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we own the copyright in this report, it may not be copied or used without our prior 
written agreement for any purpose other than the purpose indicated in this report. 

The methodology (if any) contained in this report is provided to you in confidence 
and must not be disclosed or copied to third parties without the prior written 
agreement of Entec. Disclosure of that information may constitute an actionable 
breach of confidence or may otherwise prejudice our commercial interests. Any third 
party who obtains access to this report by any means will, in any event, be subject to 
the Third Party Disclaimer set out below. 

Third-Party Disclaimer  
Any disclosure of this report to a third-party is subject to this disclaimer. The report 
was prepared by Entec at the instruction of, and for use by, our client named on the 
front of the report. It does not in any way constitute advice to any third-party who is 
able to access it by any means. Entec excludes to the fullest extent lawfully permitted 
all liability whatsoever for any loss or damage howsoever arising from reliance on the 
contents of this report. We do not however exclude our liability (if any) for personal 
injury or death resulting from our negligence, for fraud or any other matter in relation 
to which we cannot legally exclude liability. 

Document Revisions   

No. Details Date 

1 First draft 18 December 2007 

2 Final draft 15 February 2008 





Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page iv 

February 2008 



Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page v 

February 2008 

Executive Summary 

Purpose of this Report 

This report has been produced for the purpose of presenting and discussing the outcomes of the stakeholder 
consultation on the draft preliminary Best Practicable Environmental Option (BPEO) for managing radioactive 
particles discharged into the environment from Dounreay.  The views expressed in this report are not those of Entec 
UK Ltd or UKAEA but those expressed by stakeholders responding through the consultation.  By writing this 
report, Entec is not agreeing or disagreeing with the comments made by stakeholders and accepts no responsibility 
for the technical content or accuracy of comments made by those stakeholders. 

Background 

Entec UK Ltd supported UKAEA in carrying out a public consultation regarding the development of a long-term 
management strategy for radioactive particles in the environment between September and December 2007.  This 
work builds on the ‘front-end’ consultation carried out in 2006 and the consultation on criteria weighting and 
option preference in January –February 2007.  The focus of this stage of the consultation process was the draft 
preliminary BPEO that included the proposed strategic aim, recommended option, end state parameters and process 
for reporting progress on strategy implementation.  The engagement process comprised making available a 
newsletter and questionnaire through the UKAEA website or on request.  The newsletter and questionnaire were 
also mailed directly to stakeholders on the Dounreay distribution list. 

Consultation outcomes 

The following are the key outcomes of the consultation: 

· There was overwhelming support to discard Option 11 (94% of respondents); 

· There was overwhelming support for the adoption of Option 32 and 23 (97% of respondents); 

· The stated strategic aim of targeting key areas first was strongly supported (81% of respondents); 

· The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed end state parameters (53% of respondents) with 
the remainder expressing neither agreement nor disagreement; and 

                                                     

1 Onshore monitoring with recovery of particles plus offshore monitoring without recovery of particles.

2 Onshore monitoring with recovery of particles plus offshore targeted recovery of detectable individual particles. 

3 Onshore monitoring with recovery of particles plus offshore monitoring with recovery. 
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· The proposed method of reporting progress to stakeholders was strongly supported (81% of 
respondents) with the remainder expressing neither agreement nor disagreement; 

· With 32 responses received, participation was lower than in previous stages of the consultation 
process and responses received were from a narrow group of stakeholders dominated by men between 
the age of 45 and 74. 

Recommendations 

With regard to the BPEO, in addition to the recommendations contained in the report ‘Particles Best Practicable 
Environmental Option Consultation, Analysis of the 2007 consultation’, Entec UK Ltd, September 2007, it is 
recommended that UKAEA: 

1. In defining its strategy proposal, takes full cognisance of the overwhelming support for discarding 
Option 1, proceeding with Options 3 and 2 and targeting key areas first.  If UKAEA moves away 
from this position, it should fully explain reasons for and consult on any revised strategy; 

2. Provides a clear statement of the strong consultee support for discarding Option 1, proceeding with 
Options 3 and 2 and targeting key areas first when making its strategy proposal to the Highland 
Council (HC), Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA), Scottish Government (SG), Scottish 
Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) and other key stakeholders; 

3. Considers how best to address the comments and questions of clarification raised by stakeholders on 
end state parameters prior to finalising the parameters in its strategy proposal to SEPA, SG, NDA and 
other key stakeholders; 

4. Responds to stakeholder comments on establishing end state parameter targets by undertaking 
scoping work to establish whether such targets are possible and useful to define.  If the outcome of 
this work is positive, to establish the nature of such targets; 

5. Consults widely on any proposed end state for both onshore and offshore environments; 

6. Proceeds with the proposed plan to report on progress with the strategy implementation with 
particular attention to the use of local press and ensuring that processes are in place to assure local 
beach information is kept up to date; 

7. Reviews the comments and suggestions made on the management strategy and regarding general 
issues in the process of finalising the strategy; and 

With regard to the process of consultation, it is recommended that UKAEA: 

8. Carries out a review of methods to encourage participation and engagement on this type of 
consultation (i.e. a consultation not supported by exhibitions or workshops) with a view to increasing 
participation rates and achieving a greater mix of stakeholder respondees in terms of age, gender and 
location.  Such a review should consider appropriate techniques to increase engagement and 
submission of responses across a range of stakeholders including those most likely to be affected by 
the management strategy; and 
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9. Considers inclusion of the additional information suggested by stakeholders in future 
communications. 



Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page viii 

February 2008 



Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page ix 

February 2008 

Contents 

1. Introduction 1

1.1 The particles issue and best practicable environmen tal option 1

1.2 Engaging stakeholders on the particles issue 1

1.3 Summary outcomes of the January – February 2007 con sultation 3

1.4 Objectives of this stage of consultation 3

1.5 Views expressed in this report 4

2. The consultation process and response analysis 5

2.1 Introduction 5

2.2 Consultation process 5

2.3 Response metrics 6

2.4 Analysis of consultation responses 7

2.4.1 Discarding Option 1 7

2.4.2 Recommendation regarding a combination of Options 3 and 2 8

2.4.3 Strategic aim of targeting key areas first 8

2.4.4 End state parameters 9

2.4.5 Reporting progress 10

2.4.6 Comments on the management strategy 11

2.4.7 Other comments 12

3. Process evaluation 13

3.1 Introduction 13

3.2 Process evaluation 13

3.3 Performance against objectives 15

3.4 Conclusions 15

4. Conclusions and recommendations 17

4.1 Conclusions 17

4.2 Recommendations 18

Figure 3.1 How useful is the information in the newsletter? 14
Figure 3.2 How easy to understand is the information in the newsletter? 14



Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page x 

February 2008 

Appendix A Combined options
Appendix B Newsletter and questionnaire
Appendix C Glossary of abbreviations



Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page 1 

February 2008 

1. Introduction 

1.1 The particles issue and best practicable environmen tal 
option 

Fragments of irradiated nuclear fuel, steel fragments and tarry agglomerates, referred to as ‘particles’, have been 
found in the environment around UKAEA’s Dounreay site since 1983.  UKAEA has investigating the source and 
fate of particles in the environment and is currently developing a strategy for their long-term management.  The 
particles issue has been a source of considerable public debate and attention both locally and nationally.  The issue 
has provided contrary views regarding the degree to which particles present a problem in terms of health risks to 
the public.  Work published in 2006 by the Health Protection Agency (HPA)4 and the Dounreay Particles Advisory 
Group (DPAG)5 has provided independent information and interpretation of the nature of risks to human health.  
This information has provided a much-needed independent perspective that all stakeholders can use. 

UKAEA has adopted the Best Practicable Environmental Option (BPEO) study method as an aid to decision 
making with regard to management strategy development.  The BPEO method is an open and transparent process 
that facilitates an assessment of options against pre-selected criteria6.  Criteria typically include environmental, 
health and safety, technical, social and economic and cost considerations.  The approach encourages the 
participation of stakeholders throughout the development and implementation of the BPEO.  The issue is 
technically complex and uses language that is unfamiliar to the layperson; consequently, consulting the public on a 
way forward has required thoughtful planning and delivery. 

1.2 Engaging stakeholders on the particles issue 

Stakeholder engagement to facilitate participation was initiated in 2003 through public exhibitions.  The objectives 
of the 2003, first stage work were to launch the consultation through exhibitions in Thurso and Reay, publish the 
document ‘Dounreay Public Participation Newsletter 2 – Radioactive Particles in the Environment’ and establish 
an External Consultation Steering Group (ECSG).  The ECSG is independent of UKAEA and was established to 
guide and evaluate the consultation process.  Membership of the ECSG comprises Bill Fernie (Highland Council 
and ECSG Chair), Professor Iain Baikie (expert in physical sciences, KP Technology Ltd), Fred Barker (consultant 
specialising in stakeholder engagement)7, Ian Clark (Dounreay Trade Unions), Rick Nickerson (Kommunenes 

                                                     

4 Information regarding the work of the HPA can be found at http://www.sepa.org.uk/radioactivity/dounreay/particles.htm

5 Information regarding DPAG and its work can be found at http://www.sepa.org.uk/radioactivity/dpag/index.htm

6 The term 'criteria' is used for ease of understanding in preference to the term ‘attributes’ that is the technical BPEO term. 

7 Fred Barker stepped down from the steering group in October 2006 due to other commitments. 
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Internasjonale Miljorganisasjon [KIMO] secretariat) and John Thurso (MP for Caithness, Sutherland and Easter 
Ross). 

NNC and Lancaster University provided initial support to the consultation process.  A contract to provide 
consultancy support for the refinement, management and independent delivery and facilitation of the engagement 
process was let to Entec UK Ltd in 2004.  Details of the engagement process were developed in 2005. 

During December 2005 and January 2006 initial ‘front-end’ engagement was carried out.  The objectives of this 
second stage of engagement were to consider the overall BPEO objective and to consult on the completeness of 
identified options and proposed criteria.  This 2006 engagement was additional to that typically carried out by 
UKAEA with regard to BPEOs.  Through this additional stage UKAEA wanted to establish, alongside views on the 
BPEO objective and initial lists of options and criteria, a better understanding of stakeholder concerns regarding the 
particles issue, the effect of the issue on behaviour and stakeholder aspirations for the future use of beaches and 
offshore waters currently affected by particles.  The results of this work are presented in the Entec documents 
‘Particles Best Practicable Environmental Option Consultation, Analysis of the December 2005 – January 2006 
stakeholder engagement’, May 2006 and ‘Particles Best Practicable Environmental Option Consultation, Record 
of January 2006 Exhibitions and Outreach Meetings’ May 2006 and UKAEA published its response to the 
recommendations of the analysis of the stakeholder engagement8.

Following the 2006 consultation, an option scoring panel was convened to determine the comparative performance 
of options against the various criteria.  The nine person panel comprised five non-UKAEA and four UKAEA staff 
with a wide range of technical backgrounds.  Details of the outcomes of the panel’s work including option scores 
and meeting minutes are available on the UKAEA website.  The outcome of the scoring panel’s work was the 
definition of 11 scored combined onshore and offshore options referred to as the ‘combined options’ (see Appendix 
A).  These combined options were those taken forward into the 2007 consultation. 

Taking the outcomes scoring panels’ work, the third stage of the consultation process was held in January and 
February 2007.  The objectives of the third stage were: to present the BPEO options under consideration; to 
identify stakeholder views on the relative importance of the criteria selected to compare the options; to identify 
stakeholder views on the importance of the potential impacts generated by the management options; and to identify 
stakeholder views on the preliminary scoring.  The consultation was delivered through four public exhibitions, 
eight workshops and a publicly available questionnaire.  The results of this work are presented in the Entec 
document ‘Particles Best Practicable Environmental Option Consultation, Analysis of the 2007 consultation’, 
September 2007 and UKAEA published its response to the recommendations made9.  Summary outcomes of this 
consultation are presented below. 

                                                     

8 Entec and UKAEA doc’s available at http://www.ukaea.org.uk/sites/dounreay_particles_in_the_marine_environment.htm

9 Entec and UKAEA doc’s available at http://www.ukaea.org.uk/sites/dounreay_particles_in_the_marine_environment.htm
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1.3 Summary outcomes of the January – February 2007 
consultation 

The majority of workshop groups weighted environment criteria highest10.  Stakeholders recognised a link between 
environmental and social and economic issues.  This led to the social and economic criteria receiving the second 
highest weighting overall.  Stakeholder groups weighting social and economic criteria the highest comprised local 
stakeholders – reflecting their concerns that any management option must have a positive impact on perceptions, 
tourism and quality of life for both the local community and visitors.  The picture for health and safety criteria was 
mixed.  Workshop groups for which health and safety criteria were least important were the Reay and Thurso 
groups that comprised local stakeholders.  Technical performance generally received a moderate rating.  Cost 
generally received the lowest weighting by stakeholders however, further discussion of cost revealed that cost 
could still be of critical importance.  Stakeholders asserted that spending over a certain level would not be 
acceptable and that expenditure should be proportionate to benefits accrued. 

Regarding stakeholder opinion on options, the current management technique that comprises monitoring onshore 
with recovery of particles and monitoring offshore without recovery of particles was not generally acceptable due 
to the lack of recovery of particles offshore.  The outcome of the multi-criteria-analysis modelling consistently 
suggested Options 1 (current management technique), Option 2 (monitoring and recovery of particles both onshore 
and offshore) and Option 3 (monitoring with recovery onshore plus offshore targeted recovery of detectable 
individual particles) were the best performing options for stakeholders.  This reflected the intuition of stakeholders 
at the workshops and responses from the questionnaire.  Options with high environmental impact and/or low social 
and economic benefits were not preferred, an example of this type of option was combined Option 11, restricting 
public access onshore and targeted bulk removal (dredging) of marine sediments. 

1.4 Objectives of this stage of consultation 

This fourth stage of the consultation process had the following objectives: 

· To make available the preliminary (i.e. draft) particles BPEO; and 

· To provide the opportunity for stakeholders to comment on the preliminary BPEO (and hence for 
UKAEA to consider comments) prior to finalising and submission of the document to the Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority (NDA), Highland Council (HC), Scottish Government (SG), Scottish 
Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) and other key stakeholders. 

                                                     

10 The criteria groups were environment, health and safety, technical performance, social and economic and cost. 
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1.5 Views expressed in this report 

The stakeholder views expressed in this report are not those of Entec UK Ltd or UKAEA but are a compilation of 
those views and perceptions expressed by stakeholders in the consultation.  By writing this report, Entec is not 
agreeing or disagreeing with the comments made by stakeholders and therefore accepts no responsibility for the 
technical content or accuracy of comments made by those stakeholders.  For technical information, reference 
should be made to UKAEA documents on the UKAEA website together with documents prepared by the HPA and 
DPAG. 
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2. The consultation process and response analysis 

2.1 Introduction 

This section provides a summary of the process used to consult on the preliminary particles BPEO together with 
analysis of the responses received. 

2.2 Consultation process 

The consultation process comprised: 

· Information provision through mailings via the Dounreay stakeholder distribution list, local and 
national press and the UKAEA website; and 

· Provision of a questionnaire with the mailed information and on the UKAEA website through which 
views on the preliminary particles BPEO could be submitted. 

The preliminary BPEO was available in full and also in a six page non-technical document ‘Public Participation 
Newsletter Number 7, Determining a Strategy for Managing Radioactive Particles in the Environment, with a 
feedback questionnaire inserted (see Appendix B for a copy of the newsletter and questionnaire). 

In addition to the above open consultation, the preliminary BPEO was forwarded to the Dounreay Stakeholder 
Group Environmental Sub-Group and proposed as an item for discussion at a meeting of the Sub-Group on 
23 January 200811.  The document was also forwarded to SEPA, the NDA, HC, the SE and other key stakeholders.  
A consultation period of 12 weeks was held that closed on 12 December 2007. 

To supplement the new materials, information regarding the 2006 and January – February 2007 consultation, 
ECSG and scoring panel process and outcomes was (and remains) available on the UKAEA website. 

                                                     

11 If possible, before finalising this report, the Sub-group’s comments will be integrated into this report following the meeting 
of 23 January 2008. 
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2.3 Response metrics 

The locations of the respondents received were as follows: 

47% (15) were from Caithness 

6% (2) were from Sutherland 

47% (15) were from outwith the Caithness and Sutherland area 

Of the 15 responses from outwith Caithness and Sutherland, eight were from mainland Scotland, three were from 
Orkney, one from Shetland and three were from England. 

Regarding the gender of respondents, 84% (27) were male, 7% (2) female and 9% (3) did not record information.  
The age profile of respondents was as follows: 

0.0% (0) <16 

3% (1) 16-29 

9% (3) 30-44 

28% (9) 45-59 

47% (15) 60-74 

6% (2) >74 

6% (2) Not recorded 

Respondents from organisations comprised 19% (six responses - Caithness West Community Council, British 
Geological Survey, the Food Standards Agency, Shetland Islands Council and two unspecified) with the remainder 
being responses from members of the public and one response with no information recorded. 
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2.4 Analysis of consultation responses 

2.4.1 Discarding Option 1 

‘Option 1, which reflects the status quo (refer to newsletter for description), has been discarded. Do you agree that 
this option should be discarded?  Please provide comments on your response.’ 

Responses to this question were overwhelmingly in support of discarding Option 1.  Of the responses, 94% agreed 
that Option 1 should be discarded.  A number of comments were provided in the responses to this question a 
representative sample of which are provided below: 

· ‘I agree that Option 1 should be discarded.  There is no point in offshore monitoring without 
recovery.’ 

· ‘No point in identifying particles on the seabed and making no attempt to recover them.  Money and 
time wasted.’ 

· ‘I agree.  For the sake of public perception (tourism and local) status quo would not be appropriate.’ 

· ‘Agree that Option 1 should be discarded.  It is essential that recovery and/or targeted recovery is 
undertaken.’ 

· ‘I agree that this option should be discarded.  It would be like doing only half of the job without 
offshore recovery and would almost certainly result in future further work.’ 

· ‘It would seem pointless to only use onshore monitoring when the source of the particles is offshore.’ 

· ‘The marine environment cannot be ignored.  If it is, then the beaches will take longer to reach the end 
state.’ 

· ‘It’s right that you make every effort to retrieve particles onshore and offshore.  The legacy of poor 
radioactive management must not be allowed to stand.’ 

It is clear from the comments that respondents consider monitoring without recovery unacceptable and a lost 
opportunity to retrieve particles located offshore.  Two respondents out of a total of 32 did not support discarding 
Option 1 (one of these respondents commented that although disagreeing with discarding Option 1, from a public 
perspective, not discarding the option would be unacceptable).  This was argued on the basis of Option 1 being 
adequate in any ‘cost benefit risk assessment’ where the cost of the option is weighted against the benefit or risk to 
the population or individuals and also on the basis that money could be spent to greater benefit elsewhere such as 
on health services. 
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2.4.2 Recommendation regarding a combination of Options 3 and 2 

‘It is recommended that a combination of Options 3 and 2 be taken forward (refer to newsletter for description).  
Do you agree with this recommendation?  Please provide comments on your response.’ 

Responses to this question were overwhelming supportive.  Of the responses, 97% agreed that a combination of 
Options 3 and 2 be taken forward.  There were a number of comments provided in the responses to this question a 
representative sample of which are provided below: 

· ‘I agree with this recommendation.  It has the flexibility to ensure that an acceptable environmental 
situation is achieved.’ 

· ‘I agree with this recommendation.  It is more than reasonable to, first of all, target the area which is 
known to contain the higher activity particles and then search and recover the significant and relevant 
particles outwith the initial area.’ 

· ‘Starting with Option 3 seems to be the logical way forward.  Trying to extract most of the particles by 
targeting specific areas … would be the quickest way to clean the area up.  Following on with Option 
2 as a backup is good policy.’ 

· ‘I agree.  This seems to be the ideal method.’ 

· ‘The focus should be on Option 3 removing as many high activity particles as possible.  Option 2 
should only be a ‘mop-up’ and not develop into a search for all particles.’ 

· ‘Offshore recovery needs to target specific areas.  It would not be possible and definitely not cost 
effective to monitor the entire area.’ 

The comments illustrate strong support for a targeted approach to particle recovery.  A single respondent disagreed 
with adopting Options 3 and 2.  A further respondent, whilst agreeing that an Option should be adopted, 
commented that ‘the strategy is gross overkill given the cost involved and the minimal risk and benefit.’ 

2.4.3 Strategic aim of targeting key areas first 

‘The strategy aim is to initially target the area which is known to be populated by the highest activity particles and 
remove all detected particles.  Subsequently, monitoring would be employed outwith the targeted area with 
significant or relevant particles being retrieved.  What is your view on the stated aim?’ 

Responses to this question were very supportive with 81% of responses in agreement with the strategy aim.  Five 
respondents offered no opinion.  A sample of representative comments made in responses to this question is 
provided below: 

· ‘I agree with this aim.  This aim has the greatest chance of success provided the technique developed 
is adequate.’ 
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· ‘This should collect the majority of particles and reduce further spread.’ 

· ‘A sound aim, makes best use of resources.’ 

· ‘Agree.  It is logical to target the highest activity particles first.  Our knowledge of the highest activity 
particles is generally sound and complete.’ 

· ‘This strategy has obviously been well planned and should work, as many particles as possible should 
be removed from the areas of major importance.’ 

· ‘The most important aspect is to clear the area as soon as possible to alleviate further contamination.  
Targeting specific known high activity areas is the best way to proceed.  Following up with a wide 
scope outside those areas is again sensible.’ 

· ‘This certainly would be the best way forward.’ 

The comments illustrate that the widespread view that the strategy aim was sensible and the best use of resources.  
In contrast to this view, one response expressed the view that a strategy that did not involve recovery of all particles 
could not be supported. 

2.4.4 End state parameters 

‘UKAEA has proposed parameters by which an end state can be defined for particle clean-up (refer to newsletter).  
What are your views on the proposed end-state parameters?’ 

Responses to this question were not as decisive as for the first three however, of the responses, 53% were positive 
about the end state parameters proposed in the newsletter12 even if points of clarification regarding the parameters 
were posed.  No clear opinion either way was expressed by 47% of respondents again, with responses often posing 
points of clarification.  A number of comments were provided in the responses to this question a representative 
sample of which are provided below: 

· ‘Parameters are the obvious ones.  What will be crucial for their final acceptance will be the numbers 
that are found and the decisions that are made based on them.  Until then one can only accept that such 
vague aspirations are the best available.’ 

· ‘The parameters appear sensible provided they are acceptable to SEPA.’ 

· ‘Good.  Clear and simple.  However, an ‘education’ process for the ‘minor’ category would be useful 
to assist the public in buying-in.’ 

                                                     

12 The proposed end-state parameters were: the annual number of relevant/significant particles found during the reassurance 
monitoring period; the rate of decrease in particle numbers found and recovered both onshore and offshore; and the physical 
analysis of a proportion of the recovered particles. 
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· ‘A decision needs to be made on what represents success.  Is it the intention to demonstrate an 
improvement target, for example less than 10 relevant and significant particles per hectare, or is a 
lower figure intended?’ 

· ‘Unable to comment as no figures give.  Are we looking at one particle/year as being OK …?’ 

· ‘Do you not have to define actual numerical figures for the annual number of relevant/significant 
particles found during the reassurance monitoring period before the end-state can be regarded as 
having been reached?’ 

· ‘… any consideration of the end state based on the number of particles being found, either offshore or 
onshore, should not be limited to only ‘relevant’ or ‘significant’ particles but [should consider] all 
particles irrespective of their activity.  In addition, the Council has reservations about using ‘rate of 
decrease’ in the number of particles found unless there is a trend over a considerable number of years.’ 

Requirements to set targets for the rate of particle recovery were suggested.  Such targets were proposed on the 
basis of numbers of ‘significant’ and ‘relevant’ particles per year and per hectare. 

2.4.5 Reporting progress 

‘It is proposed to provide regular updates which will be publicly available through local press, the UKAEA 
website, the Dounreay bulletin, at beaches and via the Dounreay Stakeholder Group.  Please provide your 
comments on this approach to reporting progress?’ 

Responses to this question were very supportive with 81% of responses in agreement with the approach to 
reporting progress.  The importance of the local press was highlighted together with ensuring information at 
beaches was regularly updated.  The remaining responses did not express opinions either way but made statements 
regarding the importance and nature of required reporting.  A sample of representative comments made in 
responses to this question is provided below: 

· ‘In the current state of heightened sensitivity to radiation problems and the Sandside particles in 
particular, the total transparency proposed will be essential.’ 

· ‘This approach is acceptable.  The public must have complete confidence in the efforts made to find 
and retrieve the particles.’ 

· ‘As a confidence builder the public should be informed on a very regular basis.’ 

· ‘Very good.  Ensure that information is an understandable as possible (without patronising!).’ 

· ‘Absolutely, surely we’ve learned not to hide anything ever again.’ 

· ‘Keeping the local community informed is a sound policy.’ 
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· ‘On a year-to-year basis this would be more than acceptable.  When significant progress has been 
made an additional national update should be made, through national press and television news.’ 

· ‘Openness is everything now.  The more publicity the better, it negates or certainly reduces the usual 
sniping and criticism.’ 

· ‘Openness and public information is very important.  I welcome this.  I agree local publications are the 
priority but you need to manage the wider press, who may make ill judged comments …’ 

· ‘I approve.  Your communications have done much good in changing attitudes towards 
decommissioning.’ 

· ‘Reporting via the local press should be encouraged above other methods.’ 

· ‘All methods of reporting should be used to reach as many people as possible.  I think the press is 
probably best.  Methods such as the notice board at the toilets by Sandside beach should be updated 
regularly which it doesn’t appear to be.  This may be the only source of information available to 
visitors and does not give a good impression.’

2.4.6 Comments on the management strategy 

‘Do you have further comments specifically on the offshore/onshore management strategy?’ 

Further comments on the management strategy were made by 50.0% of respondents.  The responses covered the 
following points: 

· Increasing the number of remotely operated vehicles (ROVs) to increase the speed of work offshore; 

· Keeping the three year period for resurveying under review and extended the period if appropriate; 

· That offshore management should be carried out in an ‘as environmentally friendly’ manner as 
possible; 

· That statistical sampling should be considered in a number of areas outside the targeted recovery area 
to monitoring trends and the impact of the recovery operations; 

· That the strategy must be employed until a ‘satisfactory conclusion’ is achieved no matter the length 
of time; 

· That during offshore recovery work, onshore monitoring should increase as offshore work could result 
in particle movement; and 

· That there should be further consultation with stakeholders on what constitutes and end state for both 
onshore and offshore environments and how it can be determined when the end state has been 
achieved. 
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2.4.7 Other comments 

‘Do you have any other comments you wish to make?’ 

Further comments on the management strategy were made by 47% of respondents.  The responses covered the 
following points: 

· The importance of the (ROV) trials and reviewing the method; 

· The lack of information provided on any detrimental aspects of the Dounreay particles issue other than 
on potential health effects, i.e. on the impact on tourism and local businesses; 

· To publish actual management strategy costs versus planned; 

· That the issue is a minor one which receives ‘an in-ordinate amount of publicity, time and money’ and 
that effort should focus on other major tasks; 

· That the local community should be informed of any changes to the management strategy; 

· That assurance of adequate and assured funding for delivery of the management strategy is provided; 

· That concern remained to avoid options that would damage the environment and beach and any 
options that may cause access to beaches, dunes and wider area to be curtailed or withdrawn; and 

· That there should be regular topographic surveys of the offshore area near Dounreay and of nearby 
beaches occurring at different times of the year with a view to informing decision making on the 
management of offshore particles and the environment they occur in. 
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3. Process evaluation 

3.1 Introduction 

Evaluation of the engagement process is important to ensure that the process is effective and is delivering against 
the stated objectives.  The objectives of the consultation were primarily to make available and to provide the 
opportunity for stakeholders to comment on the preliminary particles BPEO.  In this section, the engagement 
process and performance against objectives are reviewed. 

3.2 Process evaluation 

Three questions were asked with regard to feedback on the newsletter.  This feedback was collated through the 
questionnaire returns.  The questions and responses are presented in Figures 3.1 and 3.2.  The questionnaire 
information received very positive feedback with 97% of respondents considering the information in the newsletter 
in the ‘useful’ to ‘very useful’ range and 84% of respondents scoring the ease of understanding four or five on a 
scale of one to five where one was poor and five was good. 

With regard to the third question, ‘Do you feel that any further information is required?’, nine respondents 
suggested further information, 12 stated that no further information was required and 11 did not respond to the 
question.  The suggestions for further information were: 

· Information explaining that the radiation problem comes from an isotope caesium 137 released in 
reprocessing of irradiated fuel and that the activity is measured in disintegrations per second for which 
the scientific unit is Becquerels and that disintegrations would also need to be explained; 

· An indication of what a Becquerel is and an indication of other items that have Becquerels ‘e.g. brazil 
nuts’; 

· Information on relative costs of options and the cost benefit of implementing the strategy; 

· Public perception of the ‘dangers’13; 

· Secondary effects on businesses; 

· The names, backgrounds and qualifications of the people making recommendations particularly, 
whether they have experience in Dounreay; 

· Further updates once the responses have been collated and analysed; 

                                                     

13 Outcomes of the Stage Two consultation provide a summary of public perceptions of the particles issue. 



Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page 14 

February 2008 

· SEPA’s preferred option; 

· Commentary from political groups on their agreement or concerns; and 

· Whether the chosen strategy meets the needs of the residents of Sutherland. 

Figure 3.1 How useful is the information in the new sletter? 

Figure 3.2 How easy to understand is the informatio n in the newsletter? 
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3.3 Performance against objectives 

The key objective of the consultation was to provide the opportunity for stakeholders to comment on the 
preliminary particles BPEO.  Whilst this objective was achieved through direct mailing of the newsletter to 
stakeholders and availability of information on the UKAEA website, the level of participation through actively 
responding was lower than that observed in previous stages of the consultation14.  Feedback from respondents 
indicates that information was useful and pitched at the right level.  Although response levels were lower than 
previously achieved, the nature of responses (i.e. whether supporting or disagreeing with the proposed way 
forward) were consistent and provided clear messages.  The responses also provided information regarding 
stakeholder needs for further information e.g. on option costs and cost benefit.  No response to the consultation was 
submitted from the Dounreay Stakeholder Group Environmental Sub-group.  Members of the Sub-group were 
however, encouraged to respond through the questionnaire as part of the main consultation phase. 

3.4 Conclusions 

The degree of participation was lower than previous stages at 32 responses (although broadly in line with previous 
consultations regarding other non-particle related issues).  It is possible that this is due to the stage of the process, 
i.e. moving to a specific option proposals rather than broad principles and issues or interactive deliberation as per 
the 2006 and January 2007 consultations respectively.  It is unlikely that further significant value would have been 
accrued from outreach groups and workshops at this stage of the process. 

                                                     

14 The 2006 ‘front-end’ consultation received 123 written responses, 219 attendees at exhibitions and 89 participants at 
outreach meetings.  The January 2007 consultation on criteria weighting and option selection received 70 written responses, 73 
attendees at exhibitions and 63 participants at workshops. 



Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page 16 

February 2008 



Crea t i ng  the  env i ronment  fo r  bus iness

© Entec UK Limited 
Page 17 

February 2008 

4. Conclusions and recommendations 

4.1 Conclusions 

Discarding Option 1 

There was overwhelming support to discard Option 1 (94% of respondents).  Frequent comments were made to the 
effect that there is no point in monitoring offshore and not retrieving particles, particularly as this is the source of 
the particles. 

Recommendation regarding a combination of Options 3 and 2 

There was overwhelming support for the adoption of Option 3 and 2 (97% of respondents).  The proposed strategy 
was viewed as ‘logical’, ‘reasonable’ and ‘the ideal method’. 

Strategic aim of targeting key areas first 

The stated strategic aim of targeting key areas first was strongly supported (81% of respondents).  This aim was 
viewed as making best use of resources and removing the sources of particles and hence reducing further 
dispersion. 

End state parameters 

The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed end state parameters (53% of respondents) with the 
remainder expressing neither agreement nor disagreement but providing comments.  There remain a number of 
questions of clarification regarding the parameters particularly whether specific numbers or classifications of 
particles per year or unit of area should be specified as targets.  Whilst setting targets for parameters is a different 
issue it may require further exploration to define the end point.  There was also a call for consultation on any 
proposed end state for both onshore and offshore environments. 

Reporting progress 

The proposed method of reporting progress to stakeholders was strongly supported (81% of respondents) with the 
remainder expressing neither agreement nor disagreement.  The remainder of responses comprised statements 
regarding the importance and nature of reporting required.  The use of local press and keeping local beach 
information up to date was commented on as being important. 
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Further comments 

A number of further comments were made on the management strategy and on general issues.  These addressed 
points of detail and suggestions regarding the strategy. 

Consultation process 

With 32 responses received, participation was lower than in previous stages of the consultation process and 
responses received were from a narrow group of stakeholders dominated by men between the age of 45 and 74. 

4.2 Recommendations 

With regard to the BPEO, in addition to the recommendations contained in the report ‘Particles Best Practicable 
Environmental Option Consultation, Analysis of the 2007 consultation’, Entec UK Ltd, September 2007, it is 
recommended that UKAEA: 

1. In defining its strategy proposal, takes full cognisance of the overwhelming support for discarding 
Option 1, proceeding with Options 3 and 2 and targeting key areas first.  If UKAEA moves away 
from this position, it should fully explain reasons for and consult on any revised strategy; 

2. Provides a clear statement of the strong consultee support for discarding Option 1, proceeding with 
Options 3 and 2 and targeting key areas first when making its strategy proposal to HC, NDA, SE, 
SEPA and other key stakeholders; 

3. Considers how best to address the comments and questions of clarification raised by stakeholders on 
end state parameters prior to finalising the parameters in its strategy proposal to HC, NDA, SE, SEPA 
and other key stakeholders; 

4. Responds to stakeholder comments on establishing end state parameter targets by undertaking 
scoping work to establish whether such targets are possible and useful to define.  If the outcome of 
this work is positive, to establish the nature of such targets; 

5. Consults widely on any proposed end state for both onshore and offshore environments; 

6. Proceeds with the proposed plan to report on progress with the strategy implementation with 
particular attention to the use of local press and ensuring that processes are in place to assure local 
beach information is kept up to date; and 

7. Reviews the comments and suggestions made on the management strategy and regarding general 
issues in the process of finalising the strategy. 

With regard to the process of consultation, it is recommended that UKAEA: 

8. Carries out a review of methods to encourage participation and engagement on this type of 
consultation (i.e. a consultation not supported by exhibitions or workshops) with a view to increasing 
participation rates and achieving a greater mix of stakeholder respondees in terms of age, gender and 
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location.  Such a review should consider appropriate techniques to increase engagement and 
submission of responses across a range of stakeholders including those most likely to be affected by 
the management strategy; and 

9. Considers inclusion of the additional information suggested by stakeholders in future 
communications. 
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Combined 
option number 

Onshore and offshore 
option number Description 

1* 2 and 10 Onshore monitoring with recovery plus 
offshore monitoring without recovery 

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

3 2 and 13 Onshore monitoring with recovery plus 
offshore targeted recovery of detectable individual particles  

4 2 and 15 Onshore monitoring with recovery plus 
recovering offshore particles by the targeted bulk removal of marine sediments 

5 3 and 11 Onshore recover all individual particles at all depths plus 
offshore monitoring with recovery 

6 3 and 13 Onshore recover all individual particles at all depths plus 
targeted recovery of detectable individual particles offshore 

7 3 and 15 Onshore recover all individual particles at all depths plus 
recovering offshore particles by the targeted bulk removal of marine sediments 

8 4 and 13 Onshore bulk removal of beach sediments plus 
targeted recovery of detectable individual particles offshore 

9 4 and 15 Onshore bulk removal of beach sediments plus 
recovering offshore particles by the targeted bulk removal of marine sediments 

10 7 and 13 Onshore restrict public access plus 
targeted recovery of detectable individual particles offshore 

11 7 and 15 Onshore restrict public access plus 
recovering offshore particles by the targeted bulk removal of marine sediments 

* Represents the current management arrangement.  
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BPEO Best Practicable Environmental Option 

Combined option A particles management option that is a combination of individual onshore and offshore 
options 

DPAG Dounreay Particles Advisory Group 

ECSG External Consultation Steering Group 

HC Highland Council 

HPA Health Protection Agency 

NDA Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 

Outliers The highest and lowest weights assigned to criteria by participants within the group 

SEPA Scottish Environment Protection Agency 

SG Scottish Government 

Stakeholder A person or group that has an interest in the particles issue 

UKAEA United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority 


