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The aim of this note is to provide an overview of the work undertaken to date to develop the site assessment methodologies that could be applied during Stage 4 of the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) site selection process.

1 Background

1.1 In 2007 the Government asked the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) to use its knowledge and experience of siting processes undertaken in the UK and internationally to develop proposals for the approach to assess sites in desk-based studies in participating areas (Stage 4 of the MRWS site selection process). 
1.2 The proposals took account of the responses received on the Government’s 2007 consultation document [
] on the MRWS process as well as input from Government, the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM), the Local Government Association’s Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum (NuLeAF), the regulators, London School of Economics (LSE), and the Swedish Nuclear Fuel and Waste Management Company (SKB).

1.3 The proposals were developed for consultation with stakeholders. This consultation has not yet taken place. The timing of it will need to be agreed with Government and the communities currently participating in the MRWS site selection process. 

1.3 Section 2 of this note provides an overview of the proposed site assessment methodology [
] that NDA developed on behalf of Government for use in desk-based studies in participating areas.

1.4 The proposals that NDA developed recognised that a decision to participate at the end of Stage 3 of the MRWS site selection process may cover a large area. If this was the case there would need to be a process at the beginning of desk-based studies in participating areas (Stage 4 of the MRWS site selection process) to identify smaller areas or sites on which to apply the proposed site assessment methodology. NDA, on behalf of Government, has done some preliminary thinking about how this process to identify smaller areas or sites could be undertaken. Initial thoughts about this process are outlined in Section 3 of this note.

2 Overview of a Proposed Framework for Stage 4 of the MRWS Site Selection Process
2.1 Following the MRWS consultation in 2007, a proposed framework for desk-based studies in participating areas (Stage 4 of the MRWS site selection process) [2] was published on the NDA website alongside the MRWS White Paper [
]. This framework outlines a number of objectives and evaluation criteria that could be used to evaluate sites. These still need to be consulted on as part of developing the proposed framework and will be updated accordingly. The current objectives and evaluation criteria are:

a) Find a Suitable Geological Setting
· The size of the potentially suitable volume of host rock;

· The level of technical challenges from construction and engineering conditions and the availability of knowledge and technology by which they can be overcome;

· The level of difficulty to ultimately characterise the site; and

· The robustness of the eventual safety case, based on likely geological and hydrogeological characteristics.
b) Minimise the Potential Impact on People

· Impacts on human health and safety during the site investigations, construction, operation and closure of the facility;

· Impacts on other human activities (social and industrial);

· Level of nuisance or disturbance created;

· Impact on local cultural heritage and land-use requirements.

c) Minimise the Potential Impact on the Natural Environment and Landscape

· Impacts on flora, fauna, biodiversity, air quality, water, soil, carbon emissions, landscape and visual aspects;

· Impacts on national parks, areas of outstanding natural beauty, sites of special scientific interest and European designated sites;

· Impacts on the nationally important built environment.

d) Maximise the Beneficial Effect on Local Socio-economic Conditions and Minimise any Adverse Effect

· Impacts on provision of employment, economic growth and regeneration opportunities;

· Potential impacts of population changes.

e) Minimise the Requirement for Transport and Infrastructure Provision

· Extent of transport requirements;

· Impacts of transport operations and required transport infrastructure;

· Availability of existing infrastructure.

f) Minimise Cost and Timing and Maximise Ease of Implementation

· Duration and cost of site characterisation and assessment;

· Cost of construction, operation and closure;

· Use of natural resources;

· Challenges from handling of non-radioactive wastes from construction activities (e.g. rock spoil, drained groundwater).

2.2 The current proposal is to use these objectives and evaluation criteria in a multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) similar to the process that CoRWM undertook to evaluate waste management options. This would involve evaluating the candidate sites against the evaluation criteria and ranking them by considering the relative importance of the different objectives and evaluation criteria. The process would involve stakeholders, especially the Community Siting Partnership and would include workshops and meetings to discuss the evaluation of the candidate sites.
2.3 Consultation responses highlighted that it will not be possible to evaluate the long-term safety of a site as detailed geological data will only be assessed during surface investigations of remaining candidate sites (Stage 5 of the MRWS site selection process). During desk-based studies (Stage 4 of the MRWS site selection process) there will be uncertainty about the geology at the candidate sites and the specific geological disposal facility concept that will be implemented. Therefore, the proposal is that long-term safety should be treated as an essential requirement that runs through the entire site selection process, and therefore will not be used as an evaluation criterion. For any candidate site to remain in the site selection process and be carried through to surface investigations in Stage 5 of the MRWS site selection process it must be possible to show that a conceptual facility design could be developed for the type of host rock at the candidate site and that NDA has confidence that it could develop a safety case for the candidate site.

3 Overview of a Proposed Process for Identifying Potential Candidate Sites

3.1 There are a number of different scenarios that could exist if Decision Making Body(ies) make a Decision to Participate. The scenarios relate to the area(s) that the Decision Making Bodies consider could be assessed in future stages of the site selection process, these are listed below with a diagram to illustrate them. Red areas are those ruled out by BGS, yellow areas are those ruled out by the Decision Making Body and green areas are those that could be investigated in Stage 4.

Scenario 1 – a large area (of the order of many hundreds of square kilometres) covered by the whole Decision Making Body that has expressed an interest, except those areas that are identified as obviously geologically unsuitable; following the evaluation on behalf of Government by the British Geological Survey (using the exclusion criteria included in the MRWS White Paper [3]). 
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Scenario 2 – The area of Scenario 1 with some further exclusions, suggested by the Decision Making Bodies, for example to account for avoiding existing high density population centres. 
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Scenario 3 – Specific site(s) are identified by the Decision Making Bodies as potential locations for desk-based studies. It is possible that some sites identified would be significantly larger than others.
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3.2 The first two scenarios would require a process to be applied to identify potential candidate sites on which to undertake desk-based studies due to the large areas available. 

3.3 Recognising that the process for identifying potential candidate sites will need to have support from local communities, the NDA has given some initial consideration to how to move from areas to potential candidate sites. The NDA’s initial thoughts are to develop, in consultation with stakeholders, a framework that could be applied in any participating areas, and which could be adapted and developed by local communities by the addition of local evaluation criteria. This would help to ensure that there is a consistent approach used across the UK and that the process would be compatible with the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) requirements to identify alternatives. It would also enable a balance to be obtained between having a consistent framework and adapting to local circumstances. 

3.4 Initial thoughts are to:

a) Use the same objectives and evaluation criteria as those to be used in the site selection process, and to enable local communities to add additional local evaluation criteria;

b) Develop the framework in two stages:

· A national consultation to develop the overarching framework;

· A local consultation to adapt and develop the framework to the local situation.

c) Conduct the national consultation on the Framework for Stage 4 of the MRWS Site Selection Process and the Framework for Identifying Potential Candidate Sites in parallel.

3.5 In terms of the process initial thoughts are that the evaluation criteria could be used in a Geographical Information System (GIS). An iterative approach could be used that identified potential surface locations, taking into account their geological setting and local views about the potential candidate site. 

3.6 The following objectives, as outlined in the site selection framework and local objectives could be used to identify potential surface locations:

a) Minimise the Potential Impact on People;

b) Minimise the Potential Impact on the Natural Environment and Landscape;

c) Maximise the Beneficial Effect on Local Socio-economic Conditions and Minimise any Adverse Effect;

d) Minimise the Requirement for Transport and Infrastructure Provision;

e) Local objectives and criteria, this would include determining the level of local support for the candidate site.

3.7 Once underground options for each potential surface location had been developed this would allow specific safety and cost implications to be assessed.

3.8 The results of these assessments could then be fed into the Community Siting Partnership who would make a recommendation to their Decision Making Body(ies) about the potential candidate sites (i.e. a surface and underground location) to put forward for desk-based studies. The Decision Making Body(ies) would then make a decision about the potential candidate sites.

4 Consultation on the Proposed Frameworks

4.1 If we follow this route there is a decision to be made as to when the two frameworks could be consulted upon. Discussions are needed with communities who have made an Expression of Interest about when they think the optimum time for consulting on the proposed frameworks might be. The interaction with local consultations and other activities in communities that have made an Expression of Interest will need to be taken into account when deciding on the timing of the consultation.

4.2 Initial thoughts are that the consultation could be undertaken during Stage 3 of the MRWS site selection process (i.e. before a Decision to Participate). The advantages of consulting at this stage would include:

· That the community would have clarity about the site selection process they were deciding to participate in. 

· It would enable the site selection process to be applied as soon as Stage 4 starts. 

4.3 NDA has held initial discussions with members of CoRWM and NuLeAF on these proposals and is developing a paper that outlines them in more detail. We would welcome comments on the proposals outlined above. 

5 Feedback from the Partnership 

We would welcome comments from the partnership on:

· The proposal to develop a framework that can be adapted locally;

· The proposed evaluation criteria for identifying potential candidate sites;

· The process for developing local evaluation criteria;

· When it might be appropriate to consult on the proposed frameworks.
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