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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Oon October 27, 1993 (58 FR 57898), the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated national emission standards
for the control of emissions from all existing and new coke oven
batteries. This document serves to assist enforcement and
permitting personnel in EPA and State or local air pollution
control agencies with implementing the regulation and responding
to questions and comments on the rule and its requirements.

Chapter 2.0, "Summary of the Standard," provides an overview
of the requirements included in the Clean Air Act (Act) and the
rule to provide a quick reference tool for determining applicable
requirements for each type of battery. Visible emission limits,
dates, exemptions, alternatives, and rolling average calculation
procedures also are discussed, as well as work practice
requirements and provisions for obtaining an alternative standard
for coke oven doors under sheds.

Chapter 3.0 discusses the provisions in the rule for
conducting daily performance tests. Requirements, inspections,
payment responsibilities, and Method 303 observation and
certification procedures also are described.

Startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions are discussed in
Chapter 4.0. 1In addition to a summary of plan requirements, this
chapter defines actions required to be taken in the event of a
malfunction.

Chapter 5.0 provides a summary of recordkeeping and
reporting requirements, followed by a more detailed description
of the information required and applicable dates for records and
reports.

Chapter 6.0 describes the relationship of the NESHAP to

existing regulations.



More detailed information may be found in the appendices.
Appendix A lists the dates and responsible party for actions
required in the rule and the Act to implement the NESHAP.
Informational contacts are included in Appendix B. The proposal
preamble and the final NESHAP (preamble, regulation, and test
methods) are reprinted in Appendix C. (The proposal preamble
provides details on the background and development of the rule.)
Questions and answers developed from inquiries from States,
Regions, local agencies, and industry representatives are
included in Appendix D. Appendix E contains a list of batteries,
their operating characteristics, and a map to indicate their

location.



2.0 BSUMMARY OF THE STANDARD

2.1 OVERVIEW
Section 112 of the Act requires the EPA to establish

national emission standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP)
listed under section 112(b), one of which is coke oven emissions.
In addition, several individual components of coke oven emissions
are listed separately. Provisions specific to the regulation of
coke oven emissions also are included in sections 112(d), (f),
and (i) of the Act. The requirements of the NESHAP and the Act
extend over the next 20 years and include obligations affecting
coke plant owners or operators, EPA, and delegated State or local
agencies. A complete list of these actions, required dates, and
the responsible party is included in Appendix A. The key dates
from this list are summarized in Table 2-1.

The rule applies to all coke oven batteries, whether
existing, new, reconstructed, rebuilt or restarted. It also
applies to all batteries using the conventional by-product
recovery process, the nonrecovery process, or any new recovery
process.

The rule establishes visible emissions limits for doors,
lids, offtakes, and charging operations for all new and existing
coke oven batteries and also includes control measures for
bypass/bleeder stacks and collecting mains. Test methods 303
(for by-product batteries) and 303A (for nonrecovery batteries)
are provided for measuring levels of visible emissions to
determine compliance. Work practice training programs also are
required and are enforceable under specified conditions.



TABLE 2-1. KEY DATES FOR THE COKE OVEN NESHAP

October 27, 1993 Promuigation of NESHAP

November 15, 1993 Begin inspections for extension track limits;
prepare work practice plan and startup,
shutdown, and malfunction plan

March 31, 1994 Install flares on bypass/bleeder stacks or
commit to shutdown

December 31, 1995 Begin inspection for MACT track limits

January 1, 1998 Elect to meet LAER (extension track) or risk
standards

October, 2001 EPA promulgates risk standard

January, 2002 Comply with risk standard unless on LAER

extension track or 2-year waiver granted

January 1, 2007 EPA to review/revise LAER limits; compliance
within 3 years

January 1, 2020 All batteries must meet risk standard

2.2 COMPLIANCE APPROACHES

The requirements of the NESHAP are displayed schematically
in Figure 2-1. The figure illustrates that three compliance
approaches are available under the rule: the "MACT (Maximum
Achievable Control Technology) track," the "LAER extension
track," and straddling both tracks (until January 1, 1998.) 1If
the MACT track is selected, the coke plant owner/operator must
comply with the MACT track visible emission limits and other
requirements in the rule by December 31, 1995, and meet residual
risk standards required to be promulgated by the year 2001.
However, under section 112(i) of the Act, the owner/operator may
obtain an extension of the compliance date for residual risk
standards until the year 2020 by choosing the extension track.
Under the LAER extension track, the owner/operator must meet a
series of increasingly stringent emission limits by November 15,
1993; January 1, 1998; and January 1, 2010, and meet the risk
standard by January 1, 2020. These limits are called lowest

achievable emission rate (LAER) limits.
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All existing batteries must choose compliance track

l

1. MACT track

By November 15, 1993:

- Submit work practice plan
- Develop SSM Plan
- Subject to WP impiementation

Install flares on bypass stacks
by March 31, 1994

l

2. Straddle both tracks

|

3. LAER extension track

B8y November 15, 1993:

- Submit work practice plan
- Develop SSM Plan
- Subject to WP impiementation

- Start inspections and
meet limits after
30 observations

By November 15, 1993:

- Submit work practice plan
- Develop SSM Plan
- Subject to WP impiementation

- Start inspections and
meet limits after
30 observations

install flares on bypass stacks
by March 31, 1994

Install flares on bypass stacks
by March 31, 1994

{alternative)

By December 31, 1995:

- Start inspections and
meet MACT limits after
30 observations

Meet Jan 1, 2003 MACT limits

Meet risk standard in 2003
{within 2 years of promulgation)

SSM = startup, shutdown, and malfunction

No

By December 31, 1995:

- Start inspections and
meet MACT limits after
30 observations

Decide
by Jan 1, 1998:
Continue with LAER
extension track?

Yes

—™1 Meet Jan 1, 1998 LAER limits

Meet Jan 1, 2010 LAER limits

{unless LAER revised to be
more stringent)

Meet risk standard by Jan 1, 2020

Figure 2-1. OVERVIEW OF NESHAP FOR EXISTING BY-PRODUCT BATTERIES
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Up to January 1, 1998, an owner/operator on the LAER
extension track may choose to comply with residual risk standards
by the required date rather than comply with the LAER and revised
LAER standards. In this way, the owner/operator can "opt out" of
the LAER extension track, but must meet the 1995 MACT standards
and the residual risk standards in 2001 (with a 2-year extension,
2003). If EPA has not finalized residual risk standards by then,
the Agency must promulgate residual risk standards for those
batteries that choose to meet residual risk standards. If the
owner /operator chooses to continue on the LAER extension track,
compliance with residual risk standards is deferred until 2020.

The owner/operator can also "straddle" until a binding
declaration is made in 1998. This means the owner/operator has
chosen to meet both the MACT and LAER limits, and monitoring
would begin in November 1993 rather than December 1995. The
owner /operator may continue to straddle both tracks by meeting
all applicable requirements of each track until January 1998. At
that time, the owner/operator must choose to meet the MACT limits
and comply with the residual risk standard in 2003 or meet the
LAER limits of the extension track.

In addition to the visible emission limits, the rule
requires that controls be installed on bypass/bleeder stacks used
to vent raw coke oven gas. A work practice (WP) plan and
startup, shutdown, and malfunction (SSM) plan also must be
prepared. The rule also specifies under what conditions the work
practices are enforceable.

2.3 VISIBLE EMISSION LIMITS

The visible emission limits for percent leaking coke oven
doors, topside port lids, and offtake systems are based on a 30-
run rolling arithmetic average. Charging limits are based on the
30-day rolling logarithmic average of the seconds of visible
emissions per charge. Compliance is determined on a daily basis
using the calculated average of the observations for that day
averaged with the previous 29 daily observations. Each daily



exceedance may be considered a violation. The first compliance

determination is made after 30 daily observations are performed.
The visible emission limits for existing by-product

batteries are summarized in Table 2-2 for both compliance tracks.

TABLE 2-2. EMISSBION LIMITS FOR EXISTING BY-PRODUCT BATTERIES

[ o
Emission MACT track LAER extension
points limits track limits
12/31/95 | 01/01/03 14/15/93 | 01/01/98 | 01/01/10
Tall doors, PLD 6.0 5.5 7.0 4.3 4.0
Foundry doors, PLD 5.5 5.0 7.0 4.3 4.0
All other doors, PLD 5.5 5.0 7.0 3.8 33
Lids, PLL 0.6 0.6 0.83 0.4 0.4
Offtakes, PLO 3.0 3.0 4.2 2.5 2.5
Charging, s/charge 12 12 12 12 12
L M— —— B

Note: The dates in the table are the compliance dates for
existing batteries. PLD = Percent leaking doors; PLL = Percent
leaking lids; and PLO = Percent leaking offtake.

The limits shown in the table for door leaks depend on the type
of battery. "Tall doors" are those on batteries that have ovens
6 meters or more in height. "Foundry doors" are doors on
batteries that were not owned or operated by an integrated steel
producer as of January 1, 1992 and had an annual capacity less
than 1.25 million Mg/yr as of that date.

As part of the negotiation of the rule, special provisions

were included for two coke plants owned by integrated steel
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producers that might be sold to foundry coke producers:

Bethlehem Steel’s coke plant in Lackawanna, New York and Rouge
Steel’s plant in Dearborn, Michigan. If either of these plants
is sold to a foundry coke producer before November 15, 1993, the
plant (s) would be considered to be a foundry coke battery subject
to the emission limits for "foundry" doors.

The door leak limits include an alternative for batteries
that have 30 or less ovens. These small batteries may elect to
comply with a limit of 2 leaking doors (maximum) based on a
30-day rolling average instead of the limits for percent leaking
doors.

2.4 STARTUP OF NEW, GREENFIELD, COLD-IDLE, BROWNFIELD, AND
PADUP REBUILD BATTERIES

The rule specifically addresses batteries that are
restarted, either after cold-idle, reconstruction, or new
construction. The "new" category is based primarily on the
concept of creating new coke capacity or expanding existing
capacity. The limits for new and rebuilt by-product batteries
are summarized in Table 2-3. Figure 2-2 provides an overview of
the NESHAP for batteries that are restarted or that commence
operation for the first time.

2.4.1. New and Greenfield Batteries. A new by-product
battery is one constructed or reconstructed at an existing coke
plant on or after December 4, 1992, that results in an increase
in the plant’s coke capacity. A greenfield by-product battery is
one constructed on or after December 4, 1992, at a new coke plant
where no batteries previously existed. New and greenfield
by-product batteries must meet the MACT limits for new batteries,
or the risk standard (if it has been promulgated), and cannot
qualify for the extension of the risk standard. In other words,
new and greenfield batteries cannot choose the LAER extension
track. If the new or greenfield battery represents a new
technology, the limits or equivalent emissions must be more
stringent than 4.0 PLD (tall batteries), 3.3 PLD (short
batteries), 2.5 PLO, 0.4 PLL, and 12 s/charge. If the battery
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does not represent new technology, the emission limits are 0 PLD,
0 PLO, 0 PLL, and 34 s/charge.

TABLE 2-3. LIMITS8 FOR NEW AND REBUILT BY-PRODUCT BATTERIES

——— — - —
New or greenfield batteries’ Brownfield or padup rebuild batteries
Same technology New technology? MACT track LAER extension
track®
OPLD 4.0 PLD (tall) same as for existing 4.0 PLD (tall)
3.3 PLD (short) batteries 3.3 PLD (short)
(see Table 2-2)
O PLL 0.4 PLL 0.4 PLL
0 PLO 2.5 PLO 2.5PLO
34 s/charge 12 s/charge 12 s/charge

! New (expansion in coke capacity) and greenfield batteries
cannot qualify for the LAER extension track and must meet the

risk standard by 2003.
! Case-by-case limits are determined by the Administrator

and must be more stringent than the limits shown or less than the

equivalent level of mass emissions.
3 Includes batteries that were shutdown on or after November

15, 1990. Those that shut down prior to November 15, 1990, must
apply to be considered for the LAER extension track.

2.4.2. Cola-Idle Batteries. Batteries that were placed on
cold-idle prior to November 15, 1990, must either meet the MACT
track fequirements and the risk standard in 2003 or make an
application to qualify for the LAER extension track. The intent
of the application is to have the battery’s capacity included in
the coke plant’s capacity as of November 15, 1990, which has the
effect of qualifying the cold idle battery as an existing
battery. The EPA can accept applications for this process up to
a total design capacity of 2.7 million Mg/yr. As shown in
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New, greenfield,
padup rebuild,
brownfield, cold-idle
batteries

Greenfield
or expansion
in capacity?

Achieve less than 4 PLD (tall),
3.3 PLD (short), 2.5 PLO, 0.4 PLL,
12 s/charge; risk standard in 2003

Yes—»

technology?

Achieve zero PLD, PLL, PLO, and

No ' 34 s/charge,; risk standard in 2003

Follow the MACT track - see Figure 2-1

Cold idle prior
to 11/15/007

?

No

Apply to
include as Yes Application
11/15/80 approved?

- pacify?

Yes

Brownfield or
padup rebuild?

Yes

!

Follow MACT track OR
meet 4 PLD (tall),”
3.3 PLD* (short), 2.5 PLO,
0.4 PLL, 12 s/charge and
risk standard in 2020

FIGURE 2-2. OVERVIEW OF NESHAP FOR BATTERIES THAT ARE RESTARTED

Follow tracks for existing batteries -
See Figure 2-1

*The rule includes alternative limits for
3 batteries under specific conditions
(see text).
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Figure 2-2, batteries approved by this process are treated in the
rule the same as those batteries that were placed on cold idle
after November 15, 1990. Applications for approval will be
processed on a "first-come-first served" basis. If an approval
lapses (i.e., a serious intention to use the capacity has not
been demonstrated), the capacity of the battery is not included
in the 2.7 million Mg/yr cap. An approval can lapse in one of
two ways. If a construction permit is required, the approval
will lapse if a construction permit is not issued within 3 years
of approval or if the construction permit lapses. If a
construction permit is not required, an approval will lapse if
the battery is not restarted within 2 years following approval.
If a cold-idle battery has been rebuilt, provisions described in
the following paragraphs apply.

2.4.3. Brownfield and Padup Rebuild Batteries. Batteries
that are rebuilt (e.g., padup rebuild) or that are brownfield
batteries (new construction without an increase in the coke plant
capacity) may qualify for the LAER extension track or may elect
to meet the limits in the MACT track. A brownfield battery is
one constructed on or after December 4, 1992, at an existing coke
plant that does not result in an increase of the design capacity
of the coke plant as of November 15, 1990. A padup rebuild
battery is an existing battery completely reconstructed on or
after December 4, 1992, on the same site and pad that does not
result in an increase of the design capacity of the coke plant as
of November 15, 1990. If questions arise, the EPA or delegated
State or local agency is to determine if a project is a "“padup
rebuild." The visible emissions limits for padup rebuild and
brownfield batteries on the LAER extension track are 3.3 PLD for
short batteries and 4.0 PLD for tall batteries, 0.4 PLL, 2.5 PLO,
and 12 s/charge.

Three brownfield or padup rebuild batteries were identified
in the rule as exempt from the above limits and subject to the
limits for existing batteries if construction starts no later
than July 1, 1996, or 1 year after a construction permit is
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obtained, whichever is earlier. If construction starts as
indicated, these three batteries would be subject to the limits
described earlier for existing batteries:

o Bethlehem Steel-Burns Harbor, Battery No. 2;
. National Steel-Great Lakes, Battery No. 4; and
° Koppers-Woodward, Battery No. 3.

Cold-idle batteries that are padup rebuild or brownfield
batteries may also choose the LAER extension track if they were
placed on cold idle on or after November 15, 1990, or if the
previously-described application is approved. These batteries
would be subject to the emission limits given previously for
other padup rebuild or brownfield batteries. As shown in Figure
2-2, batteries that are restarted that were not shut down prior
to November 15, 1990, or that are not new, greenfield,
brownfield, or padup rebuild are treated as existing batteries.
2.5 NONRECOVERY BATTERIES

In September 1993, there was only one nonrecovery coke plant
in operation (the 4 batteries at Jewell Coal and Coke in Vansant,
Virginia). No new nonrecovery batteries were under construction.
Existing or new nonrecovery batteries on either compliance track
must achieve 0.0 percent leaking doors, or monitor and record the
pressure in each oven or common battery tunnel to ensure negative
pressure operation. Monitoring must be performed and recorded at
least once per day.

For charging operations on an existing nonrecovery battery,
the following work practices must be performed each day as
included in the work practice plan:

° Procedures for charging coal into the oven, including
any special procedures for minimizing air infiltration
during charging, maximizing the draft on the oven, and
for replacing the door after charging.

. Procedures for the capture and control of charging
emissions (if applicable).



° Procedures for cleaning coke from the door §ill area
for both sides of the battery after completing the
pushing operation and before replacing the coke oven
door.

° Procedures for cleaning coke from the door sill area
after charging and before replacing the push side door.

° Procedures for filling gaps around the door area with
sealant material (if applicable).

° Procedures for detecting and controlling emissions from
smoldering coal.
Performance must be recorded as required under the work practice
rules.

For charging operations on a new nonrecovery battery, an
emission control system for the capture and collection of
emissions from charging is required. Limits of 0.0 percent
leaking topside ports or offtake systems also are included, if
the new battery has topside ports or offtakes.

2.6 WORK PRACTICE REQUIREMENTS

All owners or operators are required to prepare and submit
to the delegated agency a written work practice plan for each
battery by November 15, 1993. The plan components are summarized
below and a checklist is provided in Table 2-4:

° Initial and refresher training program for all coke
plant operating personnel with responsibilities that
impact emissions, including contractors.

. Procedures for controlling emissions from doors,
charging operations, topside port lids, and offtake
systems. Special procedures are included for
nonrecovery batteries.

° Procedures for maintaining a daily record of the
performance of plan requirements; and

° Any additional work practices or requirements added by
the Administrator according to the provisions for
revisions to the plan contained in the rule.

2.6.1 Plan Implementation.
2.6.1.1 LAER Extension track batteries. For batteries on

the LAER extension track, the work practice requirements become
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TABLE 2~4. WORK PRACTICE PLAN AND PROCEDURES CHECKLIST

FOR BY-PRODUCT COKE OVEN BATTERIES

Initial and refresher training course

List of personnel to be trained
Training course outline

Description of training methods
Duration/frequency of training

Methods to demonstrate completion
Procedure to document plan performance

oooaoaoa

Procedures for Door Emission Control

Door inspection program

Leak identification

Door and jamb cleaning

Supplemental gasketing and luting

Luting and reluting

Inventory of spare doors and jambs
Monitoring of collecting main back pressure

aooooao

Procedures for Charging Emissions Control

Equipment inspection and repair program
Larry car hopper filling process

Larry car alignment

Staged or sequential charging

Coal leveling

Offtake system inspection and cleaning

aaaaano

Procedures for Topside Port Lid Emissions Control

O Equipment inspection and repair program
d Leak identification

Procedures for Offtake System Emissions Control

] Equipment inspection and repair program
U Leak identification
O Dampering off ovens procedure

Procedures for Record of Plan Performance

O Recording procedures
O Certification of accuracy

Any additional work practices or procedures specified
by the Administrator (if applicable)



enforceable following the second independent exceedance of the
visible emission limit for a particular emission point in any
consecutive 6-month period. The second exceedance is independent
if:
° it is separated from the first exceedance by at least
30 days, or

° the 29-run average, calculated after deleting the
highest observation in the 30 day period, still exceeds
the applicable emission limit.

The owner/operator must implement the work practice
requirements for that emission point by no later than 3 days
after written notification of the exceedance and must continue
implementation until the limit for the emission point is achieved
for 90 consecutive days.

2.6.1.2 MACT track batteries. For batteries on the MACT
track, the owner/operator must implement the work practice
requirements following the second exceedance of a federally
enforceable emission limit in any consecutive 6-month period.
Consequently, the work practice standard for batteries on the
MACT track can become enforceable on November 15, 1993, even if
the limits in the NESHAP are not in effect. The work practice
requirements must be implemented within 3 days of receipt of
written notification of the exceedance and must be continued for
90 consecutive days after the most recent written notification of
an exceedance. The implementation of work practices for
batteries on the MACT track is triggered by exceeding any
federally enforceable limit in effect on November 15, 1993,
because the MACT limits do not become effective until December
31, 1995. After December 31, 1995, implementation can be
triggered by exceeding the MACT limits or any other federally
enforceable limits.

2.6.2 Revisions to the Work Practice Plan. The
Administrator may require changes to the plan if there are
2 independent exceedances in the 6~-month period starting 30 days



after the work practices are required to be implemented. No more
than 2 revisions a year may be requested.

The owner/operator must notify the EPA that a revision is
not necessary because the work practices are not related to the
cause or the solution of the problem. This notification must be
made within 10 days of receiving a notification from the
enforcement agency concerning the second independent exceedance.

The EPA has the authority to disapprove a finding that a
revision is not needed. Changes made in response to a
disapproval of a revision, voluntary revisions, and statements
that a revision is not needed do not count toward the limit of 2
revisions per year.

2.7 CONTROLS FOR BYPASS/BLEEDER STACKS

By March 31, 1994, the owner/operator must install, operate,
and maintain a flare system for the bypass/bleeder stack of each
existing by-product coke oven battery that will be in operation
as of December 31, 1995. New batteries must meet the control
requirement when production operations start; flare systems for
brownfield or padup rebuilds must be in place at startup.

The rule prohibits venting coke oven gas to the atmosphere
through bypass/bleeder stacks, except through the flare system or
approved alternative control system. A special report also is
required in the event of a venting episode. [See Chapter 5.)

The flare system must be:

1) capable of combusting 120 percent of the normal gas

flow generated by the battery;

2) designed for a net heating value of 8.9 MJ/scm (240
Btu/scf) if steam-assisted or air-assisted, or a net
value of 7.45 MJ/scm (200 Btu/scf) if the flare is non-
assisted;

3) designed to meet requirements for failsafe operation
(which means that the flame detection thermocouples
operate independently of the electronic ignition system
and cannot prevent ignition), and

4) operated with no visible emissions, except for periods
not to exceed a total of 5 minutes during any 2
consecutive hours.
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The control requirements do not apply if the owner/operator
makes a written commitment within 2 weeks of promulgation to
close the battery permanently on or before December 31, 1995.
Instead of using a flare, the owner/operator may apply to use an
alternative control device or system that achieves at least 98
percent destruction or control of coke oven emissions vented to

the systemn.
2.8 COLLECTING MAINS
The owner/operator is responsible for conducting inspections

of the collecting main for leaks. Leak inspections begin for all
by-product batteries by November 15, 1993, regardless of the
compliance track selected. The basic requirements are given

below:

L Leak inspections are to be conducted at least once
daily using the procedures in Method 303.

] Any leak must be temporarily sealed within 4 hours of
detection. Repairs must begin within 5 calendar days
of initial detection of the leak and completed within
15 days unless an alternative schedule is approved by
the Administrator.

L Daily inspection records are required. Note the time
and date a leak is first detected, the time and date of
initial repair, and the time and date of complete
repair.

2.9 ALTERNATIVE STANDARD FOR DOORS UNDER COKESIDE SHEDS

The owner/operator may apply for an alternative emission
limit for percent leaking doors for a new or existing battery
equipped with a shed and emission control device. The
alternative limit must achieve a reduction in coke oven emissions
from the doors controlled by the shed that is equal to or greater
than the emission reduction that would be achieved by the
emission limit that would otherwise be applicable. The
determination of equivalency is based on maintaining an
equivalent or lower mass emission rate for coke oven emissions
emitted from the shed’s control device. An equation in the rule
is used to compensate for the additional emissions of benzene,
toluene, and other volatile compounds that are not removed by the
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shed’s control device. As the allowable door leak rate under the
shed increases, the emissions of these volatile compounds

increases.
There are two basic approaches provided to determine an

equivalent emission limit. Both require measurement of the
control device efficiency. In one approach, the ratio of
benzene, toluene, and xylene to benzene soluble organics (BSO) is
assumed to be 0.4. In the other approach, the owner/operator
measures the ratio and uses this value in a second equation.
Following is a list of actions required to obtain approval

of an alternative standard.

] Submit a test plan to the Administrator for measurement
of emissions describing procedures to be used for
particulate matter measurements, parameters to be
measured that affect the shed exhaust rate (e.gqg.,
damper settings, fan power), procedures for measuring
parameters that affect the exhaust rate, and (if
applicable), the procedures for the measurement of BSO,
benzene, toluene, and xylene emitted from the control
device for the shed.

o Using the test methods and procedures in the rule,
measure the efficiency of the control device for
particulate matter removal, the visible emissions that
escape capture from the shed, and the opacity of
emissions from the control device. Also conduct an
inspection of each air cleaning device for proper
operation and signs of malfunction.

® The owner/operator may choose to measure the ratio of
benzene, toluene, and xylene to B8O, or Equation 1 can
be used, which assumes a ratio of 0.4.

° Using the measured test results, determine the
allowable percent leaking doors under the shed using
one of two procedures in the rule. The allowable
percent leaking doors is not to exceed 15 percent (yard
equivalent). A sample calculation using each of the
equations given in the rule is given below.

2.9.1 Procedure 1. This procedure is based on control
efficiency for particulate matter. Equation 1 in the rule for

this case is:



0.4

prp < | L:4 (PLDseg)* (Eq. 1)
(1.4 - ef£/100)
where

PLD = Allowable percent leaking doors for alternative
standard.

PLD,, = Applicable visible emission limitation of percent
leaking doors that would otherwise apply to the coke
oven battery, converted to the single-run limit
according to Table 2-5.

eff = Measured percent control efficiency for particulate

matter for the emission control device.

TABLE 2-5. CONVERSION TO SINGLE-RUN LIMIT

30-run limit Single-pass limit

(98 percent level)
7.0 11.0
6.0 9.5
5.5 8.7
5.0 8.1
4.3 7.2
4.0 6.7
3.8 6.4
3.3 - 5.8

Assume that a control efficiency of 95 percent was measured
for the control device. For the 1993 extension track limit of
7.0 PLD, the single pass limit from Table 2-5 is 11.0 PLD.
Substituting into Equation 1:

1.4 (11.0)25
PLD =
(1.4 - 95/100)



PLD =[1.4 (401.3)/0.45]]°*¢

PLD = 17.3

The allowable limit calculated from Equation 1 is 17.3 PLD;
however, the allowable limit for this case is 15 PLD, which is
the maximum allowed as an alternative for doors under sheds.

2.9.2 Procedure 2. This procedure is based on control
efficiency and measured ratio of benzene, toluene, and xylene to
BSO. In this case, Equation 2 is used:

0.4
prp = | Bt 1) (PLDeg) * 7 (Eq. 2)
(R+1 - eff/100)
where
R = Ratio of measured emissions of benzene, toluene, and xylene

to measured emissions of BSO.

For the example calculation, assume that the measured ratio
(R) is 0.3 and the measured control efficiency is 95 percent.
Assume that the applicable standard is 3.3 PLD, which yields a
single-pass limit of 5.8 PLD from Table 2-5.
Substituting into Equation 2 yields:

(0.3 + 1) (5.8)25 ]“

PLD = [ (0.3 +1 - 95/100)

3) (81.0) 1°-¢
0.35

Pw=[(1.

PLD = 9.8

2.9.3 Requirements of the Alternative 8S8tandard. The
owner /operator must submit a report to the Administrator
including the measurements and calculations used to derive the
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alternative door standard, the parameter(s) to be monitored, and
other information specified in the rule. For a new shed, the
application also must include:

° The modeled concentrations under the shed; or

] Particulate (including BSO) measurements at shed’s

perimeter, control device, and at bench level.

Quarterly inspections are required for the structural integrity
of the shed, operation of the control device, and leaks.

Upon approval of the alternative standard, the
owner /operator must monitor the visible coke oven emissions from
the shed weekly using a certified observer. This limit is not to
be exceeded for any single observation and is not in the 30-run
average format of the other emission limits. If the alternative
limit is achieved for 12 consecutive observations, inspections
may be performed monthly rather than weekly. The owner/operator
must also monitor the opacity of emissions from the control
device using a continuous opacity monitor or daily visible
emission observations. The continuous opacity monitor must meet
the requirements of Performance Specification 1 in 40 CFR part
60, appendix B, and be operated and maintained according to the
requirements of 40 CFR part 52. The owner/operator must perform
quarterly visual inspections of the structural integrity of the
shed for defects, monitor the parameter(s) affecting the shed
exhaust flow rate, and maintain records.
2.10 DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

The authority for implementation and enforcement of several
provisions of the rule will be retained by EPA and not delegated
to the States. The authorities not delegated to the States

include:

° § 63.302(4) Case~-by-case limits and requirements for a
battery utilizing a new recovery technology

® § 63.304(b) (6) Request for restarting a cold-idle battery

that shutdown prior to November 15, 1990



§ 63.305(b) Approval of test plan, application, and

§ 63.305(4) numerical limit for alternative door standard
§ 63.305(e)
§ 63.307(d) Approval of equivalent alternative to flare

system for bypass/bleeder stacks

Section 2 of Observer certification
Method 303



3.0 TEST METHODS AND PERFORMANCE TESTS

Daily inspections by a certified observer are required to
assess the emission control performance for charging emissions
and leaks from doors, lids, and offtakes. This section describes
the procedures for visible emission observations (Method 303 and
Method 303A) and provides details on the inspection requirements.
3.1 METHODS 303 AND 303A

Method 303 is the inspection method for by-product coke oven
batteries and Method 303A is for the one existing nonrecovery
coke plant. Method 303A focuses only on doors at nonrecovery
plants whereas Method 303 includes inspection procedures for
charging, doors, lids, and offtakes.

3.1.1 Observer Certification. The NESHAP requires all
Method 303 performance tests to be conducted by a certified
observer. The observer cannot be an employee of the coke plant
or parent company and also must complete any reasonable safety
training course offered by the owner or operator before
conducting an inspection. Certification requirements include:

° First-time observers must attend the lecture portion of

the Method 9 certification course.

L The trainee must successfully complete the Method 303
training course, consisting of at least 12 hours of
field observations prior to the certification course;
classroom training including lecture, training
materials, a demonstration video, and written test; and
a demonstration of proficiency in the application of
the method to a panel of experienced certified
observers. See section 2.1.3 of Method 303 for panel
member requirements.

. Certification is valid for 1 year from the date of
issue. Annual recertification requirements include
viewing the training video and successful completion of
the written certification test. The observer must
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successfully complete the proficiency demonstration
test every 3 years to maintain certification.

° Certification is not required for performance test
observations under Method 303A. Training requirements
for nonrecovery batteries include attending the lecture
portion of the Method 9 certification course for first-
time observers and a minimum of 4 hours of
familiarization with nonrecovery battery operations
prior to conducting any performance test.

. The schedule of certification courses for Method 303 is
given below:
September 27 - Gary, IN Certification course at USX,
October 1 Gary, IN
November 1 - 5 Birmingham, AL Certification course at ABC

Coke, Tarrant, AL

November 8 - 12 Pittsburgh, PA Certification course at USX,
Clairton, Pa

December 6 - 10 Indianapolis, IN Certification course at
Citizen’s Gas,
Indianapolis, IN

The delegated enforcement agency also must maintain records
reflecting a certified observer’s successful completion of the
proficiency test, including the completed proficiency test
checklists used for the certification runs during the
demonstration of proficiency for the certification panel.

3.1.2 Procedures. The procedures in Method 303 require the
observer to determine the total time visible emissions occur from
the charging operation and to traverse the battery at ground
level to count leaking coke oven doors on the ovens. The
observer also is required to walk the topside center line of by-
product batteries and count the number of topside port lids and
offtake systems from which any visible emissions are observed.
Method 303 procedures for observing charging, door, topside port
lid, and offtake systems are summarized below. Exemptions for
each of the emission points are listed in Table 3-1.
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Table 3-1. VISIBLE EMISSION EXEMPTIONS UNDER METHOD 303

s S—

Charging Observations Do not include visible emissions from burning or smoldering coal
spilled on the battery surface, from doors or the leveler bar
operations, or from emissions that drift from the top of a larry car
hopper if the emissions were observed at the drop sleeve.

Door Observations Do not include visible emissions from ovens with doors removed,
from ovens taken out of service, or from tugitive emissions not
originating from the door area, such as from hot coke spilled on the

bench.

Topside Port Lids Do not include visible emissions from between the brickwork and
oven lid casing, from cracks in the oven brickwork, from topside
ports involved in a charging operation, ports undergoing
maintenance, condensing water from wet-sealing material, and flue
inspection ports and caps. Lid leaks on a recently charged oven
cannot be counted until 5 minutes after charging was completed.

Offtake Systems Do not include visible emissions from standpipe caps open for a
decarbonization period or standpipes of an oven being charged.

—

3.1.2.1 Requirements for Observations. The following
tables summarize the required procedures for observing charging
operations (Table 3-2), door emissions (Table 3-3), and topside
port lids and offtake systems (Table 3-4).

Two options are available for blocked doors: (1) stop the
stopwatch and wait for the obstruction (i.e., equipment) to move
or for the fugitive emissions to dissipate before completing the
traverse, or (2) stop the stopwatch, skip the affected ovens, and
move to a position to continue the traverse. If using the second
option, the observer must return and inspect the affected ovens
after completion of the traverse. If the equipment or fugitive
emissions still prevent the observer from viewing the doors, then
the affected doors may be counted as not observed. If the second
option is used because of doors blocked by machines during
charging operations, then, of the affected doors, the observer



Table 3-2. REQUIREMENTS FOR CHARGING OBSERVATIONS

e e —

Record required information on the top of the charging system inspection sheet (e.g., oven
being charged, beginning time of the charge, etc.).

Obtain an unobstructed view of the emission points, including the larry car hoppers, drop
sleeves, slide gate, and topside ports of the oven being charged. Any emissions from these
points and from an open standpipe cap on the oven being charged during the charging
period are counted as charging emissions.

The charging period starts when coal begins to flow into the oven and ends when the last
changing port is recapped.

Using a stopwatch, determine the total time visual emissions are observed during the
charging period. Record the total time that visible emissions were observed on the charging
inspection sheet.

Observe 5 valid consecutive charges; 3 or 4 charging observations are considered valid only
under specific conditions. Do not include incomplete charges in a daily set of observations
that are lower than the lowest reading for a complete charge. If both complete and
incomplete charges are included, the daily set of observations includes the 5 highest values.
observed.

Calculate and record the daily 30-day rolling logarithmic average of seconds of visible
emissions from the charging operation for each battery using the recorded data and the 29
previous valid daily sets of observations.

.

—




Table 3-3. REQUIREMENTS FOR OBSERVING DOOR EMISSIONS

Record all information requested at the top of the door inspection sheet.

Conduct a traverse of both sides of the battery by walking the length of the battery on the
outside of the pusher machine and quench car tracks at a steady, normal walking pace.
The walking pace should not exceed 4 seconds per door plus 10 seconds per leak for
recording, excluding time spent moving around obstructions.

Conduct one complete run of each battery; a single run includes 2 timed traverses, one for
each side of the battery. Record observations on the door inspection sheet. A door is
considered leaking if visible emissions are detected in the coke oven door area. Multiple
emissions from the same door area {(e.g., the chuck door and the push side door) count as a

single door leak.

Measure actual traverse time using a stopwatch. A walking pace of about 3 seconds per
oven is typical. Exclude interruptions required for waiting for obstructions to move or
moving around stationary obstructions. Record the actual traverse time on the door

inspection sheet.

Calculate the maximum time allowed to observe the ovens using the applicable equation in
Method 303. If the total traverse time allowed is exceeded, conduct another run. (4
seconds per oven plus 10 seconds per leak observed)

Determine the total number of doors for which observations were made and calcuiate the
percent leaking doors. For batteries subject to an approved alternative standard for coke
oven doors controlied by shed, calculate the push side and the coke side separately. Use
the equation in the method to calculate a yard-equivalent reading.

For each day a valid observation is obtained, calculate the daily 30-run rolling average for
each battery using the daily data and the 29 previous valid daily observations using the
applicable equation in the method.




Table 3~-4. REQUIREMENTS FOR OBSERVING EMISSIONS FROM TOPSIDE
PORT LIDS AND OFFTAKE BYSTEMS

i

Record all required information at the top of the topside inspection sheet.

Conduct one traverse while walking the topside center line of the battery. Simultaneous or
separate runs for the topside port lids and offtake systems may be conducted. To observe
offtake systems, allow 2 traverses for batteries with double mains.

To observe lids of ovens being charged, wait 5 minutes after completion of the charge.
Count the number of topside ports, not the number of points, exhibiting visible emissions.

To observe offtake systems, count visible emissions from (1) the flange between the
gooseneck and collecting main, {2) the junction point of the standpipe and oven, (3) the
other parts of the offtake system (e.g., the standpipe cap), and (4) the junction points with
ovens and flanges of jumper pipes. [If any part of an offtake system have visible emissions,
count it as one emitting offtake system. Each stationary jumper pipe is considered a single
offtake system. All visible emissions from closed standpipe caps count as offtake leaks,
but emissions from open standpipes of an oven being charged count as charging
emissions.]

Record observations, the actual traverse time, and if any oven is dampered off from the
coliecting main for decarbonization on the topside inspection sheet.

Calculate the maximum time allowed to observe the topside port lids and/or offtake
systems using the applicable equations in the method. If the total allowable traverse time
{4 seconds per oven plus 10 seconds per leak) is exceeded, conduct another run.

Calculate the percent leaking topside port lids and the percent leaking offtake systems on
each battery using the applicable equations in the method. Do not include topside port lids
or offtake systems with visible emissions from the following ovens in determining the
percent leaking value: (1) empty ovens (including ovens undergoing maintenance, which
are properly dampered off from the main), {2) ovens being charged or pushed, (3) up to 3
full ovens that have been dampered-off from the main prior to pushing, and (4} up to 3
additional full ovens in the pushing sequence that have been dampered off from the main
for cleaning, decarbonization, safety reasons, charging scheduling, or maintenance near the
end of the cycle.

For each day a valid observation is obtained, calculate the daily 30-run rolling average for
each battery using the daily data and the 29 previous valid daily observations using the
applicable equations in the method.




must exclude the door from the most recently charged oven from
the inspection. The rule prohibits the owner/operator from
deliberately blocking doors for the purpose of concealing door
leaks during an inspection.

Following each daily performance test, the certified
observer must compare the collecting main pressure during the
inspection to the collecting main pressure during the previous

8 to 24 hours. The observer is to record:

° The pressure during the inspection.

J The presence of pressure deviation from normal
operations.

o An explanation of any pressure deviation from normal

operations, if any, offered by the owners or operators.

The rule prohibits the owner/operator from adjusting the
pressure to a level below the range of normal operation during or
prior to the inspection. (Temporarily decreasing collecting main
pressure temporarily decreases leaks from the battery.) Upon
request by the observer, the owner/operator must demonstrate the
accuracy of the pressure measurement device. Method 303 requires
the owner/operator to maintain the pressure recording equipment
and conduct quality assurance/quality control as needed to ensure
reliable pressure readings. The owner/operator must maintain
these records for at least 6 months from the date of each record
and provide access within 1 hour of the observer’s request to
check the records to determine their completeness.

The test method also addresses observation of doors that are
covered by cokeside sheds, which may preclude observations
outside the quench car tracks. In this case, observations are
made from the bench and a correction factor of 6 PLD is
subtracted to produce a "yard equivalent" (to account for the
fact that more door leaks are observed from the bench than from
the yard).

As of April 1992, there were a total of 6 plants with 13
batteries with cokeside sheds. (A single shed may cover multiple



batteries that are constructed in a line.) These batteries are
listed in Table 3-5.
Table 3-5. BATTERIES WITH COKESIDE SHEDS

 —

Bethlehem Steel, Batteries 7,8
Lackawanna, NY

Geneva Steel, Batteries 1, 2, 3, 4
Provo, UT
Inland Steel, Battery 11

East Chicago, IL

Shenango, Batteries 1, 4
Pittsburgh, PA

UsX, Battery B
Clairton, PA

Wheeling-Pittsburgh, Batteries 1, 2, 3
East Follansbee, WV

3.1.2.2 Collecting Main Inspection. The owner/operator is
responsible for daily leak inspections of the collecting mains.
To perform the inspection, the observer traverses both the
collecting main catwalk and the battery topside along the side
closest to the collecting main. For a battery with a double
main, conduct two sets of traverses for each run (i.e., one set
for each main). If any visible emissions are noted, record the
source, the approximate location of the source of the emissions,
and time and date the leak was first detected. The owner/
operator must also record the time and date of temporary sealing
(required within 4 hours of detection) and the time and date of
permanent repair (required within 15 days).



3.2 INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS

3.2.1 Daily Inspections. The rule requires a daily
performance test for each coke oven battery to determine
compliance with the visible emission limitations for coke oven
doors, topside port lids, offtake systems, and charging
operations. Performance tests for compliance with the visible
emission limitations for by-product coke oven batteries are
conducted by Method 303; Method 303A is for use with doors on
nonrecovery batteries. Methods 303 and 303A are reprinted along
with the rule in Appendix C of this document.

Daily tests for existing batteries begin on the applicable
dates specified in the rule (i.e., November 15, 1993, for
batteries on the extension track or straddling both tracks and
December 31, 1995, for batteries on the MACT track alone). Daily
performance tests for new, greenfield, brownfield, or padup build
coke oven batteries apply on the first day the battery commences
normal operation, excluding startup time. The startup period is
determined by the Administrator and may not exceed 180 days. For
each daily test, the observer must:

L Monitor and record five consecutive charges from each
battery.
o Conduct one valid and complete inspection of all doors,

topside port lids, and offtake system on each battery
and record observations using the log sheets (or the
equivalent) included in Methods 303 and 303A.

o Compute and record the 30-run rolling average of the
percent leaking coke oven doors (or, if applicable, the
number of leaking coke oven doors for a by-product coke
oven battery subject to the alternative emission
limitation for small batteries), topside port lids, and
offtake systems on each battery.

° Compute and record the logarithmic 30-day rolling
average of the seconds of visible emissions per charge
for each by-product coke oven battery.



o Provide a copy of the daily test results to the owner
or operator and the implementing agency by the end of
the day. Also provide a copy of the calculated rolling
average for each emission point to the owner or
operator as soon as practicable after each test.

L Perform collecting main pressure check.

3.2.2 Inspections for Alternative Standards. If the
battery is subject to an approved alternative emission limitation
for coke oven doors controlled by a shed, performance tests for
the doors are conducted on a weekly or monthly basis (if
compliance on a weekly basis is achieved for 12 consecutive
weeks). Under the alternative standard, the certified observer
calculates and records the percent leaking coke oven doors under
the shed. Each observation is compared to the limit because the
alternative is based on a single run limit that is not to be
exceeded. There is no rolling average used for the alternative
standard. Method 9 is used to determine the percent opacity of
visible emissions from the control device for the shed and Method
22 is used to determine the level of visible emissions from the
shed.

3.2.3 1Inspection Fees. All performance tests must be
conducted by a certified observer at the expense of the owner/
operator. Inspection fees are paid to the enforcement agency
each calendar quarter unless enforcement authority is not
delegated or is withdrawn. 1In this case, the EPA Regional Office
is responsible for performing the inspections, but the owner/
operator must enter into a contract and pay for the inspections
and performance tests by a Method 303 certified observer during
the period that EPA is the implementing agency. The inspection
fee is determined according to the following formula:

F=HxS

where

F = Fees to be paid by the owner or operator,



H = Total person hours for inspections: 4 hours for 1 coke
oven battery, 6.25 hours for 2 coke oven batteries,
8.25 hours for 3 coke oven batteries. For more than 3
coke oven batteries, use these hours to calculate the
appropriate number of person hours, and

S = Current average hourly rate for private visible

emissions inspector in the relevant market.

The value used for total person hours for inspections (H)
can be revised by the enforcement agency up to 3 years after
promulgation of the NESHAP. The owner/operator is not required
to pay any part of an inspection fee for any required monitoring
or inspections that are covered by other fees collected by the
agency.

3.2.4 Compliance Determinations. Following each daily
performance test, the certified observer must calculate the 30-
run rolling average of the percent leaking doors, topside port
lids, and offtake systems for each battery and the 30~day rolling
logarithmic average of the seconds of visible emissions per
charge. For small batteries (fewer than 30 ovens) subject to the
2 leaking door limit, the observer must calculate the 30-run
rolling average of the number of leaking doors.

If a run is invalidated (e.g., if the time requirements for
conducting a traverse are not met), the observer may perform an
additional run as needed to obtain and record a valid visible
emissions value. For charging, three or four charging
observations may be considered a valid set (instead of five) if
it is not possible to obtain five charging observations because
visual interferences or inclement weather prevent a clear view of
the charging operation. The 30-day rolling log average is based
on a total of at least 145 individual observations.

The rule requires that observations be made every day,
including holidays, which allows up to 5 missed charging
observations within the 30-day period. (See Section 3.9 and
Equation 303-1 in Method 303.) Inclement weather that precludes
visible emission observations may cause a daily inspection to be
missed. If the regular observer is ill or there are other
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problems, an alternate observer should be available to conduct
the inspection. Observations should also be made during an event
that may be a malfunction, unless safety considerations dictate
otherwise, because the determination of whether a malfunction
actually occurred is made later. If the observer misses an
observation for a day, no compliance determination is made for
that day; calculation of the rolling 30-run average (30-day for
charging) proceeds with the next valid observation made by the
observer.

For some sources such as collecting main leaks,
bypass/bleeder stacks, and nonrecovery batteries with alternative
standards (e.g., installing a charging hood and control device
for charging emissions, daily oven pressure monitoring), the
owner /operator must perform the monitoring and inspections.

Table 3-6 summarizes the actions to be taken during the
performance tests and at other times for compliance

determinations.



Table 3-6. SUMMARY CHECKLIST FOR COMPLIANCE DETERMINATIONS

By-product Batteries

Requirement

Coke oven doors, topside port
lids, offtake systems

1 valid run daily
Calculate 30-run rolling average of PLD, PLL, PLO

Charging operations

5 valid consecutive charges
Calculate logarithmic 30-day rolling average of the
seconds of visible emissions per charge

Alternative door limit for doors
under sheds

1 valid run weekly (or monthly)

Compare to single pass limit

Determine opacity of visible emissions from control device
by Method 9 and visible emissions from the shed by
Method 22

Shed physical integrity, shed
maintenance, shed opacity
monitor, shed flow rate
monitor

To be performed by owner or operator
Compliance determined by enforcement agency according
to review of records and inspections

Small battery limit {30 or fewer
ovens)

1 valid run daily
Calculate 30-run rolling average of the number of leaking
doors

Collecting main pressure

Pressure check after test

Bypass/bleeder stack

Visible emission observation by Method 22 to be
performed by owner or operator

Compliance determined by enforcement agency according
to review of records and inspections

Collecting main leaks

Daily inspection to be performed by owner or operator
Compliance determined by enforcement agency according
to review or records and inspections




Nonrecovery batteries

Requirement

Doors

1 run daily

Calculate 30-run rofling average of the PLD for existing
batteries OR

Daily pressure monitoring by owner or operator
Compliance determined by enforcement agency according
to review or records and inspections

Charging

For existing batteries, owner or operator performs and
records work practices

Compliance determined by enforcement agency according
to review of records and inspections

Other

Requirement

Work practice plans; startup,
shutdown, and malfunction
plan

Owner or operator develops and implements plans as

required
Compliance determined by enforcement agency according
to review of records and inspections




4.0 STARTUPS, SHUTDOWNS, AND MALFUNCTIONS

4.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR STARTUPS, SHUTDOWNS, AND MALFUNCTIONS

These provisions require the owner/operator to develop a
written startup, shutdown, and malfunction (SSM) plan that
provides for the operation of the source in accordance with good
air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions, and for
procedures for correcting the malfunction as quickly as
practicable. Associated reporting and recordkeeping provisions
also are included. These provisions are particularly important
because the visible emission limits in the rule will not apply if
the enforcement agency determines a period of operation to be a
startup, shutdown, or malfunction. Malfunction means any sudden,

infrequent, and not reasonably preventable failure of air
pollution control equipment, process equipment, or a process to

operate in a normal or usual manner. Failures caused in part by

poor maintenance or careless operation are not malfunctions.
4.2 BTARTUP, BHUTDOWN, AND MALFUNCTION PLAN

Each owner/operator of a coke oven battery must have a
written startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan that describes

the following:

° Procedures for operating the battery, including
associated air pollution control equipment, during a
period of a startup, shutdown, or malfunction in a
manner consistent with good air pollution control
practices for minimizing emissions.

L Procedures for correcting malfunctioning process and
air pollution control equipment as quickly as
practicable.

4.3 FACILITY’S RESPONSIBILITY DURING STARTUPS, SHUTDOWNS, AND
MALFUNCTIONS

The owner/operator is responsible for operating the battery
in accordance with the procedures specified in the SSM plan, as
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well as in accordance with good air pollution control practices
for minimizing emissions. Malfunctions must be corrected as soon
as practicable after their occurrence, in accordance with the
plan. Notification of a startup, shutdown, or a malfunction must
be made by the owner/operator to the certified observer if the
observer is at the facility during the occurrence. If not, the
owner /operator must notify the enforcement agency, in writing,
within 24 hours of the occurrence first being documented by a
company employee, as well as an explanation of why no such
notification was made to the certified observer. Within 14 days
of the notification or after a startup or shutdown, the
owner /operator must submit a written report to the applicable
permitting authority that details the following:

° Description of the time and circumstances of the

startup, shutdown, or malfunction.

° A description of the actions taken that might be
considered inconsistent with the startup, shutdown, or
malfunction plan.

If the owner/operator demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
Administrator that a startup, shutdown, or malfunction has
occurred, the visible emission observations made during the event
cannot be used for compliance with the standard. The

owner /operator must maintain a record of internal reports that
form the basis of each malfunction notification. Visible
emission observations are made on a daily basis (even if a
potential malfunction occurs) if there are no safety problems

associated with the inspection.



5.0 RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING

The rule requires that all reports and notifications be sent
to the Administrator until the owner/operator has an approved
permit under 40 CFR part 70. After the effective date of an
approved permit, the owner/operator must submit all notifications
and reports required in the rule to the State permitting
authority. These recordkeeping and reporting requirements in the
rule are summarized in Table 5-1. Records must be maintained
onsite for at least one year and must thereafter be accessible
within 3 working days for at least 5 years. Copies of the work
practice plan and the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan
must be kept onsite at all times. Records and reports required
under this rule must be made available by the owner/operator to
the authorized collective bargaining representative of the
employees at a coke oven battery, for inspection and copying.

The owner/operator must produce the reports for inspection and
copying within a reasonable period of time, not to exceed 30
days.

There are two main reporting requirements for compliance
with the coke oven NESHAP: an initial compliance certification
and a semiannual compliance certification. In addition, the
regulation requires the owner/operator to submit certain
notifications and a report of bypassed emissions.
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5.1 INITIAL COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION
The owner/operator of an existing or new coke oven battery
must provide a written statement(s) for initial compliance
certification attesting to the following:
L The installation of either a bypass/bleeder stack flare
system or an approved alternative control device.
L Preparation of a written startup, shutdown, and
malfunction (SSM) plan.
This certification statement must be submitted to the
Administrator within 45 days of the applicable compliance date
for the emission limitations or requirements. For existing
batteries, the certification for the flare system must be
submitted by May 15, 1994, and the certification for the SSM plan
must be submitted by December 30, 1993.
5.2 SEMIANNUAL COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION
The owner/operator of a coke oven battery must submit a

signed semiannual compliance certification attesting to the

following:
® No coke oven gas was vented.
. Coke oven gas was vented through the bypass/bleeder

stack flare system which operated properly.

o A venting report was submitted because of problems with
the bypass/bleeder flare system.

In addition, this must include certification attesting that:
° No startup, shutdown, or malfunction event occurred
during the reporting period or that a startup,
shutdown, and malfunction event did occur and a report
was submitted.
L Work practices were implemented, if applicable.
5.3 NOTIFICATIONS

The owner/operator must provide written notification to EPA
of the intention to construct a new coke oven battery, a
brownfield coke oven battery or a padup rebuild coke oven
battery, including the anticipated date of startup. The
Administrator must also be notified of the owner/operator’s

decision for the compliance track election for each battery.
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These elections are as follows:

° On or before November 15, 1993, intent to meet the 1993

extension track limits [§63.304(b) (1) or 63.304(c))
either in lieu of or in addition to the MACT track

limits [§63.302(a) or §63.303(a)]); or

. On or before December 31, 1995, intent to meet the 1995
MACT track limits [§63.302(a) (1) or 63.303(a)]; and

° On or before January 1, 1998, intent to meet the 1998
extension track limits [§§63.304(b) (2) through (4) and
§63.304(c)) or intent to meet residual risk standards.

S.4 REPORT FOR BYPASSED EMISSIONS

The owner/operator must report any venting of coke oven gas
through a bypass/bleeder stack that was not vented through a
flare system to the Administrator as soon as practicable, but no
later than 24 hours after the beginning of the event. A written
report describing the event must be submitted within 30 days of

its occurrence.



6.0 EXISTING REGULATIONS

The provisions in the rule for existing regulations
primarily address two issues: (1) the control of short~term or
peak emissions and (2) the use of Method 303 results to enforce
existing regulations. The format of the NESHAP with a 30-run
average is designed to ensure control of long-term average
emissions. Existing regulations are written in terms of not
exceeding a limit for a single observation; consequently, a
battery in compliance with the NESHAP may exceed a State’s short-
term limit on occasion. The effect may be most pronounced for
charging emissions because the NESHAP is based on a 30-day
average (of five observations per run) and a logarithmic
approach, both of which dampen the effect of high readings.

These provisions keep the existing short-term limits in effect
and clarify the use of Method 303 to enforce thenm.

Emission sources at coke oven batteries are already
regulated to some degree by State authorities or other
agreements. Consequently, the coke oven NESHAP requires the
owner /operator to comply with all applicable State implementation
plan (SIP) emission limitations and (subject to any expiration
date) all federally enforceable emission limitations contained in
an order, decree, permit or settlement agreement in effect on
September 15, 1992, for the control of emissions from charging
operations, topside port lids, offtake system(s), and coke oven
doors. Any change to these existing regulations must ensure

that:

° the applicable emission limitations and format in
effect on September 15, 1992, will continue in effect;

° the change includes a more stringent monitoring method
and that no emission increase will occur; or

6-1



° the change makes the emission limitations more
stringent while holding the format unchanged, makes the
format more stringent while holding the emission
limitations unchanged, or makes both more stringent.

These aspects of the rule also allow for flexibility in
monitoring. For example, the rule provides for limits based on a
30-run observation average for the rule while maintaining single-
run limits for SIP’s and consent decrees.

In other ways, the rule works to improve enforcement of
regulatory controls now in place. Data collected by Method 303
that are consistent with the SIP or consent decree inspection
method can be used to enforce the SIP or consent decree.

Any industry application to make a SIP revision or other
adjustment to account for differences between Method 303 and the
State’s method must be submitted by September 1994. Finally, a
provision is included that states the modification requirements
in the Act [section 112(g)] do not apply to these coke oven
sources, except for batteries constructed with a new technology
[§63.302(c)].



APPENDIX A

MAJOR DATES ASSOCIATED WITH THE COKE OVEN NESHAP



DATE
12/4/92

12/4/92
onward

12/31/92

10/27/93

11/10/93

11/15/93

IMPLEMENTATION OF COKE OVEN NESHAP

ACTION EPA/INDUSTRY

Coke oven NESHAP proposal

Receive and review requests
for shed alternative standards

Receive and review applications
for case-by-case determinations
of limits for new/reconstructed
by-product batteries using new
technologies

CAAA requires promulgation of
MACT, LAER, and work practice
standards

Date of promulgation

Establish certification panel
and observer training course

Receive and review requests for
for State delegation of authority

Develop startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan

Subnmit commitment for battery
closure for flare exemption
(2 weeks after promulgation)

Submit notification and comply
with extension track limits

Begin daily performance tests

Begin collecting main inspections

Submit work practice plan to EPA
and comply with work practice
standards (as applicable)

Submit initial compliance certifi-
cation for startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan (45 days after
required date or 12/30/93 for existing
batteries)

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

Industry

Industry

Industry

Delegated
agency
Industry

Industry

Industry



11/15/93
onward

12/30/93

3/31/94

4/15/94

5/15/94

6/30/94

10/27/94

11/15/94

11/15/94

12/31/95

12/31/95

ACTION

Maintain specified records and
submit reports as required

Receive, review, and approve or
disapprove requests for inclusion
of cold-idle battery in design
capacity of plant for LAER track

Submit initial compliance
certification for 11/15/93
requirements

Install flare system on bypass/
bleeder stacks

Submit initial compliance
certification for flares

Estimated deadline for approving or
disapproving the delegation of
authority to State programs (within
180 days after receipt)

Submit first semiannual compliance
certification for 11/15/93 require-
ments

Estimated deadline for industry
application to make SIP revision

to account for differences in
Method 303 and State method (within
12 months after promulgation)

Deadline for waiver of certification
requirement for Method 303 panel
member

Estimated date for submission of
permit application (within 1 year
of approval of State program)

Permanent battery closure pursuant
to flare exemption

Submit notification of election
to meet MACT and meet existing
source MACT limits

EPA/INDUSTRY

Industry

EPA

Industry

Industry

Industry

EPA

Industry

Industry

EPA

Industry

Industry

Industry



DATE

7/1/96

10/27/96

1/1/98

1/1/98

1/1/2000

10/27/2001

1/27/2002

12/31/1999

1/1/2003

1/1/2003

10/27/2003

1/1/2007

ACTION

Specified brownfield or padup
rebuilds must begin construction
to retain exclusion from limits
for new batteries (or within 1
year after obtaining construction
permit, whichever is earlier)

Deadline for enforcement agency
to revise inspection fee (within
3 years of promulgation date)

Subnmit notification of election to
meet either LAER or residual risk
standards

Meet more stringent LAER standard
(if on extension track)

Distribute any EPA risk assessment
to surrounding communities (if on
LAER extension track)

Promulgate residual risk standard
(8 years from promulgation)

Comply with residual risk standards
(if not on LAER extension track)
unless 2 year waiver granted

Promulgate MACT standards for pushing,
quenching, combustion stacks, and
other emission points and sources

Promulgate residual risk standards
for individual batteries if industry-
wide residual risk standards are not
promulgated by 2003

Comply with more stringent MACT
(unless residual risk standards are
more stringent) if not on LAER track

Comply with residual risk standard
(if not on extension track) and if a
2 year waiver is granted

Review/revise LAER standard

EPA/INDUSTRY

Industry

EPA/State

Industry

Industry

Industry

EPA

Industry

EPA

EPA

Industry

Industry

EPA



DATE ACTION EPA/INDUSTRY

1/1/2010 Comply with more stringent LAER Industry
standard or revised LAER standard
(if on extension track)

1/1/2020 All batteries meet residual risk Industry
standards
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LIST OF OFFICE OF AIR QUALITY PLANNING AND STANDARDS CONTACTS



List of Office of Air Quality

Planning and standards Contacts

Agnew, Amanda

Couturier, Dan
(Enforcement)

Huntley, Roy
(Test Method)

Roy, Sims

Walton, Tom
(Economic Impacts)

Telephone/FTS Number
(919) 541-5268

(703) 308-8678
(919) 541-1060

(919) 541-5263
(919) 541-5331

Fax Number

(919) 541~4028
(703) 308-8739

(919) 541-1039

(919) 541-4028
(919) 541-4028
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REPRINT OF PROPOSAL PREAMBLE AND FINAL COKE OVEN NESHAP FROM
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— - — - -

»- ~sa N
.,
A

Friday
December 4, 1992

Part I

Environmental
'Protection Agency

40 CFR Part 63

Natlonal Emission Standards for
Hazardous Alr Pollutants for Source
Categories; Coke Oven Batterles;
Proposed Rule -



57534 - . - Pederal Register / Vol. 57, No. 234 / Friday, December 4,

1992 / Proposed Rules

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ™ - -
AGENCY . o -

40 CFR Part 63
(AD-FRL-4540-4)
RIN 2060-ADS7 e

National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Alr Pollutants for Source
Categories; Coke Oven Batteries

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Pro

rule and notice of
publich 8- ’

SUMMARY: The pro standards
would establish visible emlssion
limitations, equipment and perfarmance
standards, and work practice
requirements for new and exdsting coks
oven batteries. Test Methods 303 and
303A for the determination of visible
emissions from byproduct and
nonrecovery coke oven batteries also are
pro for addition to the regulations.
e proposed nstional emission -
standards for hazardous air pollutants
(NESHAP) implement section 112 of the
Clean Air Act as amended, which.
requires the Administrator ta regulate
emissions of hazardous air pollutants
listed in sectiSh 112(b) of the Act, one
of which is coke oven emissions. The
proposed standards also implement
section 112(d)(8) of the Act, which
containg provisions specific lo the
regulation of coks oven emissions. -
OATES: Comments. Written comments

must be received on or before January &,

1993, if there is no request for &« pub
hearing. If there {s & request for s public
hearing, comments must be received on
or before January 22, 1993.

Public Hearing. If anyone contacts
EPA requesting to spn{uanl a pudblic
hearing by December 18, 1992, a public
hearing will be held on December 28,
1992, beginning at 10 ¢.m. Persons
interestsd In attending the bearing
should call Ms. Julia Stevens at (919)
g“llgssn to verify that a hearing will be

old.

Request to Speak at Hearing. Persons
wishing to present oral testimony at the
public hearing must contact EPA by
December 18, 1992, .
ADDRESSES: Comments. Comments
should be submitted {(in duplicste if
possible) to Air Docket Section (A-131),
Attention, Docket No. A-79-15, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460.

Public Hearing if anyone contacts -
EPA requesting a public hearing, it will
be held at the EPA Office of
Administration Auditorium, Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina. Persons

. lﬁ'w in sttending the hearing or
- to
- should Mmm Stevens, >~ .
Standards Development Branch (MD- - -
- 13), U.S. Environmentsl Protection

t ocal testimomy.—.+~

Agency, Research Triangle Park, North

Carolins 27711, telephone number (919)

541-8578. .
Background Information Document.
The background informatioa documeat -

{BID) for coke oven standards

by EPA in 1987 contains information
athered through 198S. The BID has not

n updated and does not reflect the

current regulstory negotiation .

A copy of the BID may be from

the docket or from the U.S. mmum

(MD-33), Research Triangle Park,

Carolins 27711, telephone numbet (019).

$41-2777. Please refer to “Coks Oven .
Emissions from Wet-Coal Charged Coke
Oven Batter] .
Information for Proposed Standards™-
(EPA~-450/3-85-028a). Additional -

und information used to support

today's proposed standards maybe . -

obtained from the docket.

Docket. Docket No. A-79-18,
containing supporting information used .
in developing the proposed standard, is
available for public inspection and -
copying between 8:30 am. and 3:30 ' - -

p-m., Monday through Friday, st EPA’s -

Alr Docket Section, Waterside Mall, -
room 1500, 1st Floor, 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. A reasonsble foe

- may be charged for copying. .

For Information concerning the :

proposed standard, contact Ms. Amanda  8ir

Agnew at (919) 5415268, Standards
Development Branch, Emission
Standards Division (MD-13), U.S.

Environmental Protection oxncy.
Ressarch Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, - .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The

information presented in this preemble
is organized as follows: ’
1. Background
A. Coke Oven Emissions
C Rogulatory Negotistion Appeoach
Regulat otiation
. Susamary of Proposed Stadands
n. Dovolormonl of Proposed Standards
. “A. Applicability

B. Selection of Emission Polnts

C. Selection of Visible Emission Pormat

D. Sslection of Regulatory Pormat

E. Selection of Emission Limits

F. Alternative Standard for Doors
Controlled by Sheds .

G. Work Practics Requirements :

H. Surtup, Shutdown, and Malfunction
Requirements

1. Standards for B leeder Stacks

J. Collecting Msin

K Pesrformance Tests and Procedures

L. Selection of Test Method

M. Reporting and Recordkeepiag
irements -

e ultﬁ:puou of Authority

Q Relatioaship to Censral Provisioas
ms ol ﬁnpodn

* V. Administrstive Requirements

A. Public Hearing '

& Dockst

C Exscutive Order 12291

D Paperwork Reduction Act

B Regulstory Flaxibility Act

F. Miscellaneous

L Background
A. Coke Oven Emissions .

Coks is one of the besic materials-
used in blast furnaces for the conversio
‘of lron ore to lron. In this country, the
conversion of coal 1o coke is performed

- E:nuﬂy in by-product coks ovea
eries.

_A by-product coks oven battery
consists of s group of ovens connected
by common walls. In this process. coal
undergoes destructive distillation unde
positive pressure to producs coke and
coke oven gas, from which by-products
(e.g.. tar, benzene, toluene, xylene, light
oll) are recovered downstream in the by
product plant. .

-+ Coke used in ironmaking is also

. produced by one plant wi

nonrecovery coke oven batteries. In the
nonrecovery process, the coke oven gus
is burned but by-products are not
recovered. Nonrecovery coke oven
batteries operats under & negative .

- pressure; consequently, there is little -
outward leakage of hazardous
emissions, only the inward leskage of

During the coking process, coke oven
emissions escape from different
emission points on the coke oven
battery as leaks that can change in size

. and location over time. Raw coke oven
gas is also emitted from bypass/bleeder
stacks for by-product coke oven
batteries when gases are vented direct]
to the atmosphere to relieve excess
pressure. Natioawide coke oven
emissions from coke oven batteries and
bypass/bleeder stacks are estimated at
1,700 Mg/yr at the current level of
control. -n’ﬁ. estimate includes benzen:
soluble orianla {BSO), which is s

" measure of organic particulate matter, ¢
well as benzene, toluene, xylene, and
bydrogen sulfide.

Although each of the 29 plants with
82 by-product coke oven batteries are
subject to emission limits vis State

lations or consent decrees, the
applicable emission limits and
requirements vary widely. Of the 10
States currently regulating by-product
coks oven emissions, Jimits on chargin

- operations from an averags of 11
to about 60 seconds of visible emission



Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 234 / Friday, December 4, 1092 / Proposed Rules

- §7838

per charge, based on four to seven
churflng observations. The current
baseline limits for by-product betteries
range from $ to 16 percent lesking
doors; limits on topside port lids and -
offiake systems vary from 1 10 S percent
and 4 to 10 percent, respectively. The
limits for percent leaking doors, topside
port lids, and offtake system(s) are
standards that are not to be exceeded
based on any single observation. Coke
oven emissions also are subject to
regulation by the U.S. Occupational
Safety and Heslth Administrstion
(OSHA) (29 CFR 1910.1029);
unregulated releases of coke oven
emissions exceeding 1 pound also are
subject to EPA hazardous substance
release notification requirements (40
CFR 302.6) under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act.

The oily, yellow-brown smoke
characteristic of coke oven emissions
contains organic particulate matter such
as benzo(e)pyrene and other polycyclic
organic compounds as well as
hazardous pollutants that are volatile
organics, including benzene and
toluens. Other components include
toxic gases, such as hydrogen sulfide
(H1S) and carbon monoxide (CO), and
metals (arsenic, beryllium, cadmium,
chromium, lead, and nickel). As
discussed further in the EPA report,
“Carcinogen Assessment of Coke Oven
Emissions" (EPA-600/6--82-003F),
occupationa) sxposure studies have
shown statistically significant excess
mortality from cancers of the respiratory
tract (lung, trachea or bronchus),
kidney, prostate, and all cancer sites
combined. .

The EPA listed coke oven emissions
as a hazardous air pollutant under
Section 112(b}(1XA) of the Act on
September 18, 1984 (49 FR 36560). This
listing decision was followed by
proposal of s NESHAP for the control of
coke oven emissions from wet-coal-
charged batteries (52 FR 13586, April
23, 1987). These proposed standards
were not promulgated because Congress
revisited the issue during development
and passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990. These
amendments supersede the 1987
proposal, which EPA is consequently
withdrawing in favor of todsy's
proposed rule. A separate notice
announcing withdrawal of the 1987
proposal {s included in toddy's Federal
Register.

B. 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments

The Clean Air Act Amendments of

- 1990 sstablish specific requirements for
the development of regulations
governing cnke oven emissions. Under

Section 112(dX8), EPA must promulgate
standards besed on maximum
schievable control technology (MACT)
for coke oven batteries by December 31,
1992. MACT standards for existing
sources can be no less stringent than the
best performing 12 percent of existing
sources end standards for new sources
cannot be Jess stringent than the limit
schieved in practice by the best
controlied existing source. In addition,
the MACT standards for coke oven
batteries must require at s minimum
that coks oven emissions from ssch
battery not exceed the following short-
term limits: 8 percent leaking doors, 1
percent leaking topside pon%lds. S
percent leaking off\ake system(s), and 16
seconds of visible emissions per charge
(with no exclusion for emissions during
the period after the closing of sell-
sealing oven doors). In establishing the
standards, EPA must evaluate the use of
luting compounds to prevent door Jeaks
{Section 112(d)(8)(A)(i)). The EPA slso
must evaluate use of Thompson
nonrecovery coke oven batteries and
other nonrecovery technologies as the
basis of standards for new betteries
(Section 112(d){(8)(AXii}). The EPA is
also to promulgate work practice
regulations for new and existing coke
oven bstieries. Thess regulations are to

ire, as sppropriate, the use of
sodium silicate (or equivalent) Jutin
compounds if EPA determines that the
use of sodium silicate is an effective
means of emissions control and is
achieveble, taking into sccount costs
and reasonsble commercisl warranties
for doors and related equipment and
jamb cleaning practices.

In sddition to these technology-based
standards, EPA is required to
promulgate standards to sddress the risk
remaining sfter technology-based
standards are imposed. The EPA is to
issue these standards for coke oven
batteries within 8 years of promulgation
of the MACT standards (Section
112(N(2XC)).

- Existing coke oven batteries must
comply with the MACT standards by
December 31, 1995 (§ 112(d){(8)(A)). The
compliance date for meeting residual
risk standards is within 90 days of

. promulgstion, which may be extended

or up o 2 years under certain
circumstances (Sections 112(f) (3){(4)).
However, the Act provides an extension
of the residuasl risk standards for coke
oven bafteries until January 1, 2020,
provided the owner or operstor of &
coke oven battery complies with
technology-based standards on an
sccelersted basis, and that these
technology-based standards become
maore stringent over time.

Undaee this so-called sxiension treck.
to receive the deferral of the compliance
date until the year 2020, the owner or
operstor must achieve the following
short-term emission limitstions b
November 15, 1993: (1) 16 seconds of
visible smissions per chargs, (2) 8
percent leaking coke oven doors, (3) 1
percent leaking topside port lids, and {4)
S rrcnnl leaking offtake systems. In
addition, by January 1, 1998, the battery
must meet an emission limitation that
reflects the lowest achievable emission
rate (LAER), as defined in section 171 ol
the Act. The LAER regulstions, slso 10
be pmulﬁolod by December 31, 1992,
may be no less stringent than the
following short-term limits: 3 percent
leaking doors on batteries with doors
less than 6 meters (m) in height (i.e..a
“short” coke oven battery) and S percent
leaking doors on batteries with doors 6
m or more in height (i.e., 8 “tall" coke
oven battery); 1 percent lesking topside
port lids: 4 percent lesking offtake
systems; and 16 seconds of visible
emissions per charge. (The
Administrator may consider an
exclusion for emissions from doors
during the period sfter the closing of
sslf-sealing doors or the totsl mass
omiubomlulonu. .

In the rulemaking, EPA must
establish “an sppropriate measurement
methodology” for determining
compliance for coke oven doors. The
measurement methodology must
consider alternative methods “that
reflect the best technology and practices
sctually applied in the sffected
industries* and must ensure that the
final test methods are consistent with
the performancs of such best
technologies and practices. If the LAER
standard is not promulgeted by January
1, 1998, section 112(i}(8) states that the
following short-term limits must be
achieved: (1) 3 percent leaking doors
(for short coke oven batterfes), (2) §

leaking doors (for tsll coke oven

tteries), (3) 1 percent leaking topside
port lids, (4) 4 percent leaking offtake
system(s), and (5) 16 seconds of visible
emissions per charge, or the total mass
emissions equivalent, with no
exclusions for emissions during the
period sfter the closing of self-sealing
doors {section 112(i)(8)(B)if)).

The EPA must review and revise the
LAER standard, as necessary, by January
1, 2007 (section 1132(i)(8)(C)). To
continue to qualify for the deferral of
the compliance date for the residual nsk
standards, the owner or operstor must
meet any revised LAER limits by the
year 2010 (section 112(1)(8}(C)). The
owner or opetator also must make
available to the surrounding community
by January 1. 2000, the results of any
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constructs & new by-product coks oven
battery or reconstructs s by-product
coke oven battery and uses & new by-
?rodud recovery technology must apply

or & case-by-cass determinstion of
applicable emission limitstions. These
cau-bywom;lmlu must b; m 4
stringent 4.0 percent oors
for tall batteries, 3.3 percent leaking
doors for short betteries, 0.4 percent
lesking lids, 2.5 percent ng
offiakes, and 12 seconds per chargs, or
less than the equivalent level of mass
emissions associated with thess visible
smission limits.

For door emissions from new and
existing nonrecovery coke oven
batteries, the proposed NESHAP
provides an option of either (1) meetin
and recording an emission limitation
0.0 percent leaking doors, or (2)
monitoring and recording the pressure
in each oven or common battery tunnel
at least once sach day to ensurs that the
ovens are operated under s negative
pressure. For charging oo existing
nonrecovery betteries, the ownee or
operator must implement specific work
prectices. New nonrecovery batteries
must install, operate, and maintain an
emission control system for the capture
and control of charging emissions. If
new nonrecovery batteries are
constructed with lids or offtake systems,
these batteries must meet limits of 0
raunt leaking lids and 0 percent

eaking offtakes. .

Standards for extension of
compliance. As provided under section
112(i)(8) of the Act, the owner or
operator of an existing coke oven battery
may chooss to comply with slternative
emission standards to qualify for an
extension of the compliance date for
residual risk stan By November
18, 1993, coke oven emissions from
existing by-product coks oven batteries
::,ould not exceed 1.(‘) t lu:mg

oors, 0.83 percent leaking topside
lids, 6.2 p.n( Jeaking o?hnh port
system(s), and 12 seconds of visible
emissions per charge. For nonrecovery
batteries seeking an extension of the
compliance date for residurl risk, the
owner or operator would have to meet
the MACT standerds for nonrecovery
batteries by November 15, 1993. No
additional requirements are proposed
for LAER for nonrecovery batteries.

The EPA is proposing a tiered
approach for LAER for door Jeaks at
existing by-product coks oven betteries
on this compliance track, and is ;
proposing one set of limits for LAER for
the other emission points. By January 1,
1998, emissions would be limited to: (1)
4.3 percent leaking doors for tall
batteries and betteries owned or
operatsd by foundry coke producers, (2)

" they are

3.8 percent leaking doors for all other
by-produht:kc;oko u\m:‘ hml.i.d ta() t,).d
percent ng topside port lids, (4) 2.3
percent leakin olg:hs. and (5) 12
seconds of visible emissions per charge.
By January 1, 2010, emissions would
have to be reduced to 4.0 percent
lesking doors for tall betteries and
batteries owned or operated by foundry
coke producers and to 3.3 percent
leaking doors for all other by-product
coke oven betteries, unless the
Administrator has established a more
stringent emission limitation under
section 112(i}(8)XC). As un altsrnative to
the LAER limits for percent lesking
doors, the owner or operstor of s coke
oven battsry with fewer than 30 ovens
ma comﬂl.y“with & 30-run average of 2
ot fower ng coke oven doors per
battery in tieu of the emission
limitations to be achieved by 1998 and
2010.

The construction of a new battery st
an exdsting plant without an increase in
the plant's design capacity for coke
g‘ uction is teried a “brownfield”

. and the complete reconstruction
of & battery from the existing pad.
without an increese in the plant’s design
capacity for coke, is called s “pad.tllr

> Vigible emissions from
brownfield or padup rebuild by-product
coke oven betteries (except ’?e&ic
grandfathered batteries noted below)
would be limited to 3.3 percent leaking
doors for short batteries, 4.0 percent
leaking dmluki for tall gmoriels‘. dz.l
percant ng topside port lids, 2.3

t luﬂng oﬂp p:tams. and 12
seconds of visible emissions per charge.
If these grandfsthered betteries do not
commencs construction by July 1. 1996,
or one yesr sfter approval of &
construction permit (whichever is
earlier), then they would be subject to
more t LAER limits; otherwise,
ject to the Jenuary 1, 1998,
LAER limits. The betteries eligible to be
rebuilt under this grandfather provision
as proposed today are Bethlehem Stcsl’s
Burns Harbor Number 2 battery,
National Steel’s Great Lakes Number 4
battery, and Koppers' Woodward
Number 3 bettery. Comment is
specifically invited on whether other
coke oven batteries, not operated by
companies represented on the
Committes (either directly or thro
trads associstions), are far enough slong
in planning replacement of current
capecity to qualify for this grandfather.

nder customary industry practice, a
“padup rebuild™ occurs when the
sxisting brickwork of a battery is
removed and s replacement battery is
constructsd on the old rd. As sroposod
today, s “padup rebuild” incltudes auy
rebuilding project that effectively

- constitutes s replacement of the ba
- above the pad, even {f some porticn

the brickwork above the pad s retained
{e.g.. an end wall or several courses of
bricks above the pad). Thus, s different
test is contemplated than the traditiona!
“reconstruction” test which focuses on
whether the source is substantially -~
rebuilt. In other words, the term "g.du;
rebuild™ Is not synonymous with
traditional term “‘reconstruction.”
However, any attempt to circumvent
a:fpropdauly the mouu ‘:‘tringcns door
requirement applicable to
rebuilds will be fou:d to oonsupt;t::

adup rebuild. Awocdh&l , the
grop:ud rule provides 4

Administrator {or delegsted Stste or
local agency) the authority.tc determine
whether s project is & “padup rebuild™.
Batteries that were shut down but not
dismantied (“cold-idle batteries™) on or
after November 1S, 1990, can qualify fo
the extension track. Upon restarting,
these batteries must mest the LAER
limits for exdisting betteries, and, if they
are brownfield or padup rebulld
betteries, they must meet the more
stringent LAER eats for thess
types of batteries. Batteries that were
placed on cold idle prior to November
18, 1990, may also qualify for the -
extension up to atotal d
upudtzbc coke of 2.7 million Mg/yr,
which is besed on 10 percent of the tots
coke ca st the and of 1990. The
EPA will process applications oa s “fir
come-first served basis.™ The
procedures include provitions under
which an spproval will lapse, where s
serious intention to use the capacity ha
not been demonstrated. If an approval
lapses, the capacity of the battery is no
included in the 2.7 million Mg/yr limit
ARer epproval, the battery must meet
the emission limits described above for
other cold-idle batteries.
p rules slso provids
oveloped o a case by case besis. fo
sveloped on & -Case or
coke oven bstteries pped with
sheds. (Sheds are enclosures attached t
the side of & battery, which capture
emissions and route them to control
devices.) Using the procedure describe
in the proposed rule, the owner or
operator may use an alternstive
emission limitation for door leaks from
s new or existing coks oven battery
equipped with & shed and emission
control device. The alternative Is
expressed as the allowsble percent
leaking doors for doors that are
controlied by the shed, en opacity limi
for the control device, requirements to
ensure that the structural integrity of ti
shed is maintsined, and requirements
‘snsure that the shed’s evacuation rete !
maintasined. An alternative emission



$7538

Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 234 / Friday, December 4,

1992 / Propossd Rules

limit will be spproved {f it is shown that
the sltemative schieves s reduction in
coke oven emissions from the doors
equal to or greater than the smission
seduction that would be schieved by
door leak emission controls installed to
meet the emission limitaticns in the
proposed standards. The determination
of equivelency would be based on
maintaining an equivalent or lower
tnass smission rate for coks oven
emissions emitted from the shed's
control device. Inspections for door
Jeaks undar the shed would be
performed by the applicable
enforcerment nioncy onas ified
schedule {weekly or monm

Inspections. Esch performance test
would be conducted by & visible
emission observer, certified according to
the requirements of the tsst method and
provided by the applicable enforcement
sgency at the company's expense. (The
formuls for payment of expenses
included in the proposed standard may
be revised afier 4 specified period to
adjust the worklosd assumption, based
on the enforcement agency's
exroﬁenu.) State agencies will be
delegated suthority snsuring that the
inspections are conducted as required
under the proposed rule.

Easch of &o roposed visible emission
limitations is on & 30-run sversge.
To determine compliance, s daily (once
s day for 7 days) performancs test
would be conducted for sach coke oven
battery using proposed Test Method
303, “Determination of Visible
Emissions from By-product Coke Oven
Balteries,” or proposed Test Method
303A, “Determination of Visible
Emissions from Nonrecovery Coke Oven
Batteries.”

For each daily test, the observer
would monitor and record five
conseculive charges from sach battery
and conduct one valid and complete
ins on of all doors, topside port lids,
and offtake systems on esch coke oven
battery. The daily test results and the
calculated 30-run sverage would be
provided to the owner or operator by the
observer. If the observer missed an
observation for s day, no compliance
determination would be made for that
day; calculation of the rolling 30-run
average would p with the next
valid observation made by the observer.

The in on requirements for the
alternative standard for sheds is
different in that inspections will be
conducted once s week for safety
reasons. If compliance with the
slternative standard is schieved for 12
consecutive weeks, the ins on
frequeancy would be reduced to monthly
abservations. If the limit is exceeded in
any monthly inspection, the monitoring

frequency would increase to once &
week. Because of the reduced inspection
frequency, the alternative standard is
not to be exceeded for any single
observation and is not besed on & 30-run
tolling aversge. )

Work proctices. The proposed work
practice standsrds would require the
owner ot operstor of an existing or new
coke oven battery to develop a written
plan describing emission control work

nctim‘srg; be l::aplomontoctl’ torr‘ each bot
ary. The plan, n%ulnd y Novem
18, 1893, must include provisions for

training and procedures for controlling .

:‘umuiom from coke oven doors, 4
rging operstions, topside port iids,
and offlake system(s) o:s by-product
coke oven batteries. Similar
requirements are proposed for work
practices at nonrecovery batteries for
door leaks and charging emissions.
Under specified conditions. the Agency
r::y require revisions to the plan or the
inclusion of oddi.t‘i\onal work practices
or requirements. The Agency expects
work practice plans prepared for this
rule and for OSHA requirements to be
compatible and that the company will
comply with both requirements.

For coke oven batteries subject to -
visible emission limitations under the
NESHAP on November 18, 1993, (i.e.,
extension track batteries), the work

ractice requirements would become
spplicable lollowing the second
independent ax of the visible
emission limitation for s particular
emission point in any consecutive 8-
month period. The second exceedance
is independent if it is separated from the
first by at least 30 days, or if the 29-run
aversge, calculated after deleting the
h‘ishest observation in the 30-dsy period
still exceed the spplicable emission
limit. A similar procedurs is used to
caiculate the independence in the case
ofch g emissions, under which the
rolling logarithmic aversge is
recomputed, excluding the daily set of
observations with the highest daily
arithmetic aversge. The owner or
operator would be required to
implement the work practice

irements applicable to the emission

point by no later than 3 days sfer
written notification of the exceedancs.
The rule would require that the work
practices be implemented each dsy until
the visible emission limitation for the
emission point is schieved for 90

. consecutive days.

The owner or operstor of a coke oven
battery not subject to visible emission
limitations under the NESHAP until
December 31, 1995, (i.e., a battery not
on the extension track), would be

ired to implement the provision of
the work practice plan for a particular

smission point subject to visible
emission limitations under this
NESHAP {i.0., coks oven doors, topside
port lids. offtake system(s), and chargin
operstions) following the second
excsedancs of a federally enforcesble
State or local ordinancs. regulstion,
order, or agreement for that emission
point. ‘l"l!x: p::poudkﬂmdudl would
require that the work practice
provisions be implemented within 3
days of receipt of written motificstion
from the spplicable enforcement sgenc)
and continued until-compliance with
the visible emission limitation is
schieved for 90 days from tha last
exceedancs.

For coke oven batteries with an
spproved alternative standard for shed:
work practices for doors under the shec
must be implemented based on
sxceedances of the alternative standard
for percent leaking doors under the
shed. If one side of the coke oven
battery does not bave e shed, work
practices for coke oven doors must be
implemented based on exceedances of
the applicable emission ¥mitation for
that side of the battery.

The Administrator may require
revisions to the work practice plan for
o particular emission point if thers are
two independent excesdances in the &
month period starting 30 days after the
work practices are required to be
implemented. The owner or operator
must notify the Administrator of any
finding whether the work practices ary
not related to the cause or the solution
of the problem within 10 days of
receiving a notification from the
snforcement sgency concerning the
second independent exceedance. The
Admin{strator may disapprove a
revision or a siatement that ¢ revision
not needed. No more than two revisio:
pez year may be requested; however,
revision in response to & disapproval (
a revision, voluntary revisions, and
statements that a revision is not need¢
do not count toward this Jimit.

- Flares. The proposed standards alsc
would require the installation,
operstion, and maintenance of a flare
system (or equivslient alternative cont
device or system) by March 31, 1994,
the bypass/bleeder stacks of sach
existing by-product coke aven batte
operstion as of December 31, 1995,

is capable of combusting 120 percent
the normal gas flow generated by the
battery. New batisries must meet the
flare requirements when production
operations start.

The flare system would be requirec
be designed to meet EPA flare
specifications in pert 60 (New Sourcx
Performance Standards), with certsin
modifications to take Into account th
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For exampls, the
heating values in 40 CFR 60.18(cK3) s .-
revised under the pro rulete . -
ostablish a design specification for the .,
net heating value of coks oven -
emissions for stesm-assisted oc air
assisted flares of 8.9 M}/scm (240 Btw/
scf) or greatee. Installstion of the flare
will oot constitute s physical or
operstional change for the purposes of
determining the applicability of new
source review requirements. To qualify
for an exemption from the flare -
installation ment, the owner or
operator must submit, by April 30, 1993,
 formal commitment to permanent
closure of ths bsttery. In no case may a
battery for which the owner or operatar
has submitted such s closure
notification opersts past Decomber 31, .
199S. . .
Collecting main. The collecting main

* would be inspecied for leaks at least -

once daily under the propoced
standards. Any leaks detected would be
Yemporarily sealed within 4 hours,
permanent repair would have to be
initiated within $ calendar days of
detaction and complete repair within 15.
calendar days of detection unless .
extended by the Administrator. The .
time and date ﬂ::ollodlngd P.hmtlnbolub.
temporary sealing, and repair 2
would be recorded. : -
Startups, shutdowns, and -
malfunctions. These provisions would
require the owner or ogomot to develop
a written startup, shutdown, and -
malfunction plan, which provides foe
the operation of the sourcs in
sccordance with air pollution
control practices for minimizing

o] the mal on, as qulc:.lz as
Associated reporting a
recordkeeping provisions also are
int‘:'ludod. o hve
eporting and recor in,
nqufr:me’:fls. The proposodp n‘gulau'on
would require that certain records be
maintained and the following reports be
submitted: Complisnce certifications,
notifications, and reports of
uncontrolied venting episodes and
certain startups, shutdowns, and
malfunctions.

These requirements have all been
tailored to reflect the fact that the
enforcement agency (or its designated
agent} will be responsible for -
conducting almost all of the
performance tests and compliance
determinations required under the rule.
Thus, thers is no need for owners or -
operators to inform the enforcement
agency about thess matters. Moreover,
requirin&ownon or operators to report
back to the enforcement agency

cpodnldnnd«waouhp;mm.- ~information reported by the
oa forned -, ;-

CL LT :M(
agency.to them would be .. - authorized

avallabls o the. - .

.pointiess, and im: uanecessary. .. - .repressntative, for inspection ..
additional ﬂmnmmdmln lightof - oo‘; The owner or opersior must

thess coasiderstions, the complisnce -
certification, reporting and .

information needed by the enforcement
agency. that will be genecated by the .

_ owner or operatos.

For each 8-mooth period following
promulgstion, the owner or operstoe
would submit s ssmiannusl compliance
cortification stiesting that: (1) No coks . .
oven gas was vented throughthe
bypass/bleeder stack, (2) coks oven gas -
was vented through the bypess/bleeder -
flare system, which operated properly,

or (3) a venting report-was submitted
because of problems with the b .
blesder flare system. Semiannu .

compliance certiications are slso .
required to attest that: (1) No startup,
shutdown, or mslfunction event .
occurred, or such an event did occur

and a report was provided as required; .
and (2) work practices were
implemented according 1o the work
practice provisions, If spplicable.

The notification provisions include -
requirements for owners or operators (o
notify the Administrstorofthe - -
compliance track slection that has been
made for each betlery. In general, these -

rovisions ellow batteries to “straddle™

.li.e., sloct both tracks) up until 1998,

when a binding commitment toons -
compliance track or the other must be .
msde. - .
The recordkesping provisioas require
owners ot operstors to keep specified
records and make them sccessible to the
Adminlstrstos. Thess includs certain

- monitoring records, records reflecting _ -

the implementatioa of work practice
plan provisions, and records relsted to

a startup, shutdown, or malfunction. -
Records also would be maintined of
data for the alternative emission
standard for doors, including opacity . .
date of the shed's conurol device,
parameters that indicate the evacuation -
rate is maintained, records of visual
inspections, and operation/maintenance
records for s continuous opacity
monitoring system. For nonreco
batteries, records would be required for
daily pressure monitoring and work
practices for charging or, for new
nonrecovery bstteries, design
information for the charging emission
control system. In addition. design
information for flares or approved
slternative control devices or systems
would be maintained.

Provisions are also included requiring
the owner or operstor to maks records
or reports required to be maintained or
required 1o be submitted to the

PR

> recordkseping requirements sddress

secrets.or confi

nhtpinl:‘.' el .

re tocnqzt:whh!nnnwubb
perniod of time. pt for emission daws
:sdaﬁnod’l:.OOCFRp,cnl.dowm:!;.
or parts of documents) comainping

dential business .. _. .
information do not have w be produced.

. and the inspection or copying of .

documents will not affect sny

- intellectual property rights of the owner
.p the documents. . -

or opersior in .

- Relationship %o existiag regulations
ond requirements. slsoare .
included in the proposed NESHAP that
would require the owner or operstor 1o
comply with all applicable Stats - ..
implementation plan (SIP) smission
limitstions (or subject to any expirstion
date, fedenslly'enforceabls emission
limitations contsined in an order,
decres, or seitlement agroement)

- for the control of emissions from

charging operstions, topside port lids,
om‘:fv lystp:n.(s'). and coke oven doors
in offect on Se ber 15, 1992 As -
gtl:cuaadm .xl‘nus;:iogn-b.my
ange lo these exis regulations

must snsure that the applicable

emission limilations and format in sffect
on September 18, 1992, will continue in
:&Od:tbcn_hodnn_phﬂnd:;a:o
no emission incresss will occur; or that
such modificstion makes the emission
limitations more stringent while bolding
the format un makes the format

-more stringent bolding the

el:ktsia ‘lli‘mluﬁommunchngedA , or
makes more L A provisipa
also is included which oddn:u the
relationship of the coke oven NESHAP
to §112(g) and which conchudes that,
except in one specific instancs, § 112(g)
requirements will not apply to sources
subject to the code ovea NESHAP,

11. Development of Proposed Standard:
A. Applicobility - S

1. Which Battéries Can Be Subject to
New Source Standards?

The tososod standards would spply
to newl:n existing coke oven batteries
All types of coks oven battecies would
be subject to the NESHAP. includiag b
product coke oven batteries {using
current or new technology) and
nonrecovery coks oven batteries. By-
product coks oven batteries opersts
under a positive pressure and recover
by-products from the coke oven gas.

onrecovery coke oven batieries opent
under a negative pressure and bura th
coks oven gas for its fuel value: by-
products are burned and are not
recovered from the coke oven gas.
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Section 112(a) of the Act definesan  112(d)(3) states that, st & minimum, new "~ refurbished components exceeds 50
~existing source™ as any staticn source MACT standards shall reflect the  percent of the fixed capital cost that
source other than & new source. emission limitation schieved {n practics - would be to comstructa
stationary source t0 which the proposed by the best controlled similar ng  comparsble new source, and (2) it is
standards apply is sech coke oven " battery. Section 122(d)(8XA) further technol and economically .
battery at e plant site. There are 30 states that EPA must consider feasible to meet the relevant standard(s),

existing coke plants in operation (some
consisting of several coke oven

batteries). The EPA does to ¢ many
R s praposal. 1

nder today’s , the
Committee aml two types of coks

oven batteries, with one excsption,
would be subject to new source MACT
standards based on performance
schievable by nonrecovery coks oven
batteries. The first type includes any
coke oven battery for which
construction is commenced after the
date of this proposal at & plant site
wlm:d noﬂ or mko oven bm.ﬁ: bave
existed prior to this proposal. type
of battery is termed a “greenfield”
battery. The second type of battery
subject to such standards is a new or
reconstructed battery built at s plant site
where other bstteries are located which
results in expansion of coke production
capacity there. (The only situation in
whlchdnow bcm of c;t.hu ;ho first or
secon not be subject to
m&mud Qn nonrecovery
technology would be & new batte

using a new recovery technology (see

§ 63.302(c)). Performance standards for
such a battery would be developed on

a case-by-case basis, under section
112(g) of the Act)

The Committee slso
standards, based on periormance
schievable by by-product recovery coke
oven batteries, for certain new or
reconstructed batteries built within
plant sites where existing coke ovens
are located. These include a “padup
rebuild” of an existing battery, or & new
battery con to replace one or
gon o:)c.ism;g b.mr&u ‘(’n.:rowng::;l

ttery), so long as the capecity
of Ih:y padup or npﬁ:mnt
does not exceed that of the exdsting
battery (or batteries) that is rebuilt or
replaced. (The term "pnd\:gorebuﬂd" is
discussed in section }-D, sbove.) The
Committee further agreed to subdivide
these batteries into two groups.

The first of these groups, composed of
several designated batteries, is subject to
standards identical to the standards for
existing batieries on the extension track.
For the second group, which includes
other padup rebuilds and brownfield
batteries the standards include a more
stringent emission limitation for doors,
but are otherwise identical to the
existing battery extension track

standards.
The following considerstions support
thess distinctions. Flrst, section

new source MACT standards for coke
ovens on the performancs of
nonrecovery coke ovens. Section
112(i)(8)(B) and (C) s that the 1993
and 2010 standards e oven
batteries on the extension track must be
based on the lowest emission rate that

is achievable for a coke oven battery that.

is hr;b\;ﬂt ora npl.a:on( st e coke -
plant for an existing battery.

Finally Section uz(t)(‘a'i{n
sstablishes the following special rulé
that reconstruction of any source of coke
oven emissions qualifying for an
extension under that puafn h shall not
subject such source to smission
limitations under subsection (f) mare
stringent than those established under
mbp;n phs (B) and (C) of the LAER
stan
purposes of that s h, the term
“g;nutmdon" m.? ']
replacement of existing coke oven
battery capacity with new coke oven
batteries of comparsble orlower
capacity and lower potential emissions.

After much discussion of these
provisions and the sppropriate basis for
Comimitios sgroed upon difersnt

) upon nt
standards for the various types of new
and reconstructed batteries described
sbove. Where a new battery is built at
a new plant site, or where coke
design capacity is incressed at a plant
site where there have been existing
batteries, the new source standards are
appropristely based on nonrecovery
t ology (unless & new recovery -
techoology is being used and standards
are developed under Section 112(g)).
For the first group of “padup rebuilds” -
or replacement batteries (severel
batteries scheduled to be rebuilt in the
near term), the Committee decided that

the standards should be valent to
the standards for existing batteries on
the extension track. For 510 second

group of “padup rebuilds” or
replacement batteries, the Committee
sgreed upon a more stringent limitation
'f;r d;ors. noogni;il:%' that these

tteries are ca a greater d
of control for dg.or cmlai&.thmw
existing batteries on the extension track.

These standards, in effect, tajlor the
traditional “reconstruction” definition
to the special needs of the coks oven
emissions standards. Currently, a
reconstruction occurs when components
of a sourcs are replaced or refurbished
to such an extent that (1) the fixed
capitel cost of the replaced or -

s until January 1, 2020. For the

alternative emission limitation(s), or
vslent emission limitation(s)
Shve suthoritise, Todey's propocat
State authorities. s pro uses
this traditional definition 5:.{'::@ s
project results in increased capacity at
the coke plant. Alth todey's
roposal includes a definition of
*padup rebuild” that differs from the
current recanstruction definition, this
rule will establish no precedent for
other categaries of emission sources.
Ind representatives were
concerned about the possible
spplication of section 112(g) of the

" statute to sources subject to the coke

oven NESHAP. Section 112(g) indicates
:,hat aher the offoct‘ln\n ?uu of the Title
permit program in & State, me
sources in the State that are modified.
constructed, or reconstructed may be
subject to case-by-case MACT
determinations. Howsver section 112(g)
clearly requires such "
determinations of MACT “where
no spplicsble emission limitations have
been established by the Administrator™.
The EPA will establish MACT standards

"for coks oven batteries in this

rulemaking, and oncs ¢ MACT standard
exists MACT

, case-by-case
determinations for sources subject to &
national standard are not required. The
EPA also views cas: MACT
determinations for coks oven batteries
as potentially disru
compliance sched
established in section 112(d), which is
another reason to avoid making such
determinations. Therefore, except for
one specific instance noted below, the
Committee that section 112(g)
should not spply to coke oven batteries.

2. Standards for Cold-idle Batteries,
Innovative Recovery Batteries, and
Foundry Coke Oven Batteries

- Some batteries have been shutdown
because of reduced demand for coke.
repairs, or other reasons. Those
shutdown batteries that have not been
dismantled are referred to in the
proposed rule as “cold-idle™ batteries.
Cald-idle batteries that are shutdown on
or after November 18, 1990, are
considered existing batteries that may
3;1 for the extension track, and

ese batteries must mest the applicable
LAER lmits wthn
starts sgain. As above, the
la.AER limits b% apply will b.liubﬂi
etermined o general spp ty
rules thet govern the mrm track.
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For example, if a padup rebuild was
undertaken, the more nt Umits
applicable to padup rebuilds would
spply, except for several coks oven
batteries specified in the rule (See -
Section 1-D sbovs). Cold-idle batteries
that shutdown before November 18,
1990, must request special permission
to quality for the extension track, and
only a limited number will be approved.
(No more than 2.7 million Mg/yr—10
percent of the industry’s coke capacity
as of the end of 1990.) Once again, the
;ppllablo LAER limits will be

etermined under the general
applicability rules that govern the
extension track. The Committee also
agreed to procedures for detsrmining
how to allow the limited number of .
cold-idle batteries that qualify far the
extension track. In general, these
procedures allocate capacity oo a “first-
come, first-served" basis, and include
provisions to rescind sllocations of
capacity where a serlous intention to
utilizs the allocation has not been
demonstrated.

1f a new recovery cokemaking process
is constructed in the future, uso&y-cuu
smission determinations would be made
under section 112(g)(2)XB) to establish
smission limits that represent s level of
emission control performance more
stringent than LAER. Examples of
potential technologies include larger
oven designs, ovens that operate,under
negative pressure, and new processes -
that may bsve emission points different
from those on conventional by-product
recovery ovens. The case-by-case
determinations for these betteries must
result in a level of emission control that
m stringent than that obtained by

Under the proposed rule, the LAER
limits for door leaks from s battery that
is owned or operated by a foundry coke
producer are slightly less stringent than
the LAER limits for other coke oven
batteries. In order to qualify for the
foundry coke producer LAER limits, a
battery also must have been owned by
a foundry coke producer on January 1,
1992. For the purposes of this
limitation, a foundry coke producer is
defined as a coke producer (i.e., 2
producer of coke of any kind) that is not
and was not on January 1, 1892, owned
or opersted by an integrated steel
producers, and had on January 1, 1992,
an annual coke design capacity less than
1.25 million Mg/yr. Specified batteries
owned or operated by an integrated steel
producer on Jenuary 1, 1992, that are
sold to & foundry coke producer before
November 13, 1893, are considered to be
owned or operated by s foundry coke
producer on January 1, 1892, .

The applicability section of the

* proposed rule also specifies when coke

oven batieries thet are new, padu
rebuild, brownfield, or cold-idle {if
production is resumed) are subject to
con‘\‘rlhna determinations. The
requirements of the proposed rule
become spplicable in & period alter
startup that is to be determined by the
Administrator, but the period may not
exceed 180 days from the time that
production starts.

3. Definition of By-product Coks Oven
Battery :

The proposed regulation defines “by-
product coks ovmttory" as:

“{A] source coasisting of s of ovens
connected by mnﬂ.m.'\mf‘ coal .
undergoes destructive ':ldﬂﬂlnui: ::dd« ‘o

itive pressure to uce co €0
gvos“ gss, from whh:g by-products are )
recoversd.” .
The Commitiee recognized that there
may be instances where this langusge
does not precisely describe sources that
were considered during the negotiations
1o be a single coke oven battery.
Accordingly, the Committee d that
Table 2 given boi:: and ult‘l S e
“Operating By-product Coke Oven
Batteries as of April 1892" would be
used to resolve m‘zh dl‘gum that may
ariss concerning whether particular
groups of ovens should be regarded as
a single battery under these ations.

In adopting this definition ol *by-
product coke oven battery”, the
Committee thet different
definitions 1&_;- being used in othg i

rograms. There was agreement that the
felocuon of the definition for this
regulation was not to be interpreted as
indicating that other definitions were
inappropriate, or that thess other
definitions should be conformed to the
definition in this regulation.

TABLE 2.—OPERATING BY-PROOUCT COKE
OVEN BATTERIES AS OF APRIL 1, 1992

No. Pt Batiery

1 . | ABC Coks, Tasrant, AL .............

2 . | Acme Steel Chicago, L ..o .
J .~ | Ammco, Inc, Middistown, OH ..

-~ | Anco, Inc, Ashland, KY ... —
Bethishemn Siesl, Bethishem, PA

. a-::anmmmmw.
T - Bo:vl-fmn Stesl, Lackawara,
o - | Ciizens Gas, Indanapots, IN

A TMOINSWUNPLILWVBN2N=BA>

TanLe 2.—OPERATING BY-PROOUCT Cox
OVEN BATTERIES AS OF APARL 1, 1992~
Continued . -

‘Pane

2
§

9 .jEmpreCoke. HOR AL . _____
10 . [ Ene Coka Erie. PA
11 _ | Geneva Steel, Provo, UT .____.

12 _. | Gul States Steel, Gadeden. AL -
13 . | Wans Swel, East Chicago. IN .

:a;azﬂ.uacsg.ﬂza.M.unuuu-.>n_

17 . | LTV Swel, Chicago, L 2
10 . | LYV Sieel, Warren, OH 4
18 . | Natioral Steel, Ecorse. Ml .. | §
20 _ | Natonal Sweet, Granke Caty, L :
. u&mmm |}
22 _ | Sharon Steel, Monessen, PA ___ ;l
23 | Shenango, PRisburgh, PA _____ | 1
4

24 . | Sioss industries, Bimingham AL | 3
4

25 _ | Toledo Coks, Toledo.OM ____|C
28 . | Torawanda Coke, Buftalo, NY __ | ¢
27 JUSX Calon, PA e ;
3

7

[ ]

9

13

1"

1%

1

A 20

8

22 _|USKGary N ... .. |2
-

7

29 _ | Wheeing-Patisburgh, East Steu- | 1
[ ]

B. Selection of Emission Points

Six emission points associsted with
by-product coks oven batteries would b
subject to the proposed NESHAP. Thes
emission points include the charging
operstion, coke oven doors, topside por
lids and offtake systems on the top side
of the battery, collecting mains, and
bypass/bleeder stacks. Charging and
doors are potential emission points for
nonrecovery batteries; howsver,
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panrecovery. coks ovas batieries do aot
have topside Em Hds, offake qltuu.
collecting ma bypass/bleeder

stacks with the potentisi lulugo polots

ical of by-product bett
y%nnngtho coking eohm .
from leaks

emissions are nlu
around the doors at the ends of esch
oven on by-product battaries. Leeks
from coke g:on doors wco)u:'l for the -
majority (sbout 81 percent .
nationwide emissions from coke oven
Uhe coks oven production opde,

] oven on ;
omiss(ons can escape during the

UOn when tho bot oven is

belng ::'ﬁ th coal and during the
Nluon\vido BSO emissions fom the .
charging system account for sbout 8
percant of nationsl BSO smissions from
coke oven batteries at the baseline level,

Fugitive emissions from topeide
battery leaks on by-product bstteries
may occur from the offtake system that
ducts the off-gases to the col
main(s), from the topside or charging
e coking peiod out which ey 5ot

. ng may oot
sealed completely), and from the -
collecting main. the offtake

-~

ﬂod whea the cosl is heated.— °

osely associated emission points, the -
oombm:;. sydo:? {standpipes u:d caps,
goosen stationary P
and connection flanges, m
single emission point und« the
roposed standard. Emissions from

ropsidc port lids and offtake systems

sccount for about 14 percent of
pationwide BSO emissions from by-
roduct coke oven batteries st the
line level.

No data are availsble to estimate s
mass emission factor and associated
nationwide emissions from collecting
mains. However, leak detection and
repair ures similar to those
promulgated for coke by-product
recovery plants and other industries can
be applied to ensure that lesks are
repaired promptly when or if they do

Raw coke )

w coke oven gas also
released from bypass or blaoc(er stacks
an by-product batteries, usually dus to
4 procsss upset or an qhuipmont failure.
These reileases are to relieve pressure
and to vent gas, which otherwise could
result in damege to the battery or the by-
product recovery hnl. These svents are

unpredictable, hquow
duration are nm dely
from battery to Emlsdan .
estimates besed on mdng information
received from one local agency hdiau
that the BSO emissions from
uncontrolled of coke oven gas
are about the same order of magnitude

- ges can lesk

‘ S:ancohmlﬂulyloconmnBSOmd

organic carcinogens typical of coke
oven emissions. compounds may
continue to be emitied when the green
coke Is with water. If cracks
develop in the oven wall, rew coke oven

gas can eoter the flue system and be
ng“.d out of the stack.-
minor emissions polnts were

identified as potential but very
infrequent sources of coke oven
emissions. One is flue caps on top of the
bettery that can be used to mminnho

flue system for gas combustion. If there -

are al::b in the oven wall m&m
ce ve an , IeW oven
AP LG A
can occur from cracks in the brickwork
ey o the N ring casting. Thosé  Chomeim
re T
Joaks are inﬁ-oqucnt.tnd are ot
usually bundon well-maintained

0P f LA N DNCIPES 20 0y Mt

ulhomﬂndBSOomhdmhl.., : batiaries. Ancther scuros bs the
-the other emission ?ndndg pe of a dumpered-off oven -

Por nonrecovery uiu.chughg the aot completely or properly
omlulom can originate from the oven .  dempered-off from thoallmrh.
whonlthh arged by s coal Puhh;,xn:d

orl.lmﬂodtudngofchrgin; stacks, and the minor emiss!
J froc ¢ nonrecovery batiery wmnauhddumpdnuh
yloldodBSOmmonu below regulation under the proposed NESHAP.
detectsble levels. However, emission .  However, thess emission sources are
eonholoqulpnntbubunlnnnodn Muuwmhwuch}?hum
the sexisting nanrecovery plant to collect dcvolop h&:ﬂ ulgste MACT .
and capture any charging smissions and thnywzooo(.vn
tamtolbnh:‘md gvb.‘g:an 31570 )u!yu.uoz).
© ofl BONreCovery es do not

because the ovens i the battary are cmqmwrm
maintained under n mdvcpnuunh Section 112(bK1) 6f the Act allaws
 most or ll of the cokdn . EPA to promuigate ¢

Emission tests oombuﬂon work prectics, or operstional standard if
m&sdnmymhd!uh  ftis not fessible to prescribe or enfarce
Mdt&:thmhdmsmhm :l; ;mhs)lm n:ndcd.hvt:du udib:n
detectable levels, other pollutants, - 112(h)(2), “not feastble to prescribe or

culate matier and sulfur dioxide  enforce an emission standard™ means
(SOy), can be emitted roman . .. that the pollutant cannot be emitted
uncontrolled stack. However, pollution  through a conveyance designed and
eonuol-T:Mhtvdhbhtoconml constructed to emit or capture the
the emissions of te matter and pollutm(oﬂhtmﬁceanm
SO; o8 nesded. The testingdata © * -+ would be inconsistent with .
amdymﬂhhdhmmm ‘Mwhaldhw).cmtho
X gnlmdueohponumuthn w%ba%d
. recOvery prooses.” ' °. sources m
" emissions from 'nd .. The Ah-m_dud-d&nﬁdbh
combustion should lated - jon limits are the most
under the rule. .’ means of sssessing emidsion contral -
ooko:;u de-nbonhad hrhenhmog:dou
&on nomuu ue to en squipment epprosch is used o
pﬁm ) oven emissions snd ot
m‘rﬂﬁn‘qﬂndn ot facilities around the warld.
ovcn.u‘chdtn in the oven wall, .- Moreover, the deta considered by the
- oriftheovents out of sequence Commities tn the
- of is on an screlerated schedule, the . emission Hmits were by
cosl aot be completely converted to vhiblomhdcn
coks. this Section !12(0(8)(3 of the Act
coked cosl (called eoh")mcy n@lmi?.\hdunbpthoun
pushed from the oven. Pushing standards using a mass smissioa
emissions from inadequate coking or reduction format unless the

Administrator inds that such a mass
emission stendard would not be
procticable or enforcesble. The EPA has
concluded, however, that a mass
t"‘n‘;?;'sf."’c;‘?‘b‘?‘“"“ §MACT
or
hchndodmcdmd Pmpo:.l‘dlg.kmm&a
sconomic

involved io the collection and
measurement of coke oven emissions,
situations, such as tu

capture and control of emissions by a
shad and its control devios, EPA
lmanhdmndnabnmdudht
coke oven smissions as unanforceable
because the axtent of the maess emissia

<-nducuoncnnldnotb‘mmnod

-cuukunﬂycrulhbl
the mass concsatratio

and flow rate of the pollutant stream.
anhdonlimhuhnunw the mass rat
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of emissions to be correlated with .
material througbput or other production
parameters can then be established. The'
nature of the emission rates
characteristic of the coking process does
not allow the development of a strong
correlation between the mass of
emissions and production parameters.
First, the concentrstion of poilutants
from the batteries varies with time and
the concentration of coks oven gases
may vary from battery to battery. Even
if the concentration couldbe well. - -
charactsrized, there wouldbe " . . -
difficuities in assessing the flow rate. .
glvcn tl!;m m f:' v‘i:;lbh emission -.

rmat is pro, arging . - .
emlsslompcnd for leaks from doors, lids,
o housh EPA i proposin

01 pro g an

emission derived Mncr:d forair -
pollution controt devices on sheds that
capture pushing emissions, there Is no

inconsistency with the Agency's general

determination to use a visible emission
compliance methodology. Some .
batteries use sheds to capture pushing
emissions and to route thent to & control
device. Those sheds that are designed
with s high capturs efficiency may also
capture and collect leaks from doors
under the shed. Consequently, the - .
emissions ventad from the shed’s -
control devics can be measured and
attributed to the combined emission
points (leaking coke side doors and - .
ushing). However, the primary control
or door leak emissions is pollution
prevention by maintaining the doors
and seals and not allowing the leaks to
occur. Preventing the leaks will control
the emissions of gaseous pollutants that
are not controlled by the shed’s
emission control device, and will avoid
the generation of waste from the control
device. The most direct and efficient
way of assessing the success of the door
leek control program is to count the
doors that are lesking under the shed.
Emission data coliected during the
late 1970°s and early 1980's for coke
side sheds indicate that when doors
were not well maintained under the
sheds, very high leak rates were
observed (for example, up to 70 percent
Jeaking doors), and the control devices
were not efficient at removing BSO. The
early test data indicated that emissions

from the shed's control device could be .

higher than the emissions from well-

controlled doors without a shed. Mare .

recent shed designs increase the |
evacuation rate and have improved
emission contro] devices; however, no
new test data have been oblained that
separate the contribution of door leaks
and pushing smissions or that show
improved emission control for the BSO
from leaking doors. Visible emission

. nature. The rate of lea

-

observations providesound - - - - -
confirmation of the effectiveness of door .
leak controls; consequently, a visible -
emission format was chosen for door
loaks ;mdot s I:)od. Howsver, mass
emission sampling is n to-
determine tlupsho%'s control gcvla
effectiveness; consequeantly, s standard

on mass emission reduction is
‘lzd.::cd in the proposed regulation for

The EPA s prop an equipment
etandard for bypesublusde acks for
by-product coke oven batteries rathet

than a visible emission standard. . -
Measurement of releases from these

- stacks would not be practicable because

the frequency and magnitude of the
releases are not predictable and may -
vary widely from battery to battery
depending on the reason for the releass.
However, once emissions are released,
flares are effective in destruction of the
gases. Designed in conformance with
EPA specifications {modified for Btu

. content of coke oven gas), EPA estimates

flares achieve at least a 98 percent -
destruction efficiency. A performance -
standard is also included in the |

p rule to allow s control device
or system that would provide 98 percent

or more controL.
The Agency is not proposing a visible

" emission limit for collecting main lesks*

becauss of thelr infrequent and sporadic

and number
of leaks depend on many factors, such
as the size and number of openings, the
condition of the collecting main, and
the frequency and magnitude of
pressure excursions or other process
and operating upsets. However, once a
leak from the collecting main is
detected, the leak can be repaired withr
elative eass and certsinty. For these
reasons, a work practice format is
proposed for this source.

D. Selection of Regulatory Format

. Visible emission limit. One of the
major issues examined by the
Committee early in the negotiation
process was the regulatory format of the
visible emission standard. Should the
standard be based on any single
observation, the average of three
observations, averages over some longer
period, ot & combination of these?
Would one exceedance automatically .
indicats noncompliance with the
standard, or would there be somse
provisions for the owner/operator to
take corrective sctions before an
exceedance would indicate -
noncompliance?

Several Committes members favored &
format modeled afer the current Stats
regulations, which are not-to-be-
oxcooded standards based on any single

obesrvation for leaks and the sum of -
four 1o seven observations for charging.
Standards in SIPs and consent decrees
have tnnditionaily been written as a
limit based on one inspection. Some
Committes members felt that this type
of standard hsd been effective in the
past in reducing coké oven emissions. In

- addition, the saforcement agency could

inspect 2 battery and assess its

compliance status in a single day. If this

type of standard were strictly enforced,
one-run “cep” would ensure that -

is
- the facility would maintaia s low -

average performance to svoid any
excesdances. IN contrest, depending on
the final numbers used in the limits, a
standard based on long-term aversges
could be weaker than current State -
lations. -
Committee members favored an

" sversging approach, such as a 30-day

average. ‘ﬂu{ believed that s 30-day -
average would more appropriately
refllect long-term emissions and long-
term exposure to coke oven emissicns
and would ensure that total emissions
gh maintained st low average :’oveh.

s approach would permit
the oparstor t dotect trends of
deteriorating emission control :
performances on a day:to-day basis and
to take corrective action to reverse the °
trends before & violation accusred. The
averaging approach would tend to "

- dampen any variability {n readings,

whether due to the process or human
observers. This approach would require
that the monitoring be performed every
day to determine compliance. :
much discussion there was - -
Eneul agresmant that the structure of
o standard and the ncy of the -
nymbers wers intarrelsted. The relative
strin of the two formals depends
upoa the Jevel of the numerical
standard selected. The Committes
agreed 10 a national emission standard
based on the rolling average of 30
observations. Compliance would be
determined on an ongoing, essentially
daily basis using the observation for that
day averaged with the previous 29 daily
observations.
Inspection format. The Committee
that the visible emission observer
would be provided by the State or other
applicable enforcament agency and
would be funded by the compan{ that
was being inspected. The cost billed to
the company would be based on the
current rate for an independent
consultant and labor hours would be
basad on the number of batteries at the
glant {4 hours for one bettery, 6.2
ours for two batteries, 8.2 hours for
three batteries, and appropriate
combinations of thess for more than
thres batterles). The enforcement agenc)
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masy revise the psymsnt formula besed oncuw'ukndthhu'hqv‘:dh'f"\ .nwm.,.‘.awmm .
one A oaunuzndlnwn'dm allery Mm:dom;rﬂm%":m- joithert ; wwwmhhh"

* year of experience, ¢ compeny -° toa y an - ¥ or PEEN
ma ost that the cy provide for enforcing the W0 g modifications to Method -
information cn the sctual cots £ eonducted by the snfarcament_ . 303 deta), than the SIP limits pertaning
incurred. The timing for the initial agencies. Whea the coks oven NESHAP 1o charging, lids, offtakes, and doors -
panmont and the frequency of psyments _is implementsd beginning in 1993 or - be enforced Method 303
will be determined in the parmi 1993, depending on Thtoq daily consistent with the States’ singie
process. States with spproved option the company selects, the passtimitg, - - - = .- o
p s and epp delegations thod 303 momitoring program The Commitise also discussed some

vespansibe for conductiog tbe
rulb. No provicisas o this “"r..a"""”“"
rule. sions pro
rule affect the provisions for citizen
suits in section 304 of the Act. - .
The Committes agreed that the .- - .
effoctive and fair implementation of - -
these rules that the
Administrator (or delegated agency) -
must perform all s od inspections, -
aitber by means of its own personnel or
contreciors. Except where anothee -
schedule is expressly provided, esch
emission point at each battery must be
inspected every day. Ind will have

Eld the cost of periorming
s ons and will expect that they be
hic will iy on dally tavpections
ublic will rely on to
znlun complisnce w.i‘z the standards.
Tedhods o addreesing deys om which
m omw
ons of ane or moresmission .
points cannot be performed (vg.. in
cases of bad weather), it is that
. ln;giocdm will occur each day.
ar 20 & delegation of responsibility
for carrying out the onsend -
performancs tests under
section 309 of thess rules under section
112(1} of the Act, the Uouns
provide that lhomAdmin mot?t shall
carry out daily inspections of esch .
emission point at ssch battery, either
&mgh EPAstaffors eoaim«. Aler
e inspection respounsibility is
delegated to & Stste agency, the
Administrator shail resume carrying out
such msonsibili(y whenever he learns
that a delegated sgency has not done so.
The Commities that the
Administratar's responsibilities to
perform daily inspections in both cases
are mandatory duties that may be
enforced citizen's suits under
soction 304 of the Clean Air Act.
Relationship to existing regulations
and requirements. The Commitise
discussed the relationship of the coke
oven NESHAP to SIPs that limit
emissions from coke ovens. In general,
the SIP limits are to be achieved st all
times, Although Ins ons for
compliance with SIP smission
Iim{tations could be conducted . in
rectice, inspections have accurred
uently. The most

{nspection by egency personnel fs sbout

monitoring method for the emission
points being considered by this

pro rule. In this situation the State
could use Method 303 results for SIP
enforcemant. The secand tial
scenario is one in which the State
monitoring method 1s substantiatly
different from Msthod 303. In this latter
case the State could: (1) Continue vsing
its own monitoring method, {2) reviss
the SIP 10 sllow the use of Mathod 303 -
to enforce the SIP, and/or (3) make
sppropriate adjustments to the Mothod
303 datato .motd? the difference

between the meth

If Mathod 303 s 5
consistent with the SIP .-
method, or if the SIPs are revised to --

fssues that would arise from using
Method 303 data 10 enforce the SIPs oa

monit: will be obtained a daily besis. One of the major industry
by & certified cbserver using Method concerns was how 0 ensure thet the -
303. The results of eech observatiop will evailsbility of mare dets does not alter
boan?dwtththczopudm ~*  the way in which SIP compliance is - -
observations end a 30-run aversge - . - Currently determined. e
calculated sach day. - - - -- et Stetes have used discretion in pursuing
During the discussians, attention was  violations and assessing penalties based
focused cm the of using these  om the severity of noncompliance. The
same daily monitoring stions to fosls that ft has been sble to
determine compliance with the uxisting comply with the SIP under .-
srh.whlcbmhudunadngbrm- - enforcement policies and that SIP-- -
standard. Many of the States that heve . .- enforcement were not & pazl
coks ovens use monitoring - - - . of the coks oven NESHAP. The States
methods for charging, lids, offiakes, and - pointéd out that enforcement under the
doors that are similar to the Method 303 . existing SIPs could eccur more -+
that is required for the MACT and  frequently when compliascs with the
. LAER stan under the coke oven .- On this issue, ty
NESHAP. In some cases, bowsvee, the- - mwuuwum
State methods ere incom: with .. frequency of inspections oot -
Method 303. , industry - - constitute an increese in the stringency
muﬂvutdudﬁu of  of the SIP. An exception would be
ds w&h&.mm e hhd:ddln pcﬂcuh’?ﬂ’
ta ] sources to -~ e .
more saforcement of SIP - - - of obssrvations will increas
standards before the negotiations.  if 303 is compstible with the
Aho.lnmy’e:‘m.thugl:ngsm . SIP monitoring ho Mthodd:i
cautrol of sources ere not enforcement policy in using i
mnwmmmw, - lof to the discretion of the enforcemes
. For sxample, omisslons are mot * agemEy, - L . v v em Lt RO
ad in 303. Therefors, =  The Committes » the level
even if States wanted to use Method 303 *‘of SIP emission limitstions and formael
" for cosnpliance, they would bave s .- (mnnv.nm&wwhm
obtain other compliance informstion for- cannct be revised to be stringent
some emission paints. .- than they were prioe to September 18,
Two potential scenarios face the 1992 (Le., no backsliding). Thus, SIPs
States regarding the use of Method 303  that are mare stringent section 11
readings to enforce SiPs. The first standards (or SIPs containing
scenario is one lo which Method 303 requirements not directlv required by
fulfills the requirements of the SIP soction 112 standards ing the sa

sourcs) need not be modifiad to confc
to those section 112 standerds. In
sddition, the statuts crestes constrain
oa modification of certain SIPs. Secth
193 des thet any SIPs in effect o
the date of snactment of the 1990 -~ -
amsndments in any ares which isa
nonettainment srea for any air poltut
may not be modified afler such -

thet if & SIP is revised to char
monitoring method then & may t
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appropriats o revise the SIP at the same
time to maintain s comparable level of

strin . Thus, under this approach,
EPAm . ns

use the mhm:? provisio
and the agresments reached by the

Committee to disapprove any SIP
revision that represents backsliding.
This does not mean that changes o the
SIP are not permissible. A modificaion
an::'::do l& t::hl:odIHwLou is o
con wi requirements
section 110 of the Act In addition, the
modification must: (1) Ensure that the
applicsble emisston limitstions and
format in sffect on September 18, 1992,
Change a the mothod of moplvctcg.
in of mon
{except unless indicated in
the SIP) that is more stringent than the
monf{toring enethod used prior to
September 13, 1092, and thet ensures
coke oven emission reductions greatee
than the emission reductions required
prioe to September 15, 1992, (for such
changes, the burden of proof falls upon
the initiator of the change and must be
demonstrated to the satistaction oftha
Administrator), or (3) make the emission

“Yimitations more stringent while bolding

e ""ﬁm botding i
more t while
oaka both mos stringeat. Th Lt
m more
provision does not preciuds future
emissions avensging, with the approval
gt i

t t mout, .
5:. individusl m!nimm tions and
format in effect on Septsmber 15, 1082.
For exampte, if st some polnt in the
future & State revisss ita STP to lower
emission limitations for one or more

batteries {while hol the format
constant), the State d allow
emissions to meet the Jower

limits, provided that each battery did
not exceed the applicable om“I:i,m
limitations and formats in effect o
September 1S, 1992.

The Committes also discussed the
relationship of the coke oven NESHAP
to section 112(g) of the Act, which .
establishes requirements for
modifications of existing sourcas
Industry raissd concerns regarding the
potential for application of sectioa
112(g) 1o sources subject to the coks
oven NESHAP. The Committse agresd
that section 112(g) should not o
such sources and that this co is
supported by the statuts. The statute
creates an elsborate
schedule for sources subject to these

regulations under sections 112(g) and
112(i). Application of section 112(g)
would disrupt thet schedule and would
be contrary to congressional intent. The
section 112(g) regulations are yet to be
P . and application of section

112{g) would create tremendous
uncertainty and potentiel delay for
sources pl . Therefore,
the Committes concluded that secticn
112(g) should not apply to sources
subject to the coks oven NESHAP, .
except in one specific instance
discussed below.

E. Selection of Emission Limits

Dota base and confidence levels. The
Committes nsxt dealt with the majer:
::u&onhomdalwm

¢ 30-day average.
discussion concerned the choics of
oo Lmies The thurery repraseotatve
L] ts. ves
stated that a level besad on the 95 or 99
percent confidence level doss not
repressat the of the best
batteries bocause batteries controlled as
'well as thoss on which the Kmit was
your on

oyt el
com X :
rooo?nmonddcconﬁdm lovel that .
would yield one false violation (L.
false positive) pec year to one false
violation per10 The thrust of this
discussion wes that thare would be little
opportunity for safiorcement discretion,
especially considering the i for
citizens’ suits snd criminal penaitiss in
the Act. The State, snvironmentat, and
union parties expressed ths view that

- owners and operators had substential

ability and incentives to “flatten ont”
the distribution of their emission rates
lhm?mmmmuulﬁu
they felt the historicel distributions of
the dats would oot necessarily hoid in
thohnmandmlmh!ghmﬁdm
Aimits requested by ustry(;g.. %9
percent) wers insppropriate. Afier some
discussion, the Committee agreed to ¢
relatively high confidence level (greater
than 95 percent) In establishing
emission limits. :
The Committee reviewed availsble
data bases to charecterize smission
control performance. One deta base,
which was used in EPA’'s 1987
consisted of cbservetions made by EPA
from 1979.t0 1983, This data base was
well documented with respect to the
method used, emission controls that

wers in placs, and the battery opetating

conditicns. However, there weree - -
limited number of obeervetions made
{genenally over & fow days of operstion),
and thess data do not ly reflect
current emission control performance.

The second data base consisted of .
recently collected data that had been
“q * for this effart. These data
were collected by companies as they
monitored their performancs, and by
State or local during
compllance inspections. The dats were
qualified for use in this rulemaking
offort by determining thet the test
m wsed to collect the data were
reasonably close to the :

"Msthod 303. The recently collected data
observations thaa

included many more

woere obtained in the earlier EPA . -
inspections, and the cbsarvations - -
covered seversl manths of opersticn. - .
For example, several hundred
obssrvations that span over 24 months -
of normal wuers obtained for
all of the batteries at the USS
Works in Penasylvania. . .

The Committee o wee the
recently collectsd from self. -
monitoring snd Stats or local agency
inspections to assess coutrol lovels that

" have been schisved and to devalop the

emission ¥mits. In addition, agresmant - -
was reached that the statutory shont- -
term emission limits sfiactive in
November 1993 for battsries on the -
sxtension track would be converted to

November 1993 Limits. Tables -
summarizes results for the coaversion of
prbied ndtl:::taopoud‘:lAC‘r d ‘
averages an
coke oven batterias, which are discussed
In detail in the following paragraphs. ln
converting thess short-term limits to 30-
run ro sversge values, it was -
assumned that a Poisson distribution was
applicable for leaks from doors, lids,
mdofhnha.mdthﬂu::{md-
distribution was app for charging
smissions. One observation per day was
assumed for ieeks from doors, lids, end
offtakes. In addition, an approximation
of 100 emission points per typical
battery was assumed for use in the
Poisson distribution. For charging, the
approach assumed that five

ations would be obtained

day over the and the 30- -
day limit for charging would be based
on the rolling log average of 150
observetions.-
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" TABLE 3—PROPOSED LIAITS FOR EXCSTING BY-PROOUCT aumf;"“"‘ e
MACT trrie ~ - Exiension wack i
123188 | 0018 HAssy owowee | owwvo
Tal doors, PLD .0 N T] R 7 I Y } Y
Foundry doors, LD [ ¥ 80 0 - - 43 4l
AR other doors, PLD s 30 0 - 38 Y
Ude, PLL T os os3] . .oafl_- o
Ottakes, PLO 0 30 . a2 28 2
Charging, sicharge 12 12 7? v 12 R "
'munynwanMn—uunW.nm'mmpmumnunmnmuunupmunm

" getes 'or suistng beSeres. )

The November 1993 statutory limit of
8 percent lesking doors was determined
to represent a battery with a long-term -
aversge performance of $.8 percent
leaking doors. This long-term averege -
yields & limit of 7.0 percent for the 30
run aversge (based on the Poisson
distribution, a high ter than 95
percent) confidences leve), one :
observation per day for 30 days, and 100
doors per battery). For offtake systems,
the S percent limit was converted using
the same assumptions to s long-term
sverage of 3.3 percent, which yields a
30-run sversge limit of 4.2 percent. The
November 1993 limit of 1 percent .
Jeaking topside port 1ids would require

s long-term average rfomna of 0.43
msx;(. which ylelds & 30-run average
imit of 0.83 percent. The charging limit,

16 seconds of visible emissions per .

charge, was derived from a long-term
aversge of 10.1 seconds per charge. This
long-term aversge converts to s 30-run
“'"f: limit of 12 seconds per charge,
calculated as a log average of 130
observations (ﬂv:&or day for 30 d‘-ﬁ)' .

Approach for MACT and LAER. The
Committee reviewed and was aware of
the Act’s requirements that MACT is to
be based on & level that is no less
stringent than the sverage amission
lin::tauon achisved by oI. best- p

orming 12 percent of sources an
tpl:at LAER i3 to be based on the level of
performance described in section 171 of
the Act. The Commitiss considered
these requirements in their evaluation of
the data. -

The batteries with the best emission
control performance were used to
develop a data base that would include
the top 12 pescent of all batteries with
respect to emission control. The data
base included the batteries at the USS
coke plant in Clairton, Pennsylvanis;
Geneva Steel in Provo, Utah; Sharoa
Steel in Monessen, Pennsylvania; LTV
Steel In Chicago, Nlinols; and
Bethlehem Steel, Bethlehem,

Pennsylvanis. .
The Committee o that the
propased emission limitation for coke

oven door Jeaks, the most difficult of the
various emission polnts to control,’

EEET IS TP ‘:.‘ LR SNEN
R YR

should distinguish between doors on
short ovens and those on tall ovesns.
Distinctions were made for door leaks -
on short batteries (batteries with ovens
less than 6 m in height)end tall .-~ .
betteries (betteries with ovens 6 m or
more in height) with & slightly less

t standard for coks oven doors
on tall batteries because they are more
difficult to control. (The statute in fect
draws this same distinction inthe -
minimum and defsult LAER standards -

- in section 112(1{8KB).) The Committes
standard for

8
also agreed that the LAER
door Jeaks st foundry coke
should be slightly less
LAER door lesk standard for batteries -
owned or opersted by integrated steel . °

roducers, "« - 7.

PTYACT Limits. A roviewing the data’
and wduoﬂn.uﬁmrvpona:.tho .

Committes egreed to e tiered a .
for the p coke oven d i -

-- emission limitations. For existingby> -

product coke oven batteries not ses!
s compliance dats extension, the limits
to be met by December 31, 1993, were
setat S8
coke oven betteriss and 6.0 percent
Jeaking doors for tall batteries. The -
roposed limits decresse to 5.0 percent
L.ung doors for short batteries and 5.5
nt leaking doors for tall batteries
ﬁ; January 1, 2003. The negotiated
standards for the other emission points
spply to all batteries equally and are not
uced with time. These limits, to be -
met by December 1995, are 3.0 percent
leaking offtake system(s), 0.6 percent
l«l&l.ng‘to de port lids, and 12
seconds of visible smissions per d::?c
Foranewor noonstmdod‘?y uct
coke oven battery utilizing a new by-

product recovery technology, the owner

or operstor must apply for & case-by-
case determination of applicable
smission limitations. Examples of new
technology include larger ovens,
operstion under negative pressure, and
process changes that in emission
points different from those controlled by
these standards. The emission
limitations applied must be more
m'h‘:snl than 4.0 percent leaking doors
for tall batteries, 3.3 percent leaking

" doofs for short battaries,

" bazardous

than the tive pressure.
e ::t':ctlo must implement work .. -

‘plant’s coke cap:
p oke pac

. OB toe the exiansion trock. The
percent lesking doors for short

. S e | .-

b L R e A et

4 t -
leaking lids, 2.5 percen offtske
systems, and 12 seconds per charge.
Altemnatively, the total emissions of all
_ utants must be less -
than the smissions from an equivelent
battery operstad at the visible emission
Kmits given above. - .. . - -
For & new or exdsting nonrecovery
coke oven battery, the owner or operatc
msy meet a stan ofo

doors or monitor and record th

t:umnlnuchmat_eom-
- battery tunnel once sach day to ensure
-that the ovens are operated under . -

mmwml he emission
fisld nonrecivery betteries and
new or reconstructed nonrecovery

batteries that result in an increese in ¥
operats, | ace and
control system for emissions "

sted Limits for door Jeaks on

by-product bettsries seeking :
compliance date extsnsion require
leaks be reduced from the November
1993 requirement of 7.0 percent Jeaki
doors 10 4.3 percent for tall batteries (
batteries owned or operated by found
coke producers and 3.8 percent for al
other batteries by January 1998,
followed by s reduction o 4.0 percer
eperatod by ouandry coke producers
operst coke p rs
35’;:0-::: for all tteries by
January 2010, As an tive to th
door standards {o be met in 1998 an¢
2010, the owner or operator of & cok:
oven battery with fewer than 30 ove:
could elect to comply with s standa
of two or fewer l‘nﬁnﬁﬁb oven dt
per battery. Emission limitations for
other emission points (4.2 percent

fltake systems, 0.83 percen

! °
kdhz“nn‘ wfddo Bds, and 12
seconds of visible emission per cha

by November 1993), were negotiate:
be reduced to 2.5 percent g‘gl
ems, 0.4 t t
g:l lids, end 12 mwmh
emissions per chargs by January 19
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The Committes also that -
padup rebuilds and brownfield coke
oven batteries could remmain on the
t.: b.nu;“d:u@ b"h.du

ttsry o¢ capacity
they replace. The limits discussed sbove
lsombmdodpﬂd
bro snd ::tuhmdbcmdu.
Thmbuudu(p‘ Steel’s
Burns Harbor Number 2 battery,
bN: mdloppa'. Woodwudb.‘
Numshuuxjm
D iancing procees & thase bamcios was

was
rhudymuund-wundthnm
m@lhﬂl&hk“dlﬁ.;’!
jects for which planning is not
soﬁrp:loou(:ommuhspodﬁul!y
whether not

represeatsd in these negotistions {sither
directly or through trade associations),
have other comparsbls coks oven

projects underway which should be
added to this list. For these limits to

AMWML
1998, or ons e

iee, more stringent
.40 all othar brownfield
or coke oven batteries.
These smaission Umits are ot
Batticios uad 3.3 h-k:n;eoh )

sad 3.3 percont
oven doors for short batteries.
Cold-idle coke oven batteries. The
Committes also discsseed cold4dle
batteries {betteries that have been shut
down but aot dismantied). An
snt was reached that betteries

placed on cold idie on or alter
November 1S, 1990, could qualify for
the extsnsion tack by mesting the
spplicable LAER limits. Special
provisions to for the sxtansion
track were for cold-idie batteries
that were shut down prior to that date.
Batteries that were shut down prior to
November 13, 1990, qualify for the

extension track upon recetpt of spproval
from the Administrator. The -

Administrator will evaluate in
thood-&a&-ymmdmﬁ:uh
for completeness include a brisd
description of the operator’s plans for
the cold idle battery and a statement
whather construction of a padup rebuiid
or a brownfield coke oven is
contemplated.
‘lhufdmln.lsbﬂmwﬂl:ppmn
mp‘?%:’d uuonm
capacity requests
but does aot excesd, 2.7 million Mg/yr..
This capacity limit is based on 10
it e
on =
,1’990.11: thuse beltecies must
meet the spplicabls LAER Limits,

- on the coks side of the

including the more stringent door lesk
limits for brownfield or padup rebuild
battaries If applicable. An spproval will
lapse (f the battery Is not restarted
within two years, or {f a constraction
permit Is not issued within a specified
period. or s (ssued and lapses. if an
approval lapses, the coke of the
battery is not inctuded (n determ

the total nstionwide cepadity.

F. Altemative Standard Joc Doors
Controlled by Sheds. )

alternative standard for doors
that are covered and con by
sheds. Sheds are large enclosures thet .
are wsed oo some batieries to -
%v«&onheobddo?tmhm.
ey are designed primarily te capture
omhsimthdmd:u&hdcoh
is pushed into the quench car. The shed
also captures emissions from door leaks
. The alr
under the shed is .
evacuated to s control device by fans to

door leaks and controlied by &

shed, whetber it is on the coks side of

l>'l‘h oo -dyubyptodud.
ore are curren -

coke batteties st six plants that bave

{with four betteries covered by a cekn
side shed) is subject to & limait for
percent leaking doots for both sides of
the battery. At Geneva Steel, the doors
under the coks side shed are obesrved
from the banch, and the battery's oversll
percent jeaking doocs is determined for
comparison with their current limit of
10 percant baking doars. No correction
of adjustment is made forthe - )
measuremscts of parosat lsaking doors
from the beach. No massurements of
percent doors are made undec
the coks side at the other ive
&mbmmmmm
d.itleakln‘dmoolyonthopuh-
sids. -

- the battery (using the procedures
ey

- coversd and con!

adequately. The owner'or operator -
could choose to mest the smission limit
for percent leaking doors under the shed
thet is spplicable for all of the doors on

described In the next . The
second option would

inde by the
owner or operator that emissions from
the shed's control device are less than
or otlu!gledhhw\hdm‘“:s’&a
result from o t for percent
haungdmmquhdnqh

o porceat Isking doors would s0pH

would o

to hoheun\mlhdby&uhn
For the first optioa, the

regulstion would require

leaking doots be messured the

shed and oa the pusher side and that -

-the average of these two messurements

meet the epplicable limit for. percent
leaking doors. Rt may be necessary to
observe the doors under the shed from
the bench insteed of from the

which results in the chearver

closer to the doors and, therefore, seeing
mare leeks. The BPA’s Bmissions
Msasurement Branch conducted

words, the percent leeking doors
measured from the bench would be

percent leaking
overall percant lsaking doors for the

batt
Tﬂtwn to the first
option, the ttee considered

mndndbthkﬁdo‘mthnm
Ind presantati b’wi
ustry ve| ves e
concern about the observer's sa
when in: ons are made from
bench. Another issue is the Iack ol dnta
for the mass emission rate of BSO from
leaking doors controlied by sheds. In
addition, there is concern that
llutants such a3 benzene and H,S
slong with other gases and volatile
organics) would not be controlted by o

- shed’s emisston control device, where

limiting the t
wouldungld !nmkuplng all of the
pollutants within the by-product

After considering the ssues and
potential solutions, the Commitise

* decided that a prectical altemative
- would be to ] '

theowneror -
operstor to demonstrate that the shed
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and its control device control emissions
of bazardous air pollutants as well as or
better than the applicable limit on the

t of the doors that sre allowed to
sak. One fact that was cansidered by

" the Committes was that coke oven

emissions consist of te matter,
including BSO that the control device
would capture. The principal gassous
companents of concern are benzene,
toluens, and xylens. The Commities
decided that any equivalency
comparison of the use of sheds to
control coke oven gas should inciude
the considerstion of this fact. Usdcr the
pro an owner or operator desiring
to spproval of an slternative
standard must first submit & plan to the
Administrator, A complete test plan is
deemed up‘nm'd if not disapproved
wi-i\h!": options. téd for testing
options are presen
the shed and its control device. The first
option requires the owner or operator to
dg:’rmlm 'thc pc:r‘t‘i::lla device's nbmovul
efliclency lor te matter ’
samp |tthotnlunndouﬁcto{|b
control device. This result is then used
{n an equation to caiculate the allowsble
t leaking doors under the shed.
¢ basic assumptions of the equation
to determine the alternative limit are.
that: (1) Do.g, loak mh;:ll:: ix; )
expanent powez]
to the Jevel of t Jesking doors, (2)
ous poliutants such as benzene,
toluene, end xil;m that escaps ca
are accounted for fn the equation, (3) the
control efficiency for BSO is
approximately the same as the control
efficiency for culate matter, and (4)
the weight ratio of bsnzene, toluene,
and xylene to BSO is 0.4. i

The second option allows the owner

or operstor to measurs the ratio of

azardous air pollutants that escape -
capture to the uncontrolled BSO
emissions instead of using the ratio of
0.4. This measured result for the retio is
used in an equation to calculate the
alternstive standard for the doors under
the shed.

The owner or operstor must submit
the results of the test to the
Administrator, along with otber
information, in cu;:ron of its
application for sn alternative standard.
Except in one situation, the
Administrator must sffirmatively
spprove the spplication for the

ternative standard to apply. The
exception covers c.p&lia ons for sheds
other than new sheds st extension track
batteries sesking an alternative standard
replacing the 1993 LAER standard
(§ 63.304(b){1)) for doors. Becauss the
compliance date for these standards is
80 close, the Committee agreed to & “fast
track” approval process for these

spplications, under whicham - - -
cpsuauonnhdbyc‘?-dﬂcdd-dnm
is deemed approved, notdh:mcd
withlnoodayl-mcmuldn& tve
standard, however, is valid for only one
yoar, after which an affirmative

approval is needed. The doors under the
od will be inspected once s week
prophted Tule ,4‘&'3‘“‘:3‘%"‘”‘ to
10 os

H 12

. mﬂ tions do not show sn
ce. The hazards associsted

4ing doors from the bench
A

with
were considered in fashi
scheme. The stan
expressed as 8 not
empling Mequsncy. An sdjustmen
sam .An 8 t was
mJ:iMhuquﬂouhthow“
standard to account for the conversion

confidence level) :o'.n.quxvdmnn;n
tmﬂdcnennl.h

owner or operstor must provide deta
and propose sn 0 standard for the
exhaust from the &.:gol device based
on the highest -minute opecity during
e 3 pot achteved dusing e et

t is not test.
P eadition, the sxbaust foia the

control g;ga :’:m !:nmannmd for
o« continuous o)
il Priedod

* monitoring systems or cestifi

9 obeervers, and certain parameters
must be monilored to ensure that the
evacuation rets is maintained st the
level ocbserved during the test. The shed
will be observed weekly for coke oven
door emissions that escape capture. If
visible door emissions are detected, the
Administretor may require &

ce tast to evaluate the shed’s
capture officiency. In addition to these
speciSications, the Committies m to
certain design criteria for new and
their air handling systems. The purpose
of thess criteris is to ensure appropriate

. Inep

- concentration of

capture of coke oven emissions in arder
to minimize worker exposure to coke
oven emissions. n order for an
alternative standard tu be approved for
a new shed, one of two demoanstrations .
must be made. The options open for a
new shed are 10 submit a demonstration
modeling the concentrations under the
:!hu.g:;gnmd&.u?ig.d‘:nﬂ
ce nerally
e i the

scospted engin princd
s e ol o
ons g s
messured at the shed'’s or, its
coatrol device, and st the bench level.
the second test, the
A tor will be looking at
whether the cost of addith
mmlngeontmhthnmyh
oloﬂaﬂyfeuiblohuu
reasonable relationship to projected
‘?m missio (lnc!udl:ucm
o (] ions
BSO). Por example, if the svacustion
;ymm for a proposed new shed is
esigned far & svacustion
rate, 8 higher rete would not be required
if this higher rate ficantly reised
construction/o costs, but bad no
si im on the capture
sfficiency of the shed, or on expected
particulate smissions
m&wpﬁm’uh required
are to
check the structural integrity of the shed
and control device and to fnspect for

Failure to meet the ts for
the ahed and its control device will be” - -
coasidered & violation. Exceedances of
both the alternative standard and/or the
applicsble smission Kmitstion for coks
oven doors not covered by a shed on the
same day is one violstion. For purposes
of the for implementatian or
Elce ofa batery ubfect i the.

a battery to
sltemative m:d&:d fs treated ¢ for
separately, an requiremen
lns:npcn?ont excesdance (see discussion
below) does not -pg_!g to the shedded
side of the battery. Thus, if the shed is
ouly oa one side of the battery, work
practices must be implemented on the
side of the battery without the shed if
the applicable emission limitstion for
that side is exceeded. Exceedance of
percent leaking doors limits either alone
or together is a violation.

G. Work Practice Requirements
prosches 1 aoatng the regirems

ePp es {0 m ent

for promulgation of work practice

regulations pursuant to Section

312{d){8)(B) of the Act. In general, the

work ce wots could be

c to sach individual battery ors

list of universal work practices could be
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developed. The Committee also least every 8 months, s written emission point would constituts a single

considered requiring the industry to compliance program to reducs exposure violation. .

develop a written plan that identifies by means of engi and wo Five basic subject areas would be
those work practices best suited to each  practice cootro coversd under ssch plan: Training, and
individual battery. Still another All written procedures required by rocedures for controlling emissions

consideration was how to best

the OSHA rules must be included in the

m coke oven doors,

coordinate with the OSHA work annual employee training program operstions, topside port lids, and offtake
practice requirements for the control of  required by 29 CFR 1919.1029(k). Each  gystems on by-product coks oven
employees exposure to coks oven written plan must be submitted upon batteries. Work practices for

emissions (268 CFR 1910.1020).

The OSHA regulations require a series
of detailed engineering and work
practice controls 1o maintain omploro
exposure 1o coke oven emissions below
the permissible exposure Umit of 150 ug

request and be available at the work site

for review by OSHA representatives.

The Committee also
ursuant to section 112(d)(8) (A) and
), ths use of sodium silicate as a

supplsmental sealant to control lesks

nonrecovery batteries must address
procedures to control emissions from
dmﬁ:g and from doors (e.g.,
smoldering coke or coal on the door
sill). Within each subject aree, the
committes agreed upon a list of priority

of BSO/M® of air (8-hr average). Foran  from self-sealing doors. The use of were felt to have an
existing coke oven battery (in operation  supplementsl sealants on self-sealing 'gm relationship to a wark

or under construction as of january doors has been shown to be effective practice program for preventing

1977), the employer must apply the when the material s used properly. excesdances of visible emission
engineering and work p controls  Proper use involves the application of ;- iaHons. Finally, plans must provide
cited in the regulstion; for a new or small quantities to seal small leaks, . procedures for maintaining a daily
“rehabilitated” battery (L.e., rebuilt, removal of the material at the end of the record of the performance of plan

overhauled, renovated, or restored from
the pad up after January 1977), the best

cycle, and avoiding the uggnmﬂcn of
the material to adjusting bolts, springs.

requirements, which would be certified
by the owner or operator. The

aveilable engineering and work practice and other door components. Examples uisin
controls must be l?:glomonud. ong of improper use, such as excessive m?m to d.gﬁ;‘g
the required engineering cootrols for ~  spraying and coating of equipment and /o, ¢ of the plans would allow tailore:
existing batteries are the use of stage, sttom to seal large door leaks, were approschss, which would reduce -
sequential, or lpounoc:?h( slso given. In some cases, theuse ofa (L4 - 0 a o
methods; coal handling and larry car e an jal sealant may mask & more Far the ownet or operstar of a coke
controls; ready access to door repalr fun roblem that needs to be oven battery subject to the visible
facilities; and maintenance of spare door corrected, as & damaged door seal fon Hmitations for the extension
inventories. or jamb that should be repaired. After mmck'on November 15, 1993, the

The OSHA work practics considering thess factors, the Committes od rule would require the
requirements cover charging, cokdng, °  decidad that the use of supplementsl . P 'r"k" ndltg "
pushing. and maintenance/repair. For  sealants such as sodium silicate should ;'.’l:m“b“ ‘"“’.d foll p,lmt!lldom q
charging operations, the OSHA rules not be mandsted for door leaks; - ot Phdmmt "a‘n‘olthuml
require the employer to establish and  however, use of sodium silicste could spen M‘M“u fo e
implement a written inspection and be implemented on a site-by-site basis 'm&‘l‘:“ :m::th an ""l"‘m d":‘ be
cleaning procedure for sschbattery and  pursuant to the work practice plan ﬁ: o :(Zd 3o Later P"m“’d" days ."n“
L e f P ure that In the followl.n&. g ';.t otification of the exceedance
addresses sach of several specified The Committee sgreed that, although - Wwritten b s -
requirements. During coking, the battery work e requirements should . This 6-month P“":d 8 rolling 180-d.
must be opersted according to a written  differ from battary to battery, consistent od. The second exceedancs is

procedure that includes: {1) Repair,
replacement, and adjustment of coke

implementstion of work practice

requirements will be an important factor

dependent If it {s separated from the
mﬁ;"m..mod. o if the 28-rw

oven doors, chuck doors, and door inm the p emission limits average, calculated deleting the
jambs; (2) doot and jamb cleaning afer  and in reducing coke oven emission - highest cbservation in the

each coking cycle; (3} a door leak lovels at all batteries. Thus, the - period, still exceeds the applicable
inspection and corrective action Committes sgreed that the proposed. emission Umit A similar ure is
p : (4) luting of doors for sach rule would require the owner o¢ used to calculate indepen in the
coking cycle and reluting es needed for  operstor to prepars and submit to EPA  case of charging emissions, under whi
leak control; and (5) checking controls by November 18, 1993, a written coke  * the rolling average is recomputed,

to maintain uniform pressure in the oven smission control work practice excluding the daily set of observation

collecux:g.mdn. The OSHA rules also

plan that includes a dou:iptfon of the

. with the highest arithmetic average. F

require that the employer operate the work practices to be implemented for batteries with an spproved altsrnativy
battery according to a written procedurs each coke oven battery. The work standard for coke oven doors under a
for pushing operations; included in the  practice plan would not superseds shed, the same implementaticn
requirements are several meesures to be requirements of mg{ plans procedures apply, except that the
taken to prevent green pushes. A written required under 29 1910.1029. The  shedded and unshedded sides of the

procedure for maintenance and repair of
the batteries also is required. This plan
must regular inspections foe
defects in the control systems; damper
systeam; heating system; oven brickwork;

Committes expects that plans prepared
for this proposed rule and for ESHA
will be compatible and that ths .. -
company will comply with both. The
Committes also agreed that, during any

battary are treated separately, and the
independence ment doesn't

. apply to the shadded sids. (See Secti

F for a more detailed discussion.) Th
owner ot operstor must implement tl

and coke oven doors, jambs, and seals . implamentation period, failure to -: plan provisions until the le
with necessary re complsted as implement one or mors provisions of emission limitation for the emission
soon as possible. The employer also the plan and/or any .

must develop, implement, and update at

requirement(s) during a day for a given

S:Int ls'ld;lovod for 90 consecutive
. . .
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Ulhomuorommhnolmbjod
(o visible emission imitations until . .
Decamber 15, 199S, the proj rule
wonldnqmnthnu‘l::an :lork
rectics provisions plement
ollowing the second excsedance of &
federally enforcesble Stste or local
ardinance, regulstion, order, or .
agreement for coke oven doors, topeide
Muds.o%hsyumachumi
operstions. The owner or operstor
would be to implement the
work practices no leter than 3 days after
receipt of written notification from the
spplicsble enforcement snd
continus the work until the
visible emission kimit for the emission
point is pot exceeded for 90 ds
The Administretor may
revisions to tb::lan provisions for s
an point, if there are
two independent exceedsnces in the 6-
month period starting 30 days after.the
work, are tobe - .
implemented. Asin the caseof the
for plan implementation, the
req t does not
appl{lnmﬂnmmmlphn
hulodbtmon.thlAdmhMam
may require tional subjects to
el ibgiaots
out coversge
ares or aress, there is a reasonsble
bility of further exceedances.
ithin ten days of receiving notification
of a second {oresecond
independent sxcesdancs, a3
sppropriste) from the cartified observer
or the enforcement , the owper or
o totmnazl xho&:mm
ol any finding of w]
exceedances are not relsted to wark
ces. The Administretor may
pprove a revision or s statement that
a revision is not needed. If the
Administrator requests a plan revision,
_ the owmer or:rnlormuﬂ submit s
revised plan within 60 days, unless an
extension is granted. No more than two
revisions per yeer may be requested;
however, any revisions in response to &
disapproval of a revision do not count
toward this limitation.
When the work practices are required
to be Implemented for ¢ practiculsr
emission point, specified record
rements to that emission
t are also triggered, and remain in
orce for the durstion of the
unplmmmmn period. ‘l‘;: gclndo
the ons provi s dafly
noogdto maintained showing either
the work practices or those

not performed, ce.

opera
uired for treining progrsms, sudits of
mcﬁedvmdmmmd

the work practice p for the
emission point, and :Ton spplicable for

. follow up these

doa.t.mnrdsdthohnmﬂ of spare
doatcndhmbcmdnwngdog:mc.

H. Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction
Requirements e

The Committes found that preventing .
" end reducing the oocurrence of

molhndia!thalmuhhlhonhlnu of

cohmnl;hdmm’%k:m
was an t

mmdaﬁm.hmon,ﬂomdfmdion

"does occur, sctions can be taken to

minimize the environmental .

cm“q(‘nmnl |
The ttee concluded, for the

m-oﬂhm standards, to
ofine s on es: .o
and aot

The proposed rule would require
complisnce with the coke oven
NES emission limits et oll times,
except during stastups, shutdowns, and
This does not meen that
owners and operstors are sautomatically
excused from complying with the
emission Hmits during stertups,
shutdowns, and malfunctions. First, the
owner or operstor must demonstrste
that e purticular event was dus to s
startup, or shutdown.
aho. the tule would require
¢ owner or operstor to develop &
startup, shutdown, end malfunction
% and maintaining the ol
m™ source
during periods of startup, sbutdown, or
malfunctions The plan would explain
the sctions thet would be taken by the
owner or operstor when .
shutdowns, end maifunctions occur.
The plan may address events that are
not malfunctions, and must provide
procedures for minimizing exceedances,
using good alr pollution control
precticss. The plen would be
m”:l‘n.:lmd onsite for u,on and
u A.
Kiulhuneibons mest by comecied as

- soon as practicable after their

occusrence sccording to the procedures
of any pariods of parbap. shadeves,
of any peri st , shutdown, or
malfunctions. In the event of
malfunction, the owner or
would be required, if cable, to
inform the certified when the
observer i performing bis/her duties, or
inform the enforcement sgency within
24-hours and include sn explanstion
why the certified observer was not
notified. The owner or operstor would
with & written
report explaining the circumstances

tor

within 14 days. The Administrstor will
review the report to determine if e
malfunction oocurred, if the plan was
followed, and {f revisions to the plan are
required. The Committes agreed that no
sccident prevention plan would be
required. Howsver, dedision In no
way affects the suthority of the
Adminfytrstor to te coke oven
batteries under on 112(r) of the Act,
or any obligation under the
Occupational Safety and Heelth Act or
otber laws, including any obligations to
prepare sccident prevention p .
Besed on past with coke

oven betteries ‘;:Pﬁ"m similar malfunction

rovisions in other EPA

provisicas of this
utilized. However, if this projection
turas out to be erroneous, EPA will give
serious considerstion to changing the
malfunction provisions through

y those
that are repetitive in nature. Because of
this Increased scrutiny, EPA anticipstes
that it will be progressively more
difficult for an owner or operstor to
sustaln & malfunction claim in such

cases.

The pro rule also o
mWéﬂcdnmm
and maintain the

The EPA has used this specific
regulstory approsch to implement
individual technology-besed standards
since the early 1070's. This lmmoch
was not intended to de
Administrator with the sbility to force
better performance emissions)

(ower
than by the technology-based
nndn.u;:?hc. this ep, is
founded on the common sense view that
cantrol technol that are not
pro opersted end maintsined do
oot eve the emission reduction

required by the technology-besed

Generelly, this s sddresses
situstions where the standard does not
sffectively measure compliancs,

times when & ance
test is not being conducted and during
startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions
Rt is often not feasible to prescyibe or
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enforce an emission standard during this provision could nuonabl{ be The EPA and the Committee
these events. expected t0 result in emission levels concluded that there would be s
The EPA makss the following higher than those anticipated by the substantisl reduction in the toxic

comments regarding the application of
this requirement. First, this provision is
spplied to a source based, in part, on the
type of standard affecting that source.
For example, consider the baghouses
likely to be used as the control
technology along with a shed for
capturing and reducing door leak
emissions. Such baghouses would be
checked for compliance, under the
proposed standards, at least once per
day sgainst an opacity limit. Rather than
requiring a cohtinuous opacity monitor
system {COMS), the Committee allowed
owners and operators the option of
selecting a periodic compliance meassure
as a practical way to determine
compliance. In doing g0, the Committee
did not intend that the operator would
not be responsible for ensuring the
egectod emission reductions at times
other than during the performance tests.
As a consequence, & requirement that
the operator use sir pollution
control practices between thess daily
performance tests is needed. If an
operator elea!;to uss s C(:MS. tl:( ,
requirement in proposed §63.310(s)
would have mugh more limited
applicability. It would apply when s
ocom ent in the baghouse fails and
s hing‘udly is observed by the
operator; the requirement in proposed
§63.310(a) directs the operstor to take
appropriate sctions, e.g., remove the
compartment from the exhaust stream.

Second, the work practice
requirements in proposed § 63.308 call
for air pollution control practices like
those intended under the requirement in
pro §683.310(a). Thus, when &
work practice plan must be .
implemented (or similarly if there is a
startup, shutdown, or m ction),
then full implementation of the
appropriate plan provisions would be
deemed to satisfy § 63.310(a) for the
areas covered by those provisions. If the
operator fails to implement the work
practice plan (or similarly a startup,
shutdown, or & malfunction plan), the
Administrator would pursue a violation
of the plan. -

Third, in light of its experience with
provisions comparable to this provision,

EPA expects that the r‘:munmonl of
roposed § 63.310(s) will infrequently-
used as the basis for an snforcement
sction. It is anticipated that the
principal use of § 83.310(a) would be to
deal with instances where there is a
failure to carry out operations or
maintenance related to compliance with
emission limitations. When it Is used,
the Administrator must establish that
failure to adhsere to the requirements of

applicable performance standards. In
sppropriste instances, the Administrator
may slect to conduct additionsl

ormance tests to assist ip making

11 evalustion of emissions

rformance impacts.

Pourth, § 63.310(a) provides express
guidance for dealing with situations
involving simultaneous violations of
§63.310{(a) and an applicable
performance standard or work practice
standard. The proposed regulation
provides that failure to adhere to the
requirements of §63.310(a) shall not
constitute a soparste violation if a
violation of an applicable performance
or work practics standard has also
oocu

1. Standards for Bypass/Bleeder Stacks

Bypass or bleeder stacks are used to
vent raw coke oven gas o the
stmosphare to relisve excess pressure in
the ovens. The bypass usually occurs as
a result of an equipment failure (such as
the exhauster, w! is used to move
the gas from the ovens to the by-product
recovery plant) or problems in the gas -
handling processes in the by-product
plant. One large coke plant experienced
12 venting incidents over 8 3-year ~ -
period (1987 to 1989). During this time,
raw coke oven gas which contains BSO,
H,S, benzene, and other toxics were
emitted. Emission sstimates based on
the composition of the gas, the
lrul:aency of the bypass events, and
their duration indicate that the aversge
annual emissions from bypassing coke
oven gas has the potential to exceed the
emissions from doors, topside port lids,
offiake systems. and charging.

The emissions from bypassing raw
coks oven gas can be controlled by
flares that ignite and destroy many of
the most toxic components. The -
benzene soluble organics and volatile
organics sre destroyed by combustion,
and H;S in the gas is converted to SO;.
Over 20 percent of the coke industry
already has installed flares to coatrol
the bypass/bleeder stack, and other *
plants have made plans to install thess
control devices. The cost of s flare was
estimated by & vendor to range from
$100,000 to $200,000; the upper end of
the range is for & battery requiring -
additiona) structural support for the °
flare. Considering the emission potential
during a bypass episods and the
reasonable cost of control, the -
Committee decided to require that all
existing by-product batteries (except
thoss committing to shutdown) Install

and operate flares to control bypassed
emissions. A -

components of the raw coke oven gases
as a result of flares. Some Commitiee
members felt that companies should
begin voluntary installstion of the flares
a3 soon as possible in order to achieve
the corresponding environmental
benefits. For the lation, the
Committee decided to require that the
installation of the flares be completed
by March 31, 1994. An exception to the
flare instsliation was made for batteries
that will be shut down before December
31, 1995. The Administrator must be
notified of an intent to shut down e
battery by April 30, 1993, for the owner
or operator to qualify for the flare
installation exemption. Batteries that
have not filed such s declaration must
bave a flase installed and operational by
March 31, 1994. Brownfield and pedup
rebuild coke oven betteries must have a
flare instailed before startup.

The general flare requirements
developed by EPA in 40 CFR 60.18 wers
considered for use in specifying flares

for coke oveas. The flaring of coke oven
gas is different than the of flaring
situation that the general

specifications in 40 CFR 60.13 had been
intended to be used. First, coke oven gss
occurs only as s result of an

‘emergency releass. Second, the coks

oven gas is generally under s relatively
low p':sur?md bas & high hydrogen

. content,

The hydrogen in the coks oven
scoounts for slightly less than half of the
net heating value of the gas stream and
affects the characteristics of the gas
stream. Hydrogen has a lower viscosity
and higher flame speed than
bydrocarbons typically sffected by the
specifications in 40 CFR60.18.As s

uence, s stable flame can be

- maintained at s lower beating valus an(

» higher velocity than a flare operating
in compliance with 40 CFR 60.18.
Flare systoms have been designad to
combust coke oven gas that contain as
low as 250 BTU/SCF and operateat .
about 60 /s during the flaring - -
operation except possibly during ths
initial surge of the em Cy releass.
flare stability snalysis 3 coke oven ga
conducted by EPA indicates thet these
heat content velocity conditions provi
better than 98 percent destruction. Fla
designers have stated that dus to the -
low pressure of the coks oven gas that
velocities in excess of 60 fi/s are nat
practical &omapkr:uundmp o
standpoint for coke oven battery flare

- and have also recommended designin
- s flare for about 120 percent of the

sntictpsted coke oven gas flow rate:
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Flare designers have also expressed a
concern that if the flare velocity is too
low then there may be s rsibmty of
air infiltrating back into the flare and
causing & ash which may damage
8 coke oven battery. There are
additional sefety considerstions in flare
design that must be addressed such as
the necessity of shielding surrounding
areas from flame rediant hest. These
safety concerns are the responsibility of
the owner or operator of the flare.

After considering the above
information the Committee agreed that
the generic flare specifications in 40
CFR 60.18 were not completely
applicable to the flaring of coks ovens
and certain modifications to the generic
specifications were required. The
following flare requirements were
agreed upon by the Committes: -

(1) Plares should be designed for an
operated with no visible emissions
except for periods not to exceed a total
of § minutes during any consecutive
:g(o )l;ou: period (40 CFR 80.18(c)1) and

1))

(2) Each flare system must be
designed to control 120 percent of the
‘l:.ormal gas flow genersted by the

"‘ . ’ N

(S)rﬁam should be operated with «

ilot flame present at all times and shall
monitored using s thermocouple or
other uga.lgtlont device. (40 CFR
60.18(c)2) and (f{2).) As an alternative,
electronic {gniters that meet certain
ments which demonstrate
reliable operation can also be used;

(4) Flares should be designed for & net
beating value of coke oven gases of 8.9
M]/scm (240 Btuw/scf) or greater if the
flare is steam assisted or air assisted, or
7.45 M}/scm (200 Btu/scf) or greater if
the flare is nonassisted. There would be
no limitation on exit velocity. The net
beating value :&dﬁuum are a design
parameter for the gas that the flare is

ed to burn, not & measured value;

5) Owners or operstors should also

meet 40 CFR 60.18 (d) and (s) which
require owners or operatars to monitor
the flare systems to ensure that they are
properly operated and maintained, and
require that flares be operated at all
times when coke oven gas is being
ventad to them;

(8) Owners or operators would be
prohibited from venting coke oven
emissions through bypass/bleeder
stacks, except through the flare system
or an spproved alternative control
device; and

(7) A destruction efBciency of 88
percent or higher was estimated even at
the lower Btu content for coke oven gas
Ly e
of hydrogen, u
Committes, the propoudp‘&sm also

allows the owoer or operstor to app.
for approval of an alternstive anlt,m?
device or system that achieves 08
percant destruction efficiency for coke
oven emissions,

Some Commitise members expressed
concern that the installation of the flares
to combust emergency releases of coke
oven gases could trigger new source
review (NSR) under part C (prevention
of significant deteriarstion) or part D
(nonattainment) of titie I of the Act. The
PSD regulstions spply to major new or
modified stationary sources locating in
areas designated ss stiainment or .
unclassifiable pursuant to to Section
NSR rogulaions apply to rvas

ons apply 10 areas
designated as nonrgn{nmt under
Section 107(d). EPA and the Committse
agreed that installation of the flares
would not trigger NSR.

In general, s modificstion to an

subject Lo C or D of title I of the
Act. purts

As noted above, NSR applicability
must be judged on whethaer the flare
would result in an {ncresss in the
source’s emissions in excess of the
spplicsLis threshold (40 CFR
ls:.z:‘(’h.)ézn. Because d:lm flares are
tended to te under emergency
conditions m‘ inherently difficult
to predict and quantify, EPA bas
determined that it would be appropriat(
to determine emissions relying on the
anslyses mentioned above. This
conclusion is supparted by the fact that
large episodes that have occurred more
often have not been severs enough to
gonerste an incresse above the
applicable NSR Mg levels: For the
reasons A believes that
future emergency episodes caa be
reasonably expected to be below
significance levels, and based on this,

existing major stationary source is th:o‘:l:.m wlll‘::l‘:c.run m.tion o
subject to NSRf it would result ina source’s emissions over applicable
wgnificant net emissions increase of any o levels Sor \utant
pollutant (40 CFR 52.21(bX2)). Po¥ subject to part C or D of tithe 1 of the Ac
san :;.m.d gmﬂﬁmm Based oo ence, EPA does
or NSR & % A
of sassionsthe wold equal or excaed 20 SXPec! tat emissions willncrease
wtmpuywot'hogmofmy thresten the , increments, or A
emergency 19 e e ladarer  Quality Ralated Values. Thus, EPA anc
a.coke oven battery, the of  ihe Commitise have determined that tt
the flares at the battery would result In ) iy, i of these control devices,
an increase in SO, emissions caused by proposed under §63.307, shall not be
the combustion of the coke oven guses. £ PS40 Dew source
Such ‘ﬂu':a““ could theoretically review applicability ons,
:."XML 40 ton per ysar significance The EPA is making s finding to that
(Bat SR wousd be tiggweed by sucne, "l 0ot conduct s cise-by-cuse eview
t NSR wo e
sequence of svents. Using v data mpu ty of NSR to such
on emergency releases from coks ovens, L L.
EPA bas determined that the J. Collecting Main Leaks

goh oven batiery will bave sbout 8
ours sar when emergency relesses
will oz, The largest cake plant in the
United States uses spproximately
17,000 tons of coa! per day or about
5,700 tons per 8-hour period. About 10
pounds of SO, emissions per ton of coal
charged result from flaring coke oven
geses. In this example, the total SO,
’omistom from flaring eukéo oven gases
s sbout 28 tons . uently,
it is doubtful m.mz's"o, omm iy
resulting ﬁ-%m the flaring of the coke
oven gases during emergency relesses
woulg over resch levels which could
trigger NSR. Moreover, while small
upsets may occur several times ina
yoar, large episodes are quite
uncommon, occurring as infrequently as
one per ten-year period. EPA knows of
po incident where the emergancy lasted
long enough to generate 40-tons of SO,
emissions. The Agonog has conducted &
similar analysis for other poliutants

Using & work prectice approach, the
ro rule would require that,
coll main(s) for by-product coks
oven batteries be inspected for leaks
least once sccording to the
procedures {n 303. Any leak
would be sealed temporarily as soon ¢
ocﬁh {but oo later than 4 hom:l)daﬁ
on, permanent repairs wo
have to be initiated within S calendar
days sfter initial detection of the Jeak.
and repairs would be completed with
18 calendar days (unless
Administrator extends the deedline).
Records also would be maintsined
showing the time and dats the lesk w
first observed, the time and dste the }
was temporarily sealed, and the time
and date of repeir.

K. Performance Tests and Procedures

Section 114{a) of the Act suthorize
EPA to include monitoring proviion
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standards developed under section 112
needed to determine compliance. The
EPA also must establish an appropriate
measurement methodology pursuant to
section 112(i)(8)(B) and eveluate the
feasibllity of using measurements based
oo mass smissions (rather than visual
observations). Owners or operstors may
be required to establish and maintain
uc::‘r&l. m.k:‘ npom;ql:imll and
maintain monitoring msnt or use
specific monitoring mth:ds. sample
::\issiona. and provide additional
formation as reasonably required.

Visible emission observers currently
monitor coks oven smissions at most
plants in the country as s result of Stats .
regulations, SIPs, and consent decrees,
Becsuse sach of the proposed emission
limitations is expressed in terms of
visible emissions, the data recorded by
the observer are needed by plant

to identify and control leaks
and by “!:; Ag&ncy or applicsble
permit authority to assess
complisnce and identify potential
operating problams.

The Committes sgreed that & visible
emission moniloring tost is
needed svery day (7 p&c\mk)h

with the

d"mammmun.

1o

s used as the basis of the various
emission limitations, The daily
sdammunhombcund .
otermine compliancs with emission

limitations in State regulations and .
consent decrees under specified -

conditions.

Only three exceptions from the daily
visible smission monitoring
requirement would be sllowed under
the proposed standard. Daily visible
emission performance tests would not
be required for a new or existing
nonrecovery coke oven battery whare
the owner or aperator slects to comply
withdml(g:ﬁmtivo to the do;n leak )
stan y monitoring of pressure
and for charging (wark practices for
existing batteriss and the capture and
control system for new batteries). In
addition, less frequent monitoring
(weekly or monthly) is ailowed for coke
oven doors subject to an altemative
standard under § 63.308. :

The Comrittee also
whether to use self-monitoring, or a
system under which the snforcament
sgency would run the monitoring
program. After considerable discussion,
the Committee decided that monitoring
should be by s certified
observer employed by the enforcement
agency or its designated agent. The -
owner or operstor would bear the cost
for all training, field instruction, and
certification. Thess expanses would be
included in the overbead component of

. emission cbservers {ona of the

the fess charged by private visible

companents of the formula described
below). The Committse agreed that the

. owncruopontnrwouldmyo fee to the

enforcsment
of the
The pro,

to defray the costs

inspections program.
rule lndndupn formula

for computing this fes. The enforcement emission

owner or operstor demonstrate that the
measurement device is

opersting properly.

F sach daily test, the
mmwo\ﬂd make zvdhbh s of
the m ence test results
the ted 30-run sversge for sech
t to the owner or operstor

sgency may revise the workload term in  or their designated onsite

this tion within thres years aRer
pron:qu:mon of this subpart to reflect

repressntative. The enforcament sgency
wguldhntholnlho to conduct

!humwn::f‘:.mnhmgh pthumuu:.h to those
necss: required inspections.  required undsr the propased
The rﬁ":m uddst onlou;n:monr{ load i adiitional tests are pchn?nt:o:.n
agencies in considerin wo proposed regulation provides
term by gathering and &nﬂbuﬁn; smissions velues that are obtained
relevent information from the would be & for of
snforcement sgencies. However, the making comp
owner or operstor would not be determinations. Thus, for example, if
required to pay for inspection or two valid obeervetions of
monitoring services covered by other were oblained on a given day, the -
fees. Procedures are provided to obtain  sverage of these values be used
informetion to determine if this in computing the 30-run rolling
provision is implicated. aversges upon which compliancs with

The epphi enforcoment agency . the visible amission standard for door
perormanis s sk 42 of he woek.  Ergiog SppTo6ch would 4ppy 15

co tost y wee ave, applyto -

except in certain limited circumstances. dﬂmlngmund.th.w:&pm

ted
l!notumgm-danovﬁd provisions. . .
value obtained ctd.thmm would be mwmmm

no complisnce
day. Comp
with the next valid observetion. All

. wvisible emission observers provided by -~ The Committes agreed

the enforcement s, must be

certified according to

furtber in Secti
regulated community and States in
dmlopinf guidance and training
materials for certification of visidle
emission observers. it is the
responsibility of States with approved

tting programs to ensure that the

on in the proposed

ruls are followed. Nothing in the
proposed rule affects the rights of
citizens to file suit pursuant to section
304 of the Act. :

requirements

in K‘r:md Test Methods 303 or 303A,

or Oulpﬁlablo.mdhcmnd - sdditional ressarch. The Committes
oD

EPA will assist the  agreed that as part of the 8-year

that the study of
new or innovative technologies and
spproaches for monitoring coks oven
emissions s an important area needing

smission control studies suf
il work vt the U.S. Department of |
wi e U.

- Energy to identify, investigate, test, and/
or develop new of mouitoring

* thatp maore sccurate detection
and measurement of emissions and
overcome limitations in the current
visible emission method. (For additional
information on the scope of the DOE

on coke oven technology, ses

research
The monitoring procedures included Commerce Businsss Daily, June 10,

in the proposed rule would be similar

1992.)

to those procedures described in the .

1997 pmi;:oeed rule. The observer would L Seloction of Test Method

make one “run” (i.e., bettery inspection) ~ Proposed Test Methods 303

each day and record the percent {(or (“Determination of Visible Emissions

number, if applicable) of leaking coke  from By- ct Coke Oven Bastteries”™)

oven doors and the tleaking - and proposed Test Method 303A

topside lids and offake system(s)  ("Determination of Visible Emissions

on each battery. The observer slso fom Coke Oven

would record the seconds of visible Batteries™) have been developed for use

smissions per charge for five - _with the rmpoud standards. Method

consecutive from each coke * 303 would establish a procedure for

oven battery. The Committes slso agreed dcurmlnln&.thc durstion of visible

that during each test, the observer emissions that occur during the

would check and record the collecting  charging process for both wet-coal-
and dry-coel od batteries.

, main ‘E‘rusun to verify that-the pressure
fa wi

n the normel range of opurstion. N also would establish procedures for
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counting coke oven door ares lsaks
m‘:lil:l‘ e%k; o:on doors connoll;d
and for determining topside
leaks on by-product coks oven bap‘tioﬁu.
. Test Method 303A provides procedures
- for evaluating visible smissions from
coke oven door leaks at nonrecovery
coke oven batteries. )
-For ::h :hvon. visible omhsloz:; may
occur from the charging system, the two
main coks oven doors gix each eide of
the oven, the small chuck dooron the -
pusher side of the oven, the three to five
topside port lids, the one or two offtaks

systems that connect the ovento the' -

collecting main, and the collecting
main. The methods would require an
observer to record the length of time -
that visible emissions occur from the
charging of by-product and nonrecovery
coke oven batteries. Thess emissions
may be continuous or intermittent, but
on& the time during which visible .
smissions are sighted is recorded and
The procedures described in the
methods would require the observer to
walk the topside center line of by -
product oven batteries and count
the number of topside wmﬂds and
offtake systems from any visible
emissions are observed. To count leeks
in the colbcd.n!i maln, the observer is

required to walk along the topside
closest to the main or‘cldng hm
above the main. The methods would *
mln the observer to count leaking
oven doors on by-productand
nonrecovery ovens as the observer -
traverses the coke oven battery at -
: mnd level. All leaks (except steam)
the doors of opersting ovens are
counted, regardless of size or duration.
These emissions are generally in the
form of yellow~brown smoke. Although
some of the luting produces a white,
condensed water plume as it dries, this
isnot eoun(:‘dh :l:. l;%k. under thlo
proposed m rcent leakin
coke oven doors, (opdd:hlids. cm:l8
offtaks systems is then ted by
dividing the pumber of leaking coks
oven doors, topside port lids, or offtaks
systems by the total number of doors,
lids, and offtake systems obssrved on
the coks oven battery.

The Committee.decided not to
include a precision and bias statement
in Method 303. . :

The certification requirements of
Method 303 include a requirement to
attend the lecture portion of the Method
9 training courss, followed by classroom
training, field inspections, and a
demonstration of proficiency in Method
303. This Method 303 training course
will be conducted by or under the
sanction of EPA, and the field training

- will include instruction from . .

. enced and certified observers.
¢ traines must demonstrete that

they have completed 12 hours of fleld

instruction wi ke

the 12 hours of field instruction should
not be conducted during Method 303
certification. The traines should .
Sven bttary that thep el b inspecting
oven battery
afler becoming od. The treines
may complete the field instruction up to
& yoar belore their Method 303 - -
certification. Owners/operstors will-
work with the Administrator to make
their batteries available for this N
:lmtmcuoo. No obut‘:t!omn‘: ‘:bfdu: '
uring any program gor for -
certifying would be used for
compliance determinations. However.
ngnrn daily inspectionsby the --
enforcement agency would continus,
and compliance determinations from .
thess inspections are not affected by the
plant’s participation in a training or
certification p?un. Proficiency will
be demonstrated during actual visible
emission tests to the satisfaction of &
panel of 3 experienced and certified

. observers. However, until November 18,

1994, EPA may waive the certification -
Y mcnt)(b:not&o un.gh
uirement) for panel members.
:r?wmonm {o In order to
sccount for the lact that in the first .

soveral yeers of this p:rnn. thm.h.

likelytobe a .
observers. ‘l‘h:h;m.nmm will be
EPA, State, or local-agency

personnel
who are d?md by EPA as certified
and qualified panel members. .
Another issus that arose was how to .
deal with doors that are blocked and
cannot be inspected for lesks by the
observer. Industry representatives
pro| that blocked doots be skipped
and not included in the compliance -
determination, alth, the total - ‘
number of doors could be used in the
douomln‘::ok; of I.l‘:;. aéguhuon :‘l
t n A pointed out
mod of tht visible ompl:sion dats
considered in the development of the
standards included observations for all
of the doors on opersting ovens.
However, most of the data probebly
represent only one “recently charged”
oven per inspection because there were
no lonf delays involved in returning to
view blocked doors. The Committee
proposed to change the test method to
allow options for dealing with blocked
doors: (1) The plant operstor can move
the equipment that blocks the doors
prior to the beginning of the inspection,
which would temporarily delsy the
charging operstion during the
inspection, (2) the observer may return

' mn.mud.wmb.

ta obesrved doors thet wers previously '
blocked. but would not count door leaks
on ovens that were since the
bagi.nnm?oltho inspection, or, as a last
resort, (3) the observer may choose to
ignore the blocked doors end not
include them in the denominator of the
calculation of percent I The
Committee also agreed to add language
to the rule prohibiting the owner or
operstor from deliberately blocking -
doors for the purposs of concesling door
leaks during an on. .
The decided that the
rformance test should include o

. check of the co nisin pressure to

easuring cndeﬁii:’”:‘ng

m rating -

the device rests with theowneror © -

m. However, the visfble emission
can request to review the

" calibration records, and the enforcement

agency can request a performence test
on the accuracy of the pressure .
messursment device.

Another point of discussion for the
test miethod was wheretopside -
observations were to be mede. The draft
method had recommended the traverse

- were expressed observer
and the need for occesional devistions
- omtozbotmmmmumb
e

bazards. An agresment was - -
resched to use the conterlineas the -

. refesence for topside ing 3
re .ﬁ:" ped pections;

was added to the

method to allow the or to deviste
safoty hazards. In _
in the
“ﬂ‘:&- issus related to the door

on procsdure was the observers

pace the inspection. An
agreement was to specify e cap
based on an sversge of 4 seconds per
door and an allowance of 10 seconds for
recording e lsak For s typical battery
with 60 ovens and assuming six door
leaks, the door leak inspection would be
conducted in 9 minutes or less.

Some Committee members requested
that coke plant operators receive
“credit™ for ovens taken out of service
by including these ovens in the
denominator of the calculstion of
percent rather than bas
calculation on the number
operating ovens. The Committes
decided that this procedure would not
be consistent with the way the data used
to develop the standards were collected;
ip addition, it could weaken the
effectiveness of the proposed standards.

the
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Consequently, the calculation of t
leaking Is based on the number of Jeeks
observed and the number of emission
points on opersting ovens. Ovens that
are out of service and, consequently, do
not have the potential to lesk are not
included in either the numerator or
denominstor of the calculation of

percent lesking.

M. Reporting and Recordkeeping
Requirements

The proposed standards would
require three types of initial end
semiannus! compliances certifications;
notifications; {tf spplicadle) reports
of venting spisodes, and certain
startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions.
These requirements all have been
Mi;orod 10 reflect lho( fact tl:;‘ld the wd
enforcement agency {or its gna
sgent) will be responsible for
conducting almost ell of the
performance tests and compliance
determinations required under the rule.
Thus, there is no need for owners or
operstors to inform the enforcement
sgency sbout these matters.
Accordingly, the compliance
certification, reporting, and
recordkeeping requirements sddress
fnformation needed by the enforcament
agency that will be genersted by the
owner of oparatot.

The initial compliance certification is
s one-time statement signed by the
owner or operstot stiesting thatthe
bypass/bleeder stack Bare systems have
been installed (if applicable) and that s
startup, shutdown and malfunction plan
has been prepared. Each statement
would be submitted to the applicable
permitting suthority within 45 days of
the applicable compliance date for sach
requirement.

Two types of notification
requirements are included in the
proposed standard. Thess one-time
reports would notify the Administrator
of: {1) The intentioa ta construct or
reconstruct a coke oven bettesy; and (2)
the election of various compliance
tracks. For an existing by-product or
nonrecovery coke aoven battery,
notification of election to meet sither
the 1995 emission limitstions in
§63.302(a) or § 63.303(a) or the 1993
emission limitations for the compliance
date extension in §63.304(b) or

§63.304(d), or both sets of emission
limitations, must be submitted on or
before November 13, 1893. The owner
or operstor may continue to straddle
both compliancs tracks by notifying the
Administretor by December 31, 1995, of
election to meet the emission
limitations in §§ 63.303{a){1) or
63.303{a). A binding commitmenttce

compliance track must be made by
January 1, 1998,

Starting 6 months from the required
date of compliance for the applicable
emission limitations, the owner or
operstar would submit a certification
attesting that: (1) No unflared coke oven

as was vented through e bypass/
lesder stack ar a venting report was
submitted; (2) work ices were
implemented ing to the work
rectice provisions, if applicable, and
fa) no startup, shutdown, or
malfunction event occurred, ar an svent
occurred and a report was submitted as
uired.

e pro standard slso requires
that records be maintained available for
in fon. These records would
fnclude: (1) A copy of the work practics
plan and any revisions, including
records to demonstrete the successful
performance of requirements when
spplicable for an emission point; and (2]
deta for the slternstive standard for coke
oven doors, including opacity data for
the shed's control device (if applicable),
parameters that indicate the svacuation
rate is maintsined, records of visual
inspections, and operstion/maintenance
records for & continuous opacity
monitoring systsm. Por nonrecovery
batteries, recards associated with daily

ressure moni and work practices

or charging would be required; for new
nonrecovery batteries, design
information for the charging smission
control system would be required.
Design information for flares or
slternative control systems for bypass/
bleeder stacks would be maintained for
the life of the control device or system.
Records of startups, shutdowns, or
malfunctions would also bs maintained.

Provisions are also included requiring
the owner or operstor to make records
or reports required to be maintained or
submitted to the enforcement sgency
availsble to the suthorized collective
bargaining tative for inspection
or copying. The owner or operstor must
respond within a ressonable period of
time, not to exceed 30 days. Except for
emissions dste as defined in 40 CFR
part 2, documents (or parts of
documents) containing trsde secrets or
confidential business informstion do
not have to be produced, and the
inspection or copying of documents will
not affect any intellectual property
rights of the owner or operstor in the
documents.

N. Delegation of Authority
BExcept for certain authority specified
in § 63.313(b), EPA intends to delegete

the suthority for implementing the coke
oven NESHAP to the States. In addition,
it is lkely that local air pollution

control sgencies will assist {n the
implementation of this NESHAP. These
State and local sgencies have been
implementing Feders! requirements for
coke ovens for many years and, in the
Committee ‘s opinion, are capeble of
implementing the requirements in the
pro standards.

section 1312(1X1) of the CAA.
States may submit to EPA, for approvsl,
a program of implementation
enforcement of the Coke Oven NESHAP.
Given thet States end locs) sgencies
have implemented Federsl requirements
similer to those in the propased rule,
:ih' g‘r:gn:d should simply provide

ote ing egency resources

its imcnl:gion lonlsmphmont the various
aspects of the Coke Oven NESHAP. The
Committes egreed that the program
requirements should explain whether
the State hes sdopted the NESHAP by

“reference or through lat
tho?liuo n:ly!ting

development end
requirements are not less stringent than

-- the requirements of the coke oven
NESHAP

. Pursuant to dndi&n 1122)(2], the EPA
s required to develop guidancs to assist
States in the dovdopl:nonl of their
program submittals. Mast of the
required guidance can be found within
this preamble and the proposed rule and
Method 303 and 303A. The EPA also
intends to produce additional materials
to belp the State and local egencies
implement the Coke Oven NESHAP. For
example, EPA will orgenize and
conduct the required certification under
Method 303.

Under section 112(1)(3) of the CAA,
EPA has 180 days sfter receiving »
program submitted by the State to
spprove or disapprove such s program.
EPA generslly reviews and proposes
lpproval/diupgmvd in the Federal
Register. Specifically, & program may b
disappraved by EPA £

(1 ghe uu!hom‘iiu contained in the

rogrem are not adequate to assure
gomplianon by all sources within the
State with the coke oven standard;

{2) Adequate authority does not exist
or sdequate resources are not available
to impiement the program;

@)g'ht ocbodule for implementing ¢l
standard and essuring compliance by
affected sources is nat sufficiently

* ) Tgm - fs othe in
4) The progrem rwise not
compHiance with the gufdance issued !
EPA for ent of State progran
submissions, or is not likely to satisfy.
in whole or in part. the objectives of

w‘ k3 .

The EPA and State and Jocal agenc)
representatives on the Committes knc
no reeson that de should not |
possible when the proposed standard
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are promulgated. Delegation to s State K. Summary of Impacts the sources controlled under these
pursuant to section 112(1) confers The EPA conducted several studies to Proposed standards. The estimates of
authority to implement the coke oves 4 luate the economic and mass emissions presented in this
NESHAP in accordance with the environmental impacts of this NESHAP E:ngnph include emissions of BSO,
nfgrovod State procedure. Upon recsipt  The Committes was kept informed ) nzene, toluens, xylene, and hydrogen
)

slegation of authority to implement

;h;e couklo o:icn NESHAP, th; l?uu shall
ve the primary responsibility for

implementing the NI-?SOHAP 1o the full
extent of its delegsted authority. The
Authorities contained in section
63.313(b) of the coke oven regulstion
will be retained by the Administrator
and not transferred to the State.

The EPA's current understanding of .
the States’ authority of delegstion is as
follows. Several States have sutomatic
delegation. Other States and local
agencies must ngﬂ delegation, in
writing, from the EPA Region. Two
Ststes must go through a rulemaking
procsss at the State level. The EPA will
work with these States to facilitate these
rulem The Committee encourages
States and cies to request
delegation as quickly as s 1o
ensure s smooth implementastion of this
NESHAP. -

O. Relationship to General Provisions

As a general matter, the Committes
attem to resolve as many issues
related to coke ovens as le to
ensurs that the rule would be
camrnhonsivo and provide certainty to
regulated sources as to the ngimunu
that apply. The EPA and the Committee
ugrng that any topics covered by future
section 112 ruiemakings of genaral
spplicability {including the General
Provisions) that are also covered
rule or that were resolved during
regulatory :mtmion process (e.g.,
where this oz the negotistions have
resolved them: Notifications;
monitoring: requirements for
construction and reconstruction;
performance test requirements; work
practice standards; operation and
maintenance requirements; reparting
and recordkeeping requirements;
definitions; malfunction, startup, and
shutdown requirements; compliance
certification; and control device
requirements) would not apply to
sources subject to these ations. Of
course, a coks oven-specific rule
addressing these topics would also be
subject to § 83.300(5 [e.g., a coks oven
malfunction rule). For topics not
covered by this rule, such as section
112{f) standards and section 112(s)
requirements, future rm‘rosod rulss
under section 112 will {dentify which
provisions of such a proposal would
apply to coke oven batteries. This will
facilitate comment on the spplicability
and scope of such provisions for coke
oven batteries.

this

sbout these studies, and participated in
some of them. Howsver, reaching
conssusus on thess issues was not a
Comnmittee goal. Consequently, this
section reflects the views of EPA on the
impacts on the NESHAP, which are not
necessarily shared by other Committes
members. .

Coks is produced currently by 82 by-
product coke oven batteries opersting at
29 plants in 10 States and by one
ponrecovery coke plant. The emissions
from these coke betteries include
organic and inorganic particulate
matter, volatile organic compounds
(VOC), and gases such as H;S, SO,
pitrogen oxides (NG,} ammonia (NH,),
Q0, and others. The pollutants of
primary interest with respect to long-
term or chroalic heelth c‘ygtscum
verious carcinogenic C organic
compounds (such as snzoh)pynno).
which are found in the orgenic
particulate matter of coke oven
omlnl%m used to qu;ndfy
organic matter an
represents one of the classes of

lutents in coke oven emissions. BSO
oes not include volatile organics such
as benzene, gases such as H;S, or
inorganic particulate matter.

Assuming existing State regulstions
and consent decrees are being met
consistently by the operating batteries
{excluding bypass/bleeder stacks) are
estimated st 810 Mg/yr. Nationwide
coks oven emissions from b
bleeder stacks are estimated st 850 Mg/
yr. laplomonucn of the proposed

+ MACT standerd is expected to reduce
nationwide coke oven smissions from
snd leaks by the end of 1995
by sbout 66 percent to 270 Mg/yr, and
emissions from bypass/bleeder stacks
will be reduced by at least 98 percent to
no more than 17 Mg/yr.

Implementation of the proposed
LAER standard {s expected to reduce
nationwide ‘coko o;;n smissions by the
beginning of 1998 by 90 percent to
about 79 Mg/yr. Aler thop’
implementation of LAER and the
installation of flares on bypass/bleeder
stacks, the overall reduction in coke
oven emissions is estimated at 94
mnt. Because the control techniques

on pollutioa prevention and
containment within the by-product
collection system. similar reductions in
emissions are @ eod for both organic
particulate matter and for the volstile
organic compounds and other pollutants
contained in coks oven emissions for

sulfide.

" The proposed MACT standards for
new coke oven batteries are based on
the use of the nonrecovery procsss and
would result in significant reductions of
emissions if any new coke oven
batteries are built. The test data

currently available indicate that these
stan will essentially eliminate
emissions of BSO from coke plants if the
standards are met by constructing
noarecovery coke oven batteries.

Based on the construction of
nonrecovery coke batteries for new
sources, smissions of volatile
compounds such as beazene would also
be reduced sifnlﬁantlw the
sliminstion of the by-product recove
plant. In addition, the hazardous soli
wastes and the hazardous wastewater
produced by the by-product recovery
plan would be sliminated. However,
thers is no Indication that m{ new coke
batteriss will be built that will represent
either ¢ “gresfield” plant oran
ul:puuion in capacity st an existing

ant.

P The proposed MACT standards for
sxisting betteries are axpected 1o be
achieved by improved equipment and
{ncreased maintenancs, training, and
inspections without rebuilding the
battery. The total nstionwide capital
cost of MACT for existing batteries is
sstimated ot $68 million with a total
annual cost of $25 million por&w
Many battaries are currently achieving
the MACT levels and would not incur
sny significant increase in costs. The
MACT standard is axpected to increase
the price of furnace coke by 0.2 percent
and the price of foundry coke by 1.1
percent. Coks production is projected to
decreess by 0.7 nt for furnace coks
and 1.1 perceat for foundry coke. No
coke battsries are proj to close as

a result of this pro standard.

The LAER stan may require the
installation of new doors and jambs or
the rebuilding of some of the older
batteries. Assuming that all batteries
will slect to mest the LAER standards,
the total nationwide capital cost is
estimsted to range betwsen $510 million
with s tots]l annuslized cost of $84
million. Both of these costs are
cumulative in thst they include the
costs associated with MACT. Battery
age, for batteries that may be rebuilt,
was considered in the analysis, and the
costs attributable to the LAER standard
were prorsted based on the remaining
ussful lifs of the besttery. The proposed
LAER standard is projected to increass
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the prics of furnacs coke by 0.7 percent
and foundry coke by 2.5 percent.
Fumace coke production is estimated to
decrease by 2.1 percent and foundry
coke production to decresass by 2.8
percent. Two coke oven batteries
producing furnace coke are projected to
close and one coke oven batte;

producing foundry coke may close as a
result of the pro LAER standard.

Some facilities with older batteries
that are nearing the end of their useful
lives may choos# to close these batteries
or to install nonrecovery batteries. The
closure of bajteries due to be rebuilt or
replaced in the near future and batteries
that 1:( be closed because of the
reduced demand for coke is not directly
sttributable to the standard and is not
included in the estimates.

Uncertainties are associsted with
estimstes of nationwide emissions,
costs, and economic impacts. Far each
emission point, the available mass
emission data st & particular level of
vigible emissions wers used to establish
a range of mass emission estimates for
different levels of visible emissions.
This range represents the highest
sstimate and the lowest estimate of mass
smissions for given visible emission
levels with roughly a factor of 10
difference between the minimum and
maximum,

Coatrol cost are associsted with
equipment modifications or repairs to
improve sealing, additional labor for
sealing leaks and monitoring emission
levels, and emission control trainin
ﬁmms for workers and the cost o

ares on bypass/bleeder stacks
{estimated as less than $20 million in
capital cost nstionwide). The current
cost analysis is based on the guldance
received from the Work Group formed
from the Coke Oven Battery Advisory
Committee. Site-specific information on
squipment items and cost was provided
by the industry trade associations and
individual plants. A major source of
current cost information was an
industry study performed by an
engineering firm that performs repairs
and reconstruction of coke batteries.

Limitations or uncertainties in the
cost approach arise from determining
controls (and their costs) implemented
for a specific battery and from
determining additional controls (and
their costs) to improve emission control
ingementally. Another difficulty is that
cost data supplied by the plants
invariably contain some attributable to
routine battery maintenance and to
prolonging the battery's lifs. The
uncertinty in costs is reflected in &
m:ﬂ:l cost estimates sccurate to
wi a factor of roughly 2t0 8.

Regardless of the uncertainties
associsted with the emission cost, and
economic sstimates, the proposed
standards are expected to reduce coke
oven emissions significanuy below
current regulatory levels (by about 90
percent overall). Additional information
on the emission estimates, costs, and
economic impacts is available in the
documentation provided in the docket.

IV. Admisistrative Requirements
A. Public Rearing

A public hearing will be held, if
requested, to discuss the proposed
standard In accordance with section 117
of the Act. Persons wishing to make orsl
ymomntlon on the pro standard
or coke oven emissions should contract
EPA at the sddress given in the
“ADORESSES" saction of this preamble.
Ora! presentations will be limited to 15
minutes sach. Any member of the
&xbllc may file & written statement

fore, during, or within 30 days of the
hearing. Written statements should be
addressed to the Air Docket Section
address given in the “ADORESSES"
section of this preamble and should
refer to Docket No. A-79-18.

A verbatim transcript of the hearing -
and written statements will be available
for public ins on and copying
during normal working hours at EPA’s
Air Docket Section {n Washington, DC
{Ses “ADDRESSES™ section of
preamble).

B. Docket

The docket is an organized and
complets file of all the information
submitted to or otherwise considersd by
EPA in the development of this
proposed rulemaking. The principsl
purposes of the docket are {1) to allow
interested parties to readily identily and
localtlo dot:umu onts ;;a that l can
intelligently and effectively cipate
in the rulemaking process m‘:‘(g) t'o” .
serve as the record in case of judicial
review {except for intersgency review
materials).

C. Executive Order 12291

Under Executive Order 12291, EPA is
required to judge whether a regulstion
is “major* and therefore subject to the
requirement of & Regulstory Impact
Analysis. The criteris set forth in
section 1 of the Order for determining
whether s regulation is a major rule are
as follows: (1) Is likely to have an
annusl effect on the sconomy of $100
million or more; (2) is likely to causs &
major increase in costs or prices for
consumars, individual industries, .

phic regions, or Federal, State, or
ocal governments; or (3) is likely to

result in significant sdverse sffects on
competition, employment, investment,
uctivity, innovation, or the sbility
of the United States-based enterprises to
compete with foreign-based enterpnises
in domestic or export markets.
The EPA has determined that the
pro NESHAP does not exceed any
of the criteria defining a “masjor rule”
and is therefore not subject to the
requirements of an RIA. The total
annual costs of the proposed MACT
standard range from $25 to $33 million/
year, well below $100 million/yesr. The
total annual cost of the proposed LAER
standards ranges from $84 to $95
million per year, including the MACT
costs. In ndtni‘t:n, only small market
changes are projected. Under the
proposed MACT and LAER standards,
increases in coke prices would be
minimel {less than 1 percent for furnace
coke and sbout 1.1 10 2.5 percent for
foundry coks). The decrease in coks
production aiso would be minimal (0.7
E:mnt for furnace coke and 1.1 percent
foundry coke under MACT
standards; 2.1 percent for furnace and
t:gmt for foundry coke under
The mpoud" ulat ted i
on pressnted in
tl;ls n& was lul:lmnin;d lo(g;m O)ﬁf;n
of Management and Budget
review as required by Executive Order
12291. Any written comments from
OMB to EPA and any written ERA
res 1o thoss comments will be
uded in the docket. The docket is
available for public inspection st the
EPA's Air Docket Section, which is
listed in the ADDRESSES section of thi
preamble.

D. Paperwork Reduction Act .

The information collection
requirements in this proposed rule hav
been submitted for approval to OMB
under the Paperwork Reduction Act. 4
U.S.C. 3501 et seq. An Information
Collection Request document has beer
prepared by EPA (ICR No. 1362.02), ar
a copy may be obtained from Sandy
Farmer, Informetion Policy Branch,
EPA, 401 M Street, SW., (PM-223Y),
Washington, DC 20460, or by calling
{202) 260-2740. The public reporting
ind recordkeeping burden for this
collection of gx;lformadon is osu;nated
sverage 2,461 hours per respondent p
ywrfg.‘hh includes time for reviewiny
instructions, searching existing data
sources, gsthering and maintaining tt
data needed, and completing and
reviewing the collection of informatic

Send comments regarding the burd
estimats or any other as of this
collection of information, including
suggestions for reducing this burden,
Chief, Information Policy Branch, P



businesses potentially subject to the
LAER standards, two are projected to
experience an incresss in profits, one
would make a reduced profit, and one
that is currently unprofitable would
become more unprofitable. No small
businesses are projected to close as a
result of the LAER standard although
two furnace batteries and ly one
foundry battery at thess p may
close.

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C.
605(b), 1 hereby certify that this
Eroposod rule, if promulgated, will not

ave a significant economic impact on
a8 substantial number of small business
entities because no substantial umber
of sm;u entities are affected and no
significant impact on these small
entities will result.

doors squipped with sheds.
63.308 Work practics standards.
63.307 Standards for bypass/bleeder stecks.
63.308 Standards for collecting maims. .
63.309 Performance tests and procedures.
63.310 Requirements for startups,
shutdowns, and malfunctions.
63311 Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.
63.312 Existing regulations and
{rements.
63.313 Delegation of suthority,

Appendix A to Subpart L—Opersating
By-Product Coke Oven Batteries as of
April 3, 1992

Subpart L—Nationat Emission
Standards for Coke Oven Batteries

$63.300 Applicadliity.
{a) Unless otherwise specified in
§§63.308, 63307, and 63,312 of this
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223:. EPA, 4gxcu Street, SdW.‘h; - F. Miscelloneous LRSI hmby» m:mu:g;
Washington, DC 20460. and to the . - accordance i spply to -product ¢
Office of information and Regulatary . N‘; publlau:: 3&:’3&:&7&&‘ bcnmm plant and to exit
Affairs, Office of Management and preceded by consultation with nontecovery coks oven batteries st
Budget, Washington, DC 20503, marked sppropriste sdvisory commitiees, coks plant on and after the followd
“Attention: Desk Officer for EPA." The lns:;ondm experts, and Faderal dates: ’
final rule will respond tosny OMBor 4, ents and agencies. The (1) Decamber 31, 2998, for existi
public comments on the information Administrator will welcome commeats  Product coks oven batteriss subjec
collection requirements contained in o all aspects of the proposad emission limitations in § 63.302(e)
this proposal. ) regulation. ~ this subpart or existing nonrecove
E. Regulatary Flexibility Act ' coks oven battaries subject to emis
- Regulatory ty List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63 |u?m?g.ul§mmgo(mu“’
The Reguletory Flexibility Act (S Alr polluton control, Coke oven uary 1, 2003, for axisting
U.S.C 601 et :‘2) requires At emaissions. Hazardous substances, product coks oven batteries subjec
consider potsntial impacts of propoced  Reporting and recording requiremsats. m“““‘ limitation {n §63.302(aX
regulations on small business “entities.”  Dated: November 24, 1992, (3)'““?‘“" rembee 15, 1993. for exisl
a pro regulstion would have a Acting Administrot P ponrecovery co
significant economic Lmpact ou 20 For the reasons set out {a th 1§ 83 307(:% l;gi:;i‘?n)u?g
percent or more of small entitiss, then or bl:.m.g:: or L .thn Code subpart cio
a regulatory flexibility analysis must be 5;?:1.:-1 Reg: |hilompis pro“pasod o be (4) January 1, 1998, for existing
prepared. : smended as follows. uct coks oven betteries subje
Prasent Regulatory Flexibility Act - ' emission limitstions in 63.304(b)
guidselines indicate that an economic SRR SSMATIONAL EMISSION 63.304(b)7) of this subpart; and
impact should be considered significant POLLUTANTS FOR SOURCE CATEQORIES {5) January 1, 2010, for existing
i It meets one of the following critsria: 1. The suthority citation fo & product coks oven batteries subje
(lrlo(jom Hance lnbc;um ::n.:;l A proi .:n lunoyl 3 “:‘; (s'opp‘: o omlu%xm “2 63.304(b)
on costs by more . posed . 63.304 X
'p)orcant. assuming costs are passed onto 27338) continues 1o read as follows: {b) The Iomw souw
consumers; (2) compliance costs as & Authority: Secs. 101, 112, 114,116,301,  §§63.202(b), 63-302(c). and 63.3¢
percentage of sales for small entities are  Clean Alr Act s amended (42 U.SC. 2401, this subpast apply to each greent
at least 10 percent more then T TARTaLTHe 7000 coks oves to each ne
compliance costs as a percentage of 2. Part 63 as pro on June 13, reconstructed oven battery
sales for large entities; (3) capital costs 1991 (56 FR 27338) is amended by existing coks plant if the coke ov
of comp:l‘mco mﬁb‘h “s mlﬂc‘:ilnt" adding Subpart L as follawr: battery muhs‘,lnotnmlnaokm ‘ln t
rtion of capital avei to sma " Subpert L—National Sta nderde design capad coke plant
f:mln. eom‘:dorinﬂnurml cash flow ¢ Cou%m\ a.mf.':‘“m November 15, 1990, (including a
lus oxllomnl financisl cnpoblmlil::lor s : e:;;!dl'yug uu:du §63.3¢
4) regulatory requirements are likely to of this an capacity
resur;t‘ln clotum of small entities. S’,ﬁ Mﬂ"' coke ov:;m t:ab)ot':: toa N
The economic anslysis of the €3.302 Standards foc by-product coke oves  C0BSUV pesmait an Novem
proposed MACT andyl.’AER standards battertes. byw_ ;:?0. which cnn;oncod operat
shows that noae of the criteria 63.303 Standards for nonrecovery coke ore (Effective Date of Flnal R
. oven betteries, (c) Tha provisions of this subg
discussed above are excesded by the Iy to each feld coks
proposed MACT and LAER standards. 63.304 Standards for compliance date ;l:g y 'Oud' brown % ll?: 3
No closures would result from the 63 Mmcdn standards for coks ovea ld‘ 'lyd'l whpldup‘l; o &n
MACT standards. Of the four small : cold-Icle coks oven batiery that

restarted.

(d) The ons of
S? &3.3 . XZXi)(A]) and 6:}.‘3:)4
of this su apply to each fou
coke prod&: a3 forlowc:

(1) A coks oven battery subje
§ 63.304(bX2XIXA) or §63.304(
this subpart must be & coke ove
that on January 1, 1992, was ow
opersted by a foundry coke pro

an

{2)(i) A coke oven battery ow
operated by an integrated steel
ou January 1, 1992, and listed |
pearagraph (dX2X1) of this secti
was sold to s foundry coke pro
before November 15, 1983, sha
deemed for the purpsosss of pa
(d)(1) of this section to bo own
operated by a foundry coke pn
January 1,1962. .
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 9 and 63
[AD-FRL—4793-6]

RIN 2060-AD67

National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Poliutants for Source

Categories and for Coke Oven
Batteries

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: On December 4, 1992 (57 FR
57534), the EPA proposed national
emission standards for the control of
emissions from new and existing coke
oven batteries. This action promulgates
the national emission standards and
Methods 303 and 303A for the
determination of visible emissions from
by-product and nonrecovery coke oven
batteries. These standards implement
section 112 of the Clean Air Act (Act),
which requires the Administrator to
regulate emissions of hazardous air
pollutants listed in section 112(b) of the
Act, one of which is coke oven
emissions. The final standards also
implement section 112(d)(8) of the Act,
which contains })roviaions specific to
the regulstion of coke oven emissions.
DATES: Effective Date: October 27, 1993.
See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
section concerning Judicial Review.
ADORESSES: Docket. A dockst, number
A-79-15, containing information
considered during development of the
promulgated standards, is available for
public inspection between 8:30 8.m. and
3.30 p.m., Monday through Friday, st
the EPA's Air Docket Section (LE-131),
Waterside Masll, Room M1500, 1st Floor,
Gallery 1, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. A reasonsble fee
may be charged for copying.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Amanda Agnew, Standards
Development Branch, Emission
Standards Division (MD-13), U.S
Eavironmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Caroiina
27711, telephcne (919) 541-3268

SIUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I. The Standards

A Background

The 1990 Amendments to the Clean
Alr Act establish specific requirements
for the development of regulations
governing coke oven emissions. Under
section 112(d)(8}, the EPA must
promulgate standards based on
maximum achievable control

technology (MACT) for coke oven
batteries by December 31, 1992. The
MACT standards for existing sources
can be no less stingent than the best
performing 12 percent of existing
sources, and standards for new sources
cannot be less stringent than the limit
achieved in practice by the best
coatrolled existing source. In addition,
the MACT standards for coke oven
batteries must require, at A minimum,
that coke oven emissions from each
battery not exceed the following short-
term limits: 8 percent leaking doors, 1
percent leaking topside port lids, 5
percent lea.kmio o system(s), and 16
seconds of visible emissions per charge
(with no exclusion for emissions during
the period after the closing of self-
sealing oven doors). In establishing the
standards, the EPA must evaluate the
use of Juting compounds to prevent
door leaks. {See section 112(d)(8)(A)(i).)
The EPA also must evaluats use of
Thompson nonrecovery coke oven
batteries and other nonrecovery
technologies as the basis of standards
for new batteries. (See section
112(d)(8)(A)(ii).) The EPA is also to
?oromulgnu work practice regulations

r new and existing coke oven
batteries. These regulations are to
require, as appropriate:
lun” use of aodxm‘:‘: Egmo for oquiv&l:tn&

compounds etermines ®
unu:’f sodium silicate is an effective means
of emissions control and is achievable, taking
into sccount costs and reesonable
commercial warranties for doors and related
oquipmsnt * * * and jamb cleaning
praciices. (See sections 112(d)(8)(B){{) and
112{d){8}B)(L1).)

In addition to these technology-based
standards, the EPA is required to
promulgats standards to address the risk
remaining after technology-based
standards are imposed. The EPA is to
issue thess standards for coke oven
batteries within 8 years of promuigation
of the MACT standards. {See section
112(f)(2)(C).) This technology-based
rulemaking does not depend on the nsk
analysis of the Regulatory Impact
Analysis (RIA), and that analysis will be
revisited before any risk-based standard
rulemaking for coke oven emissions.

Existing coke oven batteries must
comply with the MACT standards by
December 31, 1995. {See section
112(d)(8){A).} The compliance date for
meeting residual risk standards is
within 90 days of promulgation, which
may be extended up to 2 years under
certain circumstances. {See sections
112(f)(3){4).) However, the Act
provides an extension of the residual
risk standards for coke oven batteries
until January 1. 2020, provided the
owner or operator of a coke oven battery

complies with technology-based
standards on an accelerated basis and :
that these technology-based standards .
become more stringent over ime.

Under the extension track, to receive
the deferral of the compliance date until ‘
the year 2020, the owner or operator “
must achieve the following short-term
emission limitations by November 15,
1993: (1) 16 seconds of visible emissions
per charge, (2) 8 percent leaking coke
oven doors, {3) 1 percent leaking topside
port lids, and (4) 5 percent leaking
offtake systems. In addition, by January
1, 1998, the battery must meet an
emission limitation that reflects the :
lowest achievable emission rate (LAER), &
as defined in section 171 of the Act. The
LAER regulations may be no less
stringent than the following short-term
limits: 3 percent lesking doors on
batteries with doors less than 6 m in
height (i.e.. a “short” coke oven battery)
and 5 percent leaking doors on batteries
with doors 6 m or more in height (i.e.,
a “tall” coke oven battery), 1 percent

leaking topside port lids, 4 percent
leaking o&h

systems, and 18 seconds
of visible emissians per charge. (The

Administrator may consider an 5
exclusion for emissions from doors y
during the period after the closing of b
self-sealing doors or the total mass - ¥
emissions valent.) -

In the rulemaking, the EPA
must establish an appropriate '
measurement methodology for N
determining compliance for cake aven 27
doors. The measurement methodol
must consider alternative methods that
reflect the best technology and practices
actually applied in the affected
industries and must ensure that the final
test methods are consistent with the
performance of such best technologies !
and practices. Section 112(i)(8) requires ’
that, if the LAER standard is not
promulgated by January 1, 1998, the
following short-term limits must be
achieved: (1) 3 percent leaking doors
(for short coke oven batteries), (2) 5

ercent leaking doors (for tall coke oven

tteries), (3) 1 percent lezking topside
port lids, (4) 4 percent leaking offtake
system(s), and {5} 16 seconds of visible
emissions per charge, or the total mass
emissions equivalent, with no
exclusions for emissions during the
period after the closing of self-sealing
doors. (See section 112(i){8)(B)(ii).)

The EPA must review and revise the
LAER standard, as necessary, by January
1. 2007. {See section 112(i)(8)(C).) To
continue to qualify for the deferral of
the compliance date for the residual risk
standards, the owner or operator must -
meet any revised LAER limits by the *
year 2010. (See section 112(i)(8)(C).) The
owner or operator also must make
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svailable 1o the surrounding community
>v januamn 1, 2000. the results of anv
risk assessment performed by the EPA
‘0 determine tne appropnate levei of 8
-esidual risa stanoard. (See section
1120h){8)E))

Section 11201}(81(D) of the Act
provides that al any tirme prior to
‘anuary 1, 1998 an owner or operatocr
mayv elect to comply with residual nsk
<tandards under section 112{f} by the
required Gate rather than comply with
the LAER and revised LAER standards
and comphance dates. Thus, coke oven
battenes can opt out of the extension
rack. However, the owner or operator
would be legally bound to comply with
the 1995 MACT stendards and the
residual risk standards as of January 1,
2003. If EPA has not promulgsted
industry-wide residual risk standards by
that time, the EPA must promuigate
residual risk stendards for those

battenies that choose to mee! resiqua)
nsk standards by 2003.

B Judicial Review

Under section 307{bl}{1} of the Act.
judicial review of national emission
standards for 8 hazardous a:r potlutant
{NESHAP) is available only by filing a
peution for review in the U.S Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circwit within 60 dsys of today's
publication of this rule. Under secuon
307(b){2) of the Act, the requirements
that are the subject of today's notice
may not be challenged lster in cavii or
criminal proceedings brought by the
EPA to enforce these requirements.

C. Summary of Final Rule
Applicabulity. The final standards
apply to all existing coke oven battenes.
including by-product and nanrecovery
coke oven batteries, and to all new coke

oven batteries constructed on or after

December 4, 1992. A “by-proauct ccke
oven battery’’ is defined as & source
consisting of a group of ovens cerrnected
by common walls, where ccsl unaergoes
destructive distillation under positive
pressure to produce coke and caoke o\ e
gas from which by-products are
recovered. In a “nonrecovery ccae cven
battery,” the coal undergoes destruct.ve
distillation under negstive pressure o
produce coke: the coke oven gas is
combusted and by-products are nct
recovered. The list of operating coke
oven batteries as of Apnl 1, 1992. .0
sppendix A to the rule, will be used to
resolve any disputes that msy anse
concerning whether particular groups cf
ovens shouid be regarded as s single
battery under these regulations.

Emission standards. The emssian
limnitations included in the fins} ruie fcr
existing by-product coke oven batter.es
are shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1.—EMISSION LIMITS FOR EXISTING BY-PRODUCT BATTERIES!

MACT trach mits LAER extension trach mts
Emission points
1231185 0101/03 1171593 010198 010110
Tall dOOIS, PLD .......coooeeeeiietercecteeese s cessen s eeensessto e eens e anesenmne 6.0 55 7.0 43 40
Foundry doors, PLD 55 5.0 70 43 40
All other doors, PLD 55 5.0 70 as a3
Lds, PLL 06 06 083 04 04
OtMakes, PLO ... 30 a0 42 25 5
Charging, t/charge 12 12 12 12 12

PLD = Percent leaking doors; PLL = Percent leaking iids;

PLO = Percent leaking offtakes.

' The 11/15/93 numbers are the 30-run limits that are equivalent to the November 1993 extension track limits given m the Act. wrich are 3-rvn
srmits. The dates that are grven in the tabie are the compliance dates for existng battanes.

The finsl standards require that, by
Décember 31, 1995, coke oven
emissions from each exasing by-product
coke oven battery not exceed: {1} 5 5
percent leaking doors for shont batteries
and 6.0 percent leaking doors for tall
batter:es, {2) 0.6 percent leaking topside
port lids. (3) 3.0 percent leakirg offteke
svstemis}. snd (4) 12 seconds of \visible
emissions per charge. On and after
January 1, 2003, leakung doors for tall
bv-product coke oven batlerigs are
smited to 5 5 percent, and em:ssions
‘rom short batteres must decrease 1o 5 0
»ercent leak:ng doors. These 2003
standards ave applicable uniess more
stringent residuel nsk-based standards
are promulgated under section 112(f}.
Unless otherwise noted, comphance
with visible emission standards 1s
cetermined on a 30-observation rolling
average basis.

Visible emission himitations for a new
by-product coke oven batte
constructed at 8 new coke plant
\"greenfield” construction) and for a
new battery constructed at an exusting
coke plant if it results in an incresse 1n

the plant's coke capacity. are based cn
the emission control performance
achieved by nonrecovery coke oven
batteries, which are 0.0 percent leexing
doors, topside port lids. end offteke
system(s) and 34 seconds of visible
emussions per charge.

The final standards also sddress bv-
product recovery batteries that mav use
a new technology in the future, such &s
larger ovens, operation under negative
pressure, or 8 process with emission
points different from those :aenufied :n
this rule. After December 4, 1992, an
owner or operator who constructs s new
by-product coke oven bettery or
reconstructs a by-product coke oven
battery and uses a new by-product
recovery technology must epply for e
cese-by-case determination of apphicable
emission limutations. These case-bv-cese
limits must be more stringent than 4 0
percent leaking doors for tall battenes,
3.3 percent leaking doors for short
batteries, 0.4 percent leaking lids, 2.5
percent leaking offtakes, and 12 seconds
per charge, or less than the equivalent

level of mass emissions sssocietec with
these visible emussion Limits.

For door emissions from new &-.¢
exasting nonrecovery coke Over
batteries, the NESHAP prowides &x
option of either: (1) Meeuxzg anc
recording an emission Lmtaton 0f G 0
percent leaking doors, cr {2} mon.tenag
and recording the pressure in esci, cven
or common battery tunze! &t leesti cnce
each day to ensure that the ovens ;¢
operated under negative pressure v
charging on ex:sting nonrecoven
batteries, the owner or operaior must
implement specific work practices New
nonrecovery batteries rmust install.
operate, and maintain 4% em:ssion
control system for the cepture and
control of charging emissions 1f cew
nonrecovery batteries ace constructed
with lids or offtake systems. these
batteries must meet [:m:ts of 0 percei
leaking topside port lids ard € ;ercet
leaking offtake systemls)

Standards for extension cf
compliance. As provided urcer sect:cn
112(i)(8) of the Act, the owner or
operator of an existing coke over, tsttery
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may choose to comply with alternative
emission standards to qualify for an
extens:on of the compliance date for
residual risk stand By November
15. 1963, coke oven emissions from
existing by-product coke oven battenies
are not to exceed 7.0 percent leaking
coors, 0.83 percent leaking topsids port
lids. 4.2 percent leaking offtake
system(s), and 12 seconds of visible
emissions per charge. For nonrecovery
batteries seeking an extension of the
compliance date for residual risk, the
owner or operator must meet the MACT
standerds for n batteries by
November 15, 1993. No additional
requurements are included in the rule
for LAER for n batteries.

The final standards rate a
tiered approach for LAER for door leaks
at axisting by-product coke oven
batteries oun this compliance track and
ons set of imits for LAER for the other
emission points. By January 1, 1998,
emissions are to be limited to: (1) 4.3
percent leaking doors for tall batteries
and batteries owned or operated by
foundry coke producers, (2) 3.8 percent
leaking doors for all other by-product
coke oven batteries, (3) 0.4 nt
leaking topside port lids, (4) 2.5 percent
leaking o&hs, and (3) 12 seconds of
visible emissions per charge. By January
1, 2010, emissions are to be redynoad to
4.0 percent leaking doors for tall
batteries and batteries owned or
operated by foundry coke producers,
and to 3.3 percant lesking doors for all
other by-product coke oven batteries,
uniess the Administrator has
established a more stringent emission
limitation under section 112(i}{8)(C). As
an alternative to the LAER limits for
percent leaking doors, the owner or
operator of & coke oven battery with
fewer than 30 ovens may comply with
a 30-run avarage of two or fewer leaking
coke oven doors per battery in lieu of
the emission limitations to be achisved
by 1998 and 2010.

The construction of 8 new battery at
an existing plant without an increase in
the plant's design capacity for coke

roduction is termed a “brownfield”

attery, and the complets reconstruction
of a battery from the existing pad.
without an increase in the plant’s design
capacity for coke, is called a “padu
rebuild.” Visible emissions from
browr:field or padup rebuild by-product
coke oven batteries (except specific
grandfathered batteries noted below) are
:imited to 3.3 percent leaking doars for
short batteries, 4.0 percent leaking doors
for tall batteries, 0.4 percent leaking
topside port lids, 2.5 percent leaking
offtake system(s), and 12 seconds of
visible emissions per charge. If these
crandfathered batteries do not

commence construction by july 1, 1996,
or 1 year after obtaining s construction
permit (whichever is earlier), then they
are subject to the more stringent LAER
limits; otherwise. they are subject to the
January 1. 1998, LAER limits. The
batteries eligible to be rebuilt under this
grandfather provision are Bethlehem
Steel’s Burns Harbor No, 2 battery,
National Steel’s Great Lakes No. 4
battery, and Koppers’ Woodward No. 3
banerz.
Under customary industry practice, a
*padup rebuild” occurs when the
existing brickwork of & battery is
removed and a replacement battery is
constructed on the old pad. Under the
final rule, a “padup rebuild” includes
any rebuilding project that effectively
constitutes a replacement of the battery
above the pad. even if soms portion of
the brickwork above tha pad is retained
{e.g.. an end wall or several courses of
bricks above the pad). Thus, a different
test is applied than the traditional
“‘recanstruction” test, which focuses on
whether the source is substantially
rebuikt. In other words, the term *‘padup
rebuild” is not synonymous with the
traditional term “reconstruction.”
However, any attempt to circumvent
inappropriately the more stringent door
requirement applicable to padup
n&ullds rulnid be found ta eonax'mr::l e
padup re . Accordingly, the rule
provides the Administrator (or
delegated State or local agency) the
suthority to determine whether a project
is a “padup rebuild.”

Batteries that were shut down but not
dismantled (“cold-idle batteries”) on or
after November 1S, 1990, can qualify for
the extension track. Upon restarting,
these batteries must-meet the LAER
limits for existing batteries and. if they
are brownfield or padup rebuild
batteries, they must meet the more
stringent LAER requirements for these
types of batteries. Battaries that were
placead on cold idle prior to November
15, 1990, may also qualify far the
extension track up to a total design
capacity for coke of 2.7 million Mg/yr,
which is based on 10 percent of the total
coke capacity at the end of 1990. The
EPA will process applications on a *first
come-first served basis.” The
procedures include provisions under
which an approval will lapse where a
serious intention to use the capacity has
not been demonstrated. if an approval
lapses, the capacity of the battery is not
included in the 2.7 million Mg/yr limit.
After approval, the battery must meet
the emission limits described above for
other cold-idle batteries.

The rules also o alternative
door leak standards, to be developed on
a case-by-case basis, for coke oven

batteries equpped with sheds. (Sheds
are enclosures attached to the side of a
battery that capture emissions and routs
them to control devices.) Using the
procedure descnbed in the rule. the
owner or operator may use an
alternative emission Limitation for door
leaks from a new or existing coke oven
battery equipped with & shed and
emission control device. The alternative
is expressed as the allowable percent
leaking doors for doors that are
controlled by the shed, an opacity limit
for the control device, requirements to
ensure that the structural integrity of the
shed is maintained, snd requirements to
ensure that the shed's evecuation rate is
maintained. An alternative emission
limit will be approved if it is shown that
the alternative achieves a reduction in
coks oven emissions from the doors
equal to or greater than the emission
reduction that would be achieved by
door leak emission controls installed to
meet the emission limitations in the
final standards. The determinstion of
equivalency is based on maintaining an
equivajent or lower mass emission rate
for coke oven emissions emitted fram
the shed's control device.
fnrdoorleaksundnﬂiu&edmtobo :
performed by the applicable by -
enforcement agency on a specified -
schedule (weekly or monthly). »
Test methods and inspections. Each of
ths visible emission limitations is based
on & 30-run e. To determine
compliance, a daily {once & day for 7
days) performance test is to be
conducted for each coke oven battery R
using Method 303, ‘‘Determination of k
Visible Emissions from By-product Coke -
Oven Batteries,” ar Method 303A,
*“Determination of Visible Emissions
from Nanrecovery Coke Oven
Batteries."
The procedures described in Method
303 require the observer to walk the
topside center line of by-product coke
oven batteries and count the number of
topside port lids and offtake systems
from which any visible emissions are
observed. To record leaks in the
collecting main, the observer is required
to walk along the topside edge closest to
the main and on the catwalk over the
main. Methods 303 and 303A require
the observer to count leaking coke oven
doors on by-product and nonrecovery
ovens as the observer traverses the coks
oven battery at ground level.
Various situations may arise that
prevent the observer from viewing a
daor or & series of doors. Priar ta the
door inspection, the owner or operator
may temporarily suspend charging
operations for the duration of the
inspection so that all of the doors can
be viewed by the inspector. Two options

k. el o .
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are included in the method for desling
with obstructions to view: (1) Stop the
stopwatch and wait for the equipment to
move or for the fugitive emissions to
dissipate before completing the traverse,
or (2) stop the stopwatch, skip the
affected ovens, and move to & position
to continue the traverse. f using the
second option, the observer must return
and inspect the affected ovens after
compisetion of the traverse. If the
equipment or fugitive emissions are s}l
preventung the observer from viewing
the doors, then the affected doors may
be counted as not observed. If option 2
is used because of doors blocked by
machines during charging operations,
then, of the affected doors, the observer
must exclude the door from the most
recently charged oven from the
inspection. The rule prohibits the owner
or operator from deliberately blockung
doors for the purpose of concealing door
leaks during an inspection.

For each daily test, the observer must
menitor and record five consecutive
charges from each battery and conduct
one valid and complete inspection of all
doors, topside port lids, and offtake
systems on each coke oven battery. The
daily test results and the calculated 30-
run average are provided to the owner
or operator and the implementing
agency by the observer. If the observer
missed an observation for a day, no
compliance determination is made for
that day; calculation of the rolling 30-
run average proceeds with the next
valid observation made by the observer.

The inspection requirements for the
alternative standard for sheds are
different in that inspections are to be
conducted once a week for safety
reasons. If compliance with the
alternative standard is achieved for 12
consecutive weeks, the inspection
frequency decreases to monthly
observations. If the limit is excesded in
any monthly inspectian, the monitoring
frequency increases to once & week.
Because of the reduced inspection:
frequency, the alternative standard 1s
not to be exceeded for any single
observaton and is not based on & 30-run
roliing average.

Each performance test 1s to be
conducted by a visible emission
observer, certified according to the
requirements of the test method end
provided by the applicable enforcement
agency at the company’s expense. (The
formula for paymesnt of expenses
included in the standard may be revised
afler s specified period to adjust the
workload assumption, based on the
enforcement agency's experience.} State
agencies will be delegated authanty to
ensure that the inspections are
conducted as required under the rule.

If a State is not delegsted
:mplementation suthonty or if a State 1s
delegated implementation suthonty and
the delegation has been revoked or
withdrawn, or if the EPA has reassumed
implementation suthority under
§63.313(b}, the regulation provides that
the EPA will be the enforcement sgency
end the owner or operator wall become
responsible for contracting the required
emissions inspections. A provisicn has
been inserted in the regulation that
requires the owner or operator of &
battery for which the EPA is the
enforcement sgency to enter into &
contract providing for the required
inspections to be performed by a
cerufied observer, at the expense of the
owner or operator. This requirement
would substitute for the rﬁuuemem to
pay the inspection fee. Such a contract
must be in place within thirty (30) days
of receipt by the owner or opsrator of
notice from the Administrator that the
EPA is the enforcement agency far the
butt:‘lx. The owner or operator may
consult with the Agency concerning the
terms of the contract and how it satisfies
the requirements of the regulation.

Lan has also been inserted in the
tion providing that the inspection
fee is to be paid on & quarterly basis, to
provide an owner or operator some
protection against having to enter into &
subsequent inspection contract for a
mriod of time for which an inspection
has aiready been paid. While it is
prudent to provide for the possibility of
the EPA having g;h .uumt; enforcement
egency responsibilities, the Agency
expects that it will rarely be required to
do so. Agency policy is to delegate
enforcement responsibilities under this
regulation to the States; it fully expects
that the States uniformly will undertake
these enforcement responsibilities, and
discharge them fully and adequately.

The certification requirements of
Method 303 include a requirement to
attend the lecture ion of the Method
9 training course, followed by classroom
training, field inspections, and
demonstration of proficiency n Method
303. Attendees of the course must
certify that they have satisfied a 12 hour
field observation requirement prior to
attending the Method 303 ceruficauon
course. A videotape explaimng Method
303 will be made evailable to tnterested
parties. This Method 303 training course
will be conducted by or under the
sanction of the EPA, and the field
training will include instructior from
axgorienced observers.

bserver proficiency will be
demonstrated during actual visible
emission tests to the satisfaction of a
panel of three experienced and cerified
observers. However, until November 15,

1994, the EPA may waive the
cerufication requirement (but not the
experience requirement) for panel
members. The panel members wiii be
EPA, State, or local agency personne)
who are designated by the EPA es
certified and qualified panel members
or pnivate contractors spproved by tte
Admunistrator. If the Administrator
deems it necessary, the EPA wiil
publish a list of qualified panel
members in a separate notice.

Work practices. The work practice
standarnﬁ require the owner or cpers:cr
of an existing or new coke oven battery
1o develop a written °&lan describing
emission control work practices to be
implemented for each battery. The pian,
required by November 15, 1993, must
include provisions for training and

rocedures for controlling emissions

m coke oven doors, charging
operations, topsid;)goﬂ lids, and offtake
system(s) on by-product coke oven
batteries. Similar requirements are
included for work practices at
nonrecovery batteries for door Jeaks &r.d
charging emissions. Under specified
conditions, the EPA msy require
revisions to the plan or the inclusion of
additional worlk{r;.,ﬁw or .
requirements. The EPA expects wor

ractice plans prepared for this ruie &nd
OSHA requirements to be
compatible and that the affected facility
will comply with both requirements.

For cofo oven batteries subject to
visible emission limitations under the
NESHAP cn November 15, 1993 (i.e.,
extension track batteries), the work
practice requirements become
applicable following the second
independent exceedance of the visit.e
emission limitation for a particuler
emission point in any consecutive €-
month period. The second exceedarce
is independent if it is separated from the
first by at least 30 days or if the 29-rur:
average, calculated after deleting the
highest observation in the 30-day
pericd, still exceeds the applicable
emission limit. A similar procedure is
used to calculate independence in the
case of charging emissions, under whic
the rolling logarithmic average 1s
recomputed, excluding the daily se: cf
observatons with the highest daily
arithmetic average. The owner or
operstor is required to implement the
work practice requirements applicable
to the emission point by no iater than

3 days after written notificatian of the
exceedance. The rule requirea tbat the
work practices be implemented each
day until the visible emission limutstion
for the emission point is achieved fcr 90
consecutive days.

The owner or operator of a coke oven
battery not subject to visible em:ssion
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umitations under the NESHAP unti}
Docember 31, 1998 (i.e.. a battery not on
the extension track), is required to
:mplement the prowvisions of the work
pract:ce plan for a particular emission
point subject to visible emission
nmtations under these NESHAP (i.e.,
coke oven doors, topside port lids,
offtake system(s), and charging
operauons) following the second
exceedance of & fedsrally enforceable
State or local ordinance, regulation,
order, or agreement for that emission
point. The standards require that the
work practice provisions be
implemented within 3 days of receipt of
wTitten notification from the applicabie
enforcement agency and continued until
compliance with the visible emission
limitation is achieved for 90 days from
the last exceedancs.

For cake oven batteries with an
approved altsrnative standard for sheds,
work practices for doors under the shed
must be implemented based on
exceedances of the alternative standard
for percent leaking doors undsr the
shed. If one side of the coke oven
battery does not have a shed, work
practices for coke oven doors must be
implemented based on exceedances of
the spplicable emission limitation for

that side of the bettery.

The Administrator may require
revisions to the work practice for
a particular emission point if are

two independent exceedances in the 6-
month period starting 30 days after the
work practices are required to be
implemented. The owner or operator
must notify the Administrator of any
finding that the work practices are not
related to the cause or the solution of
the problem within 10 days of receiving
a notification from the enforcement
agency concerning the second
independent exceedance. The
Administrator may disapprove a
revision or a statement & revision is
not needed. No more than two revisions.
per vear may be requested; however, &
revision n response to a disapproval of
a revision, voluntary revisions, and
statements that a revision is not needed
do not count toward this limit.

Flares. The standards also requirs the
installation, opsration. and maintenance
of a flare system (or equivelently
effective alternative control dewice or
system) by March 31, 1994, for the
bypass/bleeder stacks of each existing
by-product coke oven in
operaton as of December 31, 1995, that
1s capable of combusting 120 percent of
the normel gas flow generated by the
battery. New batteries must meet the
flare requirements when production
operations start.

The flare system must be designed to
meet the EPA flare specifications in 40
CFR 60.18 (New Source Performance
Standards), with certain modifications
1o taks into account the special
charactenstics of the gas stream. For
exampls, the specificattan for net
hea values in 40 CFR 60.18(c)(3] is
revised under the rule to establish a
design specification for the net heating
value of coke oven enrissions for steam-
assisted or air-assisted flares of 8.9 M}/
scm (240 Btu/scl) or greatsr. Installation
of the flare will nat constiturte a physical
or operational change for the purposes
of determining the spplicability of new
source review requirements. To qualify
for an exemption from the flare
installation requirement. the owner or
operator must submit e formal
commitment to permanent closure of
the battery by no later than 2 weeks
from today’s publication of the final
rule. in no case may a battery for which
the owner or operstor has submitted
such a closure notification oparate past
December 31, 1998.

Questions srose aftar proposal abaut
the intent of the provision in
§63.307(b)(3)(ii} of the rule, which

ires that ignition units be designed
with respact to the flams-
detection thermocouples. A clarifying
sentence was added to the rule to
explain the intant of this provision. The

intent was that the flame detection

are used only to indicate
the presence of a flame and are nat
intarlacked with the ignition units.
Consequently, ths flame detection
thermocouples do not affect the
operation of the ignitioa unit. In the
event that the thermocouples fail and
indicate the presence of a flame when
one does not exist, the ignition unit is
not deactivated and would continue to
ignite any bypassed
8 lleczngy g:ain. ‘lﬁcollocﬁng main
is to be inspected for leaks at laast once
daily under the final standards. Any
leaks detected must be temporarily
sealed within 4 hours; a permanent
repair must be initiated within §
calendar dsys of detection and
completed within 15 calendar days of
detection unless extended by the
Administrator. The tims date of
callecting main lsaks. temparary
sealing, and repair also must be
recorded

Startups, shutdowns, and
malfunctions. These provisions require
the owner or operator to develop a
written startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan that pravides for the
operation of the source in accordance
with good air pollution controt practices
far mintmizing emissions, and
procedures for correcting the

malfunction as quickly as practicable.
Associated reporting and recordkeeping
prowvisions also are included.

Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements. The regulation would
require that certain records be
maintained and the following reports be
submitted: compliance certifications,
notifications. and reports of
uncontrolled venting episodes and
certain startups, shutdowns, and
malfunctions.

For each 6-month period following
today's publication of the rule, the
owner or operator is required to submit
a semiannual compliance certification
attesting that: (1) No coke oven gas was
vented through the bypass/bleeder
stack; (2) coke oven gas was vented
through the bypass/bleeder flare system,
which operated properly: or (3) a
venting report was submitted because of &‘;
problems with the bypass/bleeder flare
system. Semiannual compliance
certifications are also required to attest
that: (1) No startup, sbutdown, or
malfunction event occurred, or such an
event did occur and a report was
provided as required; and (2} wark
practices were implemented according
to the work practice provisions, if
applicable.

The notification provisions include

uirements for owners or operatars to
notify the Administrator of the
compliance track election that has been
made for eech battery. In general, these
provisions allow batteries to 'straddle”
{i.e., elect both tracks) up until 1998,
when a binding commitment to one g
compliance track or the other must be 22
made.

The recordkeeping provisions require
owners or operators to keep specified
records and make them accessible to the
Administrator. These include certain
monitoring records, records reflecting
the implementation of work practice
plan provisions, and records related to
a startup, shutdown, or malfunction.

Records also are to be maintained of
data for the alternative emission
standard for doors, including opacity
data for the shed’s control device,
parameters that indicate that the
evacuation rate is maintained, records of
visual inspections, and operation/
maintenance records for a continuous
opacity monitoring system. For
nonrecovery batteres, records are
required of daily pressure monitering
and work practices for charging or, for
new nonrecovery batteries, of design
information for the charging emission
control system. In addition, design
information for flares or approved
alternative control devices or systems
must be maintained.
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Provisions are eiso included requuirine
the owner or operator to make records
or reports required to be maintained or
required to be submitzed to the
enforcement agency available to the
authonzed collecthive bargaining
representative for anspectuon and
copying. The owner or operatar must
respond 1o a request within a reasonable
penod of time. Except for emssior data
as defined in 40 CFR part 2, documents
{or parts of documeants} containing trade
secrets or confildential business
information do not have to be produced,
and the inspection or copying of
documents will not affect any
intellectual proparty rights of the owner
or operator in the documents.

Relationship to exasting regulations
and requirements. Provisions aiso are
included in the NESHAP that require
the owner or operstor to comply with all
applicable Stete implementation plan
(SIP) emission limitations (or subject to
any expirstion date, foderally

rceable emission Emitations

contained in an order, decree, permit or
settlement agreement) for the control of
emissions from charging operations,
topside port lids, ofReke system(s), and

e oven doars in effect an September
15, 1992. Any change to these existing
regulations must ensure thet the
applicable emission limitations and
format in effect an September 15, 1992,
will continue ta effect; that the change
includes « more monitoring
method and that no emiseian increase
will occur; ar that such modification
makes the emission lmitations more
stringant while halding the format
unchanged, mekes the format more
stringent wkrle holding the emission
limrtations unchangsd, or makes both
mare stringent. A provision also is
included that addresses the relstionship
of the coke oven NESHAP to section
112(g) and that concludes that section
112(g) requirements will not apply to
sources subject to the coks oven
NESHAP.

1. Summary of Envirenmental, Cost,
and Economic Impacts

No commants were received regarding
the environmental, cost, and economic
impact anatyses presented for the
proposed NESHAP, and no changes to
the analyses have been made for the
final rule. However, the list of operating
batteries in appendix A to the rule has
been revisad to inctude the nomrecovery
batteries. Additional informatian on the

rulemaking
57556, December 4, 1992) and the
docket.

Implementation of the MACT
stap is expected to reduce
nationwide coke oven emissions from
charging and leaks by the end of 1895
by about 80 percent to 160 Mg/yT, and
vmissians from bypass/bleeder stacks
will be reduced by at least 98 percant to
oo more than 17 Mg/yr. Implemen-
tation of the LAER standard is expected
to reduce nationwide coke oven
emissions by the beginning of 1998 by
90 percent to about 80 Mg/yr. Afer the
implementation of LAER and the
installation of flares an
stacks, the oversll reduction in coke
oven emissians is estimated at 94

rcent. Because the control techniques
ocus ou pollution prevention and
containment within the by-product
callection system, similar reductions in
emissions are for bath organic
particulate matter and for the volatile
organic compounds and other polhrtants
contained in coke oven emissions for

the sources controlled under these
standards.

The MACT standards for existing
bmm:l:uﬂ th::cb. using
without ttary
improved equipment snd increased
maintenance, training, and inspectiona.
The total nationwids capital cost of
MACT for battaries is estimated

at $66 million with a total annual cost
of $25 millian per year. Many batteries
are currently achieving the MACT levels
and would not incur sny significant
incresse in costs. The MACT standard {s

ed to increese the adf\:{n&u
coke by 0.2 percent and the price
foundry coke by 1.1 percent. Coke
production is projected to decrease by
0.7 percant for furnace coke and 1.1
g:anthbundrymh.l%mb
tteries are projected to close as a
result of ths MACT standard.
Tbe LAER standards may require the
installation of new doors and jambs or
the rebuilding of some of the oider
batteries. Assuming that all batteries
will elect to mest the LAER standards,
the total nationwide capital cost is
estimated to be $510 on with a total
annualized cost of $84 millian. Both of
these costs are curmrulative in that they
include the costs sssociated with
MACT. The LAER standurd is
rojected to increase the price of

cake by 0.7 percant and foundry
wbhyupem.hmcnh
pmmmm::dmtodt;gomby
21 foundry
prom:ndcambyzapcm
Two coke oven batteries producing
furnace coke are projected to closs and
one coke oven battery producing
foundry coke may close as & result of the
LAER stendard.

10. Public Partcipation

The EPA recognized the need far
Federal regulation of coks oven
emissions and the many issues and
challenges posed in developing,
prcposing, and promulgsting standards
to meet the requirements of the Act.
During the spring and summer of 1991,
the EPA met with representatives of the
industry, labor unions, States, and
environmental groups to discuss
available data ta be used as the basis of
the new regulations. A workshop format
was used to explore and clarify the
verying ts. Following these
informal discussions, the EPA
snnounced {ts intention to establish a
committee to negotiate & new approach
for the contral of coke oven emissions
(57 FR 1730, January 15, 1962} and
conducted formal meetings and
informal workshops over the next
several months to identify and resolve
the many issues associated with the
regulation of coks oven emissions (57
FR 4028, February 3, 1992; 57 FR 5267,
Pebruary 13, 1892; 57 FR 6830, February
28, 1992; 57 FR 19205, May 3, 1982).
The Committes members are listed in
Table 2.

TABLE 2. —COKE OVEN BATTERIES
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP
Members Afstion
David Anderson ... | Bethishem Swel Cor
: Pporalion.

Witiarn Becker .. | State and Temitoried As
Polution Program Ad-
ministalon/Associe-
ton of Local Al Poly-
son Control Otficiaia.

Lary Davis ... | Hoosler  Eswironmental
Counclt, Do

David Doniger ... | Natwal Rescurces
ferwse Councl.

Charles Drevna ... | Sun Cosl Company.

Martn Dusel . | Ciiizera Gas & Cols US-

Charles Goetz . | Allegheny County Heaith

Ralph Hal/Steve | Maryland Departmend of
Lang. e Envirconment
Phillp Harter ._._... | Faciitator.

Bruce Jordan . | Erwvborvnental  Proteciion

Ward Kelsey ‘
of Ervicorrmental Re-
sOMrCeR.

Charies Knaues . [ Swidler & Berin (sep-
resentng the American
ron and Swel Inss-
tste).

Pnilp USS, A Division of USX

Masciantonia,

Robert McNells . | Otizens Organized ©

David Menotl ... | Periins Cole
ing the American Coke
and Coal Chemicale
netde).
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TaBLE 2.—COKE OVEN BATTERIES negotation, this means that some

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBER-

sHiP—Continued
Memoers Affiliation

Tom Ranck ......... Indiana Department of
Environmentai Man-
agement.

John Seitz ............ Environmental Protection
Agency.

Michaal Shapo ... | Environmental Protecthon
Agency.

John Sheehan ..... | United Stesiworkers of
America.

Bruce Steiner ....... American lron and Steei
Institute.

John Stinson ........ National Steel Compora-
ton.

Shirley Virostek ... | Group Against Smog and
Pollution.

Michael Wright ..... United Steetworkers of
America.

Using various forums, the Committee
discussed many challe issues,
including the emission data to be used

to select a standard, potential regulatory

formats and numerical emission limits,
visible emission monitoring methods,
costs and economics, other emission
sources, and work practices. Associated
wsufs such : nfmummm and
implementation n aspects,
future research, and integration of the
proposed rule with EPA’s new
pe:nit’dng system also were identified

an

Several of the Committes meetings
were attended by representatives of
local citizens groups and members of
unions representing the workers at
several coke plants. The union
representatives made useful
presentations to the Committee on
several issues.

At the final negotiating session, the
major issues were resolved
conceptually.
reviewed drafts of the regulatory
language and the preamble, resolved
remaining issues, and signed a formal
agreement on October 28, 1992. The
Committee members have agreed to
support the standard as long as EPA
promulgates a regulation and preamble
with the same substance and effect of
the regulation and preamble that were
the subject of the final agreement.

It is important to note that the parties
to the negotiation concurred with the
regulation and preamble when
considered as a whole. The perties did
not attempt to agree on the accuracy or
conclusions reached in various docket
items (e.g., Regulatory Impacts
Analysis). However, some of these
documents served as background
information to assist the parties in

achieving a consensus. Inevitably in any

Thereafter, the Committes

parues may have made concessions in
one area 1n exchange for concessions
from other parties 1n other areas.

Interested parties also were advised
by public notice in the Federal Register
(57 FR 46854, October 13, 1992) of a
meeting of the National Air Pollution
Control Techniques Advisory
Committee (NAPCTAC) to discuss the
status of the NESHAP recommended for
proposal. (See Docket Item VIII-J-7.)

This meeting was held on November 18,

1992. The meeting wes open to the
public and each attendee was given an
opportunity to comment on the
standards recommended for proposal.

The standards were proposed in the
Federal Register on December 4, 1992
(57 FR 57534). Public comments were
solicited at the time of proposal, and
copies of the proposed rule were
distributed to interested parties. (See
Docket Item X-C~1.)

To provide interested persons the

opportunity for orel presentation of
data, views, or arguments concerning
the proposed standards, a public
heering was held on January 185, 1993,

in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. A total of

11 interested parties testified at the
public hearing issuos
relative to the p national
emission for coke oven

batteries. This hearing was open to the
public, and each attendee was given an
opportunity to comment on the
proposed standards. (See Docket Item
X-G-1)

The public comment period was from
December 10, 1992 to January 22, 1993.
The record was held open for an
additional 30 days to receive additional
comments in support of, or in rebuttal
to, the testimony presanted at the
hearing.

IV. Response to Public Comments

A total of 62 comment letters were
received regarding the proposed
standards. Commenters included one
engineering firm, one trade association,
one Federal agency, one State health
agency, representatives of
environmental groups in Pennsylvania,
and Pennsylvania citizens who reside
near the Clairton Works, the Nation’s
largest coke plant. A copy of each
comment received is included in the
rulemaking docket. A list of
commenters, their affiliations, and the
EPA docket number assigned to their
correspondence is given in Table 3.

" X-D-17

TaBLE 3.—LiST OF COMMENTERS oN-‘,~
PROPOSED  NATIONAL EMlSSlw
STANDARDS FOR COKE OVEN BAT.-~
TERIES . jﬁ

Docket ey
item Commenter and afhiiation "
number T

“

X-D-1 .. | Jonathan P. Deason, Director, Of " "¥
fce of Enwvironmental Aﬂdn,
U.S. Departmen of the interior,
Washington, DC 20240. R

Shirley Virostek. 1444 Wnﬂngm ry
Boulevard,

Port Vue, PA 1513,

X-D-2
X-D-3 ..

X-D—4¢ .

X-0-5 ..

X-D~6 ..

%X-D-7 ..

X-D-8 .. &
Monongaheia Boulevard, White : ,_ﬁ
Oak, PA 15121,

X-D-9 ..

Allegheny

Ridge Drive, Monroovulo PA:
151486.
X-D-10

xX-D-11
X-D-12

X-D—-13 | Shirley Schuitz, 111 Camuino Court,
Jefterson Borough, Clairton, PA
15025.

Hugh D. Young, 5746 Aylesboro
Avenue, Pittsburgh, PA 15217.
Milton Deaner, Amencan iron and

Stesl! institute.

Mark T. Engle. Amencan Coke
and Coal Chemucals institute.

David Doniger, Natural Resources
Defense Council.

S. William Becker, State and Terri-
torial Alr Poliuion Program Ad-
ministrators/Assocation of Local
Alr Poliution Control Officiais.

John J. Sheehan, United Steel
Workars of America.

Maris Kocoshis, President, Group
Against Smog and Poliution,
Post Office Box 5165, Pitts-
burgh, PA 15208.

Barbara D. Hays,1421 Wightman
Street, Pittsburgh, PA 15217,

X-D-14

X-D-15

X~D-16
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TABLE 3.—LIST OF COMMENTERS ON

TasLe 3.—L1ST OF COMMENTERS ON

TABtE 3.—L18T OF COMMENTERS ON

PROPOSED NATIONAL EMSSION| PROPOSED NANONAL EMISSION| PROPOSED NATIONAL BEMsSSION
STANDARDS FOR COKE OVEN BAT- | STANDARDS FOR COKE OVEN BAT- STANDARDS FOR COXE OVEN BAT-
TERIES—Continued TERIES—Continuved TERIES—Continued
Dockst Dockst Dochet
rtom Commenter and affilation Itemn Commenter and atffiaton item \ Commaenter and afffiation
number ¥ nuvber ¢ number
X-D-18 | Lawvence Stevish, 120 Bromx Ave- | X-D—41 s»-n&u;sumo-h- X-D-63 | Nency F. Parka, Glema O,
nue, Pittsburgh, PA 15228. ware Valley Citizervs Councll for 0::.201';:
X-D-19 | Judith Stack, 6408 Kentucky Ave- Clean A, 311 Juniper Street, Aaron Square, PAW'
nue, Pitsburgh, PA 15206. Room 603, Phisdelphla, PA 120, Aaronsburg, 6820~
X-0-20 | Galt Gregory. 19107. 0120,
X-0-21 | Nicholes Kyrlaz, 517 Avery Street, | X-0-42 | Marie Kocoshis, President, GrOuD | ™ | Trg gocket nmumber for this niesmaking e
Prwburgh, PA 15212, Against Smog and Poliuion, | o.79-18. Dockets are on fie at the EPA's A
X-D-22 | Diane Doyle, President, League of momuammss.ﬂm-mwmwmumt
Women burgh, PA 15208 18t Floor, 401 M Street, SW., Wi
County Councll, Community in- | X-D-—43 | Butch Alen, Jeflerson County De- | 20460.
formation Center, YWCA Fourth partment of Heaith, Biymingham, .
and Wood Strest, Pittsburgh, PA AL 95233, Most of the comment letters contained
15222, X-D-44 | Benore 220 North | multiple comments, which have been
X-D-23 | Elissa M. Welss, MD, 134 Dennis Ditwidge Stest, 301, | organized and eddressed under the
Drive, Glonshaw, PA 15116. Pitsburgh, PA 15213, following generel topics: General, Test
X-D-24 | Swzanne M. Broughton, Director. | y_n x| Donne Foljons, 307 Bulington | Methods and Monitoring, Reporting and
Nomhn“Etmem"nCa» Rosd, Pittsbusgh, PA 15221. Recurdkeeping, and Miscellanecus.
o, 2377 Orive. PE- | %048 | Prolessar W. W. Multna, Depart Theee comments have been carefully
O 118 Hetberton ment of Metlurgical considered, and, where determined to
X-D-25 | Masy Edmonde, 1116 ing and Mairisie Science, Car- | |0 by the Administrator,
e L Batn ui0, G2 negie-takon - Lnhersty, 8309 | ©5 SPPOpEIA BY 18 e ol
X-0-28 | Masrvin L. Bellin, MD, Clinical As- Ween Hal, Piisburgh, PA been made ]
Universty o Pilsburoh \iedcy 15213, F Ty oot Aoy by
X Ms. Jonnt Pleln, 121 Koltar | and the Agency’s responses
Corter, 3811 Ohara Svoet O e Mcemeport, PA 16130, | below.
X-D-27 | Barbara Adier, 6019 Wehesiey Av- | X048 %"""’m“' Tesktort. | A. General
X-D-28 “M“"M:"_ PA 15208 Councl, Benedum Trees Bulid- |  ~, . mons- A total of 57 environmental
X-D-29 |Lode Fresman, 388 Caven "'m"‘”:;"a”m ps and local citizens comment that
mam. PA 15238 MPA;“' mmposod standards are too weak; 35
X-0-30 { Matthew R. Brswwes. X-D-49 Mﬂ mm Pm o(mgo?mmww,m
X-0D-31 mmwpuuoom X Betsy Ensminger, 4118 Winterbum | that the rule does not pro mfhsm
Presarv Associaton, Putsourgh, PA 15207. | incentive for hnptovamm from
16374, X-D-61 | Maryann Hodzic, 2;:‘1 A Pennsylvania, w mguregu]nmry
X y L Cimino, 5138 -0-62 | Suzanne Baliey, 1112 Greenfield cnnmhmalmd in prectice
Suast. Pimsburgh, PA 15224 X wrgh, PA 15217 tovs XoD-2, X-D-3, X-D—4, X~
2632 Avenus, Pittsburph, . {commenters ’
X-0-33 | Terr Polesky. X~D-53 | Patricia B. Pelkofer, 252 South | D-8, X-D-13, X-D~14, X-D-16, X-D-
X-D-34 Coligurs, GWC Buliding, Winebiddle Strest, Pittsburgh, | 17, X-D-18, X-D~18, X~-D-20, X~-D-21,
Aparvnent 712, Claion, PA PA 15224, X-D-22, X-D-23, X-D-25, X~-D-27, X-
150251754, X~D-54 | Peggy Alen Hedish, 531 Alendy | 23 X-D-28, X-D-31, X-D~32, X-D-
X-D-35 | Samuel Hays, Chak, Conservation Averue, Pitsburgh, PA 15218. 1 33 X_D 40, X-D-41, X-D-42, X-D—44,
Commites. o Chb. Ao | X-0-85 | dm Lampl, 607 Cherckee Steel. | X 1, 45 X146, X-D—47, X-D—49, X~
-k A s BN rwin, PA 15842 D-50, X-D-52, X-D-58, X-D-60, X-D-
Street, Prtsburgh, PA 15217 X-D-56 | AL Joseph Weinzaptel. 5-Q Jennry | and X-D-63)
X-D-36 | Robert DeTorre. Group Against Lynn Court, Phitsburgh, PA ’ : tha
Smog end Polation, 1500 15239, Response: The EPA agrees that some
Monongahela Boulevard, Whits | 4 o oo Mary Burtendo, 241 Shver Oak | of the batteries in Allegheny County
Oak, PA 15131. Drive, Pltsturgh, PA 15220. have achieved exemplary levels of
X-D-37 | Shifley Virostek, Group Against| y g4 | ey 8. Kostaios, Chethem Co- | emission control performancs,
oy end | Poflation, 144 lege, Woodand Roed, Pitts- | especially five batteries that are either
Vue, PA 15133, ) burgh, PA 15232-2628. new ar recently rebuilt and are subject
p Onio R Basin X-D-59 |Mr. and Mrs. louis E. Eback, to some of the most emission
X-D-38 [ Janet Strahosky, \‘;;‘m Kingston Apastments, Number limits in the Nation. Pesfarmance dsta
. 41135, Putsburgh, PA 608, Pittsburgh, PA 15202 that were collected as a part of
mal . X-D-60 | Dr. Maryarm Donovan-Peluso, 643 AneghmyCmﬂ‘lmth rogram
x-0-38 | Dannie Wrters, Siera Cu, East East Snd Avenue, FRSBUTM. | played a major cmtbomh
em Pm G'Q:“Fbov X061 | Cindy J. Corbett, 5703 Jackson @ emission limits in ul X
Cathari : Steet, Number 2, Pittsburgh, PA addiuon. coke oven batteries
Phiadaiphia, PA 19147. s Alhshﬂlr pioneered the
x-0—40 s::m o5 mwﬁ ’ maxnﬁmofcomhfm
town, PA 18102 emissiom frombypcss/bloodormcks
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for which controls bave been included
as a provision in the rule.
Consequently, other coke oven
batteries in the United States wiil obtain
significant emission reductions as they
achieve the control levels demonstrated’
by the best performing batteries in
Allegheny County. However, the EPA
does not agree that the NESHAP will not
result in additional improvement in
emission control for the Allegheny
County batteries. The format of the rule
requires step-wise improvements in
emission control over time (e.g.,
compliance with the most stringent
limits for batteries on the extension
track is required by January 1, 2010).
Although the November 1993 limits,
which were gpecified in the Clean Air
Act for batteries on the extension track,
will result in only a inal
improvement in control for batteries in
Allegheny County, the step-wise
increase in stringency will require all of
the coke oven batteries in the County to
improve their to comply
with the LAER emission limits. As the
standards increass in stringency over
time, ths emission control performance
of most of the batteries in the County
must improve to maintain compliance.
For example, 12 of the 19 batteries must

improve door leak control to meet the
2003 MACT limits for t leakdng
doors (based on 1990 ). To meet the

extension track limits in 2010, a total of
18 of the 19 batteries must improve door
leak control.

The EPA examined emissian control
gerformanee data for the USS-Clairton

atteries separately end for all of the
Allegheny County batteries collectively
when they were operating st normal
capacity in 1989 and 1990. The data for
percent | doors, percent leaking
topside port lids, percent leaking offtake
system(s}, and seconds of visible
emissions per charge showed that if the
12 USS-Clairton batteries were placed
on the extension track, emissions at
their current level of performance
would be reduced by 65 percent by 1998
and 70 percent by 2010. If these
battenes are placed on the MACT track.
current emissions would be reduced by
40 percent by 1995. If all 19 batteries at
the 3 coke plants in Allegheny County
are considered, emissions at their
current level of performance would be
reduced on the extension track by 70
percent in 1998 and by 75 percent in
2010. [f these batteries are placed on the
MACT track, emissions would be
reduced by 50 percent in 1985. (See
Docket Item X~B-1.)

As a consequence of the staged
reduction in coke oven emissions, the
sxposure of residents to these emissions
will also decrease. In addition, the 1990

Amendments to the Act specifically
address citizen exposure by requiring
the EPA to address the risk remaining
after technology-based standards are
imposed. The EPA is to issue these
standards within B years of
promulgation of the MACT standards.
Comment: Two commenters (X-D-2
and X-D—49) fear that coke plants in
Allegheny County will lide" from
existing control requirements (i.e., that
the NESHAP may replace or ‘‘water
down' regulatory controls already in
practice). In support, one commenter
submits thet the long-term average
performance at Clairton Coke of 4.3
percent leaking doors compared to the
statutory long-term average performance
of 5.8 percent leaking doors will result
in relaxation of local standards.
Response: Provisions are included in
the to prevent this situation. A$
discussed in th::mmblo at 57 FR
57544 (and stated in §63.312 of the
regulation), a SIP cannot be revised to
be less stringent than it was prior to
September 15, 1992. The coke oven
batteries in Allegheny County will
remain subject to any applicable State or
local regulations in addition to this rule.
Thus, the final standards will
supplement and not weaken any
controls now in place. The

8 sxample of & Jong-term avera
5.8 pueunt%uhng doors refers to the
November 1993 limits specified in the

Act and not to the more stringent
emission limits developed by the Coke
Oven Battery Committee that
must be met at staged intervals (starting
in December 1995 for MACT nndi
exten through January 2010 for
LAER)%Q emission limits developed
by the Committee will require long-term
lnrformnnco levels below 5.8 percent
eaking doors.

Come:lu: Local envix:;:mntdm
groups and citizens resi near the
Clairton facility do not agree with the
scope of control undser the proposed
rule. According to commenters X-D--3,
X-D-8, and X-D—42, controls are
warranted for quenching, combustion
stacks, pushing, and decarbonization.
Combustion stacks, pushing, and
decarbonization operations are also
substantial sources of particulate matter
warranting control, particularly in a
PM-10 (particulate matter less than 10
microns in diameter) nonattainment
area (commenters X-D-2, X-D-3, X-D-
39, X-D—41, X-D—42, and X-D-53).
Emissions of PM-10 are of great concern
to the commenters because these
aerosols can be contaminated with
toxins and inhaled into the lungs.

Response: The EPA believes that the
emission points subject to the rule are
the major sources of the listed

hazardous air pollutant “coke oven
emissions” associated with a well-
meintained and properly operated coke
oven battery. The controls and work
practice requirements included in the
rule wall provide concurrent control of
many air toxics and hazardous .
pollutants included in the coke oven
emissions from batteries or bypass/
bleeder stacks. As discussed in the
prearble. toxic or hazardous air
pollutants (organics, metals, and
particulate matter) can also be emitted
from other sources such as quenching,
pushing, combustion stacks. and '

decarbonization operations. In many P

cases, these emission points are subject
to existing State or local regulations and
consent docreolm . New Fed:nnl N
regulations affecting air emissions from
other emission sources in the plant aiso
are now being implemented (e.g.,
NESHAP for by-product plants and
benzene waste operations), which will
result in emission reductions for
benzene (and other hazardous
pollutants) and volatile o:rn.ic
compounds. In addition, the EPA plans
to collect information on emissions and
emission control technologies for air
emission sources associated with .
ferrous man and will develop
MACT standards for them prior to the
year 2000. The ferrous man

source categories will include: (1)

Review of the existing NESHAP for coke
by-product recovery plants; (2) pushing.
quenching, and battery stacks; (3)
ferroalioys production; (4) integrated

iron and stee! manufacturing; (5)
nonstainless steel manufacturing; (6)
stainless steel man ; (6) iron
foundries; (7) mélfoundﬂos; S.:ed (8)

steel pickling—HCI process. Docket
Itemapvm-}-s and X-I-1.) Although the
EPA understands and sympathizes with
the commenters’ desire for immediate
further regulation of all emission points

at these facilities, Congress did not
mandate immediate controls for the
emission points mentioned in their
comments, and the EPA is not

preciuded from adopting regulaticns

one step at a time.

Commert: Local environmental
groups and citizens point to the high
levels of unregulated toxic and
hazardous pollutants emitted from the
coke plants in Allegheny County.
According to Commenter X-D-42, State
legislation will not allow more stringent
controls on coke ovens than thoss
required under the 1990 Amendments.
in addition, coke plants in the
Pittsburgh area are located in heavily
industrialized river valleys that are
ptone to air inversions (commenters X-
D-3, X-D-38, X-D-47, X-D—48, X-D—
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49, X-D-55, X-D~57, X-D-60, and X~
D-63). The commenters ask that
additional consideration be given to
Allegheny County, whicb has the largest
coke plant in the country, the largest
concentration of coke oven batteres,
and possibly the highest level of citizen
exposure. They ask for the development
of special standards speaific to
Aliegheny County, s special hesith
study, or for national standards that are
geared to local commurities where
pollution exposure 1s particularly bad
due to meteorology, clusters of facilities,
local terrain, s1ze of the facility, and/or
total emissions from the facility
(commenters X~-D-35, X-D~36, X-D-38,
X~-D—41, X-D—42, X-D-53, X-D-58, X~
D-61, end X-D-63). Commenter X-D-
18 also suggested innovative approaches
such as: (1) Fostertng pollution
prevention by including incentives for
plants to invest 1n technology to reduce
the volume of pollutants genersted
during the production process, (2}
providing tax incentives for pollution
reduction or research and development,
(3) using money from fines to fund
research and development of new
technologies and methods, snd (4)
performing an international study on
coke gven pollution control so new
developments can be incorporated in
the plant.

Response: The {rovisions in the Act
with respect to coke ovens require the
development of & technology-based
standard to be followed by the
development of & residual risk standard
st a later date. The EPA certainly has
acted reasonably in developing rules
cansistent with this approach. The
opronumty for special provisions for
Allegheny County, or any other location
that mey have high exposure levels and
bigh nsk, wall be available under the
nsk standard. The final standards sre
technology-based and ere applhied
uniformliy to all coke plants in the
United States. These coke plants all use
the same cokemakung process and the
same emission control technology
applies to each of them; consequently,
thers was no basis for a special
subcategorization for battenes in
Allegheny County. However, the nisk
standard to be developed must address
the site-specific nature of any high
levels of residual nsk that might remain
after today's final standards ere
:mplemented.

he EPA 1s also interested in
innovative approeches, and there are
continuing and emerging efforts in this
area. The EPA has idenufied and
1nvestigated the ments of new
technology (including form cokemaking
and, more recently, the jewell
nonrecovery process) and attempts to

stay informed of any rew foreign
developments, especiaily by core oven
battenes 1n Great Bntain, Germany, and
jspan. Studies of new technoiog.es are
planned in an effort administered
jointly by the U.S. Depantment of Energy
and the EPA as requirea under t:e Act.
{See Docket ltem VIII-}-1)
Consequently, many of the commenter’s
suggestions are now be:ng evalusted
through funding of research and
development programs to improve coke
oven emission control technology.

Comment: A total of 42 commenters,
consisting of local environments|
groups and Allegheny County residents,
argue that the standards are not
adequate to protect public heeith
(commenters X-D-2, X-D-3, X-D—4, X~
D-13, X-D-14, X-D-16, X-D-17, X-D-
18, X-D-20, X-D-21, X-D-22, X-D-23,
X-D-26, X-D-27, X-D-29, X-D-30, X~
D-33, X-D-34, X-D-35, X-D-36, X-D~
37, X-D-39, X-D—41, X~-D—42, X-D—44,
X-D-45, X-D-46, X-D—47, X-D—48, X-
D49, X-D-50, X-D-51, X-D-52, X-D~
53, X-D-54, X-D-56, X-D-57, X-D-58,
X-D-59, X-D-60, X-D-61, and X-D-
63). In support, commenters cite various
cancer risk estimates of 1 in 55 over 70
years (commenters X-D-4, X-D-33, X~
D-39, and X~-D—41); 1 in 100 over 70
years (commenters X-D-52 and X-D-
54); 1 in 300 over 70 years {commenter
X-D-53); u range of 1 in 55 to 1 in 300;
and 1 in 800 after control for
benzo(a)pyrene (commenter X-D-58).
Commenter X-D—42 states that recent
benzo(a)pyrene readings from an
embient monitor atop a local school
equate to & cancer risk of 1 in 240.
Commenter X-D-39 compares the nsk
level after control to the 1 in 1,000,000
benchmark used in Clean Water Act
regulations. Many of the commenters
also point out that these nsk esurnates
do not include risks other than lung
cancer or chronic effects, the effects of
other toxic and hazardous poiluants,
emissions from other sources and
facihities 1n the ares, or special impacts
on the elderly or children. In support,
commenter X-D-60 c:tes & recent
journal article (“Molecular and Genetic
Damage in Humans from Eavironmental
Pollution in Poland,” Perers et &l.,
Nature, 360:256—258) regarding the
health effects of exposure to polycychic
aromatic hydrocarbons from industnal
and residential burning of coal. Many of
the commenters state that thus nisk is not
acceptable and ask that the proposal be
revised or withdrewn. Commenter X-D—
35 also states that the Federal Register
notice is insufficient becauss
information as to the relative nsk to
surrounding communities is not
presented.

Response: The proposed emission
Limits were developed under the 1620
Amendments o the Act and are basea
on available emission control
technology and the performence teveis
tbat are achievable by the technology
The Act specifically defers immec:ate
implementation of residual nsk
standards. Estimates of nsk to the
surrounding commumty ssimply do not
play & role 1n the development of MACT
standards. (See sections 112(d)(8) (&)
and (c).) However, the EPA 1s required
under the Act to develop residual nsk
standards within the next 8 years.
Provisions within the Act will allow
certain batteries to defer meeting this
risk standard until the year 2020. To
defer the risk standard, these battenes
must meet the more stringent LAER
emission limits.

Comment: Commenters X-D-2, X-D-
16, X-D-35, X-D~37, X~D-42, and X~
D—63 believe the regulatory negotiation
process was unfair, exclusive, and tiited
in favor of the industry over the
interests of the citizens of Clairton.

Response: In any negotiation process,
it is sometimes difficult to understand
that some parties may have accepted
certain provisions in exchange for
others in order to reach consensus on
the regulation as a whole. No one group
or individual involved in the
negotiations agreed with all the
requirements or obtained sll desired
provisions. Many new precedents were
set in this regulation (e.g., independent
daily monitoring paid for by the
industry), emission controls were
included for one major emission point
{bypass/bleeder stacks) bevond the
battery proper, and strong work practice
requirements were included. The
emission reductions achieved by the
rule wall bring improvement to the
community of Clairton as well as to
other communities in the countrv where
coke oven batteries are located When
viewed as a whole, the rule wes
accepted by many different parties w th
diverse interests.

The commenters speak of excius:cn
from the process. The EPA sctively
solicited public parucipation in this
rulemaking process, and responc:nz to
these comments on the proposal is a
continuing part of that effort. For

practical reasons, not all citizens can
participate in a regulatory negot:stior:;
however, an effort was made to ensure
that aitizens and aitizen groups. such as
the Group Against Smog and Pollution.
ware represented on the Advisory
Commuttee. [n additien, there have been
several opportunities for direct
involvement by individuals, including
NAPCTAC meetings, 8 1987 pubhic
hearing in Clairton, Pennsyivanis, snd &



57908 Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 206 / Wednesday, October 27, 1993 / Rules and Regulations

recent public hearing in Philadelphia.
Pannsylvana. Several apportunities
have aiso been given for the submission
of written comments, all of which have
peen considered.

The EPA also believes it is productive
for local citizens and environmental
groups to continue to work with the
industry, States, and local agencies to
address site-specific problems and
develop solutions. Local citizens have
been effective in obtaining improved
ermission control of coke oven batteries.
and the benefits of their sfforts are now
being applied to coks batteries
nationwide under these NESHAP.

Comm:;u: ?:.mmmur X-D-37
suggests that the language in the
regulation be clarified :g. require an
1gnater for each bypass/bleeder stack as
opposed to an iguniter for each battery.
No alternative method or allowance
standard should be permitted.
According to the commenter, the EPA
aiso should update the preambie to state
that 13 venting incidents had occurred
over a 4-year period (1987 through
1990) nnu;;r( 12 incidents over a 3-
year period (1887 through 1989).
Commentsr X-D-47 believes the EPA
erred in requiring bleeder stack flares
only for sutomatically operated stacks
and that man operated stacks
would still be allowed to vent raw gas.

Response: The standards do not
require an igniter for each bypass/
bleeder ; instead, a bypass/bleeder
stack flare system must be installed that
1s capable of controlling 120 percent of
the normal gas flow generated by the
battery. This approach will provide the
desired level of control, without
imposing on battery operators the
unnecessary additional costs that would
be associated with & requirement to
install flares on each bleeder stack. or a
requirement to dismantle bleeder stacks
that are not themselves individuaily
igniter-equipped. The regulstion
prohibits venting other than through the
fars system (or approved elternative
control device), which provides an
adequate safeguard against venting raw
coke oven gas to the atmosphere. The
EPA anticipates that most owners or
operators will comply with these
requirements by installing flares on one
or more bypass/bleeder stacks. Coke
oven gas would be routed to these flares
(e g.. through ths collecting main). The
dampetrls1 on any other bypass/bleeder
stacks that were not ipped
would be closed, whimg gerevem
coke oven gas from being emitted to the
atmosphere through thess bypass/
bleeder stacks. The requirement to
nstall a bypass/bleeder stack flare
system applies to both automatically or
manuaily operated stacks. With

approval by the Administrator, an
equivalent, alternative system with a
destruction capability of at least 98
percent can also be used so as not to
preclude the use of new or improved
technology.

Comment: Commenter X~-D-2
believes that daily inspections are
unworkable 1n the long run and wril not
compensatae for a 30-day rolling average
computstion. Other cammenters add
that the 30-day average smooths out all
the spikes and, over time, masks real
probiems (commenters X-D—4, X-D-9.
X-D-13, X-D-14, X-D-16. X-D-21, X~
D-22, X~-D-25, X-D-27, X-D-29, X-D-
31, X-D-33. X-D-38, X-D—41, X-D—42,
X-D—47, X-D-52, X-D-53, X-D-56, and
X-D-60).

Response: This issus was discussed at
length by the Advisory Committee, and
an sgreement was reached that would
provide for limits based on a 30-run
average for the rule while maintaining
single-run limits for S[P's and consent
decrees. Ths format of the rule is & 30-
run average to reflect long-term
emissions end levels, which
are associated with chronic health
effects. However, the 30-run average
will also limit the frequency and extent
of some short-term excursions because &
single high excursion can resuit in
exceeding the 30-run limit for that day,
and repeated poor performance msy
result in exceedance of the 30-run limit
on additional days. Each daily
exceedance of the 30-run limit may be
considered a violation. If daily single-
run limits were developed that were
statistically equivalent to thess 30-run
limits, the single-run limits would have
been significantly higher than the 30-
run limits.

In addition. current SIP's and consent
decrees are enforced based on exceeding
a limit for any single observation. These
limits will remain in effect (see the
previous discussion of “backsliding")
and provide a cap for a short-term
excursion from s single high
observation. The Committes agreed that
the preferred approach would apply a
30-run averaze for the rule, with
in?ecﬁons by independent observers,
and the maintenance of current single-
run limits in SIP’s,

Another factor that should result in
fewer short-term excursions under the
rule is that daily inspections are
required. Many batteries. including
those in Allegheny County, are
inspected less frequently by the
enforcement agency. In many cases, the
data from these daily inspections can be
used to improve the enforcement of
SIP’s and consent decrees.

Comment: According to commenter
X~D-135, the Federal Register notice of

proposal is also deficient becausa it did
not present detailed information on
discussion of the relative performance
of vanous coke oven battenes at
different levels of technical capab:lity.
Response: The EPA does not egree
that the notice of proposed rulemaking
is deficient. The pace of the negotiations
precluded compiling and analyzing the
data in the level of detail desired by the
commenter. However, all information
and data considered by the Committes
are in the docket and available for
public inspection. Thess include
performance data for individual
batteries, dats summaries, and e listing
of batteries ranked by performance. This
information was made available during
the negotiation process to all Committes
members. including the representatives -
from the Group Against Smog and
Pollution. ‘

B. Test Methods and Monitoring

Comment: Commenter X-D-12
explains that certain coke plants in
Jefferson County, Alabama are

rforming charging and pu.:hhﬁ
g;ontiom at night when surveillance is
not possible. For this reason, only a
portion of Method 303 can be enforced.

Response: If a facility and
charges only at night, then that facility
maust, at its option, change their
schedule and charge du.rin{'dnylight 3
hours or Yrovido edequate lighting so ‘
that visible emission inspections can be
made at night. “*Adequate lighting" will
be determined by the enforcement
agency.

Comment: Commenters X-D-33 and
X-D-48, residents of the Pittsburgh
area, note that coke oven emissions are
higher at night and on weekends and
holidays.

Response: The standards should
eliminate this problem because
independent monitoring will be
required 7 days a week, including
htnidays. This type of enhanced
monitoring, coupled with the new work
practice rules, is expected to aid in
improving emissions control.

mment: Commenter X~D-12 asks

how to differentiate ovens and the
proper emission limits for merchant
plants or batteries that produce a
percentage of furnace and foundry coke,
and if this compounds the required
monitoring calculations.

Response: The definition of “foundry
coke producer” included in the rule
does not require differentiating ovens or
additional monitoring calculations for
daily inspections if the battery changes
the type of coke produced during the
year. The coke plant iz considered to be
a foundry ucer and subject to
numericsl limits for foundry coke plants
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\f the annual design capacity on january
1, 1992, was less than 1.25 million Mg/
vt {not including the capacity of the
speafic battenes idenufied under

§ 63.300(d)(2) of the rule or cold-1dle
battenes included in the design capsaty
pursuant to § 63.304(b)(6) of the rule)
and the piant was not owned or

operated by an integrated steel producer
ss of that date.

Comment: Commenter X-D-12 asks
who is responsible for the cost of
inspections on days when inspections
cannot be performed (i.e., in the cese of
bad weather). Commenter X-D—41 asks
what happens if the responsible agency
fails to have the inspections done?

Response: The fees to be paid by the
industry to cover the cost of monitoring
and inspections will be pravided
annually with the expectation that
inspections occur each day. The size of
the fee is a function of the number of
batteries at the plant, and it is not
affected by the number of inspections
that are made. Provisions are included
in the rule to account for data from deys
on which inspections of ane or more
emission points cannot be performed;
however, the EPA expects that this
situation will occur very infrequently. If
a State is not enforcing the program es
required, the EPA regional office may
take over and implement the
enforcement program. In addition, the
Act contains provisions to ensure that
the enforcement agency does fulfill its
obligations under the law.

Comment: Commenter X~-D-12 asks if
industry is still responsible for the cost
of Method 303 inspections to enforce a
SIP or consent decree with more
stringent requirements.

Response: In the negotistions, the
industry agreed to pay for Method 303
inspections. As long as Method 303 is
applied, the cost of Method 303
inspections will be borne by the
industry and will be based on the
formula in the rule. Any data collected
by Method 303 that are consistent with
the SIP or consent decree inspection
method can be used to enforce the SIP
or consent decres. If the SIP or consent
decree requires additional labor hours
heyond those allotted for the Method
303 observer under this rule, the cost of
these additional hours is not covered
under the rule’s formula for inspection
cost.

Comment: Commenter X—D—43 asks
EPA to clarify that emission fees
collected under title V of the Act are not
to be used to pay for the required
inspectiona. The inspection fees are 1n
addition to the title V fees.

Response: In the negotiations, it was
understood that the inspection fees
required under this rule ere in addition

to title V fees, so long as the title V fees
do not cover the inspections required
under this rule. {See § 63.309(a)(4)(111).)

Comment: Commenter X-D-12 asks
bow many lids count in the caiculation
of percent leaking lids where there are
four lids per oven but only three are
ever used for staged g- The
concern is over the total number of lids
that should be used in the denom:nator
?{i the calculation of percent leaking

ids.

Response: If the fourth lid can be
removed and is used for charging or
decarbonizing during normal operation,
the calculation of percent leaking lids
should be based on four lids per oven.
1f the fourth lid is not used for charging
or decarbonizing during normal
operation, the calculation shouid be
based on three lids per oven.

Comment: Commenter X-D~12 notes
that the term ““B” in the equation for
determining costs for inspections (see
57 FR 57567) is not defined.

Response: The “B" in the cost
equation is a Federal Register
typographical error and was not
intended as part of the equation.

C. Reporting and Recordkeeping

Comment: Commenter X-D-12
suggests that the rule require all plants
to report their commitment to either the
MACT cor LAER standard in 1893, with
po provision for g their initial
decision to avoid situstions where
inspectors are hired but not needed
because the plant decides t¢ drop from
the extension track.

Response: The rule sllows the plants
to “straddle” until a binding declaration
is made in 1998. This means the owner
or operator of the battery iz question has
chosen to meet both the MACT and
LAER limits, and monitoring would
begin in November 1993 rather than
1995. If the owner or operator of a plant
changes from LAER to MACT in 1995,
the plant will be required to meet
MACT standards, which wall require
daily inspections. A commitment to
meet the November 1993 }im:ts is &
commitment to pnfl for the cost of caily
inspections annually, starticg in
Novembaer 1993.

Comument: Commenters X-D-9 and
X-D—41 urge EPA not to unplement seli-
certifying reporting requirements under
the standards. (See 57 FR 57539 )
Previous Federal and industry
experience with self-cerfication has
not worked according to these
commenters.

Response: The rule includes the
innovative provisions for daily
inspections by an independent observer
who must meet specific training
requirements to qualify as s visible

emission inspector. Because the
:ndependent inspector will make the
visible emission observations fcr
compliance determinations, the Agency
does not agree that self-certification :n
the initial or semiannual compl:ance
cerufications included in the reporting
requirements will, in this case. present
the problems implied by the
commenters.

D. Miscellaneous

Comment: Commenters X-D—4. X-D-
9, X-D-13, X~D-14, X-D-16, X-D-21.
X~-D-22, X-D-27, X-D-28, X-D-29, X-
D-31, X-D-33, X-D-38, X-D-39, X-D-
41, and X-D-53 believe penalties for
violations should be included 11 the
rule.

Response: The commenters are
misteken that the rule fails to provide
for civil and criminal penalties.
Penalties for violations are not c:ted in
the rnule because enforcement of the r:le
{and permit requirements) is the
respansibility of the EPA ar delegated
State (i.e., & State with an approved
operating permit program}. Provisions
for maximmum pona!tio;o(i:p)to $25,000

day per emission t) are
mudzr in the Act. The 30-day rolling
average is calculated each day;
consequently, a penalty can be essessed
each day for any exceedance of the limut
for each emission point. However,
penalties are assessed at the discretion
of the enforcement agency, which may
consider many factors (frequency,
durstion, severity of violstion, good
faith efforts to correct, etc.) in
determining an appropriate penalty. 1o
addition, the Act includes provisions to
ensure that the enforcement agency
fulfills its responsibilities unde: the
law.

Comment: Commenter X-D-12 ssks :f
new operating permits based on Method
303 need to be issued now if the LAER
track is followed.

Response: Yes, but approvel of the
State permit program is required beiore
operating penuits can be issued. As
discussed in the preamble 8t 57 FR
57555, the EPA intends to delegate
authority for implementing the NESHAP
1o the States as soon &s possible efer
promulgation.

The LAER standerds will beccme
effectve on November 15, 1993. Under
the final rules establishing requ:rements
for State operating permit programs (40
CFR part 70}, States must submit
proposed permit programs to EPA for
approval by November 15, 1993,
Sources subject to the permit progsam
must submit complets permit
applications within 1 year after s State
program is approved (including an
interim approval) or, where the State
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program 1s not approved, within 1 year
after 8 program is promuigated by the
EPA.

Comment: Commenter X-D~37
suggests the rule should include
provisions for planned outages.
Companies should be required to notify
the regulatory agency of work plans at
least a week in advence. This, coupled
with a followup report, would prevent
a plant from hiding emission releases
during a planned outage.

Response: As discussed in the
preamble to the propased ruls (see 57
FR 57548, Decamber 4, 1992), the owner
or operator must operate and maintain
the battery and its air pollution control
technology at all times, including
during startups, shutdowns, and
mealfunctions, in a manner consistent
with good air pollution control practices
for minimizing emissions to the levels
required by the applicable standards.
Emissions in excess of the applicable
standards occurring during a planned
outage would be a violation unless the
emissions were the result of an incident
determined to constitute 8 malfunction.
(However, it would be difficult to
qualify s “planned™ outage as a
malifunction.) In addition, the
provisions included in the rule for
independent daily monitoring ensure
that an is st the sits every day
to ensure roper procedures (e.g.,
those in the R
shutdown, end malfinction plan and
the work practios plan) are followed as
apglicuble. The presence of an
independent on the site sach
day should prevent the hidden release
of emissions during an ou

Comment: Commenter X-D-10
stresses the significance of the
Committee agreement to support the
standards as long as the EPA proposes
and promulgates a reguiation an
preamble with the same substance and
effect of the final agreement. The
organizations that negotiated the
agreement also reiterate their support
{(commaent X-D-15).

Response: The EPA understands the
impartance of honoring this successful
negotiated agreement and has made no
change to the proposed ruls or its
rationale that would in any way alter
the substance and effect of the

ent.

Comument: Nineteen commenters
requested that the EPA hoid & public
heanng in Clairton, Pittsburgh, or
Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (rather

and oral testimony, commenters
reiterated their request for a second
hearing in Pittsburgh or Clairton so that
more citizens wishing to discuss their
concerns wauld be able to attend
{co: .menters X-D-2, X-D-6, X-D-~7, X~
D— X-D-11, X-D-14, X-D-16. X-D-
21, .-D-24, X-D-25, X-D-29, X-D-31,
X-L-33, X-D-40, X-PD—41, X-D-50, X~
D-52, X-D-54, X-D-57, and X-D-63).
Response: The EPA agreed to the
initial request of these residents and
environmental groups and arranged a
public hearing at the EPA regional
offices in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
At the request of the commenters, the
EPA also delayed the date originaily
scheduled for the hearing from
December 28, 1992, to January 15, 1993,
to avoid conflicts with Christmas
holidays for citizens wishing to present
testimony. The transcript from '.ﬁis
hearing is included ip the docket. (See
Docket Item X-G~1.) .
In further discussion of this issue at
the hearing, the EPA repressntatives
explained that most public hearings for
air standards are held in Research
Triacgle Perk. This is because when
national standards are proposed,
requests for hearings typically come
from all over the country. By bolding
the hearings in Research Triangle Park,
no one person or group is given any
unfair advantage. In this case, while a
vast majority of the requests did come
from the Pittsburgh sres, people from
other areas in P tvania wanted
to attend. In holding the hearing in
Philadelphia, the EPA tried to
accommodate commenters from the
Pittsburgh area as well as other
Pennsylvania residents. The EPA
representatives also explained that a
public hearing, however important, is
an adjunct to the written comment
process. This process s fully available
to everyone and is not dependent at all
on location.

V. Administrative Requirements
A. Docket

The docket is an organized and
complete file of all the information
considered by EPA in the development
of this rulemaking. The dockst is a
dynamic file, since material is added
throughout the rulemaking
development. The docksting system is
intended to allow members of the public
and industries involved to readily
identify and locate documents so that

than at EPA facilities in Research they can effectively participats in the
Triangle Park, North Carulina) so that rulemaking Along with the
affected citizans residing near the statement of besis and p of the
Nation's largest coke plant could have  pro and pnnmb:x::ndnm
an opportunity to express their views on  and EPA to significant

the proposad rule. In subsequent written commaents, the contsuts of the docket,

except for interagency review materials,
will serve as the record in case of
judicial review. (See section
307(d)(7)(A))

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) heas approved the information
collection requirements contained i
this rule under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq., and has assigned
OMB control number 2060-0253.

Public reporting burden for this
collection of information is estimated to
average 2,461 hours per respondent per
year, including time for reviewing
instructions, existing data
sources, gathering and maintaining the
datan . and completing and
reviewing the collection of information.

Send comments regarding the burden
estimate or any other aspect of this
collection of information, including
suggestions for reducing this burden. to
Chief, Information Policy Branch, 2138,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street, SW, W DC
20460; and to the Office of Information

Officer for EPA.”

The control numbers essigned to
collections of information in certain
EPA regulations by the OMB have been
consolidated under 40 CFR part 8. The
information collection request for this
NESHAP was previously subject to
public notice and comment prior to
OMB spproval. As a result, the EPA
finds that there is “good cause™ under
section 553(b)(B) of the Administrative
Procedure Act to amend the applicable
table in 40 CFR part 9 to display the
OMB control pumber for this rule
without prior notice and comment. Due
to the technical nature of the table,
further notice and comment would be
unni . For the same reasons, the
EPA also finds that there is good cause
under 8 U.S.C. 553(d)(3). For additional
information, see 58 FR 18014, April 7,
1993 and 58 FR 27472, May 10, 1993.

C. Executive Order 12291

Under Executive Order 12291, the
EPA is required to judge whether a
regulation is s “‘major ruls” and
therefore subject to the req\m(;xln:)nt_is_h of

regulstory impact snalysis . The
EPA has determined that this regulation
would result in nons of the adverse
economic effscts set forth in section 1 of
the Order as for finding a
regulation to be a “majar rule.” The
total anoual costs of the MACT

" standards range from $25 million to $33

million/year; the total annual cost of the
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LAER standards range from $84 miilion
to $95 million/yesr, including the
MACT costs. These impacts are below
the $100 million threshold. Only small
market changes are projected. Increases
in the price of coke would be minimal
(less than 1 percent for furnace coke and
about 1.1 to 2.5 percent for foundry
coke). The decrease in coke production
would also be minimal (0.7 percent for
furnace coke and 1.1 percsnt for
foundry coka under MACT standards;
2.1 percent for furnace and 2.6 for
foundry coke under LAER standards). In
addition, the rule will not canse
significant adverse effects on domestic
competition, employment, investment,
productivity, innovation, or competition
in foreign markets. The EPA has,
therefare, concluded that this regulation
is not a “‘major rule’’ under Executive
Order 12291,

D. Regulatory Flexbility Act

The Regulatory Plexdbility Act of 1980
requires the identification of potentially
adverse impacts of Federsal regulations
upon small business entities. The Act
specifically requires the completion of a
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis in those
instances where small business impacts
are possible. Because these standards
impose no adverse economic impacts on
small businesses, a Regulatory
Flaxibility Analysis has not been
conducted.

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.S.C.
605(b). I hereby certify that this rule will
not have a significant economic impact
on & substantial number of smail
business entities because no substantial
number of small entities are affected
and no significant impact on these small
entities will resuit.

E. Miscellaneous

In accordancs with section
112(f1(2)(C) of the Act, the EPA is
required to determine whether
additional standards are necessary to
address the risk remaining after
technology-based MACT standards are
imposed. The EPA is to maks that
determination for cake oven batteries
and to promulgate standards determined
to be by October 27, 2001.
Pursuant to section 112(i}8XC) of the
Act, the EPA also is required to review
and reviss the LAER standard by
January 1, 2007,

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Environmental protection, Air
pollution control, Coke oven emissions,
Hazardous substances, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Dated: October 18. 1993,
Carol M. Browner,
Administrator.

Parts 9 and 63 of title 40, chapter I.
of the Code of Federal Regulatons are
amendad as follows:

PART 9—OMB APPROVALS UNDER
THE PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT

1. The authority citation for part 9
continues to read as follows:

Autherity: 7 US.LC. 135 ef seq., 136-136y;
15 U.S.C. 2001, 2003, 200%, 2006, 2601-2671;
21 U.S.C. 331}, 3464, 348; 31 U.S.C. 8701: 33
U.S.C 1251 et seq., 1311, 1313d. 1314, 1321,
1326, 1330, 1344, 1345 (d) and (e), 1361, E.O.
11238, 38 FR 21243, 3 CFR 1971-1975
Comp., p. 973; 42 U.S.C. 241, 242b, 243, 246,
300¢, 300g. 300g~1, 300g-2, 300g-3, 300g—4,
300g-5, 300g-6, 300}~1, 300j-2, 300}-3, 300}~
4, , 1857 et seq., 6901-6992k, 7401
7671q, 7542, 9601-9657, 11023, 11048.

2. Section 9.1 is amended by adding
a naw entry to the table under the
indicated heading to read as follows:

§85.% OMB approvals under the Peperwork
Reduction Act

- - L ] L] -
OMB controt
40 CFR citation No.

National Emission Standards for Hazardous

Alr Poliutants for Source Categories
63.302-63.311 ....coconvnrncrruraenenns 20600253
PART 63—NATIONAL EMISSION
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANTS FOR SOURCE
CATEGORIES

3. The authority citation for part 63
continues to read as follows:

Autharity: Secs. 101, 112, 114, 116, 301,
Clean Air Act as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401,
7412, 7414, 76186, 7601).

4. Part 63 is amended by adding
Subpart L to read as follows:

Subpart L—National Emission Standards
for Coks Oven Betteries

Sec.

63.300 Applicability,

63.301 Definitions.

63.302 Standards for by-product coke oven
batteries.

63.303 Standards for nonrecovery coke
oven batteries.

63.304 Standards for compliance date
extension.

63.305 Alternative standards far coke oven
doors equipped with sheds.

63.308 Work practice standards.

63.307 Standards for bypess/bleeder stecks.

63.308 Standards for collecting mains.

Sec

63.309 Performance tests and procedures.

63 310 Requrements for startups,
shutdowns. and malfunctions.

63.311 Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

63.312 Existing regulations and
requirements.

63.313 Delegation of authonty.

Appendix A to Subpart L—Operating Coke
Oven Battenes As Of Apnil 1, 1992

Subpart L—National Emission
Standards for Coke Oven Batteries

§63.300 Applicabliity.

{a) Unless otherwise specified in
§§63.306, 63.307, and 63.311, the
provisions of this subpart apply to
existing by-product coke oven battenes
at a coke plant and to existing
nonrecovery coke oven battenes at a
coke plant on and after the following
dates:

(1) December 31, 1995, for existing by-
product cokse oven batteries subject to
emission limitations in § 63.302(a)(1) or
existing nonncoverﬂnc:ka oven battenes
subject to emission limitations in
§63.303(a);

(2) January 1, 2003, for existing by-
product coke oven hatteries subject ta
emission limitations in § 63.302(a)(2);

(3) November 15, 1993, for existing
by-product and nonrecovery coke oven
batteries subject to emission limitations
in §§ 63.304(b){1) or 63.304(c);

(4) January 1, 1998, for existing by-
product coke oven batteries subject to
emission limitations in §§ 63.304(b}(2)
or 63.304(b)(7); and

(5) January 1, 2010, for existing by-
product coke oven batteries subject to
emission limitations in §§ 63.304(b)(3)
or 63.304(b}(7).

(b) The provisions for new sources 1n
§§ 63.302(b). 63.302(c), and 63.303(b)
apply to each greenfield coke oven
battery and to each new or
reconstructed coke oven battery at an
existing coke plant if the coke oven
battery results in an increase in the
design capacity of the coke plant as cf
November 15, 1990, (including any
capacity qualifying under § 63.304(b}{6),
and the capacity of any coke oven
battery subject to a construction permit

on November 15, 1990, which
commenced operation before October
27, 1993.

{c) The provisions of this subpart
apply to each brownfield coke oven
battery, each padup rebuild. and each
cold-idle coke oven battery that is
restarted.

{d} The provisions of
§§ 63.304(bX2)i}A) end 63.304(bX3Ni)
apply to each foundry coke producer as
fglgows:

(1) A coke oven battery subject to

§ 63.304(bX2)(AXA) or § 63.304{b)(3Xi)
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must be 8 coke oven battery that on
January 1, 1992, was owned or operated
by a foundry coke producer; and

{2)li} A coke oven battery owned or
operated by an integrated steel producer
on January 1. 1992, and listed in
paragraph (d)(2)(ii) of this section, that
was sold to a foundry coke producer
before November 185, 1993, shall be
deemed for the purposes of paragraph
{d)(1) of this section to be owned or
operated by a foundry coke producer on
january 1, 1992.

(ii) The coke oven batteries that may
qualify under this provision are the
following:

{A) The coke oven batteries st the
Bethiehem Steel Corporation's
Lackawanna. New York facility; and

{(B) The coke oven batteries at the
Rouge Steel Company’s Dearborn,
Michigan facility.

(e) The emission limitations set forth
in this subpart shall apply at sll times
except during e period of startup,
shutdown, or malfunction. The startup
period shall be determined by the
Administrator and shall not exceed 180
days.

1) After October 28, 1992, rules of
general spplicability promulgated under
section 112 of the Act, including the
General Provisions, may apply to coke
ovens provided that the topic covered
by sucg a rule is not addressad in this
subpart.

§63.301 Definitions.
Terms used in this subpart are

defined in the Act or in this section as
follows:
Admunistrator means the

Administrator of the United States
Environmental Protection Agency or his
or her authorized representstive (e.g., 8
State that has bee::elegnud the
authority to implement the provisions of
this subpart or its designated agent).

Brownfield coke oven battery mesns a
new coke oven battery that rogiaces an
axasting coke oven battery or batteries
with no increase in the design capacity
of the coke plant as of November 15,
1990 (including capacity qualifying
under § 63.304(b)(6), and the capacity of
any coke oven battery subject to a
construction permit on November 15,
1990, which commenced operation
before October 27, 1993.

Bypass/bleeder stack means 8 stack,
duct, or offlake system that is opened to
the atmosphere and used to relieve
excess pressure by venting raw coke
oven gas from the collecting main to the
atmosphere from a by-product coke
oven battery, usually during emergency
conditions.

By-product coke oven battery means a
source consisting of a group of ovens

connected by common walls, where coal
undergoes destructive distillaion under
positive pressure to produce coks and
coke oven gas, from which by-products
are recovered. Coke oven battenes in
operation as of April 1, 1992, are
1dentified in appendix A to this subpert.

Certified observer means a visusl
emission observer, certified under (if
applicable) Method 303°end Method 9
(if applicable) and employed by the
Administrator, which includes a
delegated enforcement agency or its
designated agent. For the purpose of
notifying an owner or operator of the
resuits obtained by s certified observer,
the Korson does not have to be certified.

Charge or charging period means, for
& by-product coke oven battery, the
period of time that commences when
coal begins to flow into an oven through
a topside port and ends when the last
charging port is recapped. For a
nonrecovery coke oven battery, charge
or charging period means the period of
time that commences when coal begins
to flow into an oven snd ends when the
push side door is replaced.

Coke oven battery means sither a by-

roduct or nonrecovery coke oven
ttery.

Coiye oven door means each end
enclosure on the pusher side and the
coking side of an oven. The chuck, or
leveler-bar, door is part of the pusher
side door. A coke oven door includes
the entire area on the vertical face of 8
coke oven between the bench and the
top of the battery between two adjacent
buckstays,

Cold-)'d,le caoke oven battery means an
existing coke oven battery that has been
shut down, but {s not dismantled.

Collecting main means any apparatus
that is connected to one or more offtske
systems and that provides s passage for
conveying gases under positive pressure
from the by-product coke oven battery
to the by-product recovery system.

Collecting main repair means any
measure to stop a collecting ma:n lesk
on a long-term basis. A repsir measure
n general is intended to restore the
integrity of the collecting main by
returning the main to sapproximately its
design specifications or its condition
before the leak occurred. A repair
measure may include, but is not limited
to, replacing a section of the collecting
main or welding the source of the leak.

Consecutive charges means charges
observed successively, excluding any
charge during which the observer’s view
of the charging system or topside ports
15 obscured.

Design capacity means the original
design capacity of a coke oven battery,

axpre: in megagrams per year of
furnace coke

Foundry coke producer means a coke s
producer that is not and was not on -
January 1, 1992, owned or operated by
an integrated steel praducer and had cn
January 1, 1992, an annual design
capacity of less than 1.25 million
megagrems per year (not including anv
capacity satisfying the requirements of
§63.300(d)(2) or § 63.304(b)}{6)}.

Greenfield coke oven battery means s
coke oven battery for which
construction is commenced at s plant
site {(where no coke oven batteries
previously existed) afier Decomber 4,

1992.

Integrated steel producer means s
company or corporstion that produces
coke, uses the coke in & blast furnace to
make iron, and uses the iron to produce
steel. These operstions may be
performed st different plant sites within
the corporation.

. Malfunction means any sudden,

infrequent, and not reasonably i

preventablie failure of air pollution .

control equipment, process squipment,

or a process to operate in a normal or
manner. Failures caused in pent

by poor maintenance or careless

operation are not malfunctions.

p;lnew shed means s shed for which

construction commenced after

September 15, 1992, The shed at

Bethlehem Steel Corporetion’s

Bethlehem plant on Battery A is deemed

pot to be & new shed.

Nonrecovery coke oven bane:?' means
a sourcs consisting of a group of ovens
connected by common walls and
operated es a unit, where coal
undergoes destructive distillation under
negative pressure to produce coke, and
which is designed for the combustion of
the coke oven gas from which by-
products are not recovered. .

Offtake system means any individusl
oven apparatus that is stationary and
provides a passage for gases from an
oven to a coke oven battery collecting
man or to another oven. Offtake system
components inciude the standpipe ar:d
stendpipe caps, goosenecks, stationary
juraper pipes, mini-standpipes, end
standpipe and gooseneck connectiors.

Oven means a chamber in the coke
aven battery in which coal undergces
destructive distillation to produce coke.

Padup rebuild means a coke oven
battery that is s complete reconstruction
of an existing coke oven battery on the
same site and pad without an increase
in the design capacity of the coke plant
as of November 15, 19%0 (i;mludin%b a);:)v)
capacity qualifying under § 63.304(b)(&).
and the capacity of any coks oven
battery subject to a construction permit
on November 13, 1990, which
commenced operation before October
27, 1993. The Administrstor may
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determine that a project is a padup
rebuwild if it effectively consututes a
replacement of the battery above the
pad, even if some portion of the
bnckwork above the ped is retained.

Pushing, for the purposes of § 63.305,
means that coke oven operation that
commences when the pushing ram
starts into the gven to push out coke
that has completed ths coking cycle and
ends when the quench car is clear of the
coke side shed.

Run means the observation of visible
emissions from topside port lids, offtaks
systems, coks oven doors, or the
charging of a coks oven that is made in
accordance with and is valid under
Methods 303 or 303A in appendix A to

thxssh;:art.

d means a structure for capturing
coke oven emissions on the coke side or
pusher side of the coke oven battery,
which routes the emissions to s control
devics or system.
Short coke oven batte
oven battary with ovens
meters in height.
Shutdown meens the operation that
commences when pushing has occurred
on the first oven with the intent of
pushing the coks out of all of the ovens
in a coke oven battery without adding
coal, and ends when all of the ovens of
uc;hmbunerymmptyofcodor
coks.
Standpipe cap means en apparstus
used to cover the cpening in the
gooseneck of an offtzke system.
Startup means that operation that
commences when the coal to be
added to ths first oven of & coks oven

means a coke
than 6

battery that either is being started for the

first time or that is being restarted and

ends when the doors have been adjusted

for maximyum leak reduction and the
collecting main pressure control has
been stabilized. Except for the first
startup of 8 coke oven battery, a startup
cannot occur unless a shutdown has
occurred.

Tail coke oven battery means a coke
oven battery with ovens 6 meters or
mora in height.

Temporary seal means any measure,

izchuding but not limited to, application

of luting or packing material, to stop a
collecung main leak until the leak is
repaired.

Topside port lid means a cover,
removed during charging or
decarbonizing, that is placed over the
opening through which coal can be
charged into the oven of a by-product
cocke oven battery.

§61302 Standards for by-product coke
Oven batteriea.

{a) Excapt :;Erovided in §63.304 or
§63.305, on

in this paragraph, no owner or operator
shall cause to be di or allow to
be discharged to the atmosphere, coke
oven emissions from each affected
existing by-product coke oven battery
that exoeeﬁln:lny of the following
emission limitations or requiremants:

(1) On and after December 31, 1985;

(i) For coks oven doors:

(A) 8.0 percent Isaking coke oven
doors for each tail by-product coks oven
battery, as d to the
procedures in §63.308(d)X1); and

(B) 5.5 percent coks oven
doors for each shart by-product coke
oven battery, as determinad according to
the procadures in § 63.309(d){1);

(i1} 0.8 percent leaking topside port
lids, as determined by the procedures in

.0 percen o
system(s), as determined by the
procedures in § 63.309(d}(1}; end
. (iv) 12 seconds of visible emissions
per charge, as detsrmined by the
procedures in § 63.308(d)(2).

(2) On and after January 1, 2003,
unless the Administratar promrulgates
more stringent limits pursuant to
ut(:t)ion 112(f) of the Ad;wb

i) 5.5 percent leaking oven
doors far mma coks oven
battery, ss the
P Y 510 percent oaking cokn ow

i) 5.0 percent oven
doors for each short by-product coke
oven battery, as deternrined by the
procedures in § 63.309(dX(1).

{b) Except &3 pravided in paragreph
(c) of this section, no owner or :Eornor
shall cause to be discharged or allow o
be discharged to the stmosphere, coke
oven emissions from e uct coke
oven battery subject to the applicability
requirements in § 63.300{b) that axceed
any of the following emission
limitations:

(1) 0.0 percent leeking coke oven
doors, as determined by the procediures
in §63.308(dX1);

(2) 0.0 percent leaking topside port
lids, as determined by the procedures in
§ 63.309(d)(1); -

{3) 0.0 percant leaking offtake
system(s), as determined by the
procsdurss in § 63.309(d)(1); and

{4) 34 saconds of visihls emissions per
chargs, as determined by the procedures
in § 63.309{d)(2).

{c) The emission limitations in
paragraph (b) of this section do not
apply to the owner or operator of & by-
product coke oven battery that utilizes
a new recovery technology, including
but not limited to larger size ovens,
operation undar negative pressure, and
processes with emission points differemt
from those regulated under this subpart.

efter the dates specified An owner or operator constructing &

new by-product coks oven bartery or
reconstructing an existing by-product
recovery battery that utilizes a pew
recovery technology shall:

(1) Notify the Administrator of the
intention to do so, as required in
§63.311(c}); and

(2) Submit, for the determination
under saction 112(g)(2)(B) of the Act,
and as part of the application for
permission to construct or reconstruct,
all information end data requested by
the Administrator for the determination
of applicable emission limitations and
requirements for that by-product coke
oven battery.

(d) Emission limitations and
requirements epplied to each coke oven
battery uti & new recovery
technology shall be less than the
following emission limitations or shall
result in an overall annual emissions
rate for coke oven emissions for the
battery that ts lower than that obtained
by the following emission limitations:

(1) 4.0 percent leaking coke oven
doars on tall by-produact coke oven
batteries, as determined by the
S5 peceont oaking cone

oven
doors on short by-product coke oven
batteriss, s determinsd by the
procedures in § 63.308(d){1);

(3) 2.5 percent leaking offtake
system(s), as determined by the
procedures in §63.308(dX1);

(4) 0.4 percent leaking topside port
lids, as determined by the procedures in
§ 63.309(d)X1); and

(5) 12 seconds of visible emissions per
charge, as determined by the procedures
in §63.309(d)2).

$63.303 Swundards for nonrecovery coke
oven batteries.

{a) Except as provided in § 63.304, on
and after December 31, 1995, no owner
or operator shall cause to be discharged
or allow to be discharged to the
atmosphere coke oven emissions from
each affected existing nonrecovery coke
oven battery that exceed any of the
following emission limitations or
requirements:

1) For coke oven doors:

{i) 0.0 psrcent leaking coke oven
doors, as determined by the procedures
in § 63.300{d}(1); or

(ii) The owner or operstor shall
monitor and record, once per day for
each day of operation, the pressure in
each oven or in & commoa battery
turmel to ensure that the ovens are

rated under a negative pressure.
ap(az) For charging operations, the owne
ar operator shall impiement. for each
day of operation, the work practices
specified in §63.306(bX6) and record
the performance of the work practices &
required in §63.306(b)(7).
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{b) No owner or operator shall cause
to be discharged or allow to be
discharged to the atmospkere coke oven
ernussions rom each affected new
nonrecovery coke oven battery subject
to the applicability requirements in
§63.300(b) that ex any of the
following emission hmitations or
requirements:

(1) For coke oven doors;

(i) 0.0 percent leaking cokse oven
doors, as determined by the procedures
10 § 63 309(d){(1); or

(ii) The owner or operator shell
monitor and record, once per day for
each day of operation, the ure in
each oven or in s common battery
tunnel to ensure that the ovens are
operated under a negative pressure;

(2) For charging operations, the owner
or operator shall install, operate, and
maintain an emission control system for
the capture and collection of emissions
in a manper consistent with good &ir
pollution control practices for
minimizing emissions from the charging
operation;

{3) 0.0 percent leaking topside port
lids, as determined ® procedures in
§63.309(d)(1) (if applicable to the new
nonrecovery coke oven battery); and

(4) 0.0 percent leaking offtake
system(s), as determined by the
procedures in § 63.309{d)(1) (if
applicable to the new nonrecovery coke
oven battery).

§63.304 Standardes for compliance date
sxtension.

(a) An owner or oparator of an
existing coke oven battery (including a
cold-idle coke oven battery), a padup
rebuild, or s brownfield coke oven
battery, may elect an extension of the
compliance date for emission limits to
be promulgated pursuant to section
112(f) of the Act in accordance with
section 112(i)(8). To receive an
extension of the compliance date fom
Januasv 1, 2003, untir]anuary 1, 2020,
the owner cr operator shall notify the
Admin:strator es described in
§63.311{c) that the battery will comply
with the emission limitations and
requirements 1n this section in Liev of
the applicable emission limitations in
§§63.302 or 63.303. -

(b) Except as provided in paragraphs
{b){4). (b)(5}, and (b){?) of this section
and in § 63.305, on and after the dates
speaified in this paragraph, no owner or
operator shall cause to be discharged or
allow to be discharged to the
atmosphere coke oven emissions from a
by-product coke oven battery that
oxceed any of the following emission
limitations:

{1) Op and after November 15, 1993;

(i} 7.0 percent leaking coke oven
doors, as determined by the procedures
in §63.309(d){1); ok

{1i) 0.83 percent leaking topside port
lids, as determined by thg procedures in
§63.309(d)(1);

{1ii) 4.2 percent lesking offieke
system(s), as determined by the
procedures in §63.309(d){1); and

(iv) 12 seconds of visible emissions
per charge, as determined by the
procedures in § 63.309(d)(2).

{2} On and after January 1, 1998;

(i) For coke oven doors:

(A) 4.3 percent leaking coke oven
doors for each tall by-product coke oven
battery and for each by-product coke
oven battery owned or operated by a
foundry coks producer, es determined
by the procedures in §63.309(d)(2); and

(B) 3.8 percent leaking coke oven
doors on each by-product coke aven
battery not subject to the emission
limitation in paregraph (b}(2)(I)}{A) of
this section, as determined by the
P70 peroapt loking lopaid

ii) 0.4 percent topside port
lids, as determined by the procedures in
§ !:3.3)09(6)(1): . m

iif) 2.5 percent leaking offtake
system(s), as determined by the
procedures in § 83.309{d){1); and

(iv) 12 seconds of visible emissions
per , a8 determined by the
procedures in § 83.308{d)(2).

(3) On and after January 1, 2010,
unless the Administrator promulgates
moare t limits pursuant to
section 112(i)(8)(C) of the Act:

{i} 4.0 percent leaking coke oven
doars on each tall by-product coke oven
battery and for each by-product coke
oven battery owned or operated by &
foundry coke producer, as determined
by the procedures in § 63.309(d)(1); and

{ii) 3.3 percent leaking coke oven
doors for sach by-product coke oven
battery not subject ta the emission
limitation in paragraph (b){3}(i) of th:s
section, as determined by the
procedures in § 63.309(d){1}.

(4) No owner g operatcr shali czuse
to be discharged or allow to be
discharged to the atmosphere coke oven
emissions from & brownfield or padup
rebuild by-product coke oven bsttery,
other than those specified in parsgraph
{b)(4)(v) of this section, that exceed any
of the following emission limitations:

{i) For coke oven doors;

{A) 4.0 percent leaking coke oven
doors for sach tall bz:froduct cake oven
battery, as determined by the
procedures in § 63.309(d)(1); and

(B) 3.3 percent lesking coke oven
doors on each short by-product coke
aven battery, as determined by the
procedures in § 63.309(d)}{1);

(ii) 0.4 percent leaking tops:de port
lids, as determined by the procedures in
£63.309(d)1);

(iii} 2.5 percent leaking offtake
system(s), as determined by the
procedures in §63.309(d)(1); and

{iv) 12 seconds of visible emissiors
per charge, as determined by the
procedures in § 63.309(d)(2).

{v) The requirements of paragrapb
(b)(4) of this section shall not lp‘{iy and
the requirements of phs (b){1),
{b)(2), and (b)(3) of this section do spply
to the following brownfield or padup
rebuild coke oven batteries:

{A) Bethlehem Steel-Burns Harbor,
Battery No. 2;

(B) National Steel-Great Lakes, Battery
No. 4; and

{C) Koppers-Woodward, Battery No. 3.

(vi) To retsin the exclusion provided
in paragraph (b)(4)(v) of this secuon. &
cokse oven battery specified in paragrsph
{b){4)(v) of this section shall commence
construction not later than July 1, 1998,
or 1 year after @ canstruction

it, whichever is earlier.

{5) The owner or operator of a cold-
idle coke oven battery that shut down
on or after November 18, 1990, shall
comply with the following emission
limitations:

{i) For a brownfield coke oven bsttery
or a padup rebuild coke oven battery,
coke oven emissions shall not exceed
the emission limitations in paragraph
(b)(4) of this section; and

{ii) For a cold-fdle battery other than
a brownfield or Kdup rebuild coke
oven battery, coke oven emissions shail
not exceed the emission limitations in
paragraphs (b)(1) through (b}(3) of this
section.

(6) The owner or operator of a cold-
idle coke oven battery that shut down
prior to November 15, 1990, shall
submit & written request to the
Administrator to include the battery in
the design capacity of & coke plart es of
November 15, 1990. A copy of the
request shall aiso be sent to Directcr,
Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Research Triangie
Park, NC 27711. The Administrator w:il
review and spprove or disapprove &
request according to the followirg
procedures:

(i) Requests will be reviewed for
completeness in the order received. A
complete request shall include:

{A) Battery identification;

{B) Design information, includicg tke
design capacity and number erd size of
ovens; and

(C) A brief description of the owner cr
operator's plans for the cold-idle
battery, including a statement whether
construction of & padup rebuild cr a
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brownfield coke oven battery 1s
contemplated.

{i1) A complete request shall be
approved if the design capacity of the
battery and the design capacity of all
previous approvals does not exceed the
capacity limit in paragraph (b)(6)(iii) of
this section.

{iii) The total nationwide coke
capacity of coke oven battenes that
receive approval under paragraph (b)(6)
of this section shall not exceed 2.7
million Mg/yr.

(iv) 1€ & construction permat 1s
required, an approval ;Eau lapse if a
construction permit is not issued within
3 years of the approval date, or 1f the
construction permit lapses. .

(v) If a construction permit 1s not
required, an approval will lapse if the
battery is not restarted within 2 years of
the approval date.

The owner or operator of a by-product
coke oven battery with fewer than 30
ovens may elect to comply with an
emission limitation of 2 or fewer leaking
coke oven doors, as determined by the
procedures in § 63.309{d)(4), as an
alternative to the emission limitation for
coke oven doors in phs (b)(2)(i),
(b)(3) (i) through (ii). (b)(4)(i), (b)(5), and
{b}(6) of this section.

(c) On and after November 15, 1993,
no owner or operator shall cause to be
discharged or allow to be discharged to
the atmosphere coke oven emissions
from an existing nonrecovery coke oven
battery that exceed any of the emission
limitations or requirements in
§63.303(a).

{d) Each owner or operator of an
existing coke oven battery qualifying for
a compliance date extension pursuant to
this section shall make available, no
later than January 1, 2000. to the
surrounding communities the resuits of
any risk assessment performed by the
Admunistrator to determine the
appropriate level of any emission
standard established by the
Admunistrator according to section
112(f) of the Act.

§63.305 Altarnative standards for coke
oven doors equipped with sheds.

{a} The owner or operator of a new or
#xisting coke oven battery equipped
with a shed for the capture of coke oven
emissions from coke oven doors and an
emission control device for the
collection of the emussions may comply
with an alternative to the applicable
visible emission limitations for coke
cven doors in §§ 63.302 and 63.304
according to the procedures and
requirements in this section.

) To qualify for approval of an
alternative standard. the owner or
operator shall submit to the

Administrator 8 test plan for the
measurement of emissions. A copy of
the request shall also be sent to tge
Director, Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards. U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. Research Triangle
Park, N.C. 27711. The plan shall
describe the procedures to be used for
the measurement of particulate matter:
the parameters to be measured that
affect the shed exhaust rate (e.g.,
damper settings, fan power) and the
procedures for measuring such
parameters; and if applicable under
paragraph {c){5](ii) of this section, the
procedures to be used for the
measurement of benzene soluble
organics, benzene, toluene, and xylene
emitted from the control device for the
shed. The owner or operator shalil notify
the Administrator at least 30 days before
any performance test is conducted.

(c) A complete test plan is deemed
approved if no disapproval is received
within 60 days of the submittal to the
Administrator. After approval of the test
plan, the owner or operator shall;

(1) Determine the efficiency of the
control device for removal of particulate
matter by conducting measurements at
the inlet and the outlet of the emission
control device using Method 5 in
appendix A to pert 60 of this chapter,
with the filter box operated at ambient
temperature and in a manner to avoid
condensation, with a backup filter;

(2) Measure the visible emissions
from coke oven doors that escape
capture by the shed using Method 22 in
appendix A to part 60 of this chapter.
For the purpose of approval of an
alternative standard, no visible
emissions may escape capture from the
shed.

(i) Visible emission observations shall
be taken during conditions
representative of normal operations,
except that pushing shall be suspended
and pushing emissions shall have
cleared the shed; and

(ii) Method 22 observations shall be
performed by an observer certified
according to the requrements of
Method 9 in appendix A to part 60 of
this chapter. The observer shall allow
pushing emissions to be evacuated
{typically 1 to 2 minutes) before making
observations;

{3) Measure the opacity of emissions
from the control device using Method 9
in appendix A to part 60 of this chapter
dunng conditions representative of
normal operations. including pushing.
and

(i) If the control device bas multiple
stacks, the owner or operator shall use
an evaluation based on visible
emissions and opacity to selact the stack

with the highest opacity for testing
under this section:

{1} The highest opacity, expressed as
a 6-minute average, shall be used as the
opacity standard for the contro} device

(4) Thoroughly inspect all
compartments of each air cleaning
device prior to the performanca test for
proper operation and for changes that
signal the potential for maifuncuon,
including the presence of tears, holes.
and abrasions in filter bags; damaged
seals: and for dust deposits on the cisan
side of bags; and

{5) Determine the allowable percent
leaking doors under the shed using
either of the following procedures-

(i) Calculate the allowable percent
leaking doors using the following
equation:

1aeeLp_ ™ T
PLD = _;'L (Eq.1)
(14 —eff /100)

where

PLD=Allowsble percent leaking doors
for alternative standard.

PLD,.s=Applicable visible emission
limitation of percent leaking doors
under this subpart that would
otherwise apply to the coke oven
battery, converted to the single-run
limit according to Table 1.

eff=Percent control efficiency for
particulate matter for emission
control device as determined
according to paragraph (c)(1) of this
section.

Table 1.—Conversion to Single-Run Limit

Single-

pass
30-run hmit hmn (98

tevel)
T e, 110
6.0 ... 95
5.5 g7
50 . 81

or;
(1) Calculate the allowable percent
leaking doors using the following
procedures:

{A) Measure the total emission rate of
benzene, toluene, and xylene exit:ng the
controi device using Method 18 in
appendix A to part 60 of this chapter
and the emission rate of benzene solubl
organics entering the control device as
descnbed in the test plan submtted
pursuant to paragraph (b) of this section
or
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(B) Measure benzesne, toluene, xylene,
and benzene soiuble organics in the gas
in the collector main as described in the
!est phm submitted pursuant to

ph (b) of this section: and

Calculnto the retio (R) of benzene,
toluene and xylene to benzene soluble
organics for the gas in the collector
main, or as the sum of the outlet
emission rates of benzene, toluene, and
xylene, divided by the emission rate of
benzene soluble o as measured at
the inlet to the control device; and

{D) Calculate the allowsble percent
leuhm?::on Limit under the shed using
the following equation:

_ [(nnxl’m (R+IXPLD )" ]" a2
(R +1-¢ff 1100)
where

R=Ratio of messured emissions of
benzene, toluene, and xylene to
measured emissions of benzene
soluble organics.

(iii) If the allowable percent leaking
coke oven doors is calculated to exceed
:;smt leaking coke oven doors

paragraphs (c)8){f) or (cK5)(li) of
this section, the owner or operstor shall
use 15 coke oven doors
for the of this section.

(6) Monitar the that affect
the shed exbaust flow rate.

(7) The owner or operstor may
alternative sam ures t0 oso
specified in paragraph (c}{SXii) (A) and
{B) of this section by submitting details
on the procedures and the rationale for
their use to the Administrator.
Alternative procedures shall not be used
without approval from the
Administratar.

(8) The owner or operator shall inform
the Administrator of the schedule for
conducting testing under the approved
test plan and give the Administrator the
opportunity to observe the tests.

d) After calculating the alternative
standard for allowable percent leaking
coke oven doors, the owner or operator
shall submit the following information
to the Administratar:

{1) Identity of the coke oven battery;

{2) Visible emission limitation(s) for
percant leaking doors currently
applicable to the coke oven battery
under this subpart and known future
limitations for percant leaking coke
oven doars;

{3) A written report including:

(i) Appropriate measurements and
calculations used to derive the
allowable percent leaking cake oven
doors requested as the alternative
standard;

(ii) Appropriste visible emission
observatians for the shed and opacity

obgervations for the contro} device for
the lhod lncln an altemative
oped il applicable, as

of this
soaion m{"‘gﬂéﬁg’&m‘m

l The purnmom or ers {0.g.,
power, damper position, ar other) to
bo monnond and recorded to
demonstrete that the exhaust flow rete
measured during the test required by
paragraph (c)(2) of this section is
maintained, and the monitoring plan for

chrnrlmdd)
(sv] I the epplication is for & new

shed, ane of the following
demonstrstions:
(A) A demonstration, using modeling

roeodum-umhhtothe
Administrator, the expected
concentrstions of particulate emissions
{including benzene soluble organics)
under the shed at the bench level, when
thopmpoudah-udnmdudm
eqna?:. n:mndpumt:wlm
concentrs
emissions {including benzene soluble
organics) if the shed were not present,
the reguistions under this subpart were
met, and the battery was in compliance
with federally enforceable limitations

B} A desacnstetion i

) A demonstration that the ched
(including the evecuation system) has
been designed in sccordance

with
gcnmlly sccepted engineering
glu for the efiective capture and
emissions
undud!ng soluble arganics) as
measured at the shed’s , its
control device, and at the bench level.
() The will review the
information and data submitted
according to paragraph (d) of this
section and ::z request additional
information dntn vnthin 60 days of

(l)gmpt for -ppli suh to
paregraph (e}(3) of this section,
Administrator shall approve ar
disapprove an alternative standard as

tiously as practicable. The

inistrator shall approve an
alternative standard, unless the
Administrator determines that the
approved test plan has not been
followed, or any required calculations
are incorrect, or any demonstration
required under paragraph (d)(a)uv) of
this section does not satisfy the
a &l:cable criteria under that parsgraph.

alternative standard is
disapproved, the Administrator will
!smo & written notification to the owner

tar within the 60-da
T s st ol

comply with the visible
emission limitation for coke oven doors
and all other requirements in this

.exhibiting more then 0 percent opacity

subpart prior to epproval of an
alternative standard. The owner ar
operator may apply for an alternative
standard at any time after December 4,
1082,

(3) An appllcauon for m ahernative
standard to the standard
§63.304(b)(1)(i) for :hod that is not
a new shed that {s on ar before
June 15, 1993, is deemed approved ifa
notice of disapproval has not been
received 60 days after submission of a
complete request. An approval under Vo
pﬂl n%(a)oﬂhhucnonshnﬂbo LA

for a period of 1 year. -
(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of 35"
paragraph (o) of this section, no 218"

dtemﬁvodnndndlhﬂbo.pprw.d A
that exceeds 13
oven doors :?\nlvlhnl).

(0 Afer approval of an alternative
standard, the owner or operstor shall
comply with the following
requirements:

{3) The owner or operstor shall not
discharge or allow to be discharged to
the stmosphexe coke oven emissions
from coke oven doors under sheds that
oxceed an alternative standard”
for coks oven doors

under sheds.
u)Anvhihhnhdmwm

by

{ii) Compiiance with the alternative
standard for doors shall be determined
by a weekly performance test conducted
according to the and e g
requirements in § 63.309(d)5) end e
Method 303 in appendix A to this part. -

{iii) If the visible emissian limitation
is achieved for 12 consecutive
observations, compliance shall be
determined by manthly rather than
weelkly performance tests. If any
exceedance occurs during a
performance test, wukly performancs
tests shall be resumed.

{iv) Observations taken a1 times other
than those specified in phs
{N{1Xii) and (£)(1)(ili) of this section
shall be subject to the provisions of
§ 63.309(f).

{2) The certified observer shall
monitor the visible e&h ‘;\:ln emissions
esca pture by the one

pmﬁm provigion in
paragraph {f){(6) of th!s section is
applicable if visible coke aven
emissions are observed during periods
when pushing emissions havo demd
the shed.

{3) The owner or operatar shall not
discharge or allow to be discharged to .
the atmosphere any visible emissians
from the shed’s control device

14

9 e
-,
*e

&,

LS

unless an alternative imit has been
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approved under paragraph (e) of this
section.

(4) The opacity of emissions from the
control device for the shed shall be
monitored in accordance with the
requirements of either paragraph (f)(4)(i)
or (f}{4)(ii) of this section. at the election
of the owner or operator.

{1) The owner or operator shall install,
operate, and maintain a continuous
opacity mounitor, and record the output
of the system, for the measurement of
the opacity of emissions discharged
from the emission control system.

(A) Each continuous opacity
monitoring system shall meet the
requirements of Performance
Specification 1 in appendix B to part 60
of this chapter; and

(B) Each continuous opacity
monitoring system shall be operated,
calibrated, and maintained according to
the procedures and requirements
specified in part 52 of this chapter; or

(ii) A certified observer shall monitor
and record at least once each day during
daylight hours, opacity observations for
the control device for the shed using
Method 9 in appendix A to part 60 of
this chapter.

(5) The owner or operator sball
visually inspect the structural integrity
of the shed at least once a quarter for
defects, such as deterioration of sheet
metal {8.8., holes in the shed), that may
allow the escape of visible emissions.

(i) The owner or operatar shall record
the time and date a defect is first
observed, the time and date the defect
is corrected or repaired, and a brief
description of repairs or corrective
actions taken:;

(ii} The owner or operator shall
temporarily repair the defect as soon as
possible, but no later than 5 days after
detection of the defect;

(iii) Unless & major repair is required,
the owner or operator shail perform a
complete repair of the defect within 15
days of detection of the defect. If 8 major
repaur-is required (e.g., replacement of
large sections of the shed), the owner or
operator shall submit a repair schedule
to the enforcement agency.

{6) If the no visible emission limut for
the shed specified in paragraph (f){2) of
this section is exceeded, the
Administrator may require another test
for the shed according to the approved
test plan as specified in paragraph (c) of
this section. If the certified observer
observes visible coke oven emissions
from the shed, except during periods of
pushing or when &ushmg emissions
have not cleared the shed, the owner or
operator shall check to ensure that the
shed and control device are working
properly.

{?) The owner or operator shall
monitor the parameter(s) affecting shed
exhaust flow rate, and record data. in
accordance with the approved
monitonng plan for these parameters.

{8) The owner or operator shall not
operate the exhaust system of the shed
at an exhaust flow rate lower than that
measured during the test required under
paragraph (c)(1) of this section, as
indicated by the monitored parameters.

(g) Each side of a battery subject to an
alternative standard for doors under this
section shall be treated separately for
purposes of §§63.306(c) (plan
implementation) and 63.306(d) (plan
revisions) of this subpart. In making
determinations under these provisions
for the side of the battery subject to an
alternative standard, the requirement
that exceedances be independent shall
not apply. During any period when
work practices for doors for both sides
of the battery are required to be
implemented, § 63.306(a)(3) shall apply
in the same manner as if the provisions
of a plan for a single emissions point
were required to be impiemented.
Exceedances of the alternative standard
for percent leaking doors under a shed
is the only provision in this section
implicating implementation of work
practics requirements.

{h) Multiple exceadances of the
visible emission limitation for door
leaks and/or the provisions of an
alternative standard under this section
for door leaks at a battery on a single
day shall be considered a single
violation.

§63.306 Wérk practice standards.

(a) Work practice plan. On or before
November 15, 1993, each owner or
operator shall prepare and submit to the
Administrator a written emission
control work practice plan for each coke
oven battery. The plan shall be designed
to achieve compliance with visible
emission limutations for coke oven
doors, topside port lids, offtake systems.
and charging operations under this
subpart or, for a coke oven battery nat
subject to visible emission limitations
under this subpart, other federally
enforceable visible emission Limitations
for these emission points.

(1) The work practice plan must
address each of the topics specified in
paragraph (b) of this section in sufficient
detail and with sufficient specificity to
allow the Administrator to evaluate the
plan for completeness and

enforceability.

(2) The Aznmimtor may require
revisions to the initial plan only where
the Administrator finds either that the.
Ehn does not address each subject area

isted in paragraph (b) of this section for

each emission point subject to a visible
emission standard under this subpart, or
that the plan is unenforceable because it
contains requrements that are unclear

(3) During any period of time that an
owner or operator is required to
implement the provisions of a plan for
a particular emission point, the failure
to implement one or more obligations
under the plan and/or any
recordkeeping requirement(s} under
§ 63.311(f)(4) for the emission point
during a particular day is a single
violation.

{b) Plan components. The owner or
operator shall organize the work
practice plan to indicate clearly which
parts of the plan pertain to each
emission point subject to visible
emission standards under this subpart.
Each of the following provisions. at a
minimum, shall be addressed in the
plan:

(1) An initial and refresher training
program for all coks plant operating
personnel with responsibilities that
impact emissions, including contractors.
in job requirements related to emission
control and the nts of this
subpart, including work practice
requirements. Contractors with
responsibilities that impact emission
control may be trained by the owner or
operator or by qualified contractor
personnel; however, the owner or
operator shall ensure that the contractor
training program complies with the
requirements of this section. The
training program in the plan must
include:

(i) A list, by job title, of all J)ersonnel
that are required to be trained and the
emission point(s) associated with each
job title;

(ii) An outline of the subjects to be
covered in the initial and refresher
training for each group of personnel;

{iii) A description of the training
method(s) that will be used (e.g..
lecture, video tape):

{iv) A statement of the duration of
initial training and the duration and
frequency of refresher training;

{v) A description of the methods to be
used at the completion of initial or
refresher training to demonstrate and
document successful completion of the
initial and refresher training; and

(vi) A description of the procedure to
be used to document performancs of
plan requirements pertaining to daily
operation of the coke oven battery and
its emission control equipment,
including a copy of the form to be used,
if applicable, as required under the plan
provisions implementing paragraph
{(b)(7) of this section.
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{2) Procedures for controlling
emissions from coke oven doors on by-
product coke oven batteries, including:

(i} A program for the inspection,
adjustment, repair, and replacement of
coke oven doors and jambs, and any
other equipment for controlling
emissions from cake aven doors,
including s defined ency of
inspections, the to be used to
evaluate canformance with operating
specifications for ea:l:.&po
equipment, and the od to be used
to audit the effectiveness of the
inspection and ir program for
preventng vnm::c:

{1i) Procedures for identifying leaks
that indicate a failure of the emissions
control equipment to functian
including & clesrly defined chain of
command for communicating
information on leaks and procodnm for
corrective action;

(i) Procedures jor cleaning all
sealing surfaces of each doar and jamb,
including identification of the
oquipmam thet willbe used and a

orhqncyiurtho

with hand-
lu;odmdm luting and
reluting, as necessary to

prevent

(vi)Pmcpdmsfmmdnmnmgnn
adoqu::k:nwdmnmhcot
spare oven doars and jambe
located onsite; and

{vii) Procedures for monitoring and
controlling collacting main back
pmmtmmmum“mu
pressure control

bycrmdtnmhombmmm
uding:

m(i) Procedmfm .
mspecdg m:mmmi i
of equipment for controlling

from thomothodtnbnundto
ovaluats with ting
specifications for eech 3
equipment, and the od to be used
to audit the effectivemess of the
lnspocuonlnd program for

lﬁ)ﬁoadmbrmingthdtbc
‘l::gwhoppcom!modm

ﬂﬂ)hoadmhthonhmd
ngmthomtobo

(1v) Procedures for filling the oven
(e.g., procedures for stsged or sequential
charging);

(v} Procedures for ensuring that the
coal is leveled properly in the oven: and

{vi) Procedures and schedules for
inspectian and cleaning of offtake
systems (including stan
standpipe caps, dam;
and mains}, oven roafs, charging boles,
topside port lids, the steam supply
system, and liquor sprays.

{4) Procedures for controlling
emissions from topeide port lids on by-
product coks oven batteries, including:

(1) Procedures for equipment
inspection and replacement or repair of
topeide lids and

mﬁ'oqumcyd of inspections, the method
to

bepcnﬁngmmtpcdﬂ:dmhm:md
()
eqmpment.lndthomothodtob.m
to audit the effectiveness of the
inspection and perogram for
preventing = and
(ﬂ)m sealing topeide
lids after charging, for identifying pert
topside port lids that Jeek, and
procedures for

{5) Procedures for

emissions from offtake system{s) on by-
product coke oven including:
(1) Procedures for

inspection
offtake system components, including
tho of inspections, the
mhmhmul:;b
confomma 0
pm-m.n?t;z:‘ .‘bouaed
to
il s i o
program
(i1) Procadures for omah
system that tlm
rocedures for sealing leaks are
etected; and

Procedures for coal in
mutm,m:i'm:mw *
for minimizing atr

maximixing

the draft on the oven, and for replacing

the door after
an Happlkﬂalo. for the
apt\m of charging

mmu coke from
the door «iil ares for both sides of the

battery after leting the pushing
op.mmmm'nphm;thomh
oven door;

(iv) Procedures for cleaning coal from
the door sill area efter charging and
before replacing the push side door;

(v) Procedures for filling ﬂgs around
the door perimeter with
material, if applicable; and

(vi) Procedures for detecting and
oonltrolling emissions from smoldaring
cosl.

{7) Procedures for maintaining, for
each emission point subject to visible
emission Hmitations under this subpart,
a daily record of the perlomancamo

lan requirements gcmln!ng to the
Saﬂy operetion of the coke oven battery
and its emission contral equipment,
ncluding:

{i) Proead\nu for recarding the
peﬁomance of such plan reqntrcments;
and

(ii) Procedures for certifying the
sccuracy of such recards by the owner

(8) Anry edditional work &:mum ar

ion of work practice
e e e Mot 15, 3683,
the owner ar o of a coke oven

practice plan sccording to the following

1) The owner or operstor of & coks
gven battery subject to visible emission
nnﬂuumnnd.thhmbpcmnmd
after November 18, 1993, shall:
ﬂ)hnpbm-mthnpmvidmoltho

puﬁcuhrunhdml ﬁ‘“

vmb!omim!lmuumhtho

mmhpcﬂod.by:‘mthdelyu
uﬁar of written notification of
such exceedancs from the
wuﬁodm.rwthopupmol
thhpanmph (c)(1)), the second
exceedance is “independent”

o h {f efthar of
following cxiteris is met:

{A) The second excesdance occurs 30
or mare aflter the first exceedancs;
);:thomofc;tmdm

topside port an

the 20-run sverage, calculated

day
emission imitation; or
C)!nthocuoolchugingomhsim,

a.lm n mdm“mmthod

A to this part by
udndhg&onﬂddd!yutd
observstions tn the 30-day period that
-had the highest srithunetic sverage,
exceeds the value of the applicable
emission Hmitation.
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(11) Continue to implement such plan

frowsxons until the visible emission
imitation for the emismon pont is
achieved for 90 consecutive days 1f
work practice requirements are
1mplemented pursuant to paragraph
(ch1)(i) of this section. After the visible
emission limitation for & particular
emission point is achieved for 90
consecutive days, any exceedances prior
to the beginning of the 80 days are not
inciuded in making & determination
under paragraph (c)(1)(i) of this section.

(2) The owner or operator of a coke
cven battery not subject to visible
emission limitations under this subpart
unul December 31, 1995, shall:

(i} Implement the provisions of the
work practice plan pertaining to a
particular emission point following the
second exceedance in any consecutive
6-month period of a federally
enforceable emission limitation for that
emission point for coke aven doors,
topside port lids, offtaks systems, or
charging operations by no later than 3
days after receipt of written notification
frogx the applicable enforcement agency;

an

(ii) Continus to implement such plan
provisions for 80 consecutive days after
the most recent written notification
from the enforcament of an
exceedance of the visible emission
limitation.

{d) Revisions to plan. Revisions to the
work practice emission control plan will
be governed by the provisions in this
paragraph (d) and in paragraph (a)(2) of
this section.

{1) The Administrator may request the
owner or operator to review and revise
as neaded the work practice emission
control plan for s particular emission
point if there are 2 exceedances of the
applicable visible emission limitation in
the 6-month period that starts 30 days
after the owner or operstor is required
to implement work practices under
paragraph (c) of this section. In the case
of a coke oven battery subject to visual
emussion limitations under this subpart,
the second exceedance must be
independent under the criteria in
paragraph (c)(1){i) of this section.

(2) The Administrator may not request
the owner or operator to review and
revise the plan more than twice in any
12 consecutive month period for any .
particular emission point uniess the
Administrator disapproves the plan
according to the provisions in paragraph
(d)(6) of this section.

{3) If the certified observer calculates
that a second exceedance (or, if
applicable, a second independent
exceedance) has occurred, the certified
observer shall notify the owner or
operzator. No later than 10 days after

receipt of such a notification, the owner
or operator shall notify the
Admunistrator of any finding of whether
work practices are related to the cause
or the solution of the problem. This
notification 1s subject to review by the
Administrator according to the
provisions in paregraph (d)(6) of this
section. .

{4) The owner or operator shall
submit a revised work practice plan
within 60 days of notification from the
Administrator under paragraph (d)}{1) of
this section, unless the Administrator
grants an extension of time to submit
the revised plan.

(5) If the Administrator requires a
plan revision, the Administrator may
require the plan to address a subject
area or areas in addition to those in
paragraph (b) of this section, if the
Administrator determines thst without
plan coverage of such an additional
subject area, there is a reasonable
probability of further exceedances of the
visible emission limitation for the
emission point for which a plan revision
is required.

(6) The Administrator may disapprove
a plan revision required under
paragraph (d) of this section if the
Administrator determines that the
revised plan is inadequate to prevent
exceedances of the visible emission
limitation under this subpart for the
emission point for which a plan revision
is required or, in the case of a battery
not subject to visual emission
limitations under this subpart, other
federally enforcesble smission
limitations for such emission point. The
Administrator may also disapprove the
finding that may be submitted pursuant
to d&uagnph {d}(3) of this section if the
Administrator determines that a revised
plan is needed to prevent exceedances
of the applicable visible emission
limitations.

§63.307 Standards for bypass/diesder
stacks.

(a) (1) Except as otherwise provided
in this section, on or before March 31,
1994, the owner or operator of an
existing by-product recovery bettery for
which & notification was not submitted
under paragraph (e}(1) of this section
shall instail & gypes/bleoder stack flare
system that is capable of controlling 120
percent of the normal gas flow generated
by the battery, which shall thereafter be
operated and maintained.

(2) Coke oven emissions shall not be
vented to the atmosphere through
bypass/bleeder «;23. except through
the flare system or the alternative
control device as described in paragraph
(d) of this section.

(3) The owner or operator of a
brownfield coke oven battery or a padup
rebuiid shall install such a flare system
before startup, and shall properly
operate and maintain the flare system

(b) Each flare installed pursuant to
this section shall meet the following
requirements:

1) Each flare shail be designed for a
net heating value of 8.9 MJ/scm (240
Btu/scf) if a flare is steam-assisted or a:r-
assisted, or a net value of 7.45 M}/scm
(200 Btu/scf} if the flare is non-assisted

(2) Each flare shall have either a
continuously operable pilot flame or an
electronic igniter that meets the
requirements of paragraphs (b)(3} and
(b)(4) of this section.

(3) Each electronic igniter shall meet
the following requirements:

(i) Each flare shall be equipped with
at least two igniter plugs with
redundant igniter transformers:

{ii) The ignition units shall be
designed faiisafe with respect to flame
detection thermocoupies (i.e., any flame
detection thermocouples are used only
to indicate the presence of a flame, are
not interlocked with the ignition unit,
and cannot deactivate the ignition
system); and

(iii) Integral battery backup shall be
provided to maintain ective ignition
operation for a minimum of 15 minutes
during a power failure.

(iv) electronic igniter shall be
operated to initiate ignition when the
breedar valve is not fully closed as
indicated by an “OPEN" limit switch.

(4) Each flare installed to meet the
requirements of this paragraph (b) that
does not have an electronic igniter shal
be oFerated with a pilot flame present
at all times as determined by
§63.309(h)(2).

(c) Each flare installed to meet the
requirements of this section shall be
operated with no visible emissions, as
determined by the methods specified ir
§63.309(h)(1), except for periods not to
exceed a total of 5 minutes during any
2 consecutive hours.

(d) As an alternative to the
installation, operation, and maintenanc
of a flare system as required in
paragraph (a) of this section, the owner
or operator may petition the
Administrator for approval of an
alternative control device or system th:
achieves at least 98 percent destructior
or control of coke oven emissians
vented to the alternative control device
or system.

(e) The owner or operator of a by-
product coke oven battery is exempt
from the requirements of this section i
the owner or operator:

{1) Submits to the Administrator, no
later than November 10, 1993, a formal
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commitment to close the battery
permanently: and

{2} Closes the battery permanently no
later than December 31, 1995. In no case
may the owner or operator continue 10
operate a battery for which a closure
commitment is submitted, past
December 31, 1995.

{f) Any emissions resulting from the
installation of flares (or other pollution
control devices or systems approved
pursuant to paragraph {d) of this
saction) shall not be used in making
new source review determinations
under part C and part D of title | of the
Act.

§63.308 Standards for collecting mains.

{a) On and sfter November 15, 1993,
the ownsr or operator of a by-product
coke oven battery shall inspect the
collecting main for leaks at least once
daily according to the procedures in
Method 303 in appendix A to this part.

(b) The owner or operator shall record
the time and date a leak is first
observed, the time and date the leak is
temnporarily sealed, and the time and
date of repair.

(c) The owner or operator shail
temporarily seal any leak in the
collecting main as soon as possible after
detection, but no later than 4 hours after
detection of the leak.

{d) The owner or operstor shall
initiate a collecting main repair as
expeditiously as ible, but no later
than S calendar days after initial
detection of the leak. The repair shall be
completed within 15 calendar days after
initial detection of the leak unless an
alternstive schedule is approved by the
Administrator.

§63.308 Performance tests and
procedures.

{a) Except as otherwise provided. a
daily performancs test shall be
conducted each day, 7 days per week for
each new and existing coke oven
battery, the results of which shall be
used in sccordance with procedures
specified 1n this subpart to determine
compliance with each of the applicable
visible emission limitations for coke
cven doors, topside port lids, offtake
systems, and charging operations in this
subpart. If a facility pushes and charges
only at night, then that facility must, at
its option, change their schedule and
charge during daylight hours or pravide
adequate lighting so that visible
emission inspections can be made st
night. “Adequate lighting” will be
determined by the enforcement agency.

(1) Each performance test is to Ee
conducted according to the procedures
and requirements in this section and 1n
Method 303 or 303A in appendix A tq

this part or Methods 9 and 22 in
appendix A to gq.ﬂ 60 of this chapter
{where applicable).

(2} Each performance test 1s to be
conducted by a certified observer.

(3) The certified observer shall
complete any reasonable safety training
program offered by the owner or
operator pnior to conducting any
performance test at a ccke oven battery.

{4) Except as otherwise provided in
paragraph {a)(5) of this section, the
owner or operator shall pey an
inspection fee to the enforcement
agency each calendar quarter to defray
the costs of the daily performance tests
required under paragraph (s) of this
section.

{i) The inspection fee shall be
determined according to the following
formula:

(Eq.3)

F=HxS
where
F=Fees to be paid by owner or
operatar.

H=Total person hours for inspections:
4 hours for 1 coke oven battery, 6.25
hours for 2 coke oven batteries, 8.25
hours for 3 coke aven batteries. For
more than 3 coke oven batteries, use
these hours to calculate the
appropriate estimate of person
hours,

S=Current average hourly rate for
private visible smission inspectors
in the relevant market.

{ii) The enforcement agency may
revise the value for H in equation 3
within 3 years after October 27, 1993 to
reflect the amount of time actually
required to conduct the inspections
required under paragraph (a) of this
section.

(iii) The owner or operator shall not
be required to pay an inspection fee (or
any part thereof) under parsgraph (a)(4)
of this saction, for any monitoring or
inspection services required by
paragraph (a) of this section that the
owner or operator can demonstrate are
covered by other fees collected by the
enforcement agency.

(iv) Upon request, the enforcement
agency shall provide the owner or
operator information cancerning the
inspection services covered by any other
fees collected by the enforcement
agency, and any information relied
upon under paragraph fa}(4)(11) of this
section.

{5) (i) The EPA shall be the
enforcement agency during any penod
oftime that a delegation of enforcement
suthority is not in effect or 8 wathdrawal
of enforcement authority under § 63.313
is in effect, and the Administrator is
responsible for performing the

inspections required by this section,
pursuant to § 63.313(b).

{ii) Within thirty (30) days of
recerving notification from the
Administrator that the EPA is the
enforcement agency for a coke oven
battery, the owner or operator shall
enter tnto a contract providing for the
inspections snd performanca tests
required under this section to be
performed by a Method 303 certified
observer. The inspections and
performance tests will be conducted at
the expense of the owner or operator,
during the period that the EPA is the
implementing agency.

{b) The enforcement agency shall
commence deily performance tests on
the epplicable date specified in
§§63.300 (a) or {c).

(c) The certified observer shall
conduct each performance test
according to the requirements in this

paregraph:

(1) The certified observer shall
conduct one run each day to observe
and record visible emissions from each
coke oven door (except for doors
covered by an alternstive standard
under § 63.305), topside port lid, and
offtake system on sach coke oven
battery. The certified observer also shall
conduct five runs to observe and record
the seconds of visible emissions per
charge for five consecutive charges from
each coke oven battery. The observer
may perform sdditional runs as needed
to obtain and record a visible emissions
value (or set of values) for an emissicn
point that is valid under Method 303 or
Method 303A in appendix A to this
part. Observations from fewer than five
consecutive charges shall constitute a
valid set of charging observations only
in accordance with the procedures and
conditions specified in sections 3.8 and
3.9 of Method 303 in appendix A to th:s
part.
{2) If a valid visible emissions value
{or set of values) is not obtained for &
performance test, there is no compliance
determination for that day. Compliance
determinations will resume on the next
day that a valid visible emissions veiue
(or set of values) is obtained.

(3) ARer each performance test for a
by-product coke oven battery, the
certified observer shall check and record
the collecting main pressure according
to the procedures in section 6.3 of
Method 303 in appendix A to this part.

{i) The owner or operator shall
demonstrate pursuant to Method 303 in
appendix A to this part the sccuracy of
the pressure measurement device upon
request of the certified observer;

_ (if) The owner or operstor shall not
adjust the pressure to a level below the
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range of normal operation dunng or
prior to the ins on;

{4) The certified observer shall
momitor visible emissions from coke
cven doors subject to an alternative
standard under § 63.305 on the schedule
specified in §63.305(f).

(5] If applicable, the certified observer
shall momutor the opacity of any
smissions escaping the control device
for a shed covering doors subject to an
alternative standard under § 63.305 on
the schedule specified in § 63.305(f).

(6) In no case shall the owner or
operator knowingly black a coke oven
door, or any portion of a door for the
purpose of concealing emissions or
preventing observations by the certified
observer.

{d) Using the observations obtained
from each performance test, the
enforcement agency shall computs and
record, in sccordance with the
procedures and requirements of Method
303 or 303A in appendix A to this
for each day of operations on which a
valid emissions valus {or set of values)
. ??mﬁ‘: d: lling f the

1 30-run ro average o
percent leaking coke oven doars,
topside port lids, and offtake systems on
each coke oven battery, using the
equations in sections 4.5.3.2,5.8.5.2,
and 5.6.6.2 of Method 303 (or section
3.4.3.2 of Method 303A) in appendix A
to this part;

{2) For by-product coke oven battary
charging operations, the logarithmic 30-
day rolling average of the seconds of
visible emissions per charge for each
battery, using the equation in section 3.9
of Method 303 in appendix A to this

art,
P (3) For a battery subject to an
alternative emission limitation for coke
oven doars on by-product coke oven
batteries pursuant to § 63.305, the 30-
run rolling average of the percent
leaking coke oven doors for any side of
the battery not subject to such
alternative emission limitation;

{4) For a by-product coke oven battery
subject to the small battery emission
limitation for coke oven doors pursuant
to §63.304(b)(7), the 30-run rolling
average of the number of leaking coke
oven doors;

{5) For an approved alternative
emission limitation for coke oven doors
according to § 63.305, the weekly or
monthly observation of the percent
leaking coke oven doors using Method
303 in appendix A to this part, the
percent opacity of visible emissions
from the control devics for the shed
using Method 9 in appendix A to part
60 of this chapter, and visible emissions
from the shed using Method 22 in
appendix A to part 60 of this chapter;

{e) The cerufied observer shall make
available to the implementing agency as
well as to the owner or operator. a copy
of the daily inspection results by the
end of the day and shall make available
the calcuiated roiling average for sach
emission point to the owner or operator
as soon as practicabls following esch
performance test. The information
provided by the certified observer is not
a compliance determination. For the
purpose of noti an owner or
operator of the ts obtained by a
certified observer, the persan does not
have to be certified.

{f) Compliance shali not be
determined more often than the
schedule provided for performance tests
under this section. If additional valid
emissions observations ere obtained (or
in the case of charging, valid sets of
emission cbservations), the erithmetic
average of ali valid values (or valid sets
g: values) obtained during the day thalld

used in any computations performe
to determine compliance under
paragraph (d) of this section or
determinations under § 63.308.

(8) Compliance with the alternative
standards for nonrecovery coke oven
batteries in § 63.303; shed inspection,
maintenance i fmnm’l
monitoring requirements for parameters
affecting the shed exhaust filow rate for
batteries subject to alternative standards
for coke owen doors under § 63.305;
work practice emission control plan
requirements in § 63.306; standards for
bypass/bleeder stacks in § 63.307; and
standards for collecting mains in
§63.308 is to be determined by the
enforcement agency based on review of
records and inspections.

(h) For a flare installed to meet the
re?m'remoms of § 63.307(b):

1) Compliance with the provisions in
§ 63.307(c) (visible emissions from
flares) shall be determined using
Method 22 in appendix A to part 60 of
this chapter, with an observation period
of 2 hours; and

{2) Compliance with the provisions in
§63.307(b)(4) (Nare pilot light) shall be
determined using a thermocouple or any
other equivalent device.

(i) No observations obtained during
any program for training or for certifying
observers under this subpert shall be
used to determine compliance with the
requirements of this subpart or any
other federally enforcesble standard.

§63.310 Requirements for startups,
shutdowns, and maltunctions.

(a) At all times including periods of
startup, shutdown, and ction, the
owner or operatar shall operate and
maintain the coks oven battery and its
pollution control equipment required

under this subpert, in a manner
consistent with good air pollution
control practices for mimimizing
emissions to the levels required by any
applicable performance standards under
this subpart. Failure to adhere to the
requirement of this paragraph shall not
constitute a separate violation 1f a
violation of an applicable performance
or work practice standard has also
occurred.

{b) Each owner or operator of a coke
oven battery shall develop and
implement according to paragraph (c) of
this section, a written startup,
shutdown, and malfunction plan that
describes procedures for operating the
battery, including associated air
pollution control equipment, during a
period of a startup, shutdown, or
malfunction in &8 manner consistent
with good air pollution control practices
for minimizing emissions, and
procedures for carrscting
malfunctioning and air
pollution control equipment as quickly
as practicable.

) During s period of startup.
shutdown, or malfunction:

(1) The owner or operator of a coks
oven battery shall operate the battery
{including associated sir pollution
control equipment) in accordance with
the procedure specified in the startup.
shutdown, and malfunction plan; end

(2) Malfunctions shall be corrected as
soon as practicable after their
occurrence, in accordance with the

plan.

{d) In order for the isions of
paragraph (i) of this section to apply
with respect to the cbservation {or set of
observations) for a particular day,
notification of a startup, shutdown, or a
malfunction shall be made by the owner
or operator:

(1) If practicable, to the certified
observer if the observer is at the facility
during the occurrencs; or

(2) To the enforcement agency, in
writing, within 24 hours of the
occurrence first being documented by a
company employes, and if the
notification under paragraph 1d}(1} of
this section was not made, an
explanation of whv no such nouficaton
was mads.

{e) Within 14 days of the nouficaton
made under paragraph (d) of this
section, or after a startup or shutdown.
the owner or operatar shall submit a
written report to the applicable
permitting authority that:

(1) Describes the time and
circumstances of the startup, shutdown.
or malfunction; and

(2) Describes actions taken that might

" be considered inconsistent with the

startup, shutdown. or malfunction pian.
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(f) The owner or aperator shail
maintain a record of internal reports
which form the basis of each
malfunction noufication under
paragraph (d) of this section.

(g) To sausfy the requirements of this
section to develop & startup, shutdown,
and malifunction plan, the owner or
operator may use the standard operating
procedures manual for the battery.
provided the manual meets all the
requirements for this section and is
made available for inspection at
reasonable times when requested by the
Administrator.

{th) The Administrator may require
reasonable revisions to a startup,
shutdown, and malfunction plan, if the
Administrator finds that the plan:

(1) Does not sddress a startup,
shutdown, or malfunction event that has
! ;
(2) Fails to provide for the operstion
of the source (including associated a:r
pollution control equipment) during a
startup, shutdown, or malfunction event
in a manner consistent with good air
pollution contro! practices for
minimizing emissions; or

(3) Does not provide adequate
procedures for i
malfunctioning process and/or air
pollution control equipment as quickly
as practicable.

1) If the owner or operator
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
Administrator thet a startup, shutdown,
or malfunction has occurred. then an
observation occurring during such
startup, shutdown, or malfunction shall
not:

{1) Constitute 8 violation of relevant
requirements of this subpart;

2) Be used in any compliance
determination under § 63.309; or

(3) Be considered for purposes of
§63.306, untikthe Administrator has
resolved the claim that a startup,
shutdown, or malfunction has occurred.
If the Administrator determines that s
startup, shutdown, or malfunction bas
not occurred, such observatians mev be
used for purposes of § 63.306, regardless
of whether the owner or operator further
cantests such determination. The
owner's or operator’s receipt of wntten
notification from the Administrator that
a startup, shutdown, or malfunction has
not occurred will serve, where
applicable under § 63.306, as wntten
notification from the cerufied observer
that an exceedance has occurred.

§63.311 Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

(a) After the effective date of an
approved permit in a State under part
70 of this chapter, the owner or operator
shall submit all notifications and reports

required by this subpart to the State
permitting authority. Use of information
provided by the certified observer shail
be a sufficient basis for notifications
required under § 70.5{c){9) of this
chapter and the reasonable \nquiry
m&ximmem of § 70.5(d) of thus chapter.

) Initial compliance certsfication.
The owner or operator of an exasting or
new coke oven battery shall provide a
written statement(s) to cerify
compliance to the Administrator within
45 days of the applicable compliance
date for the emission limitations or
requirements in this subpart. The owner
or operator shall include the following
information in the initial compliance
centification:

(1) Statement, signed by the owner or
operator, certifying that a bypess/
bleeder stack flare system or en
approved alternative control device or
system has been installed as required in
§63.307; and

(2) Statement, signed by the owner ar
operator, certifying that a written
startup, shutdown, and malfunction
plan has been prepared as required in
§63.310.

(c) Notifications. The owner or
operator shall provide written
notification(s) to the Administrator of:

(1) Intention to construct s new coke
oven battery (including reconstruction
of an existing coke oven battery and
construction of a greenfield cake oven
battery), a brownfield coke oven battery,
or a padup rebuild coke oven battery,
including the anticipated date of
startup; and

{2) Election to meet emission
limitation{s) in this subpart as follows:

(i) Notification of election to meet the
emission limitations in §§ 63.304(b)(1)
or 63.304(c) either in lieu of or in
addition to the applicable emission
limitations in § 63.302(a) or §63.303{a)
must be received by the Administrator
on or before November 15, 1393; or

{ii) Notification of election to meet the
emission limitations in § 63.302(a){1) or
§63.303(a), es applicable, must be
received by the Administrstor on or
before December 31, 1995; and

(iii) Notification of election to meet
the emission limitations in § 63.304(b)
{2) through (4) end § 63.304(c) or
election to meet residual risk standards
to be developed according to section
112{f) of the Act in lieu of the emission
standards in § 63.304 must be received
on or before january 1, 1998.

{d) Semiannual compliance
certification. The owner or operator of a
coke oven battery shall inciude the
following informetion in the semiansual
compliance certification:

{1] Certification, signed by the owner .

or operator, that no coke oven gas was

vented, except through the bypass/
bleeder stack flare system of a by-
product coke oven battery dunng the
reporting period or that » venting repont
has been submitted according to the
requirements in paragraph (e) of this
section;

(2) Cert1fication, signed by the owner
ar operator, that a startup, shutdown, or
malfunction event did not occur for &
coke oven battery during the report:ng
period or that a startup, shutdown, and
malfunction event did occur and s
report was submitted according to the
requirements in § 63.310(e); and

{3) Certification, signed by the owner
or operator, that work practices were
implemented if applicable under
§63.306. X

{e) Report for the venting of coke cven
gas other than through a flare system.
The owner or operstor shall report any
venting of coke oven gas through a
bypass/bleeder stack that was not
vented through the bypass/bleeder stack
flare system to the Administrator as
soon as practicable but no later than 24
hours after the beginning of the svent.

YTIE W
i e

A written report be submitted M
within 30 days of the event and shall : "f
include a description of the event and, =%

-t

ifapplicable, a copy of the notificatian
for & hazardous sul release
required pursuant to § 302.8 of this
chapter.

{f) Recordkeeping. The owner or
operatar shell maintain files of all :
required information in a permanent .
form suitable for inspection at an onsite
location for at least 1 year and must
thereafter be accessible within 3
working days to the Admigistretor for
the time period specified in
§ 70.6(a)(3)(ii)(B) of this chapter. Copres
of the work practice plan developea
under § 63.306 and the startup,
shutdown, and malfunction plan
developed under § 63.310 shall be ket
onsite at all times. The owner o
operator shall meintain the follow:rz
information:

(1) For nonrecovery coke ovexn
batteries.

(i) Records of daily pressure
monitoring, if applicable accordizg to
§63.303(a)(1)(ii) or §63.303(b)(3)(:2};

(ii) Records demonstrating the
performance of work practice
requirements according to
§63.306(b)(?); and

(iii) Design characteristics of each
emission control system for the capture
and collection of charging emussions, &s
required by § 63.303(b)(2).

{2) For an approved alternative
emission limitation according to
§63.305:;
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{i) Monitoring records for parameter(s)
that indicate the exhaust flow rate 1s
maintained;

{i1) If applicable under
§63.305(f)(4)(i);

(A) Records of opacity readings from
the continuous opacity monitar for the
control device for the shed; and

(B) Records that demonstrate the
continuous opacity monitoring system
meets the requirements of Performance
Specification 1 in appendix B to part 60
of this chapter and the operation and
maintenance requirements in part 52 of
this chapter; ::3

(iii) Records of quarterly visual
inspections as specified in
§63.305(f)(5). including the time and
date & defect is detected and repaired.

{3) A copy of the work practice plan
required by § 63.308 and any revision to
the plan;

(4) If the owner or operator is required
under § 63.306(c} to implement the
provisions of a work practice plan for a
particular emission point, the following
records regarding the implementation of
plan requirements for that emission
point during the implementation period;

(i) Copies of all written and
audiovisual materials used in the
training, the dates of each class, the
names of the participants in eacb class,
and documentation that all appropriate
personnel have successfully completed
the training under
§63.306()(1);

(ii} The records required to be
maintained by the plan provisions
implementing § 63.308(b)(7);

(iii) Records resulting from audits of
the effectiveness of the work practice
program for the particular emission
point, as required under
§§63.306(b)(2)(i). 63.306(b)}(3)(i).
63.306(b)(4)(i), or 63.306(b)(5)(i); and

(iv) If the plan provisions for coke
oven doors must be implemented.
records of the inventory of doors and
jambs as required under
§ 63.306(b)(2)(vi); and

(5) The design drawings and
engineening specifications for the
bypass/bleeder stack flare system or
approved alternative control device or
system as required under § 63.307.

(6) Records specified in §63.310(f)
regarding the basis of each malfunction
notification.

(g) Records required to be maintained
and reports required to be filed with the
Administrator under this subpart shall
be made available in accordance with
the requirements of this paragraph by
the owner or operator to the authonized
collective bargaining representative of
the employees at a coke oven battery, for
inspection and copying.

(1) Requests under paragraph (g) of
this secuon shall be submitted in

writing, and shall identfy the records or
reports that are subject to the request
with reasonable specificity:

(2) The owner or operator shall
produce the reports for inspection and
copying within e reesonable period of
time, not to exceed 30 days. A
reasonable fee may be charged for
copyng (excapt for the first copy of any
document), wg.ich shall not exceed the
copying fee charged by the
Administrator under part 2 of this
chapter;

(3) Nothing in paragraph (g) of this
section shall require the production for
inspection or copying of any portion of
a document that contains trade secrets
or confidential business information
that the Administrator would be
prohibited from disclosing to the public
under part 2 of this chapter; and

(4) The inspection or copying of a
document under paragraph (g) of this
section shall not in any way affect any
property right of the owner or operator
in such document under lews for the
protection of intellectual property,
including the copyright laws.

§63.312 Existing regulations and
requirements.

(a) The owner or operator shall
comply with all applicable State
ung ementation plan emission limits
and {subject to any expiration date) all
federally enforceable emission
limitations which are contained in an
order, decree, permit, or settiement
agresment for the control of emissions
from offtake systems, topside port lids.
coke oven doors, and charging
operations in effect on September 15.
1992, or which have been modified
according to the provisions of paragraph
(c) of this section.

{b) Nothing in this subpart shall affect
the enforcement of such State
implementation plan emission
limitations (or, subject to any expiration
date. such federally enforceable
emission limitations contained in an
order, decree, permut, or settlement
agreement) in effect on September 15.
1992, or which have been modified
according to the provisions in paragraph
{c) of this section.

{c) No such State implementation
plan emission limitation (or, subject to
any expiration date, such federally
enforceabie emission limitation
conta:ned 1n an order, decree, permut. or
settlement agreement) in effect on
September 15, 1992, may be modified
under the Act unless:

{1) Such modufication is consistent
with all requirements of section 110 of
the Act: and either

{i) Such modification ensures that the
applicable emission limitations and
format (e.g., single pass v. multiday
average) in effect on September 15,
1992, will continue i effect; or

(1i) Such modification includes a
change 1n the method of monitoring
(except frequency unless frequency was
indicated in the State implementation
plan, or subject to any expiration date.
aother federally enforceable requirements
contained in an arder, decree, permut, or
settlement agreement) that is mare
stringent than the method of monitoring
in effect on September 15, 1992, and
that ensures coke oven emission
reductions greater than the emission
reductions required on September 15,
1992. The burden of proof in
demonstrating the stringency of the
methods of monitoring is borne by the
party requesting the modification and
must be made to the satisfaction of the
Administrator; or

(iii) Such modification makes the
emission limitations more stringent
while holding the format unchanged,
makes the format more stringent while
holding the emission limitations
unchanged, or makes both more
stringent.

(2) Any industry application to make
a State implementation pian revision or
other adjustment to account for
differences between Method 303 in
appendix A to this part and the State’s
method based on paragraph (cH1)(ii) of
this section shall be submitted within
12 months after October 27, 1993.

(d) Except as specified in § 63.307(f),
nothing in this subpart shall limit or
affect any authority or obligation of
Federal, State, or local agencies tc
establish emission limitations or other
requirements more stringent than those
specified in this subpart.

{e) Except as provided in § 63.302(c).
section 112(g) of the Act shall not apply
to sources subject to this subpart

§63.313 Delegation of suthority.

(a) In delegating implementation and
enforcement authority to 8 State under
section 112(d) of the Act. the authcrnities
contained in paragraph (c) of this
section shall be retained by the
Administrator and not transferred to a
State.

(b) Whenever the Administrator
learns that a delegated agency has not
fully carned out the inspections and
performance tests required under
§63.309 for each applicable emission
pownt of each battery each day, the
Administrator shall immed:ately notfy
the agency. Unless the delegated agency
demonstrates to the Administrator’s
satisfaction wathin 15 days of
notification that the agency 1s
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consistently carrying out the inspections
and performance tests required undes
§63.309 in the manner specified in the
preceding sentence, the Administretor
shall notify the coke oven battery owner
or operatar that ons and
performance tests be carried out
sccording to § 63.309(a){(5). When the
Administrator determines that the
delegated agency is prepared to

day, the Administrator shall give the
cokse oven battery owner or ol)emor st
least 15 days onoo that implementation
will revert Lck to the previousty
delegated agency.

{c} Authorities which will not be
delegated to States:

(1) § 63.302(d);

(2) § 83.304(b)(6);

(3) §§63.305 (b), (d) and (e);

{4) § 63.307(d); and

(5) Section 2 of Msthod 303 in
appendix A to this part.

{d) The autharity to enforce this
subpart is delegated to the States of:
[Reserved)

APPENDIX A TO SUBPART L—OPERAT-
ING COKE OVEN BATTERIES AS OF
APRR 1, 1992

No.

Plant
ABC Coke, Tarrart,
AL

{

| T,

-ONn >

Acme Steel, Chi-
cago, h-

Anmco, Inc., Mid-
detown, OH.

- N

. | Armeo, Inc., Ash
land, KY.

Bethishem Stesl,
Bethishem, PA.

-GN »b [AXAN ]

Bathishern Sheel,
Bume Marbor, IN

Bethishem Steel,
Lackawanna, NY.

Cliizens Gas, ind-
anspols, iN.

- - mo ~ N

Empire Coke, HoR,
AL

Erle Coke, Erls, PA

Geneva Steel,
Provo, UT.

“-De»N

wn

APPENDD( A TO SUBPART L—OPERAT-
NG COXE OVEN BATTERES AS OF
APRRL. 1, 1982—Continued

APPENDIX A TO SUBPART L—OPERAT-
NG COXE OVEN BATTERIES AS OF
APRIL 1, 1992—Continued

No. Plant Batiery No. Plamt Battery
4 29 ... — |USX, Gary, IN . | 2
12 e Guif States Seel, |2 3
Gadeden, AL, 3 g
13 e intand Steel, East | 6 k<o S Wheeling-Pitts- 1
Chicago, IN. burgh, E.
L4 benvile, WV
8 2
o 3
2 :
4 .. | Jowel Conl and 2 pendix A to part 63 is amended .
Coks, Vansant, byadxﬁnginnummu!orduunhod
VA. “ 303 and Method 303A as follows:
a8 Appendix A—Test Methods
a . [} [ [ L)
18 e .. | Koppers, Wood- 1
s ward, AL METHOD 303-—-DETERMINATION OF
2A VISIBLE EMISSIONS FROM BY-PRODUCT
28 COKE OVEN BATTERIES
: 1. Applicability and Principle
1.1 Applicability. This method applies o
1 LTV Swel Gove- | & the determinetion of visible emissions (VE) -/
T mm from the coke oven .
7 battery sources: systams ”
17 e | LTV Sto0l, Pitts- | P9 charging, doars, topeide port Uds. and ofake |
mp& on ovens;
P2 co mains. In order for the test method
PaN mnhmdﬂw.
Pas the thme of day of the run vary
—c |5 [
ovea
.- Ly LGI- 2 battery sources (the certification procedures
19 | LTV Steel, Wasren, | 4 mduaibadtnmzlmlmnhoddou
- oK. ot require that opacity of emissions be
20 ... | National Steel, 5 dmmmdumanngnmdnb
Ecorse, ML differentiated.
21 ... | Natonal Steel, A 13 Doﬁn!don_rth‘l
Granite 1.3.1 Bench. platform structure 1o
Coy. B B front of the oven doars.
2. | New Boston Coke, | 1 1.3.2 By-product Coke Oven Battery. A
Portsmouth, OHL source consisting of & group of ovens
23 .. Sharon Steel, Mo- | 18 connected by commaon walls, where coal
nessen, PA. undergoes destructive distillation under
positive pressure to coks and coke
24 ... — | Shenango, Pitts- 1 oven gas, from which by-products are
burgh, PA. recovered.
4 133 M&rm%%
25 .......... | Stoss industries, riod of time that commences whan
> Birmingham, AL ? E:gmno flow {nto an oven through a topside
4 port and ends when the last charging port is
s recapped.
26 ... | Toledo Coks, To- | C 1.3.4 Charging System. An apperatus
ledo, OM. used to charge coal to s coke oven (e.8., &
27 e .. | Tonawanda Coke, | 1 larry car for wet coal charging systems).
Butalo, NY. 135 Cohmma:‘hbwﬁ;n‘:
28 o | USX, Clairton, PA . | 1 enclosure on the pusher si e coking
2 side of an oven. The chuck, or levelar-bar,
3 door is considered part of the pusber side
7 doot. The coke oven docr area includes the
8 entire area on the vertical fece of a coke oven
9 between the bench and the top of the battery
13 between two adjacent buck stays.
" 1.3.8 Coke Side. The side of 4 battery
18 from which the coke i discharged from
19 ovens st the end of the coking cycls.
20 1.1.7 Collecting Msin. Any spparatus that
8 is connected to one or mare offake systems
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and that provides a passage for conveving
wases under positive pressure from the bv-
~rocuct coke oven battery to the bv-proauct
“erNVery system

138 Consecut:ve Charges Charges
ubserved successively, excluding aav charge
during which the observer's view of the
charging system or topside ports ts obscured

139 Damper-off. To close off the gas
passage between ths coke oven and the
collecting main. with oo flow of raw coke
aoven gas from the collecting main :nto the
nven or into the oven's offtake system(s}

1310 Decarbonization Penod. The
period of time for combusting oven carbon
that commences when the oven hids are
removed from an empty oven or when
standpipe caps of an oven are opened. The
penod ends with the initiation of the next
charging period for that oven.

1311 Larry Car. An apparatus used to
charge coal to a coke oven with a wet coal
charging system.

1312 Log Aversge. Loganthmic average
as calculated in section 3.8.

1313 Offtake System. Any individual
oven apparatus that is stationary and
provides a passage for gases from an oven o
a coke oven battery collecting main or to
another oven. Offtake system components
include the standpipe and standpipe caps,
goosenecks. statiopary jumper pipes. mini-
standpipes. and standpipe and gooseneck
connections.

1.3.14 QOperating Oven. Any oven not out
of operation for rebuild or maintenance work
extensive enough to require the oven to be
skipped in the charging sequence.

1.3.15 Oven. A chamber in the coke oven
battery in which coal undergoes destructive
distillation to produce coke.

1.3.16 Push Side. The side of the battery
from which the coke is pushed from ovens
at the end of the coking cycis.

1.3.17 Run. The observation of visible
ermissions from topside port lids, offake
systems, coke oven doors, or the charging of
a single oven 1n accordance with this
method.

13.18 Shed. Structures for capturing coke
oven emissions on the coke side or pusher
side of the coks oven battery, which route the
emissions 10 & control device or system.

13.19 Standpipe Cap. An apparatus used
1o cover the opening in the gooseneck of an
offtake system.

1.3.20 Topside Port Lid. A cover,
removed dunng charging or decarbonizing,
that 1s placed over the opening through
w hich coal can be charged into the oven of
a by-product coke ovsn battery.

13.21 Traverse Time. Accumulated time
for a traverse as measured by a stopwatch.
Traverse time includes time to stop and write
down oven numbers but excludes tme
waiting for obstructions of view 1o clear or
for tume to walk around obstacles.

1.3 22 Visible Emissions (VE). Any
emission seen by the unaided (except for
corrective Jenses) eye, excluding steam or
condensing water.

2 Observer Certification

2.1 Certification Procedures. This method
requires only the determination of whether
VE occur and does not requirs the
determination of opacity levels: therefore,

obsarver certification according to Method 9
1n appendix A to part 60 of this chapter 1s
not required to obtain certification under this
method. However. in order to receive Methad
303 observer certification, the first-tune
observer (trainee) shail have attended the
lecture portion of the Method 9 certification
course {n addition, the trainee shall
successfully complete the Method 303
tratmung course, satfsfy the field observation
requirement, and demonstrate adequate
performsnce and sufficient knowledgs of
Method 303. The Method 303 training course
shall be conducted by or under the sanction
of the EPA and shall consist of classroom
instruction and field observations, and a
proficiency test.

2.1.1 The classroom instruction shall
familianze the trainees with Method 303
through lecture, wnitten training matenals.
and 8 Method 303 demonstration video. A
successful completion of the ciassroom
portion of the Method 303 training course
shall be demonstrated by s perfect score on
a wnitten test. If the trainee fails to answer
all of the questions correctly, the trainee may
review the appropriate portion of the training
materials and retake the test.

2.1.2 The field observations shall be s
minimum of 12 hours and shall be completed
before attending the Method 303 certification
course. Trainees shall observe the operation
of a coks oven bettery as it pertains to
Method 303, including topside operations,
and shall also practice conducting Method
303 or similar methods. During the field
observations, trainees unfamiliar with coke
battery operations shall receive instruction
from en experienced coke oven observer
familiar with Method 303 or similar methods
and the operation of coks batteries. The
trainee must verify completion of at least 12
hours of field observation prior to attending
the Method 303 certification course.

2.1.3 All trainoes must demonstrate
proficiency in the application of Method 303
to & panel of three certified Method 303
observers. including an ability to differentiate
coke oven emuissions from condensing water
vapor and smoldenng coal. Each panel
member shall have at least 120 days
experience 1n reading visible emissions from
coke ovens. The visible emissions
inspections that wall satisfy the experience
requirement must be inspections of coke
oven battery fugitive emissions from the
emission poirts subject to emission
standards under subpart L of this part (1.e .
coke oven doors, topside port hids, offtake
system(s), and charging operations), using
either Method 303 or predecessor State or
local test methods. A ‘‘day’s experience’ for
a parucular inspection is a day on which one
complete inspection was performed for that
emission point under Method 303 or &
predecessor State or iocal method. A “day's
experience’”’ does not mean 8 or 10 hours
performing 1nspections, or any particular
time sxpressed in minutes or bours that may
have been spent performing them. Thus. it
would be possible for an individual to
quahify as a Method 303 panel member for
some emission points, but not others (e.g., an
individual might satisfy the experience
requirement for coke oven doors, but not
topside port lids). Until November 15, 1894,

the EPA may waive the certification
requirsment (but not the sxpenence
requiremeat) for panel members. The
compasition of the panel shall be approved
by the EPA. The panel shall observe the
trainee 1n a series of training runs and a
senes of certification runs. There shall be a
minimum of 1 traimng run for doors. topside
port lids, and offtake systems, and a
mmmum of 5 training runs (i.e., 5 charges)
for charging. During training runs. the panei
can advise the traines on proper procedures
There shall be e minimum of 3 certification
runs for doors, topside port lids, and offtake
systems. and a minimum of 15 cert:ification
runs for charging {i.e., 15 charges). The
certifications runs shall be unassisted.
Following the certification test runs. the
panel shall ngprovo or disapprove
certification based on the trainee's
performance during the certification runs. To
obtain certification. the trainee shall
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the panel
a hugh degree of proficiency in performing
Method 303. To aid in evaiuating the
trainee’s performance, a checklist, provided
by the EPA, will be used.

Caution: Because coke oven battenes have
hazardous environments, the training
matenals and the fisld tnbh;m shall cover
the precautions required company to
address health ::g safety hazards. S':ecnhl
emphasis shall be given to the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
regulations pertaining to exposure of coks
oven workers (see Citation 3 in the
Bibliography). In general, the regulation
requires that special fire-retardant clothing
and respirstors be worn in centain restricted
arsas of the coke oven battery. The OSHA
regulation also prohibits certain activities,
such as chewjng gum, smoking, and eating 1n
these areas.

2.2 Observer Certification/Recertification
The coke oven observer certification is valid
for 1 year from date of issue. The gbserver
shall recertify annually by viewing the
training video and answering ail of the
questions on the certification test correctly
Every 3 years, an observer shall be required
to pass the proficiency test in section 2.1.3
in order to be certified.

2.3 The EPA (or applicable enforcement
agency) shall maintain records reflecting a
certified observer's successful completion of
the proficiency test, which shall inciude the
completed proficiency test checklists for the
certification runs.

2.4 An owner or operator of a coke oven
battery subiject to subpart L of this part may
observe a training and certification program
under this section.

3. Procedure for Determining VE From
Charging Systems During Charging

3.1 Number of Oven Charges. Refer to
§63.309(c)(1) of this part for the number of
oven charges to observe. The observer shall
observe consecutive charges. Charges that an
nonconsecutive can only be observed when
necessary to replace observations terminated
pnor to the completion of a charge because
of visusl interferences. (See section 3.5.)

3.2 Data Racords. Record all the
information requested at the top of the
charging system inspection sheet (Figure
303-1). Por each charge, record the
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1dentification number of the oven being
charged, the appraximats beginning time of
the charge, and the identification of the iarry
car used for the charge.

33 Observer Position. Stand in an area or
move to positions on the topside of the coke
oven battery with an unobstructed view of
the entire charging system. Por wet coal
charging systems or non-pipeline coel
charging systems. the observer should bave
an unobstructed view of the emuission points
of the charging system, including larry car
hoppers, drop slesves, and the topside ports
of the oven Some charging
systems are s0 that all emission
points can only be seen from e distance of
five ovens. Far other battsries, distances of 8
10 12 ovens are adequate.

3.4 Observation. The charging period
begins when coal begins to flow into the oven
and ends when the last charging port is

ey lary cas Boppers: drys sierven,
slide gates, and topside mm
candpipe Sap oo tha aven beiag Lo
pe cap on the oven being charged is
mu: l.J. unaav:luhhﬂyp
unit divisions of ot Jeast 0.5

when VE gre no
and restart the when VB
342 When VB occur

from several s consider
e e e S
continuous

for the time it takes for the ®

fram the charging 0 tme

seocunds™ on Pigure 300-1.

35 Visual nterference. if fugitive VB
fram other sources st the coks oven bettery
du(ag‘.’mdoahuhcunhnm'-
vapar the coks oven wharf) prevent &
clear view of the systamn during &

observation of an incom , and
Cbeerve st Charge t St 1y
requirements of section 3.1.

38 VE Exsmptions. Do not timse the
foll VE:

316.1 The VE from burning or

Noum:h\‘mhnnmo coal are

te o ., These
mdh nnﬂ-m
observer cannot safsly and with reascnable
confidence determine that VE are fram
charging, do not count them es charging
emisgions.

6.2 The VE fram the coks gvea doors ar
fram the Jeveler bar: or

363 The VE that drift from the top of &
larry car bopper if the emissions bad
been timed as VE fram the drop sleeve.

Note: When the siide gate on s larvy car
happer closes after the coal has been added
to the oven, the seal may pot be airtight. On
occastons, & pufl of smoke observed at the
drop sleeves is forced pest the alide gate up
{nto the larry car hopper and may drift from
the top: time these VE either at the drop
slosves ar the hopper. If the larry car bopper
does not have a slide gate or the slide gate
is left open or partially closed, VE may
quickly pass through the larry car hopper
without being observed at the drop sieeves
and will appear as a strong surge of smoke;
time these as charging VE.

3.2 Total Time Record. Record the total
time that VE were observed for each charging
0 in the appropriate column on the

system inspection sheet.

3.8 Five charging observations (runs)
obtained in sccordance with this method
shail be considered a valid set of

3.8) or inclement westber prevent a clear
view of the charging system during charging
However, cbservetions from thyes ar four
charges that satisfy thees requirements shall
oot be considered e valid set of
cobservations if use of such st of chesrvetions
in 8 calculstion under sectioa 3.9 would
cause the value of A to be Jess than 148,

3.9 Log Average. Por esch dey an which

sots of chesrvetions, in sccordance with the
following equation:

logarithmic average = ¢” -1 (Eq. 303-1)
where
=272,

y= In(X, + )+ (X, +1)+L In(X , +1)
A

than 148, except for purposes of
determinaticns

4. Procedure for Determining VE From Coke
Owen Door Areas

The intent of this procedure is to -
determine VE from coke oven doar areas by 3
carefully observing the door area from a
standard distsnce while walking at a normal -

p‘f'j Number of Runs. Refer to
§63.309{c)(1) of this part for the sppropriate .
number of runs. i
4.2 Battery Traverse. To conduct @ battexy ™.
traverse, walk the length of the battery on the . *
outside of the pusher machins and quench .
car tracks at a steady, normal walking pacs,
pausing to make appropriate entries ob the
door area inspection sheet (Figure 303-2). A
single test run consists of two timed
travarses, ane for the coke side and one for
the push side. The walking pace shall not
exceed an average rate of 4 seconds per oven
door, excluding time spent sround
stationary obstructions or waiting for other
obstructions to move from positians

the view of a series of doars. Extrs time is
allowed for each leak for the obesrver to
maks the proper notation. A walking pace of
3 seconds pes oven door bas been found to

umluumﬁ.
421 m!ymun.mm
the doors and recording door To
measure sctual traverse time, ues an
sccumulative-type tch with unit
divisions of 0.5 or less. Exclude

10 the tzaverss and time

door machine, 10 move from positions
blocking the view of a series of doars.

4.2.2 Various situstions may srise that
will prevent the cheerver from viewing a
dourmlwhlm ddoathkrhthd:d
inspection, the owner or operstos may

temporerily

4.2.3 When batteries heve sheds t0 >

control emissions, conduct the inspection ewEy
from outside the shed uniess the dooss 3
cannot be viewed. In this case, 3
conduct the from the bench. Be =
aware of safety considerstions o
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pertinent to walking on the bench and follow
the instructions of company perscnpel on the
required equipment end opersuons
procedures. if possible, conduct the bench
traverse whenever the bench is clear of the
door machine and hot coke guide.

4.3 Obeervations. Record ai) the
information requested at the top of the door
ares inspection sheet {Pigure 303-2),
including the number of inopersble ovens.
Recard the clock time at the start of the
traverse on sach side of the battery. Recard
which side is being inspected, Le., coke side
or push side. Other information mey be
recorded at the discretion of the observer,
such as the locatien of the lesk (i.e., top of
the door, chuck door, etc.), the resson for eny
interruption of the treverse, or the position of
the sun relative to the battery end sky
conditions (1.¢., overcast. partly sunny, etc.).

4.3.1 Begin the test run by starting the
stopwatch and traversing either the coke side
aor the push side of the battery. Afer
completing one side, stop the wstch.
Complete this procedure an the other side. if
inspecting more than one battery, the
observer may view the push sides and the
coke sides sequentiafly.

432 During the treverve, lock erouad the
entire pertmeter of ssch oven door. The doar
is considered leaking if VE are detected in
the coke oven dosr area. The coks oven door
ares inciudes the entire ares cn the vertical
face of @ caks oven between the beach and
the t0p of the batiery between two adjecent
buck stays (e.g., the ovea doar, chuck door,
between the masousy brick, buck stxy or
jamnb, or other sources). Resard the even
oumber and make ths spproprists notation
on the door ares inspection sheet (Figure
303-2).

Note: Multiple VE from the same door area
(0.g.. VE from bath the chuck door and the
push side door) are counted as only one
emitting doar, not as multiple emitting doors.

4.3.3 Do not recard the following sources
as door ares VE:

PLD(30-day) =

S Procedure for Determining VE from
Topside Port Lids and Offtake Systems

5.1 Number of Runs. Refer to
§63.309(c){(1) of this part far the number of
runs to be conducted. Sunuitaneocus runs or
separste runs for the topside port tds end
offtake systems may be conducted.

5.2 Battery Traverse. To concucta
topside traverse of the battery, walk the
length of the battery at a steacy, normal
waiking pece, pausing only to make
appropriate entries on the topside izspection
sheet (Pigure 303-3). The walking pace shall
not exceed an average rats of 4 seconds per
oven, excluding time spent moving around
statiopary obstructions or weating far other
obstructions to move frorn positions blocking
the view. Extra time is allowed for each leak
for the observer to make the proper notation.

4331 VE from oveos with doore
removed. Record the oven nazmber and make
an appropriste notatioa under “Comments;”

4332 VE from ovens taken ot of
sarvice. The owner or shail notify
the observer as to which ovens are out of
service. Record the oven sumber and make
an sppropriste notation under ‘Comments;”
or

4.33.3 VE frombot coke that has been
spilied on the bench as a resuit of pushing.

44 Criteria for Acceptance. Afer
completing the Tvm, calcalets the maximum
time aliowed 10 abserve the ovens by the
following equation:

T=(4xD,)+(10xL)

where

TaTotal time allowed for traverse, seconds;
Di=Total number of oven doors on the

battery; and
LaNumber of doors with VB '
4.4.1 HNthe total traverse time exceeds T,
void the run, and conduct another run to
;hmfythonquimhd §83.30%(c)(1) of

part
4.8 Calculations for Percent Leaking
Doors (FLD). Deterntine the total aumber of
doors for which cbheervetions were mede en
the coke oven battery es follows:

D* =(2xN)~-(D, +D,,) (Eq.303-3)

whem

Duw=Total asmber of dears cbserved on
ovons;

(Eq.303-2)

NuTotal sumber of ovens in the baltery.

451 Forssch teet run (o rum 1aciudes
both the coke side and the push gide
traverses), sum the oumber of doars with
door ares VE. For batteries subject 10 an
approved slternative standard undsr § 63.305
of this part, calcuiete the push side and the
coke side PLD separately.

4.5.2 Calculate percent leaking doors by
using the following equation:

(PLD, +PLD, +...+PLD,,)
30

A walking pece of 3 seconds per oven is
typical. Record the actual traverse trme with
a stopwatch.

5.3 Topside Port Lid Observations To
observe lids of the ovens involved in the
charging operstion, the observer shall wait to
view the iida until approxamately § minutes
after the completion of the cha:ge. Record all
the infarmation requested on the topside
inspection sheet (F:gure 303—3). Record the
clock time when traverses begin and end. If
the observer's view is obstructed during tke
traverse (e.g., steam from the coke wharf,
larry car, etc.}, foliow the guidelines given in
section 4.2.2.

$.3.1 To perform a test run, conduct &
single traverse an the topside of the battery.
The observer shall walk near the center of the
battery but may deviate from this peth to
avoid safety hazards (such as open or closed

L
PLD = —-x 100 (Bg.303-4)
Dni
where
PLDwPerceat doors for the test run;
Ly=Number of doors with VE observed from
the yard; and
Dee=Total number of doors cbesrved ca
opereting avens.

4.5.3 When traverses are conducted from
the bench under sheds, caiculste the coks
side end the push side soparataly. Use the

foliowing squation to calculate & yard-
equivalent reading:

L.=L.—(NXO.N) (Bq.303-95)
where

N=Total aumber of ovens on .I:o‘ battery:
Lo=Yard-equivaient reeding
Lye=Number of doors with VR cbeerved from
the bench under sheds.
If Ly is less than zero, use zero for L, in
Equstion 3038 in the calculstion of PLD.
4.5.3.1 Use the following equation to
calculate PLD:

+L
Pm--ll-l-xmo

(BEq.303-6)
Da
where
PLD=Percent leaking coke oven doare for the
nR;
lo=Yard

Round off PLD to the nearest hundredth of
1 percent and record as the percent leaking
coke oven doors for the run.

4.5.3.2 30-day Rolling Average. Far each
day on which » valid observation is obtained,
calculate the daily 30-day rolling average for
each battery using these data and the 29
previous valid daily observations, in
sccordance with the following equation:

(Eq.303-7)

charging ports, luting buckets, lid rexcove)
bars, and topside port lids that have been
removed) and any other obstacles. Upon
noting VE from the topside port lid{s} of an
oven, record the oven number and part
number, then resume the traverse. if any
oven is dampered-off from the collecung
main for decarbonization, nots this under
"Commerts” for that particular oven.

Note: Count the number of topside ports,
not the number of ponts, exhibiting VE, ie .
:f 8 tops:de port has several points of VE.
count tkis as one port exhibiting VE.

5.3.2 Do not count the following as
topside port lid VE:

5.3.2.1 VE from between the brickwork
and oven lid casing or VE from cracks in the
oven brickwork. Note these VE under
“Comments;"
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53.2.2 VE from topside ports involved in
a charging c:ronuon. Record the oven
number, and make an appropnate notation
{1 e.. not observed becsuse ports open for
charging) under “Comments;"

5.3.2.3 Topside ports having maintenance
wark done. Record the oven number and
make an appropriate notation under
“"Comments;" or

53.2.4 Condensing water from wet-
sealing material. Ports with oaly visible
condensing water from wet-sealing matenal
are counted as obsarved but not as having
VE.

5.3.2.5 Visible emissions from the flue
inspection ports and caps.

5.4 Offtakes Systems QObservations. To
performa & test run, traverse the battery as in
section 5.3.1. Look ahead and back two to
four ovens to get a clear view of the entire
offtake system for sach oven. Consider visible.
emissions from the following points as
offtake system VE: (a) the flange between the

T=(4sec x N)+(10sec x Z)

where

T=Total time allowed for traverse, seconds:

N=Total number of ovens in the battery; and

Z=Number of topside port lids or offtake
systems with VE.

5.5.1 [f the total traverse tims exceeds T,
void the run and conduct another run to
satisfy the requirements of § 83.309(c)(1) of
this part.

topside port lids end t leaking
systems, do not include topside port lids or
offtake systems with VE from the following
avens:

PLL

where

PLL=Percent leaking topside port lids for the
run;

Pve=Number of topside port lids with VE;

Pow=Number of ports per oven;

N=Total number of ovens in the battery,

PLL(30-day)=

gooseneck and collecting main (“saddle”), (b}
the junction point of the standpipe and oven
(“standpipe base"), (c) the other parts of the
offtake system (e.g.. the standpipe cap), and
(d) the junction points with ovens and
flanges of jumper pipes.

5.4.1 Do not stray from the traverse line
in order to get & “closer look” at any part of
the offtake system unless it is to distinguish
leaks from interferences from othar sources
or to avoid obstacies.

5.4.2 [fthe centerline does not provide a
clear view of the entire offtake system for
each oven (e.g., when standpipes are longer
than 15 fest), the cbserver may conduct the
traverse farther from (rather than closer to}
the offtake systems.

5.4.3 Upon noting s leak froro an offtake
system durizg e traverse, record the oven
nurnber. Resume the traverse. If the oven is
dampered-off from the collecting main for
decarbonization and VE are obssrved, note

$.6.1 Empty ovens, including ovens
undergoing maintenance, which are properly
dampered off from the main.

5.8.2 Ovens being charged or being

$8.3 Up to 3 full ovens that have been
dampered off from the main prior to pushing.

8.8.4 Upto3 sdditional full ovens in the
pushing sequence that bave been dampered
off fram the main for offaks systsm cleaning,

this under “Commseats” for that particular
oven.

5.4.4 If any part or parts of an offtake
system have VE. count it as one emitting
offtake system. Each stationary jumper pipe
is considered a single offtake system.

5.4.5 Da not count standpipe caps open
for s decarbonization period or standpipes of
an oven being charged as source of offtake
system VE Record the oven aumber and
write “Not observed” and the resson (i.e.,
decarb or charging) under “Comments."

Note: VE from open standpipes of an oven
being charged count as charging emissions.
All VE from closed standpipe caps count as
offtake leaks.

S.5 Criteria for Acceptance. After
compisting the run (sliow 2 traverses for
batteries with double mains), calculate the
maximum time aliowed to observe the
topside port lids and/or offtake systems by
the following equation:

(Eq. (303-8)

the main for maintenance near the end of the
coking cycle. Examples of ressons that ovens
are dampered off for safety reasons are to
svoid exposing worksrs in areas with
insufficient clearance between standpipes
snd the larry car, or in areas where workers
could be exposed to fiames or hot gases from
open standpipes, and to avoid the potential
for removing s door on an oven that is not
dampered off from the main.

?hon s mypu:m schedule hwo“l.vu 5.6.5 Topside Port Lids. Determine the
widely separated ovens (e.5..a percent leaking topside port lids for each run
system); or that bave been dam, off fom 8s follows:
Pye
= x 100 (Eq.303-9)
Pov- (N~ Ni )= Pno -

Ni=Number of inopersble ovens; and
PrnoxNumber of ports not observed.

$.6.5.1 Round off this percentage to the
nearest hundredth of 1 percent and record
this percentage as the percent lesking topside
port lids for the rus.

(PLL, +PLL,+K +PLL,,)
30

5.6.5.2 30-day Rolling Average. For eech
day on which a valid daily observation is
obtained, calculate the daily 30-day rolling
average for each battery using those data and
the 29 previous valid daily observations, in
accordance with the following equation-

(Eq.303-10)
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8.6.6 Offtaks Systems. Determine the

percent leaking offtake systems for the run as
foliows:

PLO =

whare

PLO=Percant leeking off\eke eyetems:;

Tvg=Number of offtake systsms with VE;

Towe=Number of offtake systems (excluding
jumper pipes) per oves:

N=Total number of ovens in the battery;

Ni=Total number of inoperable ovens;

PLO(0 - day) =

8. Procedure for Determining VE From
Collecting Mains

8.1 Traverss. To o ‘ot rua,
traverse both the co ecnn&.mdnutwllhud
the battery topside alang the side closest t0
the collecting main. 1f the battary has s
double main, conduct two sets of traverses
for each run, Le., one set for sech metn

6.2 Data VE from

8.3 Collecting Main Pressure Check. Afer
the complstion of the daor sraveres, the
topside port lids, and offtake systems,
compare the collecting main pressure during
the inspection to the collecting main pressure
during the ous 8 to 24 hours. Recard the
following: (a) The pressure during
inspection, (b) presence of pressure deviation

Tve x 100

T (N=N)+J=Ty

a0
JsNumber of stationary jumper pipes.
$44.1 Round off thie w0 the
nearest hundredth of 1 percent and record
this percentage as the percem leaking offtake
systsms for the run.

(PLO, +PLO,;K +PLOy)

assurance/ ty control (QA/QC)
mwm

keep the QA/QC records for at least &
months. The observer may periodically check
the QA/QC secaeds t0 detecmine their
completeness. The owner or operstor shall

acoess o the recards within t hour
of an chsarver’s request.
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(Eq.303-12)
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Company name: Battery nho.: Date- Run no. .
Tley. Etatet
Oeerver name! Company repressntative(e):
Visible N
oven Clock Suissions. -
harge no. no. t!ne aeconds Commants

Figure 303-1. Charging system inspection.
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8attery no.: Date:

Company name:

City, State:

Totat no. of ovens in battery:

Observer name:

Certification expiration date:

Inoperable ovens:

Campany represef\ntive(n):

Traverse time CS: Traverse time PS: valid run (Y or ¥):
Time traverse
started/ Door Commeants :
completed pPS/CS Number (no. of blocked doors, interruptions to traverse etc.)

Figure 303-2. Door area inspection.
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Company name:

176

Battery no.: Date:

City, State:

Total no. of ovens in battery:

Observer name:

Certification expiration date:

Inopersble ovens:

Compeny representative(s):

Yotel no. of Lids:

Ovens not observed:

Total no. of offtakes: Total no. of jumper pipes:

Total traverse time: valid run (Y or N):

r————————— ————

Tioe traverse
started/
completed

Type of Inspection
(lids, offtakes, Locatfon of VE
collecting main) (Oven #/Port #) Comments

-

BILLING CODE 8580-50-C

Figure 303-3, Topside inspection.
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METHOD 303A—DETERMINATION OF
VISIBLE EMISSIONS FROM NONRECOVERY
COKE OVEN BATTERIES

1 Applicability and Principle

11 Applicability. This method
determines percent leaking doors.

12 Prinaple. A certified observer
visually determines the VE from coke oven
battery sources. This metbod does not require
that opacity of emissions be determ:ned or
that magmtude be differentiated.

1.3 Definitions.

13.1 Bench. The platform structure in
front of the oven doors.

1.3.2 Noarecovery Coke Oven Battery. A
source consisting of s group of ovens
connected by common walls and operated as
a unit, where coal undergoes destructive
disullation under pegative pressure 10
produce coke, and which is designed for the
combustion of coke oven gas from which by-
products are not recovered.

1.3.3 Coke Oven Door. Each end
enclosure on the pusher side and the coking
side of an oven.

1.3.4 Coke Side. The nide of a battery
from which the coke is discharged from
ovens at the end of the coking cycle.

1.3.5 Operuting Oven. Any aven not out
of operation for rebuild or maintenance wark
extensive enough to require the oven to be
skipped in the charging sequence.

1.3.86 Oven. A chamber in the coks oven
battery in which coal undergoes destructive
distillation to produce coks.

1.3.7 Push Side. The side of the battery
from which the coks is pushed from ovens
at the end of the coking cycle.

1.3.8 Run. The observation of visibls
emissions from coks oven doors in
accordance with the procedures in this
method.

1.3.8 Shed. An enclosure that cavers the
side of the coke oven battery, captures
em13s10ns from pushing operstions and from
leaking coks oven doors on the coke side or
pusher side of the coke oven battery, and
routes the emissions to s contro} device or
system.

2 Training

21 Training. This method requires only
tne determination of whether VE occur and
does not require the determunation of opacity
levels, therefore, observer certification
according to Method 9 in append:ix A to part
60 of this chapter is not required However,
the first-tune observer (trainee) shall have
sttended the lecture portion of the Method 9
certification courss. Purthermore, before
concucting any VE observations, an observer
shall become familiar wath nonrecovery coke
oven battery operations and with this test
method by observing for 8 mintmurm of 4
hours the operatian of s nonrecovery coke
oven battery.

3 Procedure for Deterriining VE Froo Coke
Oven Door Areas

The intent of this procedure is to
determine VE from coke oven doar arees by
carefully observing ths door area while
walking at a normal pace.

3.1 Number of Runs. Refer to
§63.309{c)(1) of this part for the appropriate
oumber of runs.

3.2 Battery Traverss To conduct a battery
traverse, walk the length of the battery on the
outside of the pusher machine and quench
car tracks at a steady, normal waiking pece,
pausing to make appropriate entnes on the
dooar area inspection sheet (Figure 303A-1).

A single test run comsists of two timed
traverses, one for the coks side and one for
the push side.

3.2.1 Various situations may arise that
will prevent the observer from viewing s
door or a series of doors. The observer has
two options for dealing with obstructions to
view: (a) Wait for the equipmsnt to move or
the fugitive emissions o dissipate before
completing the traverse; or (b) skip the
affected ovens and move to a position to
continue the traverse. Continue the traverse.
After the completion of the traverse, if the
squipment has moved ar the fugitive
emissions have dissipated, complete the
traverse by inspecting the affected doars.
Record the oven numbers and maks an
appropriste notation under “Comments” on
the door area inspection sheet (Figure 303A—~
1}.

3.2.2 When batteries have sheds to
control pushing emissions, conduct the
inspection from outside the shed, if the shed
allows such observations, or from the bench.
Be aware of special safety considerstions
pertinent to walking on the bench and follow
the instructions of company personnel an the
required equipment and operstions
procedures. If possible, conduct the bench
traverse whensver the bench is clesr of the
door machine and hot coks guide.

3.3 Observations. all the
information requested at the top of the door
area inspection sheet (Figure 303A-1),
including the oumber of inoperable ovens.
Recard which side is being inspected, Le.,
coke side or push side. Other information
may be recorded at the discretion of the
observer, such as the locauon of the leak
(e.g., top of the door), the reason for any
interruption of the traverse, or the posiuon of
the sun relative to the bettery and sky
conditions (i.e., overcast. partly sunny, etc.).

3.3.1 Begn the test run by traversing
aither the coke side or the push side of the
battery. After completing one side, traverse
the other side.

3.3.2 During the traverse, look around the
entire perimeter of each oven door. The door
is considered leaking if VE are detected in
the coke oven door area. The coke oven door
area includes the entirs ares on the vertical
face of a coke oven between the bench snd
the top of the battery. Record the oven
pumber and make the appropriate notation
on the door area inspection sheet (Figure
303A-1).

33.3 Do not record the following sources
s door area VE:

3.3.3.1 VE from ovens with doors
removed. Record the oven number and maxe
&n appropriate notation under "Comments; "

3.3.3.2 VB from ovens where
maintenance work is being conducted.
Record the gven number and make «n
sppropnate notation under “Comments;" or

3.3.3.3 VE from hot coks that has been
spilled on the bench as a result of pushing.

3.4 Calculations for percent leaking coors
{PLD). Determuns the total number of doore
for which observations were made on the
coke oven battery as follows:

D, =(2xN)-(D, +D_ J(Eq.303A-1)
where

Dew=Total number of doars observed on
opersting ovens;

Di=Number of doors on nonoperating ovens:

Dao=Number of doors not obesrved: and

N=Total number of ovens in the battery.

3.4.1 For eech test run {one run includes
both the coke side and the push side
traverses), sum the number of doors with
door area VE.

Nots: Multiple VE from the same door ares
are counted as only one emitting door. not 48
multiple emitting doors.

3.4.2 Calculate percent leaking doors by
using the following equation:

L
PLD = —L-x 100

(Eq.303A-2)
Deb

where

PLD=Percent leaking doors for the test run;

Ly=Number of doors with VE observed from
the yard; and

Des=Total number of doors observed on
operating ovens.

3.4.3 When traverses are conducted from
the bench under shads, caiculats the coke
side and the push side reading separately.
Use the following equation to caiculate s
yard-equivalent reading for the coke side:

L, =L, -(Nx006) (Eq.303A-3)
where

N=Total number of ovens on the bsttery;

Lo=Yard-equivalent resding; and

L.=Number of doors with VE observed fram
the bench under sheds.

If L is less than zero, use zero for Lb in
Equation 303A—4 in the calculation of PLD.
3.4.3.1 Use the following equation to

calculate PLD:

L,+L
PLD = ——2X %100
Dy
where
PLD=Percent leaking coke oven doors for the
run;
Le=Yard equivaient reading:
Ly=Number of doors with VE observed frcm
the yard on the push side; and
Doo=Total number of doors observed on
operating ovens.
Round off PLD to the nearest hundredth of
1 percent and record as the percent leak:ng
coke oven doors for the run.
3.4.3.2 30-day Rolling Averege. For esch
day oo which a valid observation is obtsined,
calculate the daily 30-day roiling average for
each battery using these dats and the 29
ous valid daily observations, in
accordance with the following equatcn:

(Eg. 3034 - %)
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(PLD, +PLD,L +PLDy,)

PLD(30 -day) = (Eq.303-5)
30
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Battery no.: Date:

City, State:

Total no. of ovens in battery:

Observer name:

Certification expiration date:

inoperable ovens:

Traverse time CS:

Traverse time pS:

Company representative(s):
Valid run (Y or ¥):

Time traverse
started/
compl eted

Door

PS/CS humber

Comments
(no. of blocked doors, interruptions to traverse, etc.)

Figure 303A-1.

[FR Doc. 93—26162 Filed 10-26-93, 8-45 am

SILLNG CODE ¥580-80-C

Door area inspection.
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS REGARDING THE COKE OVEN NESHAP



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Below are answers to some of the questions concerning Method
303 certification, Method 303 application, and the coke oven
rule. This is provided as an informational bulletin. For
further clarification of the rule, Method 303, or the Method 303
certification course, contact Roy Huntley at (919) 541-1060 or
Amanda Agnew at (919) 541-5268.

1. WHEN MUST METHOD 303 INSPECTIONS BY CERTIFIED OBSERVERS
BEGIN?

Method 303 inspections for compliance with the new
regulation (i.e., daily inspections) for coke batteries who
choose the LAER track begin November 15, 1993. For batteries
that choose the MACT track, inspections must begin on
December 31, 1995,

2. WHO MUST BE CERTIFIED?

Anyone who inspects a coke battery to comply with the new
coke oven NESHAP must be a certified Method 303 observer. Under
the new rule, coke plants are not allowed to self-inspect, so
observations by employees of the coke plant will not be used to

determine compliance.
3. HOW DOES ONE CERTIFY?

One must attend and pass a Method 303 certification course.
To register, call Beth Butler at (919) 515-4659.

Schedule of Courses

September 27 - October 1 in Gary, IN. Certification course
at UsSX, Gary, IN.

November 1 - 5 in Birmingham, AL. Certification course at
ABC Coke, Tarrant, AL.

November 8 - 12 in Pittsburgh, PA. Certification course at
USX, Clairton, PA.

December 6 - 10 in Indianapolis, IN. Certification course
at Citizen’s Gas, Indianapolis, IN.

4. HOW MUCH EXPERIENCE IS8 REQUIRED PRIOR TO ATTENDING THE
CERTIFICATION TRAINING COURSE?

Trainees shall have completed at least 12 hours of field
observations and shall have attended at least once the lecture

D-1



portion of the EPA Method 9 certification (Method 9 of

Appendix A, 40 CFR Part 60). The trainee should, but is not
required to, complete the field observation requirement at a coke
oven battery that they will be inspecting after becoming

certified.

During the 12 hours, the trainee shall observe the
operations of a coke oven battery as it pertains to Method 303
and shall also practice inspecting the battery using Method 303
or a method similar to Method 303. For people with no experience
with coke battery operations or coke oven inspection procedures,
the 12 hours of field observation must contain instruction from
an experienced coke oven observer, familiar with Method 303 or
similar methods and the operation of the coke oven batteries.

For people who are already familiar with coking operations
(because they work on coke batteries, for example) and the coke
oven inspection procedure (because they have inspected batteries,
for example), it is acceptable for them to use previous
experience to satisfy this requirement, providing their previous
inspection experience includes inspecting coke batteries for
door, 1id, and offtake leaks, and timing charging emissions. If
not, then they will have to obtain that experience. The general
idea is for everyone to be familiar with coke battery operations
and the general concepts of counting door, lid, and offtake leaks
and timing charging emissions so that during the course, the
student can concentrate on learning Method 303.

5. HOW DOES ONE ARRANGE TO RECEIVE THE 12 HOUR FIELD
OBSERVATION?

Cooperation with the particular coke battery and the State
or Local Agency will, of course, be needed. Contact the
applicable State or Local agency for guidance.

6. HOW MUCH SAFETY TRAINING DO I NEED?

Prior to attending the Method 303 certification course, all
trainees shall have completed the 24 hour basic health and safety
training, or equivalent, and be fit-tested for a respirator.
Anybody who has not completed the necessary safety training will
not be certified. Any questions about how to obtain the proper
training, call Kirk Foster at (919) 541-4571.

7. WHAT DO I NEED TO BRING TO THE COURSE?

It is the responsibility of the trainees to supply their own
hard hat, steel-toed safety shoes, safety glasses with side
shields, and a fit-tested respirator. Also, trainees should
bring a clipboard, a stopwatch, and a scientific calculator or a
laptop computer with Lotus 123, version 2.1 or better (to run the
Method 303 spreadsheet).



8. WHAT I8 THE CERTIFICATION COURSE GOING TO BE LIKE AND HOW
LONG DOES IT LAST?

An agenda will be mailed to each trainee upon registration.
In general, the course is four or five days long and starts on a
Monday with a classroom lecture/workshop. This will either be
held at a hotel conference room or at the plant. During the
classroom portion of the certification course, the instructors go
over the method in detail. The Method 303 video will illustrate
the various procedures for inspecting a battery and a computer
program to calculate the results will be demonstrated. A test

will be given.

on Tuesday, the trainees go to the battery and groups of
5 - 8 will receive instruction from a panel member. After lunch,
the groups will go back to the batteries with the entire panel
for more practice. During Tuesday afternoon, the practice runs,
if acceptable to the panel, can be used to satisfy the
requirement in the rule for a practice run.

On Wednesday, the trainees return to the battery and begin
the certification runs with the panel. Trainees will be
certified when 1 practice run and 3 certifying runs have been
completed to the satisfaction of the panel. For many people,
certification will not be complete until Thursday. Friday should
be considered as an extra day to be used in the event of bad
weather.

9. HOW LONG DOES CERTIFICATION LAST AND HOW DOES ONE RE-
CERTIFY?

Certification lasts for one year. Observers re-certify
twice by viewing the Method 303 video and correctly answering all
of the questions on the Method 303 test. Every 3 years, an
observer must demonstrate proficiency to the Method 303 panel
again.

10. WHO PAYS FOR CERTIFICATION?

Each trainee, except employees of the US EPA and state and
local agencies, will have to pay a fee. Currently, the fee is
set at $1200. The rule provides for each owner or operator of a -
coke oven battery to pay an inspection fee to defray the costs of
the inspection program. The formula for computing the inspection
fee uses the average hourly rate for private visible emissions
inspectors in the relevant market as one of its terms. Since the
overhead component of this average hourly rate will include the
costs of getting certified, the inspection fees will reimburse
state and local agencies and their contractors for costs incurred
in getting a sufficient number of certified inspectors to
administer the program.



11. HOW DOES A BATTERY STRADDLE THE TRACKS?

There are two sets of emission limits; the MACT limits and
the extension track (the extension track is also called the LAER
extension track). Each battery must comply with one of the
tracks, but may, if so desired, straddle both tracks until
January 1998, at which time a selection is necessary. If a
battery wants to straddle both tracks, in other words, not commit
to either track, that battery will be subject to the more
stringent limits of the two tracks. The straddling ends on
January 1, 1998, when battery operators must declare which track

they intend to follow.

12. WHEN IS8 AN INCOMPLETE CHARGE ACCEPTABLE AND WHEN IS TIMING
LESS THAN 5 CHARGES A DAY ACCEPTABLE?

Section 3.8 of the Method reads as follows:

"Five charging observations (runs) obtained in
accordance with this method shall be considered a valid set
of observations for that day. No observation of an
incomplete charge shall be included in a daily set of
observations that is lower than the lowest reading for a
complete charge. If both complete and incomplete charges
have been observed, the daily set of observations shall
include the five highest values observed. Four or three
charging observations (runs) obtained in accordance with
this method shall be considered a valid set of charging
observations only where it is not possible to obtain five
charging observations, because of visual interferences (see
Section 3.5) or inclement weather prevent a clear view of
the charging system during charging. However, observations
from three or four charges that satisfy these requirements
shall not be considered a valid set of charging observations
if use of such set of observations in a calculation under
Section 3.9 would cause the value of A to be less than 145."

In plain language, the observer must time 5 complete
consecutive charges each day. If the observer’s view of the
charging system becomes obstructed during the charge to the
extent that he thinks the charge has been compromised, the
observer stops the stopwatch, records the accumulated time, and
labels the charge an "incomplete charge". The observer then
times the next charge to replace the incomplete charge. If five
complete charges could not be obtained for that day, the
incomplete charge can be used as one of the five charges for that
day if at least one of the complete charges has a lower emission
time than the incomplete charge.



13. THERE ARE PROVISIONS IN THEE RULE THAT ALLOW BATTERIES WITH
SHEDS TO APPLY FOR AN ALTERNATIVE STANDARD. WHAT DOES THE
OBSERVER DO WITH BATTERIES THAT APPLY AND RECEIVE AN
ALTERNATIVE STANDARD?

The response to this question is best shown in an example.
In this example, Battery 1 has a coke-side shed and a baghouse to
control emissions. The owner applies for an alternative
standard, using the procedures in the regulation. After testing,
the battery receives an alternative standard of 11.0 PLD. The
coke-side doors under the shed of Battery 1 are now inspected
(from the yard if possible, from the bench if not, per
Method 303) once a week instead of once a day. The new PLD is
not averaged with any other reading. Instead, it is a never-to-
exceed leaking door limit. If the PLD for the coke-side with the
shed do not exceed 11.0 PLD for 12 consecutive weeks, then the
doors are inspected once a month. If any exceedance is recorded
during the monthly inspection, the frequency of inspection
returns to once a week.

In addition to the PLD limit, the observer must conduct a
weekly inspection of the shed for collection efficiency and may
have to read opacity, using Method 9, of the emissions at the
outlet of the baghouse. The word "may" is applicable because the
battery operator has the option of installing and maintaining a
continuous opacity monitor at the baghouse outlet.

Inspecting the shed for collection efficiency means walking
around the shed and looking for emissions escaping capture.
Pushing emissions are exempt.

14. I8 THE OBSERVER REQUIRED TO INSPECT THE COLLECTING MAIN?

Procedures for conducting collecting main inspections are in
Method 303, but the observer is not required to inspect the
collecting main every day. The permitting authority will
determine the fregquency of collecting main inspections by the
observer. However, the regulation requires the owner or operator
to inspect the collecting main daily.

15. CAN BATTERIES BE COMBINED FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONDUCTING
INSPECTIONS (E.G., TO OBTAIN FIVE OBSERVATIONS TOTAL FOR
CHARGING INSTEAD OF TWO SET8 OF FIVE OBSERVATIONS FOR TWO
BATTERIES) ?

Batteries are defined in Appendix A of the rule, and as with
other parts of the rule, this list was negotiated in good faith
by all of the parties. If there is a demonstrable problem with
the way that batteries are defined in the appendix, a facility
may apply for an alternative method. However, combining of
batteries will be determined on a case-by-case basis by the
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delegated enforcement agency. To be considered for an
alternative method, the following criteria will apply:

° There must be a substantive need or reason for the
alternative method.

. The alternative method must apply to charging
observations only.

° Batteries that are to be combined to conduct a single
set of charging observations must be charged by a
single larry car operated by the same crew for both
batteries.

16. IF TWO OR MORE BATTERIES ARE CONNECTED BY COMMON WALLS, DOES
THIS CONSTITUTE ONE BATTERY?

Not necessarily. The easiest way to determine whether
something is considered one battery or two is to consult the list
of batteries that is in the regulation.

17. ARE VE FROM BYPASS STACKS OR OTHER SOURCES NOTED?

Any "event" can be noted in the comment portion of the
inspection form, but VE from bypass stacks are not covered under
the regulation.

18. THE GUIDANCE IN THE METHOD I8 TO VARY THE TIME OF DAY OF THE
INSPECTIONS. DOES THIS MEAN NO NIGHT INSPECTIONS?

There is nothing in the method or rule that prevents someone
from conducting a Method 303 traverse at night.

19. PRE-HEATERS DRIVE OFF EXCES8 MOISTURE. IS THIS CONSIDERED
COKE OVEN EMISSIONS?

Pre-heater emissions are not covered under this regulation.

20. WHEN DOES THE CHARGING PERIOD END FOR BATTERIES THAT USE
JUMPER PIPES OR ASSIST OVENS?

The charging period begins when coal begins to flow into the
oven and ends when the last charging port is recapped. If an
oven uses a movable jumper pipe and an assist oven during
charging, then emissions from the jumper pipe and the port of the
assist oven count as charging emissions. The charging period
ends when the last 1id on the oven being charged is replaced.



21. I8 A BATTERY EXEMPT FROM NOV’S8 DURING THE TRAINING OF THE
OBSERVERS?

It is not the policy of the EPA to exempt a source from
being cited for violations during a visit.

22. SHOULD FLAMES SEEN COMING FROM AN OVEN DOOR JAMB DURING A
DOOR TRAVERSE COUNT A8 A DOOR LEAK?

The procedures in Method 303 determine the presence of
visible emissions. Flames are not counted as VE. However, any
plume from the flame that is visible during a proper traverse can

be counted as VE.

23. DOES8 THE NEW COKE OVEN RULE SUPERSEDE OTHER STATE RULES?

No. The coke battery is still obligated to comply with all
state or county rules that are currently in place.



APPENDIX E

LIST OF BATTERIES AND THEIR OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS



l LIST OF OPERATING COKE PLANTS AS OF APRIL 1992
DATE OF ORIGINAL COKE CAPACITIES
CONSTRUCTION NUMBER (1,000 METRIC TONS/YR)
No. PLANT BATTERY ORLASTKNOWN  OF HEIGHT BF FOUNDRY OTHER
REBUILD OVENS (m) COKE COKE COKE*
1 ABC Cokse, Tamant, AL A 1968 78 50 317 128
5 1941 25 40 63 25
6 1951 29 40 73 29
2 Acme Stesl, Chicago, IL 1 1979 50 40 226
I 2 1978 50 40 26
3 Amnco inc., Middietown, OH 1 1976 57 6.0 466
2 1977 57 6.0 466
3 1952 76 40 316
I 4 Amnoo inc., Ashland, KY 3 1953 76 35 305
4 1978 70 50 528
5 Bethiehem Steel, Bethiehem, PA A 1976 80 6.0 591
2 1841 102 3.0 200
3 1941 102 3.0 200
6 Bethlehem Steel, Bums Harbor, IN 1 1983 82 6.0 809
l 2 1972 82 6.0 664
7 Bethlehem Steel, Lackawanna, NY 7 1952 76 35 340
8 1962 76 35 340
l 8 Citzens Gas, indianapolis, IN E 1946 47 35 83 34
H 1941 41 35 75 31
1 1979 72 50 245 82
9 Empire Coke, Holt, AL 1 1978 40 25 70 28
2 1978 20 25 35 14
10 Erie Coke, Ene, PA A 1952 23 4.0 58 19
l B 1943 35 4.0 89 29
11 Geneva Steel, Provo, UT 1 1844 59 40 223
2 1944 32 40 120
3 1944 56 4.0 211
. 4 1944 50 40 188
12 Gulf States Steel, Gadsden, AL 2 1842 65 4.0 268
3 1965 65 40 268
' 13 inland Steel, East Chicago, IN 6 1950 65 4.0 131
7 1956 87 40 23
9 1959 87 4.0 24
10 1970 51 6.0 281
I 11 1978 69 60 482
14 Koppers, Woodward, AL 1 1978 60 30 252
2A 1977 40 3.0 161
2B 1969 38 3.0 128
l (defined as two separate battenes) 4A 4B 1947 56 30 97
5 1952 29 3.0 55
15 LTV Steel, Cleveland, OH 6 1952 63 40 248
. (plant shutdown In 1992) 7 1952 63 40 248
16 LTV Steel, Pittsburgh, PA P1 1960 59 40 256
P2 1961 59 40 256
P3N 1961 59 40 289
P3s 1961 59 40 289
P4 1953 79 4.0 382
l Contnued
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LIST OF OPERATING COKE PLANTS AS OF APRIL 1992

DATE OF ORIGINAL COKE CAPACITIES
CONSTRUCTION NUMBER (1,000 METRIC TONS/YR)
PLANT BATTERY ORLASTKNOWN OF HEIGHT BF FOUNDRY OTHER
REBUILD OVENS (m}) COKE COKE _COKE®
17 LTV Steel, Chicago, IL 2 1982 60 6.0 558
18 LTV Steel, Warren, OH 4 1979 85 4.0 447
19 National Steel, Ecorse, M! 5 1992 85 6.0 795
20 National Steel, Granite City, IL A 1980 45 4.0 250
B 1982 45 4.0 250
21 New Boston, Portsmouth, OH 1 1964 70 4.0 341
22 Sharon Steel, Monessen, PA 1B 1981 37 40 212
2 1980 19 4.0 105
23 Shenango, Pittsburgh, PA 1 1983 56 40 301
(Battery 4 shutdown in 1992) 4 1952 35 40 151
24 Sloss Industries, Birmingham, AL 3 1952 30 4.0 "
4 1956 30 4.0 111
5 1959 60 4.0 119 48
25 Toledo Coke, Toledo, OH Cc 1953 57 35 127 52
26 Tonawanda, Buffalo, NY 1 1962 60 4.0 188 62
27 USX Claiston, PA 1 1955 64 3.6 260
2 1955 64 3.6 260
3 1955 64 36 260
7 1954 64 3.6 260
8 1954 64 36 260
9 1954 64 36 260
13 1989 61 3.6 270
14 1989 61 36 270
15 1979 61 36 270
19 1976 87 43 450
20 1978 87 43 450
B 1982 75 6.1 760
28 USX Gary, IN 2 1975 57 62 700
3 1976 57 6.2 €80
5 1954 77 3.1 250
7 1954 77 3.1 250
29 Wheeling-Pitt, East Steubenville, 1 1955 47 30 151
wv 2 1953 47 3.0 151
3 1964 51 3.0 163
8 1977 79 6.0 782
Totals for by-product batteries 83 4878 21894 1476 499
30 Jewsll Coal and Coke, Vansant, VA Nonrecovery process 590

(Battenes 2,3A,38,3C)

List from Appendix A in the rule and report on cost analysis (Docket item VI-C-37).
*Other coke is used in other industries (mineral wool, sugar, etc.).

Estimates exclude breeze and most assume 8% loss from screening, transport.
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