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from the source category bascd on a development in the industry.” 88 Fed. Reg. at 30,926, EPA
disclosed no development in the industry in the proposed rule and pointed to no error in the use
of PM as a surrogate for acid gascs, but nonctheless proceeded to proposc abandoning its usc of
PM as a surrogatc with a cryptic referenee to EPA’s “undcerstanding of the chemistry of these
compounds.” 88 Fed. Reg. at 30,927.

L. S. Stecl and other commenters raised numerous concerns, including the lack of any
cxplanation why EPA was abandoning its long-held conclusion that PM was an appropriate
surrogatc and why, cven if acid gascs werce to be independently monitored, EPA belicved
scrubber water pH was an appropriate parameter for doing so. Yet in the Taconite RTR Rulce
FPA incxplicably contravenes its prior determination for the usc of PM as a surrogate while
continuing to conccal, to the extent it exists, any data or rationale EPA has for rejecting the
surrogatc rclationship EPA has rclicd upon for nearly two decades. Taconite RTR Rule at
16,420. The Taconitc RTR Rule, like the proposcd rule, continucs to rely on scrubber water pH
as a parameter for wet scrubber performance, providing no citation to data or cvidence to support
this conclusion.

L. S. Steel belicves that the technology to use scrubber pH water as an opcerating
paramcter for measuring acid gas removal efficieney, particularly in a once thru scrubbers, 1s not
bascd upon any sound data and therefore, the technology is not available.

C. Technology to implement the new pH Monitoring Requirements at U. S, Steel’s
Minntac and Keetac facilities is unavailable; and even if it were available, it is not
needed to demonstrate compliance with the hvdrogen chloride and hydrogen
fluoride limits is not available. (See amendments to 40 CIFR 63 Subpart RRRRR
including but not imited to 40 CFR §§ 63.9590¢b)(5); 63.9622(g), (g)(1)-(2); 63.9623(c),
fe)fl); 63.9623(f) 63.9631(f); 63.9632(b)-(¢} us upplicd to pl{ monitoring; 63.9632(g);
(eifl)-(4); 63.9634(i); (i)(1)-(4); Subpart RRRRR Tables 1-4 as upplicd to plf monitoring
related 1o hvdrogen chloride and hydrogen fluoride.)

There is no technology available in which the Taconite RTR Rule’s requirements for pH
monitering and maintaining pH at sct points as a questionable means to demonstrate compliance
with the new hydrogen chloride and hydregen fluoride limits for potentially billions of gallons of
watcr at Minntac’s once-through wet scrubber systems at Minntac, nor is it available for
implementation at Keetac. While taconite iron ore processing facilities, including U. S. Steel,
contrel pH for sulfur dioxide purposcs on certain scrubbcers that recycle the scrubber water, EPA
has not shown any nexus of pH of scrubber water as it is related to hydrogen chloride and
hydrogen fluoride emissions. Furthermore, U. S. Steel has no data to correlate pH to hydrogen
chloride and/or hydrogen fluoride emissions nor has EPA provided any.

There 1s no indication that maintaining pH 1s needed to achiceve the acid gas limits in the
Taconitec RTR Rulc and EPA has not provided any such crediblc justification. Furthcrmere, when
collecting data from taconite iron orc processing facilitics under its Information Collection
Request authority under Scction 114 of the Clean Air for the development of the Taconite RTR
Rule, EPA did not request or colleet any pH monitoring data. The new HAP limits were
determined using data with the tacenite iron ore proccessing facilitics opcerating within the
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