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Diana Adamson
Environmental Health Officer
Selby District Council
Civic Centre
Doncaster Road
Selby
North Yorkshire
YO8 9FT

AECOM Infrastructure and Environment Limited
5th Floor
2 City Walk
Leeds
LS11 9AR

T: +44 113 391 6800
aecom.com

22 July 2019

Your Reference
WK201900044

Our Reference
60595721

Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999
Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016 (as amended)
Saint Gobain Glass (United Kingdom) Limited, Weeland Road, Eggborough, Goole, DN14 0FD: 
Substantial Change Application/ Derogation Application

Dear Diana

Following the receipt of your letter dated 18th April 2019, regarding the substantial change application 
submitted by Saint Gobain Glass (United Kingdom) Limited (“SGG (UK) Ltd”) Eggborough installation 
on 11th April 2019, SGG (UK) Ltd has reconsidered the basis of the derogation request, and is 
therefore resubmitting the substantial change/ derogation request to reflect these changes.

SGG (UK) Ltd discussed the application with you on 21st June 2019, and as a result has requested 
that AECOM revise the basis of the derogation request and the accompanying Cost Benefit 
Assessment (CBA) to reflect the nature of those discussions.  The revised report and CBA are 
provided with this letter.

In addition, this letter details a response to questions raised by you in your letter dated 18th April 2019, 
with regard to some of the assumptions that were applied in the original CBA tool and accompanying 
report.  The points raised in your letter are shown in bold italics, and our responses are provided in the 
text below:

1) The options considered in the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) do not include the option to
rebuild in 2020 incorporating SCR so giving a NOx emission level 700mg/Nm3 after
rebuild.

The complete rebuild of the furnace is now scheduled for early 2021 with completion by mid-2021, as 
it has to be scheduled into the wider Saint Gobain asset upgrade/ repair schedule, which is outside the 
control of the Eggborough site.

Due to the reasons outlined in Section 4.5 of the original derogation extension report, the date for the 
furnace rebuild had to be pushed back from its originally envisaged date in 2019/20, to accommodate 
emergency repairs required at other SGG group sites.  It is therefore not possible to move the date of 
the rebuild, so this had not been included in the CBA tool as an option.

Following discussions with you on 21st June 2019, SGG (UK) Ltd now intends to install SCR 
abatement by June 2020 to enable compliance with the BAT-AEL of 700mg/Nm3 by July 2020, whilst 
the current furnace continues to operate.  Due to lead times and other reasons explained with the 
revised derogation extension report, this is the earliest date that the SCR plant can be installed.

As such, this now represents the proposed derogation position for the site, and the CBA tool has been 
revised to take account of this.  This means that the site requires a time-limited derogation from 
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compliance with the BAT-AEL for an additional 6 months to June 2020, instead of the 18 months 
requested in the original derogation extension report.

2) The CBA does not include costings for equipment, instrumentation, civils or site
preparation in respect to the installation of SCR.

As the only option for the site to meet the BAT-AEL for NOx is to install SCR, it was not considered that 
the cost associated with it was relevant to the CBA assessment.  In addition, the SCR was to be 
installed for all viable options assessed in the original submission and, as such, the cost associated 
would be the same for all those options.  It would therefore not affect the final outcome of the 
assessment, as only the timing of its installation varied slightly.

It was also considered that the inclusion of SCR costs would only move the CBA tool away from the 
installation of SCR being BAT (due to the high cost compared to the installation of primary measures 
only), and therefore would result in the CBA being more weighted towards the installation of primary 
measures, as was the case in the original derogation in 2015.  It was therefore considered that this 
would not serve any purpose for the derogation extension assessment, as SCR installation is now the 
only option available to the site, and therefore the costs of its purchase and installation just have to be 
accepted by SGG.

3) The use of ammonia in the SCR is referenced in the application in Section 6.1.1 as 2
tonnes per year.  This is considerably different to the previous derogation application
which stated that 18 tonnes per year would be used.  As a result the CBA levels are
much reduced and no road costs have been added for the transport of the ammonia.
The associated hazardous waste costs have also not been added to the CBA.

In the original 2015 derogation, ammonia slip was assessed assuming a release concentration of 
30mg/Nm3 (this is the highest value of the emission concentration range presented in the Glass BRef).  
More information is now known about the performance of SCR abatement and the associated 
ammonia slip, and it is now generally accepted that much lower concentrations of ammonia slip are 
achievable.

Ammonia slip for the derogation extension was therefore assessed at a release concentration of 
3mg/Nm3 – hence the reduction from 18 tonnes per year to 2 tonnes per year (i.e. a reduction to a 
tenth of the value in the 2015 derogation).

No costs of ammonia transport or waste disposal for catalyst were included, as again it was 
considered that as SCR is now necessary for the achievement of the NOx BAT-AEL, the transport and 
disposal costs will therefore be similar for SCR options and are unlikely to significantly influence the 
findings of the assessment, hence these costs are no longer relevant to the assessment, as per the 
answer to Question 2.

4) Section 3.4.1 of the application document relates to the SGG groups corporate planning
schedule and how this is developed to avoid negative impacts on customer service
whilst plants are undergoing work.  This is also referred to in Section 3.4 where it
advises that the service team deal with maintenance and rebuilds for 38 glass
manufacturing sites.  This does not explain why the SGG group did not plan for the
rebuild of the Eggborough site in line with the current derogation/ permit for the site
which was first issued in 2016.

The rebuild had been originally planned in the SGG Groups’ schedule as per the original derogation 
for 2019/20, however due to the emergency issues that have occurred at other group sites over the 
last 2 years (as were outlined in Section 4.5 of the original derogation extension submission) the 
maintenance schedule has had to be changed in order to accommodate the unscheduled issues at 
other sites, this obviously has a knock on effect for all other sites in the group.
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Whilst it is recognised that the SGG group should have taken into consideration the requirements of 
the current derogation/ permit for the Eggborough site, this decision was taken out of control of the 
Eggborough site.

5) The application discounts the installation of SCR whilst the furnace is still operational
and does not consider its installation during operation in the CBA.  Whilst it is noted
that this may not be desirable method for a number of reasons it is known that SCR has
been added to other installations during operation and the ID fan did need to be
replaced.  With regards to the electrostatic precipitator it is not unusual for the
equipment to be turned off for maintenance work to be carried out and would suggest
this could coincide with the period when the system would need to be bypassed for the
installation of SCR.

The safety implications of working on a live plant and at such close proximity to the hot exhaust gases 
of the furnace meant that it would be more preferable to work on plant that had shut down and cooled, 
as would be the case at furnace rebuild.

The location for the installation of the SCR plant and the IDE fan location is extremely close to the EP 
outlet damper, and although this would be closed during the installation process the exhaust gas 
temperatures will be in excess of 350 - 400 degrees.

When carrying out routine maintenance on the EP, the workers are further from the EP outlet damper.  
This increased distance allows conducted heat or radiated heat from the ducting and damper to 
dissipate before affecting the workers.  Also the inspection panels are opened prior to entry to allow 
cooling air to enter the EP during routine maintenance, and this would not be possible during the SCR 
installation.

Since the derogation extension request was submitted in April 2019, SSG (UK) Ltd has employed a 
specialist engineer, who has been tasked with managing the safe installation of SCR during the 
current furnace campaign.  As a result it is considered that the site will be able to install SCR whilst the 
furnace is still operational.  This will allow installation of SCR in the first half of 2020, and compliance 
with the required BAT-AEL from July 2020.

While the inlet and outlet dampers to the EP are closed, all emissions from the furnace will be 
exhausted from the A1 stack, subject to agreement with SDC.

6) In the letter from Saint Gobain Glass Industry UK & Ireland dated 20 November 2017 it
was expressed that Sonic Flow Control did not produce the expected emissions
savings and that this would not be pursed further.  The possibility of an Auxiliary
Injection trial was not brought to the regulators attention until September 2018 which
was 3 months after a firm plan for the installation of SCR had been requested.  The
application has not demonstrated why plans were not put in place from June 2018 or
earlier for the installation of SCR.

SGG (UK) Ltd’s intention for the installation has always been that BAT could be achieved by primary 
measures alone, as secondary measures such as SCR abatement would bring additional hazards (in 
terms of ammonia storage and transport) to the site, and the advancement of primary measures for 
pollution abatement would be beneficial to the glass industry as a whole.

The primary measures trials (which indicated that primary measures alone would not be sufficient to 
meet the BAT-AEL) however were not complete until late 2018 and therefore plans for SCR installation 
had not been progressed up to this point as it had been expected that primary measures alone would 
be sufficient and that SCR would not be required at the site. 

The revised derogation extension request submitted now demonstrates that although the site is not 
meeting the terms of the current agreed derogation (meeting the primary measures BAT-AEL by Jan 
2020), the actual damage costs of emissions from the site are lower than the current derogation even 
with the 6 month delay required for the installation of SCR, due to SCR achieving the lower NOx BAT-
AEL of 700mg/Nm3.
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7) In Section 4.4 of the application document it states that the dust emission during the
shutdown of the EP would be 3.275 tonnes per day.  How this has been determined has
not been identified.

This information was provided by SGG (UK) Ltd, however there was an error in the data interpretation 
and calculations associated with these emissions.  It is now understood that the quantity of dust 
collected within the EP is approximately 3.5kg per batch.  There are approximately 108 batches per 
day, and therefore the recovered EP dust is 378kg per day.  If the EP is off line for 2 weeks for the 
SCR installation period, this equates to a total particulate emission of 5.3 tonnes.  The CBA and report 
have been updated accordingly.

8) The CBA indicates that the furnace would be shut down at the end of 2020 and the
application document that the rebuild period would be between 4-6 months (Section
3.4).  This would indicate that the derogation required would be only 12 months as
when the installation is recommissioned the BAT-AEL for secondary measures should
be met.

Due to revised assessment now submitted, the installation of SCR prior to the planned rebuild will 
enable compliance with the BAT-AEL by July 2020, and therefore only a 6 month extension to the 
derogation is now requested.

9) In Section 3.3 it states that dispersion modelling has not been undertaken as previous
dispersion modelling has previously been undertaken and submitted to the regulator.
This modelling did not include the scenario of long term emission on NOx at
1500mg/Nm3 and the requested derogation level for an additional 18 months.

The original dispersion modelling carried out for the 2015 derogation was based on an annual average 
NOx concentration of 1,122mg/Nm3, which is still representative of the current annual average 
emission from the furnace (approximately 1,200mg/Nm3).  The original modelling included the 
assessment of a peak emission at 1,516mg/Nm3 for hourly averages.

The derogation request for an ELV of 1,500mg/Nm3 is not representative of annual average emissions, 
but is to cover periods of peak emissions only, which are typically short in duration.  Therefore it is 
considered that the original modelling is still applicable to the assessment of NOx impacts from site 
emissions.

The summary points of your letter are covered below:

1) The CBA includes the option to rebuild in 2020 incorporating SCR.

Following further work carried out on the site into the possibility of installing SCR during the operation 
of the existing furnace, the CBA tool has now been revised to include this as an option.  Due to the 
lead in time for the purchase and installation of the SCR equipment, the earliest the date by which the 
SCR can be installed is in Q1/Q2 2020, with the aim of commissioning and trialling being complete by 
the end of June 2020, enabling subsequent compliance with the NOx BAT-AEL for secondary 
measures.  This requires an extension of the derogation by 6 months, which is an improvement of 12 
months over the derogation extension requested in April 2019.  The furnace rebuild is planned for 
2021, and will be unaffected by the installation of SCR.

2) The CBA should include costs for the various options including those referred to in 2 
above.

The CBA has now been updated with the costs associated with the installation of the SCR and the 
associated operating costs, however it is considered that these have no bearing on the outcome of the 
assessment, as the costs of the SCR have to be borne by SSG (UK) Ltd as it is the only option to 
meet the BAT-AELs.  It is considered that the outcome of the CBA therefore is completely dependent 
upon the environmental damage costs, mainly of the NOx emissions.
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3) Evidence should be provided to demonstrate that the reported use of ammonia of 2 
tonnes per year is appropriate and why transport and hazardous waste costs for 
ammonia have not been added.

The ammonia release quantity of 2tpa is based on the lower end of the BAT-AEL for ammonia slip 
from SCR (3mg/Nm3), now expected to be achievable for SCR plants.  This is compared to the original 
2015 assessment which used the higher end of the BAT-AEL range of 30mg/Nm3.  At the time of the 
2015 assessment, it was considered that emissions would be at the higher end of the BAT-AEL range, 
but the technology is now more widely in use, and ammonia slip emissions are better understood.

As SCR is the only available option to achieve compliance with the BAT-AEL’s, the transport and 
hazardous waste costs and their influence on the CBA tool calculations will be similar or the same for 
all options and will not materially alter the overall findings of the assessment and it is considered that 
the outcome of the CBA therefore is completely dependent upon the environmental damage costs, 
mainly of the NOx emissions.

4) Provide evidence to demonstrate how SGG group have taken into account the 
requirements of the current derogation/ permit requirements for the site and why, 
when a complete furnace rebuild takes in excess of 18 months to plan and implement, 
that this has not been carried out to meet the terms of the current derogation/ permit.

The highly specialist technical expertise required to plan, manage and deliver a complete furnace 
rebuild within the SGG group is provided by a dedicated SGG group wide maintenance team.  This 
centralised function ensures that lessons learned from other glass manufacturing sites are applied to 
subsequent furnace rebuilds, and ensures that best practice is applied across the SGG group.  Hence 
the Eggborough site management are entirely reliant on this specialist centralised resource for the 
delivery of furnace rebuilds.

Due to the unforeseen emergency events that occurred at other SGG Group sites (Section 4.5 of the 
original derogation extension report), the dedicated SGG group wide maintenance team had no option 
other than to reschedule their activities to prioritise other sites, which has had a knock on effect for the 
planned maintenance activities at other sites.  This resulted in the Eggborough furnace rebuild, which 
had been scheduled and planned in to be undertaken by the SGG group wide maintenance team to 
align with the requirements of the existing derogation, having to be rescheduled to a later date.  This 
delay, whilst regrettable, was entirely outside of the control of the Eggborough site management.

SGG group has been committed to trying to achieve the BAT-AEL by primary measures, and the 
advancement of technology in this area.  This would not only benefit the Eggborough site, but also the 
glass industry as a whole, and it was always considered that this would be achievable at the site.

The failure of the trialled primary techniques to achieve the required BAT-AEL at the Eggborough site, 
and has meant that the site has now been left with no available option other than to implement SCR 
abatement.  As soon as this was identified, the site initiated the addition of SCR as a site project and 
began to develop the requirements for the upgrade project.  The site has now been in contact with 
relevant suppliers and a specialist engineer has been employed to facilitate the installation of the SCR 
plant whilst the existing furnace continues to operate, and the achievement of the required NOx BAT-
AEL by the end of June 2020.  This will require an extension of the derogation by 6 months, which is 
an improvement over the original derogation extension report submitted in April 2019.

5) The CBA should include the scenario of the installation of SCR during 2020 whilst the 
furnace continues to run.

This CBA tool and report has now been revised to add this scenario, and this now represents the 
proposed derogation position for the site.
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6) Information should be provided to demonstrate the progress of the plans for the 
installation of SCR.

The site has been able to contact relevant suppliers to expedite the quicker installation of the SCR 
plant whilst the furnace still operates, and achieve the required BAT-AEL by July 2020.  A schedule for 
the installation of the SCR plant has been included in the revised report (Appendix B).

7) Please provide information to demonstrate how the 3.275 tonnes figure has been 
arrived at.

This information was provided by SGG (UK) Ltd, however there was an error in the data interpretation 
and calculations associated with these emissions.  It is now understood that the quantity of dust 
collected within the EP is approximately 3.5kg per batch.  There are approximately 108 batches per 
day, and therefore the recovered EP dust is 378kg per day.  If the EP is off line for 2 weeks for the 
SCR installation period, this equates to a total particulate emission of 5.3 tonnes.  The CBA and report 
have been updated accordingly.

8) If the derogation is required beyond the end of 2020 the CBA tool should be adjusted 
to include emissions for the early months of 2021.

The derogation has been revised to cover a period of 6 months at the beginning of 2020, and 
therefore there is no requirement to extend beyond 2020.

9) Dispersion modelling for the proposed emission rate for the time period of the 
derogation should be carried out and submitted with the application.

The original dispersion modelling carried out for the 2015 derogation was based on an annual average 
NOx concentration of 1,122mg/Nm3, which is still representative of the current annual average 
emission from the furnace (approximately 1,200mg/Nm3).  The original modelling included the 
assessment of a peak emission at 1,516mg/Nm3 for hourly averages.

The derogation request for an ELV of 1,500mg/Nm3 is not representative of annual average emissions, 
but is to cover periods of peak emissions only, which are typically short in duration.  Therefore it is 
considered that the original modelling is still applicable to the assessment of NOx impacts from site 
emissions.

The results of the original modelling are shown below:

Pollutant Measured as
AQS(1)

mg/m3
PC

mg/m3
PC/
AQS

AC(2)

mg/m3
PEC
mg/m3

PEC/
AQS

NO2

Max off-site annual mean 40 1.2 3% 13.4 14.5 36%

1-hour mean (99.8th %ile) 200 23.1 12% 26.7 49.8 25%

NOx

Annual mean at Habitat Site 30 1.2 4% 18.0 19.2 64%

24-hour mean (100%ile) at
Habitat Site

75 19.5 26% 36.1 55.6 74%

Notes:
(1) AQS = Air Quality Standard (AQS objective, CLPVE or EAL).
(2) AC for short term calculations assumed to be twice annual AC, as per H1 Guidance methodology.

It can be seen that the process contributions of both the short and long term impacts are well within 
the AQS objectives, even with consideration of the ambient concentrations, and therefore it is 
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considered highly unlikely that the NOx emissions from the site could result in an exceedance of the 
AQS objectives.

I hope that the information provided in this letter and the revised derogation report provides everything 
you require to determine the derogation and permit variation applications, however if you require any 
further information, please do not hesitate to contact either myself or Steve Higgins and SGG (UK) 
Ltd.

Yours sincerely,

Helen Watson
Associate Director
AECOM Infrastructure and Environment Limited
E: helen.watson@aecom.com

 


