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Non-Technical Summary 
 

SUMMARY AND DEROGATION REQUEST 

According to the current permit, Iggesund Paperboard are required to achieve emission limits as 

stipulated in table S3.3.  The limits apply to COD, suspended solids, total nitrogen and total 

phosphorus.  They are derived directly for the sector BREF document as a weighted outcome 

reflecting the semi-integrated structure of the mill.  The relevant BAT conclusion sections are 1.4 

Mechanical pulping (Tables 16, 17 relating to chemi-thermomechanical pulp) and 1.6 Papermaking 

(Table 20, relating to non-integrated operations). 

These annual limits apply from 1st January 2022. 

Also key to this derogation is section 1.1.8 Emissions to water BATc 14.  This specifies that both 

primary (physico-chemical) and secondary (biological) treatments will be used. 

 

This document describes the reasoning and plans for our derogation request as follows: 

• new emission limits based on the planned primary treatment plant and the proposed 

secondary biological treatment (ie. a derogation against BAT conclusions 5, 40 and 50).   

o timescales for these limits to be set taking into account construction timescales 

• revised timescale for implementing the secondary treatment (ie. a time-limited derogation 

against BAT conclusions 14 and 16).    

 

In terms of emissions of these effluent qualities, the gap between where the mill is currently and the 

BAT AELs is considerable with major investment needed. 

In preparation to meet these new conditions, many detailed studies have been commissioned and 

delivered.   Studies have been made with both industry-leading consultancies and key suppliers: 

• Effluent treatment technology reviews 

• Options appraisal 

• Study of existing primary treatment plant 

• Engineering studies on the preferred solution 

• Reference visits 

The concept of BREF is that if all BAT conclusions are implemented then the BAT AELs can, in 

principle, be achieved.  The Iggesund Paperboard Workington operation is the only one of its kind in 

the UK.  Operational and supplier experience and competence is therefore low. 

The outcome of this work concluded that a technical solution is possible.  The new layout would 

utilise very little of the existing plant (with the exception of the main pipework network and effluent 



pumphouse) and would be based on new primary, secondary and potentially tertiary treatment 

stages.  The full scheme proposal to meet the BAT AELs is based on the process: 

• Effluent pre-treatment / conditioning (including the removal of residual peroxide and pH 

neutralisation) 

• Cooling / heat exchange 

• Primary settlement clarifiers 

• MBBR (moving bed biofilm reactor) 

• Activated sludge 

• Sludge handling (gravity table / screw press) 

• Tertiary treatment (chemical precipitation and disc filtration) – optional depending on 

primary and secondary stage outputs. 

Considering the location for this plant:   The scheme above is extremely large in size.  Although there 

are alternative treatment technologies (for example, DAF, MBR, AD etc), this scheme was derived by 

balancing the final efficacy with operational and environmental costs (including energy use, chemical 

use, production of waste, etc).  The scheme has many sub-processes but central to it are 3 large 

circular structures with diameters between 38m and 54m.  An estimated footprint of the new 

operation is 30,000 m2. 

The initial survey for this plant revealed one potential on-site area.  This is the area south of the old 

gas CHP plant and previously home to the oil storage tanks.  It has the benefits of being in good 

proximity to the existing effluent infrastructure with little impact on any future site development but 

is extremely tight in terms of size.   

The area has been extensively studied and subsequently discounted as a potential site.  The main 

concerns are that the general status and variable nature of the sub-strata are unsuitable for this type 

and scale of construction but also having limitations associated with existing services and 

groundwater conditions. 

Looking beyond the existing operational boundary, the site identified as having the highest potential 

is the agricultural land directly opposite the mill (ie. north of Siddick village and west of the site).  

Note that this land is not in Iggesund Paperboard’s ownership.  The studies above were also made 

on this land, with additional groundwater, flooding and sea defence reports made.  The conclusion 

here is that this land presents enormous challenges in both construction and operational phases.   

The land issues identified present a high level of risk and additional capital investment to this 

scheme. 

 

Derogation Request 

Based on the technology review, options appraisal, engineering design and ground conditions, it is 

proposed that in order to achieve the BAT AELs, the capital and operational costs are 

disproportionately high compared with the environmental benefits.  This position is based on: 

• Geographical location and local environmental conditions and  

• Technical characteristics of the installation. 



Specifically, lack of space, high construction and energy costs, significant infra-structure needed off-

site, potential planning concerns (proximity to households, rail line and flood plain), establishment of 

a new operating site. 

This position is supported by the Cost Benefit Analysis1 and the Environmental Risk Assessment2, 

both of which are appended with the application. 

It is worth emphasising the following aspects, which mainly can be classified as Technical 

Characteristics of the Installation: 

• There is not sufficient space within the existing Iggesund site for the required plant to 

achieve the BAT-AEL limits.  To achieve these limits would therefore require a new effluent 

treatment plant to be built on land not currently owned by Iggesund; a number of locations 

have been evaluated of which one near the outfall pipe was selected for full design work.  

The other sites were either too small or too far away and would involve significant levels of 

energy to transfer the volumes to/from the treatment plant. 

• The Environmental Risk Assessment demonstrates that, not only is the BAT-AEL scenario 

significantly higher cost for minimal environmental benefit, it actually significantly increases 

the environmental impact in many respects.  The immediate proximity of the new location 

to residential areas and the main roads and railway, the existing groundwater and the flood 

risk, along with the increased need for transport and energy consumption, do not make this 

a good option.  This impacts both the Cost Benefit Analysis and the Environmental Risk 

Assessment.  No other suitable locations have been identified which would mitigate these 

effects. 

• The Workington mill is unique within the sector and there are no equivalent comparisons 

from other mills.  There are no other integrated boardmills in the UK and no mills with 

similar product quality requirements.  The other mills in the EU are situated next to inland 

waters and rivers, in some cases adjacent to municipal abstraction points, with 

corresponding restrictions on their emissions levels.  This has led to differing requirements 

over many years, which in turn means the level of investment required to achieve BAT-AEL 

is significantly higher for the Workington mill than would be expected in the sector 

generally.  This point was acknowledged during the previous permit application process. 

 

The derogation request aims to satisfy all conditions of the sector BREF while proposing to achieve 

emission limits values which differ from the BAT-AEL.     

In attempting to place a monetary value on the environmental benefits which would result from a 

prevention of the excess emissions, the methodology is lacking.  This proposal will not contravene 

any environmental quality standards (EQS) and will not specifically add any significant load to the 

stated qualities in the recipient.  This proposal, placed together with the well-established shoreline 

ecology, dilution and dispersion studies and the general low impact, concludes that no significant 

pollution is caused and that a high level of environmental protection is achieved3. 

 

 
1 Reference:  CBA spreadsheet, “C2 5c IPW BJ7590IB CBA rev2 - CONFIDENTIAL.xlsm” 
2 Reference:  ERA spreadsheet, “C2 6 IPW BJ7590IB Env Risk Assessment.xlsx” 
3 Reference:  annual shoreline surveys. Most recent performed July 2020, “IPW BJ7590IB Ecospan inter-tidal 
survey 2020.pdf” 



In order to achieve progress with this proposal, Iggesund will need to construct a new primary 

treatment plant.  It is acknowledged that this is not strictly part of this derogation request and 

applies to the current permit with specific reference to the need to eliminate direct discharges of 

effluent.  It must be noted, however, that this plant has not yet been fully planned or built and that 

it is specifically linked to this derogation request regarding both the establishment of new emission 

limits as well as the timescales for achievement. 

The derogation request is therefore founded on the assumption that a new primary treatment plant 

has been constructed, as required by the current permit.  It is fundamentally based on the 

assumption that if the new ELs are agreed, then the construction phases of a new primary and 

secondary (biological process) can be decoupled. 

However, for the purposes of the Cost Benefit Analysis it is not practical to remove the primary 

treatment plant costs from the BAU (and therefore all) scenarios.  This is because the BAU scenario 

is based on the assumption that the request to derogate from the BAT-AEL levels will be agreed.  

Should this not be the case, then the planned rebuild of the primary plant would not be optimal for 

achieving the BAT-AEL and this BAU scenario would no longer be appropriate.  The BAT-AEL scenario 

includes the alternative primary treatment which would be required in place of the BAU details 

given. 

The emission limits (ELs) below and the timescales for implementation are still based on a phased 

approach, which allows each stage to be operational and fully evaluated in turn.   

The primary treatment plant will be based on gravity settlement and sludge dewatering.  It will 

address the current flaws of flow balancing and sludge pumping as well as the aged status of the 

existing plant.   A new control system will be employed which smooths the variation in mill flow and 

the flow to the new clarifier.  This form of flow balancing will utilise the existing capacity in the 

pumphouse surge well.  In addition, a suitably-sized storage tank will be included in the scheme 

which can effectively be used to divert the untreated effluent flow when needed and also support 

the balancing strategy as mentioned. 

The secondary / biological process will be anaerobic digestion applied to the COD-rich pulpmill 

stream only, before the primary settlement.  Some basic process layouts are shown below. 

All plant will be based on-site, and a site plan is appended4. 

The plan has the potential to create 2 new potential fuel streams from the treatment: effluent cake 

and biogas.  These fuels can be utilised on site, thereby reducing cross-boundary effects. 

 

  

 
4 Reference:  site plan, “C2 5a IPW BJ7590IB Site plan.pdf” 



The requested AELs are summarised in the table below, alongside the benchmark levels. 

The current permit (EPR/BJ7590IB - V005) AELs are applicable from 1st January 2022 but, as 

described above, this timescale will not be achieved.  The emission levels until the new primary ETP 

is completed can be expected to remain as now.  A staged approach is therefore requested to cover 

3 periods of time: 

• 01/01/22 to 31/12/2023 – during construction of new primary ETP  (current permit, 

interim AELs) 

• 01/01/24 to 31/12/2024 – new primary ETP completed, AD plant under construction  

(current permit, new primary ETP) 

• From 01/01/2025 – once AD plant has been commissioned  (Anaerobic digestion) 

An overview of the steps within the timeplan for these stages is included in the supporting 

information5. 

 

  COD 
 
kg/T 

TSS  
 
kg/T 

N 
 
kg/T 

P 
 
kg/T 

Timescale  Comments 

Benchmark (2012-2014) 47 11 0.12 0.021  water usage: 36.6 m³/T 

Current status (2018-2020) 43.9 7.4 0.16 0.022  water usage: 28.5 m³/T 

derogation request (current 
permit, interim AELs) 

45 7.5 0.18 0.025 until 
31/12/2023 

during construction of new 
primary ETP 

derogation request (current 
permit, new primary ETP) 

40 2.8 0.18 0.025 01/01/2024 – 
31/12/2024 

Plant to be operational during 
2023.  1st full calendar year: 2024 

derogation request 
(Anaerobic digestion) 

26 2.8 tbc* tbc* from 
01/01/2025 

Plant to be operational during 
2024.  1st full calendar year: 2025 

BAT AEL (current permit v005) 14.45 0.74 0.16 0.011  not achievable 

 

* It is proposed that the final AELs for nitrogen and phosphorus should be set as a pre-operational 

condition for the AD plant construction.  We request time to discuss capability with the equipment 

suppliers in order to obtain the optimum design conditions for COD removal. 

 

 
5 Reference:  Supporting Information, “C3 3a IPW BJ7590IB Supporting Info.pdf” 


