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Sreedevi - The attached files should provide the information that you were looking for. The
Word document shows the limits history for Outfall 604 from our data systems. The Excel file
contains several wasteload allocation rons that work similar to our CONSWLA model.

We had to redo the WLA for the Fish Passage us¢ because we found some errors in it. The
errors allocated more ammonia loading to ArcelorMittal than should have been done. The

company used our fast (erroneous) wasteload in their analysis. However, the changes do not
make any difference to the conclusions they drew:

Our mistake in the FP allocation was to set (D 2!location at their FEQ concentration,
rather than st their design limits. The first section of the spreadsheet (rows 1-21) show the
ppdated WLA results. These results are a seasonal analysis using (D ¢ design limits,
ArcelorMittal Outfall 014 at levels just above PEQ, and the remaining load allocated to
AxcelorMittal Qutfalls 005 and 023.

The antidegradation calculations are shown in rows 65-75. These show that ArcelorMitial meets
the requirersents for a "de.mindmis” increase under our rules. The 'de minimus” exclusion
means that the company does not have to do a socio-economic justification, and that the
director's decision criteria do not apply. The company does have to'address centralized

treatment, such as a discharge 1o D ’I’hﬁy did mdudc this discussmn in the permit
modification application.

The remaining rows address some "what ifs"related to (il Pauvl Novak and I have been
running scenarios related to the_ It is my
understanding that (D +2uts some relief from nitrification requirements as a condition
for running maximum flows through el This may be possible as a river flow-tiered
permit condition; however, we believe that it is shonld be taken up in/( M pccmit because
the WLA for this segment is much more sensitive to the (Gl oad than it is o
ArcelorMiital's. We don't believe that the LTCP considerations should affect this review. The

load increase from a 301(g) variance change doesn't seem to alter (GG much at all
under these conditions.

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency Unless otherwise provided by law,
this comnunication and any response fo it constitutes a public record.
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Arceiorwﬁai Cleveland Limits History for Ouifall 604
The ammonia limits for this outfall have thesse effective dates:
/76 thru 6;’84;: 244.9 kg/day montbly

489.9 kg/day daily
7/84 thru 10/01.  81.6 kg/day monthly

244.9 kg/day daily
11/01 —present:  81.6 kg/day monthly (winter)

211 kg/day daily (winter)

82.4 kg/day monthly (summer)

85.6.kg/day daily (winter)
The original fimits for this outfall appear to have been BF;-J limits; they seem to have
been more restrictive than BPT. The July 1984 limifs were based on the original 301(g)
variance. These limits were set in Ohio EPA adminisirative orders, rather than the
permit, as a way of approving the variance from cur perspective. PCS may have been

tracking BAT during this period because the BAT limits were in the NPDES permits.

The November 2001 limits were revised 301(g) limits based on trea;[ment level

performance. The limits are seasonal because there was a seasonal difference in
treatment effectiveness, at least at that time.

Some of the loading mits and production values may have changed in response to the
closure of other blast furnaces at the plant. The fumaces that discharged via Outfalls

605/014 were shut down in the mid-1990s; the furnaces that discharged via Cutfalls
. 621/027 were shut down around 2005-08.
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