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Best practicABle environmental option (bpeo) Scoring Panel Meeting – record of minutes
Meeting Reference:  BPEO, DERC
	Date


	Tuesday 25, Wednesday 26 and Thursday 27 July 2006

	Present


	Dr Douglas Clarke

Gary Watson

Dr George Reeves

Jim Walker

Ron Bisset
Phil Cartwright

Dr Joe Toole

Bill Thompson

John Deighan

Daren Luscombe

Prof Iain Baikie

June Love
Martin Howse
Debbie Munro
	Arch Henderson (Engineering)

Highland Council (Regional Representative)

DERC (Environmental)

Alstec (Health and Safety)

BMT Cordah Ltd (Socio-economics)

UKAEA, Particles & Contaminated Land Project Manager

UKAEA, Particles Research

UKAEA, Health Physics

UKAEA, Trade Unions

Entec UK Ltd (Facilitator)

External Consultation Steering Group (Observer)
Consultation Co-ordinator (Observer)
Particles Project (Observer)

Meeting Secretary



1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
1.1
Welcome 

DL welcomed and thanked all those in attendance for taking part.  He ensured that everyone had received their meeting information pack and confirmed that the 3 day session would follow the methodology drawn-up and agreed by the group (report reference EPD(06)P267, Methodology Agreed at Kick-off Meeting held on 13th July 2006).
DL introduced the two group members who were not at the previous meeting. Both have been fully appraised by their colleagues of the July 13 meeting and its outcome.

1.2
Methodology 

The agreed methodology is as follows:
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The panel were introduced to the Excel spreadsheets that were to be used throughout the scoring procedure. Scores and comments were to be entered on the spreadsheets by the meeting secretary as the scoring progressed. A computer and projector were used so that the information entered into the spreadsheets could be seen by all those in the meeting as the scoring progressed.
1.3
Comments and Observations
Several relevant reports were discussed, with the outcome as follows - 
	Item
	Action

	Minutes from 13 July meeting
	· Accepted

	Report reference EPD(06)P267, Methodology Agreed at Kick-off Meeting Held on 13th July 06
	· Accepted

	‘Options Screening’ matrix template
	· Change the words ‘Public Acceptability’ to ‘Likely Viability’ as the group was concerned that it may be seen as prejudging public opinion. A ‘NO’ in this criterion would not necessarily rule the option out of further consideration but would be a ‘flag’ when reviewing the options as to how likely it was to go ahead.


	Report reference EPD(06)P261, Particles BPEO Proposed Attributes
	· A few words and phrases were changed (noted in the document in red for this meeting) to clarify their meaning.

· An additional score of ‘0’ (zero) was introduced to indicate that the option did not interact with any sub-attribute. The document was updated to reflect this. 

· Under the Attribute – ‘Deliverability’, Section 4.1, sub-attribute 4.1.1, Regulatory and Legal; the term ‘legal’ is to be replaced by ‘legislation’ as this is the criterion being assessed. The wording of the calibration is changed accordingly.  
· It should be noted that during the individual scoring of some options considered that an option may be feasible only if the option is in combination and is not considered in isolation. 


	Report reference EPD(06)P263, Particles BPEO Complete List of Options
	The following changes were noted/requested by the Scoring Panel members:

· The title of Option 13 needs to be revised to confirm that the method involves the use of the Remotely Operated Vehicle (ROV) mounted monitoring system. The agreed change is ‘Targeted Recovery of Detectable Individual Particles Offshore’ (previous title: Targeted Recovery of Individual Particles Offshore).

· The title of Option 15 needs to be revised to indicate that the objective is to collect particles from the seabed. The new title is ‘Recovering Offshore Particles by the Targeted Bulk Removal of Marine Sediments’ (previous title: Targeted Bulk Removal of Marine Sediments Offshore). 

· The title of Option 22 to be reworded from ‘Dolphin Retrieval’ to ‘Particle Retrieval using Dolphins’.
· It is assumed that offshore scoring is referenced against ‘ROV monitoring with no recovery’.

· Offshore options assume the 2km (radius) FEPA Zone still applies.




An offshore particle map (Appendix 5) was distributed to demonstrate the limited spread of particles within the local area. 
The group was reminded, by the facilitator, of the assumptions and bounding limits made and agreed at the first (13 July 2006) Scoring Panel meeting.

It was agreed that:

· The geographical area in question would be from Strathy Point (16km to the west of Dounreay) to Dunnet Head (24km east of Dounreay). This should be the minimum area of review, but, it was suggested that a ‘target area’ (based on the concentration of current particle finds) should be the beach and offshore areas local to Dounreay. 

· The onshore region would extend from the dunes to the Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS) tide level. The offshore region would extend from MLWS to at least a distance on the surface of the sea representing a 30m depth of water as a minimum and will depend upon future particle finds. (Continuing seabed particle mapping data will indicate the northern most edge of the particle ‘plume’ associated with the diffuser outfall). 

· The distance from the coastline (MLWS) would also be dependant upon the option under review. 
· It was stated that the BPEO review period should not be influenced by the end point of the Dounreay Site Remediation Plan (DSRP). It was suggested, and agreed, that the costing time frame for the BPEO review should be 100 years (reference given – HM Treasury ‘The Green Book – appraisal and evaluation in central government’). 

· The minimum level of particle activity (characterised by its 137Cs content) under review would be 104Bq. 

2. SCREENing INDIVIDUAL OPTIONS
The group began the process by screening out options that had little likelihood of success through non-feasibility or unlikely Viability’.
The list of options for consideration is given in Table 26 of report reference EPD(06)P263, Particles BPEO Complete List of Options.  

Each option was screened in turn by the group members. For each ‘Feasibility’ criterion either a ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ vote was entered against the ‘Yes/No’ criterion. If the option vote was ‘Yes’ the corresponding block was coloured dark green. If a ‘No’ vote was recorded then the corresponding block was coloured red (see Appendix 1).

A red block in any option covering either ‘Legal’ (which would include ‘legislation and regulation’), ‘Technical feasibility’ or ‘Can combine with other options’ would screen out that option from going forward to the scoring process.

A red block against ‘Likely Viability’ (Appendix 1) does not rule out the option from going forward to scoring but would be a ‘flag’. This was noted by a yellow block in the first column, Appendix 1, indicating that the option might require serious consideration during the scoring process.
See Appendix 1, ‘Options Screening’ spreadsheet, for a record of the screening applied by the group. Table 1 below, shows a summary of the screening process. 
Table 1
 Summary of the screening process 
	Options to go forward for scoring
	Options Screened out

	2. Onshore Monitoring With Recovery
	1. Onshore Monitoring Without Recovery

	3. Recover All Individual Particles At All Depths Onshore
	5. Onshore Immobilisation/ Isolation of Sediments

	11. Offshore Monitoring With Recovery
	6. Onshore Bioremediation

	13. Targeted Recovery of Detectable Individual Particles offshore
	9. Onshore Natural Attenuation

	15. Recovering Offshore Particles by the Targeted Bulk Removal of Marine Sediments
	12. Recover All Individual Particles At All Depths

	20. Offshore Restrict Access
	14. Bulk Removal of all Marine Sediments

	21. Offshore Natural Attenuation
	16. Immobilisation/Isolation Marine Sediments

	24. Passive Dredging
	17. Offshore Bioremediation

	4. Bulk Removal of Beach Sediments
	18. Active Dilution and Dispersion Offshore

	7. Onshore Restrict Public Access
	19. Temporary De-watering and Reclamation

	8. Onshore Sever Pathway Option
	22. Particle Retrieval Using Dolphins

	10. Offshore Monitoring Without Recovery
	23. Breakdown with Lasers


Key:
Green – Option carried forward for scoring

Yellow – Option carried forward, but flagged for further consideration.
Red – Option screened out at this point
Comments to support some of the decisions are entered in the screening matrix (Appendix 1).

3. SCORing THE INDIVIDUAL OPTIONS
3.1
Options scoring
A number of options (Table 1) were carried forward. The individual scoring process was carried out by members of the panel, scoring an option against one sub-attribute in turn. The scores were discussed and agreed by the panel after each complete option was scored (Appendix 2).
3.2
Total score per option and normalised scores.
Each sub-attribute was scored for each option. Some sub-attributes do not interact with an option and so were given a ‘0’ (zero) score. The total scores were then corrected (normalised) for the total number of sub-attributes scored against.
For example; if a total score for an option was 112, but received scores from only 28 of the possible 32 sub-attributes (maximum possible score of 28 x 5 =140), the score would be (112/140)x100 i.e. a normalised score of 80 for that option. Each scored option was treated similarly (Appendix 2).
4. COMBINING THE OPTIONS
Options screened-in (Table 1, yellow and dark green highlighting) were carried forward for option combining. As the combination must involve at least one onshore and one offshore option in the combination an onshore/offshore combined option matrix was used. See Appendix 3.
The observation was made that the Scoring Panel had screened-in some options (identifying them with yellow ‘flags’) where it was felt that there were some doubts about their chance of either acceptance or success as individual options. The question was raised ‘should the panel consider these options now against possible combinations and screen-out, at this stage, obviously low scoring, individual options and options considered unlikely to succeed for whatever reason’?

DL asked the group if they wanted to modify the agreed programme (Section 1) and remove some of the combinations from the matrix in Appendix 3, e.g. options 7+20, 8+24?
IB commented that all options should be kept in as the “combination of options is a catch-all”.
The panel agreed to put all options forward for combination followed by screening so that all remaining options were given a full consideration. 
5. Screening combined options

The group screened-in option combinations which showed good synergy or potential effectiveness.

The group screened out option combinations that it was felt would not be feasible or would not stand a good chance of success.

The group  decided to express the viability of a combination by either entering a YES (dark green) block in the combination matrix (see Appendix 3) to indicate what was considered a potential successful combination, or a NO (red) block to indicate that the combination is considered unlikely to have a successful outcome.

The advantages and/or disadvantages of each combination in the matrix was discussed by the group and is recorded in Section 5.1.

5.1 
Screening combinations – recorded comments
Option 2 (Onshore Monitoring with Recovery) combined with;

· Option 10 (Offshore Monitoring without Recovery):  This option is the current, reference situation.  However, it is recognised that with every new tide the beach could be re-contaminated if no retrieval is done offshore.

· Option 11 (Offshore Monitoring with Recovery):  This is a reasonable combination however; it is not as effective as some of the other option combinations as the timescale to carry out this combination could continue for many decades well beyond the site interim end point, currently 2033.

· Option 13 (Targeted Recovery of Detectable Individual Particles Offshore):  This option would be effective in the removal of particles from the environment, without development in technology but there could be a huge scale of work required. Targeted recovery of the more radioactive particles would remove most of the hazard, leaving small particles to lose their radioactivity by radioactive decay, leaching, further fragmentation and other processes.
· Option 15 (Recovering Offshore Particles by the Targeted Bulk Removal of Marine Sediments):  This option would be effective in the recovery of particles but there would be a huge scale of work required. It may take up to 20 years for areas of seabed to recover. It was recognised that there was a risk of inadvertent dispersal of buried particles.
· Option 20 (Restrict Access Offshore):  The group decided it wasn’t feasible to restrict access offshore without another offshore option to be put in place as a reason for access to be restricted. It would be difficult to apply this option effectively.  As a result of this conclusion it was decided to ‘screen out’ the Restrict Access Offshore option from the combination process.
· Option 21 (Offshore Natural Attenuation):  This option was screened out as this process takes place naturally and could be seen as effectively ‘doing nothing’.  Due to this conclusion it was decided to screen-out Offshore Natural Attenuation with all onshore combinations as ‘doing nothing’ could not be considered as an option.

· Option 24 (Passive Dredging Offshore):  This option would only be effective if the groynes were constructed to move the contaminated sediment from offshore to onshore. This option triggered a lot of debate regarding the feasibility of passive dredging.  The group agreed that during the construction phase of this option worker Health and Safety would be a key issue.  GW thought that due to the unknown movement of the seabed there was no guarantee that the sediment will follow the path laid out for it and monitoring would need to take place to search for sediment/particles.  A British Geological Survey report (Comments on the use of groynes and trenches as barriers to sediment transport in the onshore and offshore zones near Dounreay, CR/06/144) has been commissioned to investigate the effectiveness of passive dredging. The report concluded that the option probably would not deliver the intended objective.  As a result of these comments the group decided to ‘screen out’ this option with all onshore combinations.

Option 3 (Recover All Particles at All Depths Onshore) combined with;

· Option 10 (Monitoring without Recovery offshore):  These options do not sensibly combine.  It is a huge onshore job and with nothing offshore the beach will continue to be recontaminated, making the onshore element pointless.  The onshore work would cause major disturbance to the beach.  As a result of this conclusion it was decided to ‘screen out’ the Monitoring Without Recovery option as a combination with option 3.
· Option 11 (Monitoring with Recovery offshore):  This option does combine with option 3 and is slightly more effective than (3+10) because particles are being recovered offshore and the beach is less likely to be recontaminated.  The onshore work would cause major disturbance to the beach.
· Option 13 (Targeted Recovery of Detectable Individual Particles Offshore):  This option would be very effective and has the potential to recover a lot of particles. However, the onshore work would cause major disturbance to the beach.  For this option to work it was suggested that the offshore section would need to be completed before the onshore section commenced to minimise recontamination of the beach.
· Option 15 (Recovering Offshore Particles by the Targeted Bulk Removal of Marine Sediments):  This option would be very effective and recover a lot of particles. However, there would be mass disturbance to both the seabed and the beach.  For this option to work it was suggested that the offshore section would need to be completed before the onshore section commenced to minimise recontamination of the beach. The inadvertent spread of particles was a concern. 
Option 4 (Bulk Removal of Beach Sediments onshore) combined with;

· Option 10 (Monitoring without Recovery Offshore):  These options do not sensibly combine.  It is a huge onshore job and, with particle recovery occurring offshore, the beach will continue to be recontaminated, compromising the onshore element.  The combinations 4+11 cause a major disturbance to the beach with little or no effort offshore to prevent onshore recontamination.  The combination 4+10 was ‘screened out’.
· Option 11 (Monitoring with Recovery Offshore):  Option does combine and is slightly more effective than combination 4+10 above as particles are being recovered offshore and the beach is less likely to be recontaminated.  The combinations 4+11 cause a major disturbance to the beach with little or no effort offshore to prevent onshore recontamination.  The combination 4+11 was ‘screened out’.
· Option 13 (Targeted Recovery of Detectable Individual Particles Offshore):  The only way this option would work was if the particles were targeted offshore and only after this the bulk removal of the beach took place.  It would be pointless if the onshore part was done before the offshore as the beach would be recontaminated.  It would, though, be a very effective way to recover particles. The combinations 4+13 cause major disruption to the beach, but the complimentary offshore option reduces the possibility or scale of further onshore contamination.

· Option 15 (Recovering Offshore Particles by the Targeted Bulk Removal of Marine Sediments):  This option would achieve significant results if done in the correct way - the offshore element would again have to be done before the onshore element to be effective.  It may be an effective option but the huge scale of the work may hinder the process. The option would be restricted to the relatively calmer summer months. The combinations 4+15 cause major disruption to the beach, but the complimentary offshore option reduces the possibility or scale of further onshore contamination.
Option 7 (Restrict Public Access Onshore) combined with;

· Option 10 (Monitoring without Recovery Offshore):  This option did not go through to the next stage as the group didn't find it feasible to restrict public access if they were not going to have a more effective solution offshore.  The combination 7+10 was ‘screened out’.

· Option 11 (Monitoring with Recovery Offshore):  This option was not seen as feasible. Although monitoring would be taking place offshore, it was not significant enough to restrict access to all the beaches.  The combination 7+11 was ‘screened out’.

· Option 13 (Targeted Recovery of Detectable Individual Particles Offshore):  It was thought that if a high number of particles, particularly the more radioactive ones, were being found and retrieved offshore it might be acceptable to restrict access to the beaches.  However, if no monitoring was being carried out onshore, no information would be available to justify removal of the access restrictions.  
· Option 14 (Bulk Removal of Marine Sediments Offshore):  It was thought that if a high number of particles were being retrieved offshore it might be acceptable to restrict access to the beaches.  This option might inadvertently spread some high activity particles and public access to beaches may need to be restricted for decades which might not be acceptable. 
Option 8 (Sever Pathway Onshore):  It was decided that this option was not feasible in any combination with offshore options.  A huge construction would need to be built and no one knows whether it would achieve its objective.  The structure would be difficult to build over a huge stretch of coastline and difficult to maintain.  It would be better described an offshore option. However, this would not actually address the offshore particles.  This option was considered not to be viable and ‘screened out’.

Once the options were discussed the group discussed the acceptability of restricting onshore access and decided that the restrictions would need to be in targeted areas and for shorter periods of time.  It was thought that whilst carrying out some options there may be a need to restrict access to certain areas.

Summary of options screened-out at this stage 
It was decided to express the viability of a combination by either entering a YES (green) block in the matrix (see Appendix 3) to indicate what was considered potentially a successful combination, or a NO (red) block to indicate that the combination is unlikely to have a successful outcome.

Options 8, 20, 21 and 24 were screened-out at this stage. 

The decisions were made with reference to the Scoring Panel members general and specialist knowledge. 
6. SCORing THE COMBINED OPTIONS

Scoring the combined options was discussed. It was accepted that while scoring two options combined would be complex the scoring of three options combined would be extremely difficult to carry out. For this reason the panel chose to review and score only combinations of two options. 

The combined options were scored by comparing each of the sub-attribute scores for the two single options in combination.  

The combined scoring process was carried out by members of the panel, in turn, scoring the combined options paired sub-attribute as described below. The scores were discussed and agreed by the panel after each complete option combination was scored (Appendix 4).

Examples of combined option scoring considerations:

· If both individual options sub-attributes score a 4, then for energy use this may have a combined score of 3 (worse) as more energy is used.

· If the individual scores were a 3 and 0, then the overall score will remain as a 3 i.e. one sub-attribute has no effect on the combined option. 
· Option 4+13 for fauna and flora sub-attribute had scores of 1 and 3. The combined score assigned was 1 because so much damage would be done to the ecosystem that it takes some time to recover.
· Where two sub-attributes for economic impact were 3 and 3, the combined score was 4 i.e. ‘better’ because overall there is an improvement.

See Appendix 4 for the combined options scores. Appendix 4 is summarised in Table 2 below. 

Table 2
Summary of combined options and their normalised scores.

	No.
	Combination
	Normalised score

	2 and 10
	Onshore monitoring with recovery plus offshore monitoring without recovery
	74

	2 and 11
	Onshore monitoring with recovery plus offshore monitoring with recovery
	75

	2 and 13
	Onshore monitoring with recovery plus offshore targeted recovery of detectable individual particles 
	73

	2 and 15
	Onshore monitoring with recovery plus offshore recovering offshore particles by the targeted bulk removal of marine sediments
	63

	3 and 11
	Onshore recover all individual particles at all depths plus offshore monitoring with recovery
	63

	3 and 13
	Onshore recover all individual particles at all depths plus targeted recovery of detectable individual particles offshore
	63

	3 and 15
	Onshore recover all individual particles at all depths plus recovering offshore particles by the targeted bulk removal of marine sediments
	55

	4 and 13
	Onshore bulk removal of beach sediments plus targeted recovery of detectable individual particles offshore
	55

	4 and 15
	Onshore bulk removal of beach sediments plus recovering offshore particles by the targeted bulk removal of marine sediments
	47

	7 and 13
	Onshore restrict public access plus targeted recovery of detectable individual particles offshore
	66

	7 and 15
	Onshore restrict public access plus offshore recovering offshore particles by the targeted bulk removal of marine sediments
	53


7. ROUND UP 
The combined options and their scores will go forward to public consultation (Stage 3 Consultation) early in 2007. A weighting factor, decided by consultation groups, will be applied to the normalised scores for each selected combination (Table 2) to allow calculation of the final weighted scores. 
PC thanked everyone for their contributions to the meeting.

At the end of the meeting, and having heard a wealth of information and discussion on the both the individual and combined options, the individual panel members and observers voted for their preferred combination by secret ballot.  Of the eleven surviving combination of options, one received a vote of 7, one received 3 votes and two others received 1 vote each.  There was therefore one combination of options which, prior to any weightings or consultation, was preferred by the panel and those who had heard the detailed information over the others.
8. Forward Programme
These scores given in these minutes are currently unweighted and should not be used to draw any conclusions about preferred option combinations at this point.
The draft minutes will be sent out for review by all of the Scoring Panel and to Professor Iain Baikie who will review on behalf of the ECSG.

The objective of the External Consultation Steering Group (ECSG) is to act as an independent audit group, ensuring that the consultation process is open, independent, transparent, relevant and inclusive, by:
· Reviewing the process in advance of, and during, the consultation process. To make recommendations on the process and providing a commentary on their work for inclusion in the final report.

· Review and comment on whether the findings of the consultation have been adequately incorporated into the final BPEO
Chairman/ Facilitator:

Daren Luscombe

Secretary:


Debbie Munro
Date of issue:

Friday, 18 August 2006
Appendices

Appendix 1
Options screening
Appendix 2
Scoring tool for the single options
Appendix 3
Combining and Screening the Options
Appendix 4
Combining the Option Scores
Appendix 5
Map demonstrating the limited spread of offshore particles; ‘Plume’ ROV Survey Areas (updated with the 30m depth contour).
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