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Public Meeting for U. S. Steel’ s Request to Modify the CAMU TSCA Approval

Meeting Minutes
March 3, 2011

The U. S. Sted Public Meeting was held at the Gary Public Library [Main Branch], Gary, Indiana on
Thursday, March 3, 2011.

PRESENTERS:

Doug Boyea, U. S. Steel, Pittsburgh
Rick Menozzi, U. S. Stedl, Pittsburgh
Mark Rupnow, U. S. Stedl, Gary Works

FACILITATOR:
Ken Kastman, URS Corporation

ATTENDEES:

Jim Alexander, U. S. Steel, Gary Works
Dani€elle Barnett, IDEM

Dorreen Carey, City of Gary

Bob Casselberry, U. S. Sted, Pittsburgh
Thelma Corelius, CARE Partner

Shaik Quadri, URS Corporation
Charlotte Read, Save the Dunes
Anne Remek, IDEM

Jeff Rey, U. S. Stedl, Gary Works
Chuck Rice, U. S. Stedl, Pittsburgh

Lin Kaatz Chary, Indiana Toxics Action Project Brenda Scott Henry, GSWMD
Josh Dickey, National Park Service Jim Smith, IDEM

Allen Evans, Safety-Kleen & Evans Co. Erik Sprenne, citizen of Gary
Fred Kinsey, City of Gary Shirley Stanford, City of Gary
HalaKuss, IDEM Susanne Tomajko Seydel, URS Corp.
Gitte Laashy, Post-Tribune Jarque Turner, Care Partner
Valerie Mack, CARE, Motivational Women L. Turner, U. S. Steel “retiree”
Ray Mitof, Bethlehem Steel Bowdeya Tweh, The Times
Mary Mulligan, City of Gary, Environmental Affairs Silas Williwsny, GLIAA

Kay Nelson, NWI Forum Carl Wodrich, IDNR

Jim Nowacki, citizen of Gary

Tammy Ohl, U.S. EPA

Joe Pricener, U. S. Stedl, Pittsburgh

Rufus Purnell, citizen of Gary

Mr. Ken Kastman from URS Corporation (URS) introduced himself as the facilitator for the Public
Meeting. He was asked by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the United
States Steel Corporation (U. S. Steel) to act as the facilitator for the public meeting, to keep the meeting
on track and to allow for adequate time for a public comment period. The public meeting would run from
1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. The format of the meeting allows for presentations by U. S. Sted for the first 90
minutes (from 1:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.), then the last half-hour is reserved for the formal public comment
period (from 3:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.).

URS will take meeting minutes during the U. S. Steel presentation. These minutes will be available on the
U. S. Sted website by April 1, 2011 (http://www.uss.com/corp/rcralcite.asp.). There aso is a court
reporter present [from Boss Reporters, Merrillville, Indiana] who will document the comments made by
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the public during the public comment period. The recorded comments will then be provided to USEPA
for their consideration in approval of the proposed modifications to the TSCA Approval. Additionally, so
that subjects can be clarified and questions answered, during the U. S. Steel presentation, there will be
four or five stopping points where the audience may ask U. S. Steel questions directly related to its
presentation. After the presentation, the general public, and anyone who would like to, can provide
comments during the formal public comment period.

Mr. Kastman stated that when the time comes for the public comment period, the person who wishes to
speak should stand up, state their name, and speak loudly so the court reporter can hear clearly and make
and accurate record of their comment. He added that there will be no response from U. S. Stedl to
questions that are made during the public comment period. The time to ask questions to U. S. Steel is
during the question and answer periods during the presentation. Mr. Kastman then turned the meeting
over to Mr. Rick Menozzi.

Mr. Rick Menozzi introduced himself as the Director of Environmental Remediation from the U. S. Steel
Environmental Affairs Department in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. He welcomed everyone to the meeting
today and was happy with the turnout. He stated that he has spoken to the community in the past [during
the Gary Work’s quarterly Community Involvement Team Effort (CITE) meetings]. He has had an active
role working on environmental issues at Gary Works since 1993 when U. S. Steel first began the process
to clean up the Grand Calumet River (GCR). He stated that there has been an ongoing environmental
awareness for the community around Gary Works, and U. S. Stedl is always looking for ways to improve.
He stated that U. S. Steel would spend 90 minutes explaining the work U. S. Steel has done related to its
request for modification to the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) approval, and also do its best to
respond to questions from the audience. He added that after the presentation, there will be aformal public
comment period from 3:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.

Mr. Menozzi introduced Mr. Doug Boyea and Mr. Mark Rupnow, who are Environmental Managers with
the U. S. Steel Environmental Remediation Department. Mr. Boyea is located in the Pittsburgh office
while Mr. Rupnow is located at Gary Works. Mr. Menozzi stated that he and Mr. Boyea would be
providing the presentations today. He added that Ms. Tammy Ohl from USEPA [Region V] and Ms. Hala
Kuss from the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) also were here to answer
questions from the public or the media. Mr. Menozzi stated that U. S. Steel would not take questions from
the media during the presentation. The media should direct their questions to Mr. Chuck Rice from the U.
S. Steel Pittsburgh Public Affairs Office after the public meeting concludes. Mr. Rice is here today and
available to answer media questions.

Mr. Menozzi stated that there were a series of handouts in the back of the meeting room that would be
helpful to those in attendance. The first handout (Attachment A) is the “MODIFIED APPROVAL TO
DISPOSE POLY CHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCB).” This document provides the information which
U. S. Steel has submitted to USEPA in its request to modify the TSCA Approva for the Corrective
Action Management Unit (CAMU). This document highlights the proposed revisions to the language in
the approved permit and is the basis for the public meeting today. In essence, U. S. Steel has proposed a
modification to the TSCA Approva. The TSCA Approval was originaly required to permit U. S. Sted to
dispose of PCB-regulated GCR dredged sediments and subsequent remediation waste into CAMU Unit 1.
Mr. Menozzi stated that he will discuss the history of the modification to the TSCA Approval, i.e., how
all of this began and the U. S. Steel proposed modifications, so everyone has a clear understanding of
what changes are being requested. This document is also available for public review in USEPA’s
repository in downtown Chicago, Illinois, aswell asthis Library [Gary Main Branch Library].
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Mr. Menozzi stated the second handout available at the back of the room is a copy of the official, “Notice
of the Public Meeting” as published in the local newspapers. There are yellow-highlighted sections of the
text on the document which specify the timeframe for the public comment period and where the public
comments are to be submitted. The public comment period runs for a period of 60 days; it started on
February 15, 2011 [with the publication of the notice in the newspaper], and runs until April 15, 2011.
Public comments should be sent to Ms. Tamara Ohl at USEPA at the address listed on the handout [i.e.,
77 West Jackson Blvd. Mail Code LU-9J, Chicago, Illinois 60604], or individuals may provide verbal
comments today during the public comment period from 3:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. If the public does not
wish to make verbal comments today, U. S. Steel provided a template on to which the public could write
its comments and send to the USEPA. U. S. Stedl encourages the use of this form or similar form to send
comments to USEPA. Ms. Ohl indicated that anyone can hand her comments after the meeting if they do
not wish to publicly make a statement during the public comment period today. Mr. Menozzi added that
the postcard announcement [available at the back of the room] also provides the USEPA address, plus
other information such as the length of the comment period, and aso the location of the two public
repositories where the public can obtain further information. [A copy of the proposed TSCA Approval
Modification is available at the Gary Public Library, Main Branch, 220 West 5th Avenue, Gary, Indiana,
Monday through Thursday from 9:00 am. to 8:00 p.m., or Friday and Saturday from 9:00 am. to 5:00
p.m.; and at the USEPA Records Center, 7th Floor, 77 West Jackson Blvd., Chicago, Illinois, Monday
through Friday from 8:00 am. to 4:00 p.m.] He encouraged the public to take a postcard if they need this
information. Mr. Menozzi stated that there is sign-in sheet at the back of the room that the public can also
use to add their names and addresses to, so that follow-up information may be sent to them, or if they
wish to receive future announcements regarding the scheduling of CITE meetings for U. S. Steel Gary
Works Corrective Action activities.

Mr. Menozzi also noted that the environmental world is full of acronyms. U. S. Stedl looked at the
presentation and tried to define some of the key words and phrases to aid in the understanding of the
presentation. U. S. Steel provided another handout (available at the back of the room) with definitions and
acronyms for the public to use during the presentation. [ These definitions are included on page 25 of these
meeting minutes.]

Mr. Menozzi began his presentation by showing the following map of the location of the CAMU and the
surrounding features:
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The CAMU is located between Bridge Street (to the west) and Buchanan Street (to the east) between the
former America Bridge Facility and the former America Juice Facility. It is also located just north of the
Indiana Toll Road and the GCR, and ison U. S. Steel property. U. S. Sted will talk about the results of
the air monitoring conducted along Ellsworth Street (and around the CAMU) during the presentation. Air
monitoring has been conducted since December 2002 and was enhanced during the operation of the
CAMU Evaporative Spray Pilot Study. He noted that the Main Branch library (location of this Public
Meeting) is approximately 2 miles east of the CAMU [but not on the map].

The CAMU is comprised of two separate units: 1) Unit 1, where TSCA-regulated materid is placed and
which is approximately 11 acres in size; and 2) Unit 2 where non-TSCA regulated material is placed and
which is approximately 27 acres in size. TSCA-regulated materia is waste with PCB concentrations
greater than 50 parts per million (ppm). While both units of the CAMU can accept PCB waste, only Unit
1 of the CAMU is approved for containment of TSCA regulated wastes. U. S. Stedl had placed dredged
sediments from the GCR Remediation Project in the CAMU and subsequently, upon USEPA approval,
U. S. Sted will place remediation wastes in the CAMU. During the GCR Remediation Project, a 5-mile
stretch of the GCR was dredged using a hydraulic dredging process to remove impacted sediments and
place them in the CAMU units. The CAMU was designed and built as a Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C landfill, which is a landfill that can store hazardous material Swaste.
What distinguishes the CAMU units is the type of material each can receive. Again, those materials with
a PCB content greater than 50 ppm will be placed in Unit 1 while those materials with a PCB content less
than 50 ppm will be placed in Unit 2.

Mr. Menozzi stated that the U. S. Steel proposed language for the modification of the TSCA Approval is
defined in paragraphs 29 and 30 of the handout [i.e, MODIFIED APPROVAL TO DISPOSE
POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCB)]. (See Attachment A.) To better inform the public as to the
proposed modifications, U. S. Steel has edited the document to show how the original document would be
changed. The edits to paragraph 29 are shown below:

TSCA Approval Modification

Paragraph 29 TSCA Approval

While Uss -ebtamed-mamtams aas NFDES permmt
authonzmg the final discharge of treated water fom
the CANU to the Grand Calumet R iver thtough-a-snesr
ar an existing USS outfall, USE will treat waters from
the CANL thronsh granulated activated carbon
(ZACY wessels m advance of conveving such waters
from the CANTT to an evaporative spray system
located and operated weithin CANIT Unit 2 beforethe
uee-ofllmt 1
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The leachate in the CAMU which is the water drawn down through the sediments was previoudy treated
through a project-specific Water Treatment Plant (WTP) which U. S. Steel built in conjunction with the
CAMU, and which it received a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for
discharge into the GCR. A NPDES permit condition, effective in year 3 of the 5 year permit, imposed an
ammoniadischarge limit. The CAMU WTP was not designed to treat the leachate adequately to allow for
a permitted ammonia discharge into the GCR. U. S. Steel had looked at optionsto treat the leachate. What
U. S. Stedl investigated and then proposed is that it will treat leachate from the CAMU through granulated
activated carbon (GAC) vessels in advance of the conveying the leachate to an evaporated spray system
located and operated within CAMU Unit 2. Thisisthe basis of the U. S. Steel request for the modification
to the TSCA Approval. Mr. Menozzi stated that during a pilot operation, U. S. Steel was able to show that
concentrations of chemicals of the effluent from the GAC vessels were at non-detection levels. U. S. Stedl
has proposed, through sampling and analysis, it will assure the operating efficiency of the GAC vessdls.

Paragraph 30 of the TSCA Approval Modification was aso edited to show how the original document
would be changed. The edits to paragraph 30 are shown below:

TSCA Approval Modification

Paragraph 30 TSCA Approval

Shonld treated water fror the CANT be discharged mto the Grand
Calret Brver through aneweoran existing outfall, water monitorng
roust melude a saraplivig point after the final treatrnent ofthe CANTT
and in Urnats | and 2 of the CART and must follow the collection,
testing and evaluation requiremnents specified m 155" MPDES perrat
tor the CANIT, Should waters frorm the CANIT be roanaged throush
the spray evaporation swstern, 155 wdll collect, test and envaluate the
mfluent and effluent at the GAC unite feeekly), to assure the
operational efficiency of the GAC units. Supernatard watet lesel, if
present, roust be mordtored to show the masxinnn water elevation.
Freeboard wathin the CAND mas not be less than 2.5 feet. Mlagmum
water elevation must be recorded motithly and reported aremally,

Mr. Menozzi explained that these are the only two paragraphs that U. S. Steel is requesting modifications
to. These changes are the essence of the public meeting today. USEPA is accepting comments regarding
those modifications and a decision will be rendered by USEPA toward approval of the proposed
modifications in consideration of public comments. Mr. Boyea will go through the operation of
evaporative spray system, the results of the pilot system conducted in 2010, and all the alternatives that
U. S. Sted looked at before deciding upon the evaporative spray system. Mr. Boyea will provide
examples of other evaporative spray systems being used around the county. Mr. Menozzi then asked if
there were any questions about the presentation so far and the changes that U. S. Steel proposes to make
to the permit.

Ms. Charlotte Read of Save the Dunes asked whether U. S. Steel will provide a summary of the other
options that were investigated by U. S. Steel before the evaporative spray system was decided as the best
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option to treat the leachate and maintain compliance with the WTP/NPDES permit. Mr. Menozzi said,
yes. Mr. Boyea would discuss the various options that U. S. Steel evaluated before the evaporative spray
system was sel ected.

Ms. Lin Kaatz Chary of the Indiana Toxics Action Project asked what chemicas specifically in the
leachate would the GAC unit be treating. Mr. Menozzi stated the GAC would treat volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) such as benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX) in the leachate. Ms.
Kaatz Chary asked whether the GAC treated ammonia. Mr. Menozzi stated the GAC does not treat
ammonia but Mr. Boyea will go over the ammonia issue later in the presentation and explain that the
levels of ammoniain the leachate are low. Ms. Kaatz Chary wanted confirmation that when U. S. Stedl is
referring to non-detect levels of chemicals, it is referring only to BTEX compounds. Mr. Menozzi said
yes. Ms. Kaatz Chary asked if there are other things in the leachate beside BTEX and ammonia. Mr.
Menozzi stated that the chemical nature of the leachate would be presented in Mr. Boyea's portion of the
presentation.

A member of the audience asked if the evaporative spray system was currently part of the permit. Mr.
Menozzi said no. It is not part of the current permit. The audience member asked if the spray system was
the only component of the modification. Mr. Menozzi said yes. He added that U. S. Steel ran a pilot spray
system for one month in 2009, wherein it recognized that it needed to change the design of the system to
include the GAC vessels to remove BTEX compounds. Then U. S. Stedl ran the evaporative spray system
again in 2010 for 90 days. The audience member asked if those results would be presented today. Mr.
Menozzi said yes. Those results are part of the presentation today. A member of the audience asked if
U. S. Sted will provide a history of arriving at its decision to use the spray system. Mr. Menozzi said yes.
U. S. Steel will provide an overview of the other options it reviewed (quaitatively), and then how it came
to advance the evaporative pilot spray system as the best solution.

Mr. Jim Nowacki asked if the dlides showing text edits to the TSCA Approval document could be
provided in the meeting minutes. He stated that the dides were much easier to read than the hardcopy
document. Mr. Menozzi said yes; these will be included in the meeting minutes. [ See pages 4 and 5.] Mr.
Nowacki also asked for a copy of the dides. Mr. Menozzi stated that he does not have a copy of the
dides. [Note: Copies of the dlides were subsequently provided to those in attendance and two copies of
the overhead/slides for the public meeting were sent to the Gary Main Branch Public Library repository
on March 14, 2011.]

A member of the audience asked if the leachate from Unit 1 of the CAMU is treated while Unit 2 is not
treated. Mr. Menozzi stated that U. S. Steel will remove water from Unit 1 to be treated in the GAC
vessels before the leachate is sprayed in Unit 2. U. S. Stedl is not removing leachate from Unit 2. Only
leachate from Unit 1 will be removed, treated then conveyed to Unit 2 to be sprayed within Unit 2.

A member of the audience asked if Unit 1 isregulated and Unit 2 is not. Mr. Menozzi stated that because
of the concentrations of PCBs in the waste placed in Unit 1, this unit falls under the TSCA permit. Unit 2
is also approved for waste disposal but under different conditions set forth by USEPA. The CAMU permit
alows U. S. Sted to use the entire CAMU for remediation waste, but this public meeting is related to the
handling of the leachate from Unit 1 which stores the PCB-regulated material greater than 50 ppm. He
reiterated that the leachate that is being discussed today is leachate coming from Unit 1, treated through
the GAC vessels, and then conveyed to Unit 2 where it is sprayed within Unit 2, from the floor of the
CAMU.
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A member of the audience asked if the modification U. S. Steel was requesting, was complying with the
Clean Water Act (CWA). She also asked whether the spray would get back into the lake and whether the
spray consisted of contaminated water. Mr. Menozzi stated that the water being sprayed is not going into
the lake and is no longer going into the river. He added that the CWA does not control this operation
because there is no discharge into the GCR (i.e., waters of the State of Indiana). All leachate is staying
within Unit 2 of the CAMU which is on Gary Work’s property. Mr. Menozzi stated that U. S. Sted
monitors the groundwater around the CAMU as part of its compliance program. However, groundwater is
not regulated under the CWA regulations. Groundwater from the CAMU is managed pursuant to the
RCRA Corrective Action Order (USEPA).

A member of the audience asked if U. S. Steel would recycle the water or make it useful since the water
will be contained within the U. S. Stedl facility. Mr. Menozzi stated that the intention is for the water to
evaporate since this is the basis of the system U. S. Stedl is proposing. The spray system involves the
evaporation and transpiration of the leachate within Unit 2 of the CAMU.

A member of the audience asked whether this modification involves issues with the Clean Air Act
(CAA). Mr. Menozzi stated there is a component of the CAA associated with the Evaporative Spray
System which is being handled by IDEM. U. S. Steel submitted documentation to IDEM last year and
IDEM has looked at it. The audience member asked what types of particles are being released into the air.
Mr. Menozzi stated there are no particles being released. What IDEM is looking at, is the potential for
U. S. Sted to release BTEX and ammoniainto the air. U. S. Steel has performed its assessment and it will
show [later in the presentation] that there are none of these compounds being released into the air above
risk based levels. The audience member continued by asking whether the spray system was assessed over
the long-term or the short-term. Mr. Menozzi stated that the spray system was evaluated over a 30 day
period in 2009 and a 90 day pilot program in 2010.

Mr. Kastman stated that all the questions being posed by the audience were sound and good but it would
be helpful if the audience could listen to the remainder of the U. S. Stedl presentation. Mr. Kastman had
reviewed the presentation before the meeting and was aware of its contents. He believed that many of the
guestions being posed will likely be answered by listening to more of the presentation. He asked if the
audience could hold some of its questions until U. S. Stedl provides more detail. This would also ensure
that there would be enough time at the end of the presentation for the public comment period. He
suggested that Mr. Boyea continue the presentation.

Mr. Boyea described the evaporative spray sprinkler system. It is comprised of 16 sprinkler heads that
could be purchased from alocal lawn and garden store. Each one is capable of spraying 14.4 gallons per
minute (gpm) and each head sprays at aradius 17.5 feet. The sprinklers were set 40 feet apart on the floor
of the CAMU so there is no overlap of leachate spray and to maximize the potential for evaporation. The
leachate that is being sprayed is pumped out of the leachate collection system from Unit 1. There it is
directed through the GAC vessels which remove the organic congituents including VOCs and
semivolatile organics (SVOCs). Mr. Boyea stated if organics such as PCBs were present (none are), these
would also be removed by the GAC vessels. The leachate then goes through a pipe to the floor of CAMU
Unit 2, whereit is then sprayed into the air through the sprinkler heads.

U. S. Sted samples the influent leachate to the GAC vessels and the effluent leachate from the GAC
vessels. The effluent is collected every time U. S. Steel turns on the sprinklers. U. S. Steel aso has
continuous air monitoring on the berms of the CAMU. The air monitoring devices track of a number of
different chemicals. Mr. Boyea asked if there were any questions on the physical set-up of the evaporative

Sspray system.
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A member of the audience asked what GAC was. Mr. Boyea stated that it was granulated activated carbon
which absorbs organic materials such BTEX, VOCs, PCBs, etc. She also asked what the absorption rate
was for this material. Mr. Boyea stated that it absorbs all of the organics in the leachate. The analytica
results of the effluent from the GAC vessels confirm this because they show non-detect levels of al
organic compounds. She then asked where the contaminants go that were captured by the GAC. Mr.
Boyea stated that the contaminants remain absorbed to the activated carbon in the vessels. He added that
periodically, U. S. Steel replaces the carbon with new activated carbon and the old carbon is placed in the
CAMU. [It should be noted that per Mr. Boyea originally stated that the spent GAC was regenerated and
disposed offsite; he later acknowledged that the spent GAC is place in the CAMU for disposal.] Mr.
Boyea stated the GAC vessels are similar to the system in the CAMU WTP, which is atypical treatment
technology for removal of organicsin water/wastewater.

Ms. Read asked whether there was any absorption of contaminants into the soil. Mr. Boyea stated that the
organics were absorbed by the GAC so none were being released in the spray, and therefore, none would
be absorbed onto the soil. He stated that the spray falling on the ground has been helping with plant
growth in the CAMU; water that is not used by plants eventually re-circulates back into the Unit 2
leachate collection system. A member of the audience asked if there was on-line monitoring of the GAC
vessels to detect organics breakthrough. Mr. Boyea stated yes; there is an on-line detection system to
check for breakthrough of organics.

Mr. Boyea began a discussion on al potential options evaluated by U. S. Stedl in an attempt to find the
best program to achieve compliance with the new ammonia limits set forth in the revised NPDES permit.
The five options U. S. Stedl evaluated included: 1) re-routing the leachate water to the C-LOT Lagoons;
2) zeolite adsorption (i.e., ion exchange-water softening); 3) air-stripping; 4) break point chlorination; and
5) evaporation and plant transpiration. He would explain the pros and cons of each of the options. The
evaluation criteriaincluded: feasibility, space limitations, cost, operating requirements, operator attention,
chemical requirements, operational changes, discharge requirements, permitting requirements,
environmental impacts, and health impacts.

In Option 1, U. S. Steel would re-route the leachate water to the C-LOT Lagoons which would send the
leachate through an outfall associated with the Gary Works main plant NPDES permit and out to the GCR
rather than through the CAMU outfall. This effort would require pumping it to the C-Lot Lagoons and the
installation of a piping system. There would be a one-time cost for the installation of the piping but this
option would allow U. S. Steel to meet the ammonia limits without any additional treatment or changesin
the main plant WTP. In essence, the ammoniawould have gone out to the GCR untreated but compliance
would have been achieved by diluting the discharge rather than any form of treatment. U. S. Steel did not
think this was the best way to go. Mr. Boyea aso stated that there aso was some uncertainty associated
with the CAMU WTP NPDES permit. IDEM could decide to create an interna outfall at the existing
WTP where limits would be imposed. If this were to have happened, U. S. Steel would have had to install
atreatment system for the ammonia at the WTP also. Lastly, there were some uncertainties if Gary Works
changed any of its operations. A changein plant operations could affect the discharge limits of the C-LOT
Lagoons causing compliance problems with the added ammonia loading from the leachate water. A
summary of pros and cons of Option 1 were summarized on the following slide:
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Rerouteto C LOT Lagoons

Immediately Rejected

Pros Cons
No Additional Treatment Limits Met By Dilution
No Modification to WTP Added to Plant’s NPDES
One-Time Low Cost Uncertain Effect of Future

Meet C LOT NH, Plant Operating Changes

Discharge Requirements Construct Pipeline to C LOT

May Not Eliminate
Treatment Requirements

In Option 2, U. S. Sted would use zeolite adsorption to treat the water. Zeolite adsorption is an ion
exchange treatment like a water-softening system. U. S. Steel quickly eliminated this system because
there were no positive attributes to its use. It was not feasible in a number of different ways. One of the
worst drawbacks was that U. S. Steel would be producing approximately 1,300 to 2,600 pounds of
additional solid waste daily which would then have to be disposed in the CAMU. Also, treatment for
ammonia would include the use of a brine solution (sodium chloride) to regenerate the zeolites. It did not
make sense to take the ammonia out then put it back in [the CAMU]. This treatment process also requires
an enormous amount of water and space. He stated that there aso was the question of how the
regeneration water would be disposed -- this would likely require a NPDES permit modification to allow
discharges of the regeneration water to the GCR. Lastly, there is the potentia to have an increase in the
chloride content of the wastewater which may lead to atoxicity issue in the river for aguatic organisms. A
summary of drawbacks for Option 2 was summarized on the following slide:

Zeolite Adsor ption

Rejected After Evaluation
Nothing Positive

Water Intensive

Produce 1,300 — 2,600 Pounds of Waste Daily

System Requires Space

Other lons Compete for Resin Space
Uses Brine (NacCl)
Regeneration Water Disposal

Increased Chloride—Toxicity Issues, Permit Modifications
(NPDES)



Public Meeting

Request to Modify CAMU TSCA Approval
Meeting Minutes— March 3, 2011

Page 10 of 26

Option 3, or air stripping, appeared at first to be a strong candidate for ammonia removal. Its operating
cost would be low; it was semi-automated; it did not require a permit modification, and it could fit well
with the current WTP operations. However, its greatest drawback was that it would require the pH of the
leachate to be treated multiple times to effectively treat the VOCs and ammonia. Mr. Boyea explained this
process as follows: the pH of the leachate coming from the CAMU is relatively high due to the slag
drainage layer beneath the landfill. Slag tends to raise the pH of water that moves through it. In order to
be treated at the WTP, U. S. Steel would have to first lower the pH of the water so that it does not
interfere with the polymers used for suspended solids treatment (clarifier system). Since U. S. Steel has a
suspended solids NPDES discharge limit, it did not want to create another potential permit compliance
issue. After the suspended solids are removed, the leachate goes through the GAC vessels. After this
point, U. S. Steel would have to raise the pH back up to alow an air stripper to take out the ammonia.
Once ammonia is removed, then U. S. Steel would have to lower the pH again to allow discharge to the
GCR under the current NPDES permit conditions for pH. Mr. Boyea stated that U. S. Steel could not just
run the leachate through the air stripper (before treatment and at a high pH) since air stripping would have
taken out everything including VOCs and SV OCs. Therefore, this option was rejected because U. S. Steel
would have to make multiple leachate pH adjustments. A summary of pros and cons of Option 3 was
summarized on the following slide:

Air Stripping

Rejected After Evaluation

Pros Cons
Effective Prone to Scaling and Fouling
Semi Automated Clean with NaOH
Fits WTP Multiple pH Adjustments

No Permit Modification Removes Other Constituents
BTEX, VOCs, SVOCs to Air

Initial Cost (High)

Operating Cost (Low)

Option 4, or break point chlorination, was originaly identified by U. S. Steel as the most likely system for
treatment of ammonia. USS had informed IDEM that this was its treatment of choice early in the three-
year compliance schedule since it would have been effective, semi-automated, and have had a low
installation cost. However, it involves a series of chemical processes that could have resulted in toxicity
concerns, for the GRC, and possible exceedances of the NPDES limit for chlorine [total, residual]. Mr.
Boyea explained that installation of the break point chlorination equipment, storage and use of additional
treatment chemicals, and the potential changes in effluent would also have required a modification to the
existing permit. The drawbacks and the reason U. S. Steel rgjected this option was that it requires a lot of
chemicals [introduced into the system] to make it work. It would have required chlorine gas (a hazardous
substance) or sodium hypochlorite solid to treat the ammonia. In this process, after ammoniais removed,
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the chlorine in the leachate would then have to be removed by treatment with sodium sulfite. These were
the greatest drawbacks: hazardous substances, pH adjustment, and additional chemical use to remove the
chlorine. For these reasons, U. S. Steel regjected the use of point break chlorination. A summary of pros
and cons of Option 4 was summarized on the following dide:

Break Point Chlorination

Rejected After Evaluation
Pros Cons

Effective Additional Chemical Usage
and Storage

NaOCI or Cl, Gas, Na,SO4

Semi Automated

Small Footprint
_ High Chemical and
Installation Cost (Low) Operating Cost

Permit Modification (NPDES)
Toxicity Concerns at GCR

Option 5, evaporation and transpiration, appeared to be the best option. There were no apparent
drawbacks. The positive things associated with this option were that all operations are contained within
the CAMU,; it diminates al chemical usage (e.g., U. S. Steel currently uses poly-aluminum chloride as a
polymer flocculent to remove solids, now there will be no need for this compound or hydrochloric acid to
adjust the pH); water is pumped directly out of the leachate system into Unit 2 so there are no longer any
discharges to the GCR so untreated potential contaminants such as metals, will remain in the CAMU,; it
maintains a good vegetative cover on the floor of the CAMU and thus prevents dusty conditions in and
around the CAMU; it is simple to operate and does not require alot of maintenance but yet is portable and
can be easily moved around the floor of the CAMU; and lastly, it has been installed at other locations in
the United States (U.S.) which Mr. Boyea would describe in a later part of the presentation. Mr. Boyea
explained that few metals are found in the leachate. Only barium, lithium, and most likely iron (even
though U. S. Steel does not test for iron) are present. There are no NPDES permit limits for metals
discharging from the CAMU WTP; since there will no longer be a discharge, nothing [no contaminants,
no chemicals| will be put in the river. U. S. Steel determined that the most cost effective and
environmentally sound solution to achieve compliance was to eliminate al discharges to the GCR using
the evaporation and transpiration option. Mr. Boyea summarized Option 5 on the following dlide:



Public Meeting
Request to Modify CAMU TSCA Approval
Meeting Minutes— March 3, 2011

Page 12 of 26
Evaporation / Transpiration

Selected Method
Pros Cons

None

All Operations Contained Within CAMU
Eliminates ALL Chemical Usage
Eliminates Discharges to GCR
Simplicity of Operation

Low Operator O & M

Maintain Vegetative Cover

Reduces and Controls Dust

Installed and Proven

Metals are Contained Inside CAMU

Mr. Boyea opened the discussion to questions. A member of the audience asked whether the evaporative
spray system was safe for U. S. Steel employees and where the GAC waste goes once it is removed from
the treatment vessels. Mr. Boyea said he mis-spoke earlier in the presentation. U. S. Steel does not send
the GAC offsite for regeneration or disposal. Actually, U. S. Steel disposes of the used GAC (i.e., spent
carbon) in the CAMU. The materia is not recycled. Again, the spent carbon will be placed in the CAMU.

Mr. Kastman asked Mr. Boyea to define CAMU so the audience understands the term. Mr. Boyea stated
that the acronym, “CAMU” means Corrective Action Management Unit. In other words, a CAMU is a
landfill.

A member of the audience repeated her question and asked how safe the evaporative spray system is for
U. S. Steel’s employees. She also asked if the employees were properly trained. Mr. Boyea explained that
U. S. Steel employees are required to wear hard hats, safety glasses, and steel-toed shoes for this area of
the facility. The conditions they experience while working here are similar to workers at a water treatment
plant. There is little chemica exposure. He added that the operators at the CAMU are also OSHA-
certified plant operators. The audience member asked if the evaporative spray system has been operated
anywhere else. Mr. Boyea stated that there are other similar systems in the United States. He would
describe them in the next part of his presentation.

Ms. Kaatz Chary commented that the evaporative spray process proposed by U. S. Steel is actually a
transfer of contamination from one medium to another, i.e., contamination in a liquid medium is being
transferred into airborne contaminants. These media operate in different ways and it is possible that there
are still some chemicals in the leachate spray even after it has gone through the carbon vessel. She added
that leachate is being taken out of Unit 1 and is being sprayed in to Unit 2 — she believed that what
U. S. Steel was saying is that since there are no PCBs in the Unit 1 spray then it becomes acceptable to
spray the leachate in Unit 2. She felt that inevitably, there would be some airborne deposition of the
chemicals from the leachate even if U. S. Steel has found no measurable concentrations at this time. Also,
these airborne contaminants could be going north over U. S. Steel property, or going south, moving with
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the wind direction. Mr. Boyea responded that at previous community meetings, he had explained that
U. S. Steel would not operate the spray system on high wind days. Additionally, the sprinkler heads only
allow the leachate spray to go no higher than 7 feet. Mr. Boyea stated that the leachate that is sprayed
evaporates and the ammonia is dissipated, or some ammonia fals back into the CAMU to be used by
plants. The water that does not evaporate or is not used by plants will percolate back into the leachate
collection system and stay within the CAMU. The following photograph was shown at the meeting and
shows the spray system in operation in the CAMU in spring 2010:

Evapor ative Spray System in Unit 2 of th CAMU during the 2010 Pilot Study

An audience member asked if there are PCBs in Unit 1 but none in Unit 2. Mr. Boyea responded that
there are PCBs in both units but Unit 1 is the storage area for wastes/sediments with PCB concentrations
greater than 50 ppm. Unit 1 of the CAMU (landfill) was specifically built to handle the dredged sediments
from the GCR that had PCB concentrations greater than 50 ppm. Unit 2 was used for dredged sediments
with concentrations of PCBs less than 50 ppm. The 50 ppm limit is from an EPA regulation under the
Toxic Substances Control Act [TSCA]. He added that during the GCR Sediment Remediation Project,
U. S. Stedl collected more than 150 samples from the river and tested them for PCBs. Seventy-seven of
those samples contained measurable amounts of PCBs but only 10 samples contained PCBs greater than
the TSCA limit of 50 ppm.

An audience member asked if the spent GAC will be placed in Unit 1 or Unit 2. Mr. Boyea stated that it
would go in Unit 1. Since leachate is treated in the GAC vessels, the spent carbon would be placed in Unit
1. U. S. Stedl has tested the leachate effluent from the GAC vessels (before it is sprayed in Unit 2) and
found no PCBs in it. [See the archived meeting minutes on the U. S. Steel webste
(http://www.uss.com/corp/reralcite.asp) for the Community Involvement Team Effort Public Meeting.]

An audience member asked what the purpose of this work was if the PCBs are going to still remain in the
CAMU. Mr. Boyea explained that the CAMU was built to contain the PCBs. The PCBs will remain
there. The purpose of the evaporative spray system is for U. S. Stedl to get rid of [manage] excess
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leachate water collecting in the bottom of the CAMU. This could be done by first removing organic
compounds (VOCs, SVOCs, and if present, PCBs) from the leachate using the GAC vessels then spraying
the leachate so it would evaporate. The leachate would normally go through the CAMU’ s water treatment
plant, but the NPDES limit for ammonia could not be met with the current system, so an alternate process
had to be found to manage the leachate.

A member of the audience wanted verification that U. S. Stedl’ s permit allows it to store PCB waste. Mr.
Boyea confirmed that EPA provided U. S. Steel with a permit to build the CAMU [landfill] to contain and
store the contaminated sediments that were dredged from the GCR. Dredging was completed back in the
years 2003 through 2007. He stated that during that project almost 800,000 cubic yards (yd®) of dredged
sediments were placed in the CAMU.

Ms. Kaatz Chary stated that since the leachate is going through the GAC and capturing the majority of
contaminants, and al that is left is water which is then evaporated, why isit even necessary for U. S. Stedl
to engage in the last step, i.e., spraying the leachate. She asked why can't the water just be filtered
through the GAC and the water discharged under the current NPDES permit. Mr. Boyea responded by
saying the new NPDES limit for ammonia in the leachate cannot be met using the current WTP design.
That is why U. S. Steel evaluated many different options to treat the ammonia, which were explained
earlier in the meeting. Most of those options had many drawbacks but the evaporative spray system would
allow the water to evaporate and the ammonia to go into the atmosphere or to be used by plants, or cycled
back into the CAMU’