. Id.
Therefore, issuance of the revised Permit as requested would not result in violations of the Act or
regulations or result in air pollution. A determination of BACT was not required for the burning
of COG since that is no longer available.

267.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

268. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the law. The Agency’s reasons, statutory bases,
and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial. Additionally, the
Agency’s position that an applicant must address BACT for an operation that no longer exists at

the facility involves an important policy consideration that the Board should review and reverse.
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XX. Denial Point 20: As related to SO2 emissions from the use of BFG, the
2022 Application is inconsistent with a pending 2008 application

269. The Agency’s twentieth Denial Point claims that, “[a]s related to emissions of
sulfur dioxide (SO2) from burning blast furnace gas (BFG), the 2022 application is inconsistent
with and conflicts with an earlier application for revisions to Permit 95010001 that was received
on February 8, 2008 (the ‘2008 application’).” SR 0071; see SR 0072; see SR 0128 — 0131.

270. The 2008 application, which was an application for revisions to Permit 95010001,
requested increases in the SO, emissions from burning of BFG. SR 0071; SR 1443 — 1580. The
Agency claimed that the Application did not reference the 2008 application or explain if the
revisions to Permit 95010001 requested by the 2008 application as it relates to SOz emissions from
burning of BFG are still needed. SR 0071 — 0072. The Agency also stated that the Application
does not address the 2008 application to explain why the revisions to the Permit requested by the
2008 application are no longer needed. Id.

271. The Agency noted that U. S. Steel has not requested withdrawal of the 2008
application and notes that U. S. Steel’s approach taken in the Application to SO, emissions from
burning BFG is different than the approach taken for NOx, VOM, and particulate. SR 0071 — SR
0072.

272. Specifically, the Agency pointed to the 2008 application in which U. S. Steel
requested an increase in the SO2 emission factor limit for BFG from 6.65 to 16.00 pounds/million
cubic feet of gas burned, but states that the Application does not request a change for this emission
factor limit. SR 0072. The Agency stated that the Application does not show that the revisions to
the SO, emission limits requested in the 2008 application were in fact not needed at that time. See

SR 0072.
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273. The Agency argued that, absent resolving the conflict between the 2008 application
and Application, the Application should not be considered to show compliance with the SO-
emission limits for burning BFG currently in Permit 95010001. SR 0071 — 0072,

274.  The issues raised by Denial Point 20 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0324 — 0325; SR 0485 —
0486.

275. As explained in the comments, the Agency has not acted on the application
submitted in 2008. SR 0485; SR 0324; see SR 1443 — 1580. U. S. Steel submitted the 2008
application in accordance with a Consent Order between U. S. Steel and Illinois. See SR 1581 —
1609 (State of Illinois v. United States Steel Corporation, No. 05-CH-750, Third Judicial Circuit
(Madison County)); SR 0324 — 0325; SR 0485; see SR 1443 — 1580.

276. The 2008 application was based on limited information that was available to U. S.
Steel at the time of submittal. SR 0485; SR 0324; SR 1443 — 1580. However, information
subsequently gathered by U. S. Steel supports that, when averaged over the year, the emission
factor limit in existing Permit 95010001 is appropriate. SR 0485; SR 0324.8

277. The Agency noted that U. S. Steel has not withdrawn the 2008 application;
however, U. S. Steel cannot withdraw the 2008 application at this time but would do so following
issuance of the revised Permit and termination of the Consent Order. SR 0485; SR 0324.
Nevertheless, this point cannot be a basis for denial of the Application. SR 0330; SR 0490 — 0491.

278.  Furthermore, the Application did not need to show compliance with SO, emission
limits for burning BFG currently in Permit 95010001 because the Application did not request any

changes to the SO, emission limits. SR 0325. The Application also did not include demonstrations

8 1t is noteworthy that this topic was discussed with Illinois EPA as the 2020 Application submittal was pending and
the Agency did not object to this development at the time. SR 0325; SR 0485.
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of compliance with any of the numerous emission limits that apply to the Facility and are unrelated
to the present Application. SR 0325. There is no statutory or regulatory obligation requiring that
an application for a construction permit include compliance demonstrations for emission limits
that are unrelated to the application. SR 0325.

279. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 9(b)(2),
9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a). SR 0073. Section 9(a) of
the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution. 415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section
9(b)(2) of the Act provides the prohibition against violating conditions that are imposed by air
permits. 415 ILCS 5/9(b)(2); SR 0078. Section 9.1(d) of the Act provides the prohibition against
violations of Section 165 (PSD) and Section 173 (NNSR) of the Clean Air Act. 415 ILCS 5/9.1(d);
SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit
upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or
regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the
purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit specifically
relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079. Section
201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless
the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be
constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B,
Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083. As explained above,
information subsequently gathered by U. S. Steel supports that, when averaged over the year, the
emission factor limit at issue here in existing Permit 95010001 is appropriate and, therefore, the

increase requested in the 2008 application is no longer needed. As such, because the Facility is in
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compliance with the emission factor limit in existing Permit 95010001, there is no potential for air
pollution, or violation of the Act or regulations.

280.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

281. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s position that a construction permit application must address
compliance demonstrations for emission limits that are unrelated to the application, involves an
important policy consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

xxi.  Denial Point 21: As related to emission limits for SO, lead and CO, the
2022 Application is inconsistent with pending Board appeals

282. The Agency’s twenty-first Denial Point claims that, “[flor various processes, the
2022 application does not request or propose appropriate changes to the current emission factor
limits in Permit 95010001 for SO», lead and CO to resolve pending permit appeals (PCB 2013-52
and PCB 2013-62).” SR 0073; see SR 0073 — 0075; see SR 0125 — 0127.

283. The Agency explained that Permit 95010001 sets emission factor limits for the blast
furnace casthouse and the slag pits for SO, for the BOF for lead and CO; and for desulfurization
and reladling for lead. SR 0073. The Agency contended that the Application “does not indicate
that the inclusion of the current emission factor limits in a revised permit is not expected to result
in another appeal as to these limits are now considered to be acceptable.” SR 0073.

284.  Additionally for the BOF for CO, the Agency contended that the Application does
not indicate that “the current limit would still be acceptable if it applied in aggregate to the CO

emissions from the stack of the ESP and the stack of the baghouse. . ..” SR 0073. The Agency
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also claimed that, because the Application does not request that these limits be revised to address
all stack emissions of the BOF, that the Application effectively requests a relaxation of the current
limits. SR 0075.

285. The Agency argued that, as such, the Application is not consistent with the two
permit appeals (PCB 13-53 and PCB 13-62) currently pending at the Board. SR 0075.

286. The Agency also noted that U. S. Steel has not amended the appeals so that they no
longer address the emission factor limits that are set for SO., CO, and lead, and that the Application
does not include an explanation as to why these emission factor limits are no longer considered to
be objectionable. SR 0075.

287. The issues raised by Denial Point 21 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0324; SR 0485.

288.  As explained in the written comments, there is no regulatory or statutory authority,
or authority arising from a Board order, to support the Agency’s position that the Application must
be consistent with and address the issues in the pending permit appeals. SR 0324; SR 0485. The
absence of addressing issues in the pending permit appeals in the Application is not a ground for
denial of the Application. 1d. While it is logical for the Agency to inquire about contested
provisions in pending appeals that may appear to be absent in the Application, the absence of such
discussion is not a ground for denying the Application. SR 0324; SR 0485.°

289. It was U. S. Steel’s understanding, based on conversations with the Agency, that

once the revised permit was issued, the pending permit appeals could be dismissed. Id.

% It is noteworthy that, in its numerous discussions with the Agency on the Application, the Agency did not mention
prior to the draft denial that it was the Agency’s position that U. S. Steel must address individually in its permit
application all items that are currently under appeal. SR 0324; SR 0485.
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290. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/9(a), 39(a)*,
39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), and 39.5(13)(c)(v) and 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.160(a). SR 0073. Section 9(a) of the Act contains the general prohibition against air pollution.
415 ILCS 5/9(a); SR 0078. Section 39(a) of the Act provides that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to
issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or equipment will not cause a violation
of the Act or regulations; the Agency may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to
accomplish the purposes of the Act; and the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit
specifically relating to an applicant’s past compliance history. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078 — 0079.
Section 39.5(5)(i) of the Act provides that an applicant, upon becoming aware of a failure to submit
relevant facts or upon submittal of incorrect information, shall submit supplementary facts or
correct information. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(5)(i); SR 0079 — SR 0080. Section 39.5(7)(a) of the Act
provides that CAAPP permits shall contain limitations and conditions and terms which are or will
be required to accomplish the purposes and provisions of the Act and to assure compliance with
all applicable requirements. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(7)(a); SR 0080. Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv) provides
that the Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit if all conditions are met, including that the Agency
has received a complete application. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(10)(a)(iv); SR 0080 — 0081. Section
39.5(13)(c)(v) of the Act provides the definition of “administrative amendment,” which includes
a permit revision that incorporates into the CAAPP permit the requirements “from preconstruction
review permits provided the program meets procedural and compliance requirements substantially
equivalent to those contained in this Section.” 415 ILCS 5/39.5(13)(10)(c)(v); SR 0081. Section
201.160(a) of the Board’s regulations provides that no construction permit shall be issued unless

the applicant submits proof that the emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be
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constructed or modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or Title V, Subtitle B,
Chapter | of the Board’s regulations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.160(a); SR 0083. However, as
explained above, there is no obligation under the cited statutory and regulatory provisions to
address in a construction permit application consistency with issues in the pending permit appeals.
SR 0324; SR 0485.

291. Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

292. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the law. The Agency’s reasons, statutory bases,
and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.

xxii. Denial Point 22: The 2022 Application does not include a signed
certification for the accuracy and completeness of the Application

293. The Agency’s twenty-second Denial Point claims that the Application, as submitted
on October 7, 2022, did not include a certification for the truth, accuracy and completeness of the
application. SR 0076; see SR 0076 — 0077; see SR 0122 — 0125.

294. In the Application as submitted on October 7, 2022, U. S. Steel included a copy of
an earlier certification dated February 25, 2022 that was submitted with the application submitted
in March 2020. SR 0076.

295. The Agency contended that the copy of the prior certification “cannot serve as the
required certification.” SR 0076. The Agency claimed that the 2022 Application replaces the
prior 2020 Application because the 2022 Application is a revision of the 2020 Application and U.
S. Steel intended as such by stating in the cover letter that, “*Due to the nature of revisions
throughout this application, the Illinois EPA should refer to this application for permit

processing.”” SR 0076 — 0077.
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296. The Agency stated that the “2022 application replaced the prior 2020 application”
and, therefore, the “2022 application must include a new certification for its truth, accuracy and
completeness.” SR 0076 — 0077.

297. Additionally, in its September 11, 2023 written comment responding to the
Agency’s Initial Draft Denial Letter, U. S. Steel attached a certification dated September 8, 2023.
SR 0076; SR 0484; SR 0517 — 0519.

298. The Agency argued that this later-submitted certification was not sufficient to
correct the prior omission because it was an attachment to comments and not submitted as a
supplement to the 2022 Application. SR 0076. Moreover, the Agency pointed out that an errata
sheet, or something similar, did not accompany the certification that “corrected erroneous
information in the application as either identified by the Illinois EPA in the Initial Draft Denial or
identified by U. S. Steel when developing its response to the Initial Draft Denial.” SR 0076. The
Agency claimed that, as such, even if submitted as a supplement, the certification’s “truthfulness
and validity would be questionable” and *“absent an appropriate certification the Application is
deficient.” SR 0076.

299. The issues raised by Denial Point 22 were discussed by U. S. Steel in its September
11, 2023 and January 8, 2024 written comments to the draft denials. SR 0322 — 0324; SR 0483 -
0485.

300. Asexplained in its comments, the “2022 application” referenced by the Agency in
the draft denials is a construction permit application submitted on March 2, 2020. SR 0323; SR
0484. The Application as submitted on March 2, 2020 included a completed 199-CAAPP form.
SR 0323; SR 0484; SR 1038 — 1041. This form included the following certification language,

which was signed and dated by U. S. Steel:
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I 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

official for the source, as defined by Section 39.5(1) of the Environmental

Protection Act.
SR 1041.

301. The Application materials submitted in October 2022 constituted a supplement to

the Application submitted on March 2, 2020. In the transmittal letter to the October 2022
Supplement, U. S. Steel explained that it and the Agency had been in discussions regarding the
2020 Application and that U. S. Steel “has updated the permit application to reflect those
discussions. Due to the nature of the discussions throughout the application, the Illinois EPA
should refer to this application revision for processing.” SR 0601; SR 0120 — 0121. The Agency
argued that this language supports the Agency’s position. SR 0120 —0121. While the cover letter
to the October 2022 Supplement stated that the Agency should refer to that application for
processing given the extent of the revisions to the March 2020 Application, U. S. Steel did not
intend for the October 2022 Supplement to replace the March 2020 Application. See SR 0323; SR
0484. In the cover letter for the October 2022 Supplement, for purpose of administrative
convenience only, U. S. Steel suggested that Illinois EPA refer to the Supplement rather than to
the initial submittal in March 2020 because, as requested by Illinois EPA following review of the
2020 Application submittal, the sections of the Application were reordered. SR 0323; SR 0484;
SR 0601. Additionally, in response to the Agency’s point that the 2022 Supplement included

previously submitted application forms, U. S. Steel did this for administrative convenience. See

SR 0121; SR 0323; SR 0484.1°

101t is noteworthy that the Agency did not request U. S. Steel to submit a certification for the Supplement prior to
issuing its draft denial letter. SR 0485.
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302. The Agency argued that the 2022 Supplement differs significantly from the March
2020 Application and that the October 2022 Supplement addressed revisions to the Permit without
the need to refer to the 2020 Application submittal. SR 0119 — 0120. U. S. Steel acknowledges
that the 2022 Supplement differs from the 2020 Application in certain aspects, however neither
the Act nor Board regulations requires the Supplement to be treated as a revised or separate
application due to this fact.! The language in U. S. Steel’s cover letter is clear that the October
2022 Supplement is a supplement and addresses revisions to the March 2020 Application. SR
0601.

303. Furthermore, the cited Act and Board regulatory provisions only state that a
certification is required for each permit application, but do not expressly require a separate
certification for each supplement to a permit application. See 415 ILCS 5/39.5(5)(e); see 35 IIl.
Adm. Code 270.401(f); SR 0323; SR 0484.

304. Additionally, as noted by the Agency, without waiving any rights or defenses, U.
S. Steel submitted a new certification along with its September 11, 2023 written comment to the
Agency’s Initial Draft Denial Letter. SR 0517 — SR 0519; SR 0484; SR 0324. The certification
signed and dated by U. S. Steel certified to the truth, accuracy and completeness of the Application
supplement that was submitted in October 2022. SR 0517 —0519; SR 0484; SR 0324. The Agency
argues that attaching the certification to U. S. Steel’s comment letter was not submitting the
certification as a supplement to the application (SR 0076); however, U. S. Steel made clear in its

comment letter to the Agency that U. S. Steel was providing a new certification as requested by

11 The Agency also contended that it is not denying the Application because the 2022 submittal was not accompanied
by an application fee due to revisions to applications in response to a notification that the earlier application was
incomplete not requiring a separate fee under Section 9.12 of the Act. SR 0026, fn. 22. However, Section 9.12 of
the Act also does not require a separate application fee for supplements to an earlier application.
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the Agency and clearly intended for the new certification to become a part of the permit record.
SR 0484; SR 0324.1

305. Therefore, a certification for the October 2022 supplement was submitted prior to
the final permit application denial. SR 0517 —0519; SR 0484; SR 0324.

306. The Agency contended that the following Act and Board regulatory provisions may
be violated as to this Denial Point if a revised permit were granted: 415 ILCS 5/39(a)* and
39.5(5)(e) and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 270.401(f). SR 0076. Section 39(a) of the Act provides, in part,
that it is the duty of Illinois EPA to issue a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility or
equipment will not cause a violation of the Act or regulations. 415 ILCS 5/39(a); SR 0078. As
explained above and further below, there is no requirement that each supplement to an application
contain a certification. A certification was included in the March 2020 Application within the 199-
CAAPP Form. SR 1038 — 1041. Additionally, even if the Agency’s interpretation is correct that
a certification for each supplement to an application is required, a certification was submitted for
the October 2022 Supplement along with U. S. Steel’s September 11, 2023 comment letter. SR
0484 and 0517 — 0519; SR 0324. As such, issuance of the revised Permit as requested will not
cause a violation of the Act or regulations based on this Denial Point. Section 39.5(5)(e) of the
Act provides that each submitted CAAPP permit application shall be certified for truth, accuracy,
and completeness by a responsible official. 415 ILCS 5/39.5(5)(e); SR 0079. Section 270.401(f)
of the Board’s regulations provides that a CAAPP permit application shall contain a certification
by a responsible official that the statements and information in the application are true, accurate,

and complete based on information and belief formed by the responsible official after reasonable

12 The Agency also stated that the September 2023 comment letter acknowledges an error in the 2022 submittal and,
therefore, the comment letter contradicted the certification. SR 0124. The error the Agency referenced is a
scrivener’s error (SR 0124, fn. 27); the comment letter clearly acknowledges this error and, taken as a whole with
the certification attachment, appropriately acknowledges the error.
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inquiry. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 270.401(f); SR 0091. The provisions of Section 39.5(5)(e) of the Act
and Section 270.401(f) of the Board’s regulations do not specify that each supplement to a CAAPP
permit application must contain a certification. A certification was included in the March 2020
Application within the 199-CAAPP Form. SR 1038 — 1041. Additionally, even if the Agency’s
interpretation is correct that a certification for each supplement to an application is required, a
certification was submitted for the October 2022 Supplement along with U. S. Steel’s September
11, 2023 comment letter. SR 0484 and 0517 — 0519; SR 0324.

307.  Assuch, the provisions of the Act and Board regulations referenced by the Agency
will not be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested by U. S. Steel.

308. Therefore, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application based upon this
Denial Point was clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law. The Agency’s reasons,
statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient, improper, and inadequate to support denial.
Additionally, the Agency’s position that a lack of certification accompanying a supplement to a
permit application calls into question the entire application involves an important policy
consideration that the Board should review and reverse.

1.  CONCLUSION

309. As explained above, the Agency’s final decision to deny the Application was
clearly erroneous considering the facts and the law; involved an exercise of discretion by the
Agency that the Board, in its discretion, should review; and involved important policy
considerations that the Board should, in its discretion, review and reverse.

310. The Agency’s reasons, statutory bases, and regulatory bases are insufficient,
improper, and inadequate to support denial. The Agency’s final decision is not supported by the

record and is not rational in light of all in the information in the record.
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311. U. S. Steel therefore respectfully requests that the Board grant review of the
Agency’s final decision to deny the Application and a schedule a hearing in this matter to review
such final action. U. S. Steel requests that the Board enter an order finding that the Agency’s final
decision was clearly erroneous, was not supported by the record, was not supported by the Act or
Board regulations, and involved important policy issues that the Board resolves in favor of the
Petitioner.

WHEREFORE, for the reasons set forth above, Petitioner, UNITED STATES STEEL
CORPORATION petitions the Illinois Pollution Control Board for a hearing on the Illinois EPA’s
final action to deny the Application, and requests that the Illinois Pollution Control Board find that
Illinois EPA’s final decision was improper, remand the matter to the Agency, and instruct the
Agency to issue the Permit as requested in the Application.

Respectfully submitted,

UNITED STATES STEEL CORPORATION,
Petitioner,

Dated: June 12, 2024 By:/s/ __Michael P. Murphy
One of Its Attorneys

Michael Murphy

LaDonna Driver

Melissa Brown

HEPLERBROOM, LLC

4340 Acer Grove Drive

Springfield, lllinois 62711
Michael.Murphy@heplerbroom.com
LaDonna.Driver@heplerbroom.com
Melissa.Brown@heplerbroom.com
(217) 528-3674
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ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

1021 NORTH GRAND AVENUE EAST, P.O. Box 19276, SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62794-9276 - (217) 782-3397
JB PRITZKER, GOVERNOR JOHN J. Kim, DIRECTOR

217/785-1705 CERTIFIED MAIL
7021 1970 0001 8412 0340

DENIAL OF AN APPLICATION FOR REVISIONS TO A
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT/PSD APPROVAL!

May 8, 2024

U.S. Steel Granite City

Attn: Krista Armentrout — Environmental Manager
1951 State Street

Granite City, Illinois 62040

Permit/Application No.: 95010001 1. D. No.: 119813AAl
Date Permit Originally Issued: January 25, 1996

Date Application for Revisions Received: October 7, 2022
Subject of Permit: Production Increase

Location: Granite City Works, Southeastern Granite City

The 11linois EPA has reviewed your above referenced application for revisions
to the above-referenced construction permit/Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) approval (Permit 95010001) issued for the above
referenced project. The permit application is DENIED because, if a revision
to Permit 95010001 were issued as requested by this application, it might
violate various Sections of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (Act)
and various provisions in Il1linois” regulation pursuant to the Act. The
Sections of the Act that might be violated include Sections 9(a), 9(b)(2),
9.1(d), 39(a), 39.5(5)(e), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(5) (i), 39.5(10)(a)(iv) and
39.5(13)(c)(Vv). The provisions of the relevant Illinois regulations, i.e.,
Subtitle B of Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code (IAC), that might
be violated include 35 IAC 201.152, 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 203.201,.
203.203(b), 203.208, 203.301, 203.302, 204.280, 204.330, 204.400, 204.550,
204.560. 204.810, 204.1100(c), 204,1110, 204.1130 and 270.401(F).

The specific Sections of the Act and the specific provisions of the lllinois
Administrative Code that may not be met if Permit 95010001 were to be revised
as requested by this application are detailed in the Listing of Denial Points,
Attachment 1 of this permit denial. For each Denial Point, Attachment 1 also
describes the information that this application did not provide and the
specific reasons why the Act and might be violated if a revised permit were
issued as requested, with accompanying explanation and discussion.

This permit denial has two appendices. Appendix A lists the various sections
of the Act that are cited in Attachment 1 as the statutory basis for this
denial letter, with description and, in some cases, general explanation why
the section might be violated if Permit 95010001 were to be revised as
requested by this application. Appendix B lists the various provisions in

1.In this application, US Steel requests that the revision of Permit 95010001 be
processed with “Integrated Processing,” as is provided for by Sections 39.5(13)(a) and
(c)(v) of the Act. Integrated Processing would allow changes to the Clean Air Act
Permit Program (CAAPP) permit for the Granite City Works, as would be set forth in the
revised permit, to subsequently be made by means of an Administrative Amendment of the
CAAPP permit.

SR 0001
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Subtitle B of Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code that are cited in
Attachment 1 as the regulatory basis for this denial letter, with description
and, in some cases, general explanation why the provision might be violated
if Permit 95010001 were to be revised as requested by this application.

Before taking action to deny the above-referenced application, the Illinois EPA
held two public comment periods on drafts of proposed denial letters, an Initial
Draft Denial Letter and a Revised Draft Denial Letter, in accordance with 35 1AC
Part 252, as provided for by 35 IAC 252.105(b).

ITf you have any questions on the denial of this denial, please call Jason
Schnepp or Minesh Patel at 217/785-1705.

William D. Marr
Manager, Permit Section
Bureau of Air

WDM:mvp:tan

SR 0002
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U.S. Steel Granite City (1. D. No. 119813AAl)
Permit/Application No. 95010001
Application Received on October 7, 2022 for Revisions to the Permit

ATTACHMENT 1: LISTING OF DENIAL POINTS

1. THE REVISED NETTING ANALYSIS FOR THE PROJECT FOR NITROGEN
OXIDES (NOx) DOES NOT FULFILL RELEVANT REQUIREMENTS OF NEW
SOURCE REVIEW (NSR) FOR SUCH ANALYSES

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d) and 39(a)*. (Note: The significance of asterisks that accompany certain Sections of the
Act is explained in Appendix A.)

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 Illinois Administrative Code (IAC) 201.160(a), 203.201, 203.203(b),
203.208**, 203.301, 203.302, 204.550**, 204.810, 204.1100(c), 204.1110 and 204.1130. (Note:
The significance of asterisks that accompany certain provisions of the Illinois Administrative Code is
explained in Appendix B.)

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not show that the Production Increase Project (Project)
would still not be a major modification for emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) for purposes of
New Source Review (NSR) with the increases in NOx emissions that are requested to address
errors in the initial permitting of the Project. In particular, the application requests an increase in
the permitted NOX emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces (BOFs) of more than 200 tons/year.
The netting analysis for NOx in the application, which addresses the Project with the requested
increases in NOx emissions, is flawed so cannot be relied upon to show that the increases in
permitted NOx emissions would not result in the Project being a major modification. The revised
NSR applicability analysis is flawed as, contrary to applicable rules, it relies upon decreases in
NOx emissions from actions that were neither contemporaneous with the Project nor creditable
as they were not required by Permit 95010001. These decreases resulted from the later
shutdowns of ten older boilers at the facility and the much later shutdown of the two by-product
recovery coke oven batteries at the facility, as coke oven gas (COG) ceased to be available for
use in Project-affected fuel burning units. The incongruous conclusion of the revised NSR
applicability analysis is that the Project was accompanied by an overall decrease in the NOx
emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units rather than an increase in NOx emissions as
would be expected from an increase in production of iron by the blast furnaces.

Attachment 1, Page 1
SR 0003



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

As the Project would become a major modification for NOx with the requested increase in
permitted NOx emissions, the Project would become subject to Nonattainment New Source
Review (NaNSR) (35 IAC Part 203, Major Stationary Sources Construction and Modification
(MSSCAM)) for NOx. NOx is regulated as a precursor to the formation of ozone in the
atmosphere and, in 1996, the Granite City Works was in an area designated nonattainment for
ozone air quality. (This area is still nonattainment for ozone.) As the Project would become a
major modification for NOx with the requested increase in permitted NOx emissions, the Project
would also become subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration or PSD (35 IAC Part 204)
for NOx. NOx is also regulated as a precursor to the formation of nitrogen dioxide (NO>) in the
atmosphere and, in 1996, the facility was in an area designated attainment or unclassified for
NO: air quality. (This area is still attainment or unclassified for NO..) However, as related to the
NOx emissions of the Project as now requested by the 2022 application, the application does not
address the substantive requirements of MSSCAM or PSD for a major modification, much less
show that these requirements are fulfilled. The application does not show that for the Project-
affected emissions units for which the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) and Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) should have originally been required for NOx, LAER
and BACT are present as required, respectively. by MSSCAM and PSD. For NOx, the
application also does not address the requirement of MSSCAM that a major project be
accompanied by emission offsets to counterbalance the increase in emissions of the
nonattainment pollutant from the project. The application also does not include an analysis for
the impact of the project on NO: air quality, as required by PSD.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Section 9.1(d) of the Act and the substantive requirements of 35 IAC
Part 203 and Part 204 for a major modification (the requirements for LAER, BACT and emission
offsets for NOx and an air quality impact analysis for NO2) would be violated if a revision to
Permit 95010001 were issued that increased the permitted NOx emissions of the Project as
requested by the 2022 application. This is because the revised NSR applicability analysis for the
Project for NOx improperly relies upon decreases in NOx emissions that are neither
contemporaneous nor creditable to claim that the Project would continue to not be a major
modification for NOx with the increases in permitted NOx emissions that are being requested.

Discussion

Overview

For NOx emissions, the 2022 application for revisions to the Construction Permit 95010001 for
the Production Increase Project (Project)! does not address or show fulfillment of the substantive
requirements of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Nonattainment New

! Permit 95010001 was initially issued in January 1996 for a “Production Increase” at the Granites City
Works. It provides for increases in the allowable production rates of iron from 2,372,500 to 3,165,000
tons per year and of steel from 2,774,000 to 3,580,000 tons per year. This permit was preceded by
Construction Permit 9209014, a permit for increases in production issued in September 1992. That permit
provided for increases in the permitted production rate on a monthly average basis for iron from 5,600 to
6,500 tons per day (equivalent to production of 2,372,500 tons per year) and for steel from 6,900 to 7,600
tons per day (equivalent to production of 2,774,000 tons per year).
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Source Review (NaNSR) programs related to impacts on air quality, i.e., air quality analysis for
impacts on NO; air quality per 35 IAC 204.1130 and emission offsets for NOx per 35 IAC
203.302. For the blast furnaces and blast furnace stoves, i.e., the emission units that underwent
physical modifications with the Project, the 2022 application also does not show fulfillment of
the BACT and LAER requirements, respectively of PSD (35 IAC 204.1100) and NaNSR (35
IAC 203.301) for NOx emissions.?  This showing is necessary because Permit 95010001 is
currently based on the net increase in NOx emissions from the Project not being significant so
that the Project is not a major modification for NOx.* The 2022 application requests that the
Project be permitted for additional NOx emissions but does not show that the Project would still
not be a major modification for NOx if the permit were revised as requested. As the Project
would become a major modification for NOx with the requested revisions to Permit 95010001,
the 2022 application must show for NOx that the relevant substantive requirements of PSD and
NaNSR are fulfilled for the Project. It would not be appropriate for a revised permit to be issued
with increases in permitted NOx emissions as requested by the current application if this
application does not also show that the applicable substantive requirements of PSD and NaNSR
would be met for the Project for NOx.

In this regard, the 2022 application requests that the permitted NOx emissions of the casthouse
on the blast furnaces and the basic oxygen furnaces be increased by 19.4 and 220.2 tons/year,
respectively, for an overall increase of 239.6 tons/year. (2022 application, Appendix B -
Emission Calculations, USS Granite City — 1996 Production Increase Project: Revised NOx PSD
Net Emissions Increase Analysis.)® The revised netting analysis for the Project for NOXx in the
2022 application suggests that this increase would be accompanied by decreases in the NOx
emissions of certain other units. With these accompanying decreases, the net increase in NOx
emissions from the Project with the requested revised permit would continue to not be
significant.® The requested increase in the permitted NOx emissions of the blast furnaces and

2 The basic oxygen furnaces, at which the largest increase in permitted NOx emissions is requested, were
not physically modified and would not become subject to requirements for BACT or LAER for NOx even
if the Project were a major modification.

% The 2022 application also does not include an analysis of alternatives. This analysis would have been
required to be included in the original application for the Project if it had been recognized in 1996 that the
Project was a major modification for NOX. It is beyond the scope of the revisions of Permit 95010001 that
are now requested to address the fact that such an analysis was not originally part of the construction
permit application for the Project.

# Under the PSD program, the significant emission rate for NOX is 40 tons/year; under NaNSR, since
Granite City is not in an area that is classified as serious, severe or extreme nonattainment for ozone air
quality, the significant emissions rate for NOx is also 40 tons/year. An increase in NOx emissions or, if
the source elects to evaluate the net increase in emissions, a net increase in NOXx emissions from a project
that is equal to or greater than this rate is considered significant. (35 IAC 204.660 and 35 IAC 203.209.)

% In the 2022 application, the increases in the NOx emissions of the blast and basic oxygen furnaces
reflect proposed corrections to baseline emissions, as well as increases in the permitted emissions with the
project. For the blast furnaces, the application indicates that baseline NOx emissions should be lowered
from 15.6 to 4.6 tons/year. For the basic oxygen furnaces, baseline NOx emissions should be raised from
46.94 to 179.8 tons/year. (2022 application, Table 6-5, “Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of
Proposed Changes to Pre-project NOx Emission Factors for Affected Emissions Units.”)

® When a netting analysis that showed a project would not be a major modification is found to have
understated emissions of certain new or modified emission units, the next step is usually to examine
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basic oxygen furnaces, 239.6 ton/year combined, would not result in the Project becoming a
major modification for NOX. For this purpose, the 2022 application indicates that the overall
decrease in NOx emissions from Project-affected fuel burning units would now be 250.3
tons/year, comparing their revised baseline NOx emissions of 956.3 tons/year and future NOx
emissions of 706 tons/year. (2022 application, Appendix B - Emission Calculations, USS Granite
City — 1996 Production Increase Project: Revised NOx PSD Net Emissions Increase Analysis.)
However, the 2022 application does not identify the specific decreases in NOx emissions that
occurred at different groups of Project-affected fuel burning units. Instead, the 2022 application
simply indicates that the future NOx emissions of the Project-affected fuel burning units, overall,
would not exceed 706.0 tons/year.

This netting analysis for NOx in the 2022 application cannot be relied upon for issuance of a
revised permit for the Project as requested by US Steel. The application does not include relevant
information showing that additional decreases in NOx emissions that would now be proposed to
be relied upon would be contemporaneous and creditable for permitting of the Project. For
emission decreases to be relied on for the purpose of a netting analysis, 35 IAC 204.550 and
203.208 provide that the decreases must be contemporaneous and creditable. This necessitates
information for how the additional decreases in NOx emissions addressed in the revised netting
analysis for NOx were created and how the amounts of the decrease were quantified. Most
significantly, the 2022 application does not show that certain decreases in NOx emissions that it
would rely upon should be considered contemporaneous with the Project. A revised permit
cannot be issued for the Project that relies upon “post-project” emissions decreases, which
occurred after the Project, to show that the Project with the requested increases in NOx emissions
of the furnaces, should still not be considered a major modification. This is critical because
changes that are unrelated to the Project have occurred at certain fuel burning units after the
initial issuance of Permit 95010001. The 2022 application proposes to rely upon the decreases in
NOx emissions due to these changes, which decreases were not and could not have been relied
upon by the original permit for the Project. These decreases in emissions would be relied upon
by the revised netting analysis as the analysis does not account for and exclude the emissions
decreases from these changes from the analysis. (In addition, as will be addressed separately
below, the 2022 application does not include appropriate support for certain units for the
quantification of NOx emissions in the revised netting analysis.)

Application Relies on Emission Decreases That Are Not Contemporaneous
As related to the requirement of the NSR rules that decreases in emissions relied upon for netting

be contemporaneous, the 2022 application indicates baseline NOx emissions of 131.8 and 123.2
tons/year from the use of blast furnace gas (BFG) and natural gas, respectively, in Boilers 1

whether the project should still not be considered a major modification. The revised netting analysis for
this purpose may consider adjustments such as reductions in the permitted emissions of other new or
modified units involved in the project. It may also consider additional emission decreases that were not
relied upon by the original netting analysis but could have been as they are contemporaneous and
creditable. As this reexamination of a project shows that it still would not be considered a major
modification with appropriate adjustments to the netting analysis, an appropriately revised construction
permit may be issued that is based on the project continuing to not be a major modification.
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through 12. (2022 application, Appendix B - Emission Calculations, USS Granite City — 1996
Production Increase Project: Revised NOx PSD Net Emissions Increase Analysis.) Boilers 1
through 12 are the twelve boilers at the source in 1996 that were addressed by Permit 95010001.
Ten of these boilers, Boilers 1 through 10, were shut down in 2009.” The 2022 application does
not show that NOx emissions of these ten boilers, as existed in the period prior to 2009, were
considered in the “future” NOx emissions with the Project of at most 706 tons/year from the
Project-affected fuel burning units. In addition, with regard to Boilers 11 and 12, the two
remaining old boilers at the source that continue in operation, flue gas recirculation systems have
been installed on these boilers pursuant to Construction Permit 10080022, issued in January
2011. These systems were installed to control NOx emissions to facilitate compliance with 35
IAC 217.164. The 2022 application does not show that the revised netting analysis for NOx does
not rely on the lower NOx emissions from Boilers 11 and 12 that are now being achieved with
the new control systems, rather than their NOx emissions as previously existed with the Project
in the period before these control systems were installed.

The application also indicates baseline NOx emissions of 461 tons/year from use of coke oven
gas (COG) in the blast furnace stoves and Boilers 11 and 12.8 In 2015, US Steel shut down the
two by-product recovery coke oven batteries at the Granite City Works. COG ceased to be
available for use in the stoves or Boilers 11 and 12. However, COG was available for use in the
stoves and these boilers in 1996. As related to the Project, the 2022 application does not show
that the revised netting analysis for NOx would not rely upon decreases in the NOx emissions of
the stoves and boilers due to the elimination of COG, which did not occur until 2015.°

" The shutdown of Boilers 1 through 10 was required by Condition 2.6(a) of Construction Permit
06070023, which was originally issued in January 2008. This permit addresses construction of a
cogeneration boiler at the facility that would be designed to produce both high-pressure steam to generate
electricity and lower pressure process steam. This boiler has been constructed and is in operation. The
permitting of this new boiler relied upon contemporaneous decreases in NOx emissions from several
actions, most notably, a decrease of 558.9 tons/year from addition of low NOx burners to four reheat
furnaces. The permitting of the new cogeneration boiler also relied on a 33.41 tons/year decrease in NOx
emissions from the shutdown of Boilers 1 through 10 as this eliminated use of natural gas by these
boilers. The related application for emissions decreases that were contemporaneous with the new boiler
did not rely on any decreases in the NOx emissions of these boilers from use of COG and BFG. This is
because “...the boilers shutdowns will not result in any change in the amount of BFG and COG
combusted at the Facility.” (Application 06070022, Section 3.3.1. “Boilers 1 through 10 Shutdown
Emission Calculations,” p. 3-7.) The reliance of Permit 06070023 on emission decreases from the
shutdown of these boilers is a further impediment to reliance on these decreases in a revised netting
analysis for the Project.

8 For Project-affected boilers, the 2022 application indicates that baseline NOx emissions from usage of
COG are addressed only for Boilers 11 and 12. (2022 application, Table 6-5, “Pre-project Actual
Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-project NOx Emission Factors for Affected
Emissions Units.”) This is likely erroneous since the application for Permit 06070022 indicates that
Boilers 1 through 10 also had the ability to use COG.

® The 2022 application does reflect increased use of natural gas by Project-affected fuel burning units.
The application explains that with the shutdown of the by-product coke oven batteries, COG is no longer
available and more natural gas may need to be used (e.g., 2022 application, Section 6.3, Post-Project NOXx
Emissions Limitations”). Permit 95010001 currently limits annual use of natural gas by the Project-
affected fuel burning units to 1,346 million cubic feet. The revised netting analyses in the 2022
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In summary, for purposes of applicability of NSR, the NOx emissions allowed from the Project
in 1996 that would be permitted with the requested revisions to the permit could be substantially
higher than indicated in the 2022 application.® This application does not show that this would
not be the case such that the Project would not become a major modification for NOx with the
requested increases in the permitted emissions of the blast furnaces and the basic oxygen
furnaces. The timing of actions that have resulted in decreases in NOx emissions of fuel burning
units after 1996 is critical when considering applicability of NSR to the Project with the
requested revisions to Permit 95010001. As the decreases in NOx emissions from certain actions
cannot be considered or would be smaller, the net increase in NOx emissions of the Project
would be greater. In this regard, it must be assumed that the “future NOx emissions” indicated in
the 2022 application reflect maximum actual NOx emissions beginning in 2023, with the
requested revisions to Permit 95010001. The application does not suggest that these future NOx
emissions are the emissions that should have been allowed by the permit back in 1996 when the
permit was issued and the Project commenced.!!

application are based on a post-project annual natural gas usage of up to 1,980 million cubic feet (e.g.,
Tables 5-7, 6-6 and 7-3).

The decreases in NOx emissions that resulted from the shutdown of the coke oven batteries and
elimination of COG in 2015 are contemporaneous with any increases in NOx emissions due to the
accompanying use of more natural gas. However, these emissions decreases are not contemporaneous
relative to the Project, which was undertaken in 1996. In addition, an application for revisions to Permit
95010001 is not an appropriate venue to address the use of more natural gas due to the shutdown of the
coke oven batteries. The Project involved increases in production of iron and steel. The Project-affected
fuel burning units do not include four slab furnaces that also used COG and now must use more natural
gas. Lastly, the consequences of the shutdown of the coke oven batteries on the facility’s NOx emissions,
including the consequences for the slab reheat furnaces, are the subject of a separate construction permit
application, Application 15030001, received March 5, 2015, which application is still pending.
101t should be noted that for purposes of applicability of NSR, for the same reasons that the 2022
application understates the net increase in emissions of NOx from Project-affected fuel burning units, the
application also understates the increases or net increases in emissions of the Project for purposes of NSR
for particulate matter (PM), particulate matterio (PM10) and volatile organic material (VOM), i.e.,
pollutants other than NOx for which the requested revised permit for the Project would rely upon the
increase or net increase in emissions not being significant.

11 With the requested revisions of Permit 95010001, it is unclear how the “future NOx emissions” of fuel
burning units indicated in the 2022 application are NOx emissions that could have been allowed by this
permit in 1996. The future NOx emissions of affected fuel burning units indicated in the 2022 application
are less than the baseline NOx emissions, i.e., proposed future emissions of 706 tons/year compared to the
claimed baseline of 956 tons/year. However, the Project did not include any elements that would lower
the NOx emissions of fuel burning units. Rather, the production of more iron and steel would be
accompanied by increased utilization of the blast furnace stoves and boilers as more blast air and steam
are generally needed for blast furnaces to produce more iron. Accordingly, in 1996, the NOx emissions of
fuel burning units allowed by Permit 95010001 must necessarily be more than the baseline emissions, as
this permit addresses a project that involves use of more BFG and natural gas by Project-affected fuel
burning units. (Use of COG was not expected to be affected by the Project because production of COG
was constrained by the design and operation of the existing coke oven batteries, which were not being
modified as part of the Project.)

Indeed, the future NOx emissions of the fuel burning units for purposes of any revised netting analysis
should be expected to be substantially greater than their baseline emissions. If one assumes that the
increases in emissions would be proportional to the permitted increase in iron production, future NOXx
emissions of the fuel burning units would be expected to increase by roughly 40 percent. If the baseline
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2. THE DETERMINATION OF BASELINE NOx EMISSIONS IN THE REVISED
NETTING ANALYSIS CANNOT BE INDEPENDENTLY CONFIRMED

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections 9(a),
9.1(d) and 39(a)*.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were granted as
requested: 35 IAC 201.152**, 201.152*** and 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the Agency:
The 2022 application does not include data and information supporting the determinations of baseline
NOx emissions for certain emissions units in the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx. In this
regard, it is noteworthy that the revised NSR applicability analysis does more than seek increases in
permitted NOx emissions of the blast furnace casthouse and BOFs to correct errors in the original
application for the Production Increase Project. As explained in the discussion below, the revised NSR
applicability analysis now also addresses NOx emissions from burning coke oven gas (COG) in Project-
affected units, which the Illinois EPA did not require be addressed in 1996. For the continuous casting
operations, the analysis also takes a different approach to use of natural gas and associated NOx
emissions. Lastly, the analysis does not reflect a reevaluation of the NOx emission factor used for ladle
preheaters. For these units, an emissions factor for use of natural gas in boilers, which likely is not
appropriate for the simpler burner systems in preheaters, continues to be used.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit were
granted as requested: As there are deficiencies in the data and information that is provided in the 2022
application for the baseline NOx emissions of fuel burning units, the revised NSR applicability analysis
cannot be relied upon. Separate from Denial Point 1 concerning reliance on NOx emission decreases that
are not contemporaneous and creditable, deficiencies in the emission data presented in this analysis are
also a reason why this analysis cannot serve as proof that the Production Increase Project would not
become a major modification for NOx under NSR with the increases in permitted NOx emissions that are
now being requested. Likely or possible deficiencies in the emission data in the revised NSR applicability
analysis for NOx in the application need to be resolved or corrected before any revised version of Permit
95010001 is issued that would be based upon a revised NSR applicability analysis for the Project.

emissions of these units should have been 956 tons/year, as indicated in the 2022 application, this
suggests future emissions of these units with the Project should be about 1,340 tons/year (956 tons/year x
1.4 = 1,338 ~ 1,340 tons/year). Alternatively, absent any decreases in NOx emissions from the twelve
boilers and the discontinuation of COG, and disregarding increased use of natural gas in place of COG,
the NOx emissions from the Project-affected fuel burning units for purposes of NSR applicability, as of
1996, would be on the order of 1,420 tons/year (Proposed future emissions of 706 tons/year + 131.8
tons/year attributable to use of BFG by the boilers + 123.2 tons/year attributable to use of natural gas by
the boilers + 461 tons/year from the discontinuation of the use of COG in the stoves and Boilers 11 and
12 ~ 1,420 tons/year). If so, the calculated change in NOx emissions from Project-affected fuel burning
units for purposes of NSR applicability would be a net increase on the order of 460 tons/year (1,420 — 956
= 464), rather than a net decrease of about 250 tons/year.
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Discussion

The new determination of baseline NOx emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units
provided in the revised netting analysis cannot be independently confirmed. In this regard, the
2022 application does not show that all Project-affected fuel burning units have been addressed.
For units that are addressed, the application does not show that appropriate emission factors and
operating data have been used to estimate emissions. As specific concerns exist with the
determination of baseline NOx emissions for certain emission units, as discussed below,
concerns exist with the determination of the overall baseline NOx emissions for the Project.

Baseline Usage of Coke Oven Gas (COG)

As already discussed, the use of coke oven gas (COG) in Project-affected fuel burning units is
introduced in the 2022 application for revisions to Permit 95010001.12 This application does not
include supporting documentation or explanation for the baseline usage of COG utilized in the
revised netting analysis. The annual usage of COG in the blast furnace stoves (374 million cubic
feet/year) and in boilers (2,211 million cubic feet/year) is simply presented in the revised netting
analysis for NOx. (2022 application, Appendix B - Emission Calculations, USS Granite City -
1996 Production Increase Project: Revised NOx PSD Net Emissions Increase Analysis). The
indicated usages of COG are not accompanied by any documentation or explanation.

Emission Factor for Use of COG in Boilers 11 and 12:

For COG, the 2022 application utilizes a NOx emission factor for Boilers 11 and 122 of 404
pounds/million cubic feet of COG.* The application states that this factor is based on emission
testing conducted on the stack of A Coke Battery (2022 application, Table 6-4. “NOx Emission
Factors for Fuel Burning”). The application does not show that it is appropriate to utilize an

121t should be noted that the introduction in the revised netting analysis for the Project of NOx emissions
from use of COG in Project-affected fuel burning units is not acknowledged in the section of the 2022
application in which historical production and operating rates are discussed. Section 6.2.1 of the
application, “Historical Throughput Rates,” states that “The pre-project actual emissions were calculated
using the same production and operating rates as the 1995 Application shown in Table 6-3 [Pre-Project
Production and Operating Rates for NOx].” This statement is clearly not accurate as the usage of and
NOx emissions from COG were not quantified in the 1995 application. Moreover, Table 6-3 does not
include information for the historical or baseline usage of COG.

13 1n the 2022 application, there is an inconsistency in the information for the baseline NOx emissions of
boilers. In Table 6-5, “Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Changes to Pre-Project NOx
Emissions Factors for Affected Emissions Units,” baseline NOx emissions of Boilers 1 through 10 do not
appear to be addressed since this table shows that baseline emissions are provided for B11 and B12
(Boilers 11 and 12). In Appendix B, USS Granite City — 1996 Production Increase Project: Revised NOx
PSD Net Emissions Increase Analysis, baseline NOx emissions appear to be provided for all boilers, as
information is shown as being for “boilers.”

14 For the stoves, the revised netting analysis utilizes a lower NOx emission factor of 80 pounds/million
cubic feet of COG. The application states that this factor is based on an emission test for which the date is
unknown (2022 application, Table 6-4, p. 6-3). As this factor is identical to the NOx emission factor in
USEPA’s WebFIRE database for burning COG in industrial boilers, this factor can be considered
appropriate. (USEPA, Clearinghouse for Inventories & Emission Factors, Emission Factors & AP42,
WebFIRE, with search conducted using the term “coke oven gas” in the field under Select options under
Source Classification Code. .
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emission factor developed from the results of emission testing on the combustion stack of a coke
oven battery to calculate emissions of a boiler. There are significant differences between
combustion of COG as occurs at coke ovens and combustion of fuel in a boiler. At a fundamental
level, a combustion stack emits the products of combustion from the heating of coke ovens to the
high temperature needed to convert coal into coke. Regenerative heat exchangers are utilized to
efficiently achieve this temperature. Boilers 11 and 12 emit the products of combustion from
burning fuel to achieve the temperature needed convert water into process steam.®

Emission Factor for Use of Natural Gas in Ladle Preheaters:

For use of natural gas, the 2022 application utilizes a single emission factor for NOx emissions
from all Project-affected fuel burning units. This factor, 306 pounds/million cubic feet of natural
gas reflects the results of emission testing conducted on Boiler 12 when using natural gas. The
application does not show that it is appropriate to utilize this emissions factor for ladle
preheaters, which are different types of emissions units than boilers. Moreover, the revised
netting analysis for NOx in the application erroneously indicates that the estimated baseline NOx
emissions of ladle preheaters were “Revised to use current AP-42 emission factor.” (2022
application, Appendix B, Emission Calculations, USS Granite City — 1996 Production Increase
Project: Revised NOx PSD Net Emissions Increase Analysis.) The current AP-42 NOXx emission
factor for small boilers (<100 million Btu/hour heat input) without low NOXx burners or flue gas
recirculation is only 100 pounds/million cubic feet of natural gas. (USEPA, Compilation of Air
Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, Table 1.4-1.)

Emissions from Use of Natural Gas on the Continuous Casting Lines:

Unlike the original application, the 2022 application does not directly address NOx emissions
associated with use of natural gas in continuous casting operations.*® In this regard, this
application states:

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 from 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 [Section 6.2.2.1, Fuel Burning Emissions Units

15 Application 15030001, the pending application for a construction permit for use of more natural gas
with the shutdown of the by-product coke oven batteries, utilizes an emission factor for use of COG of 80
pounds/million cubic feet for baseline NOx emissions of Boiler 12. This is the NOx emission factor in
FIRE for use of COG in boilers. This factor is much lower than 404 pounds/million cubic feet, the factor
for COG used in the 2022 application for the baseline emissions of Boilers 11 and 12.

It should be noted that Application 15030001 does not include a NOx emission factor for Boiler 11 for
COG. This is likely because Boiler 11 did not use COG in the baseline period used for Boilers 11 and 12
(January 2013 through December 2014) for the net increase analysis in this application.

16 As reflected in Permit 95010001, the original permitting of the Project accounted for NOx emissions of
89.5 tons/year from Caster Molds — Casting but did not account for any NOx emissions from Slab Cut-
Off and Slab Ripping, for which only particulate emissions were addressed.
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Emissions (Revised)]. Therefore, in the revised analysis, NOx emissions are not included
from this operation.

2022 application, Section 6.2.2.7, “Continuous Caster Mold Process Emissions (Revised).”

This is problematic for several reasons. First, the 2022 application does not address the NOx
emissions of the natural gas-oxygen torches used in the slab cutting and slab ripping processes,
which are part of the continuous casting lines.'” Second, as the application indicates that NOx
emissions are present from the mold processes on the casting lines, the application does not show
that the same NOx emission factor is appropriate for this use of natural gas as utilized for ladle
preheaters or, alternatively, separately account for the NOx emissions from use of natural gas in
the casting process. Lastly, the 2022 application does not identify either the caster processes or
the torches as units whose use of natural gas and resulting NOx emissions would be addressed
with the emissions of other Project-affected fuel burning units (e.g., 2022 application, Table 6-5,
“Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-project NOx Emission Factors
for Affected Emissions Units™).

17 Alternatively, if NOx is not formed by the torches given they are supplied with oxygen, the application
does not confirm that usage of natural gas by the torches was not considered when the baseline NOx
emissions from use of natural gas in Project-affected fuel burning units were determined.
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3. THE APPLICATION LACKS INFORMATION FOR THE ACTUAL NOx
EMISSIONS OF PROJECT-AFFECTED FUEL BURNING UNITS
(LACK OF INFORMATION RELEVANT TO NETTING)

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)** and 39(a)***.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.152***, 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 203.208*, 204.400,
204.550* and 204.560.

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The revised Netting Analysis for NOx in the 2022 application does not show that the
value for the maximum future NOx emissions from certain fuel burning units, 706 tons/year, in
aggregate, is appropriate for purposes of NSR. That is, the 2022 application does not show that
706 tons/year represents the post-project NOx emissions of these units as could have been
addressed when Permit 95010001 was originally issued in 1996 if emissions from burning of
COG in these units when operating at the levels of iron and steel production that were permitted
had been considered. The 2022 application also does not show that the actual NOx emissions of
the subject units in the period from 1996 to the present have not exceeded 706 tons/year. In other
words, the application does not show that a value for future NOx emissions of the subject units
of 706 tons/year does not really represent “future” emissions beginning at the present time.
Otherwise, the value for future NOx emissions in the application improperly takes credit for
reductions in the NOx emissions of the Production Increase Project (Project) that were not
originally part of the Project. When the Project was initially issued in 1996, the NOx emissions
from use of blast furnace gas (BFG) and natural gas in 12 boilers at the Granite City Works was
addressed. When revaluating applicability of NSR for the Project for NOx with the increases in
permitted emissions requested by the application, it is not appropriate to only address the
potential NOx emissions of the two boilers that now remain. Although the other ten boilers are
now shutdown, they were operating and emitted NOx in 1996. Similarly, in 1996, coke oven gas
(COG) was used as a fuel and burned at the facility. With the shutdown of the two by-product
recovery coke oven batteries at the facility, COG is no longer being produced. The NOx
emissions of the fuel-burning units that formerly burned COG are now lower than they were in
1996 since natural gas is used to make up for the heat input to the units previously provided by
COG. (Compared in terms of pounds of NOx per million Btu of fuel heat input, the NOx
emissions from use of natural gas as a fuel are generally lower than those from use of COG.)
However, when revaluating applicability of NSR for the Project for NOx with the increases in
permitted emissions now requested, it is not appropriate to evaluate the NOx emissions of the
units that formerly used COG as they now exist and to ignore the fact that in 1996 these units did
use COG and their potential NOx emissions were higher. Again, as touched on in Denial Point 1,
the difficulty is not that the future NOx emissions of the subject units may be lower compared to
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what may have been possible for their permitted NOx emissions in 1996. The difficulty is that
the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the 2022 application attempts to rely on this
“post-project” reduction in the NOx emissions of these units to make up for the increases in
permitted NOx emissions of the blast furnace casthouse and BOFs that are requested.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: It would be improper for the Illinois EPA to issue a revision to
Permit 95010001 that is based on the NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the 2022 application
that is not consistent with the provisions of the NSR rules governing such analyses. This would
be the case if the value/proposed limitation for maximum future NOx emissions of the subject
units in the application was relied upon for issuance of a revision to Permit 95010001 and this
value/proposed limitation does not reflect the potential emissions from the subject units with the
Project, as required by 35 IAC 203.208 and 204.550 In other words, it would be improper for a
revised permit to be issued that reflects current circumstances for the subject units if this reflects
NOx emissions that are lower than could have properly been allowed in 1996.

Discussion

The 2022 application does not include a demonstration that the actual NOx emissions of Project-
affected fuel burning units would not have exceeded the “future amount” or post-project
emissions indicated in the revised netting analysis for the Project for NOx since Construction
Permit 95010001 was issued if the production of iron and steel by the source was at the levels
allowed by this permit.
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3A. THE APPLICATION LACKS INFORMATION FOR THE ACTUAL NOx
EMISSIONS OF PROJECT-AFFECTED FUEL BURNING UNITS
(LACK OF SUPPORTING INFORMATION)

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)* and 39(a)**.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.152*, 201.152***,35 IAC 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128,
204.400 and 204.560.

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The amount in the 2022 application for the maximum future NOx emissions from
certain fuel burning units, 706 tons/year, in aggregate, is not accompanied by supporting
information but is simply presented. The application does not explicitly list the various units
whose NOx emissions are being addressed and describe the nature of the various units relative to
the emissions of NOx from burning fuel in the units. Data is not provided for the maximum
annual amounts of fuels burned in these units. Data is also not provided for the emission factors
used to calculate annual emissions, the sources or basis of those factors, and why those factors
should be considered representative of the NOx emissions of the various types of units that are
being addressed.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as described above, the 2022 application does
not include information that is necessary to allow the Illinois EPA to rely upon the future
maximum NOx emissions of the subject units, presumably the fuel burning units affected by the
Production Increase Project, being no more than the stated amount, or issue a revised permit that
limits NOx emissions to the stated amount. The missing information is needed so that the Illinois
EPA and other interested parties can independently review the methods, data and calculations by
which the representation in the 2022 application for maximum future NOXx emissions of the
subject units was determined. This information is also necessary if the Illinois EPA is to place
appropriate conditions in a revised permit requiring US Steel to track the NOx emissions of the
subject units, so as to verify that that the future NOx emissions do not exceed the amount stated
in the application or other appropriate amount. In this regard, it is significant that the emissions
of many of the Project-affected fuel burning units at the facility, i.e., the blast furnace stoves, the
BFG gas flares, and various process heaters, cannot be directly determined because these units
are not amenable to emission testing.

Note that this denial point addresses the lack of supporting information for the maximum future
NOx emissions of the subject units that is stated in the 2022 application. Denial Point 3, above,
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addresses the time period that should be reflected in the determination of maximum future
emissions for purposes of evaluating applicability of NSR.

(A further discussion is not provided for this denial point, as it was not present in the Initial Draft
Denial Letter. Following the close of the public comment period on the Initial Draft Denial
Letter, the Illinois EPA realized that the 2022 application is also deficient as the value it provides
for future NOx emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units is not accompanied by
supporting information. )
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4. FOR THE BASIC OXYGEN FURNACES, THE 2022 APPLICATION DOES NOT
ADDRESS THE POTENTIAL FOR UNCAPTURED EMISSIONS OF NOX,
VOLATILE ORGANIC MATERIAL (VOM) AND CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)
THROUGH THE ROOF MONITOR FOR THESE FURNACES

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)* 39(a)**-

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.152*** and 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not include information for the uncaptured emissions of
NOX, volatile organic material (VOM)_ and carbon monoxide (CO) for the BOFs that occur
through the roof monitor on the BOF shop, i.e., the building in which the BOFs are located. The
existences of emissions of NOx, VOM and CO from the BOFs is well-established from testing of
the stacks of the control systems for the particulate emissions of the BOFs. This testing shows
emissions now occur through both the older ESP control system for the BOFs and the baghouse
that was installed within the last ten years to improve control of particulate emissions from
charging and tapping of the BOFs. These control systems may capture most of the emissions of
the BOFs, achieving overall capture efficiencies that engineering design suggests may approach
100 percent. However, the 2022 application does not contain technical or engineering
information showing that all emissions of the BOFs are now being captured and no emissions
occur through the roof monitor or other openings in the BOF shop. Complete capture of the
emissions of the BOF is also not required by applicable regulations. For example, under the
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Integrated Iron and Steel
Manufacturing Facilities (“Iron and Steel NESHAP” or “NESHAP”"), 40 CFR 63 Subpart
FFFFF, Table 1, the opacity of emissions from the roof monitor and other openings in the BOF
shop at the facility is only limited to no more than 20 percent, on a 3-minute average.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information addressing uncaptured emissions of NOx, VOM
and CO from the BOFs, the 2022 application would not provide complete information about the
emissions of the BOFs. For NOx, absent information for these uncaptured emissions, if US Steel
were to submit a corrected, revised NSR applicability analysis to show that the Project would not
be a major modification for NOx with increases in permitted emissions as requested, that
analysis would not be complete. For VOM, for which the 2022 application also requests an
increase in permitted emissions, the revised NSR applicability analysis to support such a revision
is not complete. For CO, for which revisions to the PSD approval provided by Permit 95010001
are requested for emission units other than the BOFs, the updated air quality impact analysis for
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CO required under the PSD rules would not reflect a complete emissions inventory for the
existing sources of CO emissions at the Granite City Works.

Discussion

For the basic oxygen furnaces, consistent with the original permitting of the Project, the 2022
application only quantifies stack emissions of NOx, VOM and CO. For these furnaces, the
application does not address uncaptured emissions of these pollutants. (For these furnaces, the
2022 application does address uncaptured emissions of particulate and lead*® for which Permit
95010001 limits emissions of these pollutants from the “BOF [Basic Oxygen Furnace] Roof
Monitor,” (Permit 95010001, Condition 18 and Table 2, Item 2)).

The revised netting analyses for NOx and VOM in the 2022 application assume that all
emissions of these pollutants from the basic oxygen furnaces are now captured. That is, with the
installation of the new baghouse control system on the furnaces to improve control of particulate
emissions from the charging and tapping processes, all NOx and VOM emissions of these
furnaces that originally were not captured and were emitted through the roof monitor now are
captured and are emitted through the stack on the baghouse system. For example, as related to
emissions of NOXx, the application explains,*® 2°

At the time of the 1995 Application, the BOF Shop did not include a baghouse to capture
secondary emissions. Secondary emissions were released to the atmosphere through the BOF
Shop roof monitor. No information was available at the time about the NOx emissions from
the BOF Shop roof monitor. Since then, the BOF Shop includes a capture system for
secondary emissions that are routed to a baghouse. NOx emissions testing for the BOF Shop

18 The uncaptured lead emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces are summarily addressed by the 2022
application. In Section 2.2, this application states that changes to the current limits for lead emissions set
by Permit 95010001 are not requested. As such, this application acknowledges the current limits for lead
emissions in Permit 95010001, including the limits for uncaptured emissions from these furnaces that are
emitted through the roof monitor (Permit 95010001 Condition 18 and Table 2, Item 2). Revisions to
these limits are not requested.

19 The 2022 application addresses uncaptured emission of VOM of the basic oxygen furnaces in a similar
manner in Part 7 of the application. Refer to the second Section 7.2.2.1 in the application on p. 6-4, “BOF
Baghouse — Secondary Emissions (New).”

20 As reflected in this excerpt, the 2022 application refers to the NOx and VOM emissions of the
baghouse system as “secondary emissions.” This is inconsistent with the meaning of this term under the
NESHAP for Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing Facilities, 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, which only
restricts this term to emissions of particulate matter. It is also misleading as it does not distinguish
between captured and uncaptured emissions and suggests that capture of these emissions with a baghouse
is sufficient to eliminate concerns for the existence of uncaptured emissions.

In this regard, as defined at 40 CFR 63.7852, “Secondary emissions mean particulate matter emissions
(emphasis added) that are not controlled by a primary emissions control system, including emissions that
escape from open and closed hoods, lance hole openings, and gaps or tears in the primary emission
control system.” For secondary emissions, 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF recognizes the existence of both
captured or stack emissions and uncaptured emissions, as would occur through a roof monitor. For basic
oxygen furnaces, as well as setting emission limits for particulate emissions from primary control
systems, this NESHAP also sets separate emission limits for 1) the particulate matter emissions from a
control device used for the collection of secondary emissions, and 2) the opacity of secondary emissions
that exit any opening in the furnace shop or other building housing a basic oxygen furnace.
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baghouse completed in the 2019-2020 time frame shows an average NOX rate of 0.0075 Ib/ton
for the BOF Shop Baghouse Stack. USS Granite City added the BOF Shop secondary NOx
emission baseline based on the result of the stack test for the BOF Shop Baghouse stack.

2022 application, Section 6.2.2.6. “BOF Baghouse — Secondary Emissions (New).”

This assumption made by the 2022 application for uncaptured emissions of NOx and VOM of
the basic oxygen furnaces, i.e., that all emissions that were formerly uncaptured are now emitted
through the baghouse system, is not appropriate. At a fundamental level, the application does not
include any support for this assumption. A rigorous analysis for and quantification of the
uncaptured emissions of NOx and VOM from these furnaces is warranted as these emissions
were overlooked in the original permitting for the Project.%

Then, the data for NOx and VOM emissions from the baghouse stack, which is now available
from testing of the baghouse, does not support this assumption and, if anything, shows that this
assumption is unsound. This is because this testing does not address the level of capture being
achieved by the baghouse system. Rather it shows that there are emissions of these pollutants
from charging and tapping and, as such, data for the uncaptured emissions of these pollutants is
also appropriate. In this regard, the results of emission testing for the NOx and VOM emissions
from the new baghouse system on these furnaces, as cited by the application, indicate more than
negligible levels of emissions. (2022 application, Appendix B — Emission Calculations, USS
Granite City — 1996 Production Increase Project: Revised NOx PSD Net Emissions Increase

2L In the original permitting of the Project, the uncaptured emissions of NOx and VOM from the basic
oxygen furnaces appear to have been considered negligible. This was likely because the emissions of
NOx and VOM of the furnaces were all attributed to the refining process, rather than to charging and
tapping. During the refining step in a basic oxygen furnace, oxygen is injected into the molten iron
charged to a furnace, which removes carbon from the iron by oxidation, converting the iron into steel. The
oxidation of the carbon also provides heat to facilitate the melting of the scrap metal that is also charged
to the furnace, so molten metal in the appropriate temperature range can be tapped from the furnace.

In 1996, the basic oxygen furnaces were only controlled by the electrostatic precipitator (ESP) system.
While the ESP system only reduces or controls emissions of particulate and not emissions of NOx or
VOM, the ESP system does capture NOx and VOM from these furnaces. As the capture efficiency for
particulate emissions from refining is assumed to be at least 99.9 percent, it was also reasonable to
assume that the ESP system also would achieve at least 99 percent capture for NOx and VOM. With these
assumptions, i.e., that NOx and VOM are only generated during the refining step and at least 99.9 percent
capture of these emissions is achieved by the ESP system, given the limits on emissions of NOx and
VOM from the stack of the ESP set by Permit 95010001, i.e., 69.63 and 10.74 tons/year, respectively, the
uncaptured emissions of NOx and VOM from these furnaces would have been projected to be no more
than 0.07 and 0.01 tons/year, respectively,. (For example, for NOx, 69.63 tons/year + (99.9 -+ 100.0) x
(100.0 - 99.9) + 100.0 = 0.07 tons/year.) For purposes of determining applicability of NSR to the Project.
the increases in NOx and VOM emissions of the furnaces with the Project would be less because these
calculations for uncaptured emissions address all emissions of the furnaces, both baseline emissions and
the increases in emissions from the Project.

Even with the correction to the emission data for the basic oxygen furnaces indicated in the 2022
application, if all NOx and VOM emissions of these furnaces were actually attributable to the refining
step, uncaptured NOx and VOM emissions would still be very small. For example, the potential NOx
emissions from the stack of the ESP are now shown to be 380.0 tons/year. With capture of at least 99.9
percent of the NOx by the ESP system, the potential uncaptured NOx emissions from these furnaces
would still only be an additional 0.38 tons/year.

Attachment 1, Page 17
SR 0019



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

Analysis and Revised VOM PSD Net Emissions Increase Analysis.) For NOx, the application
indicates baseline captured emissions of 179.8 tons/year, of which, based on the measured
emissions from the new baghouse system, as much as 5.1 percent, i.e., 9.1 tons/year, would have
been uncaptured in 1996; captured VOM emissions are 26.6 tons/year, of which as much as 15.8
percent, i.e., 4.2 tons/year, would have been uncaptured emissions in 1996. However, instead of
assuming that all NOx and VOM emissions are now captured, it would not be unreasonable to
assume that the new baghouse system improved capture of the emissions from charging and
tapping such that the levels of captured emissions from the baghouse stack and the uncaptured
emissions through the roof monitor are now identical.?? 23

Finally, the assumption that all NOx and VOM emissions of these furnaces is now captured is
inconsistent with the approach taken in the 2022 application to the particulate and lead emissions
of these furnaces, for which it is assumed that there are uncaptured emissions that still occur
through the roof monitor. In particular, the 2022 application requests that the revised permit
establish prescribed emission factors for the particulate emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces

22 It is reasonable to assume that the new baghouse that was installed to improve control of particulate
emissions from charging and tapping of the basic oxygen furnaces reduced these emissions to less than
half of their previous amounts. For example, the nominal control efficiency for charging and tapping went
from 95 percent with only the ESP control system to 97.5 percent with the addition of the baghouse
system. With this assumption, the potential NOx and VOM emissions from the baghouse stack from
charging and tapping would be estimated to be about the same as the potential uncaptured emissions from
charging and tapping that still occur through the roof monitor, with both being about 2.5 percent of the
total emissions from the furnaces. The remainder of the NOx and VOM emissions from charging and
tapping continue to occur through the ESP stack (95 percent of the total emissions of the furnaces).

23 With this assumption, the potential NOx emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces with the Project would
become 420.4 tons/year, rather than 400.0 tons/year (400.0 tons/year x (100% + 5.1%) + 100% = 420.4
tons/year. The potential VOM emissions of these furnaces with the Project would become 52.1 tons/year,
rather than 45.0 tons/year (45.0 tons/year x (100% + 15.8%) + 100% = 52.1 tons/year.
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that occur through the roof monitor.?* For example, for pre-project actual emissions of the roof
monitor, Section 5.2.2.7 of the application explains the following, %°
Prescribed emissions factors consistent with the approach described in Section 3 [Discussion
of Permit Conditions Used to Restrict PTE] are provided herein. USS Granite City is
proposing prescribed emission factors for the BOF Shop Roof Monitor for which emissions
testing is not feasible.F°°"° 33 For BOF Roof Shop Monitor, use PM emissions factor of
0.0296 Ib/ton and filterable PM1o emission factor of 0.0198 Ib/ton.

Footnote 33: PM and PM1o emissions factors are appropriately determined from the results of emission
testing per 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF to determine PM and PM1o emission rates for the BOF ESP and
baghouse, Desulf/Soda Ash and Hot Metal Charging Baghouse, Slag Skimming Baghouse, and
Baghouse 2 for Argon Stirring and Ladle Metallurgy.

2022 application, Section 5.5.2.2. “Prescribed Emission Factors for Certain BOF Shop
Operations.”

24 The 2022 application requests that Permit 95010001 be revised to set “prescribed emission factors” for
the emissions of certain emissions units or their uncaptured emissions (e.g., the uncaptured particulate
emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces, which are also referred to as the emissions through the roof
monitor of the basic oxygen furnace shop). For those units or emission points, the prescribed emission
factors would effectively replace the provisions currently in Permit 95010001 that address emissions in
pounds/ton of input or production or in pounds/hour. For convenience, these provisions in the permit are
generally referred to as “emission factor limits.” The usage of this term extends to the provisions of the
permit that address emission of lead that are in pounds per hour. In this regard, in Permit 95010001, Table
2, these limits for lead emissions are listed under the heading of “Emission Factor,” along with the limits
in pounds per ton of production for emissions of other pollutants.

Unlike the emission factor limits currently in Permit 95010001, which the Illinois EPA considers to be
directly enforceable against US Steel, prescribed emissions factors that would be established in a revision
to Permit 95010001 would not be enforceable. Instead, prescribed emission factors would be specific
values for emission rates that US Steel would have to use for normal operation when determining
compliance with the limits on annual emissions set by the revised permit. The appropriateness of the
various prescribed emissions factors that are selected would be a matter that would be considered during
the processing of the revisions to Permit 95010001. Given the role of prescribed emission factors in
determining compliance with annual emission limits set by the permit, it is expected that prescribed
emission factors would only be set for units for which emissions testing is not feasible or is not warranted
given the low levels of annual emissions predicted by engineering analysis and calculations. It is also
expected that, as it is practical to do so, prescribed emission factors would be conservative, reflecting the
maximum rates of emissions that could occur during the routine, compliant operation of emissions units.
2 For pre-project actual emissions of particulate matter of the basic oxygen furnace through the roof
monitor, Section 5.2.2.7 of the 2022 application explains the following,

The BOF roof monitor actual emissions were calculated using the information from AP-42 Chapter
12.5 and AIRS (Aerometric Information Retrieval System) database. For pre-change actual PM and
PM1o emissions, National Steel used 90% capture efficiency during the charging and tapping steps and
99% capture efficiency during the refining step for BOP operations. A detailed description of the
baseline roof monitor PM and PMy, 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 PM1o. No changes are necessary for this emission factor.

2022 application, Section 5.2.7.7, BOF Roof Monitor Emissions (No Change)
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The fact that there are emissions of NOx and VOM from the basic oxygen furnaces that now
occur from the stack of the new baghouse system but were previously not captured and were not
originally quantified raises concern that similar circumstances are present for emissions of CO. %
In this regard, the 2022 application requests various revisions to Permit 95010001 to correct
issues that are posed for the original permitting of the Project with respect to CO emissions, but
the application does not propose any such revisions for the basic oxygen furnaces or explain why
such revisions are not needed.?’

% For the basic oxygen furnaces, uncaptured emissions of CO should generally be expected to be much
greater than the uncaptured emissions of NOx or VOM because the permitted stack emissions of CO of
these furnaces are much greater. In this regard, Permit 95010001 limits the CO emissions from the stack
of the ESP system for these furnaces to 16,097 tons/year. (The 2022 application does not request an
increase in this limit.) If only 99.9 percent capture of CO is assumed by the ESP system, the potential
uncaptured CO emissions of these furnaces would be 16.1 tons/year. (16,097 tons/year + {99.9 + 100.0} x
{100.0 — 99.9} + 100.0 = 16.1 tons/year CO.) Of course, the capture efficiency of the ESP system for CO
could be higher than the efficiency for NOx or VOM if CO is only formed during the refining step when
oxygen is actually being injected into the furnace and not during the entire refining step. However, one
approach to the revision of Permit 95010001 would be to conservatively assume that the capture
efficiency of the ESP system for CO is the same as its capture efficiency for particulate.

27 The application also does not suggest that it would be inappropriate for any revised permit to simply
limit the stack emissions of CO from the basic oxygen furnaces, addressing the combined stack emissions
of the ESP and the new baghouse, to the current limits for the CO emissions of the furnaces in Permit
95010001, which limits currently apply only to emissions from the stack of the ESP.

Attachment 1, Page 20
SR 0022



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077
5. THE EMISSION INVENTORY FOR THE SOURCE USED IN THE AIR QUALITY
ANALYSIS FOR CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) OMITS CERTAIN CO EMISSIONS

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)* and 39(a)**.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.152***, 201.160(a), 204.330, 204.1110 and 204.1130.

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The “Air Quality Modeling Report,” Appendix C of the 2022 application, which
provides the “Source Impact Analysis” required under PSD, is deficient because it does not
address certain CO emissions of units that are at or were at the Granite City Works. In particular,
the uncaptured CO emissions of the blast furnace cast house and the BOFs (i.e., the emissions
that occur from the roof monitors and other openings in structures) are not addressed. The CO
emissions of the two by-product recovery coke oven batteries formerly at the Granite City
Works, which were in operation in 1996, are also not addressed.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: As the source impact analysis in the 2022 application does not
address certain CO emissions, it does not fully address the impact of the Production Increase
Project, with increases in permitted CO emissions as now requested, on ambient air quality for
CO. This analysis also does not address the impact of the Project on CO air quality as would
have been determined in 1996 if the Project had been permitted for more CO emissions, as is
now being requested by the 2022 application.

Discussion

The results of the analysis of the impacts of the Project on ambient air quality for carbon
monoxide (CO) cannot be relied upon because the inventory for the CO emissions of the source
with the Project does not address all CO emissions or otherwise explain why the CO emissions
of certain units need not be considered. The 2022 application includes an air quality analysis
because the Project was originally permitted as a major modification for CO under the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program and the application requests revisions to
Permit 95010001 to increase the CO emissions for which the Project is permitted.?® To support

28 The 2022 application requests that Permit 95010001 be revised to address an additional 25,334
tons/year of CO. This would include emissions of 320 tons/year of CO from the casthouse on the blast
furnaces, for which CO was not addressed in the original permitting for the project (2022 application,
Section 4.4, p. 4-4) . This would also include an additional 25,014 ton/year from Project-affected fuel
burning units, other than Boilers 1 through 10, which are now retired (2022 application, Sections 4.2 and
4.3, pp. 4-2 and 4-3). For the fuel burning units, US Steel has determined that the emission factors for CO
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this request, an air quality analysis for CO must be part of the application pursuant to Illinois’
PSD rules, 35 IAC 204.1130, Air Quality Analysis, since the request involves revisions to the
provisions in Permit 95010001 that involve the Project as it is a major modification for CO under
the PSD program.

Uncaptured Emissions from the Casthouse on the Blast Furnaces

The air quality analysis in the 2022 application does not address the uncaptured emissions of the
casthouse (2022 application, Appendix C — Air Quality Modeling Report, Table for “US Steel
Granite City Volume Source Inputs”). The application indicates potential CO emissions of 13.6
tons/year from the roof monitor on the casthouse on the blast furnaces (2022 application, Section
4.4). These “uncaptured” CO emissions, which are not captured by the baghouse systems on the
casthouse, must be addressed in the air quality analysis submitted to support revisions of Permit
95010001 to provide for more CO emissions from the Project.

Uncaptured Emissions from the Basic Oxygen Furnaces

The air quality analysis in the 2022 application does not address uncaptured emissions of the
basic oxygen furnaces. (2022 application, Appendix C — Air Quality Modeling Report, Table for
“US Steel Granite City Volume Source Inputs.”) As discussed earlier, the 2022 application does
not address uncaptured emissions from these furnaces. The application also does not explain why
uncaptured emissions would not be present as the application does not show 100 percent capture
of the emissions of these furnaces by the control systems for emissions of particulate. As there
are uncaptured CO emissions from these furnaces, these emissions must also be addressed in the
air quality analysis submitted to support revisions of Permit 95010001 to accommodate
additional CO emissions from the Project.

By-product Coke Oven Batteries

The 2022 application does not explain why the air quality analysis in the application should not
consider the CO emissions of the former by-product coke oven batteries at the source. These
batteries were in operation when the Project was originally permitted in 1996 and did not cease
operation until 2015. Accordingly, the analysis does not address CO ambient air quality with the
Project as would have been predicted by the original air quality analysis for the Project if it had
addressed the additional CO emissions now being requested for the Project. On the other hand,
the analysis addresses CO emissions of emission units that did not exist in 1996, as this analysis
addresses the emissions of the heat recovery coke ovens adjacent to the Granite City Works,
which were built and are now operated by Gateway Energy & Coke. ?°

utilized in the original permitting of the Project, particularly the emission factor for blast furnace gas used
in the blast furnaces stoves, understated CO emissions.

29 The modelling in the air quality analysis did address certain newer units, which came into operation
after the Project in 1996. In particular, the analysis addressed the CO emissions of the new coke oven
batteries adjacent to the Granite City Works that are owned and operated by Gateway Energy & Coke.
However, modeling of the CO emissions of new units would only compensate for the CO emissions of
existing units if the new batteries were direct, in-kind replacements of the shutdown units, which is not
the case. This is not the case. The batteries that were shut down by US Steel were by-product recovery
batteries. They recovered chemicals from the off-gas from the coking process (e.g., benzene, toluene and
naphthalene, with the gas then used as fuel for heating the coke ovens and in certain other units at the
source. Gateway’s batteries are heat recovery batteries, in which the off-gas from coking is combusted in
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the ovens and the heat is used to make steam and generate electricity. Moreover, the new batteries and the
old batteries both operated for a period of several years before US Steel shut down its batteries.
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S5A. ISSUES WITH THE BACKGROUND AIR QUALITY USED IN THE AIR
QUALITY ANALYSIS THE EMISSION INVENTORY FOR THE SOURCE USED IN

(Note: In the Initial Draft Denial, this denial point, Denial Point 5A, was not addressed
separately but was instead addressed as part of Denial Point 5. This deficiency is now being
addressed separately for ease of understanding. This deficiency relates to the value for
background ambient air quality used in the CO air quality analysis rather than deficiencies in the
inventory of sources (i.e., the compilation of emissions units and emission data) used in the
dispersion modeling in the air quality impact analysis for CO.)

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d) and 39(a)* and 39(a)**.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a), 204.330, 204.1110 and 204.1130.

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The “Air Quality Modeling Report,” Appendix C of the 2022 application, which also
provides the “Air Quality Analysis” required under PSD, is deficient. As related to baseline
ambient air quality for CO, this report does not address baseline ambient air quality as existed at
the time that the Production Increase Project was initially permitted. It also does not address
ambient air quality as it presently exists. Rather, a value for background air quality from ambient
monitoring conducted in 2016 through 2018 is used. This does not represent either air quality in
the period before the Project was initially permitted or air quality at the present time. While the
monitoring station in East St. Louis that was the source for the value selected for background air
quality ceased operation in 2019, the Missouri Department of Natural Resources continues to
conduct ambient monitoring for CO at a site in St. Louis. (In this regard, the 2022 application, p.
4-5, indicates that “There are many existing ambient CO monitors within the 100 miles of the
facility (Figure 4).”) The 2022 application does not justify use of a value for background ambient
air quality that is not representative of the period when the Project was initially permitted. Then,
if this can be justified, the 2022 application does not explain why it is appropriate to use a value
for background air quality taken from ambient monitoring conducted over five years ago.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Because of the issues with the value for baseline air quality used in
the “Air Quality Modeling Report” in the 2022 application, as discussed above, it would not be
proper to rely on the results of this report to issue a revised permit what would provide for
increases in permitted CO emissions as requested by the 2022 application.

Discussion
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In addition [to the deficiency addressed in Denial Point 5], the air quality analysis in the
application uses a value for CO background air quality on an 8-hour average that is based on
ambient air quality data collected for a three year period consisting of 2016, 2017 and 2018. As
such the value used for background air quality is not necessarily appropriate as a representation
of either current ambient air quality or the historic air quality at the time that the Project was
originally permitted.*

30 Under the PSD program, the air quality analysis for a project whose modelled maximum impact(s) by
itself on air quality for a pollutant are above certain specified concentration(s) or “significant impacts
levels” under the PSD program must also consider “background air quality.” This accounts for the
contribution to ambient air quality of mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks and buses) and of other sources
(e.g., residential and commercial heating), which contribution cannot be determined as part of the
computerized dispersion modelling for discrete emission units performed as part of the analysis. The air
guality analysis in the 2022 application shows that the maximum air quality impact of the Project with the
requested increases in CO emissions would continue to be above the significant impact level for CO on an
8-hour average. (In the original air quality analysis, the Project’s impacts were significant for CO on both
a 1-hour and an 8-hours average.) The value for background in the current air quality analysis is based on
data collected at an ambient air monitoring station in East St. Louis operated by the Illinois EPA. If US
Steel shows that the air quality analysis for the revision to Permit 95010001 should address current
ambient air quality for CO, the value for background air quality in the analysis should be updated. Since
the Illinois EPA discontinued ambient monitoring for CO at its East St. Louis monitoring station in 2020,
the new value for background would likely need to be based on data collected at an appropriate
monitoring station in Missouri operated by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources.

It should be noted that the values for background used in the original air quality analysis were likely
conservative, as they were based on data from a now retired monitoring station in Granite City that was
less than a third of a mile from the Granite City Works. Given the location of that station, the ambient air
quality data collected at that station may have included the contribution to air quality of units for which
modelling was also conducted, so that the original analysis effectively counted the impacts of those units
twice. Thus, it is reasonable for the current air quality analysis to use value(s) for background air quality
based on data collected at a monitoring station other than the one that was originally used.
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6. SCOPE OF PROPOSED GROUP EMISSION LIMITS

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)* and 39(a)**.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400 and 204.560.

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not show that certain proposed collections of emission units
for the “group limits” for annual emissions of particulate, NOx and VOM that are generally
requested are appropriate. In this regard, the 2022 application does not propose limitations that
would only apply to the annual emissions of particulate of the casthouse for the two blast
furnaces. The application also does not propose limitations that would apply only to the annual
particulate emissions of the two BOFs. These are principal emission units at the Granite City
Works. For the casthouse, the 2022 application does not show that that it would be unreasonable
or inappropriate for Permit 95010001 to continue to have limitations for annual emissions of
particulate that are directly enforceable independent of emissions of the other, lesser units
involved in production of iron (i.e., the charging of the blast furnaces and slag pit operations).
(As the application does not indicate any NOx or VOM emissions from these lesser operations, it
is unclear whether group limits are actually being requested for blast furnace operations for NOx
and VOM.) Similarly, for the BOFs, the 2022 application does not show that it would be
unreasonable or inappropriate for Permit 95010001 to continue to have limitations for annual
particulate emissions that are directly enforceable independent of the emissions of other, lesser
units involved in making steel (i.e., the removal of sulfur from the molten iron, the skimming of
the resulting slag from the surface of the iron in the ladle, and the ladle metallurgy operations
after the BOFs). (The application does not actually indicate any NOx emissions from these lesser
operations; for VOM, the only lesser unit identified with emissions is the skimming of slag.)
While the 2022 application points to three construction permits for facilities issued by other
permitting authorities as support for the proposition that limitations on annual emissions that
apply to both principal units and lesser units are appropriate, the 2022 application does not show
that the circumstances of the Granite City Works are such that those other permits should serve
as precedents for the requested revisions of Permit 95010001. Variability in utilization or activity
was an inherent aspect in the basic design or purpose of those three facilities and led to the
approach to the emissions limitations that were set for those facilities. In this regard, one facility
involved a fleet of sea-going vessels engaged in exploration for petroleum. The second facility,
“the first of its kind,” would be developed to make fuel ethanol from processed municipal waste
and sewage sludge. (It may also be relevant that the construction permit for this facility, and as
well as the permit for a fleet of vessels that would conduct offshore exploration for petroleum,
both limited emissions so that the facilities would not be major sources for purposes of NSR.)
The third facility was being developed as a peaking power plant, to operate mainly when other
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sources of electricity, including wind and solar power, could not fully satisfy the demand for
electricity. Moreover, this last permit sets limitations for the annual emissions of a group of
identical generating units. As such, this permit does not provide support for setting limitations
for a collection of disparate emission units. In summary, the 2022 application does not request
revisions to Permit 95010001, that would continue to separately limit the annual particulate
emissions of the blast furnace casthouse and the annual emissions of the two BOFs by
themselves.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: If a revision to Permit 95010001 were issued without limits that
independently apply to the emissions of the blast furnaces casthouse and to the emissions of the
two BOFs, the 2022 application would not show the limits on annual emissions established in
such revised permit would serve to restrict the emissions of the casthouse and the two BOFs as a
practical matter. In this regard, as US Steel is applying for revisions to emission limits that are
currently in Permit 95010001, it is obliged in its application to adequately explain and justify the
revisions to the current emission limits that it is requesting. The three permits cited by US Steel
in the 2022 application do suggest that permit limitations for the annual emissions of emission
units that are accompanied by appropriate operational and/or emissions monitoring may now be
considered acceptable as being enforceable as a practical matter without associated emission
factor limits, i.e., limits on emission of pollutant(s) in pounds per ton of production or
throughput, pounds per million Btu fuel heat input or pounds per hour. However, these permits
do not show that the stringency of the current limits for the annual emissions of principal
emissions units at the Granite City Works, a facility with substantial emissions in an urban area,
should generally be relaxed by setting revised limits that would now apply to emissions of both
principal unit(s) and other lesser units, as is proposed by the 2022 application.

Discussion
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The application does not show that the proposed collections of emission units for the requested
group limits for annual emissions of particulate, NOx and VOM are appropriate.®" 32 In particular,
the application does not propose limits that would only apply to the annual emissions of the
casthouse on the blast furnaces and to the annual emissions of the two basic oxygen furnaces.
These are principal emission units at this facility. It would be reasonable and appropriate for both
the annual emissions of the casthouse and the annual emissions of the two basic oxygen furnaces
to be directly limited separately from the emissions of any other units. The construction permits
issued by permitting authorities in other jurisdictions cited in the application as support for

31 For PM, PMyo, NOx and VOM (i.e., pollutants other than sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO)
and lead), the 2022 application requests that the revised permit not include the provisions in Permit
95010001 that the Illinois EPA considers would limit emissions of individual “processes” in pounds/ton
of production or throughput and in tons/year. These provisions were set to ensure that the Project would
not be a major modification for purposes of New Source Review (NSR). The removal from Permit
95010001 of the “emission factor limits” which limit emissions of various process operations relative to
their production or throughput, would facilitate resolution of two permit appeals filed by US Steel with
the Illinois Pollution Control Board (PCB), PCB 2013-53 and PCB 2013-62. Both appeals indirectly
address the emission factor limits in Permit 95010001. PCB 2013-53 concerns the revised Clean Air Act
Permit Program (CAAPP) permit for the facility (Permit 96030056) issued in 2013. US Steel appealed
this permit as it repeats the emission factor limits as originally set by Permit 95010001. PCB 2013-62
concerns the construction permit for the addition of the baghouse system to improve control of particulate
emissions from charging and tapping of the BOFs, Permit 11050006, as reissued in 2013. For the BOFs,
this permit also repeats the emission factors limits for the BOFs set by Permit 95010001. US Steel
appealed the subject emission factor limits in these permits because, prior to issuing the revised CAAPP
permit for the facility in 2013, the Illinois EPA had explicitly explained that the provisions in the permit
containing emission factors were considered to constitute enforceable limits on emissions. This was done
in the lllinois EPA’s “Statement of Basis for a Planned Revision of the Clean Air Act Permit Program
(CAAPP) Permit for: U. S. Steel Corporation, Granite City Works, 20" and State Streets, Granite City,
Illinois,” of March 2011, pages 20 through 26. That these provisions set enforceable limits was then
recognized by the USEPA in the Administrator’s subsequent order of December 3, 2012, “In the Matter
of United States Steel Corporation — Granite City Works, CAAPP Permit No. 96030056,” Petition
Number V-2011-2, pages 7 through 9).

32 With regard to the current limits for the annual emissions of PM, PM1o, NOx and VOM of individual
processes, the 2022 application requests “group limits” for the annual emissions of groups of related
emission units. For example, the application requests that the revised permit limit the overall emissions of
a group of units that includes the casthouse for the blast furnaces and other, ancillary units involved in
production of iron. The permit currently sets separate limits for the emissions of the casthouse, the
emissions from charging the blast furnaces, and the emissions from slag pit activities. Unlike the current
limits for annual emissions, which apply on a calendar year basis, the proposed new limits for annual
emissions would be rolled monthly, restricting emissions over each consecutive 12 month period. The
requested limits would theoretically be less stringent than the current limits as US Steel could potentially
compensate for any “overage” of emissions by unit(s) in a group of units with lower levels of emissions
from other units in the group.

Incidentally, in these appeals, US Steel only challenges the emission factor limits for “processes,” such
as the casthouse, the basic oxygen furnaces, continuous casting operations, and discrete material handling
operations. These appeals do not challenge the emission factor limits for fuel burning units affected by the
Project. Those limits do not restrict the emissions of individual units or groups of similar units. Instead,
they separately restrict the emissions from use of different fuels, i.e., blast furnace gas, natural gas and oil.
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emission limits that apply to groups of emission units do not show that the annual emissions of
the casthouse and the basic oxygen furnaces should not both continue to be limited individually.®

In this regard, the 2022 application points to USEPA policy and practice concerning how the
potential emissions of a source may be restricted (2022 application, Section 3, “Discussion of
Permit Conditions used to Restrict PTE [Potential to Emit]). The application shows that USEPA
has found that construction permits may be issued that restrict potential emissions by means of
limits on annual emissions that are practically enforceable. Accordingly, the current provisions in
Permit 95010001 that limit emissions of process units in pounds/ton of production of throughput,
which apply on a short-term rather than annual or long-term basis, are not essential to restrict
potential emissions. In addition, the application points to several construction permits issued
outside of Illinois since 2000 for which the permitting authority determined that annual emission
limits that apply to groups of emission units that are practically enforceable were determined to
be sufficient to restrict potential emissions without need for accompanying limits that address
emissions on a short-term basis.3* *> However, the 2022 application does not show that the

3 In light of the construction permits issued by other permit authorities cited by the application as support
for group limits, it would seem acceptable for a revised permit to set group limits for the emissions units
or operations that do not qualify as principal units. For example, for the production of iron, a revised
permit could set limits for the overall emissions from charging the blast furnaces and the slag pits.
Alternatively, limits specifically for the emissions of the casthouse for the blast furnaces and the basic
oxygen furnaces, i.e., the principal units at the facility for iron and steel production, could be
accompanied by group limits for the overall emissions of these principal units and the other, “non-
principal” units in these areas of the facility. For example, limits could be set for both emissions of the
casthouse and for the emissions of the casthouse, charging of the blast furnaces, and the slag pits.

% The 2022 application, Appendix E - “Copies of EPA Determinations,” contains two decisions by the
USEPA’s Environmental Appeals Board (EAB):

e The 2012 decision of the EAB for an Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) Permit to Construct and Title V
Air Quality Operating Permit issued by Region 10 of USEPA to Shell Offshore, Inc. (USEPA, EAB,
In Re Shell Offshore, Inc., OCS Appeals Nos. 11-05, 11-06 & 11-07, Order Denying Petitions for
Review, Decided March 30, 2012).

e The 2018 decision of the EAB for a PSD permit issued by the Department of Environmental Quality
for Pima County, Arizona, to Tucson Electric Power (USEPA, EAB, In Re Tucson Electric Power,
PSD Appeal No. 18-02, Order Denying Review, Decided December 3, 2018).

% In a footnote, the 2022 application also refers to the USEPA’s order responding to a petition to object to
a Title V permit issued for a facility in Middletown, New York proposed by Masada (USEPA, Order,
May 2, 2001, In the Matter of Orange Recycling and Ethanol Production Facility, Pencor-Masada
Oxynol, LLC, Permit ID: 3-3309-00101/00001, Issued by the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation, Petition No.: 11-2000-07.) As explained by US Steel in the application, in
this order, the USEPA upheld the,

...use of annual emission caps with a rolling cumulative total methodology and rejected petitioners’
“concerns that the permit appears to rely on after-the-fact monitoring, rather than engineering
practices, test data or vendor guarantees” to establish restrictions on PTE. U. S. EPA based its
findings on the fact that “[i]f the source has no room to operate under the PTE emission limiting cap,
it must cease operation or face a violation” and that “all PTE limits rely on after the fact monitoring
of some kind.”

2022 application, Footnote 11.
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specific circumstances of the Project are such that the current limits for annual emission of the
principal emission units should be replaced with group limits that apply to the combined
emissions of principal emission units and other lesser emission units.*® The circumstances of the
Granite City Works are not the same as those presented by the cited permits. US Steel’s Granite
City Works is a manufacturing facility at which iron is produced from iron ore in blast furnaces
and steel is produced from molten iron and scrap metal in basic oxygen furnaces. The processes
that generate emissions at the Granite City Works are different than the oil-fired engines that are
generally addressed by the permit for Shell Offshore and the natural gas-fired engines addressed
by the permit for Tucson Electric. The permit for Shell Offshore, Inc., addresses a marine
drilling unit, the “Kulluk,” and an associated fleet of support vessels that may be used during
July through November of each year to conduct exploratory drilling operations in areas of the
Beaufort Sea north of Alaska. The permit for Tucson Electric Power addressed a new peaking
electrical generating facility with ten engine-generating units at Tucson Electric’s Irvington
Station. The utilization of the individual generating units in the new facility would vary from day
to day and season to season as the use of the units would be tied to the inability of other electrical
generating facilities to meet the demand for electricity.*’

% For the casthouse on the blast furnaces, Permit 95010001 currently sets separate limits for the emissions
of various pollutants from the casthouse baghouse (i.e., the main baghouse for the casthouse), the iron
spout baghouse, and the roof monitor (uncaptured emissions). If Permit 95010001 were to be revised, it
would be reasonable for each pollutant for which emissions are limited, other than CO, for the permit to
restrict the overall emissions of the pollutant from the casthouse, rather than to individually limit the stack
emissions of each control system and uncaptured emissions. The application also does not suggest that it
would be inappropriate for any revised permit to simply limit the stack emissions of CO from the BOFs.
For the basic oxygen furnaces, the current permit separately addresses emissions of particulate and lead
from the stack of the ESP and the roof monitor (uncaptured emissions.) For these furnaces, it would also
be reasonable in a revised permit to set limits for different pollutants for the overall emissions of the
pollutant from these furnaces. In particular, the revised permit would not set limits specifically for the
emissions of the new baghouse system that was installed to improve control of particulate emissions from
charging and tapping of these furnaces. Instead, the revised permit would address emissions that occur
from this baghouse with limits for different pollutants for the overall emissions of these furnaces.
37 At the Shell Off-Shore and Masada facilities, variability of utilization or operation of different emission
units was a consideration in the permitting of these facilities. In its response to comments on the draft
permit for Shell Offshore, USEPA Region 10 explains,

The commenters are correct that EPA guidance does express a general preference for shorter time
periods rather than 12-month rolling limits. See 1989 PTE Guidance at 9. As the commenter
acknowledges, however, EPA has also recognized that longer rolling limits are appropriate for
sources with substantial and unpredictable variations in emissions, as well as for those sources that
curtail operation during part of a year on a regular seasonal cycle. Id. at 9 — 10. Such is the case here.
Shell’s planned exploratory operations are atypical as compared to other sources because emission
units consist of multiple engines and generators with variable emission on the Kulluk and a fleet of
numerous support vessels. Operations will vary from hour-to-hour, day-to-day month-to-month, and
season-to-season based on factors such as the number of wells drilled, the activity being undertaken
(drilling mud cellar lines, other drilling activity, or activity that does not involve drilling), the depth of
wells drilled, whether emergency engines are being run for testing, and ice conditions. Given the
variability in operations, and thus emissions expected from the source, and after considering a full
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7. INADEQUATE JUSTIFICATION FOR ELIMINATION OR REVISION OF
CURRENT LIMITS FOR PROJECT-AFFECTED FUEL BURNING UNITS

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)* and 39(a)**.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400 and 204.560.

range of options for limiting the source’s potential to emit, Region 10 determined that it was
appropriate to establish longer-term rolling limits.

USEPA, Region 10, “Response for Comments for Outer Continental Shelf Permit to Construct and
Title V Air Quality Operating Permit: Conical Drilling Unit Kulluk,” October 2011, p. 26.

In the USEPA’s order for Masada of April 8, 2002, USEPA observes that,

Masada’s operations will have significant fluctuations due [sic] the variability of the processed waste,
making an operating parameter-based PTE limit less appropriate. The emissions-based PTE limit
discussed below recognizes this fact and provides Masada with operational flexibility accordingly.
Moreover, Masada will be measuring its emissions on a real-time basis using CEMS [continuous
emissions monitoring systems], obviating the need to limit and monitor operating parameters as a
surrogate for emissions. "€ Thys the petitioners have not demonstrated that it was inappropriate
for the NYSDEC [New York State Department of Environmental Conservation] to restrict Masada’s
emissions directly, rather than its operation or production.

Although it is generally preferable that PTE limitations be as short-term as possible (e.g., not to
exceed one month), EPA guidance [USEPA, “Guidance on Limiting Potential to Emit in New Source
Permitting,” June 13, 1989] also allows permits to be written with longer term limits if they are rolled
(meaning recalculated periodically with updated data) on a frequent basis (e.g., daily or monthly).
The 1989 guidance recognizes that such longer rolling limits may be appropriate for sources with
‘substantial and unpredictable annual variation in production.” 1989 Guidance at 9.

Footnote 6. This is consistent with prior EPA practice in appropriate circumstances. See e.g.,
Memorandum entitled “3M Tape Manufacturing Division Plant, St. Paul, Minnesota,” from John Rasnic to
David Kee, dated July 14, 1992 (“a federally enforceable emission limit may be used ...to limit the
potential to emit as long as a continuous emissions monitor (CEM) or an acceptable alternative is used.”);
and Memorandum entitled “Policy Determination on Limiting Potential to Emit for Koch Refining
Company Clean Fuels Project,” from John Rasnic to David Kee, dated March 13, 1992 (“Use of an
emission limit to restrict potential to emit ...is acceptable provided that emissions can be and are required
to be readily determined or calculated.”)

USEPA, Order, April 8, 2002, “In the Matter of Orange Recycling and Ethanol Production Facility,
Pencor-Masada Oxynol, LLC, Permit ID: 3-3309-00101/00003, Issued by the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation,” Petition No.: 11-2001-05, p. 6)
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3. The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not include information that would support revisions to
Permit 95010001 to revise or eliminate current limitations for usage of fuels by the Project-
affected fuel burning units, as is requested by the application. With regard to the elimination of
the current limitations, the 2022 application does not quantitatively demonstrate that this would
not result in an increase in the potential emissions of the subject units. This is of particular
concern as Permit 9501001 does not limit the usage of COG, which was not quantitatively
addressed in 1996 during the initial permitting of the Production Increase Project. Moreover,
with the shutdown in 2015 of the two by-product recovery coke oven batteries at the facility,
more natural gas must now be used as fuel in certain subject units (e.g., the blast furnace stoves),
to replace the COG that was previously used. With regard to the revisions of the current
limitations, the 2022 application does not include information that would be necessary for the
Illinois EPA to set values for revised limitations that would be appropriate. As discussed above
in Denial Point 3A, the 2022 application does not include the data and calculations underlying
the representations in the 2022 application for future maximum emission of the Project-affected
fuel burning units. This data would include the maximum usages of fuels as would be needed for
the Illinois EPA to appropriately set revised limitations for future usages of fuel.

4.  Astatement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as described above, the 2022 application does
not include the necessary information to allow a revised permit to be proposed for the Project,
much less issued, that would eliminate or revise the current limitations in Permit 95010001 for
the usage of fuel by Project-affected fuel burning units.

Discussion

The justification provided in the 2022 application for revisions to Permit 95010001 to eliminate
or revise limits on usage of fuel and, presumably, emissions by Project-affected fuel burning
units is not adequate. Although this application indicates that the revised permit should not
contain the limits for usage of natural gas and BFG currently set by Permit 95010001, it does not
propose any new limits in their place.

USS Granite City is also requesting revision/elimination of gaseous fuel usage limits for
project-affected combustion units. In 2015, USS Granite City shutdown its by-product coke
oven batteries. This eliminated the ability to use coke oven gas (“COG”) as a fuel at the mill.
In addition, ten of the twelve boilers at the time of the Project in 1996 have been retired.
These actions have greatly reduced the emissions from fuel combustion in project-affected
emissions units and obviate the need to preserve limits to restrict PTE of the remaining units.

2022 application, Section 2.2.3, p. 2-4.

This rationale is deficient because it does not consider that the 2022 application also requests that
the revised permit address an increase in the usage of natural gas at the facility as a consequence
of the shutdown of the by-product coke oven batteries. While the limits for fuel usage and
emissions currently in Permit 95010001 may no longer be relevant, as generally addressed
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above,* this does not mean that other limits for fuel usage and emissions are not appropriate. In
this regard, the 2022 application does not show that new limits for fuel usage and emissions
would not now be needed and those limits should address fuel burning units other than the
Project-affected units currently addressed by the permit. In this regard, limits for usage of fuels
and emissions should not extend to Boilers 1 through 10, as they are no longer in operation,
having been shut down a number of years before the coke oven batteries were shutdown. As the
four slab reheat furnaces at the facility were affected by the elimination of COG, new limits may
be needed that also extend to these furnaces. It may also be appropriate for the cogeneration
boiler to be addressed by the new limits as this boiler began operation several years before the
by-product coke oven batteries at the facility were shutdown.

% It is noteworthy that the 2022 application does not address what an appropriate limit for usage of COG
would have been in Permit 95010001 if the permit had originally addressed use of COG by Project-
affected fuel burning units. In the absence of such information, it is unclear how the shutdown of the two
by-product coke ovens at the facility and elimination of COG led to decreases in NOx emissions relative
to the limits for NOx emissions of fuel-burning units set by Permit 95010001.

Attachment 1, Page 33
SR 0035



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

8. THE APPLICATION DOES NOT SHOW THAT EMISSION FACTORS THAT ARE
PROPOSED AS PRESCRIBED FACTORS FOR CERTAIN UNITS WOULD BE
REPRESENTATIVE

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

. The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(V).

. The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400 and 204.560.

. The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: Relative to the revisions to Permit 95010001 that are requested to establish certain
“prescribed emission factors,” the 2022 application does not include information justifying the
future use of such proposed factors for the purpose of determining compliance with the revised
limitations for the emissions of the project that are requested. In particular, the 2022 application
does not include information showing that the proposed factors should be considered
representative, accurate and appropriate. For example, for the uncaptured emissions of
particulate of the BOFs, which occur through the roof monitor and, possibly, other openings in
the BOF shop building, the application does not include any explanation for the emission factors
that are proposed as prescribed emission factors. These factors are lower than the factors that
were used for the calculations in the application for the baseline emissions of uncaptured
particulate from the BOFs. This is generally reasonable as improvements have been made that
have improved capture and control of the particulate emissions of the BOFs and should lower
uncaptured emissions. Notably, a baghouse control system has been installed to improve control
of emissions from charging and tapping the BOFs. However, the 2022 application does not
explain how the proposed prescribed factors were developed. It also does not lay out the
practices for control of particulate emissions of the BOFs that would accompany the proposed
factors.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as described above, the 2022 application does
not include the necessary information to allow a revised permit to be proposed for the Project,
much less issued, that would determine future emissions of the subject emission units and
emission points based on the factors proposed in the 2022 application. The 2022 application does
not show that the proposed prescribed factors would appropriately be relied upon for the purpose
of enforceably limiting the future emissions of the emission units and emission points for which
they are proposed.

Discussion

To calculate baseline emissions of certain emission units for which emission testing is not
feasible or practical, the 2022 application necessarily relies on use of emission factors that are
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not based on source-specific emissions testing. Likewise, for the ongoing determination of the
emissions of these units, the application requests that revised Permit 95010001 “prescribe” or
specify the emission factors that are to be used. As explained in the 2022 application, where a
permit relies on a limit on annual emissions or an “annual emission cap” to restrict potential
emissions, USEPA policy and precedent provide that:

Where the permit prescribes an emission factor to be used in conjunction with operational
data in demonstrating compliance [with an annual emission cap], the permitting authority
should describe the basis for its determination that the emission factor is representative.

2022 application, Section 3, p. 3

This summary of relevant USEPA policy in the 2022 application is consistent with the
statements made by the EAB and the Administrator of USEPA in various orders responding to
petitions that request it object to Title V permits or, in Illinois, CAAPP permits), issued by a
permitting authority. In its decision in Shell Offshore, Inc., the EAB also considered the use of
prescribed emission factors in the permit that was appealed. The EAB did not object to this
practice. It found that the use of prescribed emission factors may be appropriate for a permit to
prescribe use of specific emission factors published by USEPA in its Compilation of Air
Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42) for certain emission units for the purpose of determining
emissions for purposes of compliance with annual emission limits set by the permit.*°

The Region explained in the record its rationale, based on the Region’s technical expertise
and applied in certain limited circumstances, for supplementing source-specific emission
factors derived for most of the emission units or groups of emission units with either AP-42
emission factors, or factors derived from source test data Shell submitted to the Region in
support of two separate, previously OCS [Outer Continental Shelf] PSD permits authorizing
Shell to conduct exploratory activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas using the Discover
drillship.

USEPA, Environmental Appeals Board, In Re Shell Offshore, Inc., OCS Appeals Nos. 11-05,
11-06 & 11-07, Order Denying Petitions for Review, Decided March 30, 2013.

For US Steel, Granite City Works, the USEPA specifically addressed the use of emission factors
for determining compliance with emission limits in an order of December 3, 2012. Note that
relative to prescribed emission factors, the USEPA’s finding, as is provided below, should be
considered dicta. This is because the permit that was the subject of the appeal did not provide for
use of prescribed emission factors. In addition, as the order addresses the possibility of using of

% The EAB did observe that it is preferable that compliance with emission limits set by a permit be
determined using source-specific emission factors, as would be developed by emissions testing required
by the permit. The EAB did not address prescribed emission factors from sources other than AP-42 since
the permit that was appealed only prescribed use of emission factor from AP-42. Given the general nature
and limited scope of AP-42, the EAB’s decision should not be interpreted to preclude use of emissions
factors from source other than AP-42. There are emission units and pollutants for which use of prescribed
emissions is appropriate for which emission factors are not present in AP-42 or better emission factors are
available from other sources.
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prescribed emission factors in terms of the actions that the I1llinois EPA would need to take when
issuing a permit that prescribed emission factors, the order serves to identify the underlying
information that a source must provide in an application if it seeks a permit that would provide
for use of prescribed emission factors is sought. The Illinois EPA would then be responsible for
assuring that the emission factors that are prescribed would be appropriate and sufficient for
compliance or noncompliance with the associated emission limits to be reasonably determined.*®

...IEPA [lllinois EPA] must include in the permit itself the monitoring methodology for
determining compliance with these limits [emission factor limits and annual emission
limits]. If using emission factors, IEPA must propose the actual emission factors in the
permit or supporting permit record, and provide supporting documentation for the accuracy
and appropriateness of these emission factors, such as historical source test data or other
available information. If source test data are not readily available for a specific emission
unit, as IEPA asserts, other sources of emission factors (including published literature and
material and energy balances) must be reviewed and cited for acceptable emission factors
before issuing the permit.

USEPA, Order Responding to Petitioner’s Request that the Administrator Object to
Issuance of State Operating Permit, Petition Number VV-2011-2, In the Matter of United
States Steel Corporation — Granite City Works, CAAPP Permit No. 96030056, Petition
Number V-2011-2, dated December 3, 2012, p. 12.

Roof Monitor on the Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop — Particulate Emissions:

The 2022 application does not include support for the particulate emission factors that are
proposed as prescribed factors for the roof monitor on the basic oxygen furnace shop (i.e., the
uncaptured emissions from these furnaces). The application does include support for the baseline

0 In an order concerning a Title V permit issued by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ), the Administrator of USEPA stated the following when addressing the use of emission factors in
the permit:

...Moreover, the justification provided by a permittee in a permit application should not substitute
for the judgment of the permitting authority (TCEQ) with responsibility for ensuring that a Title V
permit contains sufficient monitoring to ensure compliance. If TCEQ wishes to adopt and
incorporate an applicant’s technical justification for specific monitoring into the current Title V
permit record, it must, at minimum, identify specifically where such a justification is to be found
(just as it would be required to do it if [sic]wished to incorporate by reference a requirement located
elsewhere.)

USEPA, Administrator, Order Responding to Petition Requesting Objection to the Issuance of Title
V Operating Permit, Petition No. VI-2017-6, In the Matter of BP Amoco Chemical Company, Texas
City Chemical Plant, Galveston County, Texas, Permit No. 01513, dated July 20, 2021, p. 18.
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particulate emission rates for the roof monitor on the basic oxygen furnace shop.*" > However,
the permitting of the Project in 1996 relied upon various changes that were made to improve
capture and control of emissions of particulate from the basic oxygen furnaces and decrease the
uncaptured emissions of particulate. For example, a fourth section was added to the ESP in 1995,
increasing the volume of air that it could handle. As such, the baseline particulate emission rates
of the Project are not representative of future emissions with the Project. Moreover, the emission
factors actually proposed in Section 5.5.2.2 in the 2022 application are lower than emission
factor limits now contained in Table 2 of Permit 95010001 for the roof monitor on the basic
oxygen furnace shop. For PM, an emission factor of 0.0296 8:61986 pounds/ton is proposed as a
prescribed factor, compared to the current emission factor limit of 0.0987 pounds/ton; for
filterable PM1o, an emission factor of 0.0198 0:8296 pounds/ton is proposed, compared to the
current emission factor limit of 0.06614 pounds/ton. The 2022 application does not show that the
emission factors for the roof monitor on the basic oxygen furnace shop that are proposed as
prescribed emission factors in Section 5.5.2.2 of the application are representative.*3

Caster Mold, Slab Cutoff/Ripping Processes in Continuous Casting:

For the caster mold, slab ripping and slab ripping processes on the continuous casting lines,
prescribed emission factors are proposed in Section 5.5.3 of the 2022 application that are identical to
the baseline particulate emission rates for these emission units as generally discussed in Section

1 The baseline emission rates for the roof monitor are based on emissions factors from AP-42 for
uncontrolled emission with application of 90 and 99 percent capture efficiencies for the refining process
and the charging and tapping processes, respectively, being provided by the ESP control system on the
furnaces in the baseline period before 1996 (2022 application, Section 5.5.2.2). While the application
cites to Appendix C in the original application for the Project as support for these values for capture
efficiency, this appendix only uses these assumed values of capture efficiency when calculating baseline
emission rates for the Project. This appendix does not actually provide technical support for these values
for capture efficiency being representative of the levels of capture efficiency that were achieved for
particulate emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces in the baseline period for the Project. Appendix C also
does not provide support for the higher levels of capture efficiency (95% and 99.9%) that it uses for
operation and emissions for the basic oxygen furnaces with the Project.

42 It should generally be noted that the sections of the 2022 application that provide the explanation or
basis for the emission factors used in the application are not the sections in which prescribed emission
factors are proposed for certain units. The basis for the different emission factors is typically provided
earlier in the application in the sections of the application where baseline emission rates are addressed.
For example, the particulate emission rates or factors for the roof monitor on the blast furnace casthouse
are discussed in Section 5.2.3.3 (2022 application, p. 5-3); the proposed prescribed emission factors for
this emission point, which are the same numerically, are provided later in Section 5.5.1.2 without further
discussion (2022 application, p. 5-14 and 5-15).

3 The emission factors that the 2022 application proposes to be prescribed for particulate emissions from
the roof monitor on the basic oxygen furnaces may be appropriate at the present time given the
installation of a baghouse control system on these furnaces. Nonetheless, for a revised permit to be issued
that prescribes emission factors for emission from the roof monitor, the application must show that those
factors are representative with the emission control measures that are required by the permit. It must also
be recognized that those prescribed factors would not be representative of emissions before the new
baghouse system was installed and operation of this system was required. As such, particulate emissions
factors that are representative of particulate emissions circa 1996, before installation of the baghouse
system on the furnaces, should be used in the revised netting analyses for PM and PMiys.
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5.2.2.11,5.2.2.13 and 5.2.2.14 of the application. In these sections, the application explained that
these emission factors reflect emission factors from a report prepared by the Illinois EPA in 1991,
i.e., “lllinois EPA 1991 EIS PM/PMyo.” This is not sufficient to show that the emission factors that
are proposed as prescribed factors are representative. In this regard, the statement that these factors
were taken from a historic report prepared by the Illinois EPA does not show that this report
included information showing why these factors should be considered representative and can be
prescribed by a revised permit.

Mag-Lime Silo:

For the Mag-Lime Silo, a prescribed emission rate of 0.009 pounds/hour is proposed (2022
application, Section 5.5.4.2). As explained in the application, this unit, which stores the reagent
used in desulfurization of iron in the basic oxygen furnace shop, was overlooked in the original
permitting of the Project (2022 application, Section 5.4.4 and Footnote 34, p. 5-16 and 5-17). US
Steel elected not to address its baseline emissions in the revised netting analyses for PM and
PM1o because emissions are low, i.e., potential annual emissions less than 0.1 tons. However, the
application does not include calculations explaining how US Steel determined that potential
particulate emissions of this unit are less than 0.1 tons/year, much less information showing that
a prescribed emission rate of 0.009 pounds/hour should be considered representative of the
emissions of this unit.*

4 The application also does not explain how US Steel determined that the potential annual particulate
emissions of the Mag-Lime Silo are less than 0.1 tons. In this regard, the application does not include
calculations that identify any assumptions about operation of this unit or the control of its emissions made
by US Steel when calculating the potential emissions of this unit. For example, for particulate matter, was
the outlet emission rate of the filter that is part of this unit assumed to be less than the regulatory limit of
0.03 grains per dry standard cubic foot pursuant to 35 IAC 212.308 and 212.313?
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9. FOR THE ROOF MONITOR OF THE CASTHOUSE, THE APPLICATION DOES
NOT SHOW THAT THE METHODOLOGY THAT IS PROPOSED TO BE
PRESCRIBED FOR THE DETERMINATION OF NOx AND VOM EMISSIONS
WOULD BE REPRESENTATIVE

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

. The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a). 39.5(10)(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(Vv).

. The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400 and 204.560.

. The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: Relative to the revision to Permit 95010001 that is requested to establish a certain
“prescribed emission determination methodology” for the uncaptured NOx and VOM emissions
of the blast furnace casthouse, the 2022 application does not include information justifying the
future use of such proposed methodology for the purpose of determining compliance with the
revised limitations for the NOx and VOM emissions of the blast furnace casthouse that are
requested. In particular, the 2022 application does not include information showing that the
proposed methodology should be considered representative, accurate and appropriate. In this
regard, the 2022 application does not show that changes in the levels of captured NOx and VOM
emissions, as measured by emission testing, would be due to actual changes in the overall level
of NOx emissions from the casthouse rather than other causes. For example, changes in the
levels of measured NOx or VOM emissions could be due to changes in the manner of operation
of either the iron making/tapping processes or the baghouse control systems as they function to
capture NOx and VOM emissions. Changes in the levels of measured emissions could also be
due to the variation in the results of emission testing that may be present with the applicable
reference test methods.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as described above, the 2022 application does
not include the necessary information to allow a revised permit to be proposed for the Project,
much less issued, that would determine future uncaptured NOx and VOM emissions of the blast
furnace casthouse based on the methodology proposed in the 2022 application. The 2022
application does not show that the proposed prescribed methodology would appropriately be
relied upon for the purpose of addressing the future uncaptured NOx and VOM emissions of the
blast furnace casthouse.
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Discussion

For the NOx and VOM emissions of the roof monitor on the casthouse on the blast furnaces (i.e.,
uncaptured emissions, which do not pass through a control device), the 2022 application
proposes a prescribed emission calculation methodology that involves the results of emission
testing for the main baghouse for the casthouse and an assumed capture efficiency of 95
percent.*® For example, for NOx emissions from the roof monitor, the application requests that,

Prescribed emissions factors consistent with the approach described in Section 3 [Discussion
of Permit Conditions Used to Restrict PTE] are provided herein. USS Granite City is
proposing a prescribed emissions calculation methodology for NOx emissions from the blast
furnace casthouse roof monitor based on application of 95% capture emissions to the NOx
stack test result for the blast furnace casthouse baghouse.

2022 application, Section 6.5.1.2, Prescribed Emission Factors for Blast Furnaces
Operations, p 6-9.

The application does not show that the “proposed methodology” would result in NOx and VOM
emissions rates for the roof monitor that would be representative. In this regard, the proposed
methodology would yield emission rates for the roof monitor that would be related directly to the
measured emissions of the main baghouse on the casthouse. However, it would not address the
effect of variation in capture efficiency on emissions. That is, with the proposed methodology, if
emissions from the baghouse measured by a particular test were “lower,” the calculated emission
rate of the roof monitor would also be lower. The methodology would not address a situation in
which the emissions measured by testing are lower because the capture efficiency of the
baghouse system during testing was also lower. In this situation, there would actually be more
emissions through the roof monitor. As such, unlike specific emission rates for NOx and VOM
that would be prescribed in a revised permit, the “proposed methodology” would not address the
NOx and VOM emissions from the roof monitor in a way that can reasonably be considered to
be representative on an ongoing basis.* 47

%5 With the proposed methodology, the NOx or VOM emission rate for the uncaptured emissions of the
casthouse would be derived from the emission rate of the main baghouse measured by periodic testing
using the following formula:

[{Measured rate of the baghouse (lbs/ton) + 0.95} x 0.05] = Calculated rate for the monitor (Ibs/ton)

% This issue would not be present with an appropriate prescribed emission factor. As such, a factor would
not change based on the results of periodic testing, the factor could be reviewed when processing the
application to confirm that it was conservatively developed so as to be representative on an ongoing basis.
47 Section 7.5.1.2 of the 2022 application, which addresses the proposed calculation methodology for the
VOM emissions from the roof monitor on the casthouse, erroneously refers to the results of emissions
testing of the main baghouse system on the casthouse for NOx rather than testing for VOM.
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10. THE APPLICATION DOES NOT INCLUDE NECESSARY SUPPORT FOR THE
EMISSION FACTORS THAT ARE PROPOSED AS PRESCRIBED FACTORS FOR
CERTAIN UNITS.

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

. The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(V).

. The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a), 203.123, 203.128, 204.400 and 204.560.

. The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: Relative to the revisions to Permit 95010001 that are requested to establish certain
“prescribed emission factors” as specifically proposed by the 2022 application, the application
does not include information justifying the future use of such proposed factors for the purpose of
determining compliance with the revised limitations for the emissions of the Project-affected
units that are requested. In particular, as the proposed factors are derived from emissions factors
developed by USEPA, the 2022 application does not include information showing that the
factors that were derived and are now proposed should be considered representative, accurate
and appropriate. For example, for the blast furnace casthouse, the application proposes a
prescribed emission factors for uncaptured emissions of particulate that are based on factors in
USEPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, and achievement of at least 95
percent capture efficiency by the particulate control systems on the casthouse (i.e., 5 percent of
the particulate emission being uncaptured). However, as support for reliance on these systems
achieving at least 95 percent capture efficiency, the application only refers to a single
memorandum by USEPA staff and a consultant.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as described above, the 2022 application does
not include necessary information to allow a revised permit to be proposed for the Project, much
less issued, that would determine future emissions of the subject emission units and emission
points based on the factors proposed in the application. The application does not show that the
proposed prescribed factors would appropriately be relied upon for the purpose of enforceably
limiting the future emissions of the emission units and emission points for which they are
proposed.

Discussion

The 2022 application does not include relevant supporting information for certain emission
factors used in the application, as follows. Absent this information the Illinois EPA cannot assess
whether the prescribed emission factors proposed for these units should be considered
representative.
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Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor:

The prescribed particulate emission factors proposed for the roof monitor on the blast furnace
casthouse (i.e., the uncaptured emissions from the casthouse) are identical to the baseline
emission rates. These rates are based on emission factors from AP-42 for uncontrolled emissions
with application of a 95 percent capture efficiency for the baghouse control systems on the
casthouse. The application only references a single memorandum from 2019 by various USEPA
staff and a consultant as support for achievement of 95 percent capture efficiency (2022
application, Section 5.2.3). Further support is needed for a prescribed emission factor based on
achievement of 95 percent capture.

Slag Pits:
For particulate emissions from quenching of slag, the 2022 application does not include a copy

of the “EPA assessment” that is the basis of the emission factors and material showing how the
selected emission factors were derived from this assessment. For emissions from transfer of slag,
the application does not include a copy of the calculations by which the emission factors were
developed from the formulas provided in AP-42, Section 13.2.4. The application also does not
address whether the emission factors rely on control by the application of water or the presence
of residual moisture and, if so, the basis for the assumed levels of control efficiency. (2022
application, Section 5.2.2.5, p 5-4).

Iron Pellet Screen:

For the Iron Pellet Screen, the proposed prescribed emission factor for PM and PM1o emissions is
identical to the baseline emission rates (2022 application, Section 5.2.2.16). While the emission
factor for uncontrolled emissions for screening of crushed stone in Table 11-19.2-2 in AP-42 is
identified as the basis of this emission rate, a control efficiency of 85 percent is applied, reducing
the factor that is actually used to 15 percent of the cited AP-42 factor. The application does not
describe the means by which the particulate emissions of this screen are controlled or reduced to
show that 85 percent control of particulate emissions is achieved for the Iron Pellet Screen.*®

In addition, AP-42 lists two emission factors for screening of crushed stone, one for PM and one
for PM1o. The emission factor for PM is about three times the factor for PM1o (0.025 pounds/ton
+ 0.0087 pounds/ton = 2.87, ~ 3). The 2022 application does not show that for screening of iron
ore pellets, an emission factor that was developed for PMy is directly transferable to PM
emissions.

8 The CAAPP permit, Condition 7.4.2 indicates that the Iron Pellet Screen is not served by emission
control equipment.
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11. THE DETERMINATIONS OF PARTICULATE EMISSIONS FROM HANDLING
OF COKE, IRON PELLETS AND LIMESTONE ARE NOT SUPPORTED AND
CANNOT BE CONFIRMED

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

. The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)** and 39(a)***.

. The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.152*,35 IAC 201.160(a).

. The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: For handling of coke, iron pellets and limestone, the baseline emissions of particulate
matter (PM) and particulate matter-10 (PM-10) provided in the 2022 application are both 17.2
tons/year. The information for baseline emissions from handling these materials is not
accompanied by supporting information. The application does not explicitly list the various units
whose emissions are being addressed and describe the nature of the various units relative to their
emissions of PM and PM-10. Data is not provided for the annual amounts of various materials
that were handled by these units. Data is also not provided for the emission factors used to
calculate annual emissions, the sources or basis of those factors, and why those factors should be
considered representative of the emissions of the various types of units being addressed.

. A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as described above, the 2022 application does
not include the necessary information to allow a revised permit to be proposed for the Project,
much less issued, that would restrict future PM and PM-10 emissions of the subject units. The
issuance of a revised permit with limitations for the future emissions of these units that are
practically enforceable necessarily requires that the application include supporting information as
discussed above. For example, the Illinois EPA needs information on how baseline emissions
were determined to confirm that the baseline emissions were reasonably determined. This
information is also needed to determine what limitations on emissions should be set in the
revised permit and if the permit should require any specific practices to assure emissions are
controlled to levels relied upon in the calculations of baseline emissions. Finally, this
information is needed so appropriate permit conditions can be developed setting forth how
compliance with the limitations is to be demonstrated.

Discussion

With regard to baseline particulate emissions, the determination of baseline emissions from
handling of coke, iron pellets and limestone provided in the revised netting analysis cannot be
independently confirmed. In this regard, the 2022 application does not provide needed
supporting information for the “corrected” determinations of baseline particulate emissions of
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these operations as it is not accompanied by detailed calculations for the emissions from
handling each material. (2022 application, Table 5-5. “Pre-project Actual Emissions and
Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-Project PM Emissions Factors for Affected Emission
Units” and Table 5-6, “Pre-project Actual Emissions and Summary of Proposed Changes to Pre-
Project PM1o Emissions Factors for Affected Emission Units.”)*°

With regard to emissions with the Project, the 2022 application does not include information for
particulate emissions from handling of coke, iron pellets and limestone. Since the by-product
coke oven batteries were not shut down until 2015, emission information is needed for handling
of coal for the period of operation with the Project before the batteries were shut down. Likewise
for coke, emission information is needed to address handling of coke before US Steel
constructed the conveyor system to receive coke directly from the heat recovery coke production
facility built by Gateway.>

4 Tables 5-5 and 5-6 do refer to “Table F-3 of the 1995 application” for these material handling
operations. A copy of this table is provided in Appendix B of the 2022 application. However, this table
only appears to address PM1o emissions, for which it provides annual emissions in tons/year. This table
does not include calculations and background information showing how the annual emissions of PM1g
were determined. Finally, the data for annual emissions of material handling operations appears to rely on
the “PM10 SIP” requiring a 90 percent reduction from uncontrolled emissions without providing any
support for this assumption.

%0 As this new system was constructed as part of a different project, i.e., the construction of the
Gateway facility, rather than the Production Increase Project, US Steel should not address
emissions that are specifically associated with this new system.
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12. THE REQUESTED CHANGES TO THE GROUPING OF UNITS IN THE PERMIT
FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE GROUPINGS OF UNITS IN THE CAAPP PERMIT
WOULD NOT ADDRESS ALL DIFFERENCES IN THE GROUPINGS OF UNITS

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

. The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(V).

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.152* and 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application requests certain changes to Permit 95010001 because the areas or
sections of the CAAPP permit for the Granite City Works, Permit 96030056, in which certain
emission units are addressed are not the same as those in Permit 95010001. Most notably, in
Permit 95010001, discrete material handling and processing operations are addressed with the
units with which they are associated. For example, handling of fluxes and alloy materials for the
BOFs is addressed with the provisions of the permit for the BOF Shop. In the CAAPP Permit,
handling of fluxes and alloy materials for the BOFs and other discrete material handling and
processing operations are addressed in a separate section of the permit (Section 7.1) rather than
with Blast Furnace Operations (Section 7.4), the BOF Shop (Section 7.5), or Continuous Casting
Operations (Section 7.6). While it is reasonable for Permit 95010001 to be revised so that the
placement of units in this permit is the same as their placement in the CAAPP permit, several
concerns are posed by the specific changes to Permit 95010001 that are requested to accomplish
this. In particular, the 2022 application requests that Permit 95010001 be revised to address the
“Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy)” with other ancillary
operations in the BOF Shop, rather than with the Continuous Casting Operations. This change
would be appropriate as these units would be placed with other units that are subject to the Iron
and Steel NESHAP, 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFF, as they are BOF Shop ancillary operations.
However, the application also requests that the permit be revised to refer to these units as
“Baghouse 2 for Argon Stirring and Ladle Metallurgy Facility.” This change would not be
appropriate as it would refer to the baghouse serving these units and its emissions rather than to
the units themselves and their emissions. The application also does not request any changes to
Permit 95010001 for the “Deslagging Station and Material HS [Handling System].” In the
CAAPP permit, these units are currently addressed twice, both with the discrete material handling
operations (Section 7.1) and with continuous casting operations (Section 7.6). More importantly,
the placement of these units in Permit 95010001 should be directed by the emission standards that
apply to these units. These units would be appropriately addressed with BOF Shop Operations
(Section 7.5) as they entail either a “skimming station” or “ladle metallurgy” for purposes of the
Iron and Steel NESHAP. Finally, for “Ladle Drying/Preheating,” the application does not request
revisions to Permit 95010001 although the CAAPP permit addresses these emission units both
with BOF Shop Operations (Section 7.5) and with other Project-affected fuel burning units
(Condition 5.6.2(a)(ii)). In Permit 95010001, these units are currently only addressed as Project-
affected fuel burning units.
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4. Astatement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: As related to the location in permits where certain emission units
are addressed, the 2022 application does not request all revisions that are known to be
appropriate to Permit 95010001, and, by means of Integrated Processing of the revisions to
Permit 95010001, are appropriate to the CAAPP permit for the facility. For certain units, the
application would not address differences in where the units are addressed by the two permits
and the related emission standards and requirements that may apply to those units. As related to
the naming of units, the Applicant requests a change that is improper as well as unnecessary. As
such, if Permit 95010001 were revised with the placement of units in the permit shifted as
requested by the 2022 application, it would preclude Integrated Processing of the revised
permit. This is because the revision of Permit 95010001 would otherwise allow discrepancies or
errors in the provisions for certain units in the current CAAPP permit, which have now been
identified and are within the potential scope of the revisions to Permit 95010001, to be
perpetuated by the amendments to the CAAPP permit that would be authorized.

Discussion

As addressed in Section 2.2.2 of the 2022 application, US Steel generally requests changes to the
organization of Permit 95010001 because the areas or sections of the CAAPP permit in which
certain units are addressed are different than those in Permit 95010001. Most notably, in Permit
95010001, discrete material handling and processing operations are addressed with either the
blast furnace operations, operations in the basic oxygen furnace shop or the continuous casting
operations, based upon the area with which they were considered to be associated. In the CAAPP
permit, these discrete material handling and processing operations are generally addressed in a
separate section of the permit, Section 7.1, “Material Handling and Processing Operations.” In
addition, in the CAAPP permit, the “Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper” was
addressed with units in the basic oxygen furnace shop in Section 7.5 of the CAAPP permit rather
than with the continuous casting operations as in Permit 95010001.

While it is reasonable for there to be consistency in the groupings or categorization of emission
units in Permit 95010001 and the CAAPP permit, as generally requested by US Steel, several
concerns are posed, as discussed below, by the specific changes to Permit 95010001 that have
been requested.

Requested Changes for the “Argon Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle
Metallurgy)”:

As explained in Section 11.1.2 of the 2022 application, US Steel requests that the “Argon
Stirring Station and Material Handling Tripper (Ladle Metallurgy)” now be addressed in Permit
950100001 with operations in the Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop. The application also requests that
this unit be identified as “Baghouse 2 for Argon Stirring and Ladle Metallurgy Facility.”
However, the application does not actually identify the specific units that would be addressed by
the proposed new term. In this regard, the application is not accompanied by an itemized list of
the equipment and activities that would be covered by this new term or a diagram that identifies
this equipment and activities. US Steel’s request also does not explain how the requested
revision to Permit 95010001 would do what has generally been requested as the proposed new
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term would refer to a “Material Handling Tripper.” As the 2022 application requests changes to
terminology in Permit 95010001, the changes should act to better identify the emission units that
would be addressed, improving the specificity and clarity of the revised permit.% 2

Absence of A Request for Revisions for the “Deslagging Station and Material HS”:

The 2022 application does not request any revisions to Permit 95010001 with respect to the
Deslagging Station and Material HS (Handling System).®® These emission units are currently
addressed in Permit 95010001 with continuous casting operations (Permit 95010001, Condition
20 and Table 3). In the CAAPP permit, a “Steel Deslagging Station” is identified as one of the
continuous casting operations (CAAPP permit, Condition 7.6.2(a)).>* The 2022 application does
not explain why this steel deslagging operation should not appropriately be categorized as slag
skimming and addressed with the other slag skimming operations in the basic oxygen furnace
shop. In this regard, for the argon stirring station, US Steel does explain in Section 11.1.2 of the
2022 application that this station should be addressed with operations in the basic oxygen
furnace shop rather than with continuous casting operations. This is because this station is a
“BOPF shop ancillary operation” for purpose of the National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing Facilities, 40 CFR 63
Subpart FFFFF (2022 application, Section 11.1.2). US Steel does not explain why the current
placement in Permit 95010001 of the steel deslagging station with continuous casting is
appropriate and this station should not also be addressed with other BOPF shop ancillary
operations. Alternatively, US Steel does not request that this station be addressed with other

%1 For example, the proposed new term would not make clear that the basic oxygen furnace shop actually
has two ladle stirring stations and one ladle metallurgy furnace, all served by Baghouse 2.

52 The requested change to the terminology for these emission unit(s) is also problematic as it would refer
to a control device, Baghouse 2, rather than to the equipment or activities that generate emissions.
Applied literally, the proposed term would only address captured emissions; it would not address the
uncaptured emissions, which elude capture for control by the baghouse.

% For example, in Section 5.2, the 2022 application does not identify any updates or revisions to the pre-
project actual emissions of the steel deslagging station and associated material handling system. Likewise,
Appendix B — Emission Calculations does not identify any changes from the 1996 netting analyses that
involve these units (Appendix B — Emission Calculations, USS Granite City — 1996 Production Increase
Project: Revised PM PSD Net Emissions Increase Analysis and Revised PM10 PSD Net Emissions
Increase Analysis).

% The presence of a deslagging station that is physically located in the continuous casting building is
indicated in the pending application for renewal of the CAAPP permit. This application indicates that the
particulate emissions of this station are controlled.

Deslagging Station:

Molten steel from the BOF is transferred directly from the BOFs to the continuous casting building.

The first operation carried out in this building is the skimming of slag from the surface of the molten
steel. Slag removed by this operation is skimmed into slag pots for disposal. Baghouse #1 is used to
control emissions from this process.

CAAPP Renewal Application, Appendix D: Process Descriptions, Section 7.6 Continuous Casting,
Deslagging Station, p. D-56.
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BOPF shop ancillary operations.* Slag skimming is one of the operations that 40 CFR 63.7852
defines as being “Basic oxygen process furnace shop ancillary operations.”*® >’

For the “Deslagging Station and Material HS,” the 2022 application also does not request
revisions to Permit 95010001 as the CAAPP permit currently limits particulate emissions of this
operation twice, once as a continuous casting operation and again as a material handling
operation. In this regard, the CAAPP permit limits the particulate emissions of a “Deslagging
Station and associated Material Handling System (Condition 7.6.6(a). As indicated by a
reference in this condition, the CAAPP permit also limits emissions of a “Material HS and
Deslagging Station” (Condition 7.1.6(b)(i)) in Section 7.1 of the CAAPP permit, where discrete
material handling and processing operations are addressed. The 2022 application does not
request revisions to Permit 95010001 to facilitate amendment of the CAAPP permit to
appropriately address the emissions of this deslagging station and the associated material
handling system. In the absence of such revisions, the current CAAPP permit would suggest that
the revised netting analyses for particulate should address the emissions of these units twice,
once as deslagging and once as material handling. On the other hand, if Permit 95010001 would
address emissions of these units in this way, the consolidated emission limits for continuous
casting and discrete material handling operations would be inappropriate as emissions of the
deslagging station and the associated material handling system would be accounted for twice.*®

% The proper categorization of this steel deslagging station is important when considering US Steel’s
request for consolidation of the emission limits currently set by Permit 95010001. As a general matter,
any new, “consolidated” limits set by a revised permit must be developed to apply to sensible groupings
of units. The groupings of units should facilitate identification in the revised permit of the regulatory
requirements that apply to various units. This is especially true as the consolidated limits would rely on
certain applicable regulatory requirements, e.g., the work practices and operational monitoring
requirements under 40 CFR 63 CFR Subpart FFFFF, to assure consistent operation of emission units so as
to keep short-term emissions at or below the established emission rates for the units.

% For this steel deslagging station, there is a potential compliance issue relative to the NESHAP, 40 CFR
63 Subpart FFFFF. The CAAPP permit indicates that the emissions of this station are not controlled
(CAAPP permit, Condition 7.6.2). On the other hand, if its emissions are controlled by Baghouse 2, the
direct applicability of the NESHAP to this station becomes a minor matter. This is because Baghouse 2 is
directly subject to requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF as it controls emissions from “ladle
metallurgy.” Ladle metallurgy is defined by 40 CFR 63.7852 as “... a secondary steelmaking process that
is performed typically in a ladle after initial refining in a basic oxygen furnace to adjust or amend the
chemical and/or mechanical properties of steel. This definition does not include vacuum degassing.”

51t is also noteworthy that as the steel deslagging station is identified as a continuous casting operation
by Permit 95010001, the permit applies 35 IAC 212.458(b)(8), which sets a limit of 5 percent, 6-minute
average, for the opacity of emissions from the various continuous casting operations (Permit 95010001,
Condition 19). However, Permit 95010001 omits the introductory language for this standard that provides
that it does not apply to fugitive emissions. The introductory language is present in the CAAPP permit,
which addresses the standards that apply to both fugitive and non-fugitive emissions of continuous
casting operations (Permit 96030056, Conditions 7.6.3((b), (b)(ii) and (c)).

%8 |If there was not actually a material handling system associated with the steel deslagging station, this
could be readily addressed in the application for revisions of Permit 95010001. The application could
acknowledge the error in the original application, as reflected in the permit that was issued, accompanied
by an accurate diagram for the deslagging station as it existed in 1995 and as it now exists. In this regard,
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For “Ladle Drying/Preheating,” Absence of Any Request for Changes:

For “Ladle Drying/Preheating,” the 2022 application does not request any changes to Permit
95010001 to maintain consistency with the approach to these units in the CAAPP permit. In
Permit 95010001, these emission units are addressed with other Project-affected fuel burning
units (Permit 95010001, Table 4, Certain Fuel Combustion Units). In the CAAPP permit, these
units are addressed in Section 7.5 as “Basic Oxygen Processes” with other units in the Basic
Oxygen Furnace Shop, as well as elsewhere in the permit with other Project-affected fuel
burning units (e.g., Conditions 5.6.2((ii) and (iii)). In addition, the CAAPP permit sets a limit for
the total NOx emissions of the BOF Shop (Condition 7.5.6(b)). In the absence of appropriate
changes to the CAAPP permit, since the ladle drying/preheating takes place in the basic oxygen
furnace shop, the limit for the NOx emissions of the basic oxygen furnace shop would apply to
the sum of the NOx emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces and the ladle dryers/preheaters.

it is perhaps noteworthy that Permit 95010001 does not identify the material(s) that are handled by the
material handling operations associated with the steel deslagging station.
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13. THE 2022 APPLICATION DOES NOT REQUEST REVISIONS TO PERMIT
95010001 AND, INDIRECTLY, TO THE CAAPP PERMIT THAT WOULD ALSO BE
NECESSARY AS THIS APPLICATION REQUESTS THAT THE REVISED PERMIT
PRESCRIBE EMISSION FACTORS FOR CERTAIN UNITS

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

. The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(Vv).

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not request that the revision to Permit 95010001 add
condition(s) generally setting forth how compliance with annual emission limitations set by
Permit 95010001 is to be determined. While revisions are requested to establish certain “prescribed
emission factors” and “prescribed emission determination methodology,” the application does
not request related revisions to Permit 95010001 to generally address the procedures that are to
be followed when determining compliance with the limitations on annual emissions set by
Permit 95010001. In this regard, it is noteworthy that, if it were not stayed, Condition 5.13 of the
CAAPP permit for the Granite City Works, Permit 96030056, would address the general
procedures for how compliance with limitations on annual emissions set by Permit 95010001 is
to be determined. (That condition is currently stayed following an appeal to the Pollution Control
Board, PCB 2013-53.) That condition would generally require that compliance with limitations
on annual emission be determined using “appropriate emission factors.” However, that condition
does not address nor would it provide for use of prescribed factors or methodology to determine
compliance with limitations on annual emissions, as is being requested by the 2022 application.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: If a revised version of Permit 95010001 were issued that provided
for use of prescribed emission factors and methodology without condition(s) generally setting
forth how compliance with limitations for annual emissions in Permit 95010001 is to be
determined for emission units which the permit establishes prescribed emission factors and
methodology (similar to CAAPP Condition 5.13 as it currently addresses use of appropriate
emission factors), the limitations on annual emissions in the revised permit would not be
enforceable as a practical matter. In this regard, at this time, CAAPP Condition 5.13, which
addresses the use of appropriate emission factors in determining compliance with annual
emission limitations, cannot be relied upon for this purpose. As well as currently being stayed,
that condition only provides for use of appropriate emission factors. It does not provide for the
use of prescribed emissions factors or prescribed emission determination methodologies.
Moreover, in the absence of a request in the 2022 application for suitable condition(s) generally
addressing how compliance with limitations on annual emissions is to be determined, the
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application does not show that the revision to Permit 95010001 that is requested would meet the
criteria for Integrated Processing, as the application also specifically requests. That is, the 2022
application would not show that the request for a revised permit would provide for compliance
requirements substantially equivalent to those provided for by the CAAPP since the application
does not request that the revised permit include requirements substantially equivalent to those
that would have been provided by CAAPP Condition 5.13 if it were not stayed.

Discussion

The 2022 application does not request revisions to general provisions in Permit 95010001 that
would enable revisions to the CAAPP permit for the Granite City Works, Permit 96030056, to be
made by administrative amendment to allow prescribed emission factors to be used to determine
ongoing emissions of certain emission units. In this regard, the CAAPP permit currently
provides that “appropriate emission factors” shall be used when determining emissions to
evaluate compliance with the emission limits for process units set by Permit 95010001. Permit
95010001 does not specify how emissions are to be determined for this purpose, much less
specify that, for certain emission units and pollutants, prescribed emission factors are to be
used.®® Accordingly, the procedures to determine compliance with the emission limits set by
Permit 95010001 were established in the CAAPP permit for the Granite City Works. This was
necessary because the emission limits set by Permit 95010001 are applicable requirements under
the CAAPP. The procedures that were established in the current CAAPP permit do not provide
for the use of prescribed emission factors. Rather, the CAAPP permit generally requires US Steel
to use “appropriate emission factors,” i.e., emission factors that do not understate emissions, with
the primary responsibility for the appropriateness of the factors that are used placed on US
Steel.%° The CAAPP permit also provides for recordkeeping and reporting by US Steel so that
the Illinois EPA and interested parties can know and may review for the emission factors that are
being used. However, the 2022 application simply requests revisions to Permit 95010001 to
require use of prescribed emission factors for certain units. The application does not address the
fact that the CAAPP permit currently does not accommodate the use of prescribed emission
factors to calculate emissions but instead requires use of “appropriate emission factors.”%*

% Condition 39(a) of Permit 95010001 did require “one-time testing” for various pollutant for certain
emission units within 270 days of the date that this permit was initially issued. Additional time was
subsequently provided to complete testing for the particulate emissions of a boiler when burning blast
furnace gas. Unfortunately, the permit did not require testing of the NOx and VOM emissions of the
BOFs. That testing was subsequently required by the CAAPP permit issued for the facility.

6 This approach is consistent with a basic principle of the Title V permit program, as reflected in the
CAAPP, that the responsibility for showing compliance with applicable air pollution control requirements
for a facility lies with the source or Permittee for the facility, and not with the permitting authority.

61 1t should also be noted that in PCB 2013-53, the appeal that is pending before the Pollution Control
Board for CAAPP permit 96030056, US Steel challenged Condition 5.13, General Procedures for Certain
Permit Limits on Emissions. Condition 5.13 is relevant to the requested revisions of Permit 95010001 as
it specifies procedures by which compliance is to be generally determined with the emission factor limits
and annual emission limits set by Permit 95010001for process units. In addition to not proposing
revisions to Permit 95010001 to accommodate use of prescribed emissions factors, the 2022 application
does not address related revisions to Condition 5.13 of Permit 96030056 to potentially facilitate resolution
of PCB 2013-53 as Condition 5.13 is challenged in this appeal.
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14. THE 2022 APPLICATION DOES NOT ADDRESS THE AMENDMENT TO THE
CAAPP PERMIT AUTHORIZED BY CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 11050006, AS IS
RELEVANT FOR THE REQUESTED INTEGRATED PROCESSING OF THE
REVISION TO PERMIT 95010001

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(Vv).

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application was not accompanied by an application for an administrative
amendment to incorporate changes to the CAAPP permit for the Granite City Works, Permit
96030056, that are authorized by Construction Permit 110500086, issued April 1, 2013. That
construction permit addresses the baghouse control system installed on the BOFs to improve
control of the particulate emissions of these furnaces from charging and tapping. As that
construction permit was subject to Integrated Processing, it provides for certain changes to then
be made in the CAAPP permit to the requirements for the BOFs as needed to accommodate the
use of both this new baghouse control system and the existing electrostatic precipitator (ESP)
system for control of emissions. However, US Steel has not initiated a revision to the CAAPP
permit to incorporate changes as authorized by Permit 11050006 by submitting an application for
an administrative amendment of the CAAPP permit.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent the administrative amendment of the CAAPP permit as
authorized by Construction Permit 11050006, as the 2022 application requests Integrated
Processing, the application requests that revision of Permit 95010001 authorize changes to the
current CAAPP permit. As such, the application effectively requests that separate from the
revisions that are specifically requested by the application, the Illinois EPA reissue a CAAPP
permit that, as related to the BOFs, contains provisions that are no longer accurate. For example,
the description of the BOFs in CAAPP Conditions 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 does not indicate the use of the
baghouse control system on the BOFs; only the ESP system is addressed. In addition, CAAPP
Condition 7.5.5-1 does not address the corrective action procedures for baghouses required by 40
CFR 63.7800(b)(4). The addition of the baghouse system would be appropriately addressed in the
CAAPP permit by the earlier amendment authorized by Construction Permit 11050006. As such,
it would be contrary to the CAAPP to authorize further revisions to the CAAPP permit by means
of Integrated Processing, as is requested by the 2022 application, without first making the
revisions to the CAAPP permit authorized by Permit 11050006. Otherwise, the amendment of the
CAAPP permit authorized by means of the revision of Permit 95010001 would be deficient. For
the BOFs, as such a CAAPP permit, would not address certain applicable requirements, the
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permit would not contain provisions to assure compliance with all applicable requirements. It
would also continue to include requirements that, as addressed by Permit 11050006, would have
become obsolete with the addition of the baghouse control system.

Discussion

The 2022 application does not identify the version of the Clean Air Act Permit Program
(CAAPP) permit for the Granite City Works, Permit 96030056, that would be eligible for
administrative amendment pursuant to the Integrated Processing of the revisions to Permit
95010001 that are requested. This is relevant because the Illinois EPA has already issued a
construction permit with Integrated Processing, i.e., Construction Permit 11050006, issued April
1, 2013. This permit addresses the addition of a baghouse system to improve control of
particulate emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces from charging and tapping of the furnaces.
With the addition of this new system, the furnaces have three points of emissions, i.e., the new
baghouse, the historic ESP, and the roof monitor on the furnace shop.®? Certain work practices
that were required by Permit 95010001 for control of particulate emissions of the furnaces with
only an ESP system conflicted with the use of the baghouse system or would no longer be
appropriate when emissions were also controlled with the new system. To address the fact that
these work practices were also present in the CAAPP permit for the facility, Construction Permit
11050006 was subject to Integrated Processing and allowed certain changes to be made to the
CAAPP permit by administrative amendment.®® This was intended to enable use of the new
baghouse system for improved control of particulate emissions in compliance with the CAAPP
permit without the need for a subsequent permit proceeding to modify the CAAPP permit.
However, US Steel has not initiated action for the Illinois EPA to actually issue an amended
CAAPP permit with changes as authorized by Permit 11050006.54

Section 39.5(13)(a) of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act provides that “The Agency shall
take final action on a request for an administrative permit amendment within 60 days after the

62 The new baghouse system required a construction permit because this system would affect the
requirements that then existed for control of particulate emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces, including
their emissions of lead. For purposes of NSR, the construction permit was issued based on the new
baghouse system being a project that would reduce the emissions of particulate and lead from these
furnaces rather than increase these emissions. The permit was also based on this new system not
increasing the emissions of other pollutants from these furnaces. As such, the construction permit for the
new baghouse system, Permit 11050006, did not set limits for emissions from the baghouse system. This
permit also did not lower the existing limits for the emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces.

83 To address the changes to the CAAPP permit that would be needed for use of the new baghouse
system, Permit 11050006 provides for replacement of Section 7.5 of the CAAPP permit, which addresses
the basic oxygen furnace shop, including the basic oxygen furnaces, in its entirety. The new version of
Section 7.5 addresses the basic oxygen furnace shop with the new baghouse system. Given the extent of
the changes to Section 7.5 that were needed to accommodate addition of a baghouse to the particulate
control system for the basic oxygen furnaces, this approach was taken to Permit 11050006 to provide
accuracy, clarity and simplicity in the revisions to the CAAPP permit that were being authorized.

6 The 2022 application does address the addition of the baghouse control system for the basic oxygen
furnaces as related to the emission of the furnaces. US Steel does not propose separate limits set for the
individual emission points for these furnaces. Instead, the application requests that the revised permit set
overall limits for the emissions from the control systems of the basic oxygen furnaces.
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receipt of the request.” (Emphasis added.) Accordingly, in the absence of a formal request from
US Steel to the Illinois EPA to initiate the administrative amendment of the CAAPP permit
contemplated by Permit 11050006, the 2022 application can only request Integrated Processing
to allow administrative amendments of the current CAAPP permit, as has actually been
physically issued by the Illinois EPA.% 56

8 The timing of the physical issuance of a revised CAAPP permit by the Illinois EPA is critical as a
procedural matter because it starts the period within which the Permittee may appeal such action to the
Pollution Control Board. Moreover, in PCB 2013-62, US Steel has already appealed certain elements of
the changes to the CAAPP permit that are addressed by the administrative amendment to the CAAPP
permit authorized pursuant to Permit 11050006.

Given this appeal, the Illinois EPA would not “reinstate” those provisions when issuing the amended
CAAPP permit. Instead, it is expected that the amended CAAPP permit would contain notes that explain
that the appealed provisions continue to be present in the that existing CAAPP permit as they were
appealed. Nevertheless, it is possible that US Steel would appeal those notes in the amended permit as
they would acknowledge the continued existence of the appealed provisions.

8 Concerns are posed by certain conditions in existing Construction Permit 11050006 and the related
amendments to CAAPP Permit 96030056 that it authorizes. The 2022 application is not accompanied by
a request for changes to Permit 11050006 or a proposal for how to address these concerns so that they
would not be perpetuated in the amended CAAPP permit. One concern is that the deadlines in Permit
11050006 for performing emission testing on the new baghouse and completing certain other actions were
based on the basic oxygen furnaces being in routine use once the construction of the new baghouse
system was completed. The permit did not contemplate the over two yearlong interruption in production
that began in December 2015. US Steel undertook this interruption in production in response to the poor
markets for domestic steel at that time. As such, although failures to meet certain deadlines in Permit
11050006 likely were reasonable, it is not clear that they would be excused as being due to force majeur
(i.e., event(s) that could not reasonably be anticipated or controlled by the source).

The other concern with existing Construction Permit 11050006 and the related amendments to CAAPP
Permit 96030056 is that they overlook the role of the existing ESP control system in controlling
particulate emissions from charging and tapping of the basic oxygen furnaces. Instead, Permit 11050006
incorrectly indicates that the new baghouse system will control emissions from charging and tapping of
the furnaces and the existing ESP system will control emissions from the refining process. In fact, the
new baghouse system was constructed to improve control of emissions from charging and tapping, with
capture hoods to collect particulate emissions that are not captured by the hoods that serve the ESP
system. This is perhaps most clearly shown in the 2010 Memorandum of Understanding between US
Steel and the Illinois EPA (MOU) as this MOU addresses improvement in the control of emissions from
charging of the furnaces. Section 4(d) of the MOU acknowledges the presence of the existing control for
charging with the ESP. It also indicates that control of emissions from charging could be improved by
ducting either some or all of these emissions to a new baghouse system. In any case, the errors in the
description of the new baghouse system for the basic oxygen furnaces in Permit 11050006 should also be
corrected so that erroneous information is not perpetuated in the amendments to the CAAPP permit.
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15. THE 2022 APPLICATION WOULD NOT CLARIFY THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL MEASURES REQUIRED BY PERMIT
95010001 AND MEASURES REQUIRED BY 35 IAC PART 212 SUBPART K

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(Vv).

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: As related to practices to reduce emissions of fugitive dust from roadways, parking
areas and open areas at the Granite City Works and certain public roadways near this facility, the
2022 application does not propose revisions to clarify the interplay between the associated
recordkeeping and reporting that are required by Permit 95010001 and the associated
recordkeeping and reporting that are required by Board rules. In this regard, except for Condition
25, Permit 95010001 does not address the Board’s rules for control of emissions of fugitive dust.
(Condition 25 addresses 35 IAC 212.316(e)(1), which limits the opacity of emissions from
roadways and parking areas at the facility to no more than 5 percent, average of four vehicle
passes, 3 opacity readings for each pass.) While the CAAPP permit for the facility addresses
requirements in Board rules for control of fugitive dust, it is unclear whether the requirements for
recordkeeping and reporting in 35 IAC 212.316(g) are applicable for the public roadways for
which specific measures to reduce emissions of fugitive dust are required by Permit 95010001.
This is because Condition 7.13.9(a) in Part 7.0 of the CAAPP permit, which contains “Unit
Specific Conditions for Specific Emission Units,” provides that the requirements of 35 IAC
212.316(g) apply for “... any fugitive particulate matter emission unit subject to 35 IAC
212.316,” without further elaboration on whether public roads are subject to 35 IAC 212.316.
However, Condition 5.3.2(c)(ii) in Part 5.0 of the CAAPP permit, which contains “Overall
Source Conditions,” explicitly applies the requirements for Fugitive Particulate Matter Operating
Programs, 35 IAC 212.309, 212.310 and 212.312, to the public roadways for which measures to
reduce emissions of fugitive dust are required. Accordingly, for the subject public roadways, the
CAAPP permit indirectly indicates that the requirements of 35 IAC 212.316(g) also apply.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent clarifying information as described above, the 2022
application does not include the necessary information to allow a revision to Permit 95010001 to
be proposed, much less issued, for the Project with Integrated Processing, as is also requested by
the application. This is because the amendment of the CAAPP permit that would be authorized
by means of the requested revision of Permit 95010001 would be deficient. For roadways,
parking areas and other open areas, such an amended CAAPP permit, would not clearly delineate
the standards for opacity of emissions pursuant to Board rules that apply to the different
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categories of emission units (e.g., 5 percent for roadways and parking areas at the facility, 10
percent for storage piles, and 20 percent for the on-site landfill). In addition, if provisions of 35
IAC 212.316 should not be applied to public roadways, as they are not part of the Granite City
Works, such an amended CAAPP permit would improperly perpetuate errors in the current
CAAPP permit regarding applicability of Board rules.

Discussion

For roadways, parking areas, and open access areas, Conditions 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29 and 30 of
Permit 95010001 require implementation of control measures for emissions of fugitive dust. The
2022 application does not make clear the relationship between these requirements established by
permit and state regulatory requirements for fugitive emissions in 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart K.5’
In particular, Condition 29 requires daily recordkeeping for the implementation of required
measures for on-site dust control. However, it does not address the relationship between these
permit-mandated records and the recordkeeping required by 35 IAC 212.316(g)(2).% At the
same time, Permit 95010001 does address one requirement of 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart K as
Condition 25 restates the requirement of 35 IAC 212.316(e)(1), which provides that the opacity
of fugitive particulate matter emissions from any roadway or parking area at the Granite City
Works shall not exceed 5 percent.®® That Permit 95010001 does not currently deal with

67 Incidentally, the CAAPP permit for the Granite City Works appears to erroneously apply the
requirements of 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart K, to the requirements for off-site dust control in Permit
95010001. These regulatory requirements, including that subject sources must be operated under the
provisions of an operating program designed to significantly reduce fugitive particulate matter emissions,
are applicable to US Steel for sources of fugitive dust at the Granite City Works. However, 35 IAC
212.302 appears to provide that the various emission standards and control requirements in 35 IAC Part
212 Subpart K, other than the general standard for the opacity of fugitive emissions in 35 IAC 212.301,
apply for emission units for fugitive dust at certain types of facilities, including manufacturing facilities.
Accordingly, these regulatory requirements would not apply to off-site roadways and the compliance
procedures for the control measures for off-site roadways should instead be established by permit.

8 For example, for roadways and parking areas at a steel mill in Granite City (i.e., the Granite City
Works), 35 IAC 212.316(g)(2) requires the owner or operator to keep the following detailed records
related to the application of control measures for these units:

35 IAC 212.316(g)(2) ...

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;

F) A log recording incidents when control measures were not used and a statement of explanation.

% In Condition 31, Permit 95010001 also refers to 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart U, which also addresses
fugitive emissions. For certain facilities, including the Granite City Works, it requires that the owner or
operator prepare a contingency measure plan for reductions in particulate emissions that could be
implemented in the event of an exceedance of the NAAQS for PM10, 24-hour average. Incidentally,
Illinois has never needed to implement the contingency plans required by 35 IAC Part 212 Subpart U.
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regulatory requirements for fugitive dust is an issue as Integrated Processing of a revision of this
permit requires that the compliance procedures in the revised permit be consistent with those
required by the CAAPP.
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16. THE 2022 APPLICATION DOES NOT ADDRESS CHANGES TO THE CAAPP
PERMIT THAT ARE NEEDED DUE TO REVISIONS TO 40 CFR 63 SUBPART FFFFF,
AS COULD BE EXPEDITED BY INTEGRATED PROCESSING OF PERMIT 95010001

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(Vv).

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a)

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not address or identify changes to Permit 95010001 and, by
means of Integrated Processing of the revision to Permit 95010001, the changes to the CAAPP
permit for the Granite City Works, Permit 96030056, that are appropriate as a result of certain
revisions of the Iron and Steel NESHAP, 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF. Those revisions, which
took effect in January 2022, provide that the emission standards in 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF
apply at all times. The prior exemptions from these standards for a subject unit during periods of
startup, shutdown and malfunction no longer apply. The provisions of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF
are relevant to Permit 95010001 as it directly or indirectly relies on these rules for the
compliance procedures that accompany the permit limitations for the particulate emissions of the
NESHAP-subject units, as needed to make those limitations enforceable as a practical matter.
For the BOFs, Permit 95010001 directly relies on 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF as Condition 9
refers to applicable provisions of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF for the work practices, opacity
limits, operational limits, emission testing, operational monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting
that are required. For the blast furnace casthouse and units other than the BOFs that are subject to
40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, the applicable compliance provisions of this NESHAP are currently
indirectly relied upon as those requirements are addressed in the CAAPP permit for the facility,.
(For the BOFs, the CAAPP permit also addresses the applicable compliance procedures of 40
CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF.)

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent explicit recognition in the 2022 application of the recent
revisions to 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, the version of Permit 96030056 that would be authorized
by means of the Integrated Processing of revised Permit 95010001 could continue to reflect the
historic version of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFFF, prior to the revisions related to startup,
shutdown and malfunction. For example, the current CAAPP permit addresses provisions of 40
CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF that required startup, shutdown and malfunction plans that were
removed in the revision of these rules. (Refer to CAAPP Condition 7.4.5-2(a) for the “affected
blast furnaces and casthouses [sic]” and CAAPP Condition 7.5.5-2(a) “for BOF [sic].”) This
would be an impediment to Integrated Processing of a revision to Permit 95010001 if the revised
permit would not provide for compliance requirements that are substantially equivalent to those
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required by the CAAPP. It would clearly be contrary to the compliance requirements of the
CAAPRP if for the casthouse and the BOFs, the amended CAAPP permit that would be authorized
be issued by means of Integrated Processing would still include provisions of the historic version
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF that have ceased to apply.

Discussion

The 2022 application does not address revisions to the National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing Facilities, 40
CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, made by USEPA in July 2020. (85 Federal Register, pages 42,074 —
42,130, July 13, 2020). Among other revisions to 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF, USEPA acted to
remove exemptions from the emission and opacity limits in this NESHAP for periods of startup,
shutdown and malfunction (SSM). Accordingly, effective January 12, 2022, the emission and
opacity limits of this NESHAP became applicable at all times. The requirements of this
NESHAP that formerly dealt with SSM ceased to be applicable. Notably, subject sources would
no longer be required to keep startup, shutdown and malfunction plans detailing the procedures
for operating and maintaining subject emission unit(s) during periods of SSM, as had been
required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF as it had applied 40 CFR 63.6(e)(3) in the general
provisions of the NESHAP regulations to subject sources,

These revisions to 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF are relevant for Permit 95010001 and the revisions
to this permit requested by the 2022 application. This is because Permit 95010001 relies on the
applicable compliance procedures of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF (i.e., requirements for emission
testing, opacity observations operational monitoring and recordkeeping), to verify consistent
operation of the casthouse, the basic oxygen furnaces and other NESHAP-subject units and their
emission controls, for the purposes of assuring compliance with the emission limits set by this
permit for their emissions of particulate. This reliance occurs as the emission limits that are set or
would be set by a revised permit would be restated in the CAAPP permit for the Granite City
Works, Permit 96030056. The provision currently in CAAPP Permit 96030056 that reflect the
exceptions to the requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart FFFFF for SSM create a break or
interruption in this reliance on the NESHAP for purposes of enforceability of permit limits for
emissions, even if the actual nature and effect of this break or interruption is uncertain. Any
concern over such interruptions would be eliminated if the former provisions of the NESHAP
regulations, which USEPA acted to strike in July 2020, were also no longer present in the
CAAPP permit.”®

0 From a legal and practical perspective, the continued presence of the former provisions of 40 CFR 63
Subpart FFFFF in the CAAPP permit would be problematic. Would US Steel have to maintain startup,
shutdown and malfunction plans as related to particulate emissions of NESHAP-subject units relative to
permit limits for particulate emissions? Would the continued presence of these provisions in the CAAPP
permit throw Integrated Processing of Permit 95010001 into question as the compliance procedures that
would accompany the limits for particulate emissions in revised Permit 95010001 would not be consistent
with the procedures required by the CAAPP? Would US Steel and the Illinois EPA have to delineate and
then implement a secondary version of the compliance procedures that would deal with emissions of
particulate from NESHAP-subject units during SSM events?
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17. THE 2022 APPLICATION DOES NOT ADDRESS CHANGES TO THE CAAPP
PERMIT THAT HAVE RESULTED FROM SHUTDOWN OF EMISSION UNITS, AS IS
RELEVANT FOR THE REQUESTED INTEGRATED PROCESSING OF THE
REVISION TO PERMIT 95010001

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(Vv).

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not identify or address changes to the CAAPP permit for the
facility, Permit 96030056, that result from the permanent shutdown of certain emission units at
the facility. US Steel has also not taken other action to initiate issuance of a revision of Permit
96030056 that would remove provisions for emission units that are now permanently shutdown.
In this regard, for example, Permit 96030056 currently includes provisions addressing the two
by-product recovery coke oven batteries at the facility that were permanently shut down in 2015.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information in the 2022 application or other appropriate
action by US Steel, as addressed above, the application does not include the necessary
information to enable a revision to Permit 95010001 to be issued with Integrated Processing.
This is because the application would not show that such a revision to Permit 95010001 would
meet the criteria for Integrated Processing, as is specifically requested by the application. That is,
the 2022 application would not show that the revisions to Permit 95010001 would provide for
procedural and compliance requirements in Permit 96030056 that are substantially equivalent to
those provided for by the CAAPP. The application would not support subsequent amendment of
Permit 96030056 by means of Integrated Processing that would remove provisions for units that
are now shutdown. Instead, absent an appropriate request, the application, would only support
issuance of an amended CAPPP permit that would include the current provision for units that are
now shut down. In this regard, the Integrated Processing of a construction permit only allows for
subsequent amendments to a CAAPP permit as provided for by the construction permit. The
Illinois EPA is not given independent authority to revise a CAAPP permit to remove provisions
for units that are now shut down but are not otherwise the subject of the construction permit
application.

Discussion

The 2022 application does not identify changes to the CAAPP permit for the Granite City
Works, Permit 96030056, that are a consequence of permanent shut down of emission units, as
generally addressed by Condition 9.11 of the CAAPP permit.
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Condition 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 shutdown. ...

While the 2022 application acknowledges that the by-product coke ovens at the Granite City
Works have been shut down, this application does not separately address the consequences for
the current CAAPP permit. The shutdown of these batteries was accompanied by the shutdown
of coal and coke handling operations, the coke by-products plant, the handling of coke by-
products, and possibly certain wastewater treatment processes.’® 2 In addition, although not shut
down, Boilers 11 and 12, Ladle Dryer/Preheaters and Slab Reheat Furnaces are no longer able to
use COG as fuel since COG is no longer produced at the facility. As such, provisions in the
CAAPP permit that identify or address the use of COG in these units are no longer necessary. "
It would be improper for the revised version of the CAAPP permit authorized by means of the
Integrated Processing of a revision to Permit 95010001 to still physically include provisions that
should no longer be present in the revised CAAPP permit given the permanent shutdown of the
emission units that were subject to those provisions.’* The responsibility to identify provisions in

™ The elimination of COG also affected the applicability of emission standards to certain units. For
example, 35 IAC 212.458(b)(23) is no longer applicable, to ladle dryers/preheaters, contrary to what is
stated in Condition 7.5.3-1 of the CAAPP permit.

2. US Steel’s current application for renewal of CAAPP Permit 96030056, which was received by the
Illinois EPA on December 3, 2013, also does not address shut down of the by-product coke oven batteries
and other related operations at the facility. This application only acknowledges that changes to the
CAAPP permit will be needed in the future to address the addition of the baghouse to the particulate
control system for the basic oxygen furnaces when construction of the baghouse is complete.

The existing equipment descriptions for the individual processes at GCW (Granite City Works) in the
CAAPP permit sections 7.1 to 7.4 and 7.6 to 7.13 are generally accurate. However, the Basic Oxygen
Furnace process described in the CAAPP permit condition 7.5 will eventually need to be updated
with the new secondary baghouse added as part of the Emission Reduction Project (Construction
Permit No. 11050006) once construction is complete.

Application for Renewal of CAAPP Permit 95030056, Section 2.2.2, “Process Changes.”

3 Irrespective of whether certain provisions in the CAAPP permit related to use of COG are still
necessary, Condition 5.6 of the CAAPP permit limits the SO, emissions of these units from use of COG.
(This condition restates limits from Federally Enforceable State Operating Permit 94120017, originally
issued December 12, 1994.) The absence of COG does not act to excuse US Steel from required
recordkeeping and periodic reporting for emissions of SO, and PM1o from these units from use of COG
(CAAPP permit, Conditions 5.9(e) and 5.10.3). It also does not excuse US Steel from required
operational monitoring for the use and sulfur content of COG (CAAPP permit, Conditions 5.6(a) and
7.3.9(f)). In this regard, the emission units addressed by CAAPP Condition 5.6, which are addressed by
these requirements for operational monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting, have not been shut down.
" A fundamental requirement of the CAAPP is that applications for CAAPP permits must be truthful,
accurate and complete. In this regard, Section 39.5(5)(e) of the Environmental Protection Act provides
that “Each submitted CAAPP application shall be certified for truth, accuracy, and completeness by a
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the CAAPP permit that should not be carried forward initially falls on US Steel as it is the
CAAPP Permittee for the Granite City Works.”> Moreover, as the 2022 application requests
Integrated Processing of the requested revisions to Permit 95010001, the subsequent revisions to
the CAAPP permit that would be authorized by the revisions to Permit 95010001 must fulfill the
requirement that a CAAPP permit issued for a source accurately identify or address the emission
units that constitute the source is being permitted.

responsible official in accordance with applicable regulations.” Section 10(a)(i) of the Act provides that
one of the standards of issuance for a CAAPP permit by the Illinois EPA is that “... the applicant has
submitted a complete and certified application for a permit, permit modification, or permit renewal
consistent with subsection 5 and 14 of this Section [Section 39.5 of the Act], as applicable, and applicable
regulations.” The requirement for an application to be truthful, accurate and complete is applicable to US
Steel’s current request for revisions to Permit 95010001 as it includes a request for Administrative
Amendment to the CAAPP permit for the Granite City Works by means of Integrated Processing under
the CAAPP. The scope of this requirement’s applicability is not limited to only certain types of CAAPP
applications, such as applications for initial CAAPP permits or renewals of CAAPP permits.

5 As US Steel is the Permittee for a CAAPP source, it must periodically report compliance or
noncompliance with each of the requirements set forth in the CAAPP permit. If US Steel believes that it
is “in compliance” with regard to certain requirements in the CAAPP permit because those requirements
have been affected by Condition 9.11 of the CAAPP Permit, it is appropriate for US Steel to request
appropriate changes to the CAAPP permit by means of an appropriate application for amendment or
modification of the CAAPP permit. This is especially true as certain requirements in the CAAPP permit
that relate to use of COG apply to emission units that have not been shut down.
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18. THE EVALUATION OF BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (BACT)
IN THE 2022 APPLICATION FOR CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) IS NOT SUFFICIENT
AND DOES NOT ADEQUATELY SUPPORT US STEEL’S PROPOSAL FOR BACT

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were ranted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9(b)(2), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)** and 39(a)***.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.152*, 201.152***, 201.160(a), 204.280, 204.330, 204.810,
204.820 and 204.1100(c).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: For the blast furnace casthouse, for which BACT for CO must now be set as it has been
realized that the casthouse emits CO, the BACT demonstration in the 2022 application does not
show that options for BACT for CO other than add-on control devices were considered. For the
blast furnace stoves, for which BACT for CO must now be reevaluated as increases in permitted
emissions are requested, the application is not accompanied by diagrams and cost data
supporting the claim that it is not feasible to conduct emission testing by USEPA reference
methods for the CO emissions of the stoves. This information is necessary for the stoves if
BACT for CO is to not be set as a numerical standard. (The 2022 application requests that the
revised permit recognize CO emissions from the casthouse of about 300 tons/year, of which
about 100 tons/year would be the increase from the Production Increase Project; the requested
increase in permitted CO emissions from burning blast furnace gas (BFG) in the blast furnace
stoves is almost 10,000 tons/year, with an overall increase, also considering the BFG flares and
boilers, of more than 20,000 tons/year.) For both the casthouse and the blast furnace stoves, the
BACT demonstrations in the application do not include descriptions or documentation for the
investigations that were conducted into available options for control of CO.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as addressed above, the BACT demonstrations in
the 2022 application for CO are not complete. They do not show that BACT would be utilized
for CO with changes in permitted CO emissions of the Project as requested by the application.
As such, they cannot be relied upon to conclude that BACT is utilized for CO for the casthouse
and blast furnace stoves, much less, for the Illinois EPA to set appropriate requirements as
BACT for CO in arevision to Permit 95010001.

Discussion

The evaluation of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for CO in Section 8 of the 2022
application lacks necessary information to support US Steel’s proposal for BACT for CO for the
emissions units for which this must be determined or redetermined under the PSD program as a
consequence of the requested revisions to Permit 95010001. The evaluation addresses BACT for
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CO for the casthouse for which BACT must now be determined as it is now recognized that the
casthouse emits CO. It also addresses BACT for CO for the blast furnace stoves as the 2022
application requests that the revision of Permit 95010001 allow for more emissions of CO from
these units.

The Scope of the Evaluation

As explained in the 2022 application, consistent with the definition of BACT in Section 169(3)
of the Clean Air Act (42 US Code Section 7479(3) and as confirmed by USEPA guidance, a
determination of BACT must consider options to control or reduce emissions of an emission unit
besides add-on control devices.

In the BACT analyses herein, the term “available” is used, consistent with 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, 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 [sic]
facility are listed in this step.

2022 application, Section 8.2.1.4, “Available Control Options,” p. 8-4.

For the casthouse, when identifying control options, the BACT evaluation only identifies end-of-
pipe or “add-on control” control options. The evaluation does not identify other process-related
control options such as work practices (2022 application, Section 8.2.3.3). In contrast, for the
blast furnace stoves, the evaluation identifies both add-on control options and a process-related
control option. i.e., “Work Practice Standards, including good combustion practices” (2022
application, Section 8.2.2.3). The evaluation does not explain why process-related control
options are not available for the casthouse.”

Support Provided for the Scope of the BACT Evaluation

8 Incidentally, with regard to the blast furnace stoves, the evaluation does not explain why “good
combustion practices” are considered to be a type of work practice standard rather than a separate control
option. In Section 8.2.2.6 “Step 5 - Establish CO BACT,” the evaluation proposes operational monitoring
for temperature and oxygen levels to confirm operation of the stoves for efficient combustion of fuel,
thereby maintaining CO emissions within the level that is achievable given the nature of the physical and
operational design of the stoves. The evaluation also separately proposes the less prescriptive practices
that are more often considered to constitute good combustion practices. For example, Section 8.2.2.6 also
proposes to, “Conduct annual adjustment and tune-up to include, at a minimum, inspecting, adjusting,
cleaning, or replacing instrumentation and operational control system components and inspecting the air-
to-fuel ratio control system and adjusting as appropriate for proper operation.” [Emphasis added.]

Moreover, this statement of what would constitute “good combustion practices” for the stoves would be
problematic as it would not be enforceable given the various qualifications, as highlighted, on the actions
that are required actions to be taken.
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For both the casthouse and the blast furnace stoves, the BACT evaluation in the 2022
application is not accompanied by supporting documentation for the investigation that was
conducted into available control options. Instead, the evaluation simply states that a review of
available control options was conducted. For example, for the casthouse, the evaluation states:

Based on a review for BACT determinations in U.S. EPA’s RBLC (RACT/BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse) database and other literature, the control options that are potentially
available to control CO emissions from the blast furnace casthouse are:

e Capture system and thermal incineration and
e Capture system and catalytic incineration.

2022 application, Section 8.2.3.3, p. 8-8.

When a BACT evaluation is submitted, it may be appropriate or necessary’’ for the application
to also include documentary support for the review of available control options that was
conducted. In this regard, BACT evaluations commonly include copies of information from the
RBLC that is potentially relevant to the determination of BACT that must be made. Further
explanation is also provided if some of that information is not considered applicable to the units
that are the subject of the BACT determination. Likewise, as there is relevant information in the
literature, especially as it is addresses available control options for the subject pollutant, copies
of that information should be included in a BACT evaluation. This information enables the
Illinois EPA, the USEPA and interested parties to confirm that the review of available control
options for a BACT evaluation was thorough and can be relied upon to have reasonably
identified potentially available control options for BACT.

Support Provided for Work Practices As BACT for the Blast Furnace Stoves

For the blast furnace stoves, the BACT evaluation for CO in the 2022 application proposes that
BACT reflect certain good combustion practices for CO, rather than numerical emission
standards. "® However, the 2022 Application is not accompanied by supporting documentation to

" For the 2022 application, this information is considered necessary. BACT determinations for the CO
emissions of casthouses for blast furnaces and blast furnace stoves are uncommon. The Illinois EPA does
not have the ability based simply on its own experience and knowledge to confirm that the potential
control options for CO BACT were reasonably identified in the BACT evaluations in the application.

8 The definition of BACT at 35 IAC 204.280 provides that:

If the Agency [lllinois EPA] determines that technological or economic limitations on the
application of measurement methodology to a particular emission units would make the imposition
of an emission standard infeasible, a design, equipment, work practice, operational standard or
combination thereof, may be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for the application of
BACT. Such standard shall, to the degree possible, set further the emission reduction achievable by
implementation of such design, equipment, work practice or operation, and shall provide for
compliance by means that achieve equivalent results.
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support the claim that it is infeasible to measure their CO emissions so that BACT should not be

set as a numerical emission standard.”®

Further support is needed for the claim that measurement or testing of emissions of the blast

furnace stoves is infeasible. While certain information about the stoves is provided, the

application does not directly address the technological issues or costs that would be entailed to

install suitable ports for testing on one or both sets of blast furnace stoves. For example, the

application does not include diagrams for the existing ductwork of the stoves to address whether
the configuration of this ductwork would accommodate installation of test ports at a location that

would satisfy USEPA Reference Method 1. The application also does not show how the

refractory lining on the stacks or their age, approximately one hundred years old, would present

significant technical challenges and costs so that the installation of test ports at a suitable

location should be considered infeasible. The application also does not show that there are other

challenges that would need to be addressed or issues that should be considered, such as

requirements of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), that would affect

the technical feasibility and cost of installing suitable test ports on the stoves.

79 With respect to BACT for the blast furnace stoves, the 2022 application indicates:

USS Granite City is proposing work practice requirements rather than numeric limits as BACT.

Numeric emission limitations are not proposed because direct measurement of emissions --i.e.

, use

of U.S. EPA reference test methods—is not feasible for any of the fuel emissions units subject to
the BACT requirements for CO emissions. In particular, for the stack serving the blast furnace A

stoves, there is no sampling port,** and for the stack serving the blast furnace B stoves there is

no

sampling port satisfying the location requirement in U.S. EPA Reference Method 1.4 Each stack is

refractory lined and is believed to be approximately one hundred years old.
For the reasons presented above, numeric CO emission standards are not feasible for the blast
furnace stoves.

Footnote 45. For the one-time exhaust gas sampling event discussed in footnote 19 of this permit application,
USS Granite City inserted a sampling probe into the stack through a pipe used to inject steam into the stack.

Footnote 46. Appendix A-1 to 40 CFR part 60.

2022 application, Section 8.2.2.6 “Step 5 — Establish CO BACT,” p. 8-7.
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19. THE APPLICATION DOES NOT ADDRESS BACT FOR SULFUR DIOXIDE (SOz)
AND CO FROM USE OF COKE OVEN GAS (COG) IN THE BLAST FURNACE STOVES

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9.1(d), 39(a)* and 39(a)**.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.152*, 201.152***, 201.160(a), 204.280, 204.330, 204.810 and
204.1100(c).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not include demonstrations of BACT for sulfur dioxide (SO5)
and CO from the burning of coke oven gas (COG) in Project-affected fuel burning units.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as described above, the 2022 application does
not allow a revision to Permit 95010001 to be issued for the Production Increase Project
(Project)that considers baseline emissions from burning COG. This is because the application
does not provide the demonstrations of BACT that is required as the Project is a major
modification for SO, and CO under PSD. In this regard, unlike the initial permitting of the
Project, the 2022 application now quantifies emissions of particulate, NOx and VOM from
burning COG and these emissions are included in revised determinations of baseline emissions.
(In 1996, the Project was permitted as a major modification for SO, and CO but did not
quantitatively address emissions from burning COG.) If emissions from burning of COG are to
be relied upon for the issuance of a revised permit, the 2022 application must also address the
BACT requirements of PSD for the SO, and CO emissions from use of COG, as would have
been applicable in 1996, when the Project commenced. The fact that the by-product recovery
coke batteries at the Granite City Works were shutdown in 2015 and COG is no longer available
at the facility, does not alter the applicable requirements under PSD that must be satisfied. PSD
would be violated if a revised permit were issued for the Project based on revised NSR
applicability analyses that considered use of COG, as contained in the 2022 application, absent
demonstrations that the Project utilized BACT for emissions of SOz and CO from use of COG.

Discussion

The 2022 application does not demonstrate that Best Available Control Technology (BACT) was
utilized as an aspect of the Project for the SO2 and CO emissions of the blast furnace stoves, as
required under the PSD program (e.g., 35 IAC 204.1100(c)). In this regard, unlike the original
application, the 2022 application addresses emissions from use of coke oven gas (COG) as fuel
in certain Project-affected units. (Refer to the revised netting analyses for the Project for
particulate, NOx and VOM and in the 2022 application.) As the 2022 application now addresses
emissions of certain pollutants from burning of COG in fuel-burning units, including the blast
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furnace stoves, this application must also address the related consequence for emissions of SO>
and CO under the PSD program from burning COG in the stoves. SO, and CO are pollutants for
which the Project is a major modification subject to PSD. However, the 2022 application does
not address BACT for SO, and CO as applied to use of COG in the stoves. As such, the 2022
application does not demonstrate that prior to February 2015, when the by-product recovery coke
oven batteries at the Granite City Works were shut down and COG ceased to be available, BACT
was being utilized for the SO, and CO emissions from use of COG in the stoves.

With respect to CO, it is relevant that the BACT demonstration in the 2022 application focuses
on CO emissions from burning of fuels other than COG. For fuel burning units, the 2022
application states that “CO emissions of these units result primarily from incomplete combustion
during the firing of BFG and natural gas.” This ignores the historic contribution of COG to the
CO emissions of the stoves prior to February 2015. The 2022 application also does not state that,
as of February 2015, it was no longer necessary to address CO emissions from use of COG
because COG was no longer produced and available for use.
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20. AS RELATED TO SO2 EMISSIONS FROM USE OF BFG, THE 2022
APPLICATION IS INCONSISTENT WITH A PENDING 2008 APPLICATION

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 9(b)(2), 9.1(d), 39(a)*, 39(a)** and 39(a)***.

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: As related to emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO.) from burning blast furnace gas (BFG),
the 2022 application is inconsistent with and conflicts with an earlier application for revisions to
Permit 95010001 that was received on February 8, 2008 (the “2008 application™). For the
emissions of SO, from burning of BFG, the 2008 application requests increases in the emissions
that are allowed by Permit 95010001. The 2022 application does not request such increases and
does not request any changes to Permit 95010001 related to SO, emissions. The 2022 application
does not even address the 2008 application to explain why the revisions to Permit 95010001
requested by the 2008 application are no longer needed. US Steel has also not taken other actions
that would act to resolve the conflict between the 2022 application, which is being addressed in
this proceeding, and the earlier 2008 application, which is still pending. For example, US Steel
has not requested withdrawal of the 2008 application. In this regard, it is noteworthy that the
approach taken in the 2022 application to SO. emissions from burning BFG is different from the
approach that is taken for NOx, VOM and particulate. For example, for the BOFs for NOx and
VOM, the 2022 application requests revisions to Permit 95010001 to increase permitted
emissions so as to facilitate future compliance.

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: The conflict between the 2008 application and the 2022 application
is an impediment to revision of Permit 95010001 as requested by the 2022 application. Absent
resolution of this conflict, either by appropriate information or request in the 2022 application or
by other appropriate action by US Steel, the 2022 application should not be considered to show
compliance with the SO, emission limits for burning BFG that are currently in Permit 95010001.
As such, the 2022 application does not meet the standards for issuance of a construction permit.
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Discussion

In 2008, US Steel applied for revisions to Permit 95010001 to increase permit limits for the
sulfur content of BFG and the SO emissions resulting from the use of BFG. That application
(the 2008 application) was received on February 4, 2008. The 2022 application is inconsistent
with and conflicts with the 2008 application. As such, these applications, as they currently exist,
cannot be processed by the Illinois EPA absent appropriate action by US Steel on one or both of
these applications, e.g., changes to the 2022 application so that it requests the same revisions to
SO emission limits for use of BFG as the 2008 application. In this regard, the 2022 application
“... does not request any changes to the emission limits for SO, and lead emissions established in
the Construction Permit 95010001.” (2022 application, p. 2-2.) The 2008 application does
request changes to the provisions of the permit for SO-., as it is an “Application to modify to
correct the emission factors used to develop the original application and permit in light of newly
identified information on emissions and emission factors.” (October 2008 application, p. 1-1.)

In particular, in the 2008 application:

...US Steel seeks to revise the Production Increase Permit (95010001) to account for US
Steel’s revised method for calculating the SO, emissions from BFG combustion. This will
increase the total allowable SO, emissions on an annual basis from combustion of BFG in
the Production Increase Permit.

2008 application, pp. 2-2 and 2-3

The 2008 application specifically requests that the SO2 emission factor limit for BFG be
increased from 6.65 to 16.00 pounds/million cubic feet of gas burned. With the revised emission
factor, the permitted SO, emissions from use of the 185,030 million cubic feet of BFG per year,
as allowed by the permit, would increase from 615.22 to 1480.24 tons/year. However, the 2022
application provides that the limits for SO for use of BFG should be unchanged. As such, the
2022 application indicates that for use of BFG the requested revised permit should continue to
limit SO2 emission to 6.65 pounds/million cubic feet burned and 615.22 tons/year.

Moreover, the existence of the 2008 application suggests that the revisions to SO, emission
limits that it requested were needed at the time of that application. The 2022 application does not
show that this was not the case, as it does not address historic SO2 emissions from use of BFG to
show that an SO, emission factor of 6.65 pounds/million cubic feet was appropriate when Permit
95010001 was originally issued in 1996 and that annual SOz emissions have never exceeded
615.22 tons/year.

Attachment 1, Page 70
SR 0072



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

21. AS RELATED TO EMISSION LIMITS FOR SOz, LEAD AND CO, THE 2022
APPLICATION IS INCONSISTENT WITH PENDING BOARD APPEALS

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
9(a), 39(a)*, 39(a)**, 39(a)***, 39.5(5)(i), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv) and 39.5(13)(c)(Vv).

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 201.160(a).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: For various processes, the 2022 application does not request or propose appropriate
changes to the current emission factor limits in Permit 95010001 for SO, lead and CO to
resolve pending permit appeals (PCB 2013-52 and PCB 2013-62). For these pollutants, Permit
95010001 sets emission factor limits for the blast furnace casthouse and the slag pits for SO»; for
the BOFs for lead and CO; and for desulfurization and reladling for lead. Alternatively, the 2022
application does not indicate that the inclusion of the current emission factor limits in a revised
permit is not expected to result in another appeal as these limits are now considered acceptable.
For the BOFs for CO, the application also does not indicate that the current emission factor limit,
which applies only to the stack emissions from the electrostatic precipitator (ESP), would still be
considered acceptable if applied to stack emissions. That is, the current limit would still be
acceptable if it applied in aggregate to the CO emissions from the stack of the ESP and the stack
of the baghouse, which was subsequently installed to improve control of the particulate
emissions of the BOFs (Construction Permit 11050006). This change would be appropriate as
particulate emissions of the BOFs are now addressed by two control systems. (Besides
particulate, these systems capture emissions of CO and other pollutants from the BOFs but only
act to reduce particulate and lead emissions.)

A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: Absent information as described above, the 2022 application does
not include information necessary for the Illinois EPA to include conditions in a revised permit
to prevent noncompliance with certain current emission factor limits that apply to the subject
processes. As the subject limits, as they are or, in the case of PCB 2013-62, would be present in
the CAAPP permit, are currently the subject of appeals, it is reasonable for these limitations for
the review of the application to be based on compliance not being achieved. Moreover, absent
information as described above, the 2022 application does not show that, as the subject limits are
appealed and could be stayed in any revised CAAPP permit, these limits should be considered to
still meet the substantive requirements of the CAAPP. Finally, it is noteworthy that for the
subject processes for the various emission factor limits for PM, PM-10, NOx and VOM, the
application does request revisions to the emission factor limits. For those requested revisions, the
2022 application, page 2-3, explains that “USS Granite City anticipates that these revisions will
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enable settlement of the permit appeals currently before the Board because they involve
provisions of the permit addressing emission factors.”

Discussion

As already mentioned, the 2022 application does not request any changes to the emissions limits
for SO2 and lead currently set by Permit 95010001. The application states, “This permit
application also does not request any changes to the SO and lead emission limits in Construction
Permit No. 950100001, so SO> and lead emissions will not be discussed further.” [2022
application, Section 2.2, “General Description of Requested Permit Revisions.” p. 2-2.] 8- 8% 8
For CO, the 2022 application does request that the revised permit address emissions of CO from

8 In Section 3 of the application, in which support for elimination of emission factor limits and use of
group limits is generally provided, the application only addresses limits for particulate, NOx and VOM.
For example, the application states that,

The approach proposed by USS Granite City with respect to the PM, PM1o, NOx and VOM emissions
caps to be used in any revised Construction Permit No. 95010001, including the proposed revisions to
certain emission limitations, compliance demonstration requirements, and other permit conditions as
discussed in detail in Sections 5 through 7 of the permit application [“Proposed Changes to Permit
Terms for PM and PMio Emissions Increases Analyses,” “Proposed Changes to Permit Terms for NOx
Emission Increases Analysis, and “Proposed Changes to Permit Terms for VOM Emission Increases
Analyses,” respectively] is consistent with policy and precedent and will improve the enforceability of
the PTE limitations in Construction Permit No, 95010001. In particular, USS Granite City emphasizes
that removal of certain conditions and provisions addressing emissions individual emission units or
emission points, including both limits on annual emissions and provisions emission addressing
emissions factors will not result in impairment of the enforceability of the PTE limitations.

2022 application, Section 3, “Discussion of Permit Conditions Used to Restrict PTE [Potential to
Emit],” 3-3.]

81 For process operations, Permit 95010001 currently limits SO, emissions from the casthouse and slag
pits associated with the blast furnaces in pounds per ton of iron produced and tons per year. For the
casthouse, the SO, emissions of the main baghouse for the casthouse, the baghouse for the iron spouts at
the casthouse, and the uncaptured emissions from the casthouse are limited, respectively, to 0.2006,
0.0073, and 0.0104 pounds per ton of iron produced. The SO, emissions of the slag pits are limited to
0.0100 pounds per ton of iron produced. (Permit 95010001, Condition 5 and Table 1.)

Although the emission factor limits for the SO, emissions of the casthouse are not identified as Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) by Permit 95010001, these limits are considered to be the
determination of BACT for SO and should have been identified as such in this permit. BACT is required
for the casthouse for SO, because the Project was a major modification for SO, under the PSD program,
as is stated in this permit. Accordingly, as Project included physical changes to the blast furnaces to
increase their production capability, BACT is required for the SO, emissions of the casthouse.

8 For operations in the basic oxygen furnace shop, Permit 95010001 currently limits lead emissions in
pounds per hour and tons per year. For the basic oxygen furnaces, the lead emissions from the ESP stack
and roof monitor are limited to 0.01934 and 0.0129 pounds per hour, respectively. The lead emissions
from desulfurization and hot metal transfer are limited to 0.0133 pounds per hour. (Permit 95010001,
Condition 18 and Table 2.) The permit does not address the lead emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces
that are now captured and controlled by the new baghouse system nor does the 2022 application request
any revisions to the permit to address the lead emissions of these furnaces that now occur from the stack
of the baghouse.
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the casthouse and raise the limits for CO emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units.%
However, the application does not request revisions to the emission limits currently in Permit
95010001 for the CO emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces, i.e., the limits in pounds per ton of
steel produced and in tons per year for the CO emissions of these furnaces through the ESP
stack.* As such, the application is not consistent with two pending permit appeals before the
Board, PCB 0013-53 and PCB 0013-62, as it does not propose revisions to current permit limits
for emissions of SOz, CO and lead. As previously discussed, in these appeals, US Steel
challenged all emission factor limits set by Permit 95010001 for individual process operations.
US Steel has not amended these appeals so that they only address emission factor limits for PM,
PM1o, NOx and VOM and no longer address the emission factor limits that are set for SO2, CO
and lead. In addition, in the 2022 application, US Steel does not explain why the emission factor
limits in Permit 95010001 for SO, CO and lead that were appealed are no longer considered to
be objectionable. That is, US Steel would not again challenge those limits as it has already done
in PCB 0013-53 and PCB 0013-62 if a revision to Permit 95010001 were issued that continued
to include the current emission factor limits.

With regard to the CO emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces, the 2022 application also does not
request revisions to Permit 95010001 as the current permit only addresses CO emissions from
the “BOF ESP Stack.” The application does not request that these limits be revised so that they
address all stack emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces, e.g., CO emissions from both the stack
of the new baghouse system and the stack of the ESP system. Moreover, as the 2022 application
does not propose such revisions to the current limits for CO emissions of these furnaces, the
application effectively requests a relaxation of the current limits. This is because the revised
permit would not address the CO emissions of these furnaces that now occur through the
baghouse stack. That is, the limits in the revised permit would not account for any CO emissions
that are no longer being captured with the ESP system and are instead now being emitted from
the baghouse system.%®

8 In the original application for Permit 95010001, the casthouse was not identified as a source of CO and
information for CO emissions was not provided. The application also requests certain updates to the
limits for CO emissions from use of blast furnace gas and natural gas in Project-affected fuel burning
units to reflect new information for the CO emissions from burning these fuels.

8 Permit 95010001 currently limits CO emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces through the ESP stack to
8.993 pounds per ton of liquid steel produced and 16,097.47 tons/year. (Permit 95010001, Condition 18,
Table 2, Section 1, BOF ESP Stack.) The permit does not address CO emissions that are now captured by
the new baghouse system and emitted from its stack or any uncaptured CO emissions, which occur
through the roof monitor.

8 If the subject emission factor limits were included in a revised permit, the Illinois EPA could explain
that, if these limits in the revised permit were stayed pursuant to an appeal to the Pollution Control Board,
the limits would continue to be enforceable pursuant to Permit 95010001 as issued before the revision of
the permit and any appeal of the revised permit to the Board.

8 The 2022 application also does not request revisions to Permit 95010001 to address uncaptured CO
emissions of the basic oxygen furnaces or otherwise address the uncaptured CO emissions of these
furnaces. This is not consistent with the approach taken for the casthouse on the blast furnaces. For the
casthouse, the application requests that the revised permit limit the overall emissions of CO from the
stacks on the control systems serving the casthouse. The application also includes information for the
overall CO emissions of the casthouse, including other captured emissions and uncaptured emissions.
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22. THE 2022 APPLICATION DOES NOT INCLUDE A SIGNED CERTIFICATION
FOR THE ACCURACY AND COMPLETENESS OF THE APPLICATION

Overview of This Denial Point, with Information As Required or
Specified by Section 39(a) of the Act for Denial of a Permit

The Sections of the Act which may be violated if a revised permit were granted as requested: Sections
39(a)* and 39.5(5)(e).

The provision of the regulations under the Act which may be violated if the revised permit were
granted as requested: 35 IAC 270.401(f).

The specific type of information, if any, which the Agency deems the applicant did not provide the
Agency: The 2022 application does not include a certification for the truth, accuracy and
completeness of the application, as submitted on October 7, 2022. The certification in the 2022
application is a photocopy of an earlier certification dated February 25, 2020, that accompanied a
prior application received on March 2, 2020, several years earlier. That certification cannot serve
as the required certification. Also note that the 2022 application replaced the prior 2020
application. The transmittal letter accompanying the 2022 application states that, “Due to the
nature of revisions throughout this application, the Illinois EPA should refer to this application
for permit processing.”

With respect to the “certification” provided in US Steel’s Comments responding to the Initial
Draft Denial Letter, this was not sufficient to correct this omission. First, this certification, which
is dated September 8, 2023, was an attachment to those comments and was not submitted as a
supplement to the 2022 application. Second, the certification is not accompanied by an errata or
other material correcting erroneous information in the application as either identified by the
Illinois EPA in the Initial Draft Denial or identified by US Steel when developing its response to
the Initial Draft Denial. Thus, even if the certification had been submitted as a supplement to the
2022 application, its truthfulness and validity would be questionable. The fact that the 2022
application was not certified puts the entire application under a cloud. In other words, as a matter
of rule, absent an appropriate certification the Application is deficient. The Application cannot
be considered creditable and should not be relied upon for making revisions to Permit 95010001.

As discussed in Section 8.2.3.7 of this permit application [BACT Evaluation for Blast Furnace
Casthouse], USS Granite City is proposing a CO BACT emission limit of 70 Ib/hr based on total
emissions of these two baghouses [main casthouse baghouse and iron spout baghouse], assuming
95% capture efficiency for the capture system associated with the cast baghouse, as discussed in
Section 5.2.3 of this permit application {A&B Blast Furnace Casthouse Roof Monitor Emissions
PM1o Revised], the fugitive CO emissions from the casthouse roof monitor are 3.1 Ib/hr. Total CO
emissions from the casthouse roof monitor, including both baghouse and fugitive emissions are 73.1
Ib/hr and 320 tons per year (“TPY”).

2022 application, Section 4.4, “Updated CO Emissions Information for Blast Furnace Casthouse.”
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A statement of specific reasons why the Act and the regulations might not be met if a revised permit
were granted as requested: The 2022 application does not include the certification required by
the Act, the Illinois EPA’s regulations, and the Board’s regulations.

Discussion

The 2022 application does not include a signed certification for the truth, accuracy and
completeness of this application as it was actually submitted in October 2022. This is required by
35 IAC 270.401(f) and Section 39.5(5)(e) of the Act. This is because the Application requests
Integrated Processing for the revisions to Permit 95010001 that are being sought. In place of this
certification, the 2022 application includes a photocopy of an earlier certification, dated February
25, 2020, which was submitted with a prior application (2022 application, “Appendix A —
Application Forms (Copies of Previously Submitted Versions)”). However, the 2022 application
is a revision of the earlier application and US Steel intends the 2022 application to replace the
earlier application submitted in March 2020 in its entirety (2022 application, Cover Letter).
Accordingly, the 2022 application must include a new certification for its truth, accuracy and
completeness.
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Appendix A: Listing of Sections of
the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (Act) That Are
Cited for the Different Denial Points Detailed in Attachment 1 As Sections of the Act Which May
Be Violated If a
Revised Permit Were To Be Granted As
Requested by the 2022 Application

Note: The text of the Act (415 ILCS 5) is available on a website for Illinois Compiled Statutes
maintained by the Illinois General Assembly:
https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/ilcs3.asp?ActiD=1585&ChapterID=36

Section 9(a): General prohibition against air pollution as it provides that no person shall “Cause or
threaten to allow the discharge or emission of any contaminant into the environment in any State ...
S0 as to violate regulations or standards adopted by the Board (Pollution Control Board) under this
Act.” For various denial points in the Denial Letter, this general provision of the Act is cited as a
provision of the Act that may be violated if a revised construction permit were issued as requested in
the 2022 application as such permit would threaten to allow violations of Board regulations.

Section 9(b)(2): Prohibition against violating conditions imposed by air pollution control permits.
The introductory language of Section 9 and Subsections 9(b) and 9(b)(1) of the Act provide that,
“No person shall ... Construct, install and equipment, facility ... of any type designated by the Board
... without a permit granted by the Agency unless otherwise exempt by this Act or Board
regulations....” For persons with permits, the prohibition against violating permit conditions is in
Subsection 9(b)(2), serving to provide that no such person shall operate any equipment or facility,
“In violation of any conditions imposed by such permit.”

Section 9.1(d): Prohibition against violations of certain sections of the federal Clean Air Act,
including Section 165 (Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)) and Section 173 (Permit
Requirements for Nonattainment New Source Review Programs).

Section 39(a)*: Standard under the Act for issuance of permits. The designation “Section 39(a)*” or
“39(a)*” is used to refer to the second clause of the first sentence in Section 39(a) of the Act. This
clause provides that “...it shall be the duty of the Agency to issue a permit upon proof by that the
applicant that the facility, equipment, vehicle vessel, or aircraft will not cause a violation of this Act or
regulations thereunder.” In the Denial Letter, this provision of the Act is routinely cited as a provision
that may be violated because the 2022 application does not include proof that the Act or air pollution
control regulations would not be violated if a revised permit were issued as requested by the
application.

Section 39(a)**: Permit procedures under the Act. The designation “Section 39(a)**” or “39(a)**” is
used to refer to the fifth sentence of Section 39(a) of the Act as it addresses imposition of conditions on
permits. In particular, this sentence provides that in granting permits, “In granting permits, the Agency
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may impose such other conditions as may be necessary to accomplish the purposes of this Act, and as are
not inconsistent with the regulations promulgated by the Board hereunder.” (As addressed below, this
Section of the Act also provides that the 1llinois EPA may impose reasonable conditions in a permit
related to an applicant’s compliance history as necessary to correct, detect or prevent noncompliance.)
For various points in the Denial Letter, this provision of the Act is cited as one that may be violated
because the 2022 application does not include information that may be needed for the Illinois EPA to
impose necessary permit conditions in a permit that would be revised as requested by the
application.

Section 39(a)***: Permit procedures under the Act. The designation “Section 39(a)***” or
“39(a)***” is used to refer to the fourth sentence of Section 39(a) of the Act as it provides, “In
granting permits, the Agency may impose reasonable conditions in a permit specifically related to an
applicant’s past compliance history with this Act as necessary to correct, detect or prevent
noncompliance.” (As discussed above, the Act also provides that permits may include conditions as may
be necessary to accomplish the purposes of the Act and as are not inconsistent with Board regulations.)
For certain points in the Denial Letter, this provision of the Act is cited as one that may be violated
because the 2022 application does not include information that may be needed for the Illinois EPA to
impose conditions to enable or facilitate future compliance.

Section 39.5(5)(e): A paragraph in Subsection 39.5(5) of the Act, “Applications and Completeness,”
in Section 39.5 of the Act, “Clean Air Act Permit Program.” This provision requires that ”Each
submitted CAAPP application shall be certified for truth, accuracy and completeness by a
responsible official in accordance with applicable regulations [i.e., 35 IAC 270.102 and the
definition of “responsible official at Subsection 39.5(1) of the Act]. This provision is applicable for
the review of the 2022 application as US Steel requests in this application that the processing of the
revised permit that is requested be subject to Integrated Processing. As a consequence, the
procedural and substantive requirements of Section 39.5 of the Act apply to the 2022 application
pursuant to Section 39.5(13)(c)(v) of the Act, which provides the authorization for Integrated
Processing of a construction permit.

Section 39.5(5)(i): A paragraph in Subsection 39.5(5) of the Act, “Applications and Completeness,”
in Section 39.5 of the Act. As already explained, the procedural and substantive requirements of the
CAAPP are applicable to the Illinois EPA’s review of the 2022 application as US Steel has requested
that this application and any resulting revised permit prepared pursuant to this application be subject
to Integrated Processing. The first sentence in this provision requires that:

Any applicant who fails to submit any relevant facts necessary to evaluate the subject source
and its CAAPP application or has submitted incorrect information in a CAAPP application
shall, upon becoming aware of such failure or incorrect submittal, submit supplementary facts
or correct information to the Agency.”

For several denial points, Subsection 39.5(5)(i) of the Act is identified as a provision of the Act that
might be violated if a revised permit were issued as requested by the 2022 application because it
does not include “relevant information” necessary for the evaluation of the application. That is, as
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related to the particular applicable requirements, the application lacks information addressing the
requirements, the information in the application addressing the requirement is insufficient, or the
information in the application supports a finding that the requested revisions might not comply with
the requirements. Note that as Subsection 39.5(5)(i) of the Act would not be satisfied by an
application, a CAAPP permit cannot be issued pursuant to such application. This is because
Subsection 39.5(10)(a)(iv), one of the standards for issuance of a CAAPP permit, would also not be
satisfied.

Section 39.5(7)(a): A paragraph in Subsection 39.5(7) of the Act, “Permit Content,” in Section 39.5
of the Act. This paragraph requires that “All CAAPP [Clean Air Act Permit Program] permits shall
contain limitations and conditions and other enforceable terms and conditions, including but not
limited to operational requirements, and schedules for achieving compliance at the earliest
reasonable date, which are or will be required to accomplish the purposes and provisions of this Act
and to assure compliance with all applicable requirements [emphasis added].” For various points in
the denial letter, this provision is cited as a provision of the Act that may be violated because the
2022 application does not include information that may be needed for the Illinois EPA to impose
necessary permit conditions in a revised version of Permit 95010001 that would be revised as
requested by the application. This provision is relevant to the Illinois EPA’s review of the 2022
application as US Steel has requested that the application and any resulting permit be subject to
Integrated Processing. As provided by Sections 39.5(13)(a) and (a)(iv), as listed below, this makes
the application subject to substantive requirements of the CAAPP. It is also noteworthy that, absent
Integrated Processing, any revised construction permit that is issued pursuant to the 2022 application
would not resolve US Steel’s pending appeal of the current CAAPP permit for the Granite City
Works (PCB 2013-53) or the related appeal of Construction Permit 11050006 (PCB 2013-62).
Resolution of these appeals would require a separate CAAPP permit application and a permit
proceeding to revise the CAAPP permit. Moreover, the revised CAAPP permit that would result
from the CAAPP proceeding would not necessarily reflect the terms and conditions established in
the earlier revision of Permit 95010001. As such, resolution of these appeals could require two more
permit proceedings, i.e., a proceeding to modify the CAAPP permit and another proceeding for
revisions to Permit 95010001 to address issues identified during the modification of the CAAPP
permit.)

Section 39.5(10)(a)(iv): A paragraph in Subsection 39.5(1) of the Act. As Subsection 39.5(5)(i) of
the Act would be violated if a revised permit were issued as requested, the 2022 application also
would not satisfy Subsection 39.5(10)(a)(iv) of the Act, one of the standards for issuance of a
permit under the CAAPP. This is because this application would not include all “relevant
information.” Subsections 39.5(10)(a) and (a)(iv) of the Act provide that:

The Agency shall issue a CAAPP permit, permit modification, or permit renewal if all of the
following conditions are met:
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(iv) The Agency has received a complete application and if necessary, has requested and
received additional information from the application consistent with Subsection 5 of this
Section and applicable regulations.

Section 39.5(13)(c)(v): Paragraphs (a) and (c)(v) in Subsection 39.5(13) of the Act, “Administrative
Permit Amendments,” in Section 39.5 of the Act. The designation “Section 39.5(13)(c)(v)” or
“39.5(c)(v)” are used to refer to these paragraphs. These paragraphs contain the authorization for the
Integrated Processing of a construction permit so as to allow the related revisions to the CAAPP
permit to be made by administrative amendment, thereby avoiding the need for a subsequent
modification of the CAAPP permit by either a minor or significant modification, as appropriate.
These paragraphs of Subsection 39.5(10)(c) of the Act provide:

c.  For purposes of this Section [Section 39.5 of the Act] the term “administrative
amendment “ shall be defined as a permit revision that can accomplish one or more of the
changes described below:

V. Incorporates into the CAAPP permit the requirements from preconstruction review
permits under a USEPA-approved program [i.e., lllinois construction permit program
for sources of emissions and air pollution control equipment], provided the program
meets procedural and compliance requirements substantially equivalent to those
contained in this Section [emphasis added].

For various denial points in the denial letter, these paragraphs are cited as provisions of the Act
that may be violated because the 2022 application is not sufficient for the Illinois EPA to
Impose necessary permit conditions in a new version of Permit 95010001 that would be revised
as requested by the 2022 application. That is, this application does not include information that
IS necessary to enable such a revised permit to meet the compliance requirements, i.e., the
substantive requirements, that must be satisfied by a CAAPP permit. For example, for certain
emissions units, the Application requests that Permit 95010001 be revised to prescribe the
actual emission factors that are to be used to determine compliance with limitations on annual
emissions set by this permit. However, the application does not provide the supporting
information that USEPA has found necessary for a permitting authority, e.g., the Illinois EPA,
to set “prescribed emission factors” when issuing a Title VV Permit. Similarly, the 2022
application requests certain revisions to the organization and terminology in Permit 95010001
for consistency with the CAAPP permit. However, the application does not request all such
revisions that may be appropriate to reasonably achieve consistency in the organization and
terminology of these permits.
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Appendix B: Listing of Provisions in
Subtitle B of Title 35 of the Illinois Administrative Code (IAC) That Are Cited for the Different
Denial Points
Detailed in Attachment 1
As Provisions Which May Be Violated
If a Revised Permit Were To Be Granted
As Requested by the 2022 Application

Note: The text of Illinois’ regulations for control of air pollution (Illinois Administrative Code
(IAC), Title 5, Subtitle B: Air Pollution, are available on a website maintained by the Board:
https://pcb.illinois.gov/SLR/IPCBandIEPAEnvironmentalRegulationsTitle35

35 IAC Part 201, Permits and General Provisions

35 IAC 201.152*, Contents of Application for Construction Permit

This rule requires that applications for construction permits include certain data and information.
The designation “201.152*” is used to refer to this rule as it requires this data and information to
include “information concerning processes to which the emission unit or air pollution control
equipment is related.

35 1AC 201.152**, Contents of Application for Construction Permit

This rule requires that applications for construction permits include certain data and information.
The designation “201.152**” is used to refer to this rule as it requires this data and information to
include “the quantities and types of raw materials to be used in the emission source or air pollution
control equipment.”

35 IAC 201.152***, Contents of Application for Construction Permit

This rule requires that applications for construction permit include certain data and information.
The designation “201.152**” is used to refer to this rule as it requires this data and information
include “... the nature, specific points of emissions and quantities of uncontrolled and controlled
air contaminant emissions at the source that includes the emission unit or air pollution control
equipment ....”
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35 IAC 201.160(a)(1), Standards for Issuance

In 35 IAC 201.160(a) and (a)(1), the Pollution Control Board (Board) restates the standard of
issuance in Section 39(a) of the Act for the Illinois EPA to issue a permit as applied specifically
to air pollution control construction permits. This rule provides:

a)  No construction permit shall be granted unless the applicant submits proof to the
Agency that:

1) The emission unit or air pollution control equipment will be constructed or

modified to operate so as not to cause a violation of the Act or of this Chapter
[Title 35, Subtitle B, Chapter I)];

35 IAC Part 203, Major Stationary Sources Construction and Modification

(35 IAC Part 203 is potentially of concern for the Production Increase Project for
emissions of NOx, VOM and particulate. This is because, in 1996, when Permit
95010001 was initially issued for this project, the Granite City Works was in areas that
were designated nonattainment for the National Ambient Air Quality Stands (NAAQS)
for ozone (emissions of NOx and VOM) and particulate matter (emissions of PM2 ).
The Granite City Works is still in an area that is designated nonattainment for ozone.)

35 IAC 203.123, Federally Enforceable (Definition)

This definition provides that "Federally Enforceable” means enforceable by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA].” This definition is cited as a basis for certain denial
points as the 2022 application requests revisions to Permit 95010001 to set limitations that would
take the place of limitations currently in Permit 95010001. However, the application does not
include information showing that these proposed limitations should be considered enforceable as a
practical matter.

35 IAC 203.128, Potential to Emit (Definition)

This definition of “potential to emit” is cited as a basis for denial points as related to the role of
permit limitations, as distinguished from the physical and operational design of a stationary source,
in restricting the potential emissions of emission units. 35 IAC 203.128, along with 35 IAC
203.123, are cited as a basis for denial as the 2022 application does not show that certain emission
limitations that are proposed, which would replace emission limitations currently in Permit
95010001, should be considered enforceable as a practical matter. In this regard, the second
sentence of this definition of “potential to emit” provides that:

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
only if the limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is federally enforceable
[emphasis added].
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35 IAC 203.201, Prohibition

This provision requires an entity that would undertake a project that is “major” for a pollutant in an
area that is designated a nonattainment area for the pollutant to comply with the substantive
requirements of 35 IAC Part 203 for that pollutant. The various substantive requirements are then
addressed later in Subpart C of 35 IAC Part 203. In this regard, the first two sentences of 35 IAC
203.201 provide:

In any nonattainment area, no person shall cause or allow the construction of a new major
stationary source or major modification that is major for the pollutant for which the area is
designated a nonattainment area, except as in compliance with this Part [Part 203]for that
pollutant. In areas designated nonattainment for ozone, this prohibition shall apply to new
major stationary sources or major modifications of sources that emit volatile organic
materials or nitrogen oxides.

As the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the 2022 application does not show that the
Production Increase Project would not have been a major modification for NOx with the increases
in permitted NOx emissions that are being requested, 35 IAC 203.201 is cited as a basis for denial
of this application. This is because the application also does not show that the substantive
requirements of 35 IAC Part 203 would be fulfilled as the Project is now a major modification. For
example, the 2022 application does not address the requirement in 35 1A3.302 that, as related to
the role of emissions of NOXx on air quality for ozone, an entity undertaking a major project for
NOX in an ozone nonattainment area must provide emission offsets for NOx to compensate for the
effect of the project’s NOx emissions on ozone air quality.

35 1AC 203.203(b), Construction Permit Requirements and Application
For major projects that would be subject to 35 IAC Part 203, this rule sets forth the information
that a permit application must contain. This rule provides that:

Applications for construction permits required under this Section shall contain sufficient
information to demonstrate compliance with 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201 [Permits and General
Provisions] and the requirements of this Part [Part 203] including, but not limited to,
Subpart C [Requirements for Major Stationary Sources in Nonattainment Areas, including
the requirements for the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) and the requirement to
provide emission offsets].

35 1AC 203.208*, Net Emissions Determination — The Increase in Emissions from a Project
Among other aspects of “netting,” this rule sets forth how the increases in emissions from a
project should be addressed if a source elects to rely on netting with contemporaneous emissions
decreases to show that a project would not be a major modification under 35 IAC Part 203. The
first paragraph of this rule, referred to as “35 IAC 203 208*” is cited as a basis for denial of the
2022 application as the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the application, which
should address NOx emissions of the Production Increase Project, with the increases in permitted
NOx emissions that are now being requested. For certain units, this analysis does not show that
the increases in NOx emissions from the Project have been properly addressed. For a project,
itself, this rule provides that the increase in actual emissions due to the project should be
addressed. However, since the amount of this increase should be determined during permitting,
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i.e., before the project is implemented and the modified units begin normal operation with the
project, 35 IAC 203.104(c) further provides that the Illinois EPA shall presume that the potential
emissions of units with the project are equivalent to their actual emissions for purposes of
permitting. (The circumstances are similar for permitting for a project that was improperly
constructed without first obtaining a construction permit. This is because such source cannot rely
on permit limitations in lieu of potential emissions absent enforceable limitations.) In particular,
the first sentence in 35 IAC 203.208 provides:

A net emissions increase is the amount by which the sum of any increase in actual
emissions from a particular physical change or change in method of operation at a source
[emphasis added], and any other increases and decreases in actual emissions at the source
that are contemporaneous with the particular change and are otherwise creditable, exceeds
zero.

35 IAC 203.208**, Net Emissions Determination - The Contemporaneous Time Period and
Creditability of Emission Decreases

As discussed above, 35 IAC 203.208 lays out the requirement for a NSR Applicability Analysis if
a source elects to rely on netting to show that a project would not be a major modification under 35
IAC Part 203. 35 IAC 203.208(a) and (c)(1), referred to as 35 IAC 203.208**, are also cited as a
basis for denial of the 2022 application. This is because the revised NSR applicability analysis for
NOXx in the application, which addresses NOx emissions with the increases in permitted emissions
that are being requested for certain units, would improperly rely on certain decreases in NOx
emissions that are neither contemporaneous nor creditable. This is contrary to 35 203.208(a) and
(c), which do not allow credit in the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx based on
decreases in emissions due to the shutdown of Boilers 1 through 10 and, due to the shutdown of
the two by-product recovery coke oven batteries at the Granite City Works, coke oven gas (COG)
no longer being available for use in Project-affected fuel burning units.as a fuel. These actions and
the accompanying emission decreases occurred after the implementation of the Production
Increase Project and were not contemplated by Permit 95010001. In particular, the introductory
paragraph in 35 IAC 203.208 and paragraphs 35 IAC 203.208(a) and (c)(1) provide:

A net emissions increase is the amount by which the sum of any increase in actual emissions
from a particular physical change or change in method of operation at a source, and any other
increases and decreases in actual emissions at the source that are contemporaneous with the
particular change and are otherwise creditable, exceeds zero. The following steps determine
whether the increase or decrease in emissions is available.

a)  Except for ... [alternative provisions for projects in in serious and severe ozone
nonattainment areas], an increase or decrease in actual emissions is contemporaneous
only if it occurs between the date that an increase from a particular change occurs and
the date five years before a timely and complete application is submitted for the
particular change. ...
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c) A decrease in actual emissions is creditable to the extent that:

1) Itis federally enforceable at and after the time that actual construction on the
particular change begins;

35 IAC 203.301, Lowest Achievable Emission Rate

For a project that is a major modification subject to 35 IAC Part 203, 35 IAC 203.301 sets forth the
requirements for a permit application related to Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) for the
emissions units for which LAER is required. 35 IAC 203.301(c) sets forth the requirement that
LAER be demonstrated for such emission units. (Ongoing operation of LAER-subject units to
comply with LAER is required by 35 IAC 203.601 once a permit is issued setting forth what
LAER is for those units.) For the emission units and pollutant(s) for which LAER is required, 35
IAC 203.301(d) explicitly requires that the application include a detailed showing that the
emission limitations proposed for the LAER-subject units would constitutes LAER. In this regard,
these rules provide that:

c) Except as provided in subsection (e) or (f) below [Alternative provisions for projects
0zone nonattainment areas that are classified as serious or severe nonattainment] the
owner or operator of a major modification shall demonstrate that the control
equipment and process measures applied to the major modification will produce
LAER. This requirement applies to each emissions unit at which a net increase in
emissions of the pollutant has occurred or would occur as a result of a physical
change or change in the method of operation.

d) The owner or operator shall provide a detailed showing that the proposed emission
limitations constitute LAER. Such demonstration shall include:

1) A description of the manner in which the proposed emission limitation was
selected, including a detailed listing of information resources,

2)  Alternative emission limitations, and

3)  Such other reasonable information as the Agency may request as necessary to
determine whether the proposed emission limitation is LAER.

35 IAC 203.302(a), Maintenance of Further Reasonable Progress and Emission Offsets

For a major project that is subject to 35 IAC Part 203 for a pollutant, this rule sets forth the basic
requirement that project be accompanied by emission offsets. Emission offsets are enforceable
reductions in the emissions of the subject pollutant, usually by existing source(s) other than the
source at which the project would take place, that affect the quality of the ambient air that the
emissions of the subject pollutant from the project would affect. The role of the offsets is to
counterbalance the effect of the emissions of the subject pollutant from the project on ambient air
quality that exceeds the applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standard. In this regard, 35 IAC
203.302(a) provides that:

a)  The owner or operator of a new major source or major modification shall provide
emission offsets equal to or greater than the allowable emissions from the source or the
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net increase in emissions from the modification sufficient to allow the Agency to
determine that the source or modification will not interfere with reasonable further
progress as set forth in Section 173 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.).

35 IAC Part 204, Prevention of Significant Deterioration

(35 IAC Part 204 is of concern or potential concern for the Production Increase Project
for emissions of NOx, SO, CO and lead. This is because, when Permit 95010001 was
initially issued, the Granite City Works was in various areas that were designated
attainment or unclassified, rather than nonattainment, for the NAAQS for CO, SOz and
lead. It was also in an area designated as attainment or unclassified for the NAAQS for
nitrogen dioxide (NO2). The areas in which the Granite City Works is located are still
designated attainment or unclassified for these pollutants. (After the NAAQS for lead
was revised in 2008, an area that includes the Granite City Works was then designated
nonattainment for lead in 2010. This area was later redesignated to attainment for lead
in 2018.)

35 IAC 204.280, Best Available Control Technology (BACT) (Definition)

This definition reflects USEPA’s guidance at 40 CFR 51.166(b)(12) for the meaning of this term.
It is noteworthy that this definition provides that BACT is to reflect the maximum degree of
reduction of emissions for the unit(s) and pollutant(s) for which it is required as determined to be
achievable “.. through production processes or available methods, systems and techniques,
including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel combustion techniques for control of such
pollutant.” As such, in addition to the use of add-on air pollution control equipment, both a BACT
demonstration and a BACT determination must consider approaches to reducing emissions other
than tradition air pollution control equipment. In addition, this definition provides that while it is
preferred that BACT be codified in a permit as an emission limitation or a limitation for visible
emissions, “If the Agency determines that technological or economic limitations on the application
of measurement methodology to a particular emissions unit would make the imposition of an
emissions standard infeasible, a design, equipment, work practice, operational standard, or
combination thereof, may be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for the application of
BACT.”

35 1AC 204.330, Complete (Definition)

For an application for a permit for a major project subject to PSD [Prevention of Significant
Deterioration], this definition provides that, “‘complete’ means, that the application contains all of
the information necessary for processing the application.”

35 IAC 204.400, Federally Enforceable (Definition)

This definition of “federally enforceable” in 35 IAC Part 204 is similar to the definition at 35 IAC
203.123. This definition also expressly identifies certain limitations that are, by definition,
considered enforceable by USEPA (e.g., “...requirements within the SIP, any permit requirements
established under 40 CFR 52.21... or this Part [Part 204} or under regulations approved under 40
CFR 51 Subpart I ..., including operating permits issued under a USEPA-approved program that is
incorporated into the SIP and expressly requires adherence to any permit issued under such
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program”). However, it does not provide that limitations in a construction permit are still federally
enforceable even if they are not enforceable as a practical matter.

35 1AC 204.550*, Net Emissions Increase (Definition) — The Increase in Emissions from a Project
This provision, which is similar to at 35 IAC 203.208, “Net Emissions Determination,” sets forth
how the increases in emissions from a project should be addressed if a source elects to rely on
netting to show that a project would not be a major modification under 35 IAC Part 204. 35 IAC
204.550(a)(1), referred to as 35 IAC 204.550%, is cited as a basis for denial of the 2022
application as the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the application, which addresses
NOx emissions with the increases in permitted emissions that are now being requested for certain
units, does not show that certain increases in emissions from the project have been properly
addressed. For a project itself, this rule, which did not become effective until October 12, 2021
(86 Federal Register 50459), provides that the increase in actual emissions due to the project
should be addressed. However, the application does not address post-project actual emissions. As
such, 35 IAC 204.600(a)(4) provides that the potential emissions of units with the project are to
be used as their actual emissions for purposes of evaluating applicability of PSD. In 1996, when
the Production Increase Project was initially permitted, the requirements for Net Emission
Determinations and Net Emission Increase, under the NaNSR and PSD programs respectively,
were essentially identical.

35 IAC 204.550**, Net Emissions Increase (Definition) - The Contemporaneous Time Period and
Creditability of Emission Decreases

As discussed above, 35 IAC 204.550 lays out the requirement for a NSR Applicability Analysis if
a source elects to rely on netting to show that a project would not be a major modification under 35
IAC Part 204. 35 IAC 204.550(b)(2)) and (e)(2), referred to as 35 IAC 203.208**, are also cited as
a basis for denial of the 2022 application. This is because the revised NSR applicability analysis
for NOx in the application, which addresses NOx emissions with the increases in permitted
emissions that are being requested for certain units, would improperly rely on certain decreases in
NOx emissions that are neither contemporaneous nor creditable. This is contrary to 35
204.208(b)(2)) and (c)(2), which do not allow credit in the revised NSR applicability analysis for
NOXx based on decreases in emissions due to the shutdown of Boilers 1 through 10 and the
elimination of coke oven gas (COG) with the shutdown of the by-product recovery coke oven
batteries at the facility. These actions and the resulting emission decreases occurred after the
implementation of the Production Increase Project and were not contemplated by Permit
95010001. In particular, the introductory paragraph in 35 IAC 204.550(b) and (b)(2) and 35 IAC
204.550(e) and (e)(2) provide:

b)  Anincrease or decrease in actual emissions is contemporaneous with the increase
from the particular change only if it occurs between:

2) The date that the increase from the particular change occurs.

e) A decrease in actual emissions is creditable only to the extent that:
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2) Itisenforceable as a practical matter at and after the time that actual
construction on the particular change begins;

35 1AC 204.560, Potential to Emit (Definition)

This definition of “potential to emit” is cited as a basis for denial points as related to the role of
permit limitations, as distinguished from the physical and operational design of a stationary source,
in restricting the potential emissions of emission units. 35 IAC 204.560, along with 35 IAC
204.400, are cited as a basis for denial as the 2022 application does not show that certain emission
limitations that are proposed, which would replace emission limitations currently in Permit
95010001, should be considered enforceable as a practical matter. In this regard, this definition of
“potential to emit” provides that:

"Potential to emit" means the 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 limitation or the effect it would
have on emissions is federally enforceable or legally and practicably enforceable (emphasis
added) by a state or local air pollution control agency. Secondary emissions do not count
in determining the potential to emit of a stationary source.

35 IAC 204.810(a)(3), Source Information

This rule, with the introductory language in 35 IAC 204.810 and 204.810(a), addresses the
information that an applicant must include in a permit application if a determination of BACT is
required for the requested permit to be issued. In this regard, they provide that:

The owner or operator of a proposed major stationary source or major modification shall
submit all information necessary to perform any analysis or make any determination
required under this Part.

a) With respect to a source or modification to which Sections 204.1100, 204.1110,
204.1130, and 204.1140 apply, such information shall include:

3) A detailed description as to what system of continuous emission reduction is
planned for the source or modification, emission estimates, and any other
information necessary to determine that BACT, as applicable, would be applied.

35 1AC 204.820, Source Obligation

Any owner or operator who constructs or operates a source or modification not in accordance with
the application submitted under this Part or with the terms of any approval to construct (emphasis
added), or any owner or operator of a source or modification subject to this Part [35 IAC Part 204]
who begins actual construction after September 4, 2020 without applying for and receiving
approval under this Part, shall be subject to appropriate enforcement action.

Appendix B, Page 8
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35 1AC 204.1100(c), Control Technology Review
This rule sets forth the BACT requirement for a project that is a major project for pollutant(s) for
purposes of Part 204. It provides that:

A major modification shall apply BACT for each regulated NSR pollutant for which it would
result in a significant net emissions increase at the source. This requirement applies to each
proposed emissions unit at which a net emissions increase in the pollutant would occur as a
result of a physical change or change in the method of operation in the unit.

35 IAC 204.1110, Source Impact Analysis

This rule requires that the applicant for a permit for a project that is a major project for pollutant(s)
for purposes of Part 204 demonstrate that the project would not cause or contribute to violation(s)
of the relevant National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). In this regard, this rule provides
that:

The owner or operator of the proposed source or modification shall demonstrate that
allowable emission increases from the proposed source or modification, in conjunction
with all other applicable emissions increases [emphasis added] or reductions (including
secondary emissions), would not cause or contribute to air pollution in violation of:

a) Any NAAQS in any air quality control region; ...

35 1AC 204.1130, Air Quality Analysis

This rule requires that an applicant for a permit for a project that is a major project for pollutant(s)
for purposes of Part 204 address the ambient air quality in the area that the project would affect for
those pollutant(s). In this regard, 35 IAC 204.1130(a)(1) addresses a “Preapplication Analysis,”
requiring that:

1) Any application for a permit under this Part [35 IAC Part 204] shall contain an analysis
of ambient air quality in the area that the major stationary source or major
modification would affect for each of the following pollutants:

A) For the source, each pollutant that it would have the potential to emit in a
significant amount;

B) For the modification, each pollutant for which it would result in a significant
net emissions increase.

3) With respect to any such pollutant for which such a NAAQS does exist, the analysis
shall contain continuous air quality monitoring data gathered for purposes of
determining whether emissions of that pollutant would cause or contribute to a
violation of the standard or any maximum allowable increase.

4) In general, the continuous air quality monitoring data that is required shall have been
gathered over a period of at least one year and shall represent at least the year
preceding receipt of the application. However, if the Agency determines that a
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complete and adequate analysis can be accomplished with monitoring data gathered
over a period shorter than one year (but not less than four months), the data that is
required shall have been gathered over at least that shorter period.

35 IAC Part 270 Clean Air Act Permit Program Procedures

35 IAC 270.401(f), General Application Information (Certification)

This rule expands upon the certification that Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) applications
must contain pursuant to Subsection 39.5(5)(f) of the Act, requiring that such certifications by a
responsible official for the source must be based upon information and belief after reasonable
inquiry. It provides that:

A CAAPP application shall contain a certification by a responsible official that, based on
information and belief formed by the responsible official after reasonable inquiry, the
statements and information in the application are true, accurate, and complete. This
certification shall be dated and signed by the responsible official.
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ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

1021 NORTH GRAND AVENUE ERST, P.0. BOX 19276, SPRINGFIELD, ILLINGIS 62794-9276 « {217) 782-3397
JB PRITZKER, GOVERNOR ‘ JOHN J. Kim, DIRECTOR

Notification of Denial Of Application

May 8, 2024

Re: United States Steel Corporation - Granite City Works:
Denial of an Application for Revisions to a Construction
Permit/PSD Approval for a Production Increase PIOJect at its
Granite City Mlll1

Source Identification No.: 119813AAT

Permit No. 95010001, initially issued January 26, 2006

Application for Revision: Initially received March 2, 2020,
revised application received October 7, 2022

- On May 8, 2024, the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois
EPA) denied the above-reference application for revisions to Permit
95010001, a construction permit that was initially issued in 1996 for
a “Production Increase Project” at the Granite City Works.

- Thank you for participating in the comment period on the proposed
denial of this application. The Illinois EPA has prepared a
Responsiveness Summary addressing comments submitted during the public
period. The letter ‘denying this application and the Respon51veness
Summary are available by the following means: :

1. On the Illinois EPA's webéite:

https://epa.illinois.gov/public-notices/boa-notices/archive. html

2. For viewing -at the following repository:

Illincis EPA

1021 W. Grand Ave., East
Springfield, Illinois 62794
(217)y782-7027

1In the application, United States Steel alsc asks that the requested revisions of
Permit 95010001 be processed by the Illinois EPA with “Integrated Processing,” as is
allowed by Section 39.5(13) (a) and (c)(v) of the Illinois Environmental Protection
Act., ‘ : .

2125 5. Figst Stre-et Champaign, 1L61820217) 278-5800 585 S. State Street, Flgin, [L 60123 (847) 608-3131

1155, iasalle Street, Suite 2203, Chicago, [L 60603 " 2309 W. Main Street, Suite 116, Marion, i 62959 (618} 993-7200
1101 fastport Plaza Dr., Suite 100; Collinsville, EL62234 {618} 346-5120 412 SW Washington Street, Suite D, Peoriz; 1L 61602 (309) 671-3022
9511 Harrison Street, Des Plaines, {60016 (847) 294-4_0_00 4302 N. Main Street, Rockford, IL61103 (815) 987-7760

PLEASE PRINT ON RECYCLED PAPER ‘ ' SR 0092
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3. By contacting the Illinois EPA by either phone or email to obtain
copies of documents free of charge

Tllinois EPA

Sarah Brubaker, Office of Community Relations
217-786-0790 Desk line

866-273-5488 TDD

Sarah.Brubaker@illinois.gov

Questions about the public comment pericd and the Illinois EPA’s decision

to deny the application should be directed to:

Sarah Brubaker, Community Relations Coordinator
-Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

Cffice of Community Relations :

"1021 Worth Grand Avenue, East

P.O. . Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9506

217-786-0790 Desk line
B66-273-5488 TDD

Sarah.Brubaker@illinois;gov

Members of thé'public and entities that participated in the public
comment process on either draft of the denial of this application, and
that are either aggrieved or have an.interest that is (or may be)
adversely affected by this denial, may petition the Illinois Pollution
Control Board {RBoard) to review the denial of the Application. (See,
Section 40.3(a) {2) of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (415
ILCS 5/40.3(a){(2)). The denial of this application, as discussed

above, is allowed under Illinois rules for Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) as the Illinois EPA has denied an application for
revisions Lo a PSD approval ' -

The prbcedures governing appeals are contained in Section 40.3 of the
Act, “Review process for PSD permits,” and in the Illinois
Administrative Code (IAC), i.e., 35 IAC Part 101 “General Rules,” and
35 IAC Part 105 Subpart F, “PSD Permit Appeals.” Unless the Board, the
hearing officer, the Clerk, or the Board’s proécedural rules provide
otherwise, all documents must be filed electronically through Clerk’s
Office On-Line (COOL) . See, 35 IAC 101.302. If allowed by the Board,
the hearing'officer, the_Clerk, or the Board’s procedural rules to
file an appeal by US mail, it should be sent in a timely manner to:

- Pollution Control Board, Attention: -Clerk
100 West Randelph Street
James R. Thompson Center, Suite 11-500
Chicago, Illinois 60601-3218
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If you have any question about the denial of his application, please
contact Sdrah Brubaker, (217)786-0790.

of Commuﬁity Relations

cc: Application File 95010001

SR 0094

e ——————




Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

I1linois Environmental Protection Agency
Springfield, Illinois
Bureau of Air, Permit Section

May 8, 2024

Responsiveness Summary for Comments on the
Proposed Denial of an Application* from
United States Steel Corporation — Granite City Works for
Revisions to a Construction Permit/PSD Approval lIssued for a
Production Increase Project at its
Iron and Steel Mill iIn Granite City

Source ldentification No.: 119813AAl
Permit No. 95010001, initially issued January 25, 1996
Application for Revision: Initially received March 2, 2020
Revised application received October 7, 2022

" In this permit application, US Steel asks that the requested revisions of Permit
95010001 be processed by the 1llinois EPA with “Integrated Processing,” as is allowed
by Section 39.5(13)(a) and (c)(v) of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (Act).
Integrated Processing of the revised permit would allow changes to the Clean Air Act
Permit Program (CAAPP) permit for the Granite City Works, as would be set forth in
the revised permit, to subsequently be made by means of an Administrative Amendment
of the CAAPP permit. Integrated Processing would require that the revision of the
permit provide for compliance requirements that are substantially equivalent to those
that are required in CAAPP permits. The processing of the permit must also be subject
to procedural requirements that are substantially equivalent to those that apply for
issuance of CAAPP permits, including an opportunity for USEPA to review and comment
upon a proposed version of the revised permit following completion of a public
comment period on the draft of the revised permit.
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1. Decision

On May 8, 2024, the I1llinois Environmental Protection Agency (lIllinois
EPA) denied an application submitted by US Steel for revisions to
Permit 95010001, a construction permit that was initially issued in
1996 for a ““Production Increase Project” at the Granite City Works.

2. Background

United States Steel - Granite City Works (US Steel) applied to the
I1linois EPA for revisions to an air pollution control construction
permit (Permit 95010001) for a project at its Granite City Works, the
iron and steel mill in Granite City. This project (the “Production
Increase Project” or “Project”) involved increases in the permitted
production of iron and steel by this facility. As this facility is a
source of emissions, Permit 95010001 provided approval for the Project
under both Illinois” construction permit programs for sources of
emissions and the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
program under the federal Clean Ailr Act. This permit was originally
issued In January 1996 to National Steel Corporation (National Steel),
the former owner of the facility. This permit was transferred to US
Steel after it became the owner of the facility. This proposed denial
involves US Steel’s application submittal of October 7, 2022 (the
“Application”), which submittal revised or replaced an earlier
submittal from 2020. As the Illinois EPA has denied the Application,
Permit 95010001 should be expected to continue in effect as it now
exists until and unless action is taken to revise this permit based on
a subsequent application submitted by US Steel.

A key reason that revisions to Permit 95010001 are needed is that
emission testing conducted in 2014 on the two basic oxygen furnaces
(BOFs), in which steel i1s produced, showed their emissions of nitrogen
oxides (NOx), as well as their emissions of volatile organic material
(VOM), are higher than is allowed by this permit. This is because, in
1996, the initial application for Permit 95010001 understated the NOXx
and VOM emissions of the BOFs and the emission limits in Permit
95010001 were based on information in the original application. US
Steel has worked to prepare an application for revisions to Permit
95010001 that would allow more emissions of NOx and VOM from the BOFs.

The Application also addresses other issues that are now posed by how
the Project was initially permitted and subsequent changes that have
occurred at the facility. Notably, the emissions of carbon monoxide
(CO) of certain units have also been found to be higher than stated in
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the i1nitial application. A baghouse control system has been installed
for the BOFs to improve control of particulate emissions from charging
and tapping of these furnaces. The byproduct coke oven batteries
formerly at the facility were shut down in 2015. The requested
revisions do not include increases in the permitted production of iron
and steel by the facility as allowed by this permit as initially
issued in 1996.

The 11linois EPA made a preliminary determination that the
Application, as revised by US Steel and submitted to the Illinois EPA
in 2022 should be denied. For some of the requested revisions to
Permit 95010001, the Application should be denied because it does not
show that the revisions would comply with the relevant regulatory
requirements and USEPA policy that apply for the revisions to Permit
95010001 that are requested. For other requested revisions, the
Application does not include the information needed to support those
revisions or enable those revisions to be made. In addition, the
application should be denied because i1t would not allow for processing
of a revised permit with Integrated Processing, as has been requested.

More information about the Granite City Works and the Application is
available in either of the project summaries that the I1l1linois EPA
prepared to accompany the public comment periods on the Illinois EPA’s
preliminary determination that the Application should be denied. These
project summaries describe the basis of the lllinois EPA’s planned
action on the application. They include information about the Granite
City Works and the ambient air quality in the area in which It is
located. They also include information about the Project and the New
Source Review (NSR) rules that applied to the Project as initially
addressed by Construction Permit 95010001, including the PSD rules,
which were applied to the Project as it is a major PSD modification
for emissions of sulfur dioxide (S0:) and CO. The improvement to the
particulate matter emission control system for the BOFs, which was
first addressed in 2011 by Construction Permit 11050006, is also
discussed in the project summaries. Finally, the project summaries
also provide an overview of the principal reasons the Illinois EPA was
proposing to deny the Application.

3. Comment Period

As already explained, upon review of the Application, as US Steel
supplemented or replaced its permit application for revisions to Permit
95010001 in October 2022, the Illinois EPA made a preliminary
determination that the Application did not meet the standard for
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issuance of a revised version of Construction Permit 95010001 as
requested by the Application. The Illinois EPA then prepared a draft of
its planned action to deny the Application so that the public, as well
as US Steel and the USEPA, could review and comment upon it.

Due to the nature of the requested revisions to Permit 95010001, as
this permit also provides the PSD approval for the Project, the
I11inois EPA held a public comment period on its preliminary
determination that the Application should be denied. As the preliminary
determination was that the application should be denied, a draft for
the denial letter was prepared setting forth and explaining the reasons
why, as a preliminary matter, the Illinois EPA had determined that the
Application should be denied. The actual public comment period then
enabled the public, as well as US Steel and the USEPA, to consider and
comment on both the planned denial of the Application and the draft of
the planned letter by which the Application would be denied.

In fact, the Illinois EPA held two public comment periods on the
planned denial of the application. The first comment period began with
the publication of a notice on the Illinois EPA’s Public Notice webpage
on July 21, 2023. This comment period ended on September 11, 2023. It
addressed an “initial” draft denial letter. The second comment period
began on December 8, 2023, and ended on January 8, 2024. It addressed a
revised draft denial letter. The second public comment period was held
in response to a comment that was received on the initial draft denial
letter. The revised draft denial letter more clearly sets forth the
sections of the lllinois Environmental Protection Act (Act), the
provision(s) of the Illinois” regulations (Title 35 Subtitle B: Air
Pollution of the Illinois Administrative Code), and the reasons that
would be the basis for the lllinois EPA’s proposed denial of the
Application.

4. For Additional Information and Copies Of Documents

Questions about the public comment period and the Illinois EPA’s decision
to deny the Application should be directed to:
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Sarah Brubaker, Community Relations Coordinator
I1linois Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Community Relations

1021 North Grand Avenue, East

P.O. Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9506

217-786-0790 Desk line
866-273-5488 TDD

sarah.brubaker@illinois.gov

The letter denying the Application, this Responsiveness Summary and the
documents prepared for the public comment periods are available at the
I11inois EPA’s internet site at https://epa.illinois.gov/public-
notices/boa-notices/archive.html. Copies of these documents may also be
obtained by contacting the I1llinois EPA at the telephone numbers listed
above.

5. Appeal Provisions

Members of the public and entities that participated in the public
comment process on either draft of the denial of the Application, and
who are either aggrieved or have an interest that is (or may be)
adversely affected by the denial of the Application, may petition the
I1linois Pollution Control Board (Board) to review the denial of the
Application. (See, Section 40.3(a)(2) of the Act (415 ILCS
5/40.3(a)(2)).-

The procedures governing appeals are contained in Section 40.3 of the
Act, “Review process for PSD permits,” and in the Illinois

1 The I1llinois EPA’s actions and determinations under 1llinois” PSD
program are subject to greater deference in an appeal than has
traditionally been afforded by the Board in other appeals of permit
actions. The relevant language at Section 40.3(a)(2) of the Act was
modeled after USEPA’s regulations at 40 CFR Part 124, “Procedures for
Decision Making.” The language provides that an appeal of the Illinois
EPA”s action must show why its reasoning as to any issue raised was
“clearly erroneous” or, alternatively, must show why some discretionary
or policy decision made by the 1llinois EPA warrants review by the
Board. In 35 IAC 105.614 of its rules, the Board provides that
decisions on PSD permit applications are to be upheld by the Board “if
the technical decisions contained in the permit reflect considered
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Administrative Code (IAC), i1.e., 35 IAC Part 101 “General Rules,” and
35 IAC Part 105 Subpart F, “PSD Permit Appeals.” Unless the Board, the
hearing officer, the Clerk, or the Board’s procedural rules provide
otherwise, all documents must be filed electronically through Clerk’s
Office On-Line (COOL). See, 35 IAC 101.302. If allowed by the Board,
the hearing officer, the Clerk, or the Board’s procedural rules to file
an appeal by US mail, it should be sent in a timely manner to:

Pollution Control Board, Attn: Clerk
100 West Randolph Street

James R. Thompson Center, Suite 11-500
Chicago, Illinois 60601-3218

jJjudgment by the Agency.” Additional discussion of the relevant standard
of review was set forth In the Board’s First Notice Opinion and Order,
In the Matter of Proposed New Part 204, et. al., R19-1, March 5, 2020,
pp- 63 through 65.
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6. Comments from the Public (Parties Other Than US Steel), with
Responses by the Il1linois EPA

Cl. In their comments, the American Bottoms Conservancy (ABC), the
Piasa Palisades Group of the Illinois Chapter of the Sierra Club,
and the Metro East Green Alliance express support for the proposed
denial of the Application, for the reasons set forth in the draft
denial letter.

The I1linois EPA appreciates these expressions of support for the
denial of this Application.

C2. In its comments, ABC explains that it objects to the use of ‘“group
limits”? in any future air pollution control permit that would be
issued for the Granite City Works. In this regard, in its 2022
Application, US Steel requested that Permit 95010001 be revised to
replace certain emission limits for individual emission units or
emission points with “group limits,” i.e., permit limits set for
the emissions of a group of emission units.

The comment disputes the appropriateness of the three permits
cited in the Application as support for the use of group limits.
It observes that these permits, which were issued for sources and
projects in other jurisdictions, present circumstances that are or
were different than those of the Granite City Works. For example,
the permit for Shell Offshore addressed emissions from seasonal
activities for oil exploration conducted with the Kulluk, a drill
rig on a towed barge, in the Arctic Ocean north of Alaska.® As the
circumstances of these sources and projects differ In key respects
from those of the Granite City Works, those permits should not be
looked at as precedents for the use of group limits in the
permitting of the Granite City Works.

2 As used for this matter, “group limits” refer to limits for the emissions of
groups of related but different emission units, rather than to individual
emission units or emission points or to similar units (e.g., a pair of basic
oxygen furnaces (BOFs) that operate in parallel and share emission control
systems). For example, the Application requests that Permit 95010001 be revised
to limit the overall emissions of a group of units that includes the casthouse
for the two blast furnaces and other ancillary units involved in production of
iron. The permit currently sets separate limits for the emissions of the
casthouse, the emissions from charging the blast furnaces, and the emissions
from activities at the slag pits.

3 As observed in this comment, the Kulluk is no longer in use. In fact, it was
damaged as a consequence of a storm and subsequently scrapped.

8
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C3.

C4.

The I1linois EPA appreciates the concern expressed iIn this
comment. As set forth in the denial letter, one of the reasons
that the I1llinois EPA denied the Application is that US Steel
proposed the replacement of limits for emissions of particulate
matter (PM), particulate matteriy, (PMiy), nitrogen oxides (NOx) and
volatile organic material (VOM) from the blast furnace casthouse
and from the basic oxygen furnaces (BOFs) with limits that would
apply to the combined emissions of these units and the associated
iron or steel making operations. For example, for the BOF shop,
the Application requests that Permit 95010001 be revised to set
limits for the combined emissions of these pollutants from these
furnaces and other operations in the BOF shop involved in making
steel, 1.e., the desulfurization and reladling of iron, slag
skimming, and ladle metallurgy operations. The Application does
not show that it is appropriate for the casthouse and the BOFs, as
they are principal emissions at the facility, to simply replace
the current permit limits for their emissions with group limits.

In its comments, ABC explains that it “. continues to maintain
that US Steel should [be] using continuous monitoring to ensure
compliance with emission limits.”

The Il1linois EPA appreciates the spirit of this general comment.
However, it is not appropriate for the Illinois EPA to
substantively respond to this comment because the l1llinois EPA has
denied the Application. The means by which US Steel must verify
compliance with permit limitations for emissions would be
appropriate for consideration in the future if a new or revised
permit is proposed for the facility that would set permit
limitations for emissions. At that time, the appropriateness of
continuous emissions or operational monitoring, or alternatively,
for units and operations that do not have stacks, prescribed
emission factors could be assessed for specific emission units and
operations relative to the limits for emissions of different
pollutants that are intended for such units and operations.

A meeting for the community is requested to better understand the
reasons for the proposed denial of the Application.

It was not appropriate for the Illinois EPA to participate in a
meeting for the purpose identified in this comment. The reasons
for the proposed denial of the Application were detailed in the
initial draft denial letter prepared by the Illinois EPA and made
available for public review and comment. The draft denial letter
was accompanied by a project summary providing relevant background
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information for this proposed action and generally discussed the
reasons why the preliminary determination of the Illinois EPA was
that the Application should be denied. Moreover, these commenters
also expressed support for the denial of this Application. Given
these circumstances, it would not be proper for the Illinois EPA
to expend resources in a general meeting as requested by this
comment.4

C5. A meeting for the community is requested to better understand the

public health impacts increased emissions would have created. A
meeting would be an opportunity for the Illinois EPA to educate
the community on why the denial of this Application is in the best
interests of human health.

It was not appropriate for the Illinois EPA to participate in a
meeting for the purposes described forth in this comment. As
detailed in the draft denial letters, the 11linois EPA proposed
that the Application be denied because it does not show that the
requested revision to Permit 95010001 would comply with the
requirements of applicable regulations and policy. Notably, the
Application does not show that the requested increase in permitted
NOx emissions of the BOFs would not result in the Production
Increase Project (the “Project’) becoming a major modification for
purposes of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and
Nonattainment New Source Review (NaNSR) programs, rather than a
modification that was not major, as the Project was originally
permitted. The Application did not address the applicable
substantive requirements of PSD and NaNSR for a project that would
be a major modification for NOx.°

4 1t should also be noted that the Illinois EPA has provided further
explanation of the reasons for denial of the Application in the Revised Draft
Denial Letter that was prepared and made available for review and comment by
the public. As US Steel has submitted comments opposing the proposed denial of
the Application, this responsive summary also provides further explanation of
the reasons why the Application should be denied as this document provides
responses to US Steel’s comments.

5 In addition, the Application was denied because it does not support or
adequately support representations or requests made in the Application.
Notably, the Application does not support the claim that process measures had
been considered as a control alternative for Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) for the carbon monoxide (CO) emissions of the blast furnace casthouse
and blast furnaces stoves, for which the Application requests increases in
permitted emissions. The Application also does not provide support for the
emission factors and emissions determination methodology for certain emission
units and emission points for which the Application requests that the Illinois
EPA now prescribe the use of such factors or method in the revised permit. The
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The Application was not denied because of possible health impacts
from increases iIn the permitted emissions of the Granite City
Works. In this regard, the Application did not directly address
the impacts on human health of the requested revisions to certain
emission limits in Permit 95010001 nor was this necessary under
the applicable laws, rules or policy governing the requested
revisions of Permit 95010001.% Rather, US Steel was required in
the Application to explain why the requested revisions to the
permit should be considered to maintain or enable compliance with
applicable substantive and procedural requirements governing
emissions of the Granite City Works. For reasons as now set forth
in the denial letter, the 1llinois EPA has found that US Steel did
not make the necessary showings in the Application. Impacts on
public health, if any, from the requested increases in the
permitted emissions of certain units at the facility were not one
of the reasons for denial of the Application.

C6. A meeting of the Illinois EPA with community residents, labor
groups and individuals, like us, fighting for a cleaner, safer,
more sustainable world is requested to begin a serious discussion
about transition to “green steel,” i1.e., steel that i1s produced
without the utilization of fossil fuels.

It would not be appropriate for the Illinois EPA to participate in
a meeting as requested or discussed by this comment. The
Application requests revisions to an air pollution control
construction permit that was originally issued in 1996 for
increases iIn the production of iron and steel by the Granite City
Works. As such, the laws, rules and policy that apply to the
processing of the Application are those for permitting of sources

Application was also denied because it does not request revisions and was not
accompanied by other actions to facilitate consistency between the revisions to
Permit 95010001 that were requested, the Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP)
permit for the operation of the Granite City Works, and the emission units and
activities at the Granite City Works as are now actually present. Finally, the
Application did not adequately address or resolve permit appeals pending before
the Pollution Control Board that involve certain provisions currently in
Permit 96030056, the CAAPP permit for the Granite City Works.

6 This is consistent with a fundamental principle in regulation of emissions.
That is, sources should control or reduce their emissions of air contaminants
as it is practical and reasonable to do so. It is not appropriate for a source
to simply be held to levels of emissions that are accompanied by concentrations
of contaminants in the atmosphere that can be accommodated without any
environmental impacts that would be considered excessive compared to the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or established values for the
concentrations of contaminants in the air. It is desirable for the ambient air
to be as clean as is reasonably practical.
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of emissions. When taking action on the Application, these laws,
rules and policies did not provide for the broader consideration
of the matters for which this comment requests that the Illinois
EPA meet with the public and other parties.

Notwithstanding this request for a meeting, the Illinois EPA
generally supports the development and transition to steel
manufacturing processes that have lower impacts on the
environment, including, both directly and indirectly, lower
emissions of greenhouse gases. It is also desirable that the
disruptions from this transition happen in a way that reduces
impacts on local communities and on society generally.’

7 1t should also be noted the production of recycled steel from scrap in
electric arc furnaces does not yet eliminate the demand for iron produced from
ore, as is made in blast furnaces. This is because “new iron” may be needed to
maintain levels of undesirable, tramp elements, such as copper and tin, in the
steel produced by electric arc furnaces within acceptable levels.
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7. Comments from United States Steel - Granite City Works
(US Steel) with Responses by the I1linois EPA

Explanatory Preface by the Il1linois EPA

Organization

US Steel’s comments are generally addressed in the order in which US
Steel made them. Major headings are generally identified with Roman
numerals as used by US Steel (e.g., I, Il, .). As US Steel further
subdivided its comments, those headings are generally identified by
letters, as used by US Steel (e.g., A, B,.). As US Steel’s comments
appeared to address specific denial points, the l1llinois EPA has added
an identification of the relevant denial point(s) to the headings
provided by US Steel.

US Steel did not provide headings or numeric designations for its
initial comments or preamble, which were presented in a series of
paragraphs, each with comment(s). Accordingly, these comments have been
identified under the heading of “Preamble.” An attempt was not made to
provide references to the specific denial points, if any, that might be
relevant for these comments.

Certain refinements have been to the organization of US Steel’s
comments to improve clarity of both the comments and the lllinois EPA’s
response. As the Illinois EPA concluded that comments should be further
separated or subdivided for clarity and ease of response, each such
“sub-comment” is further identified using conventional numbers (i.e.,
1, 2, .) or, as US Steel subdivided its comments and the 1llinois EPA
further subdivided them, with the letter assigned by US Steel and a
conventional number (e.g., Al, A2, .). For these comments that have
been subdivided of further subdivided by the Illinois EPA, the headings
for the comments were added by the Illinois EPA. Similarly, for the
preamble, the comments have also been subdivided (i.e., P1, P2, .),
with headings added by the Illinois EPA.

US Steel’s Comments

The substance of the comments submitted by US Steel is reflected in
this Responsiveness Summary. The 1llinois EPA has taken great care to
assure that the issues, facts, observations and other matters raised or
addressed by US Steel in its comments are accurately conveyed in this
document. In this regard, this document reflects each substantive
comment made by US Steel. In addition, the Illinois EPA has not
combined, consolidated or paraphrased US Steel’s comments as is both
permissible and acceptable when a responsiveness summary 1S prepared.
However, the wording of US Steel’s comments in this document is not
necessarily that of the comments as provided by US Steel. As is
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appropriate in a responsiveness summary prepared by the I1l1linois EPA
following a public comment period for a planned action on a permit
application, iIn this document, US Steel’s comments have been reworded
for purposes of consistency, accuracy and simplification.® This was done
to facilitate understanding of the comments and the responses provided
by the Illinois EPA.

General Responses by the 1l1linois EPA

US Steel’s comments repeat, in some cases almost verbatim, certain
arguments or statements in multiple comments, these arguments or
statements. These statement or arguments may be addressed
collectively by the Illinois EPA, with a general response. For
example, US Steel’s comments claim several times that certain
emission factors that are at issue in the denial of the
Application have been both accepted and prescribed by Illinois
EPA for a period of nearly thirty years for all purposes
pertaining to the permitting of the Production Increase
Project. Each time this claim is made in US Steel’s comments,
the 11linois EPA has not fully responded to this claim, which
the 11linois EPA considers irrelevant and , perhaps
inaccurate. Instead, in Section 8A and Section 8B of this
Responsiveness Summary, after the responses to the non-
repetitive comments here in Section 7 of this document, the
I1linois EPA provides common, ‘“general responses” to also
address these statements and arguments.

US Steel’s Comments with Responses by the 1l1linois EPA

P. PRELIMINARY COMMENTS

P1. Request That the Illinois EPA Reconsider its Preliminary Decision
and Work with US Steel

United States Steel - Granite City Works (US Steel) requests that the
I11inois EPA reconsider its preliminary decision and work with US Steel
on resolving any outstanding issues.

Now that the Application has been denied, the Illinois EPA would be
pleased to work with US Steel on the issues identified in the Denial

8 For example, the Production Increase Project, which is the subject of Permit
95010001, is simply referred to as the “Project.” The permit application or
submittal that US Steel made in October 2020 is simply referred to as the
“Application.”
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Letter, as those issues are amenable to resolution by means of
permitting. In this regard, it was important that the deficiencies iIn
the permit application received by the 1l1linois EPA on October 7, 2022
(the “Application™) and the issues that would need to be addressed in a
new or revised application for revision to Permit 95010001 to be
formally set forth in a denial of the Application.

P2. Request That the Illinois EPA Meet with US Steel In the Interest
of Reaching Resolution on Many of the Issues Raised by the Draft
Denial

US Steel also requests to meet with 1llinois EPA in the interest of
reaching resolution considering many of the reasons that Illinois EPA
raises in its proposed denial were not known to US Steel until it
received the draft denial letter (or very shortly beforehand)
notwithstanding the parties met several times to discuss the permit
application submitted in 2020. The I1llinois EPA did not notify US Steel
of any deficiency in the Application or information submitted In such
Application pursuant to 35 Illinois Administrative Code (I1AC) 201.158
or 204.1300 or Subsection 39.5(5) of the Act. Many of the issues, as
explained in US Steel’s comments, could have been efficiently resolved
if the 11linois EPA raised them during the years while the permit
application was pending as is customary.

The fact that US Steel was not informed of certain deficiencies
in the Application prior to the release of the Initial Draft
Denial Letter is not a valid reason for the Illlinois EPA to not
have proceeded with denial of the Application.® The 1llinois EPA
is not required to notify an applicant for a state construction
permit, including a PSD approval, of deficiencies in a permit
application before denying an application. Moreover, the
inability or failure of US Steel to foresee certain deficiencies
with the Application, as claimed in certain comments, 1S
certainly not an appropriate basis for the Illinois EPA to not
have proceeded with denial of the Application.°

9 1t is noteworthy that US Steel was informed by telephone in December 2022
that a revised permit could not be issued based on the Application. This was
because the Application did not show or prove that the Project would not become
a major modification for NOx with the requested revision to Permit 95010001 to
increase the Permitted NOx emissions of the Basic Oxygen Furnaces (BOFs).* This
is the overarching deficiency in the Application.

* Molten iron from the blast furnaces at the facility, along with scrap
metal, are processed in the BOFs to make steel.
10 1t is also noteworthy that the Application requests substantive revisions
to Permit 95010001 as this permit provides the PSD approval for the Project
and also requests Integrated Processing of this revised permit.
Accordingly, issuance of a revision to Permit 95010001 that is effective is
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P3. The Application Requests Revisions of an Issued Permit, Not a New
Permit

The Application is for a revision to an issued PSD permit, which was
originally issued to National Steel Corporation (National Steel) in
1996 for a Production Increase Project (the “Project”) at the Granite
City Works. The Application is not a request for a new major
modification. Therefore, the scope of the review is more limited and
the permitting process is substantially different than when compared to
the permitting process for a new major modification.

This comment does nothing to suggest that the Application should not be
denied. This comment also downplays the revisions to Permit 95010001
that are entailed by the revisions of Permit 95010001 that are or
should be requested by the Application, understating the complexity of
a permit proceeding that would revise Permit 95010001. Most
significantly, the Illinois EPA’s review of the Application has
concluded that the revised netting analysis for emissions of nitrogen
oxides (NOx) in the Application does not show the Project should not
have been originally permitted by National Steel Corporation (National
Steel) In 1996 as a major modification for NOx for purposes of New
Source Review (NSR). In this regard, the Application does not show that
permitting of a “new major modification” is not needed for NOx under
both the NSR programs for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
and Nonattainment New Source Review (NaNSR). Given the other issues
that are now posed for the Project, revision of Permit 95010001 is more
complex than if the Project had been properly permitted initially or
corrections had been pursued shortly after Permit 95010001 was
initially issued.!

not possible simply by resolution of issues with the 1l1linois EPA, absent
opportunity for USEPA and other iInterested parties to provide their Input.
Moreover, as other parties will have an opportunity to provide their input
on any revisions to Permit 95010001, the denial of the Application was an
appropriate action to inform these other parties of the limited progress
that had been made through the informal discussions between US Steel and
the I1l1linois EPA about revisions to Permit 95010001.

11 There are other reasons why the revisions to Permit 95010001 that are
encompassed by the revisions of Permit 95010001 that are or should be requested
by the Application would be more complex that an application for a proposed new
source or modification. For example, US Steel also seeks revisions to Permit
95010001 to increase permitted emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), which are
also greater than initially represented by National Steel. The Granite City
Works, i1.e., the facility, is now subject to the Clean Air Act Permit Program
(CAAPP). The CAAPP permit issued for the facility, Permit 96030056, included
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P4. Revised Draft Denial Letter Does More Than Clarify the Initial
Draft Denial Letter

The Illinois EPA does more than “clarify” its previous notice of
intent to deny the application; but Instead raises new bases for its
objections. Instead of working with US Steel on addressing any
concerns, the lllinois EPA appears to be doubling down on its
insistence to deny the Application. In response to US Steel initial
comments of September 2023, Il1linois EPA’s bases for intending to deny
the Application have changed and have become a moving target. Again,
US Steel would prefer to work collaboratively with the 11linois EPA to
address its concerns and to issue a revision of Permit 95010001 that
complies with statutory and regulatory requirements; rather than
searching for hypothetical and potential reasons why a revised permit
should not be issued.

This comment is not relevant to the denial of the Application. It is
appropriate that in the Revised Draft Denial Letter, the Il1linois EPA
take notice of US Steel’s initial comments of September 2023. Moreover,
this comment is disingenuous as the reason that the 11linois EPA
prepared a Revised Draft Denial Letter was in response to a comment by
US Steel on the Initial Draft Denial Letter. In that comment, US Steel
claimed that the Initial Draft Denial Letter was deficient because it
did not include certain information as required by Section 39(a) of the
Act.1? To address this comment and assure that the planned denial of the

certain “emission factor limits” that have been appealed in PCB 2013-053 to the
I1linois Pollution Control Board (Board) by US Steel. One aspect of this appeal
is that Permit 96030056 reflects the emission factor limits for process units
currently in Permit 95010001. Another construction permit, Permit 11050006, was
issued in 2013 for the addition of a filter system or baghouse to improve
control of particulate emissions of the BOFs. This permit has also been
appealed to the Board (PCB 2013-062) as it restates the emissions factor limits
for the BOFs established in Permit 95010001. The Application also requests that
the revision of Permit 95010001 be handled with Integrated Processing. While
this avoids sequential revisions to permits, First to Permit 95010001 and then
to the CAAPP permit, It means that the revisions to Permit 95010001 must also
meet substantive and procedural requirements under the CAAPP.

12 In its comments of September 2023, US Steel indicates that the Initial
Denial Letter is deficient as it does not include information as required
by Section 39(a) of the Act when a state permit application is denied. This
comment, as follows, also provides the relevant text of Section 39(a) of
Act:

Section 39(a) of the Act further provides:

IT the Agency denies any permit under this Section, the Agency
shall transmit to the applicant within the time limitations of
this Section specific, detailed statements as to the reasons the
permit application was denied. Such statements shall include,
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Application would not be found invalid on procedural grounds, the
I1linois EPA prepared the Revised Draft Denial Letter, which was then
posted on December 8, 2023. This revised draft of the denial letter
clearly provides the information that Section 39(a) of the Act
specifies be provided when a permit application is denied.®®

Two appendices were also added in the Revised Draft Denial Letter.
These appendices list, respectively, the various provisions of the Act
and the 1l1linois Code that are cited as the underlying bases for the
various denial points, with brief descriptions of the provisions. These

but not be limited to, the following:

(i) the Sections of this Act which may be violated if the permit were
granted;

(i) the provision of the regulations, promulgated under this
Act, which may be violated if the permit were granted;

(iii) the specific type of information, if any, which the Agency
deems the applicant did not provide the Agency; and

(iv) a statement of specific reasons why the Act and the
regulations might not be met if the permit were granted.

For the various reasons set forth herein [in US Steel’s Comments
of September 2023], US Steel maintains that the draft permit
denial does not satisfy the above requirements. To summarize the
matters discussed in this comment: the lllinois EPA has not
clearly specified how certain provisions of the Act and
regulations might not be met if the permit were granted; for
those areas where certain provisions of the Act and regulations
are specified, lllinois EPA is incorrect that those provisions
woulld be violated if the permit were granted; and where the
I1linois EPA has asserted that information was not provided, US
Steel is providing that information here, is directing the
I1linois EPA to the information in the application, or describes
why such information is not pertinent to the issues at hand.
Accordingly, 1l1linois EPA should not issue the proposed permit
denial.

US Steel’s Comments of September 2023, p. 2 and 3.

13 The Illinois EPA also corrected certain errors in the Initial Draft Denial
Letter. In particular, in its comments of September 2023, US Steel observed
that while the Initial Draft Denial Letter identified Section 9.1 of the Act as
a reason for the proposed denial of the Application, neither the denial letter
nor the project summary explained how this provision might be violated by the
revisions to Permit 95010001 that were requested by the Application. The
Revised Draft Denial Letter identified subsection 9.1(d) of the Act, rather
than Section 9.1 of the Act, as a provision of the Act that might be violated
by the requested permit. Section 9.1(d) of the Act prohibits violations of the
PSD and NaNSR programs, as it prohibits violations of Section 165 and Section
173 of the federal Clean Air Act.
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appendices were added to the revised draft so that the I1llinois EPA
could explain certain relevant aspects of these provisions as they were
cited in the Revised Draft Denial Letter without the need to do so for
each denial point. In addition, as these appendices would provide basic
explanations of the provisions of the Act and the lllinois Code that
were identified as the bases for the planned denial, these explanations
would potentially fTacilitate the review of and comments on the Revised
Draft Denial Letter by individuals who are unfamiliar with or do not
routinely refer to the Act or the Illinois Code.

As preparation of a revised version of the draft denial letter was
effectively requested by US Steel in its initial comments, i1t is to be
expected that that the Revised Draft Denial Letter elaborated and
expanded upon the deficiencies in the Application. However, with minor
exceptions, the text of the Initial Draft Denial Letter was carried
over in the Revised Draft Denial Letter in the discussions for the
various denial points in this draft letter.% 15

P5. The PSD Program Is Forward Looking

The PSD program is forward looking. However, in its draft denial
letter, the 1llinois EPA 1s pursuing a path that would make US Steel
retroactively address all potential operating scenarios under the
facility’s prior ownership and footprint, for which US Steel does not
have the requisite information and for which US Steel is not
responsible. Such an approach is inconsistent with the Clean Air Act
and legal precedent.

14 For example, as clearly stated in the Revised Draft Denial Letter, in this
letter, Denial Point 3 is accompanied by a new denial point, Denial Point 3A.
Denial Point 3 addresses the fact that the Application does not include a
demonstration that the NOx emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units
would not exceed the “future amount” indicated in the Application. Denial Point
3A addresses a related deficiency in the Application that was recognized while
the Revised Draft Denial Letter was being prepared. This is, for the Project-
affected fuel burning units, the Application also does not provide supporting
data and calculations for the value for future NOx emissions provided in the
Application.
15 The Illinois EPA disagrees that the issuance of the Revised Draft Denial
Letter improperly created a moving target for US Steel, as implied by this
comment. The I1llinois EPA could counter that US Steel has provided the Illinois
EPA with a moving target as it refers to material in its comments that was not
included in the Application. However, it is inherent in the draft-comment-
response process that new information be introduced into a permit proceeding.
Moreover, permitting, especially for complex situations, like the requested
revision of Permit 95010001, is by its nature a moving target. Any revision of
Permit 95010001 will not be complete until a public comment period is held on a
draft of the revised permit; USEPA has the opportunity to object to the
proposed revised permit, as Integrated Processing is requested; and any appeals
of the revised permit are concluded such that the permit becomes effective and
can be relied upon by US Steel.
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As this comment simply expresses US Steel’s opinion as to what is
provided for by the PSD program, this comment does nothing to show that
the Application should not be denied. As explained in response to US
Steel’s specific comments with regard to applicability of PSD for
emissions of NOx, US Steel’s reading and approach to the key provision
of the PSD program that is relevant to the Application and revision of
Permit 95010001 is not correct. This provision, which addresses
relaxations of permit limitations established for a source or project
(i.e., increases iIn permitted emissions), as requested by the
Application for the Project, requires that the permitting of the source
or project in which such limitations were established be revisited. In
this regard, the PSD program is not actually forward looking as claimed
by this comment.

Moreover, the Application, itself, iIndicates that US Steel possesses
information to retroactively revisit applicability of PSD for the
Project, addressing the initial permitting of the Project where the
limitations that are now of concern were established. In this regard,
the Application requests certain increases in the baseline emissions of
NOx, particulate and volatile organic material (VOM) prior to the
Project, as well as increases in the NOx and VOM emissions for which
other units are permitted with the Project. Finally, the legal
precedents that US Steel cites do not address relaxations of
established permit limitations. As such, these legal precedents are not
relevant for the revisions to Permit 95010001 that are requested by the
Application to increase the permitted emissions of certain units.

P6. In the Comments That Follow, US Steel Addresses the lllinois EPA’s
Stated Reasons for the Proposed Denial of the Application

US Steel addresses lllinois EPA’s stated reasons for its proposed

denial of the Application. In the subsequent comments, Sections |1
through X111, US Steel addresses the denial points detailed in the draft
denial letter, Attachment 1.

A response to this comment is not necessary as it is simply intended to
be a guide as to what is subsequently provided in US Steel’s comments.
However, as this comment may be making a distinction between the
comments in Section 1 of US Steel’s comments and its subsequent
comments, this comment is not supported nor is it necessarily relevant.
Many of the comments made in Section 1| of US Steel’s comments touch on
or provide introductions to matters that US Steel only fully addresses
in subsequent comments.
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l. THE REQUESTED PERMIT REVISIONS WOULD NOT VIOLATE PROVISIONS OF THE
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT (ACT) OR THE REGULATIONS OF
THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD FOR AIR POLLUTION

Al. As Shown by Subsequent Comments, the Application Demonstrates
That the Il1linois EPA Should Proceed with Issuance of a Revised
Permit

The Il1linois EPA proposes to deny the Application, at least in part,
because Illinois EPA preliminarily determined that Section 39(a) of
the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (Act) might be violated.
Section 39(a) states that “it shall be the duty of the Agency to issue
. a permit upon proof by the applicant that the facility, equipment,
vehicle, vessel, or aircraft will not cause a violation of this Act or
of regulations hereunder.” As set forth further in its comments, US
Steel maintains that the Application demonstrates that the facility
and equipment at issue in the Application will not cause a violation
of the Act or the regulations thereunder. Therefore, it is lllinois
EPA”s duty, under the statute, to proceed with issuance of a revised
permit.

As this general comment simply expresses US Steel’s opinion as to what
its other substantive comments “demonstrate” or “show,” this comment
does nothing to show that that the Application should not be denied.
As explained by the I1l1linois EPA in response to US Steel’s comments
related to specific denial points, those comments did not show that
the Application should not be denied. In particular, US Steel’s other
comments do not show that the Application provides proof that if the
Permit 95010001 were revised and issued as requested, the emission
units and activities that are affected by the Project and currently
addressed by Permit 95010001 would not violate provisions of the Act
or the Illinois Code.15

A2. US Steel’s Subsequent Comments Are Such That the Application
Should Not Be Denied

For the various reasons set forth in US Steel’s comments, the I1linois
EPA is incorrect that any provisions of the Act or the regulations

16 1t is also noteworthy that as Section 39(a) of the Act also addresses the
information that the 1llinois EPA must provide when it denies an application,
the Act does not require a definitive determination that certain provisions of
the Act or the Illinois Code are violated or will be violated if the requested
permit were issued. In addition to the types of information that the Illinois
EPA deems the applicant did not provide, Section 39(a) of the Act requires a
denial letter to provide “.the Sections of the Act which may (emphasis added) be
violated if the permit were granted,” the provisions of the Illinois Code “
which may [emphasis added] be violated ..;” and a statement of the specific
reasons why the Act and the lllinois Code might [emphasis added] not be met .. .”
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thereunder for air pollution, 1.e., Title 35: Environmental
Protection, Subtitle B: Air Pollution, of I1linois Administrative Code
(1AC), would be violated if the permit were granted; where the
Il11inois EPA has asserted that information was not provided to the
I1linois EPA in the Application, US Steel is providing that information
here, is directing the Illinois EPA to the information in the
Application, or describes why such information is not pertinent to the
issues at hand. Accordingly, Il1linois EPA should not deny the
Application.

Again, as this general comment simply expresses US Steel’s opinion as
to what its other, substantive comments ‘“demonstrate” or “show,” this
comment does nothing to show that the Application should not be
denied. In addition, this comment suggests, presumably related to the
Revised Draft Denial Letter, that, “.. where the Illinois EPA has
asserted information was not provided to the Illinois EPA in the
Application, US Steel is providing that information here [in certain of
US Steel’s comments],” it is not clear that this is sufficient to
remedy a deficiency in the Application that would otherwise
necessitate its denial. It is certainly appropriate for U.S. Steel’s
comments to direct the Illinois EPA’s attention to the places in the
Application where information that the Illinois EPA claims is missing
from the Application is believed to be provided in the Application.
Likewise, 1t iIs appropriate for comments to direct the Illinois EPA’s
attention to material for which it is entitled to take official
notice, such as statutes, rules, USEPA rulemakings, determinations and
guidance by USEPA, USEPA publications, and opinions and decisions of
courts. However, it is not clear that where a permit application would
have otherwise been found to be deficient and denied because certain
necessary information was not included in the application, that an
applicant can provide such information by providing it within its
comment on a draft of a planned denial letter.

A3. As Discussed in US Steel’s Comments, Section XI1I11_A, It Would Be
Inappropriate to Deny the Application Based on Certain
Requirements of the Act Related to CAAPP Permits

The I1linois EPA proposes to deny the Application, at least in part,
because the Illinois EPA has preliminarily determined that subsections
39.5(5) (1), 39.5(7)(a), 39.5(10)(a)(iv), 39.5(13)(a), and 39.5(c)(v)
of the Act, pertaining to administrative amendment of Clean Air Act
Permit Program (“CAAPP™) permits, might be violated. Because the
listed provisions of the Act relate only to the CAAPP, it would be

7 As US Steel suggests that some of its comments provide new information
for the Application, it is fortunate that, at most, a handful of US
Steel’s comments attempt to do this. As a general matter, the denial of
the Application does not hinge on these comments.
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inappropriate to deny the application for a revision of the
construction permit and PSD approval based on a failure to satisfy
these statutory provisions, as further discussed in Section XII11_A of
US Steel’s comments.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied.
As explained in response to US Steel’s Comment XII1_.A, the Application
would be denied because the Application would not meet the cited
statutory provisions. In this regard, in addition to seeking revisions
to Permit 95010001, the Application, itself, also requests that the
revisions of Permit 95010001 that are sought be subject to Integrated
Processing. This would authorize changes that are made to the
provisions of Permit 95010001 to subsequently be made to Permit
96030056, the CAAPP permit for the facility, by Administrative
Amendment of Permit 96030056. As a subsequent Administrative Amendment
of the CAAPP permit would be authorized by the issuance of revised
Permit 95010001, the subsequent amendment of the CAAPP permit would be
a ministerial action by the Illinois EPA. Accordingly, the cited
provisions of the Act related to CAAPP permitting are appropriately
considered relative to the revisions of Permit 95010001 requested by
the Application.

Ad_.  The Denial of the Application Because 35 IAC 203.128 and 204.560
Might Be Violated Would BE Improper Because Thes Rules Are
Definitions

The 1l1linois EPA proposes to deny the Application, at least in part,
because Illinois EPA has preliminarily determined that 35 IAC 203.128
and 204.560 might be violated. The cited rules are definitions, not
affirmative requirements, and cannot be violated.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
because these definitions of “potential to emit” are identified as a
basis for denial. These definitions, which are in I1linois” NaNSR and
PSD rules respectively, can be violated as the Application does not
show that the revised limitations that are proposed by the Application
would not be sufficient to restrict the emissions to the levels that
that the Application proposes as their potential emissions. This is
explained in Appendix B of the Revised Draft Denial Letter.?8

18 For example, as explained in Appendix B of the Revised Draft Denial Letter
with respect to 35 1AC 204.560:

35 IAC 204.560, Potential to Emit (Definition)

This definition of “potential to emit” is cited as a basis for denial points
as related to the role of permit limitations, as distinguished from the
physical and operational design of a stationary source, in restricting the
potential emissions of emission units. 35 IAC 204.560, along with 35 1AC
204.400, are cited as a basis for denial as the 2022 application does not
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1. THE APPLICATION SATISFIES 35 IAC 201.159
1. The Applications Satisfies the Requirements of 35 1AC 201.159

In the draft denial letter, Attachment 1, the Illinois EPA asserts
that the Application “does not include a signed certification for the
truth, accuracy and completeness of this application as it was
actually submitted in October 2022, as required by 35 1AC 201.159.

(The 11linois EPA also observes that “.. the 2022 application includes
a photocopy of an earlier certification, dated February 25, 2020, which
was submitted with a prior application.’) This assertion is incorrect
in several respects. The Illinois EPA misrepresents this rule, which
provided as follows. There is no requirement for a certification of
truth, accuracy, and completeness.

All applications and supplements thereto shall be signed by
the owner and operator of the source, or their authorized
agent, and shall be accompanied by evidence of authority to
sign the application.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
based on Denial Point 22 as addressed by the Illinois EPA’s
responses to US Steel’s other comments on the denial point. However,
in response to this comment, as 35 IAC 201.159 does not specifically
require the signatory for an air pollution control permit
application to certify to the truth, accuracy and completeness of an
application, this rule is not cited in the Denial Letter as a
provision of the Illinois Code that is basis for denial of the
Application. This rule is also not otherwise discussed in the Denial

show that certain emission limitations that are proposed, which would
replace emission limitations currently in Permit 95010001, should be
considered enforceable as a practical matter. In this regard, this
definition of “potential to emit” provides that: "Potential to emit" means
the 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 only if the limitation or the effect it would have on
emissions is federally enforceable or legally and practicably enforceable
(emphasis added) by a state or local air pollution control agency. Secondary
emissions do not count in determining the potential to emit of a stationary
source.”

Revised Draft Denial Letter. Appendix B, p. Appendix B, Page 8.
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Letter. In other words, the 11linois EPA has accepted the signature
of Michael Patton, General Manager, Granite City Works, as provided
in the cover letter for the Application, dated October 3, 2002, as
sufficient to satisfy the requirements of 35 IAC 201.159.19. 20

2. The Application Should Be Considered a Continuation of the
Permit Application That Was Initially Submitted in March 2020

The Application, which in the Draft Denial Letters, the Illinois EPA
refers to as the “2022 application” is actually a construction permit
application submitted on March 2, 2020. This permit application
includes a completed 199-CAAPP form, with a certification signed and
dated February 25, 2020, and a completed 197-FEE form, with a check
for the application fee of $23,000 and a certification signed and
dated February 25, 2020. A supplement to the permit application was
submitted in October 2022. As required by 35 IAC 201.159, the
supplement was signed by Michael Patton, the General Manager of the
Granite City Works. No application fee was provided, as is
appropriate for a supplement to a pending application for a
construction permit.

The Application, i1.e., the permit application received by the Illlinois
EPA in October 2022, is not, “.actually a construction permit
application submitted on March 2, 2020,” as claimed by this comment.
It is also not a supplement to this March 2, 2020, permit application
as also claimed by this comment. The Application differs significantly
from the March 2020 permit application.?' The Application addresses the

19 As the Application must be denied for reasons other than 35 IAC 201.159, it
is not necessary here for the Illinois EPA to discuss the certification or
attestation an individual must make pursuant to 35 IAC 201.159 when he or she
signs a permit application. The permit application forms that the Illinois EPA
has developed for air pollution control construction permit applications, e.g.,
Form 199-CAAPP, “Construction Permit Application for a Proposed Project at a
CAAPP Source,” provide for the person who signs a permit application to certify
to the truth, accuracy and completeness of the submittal. This must also be
accompanied by evidence of the signhatory’s authority to sign the Application.
For example, Form 199-CAAPP provides for submission of such associated evidence
as it provides for the signatory for an application to certify that, “lI am the
responsible official for the source, as defined by Section 39.5(1) of the
Environmental Protection Act.”)

20 1t should also be noted that 35 IAC 201.159 provides that both applications
and supplements thereto shall be signed.

21 The Application, as submitted in October 2022, is different from the earlier
permit application submitted in March 2020 in a number of respects that are
more significant than the changes in organization. For example, the Application
requests future permitted annual NOx emissions for the BOFs and Project-
affected fuel burning units of 400 and 706 tons/year, respectively, compared to
the earlier application, which requested future permitted NOx emissions of
304.3 and 632.5 tons/year, respectively.(Compare Table 6-8 of the Application
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revisions to Permit 95010001 that are requested by US Steel without
the need to refer to the earlier permit application except as one
might want to compare the Application with the earlier application. As
such, it is appropriate as both an administrative and a technical
matter that the Application, i.e., the permit application submitted in
October 2022 be considered to have completely replaced the earlier
permit application submitted in March 2020.2?

This approach to the Application is consistent with the position taken
by US Steel in the cover letter submitted with the Application, which
states:

In March of 2020, United States Steel Corporation — Granite City
Works (*U. S. Steel™) submitted an application to revise
Construction Permit No. 95010001. US Steel and the Illinois EPA

to that in Table 8-7 of the earlier application.) For Project-affected fuel
burning units, the Application requests future permitted annual CO emissions of
26,659 tons, compared to the earlier application, which requested future
permitted emissions of 19,343 tons/year. (Compare the information in Table 4-2
of the Application to that in Table 3-2 of the earlier application.) For the
blast furnace casthouse, the Application includes an analysis of Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) as must be established in the revision of Permit
95010001 if it is to provide a PSD approval for these emissions. (See the BACT
analysis in Section 8.2.3 of the Application, which analysis was not present in
Section 4 of the earlier application.) In this regard, the Application requests
that the revision of Permit 95010001, which currently does not address the CO
emission of the casthouse, provide for annual emissions of 320 tons/year from
the casthouse. Unlike the earlier application, for Project-affected fuel
burning units, the Application does not request that the revision of Permit
95010001 prescribe the emission factors that are to be used to determine CO
emissions from such for which the Application considers that emissions testing
is not feasible, such as the Blast Furnace Stoves, Blast Furnace Gas (BFG)
Flare 1, and the Ladle Dryer/Preheaters, which are located in the BOF Shop.
(Section 3.5.1.2 of earlier application.) The Application also requests changes
to the names or identification of certain units and a control device used in
Permit 95010001 and certain changes to the organization of Permit 95010001, as
is initially discussed in Section 2.2.2 of the Application. The changes in the
place in Permit 95010001 where certain units are addressed is requested so that
the placement of units in Permit 95010001 is consistent with their placement in
the CAAPP permit, Permit 960300056.

22 Incidentally, it is appropriate for the Application to be considered a
continuation of US Steel’s effort to formally initiate action by the Illinois
EPA to make certain revisions to Permit 95010001. In this regard, as an
application fee, as specified by Section 9.12 of the Act accompanies an air
pollution control construction permit application, the applicant is not
required to again pay the fee for submittal of an application when a revised
application is submitted to the Illinois EPA in response to a notification that
the earlier application was incomplete. As such, the Illinois EPA is not
denying the Application because it was not accompanied by an application fee
since that fee was provided with the earlier March 2020 application.
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have been iIn discussions regarding this application. U.S. Steel
has updated the permit application to reflect those discussions.
Due to the nature of the discussions throughout the application,
the 1l1linois EPA should refer to this application revision for
processing.

Letter, dated October 3, 2022, Michael Patton General Manager,
Granite City Works, to Bill Marr, Manager, Permit Section, Bureau
of Air, 1l1linois Environmental Protection Agency.

The 1l1linois EPA”s approach to the Application is also consistent with
the Application, itself. In the Application, Appendix A, “Application
Forms (Copies of Previously Submitted Versions)” provides copies of
the two application forms submitted with the 2020 permit application,
“Fee Determination for Construction Permit Application,” 197-FEE, and
“Construction Permit Application for a Proposed Project at a CAAPP
Source,” Form 199-CAAPP. As such, while not providing a newly signed
versions of Form 199-CAAPP, the Application acknowledged that this
form needed to be part of the Application, the permit application
submitted in October 2022.

3. The I1linois EPA Did Not Request a New Sighature or
Certification Prior to Posting the Initial Draft Denial Letter

While the 1llinois EPA had the Application for months, and virtually
met with US Steel to discuss the Application, the 11linois EPA never
requested such a new signature or certification.

This observation does not mean that It is not appropriate for the
Application to be denied based on the absence of the certification
required by Subsection 39.5(5)(e) of the Act as to the accuracy of the
Application. Because of the absence of this certification, the
Application does not meet the standard for issuance of a permit in
Section 39(a) of the Act.?

23 That the Application did not include an appropriate signature* or
certification was one of the last deficiencies in the Application to be
identified. The implications of the form in the Application being a copy of the
form from the March 2020 permit application, which was dated February 25, 2020,
was not recognized earlier. When it was recognized, the Illinois EPA had
already concluded that the Application should be denied based on other
deficiencies. The decision was made to address this deficiency with regard to
the certification for the Application in the Draft Denial Letter with the other
deficiencies in the Application.

* As explained above in response to another comment, the l1llinois EPA has
accepted the signature on the cover letter for the Application as satisfying 35
IAC 201.159.
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I11. US STEEL PROVIDED A SIGNED CERTIFICATION OF TRUTH, ACCURACY,
AND COMPLETENESS FOR THE APPLICATION WITH ITS COMMENTS OF
SEPTEMBER 2023 (DENIAL POINT 22)

1. The Absence of a Signed Certification for the Truth, Accuracy
and Completeness of the Application Is Not a Valid Basis for
Denial

In the draft denial letters, Attachment 1, the 1llinois EPA asserts
that the Application “does not include a signed certification for the
truth, accuracy and completeness of the Application as it was actually
submitted in October 2022” and that such a certification is required
by Section 39.5(5)(e) of the Act. This is not a valid basis for denial
of the Application for the following reasons.

As explained in Comment 11 above, the Illinois EPA mischaracterizes
the Application, as it was submitted in October 2022, as a new or
separate permit application. However, it is merely a supplement to the
permit application submitted in March 2020. In the transmittal letter
for the supplement, and for administrative convenience US Steel
suggested that Illinois EPA refer to the supplement rather than to the
initial submittal from March 2020. This was because, as requested by
the Illinois EPA following review of the March 2020 permit
application, the sections of the permit application were reordered.?
The cited provision of the Act requires that each submitted permit
application include a certification, but it does not expressly require
a separate certification for each supplement to a permit application.

As already discussed, as a technical matter, the Application replaced
the permit application that was submitted by US Steel in March 2020. As
this comment only addresses the reorganization of the Application, this
comment misrepresents the extent of the changes between the permit
application submitted in March 2020 and the Application. With respect
to whether a new certification is needed when a pending permit
application is replaced by a new application, the Application, itself,
indicates that this is necessary. However, the Application provided a
certification that was flawed as it had been provided for the earlier
submittal and could not have addressed the contents of the Application,
which was submitted more than two years later.

24 For example, the sections summarizing changes to CO emissions and presenting
proposed Best Available Control Technology (“BACT”) determinations for CO
emissions were Sections 3 and 4 of the March 2020 permit application and were
Sections 4 and 8 of the application submitted in October 2022. In the two
submittals, the relevant sections were appropriately identified in Section 1,
“Introduction,” and Section 2. “Overview of Requested Permit Revisions.”
(Footnote 1 of US Steel’s Comments of January 2024.)
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2. US Steel Has Provided the Required Certification with Its
Comments

Nonetheless, without waiving any rights or defenses, with its September
2023 comments, US Steel provided to Illinois EPA a new certification of
the truth, accuracy and completeness of the permit application that was
submitted in October 2022. Accordingly, even if lllinois EPA’s
interpretation of Section 39.5(5)(e) of the Act were correct and a
separate certification is required for each supplement to a pending
permit application, that requirement was satisfied prior to the
proposed denial and this claimed deficiency cannot form a valid basis
for denial of the Application.?

However, the 111inois EPA asserts in the revised Draft Denial Letter
that this was not sufficient, baselessly claiming that the certification
or Application is somehow fraudulent (Per the I1llinois EPA, “[t]hus,
even 1T the certification had been submitted as a supplement to the 2022
application, its truthfulness and validity would be questionable.”) The
I1linois EPA then asserts that this puts the Application under a cloud.
US Steel is unable to respond to these assertions because, frankly,

they are absurd and are without merit. US Steel has worked
collaboratively with 1llinois EPA in responding to inquiries and
requests.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
for reasons as set forth in Denial Point 22. This comment misrepresents
this denial point as it selectively quotes from the Revised Draft
Denial Letter and rearranges the order of the provisions that are
referred to compared to their order in the Revised Draft Denial Letter.
This comment also does not actually address, perhaps wittingly
overlooking, the reasons that the Illinois EPA found the certification
attached as Exhibit 1 to its comments of September 2023 to still be
inadequate to remedy the deficiency in the Application. In this regard,
as explained in the Revised Draft Denial Letter, the certification
provided with US Steel’s Comments of September 2023 is deficient for
two reasons, as explained as follows:

With respect to the “certification” and “signature” provided In US
Steel’s Comments [of September 2020] responding to the Initial
Draft Denial Letter, this certification was not sufficient to
correct these omissions. First, this material, which is dated
September 8, 2023, was an attachment to those comments and was not

25 Furthermore, this issue could easily have been avoided if Illinois EPA had
simply made a request to US Steel to certify the Application, which US Steel
has now done.
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submitted as a supplement to the 2022 application. Second, the
certification is not accompanied by an errata or other material
correcting erroneous information in the application as either
identified by the Illinois EPA in the Initial Draft Denial or
identified by US Steel when developing its response to the Initial
Draft Denial. Thus, even if the certification had been submitted
as a supplement to the 2022 application, its truthfulness and
validity would be questionable. The fact that the 2022 application
was not certified and signhed puts the entire application under a
cloud. Revised Draft Denial Letter, Attachment 1, pp. 74 and 75.

In response to the perhaps obvious question, why was the certification
that US Steel submitted as Exhibit 1 of its comments of September 2023
not considered to be a supplement to the Application, this exhibit was
provided “.. with these comments.” (US Steel, Comments of September
2023, p-. 9.) This document was not actually submitted as a supplement
to the Application.?® By means of the Revised Draft Denial Letter, the
I1linois EPA informed US Steel that Exhibit 1 of the September 2023
comments was not considered to be a supplement to the Application. US
Steel did not proceed in light of the relevant discussion in the
Revised Draft Denial Letter to actually submit the certification that
it provided with its September 2023 comments as a supplement to the
Application. Also, important, in US Steel’s comments of September 2023,
an error in the Application was acknowledged.?’- 28 However, the
certification that was provided in the September 2023 comments did not
acknowledge this error. Accordingly, the comments, themselves,
contradicted the certification in Exhibit 1 as to the truth and
accuracy of certain information in the Application was true, correct
and current. Again, US Steel did not take advantage of the Revised
Draft Denial Letter as it discussed this contradiction. US Steel did
not act to actually supplement the Application with a certification
that acknowledged errors in the Application related to the NOx
emissions of Boilers 11 and 12, which had already been identified and

26 While the 1llinois EPA may add material that it prepares, obtains or
receives to the administrative record associated with the review of a permit
application, the Illinois EPA cannot by its independent actions alter or amend
an application as submitted by the applicant.

27 As related to NOx emissions from use of coke oven gas (COG) in Boilers 11
and 12, US Steel’s comments acknowledge an error in the Application, as
follows:

The emission factor basis listed in Table 6-4 of the permit application
is a scrivener"s error.
US Steel, Comments of September 2023, p. 28.

28 Incidentally, US Steel’s Comments of January 2024 acknowledged additional
errors in the Application.
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acknowledged elsewhere.??

Finally, in response to this comment as it expressed concern over the
use of the phrase “under a cloud” in the draft denial letters, the
meaning or implications that are intended by the Illinois EPA with the
use of this phrase are explained In the Denial Letter. In this letter,
the sentence in which the phrase “under a cloud” is used are followed
by the following, “In other words, as a matter of rule, absent an
appropriate certification, the Application is deficient. The
Application cannot be considered creditable and should not be relied
upon for purposes of making revisions to Permit 95010001.”

IV.  PURPORTED FAILURE TO BE CONSISTENT WITH PENDING BOARD APPEALS
(DENIAL POINT 21)

1. Denial of the Application on This Denial Point Would Be Without
Merit

In the draft denial letter, Attachment 1, I1linois EPA asserts that the
application must be denied because it does not address all items that
are currently under appeal with the I1llinois Pollution Control Board
(Board). In particular, the Illinois EPA claims, “the application is
not consistent with two pending permit appeals before the Board, PCB
0013-53 and PCB 0013-62.”" Quite strikingly, Illinois EPA cites to no
Board order or regulatory or statutory provision to support its
assertion. This is for good reason, as there is none. The assertion is
without merit. Although it is logical that Illinois EPA might inquire
about contested provisions iIn the appeals before the Board that may
appear to be absent in the Application, the absence of such mention is
not grounds for denying the Application. Whille the 11linois EPA has
concerns about the Application in the context of the pending permit
appeals before the Board, the I1llinois EPA cannot claim these concerns
as a basis to deny the Application.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
based on Denial Point 21. Contrary to what is claimed in this comment,
in the Revised Draft Denial Letter, the Illinois EPA did identify the

29 Alternatively, US Steel did not submit a supplement to the Application to
correct the error that had been identified, as is appropriate when an error in
a pending permit application is identified. (The error in the Application is
improperly characterized as a scrivener’s error in US Steel’s comments since
this error could still be directly corrected by US Steel’s own action.)
Moreover, as the error in the Application, itself, indicated that NOx emissions
of Boilers 11 and 12 had not been correctly calculated, this supplement also
would need to include supporting documentation for the corrected emission
calculations for these units.
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statutory and regulatory provisions that would be the basis of denial
of the Application on this denial point. In addition, this comment
overlooks and does not respond to statements made in the Revised Draft
Denial Letter that provide the reasons and explain why the Application
would be denied based on this denial point, which involves emissions
limitation for SO,, lead and CO that are now in Permit 95010001 and are
restated In Permit 96030056, the CAAPP permit for the facility. In
particular, in this denial point as the reasons why the Application
should be denied are specifically addressed, the Illinois EPA explains:

As the subject limits [limits for emissions of S0,, lead and CO],
as they are or, in the case of PCB 2013-62, would be present in
the CAAPP permit, are currently the subject of appeals, it is
reasonable for these limitations for the review of the
application to be based on compliance not being achieved.
Moreover, absent information as described above [information
showing that “these limits are now considered acceptable” by US
Steel], the 2022 application does not show that, as the subject
limits are appealed and could be stayed in any revised CAAPP
permit, these limits should be considered to still meet the
substantive requirements of the CAAPP. Finally, it is noteworthy
that for the subject processes for the various emission factor
limits for PM, PM-10, NOx and VOM, the application does request
revisions to the emission factor limits. For those requested
revisions, the 2022 application, page 2-3, explains that “USS
Granite City anticipates that these revisions will enable
settlement of the permit appeals currently before the Board
because they involve provisions of the permit addressing emission
factors.”

Revised Draft Denial Letter, p. 71 and 72.

As this denial point is further discussed, the Illinois EPA explains:

. the application is not consistent with two pending permit
appeals before the Board, PCB 0013-53 and PCB 0013-62, as it does
not propose revisions to current permit limits for emissions of
SO0,, CO and lead. As previously discussed, in these appeals, US
Steel challenged all emission factor limits set by Permit 95010001
for individual process operations. US Steel has not amended these
appeals so that they only address emission factor limits for PM,
PMip, NOx and VOM and no longer address the t [sic] emission factor
limits that are set for SO,, CO and lead. In addition, In the 2022
application, US Steel does not explain why the emission factor
limits in Permit 95010001 for SO,, CO and lead that were appealed
are no longer considered to be objectionable. That is, US Steel
would not again challenge those limits as it has already done in
PCB 0013-53 and PCB 0013-62 if a revision to Permit 95010001 were
issued that continued to include the current emission factor

32

SR 0126



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

limits_ [Footnote] 84

[Footnote] 84. | ¥ the subject emission factor limits were included in a
revised permit, the Illinois EPA could explain that, if these limits
in the revised permit were stayed pursuant to an appeal to the
Pollution Control Board, the limits would continue to be enforceable
pursuant to Permit 95010001 as issued before the revision of the
permit and any appeal of the revised permit to the Board.

Initial Draft Denial Letter, Attachment 1, p. 47, and Revised
Draft Denial Letter, Attachment 1, p. 73.

In summary, the I1l1linois EPA provided support and explanation in the
Draft Denial Letters for denial of the Application based on Denial
Point 21. This comment does not even address this information to
attempt to show that the Application should not denied based on this
denial point.

2. US Steel Did Not Learn of this Concern during Informal
Discussions with the lllinois EPA about the March 2020 Permit
Application

The permit application submitted in March 2020 was pending for over 2 %
years before US Steel submitted the Application in October 2022. During
this time, the Illinois EPA and US Steel met in person and virtually on
several occasions to discuss the PSD permit revisions, yet only in the
Initial Draft Denial Letter released in July 2023 did US Steel learn of
I1linois EPA’s contention that US Steel was obligated to address in its
application all items that are currently under appeal with the Board. US
Steel’s understanding from these discussions was that, with
satisfactory issuance of the revised permit, the pending appeals could
be dismissed in their entirety.

This observation is immaterial to the denial of the Application based on
Denial Point 21.3%° The Illinois EPA is not required to inform or notify
an applicant for a state air pollution control permit of deficiencies in
its application before taking action to deny the application.

30 For purposes of the denial of the Application, this deficiency in the
Application was one of the last deficiencies that was identified by the
Il1linois EPA. In the discussions with US Steel about the 2020 application, the
concerns addressed by this denial point were likely considered a minor matter
that could be readily addressed during the development of a revised version of
Permit 95010001 with submittal of an appropriate supplement to the Application
by US Steel. However, when the Illinois EPA determined that it needed to begin
the process to deny the Application, it was realized that the Application
should also be denied as addressed with Denial Point 21.
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V. PURPORTED INCONSISTENCY BETWEEN THIS PERMIT APPLICATION AND THE
APPLICATION SUBMITTED IN 2008 REQUESTING REVISIONS RELATING TO
SO, EMISSIONS (DENIAL POINT 20)

1. Information Now Shows That the Sulfur Content of Blast Furnace Gas
(BFG) Is Such That Use of BFG Complies with the SO, Emissions
Limitations Currently in Permit 95010001

In the draft denial letter, Attachment 1, the Illinois EPA asserts that
the application must be denied because it, *“.. Is inconsistent with” a
separate permit application submitted in 2008. Unfortunately, the
I1linois EPA has not acted on the 2008 application and it is still
pending. That application was submitted pursuant to a consent decree
(Consent Decree, People of the State of Illinois v. United States Steel
Corporation, Third Judicial Circuit, Madison County, Decree No. 05-CH-
750, December 18, 2007). The 2008 application was submitted based on
limited information, as was available when it was submitted. Subsequent
information indicates that when averaged over a year, the sulfur
content of BFG is such that the limit currently in Permit 95010001 for
emissions of sulfur dioxide (SOz) in pounds/million cubic feet (mmcf) of
BFG is appropriate.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be
denied based on Denial Point 20. The assertion made in this
comment for the sulfur content of BFG is not reflected in
information provided in the Application.3!' Indeed, neither the
Application nor this assertion Is accompanied by data for the
actual sulfur content of BFG that would confirm that the sulfur
content of BFG is such that the S0, emissions from burning BFG
comply with the existing limitations in Permit 95010001 (6.65
pounds SO,/mmcf of BFG and 615.22 tons/year, per Condition 22 and

31 With regard to this topic, the Application explains that it, ‘“.does not
request any changes to the emissions limits for SO, and lead established in
Construction Permit 95010001.” (Application, Section 2.2, “General Description
of Requested Permit Revisions,” p. 2-2.)
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Table 4.)3%2. 33

2. The Act and the Illinois Code Do Not Require the Application to
Include a Compliance Demonstration for the Current Emission
Limitations

In its explanation of how the inconsistency between the application
submitted in 2008 and the more recent application is a deficiency, the
I1linois EPA claims that the Application “does not meet the standards
for issuance of a construction permit” because it does not “show
compliance with the SO, emission limits for burning BFG that are
currently in Permit 95010001.” Admittedly, the Application, which does
not request any changes to any SO, emission limitations in Permit
95010001 does not include demonstration of compliance with these
limitations. The Application does not include demonstrations of
compliance with any of the dozens of other emission limits that apply to
units and operations at the Granite City Works and are unrelated to the
application. There is no provision in the Act or the Illinois Code
requiring that an application for a construction permit include such
compliance demonstrations.

32 As explained in the Draft Denial Letters, data for the sulfur content of
the BFG produced by the facility and the annual SO, emissions from burning
BFG is needed for the period prior to 2007 that led up to the Consent
Decree and the 2008 application, as well as for the period from 2008 to the
present. This is because the sulfur content of BFG could have been higher
so that the 2008 application for revision of Permit 95010001 was
appropriate when it was submitted.

Moreover, the existence of the 2008 application suggests that the revisions
to SO, emission limits that it requested were needed at the time of that
application. The 2022 application does not show that this was not the case,
as it does not address historic sulfur content of BFG to show that an SO
emission limitation for BFG of 6.65 pounds/million cubic feet was
appropriate when Permit 95010001 was originally issued in 1996 and that
annual SO, emissions have never exceeded 615.22 tons/year.

Denial Letter, Attachment 1, Denial Point 20.

33 Incidentally, several things have interfered with work on the 2008
application. These include the amount of effort needed on the initial CAAPP
permit for the facility. The first two CAAPP permits issued by the Illinois EPA
had to be revised to address deficiencies identified by USEPA in its response
to petitions requesting that it object to the permits that had been issued.
Then, additional revisions to Permit 95010001 were found to be necessary, as US
Steel is now trying to address with the current application. Work on the
application for these revisions to this permit was also disrupted by an
interruption in production of iron and steel by the facility. This
interruption, which began in 2015 and lasted for over two years, meant that it
was uncertain that the facility would resume production.
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This comment also does not show that the Application should not be
denied Based on Denial Point 20. US Steel, i1tself, has submitted
conflicting information In its permit applications. The earlier
application indicates that the limits currently in Permit 95010001
understate the SO, emissions from burning BFG and needs to be
increased. The Application, as It explicitly states that changes to the
relevant limits of SO, emissions currently in Permit 95010001 are not
requested, iIndicates that revisions to these limits are not needed. In
these circumstances, it is appropriate in the context of the
Application for US Steel to resolve this conflict.®** For example, the
Application could have shown that the SO, emissions from burning BFG do
not violate the current limits and the revisions to Permit 95010001
that are requested by the 2008 application are no longer needed. As
such a showing has not been made in the Application and US Steel has
not resolved this conflict by other means,3 the Application does not
meet the standard for issuance of a permit in Section 39(a) of the
Act. That is, the Application does not provide proof that the SO,
emissions from burning BFG do not violate the applicable limits
currently in Permit 95010001. Therefore, the Application must be
denied. 3¢

3. Prior Discussions with the 1l1linois EPA

US Steel discussed this topic with the Il1linois EPA during informal
discussions concerning the application submitted in 2020. The Illinois
EPA did not object to this development during those discussions. To now
claim that this discrepancy serves as a basis to deny the application
is disingenuous. US Steel cannot simply withdraw the 2008 application
at this time but would do so following issuance of the requested
revised permit and the termination of the Consent Decree. US Steel has
indicated 1t would work with Illinois EPA on that process and remains

34 As BFG is burned in Project-affected fuel burning units, the emissions of SO;
from burning or use of BFG are within the scope of the revisions to Permit
95010001 requested by the Application. This is because the Application requests
increases in the CO emissions of these fuel burning units from use of BFG.

35 For example, this inconsistency could have been dealt with through the 2008
application. That application could have been supplemented with relevant data
showing that the SO, emissions from burning BFG comply with the current limits
in Permit 95010001. At most, the only revision to Permit 95010001 that now
might be needed would be a clarification that the limit for the rate of SO,
emissions from use of BFG addresses the annual average rate of emissions or in
practice, the measured sulfur content of BFG on an annual average basis.
However, this clarification has already been made in the CAAPP permit issued
for the facility.

36 In addition, if the Illinois EPA were to issue a revision to Permit 95010001
without directly addressing SO, emissions from burning BFG, the 1l1linois EPA
would potentially be facilitating violation of the current limitations for
those emissions. This would be contrary to Subsections 9(b)(2) and 9.1(d) of
the Act.
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committed to do so.

Informal discussions between an applicant for a construction
permit and the 1l1linois EPA are not relevant to whether an
application, as submitted by the applicant, meets the standard for
issuance of a permit set by Section 39(a) of the Act. In this
case, the Application does not provide proof that the SO,
emissions from burning BFG do not violate the applicable limits
currently in Permit 95010001. Therefore, the Application must be
denied.3"- 38

V1. THE APPLICATION IS SUFFICIENT AS TO THE PSD AIR QUALITY IMPACTS
ANALYSIS FOR CARBON MONOXIDE (DENIAL POINTS 5 AND 5A)

1. Introduction

The PSD approval for the Project for carbon monoxide (CO) is provided by
Permit 95010001.3%° As explained in the Application, information now

37 US Steel has also not updated the 2008 application to show that that the
revision to Permit 95010001 originally requested in that application is no
longer needed based on the additional data that is now available for the sulfur
content of BFG.

38 This comment does not accurately describe the informal discussions
between US Steel and the Illinois EPA on the revisions to Permit 95010001
that are now being requested by US Steel in the Application. As such, the
I1linois EPA would contend that this comment is perhaps disingenuous. In
these discussions, US Steel was informed that the existence of the 2008
application was an impediment to action on the requested revisions to
Permit 95010001. US Steel was also informed that the Consent Decree would
need to be revised to remove the provision that required the submittal of
the 2008 application before Permit 95010001 could potentially be revised
based on the March 2020 application. US Steel indicated that it was
pursuing such action with the 1llinois Attorney General’s Office. However,
the relevant requirement of the Consent Decree is unchanged and the 2008
application is still pending. In the informal discussions with the
I1linois EPA, US Steel did not suggest that this matter would be dealt
with after Permit 95010001 was revised, as now suggested. US Steel has
also not explained how this could properly occur given the respective
roles of the Attorney General’s Office in any revisions to the Consent
Decree and the Illinois EPA in any revisions to Permit 95010001.

39 The Project was originally permitted as a major modification under the PSD
program for emissions of CO and SO, because it involved physical and
operational changes that would result in significant net increases in
emissions of these pollutants. National Steel, then the owner/operator of the
Granite City Works, submitted a PSD permit application for this project in
1995. The I1llinois EPA granted a PSD approval for the Project in conjunction
with issuance of Permit 95010001 on January 25, 1996, presumably determining
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suggests that some of the data for CO emissions relied upon when Permit
95010001 was originally issued in 1996 was not representative. During
the informal discussions between the Il1linois EPA and US Steel, it was
recognized that for Permit 95010001 to be revised to reflect appropriate
data for CO emissions and allow for more emissions, the application for
revisions to Permit 95010001 would need to include a new air quality
impact analysis for CO. The Application includes such an analysis.

In the draft denial letter, Attachment 1, the Illinois EPA indicates
that one basis for the denial of the application is that the CO air
quality impact analysis in the Application, ‘“cannot be relied upon
because the inventory for the CO emissions of the source with the
Project does not address all CO emissions or otherwise explain why the
CO emissions of certain units need not be considered.” In particular,
the Il1linois EPA indicates it has “concern” there may be some CO
emissions from the BOF Shop Roof Monitor which are not reflected in the
air quality impact analysis. The lllinois EPA also suggests that the
analysis should consider the former by-product coke oven batteries, as
the Application “does not explain why the air quality analysis does not
consider the CO emissions of the former by-product coke oven batteries
at the source.” In addition, Illinois EPA asserts that the data for
ambient background CO concentration used by US Steel, gathered by
ambient air quality monitoring conducted by the Illinois EPA during
three calendar years, i1.e., 2016, 2017, and 2018, is “not necessarily
appropriate as a representation of either current ambient air quality
or the historic air quality at the time that the Project was originally
permitted.” None of these concerns detailed by Illinois EPA with
respect to the air quality impact analysis in the Application are
deficiencies that warrant denial of the Application.

As explained below, in the individual responses to US Steel’s comments
on the topics that are mentioned in this introductory comment, these
comments do not show that the Application should not be denied for the
deficiencies in the air quality impact analysis as detailed in Denial
Points 5 and 5A.

Moreover, US Steel has not submitted comments related to Denial Point
5 as i1t addresses uncaptured CO emissions of the blast furnace
casthouse, which occur through the roof monitor on the casthouse. In
this regard, one of the reasons that the emissions data that was

that this application included all necessary information for issuance of such
an approval. A key requirement of the PSD permit program, which Il1linois EPA
determined had been satisfied by National Steel’s application, is an air
quality impact analysis (40 CFR 52.21(k)). For pollutants like CO, for which
the USEPA has adopted National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAQQS), an
applicant for a PSD permit must demonstrate that the project will not cause
or contribute to a violation of the applicable NAAQS.
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provided by National Steel and used in the original permitting of the
Project was “not representative” was that the casthouse was not
identified as a source of CO emissions. This omission Is addressed by
the Application as it provides data for both the captured and
uncaptured emissions of the casthouse.*® However, the uncaptured CO
emissions of the casthouse are not addressed by the new air quality
impact analysis for CO provided as part of the Application.* As such,
the Application is clearly deficient. The Application requests
revision of Permit 95010001 as it provides approval for the Project
under the PSD program to address errors in the original permitting of
the project, i.e., the use of data for CO emissions from use of BFG in
Project-affected fuel burning units that is now known to understate
emissions and the failure to recognize and address the casthouse as it
emits CO. However, the Application does not fulfill a key requirement
of the PSD program for this requested revision because the new air
quality impact analysis in the Application does not address the
uncaptured CO emissions of the casthouse that are elsewhere addressed
in the Application.

2. Provisions of Statutes or Rules or of Guidance Documents Are Not
Identified That Indicate That the Air Quality Impact Analysis
Must Provide the Listed Information

The I1linois EPA does not identify any provision of the Act or the
I1linois Code requiring that a request for revision of a PSD approval
include any of the listed information, nor does the Illinois EPA point
to even an application form or guidance document suggesting that such
information be provided. OF course, lllinois EPA retains authority to
request additional documentation in conjunction with a construction
permit application pursuant to 35 IAC 201.152, but that was not done
here.

In the Revised Draft Denial Letter, the provisions of the Act and the
I1linois Code that are the basis of Denial Points 5 and 5A are
identified, contrary to what is claimed by this comment. The

40 The Application, Section 4.4, “Updated CO Emissions Information for the
Blast Furnace Casthouse,” p. 4-4, indicates that revised Permit 95010001
should provide for total annual CO emissions from the casthouse of 320
tons/year, with an allowance for 13.6 tons/year of CO emissions that would
occur through the roof monitor. (As discussed in response to other comments,
the Application improperly refers to the emissions that occur through roof
monitors as fugitive emissions, rather than uncaptured emissions.)

41 For the casthouse, the new air quality impact analysis for CO in the
Application only addresses captured emissions, which occur through the vents of
the casthouse baghouse and the iron spout baghouse. The analysis does not
address uncaptured emissions, which occur through the roof monitor. (Refer to
the Application, Appendix C, “Air Quality Modeling Report,” the table entitled
“US Steel Granite City Point Source Model Input.”)
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identified provisions of the Illinois Code include 35 IAC 204.1110 of
I1linois” PSD rules, which provides the following.

[35 IAC Part 204] Section 204.1110 Source Impact Analysis

The owner or operator of the proposed source or modification shall
demonstrate that allowable emission increases from the proposed
source or modification, in conjunction with all other [emphasis
added] applicable emissions iIncreases or reductions (including

secondary emissions), would not cause or contribute to air pollution

in violation of:
a) Any NAAQS in any air quality control region; or

b) Any applicable maximum allowable increase as set forth in
Section 204.900 and/or Section 204.1200, as applicable, over
the baseline concentration in any area.

It is well established that an air quality impact analysis required
under the PSD program must be based on accurate information for the
emissions of relevant units for their emissions of the pollutant whose
impacts are being analyzed. In the absence of such information, an air
quality impact analysis cannot be relied upon as having made the
showing with respect to impacts on air quality that is required to be
made under the PSD program for issuance of a new PSD approval or for
issuance of a revised PSD approval where the revisions would
potentially increase the air quality impacts of a source or project.
The Application, itself, discusses USEPA guidance relative to the
information for background air quality used In a PSD air quality
analysis.#?

Finally, as discussed in General Response 1, Section 8A of this
Responsiveness Summary, It Is not necessary for there to be a

42 The Modeling Report in the Application explain that:

The USEPA Monitoring Guidelines [Footnote] 6 = other USEPA interpretative
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
concentration 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 data, currentness of the
data, and monitor location.

[Footnote] 6 References: .. 6. Ambient Monitoring Guidelines for Prevention of
Significant Deterioration, EPA-450/4-87-007, USEPA, May 1987.

Application, Appendix C, “Air Quality Modeling Report,” Section 4.4,
“Monitored Background Data.”
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provision of the Act or the Illinois Code, or other guidance that
specifies the particular information that must be included in an
application for an air pollution control construction permit. The
application must include information that is sufficient to provide
proof that the facility or equipment that is the subject of the
application will not violate applicable provisions of the Act and
the Il1linois Code. The Illinois EPA’s ability to request additional
information to remedy deficiencies in permit applications is not
provided by 35 IAC 201.152. In the event of deficiencies in a permit
application, including deficiencies in the air quality impact analysis
for a new or revised PSD approval, the lllinois EPA is not required to
request that the applicant submit a corrected air quality impact
analysis, before proceeding to deny the application because the
analysis i1s deficient.

3. The Original Permitting for the Project Did Not Address CO
Emissions of the BOFs That Occur Through the Roof Monitor on the
BOF Shop

As related to the possibility of CO emissions from the BOF Shop Roof
Monitor, the Illinois EPA’s prior determination for the original
issuance of Permit 95010001 was that the Project would not cause or
contribute to a violation of the NAAQS for CO was based on there not
being CO emissions from this point.

This observation made in this comment is irrelevant as related to the
adequacy air quality analysis for CO provided in the application. In
the Illinois EPA’s review of the new air quality impact for CO, which
is necessarily part of the Application, the Illinois EPA is not
required to and should not perpetuate what are now recognized as
mistakes In the earlier air quality impact analysis for the Project
submitted by National Steel.#® In addition, as the Application requests
revisions to the PSD approval for the Project to increase permitted CO
emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units, the Application
differs from National Steel’s application. This analysis in the
Application now also addresses the CO emissions of the blast furnace
casthouse, which were not even recognized in 1996. Likewise, the

43 For example, refer to the following statement by the Board in Chemrex,
Incorporated v. Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, PCB 92-123, Order and
Opinion, February 4, 1993, which, as a matter of principle, confirms that in
its review of a new application, the Illinois EPA is not constrained to the
decision that was made for an earlier application.

..the Board believes that the Agency is entitled to change its position,
rather than maintain consistency with an incorrect eligibility
determination, in light of the fact that there is no statutory provision,
regulation or case law that addresses the issue at hand.

PCB 92-123, Opinion and Order, February 4, 1993, p. 7.
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analysis must also address all CO emissions of the BOFs, including
uncaptured emissions that occur through the roof monitor on the BOF
Shop. As explained in General Response 1, Section 8A of this
Responsiveness Summary, the Application may not simply rely on past
actions or decisions by the Illinois EPA as proof that the revisions to
Permit 95010001 that are requested would not violate relevant
provisions of the Act and the 1llinois Code.

4. The Scope of the Analysis Is Constrained by the Changes to
Existing Terms in Permit 95010001 Requested by the Application

The Application does not request any changes to existing terms of Permit
95010001 relative to the CO emissions of the BOF Shop Roof Monitor.

This fact is immaterial under the PSD program. The scope of the air
quality impact analysis that is necessary to support certain requested
revisions of Permit 95010001 extends beyond the units for which
increases iIn permitted CO emissions are requested. The “preliminary”
air quality analysis for the Project (also referred to as the “Step 1”7
analysis), with the revisions to specific limits that are being
requested, shows that the Project, by itself, would have CO air quality
impacts on an 8-hour average that are “significant” under the PSD
program. (Refer to the Application, Appendix C, “Air Quality Modeling
Report,” Section 6.1, “Significant Impact Analysis Results,” AppendiXx
C, p- 6-1 of the report.)* As such, a full air quality analysis (also
referred to as a “Step 2”7 analysis) iIs required by the PSD program to
support the requested increases in permitted CO emissions. In this
analysis, the impact of a project on ambient air quality must be
determined considering the emissions of 1) The project, itself;* 2)
Other units at the facility; 3) Units at other facilities in the area
around the facility at which the project would occur; and 4) Background
ambient air quality as determined by ambient monitoring at a location
that is representative of the location of the facility.“®

44 The applicable significant impact level under the PSD program for CO on an
8-hour average is 500 microgram/meter3 (0.5 milligrams/meter3). The role of
significant impact levels is to determine whether a full air quality impact
analysis must be performed under the PSD program. They are not indicative of an
ambient concentration that should be of concern for its impacts on human health
or the environment. For example, the NAAQS for CO on an 8-hour average (10,000
micrograms or 10 milligrams/meter3) is 20 times more than the significant
impact level.

45 1t is perhaps noteworthy that the new air quality impact analysis in the
Application did address CO emissions from Ladle Dryer/Preheaters, which are
located in the BOF Shop. The emissions of these units are from burning fuel and
are released directly into the BOF Shop. It is conservatively assumed that all
of their emissions are discharged to the ambient air through the roof monitor
of the BOF Shop.

46 The air quality impact analysis in the Application follows this hierarchical
approach to air quality impact analyses. A full analysis is only provided for
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5. The CO Emissions of the BOFs That Occur Through the Roof Monitor
of the BOF Shop

The Illinois EPA has neither requested that the air quality impacts
analysis for CO in the Application address CO emissions of the BOFs
that occur through the BOF Shop Roof Monitor, nor has the l11linois EPA
provided a quantitative estimate of those emissions. Accordingly, US
Steel had no reasonable basis to know that the Illinois EPA had
reconsidered its prior determination relating to emissions from the BOF
Shop Roof Monitor. It was therefore reasonable for US Steel to conclude
that its air quality impacts analysis, with revisions to the CO
emission rates only for those emission points where the parties agreed
that National Steel’s modeled rates should be corrected, was sufficient
for the purpose of requesting revisions to the permitted CO emissions
from certain Project-affected fuel burning units.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied.
As explained above, i1t is not necessary for the Illinois EPA to explain
to an applicant for a PSD permit, including an applicant for a revised
PSD permit, how to perform a PSD air quality analysis to show that a
source or project would not cause or contribute to violations of the
applicable NAAQS for a criteria pollutant for which the new or revised
PSD approval i1s needed. There is an extensive body of USEPA guidance
addressing how air quality impact analyses are to be conducted under
the PSD program.

In addition, the Illinois EPA did, in fact, provide a quantitative
estimate in the Draft Denial Letters for the CO emissions that occur
through the Roof Monitor on the BOF Shop since estimates for these
emissions can be readily made from information for the captured
emissions of the BOFs, which occur through the stacks of the
particulate control devices.4’ A permit applicant’s expectations for the
action that the lllinois EPA will take on a construction permit
application are not relevant relative to whether the I1l1linois EPA
determines that the application did not meet the statutory criterion

CO impacts on an 8-hour average. A full analysis is not provided for impacts on
a 1-hour average, for which the Step 1 analysis shows impacts would not be
significant.

47 In Footnote 26 of the Revised Draft Denial Letter, the 1llinois EPA provided
an estimate, 16.1 tons/year, for the CO emissions of the BOFs that occur
through the Roof Monitor of the BOF Shop. This estimate is based on the
assumption that the capture efficiency achieved by the ESP system for the
particulate emissions of the BOFs from refining is 99.9 percent. Using this
value for the capture of CO emissions, the CO emissions of the BOFs through the
Roof Monitor would be about 0.1 percent of the 16,097 tons/year of the captured
CO emissions for which the BOFs are permitted. (16,097 + {99.9 + 100.0} x
{100.0 -99.9} + 100.0 = 16.11, ~ 16.1.)
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for issuance of the requested permit and whether the application must
be denied. Finally, contrary to what is represented In this comment,
there was not agreement during the informal discussions between the
Il1linois EPA and US Steel on the revisions for Permit 95010001 as to
the specific revisions to the CO emission data for the units at the
Granite City Works that would be appropriate for the new air quality
impact analysis for CO.# Moreover, even if the Illinois EPA had
informally agreed that the CO emission data for other units need not be
updated, this would not excuse deficiencies in the air quality impact
analysis iIn the Application as this analysis cannot be relied upon to
make the necessary showing required by the PSD program.

6. Emissions of the Former By-Product Recovery Coke Oven Batteries
Need Not Be Addressed Because They Are Now Shut Down

As Denial Point 5 addresses the historic CO emissions of the former by-
product coke recovery oven batteries, which are now shutdown, the
Application does not request revisions to Permit 950100001 that would
provide PSD approval or other authorization for the CO emissions of
these batteries. There is no basis for considering emissions under a
counterfactual scenario in evaluating whether the changes to Permit
95010001 that are requested will cause or contribute to a violation of
any NAAQS. This is one of several instances where 1l1linois EPA appears
to be asserting that the Application is deficient because it does not
address facts and circumstances that may have existed for some period
since 1996 but are no longer present.4°

This comment is not responsive to Denial Point 5 as it addresses the fact
that the CO emissions of the former by-product recovery coke oven
batteries are not addressed by the new air quality impact analysis for CO
in the Application. As already explained, this denial point involves the

48 As the application for revisions to Permit 95010001 would involve
corrections to the data for the CO emissions of the Project, for purposes of
the new air quality impact analysis for CO, it is improbable that the Illinois
EPA ever agreed that only corrections to certain emission data needed to be
made. In this regard, it is also perhaps relevant that US Steel did make other
“updates” to the CO emission data used in the new air quality analysis. In
particular, the new analysis addresses the CO emissions of the new cogeneration
boiler constructed by US Steel and units at the new heat recovery coke
production facility constructed by SunCoke.

499 To the extent that the Illinois EPA is making such claims, they are without
merit, as the requested approval is forward-looking, i.e., is based on the
applicable regulations and other circumstances as they exist or will exist at
the time of permit issuance. 42 U.S.C. 7410(J). See, e.g., United States v.
EME Homer City Generation, L.P., 727 F.3d 274 (3 Circuit, 2013) (Footnote 4
of US Steel’s Comments of January 2024.)
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adequacy of the new air quality impact analysis that is part of the
Application as the Application requests revisions to Permit 95010001 that
woulld revise the PSD approval for certain units relative to the amounts of
CO emissions that are permitted. In particular, as a Step 2 or full air
quality impact analysis is necessary under PSD for CO on an 8-hour
average, the scope of this analysis is not limited to Project-affected CO
emitting units, much less to only Project-affected units for which
increases iIn permitted CO emissions are being requested.

The fact that the by-product recovery coke oven batteries are now
shutdown, by itself, is also not a sufficient reason to omit the emissions
of units at these batteries from the new air quality impact analysis for
CO. These batteries were in operation for almost 20 years following the
original issuance of Permit 95010001 in 1996. The Application requests
revision of the original PSD approval for the Project to correct errors in
the CO emission data that was relied upon for the original permitting of
the Project. It would not be unreasonable for the new air quality impact
analysis for the Project with certailn increases iIn the CO emissions for
which the Project is permitted to address air quality impacts of the
Project with the emissions of the former coke oven batteries. Neither the
Application nor this comment explain why this would not be reasonable.
Indeed, if the Application involved a Project that was not already a PSD
major modification for CO, the new air quality impact analysis to support
the requested changes to Permit 9501001 would be required to address the
CO emissions of the by-product coke oven batteries even though these
batteries are now shutdown.®0

50 1f the Project were not already permitted as a PSD major modification for

CO, the increase in the permitted CO emissions of the Project requested by the
Application would explicitly be subject to certain provisions of the NSR rules
addressing relaxations of established permit limitations, i.e., 40 CFR
52.21(r)(4), 35 IAC 204.850 or 35 IAC 203(b).* Under the PSD program, the new
air quality impact analysis for CO in the Application would have to address the
emissions associated with units, like the former by-product recovery coke oven
batteries, that are now shut down. This is because the substantive requirements
of PSD must be addressed as if construction on the Project had not yet
commenced, i.e., as circumstances were in 1996 before the coke oven batteries
were shut down.

By way of explanation, these rules address permitting when a source proposes
“relaxation(s)” of established permit limitations that restrict emissions of a
source or project so that it is not major for purposes of NSR and the source or
project would become major with the requested increase in permitted emissions.
These rules address situations like those presented with the Application where
the requested relaxations or increases in permitted emissions would not be the
result of a further physical change or subsequent change in the method of
operation of the source or project. In such situations, the substantive
requirements of NSR should not be addressed as they are routinely addressed,
considering the circumstances at the time of the application and the associated
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Finally, as related to whether this denial point would be improper as the
review of the Application should be “forward-looking” rather than
address a ‘“counterfactual scenario,” with a citation to a court decision
in a PSD enforcement action, this comment overlooks the fact that the
Application requests revisions to Permit 95010001, the construction
permit/PSD approval issued for the Project. Then, as related to emissions
of CO and NOx, the Application requests revisions to Permit 95010001, and
indirectly, by means of Integrated Processing, to Permit 96030056, the
CAAPP permit for the facility, to increase emission limitations for CO and
NOX in Permit 95010001 that US Steel has violated or potentially violated

contemporaneous time period. Rather, in such situations, the substantive
requirements of NSR must be considered in light of the circumstances that were
present at the time that the permit was issued that established the limitations
that made the source or modification non-major and that would now be relaxed
such that the source or modification would become major. In other words, the
substantive requirements of NSR must be addressed as if construction had not
yet commenced on the source or project.

This would not be required if a revision to established permit limitation(s)
would be due to a further physical change or a subsequent change in the method
of operation of the source or modification. In that situation, the change would
appropriately be addressed for purposes of NSR separately from the prior
permitting of the source or project. The change would be addressed as a new
project for purposes of NSR, rather than as a revision to a permitted project.
In other words, routine NSR permitting would apply for the permit application
for such a change.

* For example, Illinois” PSD rules, 35 IAC 204.850, Relaxation of a Source-

Specific Limitation, provide as follows:

At such time as a particular source or modification becomes a major
stationary source or major modification solely by virtue of a relaxation
in any enforceable limitation, 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
Sections 204.810, 204.820, 204.830, 204.840, 204.850, 204.1100, 204.1110
{Source Impact Analysis], 204.1120, 204.1130, 204.1140, 204.1200, and
204.1400 shall apply to the source or modification as though construction
had not yet commenced on the source or modification.
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and may violate in the future.®!- 52 This is not the situation that is
presented by an after-the-fact enforcement action against a source for the
failure to obtain a PSD permit, as is addressed in the cited court
decision.®3

51 The CO emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units from use of BFG are
currently limited to 13.7 Ibs/million cubic feet (mmcf) of BFG* and 1,267.46
tons/year (Permit 95010001, Condition 22 and Table 4). These limits are
restated in the CAAPP permit (Permit 96030056, Condition 5.6.2((@Q)(i1)(B)(2)).-
These limits are in effect as they were not appealed by US Steel in PCB 2013-
053, and, as such, were not stayed by the Board.

The Application indicates that for the revision to Permit 95010001, the
maximum overall CO emissions from use of BFG in these fuel burning units should
be 26,226 tons/year. This reflects CO emissions of 321.83 lbs/mmcf and 11,064
tons/year from blast furnace stoves; 32.12 lbs/mmcf and 1,228 tons/year from
Boilers 11 and 12; and 697.6 lIbs/mmcf and 13,934 tons/year from the BFG flare.
(Application, p.4-4, Table 4-2 *“Updated CO Emissions from Burning Gaseous
Fuels.””) (This table is not accompanied by calculations in Appendix B of the
Application.) The Application explains that, “These requested changes are not
based on any post-1996 Project changes but are based on updated information
regarding CO emissions.” (Application, Section 4, “Changes to Provisions for CO
emissions.”) The Application does not request that revised Permit 95010001 set
an overall limit for the annual CO emissions from burning BFG. It also does not
request that the revised permit prescribe the emissions factor(s) that are to
be used to determine CO emissions of units for which emission testing Is not
feasible.

* When Permit 95010001 was revised in 2012, the revised permit erroneously
indicated that the limit for the rate of CO emissions from these fuel
burning units was in Ibs/ton. In this note, this limit is correctly
expressed in terms of lbs/mmcf, consistent with the terms of this limit in
Permit 95010001 as issued in 1996.

52 The NOx emissions of the BOF ESP Stack are currently limited to 0.0389
Ibs/ton [of steel produced] and 69.63 tons/year (Permit 95010001, Condition 18
and Table 2). The Application requests that revised Permit 95010001 limit the
overall captured NOx emissions of the BOF Shop to 400 tons/year. (Application,
p. 6-10, Section 6.5.2, “Basic Oxygen Furnace Shop Operations,” in Section 6.5,
“Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to NOx Emissions.”) The Application
does not address the uncaptured emissions of the BOFs, which occur through the
roof monitor on the BOF Shop.

For the Blast Furnace Casthouse, a much smaller increase iIn the NOx emissions
is requested. The Application requests that revised Permit 95010001 limit the
overall NOx emissions of the casthouse, including both captured and uncaptured
emissions to 24.0 tons/year. (Application, p. 6-9, Section 6.5.1.1, “Proposed
NOx Emissions Limitations for Blast Furnace Operations,” in Section 6.5,
“Requested Changes to Permit Terms Relating to NOx Emissions.”)

5 Interestingly, with respect to the requested changes to Permit 95010001 for
the CO emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units, the earlier
application, which was submitted in March 2020, requested that revised Permit
95010001 limit the overall CO emissions of these units to 19,343 tons/year
(rather than 26,226 tons/year), with this limit addressing emissions from both
use of BFG and natural gas. That application also requested that the revised
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7. Adequacy of Data for Background CO Air Quality (Denial Point 5A)

As related to the use of 2016-2018 background CO concentration data,
this data was the most current quality-assured data available at the
time of US Steel’s application submittal of March 2020. Use of these
data was approved by 11linois EPA following its review of US Steel’s
dispersion modeling protocol in February 2020. US Steel agrees that the
2016-2018 background CO concentration data is less current now than
they were at the time of permit application submittal. “Currentness” of
air quality data is one aspect of the permit application review process
that is ensured by compliance with the procedural requirements relating
to timely processing of permit applications.®

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
for reasons as set forth in Denial Point 5A. As explained in the
revised Draft Denial Letter, there are two issues with the value for
background air quality used in the air quality impact analysis in the
Application. The Ffirst is that the value selected for background air
quality does not represent air quality in the period prior to 1996 when
Permit 95010001 was originally issued. This is the same issue as is
posed by the omission of the CO emissions of the former coke oven
batteries from the analysis, as discussed above. IFf US Steel can
satisfactorily resolve this issue, the second issue is that the value
for background is no longer necessarily representative of current air
quality. Five years have passed since the period from which the value
for background used in the Application was obtained. The Application

permit prescribe the emission factors that are to be used for certain units
when determining ongoing compliance with the annual emission limit. For the BFG
Flare, the proposed factor was 350 lbs/mmcf, which is significantly lower than
the factor used in the Application when updating CO emissions. For the Blast
Furnace Stoves, the proposed factor, 322 lbs/mmcf, was essentially the same as
the factor used in the Application. For use of natural gas in units other than
Boilers 11 and 12, the proposed factor was 84 lbs/mmcf. Only the CO emission of
the boilers were proposed to be determined using emission factors from periodic
testing. The factor that was proposed for use of natural gas in units other
than the boilers, 84 Ibs/mmcf, is the same factor used in Table 4-2 of the
Application when updating CO emissions of fuel burning units from use of
natural gas. (In this regard, it is assumed that CO emissions from all use of
natural gas by such units is addressed in Table 4-2 although this table only
indicates that emissions from use of natural gas by boilers and the ladle
dryer/preheaters are addressed.)

54 See, Section 165(a) of the federal Clean Air Act (requiring final action

on any [completed] PSD permit application not later than one year after

Ffiling {of such completed application]). Also see, 35 1AC 201.158 (providing
that a state air pollution control permit application shall be deemed to have
been filed 30 days after submittal if Illinois EPA has not notified the
applicant that it is incomplete) (Adapted from Footnote 5 of US Steel’s
Comments of January 2024.)
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does not explain why this value for background should still be
considered representative. In this regard, while monitoring for CO at
the station in East St. Louis ceased in early-2019,% a value for
background could be obtained from another monitoring station in the St.
Louis area. The Application does not explain why use of a value for
background that is no longer current should still be accepted as being
representative for the air quality impact analysis in the Application
compared to a current value for background that is available from
another monitoring station.>®

Lastly, final action on the Application was not required by October
2023 pursuant to the provision of the Clean Air Act cited by this
comment. This deadline applies to the processing of a complete PSD
application. It provides that a complete PSD application shall be
granted or denied within one year from the date of filing of the
complete application. The Application is not complete because it has
substantive deficiencies, as have been detailed In the Draft Denial
Letters, of which only one relates to the value for background used in
the air quality impact analysis. Moreover, even if the Application were
considered to now be complete, the failure of the lllinois EPA to meet
the one year deadline for final action on an application for a PSD
permit would not preclude denial of the Application as deficiencies are
or would be identified were such that the requested PSD approval could
not be issued.®

55 Ambient monitoring is still conducted at the 1llinois EPA’s monitoring
station in East St. Louis for SO,, nitrogen dioxide (NO;), ozone, and
particulate matter: s (PMz.5).

56 With regard to the selection of the monitoring station used to obtain the
value for background air quality, the Application states the following:

There are many existing ambient CO monitors within 100 miles in [sic] the
facility (Figure). 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.

[Figure 4 is entitled “Ambient Air Quality Monitors in the Vicinity of the
US Steel Facility. This figure is a downloaded image of a satellite map
whose function is to show the location of ambient monitoring stations, as
obtained from an interactive map on a USEPA website.
https://epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data/ineteractive-map-air-quality-

monitors.]

Application, Appendix C, Air Quality Monitoring Report, Section 4.4.
“Monitored Background Data,” p. 4-5 of the report.

However, the Application does not include documentation for the evaluation of
the stations at which ambient monitoring for CO was conducted by US Steel or
its consultant.

57 Whether the Application is considered to be “complete” under 35 IAC 201.158,
as also cited by this comment, is not relevant to the denial of the
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Finally, the fact that prior to March 2020, the Illinois EPA informally
provided preliminary approval for the background air quality data used
in the air quality impact analysis for CO in the 2020 application does
not show that the Application should not be denied for reasons
associated with the continued use of such data from that time period in
the Application, as discussed in Denial Point 5A in the Revised Draft
Denial Letter.% The Application was submitted in October 2022, more
than two years after the 2020 application.

VII. THE PERMIT APPLICATION IS SUFFICIENT AS TO BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL
TECHNOLOGY (BACT) FOR CARBON MONOXIDE (DENIAL POINT 18 (CO) AND
DENIAL POINT 19 (SO, and CO)

Application. This rule addresses whether a state air pollution control permit
application is considered complete as an administrative or initial matter. In
general, if the Illinois EPA finds an application for a state air pollution
control permit is not complete within 30 days of the date it is received, the
Il1linois EPA may take action on the application by means of a notice of
incompleteness. In this notice, the Illinois EPA need only identify the
deficiencies that it finds with the application, i.e., the information or
showings that are missing from the application. As a matter of practice, after
30 days, the 1l1linois EPA also routinely requests information that is missing
from the application by means of a request for additional information. Assuming
the applicant supplements or revises the application to rectify deficiencies,
the 1l1linois EPA must issue a permit if the application then meets the standard
for issuance of a permit. Otherwise, if the deficiencies in the application are
not rectified or the standard for issuance of a permit Is not met, the
application must be denied, as provided for by Section 39(a) of the Act. An
application may also be directly denied by the Illinois EPA if it does not meet
the standard for issuance of a permit irrespective of whether the application
is considered complete pursuant to 35 IAC 201.158 or the denial could have been
preceded by a request for additional information.

58 1t is noted that for background air quality for CO, 8-hour average, the air
quality impact analysis in the Application uses a higher value, 1,646
micrograms/m3, than used in the analysis in the 2020 application, 1,349
micrograms/m3. The value for background used in the Application is a “maximum”
concentration, 8-hour average, measured at the monitoring station in East St.
Louis. The value used in the 2020 application was the “highest-second-highest”
concentration measured in any year iIn the three years of ambient monitoring at
this station that were used to obtain a background concentration. This value is
consistent with the terms of the NAAQS for CO as they set numerical values for
the concentration of CO in the ambient air that should not be exceeded more
than once per year. The analysis in the Application does not explain why it
uses a maximum value for background air quality rather a highest- second-
highest concentration, as was done in the 2020 analysis.
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A Introduction (Denial Point 18)

The pertinent provision of the PSD rules governing the required
contents of a PSD application relative to the establishment of Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) provide that a PSD application
must include:

A detailed description as to what system of continuous
emission reduction is planned for the source or
modification, emission estimates, and any other information
necessary to determine that best available control
technology would be applied.

40 CFR 52.21(n)(1)(iii) (See also 35 IAC 204.810(a)(3)).-

In the draft denial letter, Attachment 1, the Illinois EPA asserts
that the application “lacks necessary information” for it to make
BACT determinations for CO for the casthouse and the blast furnace
stoves. It is undisputed that the Application includes estimates of
the CO emissions from the casthouse and the blast furnace stoves.
The Application also includes as a detailed description of the
systems of continuous emission reduction that US Steel plans to use
to control these emissions.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
for reasons as detailed in Denial Point 18. In this regard, the
Application would not be denied because it does not include the
specific information required by the PSD rules addressed in this
comment, 1.e., “a detailed description as to what system of continuous
emission reduction is planned for the source or modification” and
“emission estimates.” The Application would be denied because i1t does
not show that BACT would be utilized or applied for CO for emissions
units as required by the PSD rules. In other words, the Application
does not include “any other information necessary to determine that best
available control technology would be applied,” as is also explicitly
required by the PSD rules.®®

Moreover, with regard to BACT for the casthouse, the Application does

59 1t is also noteworthy that the introductory paragraph of 35 IAC 204.810
imposes a broad requirement on the information that an applicant for a PSD
permit must submit in its application, as follows:

The owner or operator of a proposed major stationary source or major
modification shall submit all [emphasis added] information necessary to
perform any analysis or make any determination required under this Part [35
IAC Part 204].
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not actually identify the system of continuous emissions reduction
(i.e., BACT Technology) used for CO emissions of the casthouse, much
less provide a description of such system. Rather, for the casthouse,
in Section 8.2.3, “BACT Evaluation for Blast Furnace Casthouse,” the
Application addresses add-on combustion control systems. (Add-on
combustion control systems, commonly known as afterburners reduce the
concentration of a combustible pollutant, like CO, in an exhaust stream
by subjecting the stream to the temperature at which the pollutant
combusts). The Application shows that these systems, even if feasible,
would have cost impacts that should be considered excessive and should
not be required to be utilized for BACT. This provides certain
information that is relevant for the determination of BACT for the
casthouse, as it eliminates certain emission control options for
consideration as BACT. However, it does not address what system of
emission reduction would be utilized for CO to meet BACT instead of
add-on control systems.

With regard to BACT for the blast furnace stoves, the Application does
identify the system of continuous emissions reduction or technology
used for CO emissions, i.e., certain work practices related to good
fuel combustion by the stoves that act to lower CO emissions. However,
the BACT analysis in the Application does not provide other information
necessary to determine that best available control technology BACT would
be applied. In particular, the Application, again, does not include
information necessary to conclude that BACT need not be set as
numerical emission limitation(s).® The Application does describe
certain aspects of the blast furnace stoves, e.g., their age and
height, that might affect whether it would be reasonable to set BACT
for the stoves as numerical standards, such that emissions testing
would be needed to confirm compliance. However, the Application does
not describe the technological challenges and the costs that the
identified aspects of the stoves would present for emissions testing,
such that BACT need not be set as numerical emission standard(s).

B. CO Emissions from Blast Furnace Casthouse (Denial Point 18)
Bl1. It Is Unclear Why the BACT Analysis in the Application is

Deficient Because 1t Does Not Include Information of Process-
Related Control Options As BACT for CO Emissions of the Casthouse

60 In the PSD rules, the definition of BACT provides that:

..I'F the Administrator determines that technological or economic limitations
on the application of measurement methodology to a particular emissions
units would make the imposition of an emissions standard infeasible, a
design, equipment, work practice, operational standard, or combination
thereof may be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for application
of best available control technology. ..

40 CFR 52.21(b)(12) and 35 IAC 204.280.
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For the blast furnace casthouse, as discussed in Section 8.2.3 of the
Application, the only control options identified for potential
consideration in a BACT determination are add-on air pollution control
equipment options, specifically, installation and use of a capture
system and some type of afterburner. The Il1linois EPA asserts that
this part of the application is deficient because i1t provides neither
an explanation of “why process-related control options are not
available” nor, with respect to the literature search conducted by US
Steel that did not identify any process-related control options for CO
emissions from casthouses, ‘“documentary support for the review of
available control options that was conducted.” It is unclear to US
Steel how it would be helpful to Illinois EPA’s BACT determination to
have copies of reports that contain no pertinent information, and it
is even more unclear how US Steel might be expected to know, without
receiving from Illinois EPA a request for specific additional
information, which reports containing no pertinent information would
be most valuable for this purpose.

This comment also does not show that the Application should not be
denied based on Denial Point 18. This comment overlooks the interplay
between the definition of BACT, the determination of BACT required by
the PSD rules as BACT-subject units would be addressed by a PSD
approval, and the standard for issuance of state air pollution control
permits in Section 39(a) of the Act. As acknowledged in the
Application, p. 8-4, Section 8.2.1.4, “Available Control Options,” the
definition of BACT provides that BACT can involve process-related
control measures, as well as end-of-pipe, add-on emission control
systems. The Application claims, based on a review that was conducted,
that the only control options that are potentially available as BACT
for CO emissions are add-on control systems.®' As such, the Application
effectively also makes another, related claim, based on the review
that was conducted. This is that other than add-on afterburner

61 In the Application, in Step 1 of the Top-Down BACT Analysis for the
casthouse, in which available control options (i.e., air pollution control
technologies and techniques with a potential practical application to CO
emissions of the casthouse), are to be identified, the Application explains:

Based on a review of BACT determinations in U.S. EPA”’s RBLC [RACT/BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse] database and other literature, the control options that are
potentially available to control CO emissions from the blast furnace
casthouse are:

e Capture system and thermal incineration and
e Capture system and catalytic incineration

Application, Section 8.2.3.3, “Step 1 — ldentify Available CO Control
Options,” in Section 8.2.3, “BACT Evaluation for Blast Furnace Casthouse,”
in Section 8, “Best Available Control Technology for CO,” p. 8-8.
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systems, there are no other available BACT options for control or
reduction of the CO emissions of the casthouse, such as work practices
or operational requirements. It is because of this that the
Application must provide documentation for the review that was
conducted for available control options. As the Application relies on
this review to summarily dismiss all possible control options from the
BACT analysis other than afterburner systems, it is necessary for this
review be documented in the Application. In the absence of such
documentation, the Application does not show that control options
other than add-on afterburners are not available for the casthouse. In
addition, the 1l1linois EPA and other interested parties cannot
independently examine the Application and to even consider whether the
review that was conducted was adequate to be considered proof that
BACT is or would be used for the CO emissions of the casthouse.

Moreover, the conclusion reached by the Application based on the
review that was claimed to be conducted is inherently deficient. If a
review of the literature indicates or, by omission, suggests that add-
on control technology is not used for control of CO emissions of
casthouses, which is likely the case, the issue for the revision to
Permit 95010001, is what work practices or other ‘“non-add-on” methods
of continuous emission reduction should be imposed as BACT by Revised
Permit 95010001. The Application does not address this issue.® As the
Application suggests that there are not any such methods of continuous
emission reduction, the Application inherently acknowledges that it
does not propose BACT for CO for the casthouse.

B2. The I1llinois EPA Is Familiar with the Chemical Reactions in Blast
Furnaces That Yield CO As a By-Product

As to this purported deficiency in the Application related to the
casthouse, the Illinois EPA is familiar with the chemical reaction
that is intentionally forced to occur in the casthouse as an inherent
part of the ironmaking process.® Having not received from Illinois EPA

62 1t would be surprising if US Steel were not able to directly address this
issue. Personnel involved with the operation of the casthouse at the facility
and at other US Steel facilities that have or had blast furnaces, likely have
the knowledge and experience of the practices that reduce the carryover of CO
with the metal and slag that are tapped from a blast furnace.

63 See, e.g., ‘“Statement of Basis for the Planned Issuance of a Revised Clean
Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) Permit for: United States Steel Corporation,
Granite City Works,” 1llinois EPA (February 4, 2013) p-. 4, (“The charge
materials (iron ore, coke, limestone and other flux material) are fed into
the furnace at the top through a double-bell lock system. Heated air is blown
into the furnace through nozzles or tuyeres near the bottom of the furnaces.
In the furnaces, the coke undergoes partial combustion to carbon monoxide
providing the heat to melt the charge as well as reducing the iron ore to
elemental iron.”) (Footnote 7 of US Steel’s Comments of January 2024.)
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a request for specific additional information, US Steel had no way to
know that It was necessary to explain in the Application that the
partial combustion of coke inevitably yields CO as a reaction product.

This comment does not show that, as related to the casthouse, the
Application should not be denied based on Denial Point 18. The issue
for this denial point is again the information provided in the
Application and what the Application shows or proves. Even if the claim
made in this comment as to the knowledge of the Illinois EPA concerning
the reason that casthouse emits CO were actually correct, it would be
immaterial to the denial of the Application.®

Moreover, this comment actually discusses the formation of CO in the
blast furnaces, not the CO emissions of the casthouse.® Indeed, the
information In this comment concerning the CO emissions of the
casthouse is iInconsistent with information in the Application. For the
casthouse, the Application indicates that, “These [CO] emissions are a
consequence of the relatively small amount of BFG that leaves the
furnaces with the molten metal and slag during the tapping process.”
(Application, p. 4. Section 4.1.1, “Blast Furnace Casthouse,” iIn
Section 4-1, “Process Background and Project.”) Accordingly, assuming
that the Application accurately describes why the casthouse emits CO,
it was appropriate in the BACT analysis for the casthouse in the
Application to discuss the systems of continuous emission reduction
(i.e., work practices or operational requirements) that are currently
used and could potentially be used to reduce the amount of CO in the
iron and slag tapped from the blast furnaces. These measures could
involve both the operation of the furnaces and the tapping process,
itself, as they act or could act to reduce the CO emissions of the
casthouse.

B3. Applicable Rules Do Not Require BACT for the Casthouse for CO

64 It is also not reasonable to assume that the occurrence and cause of the CO
emissions of blast furnace casthouses is understood by the Illinois EPA. If the
presence of these emissions had been recognized by the Illinois EPA in 1996, it
might have been raised by the Illinois EPA during the initial permitting of the
Project since National Steel’s permit application did not address these
emissions.

65 Information is readily available explaining how the production of iron by a
blast furnace generates CO. This CO, as well as carbon dioxide and other gases
generated by the chemical reactions in the furnace, are collected at the top of
the furnace. The collected gas is scrubbed to remove entrained dust. The
resulting low-heat content, by-product gas stream is then used as fuel in
various units at the facility that are designed and equipped to burn it,
notably in the blast furnace stoves.
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For the CO emissions of the casthouse, US Steel is currently not
subject to any emission limitations and 1t has not requested any
revisions to Permit 95010001 to establish such limitations. US Steel is
also not subject to any work practice requirements for the casthouse
related to CO emissions, since the work practices required by 40 CFR
Part 63 Subpart FFFFF involve measures to control particulate emissions.
US Steel did not include any information pertaining to BACT for CO
emissions from the casthouse in the application submitted in March
2020. At the request of Illinois EPA, although under no obligation to
do so0,% US Steel voluntarily provided a BACT analysis for the
casthouse in the Application. 1llinois EPA’s proposed denial of the
Application will simply ensure the status quo is maintained, i1.e., that
US Steel is not subject to any limitations on CO emissions from the
casthouse.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
because of a deficiency In the BACT analysis for the casthouse, as
addressed in Denial Point 18. It is First noted that, contrary to what
is claimed in this comment, the Application does request a revision to
Permit 95010001 to establish BACT for CO for the casthouse. The
Application proposes a BACT limit for the captured CO emissions of the
casthouse of 70 pounds/hour.%” This comment is also misleading as it
suggests that US Steel simply included a BACT analysis for the
casthouse in the Application because the Illinois EPA requested such an
analysis. The revision to Permit 95010001, as would be initiated by US
Steel’s application, provides US Steel, as well as the Illinois EPA,

66 See, e.g., U.S. v. Midwest Generation, LLC, 781 F. Supp. 2d 677 (N.D. IIl.
2011)(holding that source owner’s obligations with respect to BACT are limited
to those imposed in a PSD permit). (Footnote 8 of US Steel’s Comments of
January 2024.)

67 In the Application, the BACT analysis for the casthouse concludes as
follows:

USS Granite City proposes a CO emission limit of 70 Ib/hr, combined for the
casthouse baghouse and iron spot baghouse, as BACT for the blast furnace
casthouse. This proposed limit is as stringent as any identified limit for a
blast furnace casthouse at any similar facility. [Footnote ] 48.

{Footnote] 48 The only CO emission limit identified for a blast furnace casthouse is
a limit of 56.25 Ib/hr for the casthouse baghouse stack at the Dearborn (MI)
Works, currently owned and operated by Cleveland Cliffs. This casthouse has a
permitted iron production rate of 8,000 tons per calendar day. See
https://www.michigan.gov/egle/-
/media/Project/Websites/egle/Documents/Permits/AQD/PTI/applications-of-
interest/PTI1-182-05C-Severstal-Conditions-2014-05-12.pdf (last accessed Sept.
23, 2022).

Application, p. 8-10, Section 8.2.3.7, “Step 5 - Establish CO BACT, in
Section 8.2.3, “BACT Evaluation for Blast Furnace Casthouse.”
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with the opportunity to resolve and put to rest through permitting an
error in the original PSD approval for the Project as it overlooked the
casthouse as a source of CO emissions.% This “clean up” would occur in
conjunction with a revision to the PSD approval that is already sought
by the Application and is necessary because Permit 95010001 currently
limits the CO emissions of the blast furnace stoves to much less than
US Steel now believes is representative or correct, i.e., CO emissions
of only 1,267.46 tons/year, rather than 11,064 tons/year as now
requested for the stoves by the Application. For the Illinois EPA to
also revise the PSD approval provided by Permit 95010001 to allow for
CO emissions from the casthouse, necessarily requires that the relevant
substantive requirements of the PSD rules be fulfilled.

The CO emissions of the casthouse must be addressed by the new air
quality impacts analysis for CO in any case as this analysis is a
necessary prerequisite to increasing the permitted CO emissions of the
blast furnaces stoves. Accordingly, for the casthouse, itself, the
substantive requirement of the PSD program that is of specific concern
is the BACT requirement. The Application includes a BACT analysis for
the CO emissions of the casthouse. Unfortunately, this BACT analysis 1is
deficient as it overlooks the need to also directly consider
implementation of measures to control or reduce CO emissions other than
add-on afterburner technology. This was likely inadvertent since good
combustion practices, an emission control technique other than add-on
control technology, are proposed as BACT for the stoves. Nevertheless,
the fact that the BACT analysis for the casthouse in the Application
does not address use of control measures for the casthouse other than
add-on control systems means that the Application does not show that
BACT is or will be used on the casthouse for CO. For the Illinois EPA
to knowingly overlook this fact would be improper. Absent a full BACT
analysis, one cannot know whether BACT for the casthouse for CO would
simply formally recognize the measures that have been and are currently
used or whether BACT would act to lower the CO emissions of the
casthouse as BACT would entail use of additional practices to reduce CO

68 1t is also noteworthy that the court decision cited by this comment does not
address the circumstance that are now presented with the PSD approval provided
by Permit 95010001. That decision involved an after-the-fact enforcement action
where the owner of a source did not obtain the PSD approvals that were alleged
to be needed for certain major modifications. However, National Steel did
obtain a PSD approval for the Project. US Steel is now responsible for the
Project and is operating pursuant to the PSD approval originally issued to
National Steel. US Steel, not National Steel, has requested revisions to the
PSD approval for the Project as it addresses the CO emissions of the blast
furnace stoves, as well as other revisions to Permit 95010001. As National
Steel’s original application and the original permitting of the Project were in
error, as they failed to address the CO emissions of the casthouse, the only
way to now address this error through permitting is with issuance of a revised
PSD approval that also addresses the CO emissions of the casthouse.
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emissions.
C. CO Emissions from Blast Furnace Stoves (Denial Point 18)

Cl. The Determination of BACT for the Stoves Proposed by the
Application Is Consistent with PSD Rule Requirements

In the original application for Permit 95010001, National Steel
made the following proposal:

BACT literature indicates that blast furnace stoves at steel mills
are not using add-on control equipment for CO emission control. CO
emissions can be adequately controlled by the use of good
combustion practices. Therefore, the BACT recommendation for
control of CO emissions from the blast furnace stoves is the
maintenance of present good combustion practices.

National Steel, Original Application, Supplement October 30, 1995,
pp- 4-10 and 4-11, Section 4.3.4.1, “BACT - Blast Furnace Stoves,”
in Section 4.3.4, “Selected BACT — CO,” in Section 4.0, “Best
Available Control Technology Review.”.

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
because of Denial Point 19. If revised Permit 95010001, as it provides
PSD approval for the Project for CO, is to be revised to increase the
permitted CO emissions of the blast furnaces stoves as requested by the
Application, a new determination of BACT is required under the PSD
rules. The BACT determination for the CO emissions of the stoves that
is reflected in Permit 95010001 was made decades ago when Permit
95010001 was originally issued, As discussed in General Response 1,
Section 8A of this Responsiveness Summary, the discussion of BACT 1in
National Steel’s application, which was the foundation for the original
issuance of Permit 95010001, does not constrain the BACT determination
that is now required for the stoves for CO. Moreover, this new
determination of BACT is not a trivial matter as the Application
requests a substantial increase in the CO emissions for which the
stoves are permitted, i.e., CO emissions of 11,064 tons/year rather
than emissions 1,267.46 tons/year. As the BACT analysis in the
Application does not show that BACT would be used for the stoves, It is
appropriate for the Application to be denied.

C2. The Determination of BACT for the Stoves Proposed by the
Application Is Consistent with PSD Rule Requirements

As discussed in Section 8.2.1.1 of the Application, the proposed BACT
determination for the stoves is consistent with the PSD rules. For the

BACT requirement, the PSD rules expressly provides for a PSD permit to
prescribe work practices to satisfy the BACT requirement where the
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permitting authority, “determines that technological or economic
limitations on the application of measurement methodology to a
particular emissions unit would make the imposition of an emissions
standard infeasible.” 40 CFR 52.21(b)(12) and 35 IAC 204.280.

In the Application In the discussion of Step 5 of the proposed BACT
analysis for CO for stoves, the Application states as follows In Section
8.2.2.6:

USS Granite City is proposing work practice requirements
rather than numeric limits as BACT. Numeric emission
limitations are not proposed because direct measurement of
emissions, i.e., use of a USEPA reference test method, is
not feasible for any of the fuel emissions units subject to
the BACT requirements for CO emissions. In particular, for
the stack serving the blast furnace A stoves, there is no
sampling port,[FeotnoteldS and for the stack serving the blast
furnace B stoves there is no sampling port satisfying the
location requirement in U.S. EPA Reference Method 1. [Footrote]
46 Each stack is refractory lined and is believed to be
approximately one hundred years old.

For the reasons presented above, numeric CO emission
standards are not feasible for the blast furnace stoves.

Footnote 45. For the one-time exhaust gas sampling event
discussed in footnote 19 of this permit application, USS Granite
City inserted a sampling probe into the stack through a pipe used
to inject steam into the stack.

Footnote 46. Appendix A-1 to 40 CFR part 60.

The BACT analysis in the Application is deficient relative to relevant
requirements of the PSD program because it does not show that,
“technological or economic limitations on the application of
measurement technology to a particular emissions unit would make the
imposition of an emission standard infeasible, ...”” This showing is
required by 40 CFR 52.21(b)(12) or 35 IAC 204.280, the definitions of
BACT in the PSD rules. While the Application describes certain aspects
of the stacks for the stoves, the Application does not show that
emissions testing should be considered infeasible due to technological
or economic limitations associated with the stacks for the stoves. The
Application does not explain why the facts that the stacks for the
stoves are not currently fitted with test ports, are refractory lined,
and are approximately 100 years old create technological limitations
such that installation of test ports that would meet USEPA Reference
Method 1 should be considered infeasible. The Application also does not
include estimates for the costs that would be entailed in installation
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of such ports to explicitly show why emission testing should be
considered infeasible because of the economic impacts that would be
imposed 1T emission testing were required as BACT for the stoves was
set as emission standard(s). As such, the Application does not show
that the proposed use of good combustion practices as BACT should be
accepted in lieu of numerical emission standard(s).

C3. The Application Does Not ldentify Statutory or Regulatory
Provisions That Require the Application to Include the Indicated
Information

In the draft denial letter, Attachment 1, the Illinois EPA makes the
following assertion:

Further support is needed for the claim that measurement or
testing of emissions of the blast furnace stoves is infeasible.
While certain information about the stoves is provided, the
application does not directly address the technological issues or
costs that would be entailed to install suitable ports for
testing on one or both sets of blast furnace stoves. For example,
the application does not include diagrams for the existing
ductwork of the stoves to address whether the configuration of
this ductwork would accommodate installation of test ports at a
location that would satisfy USEPA Reference Method 1. The
application also does not show how the refractory lining on the
stacks or their age, approximately one hundred years old, would
present significant technical challenges and costs so that the
installation of test ports at a suitable location should be
considered infeasible. The application also does not show that
there are other challenges that would need to be addressed or
issues that should be considered, such as requirements of the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), that would
affect the technical feasibility and cost of installing suitable
test ports on the stoves.

With respect to both Illinois EPA’s general suggestion that “further
support” is needed and its list of specific examples, 1l1linois EPA
does not identify any provision of the Act or the lllinois Code
requiring that a PSD permit application include any particular
supporting information, nor does the lllinois EPA point to even an
application form or guidance document suggesting that such
documentation or additional explanation be provided. OF course,
I1linois EPA retains authority pursuant to 35 IAC 201.152 to request
additional documentation in conjunction with a construction permit
application, but that was not done here.

Contrary to what is suggested in this comment, the statutory and
regulatory basis for this deficiency in the Application are provided
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in the Revised Draft Denial Letter. The regulatory provisions include
the definition of “Best Available Control Technology (BACT),” 35 IAC
204.280; the definition of “complete,” 35 IAC 204.330; the information
that an applicant for a PSD approval must submit, 35 IAC 204.810; and
the BACT requirement for a major modification, 35 1AC 204.1100(c).

In addition, as discussed in General Response 1, Section 8A of this
Responsiveness Summary, it is not necessary for there to be a
provision of the Act or the Illinois Code, or other guidance that
specifies the particular information that must be included in an
application for an air pollution control construction permit. The
I1linois EPA’s ability to request additional information to remedy
deficiencies that are identified In permit applications is not
provided by 35 IAC 201.152. The Il1linois EPA may directly proceed
with denial of an air pollution control permit application without
requesting that the applicant supplement or revise the submitted
application.

C4. When the 11linois EPA Issued the CAAPP Permit In 2013, It
Determined That Work Practices Suffice AS BACT for the Blast
Furnace Stoves

In 2013, when issuing Permit 96030056, the CAAPP permit for the
facility, the Illinois EPA again determined that work practices suffice
for the blast furnaces stoves for purposes of demonstrating compliance
with the applicable requirements of Permit 95010001.6°

The observation made by this comment is not correct and does not
contribute anything to a discussion of the BACT analysis in the
Application for the CO emissions of the stoves. The Illinois EPA did
not reexamine the established determination of BACT for the stoves for
CO when it issued Permit 96030056 in 2013, as suggested by this
comment. Indeed, when issuing a CAAPP permit, the Illinois EPA’s
authority does not extend to formally reviewing and potentially
revising BACT determinations made in PSD approval(s) for units and
activities at a source. The Illinois EPA’s authority with respect to
such determinations, as it also is for the applicable emission

69 See, CAAPP Permit 96030056, Conditions 7.4.12(a) and (b). Condition
7.4.12(a) explains that for blast furnace processes, compliance with
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. Conditions 7.4.12(b) explains that compliance with the
production/emission limits of Condition 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.” Note that Permit 96030056
does not include any testing, monitoring, recordkeeping, or reporting
requirements specific to the blast furnace stoves. (Adapted from Footnote 11
of US Steel’s Comments of January 2014.)
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standards of relevant rules, is restricted to imposing associated
compliance procedures (in the terminology of the CAAPP, periodic
monitoring) if the existing BACT determination or emission standard
does not adequately address how compliance is to be assured with such
determination or standard on an ongoing basis. The CAAPP program does
not contemplate substantive changes to established BACT requirements
being made during the issuance of CAAPP permits since such changes are
appropriately made by issuance of a new or revised PSD permit.

Moreover, this comment implies that Permit 96030056 requires use of
good combustion practices as BACT for the stoves. Then, presumably
because use of such practices is inherent in the day-to-day operation
of the stoves, the Illlinois EPA did not deem it worthwhile or
necessary in 2013 in Permit 96030056 to impose any associated
compliance procedures related to the use of good combustion practices
for the stoves, i.e., requirements for operational monitoring and/or
recordkeeping to verify implementation of good combustion practices.
Accordingly, this comment argues that Denial Point 18, as it involves
the absence of certain information from the Application related to
BACT for the stoves, is unwarranted. However, this argument is not
relevant because the increase in permitted CO emissions requested by
the Application necessitates making a new BACT analysis and,
potentially, a new determination of BACT in revised Permit 95010001.
In this regard, the Application requests an almost nine-fold iIncrease
in the CO emissions of the stoves, with an overall increase in the CO
emissions for which the Project is permitted. This argument is also
not valid because Permit 96030056 does not require use of good
combustion practices as BACT to reduce or control for CO emissions.’
This is as should be expected since Permit 95010001, itself, does not
require use of good combustion practices as BACT for the stoves. There
is nothing with regard good combustion practices for the stoves that
had to be restated in Permit 96030056. Thus, it is not surprising that
Permit 96030056 does not include compliance procedures related to use
of good combustion practices for the stoves since Permit 95010001 does
not actually require use of such practices. Further inferences should
not be drawn from the fact that Permit 96030056 does not include
compliance procedures for the use of good combustion practices.’”!

70 1f anything, the BACT determination for the stoves for CO made in Permit
95010001 are the emission factor limits set by this permit, i.e., CO emissions
of 40.0 Ibs/mmcf for natural gas, 13.7 lbs/mmcf for BFG and 5.0 lbs/1,000
gallons for fuel oil (Permit 95010001, Condition 22 and Table 4). These limits
are repeated in Permit 96030056 (CAAPP Condition 5.6.2@a)(i1i)(B).) Unlike
Permit 95010001, Permit 96030056 provides for emission testing to confirm
compliance with these limits (Condition 5.7). Recordkeeping is also required to
verify compliance with these limits (Condition 5.9.1(c) and (d)).

1 In the original application for Permit 95010001, National Steel addresses
use of good combustion practices for the blast furnace stoves, explaining,
“Good combustion practice is the inherently lowest emitting method of
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C5. The Application Provides All Required Information

The documentation provided in the Application regarding infeasibility
of emissions testing is more extensive than the documentation provided
in the original permit application submitted by National Steel and
accepted by Illinois EPA when originally issuing Permit 95010001. The
Application includes all information required by the applicable
permitting rules and the PSD rules relating to BACT for CO emissions
from the stoves.

Whether the Application has “more information” than National Steel
provided in its application about the infeasibility of emissions
testing for the blast furnace stoves is Immaterial as to whether the
Application is deficient.’? The Application does not include information
showing that emissions testing is infeasible for the stoves. Therefore,
it is appropriate for the Application to be denied.

D. Emissions Associated with Combustion of Coke Oven Gas (COG) (Denial
Point 19)

In the draft denial letter, Attachment 1, the lllinois EPA asserts
that the Application is deficient because it “does not demonstrate
that prior to February 2015, when the by-product recovery coke oven
batteries at the Granite City Works were shut down and COG [coke oven

controlling CO emissions from combustion sources.” (National Steel, Original
Application, Supplement October 30, 1995, p. 4-6, Section 4.3.3.1, “Blast
Furnace Stoves,” in Section 4.3.1, “Inherently Lower-Emitting
Processes/Practices,” in Section 4.0, “Best Available Control Technology
Review.”)

However, the use of such practices as BACT for the stoves for CO was not
explicitly required by Permit 95010001 as issued. Condition 41(b) of Permit
95010001 acknowledged that PSD was applicable to the Project for SO, and CO.
However, this condition simply concludes by stating that, “The Agency has
determined that these additional requirements [including BACT for affected SO
and CO emissions units] have been met.” The Illinois EPA’s project summary for
the public comment period that was held before the initial issuance of Permit
95010001 addressed the BACT requirement of the PSD rules in a single sentence,
explaining, “GCD (Granite City Division of National Steel] has shown that the
work practices used for SO; and CO constitute BACT as used by other steel mills
for these pollutants. (1l1linois EPA, November 1995, “Project Summary for
Proposed Issuance of a Construction Permit for Granite City Division of
National Steel Corporation,” p. 6.)

72 The Illinois EPA agrees that the Application is better than the application
submitted by National Steel. The Application recognizes that if BACT for an
emission unit Is not to be set as a numerical emission standard, it must be
determined that emissions testing is infeasible for that unit. However, the
Application is identical to National Steel’s application as it does not make
this showing.
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gas] ceased to be available, BACT was being utilized for the SO, and
CO emissions from use of COG in the stoves.” US Steel acknowledges
that the BACT determination made by Illinois EPA in 1996, based on
relying on the application submitted by National Steel, may have been
deficient in this regard. Nonetheless, based on a pertinent court
decision, ll1linois EPA’s assertion that any such historical deficiency
is relevant to the Application is entirely without merit.”

This comment does not show that the Application should not be denied
based on Denial Point 19. This comment does not respond to the issues
that are raised by this denial point. The situation that was addressed
by the court decision cited by this comment did not involve the
situation presented by the Application. The cited court decision
involved an after-the-fact enforcement action against a source for the
failure to obtain a PSD permit. Accordingly, this comment does not show
that the Application should not be denied based on Denial Point 19.

By way of further explanation, the Application must address BACT for the
blast furnaces stoves for emissions of SO, and CO because of the
Application, itself, and how it proposes to address emissions of the
blast furnace stoves. The Application proposes revisions to the baseline
emissions of the Project to reflect what US Steel now considers should
have been the baseline emissions for the original permitting of the
Project. In particular, updates to the emissions of the blast furnace
stoves for particulate, NOx and VOM are proposed to address the
emissions of the stoves during the baseline period from use of COG.
However, emissions from use of COG were not considered during the
original permitting of the Project. That the Application now proposes
that emissions from use of COG be addressed for the requested revisions
of Permit 95010001 is the reason why the Application must now also
address BACT for the stoves for the SO, and CO emissions from use of
COG, as well as BACT for the CO emissions from use of BFG and natural
gas.’* In this regard, Denial Point 19 in the Revised Draft Denial Letter
explains as follows:"

73 See, e.g., U.S. v Midwest Generation LLC. 781 Fed. Supp. 2d 677 (N.D. Il1l.
2011) (holding that a source owner” obligation with respect to BACT are limited
to those imposed in a PSD permit.) (Footnote 13 of US Steel’s Comments of
January 2024.)

74 As addressed in Denial Point 18, the BACT analysis in the Application for CO
emissions from use of BFG and natural gas is also deficient.

75 As specifically related to BACT for CO from use of COG in the Blast Furnace
Stoves, Denial Point 19 in the Draft Revised Denial Letter also explains:

With respect to CO, it is relevant that the BACT demonstration in the 2022
application [Application] focuses on CO emissions from burning of fuels
other than COG. For fuel burning units, the 2022 application states that
“CO emissions of these units result primarily from incomplete combustion
during the firing of BFG and natural gas.” This ignores the historic
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. unlike the initial permitting of the Project, the 2022
application [Application] now quantifies emissions of
particulate, NOx and VOM from burning COG and these emissions
are included in revised determinations of baseline emissions.
(In 1996, the Project was permitted as a major modification for
SO, and CO but did not quantitatively address emissions from
burning COG.) ITf emissions from burning of COG are to be relied
upon for the issuance of a revised permit, the 2022 application
must also address the BACT requirements of PSD for the SO, and CO
emissions from use of COG, as would have been applicable in
1996, when the Project commenced. The fact that the by-product
recovery coke batteries at the Granite City Works were shutdown
in 2015 and COG is no longer available at the facility, does not
alter the applicable requirements under PSD that must be
satisfied. PSD would be violated if a revised permit were issued
for the Project based on revised NSR applicability analyses that
considered use of COG, as contained in the 2022 application,
absent demonstrations that the Project utilized BACT for
emissions of SO, and CO from use of COG.

Revised Draft Denial Letter, Attachment 1, p. 67.

The Application would not be denied based on Denial Point 19 to simply
require US Steel to propose corrections to Permit 95010001 to address a
potential error in the original permitting of the Project. That is,
Permit 95010001 did not provide for BACT for SO, and CO emissions from
use of COG even though the permit approved a PSD major modification for
these pollutants. Instead, given that the usage of COG and associated
emissions were not expected to increase with the Project, the emissions
from use of COG in Project-affected fuel burning units were not
quantitatively addressed by Permit 95010001.7® However, the PSD rules

contribution of COG to the CO emissions of the stoves prior to February
2015. The 2022 application also does not state that, as of February 2015,
it was no longer necessary to address CO emissions from use of COG because
COG was no longer produced and available for use.

Revised Draft Denial Letter, Attachment 1, p. 68.

76 That the original permitting of the Project did not quantitatively address
emissions from use of COG is apparent from National Steel’s application and
Permit 95010001. For example, in National Steel’s application, as the summaries
of the netting analysis for different pollutant, Tables 3-1 through 3-6 of the
January 1, 1996, supplement to the application,* address emissions of Project-
affected fuel burning units, including the blast furnace stoves, only emissions
from use of BFG, natural gas and fuel oil are addressed but not emissions from
use of COG. Consistent with National Steel’s application, Permit 95010001,
Condition 22 and Table 4, only set limits for the usages of BFG, natural gas
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indicate that determinations of BACT are to be made for all emissions of
the relevant pollutant(s) from the subject emissions units, not simply
for certain emissions of the relevant pollutant from

such units.?’- 78

and fuel oil and associated emissions from use of these fuels, but not for the
usage of COG and its associated emissions.

* Copies of these tables are included in the Application in Appendix B,

“Emission Calculations.”

77 When addressing the applicability of BACT to a major modification for a
pollutant, for the units for which BACT is required, the PSD rules require a
determination of BACT for all emissions of the pollutant from such units, not
just some of the emissions from such units, e.g., only the SO, emissions from
burning BFG but not the S0, emissions from burning COG.

A major modification shall apply best available control technology for each
pollutant subject to regulation under the [Clean Air} Act for which it would
result in a significant net emissions increase at the source. This
requirement applies to each proposed emissions unit [emphasis added] at
which a net emissions increase in the pollutant would occur as a result of a
physical change or change in the method of operation of the unit [emphasis
added] -

40 CFR 52.21(j)(3) and 35 IAC 201.1100(c),

78 1t is interesting that in a later comment, US Steel Comment appears to take
a position that is at odds with the position taken in these comments responding
to Draft Denial Point 19. In the later comment, US Steel attempts to show that
the revised NSR applicability analysis in the Application for the Project for
NOx is appropriate and meets applicable requirements of the NSR rules. Among
other things, this comment argues that it is appropriate to update the baseline
emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units to now also account for
emissions from use of COG in these units. (In this Responsiveness Summary, this
particular comment is identified as Comment VII1.D(1).) This comment argues
that it is appropriate for all NOx emissions of the subject units to be
addressed, now including NOx emissions from use of COG. This is because
applicable NSR rules require all emissions of the subject units of the
pollutant for which the applicability of NSR is being considered to be
addressed, as explained by the comment as follows.*

.. the major modification applicability test requires a comparison of the
pre-project actual emissions of the emissions units or group of units; the
post-project actual emissions (or potential to emit) of that emission unit
or group of units; the applicable definition of actual emissions does not
provide for a calculation that considers only some portions of the units’
emissions.

US Steel, Comments of January 2024, Comment VII1.D, p. 13.

However, in response to Denial Point 19, this comment appears to argue that the
PSD rules allow a BACT determination for a pollutant for a BACT-subject unit to
be made for only some of the unit’s emissions of that pollutant.
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VIII. PSD AND NANSR APPLICABILITY WITH RESPECT TO NOx
EMISSIONS (DENIAL POINT 1)

A. The Denial of the Application Would Be Improper As the Denial
Would Be Based on Previously Authorized Emissions and
Emissions Increases

Al. The 11linois EPA Appears to Take into Account and Improperly
Consider Emissions and Emissions Increases That Were Authorized
by Il1linois EPA at the Time Permit 95010001 Was Initially Issued
to National Steel

The draft denial letter, Attachment 1, Paragraph 1, suggests that the
Application is deficient because it does not include or otherwise
address the substantive requirements of the PSD and NaNSR programs with
respect to NOx emissions. However, in its evaluation of whether the
Project is or would become a major modification, Illinois EPA appears
to take into account and improperly consider emissions and emissions
increases that were authorized by 1llinois EPA at the time Permit
95010001 was issued to National Steel but will not occur in the

future. In this regard, Permit 95010001, as issued to National Steel on
January 25, 1996, provided for a net increase in annual NOx emissions
from the Project of 38.3 tons per year. A revised version of Permit
95010001 issued to National Steel on January 25, 1999, which addressed

*Incidentally, as explained in response to the later comment, the argument
or claim that is made is not relevant to the reasons that the revised NSR
applicability analysis in the Application has been determined to be
deficient, such that the Application must be denied. As related to
applicability of NSR, one reason that the revised NSR applicability is
deficient is that the baseline emissions of NOx have been updated to
include NOx emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units from use of
COG. However, a similar update was not made for the NOx emissions of these
units with greater production of iron and steel as provided for by Permit
95010001 following the Project. If revised NSR applicability analysis for
NOx emissions is to be updated in the Application so that it addressed
emissions of the Project-affected fuel burning units from use of COG, both
the original, “pre-project,” baseline NOx emissions and the original NOx
emissions of these units with the Project must be updated.

67

SR 0161



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

an increase in permitted usage of natural gas in certain Project-
affected fuel burning units, provided for an additional net NOx
emissions increase of 31.8 tons/year (31.8 tons/year and 38.3 tons/year
yields a combined increase of 70.1 tons/year). As such, the net NOX
emissions increase from the Project authorized by the Illinois EPA
prior to US Steel’s ownership of the Granite City Works in 2003, when
National Steel owned and operated the Granite City Works, is greater
than the net change in NOx emissions shown in the Application with the
revisions to Permit 95010001 that are now requested by US Steel, i.e.,
a net decrease of 237.3 tons/year.’®

This comment does not identify a flaw in the 1llinois EPA’s review of
the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the Application,
which addresses the increases requested by the Application In the
permitted NOx emissions of certain units that are part of the Project.?®
As such, this comment does not show that increases in NOxX emissions
that are requested would not result in the Project becoming a major NSR
modification for NOx. First, the comment does not even explain how the
I1linois EPA has improperly considered emissions and Increases in NOx
emissions that had previously been permitted, as is claimed in this
comment, when Finding that the Application was deficient because it did
not address the substantive requirements of NSR for the Project, as
stated in the denial letters. The comment also does not explain why and

79 In this comment, information about the two versions of Permit 95010001 and
the Application was presented in a table. In this Responsiveness Summary,
relevant information is presented in a narrative. This is because the
presentation of information in the table was misleading. For example, the table
did not explain that Permit 95010001 was revised in 1999 to address a further
change at the Granite City Works. The table also provided a value for the net
increase in NOx emissions for this second permit that was the sum of the net
increase indicated in Permit 95010001, as original issued for the Project, and
the additional net increase in emissions with the further change to the
facility. In the table, the Application, is identified as a ”permit” that is
“pending,” rather than the Application, as submitted by US Steel for further
revisions to Permit 95010001.The value that is provided for the net increase iIn
NOx emissions for the Application is not clearly identified as the value
proposed in the Application, which is based on the revised PSD applicability
analysis for the Project in the Application, For the two permits that are
addressed, the values for the net increase in NOx emissions either came from or
were derived from information in the permits issued by the Illinois EPA.

80 In the Application, Appendix B, Emission Calculations, this revised
applicability analysis is entitled “USS Granite City — 1996 Production Increase
Project: Revised NOx PSD [emphasis added] Net Emissions Increase Analysis.” In
this Responsiveness Summary, this revised analysis is referred to as an NSR
applicabilityanalysis, This is because US Steel must address the implications
of the increases in emissions of NOx requested by the Application for both PSD
and NaNSR.
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how such emissions and emission increases should have been handled.

Second, as the Application requests increases in the permitted annual
NOx emissions of certain units affected by the Project, i.e., the blast
furnace casthouse (casthouse) and the BOFs,®' it is appropriate for the
updated NSR applicability analysis for the Project for NOx to
reevaluate applicability of NSR to the Project for NOx. The fact that
the Project was previously permitted for net increases In NOX emissions
that did not trigger NSR is immaterial since the Application requests
corrections to the prior permitting of the Project. In other words, the
fact that the original NSR applicability analysis for the Project for
NOx was flawed, is indicated by the request in the Application for
increases in permitted NOX emissions of certain units affected by the
Project. Accordingly, the net increases in NOx emissions of the Project
indicated in the Permit 95010001, as originally issued, and in the
subsequent revisions to Permit 95010001 should no longer be considered
reliable as the NSR applicability analysis that they relied upon is
flawed. This is directly contrary to what is suggested by this comment.
In addition, as the Application involves changes to the NSR
applicability analysis for the Project for NOx, it is appropriate for
the Illinois EPA to review this analysis in its entirety and not simply
with regard to the NOx emissions of the casthouse and the BOFs.#

81 The bulk of the requested increase in NOx emissions involves the BOFs.

Permit 95010001 currently limits the annual NOx emissions of these units to
69.63 tons/year. The Application, Table 6-7, “NOx emission Caps,” and Appendix
B, Emissions Calculations, “USS Granite City — 1996 Production Increase
Project: Revised NOx PSD Net Emissions Increase Analysis,” requests that Permit
95010001 be revised to increase the permitted NOx emissions of the BOFs to
400.0 tons/year. The Application also proposes corrections to the baseline,
“pre-project” NOx emissions of the BOFs with use of an emission factor of
0.1475 pounds/ton of steel, rather than 0.0389 pounds/ton of steel
(Application, Table 6-5, “Pre-Project Actual NOx Emissions and Proposed Changes
to Pre-Project NOx Emission Factors for Affected Emissions Units”). The
resulting corrected NOx baseline for the BOFs is 179.8 tons/year. The
difference between this revised baseline emissions and the revised permitted
NOx emissions requested for the BOFs is a net increase of 220.2 tons/year (400
— 179.8 = 220.2).

The NOx emissions of the blast furnaces are much less than those of the BOFs.
The proposed correction for the baseline emissions of the blast furnaces would
lower their baseline from 15.6 to 4.6 tons/year. The Application requests that
the revised permit provide for future NOx emissions of 24.0 tons/year from the
blast furnaces, for a net increase of 19.4 tons/year (24.0 — 4.6 = 19.4). (As
Permit 95010001 currently limits NOx emissions of the blast furnaces to 22.79
tons/year, the emissions limitation in the permit would actually only change by
1.21 tons/year.)

82 Separate from the approach to NSR applicability taken by US Steel in this
revised analysis for NOx, as iIs addressed in this series of responses, the

I1linois EPA’s review of the revised analysis has also identified various
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Third, this comment does not clearly explain how the net change in NOx
emissions of the Project for purposes of NSR would now be lower than
originally permitted. In other words, even though the Application
requests that Permit 95010001 be revised to increase the permitted NOx
emissions of the casthouse and the BOFs by more than 200 tons, how
could that revised permit for the Project be based upon a net decrease
in NOx emissions of 237.3 tons/year instead of a net increase in
emissions that is substantially greater than 38.1 tons/year. In fact,
this comment hints at the answer to this question as it claims that the
“I1linois EPA appears to take into account and improperly consider
emissions and emissions increases that were authorized by I1l1linois EPA
at the time Permit 95010001 was issued to National Steel but will not
occur in the future [emphasis added].” As such, this comment
acknowledges that the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the
Application addresses current circumstances, nominally starting in 2022
when the Application was submitted, and not circumstances as should
have been addressed when Permit 95010001 was originally issued.83

This approach to the correction of construction permits for projects
that were originally considered non-major projects and not subjected to
substantive requirements of NSR i1s contrary to the NSR rules and long-
standing practice. As such, iIn the revised NSR applicability analysis
in the Application, US Steel appears to improperly take into account
and consider decreases in NOx emissions that were not made enforceable
by Permit 95010001 and, and in fact, did not occur until long after the
Project was completed. In other words, the revised NSR applicability
analysis for NOx in the Application would rely on “post-project”
decreases in NOx emissions that were not part of the original Project.

issues with the quantification of NOx emissions for these analyses, as were
addressed in the draft denial letters. (For example, see Denial Points 2 and
3A.) As such, iIn these responses related to the general approach taken in the
revised NSR applicability analysis, the value for the net change in NOx
emissions from the Application is used for ease of explanation. It does not
indicate acceptance of this value by the Illinois EPA given the separate issues
with regard to accuracy and appropriateness of the quantification of the
Project’s NOx emissions in the Application, as were also addressed by the draft
denial letters.

83 The claim that the NOx emissions that are of concern for applicability of
NSR “have been authorized” is also problematic as the revised NSR applicability
analysis for NOx in the Application addresses emissions from use of coke oven
gas (COG) in Project-affected fuel burning units. However, neither National
Steel in the original application for the Project nor the Illinois EPA when it
originally issued Permit 95010001 for the Project quantitatively addressed
emissions from burning COG. As such, it is not clear that the Illinois EPA
authorized such NOx emissions in the manner now claimed by this comment.
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As such, the revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx in the
Application does not address whether NSR should have been applicable
for NOx in 1996 if the original permit application had correctly
quantified the NOx emissions of the casthouse and the BOFs with the
Project. The fact that with certain post-project emission decreases in
NOx emissions that have occurred at the Granite City Works, the overall
NOx emissions of the Project-affected units may currently be and in the
future will continue to be less than the overall NOx emissions that
could have originally been allowed by Permit 95010001 is not material
to determining whether the requested increases in the NOx emissions of
certain units, as requested by the Application, would result in
applicability of NSR to the Project for NOx.

In this regard, US Steel’s Comments of January 2024 do not include
Footnote 13 of its Comments of September 2023. This footnote discussed
the “post-project” decreases in NOx emissions that the Il1linois EPA
found the Application would improperly rely upon for purposes of
revised NSR applicability analysis for NOx. This footnote refers to
various statements in the Initial Draft Denial Letter describing the
developments at the Granite City Works that led to these emission
decreases, i1.e., the shutdown of ten older boilers and the shutdown of
the byproduct recovery coke batteries, which eliminated use of coke
oven gas (COG) as a fuel.®

84 In US Steel’s Comments of September 2023, the reference to Footnote 13
is located after the following sentence, “However, in its evaluation of
whether the Production Increase Project is or would become a major
modification, Illinois EPA appears to take into account emissions and
emissions increases that were authorized by Illinois EPA at the time
Permit No. 95010001 was issued to National Steel .[Footrotel 131 Thijs sentence
was clearly erroneous as it stated that the Illinois EPA was taking into
account certain emission increases whereas in this denial point the
Il1linois EPA disputes US Steel’s proposed reliance on certain, post-
project emission decreases. The entirety of this footnote is provided
below.

[Footnote] 13 gee, e.g., [Draft Denial Letter,] Attachment 1 at p. 4,
suggesting that the updated applicability analysis should include
"“future® NOx emissions™ from Boilers 1 through 10 based on the configuration
of those boilers as they existed at the time the Production Increase Project
was Implemented by National Steel and at the time US Steel purchased the
assets in 2003, notwithstanding the fact that those boilers are
prohibited from operating currently and in the future; Attachment 1 at
p- 4, suggesting that the updated applicability analysis should include
greater NOx emission rates from Boilers 11 and 12 based on the
configuration of those boilers as they existed at the time the Production
Increase Project was implemented by National Steel and at the time US Steel
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It is also noted that separate from Denial Point 1, in Denial Point 3,
the Illinois EPA also determined that the requested revised permit
should be denied for reasons associated with the new value for the NOx
emissions of Project-affected fuel burning units used in this analysis.
In Denial Point 3, the Illinois EPA explains that the requested revised
permit must be denied because the Application does not show that this
new value for the NOx emissions of these units fully accounts for the
emissions of these units with the Project. For example, it is observed
that the “.the 2022 application does not show that 706 tons/year
represents the post-project NOx emissions as could have been addressed
when Permit 95010001 was originally issued if emissions from burning of
COG [coke oven gas] in these units when operating at levels of iron and
steel production that were permitted had been considered,” (Revised
Draft Denial Letter, Attachment 1, p. 11).8 Failure to show compliance
with the substantive requirements of NSR was not identified as a reason
for denial in Denial Point 3. This is different from Denial Point 1
where the issuance of the requested revised permit was denied because
the Application did not show compliance with the substantive
requirements of NSR for a major project for NOx because the revised NSR
applicability analysis Tor NOx inappropriately relies on certain
decreases In emissions.

One final observation, the second version of Permit 95010001 cited in
this comment, which is not actually addressed in the Application, was

purchased the assets In 2003, notwithstanding the fact that the Boilers
are prohibited from operating at those emission rates currently and in
the future; Attachment 1 at p. 4, suggesting that the updated
applicability analysis should include greater NOx emission rates from
Boilers 11 and 12 and from the blast furnace stoves based on the use of
coke oven gas as fuel in those units at the time the Production Increase
Project was implemented by National Steel and at the time US Steel
purchased the assets in 2003, notwithstanding the fact that coke oven
gas is not an available fuel at the facility currently or in the future.

85 Denial Point 3 has similarities to Denial Point 1 from a mathematical
perspective, as should be expected. If a value for a parameter is too small
because it reflects certain downward adjustments, the value of the parameter
also can be described as not being large enough because it does not reflect
certain upward adjustments.
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an operating permit, not a construction permit.®- & Moreover, as stated
in this Operating Permit 95010001, dated January 5, 1999, this permit
was revised to “incorporate” or address iIncreases in emissions of NOx
and other pollutants authorized by Construction Permit 98110039, date
issued December 9, 1998. The subject of that permit was a “Natural Gas
Usage Increase,” not a ““Production Increase,” i.e., not the Production
Increases Project. Consistent with the application for that permit,
Permit 98110039 only provides for increases in permitted emissions of
Boilers 1 through 12 and of ladle dryer preheaters with the increase in
the permitted usage of natural gas by these units. The natural gas
usage of the blast furnace stoves was not addressed.?®®

A2. In the Draft Denial Letter, the Illinois EPA’s Avoids the
Language of the “Source Obligation Provisions” of the NSR Rules

86 In Appendix D, “Copies of Construction Permits,” the Application includes
copies of two versions of Permit 95010001. The First is the current version of
this permit, dated May 30, 2012, which was revised pursuant to an application
from US Steel and issued to U.S. Steel, Granite City. The second version of
Permit 95010001 is the original permit for the Project issued to National
Steel, dated January 25, 1996.

87 Prior to the establishment of the Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP),

i.e., Illinois” program for operating permits for sources of emissions under
Title V of the federal Clean Air Act, sources could obtain separate operating
operations for the various emission units at a facility. Construction permits,
which were issued for the construction or modification of emission units, were
then routinely converted into operating permits that provided for the ongoing
operation of the subject new or modified units. This was done using the
identical permit number, with the operating permit being titled as such rather
than as a construction permit and the introductory language in the permit
authorizing the operation of the subject units rather than their construction
or modification. This practice was discontinued with the adoption of the CAAPP,
since Title V of the Clean Air Act provides that the emissions units at a
facility that are owned or operated by a single entity must be addressed by a
single facility-wide operating permit issued to that entity.

88 As indicated in Table I of Permit 98110038, the increase in NOx emissions of
the units addressed by this permit (31.83 tons/year), which would accompany the
increase in permitted usage of natural gas by these units was determined as the
difference between the calculated baseline emissions of these units of 174.11
tons/year (average of annual NOx emissions of 1996 and 1997, reflecting annual
average natural gas usage of 1,131 million cubic feet/year) and the new
permitted NOx emissions for these units of 205.94 tons/year (NOx emissions
calculated based on the new permitted usage of up to 1,347 million cubic
feet/year of natural gas).

73

SR 0167



Electronic Filing: Received, Clerk's Office 06/12/2024 **PCB 2024-077

When summarizing its review of the revised NOx net emissions increase
(“netting”) analyses in the Application, the Illinois EPA conspicuously
avoids using the language of the “source obligation provisions,” which
are controlling, as specifically discussed in later comments.

The I11linois EPA’s responses to US Steel’s comments concerning the “so-
called” source obligation provisions of the NSR rules® will follow
those comments by US Steel, also being later in this Responsiveness
Summary. By way of a brief preview in response to this specific
comment, the subject provisions do not directly address or govern the
applicability provisions of the NSR rules, which set out how one
determines whether projects are or are not major projects for purposes
of NSR. As such, the Illinois EPA did not refer to the so-called source
obligation provisions in the Draft Denial Letters since the issue for
the increases in NOx emissions requested by the Application is whether
they result in the applicability of NSR for NOx as the Project would
now become a major modification for purposes of NSR. The so-called
source obligation provisions prescribe how the substantive requirements
of NSR, e.g., Best Available Control Technology (BACT) under PSD or
Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) under NaNSR, are to be
determined for the relevant units affected by certain projects, i.e.,
projects which become a major new source or a major modification as a
consequence of the relaxation of enforceable limitations, once it has
been determined that such projects would become major projects for
purposes of NSR.

A3. The Draft Denial Letter Appears to Improperly Suggest That a Final
Adjudication Has Been Made That the Project Was Originally a Major
NSR Modification for NOx

In the Draft Denial Letters, Attachment 1, Footnote 3, the Illinois EPA appears
to suggest it has already been determined the Project as authorized prior to US

89 The provisions of the NSR rules that these comments refer to as the “source
obligations provisions” are characterized by the Illinois EPA as being “so-
called” provisions. In this regard, US Steel uses the term “source obligation
provisions” to refer to certain provisions of the NSR rules that refer to or
address relaxations of source-specific limitations, i.e., 40 CFR 52.21(r)(4),
35 IAC 203.201 and 35 IAC 204.850. However, these provisions are not actually
entitled “source obligation.” In Illinois” NSR rules, the relevant provisions,
35 IAC 203.201 and 35 IAC 204.850, are actually entitled “Relaxation of a
Source-Specific Limitation.” In the federal PSD rules, 40 CFR 52.21(r)(4) is
one of several provisions under the general heading of “Source obligation.”
Moreover, in 11linois” PSD rules, 35 IAC 204.820, the provision that is
actually entitled “Source Obligation” does not address the relaxation of
limitations. Rather, it deals with the obligation of sources to construct and
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Steel’s ownership of the Granite City Works was a major modification. In this
footnote the Illinois EPA asserts that an analysis of alternatives would have
been required as part of National Steel’s original application for the Project
“. 1IFf it had been recognized in 1996 that the Project was a major modification
for NOx”). US Steel is unaware of any such final determination or
adjudication.®0

operate in compliance with the terms of their PSD permits. (The federal PSD
rules include a similar requirement at 40 CFR 52.21(r)(1).)

In Section 2.2.4 of the Application (Application p. 2-4) , the introductory
discussion of the provisions of the NSR rules addressing relaxation of
established permit limitations, the relevant rules are specifically cited. The
discussion also explains that updated net increases calculations are included
in the Application, including calculations for baseline emissions now address
emissions from burning coke oven gas (COG) in Project-affected fuel burning
units. However, the discussion does not describe approach that is taken to
updating the emissions with the Project.

% This comment is Footnote 14 of US Steel’s Comments of January 2024.
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In this footnote, the 11linois EPA was not suggesting that a final
determination or adjudication has been made that the Project was or is
major for NOx. As is apparent from the Draft Denial Letters, the
I1linois EPA has determined that the revised permit requested by the
Application should be denied because, among other things, the
Application does not provide proof that the Project would not be a
major modification for NOx with the requested increases in NOX
emissions and does not provide proof of compliance with the substantive
requirements of NSR for NOx. In this regard, it is possible that in a
new application, US Steel could show that the Project would not become
a major modification for NOx, show that the substantive requirements of
NSR for a major modification for NOx have been met, or otherwise show
that the requirements for issuance of a revision to Permit 95010001
have been met.

In addition, as related to the substantive requirements of NSR for a
major new source or major modification, this footnote called attention
to the fact that in the recitation of the substantive requirements of
NSR in the body of the Draft Denial Letter, the Illinois EPA omitted
one such requirement, i.e., the requirement of NaNSR for an Analysis of
Alternatives. As explained by the Illinois EPA in the final sentence of
the cited footnote, which was not included in the comment, “It is
beyond the scope of the revisions of Permit 95010001 that are now
requested to address the fact that such an analysis was not originally
part of the construction permit application for the Project.” This
acknowledges the difference In this substantive requirement of NaNSR
from other substantive requirements of NSR that can potentially be
addressed retroactively with permitting. For example, for BACT or LAER,
the Illinois EPA can conceivably issue a permit that simply codifies
these requirements for control of emissions so that they are
enforceable on an ongoing basis if it is also found that emissions of a
project were actually controlled as required by NSR.

Ad. The Denial of the Application Would Appear to Be Improper As It
Would Shift a burden that is not US Steel’s to US Steel

The Draft Denial Letter states that, “The 2022 Application requests
that the Permit be permitted for additional NOx emissions but does not
show that the Project would still not be a major modification for NOXx
if the permit were revised as requested.” {Denial Letter, Attachment
1, p-3.)% With this statement, the Illinois EPA would appear to be

91 In US Steel’s Comments of January 2024, this statement is characterized
without explanation as being ambiguous. The Illinois EPA disagrees with this
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characterization as the cited statement is factual in nature. It explains that
while the Application requests Permit 95010001 be revised to increase the
permitted NOx emissions of certain units, the Application does not show that
the Project would still be non-a major modification for NOx if the Project were
permitted with increased emissions as requested. Moreover, this comment does
not actually dispute this statement. Instead, the comment appears to argue that
US Steel should not be considered responsible for the Project being a major
modification for NOx because applicability of NSR for the Project for NOx
should now be determined considering post-project decreases In emissions, as
was done in the Application. In addition, the comment likely argues that US
Steel should not be subject to the substantive requirements of NSR for NOx even
ifT the Project would become major for NOx because Permit 95010001 was
originally issued to National Steel based on an application that it submitted.
In its Comments of September 2023, US Steel did discuss why it
considered this statement to be ambiguous, as provided below.

Il1linois EPA"s assertions regarding applicability of the substantive
requirements of the PSD and NNSR [NaNSR] programs with respect to NOx
emissions are ambiguous: US Steel cannot determine from the draft
denial letter and associated documents whether Illinois EPA is
claiming that the Production Increase Project as authorized by
Il1linois EPA and as implemented by National Steel prior to US Steel"s
ownership was a major modification subject to the substantive
requirements of the PSD and NNSR programs or, instead, if Illinois
EPA is claiming that the measures required by Permit 95