respective emissions.  Flat car pushing, which i1s uscd at HNR facilitics, 1s much different than
conventional pushing which occurs at ByP facilitics. With cenventional pushing at ByP facilitics,
the coke bed falls into a hot car where it breaks apart and produccs the traditional large hot pushing
plume. The plume may be collected by cither a mobile shed or by a large stationary coke side
shed. With flat car pushing at HNR facilitics, the coke bed is pushed onto a flat car with a hood
that cncloscs the bed on the sides and top. Air from this hood is ducted te an air pollution control
device, fan, and stack on a mobile car. These significant differences in the pushing process and
the capturc/control cquipment warrant scparating pushing cmissions by process type and control
type, as EPA has donc in the past.

It also was unrcasonablc for EPA to usc test data from closcd ByP facilitics to cstablish the
ncw proposcd pushing cmission limits. EPA used testing data {rom the ByP facility in Middlctown,
Ohio (formerly, AK Steel Middletown), te develop the proposed limits,™ even though Cleveland-
Cliffs, which now owns the facility, idled these coke ovens in 2021, The CAA requires EPA to
average cmissions achicved by the “best performing™ five (5) sources; a source that has shuttered
its doors obvicusly is not “performing™ at all. 42 USC § 7412(d)(3). Historically, only opcrating
sources arc included in the MACT floor analysis. EPA did not consider test data from other closcd
ByP facilitics in its MACT floor calculations. EPA’s MACT memo notes, for example, that while
the Eric Coke facility cenducted testing per the Sccetion 114 request in 2016, the Ageney did not
include its cmissions data in the MACT floor calculations becausce “the Eric Coke facility was shut
down in latc 2019.7% Consistent with its approach with Eric Coke’s data, EPA should also have
cxcluded data from AK Stecl Middlctown from the MACT floor calculations for pushing.

4. Installing Additional Controls on Hot Car is Technically Infeasible

Installing additional controls on an HNR flat push hot car for controlling any of these
pollutants is technically infeasible because the hot car is mobile, is subject to significant vibration,
and has very limited space or structural capacity for additional cquipment.  HNR facilitics’
configuraticn docs not allow for baghouscs on the tlat push hot car; SunCoke evens arc horizontal
and their batterics and tunnels arc longer, whereas ByP ovens are vertical and their batterics and
tunncls are shorter. SunCoke would not be able to pull sufficient draft to run a baghousc, thus
creating the potential for positive pressure. SunCoke’s technology requires this configuration, and
it would be unrcasonable to require SunCoke te reconfigure its cquipment at existing HNR
facilitics, particularly given the facilities’ current use of other more suitable control devices (e.g..
cokeside shed, mobile multiclone).

-3 EPA Considered Data Collected Using Unreliable and *Abandoned”
Test Method

FEPA incorrectly cstablished the proposed pushing limits for hydrogen cyanide (1TCN)
cmissions using test data from an obsolete method. These proposed limits were established using

" EPA-HQ-OAR-2003-0051-0785. EPA, AMemorandum, Maxinwm  Achievahle Conirol Techuology Standord
Calenlations, Cost fmpacts, and Bevond-the-Floor Cost Impacts for Coke Oven Facifities under 40 CER part 63,
suhpart CCCCC), at 4 and Table | (May 1, 2023).
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