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Norfolk Southern Railway Company ("NS") hereby submits these reply comments in 

response to the Surface Transportation Board's ("Board's") Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in 

Review o/Commodity, Boxcar, and TOFC/COFC Exemptions, Ex Parte 704 (Sub-No.1) (STB 

served March 23, 2016) (the "NPRM"). In addition to submitting these comments, NS joins in 

the Reply Comments of the Association of American Railroads ("AAR"). 

NS's Opening Comments detailed the many failings of the Board's NPRM. The Board 

justified its proposal by pointing to three pieces of evidence: (1) "oral testimony and written 

comments"; (2) "waybill rate data for years 1992 through 2013"; and (3) "other industry 

information." NPRM at 3. Yet the limited anecdotal testimony that the Board cites from 2011 is 

contradicted by Verified Statements 1 from railroad marketing personnel, expert2 testimony, and 

Congress's clear direction to broadly grant exemptions while addressing exceptions individually 

after the fact. NS Opening Comments at 14-17. Further, the Board's heavy reliance on changes 

Id. Ex. G SchaafV.S. & Ex. H Zehringer V.S.; CSX Transportation, Inc. ("CSXT") 
Opening Comments Epting V.S.; Union Pacific Railroad Company ("Union Pacific") Opening 
Comments Thrasher V.S. 
2 AAR Opening Comments Israel/Orzag V.S. & Baranowski/Fisher V.S; Union Pacific 
Opening Comments Murphy V.S. 
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in R/VC ratios is directly contrary to its governing statute, the results of its own Christensen 

Report, and sound economic principles. Id. at 30-32. And the Board's failure to disclose the 

secret "other industry information" or explain any methodology for its approach denied 

commenters the chance to comment meaningfully on this proceeding under the Administrative 

Procedure Act. Id. at 5-13. 

Notably absent from the Board's NPRM was any credible or comprehensive review of 

market power. In response, NS itself undertook such an analysis using the best available sources 

of national modal share data. That evidence demonstrates that truck transportation retains a 

larger (and in many cases, an overwhelmingly larger) market share than rail for movements of all 

five commodities identified by the Board, affirmatively demonstrating the existence of persistent 

and pervasive competition. Id. at 19-26. 

Finally, the Board ignored any consideration of significant portions of the Rail 

Transportation Policy of 49 U.S.C. § 10101 ("RTP"), including those provisions that the 

Interstate Commerce Commission ("ICC") found applicable when instituting the very same 

exemptions that the Board now proposes to revoke. The Board also failed to explain why the 

ability of shippers to file for partial revocation is no longer sufficient. As a result, NS urged the 

Board to terminate this proceeding and instead consider whether there are additional 

commodities that should be exempted from regulation. 

I. Summary 

As NS substantiated in its Opening Comments, the Board's NPRM falls far short of 

justifying its proposal to revoke the class exemptions for crushed or broken stone or rip rap, 

hydraulic cement, coke produced from coal, primary iron or steel products, and iron or steel 

scrap, wastes, or tailings. NS was not the only party to identify these failings. See, e.g., AAR 

Opening Comments at 2; Union Pacific Opening Comments at 2. Indeed, even the United States 
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Department of Transportation ("DOT") acknowledged concerns about "the adequacy of the 

existing record." DOT Opening Comments at 2. DOT nonetheless expressed hope "that the 

submissions of other parties, particularly those who are closely involved in the shipment of these 

specific commodities, will help to allay" such concerns. Id. 

But the opening comments contain no new support for the Board's flawed proposal. 

Instead, those commenters in favor of the NPRM offer at most unsupported claims contradicted 

by the actual evidence in the record, along with regurgitations of the Board's revenue-to-variable 

cost ("R/VC") calculations. 

Only a single NS shipper - and only three in total - filed individual comments. By 

comparison, NS served more than 1,300 shippers of these five commodities in 2015. See NS 

Opening Comments at 14-15. Moreover, no filings identified any examples of specific 

movements on NS that lack competition. NS demonstrates below that AK Steel Corporation's 

("AK Steel's") general statements about its competitive options are contrary to the facts 

concerning its shipments on NS. 

Similarly, the actual record in front of the Board contradicts the conclusory assertions 

made by shipper associations. Vague statements of railroad market power and the inadequacy of 

other modal options cannot be squared with the actual modal data for these commodities. 

Repeated claims about railroad mergers leaving shippers with access to only one railroad are 

similarly false and ignore the Board's longstanding policies and statements. And the argument 

by many commenters that the trend towards reduced regulatory burdens somehow supports 

reimposition of regulation turns the fundamental principles of the Staggers Rail Act and the ICC 

Termination Act ("ICCT A") on their head. Meanwhile, calls for further intervention into the 

markets for paper and forest products fall outside the scope of this proceeding. 

5 



PUBLIC VERSION 

As a result, any reasonable evaluation of the record in this docket must conclude that the 

railroads do not demonstrate sufficient market power over these five commodities to justify the 

reimposition of regulation. If a shipper can allege individual instances of railroad market power 

abuses, a remedy is already available through the partial revocation process. 

In sum, the opening submissions do nothing but reinforce the legal and factual 

deficiencies of the Board's NPRM. "The Board has ignored the plain language of the statute, has 

no sound facts on which to base a proposal to revoke any exemptions, and failed to draw 'a 

rational connection between the facts found and the choice made."' NS Opening Comments at 5 

(citing Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983)). 

The Board should terminate this proceeding and refocus its efforts on its statutory directive to 

exempt "to the maximum extent." 49 U.S.C. § 10502(a). 

II. AK Steel's Opening Comments Are Unsupported and Contrary to Evidence 

Despite the sweeping nature of the Board's proposal to revoke the class exemptions for 

five different commodities, only three shippers -AK Steel, Texas Crushed Stone Company, and 

Graniterock-filed individual comments on opening in this proceeding. Of those three, NS only 

serves and has direct knowledge of movements involving AK Steel. 

AK Steel's opening submission contains no additional evidentiary support for the 

proposed action contained in this proceeding. Rather, AK Steel makes only limited, generalized 

statements about the competitive options for its freight movements in endorsing the Board's 

NPRM. Those statements do not withstand scrutiny when compared to the actual facts of AK 

Steel's shipments on NS. 

First, many of AK Steel's sweeping generalizations are based on shipments of 

commodities other than those identified in the Board's NPRM and therefore provide no insight 

into this proceeding. AK Steel introduces its comments by noting that it "is a major shipper of 
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exempt commodities" and that "[ o ]n many of these moves, AK is captive to a single rail carrier, 

and no other mode of transportation is feasible." AK Steel Opening Comments at 1. AK Steel 

goes on to say that "[d]ue to the size, weight, and other characteristics of AK Steel's freight, the 

majority of AK Steel's traffic must be shipped by rail as it is not amenable to shipment by motor 

carrier or other transportation modes." Id. at 3. However, not only are such statements 

unsupported by any evidence, but AK Steel's traffic also is not limited to the commodities at 

issue in this proceeding. Indeed, AK Steel explained that its inbound freight "includes iron ore, 

coal, coke, chrome, nickel, silicon manganese, zinc, limestone, carbon and stainless steel scrap, 

and other materials." Id. at 2-3 (emphasis added). AK Steel also has "inter-plant movements of 

in-process products, and outbound movements of finished products." Id. at 2. The 

characteristics and constraints on AK Steel's overall traffic have no bearing whatsoever on this 

proceeding. The Board has no way to decode AK Steel's statements to know to what extent, if 

any, they apply to the commodities included in the Board's NPRM. 

Second, and in contrast, NS's negotiations with AK Steel show that AK Steel frequently 

uses other modes to transport the commodities actually listed in the Board's NPRM: 

- Via truck (full emails in Exhibit A, attached hereto and made a part hereof): 

• {{ 
}} 

• {{ 
}} 

• {{ 

}} 
• {{ 

}} 
• {{ 
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}} . { { 

}} 

- Via barge (full emails in Exhibit B, attached hereto and made a part hereof): 

. { { 

. { { 

. { { 

. { { 

}} 

}} 

}} 

}} 

Third, AK Steel's comments misrepresent its access to multiple railroads with respect to 

NS. AK Steel states that "it ships substantial volumes of Coke, Steel and Scrap by rail" and 

claims that "[ o ]n many of these moves, it is captive to a single rail carrier and is subject to 

monopoly railroad power and market dominant railroad pricing." Yet the simple fact is that all 

six major AK Steel facilities served by NS have access to at least two Class I railroads. AK Steel 

frequently cites its competitive rail options in its negotiations with NS. For example (full emails 

in Exhibit C, attached hereto and made a part hereof): 

. { { 

}} . { { 
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}} 

This point is demonstrated visually on Exhibit D, which is attached hereto and made a 

part hereof. Four of the six facilities (Dearborn MI, Butler PA, Mansfield OH, and 

Coshcoton/Zanesville OH) actually have access to three different railroad options. Exhibit D 

also illustrates AK Steel's other modal options. Four of the facilities (Middletown OH, Rockport 

IN, Dearborn MI, and Butler PA) have on-site or nearby barge access. All six facilities have 

access to major highways or interstates for truck transportation. 

Finally, and unsurprisingly given the evidence above, AK Steel's claims about railroad 

market power and its impact are completely without support. The "Market Power" section of 

AK Steel's opening comments just summarizes the Board's statements from its NPRM without 

introducing any new or independent evidence. See AK Steel Opening Comments at 4-5. AK 

Steel's statement that "[r]ailroad market power over AK Steel's exempt commodity shipments 

substantially impacts AK Steel's economic well-being" is similarly unsubstantiated. Id. at 1. 

Tellingly, AK Steel's most recent 10-K filing lacks even a single reference to the terms 'rail' or 

'railroad' in over one hundred pages, let alone any discussion of rail market power as a risk 

factor to its business. See Exhibit E, attached hereto and made a part hereof. AK Steel instead 

highlighted many other factors to its shareholders as the most significant risks for its business, 

including geographic competition from global steel imports and product competition due to the 

substitution of aluminum for steel in car manufacturing. Exhibit E at 5-10. 

Combining all of these deficiencies, the Board cannot rely on any statements on opening 

by AK Steel as further support for its NPRM. Many of AK Steel's generalizations about intra­

and intermodal competitive options address commodities not covered by the Board's NPRM. 

When narrowed to the actual traffic at issue in this proceeding, the only evidence in the record 
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demonstrates that AK Steel has and utilizes competitive options for its transportation of coke, 

steel, and scrap. 

III. Record Belies Conclusory Statements from Shipper Associations 

Turning to the opening comments from shipper associations, they similarly fail to provide 

the Board with any additional support for its NPRM. Three shipper associations3 filed comments 

arguing for revocation of the class exemptions for commodities identified in the Board's NPRM. 

In addition, two other shipper groups4 filed generally in support of the exemption process. 

Although these association statements touch on different points, all suffer from the same 

basic shortcomings. First, they lack any evidence or factual support to back their conclusory 

statements about the markets or competitive forces affecting the relevant commodities. Second, 

rather than introduce new analyses, they at most offer regurgitations of the Board's own faulty 

R/VC calculations. And third, they are contradicted by actual evidence found in the record. 

A. Record Contradicts Unsupported Assertions About Competition 

The statements submitted by shipper associations fail to provide any specific evidence to 

support claims about the limited competitive options in the markets for the commodities covered 

by the NPRM. Further, the actual evidence introduced on opening contradicts such claims. 

1. Primary Iron or Steel 

SMNAISI asserts that "many steel shippers today are without intra- or intermodal 

competitive transportation options and are thus susceptible to railroad market power abuse." 

SMA/AISI Opening Comments at 5. SMA/AISI provides no examples or attempt to support that 

statement. In a revealing juxtaposition, the sentence immediately prior to that statement contains 

3 The Steel Manufacturers Association and American Iron and Steel Institute 
("SMNAISI"), addressing coke, steel, and scrap; the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, Inc. 
("ISRI"), addressing scrap; and Portland Cement Association ("PCA"), addressing cement. 
4 The Rail Customer Coalition ("RCC") and the Freight Rail Customer Alliance. 
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several citations regarding unfair dumping and subsidization of steel, issues entirely unrelated to 

this proceeding (except, perhaps, as examples of source competition). The rest ofSMA/AISI's 

comments rest solely on the calculations ofR/VC ratios found in the Board's NPRM. 

However, the modal share information and marketing verified statements placed into the 

record by NS and other parties demonstrate that the market for iron and steel transportation is 

marked by strong competition. Freight Analysis Framework data ("F AF") at the two-digit 

commodity code level show rail shipments captured only about 10 percent of base metal product 

volumes between 2012 and 2015. NS Opening Comments at 21. Looking more granularly at 

movements within STCC 3312 in 2014 using Transearch data, rail transportation still only made 

up approximately { { } } % of overall shipments, well below the { { } } % of shipments moved for 

trucks. Id. at 25.5 Even for those movements, James R. Schaaf, NS's Group Vice President­

Metals and Construction, further explained that due to the history of steel manufacturers creating 

their own railroads, "most iron and steel shipments have access to multiple railroads." Id. Ex. G 

SchaafV.S. at 4-5. Source competition, including from exports, also is a significant factor in 

these markets, a factor SMA/ AISI fails to discuss despite its references to dumping and 

subsidization of foreign imports of steel. Brad Thrasher, Union Pacific's VP and General 

Manager for Industrial Products, explained that transloading compounds these forces: "Because 

most steel products that we transport must be transloaded to reach their final destination, neither 

railroad needs direct access to a customer facility, or even the same transload facility, to compete 

for the business." Union Pacific Opening Comments Thrasher V.S. at 20. Finally, the emails in 

Appendix B to the SchaafV.S. provide direct evidence of the impact of modal competition on 

negotiations for movements of iron and steel shipments. See NS Opening Comments Ex. G. 

5 Water transportation also had a significant share of movements, approximately { { } } %. 
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2. Iron or Steel Scrap 

Modal transportation data and evidence in the record also contradict conclusory 

statements from ISRI about scrap transportation. ISRI asserts that "[w]hile some shipments of 

iron and steel scrap can move via truck, the simple fact is that for most ISRI members a portion 

of their traffic is rail-dependent." ISRI at 7. ISRI does not clarify how it quantifies 'a portion' 

or provide any support or examples for this assertion. Nor does ISRI identify even a single one 

of its members for whom this statement is true. ISRI also nakedly claims that truck competition 

disappears above a certain distance, but then equivocates when discussing that distance. See 

ISRI at 5 ("However, there is no single distance trigger for this shift in mode, since some 

members will choose rail when the distance exceeds 100 or 200 miles and for others the trigger 

may be closer to 500 miles."). 

The evidence in the record, however, demonstrates that trucking, not rail, is dominant in 

the market for scrap movements. At the four-digit STCC level, trucking made up on { { } }% of 

movements in 2014, compared to { { } }% for rail and { { } }% via water. NS Opening 

Comments at 25. These data align with the marketing testimony that locally consumed scrap 

moves "overwhelmingly by truck," and rail movements over longer distances must compete 

against these local options. Id. Ex. G SchaafV.S. at 4-5. ISRI's comments also ignore 

geographic competition, which has only increased in recent years as scrap yards have 

proliferated, providing scrap customers many yards from which they can source. Id. at 6-7; AAR 

Opening Comments Israel/Orzag V.S. at 28 (citing comments from ISRI confirming the 

geographic expansion of scrap facilities). Product competition also constrains pricing through 

substitute products such as pig iron, direct reduced iron, and/or Mesabi Nugget. See NS Opening 
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Comments Ex. G Schaaf V.S. at 7-8; AAR Opening Comments Israel/Orzag V.S. at 26-27 

(discussing direct reduced iron). 

ISRI' s claims that "railroads often impose take-it or leave-it contract terms onto iron and 

steel scrap shippers" similarly lack any examples or evidence. ISRI Opening Comments at 7. In 

contrast, the emails found in Appendix C to the SchaafV.S. give tangible proof that it is often 

scrap shippers who set take it or leave it prices for the railroad; otherwise, the traffic simply will 

move via truck or barge. See NS Opening Comments Ex. G. 

3. Hydraulic Cement 

Finally, as to cement, PCA's claims about competition are contradicted not only by the 

evidence submitted on opening, but also by its own statements in other forums. PCA claims that 

"[b ]ecause cement manufacturers in many instances have few alternatives to shipping via 

railroad; shippers of hydraulic cement are subject to market power abuses by the railroads." 

PCA Opening Comments at 6. In support, PCA only points to a reduction in the number of 

cement plants over the last 30 years (despite the fact that the original exemption only went into 

effect 21 years ago), without any evidence of an actual impact on competition. 

However, materials on PCA's website indicate that "[a]bout 97% of U.S. cement is 

shipped to customers by truck. Barge and rail account for the remaining distribution modes." 

PCA, Introduction to Concrete, at 2 (2015), available at http://members.cement.org/EBiz55/ 

Bookstore/EBOOl .16-Ch.1-Intro-to-Concrete-LR.pdf. Transearch data show that at the four digit 

STCC level, trucking far outpaces rail transportation, with rail responsible for only { { } } % of 

movements in 2010, { { } }% in 2012, and { { } }% in 2014. NS Opening Comments at 26. 

These data evidence that trucking captures essentially all direct cement movements, leaving rail 

to compete for moves to distribution facilities. Id. Ex. G SchaafV.S. at 8-9. Still, even those rail 

13 



PUBLIC VERSION 

movements face strong competition from other railroads and intermodal options in addition to 

pressure from direct trucking. Id.; Union Pacific Opening Comments Thrasher V.S. at 10 

("However, rail movements of cement to distribution terminals compete with truck movements 

directly to customers, and they also compete with cement moving to distribution terminals in 

trucks, barges, and boats."). Cement also is very susceptible to geographic competition via 

sourcing from alternative facilities. See NS Opening Comments Ex. G Schaaf V.S. at 8-9; Union 

Pacific Opening Comments Thrasher V.S. at 11 ("Trucks also provide geographic competition 

by moving cement from plants we do not serve to destinations we serve .... "). 

4. Crushed Stone and Coke Produced from Coal 

Notably, Texas Crushed Stone and Graniterock were the only commenters to argue in 

favor of the exemption of crushed stone, citing primarily local factors. And although both 

SMN AISI and AK Steel supported the revocation of the exemption from coke produced from 

coal, neither made any factual arguments specific to coke aside from R/VC calculations. As a 

result, the evidence submitted by NS and the other railroads on opening about the national 

markets for these commodities is unrebutted. In particular, the evidence shows minimal rail 

modal share and truck dominance in the market for crushed stone shipments. See, e.g., NS 

Opening Comments at 24; AAR Opening Comments Israel/Orzag V.S. at 24 (reporting data from 

the Mineral Commodity Yearbook showing rail moved only 6% of crushed stone shipments in 

2014); Union Pacific Opening Comments at 5 ("Even in Texas ... we delivered just 11 % of the 

crushed stone sold or used in 2014."). As for coke, NS and CSX Transportation, Inc. ("CSXT") 

each submitted verified statements explaining that all but 3 receivers of coke on CSXT, and all 

receivers on NS, have access to more than one railroad. See NS Opening Comments at 29; 

CSXT Opening Comments Epting V.S. at 6. Such direct rail competition is in addition to barge, 
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truck, product, and geographic competition affecting those markets. See NS Opening Comments 

Ex. H Zehringer V.S.; CSXT Opening Comments Epting V.S. at 7-10. 

* * * * * 
In sum, despite the general assertions and conclusory statements found in the opening 

comments, the record in this proceeding demonstrates convincingly that rail transportation does 

not exert strong market power over the five commodities named in the Board's NPRM. Far from 

bolstering the record, these comments by shipper advocacy groups should be recognized for what 

they are - self-serving and unsupported argument that do not provide independent justification 

for any reasoned decision by the Board in this proceeding. 

B. Proffered "Analyses" At Most Repackage Board's Own Faulty RIVC Calculations 

Rather than introduce new evidence, the shipper associations rely almost exclusively on 

replicating the Board's own R/VC calculations. PCA simply sought to "verify" the Board's 

calculations. PCA Opening Comments at 9. SMA/AISI also repackaged the Board's R/VC and 

length of haul calculations. SMA/AISI Opening Comments at 16-20. ISRI copied and pasted 

the Board's numbers. ISRI Opening Comments at 5 ("Although ISRI has not performed its own 

Waybill analysis ... "). The RCC performed study looking at "all major commodity groups other 

than intermodal", RCC Opening Comments at 1, an exercise oflittle value to addressing the 

commodities covered by this proceeding, and one further marred by technical errors. See AAR 

Reply Comments Baranowski/Fisher V.S. 

In addition to failing to generate any new evidence to support the Board's NPRM, such 

discussions suffer from the same flaws inherent in the Board's calculations. DOT identified the 

need for alternative evidence due to the limitations ofR/VC calculations. "As one example, 

although the NPRM focuses in large part upon changes in the revenue/variable cost ratio for the 

specified commodities, that measure, while useful, may not be a sufficiently robust indicator of 
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whether revocation of a commodity exemption is warranted." DOT Opening Comments at 2. 

Indeed, R/VC ratios are not reliable indicators of market dynamics, and the Board's reliance on 

them in this proceeding is in direct contradiction to the findings of its own Christensen Report, 

the recent Transportation Research Board Report, and other economic studies. See NS Opening 

Comments at 30-32; AAR Opening Comments at 22-29, Israel/Orzag V.S. at 9-17; BNSF 

Opening Comments at 2-8. Changes in R/VC ratios are also driven by many factors; AAR 

demonstrated that most (and in some cases all) of the trends cited by the Board are attributable to 

the failure ofURCS to account properly for increases in intermodal traffic. See AAR Opening 

Comments Baranowski/Fisher V.S. Thus, the reliance on these calculations as evidence of 

increased market power is without any reasoned basis. 6 

C. Comments Repeat False Claims About Loss of Rail Competition Due to Mergers 

Shipper associations also continue to make the same false claims about the effect of 

railroad mergers. For example, ISRI asserted that "the dramatic reduction in the number ofrail 

service providers has increased substantially the number of iron or steel scrap movements that 

are captive to only one railroad at either origin or destination." ISRI Opening Comments at 6. 

Other comments drew similar connections between mergers and sole-served shippers. See, e.g., 

RCC Opening Comments at 1 (implying mergers responsible for single served freight rail 

stations); PCA Opening Comments at 7 (same). 

NS debunked this theory in its opening comments. See NS Opening Comments at 34-35. 

The Board's longstanding policy is to protect against 2-to-1 reductions in competition as a result 

of rail consolidation. See, e.g., Union Pac. Corp.-Control & Merger-S. Pac. Rail Corp., 1 S.T.B. 

6 And of course, exactly what the calculations show and why certain commodities were 
chosen based on such calculations is unknown because the Board did not disclose its 
methodology, which has denied parties of the chance to meaningfully comment. See Am. Radio 
Relay League, Inc. v. FCC, 524 F.3d 227, 236 (D.C. Cir. 2008). 
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233, 351 (STB served Aug. 12, 1996). This truism is reinforced by the fact that despite the 

rehashing of this argument on opening, it is still the case that no participant has pointed to a 

single facility it owns that once was served by two railroads but is now served by only one. In 

fact, studies demonstrate that the mergers enhanced, rather than reduced, competition.7 The 

Board provides no justification8 for its decision to turn a blind eye to its prior policy or credit this 

line of argument now. 

D. Argument that Reductions in Regulatory Burdens Justify Revocation of Exemptions 
Is Antithetical to Congress's Deregulatory Obiectives 

Finally, the argument that reduced regulatory burdens somehow justify reimposing 

regulation for the commodities listed in the NPRM is nonsensical. Almost all of the comments 

on opening in support of the Board's NPRM included some version of an argument that 

reductions in administrative burdens associated with tariffs and contract summaries for regulated 

commodities change the calculus that the Board should employ in deciding whether to revoke 

class exemptions. See, e.g., AK Steel Opening Comments at 4 ("Since the 'chief burden 

imposed by regulation' is now long gone, the class exemptions for Coke, Steel and Scrap should 

be revoked."); SMA/AISI Opening Comments at 12; ISRI Opening Comments at 7-8. 

7 Texas Crushed Stone admits as much. See Texas Crushed Stone Opening Comments 
Grantner Statement at 7 (conceding when referencing Union Pacific's discussion of competition 
enhanced by mergers that "[t]here is certainly proof that supports this statement in a general 
sense ... "). Even the most controversial of the mergers approved by the Board achieved 
meaningful benefits. See Denis A. Breen, FTC Bureau of Economics, Working Paper No. 269, 
"The Union Pacific/Southern Pacific Rail Merger: A Retrospective on Merger Benefits," (Mar. 
11, 2004) (published in Review ofNetwork Economics), available at http://www.ftc.gov/be/ 
workpapers/wp269.pdf (concluding, inter alia, that "the rate reduction data submitted by UP 
during the course of the oversight proceedings, and the rate study conducted by STB staff were 
generally consistent with the UP/SP merger having a pro-competitive effect and meeting even a 
consumer welfare standard" and that "available evidence indicates that UP has documented the 
realization of substantial merger efficiencies of the types claimed"). 
8 Encino MotorCars L.L.C. v. Navarro, 136 S. Ct. 2117, 2126 (June 20, 2016) ("It follows 
that an ' [ u ]nexplained inconsistency' in agency policy is 'a reason for holding an interpretation 
to be an arbitrary and capricious change from agency practice."') (internal citation omitted). 
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NS refuted this argument in its initial comments in Ex Parte 704 back in 2011. Congress 

intended that the Board supplement the legislative deregulatory actions in ICCTA, not undercut 

them. See NS Opening Comments Ex. I at 36-37. The ICC correctly pointed out that the 

preference for exemptions does not rest on the burden of regulation. 

Congress has directed that the Commission shall grant exemptions wherever it 
finds that continued regulation is not necessary. The ultimate issue is not whether 
regulation is harmless, but only whether it must be retained to carry out the rail 
transportation policy and protect shippers from market power abuse." 

Exemption from Regulation - Boxcar Traffic, 367 I.C.C. 424, 428 (1983) (emphasis added). And 

Congress further strengthened the mandate to exempt traffic from regulation at the same time it 

was removing regulatory burdens in ICCTA. The Board should not be distracted by claims to 

the contrary here. 

IV. If Individual Instances of Market Power Exist, Partial Revocation is the Proper 
Methodology for Potential Relief 

In the face of this record, the Board already has the proper tool at its disposal to deal with 

any individual instances of potential abuse of market power. NS explained on opening that 

partial revocation is consistent with congressional intent and the ICC's and Board's past 

statements. NS Opening Comments at 15-17, 36-37; see also Union Pacific Opening Comments 

at 2 ("Under the statute, '[e]xemption analysis takes a broad-brush approach to analysis of the 

competitive environment as a whole and looks to the remedy of partial revocation to address 

specific competitive situations should that become necessary."') (citing Santa Fe Southern 

Pacific Corp. - Control-SPT Co., 2 I.C.C.2d 709, 741 (1986)). The Board did not justify in its 

NPRM why partial revocation is no longer appropriate. 

Similarly, commenters supporting the NPRM hardly acknowledge the partial revocation 

process at all. Those that did address the process provided no support for rejecting its 
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sufficiency. AK Steel argued that the partial exemption process constitutes "an insurmountable 

barrier", ignoring that the Board has granted past requests when justified. See NS Opening 

Comments at 36.9 Texas Crushed Stone acknowledged the revocation option but complained 

that "it is not a practical solution as it would not address the big picture .... " Texas Crushed 

Stone Opening Comments at 6. But the evidence of the "big picture" clearly points to 

competitive marketplaces for transportation of these commodities. See supra Section III.A. 

These comments do not provide any further justification for why partial revocation of an 

exemption is insufficient to address any individual instances of market power. 

V. Paper and Forest Products Are Outside the Scope of Board's Proceeding 

The additional shipper association comments requesting expansion of the Board's 

proposal to include revocation of the exemptions for numerous different types of paper and forest 

products are outside of the scope of this proceeding, so NS mentions them only briefly. NS is 

unable to evaluate such a possibility because the Board has not put forward any rationale for 

such a revocation. Indeed, expanding the scope of the Board's proposal would be in direct 

contradiction to Vice Chairman Miller's concurring expression. NPRM at 14 (Vice Chairman 

Miller, concurring) ("In particular, based on the conclusions I have drawn from the analyses, I 

believe that the railroads have likely not increased market power for any exempt commodities 

other than those addressed in this decision."). DOT also echoed caution about the Board 

proceeding without a suitable record. See DOT Opening Comments at 2 ("In addition, although 

the Board has invited comment on potential revocation of other exemptions beyond those 

specified in the NPRM (id.), it will be particularly important to ensure that any such potential 

9 AK Steel also called for the Board to "aggressively revoke class exemptions," in direct 
contradiction to the statutory scheme. AK Steel Opening Comments at 7. 
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revocations are reviewed on the basis of a robust record as well."). Any expansion would not 

constitute a logical outgrowth of the Board's NPRM and would require a new proceeding. 

NS is confident that a more thorough examination is unnecessary. The American Forest 

& Paper Association rests its request on faulty R/VC calculations similar to the ones discussed 

above. Additionally, the calculations lump together 177 different STCC codes, see American 

Forest & Paper Association Opening Comments Roman V.S. at 3, oblivious to any consideration 

or even acknowledgment of different market factors and conditions. NS's Director of Marketing 

Research & Economics, Liesl J. McLemore, did direct a quick review of the transportation 

modal share data from the F AF, using the same methodology applied in NS's Opening 

Comments. See NS Opening Comments Ex. J. The charts below show at a high level that forest 

and paper product commodities evidence overwhelming truck modal share; the data are 

completely unsupportive of any suggestion of railroad market power. See also NS Opening 

Comments at 26 (referencing Wolfe Research market report attached as Exhibit M). In fact, the 

comments from American Forest & Paper Association and Wisconsin Central Group provide 

examples confirming such intermodal competition. See American Forest & Paper Association 

Opening Comments at 18 (explaining that alternative modes have captured movements from rail 

through lower pricing); Wisconsin Central Group at 5 (explaining how a shipper utilized a truck­

rail transload option to compete with direct rail service). 
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VI. Examining the Full Record, the Board's Justifications for its NPRM Remain 
Unsound 

Taking all of the opening comments into account, along with the Board's original 

proposal, the only two justifications offered by the Board in support of its NPRM do not 

withstand even modest scrutiny. The first justification is that revocation of the commodity 

exemptions is necessary "[t]o restore access to the Board's regulatory oversight and processes." 

NPRM at 4. Yet NS has set forth extensively the evolution of the statute from the Staggers Rail 

Act in 1980, when the exemption provision was adopted, through ICCTA in 1996, when the 

exemption provision was strengthened with the words "shall" and "to the maximum extent."10 

Congress specifically wanted exemptions to be broadly granted and for the agency to review 

only after the fact individual instances in which the exemption may not be appropriate. 11 Thus, 

the statute creates a presumption for exemption with subsequent individual review. In its 

NPRM, the Board does not offer any explanation, reasoned 12 or otherwise, for why the 

longstanding policy to exempt to the maximum extent has been changed to one where the goal is 

to "restore access to the Board's regulatory oversight and processes." 

The second justification in the NPRM is a conclusion for each of the five commodity 

groups that "the dynamics of the particular transportation markets appear to have changed so 

significantly since the exemptions were first promulgated as to warrant" revocation. NPRM at 4. 

As covered in detail above, the comments filed on opening in support of the Board's NPRM did 

not include any independent evidence or new analyses, instead advancing unsupported 

IO 49 U.S.C. § 10502(a); NS Opening Comments Ex. I. at 8-20. 
11 See H.R .. Rep. No. 1430, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 105 reprinted in U.S. Code Cong. & Ad. 
News 4110, 413 7 (conference report) ("Particularly the conferees expect that as many as possible 
of the Commission's restrictions on changes in prices and services by rail carriers will be 
removed and that the Commission will adopt a policy of reviewing carrier actions after the fact 
to correct abuses of market power."). 
12 See, e.g., Encino MotorCars L.L.C. v. Navarro, 136 S. Ct. at 2125. 
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conclusory statements contrary to the rest of the record and the Board's own R/VC calculations. 

Therefore, the validity of the NPRM rests entirely on the Board's own explanation. 

Parsing through the NPRM, those reasons can be grouped into five different 

"Rationales." First, as to all five commodities, the Board cites its "analysis" of changes in the 

R/VC ratios and increases in revenue from traffic with R/VC ratios above 180% ("Rationale 1 "). 

Then, as to each commodity: 

• Crushed or Broken Stone or Rip-Rap. The entire justification is in the last 
paragraph of page 5 that rolls over onto page 6 of the NPRM. The Board 
indicates, without analysis or support, that a single shipper's testimony "suggests" 
that trucking does not effectively limit railroad market power, despite 
acknowledging that "railroads have a relatively small modal market share" 
("Rationale 2"). Other than Board's R/VC "analysis", that is it. 

• Hydraulic Cement. The entire justification starts at the bottom of page 9 and ends 

in the middle of page 10 of the NPRM. The Board suggests, based solely on 
PCA's comments from 2011, that: (1) there are fewer cement shippers ("Rationale 

3"); (2) cement shipments average between 250 and 300 miles ("Rationale 4"); 
and (3) 80% of cement shipments are served by a single railroad ("Rationale 5"). 
Other than Board's R/VC "analysis", that is it. 

• Coke from Coal; Primary Iron and Steel Products; and Iron or Steel Scrap, 
Wastes, or Tailings. The entire justification is shown in the first full paragraph of 
page 7 through the first paragraph on page 9 of the NPRM. 

For iron and steel products, the Board cites (1) an unsupported assumption that 
steel production moving south has reduced water competition (Rationale 2), and 
(2) a statement that the average length of haul has increased (Rationale 4). Other 
than Board's R/VC "analysis", that is it. 

For coke, the Board cites an increase in average length of haul from 372 miles to 
411 (Rationale 4). Other than Board's R/VC "analysis", that is it. 

For iron or steel scrap, the Board cites an increase in average length of haul from 
306 to 410 miles (Rationale 4). Other than Board's R/VC "analysis", that is it. 
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• Rationale 1- The Board's Own RNC "Analysis" 

The Board relied on its own R/VC "analysis" for all five commodities, asserting that 

RIVC ratios have increased over time and/or that more traffic is potentially captive now than in 

the early 1990s. Of course, as NS explained on opening, the Board failed to disclose its 

methodology and other information about its R/VC "analysis." NS Opening Comments at 5-13. 

Accordingly, NS and other parties cannot tell what makes these commodities uniquely worthy of 

consideration to the Board. 

However, from what NS can see, the Board has relied on trends in R/VC levels as a 

proxy for a lack of competition and railroad market power. NS summarized the extensive 

evidence submitted on opening detailing all of the limitations that prevent any defense of using 

R/VC ratios in this way. See supra Section III.B. Yet the problems with R/VC ratios were 

understood long before this proceeding. The Board's use of such ratios to make assumptions 

about market power without even mentioning direction to the contrary from Congress, see 49 

U.S.C. § 10707(d)(2)(A) (admonishing that R/VC ratios do not establish a presumption that a rail 

carrier "has or does not have market dominance over such transportation"), the findings of its 

own Christensen Report, see NS Opening Comments at 31, or its recognition of the flaws in the 

Uniform Rail Costing System ("URCS"), see, e.g., Review of the General Purpose Costing 

System, Ex Parte 431 (STB served Aug. 4, 2016) (proposing changes to URCS), is shocking. 

• Rationale 2- Alleged Absence of Modal Competition and Other Competition 

Congress made clear that even in an individual case, the Board was to look at "all 

competitive transportation factors that restrain rail carriers' actions and that affect the market for 

transportation of the particular commodity or type of service for which revocation has been 
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requested."13 Certainly, Congress could not have expected or wanted the Board to do less than 

that full examination of competition when attempting to revoke an exemption wholesale. But the 

Board did not examine any modal competition data. NS had to provide it in its opening 

comments, and it undermines the Board's statements in the NPRM. A full examination of"all 

competitive transportation factors" ends this proceeding. 

The agency's prior decisions to exempt the commodities at issue in this proceeding 

included examination of modal share and other data regarding the competition in the 

marketplace. For example, the agency conducted a substantial analysis of competitive market 

forces for iron or steel scrap. 14 Yet the Board's discussion in the NPRM focuses on only one 

form of transportation, water carriage, and assumed it decreased due to geographic shifts 

southward in steel production. NPRM at 7. Transearch data supplied by NS, however, shows 

that assumption is wrong because water carriage's share increased from 2010 to 2012, and again 

from 2012 to 2014. NS Opening Comments at 25. Further, FAF and Transearch data supplied 

by NS shows that trucking continues to capture a majority of shipments. Id. at 21, 25. For 

13 Explanatory Statement of the Committee of Conference, H.R. Rep. No. 104-422, at 168 
(1995), reprinted in 1995 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News 850, 853 (emphasis added). In 
enacting the Staggers Act, Congress similarly observed that it "expect[ ed] that the Commission 
will adopt a policy of reviewing carrier actions after the fact to correct abuses of market power." 
H.R. Rep. No. 96-1430, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 105 (1980), reprinted in 1980 U.S. Code Cong. & 
Ad. News 4110, 4137. 
14 Rail General Exemption Authority -- Exemption of Ferrous Recyclables, Ex Parte No. 
346 (Sub-No. 35), 10 I.C.C. 2d 635 (served May 16, 1995) ("As the record indicates, these 
competitive market forces ensure competitive rate levels for the rail transportation of these 
commodities. Intermodal competition with trucks and barges, and intramodal competition with 
other railroads exist in many markets. Exceptionally strong geographic competition also exists, 
which further inhibits the railroads from dominating market power. Geographic competition 
occurs because these commodities, particularly iron and steel scrap, are produced and consumed 
throughout the United States. If a railroad were to raise its rates to one shipper, either the shipper 
could send the recyclables to another market, or the receiver could secure its supply from another 
shipper, or both situations could occur. In any case, the railroad would be deprived of all of the 
revenue from those shipments.") 
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crushed stone, the modal share data similarly disproves the Board's reliance on the self-serving 

statement of a single shipper. Compare id. at 20, 24 with NPRM at 5. The Board's decision to 

ignore modal share information in the face of the ICC's prior reliance15 is entirely without 

explanation. 

• Rationale 3 - Number of Shippers 

For hydraulic cement, the Board refers to the number of shippers declining. Entirely 

missing from this observation, and the reiteration of such statistics by PCA on opening, is a 

showing of any competitive impact in the market for transportation. Instead, the data continue 

to show that truck is dominant in transportation of this commodity. See supra Section III.A.3. 

Given this data, the relevance to this proceeding of the number of shippers is a mystery. 

• Rationale 4 - Length of Haul 

Although the Board attempts to rely on the length of haul as a justification for proposing 

to revoke the exemption for hydraulic cement, iron or steel products, and coke, it offers no 

explanation of the impact of this statistic on competition for those commodities or evidence that 

the changes in length of haul cited are meaningful. In fact, the Board cannot, because the 

changes have not altered the competitive forces in these markets. 

Starting with hydraulic cement, the Board relies on PCA for the proposition that now 

"cement shipments range between 250 and 300 miles," on average. NPRM at 10. The agency's 

prior finding regarding geographic competition when exempting cement was that "[m]arket 

conditions dictate that cement producers generally cannot compete for business in markets more 

than 300 miles away." See Rail General Exemption Authority- Exemption of Hydraulic Cement, 

15 See also Rail General Exemption Authority-Petition of AAR to Exempt Rail 
Transportation of Selected Commodity Groups, Ex Parte No. 346 (Sub-No. 29), 9 I.C.C. 2d 969 
(September 17, 1993) (determining for coke produced from coal that "other evidence shows 
intramodal competition, product competition, and depressed prices"). 

26 



PUBLIC VERSION 

Ex Parte No. 346 (Sub-No. 34), 10 I.C.C. 2d 649 (served July 26, 1995). The agency's prior 

finding about modal competition was that "trucks are the mode of choice for most moves, 

particularly those less than 250-300 miles." Id. Far from undermining the exemption, the 

Board's finding here reinforces its prior justification. In addition, the Board does not explain 

why a 50 mile change is significant or what it has to do with any determination relevant to the 

inquiry required to revoke an exemption. 

The Board similarly provides no explanation for the cause or significance of changes in 

length of haul for other commodities. For coke, the Board notes that "the average length of haul 

for non-intermodal, non-boxcar, coke produced from coal has increased by 39 miles, from 372 

miles in 1992, to 411in2013." NPRM at 8. But the Board provides no insight into why a 39 

mile increase should impact this proceeding. For iron or steel scrap, the Board claims that the 

"average length of haul ... has increased 114 miles, from 306 miles in 1992, to 420 miles in 

2013." NPRM at 7. Again, the Board provides no evidence that this change means anything. 16 

Further, the Board asserts in support of its NPRM that trucks become less competitive at 

distances of more than 500 miles. NPRM at 7 n.12. NS disputes the validity of this claim, but if 

the Board is to rely on it, then the average length of hauls for hydraulic cement, coke, and iron or 

steel scrap all remain below levels at which truck competition would begin to decline. As for 

iron or steel products, the average length of haul (652 miles) exceeded this line of demarcation in 

1992 immediately prior to exemption. In any event, the Board provides no explanation as to the 

meaning of any change in this statistic. The Board completely fails to meet its obligation to 

"examine the relevant data and articulate a satisfactory explanation for its action including a 

rational connection between the facts found and the choice made." Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Assn. of 

16 Indeed, the Board even professes ignorance to the cause. See NPRM at 7 ("Although it is 
unknown what specific factors have contributed to such increases ... "). 
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United States, Inc. v. State Farm Mut. Automobile Ins. Co., 463 U. S. at 43 (internal quotation 

marks omitted). 

• Rationale 5 - Shipments Served By a Single Railroad 

Finally, the Board relies on a statement about the percent of shippers served by one 

railroad to attempt to justify the revocation of the exemption for hydraulic cement. NS covered 

this point in detail on opening and above - the Board is well aware that there has been no 

resulting growth in shipments served by a single railroad. See supra Section III.C. Any 

endorsement of this argument by the Board is in direct contradiction to its own past policies. 

* * * * * 
As just demonstrated, under even a modicum of scrutiny, the five Rationales offered by 

the Board do not stand up. So too, the Board's second justification that the "[t]he competitive 

landscape has changed" also falls. 

Aside from the failings of the Board's stated justifications for its proposal, at least 

equally fatal is the material entirely absent from the NPRM. The agency's original exemptions 

addressed numerous factors that the Board totally ignores in its NPRM. The exemptions have 

advanced the R TP. The agency previously explicitly found as much with regard to certain of the 

commodities at issue in this NPRM. 

We note first that, by its very nature, an exemption "minimize[s] the need for Federal 
regulatory control" [10101a(2)]. In addition, the exemption would "allow, to the 
maximum extent possible, competition and the demand for services to establish 
reasonable rates" [1 OlOla(l)]; and would encourage effective competition [10101a(4) 
and (5)] by making it easier for the railroads to compete without unwarranted regulatory 
restraint. Moreover, it would "allow rail carriers to earn adequate revenues" [10101a(3)] 
by improving the speed and flexibility with which they could respond to competition -­
especially by enabling them to quote spot prices as changes in the market may require. 
Further, the exemption would "encourage honest and efficient management of railroads" 
[10101a(10)] by enabling rail management to respond more quickly to changing market 
conditions, and by reducing the administrative costs associated with the filing of tariffs 
and contract summaries. Finally, to the extent that an exemption would enable the 
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railroads to attract traffic from motor carriers, it would encourage energy conservation 
[10101a(15)]. The remaining provisions of the RTP will not be adversely affected. 

Rail General Exemption Authority-- Exemption of Ferrous Recyclables, Ex Parte No. 346 (Sub-

No. 35), 10 I.C.C. 2d 635 (served May 16, 1995). As to the remaining commodities at issue 

here, the agency found that: 

An exemption would: "minimize the need for federal regulatory control"[§ 10101a(2)]; 
promote "adequate revenues" by allowing the carriers to use spot rate reductions to attract 
low-cost, backhaul traffic[§ 10101a(3)]; increase competition between rail carriers and 
trucks by allowing quick, selective rate changes in response to competition[§ 
10101a(5)]; allow more efficient management by (i) allowing pricing changes in response 
to changing business conditions, and (ii) allowing carriers to reduce costs associated with 
contract rate establishment and management n8 [§ 10101a(10)]; and encourage energy 
conservation by attracting traffic from trucks[§ 10101a(15)]. Other provisions of the 
national transportation policy will not be adversely affected. 

Rail General Exemption Authority-Petition of AAR to Exempt Rail Transportation of Selected 

Commodity Groups, Ex Parte No. 346 (Sub-No. 29), 9 I.C.C. 2d 969(September17, 1993). NS 

raised this issue in its comments in Ex Parte 704. See NS Opening Comments Ex. I at 25-36. 

The Board does not discuss these elements of the RTP at all - likely because they cannot be 

reconciled with the Board's course of action. 

As decisions by the ICC, and later the Board, have already acknowledged, the 

exemptions have (1) reduced costs and enabled railroads to offer more efficient and responsive 

services; (2) allowed railroads to respond more quickly to market forces; (3) enabled railroads to 

quote instantly-adjustable spot rates where appropriate; (4) generally positioned railroads to 

compete more effectively against trucks and other modes; and (5) reduced paperwork and other 

regulatory burdens. 17 Again, the Board does not discuss any of these prior findings - much less 

each of them - or offer any evidence that they are no longer true. In short, the Board has not 

17 See Rail General Exemption Authority -- Exemption of Ferrous Recyclables, Ex Parte No. 
346 (Sub-No. 35), 10 I.C.C. 2d 635 (served May 16, 1995). 
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offered a reasonable or adequate explanation for such a substantial return to regulation in 

contravention of a statute that requires that the Board "shall" exempt to the "to the maximum 

extent." 49 U.S.C. § 10502(a). 

Finally, the NPRM failed to address the substantial issues raised by many commenters in 

Ex Parte 704, especially those of NS. See NS Opening Comments Ex. I. In its opening paper in 

response to this NPRM, NS cataloged the many issues it raised to which the Board offered no 

response or commentary. NS Opening Comments at 30-33; 36-40. The agency "must consider 

all relevant factors in the comments it receives." Brae Corp. v. United States, 740 F.2d 1023, 

1042 (D.C. Cir. 1984). The failure to respond to those issues violates Brae. 

VII. Conclusion 

The Board's proposal to re-impose regulation on five commodity groups in the NPRM is 

contrary to the statute, legislative history, and the marketplace. It is a dramatic change in course 

without a reasoned explanation from a regulatory system on which parties have relied for 

decades. 18 It fails to address comments submitted by parties in Ex Parte 704. 19 It does not 

disclose all of the information and methodology underlying the proposal, denying participants a 

meaningful opportunity to comment.20 And it is contrary to the overwhelming evidence in the 

record concerning the competitive forces at work in these markets. Accordingly, the Board 

18 Encino MotorCars L.L.C. v. Navarro, 136 S. Ct. at 2126 ("In explaining its changed 
position, an agency must also be cognizant that longstanding policies may have 'engendered 
serious reliance interests that must be taken into account.' 'In such cases it is not that further 
justification is demanded by the mere fact of policy change; but that a reasoned explanation is 
needed for disregarding facts and circumstances that underlay or were engendered by the prior 
policy.' It follows that an '[u]nexplained inconsistency' in agency policy is 'a reason for holding 
an interpretation to be an arbitrary and capricious change from agency practice.' An arbitrary and 
capricious regulation of this sort is itself unlawful and receives no Chevron deference.") (internal 
citations omitted). 
19 See, e.g., Brae Corp. v. United States, 740 F.2d at 1042. 
20 See Am. Radio Relay League, Inc. v. FCC, 524 F.3d at 236. 
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should terminate this proceeding and refocus its efforts on its statutory directive to exempt "to 

the maximum extent." 49 U.S.C. § 10502(a). 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: August 26, 2016 

James A. Hixon 
John M. Scheib 
Greg E. Summy 
Garrett Urban 
Norfolk Southern Railway Company 
Three Commercial Place 
Norfolk, VA 23510 

Attorneys for Norfolk Southern Railway 
Company 
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Butler, PA

Middletown, OH Rockport, IN

Dearborn, MI

Mansfield, OH Coshocton/Zanesville, OH

Multimodal Connections for NS‐served AK Steel Mills

(via BPRR)
(via BPRR)

Ohio River (30 miles 
by truck)

(via haulage over NS)

Ohio River (30 
miles by truck)

(via Conrail)

Lake Erie (on‐site)

(via Ashland Railway)
(via Ashland Railway)

(via Ashland Railway)

(via CUOH Railroad)
(via CUOH Railroad)

(via CUOH Railroad)

Ohio River (15 
miles by truck)

= Rail = Highway = Barge
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(Dollars in millions, except per share and per ton amounts or as otherwise specifically noted)

PART I

Item 1. Business.

Operations Overview

AK Steel Holding Corporation (“AK Holding”) is a corporation formed under the laws of Delaware in 1993 and is an integrated
producer of flat-rolled carbon, stainless and electrical steels and tubular products through its wholly-owned subsidiary, AK Steel
Corporation (“AK Steel”). AK Steel is the successor through merger in 1999 to Armco Inc., which was formed in 1900. Unless the
context indicates otherwise, references to “we,” “us” and “our” refer to AK Holding and its subsidiaries.

We operate eight steelmaking and finishing plants, two coke plants and two tube manufacturing plants across six states—Indiana,
Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania and West Virginia. These operations produce flat-rolled carbon, specialty stainless and
electrical steels that we sell in sheet and strip form, and carbon and stainless steel that we finish into welded steel tubing. We also
produce metallurgical coal through our AK Coal Resources, Inc. (“AK Coal”) subsidiary. In addition, we operate trading
companies in Mexico and Europe that buy and sell steel and steel products and other materials.

In 2014, we acquired Severstal Dearborn, LLC (“Dearborn”). The assets acquired include the integrated steelmaking assets located
in Dearborn, Michigan (“Dearborn Works”), the Mountain State Carbon, LLC (“Mountain State Carbon”) cokemaking facility
located in Follansbee, West Virginia, and interests in joint ventures that process flat-rolled steel products.

Customers and Markets

We sell flat-rolled carbon steel products, consisting of coated, cold-rolled, and hot-rolled carbon steel products, primarily to
automotive manufacturers and their suppliers, as well as to customers in the infrastructure and manufacturing market. The
infrastructure and manufacturing market primarily includes electrical transmission, heating, ventilation and air conditioning
equipment, and appliances. We also sell carbon steel products to distributors, service centers and converters, who may further
process these products before reselling them. Our goal is to carry appropriate inventory levels that will meet our customers’ needs,
particularly for the “just-in-time” delivery requirements necessary to service the demanding automotive market. During 2015, we
began to implement a strategy to target markets for our carbon steel products that deliver higher margins, where possible, and
reduce amounts sold into the lower margin carbon steel spot market, which experienced a sharp decline in pricing as a result of a
deluge of low-priced imports of foreign steel. As a result, in late 2015 we temporarily idled the blast furnace and steelmaking
operations (the “Hot End”) at our Ashland Works in Kentucky to improve capacity utilization at our Middletown Works and our
Dearborn Works and our overall profitability.

We sell our stainless steel products to manufacturers and their suppliers in the automotive industry, to manufacturers of food
handling, chemical processing, pollution control, medical and health equipment, and to distributors and service centers.

For carbon and stainless steels, we target customers who require the highest quality flat-rolled steel with precise “just-in-time”
delivery and technical support. Our enhanced product quality and delivery capabilities, as well as our emphasis on collaborative
customer technical support and product planning, are critical factors in our ability to serve these markets.

We sell our electrical steel products in the infrastructure and manufacturing market primarily to manufacturers of power
transmission and distribution transformers, both for new and replacement installation. We also sell electrical steel products to
manufacturers of electrical motors and generators. We target our electrical steel products to customers who desire the highest
quality iron-silicon alloys that provide low core loss and high permeability required for more efficient and economical electrical
transformers. Our electrical steels are among the most energy efficient in the world. As with customers of our other steel products,
we provide our electrical steel customers outstanding technical support and product development assistance.

For our carbon steel, stainless steel and electrical steel products, we intentionally limit our participation in the commodity portions
of those markets, where attributes such as high quality, technical support and innovation are less valued and where selling prices
and product margins are generally lower.
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Because of our focus on shipments to the automotive industry and our decision to ship fewer tons to the spot market, Ford Motor
Company and Fiat Chrysler Automobiles accounted for 12% and 11% of our net sales in 2015. No customer accounted for more
than 10% of our net sales in 2014 or 2013. The following table presents the percentage of our net sales to each of our markets:

Market 2015 2014 2013

Automotive . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60% 53% 51%
Infrastructure and Manufacturing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16% 18% 20%
Distributors and Converters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24% 29% 29%

We sell our carbon steel products principally to customers in the United States. We sell our electrical and stainless steel products
both domestically and internationally. Our customer base is geographically diverse and there is no single country outside the
United States where our sales are material compared to our total net sales. We do not have any material long-lived assets located
outside the United States. The following shows net sales by geographic area and as a percentage of worldwide net sales:

Geographic Area 2015 2014 2013

Net Sales % Net Sales % Net Sales %

United States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 5,837.2 87% $ 5,750.3 88% $ 4,862.4 87%
Foreign countries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 855.7 13% 755.4 12% 708.0 13%

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 6,692.9 100% $ 6,505.7 100% $ 5,570.4 100%

We shipped approximately 81% of our flat-rolled steel products in 2015 to contract customers, with the balance to customers in the
spot market at prevailing prices at the time of sale. We have contracts with all of our major automotive and most of our
infrastructure and manufacturing market customers. These contracts include prices for each product during contract periods, which
are generally one year or less. In 2015, approximately 58% of our shipments to contract customers allowed price adjustments
during the contract period. Changes in steel price indices trigger contract price adjustments for about one-fourth of our shipments
to contract customers. When adjustments occur, the resulting adjustments typically occur at three- or six-month intervals. In certain
circumstances, we adjust contract prices if particular raw material price changes exceed agreed-upon parameters.

The automotive market is an important element of our business and growth strategy and, therefore, North American light vehicle
production has a significant impact on our total sales and shipments. In 2015, automotive manufacturers experienced a record year
in North America, as light vehicle production was approximately 17.5 million units, representing a 3% increase from the prior year.
The improvement in the automotive market and our increased share of that market resulted in increased sales and shipments of our
steel in 2015. We remain keenly focused on capturing additional market share in the automotive sector and most automotive
manufacturers are predicting a further increase in total North American light vehicle production volumes for 2016.

In 2015, housing starts in the United States reached levels not achieved since 2007. We typically benefit from increasing housing
starts since it generally results in increased production by power transmission and distribution transformer manufacturers, to whom
we sell electrical steels, and appliance manufacturers, to whom we sell stainless and carbon steels. Although we saw improvements
in higher value electrical steel prices and demand during 2015, low prices resulting from the high level of commodity steel imports
from foreign producers into the United States resulted in lower shipments to the spot markets. Electrical steel sales and shipments
to customers in foreign countries also have been negatively affected by excess global production capacity and what we believe to
be preferential trade practices by certain countries that make our products more expensive to sell in that country.

Raw Materials and Other Inputs

Our steel manufacturing operations require iron ore, coal, coke, chrome, nickel, silicon, manganese, zinc, limestone, and carbon
and stainless steel scrap as primary raw materials. We also use large volumes of natural gas, electricity and industrial gases. In
addition, in past years we have purchased carbon steel slabs from other steel producers to supplement our production from our own
steelmaking facilities. We purchased approximately 126,000 tons of carbon steel slabs in 2015, all of which were purchased in the
first quarter of the year. We do not currently anticipate purchasing carbon slabs in 2016.

We typically purchase carbon and stainless steel scrap, natural gas, a substantial portion of our electricity, carbon steel slabs, and
most other raw materials at prevailing market prices, which may fluctuate with market supply and demand. However, we make
most of our purchases of iron ore, coke, industrial gases and a portion of our electricity at negotiated prices under annual or multi-
year agreements with periodic price adjustments. We typically purchase coal under annual fixed-price agreements. Additionally,
we may hedge portions of our energy and raw materials purchases to reduce volatility.
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We also attempt to reduce the risk of future supply shortages and price volatility in other ways. If multi-year contracts are available
in the marketplace, we may use these contracts to secure enough supply to satisfy our key raw material needs. When multi-year
contracts are not available, or are not available on acceptable terms, we enter into annual contracts or make spot purchases to meet
the remainder of our raw materials needs. We also regularly evaluate using alternative sources and substitute materials.

We believe that we have secured, or will be able to secure, adequate supply sources for our raw materials and energy requirements
for 2016 and for at least the next three to five years. However, our raw material suppliers may experience production disruptions,
which could create shortages of raw materials in 2016 or beyond.

Research and Development

We conduct a broad range of research and development activities aimed at improving existing products and manufacturing
processes and developing new products and processes. In recent years, we have increased our focus and spending on new product
innovation, with particular focus on advanced high-strength steels (“AHSS”) for the automotive market. We produce virtually
every grade of AHSS that our customers currently need, but our goal is to develop the next generation of AHSS with even greater
strength and formability. We have developed many new steel products and steel processes during our history and have recently
reinvigorated our focus on research and innovation. For example, we are implementing new process technology to produce both
coated and cold-rolled Next-Generation AHSS on the hot-dip galvanizing line at Dearborn Works, which we expect to complete by
late 2016. Our goal is to ship Next-Generation AHSS to our customers by early 2017. We have doubled our investment in research
and innovation during the past three years from $13.2 in 2013 to $27.6 in 2015. To accelerate innovation, we are building a new
research and innovation center in Middletown, Ohio with completion planned for late 2016. The facility will include pilot lines and
feature new operational simulators that replicate critical steel manufacturing operations to allow our researchers, scientists and
engineers to continue their leading-edge research, applications engineering, advanced engineering, product development and
customer technical services.

Employees

At December 31, 2015, we employed approximately 8,500 people, of which approximately 6,300 are represented by labor unions.
The labor contracts covering these represented employees expire between 2016 and 2019. See the discussion under Labor
Agreements in Item 7 for additional information on these agreements.

Competition

We compete with domestic and foreign flat-rolled carbon, stainless and electrical steel and tubular product producers (both
integrated steel producers and mini-mill producers) and producers of plastics, aluminum and other materials that may be used as a
substitute for flat-rolled steels in manufactured products. Mini-mills generally offer a narrower range of products than integrated
steel mills, but can have some competitive cost advantages as a result of their different production processes and lower labor costs
associated with what are often non-union workforces. Price, quality, on-time delivery, customer service and product innovation are
the primary competitive factors in the steel industry and vary in relative importance according to the product category and
customer requirements.

Steel producers that sell to the automotive market are facing increasing competition from aluminum manufacturers (and, to a lesser
extent, other materials) as automotive manufacturers attempt to develop vehicles that will enable them to satisfy more stringent
government-imposed fuel efficiency standards. To address automotive manufacturers’ lightweighting needs that the aluminum
industry is targeting, we and others in the steel industry continue to develop grades of AHSS that we believe are stronger, less
costly, more sustainable, easier to repair and more environmentally friendly than aluminum.

Domestic steel producers, including us, face significant competition from foreign producers. For many reasons, these foreign
producers often are able to sell products in the United States at prices substantially lower than domestic producers. Depending on
the country of production, these reasons may include generous government subsidies; lower labor, raw material, energy and
regulatory costs; less stringent environmental regulations; the maintenance of artificially low exchange rates against the U.S.
dollar; and preferential trade practices in their home countries. In recent years, the annual level of imports of foreign steel into the
United States also has been increasing and is affected to varying degrees by the relative level of overcapacity of steel production in
those countries, the strength of demand for steel outside the United States and the relative strength or weakness of the U.S. dollar
against various foreign currencies. In 2014 and 2015, and through the first half of 2015 in particular, the combination of
overcapacity and slowing domestic demand in countries such as China resulted in imports of low-priced foreign steel into the
United States at levels significantly higher than recent historical periods, resulting in increased downward pressure on the price of
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flat-rolled steels in the American marketplace. Imports of finished steel into the United States accounted for approximately 29%,
28% and 23% of domestic steel market sales in 2015, 2014 and 2013. We believe that a large amount of the carbon flat-rolled steel
imports into the United States are unfairly traded and we have initiated four trade cases in 2015 and 2016 against a number of
importers of carbon and stainless steel. See Trade Cases in Note 10 to the consolidated financial statements for more information.

We continue to provide pension and healthcare benefits to a great number of our retirees, resulting in a competitive disadvantage
compared to certain other domestic integrated steel companies and mini-mills that do not provide such benefits to any or most of
their retirees. However, we have taken a number of actions to reduce pension and healthcare benefits costs, including negotiating
progressive labor agreements that have significantly reduced total employment costs at all of our union-represented facilities,
transferring all responsibility for healthcare benefits for various groups of retirees to Voluntary Employee Benefits Association
trusts, offering voluntary lump-sum settlements to pension plan participants and lowering retiree benefit costs for salaried
employees. These actions have increased our ability to compete in the highly competitive global steel market and we continue to
seek opportunities to reduce pension and healthcare benefits costs.

Environmental

Information about our environmental compliance, remediation and proceedings is included in Note 10 to the consolidated financial
statements in Item 8 and is incorporated herein by reference.

Executive Officers of the Registrant

The following table provides the name, age and principal position of each of our executive officers as of February 17, 2016:

Name Age Position

Roger K. Newport . . . . . . 51 Chief Executive Officer
Kirk W. Reich . . . . . . . . . 47 President and Chief Operating Officer
Joseph C. Alter . . . . . . . . . 38 Vice President, General Counsel and Corporate Secretary
Stephanie S. Bisselberg . . 45 Vice President, Human Resources
Renee S. Filiatraut . . . . . . 52 Vice President, Litigation, Labor and External Affairs
Gregory A. Hoffbauer . . . 49 Vice President, Controller and Chief Accounting Officer
Scott M. Lauschke . . . . . . 46 Vice President, Sales and Customer Service
Eric S. Petersen . . . . . . . . 46 Vice President, Research and Innovation
Maurice A. Reed . . . . . . . 53 Vice President, Engineering, Raw Materials and Energy
Jaime Vasquez . . . . . . . . . 53 Vice President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer

Roger K. Newport has served as Chief Executive Officer since January 2016. Prior to that Mr. Newport served as Executive Vice
President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer since May 2015. Prior to that, Mr. Newport served as Senior Vice President,
Finance and Chief Financial Officer since May 2014, as Vice President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer since May 2012 and
as Vice President, Business Planning and Development since June 2010. Mr. Newport was named Controller and Chief Accounting
Officer in July 2004 and Controller in September 2001. Prior to that, Mr. Newport served in a variety of other capacities since
joining us in 1985, including Assistant Treasurer, Investor Relations, Manager—Financial Planning and Analysis, Product
Manager, Senior Product Specialist and Senior Auditor.

Kirk W. Reich has served as President and Chief Operating Officer since January 2016. Prior to that Mr. Reich served as Executive
Vice President, Manufacturing since May 2015. Before assuming that role, Mr. Reich served as Senior Vice President,
Manufacturing since May 2014, as Vice President, Procurement and Supply Chain Management since May 2012 and as Vice
President, Specialty Steel Operations since June 2010. Mr. Reich was named General Manager, Middletown Works in October
2006. Prior to that, Mr. Reich served in a variety of other capacities since joining us in 1989, including Manager—Mobile
Maintenance/Maintenance Technology, General Manager—Mansfield Works, Manager—Processing and Shipping, Technical
Manager, Process Manager and Civil Engineer.

Joseph C. Alter has served as Vice President, General Counsel and Corporate Secretary since May 2015. Prior to that, Mr. Alter
served as Vice President, General Counsel and Chief Compliance Officer since May 2014 and Assistant General Counsel,
Corporate and Chief Compliance Officer since December 2012. Mr. Alter became Corporate Counsel and Chief Compliance
Officer in May 2011. Before joining us as Corporate Counsel in August 2009, Mr. Alter was Corporate Counsel at Convergys
Corporation and, before that, an attorney with the law firm of Keating Muething & Klekamp PLL.
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Stephanie S. Bisselberg has served as Vice President, Human Resources since April 2013. Prior to that, Ms. Bisselberg served as
Assistant General Counsel, Labor from October 2010. She also served as Labor Counsel from January 2005 and Assistant Labor
Counsel upon joining us in 2004. Prior to joining us, Ms. Bisselberg was an attorney in the Labor and Employment department of
the Cincinnati law firm of Taft, Stettinius and Hollister LLP.

Renee S. Filiatraut has served as Vice President, Litigation, Labor and External Affairs since May 2014. Prior to that,
Ms. Filiatraut served as Assistant General Counsel, Litigation since December 2012. Before joining us as Litigation Counsel in
March 2011, Ms. Filiatraut was a Partner with Thompson Hine LLP from January 1998.

Gregory A. Hoffbauer has served as Vice President, Controller and Chief Accounting Officer since January 2016. Prior to that,
Mr. Hoffbauer served as Controller and Chief Accounting Officer since February 2013. Before joining us as Assistant Controller in
January 2011, Mr. Hoffbauer was Director of Accounting with NewPage Corporation. Mr. Hoffbauer also was Controller for Day
International, Inc. and served in a number of increasingly responsible accounting and auditing positions for Deloitte & Touche
LLP, including Audit Senior Manager.

Scott Lauschke has served as Vice President, Sales and Customer Service since February 2015. Before joining us, Mr. Lauschke
was Vice President and General Manager of AFGlobal Corporation from July 2013 through November 2014. Before that,
Mr. Lauschke served in various roles of increasing responsibility at The Timken Company from May 2000, including General
Sales Manager from May 2009 through April 2013.

Eric S. Petersen has served as Vice President, Research and Innovation since February 2015. Prior to that, Mr. Petersen was Vice
President, Sales and Customer Service since July 2013 as Director, Specialty and International Sales since November 2012 and
Director, Research and Innovation since June 2010. He was named Director, Customer Technical Services and Research in March
2007. Prior to that, Mr. Petersen served in a variety of other capacities since joining us in 1991, including General Manager,
Quality Assurance; General Manager, Carbon Steel Technology; General Manager, Rockport Works; Manager of various
departments at Rockport Works and Middletown Works; Quality Control and Operations Management positions and Associate
Process Engineer, Associate Metallurgist and Assistant Metallurgist at Middletown Works.

Maurice A. Reed has served as Vice President, Engineering, Raw Materials and Energy since May 2012. Prior to that, Mr. Reed
was Director, Engineering and Raw Materials from March 2011. Prior to that, Mr. Reed served in a variety of other capacities since
joining us in 1996, including Director of Engineering and Energy from June 2010, General Manager—Engineering, Operations
Support and Primary Process Research from March 2009 and General Manager—Engineering from May 2006. Before joining us,
Mr. Reed held a number of increasingly responsible engineering technology positions for National Steel Corporation.

Jaime Vasquez has served as Vice President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer since January 2016. Before joining us in
September 2014 as Director, Finance, Mr. Vasquez held several positions with Carpenter Technology Corporation, including Vice
President, Chief Financial Officer for the Performance Engineered Products Group from October 2013; Vice President, Corporate
Development from July 2011; President, Asia Pacific from May 2008; and Vice President, Treasurer, and Investor Relations from
March 2001.

Available Information

We maintain a website at www.aksteel.com. Information about us is available on the website free of charge, including the annual
report on Form 10-K, quarterly reports on Form 10-Q, current reports on Form 8-K, and amendments to those reports filed or
furnished pursuant to Section 13(a) or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. Such information is posted to the website as
soon as reasonably practicable after submission to the Securities and Exchange Commission. Information on our website is not
incorporated by reference into this report.

Item 1A. Risk Factors.

We caution readers that our business activities involve risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ materially
from those we currently expect. While the items listed below represent the most significant risks to us, we regularly monitor and
report risks to the Board of Directors through a formal Total Enterprise Risk Management program.

Risk of reduced selling prices, shipments and profits associated with a highly competitive and cyclical industry. The
competitive landscape in the steel industry reflects an improving, but uneven, domestic economy; uncertain, and in some cases,
slowing foreign economies; an uneven recovery within certain sectors of the domestic and global economies; continued intense
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competition from domestic steel competitors; and increased competition from foreign steel competitors, much of which we believe
is unfair. These conditions directly impact our pricing. It is impossible to predict whether the domestic and/or global economies or
industry sectors of those economies that are key to our sales will continue to improve and generate enough demand to take up more
of the existing excess capacity in the steel industry. Also, we cannot know how customers or competitors will react to these and
other factors and how their actions could affect market dynamics and sales of, and prices for, our products. Market price and
demand for steel are very hard to predict and we could be hurt by decreases in either. In addition, our direct sales to the automotive
industry generate approximately 60% of our revenue and we make additional sales to distributors and converters whom, we
believe, ultimately resell some of that volume to the automotive market. If automotive demand should decline substantially or we
lose market share to competitors, our sales, financial results and cash flows could be severely impacted.

Risk of increased global steel production and imports. An increase in global capacity and new or expanded production capacity
in the United States in recent years has caused and continues to cause capacity to exceed demand globally, as well as in our
primary markets in North America, which has and may continue to result in lower prices and shipments of our products. In fact,
significant increases in production capacity in the United States by our competitors already have occurred in recent years as new
carbon and stainless steelmaking and finishing facilities have begun production. In addition, foreign competitors have substantially
increased their production capacity in the last few years, and in some instances appear to have targeted the U.S. market for imports.
Also, some foreign economies, such as China, are slowing relative to recent historical norms, resulting in an increased volume of
steel products that cannot be consumed by industries in those foreign steel producers’ own countries. These and other factors have
contributed to a high and growing level of imports of foreign steel into the United States in recent years and create a risk of even
greater levels of imports, depending upon foreign market and economic conditions, the value of the U.S. dollar relative to other
currencies, and other variables beyond our control. A significant further increase in domestic capacity or foreign imports could
adversely affect our sales, financial results and cash flows.

Risk of changes in the cost of raw materials and energy. The price that we pay for energy and key raw materials, such as
electricity, natural gas, industrial gases, iron ore, coal and scrap, can fluctuate significantly based on market factors. The prices at
which we sell steel will not necessarily change in tandem with changes in our raw material and energy costs. A portion of our
shipments are in the spot market, and pricing for these products fluctuates based on prevailing market conditions. The remainder of
our shipments are under contracts typically spanning one year or less. Most of those contracts contain fixed prices that do not allow
us to pass through changes if there are increases or decreases in raw material and energy costs. Some of our shipments to contract
customers are under contracts with variable-pricing mechanisms allowing us to adjust the total sales price based upon changes in
specified raw material and energy costs. Those adjustments, however, do not always reflect all of our underlying raw material and
energy cost changes. The scope of the adjustment may be limited by the terms of the negotiated language including limitations on
when the adjustment occurs. Even under our contracts that contain variable-pricing mechanisms, we typically do not recover all of
our underlying raw material and energy cost increases. For shipments made to the spot market, market conditions or timing of sales
may not allow us to recover the full amount of an increase in raw material or energy costs. In such circumstances, a significant
increase in raw material or energy costs likely would adversely impact our financial results and cash flows. Conversely, in certain
circumstances, our financial results and cash flows may suffer when raw material prices decline. This can occur when we lock in
the price of a raw material over a set period and the spot market price for the material declines during that period. Because there
often is a correlation between the price of finished steel and the raw materials used to make it, a decline in raw material prices may
coincide with lower steel prices, compressing our margins. Our need to consume existing inventories may also delay the impact of
a change in raw materials prices. New inventory may not be purchased until some portion of the existing inventory is consumed.
The impact of this risk is particularly significant for iron ore, coke and scrap because of the volume used. We manage our exposure
to the risk of iron ore price increases by hedging a portion of our annual iron ore supply and by entering supply agreements where
the IODEX, the global iron ore price index, is only one factor affecting our price of iron ore pellets. Our investment in and
development of AK Coal has reduced the risk to us from price increases for metallurgical coal. Although AK Coal is only expected
to supply approximately 13% of our coal needs in 2016, we could expand its production relatively quickly if coal prices increase
significantly. However, there is a risk that the volume of coal supplied to us by our mining operations will be insufficient if there
are delays in development or otherwise, or if the cost of raw materials from these operations are higher than expected or above
market prices. If we must acquire iron ore and coal at market prices, these prices are sensitive to global demand and have been
volatile in recent years. Future cost increases could be significant for iron ore and coal, as well as certain other raw materials, such
as scrap. The impact of significant fluctuations in the price we pay for raw materials can be increased by our “last in, first out”
(“LIFO”) accounting method for valuing inventories. Using the LIFO method means that we treat the last coil of steel completed as
the first one sold, which means that our inventory value can reflect earlier input costs that do not reflect current input costs. The
impact of LIFO accounting may be particularly significant in period-to-period comparisons.

Risk from our significant amount of debt and other obligations. On December 31, 2015, we had $2,405.5 of indebtedness
(excluding unamortized discount and debt issuance costs) and additional obligations outstanding. We also had pension and other
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postretirement benefit obligations totaling $1,224.6. No contributions to the master pension trust are required for 2016. Based on
current funding projections, contributions to the master pension trust of approximately $50.0 and $75.0 are required for 2017 and
2018, though funding projections in 2017 and beyond could be affected by differences between expected and actual returns on plan
assets, actuarial data and assumptions relating to plan participants, the interest rate used to measure the pension obligations and
changes to regulatory funding requirements. We can borrow additional amounts under our $1,500.0 revolving credit facility. At
December 31, 2015, we had outstanding borrowings of $550.0 from this credit facility and outstanding letters of credit of $72.9,
resulting in maximum remaining availability of $877.1 under the credit facility (subject to customary borrowing conditions,
including a borrowing base). Borrowing capacity under the credit facility is determined by the value of eligible collateral less
outstanding borrowings and letters of credit. At December 31, 2015, borrowing availability under the credit facility was $652.3
based on eligible collateral at that time. Our debt and pension obligations, along with other financial obligations, could have
important consequences. For example, it could increase our vulnerability to general adverse economic and industry conditions;
require a substantial portion of our cash flows to be dedicated to interest payments, reducing the amount of cash flows available for
other purposes, such as working capital, capital expenditures, acquisitions, joint ventures or general corporate purposes; limit our
ability to obtain future additional financing; reduce our planning flexibility for, or ability to react to, changes in the our business
and the industry; and place us at a competitive disadvantage with competitors who may have less indebtedness and other
obligations or greater access to financing.

Risk of severe financial hardship or bankruptcy of one or more of our major customers or key suppliers. Sales and
operations of a majority of our customers are sensitive to general economic conditions, especially as they affect the North
American automotive and housing industries. If there is a significant weakening of current economic conditions, whether because
of secular or cyclical issues, it could lead to financial difficulties or even bankruptcy filings by our customers. The concentration of
customers in a specific industry, such as the automotive industry, may increase our risk because of the likelihood that
circumstances may affect multiple customers at the same time. Such financial hardships or bankruptcies will likely harm us. The
nature of that impact would likely include lost sales or losses associated with the potential inability to collect all outstanding
accounts receivables. Such an event could negatively impact our financial results and cash flows. In addition, many of our key
suppliers, particularly those who supply us with critical raw materials for the steelmaking process, have recently faced severe
financial challenges or bankruptcy and other suppliers may face such circumstances in the future. For example, the significant
decline in commodity prices during 2015 led to increased economic distress and even bankruptcy filings for several of our
principal sources of metallurgical coal, as well as one of our key iron ore suppliers, Magnetation LLC. These suppliers facing
financial hardship or operating in bankruptcy could experience operational disruption or even face liquidation, which could result
in our inability to secure replacement raw materials on a timely basis, or at all, or cause us to incur increased costs to do so. Such
events could adversely impact our operations, financial results and cash flows.

Risk of reduced demand in key product markets due to competition from aluminum or other alternatives to steel. The
automotive market is an important element of our business. Automotive manufacturers are under pressure to meet increasing
government-mandated fuel economy standards through 2025. One major automotive company recently elected to substitute
aluminum for carbon steel in the body of one of its vehicles, and may increase the use of aluminum in others. Other automotive
manufacturers are currently investigating the potential use of aluminum and other alternatives to steels. If demand from one or
more of our major automotive customers were to significantly decline because of increased use of aluminum or other competing
materials in substitution for steel, it likely would negatively affect our sales, financial results and cash flows.

Risks of excess inventory of raw materials. We have certain raw material supply contracts which include minimum annual
purchases, subject to exceptions for force majeure and other circumstances. If our need for a particular raw material is reduced for
an extended period significantly below what we projected at the contract’s inception, or what we projected at the time an annual
nomination was made under that contract, we could be required to purchase quantities of raw materials that exceed our anticipated
annual needs. Our decision to temporarily idle the Ashland Works Hot End increases this risk, as those operations are a major
consumer of several key raw materials for which we have take-or-pay obligations, including iron ore and coke. If our existing
supply contracts require us to purchase raw materials in quantities beyond our needs, and if we do not succeed in reaching an
agreement with a particular raw material supplier to reduce the quantity of raw materials we purchase from that supplier, then we
would likely be required to purchase more of a particular raw material in a given year than we need, negatively affecting our
financial results, liquidity and cash flows. Changes in our raw material, finished and semi-finished inventory levels and our LIFO
method for valuing inventories could increase the negative impact on our financial results.

Risk of supply chain disruptions or poor quality of raw materials. Our sales, financial results and cash flows could be
adversely affected by transportation, raw material or energy supply disruptions, or poor quality of raw materials, particularly scrap,
coal, coke, iron ore and alloys. For example, extreme cold weather conditions in the United States and Canada can impact shipping
on the Great Lakes and could disrupt the delivery of iron ore to us and/or increase our costs for iron ore. Such disruptions or quality
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issues, whether the result of severe financial hardships or bankruptcies of suppliers, natural or man-made disasters, other adverse
weather events, or other unforeseen events, could reduce production or increase costs at one or more of our plants and potentially
adversely affect customers or markets to which we sell our products. Any such significant disruption or quality issue would
adversely affect our sales, financial results and cash flows.

Risk of production disruption or reduced production levels. When business conditions permit, we attempt to operate our
facilities at production levels at or near capacity. High production levels are important to our financial results because they enable
us to spread fixed costs over a greater number of production tons. During 2015, we began to implement a strategy to target markets
for our products that deliver higher margins, where possible, and reduce amounts sold into the lower margin spot markets. This
strategy relies on our ability to sell higher margin products that overcome the effects of lower production volumes on our fixed
costs. If we are unable to implement this strategy successfully, it would adversely affect our sales, financial results and cash flows.
Production disruptions could be caused by unanticipated plant outages or equipment failures, particularly under circumstances
where we lack adequate redundant facilities, such as our Middletown Works hot mill. In addition, the occurrence of natural or man-
made disasters, adverse weather conditions, or similar events could significantly disrupt our operations, negatively impact the
operations of other companies or contractors we depend upon, or adversely affect customers or markets who buy our products. Any
such significant disruption or reduced level of production would adversely affect our sales, financial results and cash flows.

Risks associated with our healthcare obligations. We provide healthcare coverage to our active employees and to a significant
portion of our retirees, as well as certain members of their families. We are self-insured for substantially all of our healthcare
coverage. While we have substantially reduced our exposure to rising healthcare costs through cost sharing, cost caps and VEBA
trusts, the cost of providing such healthcare coverage may be greater on a relative basis for us than for our competitors because
they either provide a lesser level of benefits, require that their participants pay more for their benefits, or do not provide coverage
to as broad a group of participants (e.g., they do not provide retiree healthcare benefits). In addition, our costs for retiree healthcare
obligations could be affected by fluctuations in interest rates or by federal healthcare legislation.

Risks associated with our pension obligations. We have a substantial pension obligation that, along with the related pension
expense (income) and funding requirements, is directly affected by various changes in assumptions, including the selection of
appropriate mortality assumptions and discount rates. These items also are affected by the rate and timing of employee retirements,
actual experience compared to actuarial projections and asset returns in the securities markets. Such changes could increase the
cost to us of those obligations, which could have a material adverse effect on our results and ability to meet those obligations. In
addition, changes in the law for pension funding could also materially adversely affect our costs and ability to meet our pension
obligations. Also, under the method of accounting we use for pension obligation reporting, we recognize into our results of
operations, as a “corridor” adjustment, any unrecognized actuarial net gains or losses that exceed 10% of the larger of projected
benefit obligations or plan assets. These corridor adjustments are driven mainly by changes in assumptions and by events and
circumstances beyond our control, primarily changes in interest rates, performance of the financial markets, and mortality and
retirement projections. A corridor adjustment, if required after a re-measurement of our pension obligations, historically has been
recorded in the fourth quarter of the fiscal year. Corridor adjustments can have a significant negative impact on our financial
statements in the year a charge is recorded, although the immediate recognition of the charge in that year has the beneficial effect
of reducing the impact of unrealized gains or losses on future years. The recognition of a corridor charge does not have any
immediate impact on our cash flows. We also contribute to multiemployer pension plans according to collective bargaining
agreements that cover certain union-represented employees. Participating in these multiemployer plans exposes us to potential
liabilities if the multiemployer plan is unable to pay its unfunded obligations or we choose to stop participating in the plan.

Risk of not reaching new labor agreements on a timely basis. Most of our hourly employees are represented by various labor
unions and are covered by collective bargaining agreements with expiration dates between March 2016 and May 2019. Two of
those contracts are scheduled to expire in 2016. The labor contract with the United Auto Workers, Local 3462, which represents
approximately 330 hourly employees at our Coshocton Works located in Coshocton, Ohio, expires on March 31, 2016. An
agreement with the United Auto Workers, Local 3303, which represents approximately 1,240 employees at our Butler Works
located in Butler, Pennsylvania, is scheduled to expire on October 1, 2016. We intend to negotiate with these unions to reach new,
competitive labor agreements in advance of the current expiration dates. We cannot predict, however, when new, competitive labor
agreements with the unions will be reached or what the impact of such agreements will be on our operating costs, operating income
and cash flows. There is the potential of work stoppages at these locations in 2016 if we cannot reach timely agreements in contract
negotiations before the contract expirations. If work stoppages occur, they could have a material impact on our operations,
financial results and cash flows. For labor contracts we have with unions at other locations which expire after 2016, a similar risk
applies.

Risks associated with major litigation, arbitrations, environmental issues and other contingencies. We have described several
significant legal and environmental proceedings in Note 10 to the consolidated financial statements in Item 8. For environmental
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issues, changes in application or scope of regulations applicable to us could have significant adverse impacts, including requiring
capital expenditures to ensure compliance with the regulations, increased difficulty in obtaining future permits or meeting future
permit requirements, incurring costs for emission allowances, restriction of production, and higher prices for certain raw materials.
One or more of these adverse developments could negatively impact our operations, financial results and cash flows. For litigation,
arbitrations and other legal proceedings, it is not possible to predict with certainty the outcome of such matters and we could incur
future judgments, fines or penalties or enter into settlements of lawsuits, arbitrations and claims that could have an adverse effect
on our business, results of operations and financial condition. In addition, while we maintain insurance coverage for certain claims,
we may not be able to obtain insurance on acceptable terms in the future and, if we obtain such insurance, it may not provide
adequate coverage against all claims. We establish reserves based on our assessment of contingencies, including contingencies for
claims asserted against us in connection with litigation, arbitrations and environmental issues. Adverse developments in litigation,
arbitrations, environmental issues or other legal proceedings may affect our assessment and estimates of the loss contingency
recorded as a reserve and require us to make payments in excess of our reserves, which could negatively affect our operations,
financial results and cash flows.

Risk associated with regulatory compliance and changes. Our business and the businesses of our customers and suppliers are
subject to a wide variety of government oversight and regulation, including those relating to environmental permitting
requirements. The regulations promulgated or adopted by various government agencies, and the interpretations and application of
such regulations, are dynamic and constantly evolving. If new regulations arise, the application of existing regulations expands, or
the interpretation of applicable regulations changes, we may incur additional costs for compliance, including capital expenditures.
For example, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) is required to routinely reassess the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) for criteria pollutants like nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, lead, ozone and particulate matter.
These standards are frequently subject to litigation and revision. Revisions to the NAAQS could require us to make significant
capital expenditures to ensure compliance and could make it more difficult for us to obtain required permits in the future. These
risks are higher for our facilities that are located in non-attainment areas. For AK Coal, the coal mining industry is subject to
numerous and extensive federal, state and local environmental laws and regulations, including laws and regulations related to
permitting and licensing requirements, air quality standards, plant and wildlife protection, reclamation and restoration of mining
properties, the discharge of materials into the environment, the storage, treatment and disposal of wastes, surface subsidence from
underground mining and the effects of mining on groundwater quality and availability. We may also be indirectly affected through
regulatory changes that impact our customers or suppliers. Regulatory changes that impact our customers could reduce the quantity
of our products they demand or the price of our products that they are willing to pay. Regulatory changes that impact our suppliers
could decrease the supply of products or availability of services they sell to us or could increase the price they demand for products
or services they sell to us.

Risks associated with climate change and greenhouse gas emission limitations. Our operations may become subject to
legislation intended to limit climate change or greenhouse gas emissions. It is possible that limitations on greenhouse gas emissions
may be imposed in the United States through federally-enacted legislation or regulation. For example, the EPA has issued and/or
proposed regulations addressing greenhouse gas emissions, including regulations that will require large sources and suppliers in the
United States to report greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, the United States Congress has introduced from time to time
legislation aimed at limiting carbon emissions from carbon-intensive business operations. Among other potential material items,
such bills could include a system of carbon emission credits issued to certain companies, similar to the European Union’s existing
“cap and trade” system. It is impossible, however, to forecast the terms of the final regulations and legislation, if any, and the
resulting effects on us. Depending upon the terms of any such regulations or legislation, however, we could suffer negative
financial impacts because of increased energy, environmental and other costs to comply with the limitations that would be imposed
on greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, depending upon whether similar limitations are imposed globally, the regulations and/or
legislation could negatively impact our ability to compete with foreign steel companies situated in areas not subject to such
limitations. Unless and until all of the terms of such regulation and legislation are known, however, we cannot reasonably or
reliably estimate their impact on our financial condition, operating performance or ability to compete.

Risks associated with financial, credit, capital and banking markets. In the ordinary course of business, we seek to access
financial, credit, capital and/or banking markets at competitive rates. Currently, we believe we have adequate access to these
markets to meet our reasonably anticipated business needs. We both provide to our customers and receive from our suppliers
normal trade financing. If access to competitive financial, credit, capital and/or banking markets by us, or our customers or
suppliers, is impaired, our operations, financial results and cash flows could be adversely impacted.

Risk associated with derivative contracts to hedge commodity pricing volatility. We use cash-settled commodity price swaps
and options to reduce pricing volatility for (1) a portion of our raw material and energy purchases and (2) the sale of certain of our
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commodity steel products (hot roll carbon steel coils). We employ a systematic approach in order to mitigate the risk of potential
volatile movements in the price of certain raw materials. This approach is intended to protect us against a sharp rise in the price of
raw materials. However, engaging in the use of swaps, options and similar agreements for hedging entails a variety of risks. For
example, if the price of an underlying commodity falls below the price at which we hedged the commodity, we will benefit from
the lower market price for the commodity purchased, but may not realize the full benefit of the lower commodity price because of
the hedged transaction. In certain circumstances we also could be required to provide collateral for a potential derivative liability or
close our hedging transaction for the commodity. Additionally, there may be a timing lag (particularly for iron ore) between a
decline in the price of a commodity underlying a derivative contract, which could require us to make payments in the short-term to
provide collateral or settle the relevant hedging transaction, and the period when we experience the benefits of the lower cost input
through physical purchases of the commodity the hedge covers. Further, for derivatives designated as cash-flow hedges, we
initially record the effective gains and losses in accumulated other comprehensive income (loss) and reclassify them to earnings in
the same period we recognize the effect of the associated hedged transaction. We record all gains or losses from derivatives for
which hedge accounting treatment has not been elected or from hedge ineffectiveness to earnings in the period the gain or loss
occurs. Changes in the fair value of derivatives for which hedge accounting treatment has not been elected or greater hedge
ineffectiveness than we anticipated on cash-flow hedges may result in increased volatility in our reported earnings. Each of these
risks related to our hedging transactions could adversely affect our financial results and cash flows.

Risks related to the potential permanent idling of facilities. We have embarked on a strategic review of our business, which
includes evaluating each of our plants and operating units to assess their viability and strategic benefits. As part of this review, we
may idle—whether temporarily or permanently—certain of our existing facilities in order to exit participation in markets where we
determine that our returns are not acceptable. For example, in December 2015 we temporarily idled the Ashland Works Hot End in
order to mitigate our exposure to the carbon steel spot market. If we decide to permanently idle the Ashland Works Hot End or any
other facility, we are likely to incur significant cash expenses, including those relating to labor benefit obligations, take-or-pay
supply agreements and accelerated environmental remediation costs, as well as substantial non-cash charges for impairment of
those assets and the effects on pension and OPEB liabilities. If we elect to permanently idle material facilities or assets, it could
adversely affect our operations, financial results and cash flows.

Risk of inability to fully realize benefits of margin enhancement initiatives. In recent years we have undertaken several
significant projects in an effort to lower costs and enhance margins. In addition, we have identified and implemented many
initiatives to achieve synergies in connection with our acquisition and integration of Dearborn. These projects and initiatives
include efforts to focus production and sales on higher margin products, increase our operating rates and lower our costs. We
identified a number of areas for enhancing profitability, including increasing our percentage of contract sales, producing and
selling a higher-margin mix of products (including lowering our sales to the carbon steel spot market, which drove our decision to
temporarily idle the Ashland Works Hot End) and developing new products that can command higher prices from customers. If one
or more of these key cost-savings or margin enhancement projects are unsuccessful, or are significantly less effective in achieving
the level and timing of combined cost savings or margin enhancement than we anticipated, or that we do not achieve results as
quickly as anticipated, our financial results and cash flows could be adversely impacted.

Risk of information technology (“IT”) security threats and cybercrime. We rely on IT systems and networks in almost every
aspect of our business activities. In addition, we and certain of our third-party data processing providers collect and store sensitive
data. We have taken, and intend to continue to take, what we believe are appropriate and reasonable steps to prevent security
breaches in our systems and networks. In recent years, however, both the number and sophistication of IT security threats and
cybercrimes have increased. These IT security threats and increasingly sophisticated cybercrimes, including advanced persistent
attacks, pose a risk to system security and the confidentiality, availability and integrity of our data. A breach in security could
expose us to risks of production downtimes and operations disruptions, misuse of information or systems, or the compromising of
confidential information, which in turn could adversely affect our reputation, competitive position, business and financial results.

Item 1B. Unresolved Staff Comments.

None.

Item 2. Properties.

We lease a building in West Chester, Ohio, that we use as our corporate headquarters. The initial term of the building lease expires
in 2019 and there are two five-year options to extend the lease. We own a research building located in Middletown, Ohio, and are
currently constructing a new research and innovation center in Middletown to replace the existing building. We also lease
administration buildings located in Dearborn, Michigan.
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Our operations consist primarily of eight steelmaking and finishing plants, two coke plants and two tube manufacturing plants
across six states—Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania and West Virginia. We own all of these facilities.

Ashland Works is located in Ashland, Kentucky, and produces carbon steel. It consists of a blast furnace, basic oxygen furnaces
and continuous caster for the production of carbon steel and a coating line that helps to complete the finishing operation of material
processed at Middletown Works. In December 2015, we temporarily idled the blast furnace, basic oxygen furnaces and continuous
caster in response to excess global supply and the increase in low-priced imports into the United States. We elected not to idle the
coating line at Ashland Works, which principally finishes steel for the automotive market.

Butler Works is located in Butler, Pennsylvania, and produces stainless, electrical and carbon steel. Melting takes place in a highly-
efficient electric arc furnace that feeds an argon-oxygen decarburization unit for the specialty steels. A ladle metallurgy furnace
feeds two double-strand continuous casters. Butler Works also includes a hot rolling mill, annealing and pickling units and two
fully automated tandem cold rolling mills. It also has various intermediate and finishing operations for both stainless and electrical
steels.

Coshocton Works is located in Coshocton, Ohio, and consists of a stainless steel finishing plant containing two Sendzimer mills
and two Z-high mills for cold reduction, four annealing and pickling lines, nine bell annealing furnaces, four hydrogen annealing
furnaces, two bright annealing lines and other processing equipment, including temper rolling, slitting and packaging facilities.

Dearborn Works is located in Dearborn, Michigan, and was acquired in 2014. The operations include carbon steel melting, casting,
hot and cold rolling and finishing operations for carbon steel. It consists of a blast furnace, basic oxygen furnaces, two ladle
metallurgy furnaces, a vacuum degasser and two slab casters. Dearborn Works also has a hot rolling mill, a pickle line/tandem cold
mill, batch anneal shops, a temper mill and a hot-dip galvanizing line for finishing products.

Mansfield Works is located in Mansfield, Ohio, and produces stainless steel. Operations include a melt shop with two electric arc
furnaces, a ladle metallurgy furnace, an argon-oxygen decarburization unit, a thin-slab continuous caster and a hot rolling mill.

Middletown Works is located in Middletown, Ohio. It melts carbon and processes carbon and stainless steel. It consists of a coke
facility, blast furnace, basic oxygen furnaces and continuous caster for the production of carbon steel. Middletown Works also has
a hot rolling mill, cold rolling mill, two pickling lines, four annealing facilities, two temper mills and three coating lines for
finishing products.

Rockport Works is located near Rockport, Indiana, and consists of a continuous cold rolling mill, a continuous hot-dip galvanizing
and galvannealing line, a continuous carbon and stainless steel pickling line, a continuous stainless steel annealing and pickling
line, hydrogen annealing facilities and a temper mill.

Zanesville Works is located in Zanesville, Ohio, and consists of a finishing plant for some of the stainless and electrical steel
produced at Butler Works and Mansfield Works and has a Sendzimer cold rolling mill, annealing and pickling lines, high
temperature box anneal and other decarburization and coating units.

AK Tube LLC, a subsidiary, has a plant in Walbridge, Ohio, which operates six electric resistance welder tube mills and a slitter.
AK Tube also has a plant in Columbus, Indiana, which operates eight electric resistance welder and two laser welder tube mills.

AK Coal, another subsidiary, produces metallurgical coal from reserves in Somerset County, Pennsylvania.

Mountain State Carbon, LLC, a subsidiary, is located in Follansbee, West Virginia. It is a cokemaking facility acquired in 2014 and
consists of four batteries with total permitted cokemaking capacity of approximately 700,000 tons per year.

Item 3. Legal Proceedings.

Information for this item may be found in Note 10 to the consolidated financial statements in Item 8, which is incorporated herein
by reference.
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Item 4. Mine Safety Disclosures.

The operation of AK Coal’s North Fork Mine and Coal Innovations, LLC coal wash plant (collectively, the “AK Coal Operations”)
are subject to regulation by the Mine Safety and Health Administration (“MSHA”) under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act
of 1977, as amended (“Mine Act”). MSHA inspects mining and processing operations, such as the AK Coal Operations, on a
regular basis and issues various citations and orders when it believes a violation has occurred under the Mine Act. Exhibit 95.1 to
this Annual Report presents citations and orders from MSHA and other regulatory matters required to be disclosed by
Section 1503(a) of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act or otherwise under this Item 4.
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PART II

Item 5. Market for Registrant’s Common Equity, Related Stockholder Matters and Issuer Purchases of Equity
Securities.

AK Holding’s common stock has been listed on the New York Stock Exchange since April 5, 1995 (symbol: AKS). The reported
high and low sales prices of the common stock for each quarter are presented below:

2015 2014

High Low High Low

First Quarter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 6.17 $ 3.62 $ 8.24 $ 5.79
Second Quarter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5.93 3.81 7.99 5.97
Third Quarter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.93 2.05 11.37 7.98
Fourth Quarter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.25 1.99 8.00 5.08

As of February 17, 2016, there were 178,344,667 shares of common stock outstanding and held of record by 3,920 stockholders.
The closing stock price on February 17, 2016, was $2.57 per share. Because depositories, brokers and other nominees held many of
these shares, the number of record holders is not representative of the number of beneficial holders. There were no unregistered
sales of equity securities in the quarter or year ended December 31, 2015.

Although we have elected to suspend our dividend program, no covenant restrictions currently would restrict our ability to declare
and pay a dividend to our stockholders. Our $1,500.0 asset-backed revolving credit facility (the “Credit Facility”) contains certain
restrictive covenants which could, under certain circumstances, restrict the dividend payments, but none of those circumstances
currently apply. Under these covenants, dividends are permitted as long as (i) availability exceeds $337.5 or (ii) availability
exceeds $262.5 and we meet a fixed charge coverage ratio of one to one as of the most recently ended fiscal quarter. If we cannot
meet either of these thresholds, dividend payments would be limited to $12.0 annually. At December 31, 2015, the availability
under the Credit Facility significantly exceeded $337.5.

ISSUER PURCHASES OF EQUITY SECURITIES

Period

Total
Number of

Shares
Purchased (a)

Average Price
Paid Per
Share (a)

Total Number of
Shares (or Units)

Purchased as
Part of Publicly

Announced Plans
or Programs (b)

Approximate
Dollar Value of
Shares that May
Yet be Purchased

Under the Plans or
Programs (b)

October 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 459 $ 2.86 —
November 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,180 2.75 —
December 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 910 2.16 —

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,549 2.61 — $ 125.6

(a) During the quarter, we repurchased common stock owned by participants in our restricted stock awards program under the terms of the AK
Steel Holding Corporation Stock Incentive Plan. To pay federal, state and local taxes due upon the vesting of the restricted stock, employees
may have us withhold shares that have a fair market value equal to the minimum statutory withholding rate that tax authorities could impose
on the transaction. We repurchase the withheld shares at the quoted average of the reported high and low sales prices on the day we withhold
the shares.

(b) On October 21, 2008, the Board of Directors authorized us to repurchase, from time to time, up to $150.0 of our outstanding equity
securities. The Board of Directors’ authorization specified no expiration date.
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The following graph compares cumulative total stockholder return on AK Holding’s common stock for the five-year period from
January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2015, with the cumulative total return for the same period of (i) the Standard & Poor’s
Small Cap 600 Stock Index, and (ii) the New York Stock Exchange Arca Steel Index. These comparisons assume an investment of
$100 at the beginning of the period and reinvestment of dividends.

Cumulative Total Returns
January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2015
(Value of $100 invested on January 1, 2011)

Jan 1, 2011 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

$0

$50

$100

$150

$200

S&P 600 Small CapNYSE Arca SteelAK Holding

January 1,
2011

December 31,

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

AK Holding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $100 $ 50 $ 28 $ 50 $ 36 $ 14
NYSE Arca Steel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 66 68 69 49 28
S&P 600 Small Cap . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 100 115 160 167 162
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Item 6. Selected Financial Data.

The following selected historical consolidated financial data for each of the five years in the period ended December 31, 2015 are
from the audited consolidated financial statements. This data should be read along with the consolidated financial statements
presented in Item 8 and Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations presented in
Item 7.

2015 2014 2013 2012 2011

(dollars in millions, except per share and per ton data)
Statement of Operations Data:
Net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 6,692.9 $ 6,505.7 $ 5,570.4 $ 5,933.7 $ 6,468.0
Pension/OPEB corridor charge (credit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131.2 2.0 — 157.3 268.1
Operating profit (loss) (a) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86.7 139.4 135.8 (128.1) (201.3)
Net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel Holding

Corporation (b) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (509.0) (96.9) (46.8) (1,027.3) (155.6)
Basic and diluted earnings (loss) per share (b) . . . . . . . . . . (2.86) (0.65) (0.34) (9.06) (1.41)
Other Data:
Cash dividends declared per common share . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ — $ — $ 0.10 $ 0.20
Total shipments (in thousands of tons) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,089.2 6,132.7 5,275.9 5,431.3 5,698.8
Selling price per ton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 942 $ 1,058 $ 1,056 $ 1,092 $ 1,131
Balance Sheet Data:
Cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 56.6 $ 70.2 $ 45.3 $ 227.0 $ 42.0
Working capital (c) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 763.6 832.8 372.2 557.1 (79.2)
Total assets (c) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,084.4 4,828.0 3,579.1 3,873.7 4,439.7
Current portion of long-term debt (d) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 0.8 0.7 250.7
Long-term debt (excluding current portion) (c) . . . . . . . . . 2,354.1 2,422.0 1,479.6 1,381.8 639.8
Current portion of pension and other postretirement

benefit obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77.7 55.6 85.9 108.6 130.0
Pension and other postretirement benefit obligations

(excluding current portion) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,146.9 1,225.3 965.4 1,661.7 1,744.8
Total equity (deficit) (e) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (595.6) (77.0) 192.7 (91.0) 377.2

(a) Under our method of accounting for pensions and other postretirement benefits, we recorded pension corridor charges of $144.3, $2.0,
$157.3 and $268.1 in 2015, 2014, 2012 and 2011. In 2015, we also recorded an OPEB corridor credit of $13.1, and a charge for a facility
idling of $28.1.

(b) Included in net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel Holding Corporation for 2015 were charges for the impairments of our investments in
Magnetation of $256.3, or $1.44 per diluted share, and AFSG of $41.6, or $0.23 per diluted share, and for 2012 was a charge to income tax
expense of $865.5, or $7.63 per diluted share, for an increase in the valuation allowance on deferred tax assets.

(c) Balances in 2014, 2013, 2012 and 2011 have been conformed to the 2015 presentation for the classification of deferred tax assets of $67.7,
$69.6, $73.2 and $216.5, and debt issuance costs of $30.5, $26.6, $29.4 and $10.2.

(d) Includes borrowings under our revolving credit facility classified as short-term.
(e) As of December 31, 2012, the advances to SunCoke Middletown were classified as noncontrolling interests because of financing activities

performed by its parent, SunCoke Energy, Inc. We included this in other non-current liabilities in prior periods.

Item 7. Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations.

Operations Overview

We operate eight steelmaking and finishing plants, two coke plants and two tube manufacturing plants across six states—Indiana,
Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania and West Virginia. These operations produce flat-rolled carbon steels, including
premium-quality coated, cold-rolled and hot-rolled carbon steel products, and specialty stainless and electrical steels that we sell in
sheet and strip form, as well as carbon and stainless steel that we finish into welded steel tubing. We sell these products to our
customers in three markets: (i) automotive; (ii) infrastructure and manufacturing; and (iii) distributors and converters markets. We
sell carbon steel products principally to domestic customers and electrical and stainless steel products both domestically and
internationally. We also produce carbon and stainless steel that we finish into welded steel tubing used in the automotive, large
truck, industrial and construction markets. In addition, we operate Mexican and European trading companies that buy and sell steel
and steel products and other materials.

Safety, quality, innovation and productivity are key factors in our business and hallmarks of our success. In 2015, we experienced
another year of outstanding safety performance and continued to lead the steel industry in OSHA-recordable safety performance by
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a wide margin. Our quality focus also continued, establishing several all-time company best records for internal quality
performances. We have redoubled our efforts to develop new products and processes, including next-generation Advanced High
Strength Steels for the automotive market, new types of corrosion-resistant stainless steels and improved electrical steels to help
customers around the world meet higher energy efficiency standards. Finally, our relentless concentration on productivity gains
and initiatives to lower operating costs generated enhanced margins in 2015.

2015 Financial Results Overview

Our focus on what we can control produced solid operational improvements during a challenging year in the domestic steel
industry. As demand from China slowed, global steelmaking overcapacity increased and led steel producers in countries with
excess steel production—most notably, China itself—to flood the U.S. market with what we believe are unfairly-traded imports.
The imports into the United States caused sharp declines in carbon steel spot market prices during the year. As part of our strategic
focus on enhancing margins, we targeted sales of higher-margin value-added carbon, stainless and electrical steel products and
intentionally reduced shipments to the carbon steel spot market. Also as part of our margin enhancement efforts, we relentlessly
concentrated on reducing operating costs and positioned the blast furnaces and steelmaking operations at our Middletown Works
and Dearborn Works for higher operating rates by temporarily idling our blast furnace and steelmaking operations at our Ashland
Works at the end of 2015. A charge of $28.1, or $0.16 per diluted share, was recorded in the fourth quarter of 2015 as a result of
this temporary facility idling.

Our customer markets improved in 2015. North American light vehicle production was approximately 17.5 million units, a 3%
increase from 2014. In addition, housing starts in the United States reached levels not achieved since 2007. These market
recoveries improved our sales of carbon and stainless steels into the automotive market and increased selling prices for our
electrical steels. However, the global steelmaking overcapacity and the resulting impact from the significant rise in imports in our
primary markets in North America had a negative impact on our financial performance in 2015. Thus, despite the strength of our
customer markets, our average capacity utilization across all plants decreased to approximately 79% in 2015 compared to
approximately 82% in 2014. While we continue to focus our capacity on producing higher-margin value-added steels, our
September 2014 acquisition of Dearborn increased the proportion of sales of hot rolled coils and decreased the proportion of sales
from value-added shipments from 82% in 2014 to 79% in 2015. We made strides in 2015 to increase the amount of value-added
carbon steel shipments from Dearborn Works, but concentrating on higher-margin value-added carbon steels at the Dearborn
plant—particularly for automotive customers—continues to be a focus for our business.

Net sales for 2015 increased 3% and shipments increased 16% from 2014, due primarily to the September 2014 acquisition of
Dearborn and higher demand from the automotive market. The average selling price for 2015 was $942 per ton, an 11% decrease
from the 2014 average selling price of $1,058 per ton resulting primarily from the adverse market effects of a higher level of low-
priced imports during 2015. Our per ton cost of products sold for 2015 declined 13% from 2014, principally due to a sharp decline
in raw material input costs and our persistent focus on operating costs.

As a result of these business conditions, we reported a net loss of $509.0, or $2.86 per diluted share of common stock, in 2015.
These results included charges (i) to write off our investments in Magnetation LLC (“Magnetation”) and AFSG Holdings, Inc.
(“AFSG”), (ii) for a pension and OPEB net corridor charge, and (iii) for the temporary idling of the Ashland Works Hot End.
Excluding these charges, we reported an adjusted net loss of $51.8, or $0.29 per diluted share. We also reported adjusted EBITDA
of $393.4, or $55 per ton, representing a 40% increase from 2014 adjusted EBITDA of $280.2, or $46 per ton. Reconciliations for
the non-GAAP financial measures are in the Non-GAAP Financial Measures section.

During 2015 we also focused on our cash and liquidity, ending the year with $700.2 of total liquidity. Although our overall
liquidity declined from the end of 2014, this resulted principally from a decrease in the borrowing base under our asset-backed
revolving credit facility. The decrease resulted from lower collateral values related to declines in raw material and steel prices, as
well as lower levels of accounts receivable. We reduced borrowings under our credit facility by $55.0 in 2015. In addition, we
further lowered our long-term debt by repurchasing a principal amount of $23.8 of our senior unsecured notes for $14.1. Our
pension and other postretirement obligations declined by $56.3, primarily as a result of an increase in the discount rates used to
determine the present value of the obligations and favorable actuarial experience, partially offset by unfavorable returns on our
plan assets.

Dearborn Acquisition

On September 16, 2014, we acquired Dearborn for a cash purchase price of $690.3, net of cash acquired. The acquisition included
integrated steelmaking assets located in Dearborn, Michigan (“Dearborn Works”), the Mountain State Carbon cokemaking facility
located in Follansbee, West Virginia, and interests in joint ventures that process flat-rolled steel products.
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Similar to our pre-existing carbon steel operations, Dearborn Works produces hot- and cold-rolled sheet and hot-dip galvanized
products, as well as other flat-rolled steel products. Dearborn Works is strategically located in close proximity to many of our
customers, and the assets at the steel plant and the other acquired facilities complement our pre-existing carbon steel operations
with production capacity that exceeds 2.5 million tons of finished steel per year.

We believe that this transaction enhances and complements our business and operational strategies by positioning our carbon
steelmaking operations close to our major northern automotive and other customers, expanding our platform to meet the increasing
light-weighting demands of our automotive customers, and enhancing our operational flexibility. In addition to current and
expected significant operational and productivity improvements, the acquisition is creating significant purchasing, transportation
and overhead cost savings. We originally anticipated annual cost-based synergies in excess of $50.0, with approximately $25.0
expected to be realized in 2015. We achieved synergies of $59.0 in 2015.

Our financial results include the effects of the acquisition and Dearborn’s operations for periods after September 16, 2014,
affecting comparability to prior periods.

2015 Compared to 2014

Steel Shipments

Steel shipments in 2015 were 7,089,200 tons, a 16% increase from 2014 shipments of 6,132,700 tons. The increase in overall
shipments in 2015 compared to 2014 was principally from the addition of shipments from Dearborn Works following the
September 2014 acquisition. As a result of the high level of imports in 2015, we targeted shipments to the automotive market and
elected to reduce shipments to the carbon steel spot market. Primarily as a result of a relatively higher proportion of carbon spot
market shipments in the Dearborn Works product mix compared to our historical mix, our higher-margin value-added shipments as
a percent of total volume shipped decreased from 82.1% in 2014 to 79.3% in 2015. Tons shipped by product category for 2015 and
2014, and as a percent of total shipments, were as follows:

2015 2014

Value-added Shipments (tons in thousands)
Stainless/electrical . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 876.2 12.4% 867.9 14.1%
Coated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,340.4 47.1% 2,812.7 45.9%
Cold-rolled . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,293.0 18.2% 1,231.1 20.1%
Tubular . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115.2 1.6% 125.5 2.0%

Subtotal value-added shipments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,624.8 79.3% 5,037.2 82.1%

Non Value-added Shipments
Hot-rolled . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,273.1 18.0% 949.7 15.5%
Secondary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 191.3 2.7% 145.8 2.4%

Subtotal non value-added shipments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,464.4 20.7% 1,095.5 17.9%

Total shipments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,089.2 100.0% 6,132.7 100.0%

Net Sales

Net sales in 2015 were $6,692.9, a 3% increase from 2014 net sales of $6,505.7. The increase in net sales is primarily due to the
addition of net sales from Dearborn Works following the September 2014 acquisition. However, net sales did not increase as much
as shipments did from 2014 to 2015, primarily due to sharply reduced market prices driven by global overcapacity and what we
believe are unfairly-traded, lower-priced foreign steel imports that flooded the domestic market in 2015. Our average selling price
was $942 per net ton in 2015, an 11% decrease from the 2014 average selling price of $1,058 per net ton. Net sales to customers
outside the United States were $855.7, or 13% of total sales, for 2015, compared to $755.4, or 12% of total sales, for 2014.

The following table shows the percentage of our net sales to each of our markets:

Market 2015 2014

Automotive . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60% 53%
Infrastructure and Manufacturing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16% 18%
Distributors and Converters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24% 29%
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Cost of Products Sold

Cost of products sold in 2015 was $6,032.0 and remained flat compared to 2014 cost of products sold of $6,007.7. Shipments from
Dearborn Works following the September 2014 acquisition increased cost of products sold in 2015. These costs were largely offset
by:

• Lower raw material costs for carbon scrap, iron ore pellets, coke and energy in 2015

• Planned outages costs were $50.6 in 2015, significantly lower than planned outages costs of $74.9 in 2014

• LIFO credits were $195.3 in 2015, compared to LIFO credits of $21.0 in 2014

• Extreme winter weather conditions early in 2014 and unplanned maintenance outage costs of $41.2 for incidents at our
Ashland Works blast furnace during 2014 negatively affected cost of products sold in 2014

Selling and Administrative Expense

Selling and administrative expense increased to $261.9 in 2015 from $247.2 in 2014. The increase was primarily from Dearborn
Works selling and administrative costs after the September 2014 acquisition.

Depreciation Expense

Depreciation expense increased to $216.0 in 2015 from $201.9 in 2014, primarily because of the additional Dearborn Works
depreciation.

Pension and Other Postretirement Employee Benefit (“OPEB”) Expense (Income)

Pension and OPEB income of $63.0 in 2015 decreased from income of $92.5 in 2014. The decrease in income in 2015 was largely
from an increase in the amount of amortization from unrealized actuarial losses.

We incurred a pension corridor charge of $144.3 and an OPEB corridor credit of $13.1 in 2015, and a pension corridor charge of
$2.0 in 2014. Although the corridor charge reduces reported operating and net income, it does not affect our cash flows in the
current period. However, we expect to ultimately settle the pension obligation in cash. See Critical Accounting Estimates for
information on our policy for measurement and recognition of corridor charges (credits).

Charge for Facility Idling

In the fourth quarter of 2015, we temporarily idled the Ashland Works Hot End. We incurred a $28.1 charge during the quarter,
which included $22.2 for supplemental unemployment and other employee benefit costs that we expect to pay in 2016, and $5.9 for
equipment idling costs and other costs. Beginning in the first quarter of 2016, we estimate we will incur ongoing costs of
approximately $2.0 to $3.0 per month for employees needed to maintain the equipment, utilities and supplier obligations related to
the idled Ashland Works operations. We expect that benefits from focused cost reduction measures, higher operating rates at our
blast furnaces at the Middletown Works and Dearborn Works, and a better product mix from lower shipments to the carbon steel
spot market will more than offset the on-going fixed costs for the idled facility.

Operating Profit

Operating profit for 2015 of $86.7 was lower than 2014 operating profit of $139.4. Included in the 2015 operating profit was a
$28.1 charge to temporarily idle the Ashland Works Hot End and the net pension/OPEB corridor charge of $131.2. Also included
was operating profit from SunCoke Middletown of $62.6 and $63.0 for 2015 and 2014.

Interest Expense

Interest expense for 2015 increased to $173.0 from $144.7 in 2014. The year-over-year increase was primarily for indebtedness to
finance a portion of the Dearborn purchase price and higher average Credit Facility borrowings outstanding during 2015 as
compared to 2014.

Impairment of Magnetation Investment

We recognized a non-cash impairment charge of $256.3 for 2015 related to our investment in Magnetation. For further discussion,
see the Magnetation section below and Note 4 to the consolidated financial statements.
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Impairment of AFSG Investment

As part of our ongoing strategic review of our business and operations, in the fourth quarter of 2015 we reevaluated our investment
in AFSG Holdings, Inc. (“AFSG”), the holding company of our former insurance operations. During the fourth quarter of 2015,
AK Steel received a cash distribution of $14.0 from AFSG. After this distribution, we determined that our remaining investment in
AFSG is impaired and we recognized a non-cash charge of $41.6 to write off the remaining investment in AFSG.

Other Income (Expense)

Other income (expense) was $1.4 of income for 2015 and other expense of $21.1 for 2014. Other income (expense) included our
share of Magnetation losses of $16.3 for 2015 and $15.2 for 2014. The Magnetation loss shown is our share of its results of
operations for the first quarter of 2015. The results of operations for periods after March 31, 2015, do not include any losses of
Magnetation as the basis in the Magnetation investment had been reduced to zero as of March 31, 2015 and we have no further
investment commitments to Magnetation. During 2015, we repurchased an aggregate principal amount of $23.8 of the 2021 Notes
in private, open market transactions and recognized gains on the repurchases of $9.4. Also affecting the year-to-year change in
other income (expense) was $12.6 of costs we incurred in 2014 for committed bridge financing that we arranged but did not use for
the Dearborn acquisition.

Income Taxes

Income tax expense in 2015 was $63.4 compared to $7.7 in 2014. We adjust our tax valuation allowance on our deferred tax assets
for changes in our LIFO reserve, significantly affecting our income tax expense. Therefore, income tax expense increased from
2015 to 2014 principally due to LIFO credits of $195.3 in 2015 as compared to LIFO credits of $21.0 in 2014. In addition, 2015
income tax expense included a non-cash income tax benefit of $13.2 from allocating income tax expense to other comprehensive
income.

Net Income (Loss) and Adjusted Net Income (Loss)

Net loss attributable to AK Holding in 2015 was $509.0, or $2.86 per diluted share. The net loss in 2015 included a pension
corridor charge of $144.3 and an OPEB corridor credit of $13.1, netting to $131.2, or $0.74 per diluted share. Additionally, the net
loss in 2015 included an impairment charge for the Magnetation investment of $256.3, or $1.44 per diluted share, and an
impairment charge for the AFSG investment of $41.6, or $0.23 per diluted share, and a charge to temporarily idle the Ashland
Works Hot End of $28.1, or $0.16 per diluted share. Excluding the above charges, we had an adjusted net loss of $51.8, or $0.29
per diluted share, for 2015.

Net loss attributable to AK Holding in 2014 was $96.9, or $0.65 per diluted share. The net loss in 2014 included a pension corridor
charge and OPEB charge of $5.5, or $0.04 per diluted share, and net-of-tax acquisition-related expenses for the Dearborn
acquisition of $31.7, or $0.21 per diluted share. Excluding these charges, we had an adjusted net loss of $59.7, or $0.40 per diluted
share, for 2014.

Adjusted EBITDA

Adjusted EBITDA (as defined below under Non-GAAP Financial Measures) was $393.4, or $55 per ton, for 2015, and $280.2, or
$46 per ton, for 2014.

2014 Compared to 2013

Steel Shipments

Steel shipments in 2014 were 6,132,700 tons, up approximately 16% from shipments of 5,275,900 tons in 2013. The increase in
overall shipments in 2014 compared to 2013 was principally attributable to the addition of shipments from Dearborn Works and
higher shipments of carbon steel to the automotive and infrastructure and manufacturing markets. The benefit of these positive
developments was partly offset by a reduction in shipments to the spot market caused by production issues at the Ashland Works
blast furnace in 2014. Primarily as a result of a relatively higher proportion of carbon spot market shipments in the Dearborn
product mix compared to our historical mix, our higher-margin value-added shipments decreased as a percent of total volume
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shipped to 82.1% in 2014 compared to 85.9% in 2013. The following table shows tons shipped by product category for 2014 and
2013, and as a percent of total shipments:

2014 2013

Value-added Shipments (tons in thousands)
Stainless/electrical . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 867.9 14.1% 822.1 15.6%
Coated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,812.7 45.9% 2,469.6 46.8%
Cold-rolled . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,231.1 20.1% 1,115.9 21.2%
Tubular . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125.5 2.0% 122.2 2.3%

Subtotal value-added shipments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,037.2 82.1% 4,529.8 85.9%

Non Value-added Shipments
Hot-rolled . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 949.7 15.5% 643.5 12.2%
Secondary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145.8 2.4% 102.6 1.9%

Subtotal non value-added shipments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,095.5 17.9% 746.1 14.1%

Total shipments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,132.7 100.0% 5,275.9 100.0%

Net Sales

Net sales in 2014 were $6,505.7, up 17% from net sales of $5,570.4 in 2013. The increase in net sales is primarily due to an
increase in shipments year over year. That increase in shipments was primarily due to the addition of shipments from Dearborn
Works following the acquisition of Dearborn in September 2014 and higher shipments of carbon steel to the automotive and
infrastructure and manufacturing markets. The average selling price was $1,058 per net ton in 2014, about the same as in 2013. Net
sales to customers outside the United States were $755.4, or 12% of total sales, for 2014, compared to $708.0, or 13% of total
sales, for 2013.

The following table sets forth the percentage of net sales attributable to each market:

Market 2014 2013

Automotive . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53% 51%
Infrastructure and Manufacturing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18% 20%
Distributors and Converters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29% 29%

Cost of Products Sold

Cost of products sold in 2014 and 2013 was $6,007.7 and $5,107.8. Cost of products sold for 2014 was higher primarily as a result
of the Dearborn acquisition and higher shipments. We benefited from lower raw material costs for iron ore, coal and coke in 2014.
However, the benefit of these lower raw materials costs was partially offset by the effects of extreme winter weather conditions
early in the year and the effect of mark-to-market losses on iron ore derivative contracts. The extreme winter weather conditions
caused higher energy costs, primarily for electricity and natural gas, and affected the delivery of iron ore pellets in the second
quarter, with additional costs incurred for transportation and operations. We also incurred higher outage and operating costs
associated with the planned and unplanned Ashland Works blast furnace outages. The results for 2014 included expenses of $41.2
for costs from the unplanned blast furnace outages that occurred at Ashland Works during the year. The results for 2013 include
$22.3 for costs from the unplanned blast furnace outage at Middletown Works. Expenses for planned outages were $74.9 and $28.3
in 2014 and 2013, including $31.0 for the planned outage at Ashland Works in the fourth quarter of 2014. Also, we recorded a
LIFO credit of $21.0 in 2014 compared to a LIFO credit of $38.5 in 2013.

Selling and Administrative Expense

Selling and administrative expenses increased to $247.2 in 2014 from $205.3 in 2013. The increase was primarily the result of the
inclusion of Dearborn selling and administrative costs after the acquisition, transaction expenses of $8.1 for the Dearborn
acquisition and $2.6 for severance costs for certain employees of Dearborn.

Depreciation Expense

Depreciation expense was $201.9 in 2014 and $190.1 in 2013. The increase was primarily the result of depreciation of $7.1 for the
assets acquired in the Dearborn purchase.
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Pension and Other Postretirement Employee Benefit (“OPEB”) Expense (Income)

We recorded pension and OPEB income of $92.5 in 2014 compared to income of $68.6 in 2013. The increase in income in 2014
was largely a result of a decrease in the interest cost on our pension and OPEB obligations, partially offset by an OPEB settlement
loss of $3.5 for the Butler Works retirees class action. In addition, we incurred a pre-tax pension corridor charge of $2.0 in 2014,
but did not incur a corridor charge in 2013. Under our method of accounting for pension and OPEB plans, we recognize as of the
measurement date any unrecognized actuarial gains and losses that exceed 10% of the larger of projected benefit obligations or
plan assets (the “corridor”). The corridor charge in 2014 was caused primarily by decreases in the discount rate and changes in
mortality assumptions. As a result of new mortality tables issued in October 2014 by the Society of Actuaries, we adopted
mortality assumptions in 2014 that significantly increased our pension and postemployment benefit obligations. Our revised
mortality assumptions increased the assumed life expectancy of participants in our benefit plans, thereby increasing the total
expected benefit payments over a longer time horizon. The adoption of these new mortality assumptions currently has no
significant effect on our expected pension contributions over the next several years.

Operating Profit

Operating profit for 2014 was $139.4, compared to $135.8 for 2013. Included in 2014 were planned and unplanned outage costs of
$72.2 for Ashland Works blast furnace incidents, a pre-tax pension corridor charge of $2.0 and an OPEB settlement loss of $3.5.
Also included was operating profit for SunCoke Middletown of $63.0 and $64.3 for 2014 and 2013.

Interest Expense

Interest expense for 2014 and 2013 was $144.7 and $127.4. The year-over-year increase was primarily from the issuance of
indebtedness to finance a portion of the Dearborn purchase price and higher revolver borrowings outstanding during 2014 as
compared to 2013.

Other Income (Expense)

Other expense was $21.1 and $1.4 for 2014 and 2013. Other expense includes our share of loss from Magnetation of $15.2 and
$4.9 for 2014 and 2013. The increase in our share of loss from Magnetation from the prior year period was due primarily to lower
selling prices for concentrate sales, higher costs for energy, and costs from the start-up of the pellet plant and third concentrate
plant in 2014. In addition, we incurred $12.6 of costs in the year ended December 31, 2014 for committed bridge financing that
was arranged in connection with the acquisition of Dearborn, but which was unused because of our successful financing of the
acquisition through debt and common stock offerings.

Income Taxes

In 2014, we recorded an income tax expense of $7.7 compared to an income tax benefit of $10.4 in 2013. Included in the income
tax expenses for 2014 are non-cash charges of $8.4 for acquisition-related changes in the value of deferred tax assets.

Net Income (Loss) and Adjusted Net Income (Loss)

Our net loss attributable to AK Holding in 2014 was $96.9, or $0.65 per diluted share, compared to $46.8, or $0.34 per diluted
share, in 2013. The net loss in 2014 included a pension corridor charge and an OPEB settlement loss that totaled $5.5, or $0.04 per
diluted share. The net loss in 2014 also included total Dearborn acquisition-related costs of $31.7, or $0.21 per diluted share.
Excluding the pension corridor charge, the OPEB settlement loss and acquisition-related expenses, we had an adjusted net loss of
$59.7, or $0.40 per diluted share, for 2014.

Adjusted EBITDA

Adjusted EBITDA (as defined below under Non-GAAP Financial Measures) was $280.2, or $46 per ton, and $255.0, or $48 per
ton, for 2014 and 2013.

Non-GAAP Financial Measures

In certain of our disclosures, we have reported adjusted EBITDA and adjusted net income (loss) that exclude the effects of
noncontrolling interests, pension and OPEB net corridor charge, impairment charges for our investments in Magnetation and
AFSG, charges for temporarily idling facilities and acquisition-related expenses of Dearborn. We believe that reporting adjusted
net income (loss) attributable to AK Holding (as a total and on a per share basis) with these items excluded more clearly reflects
our current operating results and provides investors with a better understanding of our overall financial performance.
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EBITDA is an acronym for earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation and amortization. It is a metric that is sometimes used to
compare the results of different companies by removing the effects of different factors that might otherwise make comparisons
inaccurate or inappropriate. For purposes of this report, we have made adjustments to EBITDA to exclude the effect of
noncontrolling interests, pension and OPEB net corridor charges, impairment charges for our investments in Magnetation and
AFSG, charges for temporarily idling facilities and the acquisition-related expenses of Dearborn. The adjusted results, although not
financial measures under generally accepted accounting principles in the United States (“GAAP”) and not identically applied by
other companies, facilitate the ability to analyze our financial results in relation to those of our competitors and to our prior
financial performance by excluding items that otherwise would distort the comparison. Adjusted EBITDA and adjusted net income
(loss) are not, however, intended as alternative measures of operating results or cash flow from operations as determined in
accordance with GAAP and are not necessarily comparable to similarly titled measures used by other companies.

We recognize in our results of operations, as a corridor adjustment, any unrecognized actuarial net gains or losses that exceed 10%
of the larger of projected benefit obligations or plan assets. Amounts inside this 10% corridor are amortized over the plan
participants’ life expectancy. The need for a corridor charge is considered at any remeasurement date, but has historically only
been recorded in the fourth quarter at the time of the annual remeasurement. After excluding the corridor charge, the remaining
pension and OPEB expenses included in the non-GAAP measure are comparable to the accounting for pension and OPEB expenses
on a GAAP basis in the first three quarters of the year and we believe this is useful to investors in analyzing our results on a
quarter-to-quarter basis, as well as analyzing our results on a year-to-year basis. As a result of the corridor method of accounting,
our subsequent financial results on both a GAAP and a non-GAAP basis do not contain any amortization of prior period actuarial
gains or losses that exceeded the corridor threshold because those amounts were immediately recognized as a corridor adjustment
in the period incurred. Actuarial net gains and losses occur when actual experience differs from any of the many assumptions used
to value the benefit plans, or when the assumptions change, as they may each year when we perform a valuation. The two most
significant of those assumptions are the discount rate we use to value projected plan obligations and the rate of return on plan
assets. In addition, changes in other actuarial assumptions and the degree by which the unrealized gains or losses are within the
corridor threshold before remeasurement will affect the corridor adjustment calculation. The effect of prevailing interest rates on
the discount rate as of the December 31 measurement date and actual return on plan assets compared to the expected return will
have a significant impact on our year-end liability, corridor adjustment and following year’s expense for these benefit plans. For
example, the pension/OPEB net corridor charge for 2015 was driven by actuarial losses caused primarily by (i) the net effect of the
difference between the expected return on assets of 7.25% ($198.4) and the actual loss on assets of 3.4% ($93.6) (netting to a loss
of $292.0), partially offset by (ii) an increase in the discount rate assumption used to determine the current year pension liabilities
from 3.82% at December 31, 2014 to 4.15% at December 31, 2015 (an actuarial gain of approximately $96.0) and (iii) changes in
mortality assumptions (an actuarial gain of approximately $65.0). Also for example, the pension corridor charge for 2014 was
driven by actuarial losses caused primarily by (i) a decrease in the discount rate assumption used to determine the current year
pension liabilities from 4.53% at December 31, 2013 to 3.82% at December 31, 2014 (an actuarial loss of approximately $219.0)
and (ii) changes in mortality assumptions (an actuarial loss of approximately $245.5), partially offset by (iii) the net effect of the
difference between the expected return on assets of 7.25% ($202.8) and the actual return on assets of 9.3% ($257.8) (netting to a
gain of $55.0). We believe that the corridor method of accounting for pension and other postretirement obligations is rarely used by
other publicly traded companies. However, because other companies use different approaches to recognize actuarial gains and
losses, our resulting pension expense on a GAAP basis or a non-GAAP basis may not be comparable to other companies’ pension
expense on a GAAP basis. Although the corridor charge reduces reported operating and net income, it does not affect our cash
flows in the current period. However, we expect to ultimately settle the pension obligation in cash.

Neither current shareholders nor potential investors in our securities should rely on adjusted EBITDA or adjusted net income (loss)
as a substitute for any GAAP financial measure and we encourage investors and potential investors to review the following
reconciliations of net income (loss) attributable to AK Holding to adjusted EBITDA and adjusted net income (loss).
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Reconciliation of Adjusted Net Income (Loss)

2015 2014

Reconciliation to Net Income (Loss) Attributable to AK Steel Holding
Adjusted net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (51.8) $ (59.7)
Pension and OPEB net corridor charge/settlement loss . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (131.2) (5.5)
Impairment of Magnetation investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (256.3) —
Impairment of AFSG investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (41.6) —
Charge for facility idling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (28.1) —
Acquisition-related expenses (net of tax) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (31.7)

Net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel Holding Corporation, as reported . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (509.0) $ (96.9)

Reconciliation to Basic and Diluted Earnings (Loss) per Share
Adjusted basic and diluted earnings (loss) per share . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (0.29) $ (0.40)
Pension and OPEB net corridor charge/settlement loss . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.74) (0.04)
Impairment of Magnetation investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.44) —
Impairment of AFSG investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.23) —
Charge for facility idling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.16) —
Acquisition-related expenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (0.21)

Basic and diluted earnings (loss) per share, as reported . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (2.86) $ (0.65)

Reconciliation of Adjusted EBITDA

2015 2014 2013

Net income (loss) attributable to AK Holding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (509.0) $ (96.9) $ (46.8)
Net income attributable to noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62.8 62.8 64.2
Income tax expense (benefit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63.4 7.7 (10.4)
Interest expense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173.0 144.7 127.4
Interest income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.3) (0.7) (1.1)
Depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 216.0 201.9 190.1
Amortization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8.4 9.1 9.9

EBITDA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13.3 328.6 333.3
Less: EBITDA of noncontrolling interests (a) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77.1 77.2 78.3
Pension and OPEB net corridor charge/settlement loss . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131.2 5.5 —
Impairment of Magnetation investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 256.3 — —
Impairment of AFSG investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41.6 — —
Charge for facility idling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28.1 — —
Acquisition-related expenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 23.3 —

Adjusted EBITDA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 393.4 $ 280.2 $ 255.0

Adjusted EBITDA per ton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 55 $ 46 $ 48

(a) The reconciliation of EBITDA of noncontrolling interests to net income attributable to noncontrolling interests is as follows:

2015 2014 2013

Net income attributable to noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 62.8 $ 62.8 $ 64.2
Depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14.3 14.4 14.1

EBITDA of noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 77.1 $ 77.2 $ 78.3

Liquidity and Capital Resources

AK Steel has a $1,500.0 asset-backed revolving credit facility (the “Credit Facility”) that expires in March 2019 and is guaranteed
by AK Steel’s parent company, AK Holding, and by AK Tube LLC and AK Steel Properties, Inc., two 100%-owned subsidiaries of
AK Steel. The Credit Facility contains common restrictions, including limitations on, among other things, distributions and
dividends, acquisitions and investments, indebtedness, liens and affiliate transactions. Availability is calculated as the lesser of the
total commitments under the Credit Facility or eligible collateral after advance rates, less outstanding revolver borrowings and
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letters of credit. The Credit Facility requires us to maintain a minimum fixed charge coverage ratio of one to one if availability
under the Credit Facility is less than $150.0. Our obligations under our Credit Facility are secured by our inventory and accounts
receivable, and availability under the Credit Facility fluctuates monthly based on the varying levels of eligible collateral. The
Credit Facility provides us with enhanced liquidity and financial and strategic flexibility.

At December 31, 2015, we had total liquidity of $700.2, consisting of $47.9 of cash and cash equivalents and $652.3 of availability
under the Credit Facility. At December 31, 2015, our eligible collateral, after application of applicable advance rates, was $1,275.2.
At December 31, 2015, we had outstanding borrowings of $550.0 from the Credit Facility, and $72.9 of outstanding letters of
credit that further reduced availability. During the year ended December 31, 2015, our borrowings from the Credit Facility ranged
from $535.0 to $785.0, with outstanding borrowings averaging $662.9 per day. We expect to use the Credit Facility as necessary to
fund requirements for working capital, capital investments and other general corporate purposes. Consolidated cash and cash
equivalents of $56.6 at December 31, 2015, includes $8.7 of cash and cash equivalents of consolidated variable interest entities
which are not available for our use.

Cash from operations totaled $200.3 for the year ended December 31, 2015. This total included cash generated by SunCoke
Middletown of $87.4, which can only be used by SunCoke Middletown for its operations or for distribution to its equity owners.
Significant uses of cash included pension contributions of $24.1 and pension and OPEB benefit payments of $61.0. For a more
detailed discussion of pension and OPEB benefit payments, see Employee Benefit Obligations. Working capital was flat for the
year with decreases in accounts receivable mostly offset by an increase in inventory and a decrease in accounts payable. The
remaining cash from operations were from normal business activities for the year.

Investing and Financing Activities

Cash used by investing activities in 2015 totaled $47.5. This total included $99.0 of capital investments, partially offset from
proceeds from the $25.0 sale of our investment in Double Eagle and a $14.0 distribution from AFSG.

Cash used for financing activities in 2015 totaled $166.4. During 2015, we repaid $55.0 of borrowings on the Credit Facility and
we repurchased senior unsecured notes with a principal amount of $23.8 for $14.1 resulting in gains of $9.4. We may, from time to
time, repurchase additional outstanding notes in the open market on an unsolicited basis, by tender offer, through privately
negotiated transactions or otherwise. The total cash used for financing activities also includes $96.3 of payments from SunCoke
Middletown to SunCoke.

Our Credit Facility expiring in March 2019 is secured by inventory and accounts receivable and contains restrictions on, among
other things, distributions and dividends, acquisitions and investments, indebtedness, liens and affiliated transactions. The Credit
Facility requires us to maintain a minimum fixed charge coverage ratio of one to one if availability under the Credit Facility falls
below $150.0. Currently, the availability under the Credit Facility significantly exceeds $150.0. We are in compliance with the
Credit Facility covenants and, as long as no unexpected adverse events occur, expect that we will remain in compliance for the
foreseeable future.

We believe that our current sources of liquidity will be enough to meet our obligations for the foreseeable future. We expect to
fund future liquidity requirements for employee benefit plan contributions, scheduled debt maturities, debt redemptions and capital
investments with internally-generated cash and other financing sources. If we are unable to fund any of our working capital or
planned capital investments with internally-generated cash, we have available our Credit Facility. We also could seek to access the
capital markets if we perceive conditions are favorable. The Credit Facility currently is scheduled to expire in March 2019 and any
amounts outstanding under it at the time of expiration would need to be repaid or refinanced. Otherwise, we have no scheduled
debt maturities until December 2018, when our Secured Notes are due. At December 31, 2015, our eligible collateral, after
application of applicable advance rates, was $1,275.2. At December 31, 2015, we had $550.0 of outstanding borrowings from the
Credit Facility and $72.9 of outstanding letters of credit further reduced availability. Our forward-looking statements on liquidity
are based on currently available information and expectations and, if the information or expectations are inaccurate or conditions
deteriorate, there could be a material adverse effect on our liquidity.

For longer-term obligations, we have significant debt maturities and other obligations that will be due in future periods, including
possible required cash contributions to our qualified pension plan. For further information, see the Contractual Obligations section.

Restrictions Under Debt Agreements

The Credit Facility and indentures governing our senior indebtedness and tax-exempt fixed-rate IRBs (collectively, the “Notes”)
contain restrictions and covenants that may limit our operating flexibility.
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The indentures governing the Notes (other than the 5.00% Senior Notes due November 2019 (the “Exchangeable Notes”)) include
customary restrictions on (a) the incurrence of additional debt by certain of our subsidiaries, (b) the incurrence of certain liens,
(c) the amount of sale/leaseback transactions, and (d) our ability to merge or consolidate with other entities or to sell, lease or
transfer all or substantially all of our assets to another entity. They also contain customary events of default. In addition, the
indenture governing the Secured Notes includes covenants with customary restrictions on the use of proceeds from the sale of
collateral. The indenture governing the Exchangeable Notes does not contain any financial or operating covenants or restrictions on
the payments of dividends, the incurrence of indebtedness or the issuance or repurchase of securities by us.

The Credit Facility contains customary restrictions, including limitations on, among other things, distributions and dividends,
acquisitions and investments, indebtedness, liens and affiliate transactions. In addition, the Credit Facility requires us to maintain a
minimum fixed charge coverage ratio of one to one if availability under the Credit Facility is less than $150.0. We do not expect
any of these restrictions to affect or limit our ability to conduct our business in the ordinary course.

During the period, we were in compliance with all the terms and conditions of our debt agreements.

Capital Investments

We anticipate 2016 capital investments of $125.0 to $140.0, with approximately $45.0 of those investments targeted to growth,
innovation and margin enhancement initiatives. In the near-term, we expect to fund these investments from cash generated from
operations or from borrowings from our Credit Facility. In addition to the above amounts, we expect to complete our new $36.0
research and innovation center in 2016, for which most of the cost will be financed through a capital lease. We currently anticipate
that our normal, ongoing maintenance capital investments (i.e., excluding strategic investments and non-routine maintenance
investments, such as blast furnace re-lines) will be at a similar level over the next few years.

Employee Benefit Obligations

We made pension contributions of $24.1 during 2015 to satisfy our required annual pension contributions. Pension benefits under
our major pension plan are frozen, but the plan is still significantly underfunded. As a result, we will be required to make
contributions to the plan’s pension trusts of varying amounts until they are fully funded, and some of these contributions could be
substantial. We have no required annual pension contribution for 2016. Based on current actuarial assumptions, we estimate that
our required annual pension contributions will be approximately $50.0 and $75.0 for 2017 and 2018. The amount and timing of
future required contributions to the pension trust depend on assumptions about future events. The most significant of these
assumptions are the future investment performance of the pension funds, actuarial data about plan participants and the interest rate
we use to discount benefits to their present value. Required contribution payments are more dependent on plan asset returns than in
the past. Because of the variability of factors underlying these assumptions, including the possibility of future pension legislation
or increased pension insurance premiums, the reliability of estimated future pension contributions decreases as the length of time
until we must make the contribution increases.

We provide healthcare benefits to a significant portion of our employees and retirees. OPEB benefits have been eliminated for new
employees and are subject to caps on the share of benefits we pay. Based on the assumptions used to value other postretirement
benefits, primarily retiree healthcare and life insurance benefits, annual cash payments for these benefits are expected to be in a
range that trends down from $46.5 in 2016 to $12.9 over the next 30 years.

In addition to actions taken in prior years to reduce the growth of benefit obligations, we continue to seek other ways to de-risk our
pension and OPEB obligations. During 2014, we provided a voluntary lump-sum settlement offer to terminated vested participants
in the pension plan and as a result reduced a portion of the pension obligation. The pension plan paid approximately $105.0 in
December 2014 out of the pension trust assets to participants and recognized an actuarial gain of $20.0. Further, we amended the
pension plan as of January 1, 2016, to allow new retirees to select a lump-sum payment option.

Off-Balance Sheet Arrangements

See discussion under Magnetation for information about this equity investee. There were no other material off-balance sheet
arrangements as of December 31, 2015.

Selected Factors that Affect Our Operating Results

Iron Ore Pricing

Iron ore is one of the principal raw materials required for our steel manufacturing operations. We purchased approximately
8.9 million tons of iron ore pellets in 2015 and expect to purchase less in 2016 as a result of the temporary idling of the Ashland
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Works Hot End. We make most of our purchases of iron ore at negotiated prices under multi-year agreements. For 2016, we expect
to purchase most of our iron ore from two suppliers, including Magnetation. Our iron ore agreements have a variable-price
mechanism that adjusts the price we pay for iron ore quarterly based on reference to a historical iron ore index referred to as the
“IODEX”. One of these agreements uses what is commonly referred to in the steel industry as “Vale model” pricing, which is
based on the average IODEX for a three-month period ending one month before the start of the quarter to which the price is
applied. For example, utilizing the Vale model for the fourth quarter of 2015, we determined the price of iron ore from the IODEX
price for the preceding June, July and August period. Other iron ore supply agreements reference both the IODEX and certain other
indices to determine the contractual price.

Under our contracts, a change in the IODEX typically affects to varying degrees the price we pay for iron ore. However, there are
other factors that also affect the price we pay for iron ore under certain contracts, such as measures of general industrial inflation
and steel prices. Thus, the actual impact to us of a change in the IODEX will vary depending on the percentage of the total iron ore
we purchase under each contract and how much the IODEX is weighted as a factor for pricing under each contract. The prices we
pay for iron ore are less dependent on the IODEX than in prior years as a result of the pricing terms of our current iron ore supply
agreements. In addition, the total net price we pay for iron ore is affected by our hedging activities, which are described below.

When raw material costs increase, we attempt to price our own products to reflect these costs and use variable pricing with some of
our contract customers that may allow us to adjust selling prices to reflect changes in the cost of certain raw materials and energy.
Many of these customer contracts, however, do not permit an adjustment (upwards or downwards) until the relevant raw material
or energy price is outside pre-agreed parameters. In recent contracts over the last few years, the frequency and overall impact of
such adjustments have generally decreased. Thus, we are typically unable to recover 100% of our costs in the case of raw material
or energy price increases and due to other factors may not be able to benefit to the full extent if input prices decline. For iron ore
prices, there are a variety of factors that affect the ultimate impact on us from any increase or decrease. These include the amount
of the price change for iron ore, the terms of our agreements with our contract customers, and the extent to which competitive
pressures may influence the price of steel we sell into the spot market.

In addition to using other integrated risk strategies, we use derivative contracts to manage price risk because of the inability to
control or fully pass through our iron ore costs to customers. We use derivative contracts to reduce our exposure if iron ore costs
increase, but these contracts can also reduce the amount of benefit that we receive if iron ore costs decline. Our hedging strategy
for our iron ore exposure employs a systematic approach. We hedge a higher proportion of our near-term iron ore exposure and a
lower proportion for our longer-term exposure through a combination of swaps and options. As of December 31, 2015, we have
hedged 1,950,000 tons and 1,275,000 tons of iron ore purchases for 2016 and 2017. Our hedging activities further reduce our
exposure to changes in the IODEX on the total cost we pay for iron ore.

Automotive Market

We sell a significant portion of our flat-rolled carbon steel products and stainless steel products to automotive manufacturers, as
well as selling to distributors, service centers and converters who in some cases resell the products to the automotive industry. We
concentrate our automotive and stainless sales on the automotive market because these customers demand steels that are difficult to
make and require the highest quality standards, just-in-time delivery, collaborative technical and customer support, and innovative
products. In addition, certain competitors do not have the capability to supply all of the products that we make for our automotive
customers, such as steel for exposed automotive applications. As such, these exacting conditions for servicing the automotive
market generally enable us to capture greater margins than sales of more commodity types of carbon and stainless steels to other
markets. Because the automotive market is an important element of our business and growth strategy, North American light vehicle
production has a significant impact on our total sales and shipments. In 2015, the North American automotive industry continued to
show improvement over 2014, as light vehicle production topped 17.5 million units, a 3% increase from 2014. The improvement in
the automotive market and our increased share of that market boosted our sales and shipments in 2015. A further increase in light
vehicle production volumes is projected for 2016 and our goal is to capture higher automotive market share.

There are, however, some potential challenges to increased sales to the automotive industry even if it continues to grow as
currently projected. Automotive manufacturers are under pressure to achieve heightened federally mandated fuel economy
standards through 2025 (the Corporate Average Fuel Economy, or so-called “CAFE,” standards), and they are currently evaluating
alternatives to traditional carbon steels, including aluminum and other materials. This could reduce the aggregate volume of steel
sold to the automotive industry, and impact our share of that volume. To address this threat, we and the rest of the steel industry
have been working to create new advanced high-strength steels for vehicle structures, which will enable automotive manufacturers
to achieve their desired light-weighting goals without the need to convert to aluminum or other alternatives for the body of the
vehicle. We currently produce virtually every grade of coated advanced high-strength steel used today and are developing the next
generation of advanced high-strength steels to provide even greater strength and formability.
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Carbon Steel Spot Market

As a strategic initiative, we have taken actions to reduce our sales and shipments of lower-margin carbon steel to the spot market.
In recent years, including most of 2015, a significant amount of our sales and shipments of carbon steel were made into the
domestic spot market. Generally, sales into the carbon steel spot market are sold at prevailing market prices, which can be highly
volatile. Fluctuations in spot market prices have a direct effect on our results and are driven by factors mostly outside our control.
In addition, the spot market price fluctuations do not always directly correlate with our raw material and energy costs and
consequently we have limited ability to pass through increases in costs to customers absent increases in the market price.

In 2015, pricing for hot-rolled steel dropped over 42% during the year. We believe that this dramatic price decline was principally
the result of a large increase in unfairly-traded imports of carbon steel that entered the U.S. supply chain during the second half of
2014 and much of 2015. In addition, we believe that weakness in the oil and gas markets due to the substantial decline in energy
prices has caused our competitors to re-direct their production capacity to the carbon steel spot market. In response to the
challenges facing the carbon steel spot market, in late 2015 we implemented a strategy to reduce our exposure to that market. The
most important action to launch this strategy was our decision to temporarily idle the Ashland Works Hot End, which allowed us to
reduce our exposure to lower-margin, commodity steel products.

Specialty Stainless Steel Market

We focus our stainless steel sales on higher-margin value-added chrome products, particularly for the automotive industry. We
have become the premier stainless steel supplier to the automotive market by producing many of the most challenging stainless
products at the highest quality levels while supplying customers with collaborative technical support and innovative new offerings.
During 2015, the commodity stainless steel market saw a large surge in what we believe are unfairly traded chrome nickel
products, causing excess inventories and a decline in pricing. In addition, the commodity chrome nickel market suffered from a
precipitous fall in nickel prices. Because of the resulting excess supply and decline in pricing, we lowered our shipments and
exposure to this market in 2015 and in 2016 initiated a trade case against Chinese imports of stainless steel.

Electrical Steel Market

We sell our electrical steel products, which are iron-silicon alloys with unique magnetic properties, primarily to manufacturers of
power transmission and distribution transformers and electrical motors and generators in the infrastructure and manufacturing
markets. We sell our electrical steel products both domestically and internationally. We focus on the high-end of the electrical steel
market, as grain-oriented electrical steel (“GOES”) typically allows us to gain a higher margin than grades of non-oriented
electrical steel.

Due to increasing European efficiency standards for distribution transformers, international demand for high-permeability grades
of GOES improved in 2015. We believe the superior efficiency of our GOES products, particularly TRAN-COR® H DR®,
positions us to increase our shipments into international markets that have increased energy efficiency expectations.

The domestic demand for power generation and distribution transformers is affected by construction, specifically housing starts,
and in-service replacements that are at the end of their useful lives. Although housing starts in the United States continued to
improve in 2015, exceeding 1.1 million units, the demand increases for our GOES products in NAFTA markets were modest. In
addition, in January 2016 new higher efficiency standards for distribution transformers went into effect in the United States, which
we expect will strengthen domestic demand for our high-permeability grades of GOES products. We continue to be harmed by a
high level of imports into the United States that we believe are in violation of United States trade laws. In an effort to address the
effects of these unfairly traded imports, we filed antidumping and countervailing duty petitions with the United States Department
of Commerce and the United States International Trade Commission in 2013 for GOES products. For a description of ongoing
trade cases, see Note 10 to the consolidated financial statements.

Innovation and Product Development

Our mission is to be a steel industry leader developing a broad range of product and process technologies. Our customers are
already incorporating our automotive advanced high-strength steel grades, such as Dual Phase 780 and 980, which have very high
tensile strength with formability for both stamped and roll-formed parts, into their products. Additionally, we have been
accelerating introductions and enhancements of innovative new products such as CHROMESHIELD® 22 Stainless Steel,
THERMAK® 17 Stainless Steel and ULTRALUME® Press Hardenable Steel. Our CHROMESHIELD 22 is a nickel-free stainless
steel that combines exceptional corrosion performance with superior ductility that our customers use principally in appliance and
food service equipment, tubing, cookware and heat exchangers. Our THERMAK 17 is a stainless steel product with increased
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formability, high temperature strength and other benefits that improve automotive exhaust systems’ lightweighting. Our
ULTRALUME Press Hardenable Steel is an aluminum-silicon alloy coated steel our customers depend on when they require high
strength parts with complex geometries. These steels, part of our advanced high-strength steel portfolio, enable automotive
manufacturers to reduce vehicle weight while continuing to keep pace with critical safety requirements.

In addition, we continue to develop new and improved electrical steel products for our customers to use for electricity transmission
and distribution, as well as stainless steel and other specialty products for automotive and other markets. We believe these strategic
initiatives and commitments will enhance our competitive advantage and position in growing customer markets.

Next-Generation Advanced High Strength Steels (“AHSS”)

We continue to strive to develop new and improved products that exceed our customers’ exacting standards, focusing on Next-
Generation AHSS to serve future automotive industry needs. Our goal is to ensure that advanced high strength carbon steels reduce
the weight of automobile structural body components, while maintaining the strength characteristics that customers value. We want
our automotive customers to use our innovative steel products to help achieve vehicle weight savings for ambitious fuel efficiency
standards while avoiding the significant capital costs to re-design production facilities that alternative materials require.

Looking ahead, we are focused on introducing one of the first commercially available families of Next-Generation AHSS in the
world. We have made significant strides in developing technologies for the next generation of AHSS for the automotive industry.
Our planned new technologies will produce significantly improved formability at higher ultimate tensile strength levels, which will
provide greater lightweighting opportunities to our automotive customers. We are implementing new process technology to
produce both coated and cold-rolled Next-Generation AHSS on the hot-dip galvanizing line at Dearborn Works, which we expect
to complete by late 2016. Our goal is to ship Next-Generation AHSS to our customers by early 2017.

New Research and Innovation Center

To accelerate innovation, we are building a research and innovation center in Middletown, Ohio. The construction of the 135,000
square foot facility is in progress on a 16-acre site located in the Cincinnati-Dayton growth corridor and will replace our existing
research facility. We are designing our new facility to motivate and inspire our approximately 140 researchers, scientists and
engineers who will continue their leading-edge research, applications engineering, advanced engineering, product development and
customer technical services. The facility will include pilot lines and feature new operational simulators that replicate critical steel
manufacturing operations. We are financing the estimated $36.0 project principally through a long-term capital lease and
government incentives, allowing us to minimize our upfront project costs and ensure we have the tools to pursue our innovation
initiatives.

Energy and Commodity Hedging

We enter into derivative transactions in the ordinary course of business to hedge the cost of natural gas, electricity and certain raw
materials, including iron ore and zinc, and, to a lesser extent, the market risk associated with the sale of certain of our commodity
steel products (hot roll carbon steel coils). We expect changes in the prices paid or received for the related commodities to offset
the effect on cash of settling these amounts. In some cases, we may decide not to apply hedge accounting treatment to the
derivative transaction. In these cases, we recognize any changes in the value of the derivative instrument in earnings each quarter
during the life of the instrument. Thus, while over time we expect the earnings effects of the derivative instrument to offset the
change in the price for the related commodity, we may recognize the timing of the change in the value of the derivative transaction
before the timing of the related commodity, affecting period comparisons.

Margin Enhancement Initiatives

In recent years we have undertaken several significant projects in an effort to lower costs and enhance margins. In addition, we
have identified many initiatives to achieve synergies in connection with our acquisition of Dearborn. These projects and initiatives
include efforts to increase our operating rates, lower our costs and increase control over certain key raw materials. Other projects
and strategic initiatives to increase operating rates and lower our costs include increasing the utilization, yield, efficiency and
productivity of facilities, implementing strategic purchasing procurement improvements, controlling maintenance and capital
investment spending, producing lower cost metallic burdens and reducing transportation costs. We also identified several other
areas for enhancing profitability, including increasing our percentage of contract sales, selling a higher-margin mix of products and
developing new products that can command higher prices from customers. As part of our move toward selling a higher-margin mix
of products, we have reduced our sales to the carbon steel spot market, which drove our decision to temporarily idle the Ashland
Works Hot End.
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Potential Impact of Climate Change Legislation

In 2010, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) issued a final “tailoring rule” providing new regulations governing
major stationary sources of greenhouse gas emissions under the Clean Air Act. Generally, the tailoring rule requires that new or
modified sources of high volumes of greenhouse gases must follow heightened permit standards and lower emissions thresholds.
The EPA continues to work on further rules on greenhouse gas emissions that would apply more broadly and to lower levels of
emission sources. On June 23, 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court partially upheld and partially invalidated the tailoring rule. The
decision’s impact will often require us to conduct a best available control technology analysis for greenhouse gases for new major
projects. However, the tailoring rule will not materially adversely affect us in the near term and we cannot reliably estimate the
regulation’s long-term impact. However, there are a number of factors that may affect us, including EPA’s tailoring rule and other
similar regulations, such as the EPA’s Clean Power Plant Rule established on August 3, 2015, implications from the proposed
“Paris Agreement” arising from the 2015 United Nations Climate Change Conference (which remains subject to Congressional
ratification) or similar accords relating to climate change. These and other factors will likely cause us to suffer negative financial
impacts over time from increased energy, environmental and other costs needed to comply with the limitations that would be
imposed on us directly or indirectly through our suppliers.

In addition, the possibility exists that further limitations on greenhouse gas emissions may be imposed in the United States in the
future through some form of federally-enacted legislation or by additional regulations. Bills have been introduced in the United
States Congress in recent years that aim to limit carbon emissions over long periods from facilities that emit significant amounts of
greenhouse gases. Such bills, if enacted, would apply to the steel industry, in general, and to us, in particular, because producing
steel from elemental iron creates carbon dioxide, one of the targeted greenhouse gases. Although we and other steel producers in
the United States are actively participating in research and development to develop breakthrough technology for lower-emission
steelmaking processes, developing these technologies will take time and nobody can determine their success. To address this need
for developing new technologies, not just in the steel industry but elsewhere, some of the proposed legislative bills include a
system of carbon emission credits, which would be available to certain companies for a period, similar to the European Union’s
existing “cap and trade” system. Each of these bills is likely to be altered substantially if it moves through the legislative process,
making it virtually impossible to forecast the provisions of any final legislation and its effects on us.

If regulation or legislation regulating carbon emissions is enacted, however, it is reasonable to assume that the net financial impact
on us will be negative, despite some potential beneficial aspects discussed below. On balance, such regulation or legislation likely
would cause us to incur increased energy, environmental and other costs to comply with the limitations that would be imposed on
greenhouse gas emissions. For example, additional costs could take the form of new or retrofitted equipment, or the development
of new technologies (e.g., sequestration), to try to control or reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

The enactment of climate control legislation or regulation also could have some beneficial impact on us, which may somewhat
reduce the adverse effects noted above. For example, to the extent that climate change legislation provides incentives for energy
efficiency, up to certain levels, we could benefit from increased sales of our GOES products, which are among the most energy
efficient in the world. We sell our electrical steels, which are iron-silicon alloys with unique magnetic properties, primarily to
manufacturers of power transmission and distribution transformers and electrical motors and generators. Climate control legislation
may enhance our sales of these products in different ways. For instance, if the legislation may promote the use of renewable energy
technology, such as wind or solar technology, it could increase demand for our high-efficiency electrical steel products used in
power transformers, which are needed to connect these new sources to the electricity grid.

Any effect on us would depend on the final terms of any climate control legislation or regulation enacted. Presently, we are unable
to predict with any reasonable degree of accuracy when or even if climate control legislation or regulation will be enacted, or if it
is, what its terms and applicability to us will be. As a result, we currently have no reasonable basis on which we can reliably predict
or estimate the specific effects any eventually enacted laws may have on us or how we may be able to reduce any negative impacts
on our business and operations. In the meantime, the items described above provide some indication of the potential impact on us
of climate control legislation or regulation generally. We will continue to monitor the progress of such legislation and/or regulation
closely.

Labor Agreements

At December 31, 2015, we employed approximately 8,500 people, of which approximately 6,300 are represented by labor unions
under various contracts that expire between 2016 and 2019.

On February 5, 2015, members of the United Steelworkers, Local 1190, ratified a four-year labor agreement covering
approximately 215 production and maintenance employees at Mountain State Carbon. The new agreement took effect on March 1,
2015, and will expire on March 1, 2019. This is the initial labor agreement with the union at Mountain State Carbon.
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On May 8, 2015, members of the United Auto Workers, Local 4104, ratified a four-year labor agreement covering approximately
140 production and maintenance employees at Zanesville Works. The new agreement took effect on May 20, 2015, and will expire
on May 31, 2019.

An agreement with the United Auto Workers, Local 3462, which represents approximately 330 employees at Coshocton Works, is
scheduled to expire on March 31, 2016. An agreement with the United Auto Workers, Local 3303, which represents approximately
1,240 employees at Butler Works, is scheduled to expire on October 1, 2016.

Critical Accounting Estimates

We prepare our financial statements in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America.
These principles permit choices among alternatives and require numerous estimates of financial matters. Accounting estimates are
based on historical experience and information that is available to us about current events and actions we may take in the future.
We believe the accounting principles chosen are appropriate under the circumstances, and that the estimates, judgments and
assumptions involved in financial reporting are reasonable. There can be no assurance that actual results will not differ from these
estimates. We believe the accounting estimates discussed below represent those accounting estimates requiring the exercise of
judgment where a different set of judgments could result in the greatest changes to reported results.

Inventory Costing

We value inventories at the lower of cost or market, and we measure the cost of the majority of inventories on the last in, first out
(“LIFO”) method. The LIFO method allocates the most recent costs to cost of products sold and, therefore, recognizes into
operating results fluctuations in raw material, energy and other inventoriable costs more quickly than other methods. Other
inventories, consisting mostly of foreign inventories and certain raw materials, are measured principally at average cost. We can
only make an actual valuation of the inventory under the LIFO method at the end of the year based on inventory levels and costs at
that time. Therefore, interim LIFO calculations are based on our estimates of expected year-end inventory levels and costs.
Because these are affected by many factors beyond our control, annual LIFO expense or income may significantly differ from the
estimated amounts calculated at interim dates.

Environmental and Legal Contingencies

We are involved in a number of environmental and other legal proceedings. We record a liability when we determine that litigation
has commenced or a claim or assessment has been asserted and, based on available information, it is probable that the outcome of
the litigation, claim or assessment, whether by decision or settlement, will be unfavorable and the amount of the liability is
reasonably estimable. We measure the liability using available information, including the extent of damage, similar historical
situations, our allocable share of the liability and, in the case of environmental liabilities, the need to provide site investigation,
remediation and future monitoring and maintenance. We record accruals for probable costs based on a combination of litigation
and settlement strategies on a case-by-case basis and, where appropriate, supplement those with incurred-but-not-reported
development reserves. However, amounts we record in the financial statements in accordance with accounting principles generally
accepted in the United States exclude costs that are not probable or that may not be currently estimable. The ultimate costs of these
environmental and legal proceedings may, therefore, be higher than those we have recorded on our financial statements. In
addition, changes in assumptions or the effectiveness of our strategies can materially affect results of operations in any future
period.

Pension and OPEB Plans

Accounting for retiree healthcare benefits requires the use of actuarial methods and assumptions, including assumptions about
current employees’ future retirement dates, the anticipated mortality rate of retirees, the benchmark interest rate used to discount
benefits to their present value, anticipated future increases in healthcare costs and our obligations under collective bargaining
agreements with respect to healthcare benefits for retirees. Changing any of these assumptions could have a material effect on the
calculation of our total obligation for future healthcare benefits.

Actuarial net gains and losses occur when actual experience differs from any of the many assumptions used to value the benefit
plans or when the assumptions change, as they may each year when a valuation is performed. The major factors contributing to our
actuarial gains and losses are changes in the discount rate used to value plan liabilities as of the measurement date and changes in
the expected lives of plan participants. We believe the mortality assumptions selected for determining the expected lives of plan
participants are most closely associated with the expected lives of our plan participants. However, selecting other available
assumptions would likely increase the plan obligations. In addition, a major factor contributing to actuarial gains and losses for

-30-

PUBLIC VERSION

54



pension plans is the difference between expected and actual returns on plan assets. For OPEB plans, differences in estimated versus
actual healthcare costs and changes in assumed healthcare cost trend rates are additional factors generally contributing to actuarial
gains and losses. However, we do not expect changes in these OPEB assumptions to have a material effect on us since most of the
plans have caps on the share of benefits we pay. In addition to their effect on the funded status of the plans and their potential for
corridor adjustments, these factors affect future net periodic benefit expenses. Changes in key assumptions can have a material
effect on the amount of benefit obligation and annual expense we record. For example, a 25 basis point decrease in the discount
rate would decrease the interest cost component of pension income in 2016 by $4.9. A 25 basis point decrease in the discount rate
would have increased the pension obligation at December 31, 2015, by approximately $73.0 and the OPEB obligation by
approximately $12.0. A 100 basis point decrease in the expected rate of return on pension plan assets would decrease the projected
2016 pension income by approximately $23.6.

Under our method of accounting for pension and OPEB plans, we recognize into income, as of the measurement date, any
unrecognized actuarial net gains or losses that exceed 10% of the larger of projected benefit obligations or plan assets, defined as
the corridor. Amounts inside the corridor are amortized over the plan participants’ life expectancy. Our method results in faster
recognition of actuarial net gains and losses than the minimum amortization method permitted by prevailing accounting standards
and used by the vast majority of companies in the United States. Faster recognition under this method also results in the potential
for highly volatile and difficult to forecast corridor adjustments.

Asset Impairment

We have various assets that are subject to impairment testing, including investments, property, plant and equipment and goodwill.
If circumstances indicate that an asset has lost value below its carrying amount, we may review the asset for impairment. We
evaluate the effect of changes in operations and estimate future cash flows to measure fair value. We use assumptions, such as
forecasted growth rates and cost of capital, as part of these analyses and, based on our judgment, can result in different conclusions.
We believe using this data is appropriate and consistent with internal projections. The most recent annual goodwill impairment test
indicated that the fair value of its relevant reporting unit was in excess of its carrying value. However, our businesses operate in
highly cyclical industries and the valuation of these businesses can fluctuate, which may lead to impairment charges in future
periods. Fair value is determined using quoted market prices, estimates based on prices of similar assets, or anticipated cash flows
discounted at a rate commensurate with risk.

We consider the need to evaluate long-lived assets for indicators of impairment at least quarterly to determine if events or changes
in circumstances indicate the carrying amount of such assets may not be recoverable. We evaluate long-lived assets for impairment
based on a collective asset grouping that includes the operations of all facilities. We manage our operations as part of an
“integrated process” that allows us to route production to various facilities so that we can maximize financial results and cash
flows. As a result of the integrated process and our organization, cash flows are not identifiable to asset groups at a level lower than
the consolidated results. If the carrying value of a long-lived asset exceeds its fair value, we determine that an impairment has
occurred and we recognize a loss based on the amount that the carrying value exceeds the fair value, less cost to dispose, for assets
we plan to sell or abandon. As a result of the temporary idling of the Ashland Works blast furnace and steelmaking operation in
2015, we considered the need for an impairment of the long-lived assets and determined that no impairment was indicated based on
the expected temporary nature of the idling.

During the first quarter of 2015, we concluded that our equity interest in Magnetation was impaired and recorded a non-cash
impairment charge of $256.3 for the first quarter of 2015 to fully impair the amount of our remaining investment in Magnetation.
Magnetation’s outstanding indebtedness is non-recourse to AK Steel. We are not required to make any additional capital
contributions or other future investments in Magnetation and have not guaranteed any obligations of Magnetation.

As part of the ongoing strategic review of our business and operations, in the fourth quarter of 2015 we reevaluated our investment
in AFSG and received a $14.0 cash distribution from AFSG. Following the distribution, we concluded that our investment in
AFSG was permanently impaired, and recorded a non-cash impairment charge of $41.6. The activities of these companies were
classified as a “runoff”. We are under no obligation to support the operations or liabilities of these companies.

Outlook

All of the statements in this Outlook section are subject to, and qualified by, the information in the Forward-Looking Statements
section.
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Below are certain factors relevant to our first quarter and full-year 2016 outlook. Those factors include the following:

1) We expect reduced margins in 2016 from the renewal of contracts with our automotive customers as we expect selling
price declines to be greater than the decline in our costs. We expect a higher percentage of our sales in 2016 to be made
under contracts as a result of our decision to reduce certain shipments to the carbon and stainless steel spot markets that
have lower sales prices.

2) We anticipate benefiting from reduced input costs for raw materials and energy in 2016 compared to 2015, but the
benefit we receive will be mostly offset by reduced LIFO income. We currently do not expect a large LIFO credit in
2016, primarily as a result of our current expectation of more stable raw material prices.

3) We expect our planned major maintenance outages in 2016 will be about the same as 2015. We do not have any major
blast furnace maintenance outages planned for 2016.

4) We expect pension and OPEB income of approximately $47.2 in 2016. Our required annual pension plan contribution is
zero for 2016.

5) We estimate depreciation expense of approximately $213.0 in 2016, including approximately $14.8 of depreciation
associated with our consolidated variable interest entities.

6) We estimate that cash taxes in 2016 will be minimal given our net operating loss carryforward positions.

7) We estimate capital investments of approximately $125.0 to $140.0 in 2016, with approximately $45.0 of these
investments targeted to growth, innovation and margin enhancement initiatives. In addition to the above amounts, we
expect to complete our new $36.0 research and innovation center in 2016, for which most of the cost will be financed
through a capital lease.

8) We expect working capital to be a modest source of cash in 2016 as a result of reduced exposure to the commodity
carbon steel spot market.

9) Specifically for the first quarter of 2016, we expect shipments to decline marginally from the fourth quarter of 2015 as
continuing strength in automotive is more than offset by an expected decline in shipments to the commodity carbon steel
spot market, based on current market conditions. Additionally, for the first quarter of 2016, we estimate our average
selling prices to be about the same as the recent fourth quarter, principally resulting from an improvement in sales mix
from reduced sales to the carbon spot market, offset by reduced steel market prices.

The foregoing factors are based on our current estimates and may change based on business conditions and other factors. There are
many other factors that could significantly affect our 2016 results, including developments in the domestic and global economies,
in our business, and in the businesses of our customers and suppliers. Therefore, our outlook may change as a result of those and
other factors.

Contractual Obligations

In the ordinary course of business, we enter into agreements that obligate us to make legally enforceable future payments. These
agreements include those for borrowing money, leasing equipment and purchasing goods and services. The following table
summarizes by category expected future cash outflows associated with contractual obligations we have as of December 31, 2015.

Payment due by period

Contractual Obligations

Less
than 1
year 1-3 years 3-5 years

More
than 5
years Total

Long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 380.0 $ 1,237.1 $ 788.4 $ 2,405.5
Interest on debt (a) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 152.9 303.0 185.9 77.9 719.7
Operating lease obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20.7 34.8 23.0 56.5 135.0
Purchase obligations and commitments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,445.6 3,413.2 3,001.2 8,148.4 17,008.4
Pension and OPEB obligations (b) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77.7 88.6 78.9 979.4 1,224.6
Other non-current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 46.9 19.3 70.2 136.4

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2,696.9 $ 4,266.5 $ 4,545.4 $ 10,120.8 $ 21,629.6

(a) Amounts include contractual interest payments using the interest rates as of December 31, 2015 applicable to our variable-rate debt and
stated fixed interest rates for fixed-rate debt.

(b) Future cash contributions that we plan to make to our qualified pension trust are not included in the table above. We have no required
contribution in 2016. Based on current actuarial assumptions, the estimates for our contributions are approximately $50.0 and $75.0 in 2017
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and 2018. Estimates of cash contributions to the pension trust to be made after 2016 are uncertain since a number of variable factors impact
defined benefit pension plan contributions and required contributions are becoming increasingly affected by asset returns. Because we expect
the pension trust to make pension benefit payments beyond the next five years, the net pension liability is included in the More than 5 years
column. We estimate benefit payments, after receipt of Medicare subsidy reimbursements, will be $46.5 for 2016 and we expect them to
trend down to $12.9 over the next 30 years. For a more detailed description of these obligations, see the discussion in Note 7 to the
consolidated financial statements.

In calculating the amounts for purchase obligations, we identified contracts where we have a legally enforceable obligation to
purchase products or services from the vendor or make payments to the vendor for an identifiable period. For each identified
contract, we determined our best estimate of payments to be made under the contract assuming (1) the continued operation of
existing production facilities, (2) normal business levels, (3) the contract would be adhered to in good faith by both parties
throughout its term, (4) prices in the contract and (5) the effect of the Ashland Works temporary idling on these assumptions.
Because of changes in the markets we serve, changes in business decisions regarding production levels or unforeseen events, the
actual amounts paid under these contracts could differ significantly from the numbers presented above. For example, circumstances
could arise which create exceptions to minimum purchase obligations in the contracts. We calculated the purchase obligations in
the table above without considering such exceptions.

A number of our purchase contracts specify a minimum volume or price for the products or services covered by the contract. If we
were to purchase only the minimums specified, the payments in the table would be reduced. Under “requirements contracts” the
quantities of goods or services we are required to purchase may vary depending on our needs, which are dependent on production
levels and market conditions at the time. If our business deteriorates or increases, the amount we are required to purchase under
such a contract would likely change. Many of our agreements for the purchase of goods and services allow us to terminate the
contract without penalty as long as we give 30 to 90 days’ notice. Any such termination could reduce the projected payments.

Our consolidated balance sheets contain liabilities for pension and OPEB and other long-term obligations. We calculate the benefit
plan liabilities using actuarial assumptions that we believe are reasonable under the circumstances. However, because changes in
circumstances can have a significant effect on the liabilities and expenses associated with these plans including, in the case of
pensions, pending or future legislation, we cannot reasonably and accurately project payments into the future. While we do include
information about these plans in the above table, we also discuss these benefits elsewhere in this Management’s Discussion and
Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations and in the notes to the consolidated financial statements.

The other long-term liabilities on our consolidated balance sheets include accruals for environmental and legal issues, employment-
related benefits and insurance, liabilities established with regard to uncertain tax positions, and other accruals. These amounts
generally do not arise from contractual negotiations with the parties receiving payment in exchange for goods and services. The
ultimate amount and timing of payments are uncertain and, in many cases, depend on future events occurring, such as the filing of
a claim or completion of due diligence investigations, settlement negotiations, audit and examinations by taxing authorities,
documentation or legal proceedings.

Magnetation

We currently have a 49.9% interest in the Magnetation joint venture, which operates iron ore concentrate plants located in
Minnesota and an iron ore pelletizing plant in Reynolds, Indiana. Through an offtake agreement, we have the right to purchase,
based on a formula that includes a discount to the IODEX, all the pellets the pellet plant produces and an obligation to purchase a
portion of those pellets. As discussed below, Magnetation and its subsidiaries remain in bankruptcy after it filed voluntary petitions
for relief under Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code with the United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of Minnesota (the
“Bankruptcy Court”) on May 5, 2015.

Starting in the third quarter of 2014, Magnetation experienced tight liquidity during several challenges to its business and
operations. The significant decline in the IODEX that began in 2014 accelerated in the first quarter of 2015, with substantial
declines in the daily IODEX index and futures pricing toward the end of the first quarter of 2015. These iron ore price declines
further strained Magnetation’s liquidity when it was also experiencing weak sales because of a slower-than-expected ramp-up of its
pellet plant operations. Despite Magnetation’s efforts to enhance its liquidity, including attempts to raise additional capital from
third parties or the equity holders and to reduce costs in late 2014 and early 2015, Magnetation could not overcome its material
liquidity challenges.

Beginning in March 2015, Magnetation engaged in confidential discussions with us and certain holders of its debt to consider
potentially restructuring Magnetation’s capital structure and/or possibly amending the offtake agreement. Ultimately, these parties
were unable to reach a mutually-acceptable resolution and, in May 2015, Magnetation and its subsidiaries filed for bankruptcy.
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Shortly after its filing, Magnetation received debtor-in-possession financing from a group of its secured debtholders and has
continued to operate the business. We expect Magnetation will continue to supply us with pellets, at least in the near term. We are
unlikely to retain a substantial portion, if any, of our equity interest in Magnetation following Magnetation’s bankruptcy, from
which it currently expects to emerge in 2016. In September 2015, Magnetation filed under seal a motion with the Bankruptcy Court
seeking to assume its offtake agreement with us. Despite the objection that we filed in October 2015, on December 23, 2015, the
Bankruptcy Court authorized Magnetation to assume the offtake agreement. Shortly thereafter we appealed the Bankruptcy Court’s
decision to the U.S. District Court in Minneapolis, Minnesota. Those proceedings are ongoing and are also being conducted under
a court seal.

During the first quarter of 2015, we concluded that our equity interest in Magnetation was permanently impaired and recorded a
non-cash impairment charge of $256.3 to fully impair our investment carrying value in Magnetation. Magnetation’s outstanding
indebtedness is non-recourse to us, we are not required to make any additional capital contributions or other future investments in
Magnetation and we have not guaranteed any obligations of Magnetation. We do not expect to record any further impact in our
financial statements from our equity investment in Magnetation since it is unlikely that we will retain our equity interest following
Magnetation’s bankruptcy.

We believe that Magnetation intends to continue to supply us with pellets for the immediate future and we expect to continue to
purchase pellets from Magnetation according to the offtake agreement. However, it is possible that, during the bankruptcy process,
circumstances could develop that would cause Magnetation to request the Bankruptcy Court to terminate the offtake agreement or
materially modify it in a way that is unacceptable to us. It also is possible that the bankruptcy process or operational issues could
cause Magnetation to experience a disruption in its operations that affects its ability to supply iron ore pellets to us. Any of these
circumstances, if they occur, could disrupt the iron ore pellet supply and/or increase costs to us. We purchase pellets from other
third-party suppliers and we have discussed the terms of purchasing replacement supply with several third parties. Therefore, we
believe that we could replace the Magnetation pellet volume with supply from existing or new third-party suppliers or, if necessary,
we also could produce carbon slabs at our Butler Works electric arc furnace if we have a shortage of iron ore pellets. There is a
risk, however, that we would be unable to obtain enough replacement pellets or produce an adequate volume of slabs. Such a
circumstance could limit our ability to produce steel at desired volumes and/or increase our costs. In any case, we do not expect
Magnetation’s bankruptcy to disrupt production or otherwise affect steel shipments to our customers.

New Accounting Pronouncements

The Financial Accounting Standards Board issued Accounting Standards Update No. 2014-09, Revenue from Contracts with
Customers (Topic 606), during the second quarter of 2014. Topic 606, as further amended by subsequent Accounting Standard
Updates, affects virtually all aspects of an entity’s revenue recognition, including determining the measurement of revenue and the
timing of when it is recognized for the transfer of goods or services to customers. In July 2015, the Financial Accounting Standards
Board approved a one-year deferral of the effective date, which would make Topic 606 effective for annual reporting periods
beginning after December 15, 2017. We are currently evaluating the effect of the adoption of Topic 606 on our financial position
and results of operations.

The Financial Accounting Standards Board issued Accounting Standards Update No. 2015-02, Amendments to the Consolidation
Analysis (“ASU 2015-02”), during the first quarter of 2015. ASU 2015-02 changes the analysis that a reporting entity must perform
to determine whether it should consolidate certain types of legal entities. ASU 2015-02 is effective for annual reporting periods
beginning after December 15, 2015, unless early adoption is elected. We are currently evaluating the effect of the adoption of ASU
2015-02 on our financial position and results of operations, but we do not expect the adoption to have a material effect on our
consolidated financial statements.

In April 2015 and August 2015, the Financial Accounting Standards Board issued accounting guidance to simplify the presentation
of debt issuance costs by requiring that debt issuance costs for a recognized debt liability be presented in the balance sheet as a
direct deduction from the carrying amount of that debt liability, consistent with debt discounts. We elected to adopt this guidance
for debt issuance costs during 2015 on a retrospective basis. As a result, $24.8 was presented as a reduction of long-term debt as of
December 31, 2015, and we reclassified $30.5 from other noncurrent assets to long-term debt as of December 31, 2014 within the
consolidated balance sheets.

In November 2015, the Financial Accounting Standards Board issued accounting guidance to simplify the presentation of deferred
tax assets and liabilities by requiring that all amounts be presented in the balance sheet as noncurrent assets or liabilities. We
elected to adopt this guidance for deferred taxes during 2015 on a retrospective basis. As a result, we reclassified $67.7 from other
current assets to noncurrent assets as of December 31, 2014, within the consolidated balance sheets.
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Forward-Looking Statements

Certain statements we make or incorporate by reference in this Form 10-K, or make in other documents we furnished to or file with
the Securities Exchange Commission, as well as in press releases or in oral presentations made by our employees, reflect our
estimates and beliefs and are intended to be, and are hereby identified as “forward-looking statements” for purposes of the safe
harbor provisions of the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995. Words such as “expects,” “anticipates,” “believes,”
“intends,” “plans,” “estimates” and other similar references to future periods typically identify such forward-looking statements.
These forward-looking statements reflect our current beliefs and judgments, but are not guarantees of future performance or
outcomes. They are based on a number of assumptions and estimates that are inherently affected by economic, competitive,
regulatory, and operational risks, uncertainties and contingencies that are beyond our control, and upon assumptions with respect to
future business decisions and conditions that may change. In particular, these include, but are not limited to, statements in the
Outlook and Liquidity and Capital Resources sections and Item 7A, Quantitative and Qualitative Disclosure about Market Risk.

We caution readers that such forward-looking statements involve risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ
materially from those currently expected. See Item 1A, Risk Factors for more information on certain of these risks and
uncertainties.

Any forward-looking statement made in this document speaks only as of the date on which it is made. We undertake no obligation
to publicly update any forward-looking statement, whether as a result of new information, future developments or otherwise,
except as may be required by law.

Item 7A. Quantitative and Qualitative Disclosures about Market Risk.

Our primary areas of market risk include changes in (a) interest rates, (b) the prices of raw materials and energy sources and the
selling price of certain commodity steel, and (c) foreign currency exchange rates.

Interest Rate Risk

We manage interest rate risk in our capital structure by issuing variable- and fixed-rate debt and by utilizing our Credit Facility,
which is affected by variable interest rates. Our outstanding long-term indebtedness (excluding unamortized debt discount and
premium and debt issuance costs) was $2,405.5 and $2,484.3 at December 31, 2015 and 2014. The amount outstanding at
December 31, 2015, consisted of $1,829.5 of fixed-rate debt, $26.0 of variable-rate Industrial Revenue Bonds and $550.0 of
borrowings from our Credit Facility that bears interest at variable interest rates. An increase in prevailing interest rates would
increase interest expense and interest paid for the variable-rate debt, including any outstanding borrowings from the Credit Facility.
For example, a 1% increase in interest rates would increase annual interest expense by approximately $5.8 on our outstanding debt
at December 31, 2015.

Commodity Risk

Costs for raw materials and energy have been volatile over the course of the last several years, with iron ore, natural gas and scrap
especially volatile. Some customer contracts have a variable-pricing mechanism that allows us to adjust selling prices in response
to changes in the cost of certain raw materials and energy. The possible impact of these price adjustments within a contract has
generally decreased over the last few years. In the case of stainless steel, changes in costs for nickel, chrome and molybdenum are
usually offset by established price surcharges. Therefore, fluctuations in the price of energy (particularly natural gas and
electricity), raw materials (such as scrap, purchased slabs, coal, iron ore, zinc and nickel) or other commodities will be, in part,
passed on to customers rather than absorbed solely by us.

We have multi-year purchase agreements for certain raw materials with variable-price mechanisms, as well as some annual, fixed
price agreements for other raw materials. In some cases, our raw materials contracts enable us to reduce our exposure to
fluctuations in raw material costs, but in other instances we may have sales contracts that expose us to an element of market risk.
After we negotiate new contracts with customers, our sales prices could increase or decrease. The prices at which we sell steel will
not necessarily change in tandem with changes in our raw material costs that follow the variable pricing terms in our raw material
purchase contracts. Conversely, our raw material purchase contracts with fixed-price terms may prevent us from reducing our raw
material costs to fully offset changes in the prices at which we sell steel. In addition, some of our existing multi-year supply
contracts have required minimum purchase quantities. Under adverse economic conditions, those minimums may exceed our
needs. Following exceptions for force majeure and other circumstances affecting the legal enforceability of the contracts, these
minimum purchase requirements could require us to purchase quantities of raw materials that could significantly exceed our
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anticipated needs. In these circumstances, we would attempt to negotiate agreements for new purchase quantities. There is a risk,
however, that we would not be successful in reducing purchase quantities, either through negotiation or litigation. If that occurred,
we would likely be required to purchase more of a particular raw material in a particular year than we need, negatively affecting
our results of operations and cash flows.

We use cash-settled commodity price swaps and options to hedge the market risk associated with the purchase of certain of our raw
materials and energy requirements and the market risk associated with the sale of certain of our commodity steel (hot roll carbon
steel coils). We routinely use these hedges for a portion of our natural gas and iron ore requirements and for our zinc, nickel, and
electricity requirements. Our hedging strategy is designed to protect us from excessive pricing volatility. However, since we do not
typically hedge 100% of our exposure, abnormal price increases in any of these commodity markets might still negatively affect
operating costs.

For derivatives designated in cash flow hedging relationships, we record the effective portion of the gains and losses from the use
of these instruments in accumulated other comprehensive income (loss) on the consolidated balance sheets and recognize the
earnings of the associated underlying transaction into net sales or cost of products sold in the same period. At December 31, 2015,
accumulated other comprehensive income (loss) included 50.8 in unrealized pre-tax losses for these derivative instruments. All
other commodity price swaps and options are marked to market and recognized into net sales or cost of products sold with the
offset recognized as an asset or accrued liability. At December 31, 2015, other current assets of $0.5, other noncurrent assets of
$0.3, accrued liabilities of $41.2 and other noncurrent liabilities of $9.5 were included on the consolidated balance sheets for the
fair value of commodity derivatives. At December 31, 2014, other current assets of $3.6, other noncurrent assets of $1.8, accrued
liabilities of $36.2 and other noncurrent liabilities of $5.7 were included on the consolidated balance sheets for the fair value of
commodity derivatives.

The following table presents the negative effect on pre-tax income of a hypothetical change in the fair value of derivative
instruments outstanding at December 31, 2015, due to an assumed 10% and 25% decrease in the market price of each of the
indicated commodities:

Negative Effect on
Pre-tax Income

Commodity Derivative 10% Decrease 25% Decrease

Natural gas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 8.9 $ 22.2
Nickel . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.2
Zinc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.0 10.0
Electricity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.5 11.3
Iron ore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.6 8.3

Because we structure and use these instruments as hedges, the benefit of lower prices paid for the physical commodity used in the
normal production cycle or higher prices received on the sale of product would offset these hypothetical losses. We do not enter
into swap or option contracts for trading purposes.

Foreign Currency Exchange Rate Risk

A portion of our intercompany receivables that are denominated in foreign currencies are exposed to risks from exchange rate
fluctuations. We use forward currency contracts to manage exposures to certain of these currency price fluctuations. At
December 31, 2015 and 2014, we had outstanding forward currency contracts with a total contract value of $60.3 and $28.6 for the
sale of euros. At December 31, 2015 and 2014, current assets of $1.1 and $1.2 were included on the consolidated balance sheets for
the fair value of these contracts. Based on the contracts outstanding at December 31, 2015, a 10% change in the dollar-to-euro
exchange rate would result in a pre-tax impact of $6.0 on the value of these contracts on a mark-to-market basis, which would
offset the effect of a change in the exchange rate on the underlying receivable.
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Item 8. Financial Statements and Supplementary Data.

AK Steel Holding Corporation and Subsidiaries
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MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

We prepare our consolidated financial statements in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States
of America. These principles permit choices among alternatives and require numerous estimates of financial matters. We believe
the accounting principles chosen are appropriate under the circumstances, and that the estimates, judgments and assumptions
involved in our financial reporting are reasonable.

We are responsible for the integrity and objectivity of the financial information presented in our consolidated financial statements.
We maintain a system of internal accounting controls designed to provide reasonable assurance that employees comply with stated
policies and procedures, that assets are safeguarded and that financial reports are fairly presented. On a regular basis, financial
management discusses internal accounting controls and financial reporting matters with our independent registered public
accounting firm and our Audit Committee, composed solely of independent outside directors. The independent registered public
accounting firm and the Audit Committee also meet privately to discuss and assess our accounting controls and financial reporting.

Dated: February 19, 2016 /s/ ROGER K. NEWPORT

Roger K. Newport
Chief Executive Officer and Director

Dated: February 19, 2016 /s/ JAIME VASQUEZ

Jaime Vasquez
Vice President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer
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REPORT OF INDEPENDENT REGISTERED PUBLIC ACCOUNTING FIRM

To the Board of Directors and Stockholders of
AK Steel Holding Corporation

We have audited the accompanying consolidated balance sheets of AK Steel Holding Corporation (the “Company”) as of
December 31, 2015 and 2014, and the related consolidated statements of operations, comprehensive income (loss), stockholders’
equity (deficit), and cash flows for each of the three years in the period ended December 31, 2015. These financial statements are
the responsibility of the Company’s management. Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on
our audits.

We conducted our audits in accordance with the standards of the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (United States).
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements
are free of material misstatement. An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in
the financial statements. An audit also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by
management, as well as evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. We believe that our audits provide a reasonable
basis for our opinion.

In our opinion, the consolidated financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the consolidated
financial position of AK Steel Holding Corporation at December 31, 2015 and 2014, and the consolidated results of its operations
and its cash flows for each of the three years in the period ended December 31, 2015, in conformity with U. S. generally accepted
accounting principles.

We also have audited, in accordance with the standards of the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (United States), AK
Steel Holding Corporation’s internal control over financial reporting as of December 31, 2015, based on criteria established in
Internal Control—Integrated Framework issued by the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission
(2013 framework), and our report dated February 19, 2016 expressed an unqualified opinion thereon.

/s/ ERNST & YOUNG LLP

Cincinnati, Ohio
February 19, 2016
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AK STEEL HOLDING CORPORATION
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF OPERATIONS

Years Ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013
(dollars in millions, except per share data)

2015 2014 2013

Net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 6,692.9 $ 6,505.7 $ 5,570.4

Cost of products sold (exclusive of items shown separately below) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,032.0 6,007.7 5,107.8
Selling and administrative expenses (exclusive of items shown separately below) . . . . . 261.9 247.2 205.3
Depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 216.0 201.9 190.1
Pension and OPEB expense (income) (exclusive of corridor charges shown below) . . . . (63.0) (92.5) (68.6)
Pension and OPEB net corridor charge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131.2 2.0 —
Charge for facility idling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28.1 — —

Total operating costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,606.2 6,366.3 5,434.6

Operating profit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86.7 139.4 135.8
Interest expense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173.0 144.7 127.4
Impairment of Magnetation investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (256.3) — —
Impairment of AFSG investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (41.6) — —
Other income (expense) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.4 (21.1) (1.4)

Income (loss) before income taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (382.8) (26.4) 7.0
Income tax expense (benefit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63.4 7.7 (10.4)

Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (446.2) (34.1) 17.4
Less: Net income attributable to noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62.8 62.8 64.2

Net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (509.0) $ (96.9) $ (46.8)

Basic and diluted earnings per share:
Net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel Holding Corporation common

stockholders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (2.86) $ (0.65) $ (0.34)

See notes to consolidated financial statements.
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AK STEEL HOLDING CORPORATION
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF COMPREHENSIVE INCOME (LOSS)

Years Ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013
(dollars in millions)

2015 2014 2013

Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (446.2) $ (34.1) $ 17.4
Other comprehensive income (loss), before tax:

Foreign currency translation gain (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3.1) (3.7) 1.2
Cash flow hedges: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Gains (losses) arising in period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (64.2) (51.6) 3.5
Reclassification of losses (gains) to net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61.4 1.1 (25.2)

Unrealized holding gains on securities:
Unrealized holding gains (losses) arising in period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 0.2

Pension and OPEB plans:
Prior service credit (cost) arising in period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (7.7) 10.9 (6.1)
Gains (losses) arising in period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (60.8) (422.5) 422.3
Reclassification of prior service cost (credits) included in net income (loss) . . . . . . . . (60.2) (68.9) (76.2)
Reclassification of losses (gains) included in net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165.0 6.9 25.3

Other comprehensive income (loss), before tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30.4 (527.8) 345.0
Income tax expense in other comprehensive income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13.2 — 22.7

Other comprehensive income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17.2 (527.8) 322.3

Comprehensive income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (429.0) (561.9) 339.7
Less: Comprehensive income attributable to noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62.8 62.8 64.2

Comprehensive income (loss) attributable to AK Steel Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . $ (491.8) $ (624.7) $ 275.5

See notes to consolidated financial statements.
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AK STEEL HOLDING CORPORATION
CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS

December 31, 2015 and 2014
(dollars in millions, except per share data)

2015 2014

ASSETS
Current assets:

Cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 56.6 $ 70.2
Accounts receivable, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 444.9 644.3
Inventory, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,226.3 1,172.1
Other current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 78.4 71.4

Total current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,806.2 1,958.0

Property, plant and equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,466.0 6,388.4
Accumulated depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (4,379.5) (4,175.2)

Property, plant and equipment, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,086.5 2,213.2

Other non-current assets:
Investments in affiliates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70.7 388.7
Other non-current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 121.0 268.1

TOTAL ASSETS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 4,084.4 $ 4,828.0

LIABILITIES AND EQUITY (DEFICIT)
Current liabilities:

Accounts payable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 703.4 $ 803.1
Accrued liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 261.5 266.5
Current portion of pension and other postretirement benefit obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77.7 55.6

Total current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,042.6 1,125.2

Non-current liabilities:
Long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,354.1 2,422.0
Pension and other postretirement benefit obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,146.9 1,225.3
Other non-current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136.4 132.5

TOTAL LIABILITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,680.0 4,905.0

Equity (deficit):
Common stock, authorized 300,000,000 shares of $.01 par value each; issued 178,284,137 and

177,362,600 shares in 2015 and 2014; outstanding 177,893,562 and 177,215,816 shares in
2015 and 2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.8 1.8

Additional paid-in capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,266.8 2,259.1
Treasury stock, common shares at cost, 390,575 and 146,784 shares in 2015 and 2014 . . . . . . . (2.0) (1.0)
Accumulated deficit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3,057.0) (2,548.0)
Accumulated other comprehensive loss . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (187.2) (204.4)

Total stockholders’ equity (deficit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (977.6) (492.5)
Noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 382.0 415.5

TOTAL EQUITY (DEFICIT) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (595.6) (77.0)

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND EQUITY (DEFICIT) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 4,084.4 $ 4,828.0
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The consolidated balance sheets as of December 31, 2015 and 2014, include the following amounts for consolidated variable
interest entities, before intercompany eliminations. See Note 15 for more information concerning variable interest entities.

2015 2014

SunCoke Middletown
Cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 7.6 $ 18.2
Inventory, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19.8 29.6
Property, plant and equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 421.5 420.1
Accumulated depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (57.6) (43.3)
Accounts payable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.8 10.6
Other assets (liabilities), net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.5) (0.3)
Noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 380.0 413.7

Other variable interest entities
Cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1.1 $ 1.0
Property, plant and equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11.5 11.4
Accumulated depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (9.4) (9.3)
Other assets (liabilities), net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.9 0.6
Noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.0 1.8

See notes to consolidated financial statements.
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AK STEEL HOLDING CORPORATION
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF CASH FLOWS

Years Ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013
(dollars in millions)

2015 2014 2013

Cash flows from operating activities:
Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (446.2) $ (34.1) $ 17.4
Adjustments to reconcile net income (loss) to cash flows from operating activities:

Depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201.7 187.6 176.1
Depreciation—SunCoke Middletown . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14.3 14.3 14.0
Amortization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21.2 20.4 19.1
Impairment of Magnetation and AFSG investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 297.9 — —
Deferred income taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62.1 8.2 (7.3)
Contributions to pension trust . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (24.1) (196.5) (181.1)
Pension and OPEB expense (income) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (63.0) (92.5) (68.6)
Pension and OPEB net corridor charge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131.2 2.0 —
Contributions to retirees VEBAs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3.1) (3.1) (30.8)
Affiliate (earnings) losses and distributions, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19.7 9.8 11.3
Other operating items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (4.4) 6.0 (1.9)
Changes in assets and liabilities, net of effect of acquired business: . . . . . . . . . . .

Accounts receivable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 228.1 33.8 (50.1)
Inventories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (53.8) (223.4) 22.6
Accounts payable and other current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (139.7) 25.2 46.7
Charge for facility idling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28.1 — —
Other assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (7.6) (8.2) (4.7)
Pension obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (12.7) (18.2) (10.0)
Postretirement benefit obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (48.3) (63.9) (63.4)
Other liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.1) 9.8 0.5

Net cash flows from operating activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 200.3 (322.8) (110.2)
Cash flows from investing activities:

Capital investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (99.0) (81.1) (63.6)
Investments in Magnetation LLC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (100.0) (50.0)
Investments in acquired business, net of cash acquired . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (690.3) —
Proceeds from sale of equity investee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25.0 — —
Proceeds from AFSG Holdings, Inc. distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14.0 — —
Other investing items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12.5 13.6 15.1

Net cash flows from investing activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (47.5) (857.8) (98.5)
Cash flows from financing activities:

Net borrowings (repayments) under credit facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (55.0) 515.0 90.0
Proceeds from issuance of long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 427.1 31.9
Redemption of long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (14.1) (0.8) (27.4)
Proceeds from issuance of common stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 345.3 —
Debt issuance costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (15.5) (3.4)
SunCoke Middletown distributions to noncontrolling interest owners . . . . . . . . . . . . (96.3) (61.0) (64.8)
Other financing items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.0) (4.6) 0.7

Net cash flows from financing activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (166.4) 1,205.5 27.0

Net increase (decrease) in cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (13.6) 24.9 (181.7)
Cash and cash equivalents, beginning of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70.2 45.3 227.0

Cash and cash equivalents, end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 56.6 $ 70.2 $ 45.3

See notes to consolidated financial statements.
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AK STEEL HOLDING CORPORATION
CONSOLIDATED STATEMENTS OF STOCKHOLDERS’ EQUITY (DEFICIT)

Years Ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013
(dollars in millions)

Common
Stock

Addi-
tional

Paid-In-
Capital

Treasury
Stock

Accum-
ulated
Deficit

Accum-
ulated
Other

Compre-
hensive
Income
(Loss)

Noncon-
trolling

Interests Total

December 31, 2012 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1.5 $2,069.7 $ (173.3) $(2,404.3) $ 1.1 $ 414.3 $ (91.0)
Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (46.8) 64.2 17.4
Share-based compensation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.5 9.5
Purchase of treasury stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.7) (0.7)
Change in accumulated other comprehensive income

(loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 322.3 322.3
Net distributions to noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . (64.8) (64.8)

December 31, 2013 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1.5 $2,079.2 $ (174.0) $(2,451.1) $ 323.4 $ 413.7 $ 192.7
Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (96.9) 62.8 (34.1)
Issuance of common stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 344.9 345.3
Retirement of treasury stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.1) (173.9) 174.0 —
Share-based compensation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8.9 8.9
Purchase of treasury stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.0) (1.0)
Change in accumulated other comprehensive income

(loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (527.8) (527.8)
Net distributions to noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . (61.0) (61.0)

December 31, 2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1.8 $2,259.1 $ (1.0) $(2,548.0) $ (204.4) $ 415.5 $ (77.0)
Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (509.0) 62.8 (446.2)
Share-based compensation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.7 7.7
Purchase of treasury stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.0) (1.0)
Change in accumulated other comprehensive income

(loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17.2 17.2
Net distributions to noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . (96.3) (96.3)

December 31, 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1.8 $2,266.8 $ (2.0) $(3,057.0) $ (187.2) $ 382.0 $(595.6)

See notes to consolidated financial statements.
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AK STEEL HOLDING CORPORATION
NOTES TO CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

(dollars in millions, except per share amounts or as otherwise specifically noted)

NOTE 1 – Summary of Significant Accounting Policies

Basis of Presentation: These financial statements consolidate the operations and accounts of AK Steel Holding Corporation (“AK
Holding”), its wholly-owned subsidiary AK Steel Corporation (“AK Steel”), all subsidiaries in which AK Holding has a
controlling interest, and two variable interest entities for which AK Steel is the primary beneficiary. Unless the context indicates
otherwise, references to “we,” “us” and “our” refer to AK Holding and its subsidiaries. We also operate Mexican and European
trading companies that buy and sell steel and steel products and other materials. We manage operations on a consolidated,
integrated basis so that we can use the most appropriate equipment and facilities for the production of a product, regardless of
product line. Therefore, we conclude that we operate in a single business segment. All intercompany transactions and balances
have been eliminated.

Use of Estimates: The preparation of financial statements in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the
United States of America requires the use of estimates and assumptions that affect the amounts reported. We base these estimates
on historical experience and information available to us about current events and actions we may take in the future. Estimates and
assumptions affect significant items that include the carrying value of long-lived assets, including investments and goodwill;
valuation allowances for receivables, inventories and deferred income tax assets; legal and environmental liabilities; workers
compensation and asbestos liabilities; share-based compensation; excess cost of operations; and assets and obligations of employee
benefit plans. There can be no assurance that actual results will not differ from these estimates.

Revenue Recognition: Revenue from sales of products is recognized at the time that title and the risks and rewards of ownership
pass, which can be on the date of shipment or the date of receipt by the customer depending on when the terms of customers’
arrangements are met, the sales price is fixed or determinable, and collection is reasonably assured. Sales taxes collected from
customers are recorded on a net basis with no revenue recognized.

Cost of Products Sold: Cost of products sold consists primarily of raw materials, energy costs, supplies consumed in the
manufacturing process, manufacturing labor, contract labor and direct overhead expense necessary to manufacture the finished
steel product, as well as distribution and warehousing costs. Our share of the income (loss) of investments in associated companies
accounted for under the equity method is included in costs of products sold since these operations are integrated with our overall
steelmaking operations, except for our share of the income (loss) of Magnetation LLC, which is included in other income
(expense).

Share-Based Compensation: Compensation costs for stock awards granted under our Stock Incentive Plan are recognized over their
vesting period using the straight-line method.

Legal Fees: Legal fees associated with litigation and similar proceedings that are not expected to provide a benefit in future periods
are generally expensed as incurred. Legal fees associated with activities that are expected to provide a benefit in future periods,
such as costs associated with the issuance of debt, are generally capitalized as incurred.

Income Taxes: Interest and penalties from uncertain tax positions are included in income tax expense. Deferred tax assets do not
include certain amounts that arise from tax deductions from share-based compensation in excess of compensation recognized for
financial reporting when net operating loss carryforwards are created. We use tax law ordering to determine when excess tax
benefits have been realized.

Earnings per Share: Earnings per share is calculated using the “two-class” method. Under the “two-class” method, undistributed
earnings are allocated to both common shares and participating securities. We divide the sum of distributed earnings to common
stockholders and undistributed earnings allocated to common stockholders by the weighted-average number of common shares
outstanding during the period. The restricted stock granted by AK Holding is entitled to dividends before vesting and meets the
criteria of a participating security.

Cash Equivalents: Cash equivalents include short-term, highly-liquid investments that are readily convertible to known amounts of
cash and have an original maturity of three months or less.

Inventories: Inventories are valued at the lower of cost or market. We measure the cost of the majority of inventories on the last-in,
first-out (LIFO) method. Other inventories are measured principally at average cost and consist mostly of foreign inventories and
certain raw materials.
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Property, Plant and Equipment: Plant and equipment are depreciated under the straight-line method over their estimated lives.
Estimated lives are as follows: land improvements over 20 years, leaseholds over the life of the lease, buildings over 40 years and
machinery and equipment over two to 20 years. The estimated weighted-average life of our machinery and equipment is 12 years at
the end of the current year. Costs incurred to develop coal mines are capitalized when incurred. We use the units-of-production
method utilizing only proven and probable reserves in the depletion base to compute the depletion of coal reserves and mine
development costs. We expense costs associated with major maintenance activities at our operating facilities in the period in which
they occur.

We review the carrying value of long-lived assets to be held and used and long-lived assets to be disposed of when events and
circumstances warrant such a review. If the carrying value of a long-lived asset exceeds its fair value, an impairment has occurred
and a loss is recognized based on the amount by which the carrying value exceeds the fair value, less cost to dispose, for assets to
be sold or abandoned. We determine fair value by using quoted market prices, estimates based on prices of similar assets or
anticipated cash flows discounted at a rate commensurate with risk.

Investments: Investments in associated companies are accounted for under the equity method. We review investments for
impairment when circumstances indicate that a loss in value below its carrying amount is other than temporary.

Goodwill: Goodwill relates to our tubular business. We review goodwill for potential impairment at least annually on October 1
each year and whenever events or circumstances make it more likely than not that impairment may have occurred. Considering
operating results and the estimated fair value of the business, the most recent annual goodwill impairment test indicated that the
fair value of our tubular business reporting unit was in excess of its carrying value. No goodwill impairment was recorded as a
result of the 2015, 2014 and 2013 annual impairment tests.

Debt Issuance Costs: Debt issuance costs for the revolving credit facility are included in other non-current assets and all other debt
issuance costs reduce the carrying amount of long-term debt.

Pension and Other Postretirement Benefits: We recognize, as of the measurement date, any unrecognized actuarial net gains or
losses that exceed 10% of the larger of the projected benefit obligations or the plan assets, defined as the “corridor”. Amounts
inside the corridor are amortized over the plan participants’ life expectancy. We determine the expected return on assets using the
fair value of plan assets.

Concentrations of Credit Risk: We are primarily a producer of carbon, stainless and electrical steels and steel products, which are
sold to a number of markets, including automotive, industrial machinery and equipment, construction, power distribution and
appliances. Net sales by product line are presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Carbon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 4,746.8 $ 4,423.3 $ 3,643.4
Stainless and electrical . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,733.0 1,836.5 1,705.3
Tubular . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 201.3 231.4 220.7
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11.8 14.5 1.0

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 6,692.9 $ 6,505.7 $ 5,570.4

Percentages of our net sales attributable to various markets are presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Automotive . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60% 53% 51%
Infrastructure and Manufacturing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16% 18% 20%
Distributors and Converters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24% 29% 29%

We sell domestically to customers located primarily in the Midwestern and Eastern United States and to foreign customers,
primarily in Canada, Mexico and Western Europe. Net sales to customers located outside the United States totaled $855.7, $755.4
and $708.0 for 2015, 2014 and 2013. We had two customers that accounted for 12% and 11% of net sales in 2015. No customer
accounted for more than 10% of our net sales during 2014 and 2013.
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Approximately 65% and 43% of accounts receivable outstanding at December 31, 2015 and 2014, are due from businesses
associated with the U.S. automotive industry, including 20% and 14% of receivables due from one automotive customer as of
December 31, 2015 and 2014. Except in a few situations where the risk warrants it, collateral is not required on accounts
receivable. While we believe our recorded accounts receivable will be collected, in the event of default we would follow normal
collection procedures. We maintain an allowance for doubtful accounts for the loss that would be incurred if a customer is unable
to pay amounts due. We determine this allowance based on various factors, including the customer’s financial condition and
changes in customer payment patterns. We write off accounts receivable against the allowance for doubtful accounts when it is
remote that collection will occur.

Union Contracts: At December 31, 2015, we employed approximately 8,500 people, of which approximately 6,300 are represented
by labor unions under various contracts that expire between 2016 and 2019. On February 5, 2015, members of the United
Steelworkers, Local 1190, ratified a labor agreement covering approximately 215 production and maintenance employees at
Mountain State Carbon, LLC. The new agreement took effect on March 1, 2015 and will expire on March 1, 2019. This is the
initial labor agreement with the union at Mountain State Carbon. On May 8, 2015, members of the United Auto Workers, Local
4104, ratified a labor agreement covering approximately 140 production and maintenance employees at Zanesville Works. The new
agreement took effect on May 20, 2015 and will expire on May 31, 2019. An agreement with the United Auto Workers, Local
3462, which represents approximately 330 employees at our Coshocton Works, is scheduled to expire on March 31, 2016. An
agreement with the United Auto Workers, Local 3303, which represents approximately 1,240 employees at our Butler Works, is
scheduled to expire on October 1, 2016.

Financial Instruments: We classify investments in equity securities as available-for-sale and carry them at fair value with
unrealized gains and losses, net of tax, reported in other comprehensive income. Realized gains and losses on sales of available-
for-sale securities are computed based upon initial cost adjusted for any other-than-temporary declines in fair value. We have no
investments that are considered to be trading securities.

We are a party to derivative instruments that are designated and qualify as hedges for accounting purposes. We may also use
derivative instruments to which we do not apply hedge accounting treatment. Our objective in using these instruments is to protect
earnings and cash flows from fluctuations in the fair value of selected commodities and currencies.

Fluctuations in the price of certain commodities we use in production processes and in the selling price of certain commodity steel
(hot roll carbon steel coils) may affect our income and cash flows. We have implemented raw material and energy surcharges for
spot market customers and some contract customers. For certain commodities where such exposure exists, we may use cash-settled
commodity price swaps, collars and purchase options, with a duration of up to three years, to hedge the price of a portion of our
natural gas, iron ore, electricity, aluminum, zinc and nickel requirements or the selling price of hot roll carbon steel coils. We may
designate some of these instruments as cash flow hedges and the effective portion of the changes in their fair value and settlements
are recorded in accumulated other comprehensive income. Gains and losses are subsequently reclassified from accumulated other
comprehensive income and recorded in cost of products sold or net sales in the same period as the earnings recognition of the
associated underlying transaction. Other instruments are marked to market and recorded in cost of products sold or net sales with
the offset recorded as current assets or accrued liabilities.

In addition, exchange rate fluctuations on monies we receive from European subsidiaries and other customers invoiced in European
currencies create cash flow and income statement risks. To reduce these risks, we have entered a series of agreements to sell euros
in the future at fixed dollar rates. These forward contracts are entered with durations up to twenty-four months. A typical contract
is used as a cash flow hedge for the period that begins when an order is taken and ends when a sale is recognized, at which time it
converts into a fair value hedge of a receivable we collect in euros. We do not designate these derivatives as hedges for accounting
purposes and we recognize the change in fair value as expense or income in other income (expense).

We formally document all relationships between hedging instruments and hedged items, as well as risk management objectives and
strategies for undertaking various hedge transactions. In this documentation, we specifically identify the asset, liability, firm
commitment or forecasted transaction that has been designated as a hedged item, and state how the hedging instrument is expected
to hedge the risks from that item. We formally measure effectiveness of hedging relationships both at the hedge inception and on
an ongoing basis. We discontinue hedge accounting prospectively when we determine that the derivative is no longer effective in
offsetting changes in the fair value or cash flows of a hedged item; when the derivative expires or is sold, terminated or exercised;
when it is probable that the forecasted transaction will not occur; when a hedged firm commitment no longer meets the definition
of a firm commitment; or when we determine that designation of the derivative as a hedge instrument is no longer appropriate. Our
derivative contracts contain collateral funding requirements. We have master netting arrangements with counterparties, giving us
the right to offset amounts owed under the derivative instruments and the collateral. We do not offset derivative assets and
liabilities or collateral on our consolidated balance sheets.
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Asbestos and Environmental Accruals: For a number of years, we have been remediating sites where hazardous materials may have
been released, including sites no longer owned by us. In addition, a number of lawsuits alleging asbestos exposure have been filed
and continue to be filed against us. We have established accruals for estimated probable costs from asbestos claim settlements and
environmental investigation, monitoring and remediation. If the accruals are not adequate to meet future claims, operating results
and cash flows may be negatively affected. Our accruals do not consider the potential for insurance recoveries, for which we have
partial insurance coverage for some future asbestos claims. In addition, some existing insurance policies covering asbestos and
environmental contingencies may serve to partially reduce future covered expenditures.

New Accounting Pronouncements: The Financial Accounting Standards Board issued Accounting Standards Update No. 2014-09,
Revenue from Contracts with Customers (Topic 606), during the second quarter of 2014. Topic 606, as further amended by
subsequent Accounting Standard Updates, affects virtually all aspects of an entity’s revenue recognition, including determining the
measurement of revenue and the timing of when it is recognized for the transfer of goods or services to customers. Topic 606 is
effective for annual reporting periods beginning after December 15, 2017. We are currently evaluating the effect of the adoption of
Topic 606 on our financial position and results of operations.

The Financial Accounting Standards Board issued Accounting Standards Update No. 2015-02, Amendments to the Consolidation
Analysis (“ASU 2015-02”), during the first quarter of 2015. ASU 2015-02 changes the analysis that a reporting entity must perform
to determine whether it should consolidate certain types of legal entities. ASU 2015-02 is effective for annual reporting periods
beginning after December 15, 2015, unless early adoption is elected. We are currently evaluating the effect of the adoption of ASU
2015-02 on our financial position and results of operations, but we do not expect the adoption to have a material effect on our
consolidated financial statements.

In April 2015 and August 2015, the Financial Accounting Standards Board issued accounting guidance to simplify the presentation
of debt issuance costs by requiring that debt issuance costs from a recognized debt liability be presented in the balance sheet as a
direct deduction from the carrying amount of that debt liability, consistent with debt discounts. We elected to early adopt this
guidance during 2015 on a retrospective basis. As a result, $24.8 of debt issuance costs was presented as a reduction of long-term
debt as of December 31, 2015 and we reclassified $30.5 from other non-current assets to long-term debt as of December 31, 2014.

In November 2015, the Financial Accounting Standards Board issued accounting guidance to simplify the presentation of deferred
tax assets and liabilities by requiring that all amounts be presented in the balance sheet as noncurrent assets or liabilities. We
elected to early adopt this guidance during 2015 on a retrospective basis. As a result, we reclassified $67.7 from other current
assets to other non-current assets as of December 31, 2014.

Reclassifications: We reclassified certain prior-year amounts to conform to the current-year presentation.

NOTE 2 – Supplementary Financial Statement Information

Research and Development Costs

We conduct a broad range of research and development activities aimed at improving existing products and manufacturing
processes and developing new products and processes. Research and development costs, which are recorded as cost of products
sold when incurred, totaled $27.6, $17.5 and $13.2 in 2015, 2014 and 2013.

Allowance for Doubtful Accounts

Changes in the allowance for doubtful accounts for the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, are presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Balance at beginning of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 9.0 $ 8.1 $ 9.1
Increase (decrease) in allowance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3.0) 0.9 (0.4)
Receivables written off . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — (0.6)

Balance at end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 6.0 $ 9.0 $ 8.1
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Inventory, net

Inventories as of December 31, 2015 and 2014, consist of:

2015 2014

Finished and semi-finished . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 996.5 $ 1,053.4
Raw materials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 410.0 494.2

Total cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,406.5 1,547.6
Adjustment to state inventories at LIFO value . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (180.2) (375.5)

Inventory, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1,226.3 $ 1,172.1

There was no liquidation of LIFO layers in 2015 or 2014. During 2013, liquidation of LIFO layers generated income of $11.9.
Changes in the LIFO reserve for the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, are presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Balance at beginning of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 375.5 $ 396.5 $ 435.0
Change in reserve . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (195.3) (21.0) (38.5)

Balance at end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 180.2 $ 375.5 $ 396.5

Property, Plant and Equipment

Property, plant and equipment as of December 31, 2015 and 2014, consist of:

2015 2014

Land, land improvements and leaseholds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 263.0 $ 260.7
Buildings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 465.9 466.7
Machinery and equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,628.2 5,571.0
Construction in progress . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108.9 90.0

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,466.0 6,388.4
Less accumulated depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (4,379.5) (4,175.2)

Property, plant and equipment, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2,086.5 $ 2,213.2

Interest on capital projects capitalized in 2015, 2014 and 2013 was $2.1, $2.7 and $2.7. Asset retirement obligations were $6.6 and
$6.0 at December 31, 2015 and 2014.

Other Non-current Assets

Other non-current assets as of December 31, 2015 and 2014, consist of:

2015 2014

Investment in AFSG Holdings, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 55.6
Goodwill . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32.8 32.8
Deferred tax assets, non-current . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62.7 138.0
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25.5 41.7

Other non-current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 121.0 $ 268.1

Our investment in AFSG Holdings, Inc. (“AFSG”) represented the carrying value of our former insurance and finance leasing
businesses, which have been largely liquidated. The activities of the remaining operating companies are being “run off”. We have
no obligation to support the operations or liabilities of these companies. As part of our ongoing strategic review of our business and
operations, we re-evaluated our investment in AFSG. During the fourth quarter of 2015, we received a distribution of $14.0 from
AFSG. Since the distribution reduced our ability to recover our remaining investment in AFSG after the distribution, we
determined our remaining investment in AFSG was impaired and recognized a non-cash charge of $41.6, or $0.23 per diluted
share. In the first quarter of 2016, an AFSG subsidiary entered into a stock purchase agreement to sell the remaining non-captive
insurance operations, subject to certain customary closing conditions, including regulatory approval.
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Facility Idling

In the fourth quarter of 2015, we temporarily idled the Ashland Works blast furnace and steelmaking operations. We incurred a
$28.1 charge during the quarter, which included $22.2 for supplemental unemployment and other employee benefit costs and $5.9
for equipment idling and other costs. The supplemental unemployment and other employee benefit costs are expected to be paid in
2016 and are recorded as accrued liabilities at December 31, 2015 in the consolidated balance sheet. Beginning in the first quarter
of 2016, we estimate we will incur on-going costs of approximately $2.0 to $3.0 per month for employees needed to maintain the
equipment, utilities and supplier obligations related to the idled Ashland Works operations.

NOTE 3 – Acquisition of Dearborn

On September 16, 2014, we acquired Severstal Dearborn, LLC (“Dearborn”) from Severstal Columbus Holdings, LLC
(“Severstal”). The assets acquired from Severstal included the integrated steelmaking assets located in Dearborn, Michigan
(“Dearborn Works”), the Mountain State Carbon, LLC (“Mountain State Carbon”) cokemaking facility located in Follansbee, West
Virginia, and interests in joint ventures that process flat-rolled steel products. The acquisition of Dearborn enhances and
complements our business and operational strategies by positioning our carbon steelmaking operations close to our major northern
automotive and other customers, expanding our platform to meet the increasing light-weighting demands of our automotive
customers, and enhancing our operational flexibility. In addition, we acquired highly modernized and upgraded steelmaking
equipment and facilities and the opportunity to achieve significant cost-based synergies. Immediately after the acquisition,
Dearborn was merged with and into AK Steel.

The final cash purchase price was $690.3, net of cash acquired. We issued $430.0 of 7.625% Senior Notes due October 2021 at a
price of 99.325% of par to pay part of the purchase price. We issued 40.25 million shares of AK Holding common stock at a price
of $9.00 per share to pay the balance of the purchase price, to repay a portion of outstanding borrowings under our asset-backed
revolving credit facility (“Credit Facility”) and for general corporate purposes. For the year ended December 31, 2014, we incurred
acquisition costs of $8.1 in selling and administrative expenses, primarily for transaction fees and direct costs, including legal,
finance, consulting and other professional fees, and we incurred $12.6 of costs in other income (expense) for committed bridge
financing that we arranged but did not use for the Dearborn acquisition. For the year ended December 31, 2014, we incurred
severance costs of $2.6 after the acquisition for certain employees of Dearborn in selling and administrative expenses and an
income tax charge of $8.4 for changes in the value of deferred tax assets resulting from the acquisition.

During the second quarter of 2015, we sold our 50.0% equity interest in Double Eagle Steel Coating Company (“Double Eagle”),
which we acquired as part of the acquisition of Dearborn, for $25.0 in cash. The sale resolved a dispute with the other equity
interest holder over the fair market value of our interest in Double Eagle. In July 2015, we received $25.0 from DTE Electric
Company (“DTE”) to resolve a favorable administrative decision that concluded Dearborn Works had been overcharged for
electricity for several years prior to our acquisition of that facility. Both of these matters resolved disputes that existed at the time
of our acquisition of Dearborn. The purchase price allocation shown below reflects the updated estimates in value of these matters.
Neither the proceeds from our sale of our equity interest in Double Eagle nor the proceeds from DTE had a material impact,
individually or in the aggregate, on our results of operations for 2015 or the consolidated balance sheet at December 31, 2015.

A summary of the final purchase price allocation for the fair value of the assets acquired and the obligations assumed at the date of
the acquisition is presented below.

Accounts receivable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 180.6
Inventory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 362.6
Other current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.6
Property, plant and equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 445.5
Investment in affiliates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72.5

Total assets acquired . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,064.8
Accounts payable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (201.4)
Accrued liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (32.8)
Other postretirement benefit obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (128.2)
Other non-current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (12.1)

Total liabilities assumed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (374.5)

Purchase price, net of cash acquired . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 690.3
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The consolidated financial statements reflect the effects of the acquisition and Dearborn’s financial results beginning
September 16, 2014. The net sales and operating profit (loss) attributable to Dearborn since the acquisition date and through
December 31, 2014 were $567.0 and $12.2, respectively. Assuming the acquisition had been completed at the beginning of 2014,
unaudited pro forma net sales and operating profit (loss) for the full year ended December 31, 2014 were $7,942.7 and $(816.2),
respectively, including charges for asset impairments of $1,005.1 recorded by Severstal before the acquisition. We included this
selected unaudited pro forma consolidated financial data only for the purpose of illustration. Therefore, it does not necessarily
indicate what the operating results would have been if the acquisition had been completed at the beginning of 2014. Moreover, this
information does not indicate what our future operating results will be. This information includes net sales and operating profit
(loss) attributable to Dearborn following the acquisition.

NOTE 4 – Investments in Affiliates

We have investments in several businesses accounted for using the equity method of accounting. Investees and equity ownership
percentages are presented below:

Equity
Ownership %

Combined Metals of Chicago, LLC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40.0%
Delaco Processing, LLC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49.0%
Magnetation LLC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49.9%
Rockport Roll Shop LLC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50.0%
Spartan Steel Coating, LLC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48.0%

Cost of products sold includes $6.7, $11.7 and $8.1 in 2015, 2014 and 2013 for our share of income of equity investees other than
Magnetation LLC (“Magnetation”). Our share of loss from Magnetation through the first quarter of 2015 is included in other
income (expense) and totaled $16.3, $15.2 and $4.9 for 2015, 2014 and 2013. No amounts for Magnetation are included in our
results after March 31, 2015, since the investment has been written off. As of December 31, 2015, our carrying cost of our
investment in Spartan Steel exceeded our share of the underlying equity in net assets by $13.9. This difference is being amortized
and is included in cost of products sold.

Summarized financial statement data for all investees is presented below. The financial results for the acquired joint ventures are
only included for the period since the acquisition and the financial results for Magnetation are only included through March 31,
2015, since it is unlikely that we will retain our equity interest as a result of Magnetation’s bankruptcy.

2015 2014 2013

Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 356.4 $ 386.1 $ 293.9
Gross profit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68.3 93.2 103.7
Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (9.8) 10.8 20.1

2015 2014

Current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 89.3 $ 211.8
Noncurrent assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66.9 879.1
Current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14.5 157.1
Noncurrent liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33.8 516.6

We regularly transact business with these equity investees. Transactions with all equity investees for the years indicated are
presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Sales to equity investees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 61.4 $ 93.4 $ 71.6
Purchases from equity investees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 251.0 67.7 12.5

Outstanding receivables and payables with all equity investees as of the end of the year indicated are presented below:

2015 2014

Accounts receivable from equity investees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 0.4 $ 2.5
Accounts payable to equity investees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33.1 10.9
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Magnetation

As of March 31, 2015, we concluded that our 49.9% equity interest in Magnetation was fully impaired and recorded a non-cash
impairment charge of $256.3 for the quarter ended March 31, 2015. Key factors that affected our conclusion that an other-than-
temporary impairment had occurred as of March 31, 2015, included (i) the significant market decline in global iron ore pellet
pricing during the first quarter of 2015 and resulting negative cash flow effects on Magnetation’s results; (ii) a less favorable
longer-term forecast of iron ore prices and resulting cash flow outlook for Magnetation; (iii) the likely loss of our equity interest in
Magnetation if it filed for bankruptcy; and (iv) Magnetation’s existing capital structure and its inability to raise additional capital
from third parties or the equity holders. Before March 31, 2015, we believed that the fair value of our interest in Magnetation
exceeded its carrying amount and that despite near-term temporary pressures on liquidity, long-term cash flow projections of
Magnetation were sufficient to allow us to recover our investment in Magnetation. During the quarter ended March 31, 2015, the
near-term liquidity issues faced by Magnetation intensified due to a combination of an approximately 20.0% decline in the daily
IODEX index and substantially lower IODEX futures pricing toward the end of the quarter, a slower-than-expected ramp-up of its
pellet plant operations and resulting lower sales levels, payments due for construction overruns on the pellet and third concentrate
plants, and higher-than-expected start-up and operating costs. Although Magnetation accomplished several actions in late 2014 and
early 2015 to increase its liquidity, such liquidity enhancements and other cost reduction initiatives did not increase liquidity
enough for it to withstand the significant market decline in iron ore pricing during the first quarter of 2015. Based on the outlook
for iron ore prices at March 31, 2015, we concluded that prices could remain suppressed for the near future and it raised questions
about the ability of Magnetation to operate profitably. In March 2015, Magnetation began discussions with certain debtholders to
seek a solution to its liquidity issues. We also participated in those discussions but no acceptable restructuring was agreed upon. On
May 5, 2015, Magnetation and its subsidiaries filed voluntary petitions for relief under Chapter 11 of the Bankruptcy Code with the
United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of Minnesota. Magnetation’s outstanding indebtedness is non-recourse to us. We
are not required to make any additional capital contributions or other future investments in Magnetation and have not guaranteed
any obligations of Magnetation. Because we consider it unlikely that we will retain an equity interest in Magnetation following
Magnetation’s bankruptcy, we do not expect to record any further impact in our financial statements from our equity investment in
Magnetation.

NOTE 5 – Income Taxes

We and our subsidiaries file a consolidated federal income tax return that includes all domestic companies owned 80% or more by
us and the proportionate share of our interest in equity method investments. State tax returns are filed on a consolidated, combined
or separate basis depending on the applicable laws relating to us and our domestic subsidiaries.

Components of income (loss) before income taxes are presented below:

2015 2014 2013

United States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (452.1) $ (94.3) $ (61.1)
Foreign . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.5 5.1 3.9
Noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62.8 62.8 64.2

Income (loss) before income taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (382.8) $ (26.4) $ 7.0

Significant components of deferred tax assets and liabilities at December 31, 2015 and 2014 are presented below:

2015 2014

Deferred tax assets:
Net operating and capital loss and tax credit carryforwards . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 847.3 $ 778.1
Postretirement benefits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158.9 201.2
Pension benefits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 278.6 258.6
Inventories . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 139.2 152.6
Other assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 132.8 114.2
Valuation allowance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1,215.5) (1,000.4)

Total deferred tax assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 341.3 504.3

Deferred tax liabilities:
Depreciable assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (248.0) (322.7)
Other liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (30.6) (43.6)

Total deferred tax liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (278.6) (366.3)

Net deferred tax assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 62.7 $ 138.0
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We regularly evaluate the need for a valuation allowance for deferred tax assets by assessing whether it is more likely than not that
we will realize future deferred tax assets. We assess the valuation allowance each reporting period and reflect any additions or
adjustments in earnings in the same period. When we assess the need for a valuation allowance, we consider both positive and
negative evidence of the likelihood that we will realize deferred tax assets in each jurisdiction. In general, cumulative losses in
recent periods provides significant objective negative evidence on our ability to generate future taxable income. As of
December 31, 2015 and 2014, we concluded that the negative evidence outweighed the positive evidence and we recorded a
valuation allowance for a significant portion of our deferred tax assets. To determine the appropriate valuation allowance, we
considered the timing of future reversal of our taxable temporary differences and available tax strategies that, if implemented,
would result in realizing deferred tax assets. We identified the potential change from the LIFO inventory accounting method as
such a tax-planning strategy. We believe that this strategy is prudent and feasible to use certain federal and state tax loss
carryforwards before their expirations. In addition, we believe that the future reversal of our deferred tax liabilities serves as a
source of taxable income that supports realizing a portion of our federal and state deferred tax assets. This accounting treatment has
no effect on our ability to use the loss carryforwards and tax credits to reduce future cash tax payments. Federal net operating loss
carryforwards do not begin to expire until 2023 and substantial amounts of those loss carryforwards have most of their 20-year life
remaining before expiration.

Changes in the valuation allowance for the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, are presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Balance at beginning of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1,000.4 $ 764.1 $ 873.1
Change in valuation allowance:

Included in income tax expense (benefit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 228.6 36.7 21.9
Change in deferred assets in other comprehensive income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (13.5) 199.6 (130.9)

Balance at end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1,215.5 $ 1,000.4 $ 764.1

At December 31, 2015, we had $2,372.3 in federal regular net operating loss carryforwards and $2,672.8 in federal alternative
minimum tax (“AMT”) net operating loss carryforwards, which will expire between 2023 and 2035. At December 31, 2015, we
had unused AMT credit carryforwards of $17.7 and research and development (“R&D”) credit carryforwards of $1.2. We may use
the loss and credit carryforwards to offset future regular and AMT income tax liabilities. We may carry unused AMT credits
forward indefinitely and the R&D credits don’t begin to expire until 2027. At December 31, 2015, we had $77.4 in deferred tax
assets before considering valuation allowances for state net operating loss carryforwards and tax credit carryforwards, which will
expire between 2016 and 2035.

As of December 31, 2015, there were $21.3 of unrecognized deferred tax assets from tax deductions for share-based compensation
in excess of compensation recognized for financial reporting when net operating loss carryforwards were created. When we realize
the deferred tax assets, we will increase additional paid-in capital.

We had undistributed earnings of foreign subsidiaries of approximately $38.2 at December 31, 2015. Since we consider these
earnings to be permanently invested in our foreign subsidiaries, we did not record deferred taxes for them. If we repatriated the
earnings, we estimate that the additional tax expense would be approximately $13.4 before considering the effects on the valuation
allowance.

Significant components of income tax expense (benefit) are presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Current:
Federal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ — $ (3.4)
State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 (1.1) 0.2
Foreign . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.8 2.1 1.9

Deferred:
Federal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68.8 7.7 14.0
State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.5 0.2 1.2
Amount allocated to other comprehensive income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (13.2) — (22.7)
Change in valuation allowance on beginning-of-the-year deferred tax assets . . . . . . . . . (0.7) (1.2) (1.6)

Income tax expense (benefit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 63.4 $ 7.7 $ (10.4)
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The reconciliation of income tax on income (loss) before income taxes computed at the U.S. federal statutory tax rates to actual
income tax expense (benefit) is presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Income tax expense (benefit) at U.S. federal statutory rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (134.0) $ (9.2) $ 2.4
Income tax expense calculated on noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (22.0) (22.0) (22.5)
State and foreign tax expense, net of federal tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.9) (3.1) 1.7
Increase in deferred tax asset valuation allowance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 228.6 36.7 21.9
Amount allocated to other comprehensive income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (13.2) — (22.7)
Change in accrual for uncertain tax positions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 (0.9) (1.7)
Stock compensation in excess of tax deduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 2.0 3.1
Expiration of charitable contribution carryforwards . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 2.5
Other permanent differences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.6 4.2 4.9

Income tax expense (benefit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 63.4 $ 7.7 $ (10.4)

Our federal, state and local tax returns are subject to examination by various taxing authorities. Federal returns for periods
beginning in 2012 are open for examination, while certain state and local returns are open for examination for periods beginning in
2007. However, taxing authorities have the ability to adjust net operating loss carryforwards generated in years before these
periods. We have not recognized certain tax benefits because of the uncertainty of realizing the entire value of the tax position
taken on income tax returns until taxing authorities review them. We have established appropriate income tax accruals, and believe
that the outcomes of future federal examinations as well as ongoing and future state and local examinations will not have a material
adverse impact on our financial position, results of operations or cash flows. When statutes of limitations expire or taxing
authorities resolve uncertain tax positions, we will adjust income tax expense for the unrecognized tax benefits. We have no tax
positions for which it is reasonably possible that the total amounts of unrecognized tax benefits will significantly change within
twelve months of December 31, 2015.

A reconciliation of the change in unrecognized tax benefits for 2015, 2014 and 2013 is presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Balance at beginning of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 59.9 $ 53.8 $ 54.0
Increases (decreases) for prior year tax positions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.3) (0.2) (0.8)
Increases (decreases) for current year tax positions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70.7 7.7 0.9
(Decreases) from statute lapses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (1.4) (0.3)

Balance at end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 130.3 $ 59.9 $ 53.8

Included in the balance of unrecognized tax benefits at December 31, 2015 and 2014, are $111.6 and $41.6 of tax benefits that, if
recognized, would affect the effective tax rate. Also included in the balance of unrecognized tax benefits at December 31, 2015 and
2014, are $18.7 and $18.4 of tax benefits that, if recognized, would result in adjustments to other tax accounts, primarily deferred
taxes.

NOTE 6 – Long-term Debt and Other Financing

Debt balances, including current portions, at December 31, 2015 and 2014, are presented below:

2015 2014

Credit Facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 550.0 $ 605.0
8.75% Senior Secured Notes due December 2018 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 380.0 380.0
5.00% Exchangeable Senior Notes due November 2019 (effective rate of 10.8%) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 150.0 150.0
7.625% Senior Notes due May 2020 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 529.8 529.8
7.625% Senior Notes due October 2021 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 406.2 430.0
8.375% Senior Notes due April 2022 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 290.2 290.2
Industrial Revenue Bonds due 2020 through 2028 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99.3 99.3
Unamortized debt discount/premium and debt issuance costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (51.4) (62.3)

Total long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2,354.1 $ 2,422.0

During the period, we were in compliance with all the terms and conditions of our debt agreements.
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Maturities of long-term debt, including the amount outstanding on the Credit Facility, for the next five years, at December 31,
2015, are presented below:

Year Debt Maturities

2016 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ —
2017 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . —
2018 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 380.0
2019 (including $550.0 of Credit Facility borrowings) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 700.0
2020 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 537.1

Credit Facility

We have a $1,500.0 Credit Facility, which expires in March 2019 and is guaranteed by AK Steel’s parent company, AK Holding,
and by AK Tube LLC (“AK Tube”) and AK Steel Properties, Inc. (“AK Properties”), two 100%-owned subsidiaries of AK Steel.
The Credit Facility contains common restrictions, including limitations on, among other things, distributions and dividends,
acquisitions and investments, indebtedness, liens and affiliate transactions. The Credit Facility requires that we maintain a
minimum fixed charge coverage ratio of one to one if availability under the Credit Facility is less than $150.0. The Credit Facility’s
current availability significantly exceeds $150.0. Availability is calculated as the lesser of the Credit Facility commitment or our
eligible collateral after advance rates, less in either case outstanding borrowings and letters of credit. We secure our Credit Facility
obligations with our inventory and accounts receivable, and the Credit Facility’s availability fluctuates monthly based on the
varying levels of eligible collateral. We do not expect any of these restrictions to affect or limit our ability to conduct business in
the ordinary course. The Credit Facility includes a separate “first-in, last-out”, or “FILO” tranche, which allows us to use a portion
of our eligible collateral at higher advance rates.

At December 31, 2015, our eligible collateral, after application of applicable advance rates, was $1,275.2. As of December 31,
2015, there were outstanding borrowings of $550.0. Availability as of December 31, 2015 was further reduced by $72.9
attributable to outstanding letters of credit, resulting in remaining availability of $652.3. The weighted-average interest rate on the
outstanding borrowings at December 31, 2015 and 2014 was 2.1% and 2.2%.

Senior Secured Notes

AK Steel has outstanding $380.0 aggregate principal amount of 8.75% Senior Secured Notes due December 2018 (the “Secured
Notes”). Substantially all property, plant and equipment of AK Steel are pledged as collateral for the Secured Notes. AK Holding,
AK Tube and AK Properties each fully and unconditionally, jointly and severally, guarantees the payment of interest, principal and
premium, if any, on the Secured Notes. The book value of the collateral as of December 31, 2015 was approximately $1.6 billion.
The indenture governing the Secured Notes includes covenants with customary restrictions on (a) the incurrence of additional debt
by certain subsidiaries, (b) the incurrence of certain liens, (c) the amount of sale/leaseback transactions, (d) the use of proceeds
from the sale of collateral, and (e) our ability to merge or consolidate with other entities or to sell, lease or transfer all or
substantially all of our assets to another entity. The Secured Notes also contain customary events of default. We may redeem the
Secured Notes at a price equal to 104.375% of par until December 1, 2016, then at a price of 102.188% until December 1, 2017,
and 100.0% thereafter, together with all accrued and unpaid interest to the date of redemption.

Exchangeable Notes

AK Steel has $150.0 of outstanding 5.0% Exchangeable Senior Notes due November 2019 (the “Exchangeable Notes”). We may
not redeem the Exchangeable Notes before their maturity date. The indenture governing the Exchangeable Notes (the
“Exchangeable Notes Indenture”) provides noteholders with an exchange right at their option before August 15, 2019, if the
closing price of our common stock is greater than or equal to $7.02 per share (130% of the exchange price of the Exchangeable
Notes) for at least 20 trading days during the last 30 consecutive trading days of a calendar quarter. On or after August 15, 2019,
holders may exchange their Exchangeable Notes at any time. Upon exchange, we will be obligated to (i) pay an amount in cash
equal to the aggregate principal amount of the Exchangeable Notes to be exchanged and (ii) at our election, pay cash, deliver
shares of AK Holding common stock or a combination for any remaining exchange obligation in excess of the aggregate principal
amount of the Exchangeable Notes being exchanged. Holders may exchange their Exchangeable Notes into shares of AK Holding
common stock at their option at an initial exchange rate of 185.1852 shares of AK Holding common stock per $1,000 principal
amount of Exchangeable Notes. The initial exchange rate is equivalent to a conversion price of approximately $5.40 per share of
common stock, which equates to 27.8 million shares to be used to determine the aggregate equity consideration to be delivered
upon exchange, which could be adjusted for certain dilutive effects from potential future events. Holders may exchange their
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Exchangeable Notes before August 15, 2019 only under certain circumstances. The Exchangeable Notes Indenture does not contain
any financial or operating covenants or restrict us or our subsidiaries from paying dividends, incurring debt or issuing or
repurchasing securities. If we undergo a fundamental change, as defined in Exchangeable Notes Indenture (which, for example,
would include various transactions in which we would undergo a change of control), holders may require us to repurchase the
Exchangeable Notes in whole or in part for cash at a price equal to par plus any accrued and unpaid interest. In addition, if we
undergo a “make-whole fundamental change,” as defined in the Exchangeable Notes Indenture, before the maturity date, in
addition to requiring us to repurchase the Exchangeable Notes in whole or in part for cash at a price equal to par plus any accrued
and unpaid interest, the exchange rate will be increased in certain circumstances for a holder who elects to exchange its notes in
connection with the event. Based on the initial exchange rate, the Exchangeable Notes are exchangeable into a maximum of
37.5 million shares of AK Holding common stock. However, we would only deliver the maximum amount of shares if, following a
“make-whole fundamental change” described above, we elect to deliver the shares to satisfy the higher exchange rate. Although the
Exchangeable Notes were issued at par, for accounting purposes the proceeds received from the issuance of the notes are allocated
between debt and equity to reflect the fair value of the exchange option embedded in the notes and the fair value of similar debt
without the exchange option. Therefore, we recorded $38.7 of the gross proceeds of the Exchangeable Notes as an increase in
additional paid-in capital with the offsetting amount recorded as a debt discount. We are amortizing the debt discount over the term
of the Exchangeable Notes using the effective interest method. As of December 31, 2015 and 2014, the remaining unamortized
debt discount was $24.9 and $29.9 and the net carrying amount of the Exchangeable Notes was $125.1 and $120.1.

Senior Unsecured Notes

AK Steel has outstanding 7.625% Senior Notes due May 2020 (the “2020 Notes”). We may redeem the 2020 Notes at a price equal
to 103.813% of par until May 15, 2016, 102.542% thereafter until May 15, 2017, 101.271% thereafter until May 15, 2018, and
100.0% thereafter, together with all accrued and unpaid interest to the date of redemption.

AK Steel has outstanding 7.625% Senior Notes due October 2021 (the “2021 Notes”). The 2021 Notes were issued under a
supplemental indenture, which includes covenants and restrictions substantially similar to the existing indentures governing the
7.625% Senior Notes due 2020 and the 8.375% Senior Notes due 2022 and are equal in right of payment to those notes. Before
October 1, 2017, we may redeem the 2021 Notes at a price equal to par plus a make-whole premium and all accrued and unpaid
interest to the date of redemption. After that date, they are redeemable at 103.813% until October 1, 2018, 101.906% thereafter
until October 1, 2019, and 100.0% thereafter, together with all accrued and unpaid interest to the date of redemption.

AK Steel’s outstanding 8.375% Senior Notes are due April 2022 (the “2022 Notes”). Before April 1, 2017, we may redeem the
2022 Notes at a price equal to par plus a make-whole premium and all accrued and unpaid interest to the date of redemption. After
that date, they are redeemable at 104.188% until April 1, 2018, 102.792% thereafter until April 1, 2019, 101.396% thereafter until
April 1, 2020, and 100.0% thereafter, together with all accrued and unpaid interest to the date of redemption.

The Exchangeable Notes, the 2020 Notes, the 2021 Notes, the 2022 Notes and the unsecured IRBs discussed below (collectively,
the “Senior Unsecured Notes”) are equal in right of payment. AK Holding, AK Tube and AK Properties each fully and
unconditionally, jointly and severally, guarantees the payment of interest, principal and premium, if any, on the Senior Unsecured
Notes. The indentures governing the 2020 Notes, the 2021 Notes, the 2022 Notes and the unsecured IRBs include covenants with
customary restrictions on (a) the incurrence of additional debt by certain subsidiaries, (b) the incurrence of certain liens, (c) the
amount of sale/leaseback transactions, and (d) our ability to merge or consolidate with other entities or to sell, lease or transfer all
or substantially all of our assets to another entity. The indentures governing the Senior Unsecured Notes also contain customary
events of default. The Senior Unsecured Notes rank junior in priority to the Secured Notes to the extent of the value of the assets
securing the Secured Notes.

During 2015, we repurchased an aggregate principal amount of $23.8 of the 2021 Notes in private, open market transactions. These
repurchases were unsolicited and completed at a discount to the notes’ par values. We recognized gains on the repurchases of $9.4
for the year ended December 31, 2015, which is included in other income (expense). We may, from time to time, repurchase
additional outstanding notes in the open market on an unsolicited basis, by tender offer, through privately negotiated transactions
or otherwise.

During 2013, we repurchased an aggregate principal amount of $20.2 and $9.8 of the 2020 Notes and the 2022 Notes, respectively,
in private, open market transactions. These repurchases were unsolicited and completed at a discount to the notes’ par values. We
recognized a gain on the repurchases of $2.9 for the year ended December 31, 2013, which is included in other income (expense).
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Other Financings

AK Steel has outstanding $73.3 aggregate principal amount of fixed-rate tax-exempt industrial revenue bonds (the “unsecured
IRBs”) at December 31, 2015. The weighted-average fixed interest rate of the unsecured IRBs is 6.8%. The unsecured IRBs are
unsecured senior debt obligations of AK Steel that are equal in ranking with the other Senior Unsecured Notes. In addition, AK
Steel has outstanding $26.0 aggregate principal amount of variable-rate taxable industrial revenue bonds at December 31, 2015,
that are backed by letters of credit.

In 1997, the Spencer County (IN) Redevelopment District (the “District”) issued $23.0 in taxable tax increment revenue bonds with
our construction of Rockport Works. We used the bond issue’s proceeds to acquire land and improve the facility. The source of the
District’s scheduled principal and interest payments through maturity in 2017 is a designated portion of our real and personal
property tax payments. We are obligated to pay any deficiency if our annual tax payments are insufficient to enable the District to
make principal and interest payments when due. In 2015, we made deficiency payments totaling $1.3. At December 31, 2015, the
remaining payments of principal and interest due through the year 2017 total $10.4. We include potential payments due in the
coming year under this agreement in our annual property tax accrual.

NOTE 7 – Pension and Other Postretirement Benefits

Summary

We provide noncontributory pension and various healthcare and life insurance benefits to a significant portion of our employees
and retirees. Benefits are provided through defined benefit and defined contribution plans that we administer, as well as
multiemployer plans for certain union members. The pension plan is not fully funded. We contributed $24.1 to the pension plan in
2015 and have no required contribution for 2016. Based on current actuarial assumptions, we estimate that our required pension
contributions will be approximately $50.0 and $75.0 in 2017 and 2018, though the amounts we will be required to pay are more
dependent on plan asset returns than in the past. In July 2015, we paid the final payment of $3.1 to a Voluntary Employees
Beneficiary Association (“VEBA”) trust for a settlement of other postretirement benefit (“OPEB”) obligations with certain retirees
from our Zanesville Works. We expect to make OPEB payments, after receipt of Medicare subsidy reimbursements, of
approximately $46.5 in 2016.
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Plan Obligations

Amounts presented below are calculated based on benefit obligation and asset valuation measurement dates of December 31, 2015
and 2014:

Pension Benefits Other Benefits

2015 2014 2015 2014

Change in benefit obligations:
Benefit obligations at beginning of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 3,545.2 $ 3,380.6 $ 599.3 $ 479.2
Service cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.2 1.7 7.1 4.9
Interest cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130.0 146.0 22.5 21.7
Plan participants’ contributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 24.9 25.4
Actuarial loss (gain) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (147.8) 432.1 (83.3) 45.1
Amendments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13.3 2.0 (5.6) (12.8)
Dearborn acquisition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 128.2
Contributions to Zanesville retirees’ VEBA trust . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — (3.1) (3.1)
Benefits paid . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (295.1) (416.6) (76.5) (96.6)
Medicare subsidy reimbursement received . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 3.3 7.3
Foreign currency exchange rate changes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.4) (0.6) — —

Benefit obligations at end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 3,247.4 $ 3,545.2 $ 488.6 $ 599.3

Change in plan assets:
Fair value of plan assets at beginning of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2,863.6 $ 2,808.5 $ — $ —
Actual gain (loss) on plan assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (93.6) 257.8 — —
Employer contributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36.5 213.9 48.3 63.9
Plan participants’ contributions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 24.9 25.4
Benefits paid . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (295.1) (416.6) (76.5) (96.6)
Medicare subsidy reimbursement received . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 3.3 7.3

Fair value of plan assets at end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2,511.4 $ 2,863.6 $ — $ —

Funded status . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (736.0) $ (681.6) $ (488.6) $ (599.3)

Amounts recognized in the consolidated balance sheets:
Current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (31.2) $ (2.1) $ (46.5) $ (53.5)
Noncurrent liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (704.8) (679.5) (442.1) (545.8)

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (736.0) $ (681.6) $ (488.6) $ (599.3)

Amounts recognized in accumulated other comprehensive income,
before tax:
Actuarial loss (gain) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 323.5 $ 355.7 $ (48.8) $ 23.1
Prior service cost (credit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25.1 16.3 (199.0) (258.1)

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 348.6 $ 372.0 $ (247.8) $ (235.0)

The accumulated benefit obligation for all defined benefit pension plans was $3,222.0 and $3,513.7 at December 31, 2015 and
2014. All our pension plans have an accumulated benefit obligation in excess of plan assets. The amounts included in current
liabilities represent only the amounts of our unfunded pension and OPEB benefit plans that we expect to pay in the next year.

During 2015, we updated the major demographic assumptions we use to determine our pension and OPEB obligations after
examining the recent experience among the plans’ participants. Included in the 2015 actuarial loss (gain) in the table above were
actuarial gains of approximately $7.0 and $58.0 for the changes in demographic assumptions on pension benefits and other
postretirement benefits, respectively.

During 2014, we offered a voluntary lump-sum settlement to terminated vested participants in the pension plan, which reduced a
portion of the pension obligation. The pension plan paid approximately $105.0 in December 2014 out of the pension trust assets to
participants and recognized an actuarial gain of $20.0.

As a result of new mortality tables issued in October 2014 by the Society of Actuaries, we revised our mortality assumptions in
2014, which significantly increased our pension and OPEB obligations. The new mortality assumptions increased the assumed life
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expectancy of participants in our benefit plans, increasing the total expected benefit payments over a longer time horizon. Included
in the 2014 actuarial loss (gain) in the table above were $233.5 and $12.0 for the change in the mortality tables on pension benefits
and other postretirement benefits, respectively. The actuarial loss (gain) for pension benefits also included a $25.8 out-of-period
adjustment to reduce the benefit obligation for a correction of census data used in the 2013 financial results. The effects of this
adjustment were not material to the financial position or results of operations in any of the periods presented.

Assumptions used to value benefit obligations and determine pension and OPEB expense (income) are presented below:

Pension Benefits Other Benefits

2015 2014 2013 2015 2014 2013

Assumptions used to determine benefit obligations at
December 31:
Discount rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.15% 3.82% 4.53% 4.22% 3.90% 4.48%
Rate of compensation increase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00%
Subsequent year healthcare cost trend rate . . . . . . . . 7.00% 7.00% 7.00%
Ultimate healthcare cost trend rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.50% 4.50% 4.50%
Year ultimate healthcare cost trend rate begins . . . . . 2024 2020 2019

Assumptions used to determine pension and OPEB
expense (income) for the year ended December 31:
Discount rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.82% 4.53% 3.85% 3.90% 4.48% 3.77%
Expected return on plan assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.25% 7.25% 7.25%
Rate of compensation increase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 4.00%

We determined the discount rate by finding a hypothetical portfolio of individual high-quality corporate bonds available at the
measurement date with coupon and principal payments that could satisfy the plans’ expected future benefit payments that we use to
calculate the projected benefit obligation. The discount rate is the single rate that is equivalent to the average yield on that
hypothetical portfolio of bonds.

Assumed healthcare cost trend rates generally have a significant effect on the amounts reported for healthcare plans. However,
caps on the share of OPEB obligations that we pay limit the effect of changes in OPEB assumptions. As of December 31, 2015, a
one-percentage-point change in the assumed healthcare cost trend rates would have the following effects:

One Percentage Point

Increase Decrease

Effect on total service cost and interest cost components . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 0.1 $ (0.1)
Effect on postretirement benefit obligation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.3 (3.1)

Estimated future benefit payments to beneficiaries are presented below:

Pension
Plans

Other
Benefits

Medicare
Subsidy

2016 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 330.4 $ 47.9 $ (1.4)
2017 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 293.0 44.8 (1.4)
2018 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 279.1 42.6 (1.5)
2019 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 272.0 40.8 (1.5)
2020 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 259.0 39.0 (1.5)
2021 through 2025 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,159.6 171.7 (9.1)

Plan Assets

Our investments in the master pension trust primarily include indexed and actively-managed funds. A fiduciary committee sets the
target asset mix and monitors asset performance. We determine the master pension trust’s projected long-term rate of return based
on the asset allocation, the trust’s investment policy statement and our long-term capital market return assumptions for the master
trust.

We have developed an investment policy which considers liquidity requirements, expected investment return and expected asset
risk, as well as standard industry practices. The target asset allocation for the plan assets is 60% equity, 38% fixed income, and 2%
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cash. Equity investments consist of individual securities and common/collective trusts with equity investment strategies diversified
across multiple industry sectors and company market capitalization within specific geographical investment strategies. Fixed
income investments consist of individual securities and common/collective trusts, which invest primarily in investment-grade and
high-yield corporate bonds and U.S. treasury securities. The common/collective trusts have no unfunded commitments or
redemption restrictions. The fixed income investments are diversified by ratings, maturities, industries and other factors. Plan
assets contain no significant concentrations of risk from individual securities or industry sectors. The plan has no direct
investments in our common stock or fixed income securities.

Plan investments measured at fair value on a recurring basis at December 31, 2015 and 2014, are presented below by level within
the fair value hierarchy. Assets and liabilities are classified in their entirety based on the lowest level of input that is significant to
the fair value measurement. Activity for Level 3 assets was insignificant for 2015 and 2014. See Note 16 for more information on
the determination of fair value.

Quoted Prices
in Active

Markets for
Identical Assets

Significant Other
Observable Inputs

Significant
Unobservable

Inputs
(Level 1) (Level 2) (Level 3) Total

2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014

Equity Investments:
U.S. securities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 138.4 $ 199.4 $ — $ — $ — $ — $ 138.4 $ 199.4
U.S. common/collective trusts . . . . . — — 814.5 862.4 — — 814.5 862.4
EAFE common/collective trusts . . . — — 261.5 272.9 — — 261.5 272.9
Emerging market common/

collective trusts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 103.9 125.7 — — 103.9 125.7
Global investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 179.6 210.7 — — 179.6 210.7

Fixed Income Investments:
U.S. investment-grade corporate

common/collective trusts . . . . . . . — — 391.0 421.8 — — 391.0 421.8
U.S. treasuries common/collective

trusts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 85.3 98.4 — — 85.3 98.4
Mortgage-backed common/

collective trusts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 18.0 — — — 18.0
Global investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 389.7 435.4 — — 389.7 435.4
U.S. high-yield corporate

securities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 109.7 178.4 — — 109.7 178.4

Other Investments:
Private equity funds (a) . . . . . . . . . . — — — — 0.5 0.9 0.5 0.9

Cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . 37.3 39.6 — — — — 37.3 39.6

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 175.7 $ 239.0 $ 2,335.2 $ 2,623.7 $ 0.5 $ 0.9 $ 2,511.4 $ 2,863.6

(a) Consists of private equity funds that have no remaining capital commitments.
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Periodic Benefit Costs

Components of pension and OPEB expense (income) for the years 2015, 2014 and 2013 are presented below:

Pension Benefits Other Benefits

2015 2014 2013 2015 2014 2013

Components of pension and OPEB expense
(income):
Service cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2.2 $ 1.7 $ 2.4 $ 7.1 $ 4.9 $ 4.7
Interest cost . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130.0 146.0 138.8 22.5 21.7 21.0
Expected return on plan assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (198.4) (202.8) (184.5) — — —
Amortization of prior service cost (credit) . . . . . . 4.4 4.3 3.8 (64.6) (73.2) (80.0)
Recognized net actuarial loss (gain): . . . . . . . . . .

Annual amortization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31.2 2.5 23.6 1.6 (1.3) 2.4
Corridor charge (credit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 144.3 2.0 — (13.1) — —
Settlement (gain) loss . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.0 0.2 (0.8) — 3.5 —

Pension and OPEB expense (income) $ 114.7 $ (46.1) $ (16.7) $ (46.5) $ (44.4) $ (51.9)

In January 2011, we reached a final settlement agreement (the “Butler Retiree Settlement”) of a class action filed on behalf of
certain retirees from our Butler Works for our OPEB obligations to such retirees. We agreed to continue to provide company-paid
health and life insurance to class members through December 31, 2014, and made combined lump sum payments totaling $91.0 to
a VEBA trust and to plaintiffs’ counsel, with the final payment made in 2013. Effective January 1, 2015, we transferred to the
VEBA trust all OPEB obligations owed to the class members under our applicable health and welfare plans and have no further
liability for OPEB benefits after December 31, 2014. For accounting purposes, a settlement of our OPEB obligations occurred
when we made the final benefit payments in 2014 and a settlement loss of $3.5 was recorded in 2014.

In December 2012, we reached a final settlement agreement (the “Zanesville Retiree Settlement”) of a class action filed on behalf
of certain retirees from our Zanesville Works for our OPEB obligations to such retirees. We agreed to continue to provide
company-paid health and life insurance to class members through December 31, 2015, and to make combined lump sum payments
totaling $10.6 to a VEBA trust and to plaintiffs’ counsel over three years. We made the final payment to the Zanesville VEBA trust
of $3.1 in 2015. Effective January 1, 2016, we transferred to the VEBA trust all OPEB obligations owed to the class members
under our applicable health and welfare plans and have no further liability for OPEB benefits after December 31, 2015.

During 2015, 2014 and 2013, we performed remeasurements of an unfunded supplemental retirement plan and recognized
settlement (gains) losses as a result of lump sum benefit payments made to retired participants.

Pension and OPEB expense (income) for the defined benefit pension plans over the next year will include amortization of $27.9 of
the unrealized net loss and $5.2 from the prior service cost in accumulated other comprehensive income. Pension and OPEB
expense (income) for the other postretirement benefit plans over the next fiscal year will include amortization of $(4.3) of the
unrealized net gain and $(60.3) from the prior service credit in accumulated other comprehensive income.

Defined Contribution Plans

All employees are eligible to participate in various defined contribution plans. Certain of these plans have features with matching
contributions or other company contributions based on our financial results. Total expense from these plans was $14.5, $12.1 and
$11.5 in 2015, 2014 and 2013.

Multiemployer Plans

We contribute to multiemployer pension plans according to collective bargaining agreements that cover certain union-represented
employees. The following risks of participating in these multiemployer plans differ from single employer plans:

• Employer contributions to a multiemployer plan may be used to provide benefits to employees of other participating
employers.

• If a participating employer stops contributing to a multiemployer plan, the remaining participating employers may need to
assume the unfunded obligations of the plan.
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• If the plan becomes significantly underfunded or is unable to pay its benefits, we may be required to contribute additional
amounts in excess of the rate required by the collective bargaining agreements.

• If we choose to stop participating in a multiemployer plan, we may be required to pay that plan an amount based on the
underfunded status of the plan, referred to as a withdrawal liability.

Our participation in these plans for the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, is presented below. We do not provide
more than five percent of the total contributions to any multiemployer plan. Forms 5500 are not yet available for plan years ending
in 2015.

Pension Fund
EIN/Pension
Plan Number

Pension Protection
Act Zone Status (a)

FIP/RP Status
Pending/

Implemented (b) Contributions
Surcharge

Imposed (c)

Expiration
Date of

Collective
Bargaining
Agreement

2015 2014 2015 2014 2013

Steelworkers Pension
Trust . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23-6648508/499 Green Green No $ 7.3 $ 8.1 $ 7.3 No

3/31/2017 to
9/1/2018 (d)

IAM National Pension
Fund’s National Pension
Plan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51-6031295/002 Green Green No 16.0 16.5 14.8 No

10/1/2016 to
5/31/2019 (e)

$23.3 $24.6 $22.1

(a) The most recent Pension Protection Act zone status available in 2015 and 2014 is for each plan’s year-end at December 31, 2014 and 2013.
The plan’s actuary certifies the zone status. Generally, plans in the red zone are less than 65% funded, plans in the yellow zone are between
65% and 80% funded, and plans in the green zone are at least 80% funded. The Steelworkers Pension Trust and IAM National Pension
Fund’s National Pension Plan elected funding relief under section 431(b)(8) of the Internal Revenue Code and section 304(b)(8) of the
Employment Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (ERISA). This election allows those plans’ investment losses for the plan year ended
December 31, 2008, to be amortized over 29 years for funding purposes.

(b) The “FIP/RP Status Pending/Implemented” column indicates plans for which a financial improvement plan (FIP) or a rehabilitation plan
(RP) is either pending or has been implemented, as defined by ERISA.

(c) The surcharge represents an additional required contribution due as a result of the critical funding status of the plan.
(d) We are a party to three collective bargaining agreements (at our Ashland Works, Mansfield Works and at the AK Tube Walbridge plant) that

require contributions to the Steelworkers Pension Trust. The labor contract for approximately 300 hourly employees at Mansfield Works
expires on March 31, 2017. The labor contract for approximately 85 hourly employees at the AK Tube Walbridge plant expires January 22,
2018. The labor contract for approximately 820 hourly employees at the Ashland Works expires on September 1, 2018.

(e) We are a party to three collective bargaining agreements (at our Butler Works, Middletown Works and Zanesville Works) that require
contributions to the IAM National Pension Fund’s National Pension Plan. The labor contract for approximately 1,240 hourly employees at
Butler Works expires on October 1, 2016. The labor contract for approximately 1,725 hourly employees at Middletown Works expires on
March 15, 2018. The labor contract for approximately 140 hourly employees at Zanesville Works expires on May 31, 2019.

NOTE 8 – Operating Leases

Rental expense was $44.0, $35.7 and $27.0 for 2015, 2014 and 2013. Obligations to make future minimum lease payments at
December 31, 2015, are presented below:

2016 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 20.7
2017 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17.9
2018 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16.9
2019 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13.0
2020 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.0
2021 and thereafter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56.5

Total minimum lease payments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 135.0

NOTE 9 – Commitments

The principal raw materials required for our steel manufacturing operations are iron ore, coal, coke, chrome, nickel, silicon,
manganese, zinc, limestone, and carbon and stainless steel scrap. We also use large volumes of natural gas, electricity and
industrial gases in our steel manufacturing operations. In addition, we may purchase carbon steel slabs from other steel producers
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to supplement the production from our own steelmaking facilities. We negotiate most of our purchases of iron ore, coal, coke and
industrial gases at prices under annual and multi-year agreements. The iron ore agreements typically have a variable-price
mechanism by which the price of iron ore is adjusted quarterly, based on reference to a historical iron ore index. We typically make
purchases of carbon steel slabs, carbon and stainless steel scrap, natural gas, a majority of our electricity, and other raw materials at
prevailing market prices, which fluctuate with supply and demand. We enter into derivative instruments for some purchases of
energy and certain raw materials to hedge some of their price volatility.

Commitments for future capital investments at December 31, 2015, totaled approximately $45.7, all of which we expect to incur in
2016.

We are building a research and innovation center in Middletown, Ohio. The construction of the 135,000 square foot facility is in
progress on a 16-acre site located in the Cincinnati-Dayton growth corridor and will replace our existing research facility. We are
financing the estimated $36.0 project principally through government incentives and a long-term capital lease with payments
beginning when we substantially complete the project, which we believe will be in the fourth quarter of 2016.

NOTE 10 – Environmental and Legal Contingencies

Environmental Contingencies

Domestic steel producers, including us, must follow stringent federal, state and local laws and regulations designed to protect
human health and the environment. We have spent the following amounts over the past three years for environmental-related
capital investments and environmental compliance:

2015 2014 2013

Environmental-related capital investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 7.1 $ 7.2 $ 1.6
Environmental compliance costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133.2 112.4 101.1

We and our predecessors have been manufacturing steel and related operations since 1900. Although we believe our operating
practices have been consistent with prevailing industry standards, hazardous materials may have been released at one or more
operating sites or third-party sites in the past, including operating sites that we no longer own. If we reasonably can, we have
estimated potential remediation expenditures for those sites where future remediation efforts are probable based on identified
conditions, regulatory requirements or contractual obligations arising from the sale of a business or facility. For sites involving
government-required investigations, we typically make an estimate of potential remediation expenditures only after the
investigation is complete and when we better understand the nature and scope of the remediation. In general, the material factors in
these estimates include the costs associated with investigations, delineations, risk assessments, remedial work, governmental
response and oversight, site monitoring, and preparation of reports to the appropriate environmental agencies. We recorded the
following liabilities for environmental matters on our condensed consolidated balance sheets:

2015 2014

Accrued liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 5.6 $ 17.6
Other non-current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41.1 32.7

We cannot predict the ultimate costs for each site with certainty because of the evolving nature of the investigation and remediation
process. Rather, to estimate the probable costs, we must make certain assumptions. The most significant of these assumptions is for
the nature and scope of the work that will be necessary to investigate and remediate a particular site and the cost of that work.
Other significant assumptions include the cleanup technology that will be used, whether and to what extent any other parties will
participate in paying the investigation and remediation costs, reimbursement of past response and future oversight costs by
governmental agencies, and the reaction of the governing environmental agencies to the proposed work plans. Costs for future
investigation and remediation are not discounted to their present value. If we have been able to reasonably estimate future
liabilities, we do not believe that there is a reasonable possibility that we will incur a loss or losses that exceed the amounts we
accrued for the environmental matters discussed below that would, either individually or in the aggregate, have a material adverse
effect on our consolidated financial condition, results of operations or cash flows. However, since we recognize amounts in the
consolidated financial statements in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States that exclude
potential losses that are not probable or that may not be currently estimable, the ultimate costs of these environmental proceedings
may be higher than the liabilities we currently have recorded in our consolidated financial statements.
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Except as we expressly note below, we do not currently anticipate any material effect on our consolidated financial position, results
of operations or cash flows as a result of compliance with current environmental regulations. Moreover, because all domestic steel
producers operate under the same federal environmental regulations, we do not believe that we are more disadvantaged than our
domestic competitors by our need to comply with these regulations. Some foreign competitors may benefit from less stringent
environmental requirements in the countries where they produce, resulting in lower compliance costs for them and providing those
foreign competitors with a cost advantage on their products.

According to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (“RCRA”), which governs the treatment, handling and disposal of
hazardous waste, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and authorized state environmental agencies may
conduct inspections of RCRA-regulated facilities to identify areas where there have been releases of hazardous waste or hazardous
constituents into the environment and may order the facilities to take corrective action to remediate such releases. Environmental
regulators may inspect our major steelmaking facilities. While we cannot predict the future actions of these regulators, it is possible
that they may identify conditions in future inspections of these facilities which they believe require corrective action.

Under authority from the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (“CERCLA”), the EPA and
state environmental authorities have conducted site investigations at certain of our facilities and other third-party facilities, portions
of which previously may have been used for disposal of materials that are currently regulated. The results of these investigations
are still pending, and we could be directed to spend funds for remedial activities at the former disposal areas. Because of the
uncertain status of these investigations, however, we cannot reliably predict whether or when such spending might be required or
their magnitude.

As previously reported, on July 27, 2001, we received a Special Notice Letter from the EPA requesting that we agree to conduct a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (“RI/FS”) and enter an administrative order on consent pursuant to Section 122 of
CERCLA regarding our former Hamilton Plant located in New Miami, Ohio. The Hamilton Plant ceased operations in 1990, and
all of its former structures have been demolished and removed. Although we did not believe that a site-wide RI/FS was necessary
or appropriate, in April 2002 we entered a mutually agreed-upon administrative order on consent to perform a RI/FS of the
Hamilton Plant site. We submitted the investigation portion of the RI/FS, and we completed a supplemental study in 2014. We
currently have accrued $0.7 for the remaining cost of the RI/FS. Until the RI/FS is complete, we cannot reliably estimate the
additional costs, if any, we may incur for potentially required remediation of the site or when we may incur them.

As previously reported, on September 30, 1998, our predecessor, Armco Inc., received an order from the EPA under Section 3013
of RCRA requiring it to develop a plan for investigation of eight areas of our Mansfield Works that allegedly could be sources of
contamination. A site investigation began in November 2000 and is continuing. We cannot reliably estimate at this time how long
it will take to complete this site investigation. We currently have accrued approximately $1.1 for the projected cost of the study.
Until the site investigation is complete, we cannot reliably estimate the additional costs, if any, we may incur for potentially
required remediation of the site or when we may incur them.

As previously noted, on September 26, 2012, the EPA issued an order under Section 3013 of RCRA requiring us to develop a plan
for investigation of four areas at our Ashland Works coke plant. We submitted a Sampling and Analysis Plan (“SAP”) to the EPA
on October 25, 2012, and revised it most recently on May 29, 2014. The EPA approved it on June 27, 2014. We completed Phase I
of the SAP and submitted a report to the EPA on December 23, 2014. We cannot reliably estimate at this time how long it will take
to complete the site investigation. We currently have accrued approximately $0.5 for the projected cost of the investigation. Until
the site investigation is complete, we cannot reliably estimate the additional costs, if any, we may incur for potentially required
remediation of the site or when we may incur them.

As previously reported, on August 3, 2011, September 29, 2011, and June 28, 2012, the EPA issued a Notice of Violations
(“NOV”) for our Middletown Works coke plant, alleging violations of pushing and combustion stack limits. We are investigating
these claims and working with the EPA to attempt to resolve them. We believe we will reach a settlement in this matter, but cannot
be certain that a settlement will be reached and cannot reliably estimate at this time how long it will take to reach a settlement or
what all of its terms might be. We will vigorously contest any claims which cannot be resolved through a settlement. Until we have
reached a settlement with the EPA or the NOV claims are resolved, we cannot reliably estimate the costs, if any, we may incur for
potentially required operational changes at the battery or when we may incur them.

As previously reported, on July 15, 2009, we and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (“PADEP”) entered a
Consent Order and Agreement (the “Consent Order”) to resolve an alleged unpermitted discharge of wastewater from the closed
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Hillside Landfill at our former Ambridge Works. Under the terms of the Consent Order, we paid a penalty and also agreed to
implement various corrective actions, including an investigation of the area where landfill activities occurred, submission of a plan
to collect and treat surface waters and seep discharges, and upon approval from PADEP, implementation of that plan. We have
accrued approximately $5.5 for the remedial work required under the approved plan and Consent Order. We submitted a National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) permit application to move to the next phase of the work. We currently
estimate that the remaining work will be completed in 2018, though it may be delayed.

As previously reported, on June 29, 2000, the United States filed a complaint on behalf of the EPA against us in the U.S. District
Court for the Southern District of Ohio, Case No. C-1-00530, alleging violations of the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act and
RCRA at our Middletown Works. Subsequently, the State of Ohio, the Sierra Club and the National Resources Defense Council
intervened. On May 15, 2006, the court entered a Consent Decree in Partial Resolution of Pending Claims (the “Consent Decree”).
Under the Consent Decree, we paid a civil penalty and performed a supplemental environmental project to remove ozone-depleting
refrigerants from certain equipment. We further agreed to undertake a comprehensive RCRA facility investigation at Middletown
Works and, as appropriate, complete a corrective measures study. The Consent Decree required us to implement certain RCRA
corrective action interim measures to address polychlorinated biphenyls (“PCBs”) in sediments and soils at Dicks Creek and
certain other specified surface waters, adjacent floodplain areas and other previously identified geographic areas. We have
completed the remedial activity at Dicks Creek, but continue to work on the RCRA facility investigation and certain interim
measures. We have accrued approximately $16.2 for the cost of known work required under the Consent Decree for the RCRA
facility investigation and remaining interim measures.

As previously reported, on October 17, 2012, the EPA issued an NOV and Notice of Intent to File a Civil Administrative
Complaint to our Mansfield Works alleging violations of RCRA primarily for our management of electric arc furnace dust at the
facility. We are investigating these claims and working with the EPA to attempt to resolve them. The NOV proposed a civil penalty
of approximately $0.3. However, on March 23, 2015, the EPA reduced its penalty demand to $0.1. We believe we will reach a
settlement in this matter, but cannot be certain that a settlement will be reached and cannot reliably estimate at this time how long it
will take to reach a settlement or what all of its terms might be. We will vigorously contest any claims that a settlement cannot
resolve.

As previously reported, on May 12, 2014, the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (“MDEQ”) issued to our Dearborn
Works (then a part of Dearborn) an Air Permit to Install No. 182-05C (the “PTI”) to increase the emission limits for the blast
furnace and other emission sources. The PTI was issued as a correction to a prior permit to install that did not include certain
information during the prior permitting process. On July 10, 2014, the South Dearborn Environmental Improvement Association
(“SDEIA”), Detroiters Working for Environmental Justice, Original United Citizens of Southwest Detroit and the Sierra Club filed
a Claim of Appeal of the PTI in the State of Michigan, Wayne County Circuit, Case No. 14-008887-AA. Appellants and the
MDEQ required the intervention of Dearborn (now owned by us) in this action as an additional appellee. The appellants allege
multiple deficiencies with the PTI and the permitting process. On October 9, 2014, the appellants filed a Motion for Peremptory
Reversal of the MDEQ’s decision to issue the PTI. We believe that the MDEQ issued the PTI properly in compliance with
applicable law and will vigorously contest this appeal. On October 17, 2014, we filed a motion to dismiss the appeal. Additionally,
on December 15, 2014, we filed a motion to dismiss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction. At the conclusion of a hearing on all three
motions on February 12, 2015, all three motions were denied. On March 18, 2015, we filed an application for leave to appeal to the
Michigan Court of Appeals seeking to overturn the decision of the Circuit Court denying our motion to dismiss for lack of
jurisdiction. On August 27, 2015, the Michigan Court of Appeals granted our application for leave to appeal. Until the appeal is
resolved, we cannot determine what the ultimate permit limits will be. Until the permit limits are determined and final, we cannot
reliably estimate the costs, if any, that we may incur if the appeal causes the permit limits to change, nor can we determine if the
costs will be material or when we would incur them.

As previously reported, on August 21, 2014, the SDEIA filed a Complaint under the Michigan Environmental Protection Act
(“MEPA”) in the State of Michigan, Wayne County Circuit Case No. 14-010875-CE. The plaintiffs allege that the air emissions
from our Dearborn Works are impacting the air, water and other natural resources, as well as the public trust in such resources. The
plaintiffs are requesting, among other requested relief, that the court assess and determine the sufficiency of the PTI’s limitations.
On October 15, 2014, the court ordered a stay of the proceedings until a final order is issued in Wayne County Circuit Court Case
No. 14-008887-AA (discussed above). When the proceedings resume, we will vigorously contest these claims. Until the claims in
this Complaint are resolved, we cannot reliably estimate the costs we may incur, if any, or when we would incur them.

As previously reported, on April 27, 2000, MDEQ issued a RCRA Corrective Action Order No. 111-04-00-07E to Rouge Steel
Company and Ford Motor Company for the property that includes our Dearborn Works. The Corrective Action Order has been
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amended five times. We are a party to the Corrective Action Order as the successor-in-interest to Dearborn, which was the
successor-in-interest to Rouge Steel Company. The Corrective Action Order requires the site-wide investigation, and where
appropriate, remediation of the facility. The site investigation and remediation is ongoing. We cannot reliably estimate at this time
how long it will take to complete this site investigation and remediation. To date, Ford Motor Company has incurred most of the
costs of the investigation and remediation due to its prior ownership of the steelmaking operations at Dearborn Works. Until the
site investigation is complete, we cannot reliably estimate the additional costs we may incur, if any, for any potentially required
remediation of the site or when we may incur them.

As previously reported, on August 29, 2013, the West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (“WVDEP”) issued to
Mountain State Carbon a renewal NPDES permit for wastewater discharge from the facility to the Ohio River. The new NPDES
permit included numerous new, and more stringent, effluent limitations. On October 7, 2013, Mountain State Carbon appealed the
permit to the Environmental Quality Board, Appeal No. 13-25-EQB. On February 10, 2016, we reached a partial settlement with
WVDEP and we will vigorously contest the claims that were not resolved. Until the permit limits are determined and final, we
cannot reliably estimate the costs that we will incur, if any, if the appeal causes the permit limits to change, or when we may incur
the costs.

In addition to the foregoing matters, we are or may be involved in proceedings with various regulatory authorities that may require
us to pay fines, comply with more rigorous standards or other requirements or incur capital and operating expenses for
environmental compliance. We believe that the ultimate disposition of the proceedings will not have, individually or in the
aggregate, a material adverse effect on our consolidated financial condition, results of operations or cash flows.

Legal Contingencies

As previously reported, since 1990 we have been named as a defendant in numerous lawsuits alleging personal injury as a result of
exposure to asbestos. The great majority of these lawsuits have been filed on behalf of people who claim to have been exposed to
asbestos while visiting the premises of one of our current or former facilities. The majority of asbestos cases pending in which we
are a defendant do not include a specific dollar claim for damages. In the cases that do include specific dollar claims for damages,
the complaint typically includes a monetary claim for compensatory damages and a separate monetary claim in an equal amount
for punitive damages, and does not attempt to allocate the total monetary claim among the various defendants.

The number of asbestos cases pending at December 31, 2015, is presented below:

Asbestos Cases Pending at
December 31, 2015

Cases with specific dollar claims for damages:
Claims up to $0.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122
Claims above $0.2 to $5.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Claims above $5.0 to $15.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
Claims above $15.0 to $20.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Total claims with specific dollar claims for damages (a) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 131
Cases without a specific dollar claim for damages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 252

Total asbestos cases pending . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 383

(a) Involve a total of 2,331 plaintiffs and 17,116 defendants
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In each case, the amount described is per plaintiff against all of the defendants, collectively. Thus, it usually is not possible at the
outset of a case to determine the specific dollar amount of a claim against us. In fact, it usually is not even possible at the outset to
determine which of the plaintiffs actually will pursue a claim against us. Typically, that can only be determined through written
interrogatories or other discovery after a case has been filed. Therefore, in a case involving multiple plaintiffs and multiple
defendants, we initially only account for the lawsuit as one claim. After we have determined through discovery whether a particular
plaintiff will pursue a claim, we make an appropriate adjustment to statistically account for that specific claim. It has been our
experience that only a small percentage of asbestos plaintiffs ultimately identify us as a target defendant from whom they actually
seek damages and most of these claims ultimately are either dismissed or settled for a small fraction of the damages initially
claimed. Asbestos-related claims information in 2015, 2014 and 2013, is presented below:

2015 2014 2013

New Claims Filed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52 50 42
Pending Claims Disposed Of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 90 39
Total Amount Paid in Settlements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1.9 $ 0.7 $ 1.0

Since the onset of asbestos claims against us in 1990, five asbestos claims against us have proceeded to trial in four separate cases.
All five concluded with a verdict in our favor. We continue to vigorously defend the asbestos claims. Based upon present
knowledge, and the factors above, we believe it is unlikely that the resolution in the aggregate of the asbestos claims against us will
have a materially adverse effect on our consolidated results of operations, cash flows or financial condition. However, predictions
about the outcome of pending litigation, particularly claims alleging asbestos exposure, are subject to substantial uncertainties.
These uncertainties include (1) the significantly variable rate at which new claims may be filed, (2) the effect of bankruptcies of
other companies currently or historically defending asbestos claims, (3) the litigation process from jurisdiction to jurisdiction and
from case to case, (4) the type and severity of the disease each claimant alleged to suffer, and (5) the potential for enactment of
legislation affecting asbestos litigation.

As previously reported, in September and October 2008 and again in July 2010, several companies filed purported class actions in
the United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois against nine steel manufacturers, including us. The case
numbers for these actions are 08CV5214, 08CV5371, 08CV5468, 08CV5633, 08CV5700, 08CV5942, 08CV6197 and 10CV04236.
On December 28, 2010, another action, case number 32,321, was filed in state court in the Circuit Court for Cocke County,
Tennessee. The defendants removed the Tennessee case to federal court and in March 2012 it was transferred to the Northern
District of Illinois. The plaintiffs in the various pending actions are companies which purport to have purchased steel products,
directly or indirectly, from one or more of the defendants and they claim to file the actions on behalf of all persons and entities who
purchased steel products for delivery or pickup in the United States from any of the named defendants at any time from at least as
early as January 2005. The complaints allege that the defendant steel producers have conspired in violation of antitrust laws to
restrict output and to fix, raise, stabilize and maintain artificially high prices for steel products in the United States. In March 2014,
we reached an agreement with the direct purchaser plaintiffs to tentatively settle the claims asserted against us, subject to certain
court approvals below. According to that settlement, we agreed to pay $5.8 to the plaintiff class of direct purchasers in exchange
for the members of that class to completely release all claims. We continue to believe that the claims made against us lack any
merit, but we elected to enter the settlement to avoid the ongoing expense of defending ourself in this protracted and expensive
antitrust litigation. We provided notice of the proposed settlement to members of the settlement class. After several class members
received the notice, they elected to opt out of the class settlement. Following a fairness hearing, on October 21, 2014 the Court
entered an order and judgment approving the settlement and dismissing all of the direct plaintiffs’ claims against us with prejudice
as to the settlement class. In the first quarter of 2014, we recorded a charge for the amount of the tentative settlement with the
direct purchaser plaintiff class and paid that amount into an escrow account, which has now been disbursed in accordance with the
order that approved the settlement. At this time, we do not have adequate information available to determine that a loss is probable
or to reliably or accurately estimate the potential loss, if any, with respect to the remaining indirect purchaser plaintiff class
members and any direct purchaser class members that have opted out of the class (hereinafter collectively referred to as the
“Remaining Plaintiffs”). Because we have been unable to determine that a potential loss in this case with respect to the Remaining
Plaintiffs is probable or estimable, we have not recorded an accrual for this matter for them. If our assumptions used to evaluate
whether a loss is either probable or estimable with respect to the Remaining Plaintiffs prove to be incorrect or change, we may be
required to record a charge for their claims.

As previously reported, on January 20, 2010, ArcelorMittal France and ArcelorMittal Atlantique et Lorraine (collectively
“ArcelorMittal”) filed an action in the United States District Court for the District of Delaware, Case No. 10-050-SLR against us,
Dearborn, and Wheeling-Nisshin Inc., who is indemnified by Dearborn in this action. By virtue of our responsibility as a
successor-in-interest to Dearborn and an indemnitor of Wheeling-Nisshin Inc, we now have complete responsibility for the defense
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of this action. The three named defendants are collectively referred to hereafter as “we” or “us”, though the precise claims against
each separate defendant may vary. The complaint alleges that we are infringing the claims of U.S. Patent No. 6,296,805 (the
“Patent”) in making pre-coated cold-rolled boron steel sheet and seeks injunctive relief and unspecified compensatory damages.
We filed an answer denying ArcelorMittal’s claims and raised various affirmative defenses. We also filed counterclaims against
ArcelorMittal for a declaratory judgment that we are not infringing the Patent and that the Patent is invalid. Subsequently, the trial
court separated the issues of liability and damages. The case proceeded with a trial to a jury on the issue of liability during the
week of January 15, 2011. The jury returned a verdict that we did not infringe the Patent and that the Patent was invalid. Judgment
then was entered in our favor. ArcelorMittal filed an appeal with the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. On
November 30, 2012, the court of appeals issued a decision reversing certain findings related to claim construction and the validity
of the Patent and remanded the case to the trial court for further proceedings. On January 30, 2013, ArcelorMittal filed a motion for
rehearing with the court of appeals. On March 20, 2013, the court of appeals denied ArcelorMittal’s motion for rehearing. The case
then was remanded to the trial court for further proceedings. On April 16, 2013, according to a petition previously filed by
ArcelorMittal and ArcelorMittal USA LLC, the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (“PTO”) reissued the Patent as U.S. Reissue
Patent RE44,153 (the “Reissued Patent”). Also on April 16, 2013, ArcelorMittal filed a second action against us in the United
States District Court for the District of Delaware, Case Nos. 1:13-cv-00685 and 1:13-cv-00686 (collectively the “Second Action”).
The complaint filed in the Second Action alleges that we are infringing the claims of the Reissued Patent and seeks injunctive relief
and unspecified compensatory damages. On April 23, 2013, we filed a motion to dismiss key elements of the complaint filed in the
Second Action. In addition, the parties briefed related non-infringement and claims construction issues in the original action. On
October 25, 2013, the district court granted summary judgment in our favor, confirming that our product does not infringe the
original Patent or the Reissued Patent. The court further ruled that ArcelorMittal’s Reissued Patent was invalid due to
ArcelorMittal’s deliberate violation of a statutory prohibition on broadening a patent through reissue more than two years after the
original Patent was granted and that the original Patent had been surrendered when the Reissued Patent was issued and thus is no
longer in effect. Final Judgment was entered on October 31, 2013. On November 6, 2013, ArcelorMittal filed a motion to clarify
or, in the alternative, to alter or amend the October 31, 2013 judgment. We opposed the motion. On December 5, 2013, the court
issued a memorandum and order denying the motion and entered final judgment in our favor, and against ArcelorMittal,
specifically ruling that all claims of ArcelorMittal’s Reissued Patent are invalid as violative of 35 U.S.C. §251(d). On
December 30, 2013, ArcelorMittal filed notices of appeal to the Federal Circuit Court of Appeals. The appeal has been fully
briefed and the court of appeals held a hearing on November 4, 2014. On May 12, 2015, the Federal Circuit issued its decision
affirming in part and reversing in part the trial court’s decision and remanding the case for further proceedings. The Federal Circuit
ruled that 23 of the 25 claims of the Reissued Patent were improperly broadened and therefore invalid. However, the Federal Court
found that the district court erred in invalidating the remaining two claims and remanded the case for further proceedings before
the district court. Following the remand, ArcelorMittal filed a motion in the trial court for leave to amend the Second Action to
assert additional patent infringement claims based on another, related patent that the PTO issued on June 10, 2014, No. RE44,940
(Second Reissue Patent). It also filed a motion to dismiss the original action on the grounds that it is now moot in light of the Court
of Appeals’ last ruling. We opposed both of those motions. In addition, we filed separate motions for summary judgment in the
original action on the grounds of non-infringement and invalidity. A hearing on all motions was held on October 27, 2015. On
December 4, 2015, the district court issued an order granting our motion for summary judgment that both remaining claims of the
Reissued Patent are not infringed and are invalid as obvious. The court therefore entered final judgment in favor of the defendants
in the original case. In the court’s order, the judge also granted ArcelorMittal’s motion to file a first amended complaint in the
Second Action, alleging we are infringing the claims of the Second Reissue Patent, which we deny. On December 21, 2015,
ArcelorMittal filed a notice of appeal from the district court’s December 4, 2015, final judgment. On January 20, 2016, we filed a
motion to dismiss the amended complaint in the Second Action, or in the alternative, a motion to stay pending a resolution of the
appeal in the original case. We intend to continue to contest this matter vigorously. At this time, we have not made a determination
that a loss is probable and we do not have adequate information to reliably or accurately estimate potential loss if ArcelorMittal
prevails in its appeal in this dispute. Because we have been unable to determine that the potential loss in this case is probable or
estimable, we have not recorded an accrual for this matter. If our assumptions used to evaluate whether a loss in this matter is
either probable or estimable prove to be incorrect or change, we may be required to record a liability for an adverse outcome.

As previously reported, on June 13, 2013, Cliffs Sales Company (“Cliffs”) filed an action in the United States District Court for the
Northern District of Ohio, Civil Action No. 1:13 cv 1308, against us pertaining to Dearborn Works. Cliffs claims that we breached
a May 21, 2008, Agreement for Sale of Reclaimed Iron Units, as amended (the “Iron Unit Agreement”). Cliffs claims that we
breached the Iron Unit Agreement by failing to purchase the required amount of pellets, chips and fines as allegedly required. We
filed an answer denying the material allegations of the complaint and asserting several affirmative defenses. In January of 2014, the
presiding judge ordered a stay of the proceedings until we completed an arbitration of a separate dispute. That arbitration is now
concluded and it is anticipated that the stay of the litigation may be lifted and discovery may re-commence in the near future. We
intend to contest this matter vigorously. At this time, we have not made a determination that a loss is probable and do not have
adequate information to reliably or accurately estimate our potential loss if Cliffs prevails in this lawsuit. Because we have been
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unable to determine that a loss is probable or estimable, we have not recorded an accrual. If our assumptions used to evaluate
whether a loss in this matter is either probable or estimable prove to be incorrect or change, we may be required to record a liability
for an adverse outcome.

Trade Cases

Grain-Oriented Electrical Steel

On September 18, 2013, we, along with another domestic producer and the United Steelworkers (collectively, the “Petitioners”),
filed trade cases against imports of grain-oriented electrical steel (“GOES”) from seven countries. We filed anti-dumping (“AD”)
petitions against China, the Czech Republic, Germany, Japan, Poland, Russia and South Korea and a countervailing duty (“CVD”)
petition against China charging that unfairly traded imports of GOES from those seven countries are causing material injury to the
domestic industry. The United States Department of Commerce (“DOC”) initiated the cases on October 24, 2013. On
November 19, 2013, the International Trade Commission (“ITC”) made a preliminary determination that there is a reasonable
indication that GOES imports caused or threaten to cause material injury. On May 5, 2014, the DOC issued preliminary
determinations that imports of GOES from China, the Czech Republic, Germany, Japan, Poland, Russia and South Korea are being
dumped in the United States. On July 17, 2014, the DOC issued final dumping determinations for imports of GOES from Germany,
Japan and Poland, affirming the preliminary dumping margins for these three countries. As a result of the preliminary dumping
determinations on China, the Czech Republic, Russia and South Korea, and the final dumping determinations on Germany, Japan
and Poland, importers were required to post cash deposits with U.S. Customs and Border Protection on imports of GOES from
these seven countries (in addition to any deposits required by the preliminary affirmative CVD determinations). The DOC also
reached affirmative preliminary critical circumstances findings for Poland and Russia. The ITC issued its final determination for
imports of GOES from China, the Czech Republic, Germany, Japan, Poland, Russia and South Korea in separate decisions issued
on August 27, 2014 and October 23, 2014. In each of these decisions, the ITC determined in a 5-1 vote that the United States steel
industry is neither materially injured nor threatened with material injury by those imports. These two ITC decisions nullify the
DOC’s preliminary assessment of dumping duties on GOES imports from each of the countries in the filed trade petition, as well as
a CVD determination for China. On September 16, 2014, the Petitioners filed an appeal of the ITC’s August 27, 2014, decision to
the Court of International Trade (the “CIT”), and on November 13, 2014, the Petitioners filed an appeal of the ITC’s October 23,
2014, decision to the CIT. The CIT consolidated those two appeals into a single appeal. The parties have fully briefed the appeal
and are awaiting the decision by the CIT.

Corrosion-Resistant Steel

On June 3, 2015, we, along with five other domestic producers, filed AD and CVD petitions against imports of corrosion-resistant
steel (“CORE”) from China, India, Italy, South Korea and Taiwan. The petitions allege that unfairly traded imports of CORE from
those five countries are causing material injury to the domestic industry. The DOC initiated its investigations on June 24, 2015. On
July 16, 2015, the ITC made a unanimous preliminary determination of injury to the domestic industry caused by imports of CORE
from all five countries. On October 30, 2015, the DOC determined that China, Italy and South Korea significantly increased their
product shipments into the U.S. market before the DOC’s preliminary determination of AD and CVD duties. This “critical
circumstances” determination allows the DOC to impose CVD and AD duties retroactively beginning from the date that is
approximately 90 days before the respective date of the DOC’s preliminary determination of CVD and AD duties. On November 2,
2015, the DOC preliminarily determined that imports of CORE from China, India, Italy and South Korea are benefiting from unfair
government subsidies and should be subject to CVD duties. The critical circumstances determination allows the DOC to impose
CVD duties on imports from China, India and South Korea retroactively from August 4, 2015. On December 23, 2015, the DOC
also preliminarily determined that imports of CORE from China, India, Italy and South Korea are being sold at less-than-fair-value
and should be subject to AD duties. The critical circumstances determination allows the DOC to impose AD duties on imports
from China, India and South Korea retroactively from October 6, 2015. Estimated AD duties resulting from those preliminary
determinations by the DOC are generally added to the estimated CVD duties. As a result of these preliminary CVD and AD
determinations, importers are required to post cash deposits with the U.S. government on imports of CORE from these countries as
presented below:

Country Corrosion-Resistant CVD Margins Corrosion-Resistant AD Margins

China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 235.66% – 26.26% 255.8%
India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.71% – 2.85% 6.92% – 6.64%
Italy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38.41% – 0.00% 3.11% – 0.00%
South Korea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.37% – 0.00% 3.51% – 2.99%
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For Taiwan, the DOC found no dumping margin and that countervailable government subsidies did not exceed the de minimus
level of one percent. All preliminary duties remain in effect until the DOC issues final determinations. We expect final
determinations of whether there have been dumping, subsidization and injury to occur by the second quarter of 2016.

Cold-Rolled Steel

On July 28, 2015, we, along with four other domestic producers, filed AD petitions against imports of cold-rolled steel from Brazil,
China, India, Japan, the Netherlands, Russia, South Korea and the United Kingdom, as well as CVD petitions against imports of
cold-rolled steel from Brazil, China, India, Russia and South Korea. The petitions allege that unfairly traded imports of cold-rolled
steel from those eight countries are causing material injury to the domestic industry. The DOC initiated its investigations on
August 17, 2015. On September 10, 2015, the ITC made a unanimous preliminary determination of injury to the domestic industry
caused by imports of cold-rolled steel from Brazil, China, India, Japan, Russia, South Korea and the United Kingdom. The ITC
also determined that imports of cold-roll steel from the Netherlands were “negligible” (i.e., less than 3% of total imports of cold-
rolled steel during the preceding twelve-month period), and terminated the investigation of imports from the Netherlands. In
addition, in October 2015, we and the other petitioners filed critical circumstances allegations against certain foreign producers of
cold-rolled steel asserting that those foreign producers significantly increased their shipments of products into the U.S. market
before the DOC’s preliminary determination of AD and CVD duties. On December 16, 2015, the DOC preliminarily determined
that imports of cold-rolled steel from Brazil, China, India and Russia are benefiting from unfair government subsidies and should
be subject to CVD duties. The DOC also preliminarily determined that critical circumstances exist for imports of certain cold-
rolled steel from China. As a result of these preliminary CVD determinations, importers are required to post cash deposits with the
U.S. government on imports of cold-rolled steel from these countries as presented below:

Country Cold-Rolled CVD Margins Cold-Rolled AD Margins

Brazil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.42% *
China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 227.29% *
India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.45% *
Russia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.33% – 0.00% *

* To be subsequently determined

The DOC’s critical circumstances preliminary determination also allows the DOC to impose CVD duties on certain cold-rolled
steel imports from China retroactively from September 22, 2015. For South Korea, the DOC found that countervailable
government subsidies did not exceed the de minimus level of one percent. The DOC will next make preliminary AD determinations
for these four countries and South Korea, along with Japan and the United Kingdom (which were not named in the CVD petitions),
on or about February 23, 2016. Affirmative preliminary AD determinations by the DOC will require covered importers to post cash
deposits to the U.S. government covering those duties beginning as of the date of the DOC’s preliminary determinations. If the
DOC makes affirmative preliminary AD determinations for China, as a result its preliminary critical circumstances determination,
the DOC also may impose AD retroactively for imports of cold-rolled steel from China beginning 90 days before the preliminary
determination. Those preliminary duties would remain in effect until the DOC issues final determinations. We expect the final
determinations of whether there have been dumping, subsidization and injury to occur by the third quarter of 2016.

Hot-Rolled Steel

On August 11, 2015, we, along with five other domestic producers, filed AD petitions against imports of hot-rolled steel from
Australia, Brazil, Japan, the Netherlands, South Korea, Turkey and the United Kingdom, as well as CVD petitions against imports
of hot-rolled steel from Brazil, South Korea and Turkey. The petitions allege that unfairly traded imports of hot-rolled steel from
those seven countries are causing material injury to the domestic industry. The DOC initiated its investigations on September 1,
2015. On September 24, 2015, the ITC made a unanimous preliminary determination of injury to the domestic industry caused by
imports of hot-rolled steel from all seven countries. In addition, in October 2015, we and the other petitioners filed critical
circumstances allegations against certain foreign producers of hot-rolled steel asserting that those foreign producers significantly
increased their shipments of products into the U.S. market before the DOC’s preliminary determination of AD and CVD duties. On
December 9, 2015, the DOC preliminarily determined that critical circumstances exist for imports of certain hot-rolled steel from
Brazil. On January 11, 2016, the DOC preliminarily determined that imports of hot-rolled steel from Brazil are benefiting from
unfair government subsidies and should be subject to CVD duties at the rate of 7.42%. For South Korea and Turkey, the DOC
found that countervailable government subsidies did not exceed the de minimus level of one percent. As a result of the preliminary
CVD determination, importers are required to post cash deposits with the U.S. government on imports of hot-rolled steel from
Brazil at the rate of 7.42%. The DOC’s critical circumstances preliminary determination also allows the DOC to impose CVD
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duties on certain hot-rolled steel imports from Brazil retroactively from October 13, 2015. The DOC will next make preliminary
AD determinations for all seven countries on or about March 8, 2016. Affirmative preliminary AD determinations by the DOC will
require covered importers to post cash deposits to the U.S. government covering those duties beginning as of the date of the DOC’s
preliminary determinations. If the DOC makes affirmative preliminary AD determinations for Brazil, as a result of its preliminary
critical circumstances determination, the DOC also may impose AD retroactively for imports of hot-rolled steel from Brazil
beginning approximately 90 days before the preliminary determination. Those preliminary duties would remain in effect until the
DOC issues final determinations. We expect final determinations of whether there have been dumping, subsidization and injury to
occur by the third quarter of 2016.

Stainless Steel

On February 12, 2016, we, along with three other domestic producers, filed AD and CVD petitions against imports of stainless
steel from China. The petitions allege that unfairly traded imports of stainless steel from China are causing material injury to the
domestic industry. The DOC must determine whether to initiate its investigations by March 3, 2016. If the DOC initiates
investigations, the ITC will make its preliminary injury determination on or about March 28, 2016 as to whether there is a
reasonable indication that stainless steel imports caused or threaten to cause material injury. If the ITC’s preliminary determination
is affirmative, we expect the DOC to make preliminary determinations about subsidies by the end of the second quarter of 2016
and dumping by the end of the third quarter of 2016, and impose preliminary duties. If the DOC imposes preliminary duties,
covered importers would be required to post cash deposits to the U.S. government covering those duties beginning as of the date of
the preliminary determination. Those preliminary duties would remain in effect until the DOC issues final determinations. We
expect the entire investigation to take approximately one year, with final determinations of whether there have been dumping,
subsidization, and injury likely occurring by the first quarter of 2017.

Other Contingencies

In addition to the matters we discussed above, there are various pending and potential claims against us and our subsidiaries
involving product liability, commercial, employee benefits and other matters arising in the ordinary course of business. Because of
the considerable uncertainties which exist for any claim, it is difficult to reliably or accurately estimate what would be the amount
of a loss if a claimant prevails. If material assumptions or factual understandings we rely on to evaluate exposure for these
contingencies prove to be inaccurate or otherwise change, we may be required to record a liability for an adverse outcome. If,
however, we have reasonably evaluated potential future liabilities for all of these contingencies, including those described more
specifically above, it is our opinion, unless we otherwise noted, that the ultimate liability from these contingencies, individually
and in the aggregate, should not have a material effect on our consolidated financial position, results of operations or cash flows.

NOTE 11 – Stockholders’ Equity

Preferred Stock: There are 25,000,000 shares of preferred stock authorized; no shares are issued or outstanding.

Common Stock: Our common stockholders may receive dividends when and as declared by the Board of Directors out of funds
legally available for distribution. The holders have one vote per share in respect of all matters and are not entitled to preemptive
rights.

On September 16, 2014, AK Holding issued 40.25 million shares of common stock at $9.00 per share. Net proceeds were $345.3
after underwriting discounts and other fees. AK Holding used the net proceeds to pay a portion of the purchase price for the
acquisition of Dearborn, to repay a portion of outstanding borrowings under the Credit Facility and for general corporate purposes.

Dividends: The instruments governing our outstanding senior debt allow dividend payments. However, our Credit Facility restricts
dividend payments. Dividends are permitted if (i) availability under the Credit Facility exceeds $337.5 or (ii) availability exceeds
$262.5 and we meet a fixed charge coverage ratio of one to one as of the most recently ended fiscal quarter. If we cannot meet
either of these thresholds, dividends would be limited to $12.0 annually. Currently, the availability under the Credit Facility
significantly exceeds $337.5. Although we have elected to suspend our dividend program, there currently are no covenants that
would restrict our ability to declare and pay a dividend to our stockholders.

Share Repurchase Program: In October 2008, the Board of Directors authorized us to repurchase, from time to time, up to $150.0
of our outstanding common stock. We have not made any common stock repurchases under this program in the last three years. As
of December 31, 2015, there was $125.6 remaining for repurchase under the Board of Directors’ authorization.
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NOTE 12 – Share-based Compensation

AK Holding’s Stock Incentive Plan (the “SIP”) permits the granting of nonqualified stock option, restricted stock, performance
share and/or restricted stock unit (“RSUs”) awards to our Directors, officers and other employees. Stockholders have approved an
aggregate maximum of 23 million shares issuable under the SIP through December 31, 2019, of which approximately 4 million
shares are available for future grant as of December 31, 2015.

Share-based compensation expense for the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, is presented below:

Share-based Compensation Expense 2015 2014 2013

Stock options . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1.7 $ 1.7 $ 1.5
Restricted stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.2 3.2 2.9
Restricted stock units issued to Directors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.9 1.1 1.0
Performance shares . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.9 2.9 4.1

Pre-tax share-based compensation expense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 7.7 $ 8.9 $ 9.5

Stock Options

Stock options have a maximum term of ten years and holders may not exercise them earlier than six months after the grant date or
another term the award agreement may specify. Stock options granted to officers and key managers vest and become exercisable in
three equal installments on the first, second and third anniversaries of the grant date. The exercise price of each option must equal
or exceed the market price of our common stock on the grant date. We have not and do not reprice stock options to lower the
exercise price.

We use the Black-Scholes option valuation model to value the nonqualified stock options. We use historical data of stock option
exercise behaviors to estimate the expected life that granted options will be outstanding. The risk-free interest rate is based on the
Daily Treasury Yield Curve published by the U.S. Treasury on the grant date. The expected volatility is determined by using a
blend of historical and implied volatility. The expected dividend yield is based on our historical dividend payments. We estimate
that option holders will forfeit 5% of the options.

The following weighted-average assumptions are used in the Black-Scholes option pricing model to estimate the fair value of
granted options as of the grant date:

2015 2014 2013

Expected volatility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67.6% – 75.9% 58.3% – 68.2% 57.8% – 68.8%
Weighted-average volatility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69.4% 62.6% 65.2%
Expected term (in years) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.1 – 6.6 3.0 – 6.5 2.9 – 6.4
Risk-free interest rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.0% – 1.7% 0.9% – 2.3% 0.4% – 1.1%
Dividend yield . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . —% —% —%
Weighted-average grant-date fair value per share of granted options . . . . . $ 2.36 $ 3.50 $ 2.44

Option activity for the year ended December 31, 2015, is presented below:

Stock Options Shares

Weighted-
Average
Exercise

Price

Weighted-
Average

Remaining
Contractual

Life (in years)

Aggregate
Intrinsic

Value

Outstanding at December 31, 2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,696,595 $ 11.16
Granted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 906,700 4.08
Exercised . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (2,733) 4.59
Forfeited and expired . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (296,570) 10.81

Outstanding at December 31, 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,303,992 9.26 4.6 $ —

Exercisable at December 31, 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,959,959 12.33 3.3 —

Unvested at December 31, 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,344,033 4.77 6.5 —

Unvested at December 31, 2015 expected to vest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,276,831 4.77 6.5 —
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The total intrinsic value of stock option awards that holders exercised during the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013,
was not material in each period. Each exercised option’s intrinsic value is the quoted average of the reported high and low sales
price on the exercise date. As of December 31, 2015, total unrecognized compensation costs for non-vested stock options were
$0.7, which we expect to recognize over a weighted-average period of 1.7 years.

Restricted Stock

Restricted stock awards granted to officers and other employees ordinarily vest ratably on the first, second and third anniversaries
of the grant. Non-vested restricted stock awards activity for the year ended December 31, 2015, is presented below:

Restricted Stock Awards
Restricted

Shares

Weighted-Average
Grant Date Fair

Value

Outstanding at December 31, 2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 502,413 $ 5.97
Granted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 886,060 4.06
Vested/restrictions lapsed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (719,955) 4.90
Canceled . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (69,203) 5.06

Outstanding at December 31, 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 599,315 4.54

The weighted-average grant date fair value of restricted stock awards granted during the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and
2013, was $4.06, $6.66 and $4.43 per share. The total intrinsic value of restricted stock awards that vested (i.e., restrictions lapsed)
during the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, was $2.9, $2.9 and $2.1. As of December 31, 2015, total unrecognized
compensation costs for non-vested restricted stock awards granted under the SIP were $1.5, which we expect to recognize over a
weighted-average period of 1.6 years.

Restricted Stock Units

Restricted stock units (“RSUs”) represent equity-based compensation granted to Directors. RSU grants vest immediately, but we
do not settle them (i.e., pay them) until one year after the grant date, unless a Director elects to defer the settlement. Directors have
the option to defer their RSU settlement six months after their Board service is terminated and also may elect to take settlement in
a single distribution or in annual installments up to fifteen years.

Performance Shares

Performance shares are granted to officers and key managers. They earn the awards by meeting performance measures over a
three-year period. Though a target number of performance shares are awarded on the grant date, the total number of performance
shares issued to the participant when they vest is based on two equally-rated metrics: (i) our share performance compared to a
prescribed compounded annual growth rate and (ii) our total share return compared to Standard & Poor’s MidCap 400 index.

The following weighted-average assumptions are used in a Monte Carlo simulation model to estimate the fair value of performance
shares granted:

2015 2014 2013

Company expected volatility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56.4% 59.1% 59.2%
S&P’s MidCap 400 index expected volatility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27.0% 32.4% 34.7%
Risk-free interest rate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.9% 0.9% 0.4%
Dividend yield . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . —% —% —%
Weighted-average grant-date fair value per performance share granted . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 3.09 $ 6.40 $ 4.68

Non-vested performance share awards activity for the year ended December 31, 2015, is presented below:

Performance Share Awards
Performance

Shares

Weighted-Average
Grant Date Fair

Value

Outstanding at December 31, 2014 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 978,952 $5.56
Granted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 890,700 3.09
Earned . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — —
Expired or forfeited . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (865,358) 4.36

Outstanding at December 31, 2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,004,294 4.40

As of December 31, 2015, total unrecognized compensation costs for non-vested performance share awards granted under the SIP
were $2.1, which we expect to recognize over a weighted-average period of 1.6 years.
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NOTE 13 – Comprehensive Income (Loss)

Other comprehensive income (loss), net of tax, information is presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Foreign currency translation
Balance at beginning of period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1.0 $ 4.7 $ 3.5

Other comprehensive income (loss)—foreign currency translation gain (loss) . . . . . . . . (3.1) (3.7) 1.2

Balance at end of period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (2.1) $ 1.0 $ 4.7

Cash flow hedges
Balance at beginning of period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (32.2) $ 18.3 $ 31.7

Other comprehensive income (loss):
Gains (losses) arising in period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (64.2) (51.6) 3.5

Income tax expense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24.9 — 1.3

Gains (losses) arising in period, net of tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (89.1) (51.6) 2.2
Reclassification of losses (gains) to net income (loss):

Hot roll carbon steel coil contracts (a) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — (0.4)
Other commodity contracts (b) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61.4 1.1 (24.8)

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61.4 1.1 (25.2)
Income tax expense (d) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (25.9) — (9.6)

Net amount of reclassification of losses (gains) to net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87.3 1.1 (15.6)

Total other comprehensive income (loss), net of tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.8) (50.5) (13.4)

Balance at end of period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (34.0) $ (32.2) $ 18.3

Unrealized holding gains on securities
Balance at beginning of period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 0.4 $ 0.4 $ 0.3

Other comprehensive income (loss):
Unrealized holding gains (losses) arising in period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 0.2
Income tax expense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 0.1

Unrealized holding gains (losses) arising in period, net of tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — 0.1
Reclassification of gains (losses) to net income (loss)—income tax benefit (d) . . . . . 0.4 — —

Total other comprehensive income (loss), net of tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.4) — 0.1

Balance at end of period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 0.4 $ 0.4

Pension and OPEB plans
Balance at beginning of period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (173.6) $ 300.0 $ (34.4)

Other comprehensive income (loss):
Prior service credit (cost) arising in period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (7.7) 10.9 (6.1)
Gains (losses) arising in period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (60.8) (422.5) 422.3

Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (68.5) (411.6) 416.2
Income tax expense (benefit) (d) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (26.0) — 50.3

Gains (losses) arising in period, net of tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (42.5) (411.6) 365.9
Reclassification to net income (loss):

Prior service costs (credits) (c) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (60.2) (68.9) (76.2)

Actuarial (gains) losses (c) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 165.0 6.9 25.3
Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104.8 (62.0) (50.9)

Income tax (expense) benefit (d) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39.8 — (19.4)

Amount of reclassification to net income (loss), net of tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65.0 (62.0) (31.5)

Total other comprehensive income (loss), net of tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22.5 (473.6) 334.4

Balance at end of period . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (151.1) $ (173.6) $ 300.0

(a) Included in net sales
(b) Included in cost of products sold
(c) Included in pension and OPEB expense (income)
(d) Included in income tax expense (benefit)
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NOTE 14 – Earnings per Share

Reconciliation of the numerators and denominators for basic and diluted EPS computations is presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (509.0) $ (96.9) $ (46.8)
Less: distributed earnings to common stockholders and holders of certain stock

compensation awards . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — —

Undistributed earnings (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (509.0) $ (96.9) $ (46.8)

Common stockholders earnings—basic and diluted:
Distributed earnings to common stockholders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ — $ —
Undistributed earnings (loss) to common stockholders . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (507.3) (96.6) (46.6)

Common stockholders earnings (loss)—basic and diluted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (507.3) $ (96.6) $ (46.6)

Common shares outstanding (weighted-average shares in millions):
Common shares outstanding for basic earnings per share . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177.2 148.1 135.8
Effect of exchangeable debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — —
Effect of dilutive stock-based compensation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — —

Common shares outstanding for diluted earnings per share . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177.2 148.1 135.8

Basic and diluted earnings per share:
Distributed earnings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ — $ —
Undistributed earnings (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (2.86) (0.65) (0.34)

Basic and diluted earnings (loss) per share . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (2.86) $ (0.65) $ (0.34)

Potentially issuable common shares (in millions) excluded from earnings per share
calculation due to anti-dilutive effect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.6 9.7 2.6

NOTE 15 – Variable Interest Entities

SunCoke Middletown

We purchase all the coke and electrical power generated from SunCoke Middletown’s plant under long-term supply agreements.
SunCoke Middletown is a variable interest entity because we have committed to purchase all the expected production from the
facility through at least 2031 and we are the primary beneficiary. Therefore, we consolidate SunCoke Middletown’s financial
results with our financial results, even though we have no ownership interest in SunCoke Middletown. SunCoke Middletown had
income before income taxes of $62.6, $63.0 and $64.3 for the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013 that was included in
our consolidated income (loss) before income taxes.

Vicksmetal/Armco Associates

We indirectly own a 50% interest in Vicksmetal/Armco Associates (“VAA”), a joint venture with Vicksmetal Company, which is
owned by Sumitomo Corporation. VAA slits electrical steel primarily for AK Steel, though also for third parties. VAA is a variable
interest entity and we are the primary beneficiary. Therefore, we consolidate VAA’s financial results with our financial results.

NOTE 16 – Fair Value Measurements

We measure certain assets and liabilities at fair value. Fair value is defined as the price that would be received to sell an asset or
paid to transfer a liability (i.e., the “exit price”) in an orderly transaction between market participants at the measurement date. In
determining fair value, we use various valuation approaches. The hierarchy of those valuation approaches is broken down into
three levels based on the reliability of inputs as follows:

• Level 1 inputs are quoted prices in active markets for identical assets or liabilities that we have the ability to access at the
measurement date.

• Level 2 inputs are inputs, other than quoted prices, that are directly or indirectly observable for the asset or liability. Level 2
inputs include model-generated values that rely on inputs either directly observed or readily-derived from available market
data sources, such as Bloomberg or other news and data vendors. They include quoted prices for similar assets or liabilities
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in active markets, inputs other than quoted prices that are observable for the asset or liability (e.g., interest rates and yield
curves observable at commonly quoted intervals or current market) and contractual prices for the underlying financial
instrument, as well as other relevant economic factors. As a practical expedient, we estimate the value of common/
collective trusts by using the net asset value per share multiplied by the number of shares of the trust investment held as of
the measurement date. If we have the ability to redeem our investment in the respective alternative investment at the net
asset value with no significant restrictions on the redemption at the consolidated balance sheet date, we categorized the
alternative investment as a Level 2 measurement in the fair value hierarchy. We generate fair values for our commodity
derivative contracts and foreign currency forward contracts from observable futures prices for the respective commodity or
currency, from sources such as the New York Mercantile Exchange (NYMEX) or the London Metal Exchange (LME). In
cases where the derivative is an option contract (including caps, floors and collars), we adjust our valuations to reflect the
counterparty’s valuation assumptions. After validating that the counterparty’s assumptions for implied volatilities reflect
independent source’s assumptions, we discount these model-generated future values with discount factors that reflect the
counterparty’s credit quality. We apply different discount rates to different contracts since the maturities and counterparties
differ. As of December 31, 2015, a spread over benchmark rates of less than 1.5% was used for derivatives valued as assets
and less than 3.6% for derivatives valued as liabilities. We have estimated the fair value of long-term debt based upon
quoted market prices for the same or similar issues or on the current interest rates available to us for debt on similar terms
and with similar maturities.

• Level 3 inputs are unobservable inputs for the asset or liability. Unobservable inputs are used to measure fair value to the
extent that observable inputs are not available, thereby allowing for situations in which there is little, if any, market activity
for the asset or liability at the measurement date. This level of categorization is not applicable to our valuations on a normal
recurring basis other than for a portion of our pension assets.

Assets and liabilities measured at fair value on a recurring basis are presented below:

2015 2014

Level 1 Level 2 Total Level 1 Level 2 Total

Assets measured at fair value
Cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 56.6 $ — $ 56.6 $ 70.2 $ — $ 70.2
Other current assets:

Foreign exchange contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 1.1 1.1 — 1.2 1.2
Commodity hedge contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 0.5 0.5 — 3.6 3.6

Other non-current assets:
Available for sale investments—cash and cash

equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 3.3 — 3.3
Commodity hedge contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 0.3 0.3 — 1.8 1.8

Assets measured at fair value . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 56.6 $ 1.9 $ 58.5 $ 73.5 $ 6.6 $ 80.1

Liabilities measured at fair value
Accrued liabilities:

Commodity hedge contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ (41.2) $ (41.2) $ — $ (36.2) $ (36.2)
Other non-current liabilities—commodity hedge

contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (9.5) (9.5) — (5.7) (5.7)

Liabilities measured at fair value . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ (50.7) $ (50.7) $ — $ (41.9) $ (41.9)

Liabilities measured at other than fair value
Long-term debt, including current portions:

Fair value . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $(1,573.3) $(1,573.3) $ — $(2,478.3) $(2,478.3)
Carrying amount . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (2,354.1) (2,354.1) — (2,422.0) (2,422.0)

See Note 7 for information on the fair value of pension plan assets. The carrying amounts of our other financial instruments do not
differ materially from their estimated fair values at December 31, 2015 and 2014.
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NOTE 17 – Derivative Instruments and Hedging Activities

Exchange rate fluctuations affect a portion of intercompany receivables that are denominated in foreign currencies, and we use
forward currency contracts to reduce our exposure to certain of these currency price fluctuations. These contracts have not been
designated as hedges for accounting purposes and gains or losses are reported in earnings on a current basis in other income
(expense).

We are exposed to fluctuations in market prices of raw materials and energy sources, as well as from the effect of market prices on
the sale of certain commodity steel (hot roll carbon steel coils). We may use cash-settled commodity price swaps and options
(including collars) to hedge the market risk associated with the purchase of certain of our raw materials and energy requirements
and the sale of hot roll carbon steel coils. For input commodities, these derivatives are typically used for a portion of our natural
gas, nickel, iron ore, aluminum, zinc and electricity requirements. Our hedging strategy is to reduce the effect on earnings from the
price volatility of these various commodity exposures. Independent of any hedging activities, price changes in any of these
commodity markets could negatively affect operating costs or selling prices.

All commodity derivatives are recognized as an asset or liability at fair value. We record the effective gains and losses for
commodity derivatives designated as cash flow hedges of forecasted purchases of raw materials and energy sources in accumulated
other comprehensive income (loss) and reclassify them into cost of products sold in the same period we recognize earnings for the
associated underlying transaction. We record the effective gains and losses for hot roll carbon steel coils derivatives designated as
cash flow hedges of forecasted sales in accumulated other comprehensive income and reclassify them into net sales in the same
period we recognize earnings for the associated underlying transaction. We recognize gains and losses on these designated
derivatives arising from either hedge ineffectiveness or from components excluded from the assessment of effectiveness in current
earnings under cost of products sold or net sales, as appropriate. We record all gains or losses from derivatives for which hedge
accounting treatment has not been elected to earnings on a current basis in net sales or cost of products sold. We have provided
$17.9 of collateral to counterparties under collateral funding arrangements as of December 31, 2015.

Outstanding commodity price swaps and options and forward foreign exchange contracts as of December 31, 2015 and 2014, are
presented below:

Commodity 2015 2014

Nickel (in lbs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 164,800 259,300
Natural gas (in MMBTUs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,972,500 33,992,500
Zinc (in lbs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54,173,800 61,800,000
Iron ore (in metric tons) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,795,000 2,335,000
Electricity (in MWHs) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,386,400 1,182,800
Hot roll carbon steel coils (in short tons) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 15,000
Foreign exchange contracts (in euros) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . € 55,500,000 € 23,675,000

The fair value of derivative instruments as of December 31, 2015 and 2014, is presented below:

Asset (liability) 2015 2014

Derivatives designated as hedging instruments:
Other current assets—commodity contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 0.3 $ 2.1
Other non-current assets—commodity contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 1.8
Accrued liabilities—commodity contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (40.9) (32.0)
Other non-current liabilities—commodity contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (9.5) (5.7)

Derivatives not designated as hedging instruments:
Other current assets:

Foreign exchange contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.1 1.2
Commodity contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 1.5

Accrued liabilities:
Commodity contracts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.3) (4.2)
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Gains (losses) on derivative instruments for the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, are presented below:

Gain (loss) 2015 2014 2013

Derivatives in cash flow hedging relationships—
Commodity contracts:

Reclassified from accumulated other comprehensive income into net sales (effective
portion) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ — $ 0.4

Reclassified from accumulated other comprehensive income into cost of products sold
(effective portion) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (61.4) (1.1) 24.8

Recorded in cost of products sold (ineffective portion and amount excluded from
effectiveness testing) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (23.6) (0.8) 3.3

Derivatives not designated as hedging instruments:
Foreign exchange contracts—recognized in other income (expense) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.1) 1.9 (0.1)
Commodity contracts: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Recognized in net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.2 (5.1) (3.1)
Recognized in cost of products sold . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (2.0) (35.0) 1.7

Gains (losses) before tax expected to be reclassified into cost of products sold within the next twelve months for our existing
commodity contracts that qualify for hedge accounting, as well as the period over which we are hedging our exposure to the
volatility in future cash flows, are presented below:

Commodity Hedge Settlement Dates
Gains

(losses)

Natural gas January 2016 to December 2017 $ (17.1)
Electricity January 2016 to December 2017 (1.9)
Iron ore January 2016 to November 2017 (7.8)
Zinc January 2016 to December 2017 (11.2)

NOTE 18 – Supplementary Cash Flow Information

Net cash paid (received) during the period for interest, net of capitalized interest, and income taxes are presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Net cash paid (received) during the period for:
Interest, net of capitalized interest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 161.3 $ 121.9 $ 116.2
Income taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.7 (0.3) 1.2

Included in net cash flows from operations was cash provided by SunCoke Middletown of $87.4, $66.4 and $82.6 for the years
ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013. Consolidated cash and cash equivalents at December 31, 2015, and 2014, include
SunCoke Middletown’s cash and cash equivalents of $7.6 and $18.2. SunCoke Middletown’s cash and cash equivalents have no
compensating balance arrangements or legal restrictions, but is not available for our use.

We had capital investments during the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, that had not been paid as of the end of the
respective period. These amounts are included in accounts payable and accrued liabilities and have been excluded from the
consolidated statements of cash flows until paid. We also granted restricted stock to certain employees and restricted stock units to
directors under the SIP. Non-cash investing and financing activities for the years ended December 31, 2015, 2014 and 2013, are
presented below:

2015 2014 2013

Capital investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 37.4 $ 29.5 $ 10.2
Issuance of restricted stock and restricted stock units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.1 4.5 3.0
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NOTE 19 – Quarterly Information (Unaudited)

Earnings per share for each quarter and the year are calculated individually and may not sum to the total for the year.

2015

First
Quarter

Second
Quarter

Third
Quarter

Fourth
Quarter Year

Net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $1,750.9 $1,689.4 $1,709.9 $1,542.7 $6,692.9
Operating profit (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33.8 7.1 80.2 (34.4) 86.7
Net income (loss) attributable to AK Holding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (306.3) (64.0) 6.7 (145.4) (509.0)
Basic and diluted earnings (loss) per share . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (1.72) $ (0.36) $ 0.04 $ (0.82) $ (2.86)

2014

First
Quarter

Second
Quarter

Third
Quarter

Fourth
Quarter Year

Net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $1,383.5 $1,530.8 $1,593.8 $1,997.6 $6,505.7
Operating profit (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (35.3) 36.5 63.7 74.5 139.4
Net income (loss) attributable to AK Holding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (86.1) (17.1) (7.2) 13.5 (96.9)
Basic earnings (loss) per share . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (0.63) $ (0.13) $ (0.05) $ 0.08 $ (0.65)
Diluted earnings (loss) per share . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (0.63) $ (0.13) $ (0.05) $ 0.07 $ (0.65)

Included in net income attributable to AK Holding in the first quarter and full year of 2015 was an impairment charge of $256.3 for
our investment in Magnetation. Included in the fourth quarter and full year of 2015 was an impairment charge of $41.6 for our
investment in AFSG, costs of $28.1 for the temporary idling of the Ashland Works blast furnace and steelmaking operations, a
pension corridor charge of $144.3 and an OPEB corridor credit of $13.1.

Dearborn’s financial results are included in the above amounts beginning September 16, 2014. Included in operating profit (loss)
for the fourth quarter and full year of 2014 was a pension corridor charge of $2.0. Included in net income attributable to AK
Holding were Dearborn net-of-tax acquisition-related costs of $1.0, $23.6, $7.1 and $31.7 for the second, third and fourth quarters
and full year of 2014.

NOTE 20 – Supplementary Guarantor Information

AK Steel’s 8.75% Senior Secured Notes due December 2018, 7.625% Senior Notes due May 2020, 7.625% Senior Notes due
October 2021, 8.375% Senior Notes due April 2022 (collectively, the “Senior Notes”) and 5.0% Exchangeable Senior Notes due
November 2019 (the “Exchangeable Notes”) are governed by indentures entered into by AK Holding and its 100%-owned
subsidiary, AK Steel. Under the terms of the indentures, AK Holding and the guarantor subsidiaries (AK Steel’s 100%-owned
subsidiaries, AK Tube and AK Properties) each fully and unconditionally, jointly and severally, guarantee the payment of interest,
principal and premium, if any, on each of the notes included in the Senior Notes.

Under the terms of the indenture for the Exchangeable Notes, AK Holding fully and unconditionally, jointly and severally,
guarantees the payment of interest, principal and premium, if any, on the notes. AK Holding remains the sole guarantor of the
Exchangeable Notes.

We present all investments in subsidiaries in the supplementary guarantor information using the equity method of accounting.
Therefore, the net income (loss) of the subsidiaries accounted for using the equity method is in their parents’ investment accounts.
The principal elimination entries eliminate investments in subsidiaries and inter-company balances and transactions. The following
supplementary condensed consolidating financial statements present information about AK Holding, AK Steel, the guarantor
subsidiaries of the Senior Notes and the other non-guarantor subsidiaries.
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Condensed Statements of Comprehensive Income (Loss)
Year Ended December 31, 2015

AK
Holding

AK
Steel

Guarantor
Subsidiaries
of the Senior

Notes

Other Non-
Guarantor

Subsidiaries Eliminations
Consolidated

Company

Net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 6,498.2 $ 250.9 $ 538.3 $(594.5) $ 6,692.9
Cost of products sold (exclusive of items shown

separately below) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 5,984.9 167.5 423.3 (543.7) 6,032.0
Selling and administrative expenses (exclusive of

items shown separately below) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.9 270.4 10.7 25.0 (49.1) 261.9
Depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 187.7 3.6 24.7 — 216.0
Pension and OPEB expense (income) (exclusive

of corridor charges shown below) . . . . . . . . . . — (63.0) — — — (63.0)
Pension and OPEB net corridor charge . . . . . . . . — 131.2 — — — 131.2
Charge for facility idling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 28.1 — — — 28.1

Total operating costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.9 6,539.3 181.8 473.0 (592.8) 6,606.2

Operating profit (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (4.9) (41.1) 69.1 65.3 (1.7) 86.7
Interest expense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 171.0 — 2.0 — 173.0
Impairment of Magnetation investment . . . . . . . . — — — (256.3) — (256.3)
Impairment of AFSG investment . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — (41.6) — (41.6)
Other income (expense) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 6.4 6.6 (11.6) — 1.4

Income (loss) before income taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . (4.9) (205.7) 75.7 (246.2) (1.7) (382.8)
Income tax expense (benefit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 39.6 28.7 (4.2) (0.7) 63.4
Equity in net income (loss) of subsidiaries . . . . . . (504.1) (258.8) — — 762.9 —

Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (509.0) (504.1) 47.0 (242.0) 761.9 (446.2)
Less: Net income attributable to noncontrolling

interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 62.8 — 62.8

Net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel
Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (509.0) (504.1) 47.0 (304.8) 761.9 (509.0)

Other comprehensive income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . 17.2 17.2 — (3.1) (14.1) 17.2

Comprehensive income (loss) attributable to AK
Steel Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $(491.8) $ (486.9) $ 47.0 $ (307.9) $ 747.8 $ (491.8)
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Condensed Statements of Comprehensive Income (Loss)
Year Ended December 31, 2014

AK
Holding

AK
Steel

Guarantor
Subsidiaries
of the Senior

Notes

Other Non-
Guarantor

Subsidiaries Eliminations
Consolidated

Company

Net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $6,284.2 $ 280.7 $ 599.6 $ (658.8) $ 6,505.7
Cost of products sold (exclusive of items shown

separately below) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 5,937.6 199.3 484.7 (613.9) 6,007.7
Selling and administrative expenses (exclusive of

items shown separately below) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.6 251.0 11.3 28.3 (48.0) 247.2
Depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 176.1 3.9 21.9 — 201.9
Pension and OPEB expense (income) . . . . . . . . . . — (92.5) — — — (92.5)
Pension corridor charge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 2.0 — — — 2.0

Total operating costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.6 6,274.2 214.5 534.9 (661.9) 6,366.3

Operating profit (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (4.6) 10.0 66.2 64.7 3.1 139.4
Interest expense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 142.1 — 2.6 — 144.7
Other income (expense) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (17.7) 6.5 (9.9) — (21.1)

Income (loss) before income taxes . . . . . . . . . . . . . (4.6) (149.8) 72.7 52.2 3.1 (26.4)
Income tax expense (benefit) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (19.2) 29.1 (3.4) 1.2 7.7
Equity in net income (loss) of subsidiaries . . . . . . (92.3) 38.3 — — 54.0 —

Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (96.9) (92.3) 43.6 55.6 55.9 (34.1)
Less: Net income attributable to noncontrolling

interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 62.8 — 62.8

Net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel
Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (96.9) (92.3) 43.6 (7.2) 55.9 (96.9)

Other comprehensive income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . (527.8) (527.8) — (3.7) 531.5 (527.8)

Comprehensive income (loss) attributable to AK
Steel Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $(624.7) $ (620.1) $ 43.6 $ (10.9) $ 587.4 $ (624.7)
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Condensed Statements of Comprehensive Income (Loss)
Year Ended December 31, 2013

AK
Holding

AK
Steel

Guarantor
Subsidiaries
of the Senior

Notes

Other Non-
Guarantor

Subsidiaries Eliminations
Consolidated

Company

Net sales . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 5,339.3 $ 261.5 $ 568.8 $ (599.2) $ 5,570.4
Cost of products sold (exclusive of items

shown separately below) . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 5,012.1 189.0 463.3 (556.6) 5,107.8
Selling and administrative expenses

(exclusive of items shown separately
below) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.4 205.0 10.5 26.2 (40.8) 205.3

Depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 169.4 4.3 16.4 — 190.1
Pension and OPEB expense (income) . . . . . — (68.6) — — — (68.6)

Total operating costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.4 5,317.9 203.8 505.9 (597.4) 5,434.6

Operating profit (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (4.4) 21.4 57.7 62.9 (1.8) 135.8
Interest expense . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 125.9 — 1.5 — 127.4
Other income (expense) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (5.9) 6.1 (1.6) — (1.4)

Income (loss) before income taxes . . . . . . . . (4.4) (110.4) 63.8 59.8 (1.8) 7.0
Income tax expense (benefit) . . . . . . . . . . . . — (27.8) 20.1 (2.0) (0.7) (10.4)
Equity in net income (loss) of

subsidiaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (42.4) 40.2 — — 2.2 —

Net income (loss) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (46.8) (42.4) 43.7 61.8 1.1 17.4
Less: Net income attributable to

noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 64.2 — 64.2

Net income (loss) attributable to AK Steel
Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (46.8) (42.4) 43.7 (2.4) 1.1 (46.8)

Other comprehensive income (loss) . . . . . . . 322.3 322.3 — 1.2 (323.5) 322.3

Comprehensive income (loss) attributable to
AK Steel Holding Corporation . . . . . . . . . $ 275.5 $ 279.9 $ 43.7 $ (1.2) $ (322.4) $ 275.5
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Condensed Balance Sheets
December 31, 2015

AK
Holding

AK
Steel

Guarantor
Subsidiaries
of the Senior

Notes

Other Non-
Guarantor

Subsidiaries Eliminations
Consolidated

Company

ASSETS
Current assets:

Cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 27.0 $ — $ 29.6 $ — $ 56.6
Accounts receivable, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 411.9 23.5 32.0 (22.5) 444.9
Inventory, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 1,149.6 26.1 60.6 (10.0) 1,226.3
Other current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 75.6 0.3 2.5 — 78.4

Total current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 1,664.1 49.9 124.7 (32.5) 1,806.2

Property, plant and equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . — 5,763.8 103.1 599.1 — 6,466.0
Accumulated depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (4,218.0) (75.4) (86.1) — (4,379.5)

Property, plant and equipment, net . . . . . . . . — 1,545.8 27.7 513.0 — 2,086.5

Other non-current assets:
Investment in affiliates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 42.6 — 28.1 — 70.7
Investment in subsidiaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . (3,541.0) 1,346.0 — — 2,195.0 —
Inter-company accounts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,563.4 (3,600.9) 1,403.0 (390.8) 25.3 —
Other non-current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 83.0 33.0 5.0 — 121.0

TOTAL ASSETS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (977.6) $ 1,080.6 $ 1,513.6 $ 280.0 $ 2,187.8 $ 4,084.4

LIABILITIES AND EQUITY (DEFICIT)
Current liabilities:

Accounts payable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 669.0 $ 6.3 $ 29.1 $ (1.0) $ 703.4
Accrued liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 242.3 2.8 16.4 — 261.5
Current portion of pension and other

postretirement benefit obligations . . . . . — 77.3 — 0.4 — 77.7

Total current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 988.6 9.1 45.9 (1.0) 1,042.6

Non-current liabilities:
Long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 2,354.1 — — — 2,354.1
Pension and other postretirement benefit

obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 1,143.6 — 3.3 — 1,146.9
Other non-current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . — 135.3 — 1.1 — 136.4

TOTAL LIABILITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 4,621.6 9.1 50.3 (1.0) 4,680.0

Equity (deficit):
Total stockholders’ equity (deficit) . . . . . . (977.6) (3,541.0) 1,504.5 (152.3) 2,188.8 (977.6)
Noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 382.0 — 382.0

TOTAL EQUITY (DEFICIT) . . . . . . . . . . . . (977.6) (3,541.0) 1,504.5 229.7 2,188.8 (595.6)

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND EQUITY
(DEFICIT) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (977.6) $ 1,080.6 $ 1,513.6 $ 280.0 $ 2,187.8 $ 4,084.4
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Condensed Balance Sheets
December 31, 2014

AK
Holding

AK
Steel

Guarantor
Subsidiaries
of the Senior

Notes

Other Non-
Guarantor

Subsidiaries Eliminations
Consolidated

Company

ASSETS
Current assets:

Cash and cash equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 28.5 $ 0.5 $ 41.2 $ — $ 70.2
Accounts receivable, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 606.2 27.6 37.3 (26.8) 644.3
Inventory, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 1,080.5 26.2 73.5 (8.1) 1,172.1
Other current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 67.9 0.2 3.0 — 71.4

Total current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 1,783.1 54.5 155.0 (34.9) 1,958.0

Property, plant and equipment . . . . . . . . . . . — 5,695.8 97.3 595.3 — 6,388.4
Accumulated depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . — (4,040.8) (71.8) (62.6) — (4,175.2)

Property, plant and equipment, net . . . . . . . — 1,655.0 25.5 532.7 — 2,213.2

Other non-current assets:
Investment in affiliates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 84.5 — 304.2 — 388.7
Investment in subsidiaries . . . . . . . . . . . . (2,970.9) 1,582.4 — — 1,388.5 —
Inter-company accounts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,478.1 (3,420.4) 1,325.5 (412.4) 29.2 —
Other non-current assets . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 174.4 33.0 60.7 — 268.1

TOTAL ASSETS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (492.5) $ 1,859.0 $ 1,438.5 $ 640.2 $ 1,382.8 $ 4,828.0

LIABILITIES AND EQUITY (DEFICIT)
Current liabilities:

Accounts payable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 754.9 $ 6.9 $ 42.0 $ (0.7) $ 803.1
Accrued liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 244.6 3.0 18.9 — 266.5
Current portion of pension and other

postretirement benefit obligations . . . . — 55.3 — 0.3 — 55.6

Total current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 1,054.8 9.9 61.2 (0.7) 1,125.2

Non-current liabilities:
Long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 2,422.0 — — — 2,422.0
Pension and other postretirement benefit

obligations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 1,221.3 — 4.0 — 1,225.3
Other non-current liabilities . . . . . . . . . . . — 131.8 — 0.7 — 132.5

TOTAL LIABILITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 4,829.9 9.9 65.9 (0.7) 4,905.0

Equity (deficit):
Total stockholders’ equity (deficit) . . . . . (492.5) (2,970.9) 1,428.6 158.8 1,383.5 (492.5)
Noncontrolling interests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 415.5 — 415.5

TOTAL EQUITY (DEFICIT) . . . . . . . . . . . (492.5) (2,970.9) 1,428.6 574.3 1,383.5 (77.0)

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND EQUITY
(DEFICIT) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ (492.5) $ 1,859.0 $ 1,438.5 $ 640.2 $ 1,382.8 $ 4,828.0
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Condensed Statements of Cash Flows
Year Ended December 31, 2015

AK
Holding

AK
Steel

Guarantor
Subsidiaries
of the Senior

Notes

Other Non-
Guarantor

Subsidiaries Eliminations
Consolidated

Company

Net cash flows from operating activities . . . . . $ (3.7) $ 49.0 $ 53.9 $ 104.8 $ (3.7) $ 200.3
Cash flows from investing activities:

Capital investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (85.0) (5.8) (8.2) — (99.0)
Proceeds from sale of equity investee . . . . . — 25.0 — — — 25.0
Proceeds from AFSG Holdings, Inc.

distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — 14.0 — 14.0
Other investing items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 12.5 — — — 12.5

Net cash flows from investing activities . . . . . — (47.5) (5.8) 5.8 — (47.5)
Cash flows from financing activities:

Net borrowings (repayments) under credit
facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (55.0) — — — (55.0)

Redemption of long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . — (14.1) — — — (14.1)
Inter-company activity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.7 66.1 (48.6) (25.9) 3.7 —
SunCoke Middletown distributions to

noncontrolling interest owners . . . . . . . . . — — — (96.3) — (96.3)
Other financing items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (1.0) — — — — (1.0)

Net cash flows from financing activities . . . . . 3.7 (3.0) (48.6) (122.2) 3.7 (166.4)

Net increase (decrease) in cash and cash
equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (1.5) (0.5) (11.6) — (13.6)

Cash and equivalents, beginning of year . . . . . — 28.5 0.5 41.2 — 70.2

Cash and equivalents, end of year . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 27.0 $ — $ 29.6 $ — $ 56.6
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Condensed Statements of Cash Flows
Year Ended December 31, 2014

AK
Holding

AK
Steel

Guarantor
Subsidiaries
of the Senior

Notes

Other Non-
Guarantor

Subsidiaries Eliminations
Consolidated

Company

Net cash flows from operating activities . . . . . . . . $ (3.4) $ (447.2) $ 39.2 $ 91.3 $ (2.7) $ (322.8)
Cash flows from investing activities:

Capital investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (63.1) (2.8) (15.2) — (81.1)
Investments in Magnetation joint venture . . . . . — — — (100.0) — (100.0)
Investments in acquired business, net of cash

acquired . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (690.3) — — — (690.3)
Other investing items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 13.6 — — — 13.6

Net cash flows from investing activities . . . . . . . . — (739.8) (2.8) (115.2) — (857.8)
Cash flows from financing activities:

Net borrowings (repayments) under credit
facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 515.0 — — — 515.0

Proceeds from issuance of long-term debt . . . . — 427.1 — — — 427.1
Redemption of long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (0.8) — — — (0.8)
Proceeds from issuance of common stock . . . . 345.3 — — — — 345.3
Debt issuance costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (15.5) — — — (15.5)
Inter-company activity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (341.0) 272.9 (35.9) 101.3 2.7 —
SunCoke Middletown distributions to

noncontrolling interest owners . . . . . . . . . . . — — — (61.0) — (61.0)
Other financing items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.9) — — (3.7) — (4.6)

Net cash flows from financing activities . . . . . . . . 3.4 1,198.7 (35.9) 36.6 2.7 1,205.5

Net increase (decrease) in cash and cash
equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 11.7 0.5 12.7 — 24.9

Cash and equivalents, beginning of year . . . . . . . — 16.8 — 28.5 — 45.3

Cash and equivalents, end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 28.5 $ 0.5 $ 41.2 $ — $ 70.2
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Condensed Statements of Cash Flows
Year Ended December 31, 2013

AK
Holding

AK
Steel

Guarantor
Subsidiaries
of the Senior

Notes

Other Non-
Guarantor

Subsidiaries Eliminations
Consolidated

Company

Net cash flows from operating activities . . . . . . . . . $(3.5) $(251.1) $ 50.4 $129.6 $(35.6) $(110.2)
Cash flows from investing activities:

Capital investments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (39.2) (1.7) (22.7) — (63.6)
Investments in acquired businesses . . . . . . . . . . . — — — (50.0) — (50.0)
Other investing items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 8.5 0.3 6.3 — 15.1

Net cash flows from investing activities . . . . . . . . . — (30.7) (1.4) (66.4) — (98.5)
Cash flows from financing activities:

Net borrowings (repayments) under credit
facility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — 90.0 — — — 90.0

Proceeds from issuance of long-term debt . . . . . . — 31.9 — — — 31.9
Redemption of long-term debt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (27.4) — — — (27.4)
Debt issuance costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (3.4) — — — (3.4)
Inter-company activity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.1 3.9 (49.0) 5.4 35.6 —
SunCoke Middletown distributions to

noncontrolling interest owners . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — (64.8) — (64.8)
Other financing items, net . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (0.6) — — 1.3 — 0.7

Net cash flows from financing activities . . . . . . . . . 3.5 95.0 (49.0) (58.1) 35.6 27.0

Net increase (decrease) in cash and cash
equivalents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — (186.8) — 5.1 — (181.7)

Cash and equivalents, beginning of year . . . . . . . . . — 203.6 — 23.4 — 227.0

Cash and equivalents, end of year . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ — $ 16.8 $ — $ 28.5 $ — $ 45.3
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Item 9. Changes in and Disagreements with Accountants on Accounting and Financial Disclosure.

None.

Item 9A. Controls and Procedures.

We maintain a system of disclosure controls and procedures that is designed to provide reasonable assurance that information is
disclosed and accumulated and communicated to management in a timely fashion. An evaluation of the effectiveness of the design
and operation of its disclosure controls and procedures (as defined in Rule 13a-15(e) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as
amended (the “Exchange Act”)) was performed as of the end of the period covered by this report. This evaluation was performed
under the supervision and with the participation of management, including the Chief Executive Officer and Chief Financial Officer.
Based upon that evaluation, the Chief Executive Officer and Chief Financial Officer concluded that our disclosure controls and
procedures are effective to provide reasonable assurance that information we are required to disclose in the reports that we file or
submit under the Exchange Act is accumulated and communicated to management, including the Chief Executive Officer and
Chief Financial Officer, as appropriate, to allow timely decisions regarding required disclosure and are effective to provide
reasonable assurance that such information is recorded, processed, summarized and reported within the time periods specified by
the Securities and Exchange Commission’s rules and forms.

There has been no change in our internal control over financial reporting during the fourth quarter ended December 31, 2015, that
has materially affected, or is reasonably likely to materially affect, our internal control over financial reporting.

Management’s Report on Internal Control over Financial Reporting and the Report of Independent Registered Public Accounting
Firm are presented on the following pages.
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MANAGEMENT’S REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING

Management is responsible for establishing and maintaining adequate internal control over financial reporting as defined in Rule
13a-15(f) or 15d-15(f) promulgated under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. Those rules define internal control over financial
reporting as a process designed to provide reasonable assurance regarding the reliability of financial reporting and the preparation
of financial statements for external purposes in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles and include those
policies and procedures that:

a) Pertain to the maintenance of records that in reasonable detail accurately and fairly reflect the transactions and
dispositions of assets;

b) Provide reasonable assurance that transactions are recorded as necessary to permit preparation of financial statements in
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, and that receipts and expenditures are being made only in
accordance with authorizations of management and directors; and

c) Provide reasonable assurance regarding prevention or timely detection of unauthorized acquisition, use or disposition of
assets that could have a material effect on the financial statements.

Because of its inherent limitations, internal control over financial reporting may not prevent or detect misstatements. Projections of
any evaluation of effectiveness to future periods are subject to the risk that controls may become inadequate because of changes in
conditions, or that the degree of compliance with the policies or procedures may deteriorate.

We assessed the effectiveness of our internal control over financial reporting as of December 31, 2015. In making this assessment,
we used the criteria established in Internal Control—Integrated Framework issued by the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations
of the Treadway Commission (2013 Framework).

Based on our assessment and those criteria, we have determined that, as of December 31, 2015, our internal control over financial
reporting was effective.

Our independent registered public accounting firm has issued an attestation report on the effectiveness of our internal control over
financial reporting, which appears on the following page.

Dated: February 19, 2016 /s/ ROGER K. NEWPORT

Roger K. Newport
Chief Executive Officer and Director

Dated: February 19, 2016 /s/ JAIME VASQUEZ

Jaime Vasquez
Vice President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer
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REPORT OF INDEPENDENT REGISTERED PUBLIC ACCOUNTING FIRM

To the Board of Directors and Stockholders of
AK Steel Holding Corporation

We have audited AK Steel Holding Corporation’s internal control over financial reporting as of December 31, 2015, based on
criteria established in Internal Control—Integrated Framework issued by the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the
Treadway Commission (2013 framework) (the COSO criteria). AK Steel Holding Corporation’s management is responsible for
maintaining effective internal control over financial reporting, and for its assessment of the effectiveness of internal control over
financial reporting included in the accompanying Management’s Report on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting. Our
responsibility is to express an opinion on the company’s internal control over financial reporting based on our audit.

We conducted our audit in accordance with the standards of the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (United States).
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether effective internal control
over financial reporting was maintained in all material respects. Our audit included obtaining an understanding of internal control
over financial reporting, assessing the risk that a material weakness exists, testing and evaluating the design and operating
effectiveness of internal control based on the assessed risk, and performing such other procedures as we considered necessary in
the circumstances. We believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion.

A company’s internal control over financial reporting is a process designed to provide reasonable assurance regarding the
reliability of financial reporting and the preparation of financial statements for external purposes in accordance with generally
accepted accounting principles. A company’s internal control over financial reporting includes those policies and procedures that
(1) pertain to the maintenance of records that, in reasonable detail, accurately and fairly reflect the transactions and dispositions of
the assets of the company; (2) provide reasonable assurance that transactions are recorded as necessary to permit preparation of
financial statements in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, and that receipts and expenditures of the
company are being made only in accordance with authorizations of management and directors of the company; and (3) provide
reasonable assurance regarding prevention or timely detection of unauthorized acquisition, use, or disposition of the company’s
assets that could have a material effect on the financial statements.

Because of its inherent limitations, internal control over financial reporting may not prevent or detect material misstatements. Also,
projections of any evaluation of the effectiveness to future periods are subject to the risk that controls may become inadequate
because of changes in conditions, or that the degree of compliance with the policies or procedures may deteriorate.

In our opinion, AK Steel Holding Corporation maintained, in all material respects, effective internal control over financial
reporting as of December 31, 2015, based on the COSO criteria.

We have also audited, in accordance with the standards of the Public Company Accounting Oversight Board (United States), the
2015 consolidated financial statements of AK Steel Holding Corporation and our report dated February 19, 2016 expressed an
unqualified opinion thereon.

/s/ ERNST & YOUNG LLP

Cincinnati, Ohio
February 19, 2016

-91-

PUBLIC VERSION

115



Item 9B. Other Information.

None.

PART III

Item 10. Directors, Executive Officers and Corporate Governance.

Information with respect to our Executive Officers is set forth in Part I of this Annual Report pursuant to General Instruction G of
Form 10-K. The information required to be furnished pursuant to this item with respect to our Directors will be set forth under the
caption “Election of Directors” in our proxy statement (the “2016 Proxy Statement”) to be furnished to stockholders in connection
with the solicitation of proxies by our Board of Directors for use at the 2016 Annual Meeting of Stockholders, and is incorporated
herein by reference.

The information required to be furnished pursuant to this item with respect to compliance with Section 16(a) of the Exchange Act
will be set forth under the caption “Section 16(a) Beneficial Ownership Reporting Compliance” in the 2016 Proxy Statement, and
is incorporated herein by reference.

The information required to be furnished pursuant to this item with respect to the Audit Committee and the Audit Committee
financial expert will be set forth under the caption “Committees of the Board of Directors” in the 2016 Proxy Statement, and is
incorporated herein by reference.

Information required to be furnished pursuant to this item with respect to and any material changes to the process by which security
holders may recommend nominees to the Board of Directors will be set forth under the caption “Stockholder Proposals for the
2016 Annual Meeting and Nominations of Directors” in the 2016 Proxy Statement, and is incorporated herein by reference.

We have adopted a Code of Ethics covering our Chief Executive Officer, Chief Financial Officer, Principal Accounting Officer and
other persons performing a similar function; a Code of Business Conduct and Ethics for Directors, Officers and Employees; and
Corporate Governance Guidelines. These documents, along with charters of our Audit, Management Development and
Compensation, Nominating and Governance, Finance, and Public and Environmental Issues Committees, are posted on our website
at www.aksteel.com. Disclosures of amendments to or waivers with regard to the provisions of the Code of Ethics also will be
posted on our website.

Item 11. Executive Compensation.

The information required to be furnished pursuant to this item will be set forth under the caption “Executive Compensation” and in
the Director Compensation Table and its accompanying narrative in the 2016 Proxy Statement, and is incorporated herein by
reference.

Item 12. Security Ownership of Certain Beneficial Owners and Management and Related Stockholder Matters.

The information required to be furnished pursuant to this item with respect to compensation plans under which our equity securities
are authorized for issuance will be set forth under the caption “Equity Compensation Plan Information” in the 2016 Proxy
Statement, and is incorporated herein by reference.

Other information required to be furnished pursuant to this item will be set forth under the caption “Stock Ownership” in the 2016
Proxy Statement, and is incorporated herein by reference.

Item 13. Certain Relationships and Related Transactions, and Director Independence.

The information required to be furnished pursuant to this item will be set forth under the captions “Related Person Transactions”
and “Board Independence” in the 2016 Proxy Statement, and is incorporated herein by reference.

Item 14. Principal Accounting Fees and Services.

The information required to be furnished pursuant to this item will be set forth under the caption “Principal Accounting Firm Fees”
in the 2016 Proxy Statement, and is incorporated herein by reference.
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PART IV

Item 15. Exhibits, Financial Statement Schedules.

(a)(1) Financial Statements

The consolidated financial statements of AK Steel Holding Corporation filed as part of this Annual Report are included in Item 8.

(a)(2) Financial Statement Schedules

All financial statement schedules are omitted because they are not applicable or the required information is contained in the
applicable financial statements or notes thereto.

(a)(3) Exhibits

The list of exhibits begins on the next page.
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INDEX TO EXHIBITS

Exhibit
Number Description

3.1 Restated Certificate of Incorporation of AK Steel Holding Corporation (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit
3.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended December 31, 2014, as filed
with the Commission on February 20, 2015).

3.2 By-laws of AK Steel Holding Corporation, as amended and restated as of May 27, 2010 (incorporated herein by
reference to Exhibit 3.2 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended
December 31, 2010, as filed with the Commission on February 22, 2011).

4.1 Indenture, dated as of May 11, 2010, among AK Steel Corporation, as issuer, AK Steel Holding Corporation, as
guarantor, and U.S. Bank National Association, as trustee (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 4.1 to AK Steel
Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on May 11, 2010).

4.1(a) First Supplemental Indenture, dated as of May 11, 2010, among AK Steel Corporation, as issuer, AK Steel Holding
Corporation, as guarantor, and U.S. Bank National Association, as trustee (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit
4.2 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on May 11, 2010).

4.1(b) Second Supplemental Indenture, dated as of March 22, 2012, among AK Steel Corporation, as issuer, AK Steel
Holding Corporation, as guarantor, and U.S. Bank, National Association, as trustee (incorporated herein by reference
to Exhibit 4.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on
March 22, 2012).

4.1(c) Third Supplemental Indenture, dated as of November 20, 2012, among AK Steel Corporation, as issuer, AK Steel
Holding Corporation, as guarantor, and U.S. Bank, National Association, as trustee (incorporated herein by reference
to Exhibit 4.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on
November 20, 2012).

4.1(d) Fourth Supplemental Indenture, dated as of April 29, 2014, among AK Steel Corporation, AK Steel Holding
Corporation, as parent guarantor, AK Tube LLC and AK Steel Properties, Inc., as subsidiary guarantors, and U.S.
Bank National Association, as trustee (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 4.2 to AK Steel Holding
Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q, as filed with the Commission on May 2, 2014).

4.1(e) Fifth Supplemental Indenture, dated as of September 16, 2014, among AK Steel Corporation, as issuer, AK Steel
Holding Corporation, as parent guarantor, AK Steel Properties, Inc. and AK Tube LLC, as subsidiary guarantors, and
U.S. Bank National Association, as trustee (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 4.1 to AK Steel Holding
Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on September 16, 2014).

4.2 Indenture, dated as of November 20, 2012, among AK Steel Corporation, as issuer, AK Steel Holding Corporation, as
guarantor, and U.S. Bank, National Association, as trustee and collateral agent (incorporated herein by reference to
Exhibit 4.2 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on
November 20, 2012).

4.2(a) First Supplemental Indenture dated as of April 29, 2014 among AK Steel Corporation, AK Tube LLC and AK Steel
Properties, Inc., as subsidiary guarantors, U.S. Bank National Association, as trustee and as collateral agent
(incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 4.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q,
as filed with the Commission on May 2, 2014).

10.1+ Executive Deferred Compensation Plan, as amended and restated as of October 18, 2007 (incorporated herein by
reference to Exhibit 10.2 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended
September 30, 2007, as filed with the Commission on November 6, 2007).

10.2+ Directors’ Deferred Compensation Plan, as amended and restated as of October 18, 2007 (incorporated herein by
reference to Exhibit 10.3 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended
September 30, 2007, as filed with the Commission on November 6, 2007).

10.3 Policy Concerning Severance Agreements with Senior Executives (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 99.3 to
AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended September 30, 2003, as filed
with the Commission on November 14, 2003).
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Exhibit
Number Description

10.4+ Annual Management Incentive Plan, as amended and restated as of October 18, 2007 (incorporated herein by
reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended
June 30, 2008, as filed with the Commission on August 5, 2008).

10.4(a)+ First Amendment to the Annual Management Incentive Plan, as amended and restated as of October 18, 2007
(incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.4(a) to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Annual Report on
Form 10-K for the year ended December 31, 2013, as filed with the Commission on February 21, 2014).

10.4(b)+ Second Amendment to the Annual Management Incentive Plan, as amended and restated as of October 18, 2007
(incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q
for the quarter ended March 31, 2015, as filed with the Commission on May 5, 2015).

10.5+ Supplemental Thrift Plan, as amended and restated as of October 18, 2007 (incorporated herein by reference to
Exhibit 10.5 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended September 30,
2007, as filed with the Commission on November 6, 2007).

10.6+ Executive Minimum and Supplemental Retirement Plan, as amended and restated as of October 18, 2007
(incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q
for the quarter ended September 30, 2007, as filed with the Commission on November 6, 2007).

10.6(a)+ First Amendment to the Executive Minimum and Supplemental Retirement Plan, as amended and restated as of
October 18, 2007 (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly
Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended September 30, 2008, as filed with the Commission on November 4,
2008).

10.6(b)+ Second Amendment to the Executive Minimum and Supplemental Retirement Plan, as amended and restated as of
October 18, 2007 (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.4 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly
Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended September 30, 2009, as filed with the Commission on November 3,
2009).

10.7+ Executive Retirement Income Plan adopted March 20, 2014 (incorporated by reference to Exhibit 10.10 to AK Steel
Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended March 31, 2014, as filed with the
Commission on May 2, 2014).

10.8+ Form of Executive Officer Severance Agreement (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.2 to AK Steel
Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on March 26, 2014).

10.9+ Form of Executive Officer Change of Control Agreement (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK
Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on March 26, 2014).

10.10+ Form of Restricted Stock Award for special bonus grants to executive officers and selected key managers of AK
Steel (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.25 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Annual Report on Form
10-K for the year ended December 31, 2004, as filed with the Commission on March 8, 2005).

10.11+ Form of the Performance Share Award Agreement for performance-based equity awards to executive officers and
key managers of AK Steel (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.26 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s
Annual Report on Form 10-K for the year ended December 31, 2004, as filed with the Commission on March 8,
2005).

10.12+ AK Steel Holding Corporation Stock Incentive Plan, as amended and restated as of July 23, 2015 (incorporated by
reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended
June 30, 2015, as filed with the Commission on August 3, 2015).

10.13+ Long-Term Performance Plan, as amended and restated as of April 12, 2010 (incorporated herein by reference to
Annex A to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Proxy Statement for its 2010 Annual Meeting of Stockholders held
May 27, 2010, as filed with the Commission on April 12, 2010).

10.14 Amended and Restated Loan and Security Agreement, dated as of March 17, 2014, among AK Steel, as Borrower,
and certain financial institutions as the lenders party thereto (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK
Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on March 18, 2014).

10.14(a) Joinder to Amended and Restated Loan and Security Agreement dated as of April 29, 2014, among AK Steel
Corporation, AK Tube LLC and Bank of America, N.A., as agent for the Lenders (incorporated by reference to
Exhibit 10.4 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended March 31,
2014, as filed with the Commission on May 2, 2014).
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Exhibit
Number Description

10.14(b) First Amendment to Amended and Restated Loan and Security Agreement, dated as of September 16, 2014, among
AK Steel Corporation, as Borrower, AK Tube LLC, as Borrowing Base Guarantor, certain financial institutions, as
Lenders, and Bank of America, N.A., as agent for the Lenders (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to
AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on September 17, 2014).

10.15 Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of Magnetation LLC dated as of October 4, 2011 (incorporated herein
by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the
Commission on October 5, 2011).

10.15(a) Amendment No. 1, dated April 30, 2013, to Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of Magnetation LLC
(incorporated by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the
quarter ended March 31, 2013, as filed with the Commission on May 3, 2013).

10.16 Air Quality Facilities Loan Agreement dated as of February 1, 2012 between AK Steel Corporation and the Ohio Air
Quality Development Authority—$36,000,000 Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2012-A (incorporated herein by
reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the
Commission on February 7, 2012).

10.16(a) Guaranty Agreement dated as of April 29, 2014, by AK Tube LLC and AK Steel Properties, Inc. to Wells Fargo
Bank, National Association, as trustee, pertaining to the Ohio Air Quality Development Authority—$36,000,000
Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2012-A (incorporated by reference to Exhibit 10.7 to AK Steel Holding
Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended March 31, 2014, as filed with the Commission on
May 2, 2014).

10.17 Loan Agreement dated as of February 1, 2012 between AK Steel Corporation and the City of Rockport, Indiana—
$30,000,000 Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2012-A (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.2 to AK Steel
Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on February 7, 2012).

10.17(a) Guaranty Agreement dated as of April 29, 2014, by AK Tube LLC and AK Steel Properties, Inc. to Wells Fargo
Bank, National Association, as trustee, pertaining to City of Rockport, Indiana—$30,000,000 Revenue Refunding
Bonds, Series 2012-A (incorporated by reference to Exhibit 10.8 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report
on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended March 31, 2014, as filed with the Commission on May 2, 2014).

10.18 Loan Agreement dated as of February 1, 2012 between AK Steel Corporation and the Butler County Industrial
Development Authority—$7,300,000 Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2012-A (incorporated herein by reference to
Exhibit 10.3 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on
February 7, 2012).

10.18(a) Guaranty Agreement dated as of April 29, 2014, by AK Tube LLC and AK Steel Properties, Inc. to Wells Fargo
Bank, National Association, as trustee, pertaining to Butler County Industrial Development Authority—$7,300,000
Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2012-A (incorporated by reference to Exhibit 10.9 to AK Steel Holding
Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended March 31, 2014, as filed with the Commission on
May 2, 2014).

10.19 Security Agreement dated as of November 20, 2012, among the AK Steel Corporation and U.S. Bank National
Association, as trustee and collateral agent (incorporated herein by reference to Exhibit 10.3 to AK Steel Holding
Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on November 20, 2012).

10.19(a) Security Agreement Supplement dated as of April 29, 2014, among AK Steel Corporation, AK Tube LLC, AK Steel
Properties, Inc. and U.S. Bank National Association, as trustee and collateral agent (incorporated by reference to
Exhibit 10.5 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended March 31,
2014, as filed with the Commission on May 2, 2014).

10.20 Collateral Trust Agreement dated as of November 20, 2012, among AK Steel and U.S. Bank National Association, as
trustee and collateral agent (incorporated by reference to Exhibit 10.4 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Current
Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on November 20, 2012).

10.20(a) Supplement to Collateral Trust Agreement dated as of April 29, 2014, among AK Steel Corporation, AK Tube LLC,
AK Steel Properties, Inc. and U.S. Bank National Association, as trustee and collateral agent (incorporated by
reference to Exhibit 10.6 to AK Steel Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended
March 31, 2014, as filed with the Commission on May 2, 2014).

-96-

PUBLIC VERSION

120



Exhibit
Number Description

10.21+ Form of Director and Officer Indemnification Agreement (incorporated by reference to Exhibit 10.1 to AK Steel
Holding Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q for the quarter ended September 30, 2013, as filed with the
Commission on November 1, 2013).

10.22 Membership Interest Purchase Agreement, dated July 18, 2014, by and among Severstal Columbus Holdings, LLC,
Severstal Dearborn, LLC and AK Steel Corporation (incorporated by reference to Exhibit 2.1 to AK Steel Holding
Corporation’s Current Report on Form 8-K, as filed with the Commission on July 22, 2014).

*12.1 Statement re: Computation of Ratio of Earnings to Combined Fixed Charges.

*12.2 Statement re: Computation of Ratio of Earnings to Fixed Charges.

*21.1 Subsidiaries of AK Steel Holding Corporation.

*23.1 Consent of Ernst & Young LLP.

*31.1 Section 302 Certification of Chief Executive Officer.

*31.2 Section 302 Certification of Chief Financial Officer.

*32.1 Section 906 Certification of Chief Executive Officer.

*32.2 Section 906 Certification of Chief Financial Officer.

*95.1 Mine Safety Disclosure.

*101 The following financial statements from the Annual Report on Form 10-K of AK Steel Holding Corporation for the
year ended December 31, 2015, formatted in Extensible Business Reporting Language (XBRL): (i) the Consolidated
Statements of Operations, (ii) the Consolidated Statements of Comprehensive Income (Loss), (iii) the Consolidated
Balance Sheets, (iv) the Consolidated Statements of Cash Flows, (iv) the Consolidated Statements of Stockholders’
Equity, and (vi) the Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements.

* Filed or furnished herewith, as applicable
+ Management contract or compensatory plan or arrangement
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SIGNATURES

Pursuant to the requirements of Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, the registrant has duly caused this
Report to be signed on its behalf by the undersigned, thereunto duly authorized in West Chester, Ohio, on February 19, 2016.

AK Steel Holding Corporation

(Registrant)

/S/ JAIME VASQUEZ

Jaime Vasquez
Vice President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer

Pursuant to the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, this Report has been signed below as of February 19,
2016 by the following persons on behalf of the registrant and in the capacities indicated.

Signature & Title Signature & Title

/s/ ROGER K. NEWPORT

Roger K. Newport
Chief Executive Officer and Director

/s/ SHERI H. EDISON

Sheri H. Edison
Director

/s/ JAIME VASQUEZ

Jaime Vasquez
Vice President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer

/s/ MARK G. ESSIG

Mark G. Essig
Director

/s/ GREGORY A. HOFFBAUER

Gregory A. Hoffbauer
Vice President, Controller and Chief Accounting Officer

/s/ WILLIAM K. GERBER

William K. Gerber
Director

/s/ JAMES L. WAINSCOTT

James L. Wainscott
Chairman of the Board

/s/ ROBERT H. JENKINS

Robert H. Jenkins
Director

/s/ DR. JAMES A. THOMSON

Dr. James A. Thomson
Lead Director

/s/ GREGORY B. KENNY

Gregory B. Kenny
Director

/s/ RICHARD A. ABDOO

Richard A. Abdoo
Director

/s/ RALPH S. MICHAEL, III

Ralph S. Michael, III
Director

/s/ JOHN S. BRINZO

John S. Brinzo
Director

/s/ VICENTE WRIGHT

Vicente Wright
Director

/s/ DENNIS C. CUNEO

Dennis C. Cuneo
Director
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EXHIBIT 31.1

SECTION 302 CERTIFICATION OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

I, Roger K. Newport, certify that:

1. I have reviewed this annual report on Form 10-K of AK Steel Holding Corporation;

2. Based on my knowledge, this report does not contain any untrue statement of a material fact or omit to state a
material fact necessary to make the statements made, in light of the circumstances under which such
statements were made, not misleading with respect to the period covered by this report;

3. Based on my knowledge, the financial statements, and other financial information included in this report, fairly
present in all material respects the financial condition, results of operations and cash flows of the registrant as
of, and for, the periods presented in this report;

4. The registrant’s other certifying officers and I are responsible for establishing and maintaining disclosure
controls and procedures (as defined in Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(e) and 15d-15(e)) and internal control over
financial reporting (as defined in Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(f) and 15d-15(f)) for the registrant and have:

a) Designed such disclosure controls and procedures, or caused such disclosure controls and procedures to be
designed under our supervision, to ensure that material information relating to the registrant, including its
consolidated subsidiaries, is made known to us by others within those entities, particularly during the period
in which this report is being prepared;

b) Designed such internal control over financial reporting, or caused such internal control over financial
reporting to be designed under our supervision, to provide reasonable assurance regarding the reliability of
financial reporting and the preparation of financial statements for external purposes in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles;

c) Evaluated the effectiveness of the registrant’s disclosure controls and procedures and presented in this report
our conclusions about the effectiveness of the disclosure controls and procedures, as of the end of the period
covered by this report based on such evaluation; and

d) Disclosed in this report any change in the registrant’s internal control over financial reporting that occurred
during the registrant’s most recent fiscal quarter (the registrant’s fourth fiscal quarter in the case of an
annual report) that has materially affected, or is reasonably likely to materially affect, the registrant’s
internal control over financial reporting; and

5. The registrant’s other certifying officers and I have disclosed, based on our most recent evaluation of internal
control over financial reporting, to the registrant’s auditors and the audit committee of registrant’s board of
directors (or persons performing the equivalent functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weaknesses in the design or operation of internal control over
financial reporting which are reasonably likely to adversely affect the registrant’s ability to record, process,
summarize and report financial information; and

b) Any fraud, whether or not material, that involves management or other employees who have a significant
role in the registrant’s internal control over financial reporting.

Dated: February 19, 2016 /S/ ROGER K. NEWPORT

Roger K. Newport
Chief Executive Officer
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EXHIBIT 31.2

SECTION 302 CERTIFICATION OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

I, Jaime Vasquez, certify that:

1. I have reviewed this annual report on Form 10-K of AK Steel Holding Corporation;

2. Based on my knowledge, this report does not contain any untrue statement of a material fact or omit to state a
material fact necessary to make the statements made, in light of the circumstances under which such
statements were made, not misleading with respect to the period covered by this report;

3. Based on my knowledge, the financial statements, and other financial information included in this report, fairly
present in all material respects the financial condition, results of operations and cash flows of the registrant as
of, and for, the periods presented in this report;

4. The registrant’s other certifying officers and I are responsible for establishing and maintaining disclosure
controls and procedures (as defined in Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(e) and 15d-15(e)) and internal control over
financial reporting (as defined in Exchange Act Rules 13a-15(f) and 15d-15(f)) for the registrant and have:

a) Designed such disclosure controls and procedures, or caused such disclosure controls and procedures to be
designed under our supervision, to ensure that material information relating to the registrant, including its
consolidated subsidiaries, is made known to us by others within those entities, particularly during the period
in which this report is being prepared;

b) Designed such internal control over financial reporting, or caused such internal control over financial
reporting to be designed under our supervision, to provide reasonable assurance regarding the reliability of
financial reporting and the preparation of financial statements for external purposes in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles;

c) Evaluated the effectiveness of the registrant’s disclosure controls and procedures and presented in this report
our conclusions about the effectiveness of the disclosure controls and procedures, as of the end of the period
covered by this report based on such evaluation; and

d) Disclosed in this report any change in the registrant’s internal control over financial reporting that occurred
during the registrant’s most recent fiscal quarter (the registrant’s fourth fiscal quarter in the case of an
annual report) that has materially affected, or is reasonably likely to materially affect, the registrant’s
internal control over financial reporting; and

5. The registrant’s other certifying officers and I have disclosed, based on our most recent evaluation of internal
control over financial reporting, to the registrant’s auditors and the audit committee of registrant’s board of
directors (or persons performing the equivalent functions):

a) All significant deficiencies and material weaknesses in the design or operation of internal control over
financial reporting which are reasonably likely to adversely affect the registrant’s ability to record, process,
summarize and report financial information; and

b) Any fraud, whether or not material, that involves management or other employees who have a significant
role in the registrant’s internal control over financial reporting.

Dated: February 19, 2016 /S/ JAIME VASQUEZ

Jaime Vasquez
Vice President, Finance and Chief
Financial Officer
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EXHIBIT 32.1

SECTION 906 CERTIFICATION OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

I, Roger K. Newport, Chief Executive Officer of AK Steel Holding Corporation (the “Company”), do hereby
certify in accordance with 18 U.S.C. §1350, as adopted pursuant to §906 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, that
to my knowledge:

(1) This Annual Report on Form 10-K for the period ending December 31, 2015 fully complies with the
requirements of section 13(a) or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78m(a) or
78o(d)), and,

(2) The information contained in this Annual Report fairly presents, in all material respects, the financial
condition and results of operations of the Company.

Dated: February 19, 2016 /S/ ROGER K. NEWPORT

Roger K. Newport
Chief Executive Officer
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EXHIBIT 32.2

SECTION 906 CERTIFICATION OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

I, Jaime Vasquez, Vice President, Finance and Chief Financial Officer of AK Steel Holding Corporation (the
“Company”), do hereby certify in accordance with 18 U.S.C. §1350, as adopted pursuant to §906 of the
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, that to my knowledge:

(1) This Annual Report on Form 10-K for the period ending December 31, 2015 fully complies with the
requirements of section 13(a) or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78m(a) or
78o(d)), and,

(2) The information contained in this Annual Report fairly presents, in all material respects, the financial
condition and results of operations of the Company.

Dated: February 19, 2016 /S/ JAIME VASQUEZ

Jaime Vasquez
Vice President, Finance and Chief
Financial Officer
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