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Finally, it is significant to notc that cven if ACI is later shown to be a technically feasible
option, U. S. Stecl estimatces that the capital cost of such a system for Keetac and Minntac could
cxceed $150 million, and that annual operating and maintenance costs will exceed $37 million.

The Taconite RTR Rule includes several new requirements and MACT standards.
Howecvecr, the technology to control mercury is not available because no such technology has
been demonstrated to control and mect the Taconite RTR Rule mercury limits for the taconite
iron orc processing industry, cither in the US or internationally.

A Presidential Exemption is warranted for scveral reasons:

¢« No technologics employed at any taconite iron ore processing facility have demonstrated
the ability to mect the Taconite RTR Rule’s new MACT standards for mercury. No
taconitc iron orc processing facility has installed such controls for the new HAPSs; nor arc
the facilitics subjeet to any existing limits for the new HAPs. EPA’s approach to
completing the RTR and purported “gap filling” pursuant to the £./24N decision arc
contrary to a plain rcading of the Clean Air Act and arc duc no deference.

e Contrary to the Clean Air Act, the Tacenite RTR Rulc imposcs requircments that no
source, domestically or globally, 1s known to actually achieve.

e The new mercury limits and requirements were crroncously determined, as morce fully
cxplained in U. 8. Steel’s comments to the preposcd Taconite RTR Rule and in our
petition for reconsideration.

e EPA ignorced data provided by U. S. Steel and other commenters that supperts a finding
that the new mercury limits were crroncously determined. U, S. Steel advised EPA that
the mercury concentrations In taconite orc deposits vary widcely both within cach mine
and between mines, which in turn affects mercury emissions. The primary source of
mercury emissions from indurating furnaces is from the mercury contained in the
greenballs (£.¢., unfired taconite iren ore pellets). U, S. Steel and other commenters
provided EPA with mercury concentration data for greenballs from cach taconite iron ore
processing facility and recommended that the EPA revisc the proposed mercury limits for
new and cxisting furnaces to address the variability inherent in the mercury concentration
of greenballs. For this recason, U, S. Steel and other commenters suggcested the EPA usc
the data to develop a raw matcrial variability factor that could be used when calculating
the MACT floor limits for mercury as EPA has done for other categorics (¢.g., sce Brick
MACT.) Instcad of giving this information any censidcration, EPA, in respensc,
summarily dismisscd the comment and suggested that the data were cither insufficient or
possibly invalid. Contrary to EPA’s asscrtion, as U. S. Steel demonstrated in our petition
for reconsideration and request for administrative stay, the data in the record 1s
statistically sufficicnt to calculate a raw matcrial variability factor. In fact, the data
provided is cqual to or of better quality than the data usced to justify using a raw material
variability factor in other rules.
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