limits in 40 C.F.R. § 63.7297 would othcrwisc be impossible to meet.”™ SunCoke described how
thc FGD system must be slowly hcated to the minimum opcerating temperature before the
baghousc, spray dry absorber, and carbon injection system can be placed into service and proposed
application of the Bypass Stack emission limits set forth in 40 C.F.R. § 63.7298 (standards that
were alrcady in the NESHAP), becausce it would be impossible to mecet the new emission limits in
40 C.F.R. § 63.7297 for HRSG main stacks until the minimum opcrating tcmperature is met and
the FGD system is online.

FPA also responded that it “expects control devices to be operating during startup and shutdown
(SS); therefore ne additional requirements should be necded for startup or shutdown,” which con-
flicts with SunCokc’s comment that controls, including the baghousc, spray dry absorber, and car-
bon injection system cannot be placed into service until the FGD reaches minimum operating tem-
perature. ™

This issuc was also raiscd with EPA during a mecting on February 12, 2024, and in a {ollow-up
communication to EPA on Fcbruary 19, 2024, after the closc ef the public comment period, when
SunCoke proposcd additional work practice standards, including retuming the FGD to full opera-
tion as cxpeditiously as possible and mecting the Bypass Vent Stack limits in the meantime.

In the Final Rule, EPA incorrectly stated that no alternate work practices had been proposcd and
that all controls would be operating during startup and shut down, both of which arce in crror, and
should be reconsidered.

2. EPA Impermissibly Rejected Other Appropriate Work Practice Standards.

In its Final Rule, EPA removed all exemptions from emission limits during startup, shutdown, and
malfunction, and did not proposc any alternate limits and works practice standards as it had donc
in numerous other rulemakings. In the Proposed Rule, EPA asked for comment on whether any
situations cxisted where separate standards, such as work practices, would be more appropriate
during pcrieds of startup and shutdown, rather than the current standards. In respense, SunCoke
identificd specific sifuations where scparate standards should be applicd (Scetion LE. 1, startup of
the FGD) and general situations, where work practices would be more appropriate, situations iden-
tificd in the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan.

EPA then rejected all of the comments and did not establish any alicrnate limits or work practice
standards purportedly becausce the commenters did not identify specific work practices that would
be more appropriate than the numerical emissions standards. In other words, EPA asked comment-
ers to identify situations where alternate work practices would be nceded and then rejected all of
the comments because commenters did not identify “specific work practices.”™

Because EPA specifically asked for comments on situationy where alicrnate work practices would
be more appropriate and SunCoke (and other commenters) responded by identifying situations

2 SunCoke comment letter, p. 51
.
" 89 Fed. Reg. at 55718; SunCoke comment letter, p. 51,

S fd
89 Fed. Reg. at 55718,
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