REVISION OF SAFEGROUNDS GUIDANCE

FIRST CONSULTATION ON 

A GUIDE TO THE COMPARISON OF LAND MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

ON RADIOACTIVELY CONTAMINATED SITES

1 Introduction

Many users of the SAFEGROUNDS guidance have commented that more detailed advice on comparing options for the management of contaminated land would be helpful. Rather than providing an analysis of alternative approaches in the main Land Management Guidance (LMG) document, it is proposed that this should be addressed in a new document.

The Guide to the Comparison of Land Management Options on Radioactively Contaminated Sites is intended provide helpful and practical advice on methods for comparing land management options. It will recognise that different situations demand differing levels of rigour, detail and stakeholder involvement, and will describe a range of approaches that represent good practice. 

This is the first round of consultation on the proposed document and addresses the scope, function and form of the guide. A subsequent round of consultation will cover the outline contents of the document, developed in the light of feedback.  

There is a response form at the end of this document for you to use. Please return your response to Jo Facer at CIRIA by post (Jo Facer, Classic House, 174 – 180 Old Street, London, EC1V 9BP), by fax (020 7253 0523) or by email (jo.facer@ciria.org) 

If you have any problems with this consultation please contact Jo Facer, 020 7549 3300, at CIRIA. Responses should be returned to CIRIA by 8 January 2007.

2 scope of the Document

2.1 General Principles for Comparison of Options
Although there is a range of practical approaches that can be adopted in undertaking options comparisons, certain common principles can be identified as important. These include a recognition that different factors may be considered important by different stakeholders, pointing to a need for transparency and clarity in documenting the reasons for choosing a particular option. It is therefore proposed that the document describes these general principles prior to discussing specific options comparison methods.

Question 1: Do you agree that the document should describe general principles for comparing options for the management of contaminated land? Which principles do you think are important?

2.2 Range of Methods for Comparing Options

One of the main reasons for developing a guide to the comparison of contaminated land management options is that a range of methods of differing levels of complexity exist and some are more suitable than others for a given type of contaminated land situation. The approaches can differ in the detail with which options are characterised, the formality of the procedure used to undertake comparisons, and the degree of stakeholder involvement. 

It is believed to be important to show the breadth of options comparison methods that can be used. Therefore, the document will describe a range of approaches considered to be good practice, and indicate the most appropriate for use in various types of situation. Even so, it is acknowledged that any overall approach is always likely to have to be configured to address the specific circumstances of a particular case.
It is proposed that the document would seek to cover options comparison methods suitable for situations ranging from a small patch of localised contamination on (say) a defence site to the broad strategy for contaminated land on a complex nuclear site. 

Question 2: Do you agree that it is useful to present a broad range of option comparison methods? What information should be presented on the methods?

Question 3: It is likely that options comparison methods will need to be “fine tuned” for use in practice. Should guidance be given on this, and if so what issues should be covered? 
2.3 Stakeholder Involvement in Comparisons of Options

The current SAFEGROUNDS LMG recommends that stakeholders be involved in comparisons of strategies and options for the management of contaminated land. It is not prescriptive about the form of involvement. It recognises that in some cases it is appropriate for some or all stakeholders to take part in comparisons (eg by identifying and screening candidate options, defining attributes and specifying weighting factors). In other cases it is sufficient for stakeholders to have the opportunity to comment on comparisons before the results are used as input to decisions. It is proposed that the next version of the LMG will take the same approach and that this will be reflected in the Guide to Options Comparison, which will contain principles for stakeholder involvement in comparisons.
Question 4: Do you agree with this approach to providing guidance on involving stakeholders in comparisons? Which principles for stakeholder involvement do you think are most important (other than any you may have mentioned in your answer to question 1)?

2.4 Types of Site and Contamination

It is proposed to extend the scope of the SAFEGROUNDS LMG to all types of site on which there may be radioactive contamination, with or without non-radioactive contamination. It is suggested that the guide to the comparison of land management options should cover all contaminated land on such sites. It would thus deal with comparisons of management options for radioactively contaminated land, non-radioactively contaminated land on sites where there is also radioactively contaminated land, and land with mixed radioactive and non-radioactive contamination. 

Question 5: Do you agree that the document should contain guidance on options comparison for these three types of contaminated land? Should the same emphasis be given to each type?
2.5 Technical Options

The existing suite of SAFEGROUNDS documents includes a supporting document that describes the range of technical options for managing contaminated land
. 

It is suggested that it would be useful for this information to accompany the descriptions of options comparison methods. For example, descriptions of technical options (e.g. approach, applicability and constraints) could be included as an appendix to the options comparison document. The information in the existing SAFEGROUNDS document would form the main input, but it would be reviewed and updated.

Question 6: Do you agree that it would be useful to include an appendix describing the technical options that can be considered? What information should be presented? 

3 function of the Document

It is proposed that the main function of the document should be to provide detailed information on options comparison to support the revised main Land Management Guidance document (LMGv2). It will provide additional practical advice on this important aspect of the guidance, without congesting the LMGv2 document itself. This approach is considered to appropriate because the guide to comparing land management options is expected to focus on providing more detailed advice to those who provide input to decisions on the overall management of the land. 

It is therefore proposed that the document be structured as a “manual” that sets out clearly the steps associated with alternative approaches to options comparison. It will discuss their pros and cons, and indicate those likely to be most suitable for a given situation. The guide on options comparison will not be prescriptive about when a specific approach should be used or the detailed way in which it is implemented, but will point to practical examples and case studies. Moreover, it will seek to be definitive about overall expectations and will therefore refer to existing regulatory guidance and requirements, and note how these might affect the approach adopted. 

Question 7: Do you agree with these proposals for the function of the Guide to Options Comparison?  Are there any other functions that the Guide to Options Comparison should fulfil?
4 form

4.1 Structure of Document

It is suggested that a short introduction would cover the scope of the document and its relationship to other SAFEGROUNDS documentation. This would be followed by a section describing the general principles for options comparison. 

Alternative approaches to options comparison would then be described. However, there are two ways in which this part of the document can be structured:

· Either the methods for option comparison are described in turn (perhaps according to increasing levels of rigour and detail), in each case referring to how and when they may be applied; or

· Typical situations are described, and in each case the range of applicable options comparison methods is presented.

Question 8: Do you have a preference for whether options comparison methods should be described in turn, or whether they should be grouped according to the situations in which they might apply?

It is suggested that each options comparison method be described according to a standard list of headings, including:

· The method, described as a series of steps (with an accompanying flow diagram);

· Information likely to be required;

· Timescales and resources required;

· Interactions with stakeholders;

· Pros and cons;

· Situations that it is suitable for; and

· Examples of its use.

Question 9: Is this description of options assessment methods sufficient? Would any other information be helpful, and if so what?

In addition, it is suggested that a summary table be presented, outlining alternative methods and indicating the range of situations in which they might be applied. This would be accompanied by a section describing the practical issues that ought to be considered when deciding on a particular method for options comparison and the particular way in which it is implemented. Finally, as noted, it is also suggested that a description of technical options be included in an appendix.

Question 10: Do you have any comments on the proposed document structure? Is there anything else that you think should be included in the document?

5 next steps

Your response to this consultation will be used to develop the scope, function, form and outline contents of the Guide to the Comparison of Land Management Options on Radioactively Contaminated Sites, which will be the subject of a second round of consultation in early 2007.  A summary of responses will be placed on the SAFEGROUNDS website, with notes on how the main points have been taken into account in moving forward with the document.

Thank you for your input to the revision of the SAFEGROUNDS guidance.
RESPONSE FORM
Personal Details

	Name:
	Organisation:

	Email address:
	Tel. no.:

	Postal address:



	Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation or constituency?



	Do you wish your name (or that of your organisation) to be omitted when responses or summaries of responses are published?




Responses to Questions in Consultation Document

	Question 1: Do you agree that the document should describe general principles for comparing land management options? Do you have any views as to what principles are important?



	Question 2: Do you agree that it is useful to present a broad range of option comparison methods? What information should be presented on the methods?



	Question 3: It is likely that options comparison methods will need to be “fine tuned” for use in practice. Should guidance be given on this, and if so what issues should be covered? 



	Question 4: Do you agree with this approach to providing guidance on involving stakeholders in comparisons? Which principles for stakeholder involvement do you think are most important (other than any you may have mentioned in your answer to question 1)?


	Question 5: Do you agree that the document should contain guidance on options comparison for these three types of contaminated land? Should the same emphasis be given to each type?


	Question 6: Do you agree that it would be useful to include an appendix describing the technical options that can be considered? What information should be presented? 



	Question 7: Do you agree with the proposals for the function of the Guide to Options Comparison?  Are there any other functions that the Guide to Options Comparison should fulfil?


	Question 8: Do you have a preference for whether options comparison methods should be described in turn, or whether they should be grouped according to the situations in which they might apply?



	Question 9: Is the suggested description of options assessment methods sufficient? Would any other information be helpful, and if so what?



	Question 10: Do you have any comments on the proposed document structure? Is there anything else that you think should be included in the document?




Other Comments 
	Please enter here any other comments on the proposed Guide to Options Comparison or any aspect of the revision of the SAFEGROUNDS guidance.
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