IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT

UNITED STATES STEEL
CORPORATION,

Petitioner, Case No

V.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY and SCOTT
PRUITT, Administrator, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,

Respondents.

PETITION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. §§ 701-706, 42 U.S.C. § 7607, and Federal Rule of
Appellate Procedure 15, United States Steel Corporation (“U. S. Steel”) hereby
petitions this Court for review of a final action taken by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) on December 4, 2017
entitled: “Air Plan Approval;, Minnesota and Michigan; Regional Haze SIP; FIP for
Regional Haze; Final Action on Petitions for Reconsideration.” 82 Fed. Reg. 57,125
(Dec. 4, 2017) (“Final Action”), providing notice of its denials of petitions for
reconsideration and for stay of rules addressing regional haze requirements for
the taconite industry. A copy of the Final Action is attached as Exhibit A. A

copy of the denial letter noticed in the Final Action is attached as Exhibit B.
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The Final Action states that it is assigned to docket numbers EPA-RO5-
OAR-2017-0066 and EPA-R05-OAR-2017-0067. Neither docket appears to
exist, however, and neither is accessible on regulations.gov. Rather, the Final
Action 1s posted in docket EPA-FRDOC-0001, which contains only the Final
Action and no supporting documents.

U. S. Steel’s petitions for reconsideration and for stay address three final
rules published by EPA:

e Air Plan Approval, Minnesota and Michigan; Revision to 2013
Taconite Federal Implementation Plan Establishing BART for
Taconite Plants; Final Rule, published in the Federal Register at 81
Fed. Reg. 21672 (April 12, 2016) (“FIP Revision”);

e Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans;
States of Michigan and Minnesota; Regional Haze, published in the
Federal Register at 78 Fed. Reg. 59825 (September 30, 2013) (“SIP
Denial”); and

e Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans;
States of Minnesota and Michigan; Regional Haze State
Implementation Plan; Federal Implementation Plan for Regional
Haze; Final Rule, published in the Federal Register at 78 Fed. Reg.
8706 (February 6, 2013) (“Original FIP”).

U. S. Steel has already petitioned this Court for judicial review of these
underlying final rules. U. S. Steel petitioned for judicial review of the Original

FIP and SIP Denial in United States Steel Corporation v. Environmental Protection
2D
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Agency, Case No. 13-3595 (8™ Cir.). By order of the Court, that case has been
consolidated with lead case Cliffs Natural Resources, Inc. v. Environmental Protection
Agency, Case No. 13-3573 (8® Cir.). This case is being held in abeyance by this
Court. U. S. Steel also petitioned for judicial review of the Revised FIP in United
States Steel Corporation v. Scott Pruitt, Administrator, et al., Case No. 16-2668 (8th
Cir.). Oral argument was held in this case on November 15, 2017, before Judges
Benton, Shepherd, and Kelly. On November 30, 2017, the parties notified this Court
that the parties entered mediation regarding all outstanding issues between the
parties regarding U.S. EPA’s regional haze regulations as they apply to U. S. Steel’s
facilities. Status reports have been requested by the Court, due April 2, 2018

(Consolidated Case No. 13-3573) and February 2, 2018 (Case No. 16-2668).

23
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/John D. Lazzaretti

John D. Lazzaretti

SQUIRE PATTON BOGGS (US) LLP
4900 Key Tower

127 Public Square

Cleveland, OH 44114

Telephone: (216) 479-8350
Facsimile: (216) 479-8780
john.lazzaretti@squirepb.com

David W. Hacker

The Law Department of
United States Steel Corporation
U. S. Steel Tower

600 Grant Street, Suite 1500
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-2800
Telephone: (412) 433-2919
Facsimile: (412) 433-2964
dwhacker@uss.com

Counsel for Petitioner
United States Steel Corporation
Dated: February 1, 2018

4.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing PETITION FOR JUDICIAL
REVIEW have been served upon the following parties via certified mail, return

receipt requested, on this 1** day of February 2018:

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Correspondence Control Unit

Office of General Counsel (2310A)

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, D.C. 20460

Scott Pruitt, Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of the Administrator, 1101A
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20460

United States of America

Jefferson Sessions, Attorney General
U.S. Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20530

/s/John D. Lazzaretti

John D. Lazzaretti

February 1, 2018
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under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5
U.S.C. 601 et seq.);

* Does not contain any unfunded
mandate or significantly or uniquely
affect small governments, as described
in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (Public Law 104-4);

* Does not have Federalism
implications as specified in Executive
Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10,
1999);

 Is not an economically significant
regulatory action based on health or
safety risks subject to Executive Order
13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997);

e Is not a significant regulatory action
subject to Executive Order 13211 (66 FR
28355, May 22, 2001);

e Is not subject to requirements of
Section 12(d) of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act of 1995 (15 U.S.C. 272 note) because
application of those requirements would
be inconsistent with the Clean Air Act;
and

» Does not provide the EPA with the
discretionary authority to address, as
appropriate, disproportionate human
health or environmental effects, using
practicable and legally permissible
methods, under Executive Order 12898
(59 FR 7629, February 16, 1994).

In addition, the SIP is not approved
to apply on any Indian reservation land
or in any other area where the EPA or
an Indian tribe has demonstrated that a
tribe has jurisdiction. In those areas of
Indian country, the rule does not have
tribal implications and will not impose
substantial direct costs on tribal
governments or preempt tribal law as
specified by Executive Order 13175 (65
FR 67249, November 9, 2000).

The Congressional Review Act, 5
U.S.C. 801 et seq., as added by the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides
that before a rule may take effect, the
agency promulgating the rule must
submit a rule report, which includes a
copy of the rule, to each House of the
Congress and to the Comptroller General

" of the United States. The EPA will
submit a report containing this action
and other required information to the
U.S. Senate, the U.S. House of
Representatives, and the Comptroller
General of the United States prior to
publication of the rule in the Federal
Register. A major rule cannot take effect
until 60 days after it is published in the
Federal Register. This action is nota
“major rule” as defined by 5 U.S.C.
B04(2).

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean
Air Act, petitions for judicial review of
this action must be filed in the United
States Court of Appeals for the
appropriate circuit by February 2, 2018.
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Filing a petition for reconsideration by
the Administrator of this final rule does
not affect the finality of this action for
the purposes of judicial review nor does
it extend the time within which a
petition for judicial review may be filed,
and shall not postpone the effectiveness
of such rule or action. This action may
not be challenged later in proceedings to
enforce its requirements. (See section

307(b)(2).)
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Environmental protection, Air
pollution control, Incorporation by
reference, Intergovernmental relations,
Ozone, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Volatile organic
compounds.

Dated: November 6, 2017.

Alexis Strauss,
Acting Regional Administrator, Region IX.

Part 52, Chapter I, Title 40 of the Code
of Federal Regulations is amended as
follows:

PART 52—APPROVAL AND
PROMULGATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

m 1. The authority citation for part 52
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.
Subpart F—California

m 2. Section 52.220 is amended by
adding paragraphs (c)(154)(iii)(D) and
(c)(488)(i)(C) to read as follows:

§52.220 Identification of plan-in part.
* - - * *

[C] ® * &

[1 54] *k k&

[].l.i] LR I

(D) Rule 455, previously approved on
January 24, 1985 in paragraph
(c)(154)(iii)(B) of this section, is deleted
with replacement in (c)(488)(i)(C)(1).

[483] * k&

[i) * ® &

(C) Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District.

(1) Rule 464, “Organic Chemical
Manufacturing Operations,” amended
on April 28, 2016.

* - * * *
IFR Doc. 2017-25929 Filed 12-1-17; 8:45 am]
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 52

[EPA-R0S5-OAR-2017-0066; EPA-R05-
OAR-2017-0067; FRL-9960-05-Region 5]

Air Plan Approval; Minnesota and
Michigan; Regional Haze SIP; FIP for
Regional Haze; Final Action on
Petitions for Reconsideration

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Notification of action denying
petitions for reconsideration.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is providing notice of its
denials of petitions for reconsideration
of rules addressing regional haze
planning requirements for the States of
Michigan and Minnesota. Specifically,
on November 26, 2013, the United
States Steel Corporation (U.S. Steel)
petitioned EPA to reconsider and stay
the final rulemaking captioned
“Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; States of
Minnesota and Michigan; Regional Haze
State Implementation Plan; Federal
Implementation Plan for Regional Haze"
published on February 6, 2013, as well
as the final rulemaking captioned
“Approval and Promulgation of Air
Quality Implementation Plans; States of
Michigan and Minnesota; Regional
Haze,” published on September 30,
2013. Further, on June 13, 2016, U.S.
Steel petitioned EPA to reconsider and
stay the final rulemaking captioned “Air
Plan Approval; Minnesota and
Michigan; Revision to 2013 Taconite
Federal Implementation Plan
Establishing BART for Taconite Plants,"”
published on April 12, 2016. EPA has
denied the petitions by final action
signed January 18, 2017, for reasons that
EPA explains in the document denying
U.S. Steel's petitions.

DATES: December 4, 2017.

ADDRESSES: EPA has established dockets
for these actions under EPA-R05-0AR~
2017-0066 for the Petition to
Reconsider the Original 2013 Taconite
FIP and EPA-R05-0AR-2017-0067 for
the Petition to Reconsider the 2016
Revisions to the Taconite FIP. These
dockets include the petitions for
reconsideration, EPA's response, and
other related documents. All documents
are listed on the www.regulations.gov
Web site. Although listed in the index,
some information is not publicly
available, i.e., Confidential Business
Information (CBI) or other information
whose disclosure is restricted by statute.
Certain other material, such as
copyrighted material, is not placed on
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the Internet and will be publicly
available only in hard copy form.
Publicly available docket materials are
available either electronically through
www.regulations.gov or in hard copy at
the Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 5, Air and Radiation Division, 77
West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago,
Illinois 60604. This facility is open from
8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through
Friday, excluding Federal holidays. We
recommend that you telephone Steven
Rosenthal, Environmental Engineer, at
(312) 886-6052 before visiting the
Region 5 office.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steven Rosenthal, Environmental
Engineer, Air Planning and
Maintenance Section, at 312-886-6052,
rosenthal steven@epa.gov or at Air
Programs Branch (AR-18]),
Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard,
Chicago, Illinois 60604.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section
307(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act indicates
which Federal Courts of Appeal have
venus for petitions for review of final
actions by EPA. This action pertains to
facilities in Minnesota and is not based
on a determination of nationwide scope
or effect. Thus, under section 307(b)(1),
any petitions for review of EPA’s action
denying the U.S. Steel petition for
reconsideration must be filed in the
Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit
on or before February 2, 2018.

Dated: February 28, 2017,

Robert Kaplan,

Acting Regional Administrator, Region 5.
Editorial note: This document was

received for publication by the Office of the
Federal Register on November 28, 2017,

|FR Doc. 2017-25946 Filed 12-1-17; 8:45 am|
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 52

[EPA-R02-0AR-2017-0013; FRL 9971-28-
Region 2]

Approval and Revision of Air Quality
Implementation Plans; State of New
York; Regional Haze State and Federal
Implementation Plans

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) is approving a source-
specific revision to the New York state
implementation plan (SIP) that
establishes Best Available Retrofit

Appellate Case: 18-1249

Technology (BART) emission limits for
the Danskammer Generating Station
(*Danskammer”) Unit 4, owned and
operated by Danskammer Energy LLC.
The SIP revision establishes BART
emission limits for sulfur dioxide,
oxides of nitrogen, and particulate
matter that are identical to the emission
limits established by the EPA’s federal
implementation plan (FIP) for
Danskammer Unit 4, which was
published on August 28, 2012. The EPA
finds that the SIP revision fulfills the
requirements of the Clean Air Act and
the EPA's Regional Haze Rule for BART
at Danskammer Unit 4. In conjunction
with this approval, we are withdrawing
those portions of the FIP that address
BART for Danskammer Unit 4.

DATES: This rule is effective on January
3, 2018.

ADDRESSES: The EPA has established a
docket for this action under Docket ID
No. EPA-R02-OAR-2017-0013. All
documents in the docket are listed on
the www.regulations.gov Web site.
Although listed in the index, some
information is not publicly available,
e.g., confidential business information
(CBI) or other information whose
disclosure is restricted by statute.
Certain other material, such as
copyrighted material, is not placed on
the Internet and will be publicly
available only in hard copy form.
Publicly available docket materials are
available through www.regulations.gov,
or please contact the person identified
in the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT section for additional
availability information.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Edward J. Linky, Environmental
Protection Agency, Air Programs
Branch, 290 Broadway, New York, New
York 10007-1866 at 212-637-3764 or
by email at Linky.Edward@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Throughout this document, “we,
and “our” refer to the EPA.

Table of Contents

1. What action is the EPA taking today?

1. What significant comments were received
in response to the EPA's proposed
action?

I11. What are the EPA's conclusions?

IV. Incorporation by Reference

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

I. What action is the EPA taking today?

The EPA is approving a source-
specific SIP revision for Danskammer
Unit 4 (the “Danskammer SIP
Revision") that was submitted by the
New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC)
on August 10, 2015, and supplemented
on August 5, 2016. Specifically, the EPA

"

us,”
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is approving BART emission limits for
sulfur dioxide (SO.), oxides of nitrogen
(NOx), and particulate matter (PM] for
Danskammer Unit 4 that are equivalent
to the emission limits established by the
EPA’s FIP that was promulgated on
August 28, 2012 (77 FR 51915, 51917).
In its submittal, NYSDEC included
the following BART emission limits for
Danskammer Unit 4: 0.12 pounds of
NOx per million British thermal units
(Ib NOx/MMBtu) calculated on a 24-
hour average during the ozone season
and on a rolling 30-day average during
the rest of the year; 0.09 1b SO./MMBtu
calculated on a 24-hour average; and
0.06 1b PM/MMBtu calculated on a 1-
hour average. NYSDEC also included a
condition that restricts Danskammer
Unit 4 to combusting only natural gas.
As a result of the EPA’s approval, the
EPA is withdrawing those portions of
the FIP that address BART for
Danskammer Unit 4. The reader is
referred to EPA’s Proposed Rule, 82 FR
21749 (May 10, 2017), for a detailed
discussion of this SIP revision.

II. What significant comments were
received in response to the EPA's
proposed action?

EarthJustice (E]) submitted the
following comments on behalf of the
National Parks Conservation
Association (NPCA) and Sierra Club,

Comment 1: E] supports the inclusion
in the New York SIP of limits that
restrict combustion at Danskammer Unit
4 to natural gas. E] agrees with the
EPA’s conclusion that such a restriction
will have the effect of reducing
visibility-impairing emissions compared
to the prior Title V permit and the EPA
FIP that allowed combustion of coal, oil,
or natural gas in Unit 4. According to
the 2012 BART determination study for
Danskammer Unit 4 that formed the
basis for NYSDEC's and the EPA’s
BART determinations, 100% firing of
natural gas is associated with the
highest percent reduction of SO; of the
controls examined at the time, and the
third highest percent reduction of NOx.
Elimination of coal combustion is
consistent with BART and will certainly
provide visibility benefits at Class [
areas.

Response: The EPA acknowledges EJ's
support of the natural gas requirement
in the Danskammer SIP Revision.

Comment 2: The 2012 BART
determination for Danskammer Unit 4
formed the basis for NYSDEC's and
EPA’s prior BART determinations. Since
the unit had already been converted to
co-fire or exclusively fire natural gas in
1987, the determination included the
option of 100% firing of natural gas as
a feasible BART technology. Thus, the
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U.S. Steel also petitions for reconsideration of the SIP Disapprovals. While timely, U.S. Steel’s
objections could have been raised during the comment period for the reasons explained above.
More importantly, however, U.S. Steel has failed to raise any objection that would justify a
different outcome with respect to the SIP Disapprovals. In the SIP Disapprovals, the EPA
rejected Michigan and Minnesota’s BART determinations for the taconite facilities on numerous
grounds, including that the states summarily dismissed technically feasible controls, selected an
unidentified set of “good combustion practices” as NOx BART even though the term usually
refers to practices that increase NOx emissions, and failed to properly assess the costs of SO»
controls. 78 Fed. Reg. at 58,838. The EPA’s full rationale for disapproving the SIPs is laid out in
detail in the proposal for that action. 78 Fed. Reg. 8478 (Feb. 6, 2013). U.S. Steel does not
explain why the EPA’s conclusions were incorrect or how the alleged new information in the
petition could possibly cure the analytical deficiencies in the states” SIPs. Indeed, U.S. Steel has
already installed low NOx burners on Minntac Lines 5, 6, and 7, so Minnesota’s conclusion that
the technology was not technically feasible is clearly incorrect. Moreover, even if U.S. Steel’s
objections had merit with respect to Keetac and the remaining Minntac lines, which they do not,
it would not make an unidentified set of practices that increases NOx emissions approvable as
BART. Therefore, U.S. Steel’s objections are not relevant, let alone centrally relevant, to the
outcome of the SIP Disapprovals.

In conclusion, U.S. Steel’s petition for reconsideration of the 2013 FIP is untimely and raises
objections that could have been made during the public comment period. Moreover, the alleged
hurdles U.S. Steel identifies are either speculative or addressable, so they are not centrally
relevant to the outcome of the rule. While timely, U.S. Steel’s petition for reconsideration of the
SIP Disapprovals rests on the same objections. They could have been raised during the public
comment period and, in any event, are not centrally relevant to the outcome of that rulemaking.
Therefore, in accordance with Section 307(d)(7)(B) of the CAA, the EPA is denying the 2013
petition and denying U.S. Steel’s request for an administrative stay.

B. U.S. Steel’s 2016 Petition
1. SO; CEMS Deadline

The EPA is denying U.S. Steel’s 2016 petition for reconsideration of the 2016 FIP with respect
to this issue because U.S. Steel has not demonstrated that its objection is of central relevance to
the outcome of the final rule in accordance with Section 307(d)(7)(B) of the CAA. The 2013 FIP
required U.S. Steel’s Keetac and Minntac facilities to comply with SO, emission limits
beginning 3 months from March 8, 2013, the effective date of the final rule. 78 Fed. Reg. at
8739-40. The SOz limits for Keetac and Minntac reflected the performance levels that the
facilities were already achieving with existing controls. Id. at 8730-31. The 2013 FIP also
required U.S. Steel to install and operate SO CEMS no later than six months after March 8,
2013. Id. at 8740. U.S. Steel was already complying with this requirement as well because U.S.
Steel installed SO2 CEMS at Keetac and Minntac in 2008 and had been operating them since that
time. For example, in its comments on the 2013 FIP proposal, U.S. Steel submitted three years of
CEMS data to justify a request for modifications to the EPA’s proposed SO, emission limits for
Minntac, which the EPA granted. /d. at 8719.

Appellate Case: 18-1249 Page: 11  Date Filed: 02/01/2018 Entry ID: 4625904



Appellate Case: 18-1249 Page: 12  Date Filed: 02/01/2018 Entry ID: 4625904



another untimely attack on the appropriateness of the NOx BART requirements that were
promulgated in the 2013 FIP.

Moreover, even under U.S. Steel’s characterization of its petition, U.S. Steel has not
demonstrated why it was impracticable to raise its objections during the public comment period
for the 2016 FIP. The comment period for the 2016 FIP proposal was open from October 22,
20135, to November 23, 2015. 80 Fed. Reg. at 64,160. The EPA reopened the comment period on
the 2016 FIP proposal from December 16, 2015, to December 23, 2015. 80 Fed. Reg. 78,159
(Dec. 16, 2015). U.S. Steel’s objection relies on an attached declaration from its employee,
Lawrence Sutherland, and eight exhibits to that declaration. The declaration itself merely
references and describes the information in the attachments. See 2016 Petition Attachment A.
The first exhibit is a regression analysis of NOx emissions from 2013 to 2014 from Keetac. See
2016 Petition Exhibit A. Because this analysis relies on data from 2013 to 2014, it could have
been submitted during the comment period. The second exhibit is a February 24, 2016 report
from Barr Engineering. See 2016 Petition Exhibit B. U.S. Steel does not explain why it was
impracticable for U.S. to have contracted for the report earlier so that it could have been
submitted during the public comment period. Indeed, the report relies on the same emissions
information and alleged technical challenges that were discussed several years earlier in the
Hatch report that U.S. Steel submitted with its 2013 petition for reconsideration. The third and
fourth exhibits are a FCT modeling summary and report. See 2016 Petition Exhibits C & D. The
summary indicates that the FCT modeling report was finalized in the fall of 2015, well before the
end of the public comment period on December 23, 2015. The fifth exhibit is a short three-page
document recommending specific emission limits at Keetac based on the installation of a
different technology, new preheat burners. See 2016 Petition Exhibit E. U.S. Steel makes no
effort to explain when it created the document or why it was impracticable to provide the
information therein during the public comment period on the 2016 FIP. The sixth exhibit is a
May 24, 2016 update to a December 18, 2012 analysis performed by Metso. See 2016 Petition
Exhibit F. In the addendum, Metso states that it used “the original base model June 30, 2010
airflow study performed on Keetac Line II along with the modified base model to simulating
LNB operation™ for the purpose of analyzing and reviewing “specific issues not previously
emphasized.” 2016 Petition Exhibit F at 1. Given that the Metso addendum is merely a re-
analysis of a six-year-old modeling run that opines on issues “not previously emphasized,” the
EPA fails to see how it was impracticable for U.S. Steel to have contracted for the report earlier
so that it could have been submitted during the public comment period. Finally, the seventh and
eighth exhibits describe conversations U.S. Steel had with burner manufacturer Coen during the
2011 to 2012 timeframe. See 2016 Petition Exhibits G & H. There is no reason why this
information could not have been submitted during the public comment period. In summary,
while U.S. Steel packages its information as “new,” none of it actually relies on facts or data that
did not exist or could not have been compiled prior to December 23, 2015.

Finally, the EPA has reviewed U.S Steel’s petition, the Sutherland declaration, and its
accompanying exhibits and determined that nothing contained therein is of central relevance to
the outcome of the 2016 FIP. First, as explained above, the 2016 FIP only revised NOx BART
requirements for taconite furnaces owned and operated by ArcelorMittal and Cliffs. Thus, U.S.
Steel’s objections related to requirements in the 2013 FIP are not relevant, let alone centrally
relevant, to the outcome of the 2016 FIP. Second, U.S. Steel’s petition does not include any
information that even purports to justify new NOx BART determinations for Minntac, only
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United States Court of Appeals
For The Eighth Circuit

Thomas F. Eagleton U.S. Courthouse
111 South 10th Street, Room 24.329

St. Louis, Missouri 63102

VOICE (314) 244-2400
FAX (314) 244-2780
Www.cas8.uscou rts.gov

Michael E. Gans
Clerk of Court

February 01, 2018

Mr. John D. Lazzaretti
SQUIRE & PATTON

4900 Key Tower

127 Public Square
Cleveland, OH 44114-1304

RE: 18-1249 United States Steel Corp v. EPA, et al
Dear Counsel:

We have received a petition for review of an order of the Environmental Protection
Agency in the above case, together with an electronic payment in the sum of $500 for the docket
fee.

Counsel in the case must supply the clerk with an Appearance Form. Counsel may
download or fill out an Appearance Form on the "Forms" page on our web site at
www.ca8.uscourts.gov.

The petition has been filed and docketed. A copy of the petition is hereby served upon the
respondent in accordance with Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure, 15(c).

Your attention is invited to the briefing schedule pertaining to administrative agency
cases, a copy of which will be sent under separate Notice of Docket Activity. The clerk's office
provides a number of practice aids and materials to assist you in preparing the record and briefs.
You can download the materials from our website, the address of which is shown above. Counsel
for both sides should familiarize themselves with the material and immediately confer regarding
the briefing schedule and contents of the appendix.

Michael E. Gans
Clerk of Court

AEV
Enclosure(s)

cc: Mr. Bertram C. Frey
Mr. David W. Hacker
Mr. Scott Pruitt
Honorable Jefferson B. Sessions 111

District Court/Agency Case Number(s): 82 Fed. Reg. 57125
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