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Forord

1988 fick Svensk Karnbranslehantering AB (SKB) tillstand till ett begransat drifttagande av
slutférvaret for radioaktivt driftavfall. Efter att SKB skickat in ett par kompletterande rapporter
gav Statens stralskyddsingtitut (SSI) och Statens karnkraftinspektion (SK1) sina dlutliga drift-
medgivanden 1992. Som villkor till de driftmedgivanden som SSI utfardade bade 1988 och
1992 anges att SKB ska inkomma med en uppdaterad sakerhetsredovisning vart tionde ar. En
sadan redovisning inkom till myndigheterna hosten 2001. Infor den forestdende granskningen av
denna rapport sg SSI att det fanns ett behov att uppdatera bade modelleringsverktygen och
granskningsstrategin inom omrédet. (En bakomliggande orsak till detta behov & den precisering
av kravbilden som erhallits genom utfardandet av SSI:s foreskrifter (SSI FS 1998:1) om skyddet
av hélsa och milj6 vid dutférvaring av anvant karnbrénsle och karnavfall.) Med anledning av
dettafick QuantiSci 1998 i uppdrag av SSI att:

« utveckla arbetsmetoderna for det kommande granskningsarbetet, dels utifran SSl:s skyldig-
heter som landets stral skyddsmyndighet, dels utifran ovan namnda SSI-foreskrifter om skyd-
det av hdsa.och milj6 vid dutforvaring av anvant karnbrénsle och karnavfall

» utveckla grunderna for oberoende analyser och biosférsmodelleringar, bland annat genom
framtagande av modelleringsverktyg

e ge stod i utvecklandet av en forteckning Gver vilka forhallanden, handelser och processer
(FEP, frén engelskans features, events and processes) som &r av betydelse for biosfarsmodel-
lering.

Delar av de modelleringsverktyg som tagits fram har integrerats med verktyg som SKI1 |&tit ut-
veckla i ett parallellt projekt, och kommer att utgbra en av grundernai den myndighetsgemen-
samma granskningen av SK B:s uppdaterade sékerhetsanalys.

Projektet har mynnat ut i fem stycken QuantiSci-rapporter. Dessa & sammanstéllda i tva SSl-
rapporter, varav detta & den ena. | denna rapport diskuteras sdkerhetsanalys, krav och metodik
samt kriterier for miljoskydd. | SSI Rapport 2001:22 diskuteras biosfarsmodellering och utveck-
lingen av en FEP-lista for biosfaren. Forfattarna svarar ensamma for rapportens innehdll, varfor
detta g kan dberopas som Statens stral skyddsinstituts standpunkt.
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Requirements for Performance Assessments Based on Swedish Regulations and Criteria

1 Background, Scope and Objectives

The Swedish Radiation Protection Institute (SSI) has issued Regulations concerning the protec-
tion of human health and the environment in connection with final management of spent nuclear
fuel and nuclear waste [SSI, 19984]. These Regulations have evolved against a background of
on-going regul atory devel opment:

* by the SSI over ten years and more, for example SSI [1995];

« by other Swedish bodies, e.g. SKI [1997];

« inthe wider Nordic community, e.g. the Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Authorities
in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden [1993, 1989 and 1986];

* Dby international bodies such as the International Commission on Radiological Protection
[ICRP, 1985 and 1997] and the International Atomic Energy Agency, e.g. IAEA [1995];

» and by other national authorities, asinformally recorded in presentations at a Nuclear Energy
Agency workshop [NEA, 1997], and nationally relevant recommendations and guidance, e.g.
inthe USA [CTBYMS, 1995] and inthe UK [EA et a, 1997].

As part of a wider project being undertaken by QuantiSci in support of SSI’s (post-closure)
biosphere assessments for solid radioactive waste disposal, this Sub-Task Report is intended to
assess how the recent Swedish regulatory developments and resulting criteria impose require-
ments on what should be included in a performance assessment (PA) for the SFR low and me-
dium level waste repository and for a potential deep repository for high level waste (HLW).
This includes areview of previous PAs to explore how they have addressed the regulations ex-
tant at the time they were produced and wider radioactive protection principles as applied to
solid waste disposal. Specific lessons are then drawn from an SS| regulatory perspective for on-
going review of the SFR, and for deep repository PA. In particular, proposals are made for the
development of an “assessment context” [BIOMASS, 19984 for PA related to SSI's regulatory
interests in solid waste disposal facilities. Then, preliminary recommendations are made on
specific biosphere assessment modelling issues. While the scope of the report is limited to post-
closure PA, overlapping issues relevant to operations before repository closure are mentioned.

A great deal of literature exists on the subject. The method of work here is not to try to review
chronologicaly or by organisation al that has happened in the past, which would be tiresome
and largely fruitless. Instead, attention is focused top down on the issues arising from the latest
Swedish requirements, notably in SSI [1998a] and SKI [1997], and the relevant experience in
Sweden and elsewhere that addresses those issues. At the same time, consideration is given to
identification of any apparently important omissions or divergences between recent Swedish
regulations and other authoritative guidance. Results from this review can then contribute to
development of an assessment context for biosphere calculations. The following steps are there-
fore involved:

e identification of biosphere modelling issues arising from SSI [1998a] and other Swedish
inputs, notably SSI [1998b, and 1999,

e comparison with recent international guidance;

e comparison with other recent national guidance;

« review of biosphere modelling in PAs for SFR and Swedish HLW projects;

* review of wider biosphere modelling developments;

« recommendations and conclusions for current biosphere modelling requirements.
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2 Biosphere Modelling Issues Arising from
Swedish Inputs

2.1 SSI Regulations

SSI [19984] sets out SSI's regulatory requirements. It is brief. Account is also taken of a com-
mentary provided by SSI [1998b], and SSI [1999]. Issues are considered under the same sub-
headings asin the Regulations.

Definitions

SSI [19984] includes specific regulatory definitions of some important terms. These definitions
contribute to the definitions of quantities that can form the ‘endpoints’ of biosphere models, i.e.
they form part of the assessment context as described in BIOMASS [19984].

It is noted here that harmful effects are limited by definition to cancer and hereditary effects in
humans caused by ionising radiation, but that protective capability and best available technique
both refer to protection of human health and the environment from the harmful effect. Thereisa
clear intent to protect the environment, but the regulatory definition of harmful effects excludes
harmful environmental effects, except those on humans.

Similarly, optimisation is defined in SSI [1998a] much as by ICRP in Publication 60, notably
with consideration limited to keeping doses to humans only to levels that are As Low As Rea-
sonably Achievable (ALARA), economic and social factors being taken into account. This defi-
nition is therefore not as widely scoped as the Swedish Radiation Protection Act 1988:220,
which has the stated aim ‘to protect humans, animals and the environment from the harmful
effects of radiation’ [SSI, 1998b]. On the other hand, the Best Available Technique (BAT) is
defined as the most effective measure to limit the release of radioactive substances and harmful
effects on human health and the environment that does not entail unreasonable costs.

Risk is defined in the regulations as the *product of the probability of receiving a radiation dose
and the harmful effects of the radiation dose’. SSI [1998b and 1999] says that ICRP Publication
60 risk coefficients should be used and helpfully discusses the probability of a harmful effect
arising from a given dose. It would clarify interpretation of the regulatory definition of risk to
assume the words ‘ probability of’ in front of ‘harmful effects’.

While the definitions referred to above contribute to endpoint definitions and other matters rele-
vant to biosphere modelling, they are insufficient in themselves for the current assessment and
modelling review purposes. Further components of definition and explanation are provided
within the rest of the Regulations.

Holistic Approach (and Optimisation)

The Holistic Approach is not specifically defined but requires that human health and the envi-
ronment shall be protected from detrimental effects of ionising radiation during waste manage-
ment operations as well asin the future. No mention is made of atime limit here.
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Optimisation ‘must be performed’. This includes a specific requirement to assess collective
doses, but given the definition of optimisation discussed above, not the collective dose to non-
human biota. The collective dose is to be assessed integrated over 10,000 years, for expected
outflows arising within the first 1,000 years. No specification is given in the regulation for the
exposure group receiving the collective dose. However, SSI [1998b and 1999] indicates that
‘global collective dose' is (to be) calculated.

Also within the Holistic Approach, the Best Available Technique has to be taken into considera-
tion in solid waste management. Thisis defined as requiring consideration of non-human biota.

A definition is required within the PA for ‘outflows’, both where outflow is defined to occur
and what it includes. For example, this could be from the repository into the geosphere or from
the geosphere into the biosphere. In the latter case, this will involve definition of the geosphere-
biosphere interface (GBI). Outflows could include man-made radionuclides in the waste, other
radionuclides in the waste and/or other radionuclides in the repository/geosphere. This should
be made clear before the biosphere assessment starts, either in the assessment context for the
overall PA or in the context applied specifically to the biosphere part of the assessment. How-
ever, the two should be consistent. Discussion of intrusion in SSI [1998b and 1999] sets some
limitations on what might be included with the assessment context.

SSI [1998a] requires impacts outside Sweden to be less than those accepted within Sweden.
This requirement suggests that collective doses have to be assessed within Sweden and outside
it. The results of this requirement may contradict the conclusions of optimisation and may also
suggest the adoption of something other than the BAT. In addition, since no one has actually
approved HLW/deep repository waste disposal, it cannot be known yet what impacts are ac-
cepted within Sweden. Even with respect to SFR, which is operational, it is not clear who con-
stitutes the accepting constituency. Such difficulties are endemic to solving the problem of ra-
dioactive waste disposal in other countries. The implication is that future PAs should be more
broadly scoped than in the past in order to provide wider input to the decision. However, this
should not be confused with a requirement for greater details.

SSI [1998h] refers to the application by the Swedish utilities, after consultation with SSI, of a
norm of MSEK 4 per manSv saved. This in turn was based on assumptions about what would
constitute reasonable measures to prevent a statistical fatality. As reported, this does not respond
to recommendations in ICRP Publication 77 and elsewhere of timing issues, intergenerational
equity, and individual dose rates at which the collective dose is delivered. It also implicitly re-
lies on an assumption that you can determine detriment based on assessments of collective dose,
which in turn has specifically been recommended against by Lars Eric Holm at the individual
levels of dose likely (SSI News, May 1998). SSI [1999] leads one into the same quandary, al-
though explicit reference to an implied value of about MSEK 80 for a saved statistical facility is
removed. Again, this is not just an issue in Swedish radioactive waste management decision
making.

The relationship between optimisation and identification of the BAT is discussed in SSI [1998b
and 1999]. Significantly, this recognises the difficulties of calculating long-term impacts and
quantification of environmenta impacts. In the short term, demonstration of protection of hu-
man health, BAT and optimisation can be treated similarly with respect to protection of human
health and quantitative application of cost-benefit analysis is suggested. Such quantitative meth-
ods may not be needed with respect to protection of the environment. For the longer term, BAT
may be demonstrated without a strict quantification of the relative detriments and benefits and
collective doses may be calculated in a relatively simple fashion (compared with individual
risKs).

All this only reflects that there are major difficulties in the area of optimisation, and the related
role of collective dose and individual protection issues. Nevertheless, there is a direct require-
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ment to assess collective dose of some form or other within a clear time-frame. The problem is
that measures taken to reduce collective dose occurring today can be more easily understood
and more confidently estimated in terms of cost and health consequences than those which are
intended to reduce collective doses in the far future. Given also the uncertainties in dose-risk
relationships at low individual dose rates, this suggests that collective dose should be assessed
across different temporal and spatial scales.

Protection of the Individual

SSI [19984] sets a limit on annual individual risk of 1- 10° to a representative individual in the
group exposed to the greatest risk. The explicit averaging within this (critical) group across risk
and not dose is important and significantly affects decisions on Features, Events and Processes
(FEPs) which are not certain to occur in a year or in a lifetime. Furthermore, SSI [1998b and
1999] says that the size of the hypothetical group is alowed to have arisk range of 100 from
highest to lowest. Characteristics of exposure groups are not defined a priori, but the range in
risk within the group is so large that the group could be large relative to assumptions used in
some previous assessments. The quantity to be calculated and compared with the risk limit is the
risk to a representative individual within the group. It is not said how you identify the represen-
tative individual within that group. Given the large range in risk, that may not be trivial. Either
you decide in advance on particular assumptions for the representative individual, guessing that
the risk distribution around the person within the group is two orders of magnitude, or you have
to calculate the distribution within the group and then think about it. Or you might do both. This
has implications for the biosphere assessment, as regards level of detail in the description of
exposure groups.

While it does not say so in SS| [1998a], SSI [1998b] says and SSI [1999] confirms that this
criterion applies only to undisturbed performance, i.e. not affected by human or other types of
intrusion. Again, this significantly affects treatment of biosphere FEPs.

SSI [19980] refers to just a single risk coefficient of 0.073 per sievert, which implies ignoring
those genetically at greater risk than the average, or those at greater risk because of age or other
factors.

Environmental Protection

SSI [19984] explicitly requires protection of bio-diversity and sustainable use of biological re-
sources from harmful effects. ‘Biological effects of ionising radiation in habitats and ecosys-
tems concerned shall be described.” The regulation may intend this to be limited to the effects of
outflows from the repository. However, comparisons with background effects in the same area
may also be of interest. These may contribute to informed regulatory decisions. In any event, the
description shall take account of ‘available knowledge of the ecosystems’ (but not the habitats?)
concerned. Given the difficulty with obtaining new and reliable information about future eco-
systems, this wording could be regarded as a considerable limitation on requirements. Essen-
tidly, it is saying that you have to assess long-term impacts, but if you cannot do that without
spending more money on researching future changes, you can limit your consideration to what
you know already. (Such an apparent relaxation regarding the regquirements for human protec-
tion does not arise.) Nevertheless, the description shall take particular account of the ‘existence
of genetically distinctive populations such as isolated populations, endemic species, species
threatened with extinction and in general any organisms worth protecting.” The biosphere as-
sessment therefore has to address a number of genetic and population related issues for non-
human biota, but it is not explicit that these issues have to be addressed on a site specific basis.
If the part on isolated populations applies within species (and it does not say it doesn’t) then the
level of consideration is higher than that required for humans!

10
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Intrusion and Access

The consequences of human intrusion on the protective capability have to be reported. Thus,
while the risk limit only applies to undisturbed release, the dose (and other) consequences of
human intrusion do require assessment, including the effects on the intruders and the effects
arising from modified outflows from the disturbed repository.

Time Periods

An assessment of the repository’s protective capability shall be reported for two time periods,
up to 1,000 years after closure and for the period after 1,000 years. The assessment will include
a case based on assumption of biosphere conditions that exist at the time of licence application.
However, thereis no intent to ‘freeze' the current state of biodiversity [SSI, 1999].

Quantitative analyses of impacts on human health and the environment are required of protec-
tive capability in the first 1,000 years. General discussion suggests that the risk criterion quan-
tity would not necessarily represent a complete measure of the impact on human health. Some
stakeholders may wish to know who will be effected and how. It may be suggested that the
wider human health issues are covered by the requirement to assess collective doses. However,
such a calculation does not address how people will be affected in heath terms; the tranglation
of collective dose estimates into health impacts in the long-term has been much criticised, but if
thisis not done, how is the health impact to be assessed? This is a difficult issue for waste man-
agement generally, not just SSI.

After 1,000 years, it does not say that the assessments should or should not be quantitative. But
it does say that the assessment shall take account of various possibilities for the development of
the repository’ s properties, its environment and the biosphere.

While the above points are duly noted, it may be noted that it is sometimes practical and rele-
vant to take account of some changes within the first 1,000 years and that some features can best
be dealt with effectively even after 1,000 years.

2.2 Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate (SKI) Inputs

SK1 [1997] sets out premises for regulations concerning safety in connection with the final dis-
posal of spent nuclear fudl, etc.

The focus is on technica features of the repository system, engineered barriers and the geo-
sphere. However, it notes that the waste hazard does not fall to the level of the equivalent natu-
ral ore for about 1-10° years, inviting, according to SK|, safety analysis for up to 1-10° years.
Structured scenario analysis is proposed to determine the behaviour of the disposal system and
the kinds of release mechanisms to be assessed. Application of ‘reference biospheres' is sug-
gested for dose assessment, especialy for these longer time-frames.

While different regulators have different primary responsibilities, it is reasonable to assume that
Swedish regulatory authorities would wish to develop a consistent basis for regulatory supervi-
sion. There would therefore appear to be a strong incentive for some form of dose assessment,
albeit not necessarily quantitative, out to 1-10° years, and hence for biosphere modelling to
cover this range of time-frames.

Swedish/SKI related presentations to the NEA workshop [NEA, 1997] emphasise the use of
safety indicators.

11
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2.3 Other Swedish Inputs

Smith and Hodgkinson [1988] attempted to identify a full list of types of impact that might be
addressed in a Swedish repository PA based on a review of radiological and other protection
objectives. Practicaly, the general form of protection objectives listed does not differ from
those in SSI [1998a]. The types of impact also largely correspond with those requiring assess-
ment according to SSI [19984].

Two additional points raised by Smith and Hodgkinson [1988] are noted here as potentialy
relevant. Firstly, the intent to protect the environment could reasonably include protection from
non-radiological impacts. Thus the PA should address non-radiological impacts. These are not
explicitly mentioned in SSI [19984], but previous proposals (e.g. SSI [1995]) and the apparent
overall intent would suggest that they ought to be addressed. See also Persson [1988]. Secondly,
long-term safety and implications for environmental protection and human health could be as-
sessed semi-quantitatively on the basis of assessed fluxes of radionuclides into the biosphere. If
the repository fluxes are less than natural fluxes, then some measure of the impact of repository
fluxes is obtained through comparison with the natural impacts. This point is emphasised here
because of the emphasis also given to it in the ‘Nordic Flagbook’ of 1993 [Radiation Protection
and Nuclear Safety Authorities in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden, 1993].
Thus, while a quantitative ‘flux’ criterion may not be helpful, information on likely fluxes of
radionuclides from the repository could be useful for the longer time-frames.

12
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3 Comparison with Recent International
Guidance

IAEA’s radioactive waste principles [IAEA, 1995] are specifically discussed in SSI [1998b]
showing how the Regulations address each principle.

ICRP Publication 77 ICRP [1997] limits consideration to protection of man. It discusses optimi-
sation, suggesting that collective doses should not be ignored, but should be broken down into
groups exposed at different individual exposure rates and time intervals. It also says that it may
be possible to disregard the collective dose from small doses to large numbers of people as may
arise from widely dispersed material. It does not discuss how one might use the results of
collective dose assessments beyond comparison between options. That is, no absolute require-
ment is defined.

Clarke [1999] discussing the ICRP Committee 4 draft Task Group report on disposal of long-
lived radioactive waste has recently said that further work is required in just three areas: clearer
specification of risk; the application of risk criteria to disruptive events, and more on the appli-
cation of optimisation when individual risk criteria are specified. These are al very difficult
areas. Concerning the latter point, a difficulty arises concerning the dose and risk assessment.
ICRP have been clear in past advice that dose assessment in optimisation should be realistic and
not employ conservative assumptions, so as to avoid misalocation of resources. Then, ICRP
also say doselrisk constraints are to be used in optimisation, and dose/risk constraints are to be
compared with assessed doses/risks calculated for critical groups. But then, critical group doses
are to be assessed using ‘cautious but reasonable’ assumptions. This has been interpreted as
advice to use conservative assumptions in critical group dose assessment. The overall advice
from ICRP is difficult to interpret for modelling purposes because it suggests using realistic
assumptions simultaneoudly with cautious assumptions for the parametric definition of critical
groups. Proposals from Roger Clarke discussed at the International Radiation Protection Asso-
ciation conference in Southport (June 1999) could provide a resolution of this issue, but they
also involve such wide revision of the focus of radiation protection policy that it is difficult to
anticipate the outcome. The confusion on this aspect is not ameliorated in the text of a recent
ICRP consultation document [ICRP, 1999]. However, ICRP do advise in this draft that it is not
necessary to look at doses to different human age groups. Also, on homogeneity, they say that
this should not be a major concern if due attention is paid to the choice of habits and characteri-
sation of such a group. This latter advice would be very useful if the advice on cautious versus
realistic assumptions for critical groups were clearer.

Overall, this makes it very difficult to justify particular choices of critical and other exposure
group assumptions. The point is discussed in Smith and Kessler [1999] and the issue is ad-
dressed in BIOMASS [19994]. The general trend emerging is to assess the distribution of doses
and risks rather than trying to pin down exposure of just one arbitrary group.

13
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4 Comparison with Other Recent Na-
tional Guidance

Y ucca Mountain recommendations [CTBYMS, 1995] include risk based homogeneity like SSI
[19984], but this is perhaps the only other example. Interpretation of what this means for bio-
sphere modelling is interesting. For Yucca Mountain, this has been taken to mean for assess-
ment purposes that it is acceptable to assume that the contaminant plume, which might arise in
the aquifer(s) below ground at Amargosa Valley, is uniformly spread across the whole aquifer.
In fact some parts of the plume would probably be effectively clean and other parts much more
highly contaminated than the assumed average. This at least dilutes the risk, if not the contami-
nation. Arguably, it aso saves having to characterise the aquifer sufficiently to determine where
the contamination would actually go.

Recent Finnish regulations [Finnish Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority, 1998] include
some important features similar to SSI [19984], such as no quantitative limitation on disruptive
events but a requirement to consider them. It does require assessment of doses to the most ex-
posed and also an evaluation of doses to other exposure groups, or at least a demonstration that
their doses are insignificantly low. The most exposed group is defined as ‘such self-sustaining
community in the vicinity of the disposal site that receives the highest radiation exposure’ from
expected evolution, i.e. excluding, it would seem, disruptive events. However, it is not clear
what is intended by ‘expected evolution’. While disruption in any particular year may be
unlikely and therefore unexpected, disruption at some time in the future is, perhaps, readily
expected. Self-sustaining is another term which is difficult to interpret when it comes to data
assumptions for the model. BIOMASS [1999b] suggests using assumptions for critical groups
such that al food etc., is obtained from loca (contaminated) sources, consistent with a ‘self-
sustaining community’, but also assuming modern farming practice consistent with current con-
ditions, as commonly required in guidance, e.g. in SSI [1999a] under discussion of Time Peri-
ods.

The Finnish Regulations also require that ‘potential impacts on species of fauna and flora shall
also be discussed’. Radionuclide fluxes from the repository (excluding the natural component)
to the environment are to be constrained so that impacts are less than those occurring naturally
and that in any event they remain insignificantly low.
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5 Review of Biosphere Modelling in PAs
for SFR and Swedish HLW Projects

Previous biosphere models for Swedish PAs have focussed on assessment of doses to individu-
asin critical groups, e.g. Charles and Smith [1991].

Conseguences to intruders have been considered for SSI [Charles and McEwen, 1991], but not
consequences for the protective capability of the facility.

Flux/concentration/dose calculations have been considered in the context of HLW disposal and
the implications of the environmental protection principle. These are discussed in Annex 1 of
Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Authorities in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and
Sweden [1993].

Collective doses have been considered for SFR, e.g. in SSI [1988]. There are relatively few
recent examples of long-term collective dose calculations done for other countries. However, a
recent example is provided in Channell and Neill [1998] in relation to the WIPP site, albeit the
title of the report impliesinterest only in individual doses.

Direct impacts on the environment and non-human biota have not been considered.
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6 Review of Wider Biosphere Modelling
Developments

The IAEA’s BIOMASS project is developing a Reference Biosphere Methodology and practical
examples [BIOMASS, 1998b]. The Reference Biosphere concept is described in BIOMASS
[19984].

The Methodology identifies a major starting point as the assessment context, which provides
basic input without which the biosphere and other parts of the PA cannot readily proceed. The
components of an assessment context identified in BIOMASS [1998a] include:

*  purpose
e endpoints;

« assessment philosophy (concerning use of cautious or more realistic assumptions);
* repository type;

* dite context;

* sourceterm;

« geosphere-biosphere interface;

* time-frame

e societa assumptions.

Input to any of the above may come directly from Regulations, or it may come from regulatory
guidance or other guidance. Past assessment practice may also be relevant. BIOMASS does not
make specific recommendations for any of the above but does address the modelling issues as-
sociated with aternative choices with respect to alternatives for each component.

BIOMASS has produced one fully documented Example Reference Biosphere [BIOMASS,

1999h]. Although applying only to a simply defined assessment context, it does demonstrate all
the components of the Reference Biosphere Methodol ogy.
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7 Recommendations for Current Bio-
sphere Modelling Requirements

7.1 Assessment Context Derived from the Regulations and the
Background and Comments Document

The following bulleted comments arise directly from SSI [19984], but also takes account of SSI
[1998b and 1999] as discussed in Section 2. They are related to the components of assessment
biosphere context, as set out in BIOMASS [19984].

Purpose

« The purpose of the assessment is not specified in the regulations. This may be thought of as
self-explanatory. However, specific consideration could be given to this issue within the SSI
review programme. Notably, reporting and documentation of the review could be different in
terms of level of explanation according to who is expected to read the review; and differ-
ences may arise between SFR review (licensing) and HLW PA (concept development) that
in turn affect the relevant level of detail.

Endpoints

« Thefollowing endpoints should be included in the assessment. Fuller definitions are required
than the short forms given here:

— annua individual risks from expected releases from undisturbed facility;
— collective doses from outflows in first 1,000 years integrated over the first 10,000 years;
— radiological impacts on environment habitats and ecosystems.

Assessment philosophy (concerning use of cautious or more realistic assumptions)
« No guidanceisgiven.

Repository type
* Not specified, no difference for deep or shallow facilities.

Site context
« Not specified, no difference for deep or shallow facilities.

Source term
* Not specified, no difference for deep or shallow facilities.
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Geosphere-biosphere interface
« Not specified, no difference for deep or shallow facilities.

Time-frame
¢ Quantitative assessment for first 1,000 years, qualitative thereafter.

Societal Assumptions

*« Assume at least a calculation case in which the conditions are the same as those at the time
of licence application.

7.2 Assessment Context Derived from Wider Considerations

The next set of bullets on assessment context arises from a need for the biosphere assessment to
be given a context, but where the SSI Regulations and Background and Comments [SSI, 1999]
do not provide it. In this case, other inputs such as international guidance and possible expecta-
tions of stakeholders arising from previous assessment practice have been taken into account.
Note that, while it is not necessary for the Regulations to provide al the features of the assess-
ment context, it is difficult to begin the biosphere model devel opment without these issues being
addressed. The following suggestions are made as preliminary suggestions. Note however, that
if SSI disagrees with the suggestions, then this could have implications for the suggestions for
bi osphere modelling made in Section 7.3.

Purpose
« For SFR, the purpose of the assessment is demonstration of regulatory compliance.

e For HLW, awider range of issues arise concerning approval for site selection and develop-
ment, which may have less stringent requirements associated with them at this stage, but
may also require awider range of issuesto be addressed.

Endpoints

* Annua individua effective doses and annual individual radiation risks to adults who are
representative members of exposure groups among those likely to be at higher risk because
of habits and location. Risks to be determined from the probability of doses arising and the
probability of cancer or hereditary health effect arising from those doses. Release modes to
the biosphere to include undisturbed performance of the disposal system and disturbed per-
formance. However, for disturbed performance, only doses need to be assessed and some
qualitative consideration of the probability of occurrence provided. A range of hypothetical
exposure groups to be considered corresponding to the range of release modes from the geo-
sphere, including the aternative geosphere-biosphere interfaces. The range of risk within
each exposure group to be 100. Exposure group definition should include how many people
fall within each group. An indication should be provided of the distribution of dose within
the groups assessed.

« Collective dose from outflows to the biosphere occurring within 1,000 years of site closure
for the undisturbed system to be assessed and integrated out to 10,000 years after site clo-
sure. Such integra to be broken down in time-frames 0-1,000 years, 1,000-10,000 years,
and also spatially, inside and outside Sweden, and also in individual dose rate bands, above 1
mSv/ year, from 0.01 mSv/y year to 1 mSv/ year, and below 0.01 mSv/ year. The lower
value is chosen because of the relationship to exemption criteria used by IAEA and else-
where.
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« Environmental concentrations of radionuclides in biota and environmental media arising
from outflows from the geosphere. The temporal and spatial distribution can be based on that
employed to determine human exposures. These are interim endpoints that may have to be
varied in light of separate work in progress on environmental risk assessment.

Assessment philosophy (concerning use of cautious or more realistic assumptions)

e Assume cautious but realistic assumptions in critical group assumptions for dose and risk
calculations for comparison with individual risk criterion, but be prepared to discuss issues
asin BIOMASS [19994].

* Assume redlistic assumptions for collective doses, and aso calculate the dose in dose bands
in different time periods and spatial locations, and individual dose rate. The nature of these
dose bands will depend on the area extent and timing of the releases from the geosphere.

Repository type
* SFR repository for the low and medium level waste.

* Deep repository for HLW.

Site context
¢ Forsmark for SFR.

« Deep repository, site independent but Swedish territory.

Source term

e Assume outflow includes all radionuclides assessed in the geosphere model, but alow for
short-lived daughters that may have been neglected in the geosphere modelling.

« Assume outflow boundary is the interface between the geosphere and biosphere models. This
isakey areafor interaction between geosphere and biosphere components of the PA.

« Assume wide range of radionuclides, unless specific advice provided from rest of PA. Wide
range to include: C-14, CI-36, Ni-59, Se-79, Nb-94, Tc-99, 1-129, Cs-135, Np-237 and
daughters, Pu-239 and daughters, Pu-240 and daughters and Pu-242 and daughters. Empha-
sis on different radionuclides may arise for SFR and HLW.

Geosphere-biosphere interface

» Unless advice provided from rest of PA, assumptions have to be made about gaseous, ero-
sive and groundwater releases. Potential receiving environments are near-surface aquifers,
wells into deep or near-surface aquifers, fresh and marine surface water bodies, surface soils
and sediments, and bogs. Linked to source term issues, thisis a key area for interaction be-
tween geosphere and biosphere components of the PA.

« Note that for a deep repository there may be no expected outflow for undisturbed perform-
ance within 1,000 years, which may make things easier.

Time-frame

« Emphasis is on the first 1,000 years. From 1,000 to 10,000 years, less emphasis is to be
placed on the quantitative results. Allow that the biosphere model results may be applied to
releases for longer than 10,000 years; however, the results may be interpreted differently.
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Societal Assumptions

» Assume at |east one calculation case in which the conditions are the same as those at the time
of licence application. Alternatives should be considered to allow for environmental change
as may occur over the time-frame of interest and be consistent with the other PA assump-
tions, e.g. the effect on groundwater flow as a result of landrise and the consequent affect on
apparent sea level. A procedure for justifying management of environmental change within
the biosphere part of a PA has been drafted and reviewed internationaly [BIOMASS,
1998c].

Assuming that the above suggestions for assessment context are adopted, then it follows that
biosphere modelling would need to be extended compared with former assessments along the
following broad lines:

« Toalow for assessment of awider range of exposure groups.

» Toalow for assessment of collective doses in different dose bands, time periods and spatial
locations.

» Toinclude closer integration of geosphere and biosphere aspects of the modelling at the geo-
sphere-biosphere interfaces.

e Toinclude evaluation of doses and dose consequences to non-humans biota.

These extensions would apply to assessments produced by SKB and to SSI's ability to review
these assessments.

7.3 Implications for Biosphere Model Development

7.3.1 INTERACTIONWITHTHE REST OF THE PA

The requirement to consider different geosphere-biosphere interfaces arises because it is well
understood (see for example, Pinedo et al [1999]) that dilution at the interface can have a big
effect on dose estimates, and that the level of dilution can be largely influenced by the type of
interface. This places a requirement on the geosphere part of the modelling to be carefully inter-
faced with the biosphere model. This is more than a matter of mathematical model boundary
conditions, e.g. on groundwater flow; it also concerns the assumptions for overall evolution of
the system. For example, if the geosphere modelling has taken account of climate change or sea-
level change, it may appear odd if the biosphere model has not, e.g. because constant biosphere
conditions have been adopted.

Such conceptual and mathematical modelling interfacing can best be handled by not separating
geosphere and biosphere modelling, nor indeed near field modelling. This approach has been
proposed and illustrated to SSI in Maul et al [1999], which allows time dependent changesin all
parts of the system, including temporal evolution of how contaminant releases in groundwater
may, for example, be discharged into the marine environment and later into a terrestrial envi-
ronment as the Baltic Sea level drops. Such time dependent models do not have to be detailed;
they can at least be used to take account of basic changes in the system that it could appear
strange to ignore.

A well abstraction interface may or may not be included as a disturbance of the system. Either
way, it represents akind of short cut for release to the biosphere. Dilution in the groundwater or
aquifer system before or as abstraction takes place is sometimes considered as a geosphere
modelling issue and sometimes a biosphere modelling issue. BIOMASS [1999b] discusses the
issues involved and the approach in Maul et al [1999] takes due account.
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7.3.2 BIOSPHERE MODEL STRUCTURE
Individual doses and risks

The range of risk within the exposure group(s) suggested by SSI is 100. For undisturbed sys-
tems, where the probability of exposure is assumed to be unity, this means assuming larger ini-
tial dilution than in some previous assessments, since either arange of about 10 was assumed as
per ICRP, or results showed that for a range of 100 then the group could be so large that it
would appear to contradict any attempt to identify the individual dose representative of the
group most at risk. For example, a small community obtaining all its water from a single most
contaminated source may have a very narrow dose range because their doses are dominated by a
single pathway associated with their water use and the particular radionuclides in the water. To
achieve a range of 100 in the dose (and hence risk, assuming this is for undisturbed release)
would require that the single source is mixed with alarger volume of water to achieve the range
of 100. Such an assumption would not sit comfortably with the approach taken to critical group
dose assessment for present day releases. It gets worse if the facility you are ng isleaking
now (present day assessment) and will continue to leak for along time (long-term assessment).
Nevertheless, the long-term aspect of repository assessment does make a difference. The point
should be to provide as clear as possible justification for the model assumptions, and thisin turn
should be based on very clear objectives for the assessment and very clear understanding of the
protection objectives.

In any event, it is not possible to choose in advance the parameters for the model such that the
resulting dose distribution for the exposed group is necessarily within some specific range. One
approach to solving this problem is to determine the size of model compartments not on the
basis of achieving the required level of dilution such that the group exposed to those compart-
ments has a dose range of 100, but to do so on the basis of physical adequacy of assumed instan-
taneous mixing within each compartment. Then carry out calculations of doses associated with
unit exposure via each pathway in each part of the system, e.g. consumption of 1 kg of fish, and
then use a variety of alternative assumptions to see how such unit exposures could reasonably
be combined to determine the distribution of exposures. This avoids having to rely on a priori
assumptions about what you expect to be critical in the assessment. A posteriori evaluation of
the unit results allows more implications to be investigated.

Collective doses

The same type of conceptual and mathematical model can be used as for individual dose as-
sessment. However, different temporal and spatial scales need to be considered, including spa
tial scales further from the point of release from the biosphere.

The models probably do not need to be very detailed to obtain a reasonable measure of the col-
lective impact; for example, loca drinking water consumption and use of water for irrigation
may be shown to dominate total collective exposure for terrestrial releases; if realistic assump-
tions are used, then nearly all of this dose would be delivered at an individual dose rate less than
0.01 mSv. This can be demonstrated from examination of results of the application of models
devel oped within the European Community [NRPB-CEA, 1979; and Smith and Lawson, 1994]
and applied in assessments [Smith et a, 1987, Smith et a [1988]. (The novel thing would be to
use the resultsintelligently.)

For marine releases, a higher proportion of collective dose arises from wider regional dispersion
in the sea and fishing. Again see many EC reports on routine discharges, but Lawson and Smith
[1984] for examples related specifically to solid waste disposal.

A few radionuclides, notably H-3, C-14, Kr-85 and 1-129 can be very widely dispersed before

they decay to insignificant levels, however that is defined. In these cases, global circulation
models are required. Such models are described in Smith [1983] although a number of variants
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have been produced since. Such models are relatively robust in terms of the implied long-term
average individual dose rates to humans because of the knowledge of global average atmos-
pheric mixing rates, the carbon and water cycles and studies of iodine distribution related to
goitre etc; the only big uncertainty is the assumption about the number of people. Different as-
sumptions can be made and then judgements made on the significance of the results arising. Cl-
36 is afurther radionuclide for which aglobal circulation might be required, because of its half-
life and mobility. Such a model has not been developed to the author’s knowledge, but no litera-
ture search has been made.

The above references provide examples of how to structure the collective dose models. Such
structures can readily be incorporated into the modelling approach described in Maul et a
[1999].

Environmental concentrations

The same modelling structures are likely to be very relevant for environmental concentrations as
for other end points. In general, the concentrations (as would be determined according to Maul
et a [1999]) are required in order to cdculate the other end points. It may be the case that dif-
ferent temporal and spatial averaging is of interest. Also, some specific media may be of interest
to environmenta health protection that would not be considered for the other end points. How-
ever, they remain to be identified according to development of the environmenta health protec-
tion criteria under devel opment.

7.3.3 DATA AVAILABILITY

Sufficient radio-ecology data are generally available for some of the important radioelements,
e.g. Cs, Sr, but lacking for others, e.g. Np, especialy as regards the long-term behaviour and
chemical form affecting the potential for accumulation in soils and sediments and hence the
scope for bio-accumulation. New information is constantly coming from monitoring of previous
releases to the marine and terrestrial environments. C-14 is especially difficult, but even in this
case thereisrelevant work in progress.

Physical data to describe the biosphere systems are also generally available from work on rou-
tine releases; here the question is the justification of current system data to the long-term as-
sessment. Use of current day analogues in other places for future conditions at the site in ques-
tion is suggested. Work on Reference Biospheres within the IAEA’s BIOMASS project is
potentially relevant.

7.3.4 TREATMENT OF UNCERTAINTIES

Numerical methods for dealing with parameter uncertainty (e.g. Monte Carlo technique is com-
monly used, but SSI has investigated fuzzy sets for biosphere modelling, as reported in SS|
News) are just one part of the solution. Such uncertainty analysis capability is built into Maul et
a [1999]. Whatever approach is used, it is intensive in terms of effort required to provide rele-
vant input data and to interpret the results.

Choice of particular parameter values in biosphere models for PA has rarely involved much
more than selection from previous databases, mostly collated for other purposes. Of special
relevance to parameter value justification is the protocol developed in BIOMASS [1999c]. This
is based on ideas devel oped within IPSN, but with input and review from many BIOMASS par-
ticipants.

A more intransigent uncertainty concerns the uncertainty at the conceptual model level arising
because of uncertainties about human behaviour and the consequent effects on the evolution of
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the human and natural environment. Use of a range of example reference biospheres, and the
technique for developing them to specific assessment situations, are reported in detail within
Working Documents produced within the IAEA’s BIOMASS project, copies of which are al
with SSI. Such arange of example reference biospheres has been developed with the intention
of not relying on a single biosphere assumption. The aim is to explore the real dose and risk
digtribution (real within the context of the alternative reference biosphere assumptions for the
system being assessed) and then to be able to discuss the results.
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8 Conclusion

This report provides a commentary on the Swedish Radiation Protection Institutes Regulations
and related guidance for final management of Spent Nuclear Fuel and Nuclear Waste. A number
of issues are discussed concerning implications for performance assessment in relation to inter-
national and other national regulations and guidance. Provisional suggestions for dealing with
these issues are provided leading to a proposa for the context for an assessment designed to
meet SSI's regulatory requirements. Thisin turn is used to identify some implications for bio-
sphere model development. These could be applicable to SFR and proposals for High Level
Waste disposal. The suggestions made here are consistent with the assessment model structure
and illustrations provided to SSI and reported in separate documents produced within the same
work programme [Maul et al, 1999].
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A Methodology for Review of a Post-Closure Radiological Performance Assessment

1 Introduction

The Swedish Radiation Protection Institute (SSI) has key responsibilities for regulatory devel-
opments, assessment methodologies and modelling capabilities to ensure the safety of humans
and the environment in relation to the disposal of radioactive waste. It is understood that SKB
(formerly the Swedish Nuclear Fuel Supply Co, SKBF) will soon submit a performance assess-
ment (PA) for the continued operation of the SFR disposal site for low and intermediate level
radioactive wastes. For this reason, the SSI wants to develop a PA Review Methodology in pre-
paration for the examination of such a PA. SSI’s responsibility for scrutiny of the SKB PA is
shared with the Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate (SK1).

This report has been prepared by QuantiSci Ltd as an input to the development of SSI's PA
Review Methodology. The background to the SFR site and the previous SFR PA is summarised
in Section 2. Implications for PA requirements in the light of recent regulatory developments
within Sweden are provided in Section 3. Proposed components of a PA Review Methodol ogy
are outlined in Section 4 whilst related issues are discussed in Section 5. Conclusions are pre-
sented in Section 6; references are provided in Section 7.
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2 Background to the Original SFR
Authorisation Process

SFR is a repository for low- and intermediate-level wastes (LLW and ILW) that arise from the
Swedish nuclear power programme. In addition, some other wastes generated by research and
other uses are also disposed of to SFR. The disposal site is located at Forsmark nuclear power
plant, about 150 kilometres north of Stockholm. The repository consists of a surface facility plus
a sub-seabed underground facility (approximately 50 m deep) accessed via 1 km long tunnels.
The underground disposal area consists of a number of rock vaults (for various types of low
activity ILW) and asilo (for ILW). The latter contains most of the radioactivity.

2.1 The Original Licensing Process

The origina licensing process took nearly 10 years. SKB submitted an application to construct
and operate the repository in 1982. An operating permit with conditions was issued in early
1988 and permission to operate was given later in 1988 following submission of the final safety
analysis report (FSAR). However, SKB had to provide additiona reporting to SSI and SKI in
late 1989 and 1990 on the long-term safety of the silo. Finally an in-depth safety assessment
was submitted to SKI and SSI in August 1991. The basis of the evaluation of the submission
was given in SKI/SSI [1994]. Permission for full operation was granted in 1992 athough some
conditions were till attached to the licence. A new version of the FSAR was submitted in 1993
(however, this version is not available in English).

One of the conditions of the operating licence is that a PA has to be submitted to SSI and SKI
every 10 years. The next PA is due to be submitted by no later than the year 2000.

In the FSAR for SFR-1, biosphere safety case calculations were undertaken for two main sce-
narios. The first, associated with current day conditions, were for radionuclide releases in
groundwater discharging to the marine environment of the Baltic Sea (called the Salt Water
Period). Rapid transport through the geosphere was assumed. The second scenario considered a
change in sea level due to land rise so that after 2,500 years the environment above the reposi-
tory was considered to become terrestrial rather than marine (the Inland Period). The main as-
sessment for this second scenario was for direct discharge of contaminated groundwater to a
freshwater lake. Additional supporting calculations were provided for other potentia biosphere
receptors such as rivers, sediments and peat bogs as well as for a dried out lake receptor. Use of
contaminated groundwater obtained from wells sunk either into the groundwater plume or di-
rectly into the SFR facility was investigated under human intrusion activity scenarios.

2.2 Objectives of the Original FSAR Licensing Review

The basis of the evaluation of the original FSAR review by SSI and SKI [SKI and SSI, 1994]
was that:

* management of the spent fuel and nuclear wastes should ensure accidents and serious inci-
dents are prevented or limited if they should occur;
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» final disposal should be carried out to prevent or limit leakage of radioactive substances in
accordance with the applicable criteria.

Secondary principles related to biosphere aspects of the FSAR were that:

« scenarios for the development of the repository and its surrounding should be analysed and
investigated to an adequate extent;

« different kinds of uncertainties should be considered in a suitable way when formulating
scenarios and making cal culations.

With respect to the regulatory responsibilities of SSI, this meant determining the potential effect
of any movement of radionuclides from the repository to the biosphere and the subsequent ef-
fect on man and the environment. SKB was required to demonstrate that sufficient information
had been provided and suitable analyses had been carried out to support calculations of esti-
mated doses to individuas in the near and distant future and that collective doses were within
the limits set in the regulations. According to SKI/SSI [1994] the assumption used was that
plants and animals are protected as individual species (not necessarily individuals within a spe-
cies) if humans are protected. As discussed in Section 3, the regulatory criteria have recently
changed and therefore the basis and objectives of the forthcoming SSI review of SKB’s applica-
tion to continue operation of SFR will have to take these regulatory changes into consideration.
This aspect ismore fully discussed in Smith [2000] and summarised in Section 3.

2.3 Issues Raised at Original FSAR Review

In 1994, four of the key issues that formed the basis of requests by SSI and SKI for further in-
formation from SKB were:

1. Gas formation due to corrosion of some of the engineered barrier components and the poten-
tial consequences (e.g. water displacement, crack formation).

2. The processes leading to complex formation and the consequences.
The rate and timing of land rise for the inland period scenario.

4. A better demonstration that consistent and logical scenario analysis had been used to support
the PA.

w

It will be important to ensure that these issues are covered adequately in the application for re-
authorisation. Issues that are likely to be of particular concern to SSI in the forthcoming licens-
ing application are discussed in Section 5.
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3 Regulatory Aspects and Implications for
Performance Assessments

The starting point for any review procedure is the regulatory background against which an ap-
plication will be judged. In this section a brief overview of the relevant criteria is given as a
background to the proposed Review Methodology that follows in Section 4. Since the original
SFR licensing procedure, radiation protection regulations have changed in Sweden. Such
changes have implications for the requirement of PA calculations for the biosphere and hence
how to review the submission. Smith [2000] has provided information on the new regulations
and the implications for PA requirements. The following is a summary from that document in
order to set the overall quantitative criteria against which the SFR re-authorisation application
will need to be reviewed:

» the appropriate end points for assessing radiological safety during the post-closure period
are: annua individua risks from expected releases, collective doses from outflows in the
first 1,000 years integrated over the first 10,000 years, and radiological impacts on the envi-
ronment and ecosystems,

« there should be a demonstration that optimisation and the ALARA (As Low As Reasonably
Achievable) principles have been taken into account;

» athough it is a requirement that quantitative assessments should be provided only for the
first 1,000 year period, there should & so be a demonstration of impacts after 1,000 years.

Smith [2000] has provided additional suggested inputs to an Assessment Context (see below)
for a biosphere assessment based on the SSI regulations (and draft commentary on those regula-
tions) and an understanding of recommendations from other internationa (e.g., IAEA BIO-
MASS) and national programmes. Following feedback from SSI on Smith [2000], a fuller
checklist may be provided here.
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4 A Proposed Review Methodology

The regulatory assessment of a licensing application for the continued operation of a waste re-
pository is a very complex process. In order to judge the acceptability and validity of the appli-
cant’s safety case and to praobe the submission in an informed manner, it is important that both
SSI and SKI have an independent assessment capability of their own. However, it is necessary
to bear in mind that SSI's and SKI's independent PA methods do not have to meet the same
requirements, nor do they have to be as extensive as those developed by SKB as they will have
been developed with different objectives. The applicant, SKB, has to demonstrate compliance
with all appropriate regulatory criteria, whereas the regulators’ methods should form an integral
part of the overall review procedure and do not have to be capable of making the safety case for
the applicant. For this reason SSI's and SKI's PA tools do not have to be complete, as is the
requirement for SKB. Indeed, there are positive advantages in different modelling approaches
being employed from those of the applicant. The key objective of the SSI and SKI modelling
approaches is to be able to probe the uncertainties inherent in SKB’s PA in order to test the ro-
bustness of the application.

The regulatory responsibilities of SSI and SKI are different. It is envisaged that SSI will focus
on the biosphere aspects of the safety case whilst SKI will develop more of a capability with
respect to the engineered barrier system and the hydrogeological understanding of the site. Nev-
ertheless it will be important for SSI and SK1 to liaise in the run up period to the licensing re-
view in order to share information and to ensure that al important aspects of the expected sub-
mission by SKB are covered. The proposed Review Methodology which is outlined in the
following sub-sections concentrates on SSI's perspective and hence on biosphere aspects and
does not deal with the liaison between the regulators since thisis a matter for internal policy.

It is considered that the overall objectives of the Review Methodology for the PA are to:

» determine whether SFR-1 still fulfils the requirements for safety and radiation protection in
thelight of the new regulatory criteria;

* investigate whether operational limitations are still appropriate;
» reveal any important gapsin SKB'’s safety case;

e ensure that SSI's capabilities are developed and tested in order to fulfil the regulatory
responsibilities.

To meet the above objectives, it is suggested that there should be a number of key components
of the Review Methodology. Each of these components is outlined in Figure 1 and explained in
more detail in the following sub-sections. The horizonta line in Figure 1 divides activities that
are recommended to take place before and after the submission of formal documentation by
SKB. It is understood that SKB will deliver a number of pre-submission documents from the
spring of 1999. These documents should form the basis of the pre-submission activities shown
above the horizonta line on Figure 1. Once formal documentation of the PA application has
been submitted to the regulators, Review Methodology activities shown below the horizontal
line should begin.

It is proposed that the overall Review Methodology should be composed of two main types of

activity. The first (shown on the left side of Figure 1) revolves around actual review of the sub-
mitted documentation. The second main activity is concerned with developing an appropriate
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independent biosphere modelling capability (see Figure 1 and Sub-section 4.6). Fuller details of
the development of the modelling capability are given in Egan [1999] and Maul et a [1999].
The first task of the Review Methodology is to set up the two teams, or at least to have docu-
mented those SSI staff and approved individuals or organisations from which the members of
the two teams can be drawn. It is desirable that the document review team is separate from the
team that develops the independent biosphere modelling capability. This would ensure that the
calculations performed using the SSI capability really are independent from those in the SKB
submission. However, limitations on staff time and budgetary constraints may prevent complete
separation of the modelling and document review processes so if members of the two teams are
drawn from the same departments within SSI or the same contractor organisations a system of
‘Chinese Walls' could be used.

4.1 Document Review Procedure

Members of the document review team can be members of SS| staff or other external organisa-
tions approved by SSI. The basis for the choice of the team members should be documented. It
is recommended that review team activities should be co-ordinated by one nominated person
who has clearly defined responsihilities for the review process and for requesting further infor-
mation from SKB.

The document review team should have responsibility for undertaking the following key com-
ponents of the Review Methodol ogy:

e assessment context;

e QA issues;
 traceability aspect;

* initia document review;
« detailed technical review.

Each of these components is described below.

4.1.1 COMPONENT 1:ASSESSMENT CONTEXT

Under the auspices of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) there is an international
collaborative project to develop a Reference Biosphere methodology for use in solid radioactive
waste disposal assessments [IAEA, 1996; 1998a]. As part of this project, it is recommended that
a context for the assessment should be clearly specified. The Assessment Context answers fun-
damental questions about the PA, namely:

«  What are you trying to assess?
e Why areyou trying to assess it?

In a quantitative assessment these questions become:

* What are you trying to calcul ate?
«  Why areyou trying to calculate it?

In order to answer these two questions, |AEA [1998b] recommends that information should be
provided on eight key Assessment Context components. These components are:
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e purpose of the assessment;

e endpoints of the assessment;

» assessment philosophy;

e repository system;

* site context;

« source terms and geosphere-biosphere interface;
¢ timeframes;

e societa assumptions.

It is recommended that SSI should develop an Assessment Context for its own biosphere as-
sessment based on the recent regulatory requirements. As shown in Figure 1, this document
would form the basis for the devel opment independent modelling activities. It would aso pro-
vide useful input for what the Document Review Team might expect from SKB’s Assessment
Context in terms of the interpretation of the regulatory criteria for PAs for solid radioactive
waste disposals. A commentary on the type of information that should be included and different
aternatives for each of these eight componentsis provided in BIOMASS [1998h].

SSI should aso expect SKB to provide an Assessment Context either for the whole PA or for
the biosphere part of the PA. If the Assessment Context is given for individual parts of the sys-
tem, then there should be no inconsistencies with other parts of the PA (such as the near-field
and far-field modelling), or with the overall PA. The provision of such information in atop level
document sets the scene for the whole PA and gives the regulators and the reviewers of the as-
sessment the baseline for auditing and evaluating the safety case.

The members of the Document Review team that reviews SKB’s PA should ask whether the
Assessment Context:

e isclearly documented,
* isconsistent with the regulatory requirements;

« provides sufficient information on each of the Assessment Context components outlined
above;

* isconsistent with other parts of the PA.

4.1.2 COMPONENT 2: QA ISSUES

Quality assurance (QA) is an important aspect that can help to provide confidence and docu-
mentary evidence that a PA has been conducted in a satisfactory manner. QA principles can be
demonstrated throughout a PA programme but they are especially important when the PA isto
be submitted to the regulators for the actual licensing of arepository.

The four main functional aspects of a PA can be considered to be:

1. Datainput.

2. Models to describe and assess the various parts of the disposal system, including the concep-
tual and mathematical models for each of the main parts of the system (in this case the bio-
sphere).

3. The computer codes used to run the mathematical models using the data inputs.

4. The data output or endpoints obtained from code runs, sensitivity analyses, probabilistic
calculations or manual calculations.
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In the examination of SKB’'s PA submission, SSI should be satisfied that each of these func-
tional aspects has been designed, planned and executed with the level of QA appropriate for the
task and its importance in contributing to the demonstration of safety and regulatory compli-
ance. Maul et a [1998] have provided information to SKI on various QA standards that can be
used in PAs and they also provided guidance on the application of the standards in performance

assessments.

A checklist of QA related questions/issues that should be addressed in the review of the SKB

documentation is given below.

Questions/ Issues

Answer with
Document Location

Comments

Has an international QA standard been used?

What standard?

Has a QA plan for the PA been provided?

Is the QA plan adequate?

Is the PA organisational structure clear with key
responsibilities defined?

Have key decisions and assumptions been documented
and justified?

Is documentation of the development of the conceptual
models satisfactory?

Have model changes and associated reasons for change
been documented?

Is there adequate documentation concerning the design
and approval of the computer codes?

Is there satisfactory documentation for the testing and
validation of the codes?

Have code changes been documented and justified
satisfactorily and is there evidence of version control?

Is there adequate evidence that output from the code
runs has been checked?

Have ancillary calculations been used to support code
input or output? Is the information provided adequate
to fully understand what has been done?

Has the data selection process been documented and
justified?

What methods have been used to extrapolate from site-
specific data to data used in the models and codes? Are
the methods suitable?

Have key input data been checked for accuracy and
appropriateness?

Has expert judgement been used?

Have the qualifications of the experts been documented
and approved?

Is there evidence that documents have been reviewed
and output from PA tasks checked and approved?

Is there evidence of document version control?
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4.1.3 COMPONENT 3:TRACEABILITY ASPECTS

Linked to the requirement for an appropriate level of QA in a PA development programme,
there is also the need to demonstrate that all key aspects of the representation of the disposa
system have been documented in a transparent and traceable manner. Guidance from the Nu-
clear Energy Agency (NEA) states that there should be clear, traceable documentation of the
assessment process and the scientific principles underlying the assessment [NEA, 1990; 1991].
As noted elsewhere in this report, the IAEA BIOMASS Theme 1 programme is concerned with
developing a traceable and justifiable methodology for developing reference or assessment bio-
spheres. This may not be the only suitable methodology and SKB may have applied a different
methodology, but the underlying principles should be similar to those being exercised in BIO-
MASS. An example of a specific methodology devised for recording key decisions, assump-
tions and omissions during development of an assessment capability (developed for potential
usein the UK prior to the BIOMASS programme) is given in Grindrod [1993].

With respect to the biosphere system and its representation, SSI must be satisfied that:

« all the biosphere models and data used in the PA safety calculations adequately represent the
disposal system and the environment;

 al the important scenarios for future development of the system have been considered and
documented in atraceable manner;

 the decisions, assumptions and omissions used as a basis for developing the conceptua and
mathematical models have been justified and documented in a traceable and repeatable man-
ner;

« thereis traceable documentation to show that the models and data have been used correctly
and the results from calculations interpreted correctly;

» there is adequate documentation of where expert judgements have been used and the basis
for the judgements.

Questions concerning the traceability of the biosphere representation, modelling assumptions
and use of data should be asked at the stage both of the initial document review and particularly
during the detailed technical audit (see Sub-sections 4.4 and 4.5 and Figure 1).

4.1.4 COMPONENT 4:INITIAL DOCUMENT REVIEW

The document review team should undertake both an initial and a detailed technical audit of the
applicant’ s submission (see also Sub-section 4.5). The purpose of the initial document review is
to assessif SKB have:

» addressed the main regulatory criterig;
» provided adequate analyses of the key technical issues together with associated uncertainties.

If it is considered that SKB have provided insufficient information on any of the key aspects of
the PA, then SSI should request further information at this early stage in the PA review process.
For this component of the Review Methodology, the review team members should have exper-
tise and knowledge of each of the main biosphere issues, including:

« hiosphere systems and associated data;
» climate and environment change (if thisisincluded in the PA requirements);
 hiosphere modelling and geosphere-biosphere interface i ssues.
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The Document Review team will also form an opinion about aspects of the SKB documentation
such as: the Assessment Context; QA issues and traceability aspects during this initial review
stage as outlined above.

A ‘check list’ of regulatory criteria that need to be addressed by SKB should be produced as a
fundamenta basis for any consideration of the submission. A summary list of the regulatory
requirements is given in Section 3. If an initial review of the submitted documentation shows
that one or more of the regulatory requirements has/have not been addressed then a request sho-
uld go back to the applicant for more information. Similarly, if any aspect of the PA does not
match the stated Assessment Context (see Sub-Section 4.1) then SKB should be asked to pro-
vide clarification. A judgement may have to be taken as to whether it is appropriate to continue
with the next stages of the PA review procedure or whether the omission is so fundamental that
aresponse from the applicant is required before proceeding further.

A second part of the document review is a check that the overall basis of the PA biosphere cal-
culations has been satisfactorily documented and that all necessary supporting documentation is
available. Again, any omissions or inadequate documentation should result in a request for fur-
ther information. The documentation should provide information on:

« the geosphere-biosphere interface assumptions;
 thebasisfor the scenarios to be analysed,

« the basis for the selection of critical and other exposure groups for which dose calculations
are made;

« the development of the biosphere models;

» analyses of calculations (from main code runs and additional supporting calculations) that
demonstrate that continued operation of the site is safe from a human and environmental per-
spective.

It should be possible to make comparisons between the information provided by the applicant
and what SS| has documented in their own biosphere model development and understanding of
radionuclide transport impacts in the surface environment. Such comparisons can be used to
identify key technical areas that require particular attention in the subsequent detailed technical
reviews.

4.1.5 COMPONENT 5: DETAILED TECHNICAL REVIEW

The detailed technical audit of the submission is bound to be a complex task involving many
different technical disciplines. It is important therefore that prior to a detailed technical review
audit of the applicant’s documentation, a review guidance document should be issued to the
review team members. The team should be briefed as to objectives, scope and timescales for the
technical audit procedure. The guidance document should be available at least in draft form
prior to the submission, but may need to be amended in the light of the format of the documents
received and the details of the PA included in actual licensing application. The review guidance
document should include:

« brief descriptions of the scope and purpose of the document(s) to be reviewed;
* information on how the review isto be divided up and undertaken by review team members;

« alist of key technical issuesto be given priority in the detailed audit (partly derived from the
independent biosphere modelling and cal culations undertaken by SSI);

« check lists to be used to identify the completeness of the assessment approach and resultsin
each main technical area.
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By the time the licence application has been submitted, a detailed list of biosphere features,
events and processes (FEP list) will have been developed for use by SSI [Egan et al, 1999]. The
FEP list will also have formed the basis for the independent biosphere model devel opment and
calculations [Maul et al, 1999]. The SSI Biosphere FEP list should be used as a basis for map-
ping the FEPs included in SKB’s scenario development and biosphere modelling. Further in-
formation should be requested from SKB in the event of any of the following:

« information is unavailable to determine what decisions or assumptions were used as the basis
for any of the key biosphere scenarios that have been modelled;

* the applicant’s documentation shows that a potentially significant feature, or event or process
has been omitted;

» significant modelling and/or data decisions have been taken where aternative approaches are
clearly possible and where the alternatives have not been satisfactorily ruled out by the ap-
plicant;

» adequate justification for the modelling assumptions and data used has not been provided;

« the technical audit has raised doubts about the correctness or accuracy of the biosphere PA
calculations (if necessary, the SSI biosphere modelling team could be asked to undertake
paralel calculationsfor comparison).

The detailed topic specific checklists and the final review procedure guidance document would
need to be prepared following SKB’s formal submission and development of SSI’s independent
biosphere modelling capability. However, draft checklists could be prepared if SKB’s pre-
submission documentation is sufficiently detailed.

4.2 Component 6: Independent Biosphere Modelling

As noted above, without an independent assessment capability it would be very difficult for SSI
to judge the acceptability of SKB’s biosphere calculations, particularly the validity of the use of
any of the expert judgements used for important modelling decisions. The development of inde-
pendent biosphere model and cal cul ations has the following advantages:

 the experience gained places SSI in a much better position to be able to identify shortcom-
ings in the re-authorisation application;

« public confidence in a decision on the application will be greater if safety has been assessed
using different methodol ogies with consistent conclusions;

» selected aspects of SKB's PA can be examined in detail using relevant components of the
independent model(s).

The independent PA calculations do not have to be ‘complete’ in the way that those of SKB
have to be. However, the development of an independent biosphere model (or models) leads to a
much greater understanding of the site and the potential consequences of any radionuclides re-
leased to the environment. Although models should have been developed independently, data
used for model calculations may be the same site-specific data as that provided by the applicant
In appropriate documents.

A reference document should be produced which gives details of the SSI biosphere modelling
capability. Important issues should be described adequately and the reasons for modelling deci-
sions should be documented in order to provide a good audit trail. In the same way of course,
SSI will expect to see the same from SKB. Important issuesinclude:
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e identifying, justifying and describing the biosphere systems which form the basis of the
model development;

» setting the principles by which critical or other exposure groups will be identified and for
whom dose calculations will be performed;

* methods used to devel op the conceptual and mathematical models;
* information on the code(s) used to set up the mathematical models;
« analyses of calculations performed.

SSI have been participating in the IAEA BIOMASS Theme 1 programme and relevant docu-
ments which give further information and guidance on the methodologies recommended for
establishing such a clearly traceable audit trail include IAEA [1998 a, b] and BIOMASS [1998
a, b, c,d, e 1999].

A further important issue is the treatment of the geosphere-biosphere interface. Thisis discussed
in Maul et a [1999].

4.3 Component 7: Summary Documentation

At the end of the review methodology, SSI will have the following information:

1. SKB’s PA submission for re-authorisation of SFR.

The results of the initial document review plus information on the QA and traceability of
SKB’s PA development process.

The results of the detailed technical audits.

Documented results of SSI independent biosphere cal culations.

Any further information from SKB requested under activities associated with 2), 3) or 4).
Information on any important, but unresolved issues.

N

o oW

Information from all these six aspects should be set out in a summary document. Information
from the perspective of SKI's scrutiny of the submission should also be summarised. The
document would thus bring together information on the regulatory criteria and methods used by
both the proponent and the regulators to test if these criteria have been met. This information
would therefore provide the basis on which the regulatory decision will be made (Figure 1). An
example of such a document from the original authorisation processis SKI/SSI [1994].
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Figure 1
Overview of Suggested SSI Review Methodology.
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5 Special Issues of Concern

A number of particular issues, either raised in the previous PA, or of specia concern need to be
borne in mind during aregulatory review of alicensing application. For example, issues may be
raised due to the changes in the regulatory context for the new PA. These changes may mean
that approaches used in the origina PA, and which have been re-used in the new submission,
are no longer consistent with the new regulations. It will be important to check for any inconsis-
tencies. In particular, there is now arequirement to consider impacts not just to humans, but also
to other, non-human, species. SKB should demonstrate how this issue has been addressed.

As noted in Section 2.3, in 1994 SSI and SKI1 required clarification from SKB for a number of
points. The regulators will need to be satisfied that such issues have been adequately addressed
in the new PA.

One issue of concern is the rate and timing of land rise. In the original PA application, SKB
calculated that the so-called Inland Period would occur after 2,500 years. However, information
suggests that the rate of land rise is faster than originally calculated and that the Inland Period
could begin after 1,000 years [SKB and SSI, 1994]. The consequences of the different land rise
rates on cal culated environmental impacts need to be assessed.

Another related issue is how to model the transition period between the Salt Water Period and
the Inland Period. A key consideration is the geosphere-biosphere boundary and how this should
be represented in models developed by SKB and independently by SSI. In addition, the question
of whether to include other time-dependent processes in the biosphere model should be ad-
dressed and if so how.

The boundary conditions and associated assumptions for the near-field, geosphere and the bio-
sphere models need to be clearly specified. Such assumptions have impacts on how the models
are set up and the required data to run the models.

Furthermore, many biosphere processes are time dependent but to model such processes re-
quires a different approach from that used to model individual scenarios or snapshots of the
biosphere and environmental change. SSI need to be satisfied that the approach used by SKB is
well justified and is adequate to meet the regulatory requirements.

In the original PA, most attention was given to a groundwater release type. However, corrosion
of metal componentsin the wastes and engineered barriers and the volatile nature of some of the
inventory radionuclides could result in the generation of radioactive gases. The implications of a
gas release (e.g. C-14, H-3, CI-36, Se-79 and 1-129) to the biosphere during the Inland Period
should be addressed either in the main part of the PA or in additional calculations.

Other issues may become evident either during the development of SSI’s independent modelling
capability or during any stage of the review of SKB’s submission. Such issues should be noted
and followed through with the appropriate people from the relevant organisations.
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6 Discussion

The proposed review methodology presented above is designed in the context of a formal sub-
mission by SKB for the re-licensing of the SFR disposal facility. The overall review processis
divided into those activities that should precede and those that should follow the formal submis-
sion. Prior to the formal submission, SSI will have to consider any interim documentation sup-
plied by the applicant. In this situation, the full procedure will not be appropriate, but some of
the key features can be exercised in the production of draft guidance to the review and model
devel opment teams.

Key features of the suggested methodology are:

» theuse of two teams of experts; the first for reviewing the documents submitted by SKB and
the second to develop an independent biosphere modelling capability to probe the applicant’s
PA biosphere calculations;

» general and detailed examination of the submissions assisted by review guidance documents
and relevant checklists;

 the production of a summary document to clarify the key issues on which the regulatory
decision is made.
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Development of Criteria for Radiological Protection of the Environment

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The most recent statement of ICRP policy relating to disposal of radioactive waste [|CRP, 1998]
identifies ‘ safeguarding the environment’ as one of the goals of waste management. However,
this policy has been developed exclusively from fundamental policy on public exposure; indeed,
it has to be borne in mind that ICRP's remit is confined to the protection of man. Hence their
primary concern in identifying environmental protection as a specific objective is to ensure that
human health is safeguarded through adequate protection of the different environmental re-
sources that may in some way be exploited by human communities.

In current regulatory practice, concerns for protection of the environment from the potentia
adverse effects of radiation exposure have typically been addressed through reliance on the as-
sumption that protection of humans to the required standard will result in adequate protection of
non-human organisms and hence, by implication, the environment as a whole. For example, the
latest formal guidance from the UK regulatory agencies on requirements for authorisation of
solid radioactive waste disposal [Environment Agency et al., 1997] specifically excludes con-
sideration of non-human biota on this basis.

Thus, quantitative criteria used to determine the regulatory requirements for radiological protec-
tion (including radioactive waste disposal) are typically focused on limiting the effects on those
humans who are assessed to be at greatest risk of exposure, whenever this might occur. In cer-
tain regulatory contexts, criteria related to radiological impacts at a group, or population, level
(based on collective dose) have aso been developed, with the aim of demonstrating that protec-
tion has been optimised. Although interest grows in dealing explicitly with non-human impacts
[Smith, 2000], the focus has generally remained on human health protection.

Concern for protection of the environment from the potential radiological impacts of radioactive
waste disposal is hot a new issue. Studies of the effects of radiation on fauna and flora have
been undertaken for many years, and the available information is regularly reviewed and sum-
marised (see, for example [NCRP, 1991; Pentreath, 1996; UNSCEAR, 1996]). More recently,
the UK Environment Agency commissioned an extensive review of relevant research [Wood-
head, 1998]. Indeed, it may be noted that the conclusions of this latter review effectively contra-
dict the justification given by Environment Agency et al. [1997] for excluding consideration of
effects on non-human biota from regul atory guidance.

Statements of basic radiological safety principles (such as those relating to the management of
radioactive wastes) have occasionaly highlighted the significance of environmental protection
issues. For example, the IAEA’s fundamental safety principles in relation to radioactive waste
management [IAEA, 1995] include severa statements that have implications, either directly or
indirectly, for environmental protection. In particular, Principle 2 states ‘radioactive waste shall
be managed in such as way as to provide an acceptable level of environmental protection’. The
associated commentary notes that exposure of non-human organisms should be taken into con-
sideration. Unfortunately, such statements have not, to date, been supported by guidance (formal
or informal) on how the principles are to be applied in practice.

However, this situation is changing. A number of countries, including the USA [1993] and Can-
ada [1997], are moving in the direction of the use of quantitative standards for radiological pro-
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tection of the environment. The Swedish Radiation Protection Institute (SSI) is also currently
investigating how a suitable regulatory framework can be developed. They and other organisa
tions have recognised a need for more explicit consideration of the radiological protection of
non-human organisms and environmental systems in regulatory practice [Amiro et a., 1996;
SSl, 1998]. Through this project, QuantiSci is providing support to assist in the devel opment of
a suitable regulatory framework, with particular emphasis on the long-term impacts of radioac-
tive waste disposal, and consistent with the principles outlined by SSI [1998] and IAEA [1995].

Severa factors have contributed to the current perceived need for a broader basis to govern
radiological protection of the environment. First, there is an increasing recognition of the imbal-
ance of present approaches in the light of fundamental principles for sustainable development,
such as those embodied in the Rio Convention [UNCED, 1992]. This has provided support to
various stakeholders, including influential NGOs, in articulating a straightforward desire for
more explicit recognition of environmental issues in the decision-making process. In this light,
the assumption that ‘... the standard of environmental control needed to protect man to the de-
gree currently thought desirable will ensure that other species are not put at risk’ [ICRP, 1991]
IS seen as technically inadequate because the desired level of protection is not specified and
compliance with environmental protection objectives cannot therefore be demonstrated [IAEA,
1998].

Second, the premise that adeguate protection of non-human organisms is secured through satis-
factory protection of the most exposed human individual itself incorporates caveats that are not
aways recognised in practice. In particular, although modelling studies have concluded that the
assumption is likely to be reasonable in many circumstances [IAEA, 1992], the conclusion does
not necessarily hold for disposal of radioactive wastes in |locations remote from man [Pentreath,
1996]. The Russian Federation is, for example, developing criteria for the protection of arctic
ecosystems [ Sazykina and Kryshev, 1999].

Hence, although some safety assessments for radioactive waste disposal may have demonstrated
adequate safety from the current regulatory perspective, through using a range of safety indica-
tors, wider audiences have not always been persuaded that all the relevant environmental issues
have been addressed.

1.2 Document Overview

The aim of this report is to provide research input to the development of radiological protection
framework for the environment, for use in Sweden. Thisis achieved through areview of various
approaches used in other fields, demonstrating how environmental protection concerns are cur-
rently being addressed in various different contexts. In particular, the report includes:

« areflection on basic premises underlying an environmental protection framework
(Section 2);

e areview of concepts, techniques and standards used across a broad spectrum of industries
to address environmental protection in relation to hazardous rel eases and emissions from a
non-radiological standpoint (Section 3);

e asummary of the way in which environmental protection is currently addressed in existing
national regulations and regulatory guidance for solid radioactive waste (Section 4).

Finally, in Section 5 of the report, we identify some of the main features and requirements that
we consider appropriate in the formulation of aformal system of radiological protection for the
environment. Here, we note that Pentreath [1999] has recently outlined some initial ideas for the
structure of such a system, suggesting how it might be developed, consistent with current radio-
logical protection approaches used for man. The recommendations we present here are perhaps
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not as comprehensive as those identified by Pentreath; however, we believe that — in approach-
ing the issue from a dlightly different standpoint —we have arrived at broadly consistent conclu-
sions.
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2 Basic Premises

In addressing radiological protection requirements for public health, Pigford [1999] has recently
underlined the essential requirement that regulatory standards should be developed consistently
from a given set of principles and ethical goals. The same will aso be true in relation to the
development of a system for radiological protection of the environment; such a system hasto be
devel oped from a clear set of objectives and principles.

The authors of this report profess no formal ethical or philosophical expertise from which to
develop a necessary set of fundamental values and goals. Nevertheless, before giving detailed
consideration to the practical concepts, performance measures and assessment approaches that
have been used elsewhere in different contexts, it is useful to reflect on what is signified by the
key words ‘environment’ and ‘ protection’. Thisis not simply a question of technical definition;
whether or not the assumptions are made explicit, such basic premises will inevitably underlie
any criteriaused in regulatory or other performance measures.

2.1 Environmental Ethics

A general discussion of the ethical basisfor environmental protection policy is beyond the scope
of this report. Nevertheless, as is clear from the quotations that preface this report, the earliest
written texts recognise a tension between the exploitation of the environment to support human
life and a parallel responsibility of stewardship. Science alone is insufficient to provide an inter-
pretation of general propositions such as sustainability and the precautionary principle (see Sec-
tion 3.1). Decisions over the potential release of pollutants to the environment raise questions of
values that cannot be answered simply by referring to the scientific evidence.

For example, an anthropocentric environmenta ethic may use measures of detriment that relate
principally to the ‘value’ of environmental resources as perceived by human society. Considera-
tion of the tolerability of releases of pollutants therefore tends to be restricted to the extent to
which impacts on the environment may somehow affect human measures of quality of life.
Hence, for example, the loss of rainforest or coral reef is deemed undesirable because of the
value that we attach to the organic richness, ecological complexity and systemic coherence of
such habitats [Schonfeld, 1995]. Similarly, the loss of endangered species and priority habitats
is considered undesirable because of the importance society assigns to biodiversity.

This, in turn, implies the use of environmental protection objectives that draw on considerations
of limits to the assimilative capacity of the environment before effects are observed at the sys-
tem, or population scale. Indeed, as a generd rule, standard ecotoxicologica practiceis to focus
concern on populations and communities and their ability to reproduce themselves, rather than
on the deaths of, or harm to, individuals [RCEP, 1998].

By contrast, a ‘deep green’ ethic submits that environmental degradation is undesirable in gen-
era, rather than simply to the extent to which it impacts on human interests and sensibilities.
This concept of an ‘intrinsic value' in nature invokes broader considerations of the ‘interests
and well-being of non-human beings, to the level of individua organisms. Moreover, because
ecological integrity can be considered as a ‘goal state’ of an ecosystem, such integrity is, in
itself, a positive value.

A clear dividing line needs to be drawn between analysis of the scientific evidence and the ethi-

cal and socia considerations that are necessarily part of policy decisions [RCEP, 1998]. For
example, the adoption of cautious discharge limits because of scientific uncertainty regarding
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environmental detriment is necessarily distinct from a value-based judgment to minimise all
traces of contamination by human activity. It is perhaps interesting to note that, in some areas,
(see e.g., [OSPAR, 1998]) policy is tending to become shaped as strongly by the latter consid-
eration as the former. However, it is not obvious that such policy developments take due ac-
count of either the environmental risks inherent in ‘favoured’ aternatives (e.g. indefinite stor-
age/containment rather than fina disposal), or the wider ethical implications of ceasing waste
producing activities altogether.

2.2 The Environment

SSI's regulations on protection of human health and the environment related to radioactive
waste disposal [SSI, 1998] require that ‘biological effects of ionising radiation in habitats and
ecosystems shall be described’.

Strictly, the biological effects of ionising radiation can only be realised in the biotic components
of ecosystems. Non-biological effects of radiation may occur in non-living constituents of eco-
systems, but the inherent quality of such mediawill only be affected in situations where signifi-
cant neutron irradiation may be involved. Thisis very unlikely to be the case in situations rele-
vant to radioactive waste disposal.

Nevertheless, it is possible to conceive of situations in which impacts on abiotic media (sails,
sediments, air and water) may indirectly arise if plants, animals or other organisms are affected
[TAEA, 1998]. In such circumstances, the overall impacts on the ecosystem can encompass both
biological and non-biological effects. Conversdly, it is the migration and accumulation of ra-
dionuclides within abiotic media that potentially provides the contaminated environment within
which biological organisms may be exposed.

Because of such interactions, the overall ‘target’ of concern in environmental protection is typi-
cally taken to include both the living and non-living components of the biosphere. Both the
components themselves, and the way in which they are organised and function together, are
therefore covered by the goal of environmental protection.

Swedish regulations [SSI, 1998] also suggest that analysis should be based on *available knowl-
edge on the ecosystems concerned’. Clearly, for a particular industrial practice with a limited
operational lifetime, the neighbouring, present-day environment represents the predominant
concern. On the other hand, even where limited information is available (for example in the
context of the long-term impact of solid waste disposal), lack of knowledge should not be per-
mitted to justify a potentially inappropriate practice. It is acknowledged that descriptions of the
biosphere adopted for the purpose of long-term radiological assessments can, at best, provide
only arepresentative indicator of the radiological impact of future releases [BIOMASS, 1998].
However, such indicators, when integrated with understanding arising from assessments of the
behaviour of the disposal system as a whole, can provide an input to decisions regarding the
acceptability of long-term system performance. Thisis equally as true for measures of the po-
tentia impact on the environment itself asit isfor human heath impacts.

As such, the indicators must be sufficiently representative to provide a suitable degree of assur-
ance, consistent with the overall objectives of the performance assessment. In the devel opment
and application of criteria relevant for long timescales, it is therefore important to consider the
extent to which identified indicators of radiological impact should be specific to the present-day
situation local to a particular site. Nevertheless, it is pertinent to note, that the use of quantitative
measures of impact as a basis for decision-making in relation to timescales of many thousands
of yearsis unknown outside the field of radioactive waste management, even though other envi-
ronmental hazards may be similarly persistent.

55



Work in Support of Biosphere Assessments for Solid Radioactive Waste Disposal

2.3 Protection

In understanding what is intended by protection, the fundamental question to be addressed is:
Protection from what? Broadly speaking, the goal must be protection of the environment from
‘harm’, where the definition of harm provides the instrument for expressing ethical values (see
Section 2.1).

It has been noted (see, for example [Webb, 1999] and [Pentreath, 1999]) that many effects have
been studied in experimental work concerned with the effects of radiation of organisms other
than man. These include:

« chromosome mutation frequency;
« effects on immune systems;

» physiological changes;

« effectson fertility and fecundity;
 life span shortening;

e community diversity reduction.

Protection of the environment, in the context of SSI's regulations [SSI, 1998] is explicitly iden-
tified with upholding biodiversity and the sustainable use of biological resources. As suggested
above, the quantitative interpretation of these objectives ultimately demands scientific and po-
litical, social and ethical judgments. Indeed, if the basis on which goals are established is un-
clear or inconsistent there may be confusion when specific targets are attached.

Here, it isinteresting to note that SSI’ s regulations a so stress that the description of radiological
effects should give particular emphasis to ‘the existence of genetically distinctive populations'.
The implication of this is that value is here attached to the overall viability of the community,
with special concern for its most vulnerable components. By demonstrating a lack of detrimen-
tal effects to the viability of particular susceptible ‘indicator species’, there should be no harm-
ful effects on the community as awhole, or an ecosystem in general [IAEA, 1998].

Clearly, there is no single, obvious answer to the problem of defining what is understood by
‘environmental protection’. Without such a definition, however, it is difficult to have a clear
basis for the development of criteria to achieve such a goal. Proper definition of these goals
should therefore be considered fundamental to a coherent framework for radiological protection
of the environment.
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3 Standards for Environmental Protection

Environmental standards used in environmental protection regulation take many different forms;
they differ in their stringency, in their force (e.g. as mandatory requirements or simply as guid-
ance), and in their stability. The review presented here is not intended to be exhaustive, but an
attempt has been made to characterise the main forms that environmental standards can take.
Overall guidance in developing the review has come from recent reports by the UK Royal
Commission on Environmental Pollution [RCEP, 1998] and the Institute for European Envi-
ronmental Policy [Haigh, 1996]. Where appropriate, reference has been made to specific guid-
ance on individual topics.

The discussion separates those quality standards that relate to environmental pathways (e.g. air,
water and land, emissions standards) and those that relate to process and management perform-
ance (IPC, BPEO, EMAS, etc.). First, however, in recognition of the fact that the general scope
of environmental protection has widened significantly in the last decade following various in-
ternational initiatives, attention is focused certain basic principles. In particular, since the 1992
Rio declaration [UNCED, 1992], the sustainable development paradigm has been generaly
adopted as the foundation from which environmental protection standards should be derived.

3.1 Sustainable Development
The Brundtland Report [WCED, 1987] defined sustainable devel opment as:

‘... aprocess of change in which the exploitation of resources, the direc-
tion of investments, the orientation of technological development, and in-
gtitutional change are all in harmony and enhance both current and future
potential to meet human needs and aspirations.’

The basic aim embodied in the concept has been summarised as ensuring that the demands of
the present generations do not compromise the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs. It is therefore seen as necessary to protect the environment in order to safeguard the fu-
ture well being of man.

Concern for the future impacts of today’s decisions has led a strong link in international policy
and law-making between sustainable development and the precautionary principle [UNCED,
1992; UNECE, 1990]. In essence, this requires that: (a) measures should anticipate, prevent and
address the causes of environmental degradation; and (b) where there are threats of serious or
irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postpon-
ing such measures.

Despite — or perhaps because of — the general validity of these principles, they necessarily in-
volve questions about values, relating to the interpretation of terms such as ‘ development’, ‘se-
rious or irreversible’, and ‘full scientific certainty’. Clearly, there is a need to adopt a rational
response to uncertainties in scientific evidence, but practical expressions of that response invoke
questions of beliefs, attitudes and values that are rooted in culture, economics and politics. Its
apparent ability to mean ‘al things to al men’ has meant that sustainable development has
come to be seen and used largely as a political tool, rather than a guide to practical decision-
making.
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One approach to addressing the sustainable devel opment paradigm is to use the * capacity’ of the
environment as a planning tool, identifying thresholds to the changes that can be endured before
something valuable and irretrievable is lost. However, there are real practical problems to be
addressed in attempting to quantify environmental capacity without resorting to crude cost-
benefit tools. Moreover, a distinction needs to be drawn between the practical application of
such an approach in the context of spatial planning and for pollution control.

On the one hand, the idea of a‘space’ within which development is permitted to occur may help
to frame siting decisions under conditions of environmental sensitivity or scarcity. This has
found some support in the context of general controls on land use [CPRE, 1993]. By contrast,
the concept of an ‘assimilative capacity’ for environmental contamination has fallen into disre-
pute in some circles. This is partly because of past failures to recognise al potential uses and
functions of particular ecosystems, or to anticipate the fate of persistent substances and the pos-
sible combined action of chemical mixtures [RCEP, 1998; ENDS, 1998].

Various agencies have attempted to incorporate the sustainable development paradigm and the
precautionary principle into environmental standards. Ultimately, however, these have inevita-
bly leaned towards general statements of principle, such as ‘ensuring that decisions throughout
society are taken with proper regard to their environmental impact’ [United Kingdom, 1994],
rather than leading directly into quantitative regulatory goals. Nevertheless, within Europe,
process standards geared towards integrated pollution prevention and control (see below) have
stemmed from attempts to balance sustainable devel opment objectives against present-day prac-
ticalities.

3.2 Process and Management Standards

Best practice standards that identify process techniques and management approaches, rather
than *acceptable’ environmental concentrations or exposures, play an important role in envi-
ronmental protection and regulation for many industries. However, not all such approaches are
applicable in the context of waste disposal, where the emphasis is developing satisfactory ap-
proaches for controlling long-term environmental impacts from a specific, localised source. For
example, product life cycle and materials ‘use’ standards (see, for example, [EC, 1976a; 1992]),
relate to the minimisation of overall environmental burden, rather than the direct control of the
hazards themselves.

Consideration is nevertheless given here to certain concepts and standards for environmental
management that have found broad general application. In particular, the basic concept of inte-
grated pollution control (IPC) or, more widely within Europe, integrated pollution prevention
and control (IPPC) is to establish regulatory standards on the control of industrial processes
capable of causing significant environmental pollution. Associated with this are appraisal tools
and regulatory mechanisms (e.g. BATNEEC and BPEO, see below) aimed at optimising overall
environmental performance. In addition, management standards are increasingly being applied
to provide assurance that operators are ‘fit and proper’ to conduct their business with due re-
spect to the environmental impacts of their operations.

3.2.1 BEST AVAILABLE TECHNIQUE NOT ENTAILING EXCESSIVE COST

The aim of applying an integrated approach is to ensure that an overall view is taken on the
potential environmental burden where substances from the same process could be released to
different media. The European Directive on IPPC [EC, 1996a], which covers a larger number of
processes and a wide range of substances, is due to be transposed into nationa legislation within
the European Union by October 1999.
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Under existing UK law [United Kingdom, 1990], the operator of a prescribed industria process
is required to prevent the release into any medium of substances prescribed for that medium.
Alternatively, where prevention is not practicable using the ‘ best available techniques not entail-
ing excessive cost’ (BATNEEC), such techniques should be used to reduce releases of sub-
stances to a minimum and render them harmless. The new Directive uses BAT (best available
technique) rather than BATNEEC as the criterion for process standards; however, the definition
of ‘available’ includes consideration of costs and refers to ‘implementation ... under economi-
cally ... viable conditions'. In practice, therefore, there may well be little different between the
two [RCEP, 1998].

At its heart, BATNEEC (or BAT) is therefore essentially a qualitative process standard, rather
than a definitive ‘licence to pollute’. Rather than prescribing specific solutions, or acceptable
emission levels, the regulator has the scope to exert pressure on the operator continually to im-
prove performance against genera objectives. Nevertheless, guidance on best available tech-
niques (together with presumptive limits on emissions, representing the performance that the
specified techniques can be expected to achieve) is published by the regulator. Under the IPPC
Directive, BREFs (BAT Reference Documents) are to be published by the European Commis-
sion every three years. The competent authorities are then responsible for considering the refer-
ence documents (alongside relevant EC legidation and international conventions) in decisions
for particular sites.

A fundamental aspect of BATNEEC is that it provides for dynamic, rather than static, regula-
tory control over environmental protection. Irrespective of any limit values on emissions and
environmenta concentrations contained in any authorisation, the operator remains under a gen-
era obligation to use BATNEEC, where the ‘best’ will change over time as techniques improve.
At the same time, in establishing such authorisations, the regulator must take into account prac-
ticability considerations, including the extent to which market conditions allow abatement costs
to be met by a '’ representative’ operator.

For these same reasons, however, the concept has somewhat limited utility in the context of
long-term impacts of solid waste disposal, except perhaps in some current trends favouring
long-term retrievable underground storage rather than final disposal (see e.g. [United Kingdom,
1999]). A permit to close a waste disposal facility is a‘once for al’ decision that is not readily
amenable to review if new technological solutions become available. Indeed, whereas |IPC/IPPC
provides a dynamic vehicle for implementing sustainability principles — including waste mini-
misation — through BATNEEC [UKDoE, 1996], it is much less clear how such principles would
apply in regulating waste disposal practices.

Moreover, BAT and BATNEEC decisions on individua plants are usually (except perhaps in
the case of ‘greenhouse gas' emissions) taken in isolation, ignoring the marginal contribution to
broader regiona or even global cumulative impact. For decisions concerning the long-term ac-
ceptability of waste disposal, it can be relevant to consider the cumulative effect of many prac-
tices, and not just that of a current practice.

3.2.2 BEST PRACTICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL OPTION

Under UK law [United Kingdom, 1990], a duty is imposed to have regard to the ‘best practica-
ble environmenta option’ (BPEO), where local conditions point to more stringent limits on
emissions for prescribed IPC processes than would be required under BATNEEC alone. The
am is to identify the ‘most sustainable’ approach by establishing an optimum distribution of
pollutants to the environment, after these have been minimised through BATNEEC [UKDOE,
1996]. Overal, however, the statutory requirement is quite limited in scope, applying only to
discharges (rather than the complete lifecycle) regulated under 1PC.
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Outside the strict requirements of legislation on pollution prevention and control, however,
BPEO has become more sophisticated and extended for more general application [RCEP, 1988]
as a planning tool. If rigorously and comprehensively applied, a BPEO study can provide the
framework for making environmentally responsible, efficient and cost-effective planning deci-
sions in a transparent and auditable manner. It is particularly relevant to consideration of alter-
native management and/or siting options to meet a defined devel opment objective. In summary,
the primary conceptsinvolved in a BPEO assessment can be explained by considering the words
of the acronym in reverse order:

Option Alternative ways of achieving the desired result have to be
considered

Environmental Environmental (and safety) issues have to be considered at an
early stage in the decision-making process

Practicable Options have to be in accordance with current technical

knowledge and should not have disproportionately adverse
financial or social implications

Best The best option may change with time; the BPEO should be kept
under review

Nevertheless, the BPEO will depend on the technology and commercia arrangements that are
available and can thus, in principle, change with time. The appraisal should therefore be both
technologically and commercially challenging, so that it is reasonably robust with respect to
time.

The use of BPEO to support strategic decision making for radioactive waste is well established
[UKDoE, 1986]. Importantly, it is informally accepted that the BPEO approach can provide a
practical expression of the fundamental principle of optimisation. Nevertheless, whereas optimi-
sation in a BPEO study can be readily appreciated as a practica common-sense objective, opti-
misation in the context of radiation protection has a particular intent and interpretation [ICRP,
1998]. This remains an issue of contention, particularly in respect of its practical application to
solid waste management (see, e.g., comments in [Clarke, 1999]). Any BPEO study relating to
radioactive substances therefore needs to maintain a clear distinction between optimisation ac-
cording to ICRP principles and the genera philosophy underlying BPEO for Integrated Pollu-
tion Control.

Moreover, the performance of a BPEO evaluation necessarily involves assessing the aternative
management options against defined performance attributes. Where such attributes involve the
consideration of ‘environmental protection’, some quantitative measure of the protection af-
forded against pathway-based environmental quality standards (see Section 3.3) will therefore
inevitably be required.

3.2.3 MANAGEMENT STANDARDS

Management standards correspond to the general capability of a company to control the impacts
of its operations. Approaches include certification schemes intended to provide assurance that
systems and procedures meet a specified standard. The first such standard was British Standard
(BS) 7750, published in 1992 (revised 1994), which specified a system aimed to deliver con-
tinuous improvement in environmental performance, consistent with a publicly stated policy.
The BS 7750 standard has had a strong influence on international developments, and has now
been largely superseded by the 1SO 14001 standard.

The Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) scheme [EC, 19934] is a voluntary European

scheme for industrial sites, designed to provide recognition in situations where positive action
has been taken to protect the environment and where continuous performance improvement is
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sought. This includes requirements on companies to report publicly at least every three years on
their environmental performance.

One of the business performance indicators potentialy relevant to EMAS, or other environ-
mental reporting schemes, is that of ‘Environmental Burden’, originally developed by ICI. This
is based on the definition of generic categories of environmental impact that may be related to
company activities (such as photochemical ozone, aguatic oxygen demand and hazardous emis-
sionsto air). A ‘potency factor’ is then used to characterise the importance within each of these
categories of each type of emission from the processes undertaken by the company. The overall
burden for a given period of operation is then given by the sum of these emissions, each
weighted by its respective potency factor. Trends in overall ‘Environmental Burden' are then
used to monitor overal environmental management performance.

As with regulatory control under IPC, schemes such as 1SO 14001 and EMAS have rather lim-
ited utility in the context of long-term impacts from solid waste disposal. It is nevertheless inter-
esting to note that regulatory standards exist within the UK in relation to the minimum compe-
tence of waste management companies to discharge their duties as ‘fit and proper’ licensees
[United Kingdom, 1990; UKDoE, 1994].

3.2.4 LANDFILL DIRECTIVE

Similar provisions in respect of best practice standards are a feature of the long-awaited EC
‘Landfill Directive’. However, it seems highly unlikely that this will extend significantly (if at
al) the expectations aready established by custom and practice in respect of those companies
responsible for radioactive waste management and disposal.

According to the October 1998 draft of this Directive [EC, 1998], technical requirements are
expressed principaly in terms of engineering standards, management procedures and waste
acceptance criteria, rather than specific environmenta quality indicators. Proposed design stan-
dardsin the draft Directive are assumed to ‘ protect soil, groundwater and surface water’ (Annex
1), but the standards of environmental protection anticipated from the adoption of such normsis
not clear. Nevertheless, the primary aim would appear to be consistency with existing EC re-
quirements for protection of groundwater [EC, 1980].

No specific quantitative requirements are established in respect of waste acceptance criteria
(Annex I1), but it is expected that such standards will take account of the short-, medium- and
long-term leaching characteristics of the waste. It is also expected that account will be taken of
the surrounding environment (specifically groundwater and surface water) in deriving the crite-
ria. In addition, it is expected that ‘environmental risks' will be taken into account in establish-
ing a waste disposal permit, but there is no indication of any quantitative criteria to be used in
such assessment, or the timescal es that the assessment is expected to address.

Reference is also made in the draft Landfill Directive (Articles 12 and 13) to the potential occur-
rence of ‘significant adverse environmental effects'. It is anticipated that ‘trigger levels will be
established, based on ‘significant changes' in water quality, with specific values being depend-
ent on the specific hydrogeological conditions (including groundwater quality) in the vicinity of
the facility. No specific recommendation is provided, and it seems likely that applicable envi-
ronmental quality standards will therefore be similar to those adopted with respect to other po-
tential sources of environmental contamination (see below).
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3.3 Pathway-based Standards

A fundamental principle of solid radioactive waste disposal is that no management action sho-
uld be required to ensure long-term safety once ingtitutional controls over the facility have been
lifted. Concepts underlying the application of pathway-based environmental standards are there-
fore perhaps more applicable than process and management standards in the context of
developing a regulatory framework for solid radioactive waste disposal. Consideration is given
here to environmental quality and emissions standards used to underpin regulatory approaches
for arange of industrial processes capable of causing environmental pollution.

3.3.1 BIOLOGICAL STANDARDS

Biological standards take the form of maximum allowable concentrations of substances in hu-
man blood or tissue. To date, they have found only limited application in the context of envi-
ronmental protection, having been applied predominantly in respect of biomarkers for human
exposure.

As a genera rule, biological standards are not considered as useful basis for regulatory control
in themselves. Direct measurements are difficult to make and, by the time an exposure has oc-
curred, it is too late to prevent any effect that may ensue. A mandatory biological standard for
lead was contained in a draft Directive proposed by the European Commission in 1975, but was
removed prior to its adoption. However, a different situation exists in the field of occupational
health, since monitoring can be established as part of working practice and action can be taken
to remove aworker from further exposure if a particular standard is exceeded.

3.3.2 EXPOSURE STANDARDS

Exposure standards define acceptable exposures (or doses) at the point of entry into an organ-
ism. In European law, standards for human exposure to radiation are prescribed by the Directive
on Basic Safety Standards, the latest of which is scheduled for implementation by May 2000
[EC, 1996b]. However, this provides no guidance on radiation exposure standards for organisms
other than man.

For chemical substances, recommendations for exposure standards normally take the form of
tolerable or acceptable daily intakes (TDIs or ADIs). Recommendations for TDIs are made by
the International Programme on Chemical Safety (IPCS), established in 1980 under the auspices
of three United Nations organisations: UNEP, ILO and WHO. For many substances, IPCS eva-
luations do not result in arecommended standard because there istoo little evidence. In the case
of pesticides, the main internationally recognised bodies are joint committees of WHO and the
FAO.

IPCS does not set exposure standards in the context of protection of the natural environment,
but they do contribute recommendations for other forms of standard (as discussed below).

3.3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY STANDARDS

Environmental standards relating to the ‘quality’ of an environmental medium are sometimes
known as ambient standards.

Air
Guidelines for limiting the concentrations of pollutantsin air are primarily intended to safeguard

human health and well-being, rather than for protection of the environment, per se. For example,
toxicologically based values for 19 organic and inorganic air pollutants have been published by
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WHO [1987]. Legally-binding limit values (as well aslong-term goals) have been set within the
European Union for suspended particulates, sulphur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and lead.

Whereas current legidation is presently confined to protection of human health, the Framework
Directive on air quality [EC, 1996c] provides for quality standards to protect the ‘ environment
as awhole'. Under the terms of the framework, ‘daughter legidation’ will set legally binding
limit values, target values and alert thresholds for twelve pollutants and pollutant groups.

Critical loads (estimates of exposure to one or more specified pollutants, below which present
knowledge suggests that ‘significant harmful effects’ on a sensitive component of the environ-
ment do not occur) have been proposed as a basis for regulating emissions to air [Nilsson and
Grennfelt, 1988]. The United Nations Economic Commission for Europe has used this approach
in setting quality standards for air, for a limited number of pollutants, in the context of Long-
range Transboundary Air Pollution. For example, proposed limit values for nitrogen dioxide and
sulphur dioxide outside urban areas are more stringent than those within such areas, with the
aim of affording protection to ecosystems.

Natural Waters

Water qudity standards have been designed predominantly to benefit the natural environment,
especialy species of fish. Fundamental Standards for surface waters supporting freshwater fish
were established by EC legidation in 1978 [EC, 1978], and for coastal waters used for produc-
tion of shellfishin 1979 [EC, 1979].

There has sometimes been a lack of clarity about the purposes that such standards are intended
to serve. The preamble of one Directive, relating to the chloralkali industry [EC, 1982] claims
that it isintended ‘to protect the agquatic environment ... against pollution by certain dangerous
substances’ . However, the biological standard established for fish within this Directive is set as
an indicator for protection of human consumers, not the fish themselves or their environment.

An important aspect of many environmental standards relating to water quality is that they are
closdly related to the use, or intended use, of the water. The regulator therefore has substantia
discretion about what use should be regarded as ‘appropriate’ for a particular stretch of water,
now or in the future. Nevertheless, the proposed Framework Directive on water resources
[ENDS, 19974] sets a broad general standard for water quality in the European Union, requiring
Member States to protect waters already in good condition and to bring other waters to ‘a good
ecological state’ by 2010. Setting comparable quality standards for groundwater contamination
would be a substantially more complex exercise and has not so far been attempted.

Soil

The magjor groups of environmental quality standards for soil relate primarily to decision-
making concerning the redevelopment and remediation of contaminated sites, rather than as
regulatory controls on waste disposal. In addition to human exposure and heath effects, soil
quality considerations have also included toxicity to plants but not, in general, other forms of
damage to the natura environment. However, it is not clear that consistent methodologies have
been used to analyse contamination hazards[Visser, 1994].

Even more than in the case of water protection, such quality standards as have been set for soil
relate to particular uses of land. Standards established in the Netherlands were originally set on
the principle of ‘multifunctionality’, in order ‘to restore the functiona properties of the ground
for human beings, flora and fauna [Netherlands, 1994], but this principle was abandoned in
1997 [ENDS, 1997h].
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3.3.4 EMISSION STANDARDS

In the context of discharges to water, a framework for eliminating particularly toxic, persistent
or bioaccumulative substances was adopted within Europe in 1976 [EC, 1976b]. This has pro-
vided as basis for setting emission standards for so-called ‘black list’” substances. The preferred
approach has been to establish emission limits based on particular categories of source, rather
than by reference to the impact of a specific source on environmental quality at a given site.
However, for less dangerous (or ‘grey list’) substances, emission standards are determined by
reference to water quality objectives.

It has been recognised that the overall polluting effects of toxic wastewater discharges of vari-
able or mixed composition may not be adequately addressed by limits on individual contami-
nants. The concept of ‘ Direct Toxicity Assessment’ (DTA) has therefore been introduced under
the framework of UK legislation [United Kingdom, 1990] with the stated intention that this
might ultimately replace numeric concentration limits for certain substances. The principle is
that an ‘acceptable’ toxicity level should be established for the receiving waters, taking account
of direct toxicity tests for the particular discharge under consideration (see Section 3.4, below),
including those chemicals that are already present in the receiving waters. However, it is recog-
nised that there is substantial uncertainty as to which organisms should be used in the testing
procedures — it has therefore been suggested that a limited range of organisms should be used to
provide ‘surrogates’ for other species. To date, the viability of the approach as a regulatory tool
remains to be successfully demonstrated; indeed, specific projects attempting to do so have fai-
led.

European legidation is aso in place in relation to the protection of groundwater against pollu-
tion [EC, 1980]. In the absence of quality standards for groundwater, the use of emission stan-
dardsis intended to ensure no ‘black list’ substances are released to groundwater at al. In addi-
tion, ‘investigation’ is required before the release to groundwater (whether direct or indirect) of
‘grey list’ substances is permitted. These approaches have particular implications for the siting,
engineering standards and monitoring requirements applied in the authorisation of solid waste
disposal. As a rule, however, the requirements are expressed only in qualitative or semi-
quantitative terms, taking account of the ‘vulnerability’ of groundwater systems, rather than
demanding the explicit assessment of environmental impact.

In the context of air pollution, European framework legislation provides for emissions standards
to be set covering particular industries or processes [EC, 1984]. However, the dominant element
in setting emission standards (to air and other media) for larger or more complex plantsin future
is likely to be the principle of Best Available Techniques (BAT, see above). Even so, there may
till be circumstances where releases based on process standards do not provide sufficient pro-
tection, and more stringent limits will then need to be applied to emissions.

3.4.5 ECOTOXICITY AND ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

Detailed procedures have been developed within the European Union for assessing risks associ-
ated with new and existing chemical substances [EC, 1993b; 1994]. For existing substances, the
aim isto identify any need for better management of risks posed by a substance, requiring new
use standards, product standards, emission or process standards.

The standard approach in environmental risk characterisation is to make a comparison, for each
environmental compartment, between the predicted environmental concentration (PEC) of a
substance and the predicted no effect concentration (PNEC). The assessment considers the envi-
ronmental properties of the substances into which the original substance may be transformed or
degraded.
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Under EC procedures, PNEC values are derived by dividing the relevant LCs, value from a
standard set of acute toxicity data by afactor of 1,000. By contrast, in the USA, normal practice
has been to divide the same figure by a factor of 100 [USEPA, 1996]. However, the EC proce-
dure recognises that less pessimism may be appropriate if additional data are available. It is
relevant to note that, although sub-lethal effects (growth rate, reproduction, etc.) are often used
as indicators in ecotoxicity testing, the PNEC relevant to regulatory control seems typically to
be derived from results for lethality [RCEP, 1998].

The OECD has developed guidelines for ecotoxicity testing. For the aguatic environment, the
genera approach involves carrying out assessments that address three trophic levels. agae (rep-
resenting primary photosynthetic producers), Daphnia (as primary consumers), and fish (as
secondary consumers). It is typically assumed that a PNEC derived from results obtained at al
these three levels will protect al aguatic species exposed to the relevant substance via water.
There are no officially recognised test methods for sediment-dwelling organisms, even though
many substances with high potential for bioaccumulation will also tend to migrate towards sedi-
ments.

Test methods for the terrestrial environment are less well developed than for the aguatic envi-
ronment. The species most commonly used are earthworms; tests using hematodes, slugs, coll-
lembola and millipedes have a so been developed. Tests of pesticides often use birds (for which
OECD guidelines are available) and bees [Brown, 1998].

As a basis for setting standards to protect the natural environment, ecotoxicological tests are
beset by various sources and types of uncertainty. The most useful data would be on effects at
ecosystem or population level, but such data are seldom available. Instead, extrapolations have
to be made, mainly from laboratory test data for single species or individuals. The primary limi-
tations (which also exist in relation to assessing sensitivity to radiological exposure) include:

 laboratory data are invariably based on short-term exposures to high concentrations of a sub-
stance, whereas the effects of exposure to lower concentrations over longer periods arein-
variably more relevant;

« extrapolation from an individual to a population is a highly complex task;

 different species vary considerably in their characteristics: test species are selected on lim-
ited criteriaand it is questionable whether the sets of test species prescribed for certain regu-
latory purposes are adequate;

» wildlifeismore likely to be exposed to a mixture of substances than to the single substances
normally used in testing;

» physical factors (e.g. temperature and water availability) can be important in determining the
ecological impact of certain substances.

The standard practice in the UK isto examine all the available datain order to identify the most
sensitive species for a particular substance. It is then assumed that, although ecosystem sensitiv-
ity is a complex attribute, the sensitivity of the most sensitive species provides a suitable ap-
proximation. The protection of this speciesis therefore assumed to protect the functioning of the
system of which it is a part. A similar concept has been adopted in the drafting of proposed
IAEA guidelines [IAEA, 1998], whereby a ‘critical species would be identified. The assump-
tion is then that, if the critical species were adequately protected, this ‘would provide strong
assurance that other speciesin the community were protected’.

In the Netherlands, the available ecotoxicological data are transformed into a probability distri-
bution, and from this distribution is derived the concentration that is estimated to be hazardous
for a specified proportion (usually 5 %) of species. Thus, the implicit aim is to protect a high
proportion of species, rather than all species.
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Concerning the assessment of radiation risks to the environment, a number of dose assessments
and dose assessment methodologies are reported in NRPA [1999]. The brief papers provide few
details, but collectively highlight the difficulty of relating a given level of concentration in the
environment to a given level of radiation dose to the organisms that live in it, and even greater
difficulty relating the dose to a particular level of harm. Sazykina and Kryshev [1999] suggest a
combination of primary dose limits for organisms, and secondary limits that take into account
multiple stress factors arising from other insults, both natural and anthropogenic. Blytt et al.
[1999] discuss the definition and quantification of ‘vulnerable areas based on application of
assessment models and GIS data for land use. This approach is described in relation to contami-
nation by radionuclide fallout and nuclear accidents. However, no clear basis for quantifying the
basic standards for protection of the environment is provided.

Degspite the difficulties involved, determining dose-effect relationships for toxic substances in
the natural environment is clearly essential if appropriate quantitative standards are to be estab-
lished. However, a comprehensive assessment of ecological risk would not only have to be sys-
tematic and, as far as possible, quantified, but also distinguish between the use of the environ-
ment on a sustainable basis and the destruction of critical ‘natural capital’. A recent review of
approaches to environmental standard setting [RCEP, 1998] concluded ‘no satisfactory way has
been devised of measuring risk to the natural environment, even in principle, let alone defining
what scale of risk should be regarded astolerable’.
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4 Review of National Regulatory Guidance

4.1 Background

Forty years or so ago, regulatory concern for the potential impacts of radioactive discharges on
the environment was very active and important efforts were made to assess such effects (see
Woodhead [1998] for some details). Nevertheless, continuing reviews of impacts in the marine
and terrestrial environments (e.g. IAEA [1992]) generally appeared to support the advice from
ICRP that other species would not be put at risk provided that man was adequately protected.

It can be argued that ICRP (intentionally, since that was their remit) were taking only alimited a
view of ‘protection’, and their advice was consequently not sufficient to inform regulators with
wide environmental as well as human health responsibilities. More recent regulatory interest in
the issue is understood to have arisen first in Canada during the 1980s, in relation to evaluation
of uranium mill tailings facilities many miles from significant human population groups.
Providing adequate protection for humans in such areas might nevertheless permit relatively
large radionuclide releases, as noted in Section 3. The issue was then taken up in the process of
public review of proposals for a deep repository to dispose of spent fuel and high level waste.
Canada has since been at the forefront of environmental protection issues for radioactive waste.

Current national regulatory systems for solid radioactive waste disposal can be grouped into
three different classes according to the approach taken in relation to environmental protection.
They either:

» do not mention it, relying implicitly on ICRP [1991] and its precursors,

< do mention it, but then place explicit reliance on ICRP [1991] and its precursors in order to
preclude the issue from further consideration;

« do mention it and specify some particular requirement, but without providing much in the
way of guidance on what the regulations mean or how to demonstrate compliance.

It is relevant to note, however, that the need to address potential environmental impacts can
arise from wider considerations than the specific regulations relating to radioactive waste man-
agement. In particular, the public review of proposas is itself part of alegal processin many
countries. Consequently, the need to give explicit attention to environmental impacts might still
be regarded as some form of legal requirement, as in the Canadian case, even where the regula-
tions themselves do not incorporate any specific environmental protection requirements.

In some countries, regulators provide guidance to explain their regulations. This guidance is
often of a formal nature and is therefore very important in determining the presentation and
authorisation of a safety case, but it is again not strictly part of the regulations themselves.
Guidance provided by the UK regulatory agencies [Environment Agency et al., 1997] is an ex-
ample of this, in this case relying on ICRP advice to dismiss the need for explicit evaluation of
impacts on non-human biota. It is relevant to note, however, that the Environment Agency is
now supporting continuing work on criteria development for environmental protection.
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4.2 Current Status — Examples

Bearing in mind the general pace of development in consideration of environmental protection
goals, as discussed in Section 3, the regulations in force in some countries could be considered
relatively old. These regulations tend not to include any explicit recognition of requirements for
environmental protection (e.g. as in the basic safety rule RFS 111.2.f from 1991 in France). Nev-
ertheless, even where there has been no recent change to the regulations themselves, questions
of environmental protection requirements have been raised. Hence, for example, Raimbault
[1997] identified environmental protection as an issue for France, albeit without offering any
kind of comprehensive solution.

Other regulations, such as those of the Finnish Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority [1998],
are comparatively recent. In this case, long-term safety is defined as ‘ taking account of radiation
impacts on man and the environment’. Quantitative standards for human protection are pro-
vided, applying for at least severa thousand years. Beyond then, it is required that ‘radiation
impacts [should] remain insignificantly low’; however, it is unclear what this means, either in
relation to human or environmental protection. A further long-term regquirement in the Finnish
regulations is that, at their peak, releases should result in radiation impacts no higher than those
from natural radioactive substances. This could be argued as intended to provide a measure of
environmental protection, but it still leaves many unanswered questions, such as what is meant
by ‘natural radiation’. (Such issues were discussed in more detail by Smith and Hodgkinson
[1989] in areport for SKI.)

In some countries (e.g. in the USA), the regulations for authorisation of solid radioactive waste
disposa are currently under formal review. The Yucca Mountain standards are being revised,
but it is understood that the regulatory bodies are only just getting around to introducing dose
standards for humans, let alone standards for environmental protection.

In other countries (e.g. in Japan), no standards are yet in place for HLW disposal. However,
Miyahara et a. [1997] describe developments that show a clear focus on quantitative goals for
human health protection. Moreover, it is understood that little, if any, attention has been given
to environmental protection in the current safety assessment studies performed by JNC.

A recent NEA workshop [NEA, 1997] was intended to support the identification of key issuesin
safety assessment and in safety case demonstration. Review of the papers presented at the work-
shop reveals the occasional mention of environmental protection issues, but no significant rec-
ognition of this as a significant issue. For example, in the paper presented by representatives
from the Czech Republic (the only former eastern bloc country participating in the workshop),
reference was made to the formal requirement for Environmental Impact Assessment of propos-
als for repository development. However, no details were provided in respect of how potential
radiological impacts on the environment might be taken into account.

Ongoing work within a framework of co-operation between the Russian Federation and Nordic
country governments suggests that thereis little practical experience in Russia on the regulation
of environmental protection for radioactive waste disposal (e.g. see Sneve and Snihs [1999]).
Nevertheless, the Russian Federation has a federal law on ‘ecological expertise’ [Federal As-
sembly of the Russian Federation, 1995], which mirrors the requirements of legislation on Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessment for major projects within the EU. In the context of repository
development for HLW disposal, it is understood that the State Committee for Environment Pro-
tection (Goscomecologia) would need to give its overall approval, even though the licensing of
operations would be the responsibility of the nuclear regulator, Gosatomnadzor.

Overall, it is concluded that current regulatory frameworks and regulations in different countries

offer little to contribute to the development in Sweden of a regulatory basis for environmental
protection in relation to radioactive waste disposal.
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5 Conclusions and Recommendations

At the outset, it is worth emphasising the outcome of arecent UK review of approaches to envi-
ronmental standard setting [RCEP, 1998], which noted that ‘no satisfactory way has been de-
vised of measuring risk to the natural environment, even in principle, let aone defining what
scale of risk should be regarded as tolerable’. A review of available literature shows that this
genera conclusion appliesin particular to the assessment of radiological impacts, both in a re-
gulatory and a technical context. There is clearly no obvious ‘path to follow’ in establishing a
radiological protection framework for the environment, based on approaches used in relation to
other sources of pollution. Nevertheless, some basic principles can be found.

5.1 Environmental Protection Goals

It is interesting to note the increasing emphasis (see, for example [EC, 1996a; OSPAR, 1998])
on using Best Available Techniques for pollution prevention, rather than using risk-based envi-
ronmental standards as the primary criterion for regulatory control. In some respects, this mir-
rors the existing hierarchy of principles for radiological protection [ICRP, 1991], in which justi-
fication and optimisation precede the use of dose limits in the control of radiological exposure.
However, in the context of the long-term impacts of waste disposd, it is afundamental principle
that no management action should be required to ensure long-term safety once institutional con-
trols over the facility have been lifted. There remains an institutional belief that |ong-term moni-
toring offers some form of solution, but this places its own burden on future generations. Con-
sequently, emphasis on management controls has arelatively limited utility.

It is increasingly the case that concerns related to actual or potential harm to organisms other
than man are no longer restricted to threatened, or endangered species [Pentreath, 1999]. Never-
theless, the concepts and standards adopted in relation to non-radioactive hazardous releases and
emissions are clearly directed towards protection at a population, rather than an individual,
level. On the other hand, there seems to be little information available on which to base quanti-
tative standards for contamination other than by reference to effects observed at the level of
individuals. A population in this context is not usually the entire global population, but a group
of individuals of a speciesin adefined location or habitat.

Hence, the underlying ethic commonly associated with environmental protection is based on
more than simply a utilitarian view of biodiversity. On the other hand, the overall goals do not
typically extend as far as focusing on prevention of harm to any individual organism. For con-
sistency with approaches used elsewhere, therefore, a radiological protection framework for the
environment will need to be based on similar objectives.

5.2 Criteria Setting

It is interesting to note the broad consistency between the approach to ecological risk assess-
ment recommended by IAEA [1998] and the practice adopted in relation to other hazardous
materials. Thus, the concept of an ‘indicator species’ is generally accepted in standard proce-
duresfor establishing the potential ecotoxicity of chemical substances.
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Although site-specific issues are important, and there have been some attempts to bring these
into regulatory practice, it is not clear how these can be trandated to the timeframes of rele-
vance for post-closure assessment of solid waste disposal facilities. The standard approach is to
take account of local sensitivities in a semi-quantitative way, through siting considerations, but
not necessarily to evaluate the impact of contaminants on the local environment itself. Instead,
the focusis on ‘environmental quality’, which draws on toxicological understanding to establish
criteria for different environmental media. This has shortcomings — principally that it fails to
take proper account of the combined effects of different pollutants; hence the concept of ‘direct
toxicity assessment’ (DTA). However, the DTA approach has not yet been shown to be worka-
blein practice.

In so far as current regulatory standards for ‘environmental quality’ are implicitly based on a
defined set of biotic indicators and standard ecotoxicity evaluation methods, it seems that there
may be a case for establishing a smilar set of ‘radiation environment quality’ indicators in the
context of radiological protection standards. Then, just as an agreed ‘reference man’ provides
the data set for determining reference exposures to compare assessment results with dose targets
and constraints, there is a case for defining an agreed set of ‘reference organisms’ (possibly with
associated methods for dose calculation) for which exposures should be determined in different
types of environment, based on the calculated concentrations in environmental media.

Each reference organism would need to have a defined ‘ dose criterion’, based on available ra-
diotoxicological data and (probably) taking account of natural exposures. Such an approach
would be broadly consistent with regulatory practice elsewhere (i.e. in terms of using available
information to define general standards) — however, it would be a step forward in so far as it
recognised the possibility (for radiation) of using total exposure as the endpoint, rather than the
environmental concentration of individual contaminants. A version of this sort of approach was
adopted in the EIS of the Canadian disposal concept for spent nuclear fuel [Zach and Amiro,
1996]. UK Nirex Limited used a somewhat less sophisticated version in (unpublished) assess-
ments performed in 1992,

Such an approach implies that agreed indicator species/data/methods etc., should be determined
and agreed ‘up front’, rather than requiring analysts to justify the particular organisms that they
include in their own assessment calculations. This has the advantage of harmonising with ap-
proaches used for non-radioactive contaminants - the operator demonstrates compliance accord-
ing to an agreed set of rules, which represent the results of a collective interpretation of best
available information on ecotoxicity. Such an approach would not necessarily preclude investi-
gation of site-specific concerns (e.g. in terms of significant ecological properties), and it does
not stop the analyst from attempting to demonstrate that a different approach may be used in his
specific situation. However, it does establish a firm foundation on which compliance with the
spirit of the legidation can be demonstrated.

5.3 Demonstrating Compliance

Whether or not agreed dosimetric models for defined ‘critical species’ in different habitats are
adopted, an important issue in the context of demonstrating compliance is the basis on which
indicative environmental concentrations are calculated. It iswell known that, depending on how
the ‘resource area exploited by a member of a hypothetical human community (or potentia
exposed group) is defined; the calculated doses can vary significantly. In the same way, if a
future release is assumed to result in a very heterogeneous pattern of contamination (e.g. as a
result of localised groundwater release), local exposures to ‘resident’ organisms may be very
high, even if the average over the ecosystem as a whole falls within acceptable limits.

This seems to be an area where collective interpretation of best available information regarding
the sensitivity of ecosystems as a whole (rather than simply the exposure of individuals) will be
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important. Hence, as well as defining standard ‘indicator organisms’, dose criteria and exposure
calculation methods, it may also be important to define the area over which concentrations
should caculated in order to demonstrate environmental protection (which may be very differ-
ent from that used to demonstrate protection of man). This issue could potentially have impor-
tant implications for the way in which corresponding performance assessment models are con-
structed, for example, concerning the surface extent of repository-derived fluxes from the
geosphere.

5.4 A Radiological Protection Framework

It has not been the intention of this report to propose an overall framework for radiological pro-
tection of the environment. Rather, the aim has been to identify whether or not there is a strong
case for following one or other approach as part of such a system.

Recently, Pentreath [1999] has proposed some basic elements of what would be required from a
comprehensive system for radiological protection of the environment. These elements were
defined through consideration of the desirability of consistency with approaches already used in
the context of the ICRP system. The components of this system include:

« aclear set of objectives and principles;
e an agreed set of quantities and units;
+ areference set of dose models for a number of reference fauna and flora;

» reference sets of values by which radiation exposure could be estimated from a knowledge of
interna and external sources of radiation;

* basic knowledge of radiation effects that would enable management decisions to be made;
« ameans of demonstrating compliance;
» the means of reviewing and revising these basic elements as further understanding devel ops.

The conclusions and recommendations arising from the present study are not as comprehensive
as those identified by Pentreath; however, we believe the specific recommendations identified
here to be entirely supportive of such a scheme.

As modifications, we would suggest that reference models, representing the migration and ac-
cumulation of radionuclides in the ecosystems of interest as well as biotic exposure, could be
developed on a similar basis to ‘ Reference Biospheres' for human exposure [BIOMASS, 1998].
Trandation of those modelling results into impacts on biota (effective doses for animals, etc.,
and their relationship to population effects) is, we feel, much more problematic. In the short-
term, reliance on expert opinion may be necessary to guide the next step, rather than the early
prescription of aregulatory approach.

71



Work in Support of Biosphere Assessments for Solid Radioactive Waste Disposal

6 References

Amiro B, Avadhanula R, Johansson G, Larsson C-M and Lining M (eds.) (1996). Protection of
the Natural Environment. Proceedings of International Symposium on lonising Radiation,
Stockholm, May 20-24, 1996. Swedish Radiation Protection Institute, Stockholm.

Blytt L D, Steenhuisen F, Borghuis S and Skuterud L (1999). Definition and Quantification of
Vulnerable Areas in Northern Norway. In Proceedings of the 4™ International Conference on
Environmental Radioactivity in the Arctic, Edinburgh, 20-23 September 1999.

BIOMASS (1998). Long-term Releases from Solid Waste Disposal Facilities: The Reference
Biosphere Concept, BIOMASS Theme 1, Working Document No.1, International Atomic En-
ergy Agency, Vienna, April 1998.

Brown D (1998). Environmental Risk Assessment and Management of Chemicals. In Hester R
E and Harrison R M (eds.) Risk Assessment and Risk Management, Issues in Environmental
Science and Technology No.9, Royal Society of Chemistry, Cambridge.

Canada (1997). Nuclear Safety and Control Act. Bill C-23, House of Commons of Canada.

Clarke R H (1999). ICRP Main Commission Meeting, October 1998. Radiological Protection
Bulletin, N0.209, pp20-23, January/February 1999.

CPRE (1993). Sense and Sustainability. Council for the Protection of Rural England, Publica-
tion P0O87, London, September 1993.

EC (19764). Council Directive 76/769/EEC relating to Restrictions on the Marketing and Use of
Certain Dangerous Substances and Preparations. Official Journal of the European Communities,
L262, September 1976.

EC (1976b). Framework Directive 76/462/EEC on the Protection of Groundwater against Pollu-
tion caused by Dangerous Substances. Official Journal of the European Communities, L129,
May 1996.

EC (1978). Council Directive 78/659/EEC on the Quality of Fresh Waters needing Protection of
Improvement in order to Support Fish Life. Officia Journal of the European Communities,
L222, August 1978.

EC (1979). Council Directive 79/923/EEC on the Quality Required for Shellfish Water. Official
Journal of the European Communities, L281, November 1979.

EC (1980). Council Directive 80/68/EEC on the Protection of Groundwater against Pollution
caused by Dangerous Substances. Official Journal of the European Communities, L 188, January
1980.

EC (1982). Council Directive 82/176/EEC on Limit Values and Quality Objectives for Mercury

Discharges by the Chloralkali Electrolysis Industry. Official Journal of the European Communi-
ties, L81, March 1982.

72



Development of Criteria for Radiological Protection of the Environment

EC (1984). Framework Directive 84/360/EEC on Combating Air Pollution from Industrial
Plants. Officid Journal of the European Communities, L 188, July 1984.

EC (1992). Regulation 880/92 on a Community Ecolabel Award Scheme. Official Journal of the
European Communities, L99, April 1992.

EC (1993a). Regulation 1836/93 allowing Voluntary Participation by Companies in the Indus-
trial Sector in a Community Eco-Management and Audit Scheme. Official Journal of the Euro-
pean Communities, L168, July 1993.

EC (1993Db). Council Directive 93/67/EEC on Risk Assessment for New Notified Substances.
Official Journal of the European Communities, L227, September 1993.

EC (1994). Regulation 1488/94 on Risk Assessment for Existing Substances. Official Journal of
the European Communities, L161, June 1994.

EC (1996a). Council Directive 96/61/EC concerning Integrated Pollution Prevention and Con-
trol. Officia Journal of the European Communities, L257, October 1996.

EC (1996b). Council Directive 96/29/EC laying down Basic Safety Standards relating to lonis-
ing Radiation. Officia Journal of the European Communities, L 159, June 1996.

EC (1996c). Framework Directive 96/62/EC on Ambient Air Quality Assessment and Manage-
ment. Official Journal of the European Communities, L 296, November 1996.

EC (1998). Common Position (EC) No 49/98 with a view to adopting Council Directive
98/.../EC on the Landfill of Waste. Official Journal of the European Communities, C333/15,
October 1998.

ENDS (1997a). Lengthy Negotiations Ahead for Directive on Water Resources. Environmental
Data Services Report 266, pp41-44, March 1997.

ENDS (1997b). Dutch Policy Retreat on Contaminated Land. Environmental Data Services
Report 269, p46, June 1997.

ENDS (1998). A Blast from the Past by the CBI. Environmental Data Services Report 287, Edi-
torial, December 1998.

Environment Agency, Scottish Environment Protection Agency and Department of the Envi-
ronment for Northern Ireland (1997). Disposal Facilities on Land for Low and Intermediate
Level Radioactive Wastes: Guidance on Requirements for Authorisation. HM SO, London.

Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation (1995). Federal Law on Ecological Expertise (Eng-
lish Translation). Adopted by the State Duma on July 19, 1995.

Finnish Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority (1998). General Regulations for the Safety of
the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel into Bedrock (Unofficial trandation).

Haigh N (ed) (1996). Manual of Environmental Policy: The EC and Britain. Institute for Euro-
pean Environmental Policy, London.

IAEA (1992). Effects of lonising Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current

Radiation Protection Standards. IAEA Technical Report Series 332, International Atomic En-
ergy Agency, Vienna.

73



Work in Support of Biosphere Assessments for Solid Radioactive Waste Disposal

IAEA (1995). The Principles of Radioactive Waste Management. IAEA Safety Series No. 111-
F, International Atomic Energy Agency, Vienna.

IAEA (1998). Protection of the Environment from lonising Radiation. IAEA Draft Report for
Discussion, Draft from the Meeting 7-11 September 1998.

ICRP (1991). Recommendations of the International Commission on Radiological Protection.
|CRP Publication 60, Annals of the ICRP, Vol 21, Nos. 1-3.

ICRP (1998). Radiological Protection Policy for the Disposal of Radioactive Waste. ICRP Pub-
lication 77, Annals of the ICRP, Vol 27, Supplement 1997.

MiyaharaK, Umeki H and Masuda S (1997). Development of the Scientific and Technical Basis
for Regulations of Geological Disposal through Generic Assessment. In NEA [1997].

NEA (1997). Regulating the Long-term Safety of Radioactive Waste Disposal. Workshop or-
ganised by NEA, held in Cordoba, Spain (Proceedings not published, but papers are available).

Netherlands (1994). Intervention Values for Soil Clean-up. Memorandum issued under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Plan for the Netherlands, May 1994.

Nilsson J and Grennfelt P (eds.) (1988). Critical Loads for Sulphur and Nitrogen. Report of a
workshop held in Skokloster, Sweden, 19-24 March 1988. Nordic Council of Ministers, Copen-
hagen.

NCRP (1991). Effects of lonising Radiation on Aquatic Organisms. NCRP Report 109, NCRP,
Bethesda, MD.

NRPA (1999). Environmental Radioactivity in the Arctic. Proceedings of the 4™ International
Conference, Edinburgh, 20-23 September 1999.

OSPAR (1998). Sintra Statement of the OSPAR Convention for the Protection of the Marine
Environment of the North East Atlantic. Ministerial Meeting of the OSPAR Commission, 22-23
July 1998, OSPAR/98/14/1, Annex 45.

Pentreath R J (1996). Effects of lonising Radiation on Aquatic Organisms and Ecosystems. In
Proceedings of International Symposium on lonising Radiation, Stockholm, May 1996 (Amiro
B, et d., (eds.)), Swedish Radiation Protection Institute, Stockholm, pp124-135.

Pentreath R J (1999). A System for Radiological Protection of the Environment: Some Initial
Thoughts and Ideas. Journa of Radiological Protection, Vol. 19, No. 2, pp117-128, June 1999.

Pigford T H (1999). Geological Disposal of Radioactive Waste: Ethical and Technical Issues. In
Proceedings of the VALDOR International Symposium on Values in Decisions of Risk, Stock-
holm, 13-17 June 1999 (Andersson K, (ed)), pp113-128.

Raimbault P (1997). Key Points for Safety Assessment of a Deep Disposa Facility in France:
Operator Standpoint. In NEA [1997].

RCEP (1988). Twelfth Report of the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution: Best Prac-
ticable Environmental Option. Cm 310, HM SO, London.

RCEP (1998). Twenty-first Report of the Roya Commission on Environmental Pollution: Set-
ting Environmental Standards. Cm 4053, HM SO, London.

74



Development of Criteria for Radiological Protection of the Environment

SazykinaT G and Kryshev | | (1999). Criteriafor Radiation Protection of Arctic Ecosystems. In
Proceedings of the 4™ International Conference on Environmental Radioactivity in the Arctic,
Edinburgh, 20-23 September 1999.

Schonfeld M (1995). Justifying Value in Nature, Electronic Journal of Analytical Philosophy,
Editorial, Issue 3, Spring 1995.

http://phil.indiana.edu/g ap/1995.spring/contents.html

Smith G M (2000). Work in Support of Biosphere Assessments for Solid Radioactive Waste
Disposal: Requirements for Performance Assessments based on Swedish Regulations and Crite-
ria, Quanti Sci Report SSI-6181A-1, Version 2.0.

Smith G M and Hodgkinson D P (1989). Review of Criteria for Radioactive Waste Disposal.
Intera Report for SKI.

Sneve M K and Snihs J-O (1999). Report of a Seminar on Radioactive Waste, Oskarshamn,
November 1998. Stralevern Rapport No.4, 1999.

SSl, 1998). The Swedish Radiation Protection Institute’ s Regulations concerning the Protection
of Human Health and the Environment in connection with the Final Management of Spent Nu-
clear Fuel and Nuclear Waste, September 1998.

United Kingdom (1990). Environmental Protection Act 1990.

United Kingdom (1994). Sustainable Development: the UK Strategy. Cm 2426, HM SO, Lon-
don.

United Kingdom (1999). Management of Nuclear Waste, Report of the House of Lords Select
Committee on Science and Technology, 24 March 1999, HM SO, London.

UKDoE (1986). Assessment of Best Practicable Environmental Options (BPEOSs) for Manage-
ment of Low and Intermediate Level Solid Radioactive Wastes. HM SO, London.

UKDOE (1994). Licensing of Waste Management Facilities. Guidance on the Drafting, Supervi-
sion and Surrender of Waste Management Licences. Waste Management Paper No.4, Third
Edition, HM SO, London.

UKDOoE (1996). The Environment Agency and Sustainable Development. Department of the
Environment, HM SO, London.

UNCED (1992). Rio Declaration on Environment and Development. United Nations Confer-
ence on Environment and Development, Rio de Janeiro, published by the United Nations, New
Y ork.

UNECE (1990). Bergen Ministerial Declaration on Sustainable Development in the ECE Re-
gion. United Nations Economic Commission for Europe.

UNSCEAR (1996). Effects of Radiation on the Environment. United Nations Scientific Com-
mittee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation, Scientific Annex to the 1996 Report to the General
Assembly, United Nations, New Y ork.

USA (1993). Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment. Order 5400.5, US De-
partment of Energy.

75



Work in Support of Biosphere Assessments for Solid Radioactive Waste Disposal

USEPA (1996). Proposed Guidelines for Ecological Risk Assessment. EPA/630/R-95/002B, US
Environmental Protection Agency, Washington DC.

Visser W J F (1994). Contaminated Land Policies in Some Industrialised Countries. Technical
Soil Protection Committee, The Hague.

WCED (1987). Our Common Future. Report of the World Commission on Environment and
Development.

Webb G A M (1999). Radiological Protection of the Environment. In Proceedings of the Sixth
International Symposium of the UK Society for Radiological Protection, Southport, 14-18 June
1999 (Thorne M, (ed)), pp271-274.

WHO (1987). Air Quality Guidelines for Europe. WHO Regional Publications, European Series
No.23. WHO Regional Office for Europe, Copenhagen.

Woodhead D S (1998). The Impact of Radioactive Discharges on Native British Wildlife and
the Implications for Environmental Protection. R&D Technical Report P135, UK Environment
Agency, Bristol.

Zach R and Amiro B (1996). Development and Application of an Environmental Assessment
Methodology. In Proceedings of International Symposium on lonising Radiation, Stockholm,
May 1996 (Amiro B, et a., (eds.)), Swedish Radiation Protection Institute, Stockholm, pp374-
383.

76



SSI-rapporter 2001
SSI reports 2001

2001:01 Patientdoser fran réntgenundersokningar
i Sverige — sammanstallning av resultaten fran
sjukvardens rapportering 1999

Avdelningen for personal- och patientstralskydd.
Wolfram Leitz and Helene Jonsson 70 SEK

2001:02 SKI's and SSI's Joint Review of SKB's
Safety Assessment Report, SR 97, Summary

2001:03 SKI’'s and SSI’s Joint Review of SKB's
Safety Assessment Report, SR 97, Review Report

2001:04 Personalstralskydd inom
karnkraftindustrin under 1999

Avdelningen for personal- och patientstralskydd.
Thommy Godés,Ann-Christin Hagg, Peter Hofvander,
Ingemar Lund, Lars Malmqvist och Erik Welleman 60 SEK

2001:05 Kalibrerings- och normalieverksamheten
vid Riksmétplats 06 under 2000

Avdelningen for personal- och patientstralskydd.

Jan-Erik Grindborg, Karl-Erik Israelsson, Jan-Erik Kylldnen
och Gdran Samuelson 70 SEK

2001:06 Sakerhets- och stralskyddslaget vid de
svenska karnkraftverken 2000
Statens stralskyddsinstitut

2001:07 Karnkraftsolyckan i Tjernobyl. En
sammanfattning femton ar efter olyckan
Avdelningen fér avfall och miljo

Leif Moberg 60 SEK

2001:08 Foreskrifter om skydd av manniskors
hélsa och miljon vid utsléapp av radioaktiva &mnen
fran vissa karntekniska anlaggningar —bakgrund
och kommentarer

Avdelningen for avfall och miljo 60 SEK

2001:09 Exponering for radiofrekventa falt och
mobiltelefoni

UIf Bergqvist, Gert Anger, Elisabeth Birke,

Yngve Hamnerius, Lena Hillert, Lars-Eric Larsson
Christer Tornevik och Johan Zetterblad 80 SEK

2001:10 SKl:s och SSl:s gemensamma granskning
av SKB:s preliminéara sékerhetsanalys for slutférvar
for langlivat 1&g- och medelaktivt avfall

2001:11 Ethical Problems in Radiation Protection
Kristin Shrader-Frechette and Lars Persson 80 SEK

2001:12 SSl:s granskning av

SKB:s komplettering av FUD-98

Avdelningen for avfall och miljo

Mikael Jensen, Carl-Magnus Larsson,Anders Wiebert,
Tomas Lofgren och Bjérn Hedberg

2001:13 Annual Report 2000

2001:14 Avfall och milj6 vid de karntekniska
anlaggningarna - Tillsynsrapport 2000
Avdelningen for avfall och miljo 70 SEK

2001:15 Radioaktivt avfall fran icke
tillstandsbunden verksamhet (RAKET) —
identifiering av aktuellt avfall, ssmmanstéllning av
relevanta regler och principer, forslag pa system
for omhandertagande

Avdelningen for avfall och miljo 70 SEK

2001:16 Personalstralskydd inom karnkraft-
industrin under 2000

Avdelningen for personal- och patientstralskydd

Ansi Gerhardsson, Thommy Godas, Peter Hofvander,
Ingemar Lund och Lars Malmqvist 60 SEK

2001:17 Utveckling av metod for utfragning
SKI och SSI

2001:18 Foreskrifter om hantering av radioaktivt
avfall och karnavfall vid karntekniska
anlaggningar - bakgrund och kommentarer
Avdelningen for avfall och miljo 60 SEK

2001:19 SKI and SSl's Joint Review of SKB's
Preliminary Safety Assessment for a Repository
for Long-lived Low and Intermediate-level Waste

2001:20 Godkannande av persondosimetritjanster
Avdelningen for personal- och patientstralskydd
Klas Bergman och Lars Malmqvist 60 SEK

2001:21 Work in Support of Biosphere
Assessments for Solid Radioactive Waste
Disposal. 1. Performance Assessments,
Requirements and Methodology; Criteria for
Radiological Environmental Protection
Avdelningen for avfall och miljo

M.J. Egan, M. Loose, G.M. Smith and B.M.Watkins 100 SEK



tatens stralskyddsinstitut, ssi, 4 en central tillsyns-

myndighet med uppgift att skydda manniskor, djur och miljé mot
skadlig verkan av stralning. SSI arbetar for en god avvagning mellan
risk och nytta med stralning, och for att 6ka kunskaperna om stral-
ning, sa att individens risk begransas.

SSl satter granser for straldoser till allménheten och till dem som
arbetar med stralning, utfardar foreskrifter och kontrollerar att de efter-
levs, bland annat genom inspektioner. Myndigheten informerar, utbildar
och ger rad for att 6ka kunskaperna om stralning. SSI bedriver ocksa
egen forskning och stoder forskning vid universitet och hégskolor.

Myndigheten medverkar i det internationella stralskyddssam-
arbetet. Darigenom bidrar SSI till forbattringar av stralskyddet i framst
Baltikum och Ryssland. SSI haller beredskap dygnet runt mot olyckor
med stralning. En tidig varning om olyckor fas genom svenska och
utldndska matstationer och genom internationella varnings- och in-
formationssystem.

SSI har idag ca 110 anstéllda och &r beléget i Stockholm.

the swedish radiation protection authority (ssi) is a
government authority with the task of protecting mankind and the
living environment from the harmful effects of radiation. SSI ensures
that the risks and benefits inherent to radiation and its use are
compared and evaluated, and that knowledge regarding radiation
continues to develop, so that the risk to individuals is minimised.

SSI decides the dose limits for the public and for workers exposed
to radiation, and issues regulations that, through inspections, it ensures
are being followed. SSI provides information, education, and advice,
carries out research and administers external research projects.

SSI participates on a national and international level in the field
of radiation protection. As a part of that participation, SSI contributes
towards improvements in radiation protection standards in the for-
mer Soviet states.

SSlis responsible for co-ordinating activities in Sweden should an
accident involving radiation occur. Its resources can be called upon
at any time of the day or night. If an accident occurs, a special
emergency preparedness organisation is activated. Early notification
of emergencies is obtained from automatic alarm monitoring stations
in Sweden and abroad, and through international and bilateral
agreements on early warning and information.

SSI has 110 employees and is situated in Stockholm.

NN . .y
hh Statens strdlskyddsinstitut

Swedish Radiation Protection Authority

Adress: Statens stralskyddsinstitut; $-17116 Stockholm;
BesOksadress: Karolinska sjukhusets omrade, Hus Z 5.
Telefon: 08-729 71 00, Fax:08-729 71 08

Address: Swedish Radiation Protection Institute;
SE-17116 Stockholm; Sweden

Telephone: + 46 8-729 71 00, Fax: + 46 8-729 71 08
WWW.SSi.se
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