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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is devel oping a maximum
achievable control technology (MACT) standard to reduce hazardous air pollutants (HAPS)
from the integrated iron and steel manufacturing source categories. To support this
rulemaking, EPA’ s Innovative Strategies and Economics Group (ISEG) has conducted an
economic impact analysis (EIA) to assess the potential costs of the rule. This report
documents the methods and results of this EIA. Finished steel products are primarily used as
amajor input to consumer products such as automobile and appliances. In 1997, the United
States produced 105.9 million short tons of steel mill products. This National Emission
Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) (or MACT standard) addresses emissions
from pushing, quenching, and battery stacks. These proposed standards will implement
Section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) by requiring all major sourcesto meet HAP
emission standards reflecting the application of the MACT. The HAPs emitted by this source
category include coke oven emissions, polycyclic organic matter, and volatile organic
compounds such as benzene and toluene.

1.1  Agency Requirementsfor an EIA

Congress and the Executive Office have imposed statutory and administrative
requirements for conducting economic analyses to accompany regulatory actions. Section
317 of the CAA specifically requires estimation of the cost and economic impacts for specific
regulations and standards proposed under the authority of the Act.! ISEG’s Economic
Analysis Resource Document provides detailed guidelines and expectations for economic

In addition, Executive Order (EO) 12866 requires a more comprehensive analysis of benefits and costs for
proposed significant regulatory actions. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidance under EO
12866 stipulates that afull benefit-cost analysisis required only when the regulatory action has an annual
effect on the economy of $100 million or more. Other statutory and administrative requirements include
examination of the composition and distribution of benefits and costs. For example, the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (RFA), as amended by the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement and Fairness Act of 1996
(SBREFA), requires EPA to consider the economic impacts of regulatory actions on small entities.
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analyses that support MACT rulemaking (EPA, 1999). In the case of the coke MACT, these
requirements are fulfilled by examining the following:

» facility-level impacts (e.g., changes in output rates, profitability, and facility
closures),

» market-level impacts (e.g., changes in market prices, domestic production, and
imports),

« industry-level impacts (e.g., changes in revenue, costs, and employment), and

» societa-level impacts (e.g., estimates of the consumer burden as aresult of higher
prices and reduced consumption levels and changes in domestic and foreign
profitability).

1.2  Overview of Coke, Iron and Steel, and Foundry Industries

In the United States, furnace and foundry coke are produced by two producing
sectors—integrated producers and merchant producers. Integrated producers are part of
integrated iron and steel mills and primarily produce furnace coke for captive use in blast
furnaces. In 1997, integrated producers accounted for approximately three-fourths of U.S.
coke capacity, and merchant producers accounted for the remaining one-fourth. Merchant
producers sell furnace and foundry coke on the open market to integrated steel producers (i.e.,
furnace coke) and iron foundries (i.e., foundry coke). Some merchant producers sell both
furnace and foundry coke, while others specialize in only one.

Figure 1-1 summarizes the interactions between source categories and markets within
the broader iron and steel industry. As shown, captive coke plants are colocated at integrated
iron and steel mills providing furnace coke for its blast furnaces, while merchant coke plants
supply the remaining demand for furnace coke at integrated iron and steel mills and supply
the entire demand for foundry coke at iron foundries. These integrated mills compete with
nonintegrated mills (i.e., mini-mills) and foreign imports in the markets for these steel
products typically consumed by the automotive, construction, and other durable goods
producers. Alternatively, iron foundries use foundry coke, pigiron, and scrap in their
ironmaking furnaces (cupolas) to produce iron castings, and steel foundries use pig iron and
scrap in their steelmaking furnaces (electric arc and electric induction) to produce steel
castings. The marketsfor iron and steel castings are distinct with different product
characteristics and end users.
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The EIA models the specific links between these models. The analysis to support the
coke EIA focuses on four specific markets:

 furnace coke,
« foundry coke,
o steel mill products, and
e iron castings.

Changesin price and quantity in these markets are used to estimate the facility, market,
industry, and socia impacts of the coke regulation.

1.3 Summary of EIA Results

The rule requires coke manufacturers to implement good management practices and
ongoing maintenance that will increase the costs of producing furnace and foundry coke at
affected facilities. The increased production costs will lead to economic impactsin the form
of small increases in market prices and decreases in domestic coke production. The impacts
of these price increases will be borne largely by integrated producers of finished steel mill
products as well as consumers of finished steel mill products and foundry products.
Nonintegrated steel mills and foreign producers of coke will earn higher profits. Key results
of the EIA for the coke MACT are asfollows:

» Engineering Costs: The engineering analysis estimates annual costs for existing
sources of $14.3 million.

o SalesTest: A smple“salestest,” in which the annualized compliance costs are
computed as a share of sales for affected companies that own coke batteries,
shows that all of these companies facilities are affected by less than 3 percent of
sales. The cost-to-saesratio (CSR) for the median company is 0.05 percent.

« Priceand Quantity Impacts: The EIA model predicts the following:

— The market price for furnace coke is projected to increase by 1.5 percent
($1.56/short ton), and domestic furnace coke production is projected to
decrease by 2.3 percent (180,000 tons/year).
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The market price for foundry coke is projected to increase by 2.9 percent ($4.17/short ton),
and domestic foundry coke production is projected to decrease by 0.1 percent (1,400

tons/year).

— The market price for steel mill productsis projected to increase by 0.02
percent ($0.12/short ton), and domestic production of steel mill productsis
projected to decrease by 0.02 percent (22,000 tons/year).

— The market price for iron castings is projected to increase by 0.04 percent
($0.35/short ton), and domestic production of iron castingsis projected to
decrease by 0.03 percent (3,400 tonglyr).

Plant Closures. One furnace coke battery is projected to close.

Small Businesses. The Agency identified three small companies that own and
operate coke batteries, or 17 percent of the total. The average CSR for these firms
is 1.3 percent. No small businesses are projected to have CSRs greater than

3 percent. Two small businesses are projected to have CSRs greater than 1
percent. No facilities or batteries owned by a small business are projected to close
as aresult of the regulation.

Social Costs: The annual socia costs are projected to be $14.0 million.

— The consumer burden as aresult of higher prices and reduced consumption
levelsis $21.1 million annually.

— The aggregate producer profit gain is expected to increase by $7.1 million.
v/ The profit losses are $1.7 million annually for domestic producers.

v/ Foreign producer profits increase by $8.8 million due to higher prices and
level of impacts.

1.4  Organization of this Report

The remainder of this report supports and details the methodol ogy and the results of
the EIA of the coke MACT.

Section 2 presents a profile of the coke industry.

Section 3 describes the regulatory controls and presents engineering cost estimates
for the regulation.

Section 4 reports market-, industry-, and societal-level impacts.
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Section 5 contains the small business screening analysis.
Appendix A describes the EIA methodology.
Appendix B describes the devel opment of the coke battery cost functions.

Appendix C includes the econometric estimation of the demand elasticity for steel
mill products.

Appendix D reports the results of the joint economic impacts of the Iron and Steel
and Coke MACTs.



SECTION 2
INDUSTRY PROFILE

Cokeis metallurgical coal that has been baked into a charcoal-like substance that
burns more evenly and has more structural strength than coal. Coke manufacture isincluded
under Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code 3312—Blast Furnaces and Steel Mills;
however, coke production isa small fraction of thisindustry. In 1997, the U.S. produced
23.4 million short tons of coke. Coke is primarily used as an input for producing steel in
blast furnaces at integrated iron and steel mills (i.e., furnace coke) and as an input for gray,
ductile, and malleable iron castings in cupolas at iron foundries (i.e., foundry coke).
Therefore, the demand for coke is aderived demand that is largely dependent on production
of steel from blast furnaces and iron castings.

In the remainder of this section, we provide a summary profile of the coke industry in
the United States, including the technical and economic aspects of the industry that must be
addressed in the economic impact analysis. Section 2.1 provides an overview of the
production processes and the resulting types of coke. Section 2.2 summarizes the
organization of the U.S. coke industry, including a description of U.S. manufacturing plants
and batteries, the companies that own these plants, and the markets for coke products.
Finally, Section 2.3 presents historical data on the coke industry, including U.S. production
and consumption and foreign trade.

2.1 Production Overview

This section provides an overview of the by-product coke manufacturing process and
types of coke produced in the United States. Although not discussed in this section, several
substitute technologies for by-product cokemaking have been developed in the United States
and abroad, including nonrecovery cokemaking, formcoke, and jumbo coking ovens. Of
these alternatives to by-product coke batteries, the nonrecovery method is the only substitute
in terms of current market share in the United States.



2.1.1 By-Product Coke Production Process

Cokemaking involves heating coal in the absence of air resulting in the separation of
the non-carbon elements of the coal from the product (i.e., coke). The process essentially
bakes the coal into a charcoal-like substance for use as fuel in blast furnaces at integrated iron
and steel mills and cupolas at iron foundries. Figure 2-1 summarizes the multi-step
production process for by-product cokemaking, which includes the following steps:

Metallurgical Coal Coal Preparation All Other Inputs
and Charging

_ _ All Other Inputs
Coking and Pushing
Recycled
Coke
Oven Gas
i By-Pr “Hot” Coke .
By-Product < y-Products » Quenching
Recovery
Coke
Other To Blast Furnace or
By-Products Foundry Cupola

Figure 2-1. The By-Product Coke Production Process



« coa preparation and charging,
» coking and pushing,

e (uenching, and

» by-product recovery.

In by-product cokemaking, coal is converted to coke in long, narrow by-product coke ovens
that are constructed in groups with common side walls, called batteries (typically consisting
of 10 to 100 coke ovens).

Figure 2-2 provides a schematic of a by-product coke battery. Metallurgical coal is
pulverized and fed into the oven (or charged) through ports at the top of the oven, which are
then covered with lids. The coal undergoes destructive distillation in the oven at 1,650°F to
2,000°F for 15to 30 hours. A dlight positive back-pressure maintained on the oven prevents
air from entering the oven during the coking process. After coking, the incandescent or “hot”
coke is then pushed from the coke oven into a special railroad car and transported to a quench
tower at the end of the battery where it is cooled with water and screened to auniform size.
During this process, raw coke oven gas is removed through an offtake system, by-products
such as benzene, toluene, and xylene are recovered, and the cleaned gasis used to underfire
the coke ovens and for fuel elsewhere in the plant.

Asshown in Table 2-1, pollutants may be emitted into the atmosphere from several
sources during by-product cokemaking. For the proposed MACT standards, the sources of
environmental concern to EPA are the pushing of coke from the ovens, the quenching of
incandescent coke, and battery stacks. Coke pushing results in fugitive particulate emissions,
which may include VOCs, while coke quenching results in particul ate emissions with traces
of organic compounds. EPA will focus on these three areas of emissions as HAP-emitting
source categories to be regul ated.

2.1.2 Typesof Coke

The particular mix of high- and low-volatile coals used and the length of time the coal
is heated (i.e., coking time) determine the type of coke produced: (1) furnace coke, whichis
used in blast furnaces as part of the traditional steelmaking process, or (2) foundry coke,
which is used in the cupolas of foundries in making gray, ductile, or malleable iron castings.



Figure 2-2. A Schematic of a By-Product Coke Battery

Source: U.S. International Trade Commission. 1994. Metallurgical Coke: Baseline Analysis of the U.S
Industry and Imports. Publication No. 2745. Washington, DC: U.S. International Trade
Commission.

Furnace coke is produced by baking a coal mix of 10 to 30 percent low-volatile coal for 16 to
18 hours at oven temperatures of 2,200°F. Most blast furnace operators prefer coke sized
between 0.75 inches and 3 inches. Alternatively, foundry cokeis produced by baking a mix
of 50 percent or more low-volatile coal for 27 to 30 hours at oven temperatures of 1,800°F.
Coke size requirements in foundry cupolas are a function of the cupola diameter (usually
based on a 10:1 ratio of cupola diameter to coke size) with foundry coke ranging in size from
4 inchesto 9 inches (Lankford et al., 1985). Because the longer coking times and lower
temperatures required for foundry coke are more favorable for long-term production, foundry
coke batteries typically remain in acceptable working condition longer than furnace coke
batteries (Hogan and Koelble, 1996).

Figure 2-3 shows the distribution of U.S. coke production by furnace and foundry
coke as of 1997. As shown, furnace coke accounts for the vast majority of coke produced in



Table2-1. Air Emissionsfrom U.S. Coke M anufacturing Plants by Emission Point

Emission Point Example Pollutants
Oven charging and leaks from doors, lids, and Polycyclic organic matter (e.g., benzo(a)pyrene and
offtakes' many others), volatile organic compounds (e.g.,

benzene, toluene), and particul ate matter

Coke pushing, coke quenching, and battery stacks
(oven underfiring)?

By-product recovery plant® Benzene, toluene, zylene, napthalene, and other
volatile organic compounds

A NESHAP was promulgated for these emission pointsin 1993—see 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart L.

*The proposed MACT standard evaluated in this economic analysis will address hazardous pollutants from
these emission points and is scheduled for promulgation in 2001 in 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart CCCCC.

3A NESHAP for the by-product recovery plant was promulgated in 1989 in 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart L.

the United States. In 1997, furnace coke production was roughly 21.8 million short tons, or
93 percent of total U.S. coke production, while foundry coke production was only 1.6 million
short tons. Integrated iron and steel producers that use furnace coke in their blast furnaces
may either produce this coke on-site (i.e., captive coke producers) or purchase it on the
market from merchant coke producers. Asshown in Table 2-2, ailmost 90 percent of U.S.
furnace coke capacity in 1995 was from captive operations at integrated steel producers
(Hogan and Koelble, 1996). Alternatively, there are no captive coke operationsat U.S. iron
foundries so these producers purchase al foundry coke on the market from merchant coke
producers. In summary, captive coke production occurs at large integrated iron and steel
mills and accounts for the vast mgjority of domestic furnace coke production, while merchant
coke production occurs at smaller merchant plants and accounts for a small share of furnace
coke production and all of the foundry coke produced in the United States.

Co-products of the by-product coke production process are (1) coke breeze, the fine
screenings that result from the crushing of coke; and (2) “ other coke,” the coke that does not
meet size requirements of steel producersthat is sold as afuel source to non-steel producers.
In addition, the by-product cokemaking process results in the recovery of some salable crude
materials such as coke oven gas, ammonialiquor, tar, and light oil. The cleaned coke oven
gasis used to underfire the coke ovens with excess gas used as fuel in other parts of the plant



U.S. Coke Production
23.4 million short tons

Foundry Coke Share

Furnace Coke Share 7%

93%

Figure 2-3. Distribution of U.S. Coke Production by Type: 1997

or sold. The remaining crude by-products may be further processed and separated into
secondary products such as anhydrous ammonia, phenol, ortho cresol, and toluene. In the
past, coke plants were a major source of these products (sometimes referred to as cod
chemicals); however, today their output is overshadowed by chemicals produced from
petroleum manufacturing (DOE, 1996).

2.2  Industry Organization

This section provides an overview of the U.S. coke industry, including the
manufacturing plants and batteries, the companies that own them, and the markets in which
they compete.

2.2.1 Manufacturing Plants

Figure 2-4 identifies the location of U.S. coke manufacturing plants by type of
producer (i.e., integrated and merchant). As shown, coke is currently manufactured at
25 plants, with 14 integrated plants and 11 merchant plants. These manufacturing plants are
located near their end-users or customers and concentrated in the north-central United States
and Alabama. Integrated and merchant manufacturing plants are characterized in the
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® Integrated Producers
% Merchant Producers

Figure 2-4. Location of Coke Manufacturing Plants by Type of Producer: 1997

Source:  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1998. Coke Industry Responses to Information Collection
Request (ICR) Survey. Database prepared for EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards.
Research Triangle Park, NC.

remainder of this section using facility responses to EPA’ s industry survey and industry data
sources. Table 2-2 presents summary data for individual U.S. coke manufacturing plants,
while Table 2-3 provides summary data by type of producer.

Asof 1997, there were 14 integrated plants operating 40 coke batteries with
2,648 coke ovens. Total coke capacity at these plants was 17.6 million short tons with
production devoted entirely to furnace coke. These integrated plants are owned and operated
by large integrated steel companies and accounted for 80 percent of total U.S. coke
production in 1997 (all furnace coke). U.S. Steel isthe largest integrated producer, operating



Table2-3. Cokelndustry Summary Data by Type of Producer: 1997

Integrated Producers

Merchant Producers

Item Total Share Total Share Total
Coke Plants (#) 14 56.0% 11 44.0% 25
Coke Batteries (#)
Total number 40 60.6% 26 394% 66
Average per plant 2.86 2.36 2.64
Coke Ovens (#)
Total number 2,648 69.1% 1,182 30.9% 3,830
Average per plant 189.1 107.5 153.2
Coke Capacity (short tons/yr)
Total capacity 17,617,647 75.8% 5,615,286 24.2% 23,232,933
Average per plant 1,258,403 510,481 929,317
Coke Production (short
tons/yr)
Total production
Furnace 16,017,815 88.2% 2,146,599 11.8% 18,164,414
Foundry 0 0.0% 1,628,024 100.0% 1,628,024
Other 155,403 42.0% 214,963  58.0% 370,366
Total 16,173,218 80.2% 3,989,586 19.8% 20,162,804
Average per Plant
Furnace 1,144,130 195,145 726,577
Foundry 0 148,002 65,121
Other 11,100 19,542 14,815
Tota 1,155,230 362,690 806,512

Sources. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1998. Coke Industry Responses to Information
Collection Request (ICR) Survey. Database prepared for EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards. Research Triangle Park, NC.
Association of Iron and Steel Engineers (AISE). 1998. “1998 Directory of Iron and Steel Plants:

Volume 1 Plants and Facilities.” Pittsburgh, PA: AISE.
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two coke manufacturing plantsin Clairton, Pennsylvaniaand Gary, Indiana. The Clairton
facility isthe largest single coke plant in the United States, accounting for roughly 24 percent
of U.S. cokemaking capacity. Together, thetwo U.S. Stedl plants have atotal of 16 coke
batteries with 1,084 coke ovens accounting for roughly 40 percent of all coke batteries and
ovens at integrated plants. Asshown in Table 2-3, integrated coke plants had an average of
2.9 coke batteries, 189 coke ovens, and coke capacity of 1.26 million short tons per plant.
These plants produced an average of 1.14 million short tons of furnace coke and accounted
for 88 percent of the 18.2 million short tons of furnace coke produced in 1997.

Asof 1997, there were 11 merchant plants operating 26 coke batteries with
1,182 coke ovens. Total coke capacity at these plants was 5.6 million short tons with
production split between furnace and foundry coke. Merchant coke plants are typically
owned by smaller, independent companies that rely solely on the sale of coke and coke by-
products to generate revenue. These plants accounted for 20 percent of total U.S. coke
production in 1997. Sun Coal and Coke isthe largest merchant furnace producer, operating
Jewell Coke and Coal in Vansant, Virginiaand newly constructed operations at Indiana
Harbor Coke in East Chicago, Illinois (both plants employ the nonrecovery cokemaking
processes). Although listed as a merchant producer, the Indiana Harbor Coke plant is co-
located with Inland Steel’ sintegrated plant in East Chicago, Illinois and has an agreement to
supply 1.2 million short tons of coke to Inland and sell the residual furnace coke production
(Ninneman, 1997). Asshown in Table 2-3, merchant coke plants are smaller than integrated
plants with an average of 2.4 coke batteries, 108 coke ovens, and coke capacity of only
0.5 million short tons per plant. In 1997, these plants produced an average of 195,000 short
tons of furnace coke and 148,000 short tons of foundry coke per plant, accounting for
12 percent of U.S. furnace coke and 100 percent of foundry coke produced.

2.2.2 Companies

The proposed MACT will potentially affect business entities that own coke
manufacturing facilities. Facilities comprise aland site with plant and equipment that
combine inputs (raw materials, energy, labor) to produce outputs (coke). Companies that
own these facilities are legal business entities that have capacity to conduct business
transactions and make business decisions that affect the facility. The termsfacility,
establishment, plant, and mill are synonymous in this analysis and refer to the physical
location where products are manufactured. Likewise, the terms company and firm are
synonymous and refer to the legal business entity that owns one or more facilities.
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Asshown in Table 2-4, 18 companies operated the 25 U.S. coke manufacturing plants
in 1997. These companies ranged from small, single-facility merchant coke producers to
large integrated steel producers. As shown, integrated producers are large, publicly owned
integrated steel companiesincluding USX Corporation, Bethlehem Steel Corporation,
National Steel Corporation, LTV Corporation, and AK Steel Corporation. HMK Enterprises,
which owns Gulf States Steel, isthe only integrated producer that is privately owned.
Alternatively, merchant producers are smaller, typically privately owned and operated
companies including Koppers Industries, Drummond Company (which owns ABC Coke),
McWane Incorporated (which owns Empire Coke), and Citizens Gas and Coke. These
potentially affected companies range in size from 130 to over 22,000 employees.

Companies are grouped into small and large categories using Small Business
Administration (SBA) general size standard definitions for NAICS codes. Under these
guidelines, SBA establishes 1,000 or fewer employees as the small business threshold for
Iron and Steel Mills (i.e.,, NAICS 331111), while coke ovens not integrated with steel mills
are classified under All Other Petroleum and Coal Products Manufacturing (i.e., NAICS
324199) with athreshold of 500. Figure 2-5 illustrates the distribution of affected U.S.
companies by size based on reported employment data. As shown, three companies (all
merchant producers), or 16.7 percent, are categorized as small, and 15 companies, or
83.3 percent, are categorized aslarge. As expected, the companies owning integrated coke
plants are generally larger than the companies owning merchant coke plants. None of the
nine companies owning integrated operations have fewer than 1,000 employees or are
classified as small businesses. Alternatively, three of the nine companies owning merchant
operations have fewer than 1,000 employees and are classified as small businesses.
However, not all companies owning merchant coke plants are small; for example, the Sun
Company is one of the largest companies with over 10,000 employees.

2.2.3 Industry Trends

During the 1970s and 1980s, integrated steelmakers shut down blast furnacesin
response to reduced demand for steel, thereby reducing the demand for furnace coke. During
the same period, many coke batteries were also shut down, thereby reducing the supply of
coke. During the 1990s, the improved U.S. economy has produced strong demand for steel,
and domestic coke consumption currently exceeds production. This deficit may increase
because many domestic furnace coke batteries are approaching their life expectancies and
may be shut down rather than rebuilt. However, no new coke batteries have been built and
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Table2-4. Summary of Companies Owning Potentially Affected Coke
Manufacturing Plants. 1997

L egal Form of Producer Total Sales Total Small
Company Name Organization Type ($10° Employment Business

Acme Metals Inc. Public Integrated 488 2,471 No
AK Sted Corporation Public Integrated 2,441 5,800 No
Aloe Holding Company? Holding company  Merchant 79 435 Yes
Bethlehem Stedl Corporation Public Integrated 4,631 15,600 No
Citizens Gas and Coke Private Merchant 450 1,500 No
Drummond Company Inc.” Private Merchant 700 2,700 No
Geneva Steel Company Public Integrated 727 2,600 No
HMK Enterprises Inc.© Private Integrated 530 3,000 No
Koppers Industries Inc. Private Merchant 465 1,800 No
LTV Corporation Public Integrated 4,446 15,500 No
McWane Inc. Private Merchant 560 4,200 No
National Steel Corporation Public subsidiary Integrated 3,114 9,417 No
New Boston Coke NA Merchant 35 239 Yes
Corporation
Sun Company Inc.® Public Merchant 10,464 10,900 No
Tonawanda Coke NA Merchant 23 130 Yes
Corporation
USX Corporation Public Integrated 22,588 41,620 No
Walter Industries Inc.9 Public Merchant 1,507 7,584 No
WHX Corporation” Public Integrated 642 5,706 No

& Owns Shenango Inc.
® Owns ABC Coke.

¢ Owns Gulf States Stedl, Inc.

4 Owns Empire Coke.

¢ Owns Indiana Harbor Coke Company and Jewell Coke and Coal Company, which are not subject to

proposed regulations.

" Owns Erie Coke Corporation.

9 Owns Sloss Industries Corporation.
" Owns Wheeling-Pittsburgh Corporation.

Source:  Dun & Bradstreet. 1998. Dun’'s Market Identifier Electronic Database. Dialog Corporation.
Information Access Corporation. 1997. Business & Company Profile ASAP [computer filg].
Foster City, CA: Information Access Corporation.
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Small
16.7%

Large
83.3%

Figure 2-5. Distribution of Affected U.S. Companiesby Size: 1997

only two coke oven batteries have been rebuilt since 1990—National Steel in Ecorse,
Michigan and Bethlehem Steel in Burns Harbor, Indiana (Agarwal et al., 1996). Most recent
investments in new cokemaking have been made in non-recovery, rather than by-product
recovery, coke batteries. Infact, LTV Steel Corporation and the U.S. Steelworkers Union are
reportedly exploring the possibility of locating a non-recovery coke facility on the site of
LTV’s current coke plant in Pittsburgh (American Metal Market, 1998). LTV closed this
coke plant at the end of 1997 because its operating and environmental performance
deteriorated to the point that it was unable to meet CAA requirements without prohibitive
investments of between $400 and $500 million (New Steel, 19974).

Faced with the prospect of spending hundreds of millions of dollars to rebuild aging
coke batteries, many integrated steelmakers have totally abandoned their captive cokemaking
operations and now rely on outside suppliers. Asof 1997, five integrated steel companies
did not produce their own coke and had to purchase this input from merchant plants, foreign
sources, or other integrated producers with coke surpluses. These integrated steel
companies—Inland Steel, Rouge Steel, USS/K obe Steel, WCI Steel, and Weirton Steel—had
an estimated aggregate coke demand of 5.8 million short tons (Hogan and Koelble, 1996). In
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addition, four other integrated producers currently have coke deficits. However, there are
few integrated producers with coke surpluses to take up the slack. Hogan and Koelble (1996)
reported that only four integrated steelmakers had coke surpluses as of 1995. This number is
now down to three with the March 1998 closing of Bethlehem Steel’ s coke operations in
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania (New Steel, 1998b). These recent closures by LTV and Bethlehem
removed 2.4 million short tons, or 10.5 percent, of U.S. coke capacity (New Steel, 1998b).

Furthermore, several integrated firms have sold some or al of their coke batteriesto
merchant companies, which then sell the majority of the coke they produce to the steel
company at which the battery islocated. Some of these are existing coke batteries, and others
are newly rebuilt batteries, including some that use the non-recovery cokemaking process.

An example is the Indiana Harbor Coke Company’ s coke batteries located at Inland Steel’s
Indiana Harbor Works in East Chicago, Indiana. Both National Steel and Bethlehem Steel
have recently sold coke batteriesto DTE Energy Company (New Steel, 1998a; New Sted!,
1997b). Both steel companieswill continue to operate the batteries and will buy the majority
of the coke produced by the batteries from DTE at market value (National Steel, 1998).

These recent trends should have the following future impacts on the U.S. coke
industry:

» Reduce the share of furnace coke produced by integrated producers, thereby
increasing reliance on merchant producers and foreign sources.

» Increase the furnace coke share of merchant production as these producers
respond to expected increases in market prices for furnace coke, which also has
lower production cost than foundry coke.

» Increase the volume of foreign imports of furnace and foundry coke as domestic
demand continues to exceed domestic supply.

224 Markets

The U.S. coke industry has two primary product markets (i.e., furnace and foundry
coke) that are supplied by two producing sectors—integrated producers and merchant
producers. Integrated producers are part of integrated iron and steel mills and only produce
furnace coke for captive use in blast furnaces. Therefore, much of the furnace coke is
produced and consumed by the same integrated producer and never passes through a market.
However, some integrated steel producers have closed their coke batteries over the past
decade and must purchase their coke supply from merchant producers or foreign sources. In

2-15



addition, a small number of integrated steelmakers produce more furnace coke than they need
and sell their surplus to other integrated steelmakers. As of 1997, integrated producers
accounted for roughly 76 percent of U.S. coke capacity with merchant producers accounting
for the remaining 23 percent. These merchant producers sell furnace and foundry coke on the
open market to integrated steel producers (i.e., furnace coke) and iron foundries (i.e., foundry
coke). Some merchant producers sell both furnace and foundry coke, while others specialize
inonly one.

Although captive consumption currently dominates the U.S. furnace coke market,
open market sales of furnace coke are increasing (USITC, 1994). Because of higher
production costs, U.S. integrated steel producers have been increasing their consumption of
furnace coke from merchant coke producers, foreign imports, and other integrated steel
producers with coke surpluses. In 1997, seven companies produced furnace coke in the
United States. Although concentration ratios indicate that the U.S. furnace market is slightly
concentrated, it is expected to be competitive at the national level after factoring in
competition from foreign imports and integrated producers with coke surpluses.

Merchant coke producers account for a small share of U.S. furnace coke production
(about 12 percent in 1997); however, they account for 100 percent of U.S. foundry coke
production. In 1997, six companies produced foundry coke in the United States. The U.S.
foundry market appears to be fairly concentrated with two companies currently accounting
for almost 68 percent of U.S. production—Drummond Company Incorporated with
45 percent and Citizens Gas and Coke with 22.6 percent. The remaining four merchant
producers each account for between 7.5 and 8.8 percent of the market. However, these
producers do not produce a differentiated product and are limited to selling only to iron
foundries, and these factors limit their ability to influence prices. In addition, the strategic
location of these manufacturers would appear to promote competition within the southeastern
and north-central United States and, perhaps, across regions given access to water
transportation. Thus, the U.S. market for foundry coke is also expected to be competitive at
the national level.

2.3  Historical Industry Data

This section presents historical and projected market data for coke products.
Table 2-5 provides the historical volumes of U.S. production, foreign trade, changesin
inventories, and apparent consumption of coke. Historical domestic datafor 1980 through
1997 were obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy’s Energy Information
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Table2-5. U.S. Production, Foreign Trade, and Apparent Consumption of Coke:
1980-1997 (10° short tons)

uU.S. Changesin Apparent
Y ear Production Exports Imports Inventories Consumption?
1980 46,132 2,071 659 3,442 41,278
1981 42,786 1,170 527 -1,903 44,046
1982 28,115 993 120 1,466 25,776
1983 25,808 665 35 —4,672 29,850
1984 30,561 1,045 582 198 29,900
1985 28,651 1,122 578 -1,163 29,270
1986 25,540 1,004 329 —487 25,352
1987 26,304 574 922 -1,012 27,664
1988 28,945 1,093 2,688 529 30,011
1989 28,045 1,085 2,311 336 28,935
1990 27,617 572 1,078 -1 28,124
1991 24,046 740 1,185 189 24,302
1992 23,410 642 2,098 —224 25,090
1993 23,182 835 2,155 —422 24,924
1994 22,686 660 3,338 -525 25,889
1995 23,749 750 3,820 366 26,453
1996 23,075 1,121 2,543 21 24,476
1997 22,115 832 3,185 3 24,465
Average Annual Growth Rates
1980-1997 -3.1% -3.5% 22.5% -5.9% —4.7%
1980-1989 —4.4% —5.3% 27.9% -10.0% -1.7%
1989-1997 —2.6% —2.9% 4.7% —12.4% —2.4%

& Apparent consumption is equal to U.S. production minus exports plus imports minus changesin
inventories.

Sources:  U.S. Department of Energy. “AER Database: Coke Overview, 1949-1997.”
<http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/aer/aer-toc-d.cfm>. Washington, DC: Energy Information
Administration. As obtained on September 14, 1998a.

Hogan, William T., and Frank T. Koelble. 1996. “Stedl’s Coke Deficit: 5.6 Million Tons and
Growing.” New Seel 12(12):50-59.

U.S. International Trade Commission. Trade Database: Version 1.7.1.
<http://205.197.120.17/scripts/user_set.asp> As obtained in September 1998.
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Administration (EIA) and supplemented by USITC (1994) and Hogan and Koelble (1996).
Historical datafor U.S. exports and imports of coke were obtained from the U.S.
International Trade Commission’s Trade Database (USITC, 1998).

2.3.1 Domestic Production

Asshown in Table 2-5, U.S. coke production has declined by 52 percent from
46.1 million short tonsin 1980 to 22.1 million short tonsin 1997. During this period, coke
production declined at an average annual rate of 3.1 percent, with growth from year to year
varying slightly throughout the period. The largest decline occurred between 1981 and 1982
as U.S. coke production fell from 42.8 to 28.1 million short tons. This reduction was caused
by the large-scale restructuring of the U.S. steel industry during which alarge number of
integrated mills and their associated cokemaking plants were shut down. Asshownin
Table 2-5, the production volume of coke remained relatively stable during the remainder of
the 1980s. U.S. coke production was almost unchanged from 28.1 million short tons in 1982
to 28 million short tonsin 1989. However, during the 1990s, it has steadily declined by an
average of 2.6 percent per year. This steady reduction is associated with the closings of aging
cokemaking operations by several integrated U.S. steel producers.

Available sources do not provide a breakdown of merchant production by type of
coke. Thus, to provide U.S. production by type of coke, the Agency generated historical
estimates of the furnace coke share of merchant production. Based on limited time-series
data from Hogan and Koelble (1996) on the furnace coke share of merchant coke production,
regression analysis was employed to estimate an equation to project this share from 1980
through 1997.* The following time trend equation was estimated using ordinary least squares
(with t-statistics shown in parentheses below coefficients):

Furnace Coke Share = —47.04 + .0238 Y ear (2.1)
(-39.0) (-39.3)

This equation appears to be highly predictive with an adjusted R-square value of 0.9987. The
Agency estimated U.S. furnace coke production from merchant producers by multiplying the
projected shares from Equation 1 by total merchant coke production for each year from 1980
through 1997. U.S. foundry coke production was then derived as the residual volume.

The time-series data consisted of only three annual observations for 1979 (19 percent), 1988 (39.6 percent),
and 1996 (59.6 percent).
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Table 2-6 provides historical data on U.S. furnace coke production by producer type.
As shown, U.S. production of furnace coke has declined by 51 percent from 42.8 million
short tonsin 1980 to 21 million short tons in 1997—an average annual reduction of
3 percent. Integrated producers have been predominant and accounted for 98 percent of U.S.
furnace coke production in 1980. This share has declined by 6.5 percent over time to
91.5 percent as of 1997. Thisdeclineis attributable to reductionsin U.S. cokemaking
capacity due to plant closings at integrated producers. Asaresult, merchant producer’s share
has increased by four-fold from 2.1 percent in 1980 to 8.5 percent in 1997. Thisincreaseis
not only due to declines at integrated producers but also steady increases in production by
merchant producers. Asshown in Table 2-6, merchant production of furnace coke has
doubled over this period from an estimated 0.9 million short tonsin 1980 to 1.8 million short
tons in 1997—an average increase of amost 6 percent per year.

Table 2-7 provides historical data on U.S. foundry coke production at merchant
plants. Although merchant production of furnace coke has increased over time, merchant
production of foundry coke has steadily declined. Asshown, U.S. production of foundry
coke has declined by two-thirds from an estimated 3.34 million short tonsin 1980 to
1.11 million short tons in 1997—an average annual reduction of 3 percent. These reductions
are attributable to two factors: (1) declining demand by iron foundries, and (2) increasing
Incentive to shift production toward furnace coke. During the 1980s, the demand for iron
castings declined because of the poor performance of the U.S. economy and changesin the
automotive industry (i.e., reduced demand and material substitution). Asaresult, one-third
of the U.S. foundries shut down operations (USITC, 1994). Reductionsin demand have
continued throughout the 1990s as foundries have made technological improvements, similar
to those at blast furnaces, to reduce the amount of coke required to produce castings. In
addition, merchant producers now face increasing incentives of expected higher prices and
lower costs of producing furnace coke to meet the increasing domestic demand by integrated
steelmakers.

2.3.2 Foreign Trade

International trade has historically comprised a small portion of the U.S. coke industry
because of limitations associated with transport costs and breakage during transport.
However, trade has become increasingly important during the 1990s. Table 2-5 provides the
volume of U.S. exports and imports for coke from 1980 through 1997. As shown, the United
States has become a net importer of coke. In 1980, the volume of coke exports was
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Table2-6. U.S. Production of Furnace Coke by Producer Type: 1980-1997
(10° short tons)

Integrated Producers Merchant Producers
Y ear Volume Share Volume Share Total Production
1980 41,899 97.9% 893 2.1% 42,792
1981 38,903 97.7% 912 2.3% 39,815
1982 25,374 97.3% 709 2.7% 26,083
1983 22,556 96.1% 919 3.9% 23,475
1984 26,791 95.9% 1,156 4.1% 27,947
1985 25,175 95.6% 1,148 4.4% 26,323
1986 22,251 95.0% 1,165 5.0% 23,416
1987 22,973 94.8% 1,259 5.2% 24,232
1988 25,490 94.8% 1,389 5.2% 26,879
1989 24,808 94.7% 1,378 5.3% 26,186
1990 23,892 93.7% 1,675 6.3% 25,567
1991 20,796 93.1% 1,540 6.9% 22,336
1992 20,162 92.6% 1,616 7.4% 21,778
1993 19,973 92.3% 1,673 7.7% 21,646
1994 19,444 91.7% 1,768 8.3% 21,212
1995 20,510 91.8% 1,844 8.2% 22,354
1996 19,969 91.6% 1,841 8.4% 21,810
1997 19,213 91.5% 1,790 8.5% 21,003
Average Annual Growth Rates

19801997 -3.2% —0.4% 5.9% 18.1% -3.0%

1980-1989 —4.5% —0.4% 6.0% 16.9% —4.3%

1989-1997 —2.8% —0.4% 3.7% 7.7% —2.5%

Source: EPA estimates.
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Table2-7. U.S. Production of Foundry Coke by Producer Type: 1980-19972

(10° short tons)
Integrated Producers Merchant Producers
Y ear Volume Share Volume Share Total Production
1980 0 0.0% 3,340 100.0% 3,340
1981 0 0.0% 2,972 100.0% 2,972
1982 0 0.0% 2,032 100.0% 2,032
1983 0 0.0% 2,334 100.0% 2,334
1984 0 0.0% 2,614 100.0% 2,614
1985 0 0.0% 2,328 100.0% 2,328
1986 0 0.0% 2,124 100.0% 2,124
1987 0 0.0% 2,072 100.0% 2,072
1988 0 0.0% 2,066 100.0% 2,066
1989 0 0.0% 1,859 100.0% 1,859
1990 0 0.0% 2,049 100.0% 2,049
1991 0 0.0% 1,712 100.0% 1,712
1992 0 0.0% 1,632 100.0% 1,632
1993 0 0.0% 1,536 100.0% 1,536
1994 0 0.0% 1,476 100.0% 1,476
1995 0 0.0% 1,396 100.0% 1,396
1996 0 0.0% 1,264 100.0% 1,264
1997 0 0.0% 1,113 100.0% 1,113
Average Annual Growth Rates

19801997 0.0% 0.0% -3.9% 0.0% -3.9%

19801989 0.0% 0.0% -4.9% 0.0% —4.9%

19891997 0.0% 0.0% —5.9% 0.0% —5.9%

& May include some coke screenings or industrial coke.

Source: EPA estimates.
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2.1 million short tons, while the volume of coke imports was only 0.7 million short tons. By
1997, coke exports had declined by almost 60 percent from 1980 to 0.8 million short tons,
and coke imports had increased by almost 400 percent to 3.2 million short tons. The decline
in coke exports resulted from reductions in coke production associated with the declining
U.S. steel industry during the 1980s. Despite the U.S. steel industry’ s turnaround during the
1990s, coke exports have continued to decline as they are crowded out by increasing
domestic demand. The dramatic increase in imports has resulted from the improved U.S.
economy and increasing demand for U.S. steel products since the late 1980s. These factors
combined with previous and continued closings of U.S. coke plants have caused an aggregate
coke deficit at integrated iron and steel mills during the 1990s as domestic supply is not able
to keep pace with demand for coke.

2.3.3 Market Prices

Historical data on market prices for coke are not directly available from public
sources nor can they be derived from the sources providing market volumes. Based on
discussions with DOE’s EIA, the USITC (1994) is the only known source of recent market
prices for coke. These market prices are reported as net f.0.b. at plant and are based on
industry responses to the USITC questionnaire. According to the USITC (1994), avast
majority of cokeis sold under long-term contracts ranging from 1 to 6 years. These contracts
typically provide for semiannual or annual renegotiation so that contract prices are closely
related to open market prices. Thus, because alarge share of coke is purchased through
contracts, the USITC provides prices for both contract sales and spot market sales.

Table 2-8 provides market prices by type of coke product for 1990 through 1993. As
shown, the spot market price is generally higher than the contract sales price and both seem
positively correlated over time. The table also provides a weighted average price based on
the volume sold through contracts and the spot market for each year. As shown, the weighted
average market price for furnace coke was roughly $100 per short ton in 1993 and has
declined since 1990. The market price for foundry coke istypically 50 percent higher than
for furnace coke. In 1993, the weighted average market price for foundry coke was $154 per
short ton and has slightly increased since 1990. Table 2-8 also provides the market prices for
other industrial coke and coke breeze. Industrial coke had a weighted average market price
of $113 per short ton in 1993, while coke breeze was priced at $44 per short ton.
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Table 2-8. Market Pricesof Coke by Type: 1990-1993% ($ per short ton)

Spot Market Sales Weighted Average
Product/Y ear Contract SalesPrice Price Price

Furnace coke

1990 $106.62 $113.87 $107.06

1991 $103.99 $111.26 $105.00

1992 $103.05 $81.55 $102.50

1993 $101.18 $71.12 $100.69
Foundry coke

1990 $149.06 $151.86 $149.82

1991 $153.55 $147.60 $151.83

1992 $152.26 $153.60 $152.58

1993° $152.90 $156.35 $153.75
Other industrial coke

1990 $119.98 $117.53 $119.21

1991 $117.07 $118.06 $117.41

1992 $115.13 $117.46 $115.25

1993 $112.08 $115.89 $112.29
Coke breeze

1990 $42.83 $69.01 $43.31

1991 $44.42 $70.67 $44.94

1992 $45.42 $59.78 $45.88

1993° $43.35 $70.38 $43.91

& Market prices are reported as net f.o.b. at plant.
b Reflects prices observed for January through June 1993.

Source: U.S. International Trade Commission. 1994. Metallurgical Coke: Baseline Analysis of the U.S
Industry and Imports. Publication No. 2745. Washington, DC: USITC.
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2.3.4 FutureProjections

Future projections for the U.S. coke industry depend on several uncertain and
interdependent factors including trends in integrated steelmaking and iron casting,
compliance with environmental regulation, investmentsin or closures of domestic coke
capacity, quality and availability of imports, and economic performance of domestic
producers. For furnace coke, most analysts agree that U.S. capacity and production will
decline faster than consumption and result in continued coke shortfalls to be met by foreign
imports. Based on asurvey of studies, the USITC (1994) reports that U.S. furnace coke
capacity is expected to decline by between 10 to 37 percent from 1990 through 2000, while
U.S. consumption is expected to decline by between 10 to 23 percent. During the 1990s,
furnace coke capacity at U.S. integrated producers has already declined by 27 percent from
24.2 million short tonsin 1990 to 17.6 million short tons per year in 1997 (USITC, 1994,
EPA, 1998). Thisdeclinein capacity at integrated producers has been partially offset by
increases in furnace coke capacity at merchant producers from 2.7 million short tonsin 1990
to roughly 4 million short tonsin 1997 (USITC, 1994; EPA, 1998).

Assuming current rates of investment in existing coke batteries at integrated
producers, furnace coke production in the United States is not expected to exceed 16 million
short tons per year through 2000 (Agarwal et a., 1996). Alternatively, assuming integrated
steelmakers demand between 52 to 59 million tons per year of molten iron, furnace coke
consumption is estimated at between 18 to 22 million tons per year in 2000 (Agarwal et al.,
1996). This projected consumption level also assumes that injection of natural gas and coal
will continue to increase, thereby reducing coke rates and decreasing demand for coke by an
additional 1.2 to 2 million short tons per year. If steel demand islow (i.e., 52 to 54 million
tons per year), then coke demand will be satisfied at the current import level of 3 million tons
per year. However, if thisdemand is high (i.e., 56 to 59 million tons per year), then coke
imports would likely increase to 6 million tons per year. Agarwal et a. (1996) predict that
thisincrease in foreign imports may lead to future increases in coke prices and trigger a
scramble for coke.

For foundry coke, most analysts agree that U.S. capacity will be stable and sufficient
to meet future demands by iron foundries. The American Foundryman’s Society has
projected the demand for iron castings to be between 9 and 10.5 million short tons through
2004 (Stark, 1995). Based on casting yields of 55 percent, metal to coke ratios of 8 to 1, and
acupola-melting share at 64 percent of total, Stark (1995) projects foundry coke demand to
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range from 1.3 to 1.5 million short tons per year through 2004. Asof 1997, total merchant
plant capacity was 5.6 million short tons per year with roughly 2.1 million tons for foundry
coke. Therefore, existing foundry coke capacity will exceed the projected demand and likely
cause merchant producersto increasingly rely on furnace coke to fill this excess capacity
(Stark, 1995).
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SECTION 3
ENGINEERING COST ANALYSIS

Control measures implemented to comply with the MACT standard will impose
regulatory costs on coke batteries. This section presents compliance costs for typical
“model” batteries and the national estimate of compliance costs associated with the proposed
rule. These engineering costs are defined as the annual capital and operating and
mai ntenance costs assuming no behavioral market adjustment by producers or consumers.
For input to the EIA, engineering costs are expressed per unit of coke production and used to
shift the coke supply functions in the market model.

The proposed MACT will cover the Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching, and Battery
Stacks source category. It will affect all 58 by-product coke oven batteries at 23 coke plants.
The processes covered by the proposed regulation include pushing the coke from the coke
oven, quenching the incandescent coke with water in a quench tower, and maintaining the
battery stack that is the discharge point for the underfiring system. Capital, operating and
mai ntenance, and monitoring costs were estimated for 10 representative model batteries.
Model battery costs were linked to the existing population of coke batteries to estimate the
national costs of the regulation.

3.1 Overview of Emissions from Coke Batteries

Thelisted HAPs of concern in coke oven emissions include hundreds of organic
compounds formed when volatiles are thermally distilled from the coal during the coking
process. Traditionally, benzene-soluble organics and methylene chloride-soluble organics
have been used as surrogate measures of coke oven emissions. The primary constituents of
concern are polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS). Other constituents include benzene,
toluene, and xylene.

Coke oven emissions from pushing and quenching occur when the coal has not been
fully coked, which iscalled a“green” push. A green push produces a dense cloud of coke
oven emissions that is not captured and controlled by the emission control systems used for
particulate matter. Coke oven emissions from battery stacks occur when raw coke oven gas
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leaks through the oven walls, enters the flues of the underfiring system, and is discharged
through the stack. Coke oven emissions from these sources are controlled by pollution
prevention activities, diagnostic procedures, and corrective actions. One component of the
control technology is the operating and maintenance of the general battery to prevent green
pushes and stack emissions.

Based on limited test data and best engineering judgment, the proposed standards are
expected to reduce coke oven emissions from pushing, quenching, and battery stacks by
about 50 percent. Thereis significant uncertainty in attempts to estimate emissions and
emission reductions because the emissions are fugitive in nature. For example, the emissions
from green coke during pushing and quenching are not enclosed or captured in a conveyance,
which makes accurate measurement of concentrations and flow rates very difficult.

3.2 Approach for Estimating Compliance Costs

The costs for individual batteriesto achieve the MACT level of control will vary
depending on the battery condition and control equipment in place. Thereisuncertainty in
determining exactly what costs will be incurred by each battery. Consequently, several
model batteries were developed to represent the range of battery types and conditions to place
bounds on the probable costs. The emission control programs and equipment in place at the
best controlled batteries were investigated, and the associated costs were obtained. The costs
were then applied to the model batteries to estimate the cost necessary to comply with the
MACT level. A model battery was assigned to each actual battery based on available
emissions data, knowledge of battery condition, and engineering judgment. Errorsin
underestimating and overestimating costs for individual batteries will tend to cancel when
summing these costs to estimate total nationwide costs.

3.3 Costsfor MACT Performance

The MACT standard involves a routine program of systematic operating and
maintenance and oven repairs to control emissions from battery stacks and pushing. An
important element of this routine program for battery stacksis the use of continuous opacity
monitors (COMs). In addition, control of quenching emissions will require the installation of
baffles in three quench towers that do not have them.

Severa plants were surveyed to obtain cost information on the technol ogies that
comprise the MACT standard. Basic oven repairs include spray patching, ceramic welding,
mobile gunning, silica dusting, end flue repairs, and through-wall brickwork. An annual
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baseline program of oven repairs was developed from the frequency of oven repairs at USS
Clairton Works and includes spray patching, end flue repairs, and through-wall repairs.
Annual estimated costs for oven repairs range from $31,000 to $564,000 per battery.

Another element of the cost of the MACT is monitoring, which involves observing
four pushes per battery per day and bag leak detection systems for batteries that control
pushing emissions with baghouses. The average time to observe four pushesis estimated to
be about 1 hour, allowing for some delays and time for the observer to get into position. (For
batteries operated as three in a battery unit, the time may be as short as 15 to 20 minutes, and
for some foundry batteries, the observation time may be 1.5 hours or more.) Two hours per
plant are allowed for observer travel time and data reduction. For atypical inspection labor
charge of $30/hour, the inspection cost per plant per year would be

$lyr = 365 days/yr * $30/hr * [1 hr/battery * number of batteries + 2 hr/plant * 1 plant] =
$11,000 * number of batteries + $22,000.

Theinstalled capital cost for bag leak detectors provided by vendorsis $9,000 per baghouse.
Annual operating and maintenance costs are estimated to be $500/yr per detector.

34 Costsfor Model Batteries

The model batteries are described in Table 3-1. Two groups are defined: oneto
represent foundry coke by-product batteries and one to represent furnace coke by-product
batteries. These groups are further subdivided into models that represent different battery
conditions that affect emissions and the cost to improve emission control. For example,
Group A represents batteries that already achieve the MACT level of control and will not
incur significant additional expenses. Group B represents batteries that must implement a
baseline program similar to that at the MACT batteries, but they will not incur significant
capital investment. Group C represents batteries that will incur capital expenses to repair and
upgrade oven walls and end flues and, in addition, must implement a baseline program of
continuing diagnostics and repair. Group D batteries in the furnace coke group represent the
newer 6-meter batteries that are generally in a state of good repair.
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The cost elements associated with the model batteries are given below:

1.

Model Battery Groups A and D—MACT batteries. no significant additional
repair costs.

Model Battery Group B—Must implement a baseline program like the one at USS
Clairton.

Model Battery Group C—Must implement a baseline program like the one at USS
Clairton plus additional one-time repairs and rebuilds to put them on par with the
Group B batteries: assume spray patching of 50 percent of the ovens, two
through-wall repairs, and 10 end flue repairs per battery. These repairs will be
treated as a capital cost.

Monitoring—all groups: Cost of COM for those batteries that do not have one
and cost of observing four pushes per day for those not already doing it, aswell as
bag leak detection system for plants with baghouses. These costs will be assigned
on a battery-specific basis.

Quenching—Apply the cost of baffles to those plants that do not have them.
These costs will also be assigned on a battery-specific basis.

Model battery costs are summarized in Table 3-2. For the Model A batteries (batteries that
can already achieve the MACT level of control), the lower end of the range (no additional
costs) represents those batteries that already have COMs and pushing emission observers, and
the upper end of the range represents batteries that must install COMs and hire pushing
emission observers. The Model B batteries’ costs include the cost of monitoring plus the
implementation of abaseline program. The Model C batteries' costs are based on a capital
expenditure to rebuild or upgrade ovens, plus the costs of monitoring and the baseline
program. The Model D furnace coke batteries have the same cost el ements for monitoring as
the Model A group.



Table3-2. MACT Compliance Cost Estimates by Model Coke Battery ($1998)

Total Costs ($10°)

Annual Annual Total
Capital Capital® Operating Annual
Foundry Coke Model
Battery
AP 0to 46 Oto6 O0to 42 0to 48
B 46 6 317 323
C 2,550 241 317 558
Furnace Coke M odel Battery
AP 0to 46 Oto6 O0to 42 0to 48
B 46 6 442 448
C 2,550 241 442 683
DP 0to 46 Oto6 O0to 42 0to 48

& Reflects capital recovery based on a 20-year life and 7 percent interest for pushing controls and bafflesand a
10-year life and 7 percent interest for monitoring equipment.
® The range includes those batteries already performing monitoring and those that do not.

3.5 Estimatesof National Engineering Costs

National engineering costs were estimated by assigning model batteries to each actual
battery and then applying the model battery costs (adjusted for the number of ovensin each
actual battery). For example, batteries that have aready achieved the MACT control level
arein Groups A and D, and these batteries will incur no additional control costs. However,
some of these batteries will incur monitoring costsif they do not aready have a COM or if
they are not observing four pushes per day. The Group B batteries will incur coststo
implement the baseline program (at $6,100/oven per year). Group C batteries will incur the
capital cost of through-wall repairs, end flue repairs, and spray patching (at $2,500,000 +
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$525 * [50% of the ovens]) plus the cost of the baseline program. All batteries without
bafflesin their quench tower are assumed to install new baffles.

The costs of COMs are applied to each stack that currently does not have one. In
addition, bag leak detectors are assumed to be installed for each baghouse. In cases where a
single baghouse serves multiple batteries, the cost of the bag leak detection system ($9,000)
is distributed among the batteries.

Table 3-3 presents the cost elements of the MACT and the number of batteries for
each model battery type that will incur costs for that element. Individual battery annualized
compliance costs range from $0 to $679,000, with a mean of $243,000 and a median of
$209,000.

The aggregate capital, operating, and total national annual costs are given in Table
3-4. Tota annualized engineering costs are estimated to be approximately $14.1 million per
year (1998 dollars).® Oven repair accounts for approximately 86 percent of total annualized
costs, and monitoring accounts for the remaining 14 percent.

IAnnualized costs were converted to 1997 dollars for the EIA to match the latest market data available. Total
annualized costs in 1997 dollars are $14.2 million.
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SECTION 4

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

The proposed rule to control the release of HAPs from coke pushing and quenching
operations will directly (through imposition of compliance costs) or indirectly (through
changes in market prices) affect the entire U.S. iron and steel industry. Implementation of the
proposed rule will increase the costs of producing furnace and foundry coke at affected
facilities. Asdescribed in Section 3, these costs will vary across facilities and their coke
batteries depending upon their physical characteristics and baseline controls. The response
by these producers to these additional costs will determine the economic impacts of the
regulation. Specificaly, the impacts will be distributed across producers and consumers of
coke, steel mill products, and iron castings through changes in prices and quantitiesin the
affected markets. This section presents estimates of the economic impacts of the coke
MACT using an economic model that captures the linkages between the furnace coke and
steel mill products, and foundry coke and iron castings markets.

This section describes the data and approach used to estimate the economic impacts
of this proposed rule for the baseline year of 1997. Section 4.1 presents the inputs for the
economic analysis, including characterization of producers, markets, and the costs of
compliance. Section 4.2 summarizes the conceptual approach to estimating the economic
impacts on the affected industries. A fully detailed description of the economic impact
methodology is provided in Appendix A. Lastly, Section 4.3 provides the results of the
economic impact analysis.

41 EIA Datalnputs

Inputs to the economic analysis are a baseline characterization of directly and
indirectly affected producers, their markets, and the estimated costs of complying with the
proposed rule.

4.1.1 Producer Characterization

Asdetailed in Section 2, the baseline characterization of integrated and merchant
manufacturing plantsis based on the facility responses to EPA’ s industry survey and industry
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data sources. These plant-specific data on existing sources were supplemented with
secondary information from the 1998 Directory of Iron and Seel Plants published by the
Association of Iron and Steel Engineers and World Cokemaking Capacity published by the
International Iron and Steel Institute, as well as coke-specific cost equations as developed for
the 1993 Coke Ovens MACT (as described fully in Appendix B).

4.1.2 Market Characterization

Figure 4-1 summarizes the market interactions included in the Agency’ s EIA
modeling approach. Changes in the equilibrium price and quantity due to control costs on
coke batteries were estimated simultaneously in four linked markets:

» market for furnace coke,
« market for foundry coke,
» market for steel mill products, and
« market for iron castings.

As described in Section 2, many captive coke plants supply their excess coke to the
furnace coke market. Merchant coke plants and foreign imports account for the remaining
supply to the furnace coke market. Furnace coke produced at captive coke plants and shipped
directly to integrated iron and steel mills owned by their parent companies does not directly
enter the market for furnace coke. However, compliance costs incurred by captive, or “in-
house”, furnace coke batteries indirectly affect the furnace coke market through price and
output changes in the steel mill products market.

The market demand for furnace coke is derived from integrated mills producing steel
mill products. Integrated iron and steel mills that need more coke than their captive batteries
can produce purchase furnace coke from the market. Integrated mills' market (and captive)
demand for furnace coke depends on their production levels as influenced by the market for
steel mill products. Steel mill products are supplied by three general groups: integrated iron
and steel mills, nonintegrated steel mills (primarily mini-mills), and imports. Domestic
consumers of steel mill products and exports account for the market demand.

As described in Section 2, merchant plants are the sole suppliers of foundry coke to
the market. Based on U.S. industry production and consumption data, foreign imports of
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Figure4-1. Market Linkages Modeled in the Economic Impact Analysis
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foundry coke in 1997 were negligible.! Consumers of foundry coke include foundries with
cupolas that produce iron castings, and they are modeled using aggregate market demand
curves.?

Table 4-1 provides the 1997 data on the U.S. furnace and foundry coke, steel mill
products, and iron castings markets for use in this analysis. The market price for steel mill
products was obtained from Current Industrial Reports (CIR), (U.S. DOC, 1997) and reflects
the production-weighted average across all product types. The market price for iron castings
was also obtained from CIR and reflects the production-weighted average across iron castings
(ductile, gray, and malleable). Market prices for each coke product were determined,
consistent with economic theory, by the highest-cost merchant producer. Domestic
production from affected facilities reflects the aggregate of the plant-specific data presented
in Section 2, while unaffected domestic production is derived either directly from secondary
sources or as the difference between observed total U.S. production and the aggregate
production from affected facilities. Foreign trade data were obtained from industry and
government statistical publications supplemented by survey data. Market volumes for each
product are then computed as the sum of U.S. production and foreign imports.

4.1.3 Regulatory Control Costs

As shown in Section 3, the Agency developed compliance cost estimates for model
plants that may be mapped to each of the coke manufacturing facilities affected by the
proposed rule. These estimates reflect the “most-reasonable” scenario for thisindustry. To
be consistent with the 1997 baseline industry characterization of the economic model, the
Agency adjusted the compliance cost estimates from 1998 dollars to 1997 dollars using the
producer price index®. These cost estimates serve as inputs to the economic

'Recent studies have indicated an increasing trend of foreign imports of foundry coke, primarily from China
(USITC, 2000). Including foreign suppliers of foundry coke in the economic model would lead to smaller
price changes as imports replace some domestic production. However, the U.S. ITC report indicated that
lower quality of imported foundry coke and future environmental regulations being proposed in China may
limit the market penetration of foreign foundry coke in the United States.

Other coke, frequently grouped with foundry coke, is purchased as a fuel input by cement plants, chemical
plants, and nonferrous smelters. However, other coke represents only 2 percent of U.S. coke production in
1997. For simplicity, supply and demand for other coke are assumed to be unaffected by the proposed coke
regulation and are not included in the market model.

@‘ _ 1.008

3Finished Goods 1982 = 100. ‘
130.7
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Table4-1. Basdline Characterization of U.S. Iron and Steel Markets: 1997

Baseline
Furnace Coke
Market price ($/short ton) $107.36
Market output (10° tpy) 11,710
Domestic production 7,944
Imports 3,765
Foundry Coke
Market price ($/short ton) $145.02
Market output (10° tpy) 1,669
Domestic production 1,669
Imports NA
Steel Mill Products
Market price ($/short ton) $639.74
Market output (10° tpy) 137,015
Domestic production 105,858
Integrated producers 62,083
Nonintegrated steel mills? 43,775
Imports 31,157
Iron Castings
Market price ($/short ton) $845.55
Market output (10° tpy) 12,314
Domestic production 11,483
Cupolafurnaces 6,695
Electric furnaces® 4,789
Imports 831

2 Includes mini-mills.
b Includes electric arc or eectric induction furnaces.
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analysis and affect the operating decisions for each affected facility and thereby the markets
that are served by these facilities.

4.2  EIA Methodology Summary

In general, the EIA methodology needs to allow EPA to consider the effect of the
different regulatory alternatives. Several types of economic impact modeling approaches
have been developed to support regulatory development. These approaches can be viewed as
varying along two modeling dimensions:

» the scope of economic decision making accounted for in the model, and
» the scope of interaction between different segments of the economy.

Each of these dimensions was considered in selecting the approach used to model the
economic impact of the proposed coke regulation.

To conduct the analysis for the proposed coke regulation, the Agency used a market
modeling approach that incorporates behavioral responsesin a multiple-market partial
equilibrium model. Multiple-market partial equilibrium analysis provides a manageable
approach to incorporate interactions between coke, steel mill product, and iron castings
markets into the EIA to better estimate the proposed regulation’simpact. The multiple-
market partia equilibrium approach represents an intermediate step between asimple, single-
market partia equilibrium approach and afull general equilibrium approach. The modeling
techniqueisto link aseries of standard partial equilibrium models by specifying the
interactions between the supply and demand for products and then solving for changesin
prices and quantities across all markets simultaneously. The EIA methodology is fully
detailed in Appendix A.

The Agency’ s methodology is soundly based on standard microeconomic theory
relying heavily on previous economic analyses, employs a comparative static approach, and
assumes certainty in relevant markets. For this analysis, prices and quantities are determined
in perfectly competitive markets for furnace coke, foundry coke, finished steel mill products,
and iron castings. The competitive model of price formation, as shown in Figure 4-2 (a),
posits that market prices and quantities are determined by the intersection of market supply
and demand curves. Under the baseline scenario, a market price and quantity (P, Q) are
determined by the downward-sloping market demand curve (D) and the upward-sloping
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market supply curve (SV) that reflects the horizontal summation of the individual supply
curves of directly affected and indirectly affected facilities that produce a given product.

With the regulation, the cost of production increases for directly affected producers.
The imposition of the compliance costs is represented as an upward shift in the supply curve
for each affected facility from S,t0 S,’. Asaresult, the market supply curve to shift upward
to S*" as shown in Figure 4-2(b) reflecting the increased costs of production at these
facilities. In the baseline scenario without the proposed standards, the industry would
produce total output, Q, at the price, P, with affected facilities producing the amount g, and
unaffected facilities accounting for Q minus g, or g,. At the new equilibrium with the
regulation, the market price increases from P to P’ and market output (as determined from the
market demand curve, D) declines from Q to Q’. Thisreduction in market output is the net
result from reductions at affected facilities and increases at unaffected facilities.

4.3  Economic Impact Results

Based on the simple analytics presented above, when faced with higher costs of coke
production, producers will attempt to mitigate the impacts by making adjustments to shift as
much of the burden on other economic agents as market conditions allow. The adjustments
available to facility operators include changing production processes, changing inputs,
changing output rates, or even closing the facility. Thisanalysis focuses on the last two
options because they appear to be the most viable for coke manufacturing facilities, at least in
the near-term. A large segment of the furnace and foundry coke market is affected by the
regulation so we would expect upward pressure on prices as producers reduce output ratesin
response to higher costs. Higher prices reduce quantity demanded and output for each market
product, leading to changes in profitability of batteries, facilities, and firms. These market
and industry adjustments will also determine the social costs of the regulation and its
distribution across stakeholders (producers and consumers).

To estimate these impacts, the economic modeling approach described in Appendix A
was operationalized in amultiple spreadsheet model. This model characterizes those
producers and consumers identified in Figure 4-1 and their behavioral responses to the
imposition of the regulatory compliance costs. These costs are expressed per ton of furnace
or foundry coke and serve as the input to the economic model, or “ cost-shifters’ of the
baseline supply curves at affected facilities. Given these costs, the model determines a new
equilibrium solution in a comparative static approach. The following sections provide the
Agency’s estimates of the resulting economic impacts for the proposed rule.
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4.3.1 Market-Level I mpacts

The increased cost of coke production due to the regulation is expected to increase the
price of coke, steel mill products, and iron castings and reduce their production and
consumption from 1997 baseline levels. Asshown in Table 4-2, the regulation is projected to
increase the price of furnace coke by 1.5 percent, or $1.56 per short ton, and the price of
foundry coke by nearly 3 percent, or $4.17 per short ton. The increased captive production
costs and higher market price associated with furnace coke are projected to increase steel mill
product prices by less than 0.1 percent, or $0.12 per ton. Similarly, the higher market price of
foundry coke are projected to increase iron castings prices by less than 0.1 percent, or $0.35
per ton. As expected, directly affected output declines across all producers, while supply
from domestic and foreign producers not subject to the regulation increases. Although the
resulting net declines are slight across al products (i.e., roughly 0.1 percent decline in market
output) the change in domestic production is typically higher than 0.1 percent. Thisis
especialy true for furnace coke where domestic production declines by 2.25 percent.

4.3.2 Industry-Level Impacts

Industry revenue, costs, and profitability change as prices and production levels adjust
to increased production costs. As shown in Table 4-3, the economic model projects that
profits for directly affected integrated iron and steel producers will decrease by $10.8 million,
or 0.8 percent. In addition, the Agency projects profit losses of $4.6 million for foundries
that produce iron casting with cupola furnaces. However, because integrated steel mills
reduce their captive production of furnace coke and purchase more through the market,
industry-level profits for U.S. merchant coke producers are expected to increase by $2.7
million, or 5.6 percent, for furnace coke. Similarly, because foundries with cupola furnaces
must continue to buy foundry coke to produce iron castings (i.e., inelastic demand), industry-
level profitsfor U.S. merchant coke producers are expected to increase by $3.9 million, or
5.0 percent, for foundry coke. Those domestic suppliers not subject to the regulation
experience windfall gains with non-integrated steel mills (i.e., mini-mills) increasing profits
by $5.4 million and foundries with electric furnaces increasing profits by $1.7 million.
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Table4-2. Market-Level Impacts of the Proposed Coke MACT: 1997

Changes From Basdline

Baseline Absolute Per cent
Furnace Coke
Market price ($/short ton) $107.36 $1.56 1.46%
Market output (10° tpy) 11,710 -11.8 —0.10%
Domestic production 7,944 -178.7 —2.25%
Imports 3,765 166.9 4.43%
Foundry Coke
Market price ($/short ton) $145.02 $4.17 2.87%
Market output (10° tpy) 1,669 -1.4 —0.08%
Domestic production 1,669 -14 —0.08%
Imports NA NA NA
Steel Mill Products
Market price ($/short ton) $639.74 $0.12 0.02%
Market output (10° tpy) 137,015 -16.0 —0.01%
Domestic production 105,858 -21.9 —0.02%
Integrated producers 62,083 -30.3 —0.05%
Nonintegrated steel mills? 43775 8.4 0.02%
Imports 31,157 6.0 0.02%
Iron Castings
Market price ($/short ton) $845.55 $0.35 0.04%
Market output (10° tpy) 12,314 -3.1 —0.03%
Domestic production 11,483 -34 -0.03%
Cupolafurnaces 6,695 54 —0.08%
Electric furnaces® 4,789 2.0 0.04%
Imports 831 0.3 0.04

2 Includes mini-mills.

b Includes electric arc or eectric induction furnaces.
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Table4-3. National-Level Industry Impacts of the Proposed Coke MACT: 1997

Changes From Baseline

Basdline Absolute Per cent
Integrated Iron and Steel Mills
Total revenues ($10%yr) $40,223.9 ~$10.50 -0.03%
Steel mill products $39,716.9 -$11.80 -0.03%
Market coke operations $507.0 $1.29 0.26%
Total costs ($10%yr) $38,837.5 $0.25 -0.01%
Control costs $0.0 $8.43 NA
Steel production $0.0 $0.00 NA
Captive coke production $0.0 $6.29 NA
Market coke production $0.0 $2.14 NA
Production costs $38,837.5 -$8.17 -0.02%
Steel production $36,292.9 -$18.25 —0.05%
Captive coke production $942.5 -$0.30 —0.03%
Market coke consumption $1,167.8 $16.11 1.38%
Market coke production $434.3 —$5.74 -1.32%
Operating profits ($10%yr) $1,386.4 -$10.76 —0.78%
Iron and sted facilities (#) 20 0 0.00%
Coke batteries (#) 37 0 0.00%
Employment (FTES) 67,198 -39 —0.06%
Coke Producers (Merchant Only)
Furnace
Revenues ($10%yr) $366.5 -$10.01 —2.73%
Costs ($10°/yr) $318.5 ~$12.69 -3.98%
Control costs $0.0 $2.16 NA
Production costs $318.5 -$14.85 —4.66%
Operating profits ($10%yr) $48.0 $2.68 5.59%
Coke batteries (#) 13 -1 —7.69%
Employment (FTES) 840 -126 —15.00%
Foundry
Revenues ($10%yr) $273.3 $7.03 2.57%
Costs ($10°/yr) $194.2 $3.10 1.60%
Control costs $0.0 $3.30 NA
Production costs $194.2 -$0.20 -0.10%
Operating profits ($10°yr) $79.1 $3.93 4.96%
Coke batteries (#) 12 0 0.00%
Employment (FTES) 2,420 0 0.00%
Nonintegrated Stee Mills?
Operating profits ($10°yr) NA $5.4 NA
Cupola Furnaces
Operating profits ($10°yr) NA -$4.6 NA
Electric Furnaces’
Operating profits ($10°yr) NA $1.7 NA

2 Includes mini-mills.

b Includes electric arc or electric induction furnaces.
¢ Includesiron foundries that use electric arc or electric induction furnaces.
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4.3.2.1 Changesin Profitability

For integrated steel mills, operating profits decline by $10.8 million. Thisisthe net
result of three effects:

Net decrease in revenue ($10.5 million): Steel mill product revenue decreases as
aresult of reductionsin output. However, these losses were mitigated by
increased revenues from furnace coke supplied to the market as aresult of higher
prices.

Net decrease in production costs ($8.2 million): Reduction in steel mill and
market coke production costs occur as output declines. However, producers also
experience increases in costs associated with the higher price of inputs (i.e.,
furnace coke).

Increase in control costs ($8.4 million): The costs of captive production of
furnace coke increase as aresult of regulatory controls.

Industry-wide profits for merchant furnace coke producers increase by $2.7 million as
aresult of the following:

Decreasesin revenue ($10 million): Reductions in output outweigh revenue
increases as aresult of higher market prices.

Reduction in production costs ($14.9 million): Reduction in coke production
costs occurs as output declines.

Increased control costs ($2.2 million): The cost of producing furnace coke
increases as aresult of regulatory controls.

Industry-wide profits for merchant foundry coke producers increase by $3.9 million
under the regulation:

Increase in revenue ($7.0 million): Revenue increases as a result of higher market
prices with only slight reductions in outpui.

Reduction in production costs ($0.2 million): Reduction in coke production costs
occur as output declines.

Increased control costs ($3.3 million): The cost of producing foundry coke
increases as aresult of regulatory controls.

4-12



Industry-wide profits for domestic cupola furnaces are projected to decrease by $4.6
million as the result of higher price for foundry coke-their primary input.

Lastly, domestic producers that are not subject to the regulation benefit from higher
prices without additional control costs. As mentioned above, profitsincrease are projected
for nonintegrated steel mills and foundries producing iron castings with electric furnaces.

Additional distributional impacts of the rule within each producer segment are not
necessarily apparent from the reported decline or increase in their aggregate operating profits.
The regulation creates both gainers and losers within each industry segment based on the
distribution of compliance costs across facilities. Asshown in Table 4-4, a substantial subset
of the merchant coke facilities are projected to experience profit increases under both
aternatives (i.e., 11 furnace coke batteries, or 85 percent, and 10 foundry coke batteries, or
83 percent). However, one merchant battery is projected to cease market operations as it was
the highest-cost coke battery with the additional regulatory costs.

A majority of directly affected integrated iron and steel facilities (i.e., 15 plants, or 75
percent) are projected to become less profitable with the regulation with atotal loss of $15.9
million. However, five integrated mills are projected to benefit from higher coke prices and
experience atotal profit gain of $5.2 million. These integrated plants sell a significant share
of furnace coke in the market as compared to negatively affected facilities.

4.3.2.2 Facility Closures

EPA estimates one merchant battery supplying furnace cokeis likely to prematurely
close as aresult of the regulation. In addition, one captive battery ceases to supply the market
and only produces coke sufficient for itsinternal requirements for production of steel mill
products. In both cases, these batteries are the highest-cost producers of furnace coke with
the regulation.

4.3.2.3 Changes in Employment

Asaresult of decreased output levels, industry employment is projected to decrease
by less than 1 percent, or 165 full-time equivalents (FTES), with the regulation. Thisisthe
net result of employment losses for integrated iron and steel millstotaling 39 FTEs and
merchant coke plants of 126 FTEs. Although EPA projects increases in output for producers
not subject to the rule, which would likely lead to increases in employment, the Agency did
not develop quantitative estimates for this analysis.
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Table4-4. Distribution Impacts of the Proposed Coke MACT Across Directly Affected
Producers: 1997

With Regulation
I ncreased Decreased

Profits Profits Closure Total
Integrated Iron and Steel Mills
Facilities (#) 5 15 0 20
Coke production
Total (10° tpy) 8,409 6,473 0 14,882
Average (tons/facility) 1,682 432 0 744
Coke compliance costs
Total ($10°%yr) $2.72 $5.87 $0 $8.59
Average ($/ton) $0.32 $0.91 $0.00 $0.58
Change in operating profit ($10°) $5.15 -$15.91 $0.00 -$10.76
Coke Plants (M erchant Only)
Furnace
Batteries (#) 11 1 1 13
Production (10° tpy)
Total (10° tpy) 3,046 160 127 3,332
Average (tong/facility) 277 160 127 256
Compliance costs
Total ($10°%yr) $1.95 $0.21 $0.21 $2.37
Average ($/ton) $0.64 $1.31 $1.66 $0.71
Change in operating profit ($10°) $2.70 -$0.01 $0.00 $2.68
Foundry
Batteries (#) 10 2 0 12
Production
Total (10° tpy) 1,702 246 0 1,948
Average (tong/facility) 170 123 0 162
Compliance costs
Total ($10°%yr) $2.17 $1.14 $0.00 $3.30
Average $1.27 $4.63 $0.00 $1.70
Change in operating profit ($10°) $4.10 -$0.17 $0.00 $3.93
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4.3.3 Social Cost

The social impact of aregulatory action is traditionally measured by the change in
economic welfare that it generates. The social costs of the proposed rule will be distributed
across consumers and producers alike. Consumers experience welfare impacts due to
changes in market prices and consumption levels associated with the rule. Producers
experience welfare impacts resulting from changes in profits corresponding with the changes
in production levels and market prices. However, it isimportant to emphasize that this
measure does not include benefits that occur outside the market, that is, the value of reduced
levels of air pollution with the regulation.

The national compliance cost estimates are often used as an approximation of the
social cost of therule. The engineering analysis estimated annual costs of $14.3 million. In
this case, the burden of the regulation falls solely on the affected facilities that experience a
profit loss exactly equal to these cost estimates. Thus, the entire loss is a change in producer
surplus with no change (by assumption) in consumer surplus. Thisistypically referred to as
a“full-cost absorption” scenario in which al factors of production are assumed to be fixed
and firms are unable to adjust their output levels when faced with additional costs.

In contrast, the economic analysis accounts for behavioral responses by producers and
consumers to the regulation (i.e., shifting costs to other economic agents). This approach
resultsin asocia cost estimate that differs from the engineering estimate and also provides
insights on how the regulatory burden is distributed across stakeholders. Asshownin Table
4-5, the economic model estimates the total socia cost of the rule to be $14.0 million. This
small difference occurs because society reallocates resources as a result of the increased cost
of coke production.

In the final product markets, higher market prices lead to consumers of steel mill
products experiencing losses of $16.8 million and consumers of iron castings experiencing
losses of $4.3 million. Although integrated iron and steel producers are able to passon a
limited amount of cost increases to their final consumers, e.g., automotive manufactures and
construction industry, the increased costs result in a net decline in profits at integrated mills
of $10.8 million and foundries with cupola furnaces of $4.6 million.

In the coke industry, low-cost merchant producers of furnace and foundry coke
benefit at the expense of consumers and higher-cost merchant and captive coke batteries
resulting in an industry-wide increase in profits. Furnace coke profits at merchant plants
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Table 4-5. Distribution of the Social Costs of the Proposed Coke MACT: 1997

Changein Consumer Surplus ($10%yr) -$21.14
Steel mill product consumers -$16.81
Domestic -$16.07
Foreign -$0.74

Iron casting consumers -$4.33
Domestic -$4.07
Foreign —-$0.26
Changein Producer Surplus ($10%yr) $7.14
Domestic producers -$1.69
Integrated iron and stedl mills -$10.76
Nonintegrated steel mills? $5.37
Cupola furnaces -$4.60
Electric furnaces’ $1.69
Furnace coke (merchant only) $2.68
Foundry coke (merchant only) $3.93
Foreign producers $8.83
Iron and steel $2.52
Castings $0.29
Furnace coke $6.02

Social Costs of the Regulation ($10°%yr) -$14.00

2 Includes mini-mills.
b Includes electric arc or eectric induction furnaces.

increase in aggregate by $2.7 million, and foundry coke profits at merchant plantsincreasein
aggregate by $3.9 million.

Lastly, domestic producers not subject to the regulation (i.e., nonintegrated steel mills
and electric furnaces) as well as foreign producers experience unambiguous gains because
they benefit from increases in market price under both alternatives.
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SECTION 5
SMALL BUSINESSIMPACTS

This regulatory action will potentialy affect the economic welfare of owners of coke
batteries. These individuals may be owners/operators who directly conduct the business of
the firm or, more commonly, investors or stockholders who employ others to conduct the
business of the firm on their behalf through privately held or publicly traded corporations.
Thelegal and financial responsibility for compliance with a regulatory action ultimately rests
with plant managers, but the owners must bear the financial consequences of the decisions.
Although environmental regulations can affect all businesses, small businesses may have
specia problems complying with such regulations.

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) of 1980 requires that special consideration be
given to small entities affected by federal regulations. The RFA was amended in 1996 by the
Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA) to strengthen its analytical
and procedural requirements. Under SBREFA, the Agency must perform aregulatory
flexibility analysis for rules that will have a significant impact on a substantial number of
small entities.

This section focuses on the compliance burden of the small businesses with the coke
manufacturing industry and provides a screening analysis to determine whether this proposed
ruleislikely to impose a significant impact on a substantial number of the small entities
(SISNOSE) within thisindustry. The screening analysis employed hereisa*“salestest” that
computes the annualized compliance costs as a share of sales for each company. In addition,
it provides information about the impacts on small businesses after accounting for producer
responses to the proposed rule and the resulting changes in market prices and outpui.

51 Identifying Small Businesses

The Small Business Administration (SBA) released guidelines effective October 2000
that provide small business thresholds based on NAICS codes that replace the previous
thresholds based on SIC codes. Under these new guidelines, SBA establishes 1,000 or fewer
employees as the small business threshold for Iron and Steel Mills (i.e., NAICS 331111),
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while coke ovens not integrated with steel mills are classified under All Other Petroleum and
Coa Products Manufacturing (i.e., NAICS 324199) with a threshold of 500. Based on these
SBA size definitions for the affected industries and reported sales and employment data, as
described in Section 2, the Agency has identified three of the 18 companies as small
businesses (i.e., 17 percent). The following businesses were identified as small for the
purpose of this analysis:

» New Boston Coke Corporation,
« Shenango Inc. (owned by Aloe Holding Company), and
» Tonawanda Coke Corporation.

Each of these small companies owned and operated a merchant coke facility with atotal of
five coke batteries, or roughly 8 percent of all the coke batteries operated in 1997.

5.2  Screening-Leve Analysis

To assess the potential impact of this rule on small businesses, the Agency calculated
the share of annual compliance costs relative to baseline sales for each company. When a
company owns more than one affected facility, EPA combined the costs for each facility for
the numerator of the test ratio. Annual compliance costs include annualized capital costs and
operating and maintenance costs imposed on these companies.! They do not include changes
in production or market adjustments.

Although small businesses represent 17 percent of the companies within the source
category, they are expected to incur only 11 percent of the total industry compliance costs of
$14.3 million (see Table 5-1). The average total annual compliance cost is projected to be
$533,000 per small company, while the average for large companiesis projected to be
$840,000 per company. The mean (median) cost-to-sales ratio for small businessesis 1.3
percent (1.4 percent), with arange of 0.04 to 2.4 percent. EPA estimates that two of the three
small businesses may experience an impact greater than 1 percent of sales, but no small

*Annualized capital costs include purchased equipment costs (PEC), direct costs for installation (DCI), and
indirect costs for installation (ICl) related to engineering and start up. Operating and maintenance costs
include direct annual costs (DAC), such as catalysis replacement, increased utilities, and increased labor,
and indirect annual costs (IAC), such as costs due to tax, overhead, insurance, and administrative burdens.
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businesses will experience an impact greater than 3 percent of sales. In contrast, al of the
large companies are affected at less than 1 percent of sales.

5.3  Economic Analysis

The Agency a so analyzed the economic impacts on small businesses under with-
regulation conditions expected to result from implementing the MACT. Unlike the screening
analysis, this approach examines small businessimpactsin light of the behavioral responses
of producers and consumers to the regulation. As shown in Table 5-2, the economic model
projects operating profits increase by $0.5 million for the furnace coke plants operated by
small businesses. For these plants, furnace coke price increases outweigh the additional costs
associated with the MACT. In contrast, the model projects operating profits decrease by $0.1
million for foundry coke plants operated by a small firm. In this case, increased foundry coke
prices mitigate the losses associated with additional control costs. No batteries (furnace or
foundry) are projected to prematurely close as aresult of the additional control costs
associated with the regulation.

54 Assessment

Based on the Quarterly Financial Report (QFR) from the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
the average return to sales for all reporting companies within the iron and steel industry
ranged from 3.2 to 4.6 percent (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1998).? In addition, Dun &
Bradstreet reports the median return on sales as 3.7 percent for SIC 3312—Steel Works,
Blast Furnaces (including Coke Ovens), and Rolling Mills (Dun & Bradstreet, 1997).
Although thisindustry is typically characterized by average profit margins, the Agency’'s
analysisindicated that none of the coke manufacturing facilities owned by small businesses
are at risk of closure because of the proposed rule. In fact, the two facilities manufacturing
furnace coke are projected to experience adight increase in profits because of market
feedbacks related to higher costs incurred by competitors, while the one facility
manufacturing foundry coke is projected to experience adecline in profits of dlightly less
than 1 percent. In summary, this analysis supports certification under the Regulatory
Flexibility Act because, while afew small firms may experience initial impacts greater than 1
percent of sales, the Agency’ s economic analysis indicates no significant impacts on their
viability to continue operations and remain profitable.

2Furthermore, the QFR reports that companies within the iron and steel industry of less than $25 millionin
assets reported an average return to sales ranging from 6.8 to 9.8 percent.
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Table5-2. Small Business I mpacts of the Proposed Coke MACT: 1997

Changes From Baseline

Baseline Absolute Per cent
Coke Plants (M erchant Only)
Furnace
Revenues ($10°yr) $73.0 $1.1 1.4%
Costs ($10°/yr) $72.8 $0.5 0.7%
Control costs $0.0 $0.5 NA
Production costs $72.8 $0.0 0.0%
Operating profits ($10%yr) $0.2 $0.5 331.5%
Coke batteries (#) 2 0 0.0%
Employment (FTES) 414 0 0.0%
Foundry
Revenues ($10°yr) $38.8 $1.1 2.8%
Costs ($10°/yr) $27.3 $1.1 4.1%
Control costs $0.0 $1.1 NA
Production costs $27.3 $0.0 0.0%
Operating profits ($10%yr) $11.5 -$0.1 —0.5%
Coke batteries (#) 3 0 0.0%
Employment (FTES) 260 0 0.0%
Total
Revenues ($10°yr) $111.8 $2.1 1.9%
Costs ($10°/yr) $100.2 $1.6 1.6%
Control costs $0.0 $1.6 NA
Production costs $100.2 $0.0 0.0%
Operating profits ($10%yr) $11.7 $0.5 4.2%
Coke batteries (#) 5 0 0.0%
Employment (FTES) 674 0 0.0%
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APPENDIX A
ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSISMETHODOLOGY

This appendix provides the methodology for analyzing the economic impacts of the
proposed MACT standard for coke ovens. Implementation of this methodol ogy provided the
economic data and supporting information that EPA requires to support its regulatory
determination. This approach is firmly rooted in microeconomic theory and the methods
developed for earlier EPA studies to operationalize thistheory. The Agency employed a
computerized market model of the coke, steel mill products, and iron castings industries to
estimate the behavioral responses to the imposition of regulatory costs and, thus, the
economic impacts of the proposed standard. The market model captures the linkages
between these industries through changes in equilibrium prices and quantities. The same
model is used to evaluate the economic impact of the proposed integrated iron and steel
facilitiesMACT and iron foundries MACT to ensure consistency across the EIAs for these
MACT standards.

This methodol ogy section describes the conceptual approach selected for this EIA.
For each product market included in the analysis, EPA derived facility-level supply and
demand functions that are able to account for the behavioral response and market
implications of the regulation’s costs. Finally, this appendix presents an overview of the
specific functional forms that constitute the Agency’ s computerized market model.

A.1  Overview of Economic Modeling Approach

In general, the EIA methodology needs to allow EPA to consider the effect of the
different regulatory alternatives. Several types of economic impact modeling approaches
have been developed to support regulatory development. These approaches can be viewed as
varying along two modeling dimensions:

 the scope of economic decision making accounted for in the model, and

» the scope of interaction between different segments of the economy.
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Each of these dimensions was considered in selecting the approach used to model the
economic impact of the proposed coke regulation. Bingham and Fox (1999) provide a useful
summary of these dimensions as they relate to modeling the outcomes of environmental
regulations.

For this analysis, prices and quantities are determined in perfectly competitive
markets for furnace coke, foundry coke, finished steel mill products, and iron castings. The
Agency analyzed the impact of the proposed regulation using a market modeling approach
that incorporates behavioral responses in a multiple-market partial equilibrium model.
Multiple-market partial equilibrium analysis accounts for the interactions between coke, steel
mill product, and iron castings markets into the EIA to better estimate the proposed
regulation’simpact. The modeling techniqueisto link a series of standard partial
equilibrium models by specifying the interactions between the supply and demand for
products and then solving for changes in prices and quantities across all markets
simultaneously.

Figure A-1 summarizes the market interactions included in the Agency’ s EIA
modeling approach. Changes in the equilibrium price and quantity due to control costs on
coke batteries were estimated simultaneously in four linked markets:

« market for furnace coke,
» market for foundry coke,
» market for steel mill products, and
« market for iron castings.

As described in Section 2 of this EIA report, many captive coke plants supply their
excess furnace coke to the market. Merchant coke plants and foreign imports account for the
remaining supply to the furnace coke market. Furnace coke produced at captive coke plants
and shipped directly to integrated iron and steel mills owned by their parent companies does
not directly enter the market for furnace coke. However, compliance costs incurred by these
captive, or “in-house,” furnace coke batteries indirectly affect the furnace coke market
through price and output changes in the steel mill products market.

The market demand for furnace coke is derived from integrated mills producing steel
mill products. Integrated iron and steel mills that need more coke than their captive batteries
can produce will purchase furnace coke from the market. Integrated mills market demand
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Figure A-1. Market LinkagesModeled in the Economic Impact Analysis

for furnace coke depends on their production levels as influenced by the market for steel mill
products. Steel mill products are supplied by three sources: integrated iron and steel mills,
nonintegrated steel mills (primarily mini-mills), and imports. Domestic consumers of steel
mill products and exports account for the market demand.

As described in Section 2 of this EIA report, in the analysis baseline of 1997,
merchant plants are the sole suppliers of foundry coke to the market. The U.S. International
Trade Commission (2000) has documented an increasing trend in foreign imports of foundry
coke from China; however, these Chinese imports represented |ess than 1 percent of U.S.
foundry coke consumption in 1997. Moreover, the USITC report indicates that the inferior
quality of imported foundry coke and future environmental regulations being proposed in
Chinamay limit the market penetration in the United States. Consumers of foundry coke
include foundries with cupolas that produce iron castings that are modeled using a single,
representative demand curve.
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In addition to furnace and foundry coke, merchant and captive coke plants sell a by-
product referred to as “ other coke” that is purchased as afuel input by cement plants,
chemical plants, and nonferrous smelters. Because “other coke” is a by-product and
represented only 2 percent of U.S. coke production in 1997 it is not formally characterized by
supply and demand in the market model. Revenues from this product are accounted for by
assuming its volume is a constant proportion of the total amount of coke produced by a
battery and sold at a constant price.

A.2  Conceptual Market Modeling Approach

This section examines the impact of the regulations on the production costs of coke
for affected facilities, both merchant and captive. It provides an overview of the basic
economic theory of the effect of regulations on facility production decisions and the
concomitant effect on market outcomes. Following the OAQPS Economic Analysis Resource
Document (EPA, 1999), we employed standard concepts in microeconomics to model the
supply of affected products and the impacts of the regulations on production costs and the
operating decisions. The approach relies heavily on previous economic analyses, employs a
comparative static approach, and assumes certainty in relevant markets. The three main
elements of the analysis are regulatory effects on the manufacturing facility, market
responses, and facility—market interactions. The remainder of this section describes each of
these main elements.

A.2.1 Facility-level Responsesto Control Costs

Individual plant-level production decisions were modeled to develop the market
supply and demand for key industry segmentsin the analysis. Production decisions were
modeled as intermediate-run decisions, assuming that the plant size, equipment, and
technologies are fixed. For example, the production decision typically involves (1) whether a
firm with plant and equipment aready in place purchases inputs to produce output and (2) at
what capacity utilization the plant should operate. A profit-maximizing firm will operate
existing capital aslong as the market price for its output exceeds its per-unit variable
production costs, since the facility will cover not only the cost of its variable inputs but also
part of its capital costs. Thus, in the short run, a profit-maximizing firm will not pass up an
opportunity to recover even part of its fixed investment in plant and equipment.

The existence of fixed production factors gives rise to diminishing returns to those
fixed factors and, along with the terms under which variable inputs are purchased, defines the
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upward-sloping form of the marginal cost (supply) curve employed for thisanalysis. Figure
A-2 illustrates this derivation of the supply function at an individual mill based on the
classical U-shaped cost structure. The MC curve isthe marginal cost of production, which
intersects the facility’ s average variable (avoidable) cost curve (AVC) and its average total
cost curve (ATC) at their respective minimum points. The supply function is that portion of
the marginal cost curve bounded by the minimum economically feasible production rate (™)
and the technical capacity (q"). A profit-maximizing producer will select the output rate
where marginal revenue equals price, that is, at [P*, g*]. If market price falsbelow ATC,
then the firm’ s best response is to cease production because total revenue does not cover total
costs of production.

$/q MC

ATC

AVC

q¥ qlt

Figure A-2. Product Supply Function at Facility

Now consider the effect of the proposed regulation and the associated compliance
costs. Thesefall into one of two categories: avoidable variable and avoidable nonvariable.
These proposed costs are characterized as avoidable because afirm can choose to cease
operation of the facility and, thus, avoid incurring the costs of compliance. The variable
control costs include the operating and maintenance costs of the controls, while the
nonvariable costs include compliance capital equipment. Figure A-3illustrates the effect of
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Figure A-3. Effect of Compliance Costs on Product Supply Function at Facility

these additional costs on the facility supply function. The facility’s AVC and MC curves
shift upward (to AVC’ and MC’) by the per-unit variable compliance costs. In addition, the
nonvariable compliance costs increase total avoidable costs and, thus, the vertical distance
between ATC’ and AVC'. Thefacility’s supply curve shifts upward with marginal costs and
the new (higher) minimum operating level (q) is determined by a new (higher) ps.

Next consider the effect of compliance costs on the derived demand for inputs at the
regulated facility. Integrated iron and steel mills are market demanders of furnace coke,
while foundries with cupola furnaces are market demanders of foundry coke. We employ
similar neoclassical analysis to that above to demonstrate the effect of the regulation on the
demand for market coke inputs, both furnace and foundry. Figure A-4 illustrates the derived
demand curve for coke inputs. Each point on the derived demand curve equals the
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Figure A-4. Derived Demand Curvefor Coke Inputs

willingness to pay for the corresponding marginal input. Thisistypically referred to asthe
input’s value of margina product (VMP), which isequal to the price of the output (P) less the
per-unit compliance cost (c) times the input’s “marginal physical product” (MPP), whichis
the incremental output attributable to the incremental inputs. If, asassumed in thisanalysis,
the input-output relationship between the market coke input and the final product (steel mill
products or iron castings) is strictly fixed, then the VMP of the market coke is constant and
the derived demand curve is horizontal with the constant VMP as the vertical intercept, as
shown in Figure A-4. Ignoring any effect on the output price for now, an increasein
regulatory costs will lower the VMP of al inputs leading to a downward shift in the derived

demand in Figure A-4 from D, to D .

A.2.2 Market Effects

To evaluate the market impacts, the economic analysis assumes that prices and
quantities are determined in a competitive market (i.e., individual facilities have negligible
power over the market price and thus take the price as “given” by the market). Asshownin
Figure A-5(a), under perfect competition, market prices and quantities are determined by the
intersection of market supply and demand curves. Theinitial baseline scenario consists of a
market price and quantity (P, Q) that is determined by the downward-sloping market demand
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Figure A-5. Market Equilibrium without and with Regulation
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curve (DM) and the upward-sloping market supply curve (S*) that reflects the horizontal
summation of theindividual producers’ supply curves.

Now consider the effect of the regulation on the baseline scenario as shown in Figure
A-5(b). Inthe baseline scenario without the proposed standards, at the projected price, P, the
industry would produce total output, Q, with affected facilities producing the amount g, and
unaffected facilities accounting for Q minus g,, or q,. The regulation raises the production
costs at affected facilities, causing their supply curves to shift upward from S, to S,” and the
market supply curve to shift upward to S*’. At the new with-regulation equilibrium with the
regulation, the market price increases from P to P’ and market output (as determined from the
market demand curve, D) declines from Q to Q’. Thisreduction in market output is the net
result from reductions at affected facilities and increases at unaffected facilities. Unaffected
facilities do not incur the increased costs due to regulation so their response to higher product
pricesisto increase production. Foreign suppliers (i.e., imports), which also do not face
higher costs, will respond in the same manner as these unaffected producers.

The above description istypical of the expected market effects for final product
markets. The proposed regulation will affect the costs of producing steel mill products by
increasing the market price of furnace coke and the cost of producing captive furnace coke.
The increase in the market price and captive production costs for furnace coke result in an
upward shift in the supply functions of integrated iron and steel mills, while nonintegrated
and foreign supplier are unaffected. Additionally, the proposed regulation will affect the
costs of producing iron castings by increasing the market price of foundry coke. The increase
in market price resultsin an upward shift in supply functions of foundries operating cupola
furnaces, while foundries operating electric furnaces are unaffected.

However, there are additional impacts on the furnace and foundry coke markets
related to their derived demand as inputs to either the production of steel mill products or
iron castings. Figure A-6 illustrates, under perfect competition, the baseline scenario where
the market quantity and price of the final steel mill product or iron casting, Q,(Q,,, P,), are
determined by the intersection of the market demand curve (D,) and the market supply curve
(S, and the market quantity and price of furnace or foundry coke, Q,(Q,o, P,o), are
determined by the intersection of the market demand curve (D,) and market supply curve (S)).
Given the derived demand for coke, the demanders of coke, Q,, are the individual facilities
that purchase coke for producing their final products (i.e., integrated steel millsin the case of
furnace coke or foundries with cupola furnaces in the case of foundry coke).
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Imposing the regulations increases the costs of producing coke and, thus, the final
product, shifting the market supply functions for both commoditiesupwardto S and S/,
respectively. The supply shift in the final product market causes the market quantity to fall to
Q,; and the market priceto riseto P, in the new equilibrium. In the market for coke, the
reduced production of the final product causes a downward shift in the demand curve (D,)
with an unambiguous reduction in coke production, but the direction of the change in market
price is determined by the relative magnitude of the demand and supply shift. If the
downward demand effect dominates, the price will fal (e.g., P,;); however, if the upward
supply effect dominates, the price will rise (e.g., P,,). Otherwise, if the effects just offset
each other, the price remains unchanged (e.g., P; = P,y).

A.2.3 Facility-Level Responsesto Compliance Costs and New Market Prices

In evaluating the market effects, we must distinguish between theinitial effect of the
regulations and the net effect after all markets have adjusted. The profit-maximizing
behavior of firms, as described above, may lead to changes in output that, when aggregated
across all producers, lead to changes in the market-clearing price and feedback on the firmsto
ater their decisions. These adjustments are characterized as a simultaneous interaction of
producers, consumers, and markets. Thus, to evaluate the facility-market outcomes, the
analysis must go beyond theinitial effect of the regulation and estimate the net effect after
markets have fully adjusted.

Given changes in the market prices and costs, each facility will elect to either

» continue to operate, adjusting production and input use based on new revenues
and costs, or

» cease production at the facility if total revenues do not exceed total costs.

This decision can be extended to those facilities with multiple product lines or operations
(e.g., coke batteries, blast furnaces, cupolas). If product revenues are less than product-
specific costs, then these product-lines or operations may be closed.

Therefore, after accounting for the facility-market interaction, the operating decisions
at each individual facility can be derived. These operating decisions include whether to
continue to operate the facility (i.e., closure) and, if so, the optimal production level based on
compliance costs and new market prices. The approach to modeling the facility closure
decision is based on conventional microeconomic theory. This approach compares the
ATC—which includes all cost components that fall to zero when production
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discontinues—to the expected post-regulatory price. Figure A-3 illustrates this comparison.
If pricefalls below the ATC, total revenue would be less than the total costs. In this
situation, the owner’s cost-minimizing response isto close the facility. Therefore, aslong as
there is some return to the fixed factors of production— that is, some positive level of
profits— the firm is expected to continue to operate the facility.

If the firm decides to continue operations, then the facility’ s decision turnsto the
optimal output rate. Facility and product-line closures, of course, directly transate into
reductions in output. However, the output of facilities that continue to operate will also
change depending on the relative impact of compliance costs and higher market prices.
Increases in costs will tend to reduce producers output rates; however, some of this effect is
mitigated when prices are increased. If the market price increase more than offsets the
increase in unit costs, then even some affected facilities could respond by increasing their
production. Similarly, supply from unaffected domestic producers and foreign sources will
respond positively to changes in market prices.

A.3  Operational Economic Model

Implementation of the proposed MACT standard on coke plants will affect the costs
of coke production for captive and merchant plants across the United States. Responses at
the facility-level to these additional costs will collectively determine the market impacts of
therule. Specifically, the cost of the regulation may induce some facilities to ater their
current level of production or to cease operations. These choices affect and, in turn are
affected by, the market price of each product. As described above, the Agency has employed
standard microeconomic concepts to model the supply and demand of each product and the
impacts of the regulation on production costs and the output decisions of facilities. The main
elements of the analysisare to

» characterize production of each product at the individual supplier and market
levels,

» characterize the demand for each product, and
» develop the solution algorithm to determine the new with-regulation equilibrium.

The following sections provide the supply and demand specifications for each product market
as implemented in the EIA model and summarize the model’ s solution algorithm. Demand
elasticities are presented in Table A-1.
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Table A-1. Supply and Demand Elasticities Used in Analysis

Market Supply Elasticity Demand Elasticity

Furnace Coke

Domestic Calculated Derived

Foreign 3.0 -0.3
Foundry Coke

Domestic Calculated Derived
Sed Mill Products

Domestic 1.0° —0.59°

Foreign 1.0° -1.0°
Iron Castings

Domestic 1.0° —-0.58°

Foreign 1.0° -1.0°

& Graham, Thorpe, and Hogan (1999).
> Assumed value.
¢ Weighted average of product demand elasticities estimated in econometric analysis.

A.3.1 Furnace Coke Market

The market for furnace coke consists of supply from domestic coke plants, both
merchant and captive, and foreign imports and of demand from integrated steel mills and
foreign exports. The domestic supply for furnace coke is modeled as a stepwise supply
function developed from the marginal cost of production at individual furnace coke batteries.
The domestic demand is derived from iron and steel production at integrated mills as
determined through the market for steel mill products and coking rates for individual
batteries. The following section details the market supply and demand components for this
analysis.

A.3.1.1 Market Supply of Furnace Coke

The market supply for furnace coke, Q%, is the sum of coke production from
merchant facilities, excess production from captive facilities (coke produced at captive
batteries less coke consumed for internal production on steel mill products), and foreign
imports, i.e.,
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Q¥ =dy + & + G (A.)
where
qﬁc = furnace coke supply from merchant plants,
q,SC = furnace coke supply from integrated steel mills, and
qFSC = furnace coke supply from foreign sources (imports).

Supply from Merchant and Captive Coke Plants. The domestic supply of furnace
coke is composed of the supply from merchant and captive coke plants reflecting plant-level
production decisions for individual coke batteries. For merchant coke plants the supply is
characterized as

O - XI: Y G (A2
J

where

q,ac = supply of foundry coke from coke battery (j) at merchant plant (1).

Alternatively, for captive coke plants the supply is characterized as the furnace coke
production remaining after internal coke requirements are satisfied for production of final
steel mill products, i.e,

Q|SE = MAX 2|: (Zq,?ﬁj) - r|(S|) Q|(S|s)), 0 (A.3)
i
where
q,ffj) = the furnace coke production from captive battery (j) at integrated steel
mill (1);
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rlf,) = the coke rate for integrated steel mill (I), which specifies the amount of

furnace coke input per unit of final steel mill product;* and

q,‘?ﬁ = supply of steel mill product from integrated mill (1).

The MAX function in Eg. (A.3) indicates that if the total captive production of furnace coke
at an integrated mill is greater than the amount of furnace coke consumption required to
produce steel mill products, then supply to the furnace coke market will equal the difference;
otherwise, the mill’s supply to the furnace coke market will be zero (i.e., it only satisfies
internal requirements from its captive operations).

As stated above, the domestic supply of furnace coke is developed from plant-level
production decisions for individual coke batteries. For an individual coke battery the
marginal cost was assumed to be constant. Thus, merchant batteries supply 100 percent of a
battery’ s capacity to the market if the battery’s margina cost (MC) is below the market price
for furnace coke (p,), or zero if MC exceeds p,. Captive batteriesfirst supply the furnace
coke demanded by their internal steelmaking requirements. Any excess capacity will then
supply the furnace coke market if the remaining captive battery’s MC is below the market
price.

Marginal cost curves were developed for all furnace coke batteries at merchant and
captive plantsin the United States as detailed in Appendix B. Production costs for asingle
battery are characterized by constant marginal cost throughout the capacity range of the
battery. Thisyieldstheinverted L-shaped supply function shown in Figure A-7(a). Inthis
case, marginal cost (MC) equals average variable cost (AVC) and is constant up to the
production capacity given by q. The supply function becomes vertical at g because
increasing production beyond this point is not possible. The minimum economically
achievable price level isequal to p*. Below thisprice level, p* islessthan AVC, and the
supplier would choose to shut down rather than to continue to produce coke.

The furnace coke rate for each integrated steel mill is taken from Hogan and Koelble (1996). The cokerateis
assumed to be constant with respect to the quantity of finished steel products produced at a given mill. A
constant coke rate at each integrated mill implies a constant efficiency of use at al output levels and
substitution possibilities do not exist given the technology in place at integrated mills. Furthermore, the
initial captive share of each integrated mill’ s coke requirement is based on the baseline data from the EPA
survey.
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A stepwise supply function can be created for each facility with multiple batteries by
ordering production from least to highest MC batteries (see Figure A-7[b]). For captive coke
plants, the lowest cost batteries are assumed to supply internal demand, leaving the higher
cost battery(ies) to supply the market if MC<P for the appropriate battery(ies). Similarly, a
stepwi se aggregate domestic supply function can be created by ordering production from least
to highest MC batteries (see Figure A-7(c)). Based on this characterization of domestic
supply, adecrease in demand for furnace coke would then sequentially close batteries
beginning with the highest MC battery.

Foreign Supply of Furnace Coke. Foreign supply of furnace coke (qFSC ) is expressed

as
e = AF (P97 (A4)
where
A7 = multiplicative parameter for the foreign furnace coke supply equation, and
& = foreign supply easticity for furnace coke (assumed value = 1).

The multiplicative parameter (A E) calibrates the foreign coke supply equation to replicate the

observed 1997 level of furnace coke imports based on the market price and the foreign supply
elasticity.

A.3.1.2 Market Demand for Furnace Coke

Market demand for furnace coke (Q") is the sum of domestic demand from integrated
steel mills and foreign demand (exports), i.e.,

Q™ = g + gF° (A.5)
where

qlDC = derived demand of furnace coke from integrated steel mills, and
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qFD ° = foreign demand of furnace coke (exports).

Domestic Demand for Furnace Coke. Integrated steel mills use furnace coke as an
input to the production of finished steel products. Furnace coke demand is derived from the
final product supply decisions at the integrated steel mills. Once these final production
decisions of integrated producers have been made, the mill-specific coke input rate will
determine their individual coke requirements. Integrated steel mills satisfy their internal
requirements first through captive operations and second through market purchases. Thus,
the derived demand for furnace coke is the difference between total furnace coke required
and the captive capacity at integrated plants, i.e.,

q°° = MAX

)y

(A.6)

r|?|) QSIS) - Z qI(Sfj)]’ 0
j

the coke rate for integrated steel mill (I), which specifies the amount of

S
U0
furnace coke input per unit of final steel mill product;

q,‘?ﬁ supply of steel mill product from integrated mill (1); and

q,?fj) = the furnace coke production from captive battery (j) at integrated steel mill
().

The MAX function in Eg. (A.3) indicates that if the amount of furnace coke consumption
required by an integrated mill to produce steel mill productsis greater than its total captive
production, then demand from the furnace coke market will equal the difference; otherwise,
the mill’s demand from the furnace coke market will be zero (i.e., it fully satisfies internal
requirements from its captive operations).

Increases in the price for furnace coke will increase the per-unit costs of final steel
products and thereby shift upward the integrated mill’ s supply curve for steel mill products.
The shift in the supply curve decreases the market quantity of finished steel products
produced, which subsequently reduces the quantity of furnace coke consumed at integrated
mills and shifts their demand curve downward in the furnace coke market.

Foreign Demand for Furnace Coke (Exports). Foreign demand for furnace cokeis
expressed as
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A - BS (pO)* (A7)

where
Bf = multiplicative demand parameter for the foreign furnace coke demand
equation, and
ne = foreign demand elasticity for furnace coke (literature estimate = —0.3).

The multiplicative demand parameter, B¢, calibrates the foreign coke demand equation to

replicate the observed 1997 level of foreign exports based on the market price and the foreign
demand elasticity.

A.3.2 Market for Steel Mill Products

The market for steel mill products consists of supply from domestic mills and foreign
imports and of demand from domestic and foreign consumers. Steel mill products are
modeled as a single commodity market. The domestic supply for steel mill productsincludes
production from integrated mills operating blast furnaces that require furnace coke and from
nonintegrated mills that operate electric arc furnaces that do not. The proposed ruleis
expected to increase the price of furnace coke that will increase the cost of production at
integrated mills and thereby shift their supply curves upward and increase the price of steel
mill products.

A.3.2.1 Market Supply of Seel Mill Products

The market supply for steel mill products (Q) is defined as the sum of the supply
from integrated iron and steel mills, nonintegrated mills, and foreign imports, i.e.,

Q¥ = 0> + O + Up (A8
where
qls"S = supply of steel mill products from integrated mills;
qﬁf = supply of steel mill products from the nonintegrated steel mills; and
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qFSS = supply of steel mill products from foreign suppliers (imports).

Supply from Integrated Mills. Supply of steel mill products from integrated iron and
steel millsisthe sum of individual mill production, i.e.,

Q|SS = 2|: Ch?ls) (A.9)

where

qf('f) = quantity of steel mill products produced at an individual integrated mill (1).

Integrated producers of steel mill products vary output as production costs change.
As described above, upward-sloping supply curves were used to model integrated mills
responses. For thisanalysis, the generalized Leontief technology is assumed to characterize
the production of steel mill products at each facility. Thistechnology is appropriate, given
the fixed-proportion material input of coke and the variable-proportion inputs of |abor,
energy, and raw materials. The generalized Leontief supply functionis

1
B 1]32
S (3] i (A.10)

where p, is the market price for the steel product, v, and 3 are model parameters, and | indexes
affected integrated mills. The theoretical restrictions on the model parameters that ensure
upward-sloping supply curvesarey, > 0and < 0.

Figure A-8 illustrates the theoretical supply function of Eq. (A.6). Asshown, the
upward-sloping supply curve is specified over a productive range with alower bound of zero

2
that corresponds with a shutdown price equal to B—Z and an upper bound given by the
Ay

productive capacity of ' that is approximated by the supply parameter v,. The curvature of
the supply function is determined by the B parameter.
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To specify the supply function of Eg. (A.6) for thisanalysis, the B parameter was
computed by substituting an assumed market supply elasticity for the product (&), the market
price of the product (p), and the production-weighted average annual production level across
mills () into the following equation:

1

2 (A.11)

p - -gdq>|

S

The B parameter was cal culated by incorporating market price and elasticity of supply values
into Eq. (A.11). Absent empirical or literature-based estimates, the Agency assumed the
market-level supply elasticity isequal to one (i.e., al percent changein priceleadstoa 1
percent change in output).

The intercept of the supply function, v,, approximates the productive capacity and
varies across products at each facility. This parameter does not influence the facility’s
production responsiveness to price changes as does the 3 parameter. Thus, the parameter v, is
used to calibrate the economic model so that each individual facility’s supply equation
matches its baseline production data from 1997.
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Modeling the Impact of Compliance Costs. The effect of the regulation isto increase
the MC of producing furnace coke by the compliance costs. These costs include the variable
component consisting of the operating and maintenance costs and the nonvariable component
consisting of the control equipment required for the regulatory option. Regulatory control
costs will shift the supply curve upward for each affected facility by the annualized
compliance cost (operating and maintenance plus annualized capital) expressed per unit of
coke production. Computing the supply shift in this way treats compliance costs as the
conceptual equivalent of a unit tax on output. For coke facilities, the horizontal portion of its
supply curve will rise by the per-unit total compliance costs. In this case, the MC curve will
shift by this amount to alow the new higher reservation price for the coke battery to
appropriately reflect the fixed costs of compliance in the operating decision. At amultiple-
battery facility, the change in each battery’s MC may cause a reordering of the steps because
the compliance costs vary due to the technology, age, and existing controls of individual
batteries.

Compliance costs on captive furnace coke batteries will directly affect production
decisions at integrated mills, while compliance costs on merchant furnace coke batteries will
indirectly affect these decisions through the change in the market price of furnace coke. Both
of these impacts were modeled as reducing the net price integrated mills receive for finished
steel products. Returning to the integrated mill’ s supply function presented in Eg. (A.10), the
mill’ s production quantity with compliance costs is expressed as

Ss 3 1
Qigy = 7 +§ S (A.12)
Ps— Ty [oAC +(1-¢y) Ap]
where
rls(l) = the coke rate for integrated steel mill (I), which specifies the amount of
furnace coke input per unit of steel mill product;
o = the share of integrated steel mill I’s furnace coke provided by captive

batteries,
Ac, = changein per-unit cost of captive coke production at integrated steel mill I;
(1-a,) = share of integrated steel mill I’ s furnace coke provided by the market; and

Ap. = changein the market price for furnace coke.
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The bracketed term in the denominator represents the increased costs due to the regulation,
I.e., both the direct and indirect effects. These costs, Ac, and Ap,, are expressed per ton of
furnace coke and weighted to reflect each integrated mill’ s reliance on captive versus market
furnace coke.? The changein the cost per ton of furnace coke due to the regulation is then
multiplied by the mill’s coke rate to obtain the change in the cost per ton of finished steel
product. The change in the cost per ton of finished steel product corresponds to the shift in
the affected facility supply curve shown in Figure A-5b.

Supply from Nonintegrated Mills. The supply of steel mill products from domestic
nonintegrated millsis specified as

da = A (P9 (A.13)
where
Ay, = multiplicative parameter for nonintegrated mill supply equation, and
&, = thenonintegrated mill supply elasticity for finished steel products (assumed

value = 1).

Absent literature or econometric estimates of the supply elasticity, this analysis employed an
assumed value of one, which was then varied in conducting a sensitivity analysis for this
parameter. The multiplicative supply parameter is determined by backsolving Eqg. (A.8),
given baseline values of the market price, supply elasticities, and quantities supplied by
nonintegrated mills and foreign mills.

Foreign Supply (Imports). The supply of steel mill products from foreign suppliers
(imports) is specified as

g = AS (p)F (A.14)

2The captive versus market furnace coke weights are endogenous in the model because integrated mills exhaust
their captive supply of coke first; hence, changes in coke consumption typically come from changesin
market purchases, while captive consumption remains relatively constant.
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A: = multiplicative parameter for foreign supply equation, and
& = theforeign supply elasticity for finished steel products (assumed value = 1).

Absent literature or econometric estimates (new or existing) of the supply elasticity, this
analysis employed an assumed value of one, which was then varied in conducting a
sensitivity analysis for this parameter. The multiplicative supply parameters are determined
by backsolving Eqg. (A.8), given baseline values of the market price, supply elasticity, and
level of imports.

A.3.2.2 Market Demand for Seel Mill Products

The market demand for finished steel mill products, Q" is the sum of domestic and
foreign demand, i.e.,

QP = q5° + gf° (A.15)
where
qgs = domestic demand for finished steel mill products, and
qFD ® = foreign demand for steel mill products (exports).

Domestic Demand for Seel Mill Products. The domestic demand for finished steel
products is expressed as

a5° = By (p9)"™ (A.16)
where
B; = multiplicative parameter for domestic steel mill products demand equation,
and
np = domestic demand elasticity for steel mill products (estimate = —0.59).
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The multiplicative demand parameter calibrates the domestic demand equation given baseline
data on price and demand elasticity to replicate the observed 1997 level of domestic
consumption.

Foreign Demand for Steel Mill Products (Exports). Foreign demand (exports) for
finished steel productsis expressed as

o = BE (p9)" (A.17)
where
Bf = multiplicative demand parameter for foreign steel mill products demand
equation, and
ne = foreign (export) demand easticity for steel mill products (assumed value =

_1).

The multiplicative demand parameter calibrates the foreign demand equation given dataon
price and demand elasticities to replicate the observed 1997 level of foreign exports.

A.3.3 Market for Foundry Coke

The market for furnace coke consists of supply from merchant coke plants and
demand from foundries operating cupola furnaces. The domestic supply for foundry coke is
modeled as a stepwise supply function developed from the marginal cost of production at
individual foundry coke batteries. The domestic demand is derived from iron castings
production at foundries operating cupola furnaces as determined through the market for iron
castings and coking rates for individual batteries. Asdescribed previoudly, the level of
imports and exports of foundry coke were negligible in 1997 and, thus, were not included in
the market model. The following section details the market supply and demand components
for thisanalysis.

A.3.3.1 Market Supply of Foundry Coke

The market supply of foundry coke, Q¥, is composed solely of the supply from
domestic merchant plants reflecting plant-level production decisions for individual merchant
coke batteries, i.e.,
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Sk
Q¥ - v 3 > iy (A.18)

Merchant |
where
I = plants
] = batteries
q,\;?((l, i) = supply of foundry coke from coke battery (j) at merchant plant ().

Aswas the case for furnace coke batteries, the marginal cost for an individual foundry coke
battery is assumed to be constant reflecting a fixed-coefficient technology. Marginal cost
curves were developed for all foundry coke batteries at merchant plants in the United States
asdetailed in Appendix B.

Foundry coke production decisions are based on the same approach used to model
furnace coke production decisions. Thus, asillustrated previously in Figure A-7, the
production decision is determined by an inverted L-shaped supply curve that is perfectly
elastic to the capacity level of production and perfectly inelastic thereafter. Foundry coke
batteries will supply 100 percent of capacity if its marginal cost is lessthan market price;
otherwise, it will cease production. The regulatory costs shift each affected battery’s
marginal cost upward, affecting facilities' decision to operate or shut down individual
batteries.

A.3.3.2 Market Demand for Foundry Coke

The market demand for foundry coke, Q°, is composed solely of the domestic
demand by foundries operating cupola furnaces. Therefore, the foundry coke demand is
derived from the production of iron castings from cupolafurnaces. Increasesin the price of
foundry coke due to the regulation will lead to decreases in production of iron castings at
foundries operating cupola furnaces. Foundries operating cupola furnaces are modeled as a
single representative supplier. Thus, the demand function for foundry coke is expressed as
follows:

o
Q% = g =1 o (A.19)
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where

Dk

dcg = derived demand for foundry coke from domestic cupola foundries;

r(i;F = the coke rate for cupola foundries, which specifies the amount of foundry
coke input per unit output; and

ng = quantity of iron castings produced at domestic cupola foundries,

Changes in production at foundries using electric arc and electric induction furnaces to
produce iron castings do not affect the demand for foundry coke.

A.3.4 Market for Iron Castings

The market for iron castings consists of supply from domestic foundries and foreign
imports and of demand from domestic and foreign consumers. Iron castings are modeled as a
single commodity market. The domestic supply for iron castings includes production from
foundries operating cupola furnaces that require foundry coke and from foundries that operate
electric furnaces that do not. The proposed rule is expected to increase the price of foundry
coke that will increase the cost of production at foundries with cupola furnaces and thereby
shift their supply curves upward and increase the price of iron castings.

A.3.4.1 Market Supply of Iron Castings

The market supply for iron castings, Q%, is defined as the sum of the supply from
domestic and foreign foundries. Domestic foundries are further segmented into operations
using foundry coke (referred to as cupola foundries) and operations using el ectric furnaces
(referred to as electric foundries). Supply is expressed as a function of the market price for
castings:

QS = dg + Ggr * OF (A.20)
where
qg‘F = quantity of iron castings produced at domestic cupola foundries,
q,?F = supply from domestic e ectric foundries, and
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qFSi = supply from foreign foundries.

Domestic Cupola Foundries. The Agency used a simple supply function (Cobb
Douglas) to characterize the production of iron castings. Compliance costs on captive
foundry coke batteries will directly affect cupola foundries’ production decisions through the
change in the market price of foundry coke. Thisimpact is modeled as reducing the net
revenue cupola foundries receive for the sales of iron castings. The aggregate cupola
foundry’s supply function is expressed as

A = Ace (p' = 1ge APY)™ (A.21)
where
A éF = multiplicative supply parameter for cupolafoundry’s supply equation,
r(i:F = the coke rate for cupola foundries, which specifies the amount of foundry
coke input per unit output,
ApX = changeinthe market price for foundry coke, and
iiCF = supply eadticity for iron castings (assumed value = 1).

The multiplicative supply parameter, A(i;F, is determined by backsolving EqQ. (A.21), given
baseline values of the market price, supply elasticity, and quantity supplied.

Domestic Electric Furnace Foundries. The functional form of the supply curve for
domestic foundries with electric arc or induction furnaces is specified as

O = Age (P (A.22)

where

A iEF = multiplicative parameter for electric foundries supply equation, and
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iiEF = electric foundries supply elasticity for iron castings (assumed value = 1).

The multiplicative supply parameter, A iEF, is determined by backsolving Eg. (A.22), given

baseline values of the market price, supply easticity, and quantity supplied from electric
foundries.

Foreign Supply (Imports). The functional form of the foreign supply curve for iron
castingsis specified as

& = Af (p))* (A.23)
where
AiF = multiplicative parameter for foreign iron castings supply equation, and
E,L = foreign supply elasticity for iron castings (assumed value = 1).

The multiplicative supply parameter, AiF, is determined by backsolving Eq. (A.23), given
baseline values of the market price, supply elasticities, and level of imports.
A.3.4.2 Market Demand for Iron Castings

The market demand for iron castings (Q™) is the sum of domestic and foreign
demand, and it is expressed as a function of the price of iron castings:

Q% - ap + af (A.24)
where
qg ' = domestic demand for iron cati ngs, and
qFD ' = foreign demand (exports) for iron castings.

Domestic Demand for Iron Castings. The domestic demand for iron castingsis
expressed as
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' - BY (p)® (A.25)

vy}
o -
I

multiplicative parameter for domestic iron castings demand equation, and

domestic demand elasticity for steel mill products (estimate = —0.58).

=
o
1

The domestic demand elasticity for iron casting products is expected to be inelastic and
assumed to be —0.58. The multiplicative demand parameter calibrates the domestic demand
equation given baseline data on price and demand elasticity to replicate the observed 1997
level of domestic consumption.

Foreign Demand for Iron Castings. Foreign demand (exports) for iron castingsis
expressed as

o = BY (p')" (A.26)
where
BiF = multiplicative demand parameter for foreign steel mill products demand
equation, and
niF = foreign (export) demand elasticity for steel mill products (assumed value =

-1).

The foreign demand elasticity for iron casting products is assumed to be —1.0, which is more
€l astic than the domestic demand elasticity of —0.58. The multiplicative demand parameter
calibrates the foreign demand equation given data on price and demand elasticities to
replicate the observed 1997 level of foreign exports.

A.3.5 Post-regulatory Market Equilibrium Determination

Integrated steel mills and iron foundries with cupola furnaces must determine output
given the market prices for their finished products, which in turn determines their furnace and
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foundry coke requirements. The optimal output of finished steel products at integrated mills
also depends on the cost of producing captive furnace coke and the market price of furnace
coke; whereas iron foundries with cupolas depend on only the market price of foundry coke
because they have no captive operations. Excess production of captive furnace coke at
integrated mills will spill over into the furnace coke market; whereas an excess demand will
cause the mill to demand furnace coke from the market. For merchant coke plants, the
optimal market supply of furnace and/or foundry coke will be determined by the market price
of each coke product.

Facility responses and market adjustments can be conceptualized as an interactive
feedback process. Facilities face increased costs from the regulation, which initially reduce
output. The cumulative effect of theseindividual changes leads to an increase in the market
price that all producers (affected and unaffected) and consumers face, which leads to further
responses by producers (affected and unaffected) as well as consumers and thus new market
prices, and so on. The new equilibrium after imposing the regulation is the result of a series
of iterations between producer and consumer responses and market adjustments until a stable
market price arises where market supply equals market demand for each product, i.e., Qs =

Qo.

The Agency employed a Walrasian auctioneer process to determine equilibrium price
(and output) associated with the increased production costs of coke. The auctioneer calls out
amarket price for each product and evaluates the reactions by all participants (producers and
consumers), comparing total quantities supplied and demanded to determine the next price
that will guide the market closer to equilibrium (i.e., where market supply equals market
demand). Decision rules are established to ensure that the process will convergeto an
equilibrium, in addition to specifying the conditions for equilibrium. The result of this
approach isavector of prices with the proposed regulation that equilibrates supply and
demand for each product.

The algorithm for deriving the with-regulation equilibriain all markets can be
generalized to five recursive steps:

1. Impose the control costs for each affected facility, thereby affecting their supply
decisions.

2. Recalculate the production decisions for coke products and both final steel mill
products and iron castings across all affected facilities. The adjusted production
of steel mill products from integrated steel mills and iron castings from foundries
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with cupola furnaces determines the derived demand for furnace and foundry coke
through the input ratios. Therefore, the domestic demand for furnace and foundry
coke is simultaneously determined with the domestic supply of final steel mill
products and iron castings from these suppliers. After accounting for these
adjustments, recal cul ate the market supply of all products by aggregating across
all producers, affected and unaffected.

3. Determine the new pricesviaapricerevision rule for al product markets.

4. Recalculate the supply functions of al facilities with the new prices, resultingin a
new market supply of each product, in addition to derived (domestic) demand for
furnace and foundry coke. Evaluate domestic demand for final steel mill products
and iron castings, as well asimport supply and export demand for appropriate
products given the new prices.

5. Goto Step #3, resulting in new prices for each product. Repesat until equilibrium
conditions are satisfied in all markets (i.e., the ratio of supply to demand is
approximately one for each and every product).

A.3.6 Economic Welfare | mpacts

The economic welfare implications of the market price and output changes with the
regulation can be examined using two slightly different tactics, each giving a somewhat
different insight but the same implications: changesin the net benefits of consumers and
producers based on the price changes and changesin the total benefits and costs of these
products based on the quantity changes. This analysis focuses on the first measure—the
changes in the net benefits of consumers and producers. Figure A-9 depicts the changein
economic welfare by first measuring the change in consumer surplus and then the changein
producer surplus. In essence, the demand and supply curves previously used as predictive
devices are now being used as a valuation tool.

This method of estimating the change in economic welfare with the regulation divides
society into consumers and producers. In amarket environment, consumers and producers of
the good or service derive welfare from a market transaction. The difference between the
maximum price consumers are willing to pay for agood and the price they actually pay is
referred to as“ consumer surplus.” Consumer surplus is measured as the area under the
demand curve and above the price of the product. Similarly, the difference between the
minimum price producers are willing to accept for a good and the price they actually receive
isreferred to as* producer surplus’ or profits. Producer surplusis measured as the area above
the supply curve and below the price of the product. These areas can be thought of as
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consumers’ net benefits of consumption and producers net benefits of production,
respectively.

In Figure A-9, baseline equilibrium occurs at the intersection of the demand curve, D,
and supply curve, S. Priceis P, with quantity Q,. Theincreased cost of production with the
regulation will cause the market supply curve to shift upward to S’. The new equilibrium
price of the product is P,. With ahigher price for the product, there is less consumer welfare,
all else being unchanged as real incomes are reduced. In Figure A-9(a), area A represents the
dollar value of the annual net loss in consumers' benefits with the increased price. The
rectangular portion represents the loss in consumer surplus on the quantity still consumed,
Q,, while the triangular area represents the foregone surplus resulting from the reduced
quantity consumed, Q—Q,.

In addition to the changes in consumer welfare, producer welfare also changes with
the regulation. With the increase in market price, producers receive higher revenues on the
quantity still purchased, Q,. In Figure A-9(b), area B represents the increase in revenues due
tothisincrease in price. The difference in the area under the supply curve up to the original
market price, area C, measures the loss in producer surplus, which includes the loss
associated with the quantity no longer produced. The net change in producer welfareis
represented by area B—C.

The change in economic welfare attributable to the compliance costs of the regulation
is the sum of consumer and producer surplus changes, that is, — (A) + (B—C). Figure A-9(c)
shows the net (negative) change in economic welfare associated with the regulation as area
D. However, this analysis does not include the benefits that occur outside the market (i.e.,
the value of the reduced levels of air pollution with the regulation). Including this benefit
may reduce the net cost of the regulation or even make it positive.
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APPENDIX B

DEVELOPMENT OF COKE BATTERY COST FUNCTIONS

This appendix outlines EPA’s method for estimating 1997 baseline production costs
for coke batteries. The Agency used a coke production cost model developed in support of
the 1993 MACT on coke ovens. EPA’s Technical Approach for a Coke Production Cost
Model (EPA, 1979) provides amore detailed description of thismodel. For thisanalysis, the
model was updated with reported technical characteristics of coke batteries from the
Information Collection Request (ICR) survey responses and available price data. In addition,
the Agency incorporated estimates of MACT pollution abatement costs developed for the
1993 MACT on coke ovens (EPA, 1991).

B.1 VariableCosts

Coke batteries use four variable inputs during the manufacturing process—
metallurgical coal, labor, energy, and other materials/supplies. Metalurgical coad is
essentially the only raw material used in the production of coke. Labor transports and
deliversthe raw materials as well asfinal products. Coke ovens and auxiliary equipment
consume energy and supplies during the production process and periodic maintenance and
repair of the coke batteries.

Coke production requires a fixed amount of each variable input per ton of coke, and
these inputs are not substitutable. Accordingly, the total variable cost function islinear in the
output and input prices, or, in other words, the average variable cost function is independent
of output. Therefore, the average variable cost function (expressed in dollars per short ton of
coke) can be written as

AVC=AV_CleP_+ AV_Llew + AV_EleP.+AV_Ol+P, (B.1)

where AV_CI, AV_LI, AV_EIl, and AV_OI are the fixed requirements per ton of coke of
metallurgical coal, labor, energy, and other material and supplies. P,, w, P,, and P, are the
prices of each variable input, respectively. As shown above, the contribution of each variable
input to the per-unit coke cost is equal to the average variable input (fixed requirement of the
input per ton of coke) times the price of theinput. For example, the contribution of labor to
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the cost per ton of coke (AV_LI) isequal to the labor requirement per ton of coke times the
price of labor (w).

The variable costs above include those costs associated with by- and co-product
recovery operations associated with the coke battery. To more accurately reflect the costs
specific to coke production, the Agency subtracted by- and co-product revenues/credits from
Eg. (B.1). By-productsinclude tar and coke oven gas among others, while co-products
include coke breeze and other industrial coke. Following the same fixed coefficient
approach, these revenues or credits (expressed per ton of coke) are derived for each recovered
product at the coke battery by multiplying the appropriate yield (recovered product per ton of
coke) by its price or value. The variable cost components and by-/co-product credits are
identified below.

B.1.1 Metallurgical Coal (AVCI, P,)

The ICR survey responses provided the fixed input requirement for metallurgical coal
at each battery. Based on the responses from the survey, U.S. coke producers require an
average of 1.36 tons of coal per ton of coke produced. Thisfixed input varies by type of
producer. Integrated, or captive, producers require an average of 1.38 tons of coal per ton of
coke produced, while merchant producers require an average of 1.31 tons of coa per ton of
coke produced. The U.S. Department of Energy (1998b) provides state-level coa price data
for metallurgical coal. For each coke battery, EPA computed the cost of coal per short ton of
coke by multiplying its input ratio times the appropriate state or regional price. Asshownin
Table B-1, the average cost of metallurgical coal per ton of coke in 1997 was $66.27 for
captive producers and $63.77 for merchant producers.

B.1.2 Labor (AVLI, w)

The cost model provides an estimate of the fixed labor requirement for operation,
maintenance, and supervision labor at each battery. The Agency used these estimates to
derive the average variable labor cost for each individual battery given its technical
characteristics and the appropriate state-level wage rates obtained from the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics (1998). Asshown in Table B-2, average labor costs per ton of coke are
significantly lower for captive producers (e.g., $15.74 per ton of coke) relative to merchant
producers (e.g., $27.21 per ton of coke). Captive batteries are typically larger capacity
batteries and therefore require fewer person-hours per ton of coke.
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TableB-1. Metallurgical Coal Costs by Producter Type: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Captive Mer chant All Coke Batteries
Number of batteries 40 18 58
Average $66.27 $63.77 $65.49
Minimum $59.25 $56.18 $56.18
Maximum $77.56 $70.34 $77.56

TableB-2. Labor Costs by Producer Type: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Captive Mer chant All Coke Batteries
Number of batteries 40 18 58
Average $15.74 $27.21 $19.30
Minimum $8.62 $10.48 $8.62
Maximum $31.04 $42.04 $42.04

B.1.3 Energy (AVEI, P)

The cost model estimates the fixed energy requirements (i.e., electricity, steam, and
water) for each battery. These estimates are used to derive the energy costs per ton of coke
for each battery. Captive producers have alower electricity requirement (i.e., 47.58 kwWh per
ton of coke) relative to merchant producers (i.e., 50.96 kWh per ton of coke). Asshownin
Table B-3, the average energy cost per ton of coke across all coke batteriesis $4.36. Average
energy costs per ton of coke are lower for captive producers (e.g., $4.19 per ton of coke)
relative to merchant producers (e.g., $4.71 per ton of coke). This difference reflects lower
state/regional electricity pricesin regions where captive batteries produce coke.



Table B-3. Energy Costsby Producer Type: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Captive Mer chant All Coke Batteries
Number of batteries 40 18 58
Average $4.19 .71 $4.36
Minimum $3.00 $3.13 $3.00
Maximum $10.59 $10.59 $10.59

B.1.4 Other Materials and Supplies (AVOI, P,)

The fixed requirements for other materials and supplies associated with the
production of coke include

e chemicals,

e maintenance materials,

» safety and clothing, and

 laboratory and miscellaneous supplies.

Asshown in Table B-4, the cost model estimates the average cost for these items across al
coke batteries is $4.02 per short ton of coke, ranging from $2.73 to $6.56 per ton of coke.
These costs vary by producer type, with merchant producers averaging $4.82 per ton of coke
versus captive producers who average $3.66 per ton of coke.

B.1.5 By- and Co-product Credits

In addition to the variable cost inputs described above, by- and co-products are
associated with the manufacture of coke products. Therefore, the Agency modified Eqg. (B.1)
by subtracting (1) revenues generated from the sale of by-/co-products and (2) credits
associated with using of coke oven gas as an energy input in the production process. The
following cost function adjustments were made to the engineering model to incorporate by-
and co-products into the cokemaking cost function:

B-4



Table B-4. Other Costsby Producer Type: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Captive Mer chant All Coke Batteries
Number of batteries 40 18 58
Average $3.66 $4.82 $4.02
Minimum $2.73 $2.79 $2.73
Maximum $5.70 $6.56 $6.56

o Coke breeze—ICR survey responses provided coke breeze output per ton of coke
for each battery. The U.S. International Trade Commission (1994) provided data
on market prices of coke breeze.

o Other industrial coke—ICR survey responses provided other industrial coke
output per ton of coke for each battery. The U.S. International Trade Commission
(1994) provided data on market prices of other industrial coke.

» Coke oven gas—Based on secondary sources and discussions with engineers,
furnace coke producers were assumed to produce 8,500 ft* per ton of coal, and
foundry producers were assumed to produce 11,700 ft* per ton of coa (Lankford
et a., 1985; EPA, 1988).

Asshown in Table B-5, the average by-/co-product credit is $16.55 per ton of coke for
captive producers and $21.31 per ton of coke for merchant producers.

B.2 MACT/LAER Pollution Abatement Costs

The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments mandated two levels of control for emissions
from coke ovens. Thefirst control level, referred to as MACT, specified limits for leaking
doors, lids, offtakes, and time of charge. Thislevel of control was to be attained by 1995.
The second level of control, Lowest Achievable Emissions Rate (LAER), specified more
stringent limits for leaking doors and offtakes. Estimates of the MACT and LAER costs
associated with these controls were developed for EPA’ s Controlling Emissions from By-
Product Coke Oven Charging, Door Leaks, and Topside Leaks. An Economic Impacts
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Table B-5. By-/Co-Product Creditsby Producer Type: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Captive Mer chant All Coke Batteries
Number of batteries 40 18 58
Average $16.55 $21.31 $18.03
Minimum $13.41 $8.83 $8.83
Maximum $30.95 $48.30 $48.30

Analysis (EPA, 1991)." Table B-6 provides summary statistics for the projected costs
associated with each level of control. However, the Agency determined that industry actions
undertaken in the interim period to comply with the MACT limits have enabled them to also
meet the LAER limits. Therefore, only the MACT-related pollution abatement costs have
been incorporated to determine the appropriate baseline costs for the 1997 economic model.
Asshown in Table B-6, the average MACT pollution abatement cost across all coke batteries
is $1.27 per short ton of coke. The projected costs for captive producers range from zero to
$2.54 per ton of coke, while projected costs for merchant producers range from zero to
$10.93 per ton of coke.

B.3 Fixed Costs

Production of coke requires the combination of variable inputs outlined above with
fixed capital equipment (e.g., coke ovens and auxiliary equipment). It also includes other
overhead and administrative expenses. For each coke battery, the average fixed costs per ton
of coke can be obtained by dividing the total fixed costs (TFC) estimated by the coke model
by total battery coke production. Therefore, the average fixed cost function (expressed in
dollars per ton of coke) can be written as

AFC = (PTI + ASE +PY OH+ PLOH)/Q (B.2)

The Agency estimated costs for the LAER control level using two scenarios. The first (LAER-MIN) assumed
all batteries will require new doors and jambs. The second (LAER-MAX) also assumed all batteries will
require new doors and jambs and in addition assumed batteries with the most serious door leak problems
would be rebuilt. Thisanalysis reports cost estimates for the LAER-MIN scenario.
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TableB-6. Pollution Abatement Costs by Producer Type: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Captive M erchant All Coke Batteries

Number of batteries 40 18 58
MACT

Average $0.82 $2.29 $1.27

Minimum $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Maximum $2.54 $10.93 $10.93
LAER

Average $1.64 $2.44 $1.88

Minimum $0.07 $0.94 $0.07

Maximum $2.63 $6.07 $6.07

where

property taxes and insurance (PTI) = (0.02)s($225+Coke Capacity). This category
accounts for the fixed costs associated with property taxes and insurance for the
battery. The cost model estimates this component as 2 percent of capital cost.
Capital costs are estimated to be $225 per annual short ton of capacity based on
reported estimates of capital investment cost of a rebuilt by-product coke-making
facility (USITC, 1994). Asshownin Table B-7, the average PTI cost across all
batteries is $4.47 per ton of coke.

administration and sales expense (ASE) = (0.02)+($225-Coke capacity). This
category accounts for the fixed costs associated with administrative and sales
expenses for the coke battery. The cost model also calculates this component as 2
percent of capital cost. Asshownin Table B-7, the average cost across all coke
batteries for ASE is $5.02 per ton of coke.

payroll overhead (PY OH) = (0.2)s(Total labor costs). Payroll overhead is
modified as 20 percent of total labor costs. Payroll overhead is used to capture
fringe benefits because wage rates obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics
exclude fringe benefits. Asshown in Table B-7, the average payroll overhead is
$3.15 per ton of coke for captive producers and $5.44 per ton of coke for
merchant producers, reflecting the different labor requirements by producer type.
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Table B-7. Average Fixed Costsby Producer Type: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Captive Mer chant All Coke Batteries

Number of batteries 40 18 58
Property taxes and insurance

Average $4.41 $4.58 $4.47

Minimum $3.20 $3.55 $3.20

Maximum $6.78 $6.11 $6.78
Administrative and sales
expense

Average $4.96 $5.16 $5.02

Minimum $3.60 $4.00 $3.60

Maximum $7.63 $6.87 $7.63
Payroll overhead

Average $3.15 $5.44 $3.86

Minimum $1.72 $2.10 $1.72

Maximum $6.21 $8.41 $8.41
Plant overhead

Average $9.33 $17.77 $11.95

Minimum $5.38 $7.50 $5.38

Maximum $17.67 $26.95 $26.95

» plant overhead (PLOH) = (0.5)«(Total payroll + Total other expenses). The cost
model computes plant overhead as 50 percent of total payroll and total other
expenses by producer type. Asshown in Table B-7, the average plant overhead
cost is $9.33 for captive producers and $17.77 for merchant producers. Aswith
payroll overhead, this difference reflects differences in labor requirements for
captive and merchant producers.

B.5 Summary of Results

Table B-8 summarizes each cost component and aggregates them to estimate the
average total costs per ton of coke by producer type. As shown, the average total cost (ATC)
across al coke batteriesis $101.72 per short ton of coke. The ATC for captive producersis
$95.99 per short ton of coke and is significantly lower than the ATC for merchant producers
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Table B-8. Cost Summary by Producer Type: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Captive Mer chant All Coke Batteries

Number of batteries 40 18 58
Average variable cost?

Average $73.32 $79.21 $75.15

Minimum $62.09 $44.91 $44.91

Maximum $82.74 $95.43 $95.43
MACT

Average $0.82 $2.29 $1.27

Minimum $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Maximum $2.54 $10.93 $10.93
Average fixed cost

Average $21.85 $32.96 $25.30

Minimum $15.03 $17.37 $15.03

Maximum $38.28 $46.16 $46.16
Averagetotal cost

Average $95.99 $114.47 $101.72

Minimum $77.42 $76.97 $76.97

Maximum $119.72 $145.02 $145.02

4 ncludes by-/co-product credits.

at $114.47. Thisdifference reflects both economies of scale and lower production costs
associated with the production of furnace coke. These differences are aso consistent with
observed market prices for furnace coke $71-$114 (produced mainly by captive producers)
and for foundry coke $148-$154 (produced solely by merchant producers with some furnace
coke) (USITC, 1994). A correlation analysis of these cost estimates showsthat ATC is
negatively correlated with coke battery capacity (correlation coefficient of -0.66) and
start/rebuild date (correlation coefficient of -0.36). Therefore, average total costs are lower
for larger coke batteries and those that are new or recently rebuilt. Tables B-A and B-B, at
the end of this appendix, present cost estimates for individual captive and merchant coke
batteries, respectively.



B.6  Nonrecovery Cokemaking

Severa substitute technologies for by-product cokemaking have been developed in
the United States and abroad. In the United States, the nonrecovery method is the only
substitute that has a significant share of the coke market. Thistechnology is relatively new,
and, as aresult, the original coke production cost model did not include estimates for these
types of coke-making batteries. The nonrecovery processisless costly than the by-product
process because of the absence of recovery operations and alower labor input requirement
per ton of coke. Therefore, the Agency modified the model to reflect these cost advantagesin
the following manner:

» No expenses/credits associated with by- and co-product recovery.

» Reduced |labor input—Iabor requirement estimates generated by the model were
multiplied by afactor of 0.11, which represents the ratio of employment per ton of
coke at merchant batteries to employment per ton of coke at nonrecovery batteries.

o Exceed current standards of pollution abatement (Engineering and Mining
Journal, 1997)—MACT compliance costs were excluded.

Asshown in Table B-9, the ATC for nonrecovery coke-making facilitiesis $71.28 per ton of
coke, which is significantly lower than the average ATC of captive and merchant producers.
These costs vary dlightly across these batteries ranging from $68.49 to $72.88 per ton of
coke. Table B-C, at the end of this appendix, presents cost estimates for individual
nonrecovery cokemaking batteries.
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TableB-9. Cost Summary for Nonrecovery Coke Batteries: 1997 ($/ton of coke)

Nonrecovery

Number of batteries 8
Metallurgical coal

Average $52.03

Minimum $50.38

Maximum $53.67
Labor

Average $1.90

Minimum $1.31

Maximum $2.39
Energy

Average $5.17

Minimum $5.01

Maximum $5.38
Other

Average $1.74

Minimum $1.63

Maximum $1.82
Average fixed cost

Average $10.45

Minimum $9.90

Maximum $10.85
Averagetotal cost

Average $71.28

Minimum $68.49

Maximum $72.88
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APPENDIX C

ECONOMETRIC ESTIMATION OF THE DEMAND ELASTICITY FOR

STEEL MILL PRODUCTS

This appendix summarizes EPA’s estimation of the demand elasticities for steel mill
products. These estimates are based on national-level data from 1987 through 1997 as
obtained from the AlSI (1990, 1992, 1997), U.S. Bureau of the Census (1988-1998, 1997,
1998), U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (1998), and other government sources (U.S.
Department of Energy, 1990, 1998 and U.S. Geological Survey 1987-1990, 1995-1997). The
following sections summarize the econometric procedure and present the estimates of the
demand elasticity for the following nine steel mill products:

semi-finished products
structural shapes and plates
rails and track accessories
bars

tool steel

pipe and tubing

wire

tin mill

sheet and strip

C.1 Econometric Modd

A partial equilibrium market supply/demand model is specified as a system of
interdependent equations in which the price and output of a product are simultaneously
determined by the interaction of producers and consumers in the market. In simultaneous
equation models, where variables in one equation feed back into variables in other equations,
the error terms are correlated with the endogenous variables (price and output). In this case,
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single-equation ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation of individual equationswill lead to
biased and inconsistent parameter estimates. Thus, simultaneous estimation of this system to
obtain elasticity estimates requires that each equation be identified through the inclusion of
exogenous variables to control for shiftsin the supply and demand curves over time.

Exogenous variables influencing the demand for steel mill products include measures
of economic activity such as U.S. gross national and domestic production and the value of
construction activity, and the price of substitute products such as aluminum, plastics and
other nonferrous materials and building materials like cement/concrete (typically proxied by
the appropriate producer priceindices). Exogenous variables influencing the level of supply
include measures of the change in the costs of iron and steel production caused by changesin
prices of key inputs like raw materials, fuel, and labor (typically proxied by the producer
price index for iron ore, coke, metallurgical coal, aswell asthe average hourly earnings for
the industry’ s production workers).

The supply/demand system for a particular steel mill product over time (t) is defined
asfollows:

QY =1(P.Z) +u, (C1)
Q°=g(P.W) + v, (C2
Q'=Q° (C.3)

Eg. (C.1) shows quantity demanded in year t as a function of price, P,, an array of demand
factors, Z, (e.g., measures of economic activity and substitute prices), and an error term, u,.
Eq. (C.2) represents quantity supplied in year t as afunction of price and other supply factors,
W, (e.g., input prices), and an error term, v,, while Eq. (C.3) specifies the equilibrium
condition that quantity supplied equals quantity demanded in year t, creating a system of
three equations in three variables. The interaction of the specified market forces solves this
system, generating equilibrium values for the variables P, and Q'=Q%=Q'.

Since the objective is to generate estimates of the demand elasticities for usein the
economic model, EPA employed the two-stage |least squares (2SLS) regression procedure to
estimate only the parameters of the demand equation. This 2SLS approach is preferred to the
three-stage |east squares approach because the number of observations limits the degrees of
freedom for use in the estimation procedure. EPA specified the logarithm of the quantity
demanded as alinear function of the logarithm of the price so that the coefficient on the price
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variable yields the estimate of the constant elasticity of demand for steel mill product. All
prices employed in the estimation process were deflated by the gross domestic product (GDP)
implicit price deflator to reflect real rather than nominal prices. Thefirst stage of the 2SLS
procedure involves regressing the observed price against the supply and demand “ shifter”
variables that are exogenous to the system. Thisfirst stage produces fitted (or predicted)
values for the price variable that are, by definition, highly correlated with the true
endogenous variable, the observed price, and uncorrelated with the error term. In the second
stage, these fitted values are then employed as observations of the right-hand side price
variable in the demand function. Thisfitted value is uncorrelated with the error term by
construction and thus does not incur the endogeneity bias.

C.2 Econometric Results

Table C-1 provides the results of the econometric estimation for each steel mill
product demand equation. The coefficients of the price variables represent the demand
elasticity estimates for each of the nine steel mill products. Aseconomic theory predicts, al
of these estimates are negative, reflecting reductions in quantity demanded as price increases.
The elasticities range from —0.16 for semi-finished products to —2.17 for rails and track
accessories, with a shipments weighted average elasticity for all products of —0.59. As
shown, three of the nine elasticity estimates are significant at a 90 percent confidence level.

As expected, the estimated coefficients for the demand growth variables (GDP and
value of new construction) are all positive with the exception of the equation for steel wire
drawn products. However, this estimate is not statistically significant. The regression
coefficient results generally show that the price of aluminum, nonferrous metals' producer
price index (PPI), and plastics' PPl are substitutes for the majority of the steel mill products.
Prices increases for these products result in increases in quantity demand for steel mill
products. The coefficient for the primary copper PPl is negative in the wire equation
indicating that it is a complement. A priceincrease for this product decreases wire
consumption. Copper and steel are both used in electric appliances; therefore, thisis
consistent with these results. The regressions also show a negative coefficient for the price of
aluminum in the semi-finished products equation, the nonferrous metals' PPI in the tin mill
products equation, and the concrete products PPI in the structural shapes and plates equation
suggesting these products are also complement products. Although these products may be
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substitutes in specific applications, they are often complement products in the production of
final goods (i.e., building construction).

As aresult of these econometric findings, the market model used the weighted
average demand elasticity of —0.59.
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APPENDIX D

JOINT ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSISOF THE INTEGRATED IRON AND
STEEL MACT STANDARD WITH THE COKE MACT STANDARD

For this analysis, the Agency also considered the national-level economic impacts of
joint implementation of the Integrated Iron and Steel MACT Standard with the Coke MACT
standard. The measures of economic impacts presented in this appendix are the result of
incorporating the costs of compliance for each affected integrated iron and steel mill under
the Integrated Iron and Steel MACT into market models developed by the Agency to analyze
the economic impacts of the Coke MACT Standard. The engineering analysis estimates
annual costs for existing sources are $5.9 million under the Integrated Iron and Steel MACT
and $14.3 million under the Coke MACT. Therefore, the total national estimate for existing
sources under joint implementation are $20.2 million.

D.1 Market-Level Impacts

The increased cost of coke production due to the regulation is expected to increase the
price of coke, steel mill products, and iron castings and reduce their production and
consumption from 1997 baseline levels. Asshown in Table D-1, the regulation is projected
to increase the price of furnace coke by 1.5 percent, or $1.56 per short ton, and the price of
foundry coke by nearly 3 percent, or $4.17 per short ton. The increased captive production
costs and higher market price associated with furnace coke are projected to increase steel mill
product prices by less than 0.1 percent, or $0.14 per ton. Similarly, the higher market price of
foundry coke are projected to increase iron castings prices by less than 0.1 percent, or $0.35
per ton. As expected, directly affected output declines across all producers, while supply
from domestic and foreign producers not subject to the regulation increases. Although the
resulting net declines are slight across al products (i.e., roughly 0.1 percent decline in market
output) the change in domestic production are typically higher. Thisis especially true for
furnace coke where domestic production declines by 2.25 percent.
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TableD-1. Market-Level Impacts of the Joint I mplementation of the Integrated Iron
and Steel MACT with the Coke MACT: 1997

Changes From Baseline

Basdline Absolute Per cent
Furnace Coke
Market price ($/short ton) $107.36 $1.56 1.46%
Market output (10° tpy) 11,710 -11.9 -0.10%
Domestic production 7,944 -178.8 —2.25%
Imports 3,765 166.9 4.43%
Foundry Coke
Market price ($/short ton) $145.02 $4.17 2.87%
Market output (10° tpy) 1,669 -14 —-0.08%
Domestic production 1,669 -14 —0.08%
Imports NA NA NA
Steel Mill Products
Market price ($/short ton) $639.74 $0.14 0.02%
Market output (10° tpy) 137,015 -17.6 -0.01%
Domestic production 105,858 —24.2 -0.02%
Integrated producers 62,083 -334 —0.05%
Nonintegrated steel mills® 43,775 9.2 0.02%
Imports 31,157 6.6 0.02%
Iron Castings
Market price ($/short ton) $845.55 $0.35 0.04%
Market output (10° tpy) 12,314 -3.1 -0.03%
Domestic production 11,483 -34 —0.03%
Cupolafurnaces 6,695 5.4 —0.08%
Electric furnaces® 4,789 2.0 0.04%
Imports 831 0.3 0.04%

2 Includes mini-mills.

b Includes electric arc or eectric induction furnaces.
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D.2 Industry-Level Impacts

Industry revenue, costs, and profitability change as prices and production levels adjust
to increased production costs. As shown in Table D-2, the economic model projects that
profits for directly affected integrated iron and steel producers will decrease by $15.9 million,
or 1.2 percent. In addition, the Agency projects profit losses of $4.6 million for foundries
that produce iron casting with cupola furnaces. However, because integrated steel mills
reduce their captive production of furnace coke and purchase more through the market,
industry-level profits for U.S. merchant coke producers are expected to increase by $2.7
million, or 5.6 percent, for furnace coke. Similarly, because foundries with cupola furnaces
must continue to buy foundry coke to produce iron castings (i.e., inelastic demand), industry-
level profits for U.S. merchant coke producers are expected to increase by $3.9 million, or
5.0 percent, for foundry coke. Those domestic suppliers not subject to the regulation
experience windfall gains with non-integrated steel mills (i.e., mini-mills) increasing profits
by $5.9 million and foundries with electric furnaces increasing profits by $1.7 million.

D.2.1 Changesin Profitability

For integrated steel mills, operating profits decline by $15.9 million. Thisisthe net
result of three effects:

* Net decreasein revenue ($11.7 million): Steel mill product revenue decreases as
aresult of reductionsin output. However, these |osses were mitigated by
increased revenues from furnace coke supplied to the market as aresult of higher
prices.

» Net decreasein production costs ($10.2 million): Reduction in steel mill and
market coke production costs occur as output declines. However, producers also
experience increases in costs associated with the higher price of inputs (i.e.,
furnace coke).

« Increasein control costs ($14.4 million): The costs of captive production of
furnace coke increase as aresult of regulatory controls.

Industry-wide profits for merchant furnace coke producers increase by $2.7 million as
aresult of the following:

o Decreasesin revenue ($10 million): Reductionsin output outweigh revenue
increases as aresult of higher market prices.



Table D-2. National-Level Industry Impacts of the Joint Implementation of the
Integrated Iron and Steel MACT with the Coke MACT: 1997

Changes From Basdline

Baseline Absolute Per cent
Integrated Iron and Steel Mills
Total revenues ($10%/yr) $40,223.9 -$11.71 —0.03%
Steel mill products $39,716.9 -$12.99 —0.03%
Market coke operations $507.0 $1.29 0.25%
Total costs ($10%yr) $38,837.6 $4.21 0.01%
Control costs $0.0 $14.36 NA
Steel production $0.0 $5.94 NA
Captive coke production $0.0 $6.28 NA
Market coke production $0.0 $2.14 NA
Production costs $38,837.6 -$10.15 -0.03%
Steel production $36,292.9 -$20.09 —-0.06%
Captive coke production $942.5 -$0.42 —0.04%
Market coke consumption $1,167.8 $16.10 1.38%
Market coke production $434.3 -$5.74 -1.32%
Operating profits ($10%yr) $1,386.3 -$15.92 —-1.15%
Iron and stedl facilities (#) 20 0 0.00%
Coke batteries (#) 37 0 0.00%
Employment (FTESs) 67,198 —45 -0.07%
Coke Producers (Merchant Only)
Furnace
Revenues ($10%yr) $366.5 -$10.01 —2.73%
Costs ($10%yr) $3185 ~$12.69 ~3.98%
Control costs $0.0 $2.16 NA
Production costs $318.5 -$14.85 —4.66%
Operating profits ($10%yr) $48.0 $2.68 5.59%
Coke batteries (#) 13 -1 —7.69%
Employment (FTEs) 840 -126 —15.00%
Foundry
Revenues ($10%yr) $273.3 $7.03 2.57%
Costs ($10%yr) $194.2 $3.10 1.60%
Control costs $0.0 $3.30 NA
Production costs $194.2 -$0.20 -0.10%
Operating profits ($10%yr) $77.9 $3.93 4.96%
Coke batteries (#) 12 0 0.00%
Employment (FTESs) 2,420 0 0.00%
Nonintegrated Steel Mills?
Operating profits ($10%yr) NA $5.9 NA
Cupola Furnaces
Operating profits ($10%yr) NA -$4.6 NA
Electric Furnaces’
Operating profits ($10%yr) NA $1.7 NA

& Includes mini-mills.

b Includes electric arc or electric induction furnaces.
¢ Includesiron foundries that use electric arc or electric induction furnaces.
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» Reduction in production costs ($14.9 million): Reduction in coke production
costs occurs as output declines.

» Increased control costs ($2.2 million): The cost of producing furnace coke
increases as aresult of regulatory controls.

Industry-wide profits for merchant foundry coke producers increase by $3.9 million
under the regulation:

» Increasein revenue ($7.0 million): Revenue increases as aresult of higher market
prices with only slight reductions in output.

» Reduction in production costs ($0.2 million): Reduction in coke production costs
occur as output declines.

« Increased control costs ($3.3 million): The cost of producing foundry coke
increases as aresult of regulatory controls.

Industry-wide profits for domestic cupola furnaces are projected to decrease by $4.6
million as the result of higher price for foundry coke-their primary input.

Lastly, domestic producers that are not subject to the regulation benefit from higher
prices without additional control costs. As mentioned above, profitsincrease are projected
for nonintegrated steel mills and foundries producing iron castings with el ectric furnaces.

Additional distributional impacts of the rule within each producer segment are not
necessarily apparent from the reported decline or increase in their aggregate operating profits.
The regulation creates both gainers and losers within each industry segment based on the
distribution of compliance costs across facilities. Asshown in Table D-3, a substantia
subset of the merchant coke facilities are projected to experience profit increases under both
aternatives (i.e., 11 furnace coke batteries, or 85 percent, and 10 foundry coke batteries, or
83 percent). However, one merchant battery is projected to cease market operations as it was
the highest-cost coke battery with the additional regulatory costs.

A majority of directly affected integrated iron and steel facilities (i.e., 15 plants, or 75
percent) are projected to become less profitable with the regulation with atotal loss of $20.9
million. However, five integrated mills are projected to benefit from higher coke prices and
experience atotal profit gain of $4.9 million. These integrated plants sell a significant share
of furnace coke in the market as compared to negatively affected facilities.
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Table D-3. Distributional Impacts of the Joint Implementation of the Integrated Iron
and Steel MACT with the Coke MACT: 1997

With Regulation
I ncreased Decreased

Profits Profits Closure Total
Integrated Iron and Steel Mills
Facilities (#) 5 15 0 20
Steel production
Total (10° tpy) 12,081 50,002 0 62,083
Average (tons/facility) 2,416 3,333 0 3,104
Steel compliance costs
Total (10° tpy) $0.35 $5.59 0 $5.94
Average (tong/facility) $0.03 $0.11 $0.00 $0.10
Coke production
Total (10° tpy) 8,409 6,473 0 14,882
Average (tong/facility) 1,682 432 0 744
Coke compliance costs
Total ($10%/yr) $2.72 $5.87 $0 $8.59
Average ($/ton) $0.32 $0.91 $0.00 $0.58
Change in operating profit ($10°) $4.94 -$20.87 $0.00 -$15.92
Coke Plants (Merchant Only)
Furnace
Batteries (#) 11 1 1 13
Production (10° tpy)
Total (10° tpy) 3,046 160 127 3,332
Average (tons/facility) 277 160 127 256
Compliance costs
Total ($10%yr) $1.95 $0.21 $0.21 $2.37
Average ($/ton) $0.64 $1.31 $1.66 $0.71
Change in operating profit ($10°) $2.70 -$0.01 $0.00 $2.68
Foundry
Batteries (#) 10 2 0 12
Production
Total (10° tpy) 1,702 246 0 1,948
Average (tong/facility) 170 123 0 162
Compliance costs
Total ($10°%yr) $2.17 $1.14 $0.00 $3.30
Average $1.27 $4.63 $0.00 $1.70
Change in operating profit ($10°) $4.10 -$0.17 $0.00 $3.93




D.2.2 Facility Closures

EPA estimates one merchant battery supplying furnace cokeis likely to prematurely
close as aresult of the regulation. In addition, one captive battery ceases to supply the market
and only produces coke sufficient for itsinternal requirements for production of steel mill
projects. In both cases, these batteries are the highest-cost producers of furnace coke with the
regulation.

D.2.3 Changesin Employment

Asaresult of decreased output levels, industry employment is projected to decrease
by less than 1 percent, or 171 full-time equivalents (FTEs), with the regulation. Thisisthe
net result of employment losses for integrated iron and steel millstotaling 45 FTEs and
merchant coke plants of 126 FTEs. Although EPA projects increases in output for producers
not subject to the rule, which would likely lead to increases in employment, the Agency did
not develop quantitative estimates for this analysis.

D.3 Social Costs

The social impact of aregulatory action is traditionally measured by the change in
economic welfare that it generates. The social costs of the proposed rule will be distributed
across consumers and producers alike. Consumers experience welfare impacts due to
changes in market prices and consumption levels associated with the rule. Producers
experience welfare impacts resulting from changes in profits corresponding with the changes
in production levels and market prices. However, it isimportant to emphasize that this
measure does not include benefits that occur outside the market, that is, the value of reduced
levels of air pollution with the regulation.

The national compliance cost estimates are often used as an approximation of the
social cost of therule. The engineering analysis estimated annual costs of $20.2 million. In
this case, the burden of the regulation falls solely on the affected facilities that experience a
profit loss exactly equal to these cost estimates. Thus, the entire loss is a change in producer
surplus with no change (by assumption) in consumer surplus. Thisistypically referred to as
a“full-cost absorption” scenario in which al factors of production are assumed to be fixed
and firms are unable to adjust their output levels when faced with additional costs.

In contrast, the economic analysis accounts for behavioral responses by producers and
consumers to the regulation (i.e., shifting costs to other economic agents). This approach
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resultsin asocia cost estimate that differs from the engineering estimate and also provides
insights on how the regulatory burden is distributed across stakeholders. As shown in Table
D-4, the economic model estimates the total social cost of the rule to be $19.9 million. This
small difference occurs because society allocates resources as a result of the increased cost of
coke production.

In the final product markets, higher market prices lead to consumers of steel mill
products experiencing losses of $18.5 million and consumers of iron castings experiencing
losses of $4.3 million. Although integrated iron and steel producers are able to passon a
limited amount of cost increases to their final consumers, e.g., automotive manufactures and
construction industry, the increased costs result in a net decline in profits at integrated mills
of $15.9 million and foundries with cupola furnaces of $4.6 million.

In the coke industry, low-cost merchant producers of furnace and foundry coke
benefit at the expense of consumers and higher-cost merchant and captive coke batteries
resulting in an industry-wide increase in profits. Furnace coke profits at merchant plants
increase in aggregate by $2.7 million, and foundry coke profits at merchant plantsincreasein
aggregate by $3.9 million.

Lastly, domestic producers not subject to the regulation (i.e., nonintegrated steel mills
and electric furnaces) as well as foreign producers experience unambiguous gains because
they benefit from increases in market price under both alternatives.
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Table D-4. Distribution of the Social Costs of the Joint Implementation of the
Integrated Iron and Steel MACT with the Coke MACT: 1997

Changein Consumer Surplus ($10%yr) —$22.85
Steel mill product consumers -$18.51
Domestic -$17.70

Foreign —$0.82

Iron casting consumers -$4.33
Domestic —$4.07

Foreign -$0.26
Changein Producer Surplus ($10%yr) $2.91
Domestic producers -$6.31
Integrated iron and steel mills —$15.92
Nonintegrated steel mills* $5.91
Cupolafurnaces —$4.60

Electric furnaces $1.69

Furnace coke (merchant only) $2.68

Foundry coke (merchant only) $3.93

Foreign producers $9.22
Iron and sted! $2.91
Castings $0.34

Furnace coke $6.02

Social Costs of the Regulation ($10°%yr) -$19.94

2 Includes mini-mills.
b Includes electric arc or electric induction furnaces.



APPENDIX E

FOREIGN IMPORTSSENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

In 1997, the baseline year of the Coke MACT EIA, Chinese imports represented
approximately 2 percent of U.S. foundry coke consumption (USITC, 2000). Asaresult, the
operational model developed to estimate the economic impacts of the rule on the foundry
coke market focused on domestic foundry coke production and did not explicitly model
foreign trade. However, the USITC has recently documented an increasing trend in foreign
imports of foundry coke from China. This report indicated that the ratio of imports to
consumption increased to 11.3 percent in 1999. The purpose of this appendix isto describe
our methods for modifying the economic model and investigate the sensitivity of economic
impact estimates to the inclusion of foreign trade. We find that including foreign imports of
approximately 10 percent does not significantly alter conclusions reported in this report.

E.1  Modifying the Economic M odel

Our approach to investigating the influence of foreign imports on the economic
Impact of the proposed regulation was to begin with the baseline year of 1997 and impose the
1999 levels of foundry coke imports. Thefirst step in modifying the economic model was to
calculate a hypothetical quantity (short tons) of imported foundry coke. The USITC reports
that in 1999, imports were 133,000 metric tons and domestic production was 1,248,000
metric tons (see Table 2-2 of the report). Thus, the ratio of imports to domestic production
was calculated to be 10.7 percent. Multiplying this ratio by domestic production in 1997
(1,669,094 short tons) results in an import estimate of 178,593 short tons. In addition, we
adjusted the baseline level of iron castings production to account for the new foundry coke
consumption implied by the additional imports. Finally, we used a simple constant elasticity
functional form to develop a supply curve for this foreign supplier (see Eqg. [A.4] in
Appendix A for adescription of the similar foreign supply used for furnace coke) using a
furnace coke foreign supply elasticity of 3 based on Graham, Thorpe, and Hogan (1999).
Additional sensitivity analysis was conducted for the foreign supply elasticity using an even
more elastic value of 6.
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E.2 Senditivity Analysis Results

Asshown in Table E-1, the inclusion of the Chinese imports with an import supply
elasticity of 3 does not significantly affect the Coke MACT economic impact results
presented in Section 4. The market price does not change and the change in domestic market
output decreases from —0.08 percent to —1.02 percent, an additional decrease of 15,600 short
tons. Because the change in domestic output is so small, al the decrease in output is borne
by the marginal battery.! With the addition of foreign imports, the capacity utilization for the
marginal battery decreased to 64 percent. We assume that at 64 percent capacity utilization,
the battery will continue to operate and hence there are no closures.

TableE-1. Market-Level Impacts of the Proposed Coke MACT: 1997

Include Chinese Include Chinese

Exclude Chinese Imports Imports
Imports £=30 £=60
Foundry Coke
Market price (percent change) 2.9% 2.9% 3.9%
Market output (percent change) —0.08% —0.06% —0.09%
Domestic production —0.08% -1.02% —2.8%
Imports 0 8.9% 25.8%
Closures (# batteries) 0 0 1

As asensitivity test, Table E-1 also shows the impact of including Chinese imports
with an import supply elasticity of 6 (twice the empirical estimate presented in the literature).
Again, the Coke MACT economic impact results presented in Section 4 do not significantly
change. The market price now increases by 3.9 percent, as opposed to a price increase
associated with the regulation of 2.9 percent without imports. The percent changein
domestic output also decreases to 2.8 percent. The decrease in domestic output decreases the
marginal battery’s capacity utilization to 28 percent. At this utilization rate, we project that

The marginal battery is the unit with the highest marginal cost of production. Because each coke battery is
modeled as having a constant marginal cost of production, all domestic changes in output are borne by the
highest cost battery until the decrease in market output is great enough to close the battery.
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the battery would close and its market supply would be compensated by increased foreign
supply. The results presented Table E-1 for the supply elasticity 6 scenario incorporate the
closure of the marginal battery.
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