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This final report on the CARD Project provides the foundation for a proposal for a European 
Technology Platform in the Field of Geological Disposal of Radioactive Waste. The basis for 
such a proposal has been built on a preliminary vision developed by the partners in the 
CARD project that was further developed to take account of inputs from waste management 
organisations, research providers and other stakeholders.   
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EC CARD Project 

FINAL REPORT 

1. Introduction  

The EC CARD (Co-ordination Action on research, development and demonstration (RD&D) 
priorities and strategies for geological disposal) Project was instituted under the European 
Commission’s Sixth Framework Programme for Management of Radioactive Waste (FP6).   

The aim of the CARD Project was to assess the feasibility of a Technology Platform (TP)1 
that would provide a European framework for networking and co-operation in the field of 
RD&D for geological disposal of radioactive waste in the EU, see reference [1]. Under the 
EC contract, the study sought inputs from radioactive waste management organisations 
(geological disposal implementers) and other potential participants in a TP. The project 
partners then analysed these inputs and, finding there is a sufficient level of support 
(meaning coherent support for a common proposal), developed the basis for a proposal for a 
TP.  

The project participants from ten countries represent radioactive waste management 
organisations (WMOs) responsible for managing national research programmes related to 
geological disposal or, in one case, for a country not being represented by a WMO, a 
technical support organisation (TSO), see Table 1. In the case of a number of these 
organisations this responsibility is discharged in support of the development, planning or 
feasibility testing of a repository solution. In the CARD project they were charged with 
collecting and analysing views of key national stakeholders in the development of geological 
disposal facilities (WMOs, research organisations, regulators, local communities  and other 
stakeholders) so as to develop proposals that could achieve an appropriate level of support.  

The project participants met and discussed the objectives, structure and working methods of 
a TP on two occasions (November 2006 and May 2007). They prepared a preliminary vision 
for a TP and a detailed questionnaire on that vision, see Annex 1. The questionnaire was 
responded to by 82 national organisations, including Formal National Appointees 2, research 
providers, regulatory bodies, safety authorities and other stakeholders, see Table 2. The 
analysis of responses is documented in Annex 2.  

The project participants judged that responses to the questionnaire did indeed demonstrate 
a sufficient level of support for a European TP in the field of RD&D for geological disposal of 
radioactive waste, see Section 2. Therefore they developed a draft proposal for the TP on 
the basis of their analysis of the responses to the questionnaire. 

                                                 
1  The "Technology Platform" is an instrument devised by the European Commission to provide a 

framework for co-ordination of R&D activities in key technical areas with a view to assisting 
Europe to compete efficiently in the development of advanced and complex technologies, e.g. see 
http://cordis.europa.eu/technology-platforms/home_en.html.  

2  “Formal National Appointee” is a term used by the CARD project. It means an organisation that 
has been formally appointed by government, often under national legislation, or otherwise 
entrusted with the responsibility either for managing the development and/or implementation of 
deep geological repositories for radioactive waste in a given country (the WMO), or for providing 
technical support including RD&D and/or safety assessment capability (a Technical Support 
Organisation or TSO).  
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The organisations that had been invited to respond to the questionnaire were invited to an 
open workshop held in Brussels in March 2008 to share the findings of the Project and to 
give feedback on the proposals for the structure and operation of the TP. The workshop was 
attended by 54 participants from 11 countries, see Table 3. The high level of support for the 
proposed TP was confirmed and a high proportion of the participants contributed ideas on 
how the TP could be established and operated to meet the overall objective (of more 
efficient implementation of geological disposal in EU member states) and the associated 
needs of national programmes and of individual organisations. 

Section 3 of this document provides a proposal for a TP, based on the preliminary vision 
developed by participants in the CARD project that was further developed to take account of 
responses from the questionnaire and of feedback from the open workshop.  

2. Level of Support for a Technology Platform  

All 10 organisations that have participated as partners in the CARD Project support the 
concept of a European TP in the field of RD&D for geological disposal of radioactive waste 
and believe it could have important benefits. Primarily, the benefits are:  

• Increased confidence in the scientific and technical basis of geological disposal as a 
safe and feasible solution – provided by a coherent scientific and technical effort, 
through collaboration of WMOs and research providers (both TSOs and non-TSOs), 
and possibilities for other stakeholders to witness and influence that effort. 

• Economic – through sharing costs of projects that address common RD&D goals 
and/or through better co-ordination of existing and future projects.  

Reservations of the WMOs participating as partners in the project are:  

• Cost and staff resource based – that participating in a TP must not impose a 
significant additional administrative load on organisations or their contracted 
research providers.  

• Direction and control based – that shared projects are aimed at common goals, and 
that key RD&D resources directed to solving immediate issues within national 
programmes should remain focused on those immediate issues.  

Responses from the questionnaire showed as follows.  

All 13 WMOs that responded expect to participate. One gave a specific reservation related 
to control of key RD&D resources. 

All 7 TSOs that responded also expect to participate. One gave a specific reservation related 
to dependence on the attitude of its national WMO. 

The 38 non-TSO research providers responding gave mainly positive responses with at least 
65% expecting to participate and only one direct no. The main reservations were concerning 
the resource or support to participate.  

Among the 23 “other stakeholders” (i.e. regulators, government ministries and local 
community organisations) there was general encouragement for a TP as positive to 
confidence building. Many of the organisations, however, consider themselves “not 
competent” or interested to participate in a primarily technical forum. Only 9 (43%) judged it 
was possible to likely that they would participate. Regulators mentioned resources and 
independence. Social stakeholders mentioned lack of social dimension.  
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Thus, while support for a TP is high in all three groups, direct participation from other 
stakeholders – mainly ministry departments, regulators and social stakeholders – may be 
limited.  

Feedback from the open workshop showed that there is a high level of support and interest 
with respect to the proposed TP. In line with the analysis of the responses to the 
questionnaire there was little participation from representatives of Government ministries 
(except in the case where the ministries themselves hold the responsibility for implementing 
the national RD&D programme) and of social stakeholders. However, the interests of social 
stakeholders were represented by participants in national and international initiatives 
concerning, for example, waste governance and education and training. Regulators and 
TSOs made proposals for the operation of the TP in a way that would meet their needs and 
objectives while not compromising their independence. 

A number of key points emerged in the course of the workshop and these are summarised 
as follows: 

• Greater clarity is required on the scope of the TP, i.e. what is included in geological 
disposal RD&D. 

• The TP will represent a valuable source of guidance to the EC on the topics that 
should be included in its Framework Programmes. 

• The TP represents a vehicle for co-ordinating education and training with respect to 
radioactive waste management; interface arrangements are required with related 
initiatives in the nuclear field.  As such the TP represents an opportunity to ensure 
continuity in the expertise and knowledge over the extended periods of time needed 
in the development and operation of a disposal facility. 

• Knowledge management should be a highly prioritised activity for the TP, involving 
the commissioning of books and reports on the state-of-the-art of relevant topics, 
effectively “handbooks” for radioactive waste management. 

• Closely related to this proposal on knowledge management, the involvement of  a 
wide range of stakeholders, including social stakeholders3, will enhance the value of 
knowledge management initiatives and inform their objectives. 

• The value of a reference group for national programmes involved in defining or 
reviewing policy was emphasised and the TP was proposed as a means of providing 
the necessary expertise, when required in this role; the associated need for a 
method of communicating with the TP was recognised. 

• The interfaces with other similar organisations, in particular the Sustainable Nuclear 
Energy Technology Platform (SNETP), need to be defined clearly: in the case of the 
SNETP, it will be important to specify the respective remits with respect to waste 
processing and packaging (i.e. conditioning). 

• The TP will have an important strategic role to play, including the provision of inputs 
and feedback to the European Parliament. 

                                                 
3 It was noted that local communities involved in disposal facility siting programmes often rely on 

external technical experts and it is important that they can see convincing arguments and 
synergies with other existing activities. 
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• The scientific and technical community requires a network of personal contacts to 
operate effectively in achieving the co-operation envisaged: the TP must facilitate 
such networks. 

Consequently, the CARD participants conclude:  

• There is sufficient support for a TP in the field of RD&D for geological disposal of 
radioactive waste. This is based mainly on the different, respective needs and views 
of the WMOs, TSOs and other research providers. Other stakeholders are 
supportive but their direct participation may be limited.  

• The organisations with a responsibility for commissioning and applying RD&D to the 
development of repository safety cases and repository designs or to the 
development of policy in national programmes must provide the driving input to 
establish and direct a TP, since it can only be of value if it serves these objectives.   
Therefore, the TP must work first as a cost-effective technical forum and mechanism 
for WMOs, TSOs and other research providers. It should also communicate to other 
stakeholders, holding open the possibility for increased participation in future.  

• The Technology Platform should be developed in a staged fashion to ensure its 
focus and efficiency. In particular, to meet WMO reservations noted above, the costs 
and staff resources, and direction of the TP, must be monitored and well controlled.  
However, as also noted above, the WMOs see a potential for considerable cost 
savings through cost-sharing and co-ordination in a well-managed TP. 

3. The Technology Platform  

Conditions for success of a European TP for networking and co-operation in the field of 
RD&D for geological disposal have been identified and tested to the extent possible at this 
development stage. They are as follows:  

• A shared vision of the TP by those participants having national programme 
responsibilities and a willingness to support a common strategic research agenda 
(SRA), i.e. an agreed set of goals for the RD&D most suitable for collaboration and 
needed to develop geological disposal to the level of practical implementation, and 
agreed time scales for their accomplishment (see Section 3.4.1).  

• Sufficient authority and willingness of the WMO participants needed to commit 
resources to projects;  

• Active and constructive support of all participants including a range of stakeholders;  

• Appropriate structure and working methods to realise the general objectives and 
specific project goals efficiently. 

Relevant aspects of the TP proposal are discussed in the following sub-sections.   

3.1 General ground rules  

The Technology Platform will be established and directed by the organisations that have 
national programme responsibilities for commissioning and applying RD&D in implementing 
or planning geological disposal, or in formulation of disposal policy (typically this will be a 
WMO) and be to serve their needs. The EC will take an interest as an observer, offer advice 
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in relation to its experience of similar ventures and provide some support for coordination 
activities of the platform. Organisations will decide for themselves whether or not to 
participate, and at what level of commitment, depending on the benefits they see in 
participation and on their own resources.  

The Technology Platform can begin as an information exchange and discussion forum and 
is expected to develop as a vehicle for practical co-operation in specific RD&D projects. It is 
not intended to duplicate existing discussion fora (e.g. as provided by the NEA and IAEA) or 
existing multi-national or bilateral research agreements. It is expected that these latter 
agreements will be built upon for the benefit of the TP and that the TP will also benefit from 
the structured dialogues that essentially will continue to occur at the national level between 
WMOs and research organisations with responsibility for each national programme. Rather, 
the TP is to help identify RD&D needs that are common to at least some of the participants 
to offer practical solutions by which interested participants can co-operate in meeting those 
needs, and to provide a platform for open discussion and exchange of RD&D results.   

It is not expected that participants will surrender control of their RD&D resources, rather, 
where there is a joint benefit, they will pool parts of their resources with others for the 
purposes of specific projects with joint agreed goals and timescales.   

Questionnaire responses confirm that only a few per cent of funding for RD&D related to 
radioactive waste management comes via the EC and the bulk is committed directly by the 
WMOs for their national research programmes. An important proposed aim of a TP is to co-
ordinate shared objectives and projects in the work programmes at the command of WMOs 
in topics and areas where a joint benefit of co-operation is seen. A subsidiary element in 
promoting such co-operation is that views expressed in the SRA and the direction of projects 
within the Technology Platform would be a valuable source of guidance to the EC in setting 
priorities in its Framework Programmes. This information coming out of the TP will be of 
value to focus support to the implementation of geological disposal in EU–member countries 
by identifying areas of highest added value to implementation by European cooperation.  

3.2 Benefits and objectives 

The following general benefits or objectives have been identified, which a TP should seek to 
realise: 

• Gaining understanding of  who is doing what RD&D and for what reasons, and thus 
to learn each others’ planning strategy and underlying structure for planning RD&D 
activities and organising information (e.g. requirements management, knowledge 
management, strategic resource management). 

• For advanced national programmes, supporting the implementation process (and 
strengthening the foundation of repository safety cases) through discussion on key 
issues and formulation of focused and efficient RD&D responses, also taking 
account of views from regulators and other stakeholders.  There is also the prospect 
of sharing resources to tackle issues that may not be key to implementing geological 
disposal but nonetheless need to be handled in national programmes (e.g. ‘exotic’ 
wastes).  

• For less advanced national programmes, giving advance insight on future 
requirements through the same processes and giving the opportunity to allocate 
resources to encourage early solutions and follow developments.  
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• Enhancing public acceptance and confidence through demonstrated openness of 
discussing problems and the RD&D requirements, and developing broadly-based 
technical consensus on the state-of-the-art of science and technology (as a part of 
knowledge management), allowing objective identification of the uncertainties that 
still remain.  

Table 4 shows a list of possible benefits presented in the questionnaire and average scores 
allocated to each by formal national appointees, research provider and stakeholders. This 
demonstrates that the sharing of RD&D information is the most highly regarded benefit 
across all organisations. Exchange of information and experience on RD&D planning and 
management is highly regarded by the formal national appointees.   

Table 5 shows a list of possible objectives and functions presented in the questionnaire and 
average scores allocated to each by formal national appointees, research provider and 
stakeholders. This demonstrates that establishing a forum and mechanisms for sharing of  

RD&D information and results is the most highly regarded objective across all organisations. 
Establishing a forum for discussion of RD&D issues and priorities amongst RD&D funders, 
managers and other stakeholders, and establishing mechanisms for co-ordinating RD&D on 
topics of shared interest between programmes is highly regarded by the formal national 
appointees 

3.3 Structure 

The TP structure must allow a level of access to all committed participants – to allow open 
discussion and exchange – but also provide a formal structure committed for efficient 
planning, management and reporting of projects or activities.   

The basic structure proposed for a TP includes:  

• A forum for exchange of information and discussion of RD&D needs, as well as 
results, in relation to implementation of geological disposal. 

• A working programme controlled by an executive group that is supported by a 
secretariat.  

Within the working programme would be:  

• Working groups with specified mandates related to the TP (e.g. development of the 
SRA, development of supporting activities such as education and training).   

• Collaborative projects and activities following agreed work plans and objectives.  

The structure must accommodate the needs and constraints of: 

• Organisations that are in charge of implementing disposal facilities and/or entrusted 
by their Government with developing radioactive waste disposal solutions.  

• Research providers, with an interest in scientific co-operation as a means of 
providing input to and gaining information from research programmes;  

• Other stakeholders with technical interests and concerns, for example, regulatory 
bodies, government ministries and involved municipalities, with an interest in 
information from, and influencing, European research programmes.    
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The proposed structure developed by the CARD participants is illustrated in Figure 1. This is 
a simplified outline developed to promote feedback from interested parties at the open 
workshop. The workshop participants were broadly satisfied that this is an adequate 
structure to act as a guide for initial development of the TP. An early task for the executive 
group and secretariat would be to review and add detail to this structure. 

 

Fig. 1: Structure for the Technology Platform for RD&D for geological disposal. 

A key issue in developing this structure is to determine the inputs that are required from 
different types of organisations or organisations with different responsibilities, and how best 
these can be made. This was the subject of considerable discussion within the CARD 
Project; the following points concerning organisational responsibilities are considered 
relevant. 
 
Waste Management Organisations (WMOs) 
 
In the majority of EU member states with a nuclear power programme a WMO has been 
created, having as one of its main responsibilities the implementation of geological disposal 
policy or providing support to the national government in development of policy. The 
progress of a WMO’s programme towards implementation of disposal involves the 
development of repository safety cases and associated repository designs to meet the 
requirements of the different stages of the national licensing process. In a number of the 
more advanced programmes the RD&D issues that remain to be addressed are formally 
documented as a part of the evolution of the safety case. The identification of these issues 
typically includes inputs from review by scientific peers, regulatory bodies etc. Hence these 
programmes have a clear view of their RD&D requirements, arrived at by a sound, scientific 
process. Less advanced programmes may not yet have gone through such a process, but 
nevertheless can map their waste inventories, geological conditions etc onto the published 
work of the more advanced programmes. Therefore the WMO or, if none exists with the 
relevant responsibilities, an organisation charged with the equivalent responsibilities, is best 
placed to set the strategic objectives of RD&D in order to meet its national programme goals 
for implementation of geological disposal. 
 
A range of geological conditions and repository concepts are under consideration across the 
EU member states. Nonetheless, there are sufficient synergies between programmes for a 
number of formal co-operation agreements between WMOs to function effectively. At a more 
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informal level, there is a marked willingness for WMOs to work together in discussing ideas 
and initiatives that they hold in common. Given this already significant level of co-operation, 
the extra commitment that will be necessary to ensure the effective operation of a TP will 
have to bring the extra benefits that are foreseen from it. In particular the TP will have to 
improve delivery against the strategic objectives of these organisations. 
 
WMOs typically do not carry within themselves the RD&D capabilities required to deliver 
their programmes, but rely upon commissioning RD&D from suitably qualified organisations. 
 
Technical Support Organisations (TSOs) 
In a number of EU member states Technical Support Organisations (TSOs) have been 
established with a remit that includes providing the specialised scientific and technical 
information required in evaluating the scientific and technical output of WMOs for 
implementing geological disposal. In a  few cases, when roles and responsibilities are clearly 
defined, a partnership exists between the national WMO and the one or more TSOs in the 
country.  
 
In some cases TSOs provide support to the national regulatory body rather than the WMO 
and in this instance are more accurately referred to as Technical Safety Organisations. Their 
potential role is discussed under the following Regulators section. In a few cases the 
national government may rely directly on a TSO for the information required to develop 
disposal policy. 
 
Therefore TSOs often provide an input of scientific and technical information required for a 
programme to progress and additionally have the capability of evaluating the status of 
scientific understanding in key areas. These inputs will need to be carried through into a TP 
if it is to be successful. TSOs and other research organisations will be needed for the TP to 
be able to identify and provide the means by which strategic scientific and technical 
objectives are achieved. 
 
TSOs will also have their own, legitimate objectives for co-operation, for example information 
exchange or staff development and exchange, that are beneficial to the overall objective of 
delivering high quality support to implementation of disposal. 
 
Regulators 
Regulatory bodies with responsibilities for scrutinising proposals relating to geological 
disposal have been established in most member states with nuclear power programmes.  
The issues of independence and reserving of position are important in considering how 
regulatory bodies and, where relevant, its supporting Technical Safety Organisation might be 
involved in a TP. In order to maintain public confidence in its role, the regulatory body must 
be seen to operate independently of the WMO (or its equivalent) and not to be unduly 
influenced by the WMO’s strategies. The regulatory body can only come to a formal view on 
the status of the scientific and technical arguments and any resulting needs for further 
RD&D when this information is presented in a safety case in progressing a specific national 
programme.  
 
Nevertheless, the regulators will clearly find it helpful to obtain greater visibility of the 
international scientific and technical basis for geological disposal and may have their own 
requirements for greater scientific understanding in key areas. A valuable proposal made at 
the open workshop was that a separate stream of RD&D topic orientated projects could be 
established that are dedicated to the requirements of regulatory and Technical Safety 
Organisations, so providing independence from WMO activities. 
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3.4 Working methods 

3.4.1 The Strategic Research Agenda 

A key vehicle of other European TPs is the “Strategic Research Agenda” (SRA). For 
geological disposal RD&D this will be a document, arrived at by technical analysis and 
discussion between WMOs and TSOs and other research providers, taking account of the 
views of other stakeholders. It will lay out RD&D goals within the Technology Platform and 
time scales for their accomplishment. It will form a focus for ongoing discussion and will be 
subject to review and on-going development. In line with the planning that typifies national 
implementation programmes, it is suggested that this could be structured around short-term, 
medium-term and long-term objectives that take account of the planned implementation of 
geological disposal in a number of member states around 2020. 

Once the SRA is agreed, it will form the high-level guidance for development of proposals 
and detailed plans of work within the TP. In the context of a TP in the area of RD&D for 
geological disposal, the SRA represents a shared view on the RD&D that is required in 
support of implementation of geological disposal in Europe and where international co-
operation will enable or improve its quality or timeliness of delivery.  

3.4.2 Dialogue and control 

Dialogue would be generated primarily within the Exchange Forum, whereas control and 
monitoring of activities is achieved under the supervision of the TP executive group and 
secretariat, see Figure 1.   

The Exchange Forum would use a range of methods to promote dialogue.  These could 
include:  

• Operation of a website with information on the TP programme, access to results, and 
proposals for review and comment (a pilot website www.cardproject.eu was 
developed within the CARD project).  

• Meetings to discuss RD&D priorities, the SRA and the TP programme;  

• Workshops on specific RD&D topics or functions and support activities.   

For management efficiency, and to ensure that the organisations with national programme 
responsibilities for deploying research budgets (WMOs or their equivalent), retain control of 
their RD&D resources, the implementation of projects within the TP would be controlled by 
an executive group appointed by these organisations as a key part of establishing the TP. 
The appointment of the executive group would be on the basis of technical competence, 
covering the complete spectrum of their needs, and strategic-level management 
competence. This executive group, meeting regularly, would commission working groups to 
develop both the overall SRA and to assess and make technical plans for RD&D projects or 
development of TP functions. It would formally open RD&D projects and activities, monitor 
their performance, and close projects and activities on reaching their goals in accord with the 
SRA. It would develop reports on the activities and outcomes of the TP primarily as an 
efficient means of providing information to its Exchange Forum and stakeholders. It would 
actively seek views, and respond to views, developed by stakeholders, in particular within 
the Exchange Forum.   

The executive group would be supported in its duties by a Secretariat, which would also 
provide support to activities of the Exchange Forum.   
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Individual RD&D projects and activities would be managed by management groups and 
methods suited to their structure and objectives, and under the control of participants in the 
individual RD&D projects and activities.   

3.5 Implementation 

It is proposed that the Technology Platform is implemented in a step-by-step manner.  

Attention is first on obtaining the commitment of organisations to participate in the TP. In 
order to achieve this it is proposed that a TP “Vision Document” is drawn for distribution to 
prospective participating organisations for their consideration and signature.  

The drafting of this document is an activity that will be undertaken on a free-will basis by 
organisations that are already strongly committed to the prospective TP. The Swedish 
Nuclear Fuel and Radioactive Waste Management Company, SKB, has expressed a 
willingness to lead this initiative, two other organisations involved in the CARD Project, 
Posiva and GRS, have formally expressed a willingness to support SKB, and a number of 
the participants in the open workshop notified that their organisations could be approached 
for support also.  

In order to maintain the momentum that has been developed with the CARD Project and to 
build upon the good will and support shown by a number of organisations and stakeholders, 
it is agreed among the CARD partners that a target of November 2008 should be in mind for 
completing the Vision Document and obtaining a critical mass of organisations willing to 
commit to it. 

Scope 

Consistent feedback from the open workshop concerned the need for clarity on the scope of 
the TP in the Vision Document. In the light of discussions on this matter within the Project, it 
is proposed that the overall goal of the TP should be declared as practical implementation of 
member states’ policies on the geological disposal of radioactive wastes. Such a policy is in 
place in a number of member states in respect of high activity, long-lived wastes and this is 
expected to be the focus for the TP.  

The term geological disposal is taken to mean disposal at depth in suitable geological 
formations where the geology will contribute to the long-term isolation and containment of 
long-lived radionuclides. Therefore disposal of low-level wastes and short-lived intermediate-
level wastes at or near the ground surface is not included in the scope of the TP. All types of 
potential host rock are to be included, in particular the classical categories of crystalline 
rocks, argillaceous rocks (including both indurated claystones and plastic clays) and 
evaporites (in particular rock salt).  

The TP should include in its scope consideration of the conditioning of wastes to make them 
suitable for disposal. The Vision Document will need to comment explicitly on the interface 
that will be required with the SNETP to ensure that there is neither duplication nor significant 
omission of important activities in this area between the two TPs. 

Content of the Vision Document 

The feedback from the open workshop confirmed that much of the information required to be 
presented in the Vision Document is available in the material collected and analysed in the 
CARD Project. In particular the strongly supported benefits and objectives of the TP are 
clearly identified (see Tables 4 and 5).  The vision of the Technology Platform is to establish: 
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• a forum for discussion of RD&D issues and priorities; 

• a means for sharing RD&D information and results, including information and 
experience on RD&D planning and management; 

• a mechanism for co-ordinating RD&D on topics of shared interest between 
prgrammes and group of organisations. 

The Vision Document should contain proposals for achievement of these benefits and 
objectives. In addition to the identified strategic benefits and objectives, the development of 
books and reports on the state-of-the-art of relevant topics merits attention following the 
comments from the open workshop.  

There appears to be general agreement on the principles underpinning the structure that has 
been proposed for the TP and the experience in the CARD Project has been that it is not 
helpful to attempt to be more prescriptive than is necessary for organisations to see how 
they would best participate to meet their own objectives. It will be important to establish 
methods of working and the development of personal networks and the capability to function 
as a reference group were specific points supported at the open workshop. 

As noted by participants in the open workshop, it will be important to state clearly the 
proposed interactions of the TP respectively with national programmes, the EC, international 
organisations and other TPs and European initiatives (e.g. concerning education and 
training in the nuclear field). 

Some of the information proposed to be included in the future Vision Document will guide 
the scope of a subsequent Strategic Research Agenda (SRA) and it is suggested that a 
proposed scope of the SRA could be included in the Vision Document. However, it will be for 
the organisations participating in the resulting TP to subsequently review and revise that 
scope and then develop the detailed content of the SRA. 

Planned Actions  

Once the Vision Document has been finalised and a critical mass of organisations have 
signified their commitment to supporting it, the TP should be launched at a workshop. This 
should be planned and designed to attract the participation of key decision makers and 
senior managers to emphasise the importance of the step that is being taken and the 
strategic aspects of the future operation of the TP. 

It will of course be for the organisations participating in the TP to set priorities, but a clear 
early priority will be to develop the SRA for review and subsequent agreement. 

The EC has signalled willingness in principle to support the provision of a secretariat at the 
early stage of operation of a TP. It is a prerequisite that this possibility should be pursued but 
it is also considered that the TP should develop a resource plan to ensure its sustainable 
operation over the long term. This should be done as soon as possible once the benefits of 
participation are apparent.  Taking the Sustainable Nuclear Energy Technology Platform 
(SNE-TP) as an example such initial secretariat support may be the equivalent of 2 person-
years. 

As implied by the term “Vision Document”, initially participating organisations will be 
committing to a vision of what the TP will achieve. However, co-operation in projects will 
demand commitments of resources and considerations of issues such as intellectual 
property rights and liabilities. The type of consortium agreement that is often associated with 
EC Framework Programme projects is recommended as a tried and tested model for use by 
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the participants in specific co-operation projects, not least because the legal departments of 
most of the likely participants are already familiar with its use. 

4. Conclusions 

4.1 The CARD Project has shown that a Technology Platform is a feasible method of 
providing a framework for networking and co-operation in the field of RD&D for geological 
disposal in the EU. In particular the proposed structure and methods of working can meet 
the identified requirements for networking and co-operation of those organisations that are 
central to implementation of geological disposal in Member States. 

4.2 The CARD Project has established and tested the prioritised needs and objectives of 
potential participants in the Technology Platform. The resulting database of information 
provides the basis for production of a Vision Document for the Technology Platform. 

4.3 There is a high level of support and good-will for the establishment of a Technology 
Platform and momentum should be maintained by moving as quickly as possible to its 
launch. 

Reference
                                                 
1  Sixth Framework Programme Co-ordination Action, Proposal 036496, Co-ordination of 

research, development and demonstration (RD&D) priorities and strategies for geological 
disposal, Annex 1 – Description of Work, 11 May 2006.  
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Tables 
 

Table 1: Participants in the 1st and 2nd meetings of the CARD project. 
 
Project participants  

Alan Hooper Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA), United Kingdom         
(Project co-ordinator) 

Philippe Lalieux ONDRAF/NIRAS, Belgium.  

Frantisek Woller RAWRA, Czech Republic 

Juhani Vira & Marjatta 
Palmu  

Posiva, Finland 

Patrick Landais &       
Gerald Ouzounian 

ANDRA, France 

Wernt Brewitz GRS, Germany 

Irena Mele &            
Metka Kralji 

ARAO, Slovenia 

Julio Astudillo Pastor Enresa, Spain 

Monica Hammarstrom SKB, Sweden 

Lawrence Johnson Nagra, Switzerland 

EC participants and observers 

Simon Webster European Commission 

Michel Raynal European Commission (1st meeting only) 

Thomas McMenamin  European Commission (2nd meeting only) 

Bernard Neerdael International Atomic Energy Agency, IAEA  

Wilhelm Bollingerfehr  DBE, Germany 

Support to the project co-ordinator 

Trevor Sumerling Safety Assessment Management Ltd, UK 
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Table 2: CARD respondees by country and organisation type 

 Formal national appointees 
(FNAs) 

Stakeholders Research providers 

 Implementor 
/ WMO  

Technical 
Support 
Organisation 

Other 
WMO 

Ministry 
Dept 

Regulator Social 
stakeholder 

Other NRI Univ. Dept. Commercial 
contractor 

Belgium Ondraf   FPSEE-EA (FANC) (MONA) 
(STORA) 

SCK.CEN 
GeoSurBel     
R.Obs.Belg    
EURIDICE 

U-Liège 
KU-Leuven 

 

Switzerland Nagra PSI   HSK  Swisstopo   

Czech 
Republic 

RAWRA      CzGeoSur   
Cz.NRI 

CzTU(NSPE)   
CzTU(CEG) 

 

Germany4 DBE 
BfS 

GRS  BMWi  
BMBF 

BMU 
NMU-LSax 

 BGR, 
Helmholtz-
Zenrum 
MÜnchen  
(GSF)       
FZD-IRC 
FZK-INE  
FZJ   

TU-Clausthal TUV-Nord 

Spain ENRESA CIEMAT     AITEMIN      
IES-CSIC 

CIMNE-UPC Enviros-Sp 

Finland  Posiva VTT FPHOy KTM (STUK) CeNS  GeoSurFin TKK        
UHel(Rchem)   
HUTech-AES 

 

France ANDRA  IRSN 
 

 OPECST        
DGRI            
(Min Env) 

  CEA 
ARMINES       
CNRS      
INERIS 

UT-Troyes  

                                                 
4 This table reflects the status of organisations responding to the CARD Project questionnaire.  However, valuable information has been provided on the 

responsibilities for geological disposal in the German national programme in anticipation of its commitment and support for a future Technology Platform.  
The disposal of radioactive waste has been entrusted to the state by law (The Atomic Act).  Therefore the lead responsibility for implementation rests with 
the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU), in the discharge of which it is supported by the activities of BfS 
and of DBE.  The deployment of a significant proportion of the relevant research funding is the responsibility of the Federal Ministry of Economics and 
Technology (BMWi), through which the organisations GRS, BGR and PTKA are effectively positioned as TSOs in the German national programme. 
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 Formal national appointees 
(FNAs) 

Stakeholders Research providers 

 Implementor 
/ WMO  

Technical 
Support 
Organisation 

Other 
WMO 

Ministry 
Dept 

Regulator Social 
stakeholder 

Other NRI Univ. Dept. Commercial 
contractor 

Hungary PURAM         

Italy  ENEA        

Netherlands COVRA         

Poland   ZUOP       

Slovenia ARAO    SNSA  JSI     
GeoSurSi   
ZAG 

 IBEConE 

Sweden SKB    SKI                 
SSI 

Östhammar      
(Oskarshamn) 

SGU KTH Golders 

United 
Kingdom 

NDA     NuLeaf BGS  Nexia 
Solutions 

 

Key to Table 2 

WMO = waste management organisation.  

FNA = Formal National Appointee. That is, an organisation that has been formally appointed by government, often under national legislation, with the 
responsibility either for managing the development and/or implementation of deep geological repositories for radioactive waste in a given country (the WMO), 
or for providing technical support including RD&D and/or safety assessment capability (a TSO).    

TSO = technical support organisation, i.e. an organisation that has been given responsibility by national government, and usually allocated direct budget, to 
provide RD&D support to the FNA (or in some countries the regulator).  

Other NRI = Other national research institute or organisation that may provide RD&D support to the FNA or to the regulator, usually as a contractor but in 
some cases partly from institute budget.  

Parentheses (blue) indicate statement response only, i.e. the questionnaire was not completed.  
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Table 3: Participants in the Open Workshop  

 

Name Organisation e-mail contact 

Alheid BGR alheid@bgr.de 

Astudillo Pastor ENRESA JASP@enresa.es 

Bacri Recherche charles-olivier.bacri@recherche.gouv.fr 

Beushausen 
Federal Office for Radiation 
Protection Mbeushausen@bfs.de 

Bohnstedt NUKLEAR bohnstedt@nuklear.fzk.de 

Bollingerfehr DBE Technology bollingerfehr@dbe.de 

Bossart Swisstopo paul.Bossart@swisstopo.ch 

Brewitz GRS Wernt.Brewitz@grs.de 

Bruno Amphos XXI Consulting jordi.bruno@amphos21.com 

Buckau INE buckau@ine.fzk.de 

De Vos Geological Survey of Belgium wdevos@naturalsciences.be 

Di Bartolo European Commission Gaetano.Di-Bartolo@ec.europa.eu 

Davies European Commission christophe.davies@ec.europa.eu 

Duda RAWRA duda@rawra.cz 

Eccles Nexia Solutions harry.eccles@nexiasolutions.com 

Farias Seifert ENRESA JFAS@enresa.es 

Fuentes-Cantillana AITEMIN jl.fuentes@aitemin.es 

Girard CEA pascal.girard@cte.gouv.fr 

Grambow SUBATECH grambow@subatech.in2p3.fr 

Hammarstrom SKB monica.hammarstrom@skb.se 

Hooper NDA alan.hooper@nda.gov.uk 

Johnson NAGRA lawrence.johnson@nagra.ch 

Kienzler INE kienzler@ine.fzk.de 

Koester 
Federal Ministry of Economics 
and Technology siegfried.koester@bmwi.bund.de 
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Name Organisation e-mail contact 

Lalieux NIROND p.lalieux@nirond.be 

Mele ARAO Irena.Mele@gov.si 

Mente BGR michael.mente@bgr.de 

Mertens FANC Jeroen.MERTENS@FANC.FGOV.BE 

Nilsson European Commission Karl-Fredrik.Nilsson@jrc.nl 

Odoj Forschungszentrum Julich GmbH r.odoj@fz-juelich.de 

Ouzounian ANDRA Gerald.Ouzounian@andra.fr 

Pacovsky CTU, Prague pacovsky@fsv.cvut.cz 

Paillere CEA henri.paillere@cea.fr or secretariat@snetp.eu

Palmu Posiva Marjatta.Palmu@posiva.fi 

Plischke 
Institute for Disposal Research, 
Germany elmar.plischke@tu-clausthal.de 

Rahn 
HSK, Swiss Federal Nuclear 
Safety Inspectorate meinert.rahn@hsk.ch 

Rasilainen VTT kari.rasilainen@vtt.fi 

Rothfuchs GRS Tilmann.Rothfuchs@grs.de 

Scott-de-Martinville IRSN edouard.scott-de-martinville@irsn.fr 

Shaw BGS rps@bgs.ac.uk 

Slovák RAWRA slovak@rawra.cz 

Sneyers SCK-CEN asneyers@SCKCEN.BE 

Steininger PTKA Walter.Steininger@ptka.fzk.de 

Stolzenberg 
Institute for Disposal Research, 
Germany gloria.stolzenberg@tu-clausthal.de 

Sumerling SAM sumerling@sam-ltd.com 

Svoboda CTU, Prague jiri.svoboda@seznam.cz 

Timonen University of Jyvaskyla jussi.timonen@phys.jyu.fi 

Tuunanen Fortum Nuclear Services Jari.Tuunanen@fortum.com 

Tweed NDA cherry.tweed@nda.gov.uk 
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Name Organisation e-mail contact 

Vira POSIVA Juhani.Vira@posiva.fi 

Verhoef Covra Ewoud.verhoef@covra.nl 

Volckaert SCK-CEN geert.volckaert@sckcen.be 

Webster European Commission simon.webster@ec.europa.eu 

Wikberg SKB peter.wikberg@skb.se 
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Table 4: Questionnaire responses on relative importance of benefits 

 

 Formal 
national 

appointees 

Stakeholder
s 

Research 
providers 

Exchange of information and experience on 
RD&D planning and management  

4.2 3.6 3.5 

Co-ordinated utilisation of Europe-wide 
RD&D resources & assets  

3.5 2.9 3.3 

Effective utilisation of your own or national 
RD&D resources & assets  

3.4 3.2 3.5 

Sharing of RD&D planning (e.g. identification 
of goals & topics) 

3.4 2.9 3.3 

Sharing of RD&D information and results         
. 

4.3 4.0 4.3 

Networking among RD&D funders, 
managers and stakeholders 

3.6 3.2 3.3 

Identifying centres of competence and 
excellence in given topics 

3.7 3.4 3.8 

Influence on own national RD&D 
programmes 

2.8 2.9 3.2 

Influence on EC RD&D programmes                
. 

3.6 2.9 3.5 

Open process of identifying joint research 
priorities  

3.8 3.1 3.7 

Up-stream co-ordination (longer-term 
forward planning) 

3.7 3.1 2.8 

Results show the arithmetic mean of allowed scores from 5, very important, down to 1, no 
importance.  
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Table 5: Questionnaire responses on objectives and functions 

 

 Formal 
national 

appointees 

Stakeholder
s 

Research 
providers 

Establishing a forum for discussion of RD&D 
issues and priorities amongst RD&D funders, 
managers and other stakeholders.   

4.0 3.4 3.7 

Establishing mechanisms for co-ordinating 
RD&D on topics of shared interest between 
programmes.   

3.9 2.7 3.3 

Establishing mechanisms for co-funding and 
co-managing RD&D projects of shared 
interest between programmes.   

3.3 2.4 2.8 

Establishing a forum and mechanisms for 
sharing of RD&D information and results.   

4.2 3.9 4.4 

Establishing mechanisms to identify and 
support centres of competence and 
excellence in given RD&D topics.  

3.7 3.2 3.5 

Providing RD&D funders and managers with 
a broad range of stakeholder views on 
RD&D priorities and programmes.  

3.7 3.3 3.2 

Providing stakeholders with a window to 
observe and influence RD&D programmes.  

3.0 3.6 2.9 

Up-stream co-ordination (longer-term 
forward planning) 

3.7 2.6 2.6 

Results show the arithmetic mean of allowed scores from 5, very important, down to 1, no 
importance.  



 - 22 -  

Annexes 

Annex 1: Questionnaire on the Development of a European Technology Platform in 
the Field of Geological Disposal of Radioactive Waste 

 

 

 

 

EC CARD PROJECT 
 

 
 

Questionnaire Sent to Prospective participants 
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EC Sixth Framework Programme 

 

 
CARD Project 

 
A Co-ordination Action on Research, Development and Demonstration 

Priorities and Strategies for Geological Disposal 
 

 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS IN A 

TECHNOLOGY PLATFORM FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND DEMONSTRATION 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
This questionnaire was issued to CARD Project partners by the Project Co-ordinator, 
Dr. Alan Hooper (United Kingdom Nirex Limited) on 15 February 2007, having been 

developed on the basis of inputs from all partners.
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EC CARD Project 

Questionnaire on the Development of a European Technology 
Platform in the Field of Geological Disposal of Radioactive Waste 

 
 05 February 2007 

 

The aim of this questionnaire is to obtain inputs from potential participants to assess the 
value and level of support for the development of a European Framework for networking and 
co-operation in the field of research, development and demonstration (RD&D) for geological 
disposal of radioactive waste.   
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The Questions...................................................................................................................... 30 
1. Organisation details, national role and RD&D role and resources............................ 31 
2. Perceived benefits  of a Technology Platform and indication of interest................... 32 
3. View on Technology Platform objectives and functions............................................ 34 
4. View on Technology Platform structure .................................................................... 35 
5. View on Technology Platform working methods ....................................................... 35 
6. Specific expectations, constraints and level of commitment ..................................... 36 
7. Invitation for additional remarks ................................................................................ 37 
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EC CARD Project 

Questionnaire on the Development of a European Technology 
Platform in the Field of Geological Disposal of Radioactive Waste 

 

Introduction  
 
Aim 
The aim of this questionnaire is to obtain inputs from potential participants to assess the 
value and level of support for the development of a European Framework for networking and 
co-operation in the field of research, development and demonstration (RD&D) for geological 
disposal of radioactive waste.   

Background 

The “Technology Platform” is an instrument devised by the European Commission to provide 
a framework for co-ordination of European R&D activities in key technical areas with a view 
to assisting Europe to compete efficiently in the development of advanced and complex 
technologies, e.g. see website: http://cordis.europa.eu/technology-platforms/home_en.html.   

In the context of RD&D for geological disposal of radioactive waste, there is no driver of 
external competition, but there could still be significant benefits from implementation of a 
Technology-Platform-like instrument for such RD&D in Europe.  Benefits might include: 
improved focus of RD&D priorities; sharing of RD&D resources and avoiding duplication; 
increased confidence in RD&D programmes and their overall and joint sufficiency.   

The EC CARD (Co-ordination Action on research, development and demonstration (RD&D) 
priorities and strategies for geological disposal) project has been instituted under the EC 
Sixth Framework Programme for Management of Radioactive Waste.   

The CARD project is aimed at assessing the feasibility of a Technology Platform that would 
provide a European Framework for networking and co-operation in the field of RD&D for 
geological disposal of radioactive waste in the EU. The project involves representatives from 
radioactive waste management organisations (WMO’s) in Europe with an active interest in 
geological disposal.  

The study will seek inputs from radioactive waste management organisations (disposal 
implementers) and other potential participants in the Technology Platform.  The project will 
then analyse these inputs and, if there is sufficient level of support (meaning coherent 
support for a common proposal), develop a proposal for such a Technology Platform to be 
implemented in the EC Seventh Framework Programme.   

The following section provides a preliminary vision for a Technology Platform in the field of 
RD&D for geological disposal of radioactive waste; this has been arrived at through 
preliminary discussions in the CARD project.  At this stage, however, little is fixed.  The 
objective of the CARD project is to consider and assess possibilities, and this questionnaire 
is to provide input to the consideration and assessment. 

Preliminary Vision  

We envisage that the conditions for success of a European Framework for networking and 
co-operation in the field of RD&D for geological disposal will include: 
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– a shared vision of those participants having national programme responsibilities and 
a willingness to support a common strategic research agenda, i.e. an agreed set of 
goals for the RD&D needed to develop geological disposal to the level of practical 
implementation and time scales for their accomplishment (also see p.6 below);  

– sufficient authority and willingness of the disposal implementer participants needed 
to commit resources to projects;  

– active and constructive support of all participants including a range of stakeholders;  

– appropriate structure and working methods to realise the general objectives and 
specific project goals efficiently.   

General ground rules and function  

If a Technology Platform or Technology-Platform-like instrument is implemented it will be 
formulated by and under the control of the organisations that participate and be to serve 
their needs.  The EC will take an interest as an observer, offer advice in relation to its 
experience of similar ventures and provide some support for coordination activities of the 
platform.  Organisations will decide for themselves whether or not to participate, and at what 
level of commitment, depending on the benefits they see in participation and on their own 
resources.  

The Technology Platform can begin as an information exchange and discussion forum and 
is expected to develop as a vehicle for practical co-operation in specific RD&D projects.  It is 
not intended to duplicate existing discussion fora (e.g. as provided by the NEA and IAEA) or 
existing multi-national or bilateral research agreements.  Rather, it is to help identify RD&D 
needs that are common to at least some of the participants and to offer practical solutions by 
which interested participants can co-operate in meeting those needs.   

It is not expected that participants will surrender control of their RD&D resources, rather, 
where there is a joint benefit, they will pool parts of their resources with others for the 
purposes of specific projects with joint agreed goals and timescales.   

At present in the EU, it is estimated that 5% of funding for RD&D related to radioactive waste 
management comes via the EC and 95% is committed directly by the waste management 
organisations (WMOs) responsible for their national research programmes (or, in some 
countries, partly  by national research institutes (NRIs) or public authorities, eg. regulatory 
bodies).  The primary aim of a Technology Platform would be to co-ordinate shared 
objectives and projects in the work programmes at the command of WMOs (and NRIs 
having research responsibilities delegated by the WMO) in topics and areas where joint 
benefit of co-operation was seen. A key element in promoting such advanced co-operation is 
that views expressed and the direction of projects within the Technology Platform would be 
taken into account by the EC to further support the implementation of geological disposal in 
EU–member countries by focussing its funding of RD&D in efficient ways on areas of highest 
added value to implementation by European cooperation.  

Benefits and objectives 

In preliminary discussions, the following general benefits or objectives have been identified, 
which a Technology Platform might seek to realise: 

• gaining understanding of  who is doing what and  for what reason, and thus to learn 
each others’ planning strategy and underlying structure for planning RD&D activities 
and organising information (e.g. requirements management, knowledge 
management, strategic resource management);  

• having access to information and results from other organisations in very focused, 
precise areas;  
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• organising meetings to discuss the different planning strategies (see above) or to 
establish state-of-the-art in certain areas;  

• effective utilisation of resources, e.g. URLs, high activity laboratories, training 
facilities;  

• development and communication of a shared knowledge base;  

• identifying and supporting European centres of competence and excellence in 
specific RD&D areas;   

• discussion of RD&D priorities and focus on important common issues, and also on 
minor but common ‘special’ issues, e.g. related to particular waste types;    

• obtaining consensus and alternative views and perspectives on RD&D topics;   

• encouraging forward thinking about RD&D needs and enabling up-stream co-
ordination of research programmes;   

• for advanced national programmes, supporting the implementation and licensing 
process (and strengthening the foundation of national safety cases) through 
discussion on key issues and formulation of focused and efficient RD&D responses, 
also taking account of views from regulators and other stakeholders;   

• for less advanced national programmes, giving advance insight on future 
requirements through the same processes and giving the opportunity to allocate 
resources to encourage early solutions and follow developments;  

• enhancing public acceptance through demonstrated openness of discussing 
problems and the RD&D requirements, and developing broadly-based technical 
consensus on the adequacy of RD&D basis and where uncertainties still remain; 

• advising the EC on gaps in RD&D coverage or most relevant topics for wide co-
operation within EC programmes; 

• up-stream coordination of international efforts and initiatives to avoid duplications 
and optimise WMO’s resource utilisation in international cooperation; 

• through the improved dissemination of results and information, more rapid responses 
to such new information in related RD&D programmes.  

However, the nature of the Technology Platform may develop, e.g. starting with "exchange 
of information" type of work (competence mapping, sharing of databases, position on 
international cooperation …) and later extending to identifying key priorities and joint 
projects.  

Structure 
The Technology Platform structure must allow a level of access to all participants – to allow 
open discussion and exchange – but also provide a formal structure for efficient planning, 
management and reporting of projects or activities.   

The basic structure envisaged for a Technology Platform includes:  

• a broad forum for exchange of information and discussion of RD&D needs in relation 
to implementation of geological disposal;  

• a working programme controlled by an executive body that is supported by a 
secretariat.  

Within the working programme would be:  
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• technical working groups with specified mandates related to the Technology 
Platform;   

• collaborative projects and activities following agreed work plans and objectives.  

• The structure must accommodate the needs and constraints of both: 

• potential partner organisations, that is the organisations that are in charge of 
implementing disposal facilities and/or entrusted by their Government with 
developing radioactive waste disposal solutions  ;   

• other potential participants with technical interests and concerns (“Technical 
Organisations”), for example, regulatory bodies, research institutes and universities; 
and public authorities including involved municipalities, i.e. with an interest in gaining 
information from, and influencing, research programmes;    

An indication of a possible structure is shown in Figure 1.  It must be stressed that this is a 
simple outline to promote feedback from all interested parties on the principles of the 
operation of a Technology Platform.  Within the working groups and collaborative projects 
and activities, participation would be determined on the basis of best meeting the specified 
mandate of each of these.  

 

 

Figure 1:  Indication of a possible structure for a Technology Platform in the field of RD&D 
for geological disposal  

RD&D topic
orientated projects

TP Management &
Secretariat

Working groups with specified mandates, e.g.

Support functions,
e.g. education and 

training 

Technical 
Organisations TP Partners

Political and
Social 

Stakeholders 

Technology Platform Exchange Forum
Exchange of information, questions, discussion & advice.

Co-ordination with
EC Programme

Development of
Strategic Research

Agenda 

Technology Platform Development & Implementation 

Collaborative working projects and activities, e.g.
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Working methods 
 
The Strategic Research Agenda 

A key vehicle of other European Technology Platforms is the “Strategic Research Agenda” 
(SRA).  This is a document, arrived at by technical analysis and discussion between 
research funders and other stakeholders.  It lays out RD&D goals within the Technology 
Platform and time scales for their accomplishment.  It forms a focus for ongoing discussion 
and will be subject to review and on-going development.  Once agreed, it forms the high-
level guidance for development of proposals and detailed plans of work within the 
Technology Platform. In the context of a Technology Platform in the area of RD&D for 
geological disposal, the SRA represents a consensus document outlining the RD&D needs 
and priorities in support of implementation of geological disposal.  

Dialogue and control 
Dialogue would be generated primarily within the Exchange Forum, whereas control and 
monitoring of activities is achieved under the supervision of the Technology Platform 
management and secretariat, see Figure 1.   

The Exchange Forum would use a range of methods to promote dialogue.  These could 
include:  

• operation of a website with information on the Technology Platform programme, 
access to results, and proposals for review and comment (a pilot website will be 
developed within the CARD project);  

• general symposia to discuss RD&D priorities, the SRA and the Technology Platform 
programme;  

• workshops on specific RD&D topics or functions and support activities;  

For reasons of management efficiency and to ensure that organisations retain control of their 
RD&D resources, the implementation of projects within the Technology Platform would be 
controlled by an executive committee appointed by the Technology Platform partners on the 
basis of technical competence, covering the complete spectrum of their needs, and 
strategic-level management competence.  This committee, meeting regularly, would 
commission working groups to develop both the overall SRA and to assess and make 
technical plans for RD&D projects or development of Technology Platform functions.  It 
would formally open RD&D projects and activities, monitor their performance, and close 
projects and activities on reaching their goals in accord with the SRA.  It would develop 
reports on the activities and outcomes of the Technology Platform to inform the Exchange 
Forum and stakeholders and actively seek views, and respond to views, developed by 
stakeholders, in particular within the Exchange Forum.   

The executive management committee would be supported in its duties by a Secretariat, 
which would also provide support to activities of the Exchange Forum.   

Individual RD&D projects and activities would be managed by management groups and 
methods suited to their structure and objectives, and under the control of participants in the 
individual RD&D projects and activities.   
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The Questions 
Each organisation is responsible for ensuring that the answers given in the questionnaire 
properly represent the views of the organisation.  It is suggested that responses need to be 
approved at an appropriate management level to ensure that is the case (e.g. Head of 
RD&D function or above).   

We are seeking specific and well-considered inputs.  The responses will be studied and 
analysed to help shape a proposal for a Technology Platform (TP) that could draw the 
widest support and provide greatest utility for partners and other participants.   

It is important to bear in mind that the aims of the CARD Project are to assess the 
feasibility of, and to develop a proposal for, a TP.  A decision on whether to proceed to 
implementation of TP will depend on the level of interest and support that is found.  Further, 
the scope and format of any TP will be arranged to try to meet the expressed wishes of 
potential participants.  Thus, it is important to give input at this stage that clearly expresses 
both the benefits that your organisation might seek through participation in a TP, and also 
the problems to be overcome, or constraints that you see, that would impact your 
organisation’s participation in a TP.   

In the questionnaire: 

Question 1 asks for information about your organisation and resources.  

Questions 2 to 5 ask about a possible shared vision (benefits, objectives, structure, working 
methods) for a Technology Platform in the field of RD&D for geological disposal of 
radioactive waste in the EU.   

Question 6 seeks to identify specific benefits that would need to be delivered and constraints 
that would need to be observed in order for your organisation to participate and commit 
resources to such a Technology Platform.  

Question 7 is an invitation to make additional remarks or comments. 

Questions 2 and 3 request the use of importance scales, for clarity: 

5 = very important 

4 = important 

3 = neither important nor unimportant 

2 = not very important 

1 = no importance 
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1. Organisation details, national role and RD&D role and resources  

Please give the name of the organisation for which these responses are made and the name 
of the primary contact:  

 

Please give the names of persons making these responses and contact information (in case 
clarifications are needed):   

 

Please outline (c. 0.25 page) the national role of your organisation (this may be by reference 
to existing statements and documents):  

 

Please outline (c. 0.5 page) the specific responsibilities and interest of your organisation in 
RD&D in the field of geological disposal (this may be by reference to existing statements and 
documents):    

 

 

With respect to RD&D for geological disposal, please characterise your organisation’s role or 
roles according to the following:  (Please choose one or more category that best describes 
your role(s) or interest)  

Organisation’s role  Importance 

 Funding RD&D   

 Specifying RD&D programmes or assets  

 Managing RD&D programmes or assets  

 Carrying out RD&D work to contract  

 Centre of expertise for specific RD&D  

 Reviewing sufficiency of RD&D programmes and products  

 General interest in sufficiency and relevance of RD&D programmes and 
products 

 

 Specific interest only in particular programmes or RD&D topics or 
applications 

 

 Other ?  . . . . . . .   

If applicable, outline (c. 1 page) the RD&D programmes and assets that your organisation 
funds, controls or manages (this may be by reference to existing statements and 
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documents).  Please indicate, if possible, approximate staff resources and budget allocated 
to these programmes and assets (by programme/asset or in total):  

 

 

From where does the budget come to support these RD&D programmes and assets?  

 

What fraction of this budget relies on EC Framework Programmes?  

 

 

 

2. Perceived benefits of a Technology Platform and indication of interest 

Preliminary meetings and discussions have identified the following possible benefits from the 
implementation of a Technology Platform in the field of RD&D for geological disposal.  
Please indicate which, if any, you consider beneficial or important from your organisation’s 
perspective (on a scale “5” very important down to “1” no importance), plus indicate any 
other benefits you see.  Please expand on the reasons for your judgements if you wish. 

Possible benefit Importance to you 

Exchange of information and experience on RD&D planning and 
management   

 

Co-ordinated utilisation of Europe-wide RD&D resources & assets   

Effective utilisation of your own or national RD&D resources & 
assets  

 

Sharing of RD&D planning (e.g. identification of goals & topics)  

Sharing of RD&D information and results   

Networking among RD&D funders, managers and stakeholders  

Identifying centres of competence and excellence in given topics  

Influence on own national RD&D programmes  

Influence on EC RD&D programmes  

Open process of identifying joint research priorities   

Up-stream co-ordination (longer-term forward planning)   

Other benefits Importance to you 
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Significant reasons or preferences underlying your judgements: 

 

Without commitment, how likely is it that your organisation would participate in a well-
formulated Technology Platform in this area?  

 

Would you consider your role in the Technology Platform primarily as: 

a potential partner, i.e. the nationally appointed responsible organisation?  

a stakeholder, i.e. with an interest in gaining information from, and influencing,  

      research programmes ?   

a technical organisation, ie. with technical interests and concerns? 

Please tick one box 
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3. View on Technology Platform objectives and functions 

Preliminary meetings and discussions have identified the following possible objectives and 
functions for a Technological Platform in the field of RD&D for geological disposal.  Please 
indicate which, if any, you consider important from your organisation’s perspective (on a 
scale “5” very important down to “1” no importance), plus indicate other objectives and 
functions that you consider worthwhile.  Please expand on the reasons for your judgements 
if you wish. 

Possible objectives and functions  Importance to you 

Establishing a forum for discussion of RD&D issues and priorities 
amongst RD&D funders, managers and other stakeholders.   

 

Establishing mechanisms for co-ordinating RD&D on topics of 
shared interest between programmes.   

 

Establishing mechanisms for co-funding and co-managing RD&D 
projects of shared interest between programmes.   

 

Establishing a forum and mechanisms for sharing of RD&D 
information and results.   

 

Establishing mechanisms to identify and support centres of 
competence and excellence in given RD&D topics.  

 

Providing RD&D funders and managers with a broad range of 
stakeholder views on RD&D priorities and programmes.  

 

Providing stakeholders with a window to observe and influence 
RD&D programmes.  

 

Up-stream co-ordination (longer-term forward planning)   

Other objectives and functions Importance to you 

  

  

  

Significant reasons or preferences underlying your judgements: 
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4. View on Technology Platform structure  

The basic structure envisaged for a Technology Platform includes 

a broad forum for exchange of information and discussion of RD&D needs;  

a working programme controlled by an executive body. 

Within that working programme would be: 

technical working groups with specified briefs related to the Technology Platform;   

collaborative projects and activities following agreed work plans and objectives.  

Figure 1 in the opening text illustrates a possible structure. However, the nature of the 
Technology Platform may change over time, which will affect both the structure (this 
question) and working methods (see Question 5).  

Please comment on the structure of an Exchange Forum and any particular features you 
think it should possess: 

 

Please comment on the structure of the Working Programme and any particular features you 
think it should possess: 

 

Please comment on the management and secretariat provision for the Working Programme 
and any particular features you think it should possess:  

 

Please make any additional remarks on structure: 

 

 

 

5. View on Technology Platform working methods  

A wide range of working methods may be employed within the Technology Platform to 
facilitate communication, discussion, decisions, implementation, control, monitoring and 
review. These could include:  

operation of a website with information on the Technology Platform programme, access to 
results, and proposals for review and;  

general symposia to discuss RD&D priorities, the SRA and the Technology Platform 
programme;  

workshops on specific RD&D topics or functions and support activities.  

 The Technology Platform could be controlled by an executive committee appointed by the 
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Technology Platform partners. This committee, would commission working groups to 
develop both the overall SRA and to assess and make technical plans for RD&D projects or 
development of Technology Platform functions. The executive management committee 
would be supported in its duties by a Secretariat, which would also provide support to 
activities of the Exchange Forum. Individual RD&D projects and activities would be managed 
by management groups and methods suited to their structure and objectives, and under the 
control of participants in the individual RD&D projects and activities. See also “Working 
methods” in the opening text.  

Please comment on working methods you would consider should be applied to ensure the 
effectiveness of the Exchange Forum:  

 

Please comment on working methods you would consider should be applied to ensure the 
effectiveness of the management of the Working Programme:  

 

Please comment on working methods you would consider should be applied to ensure the 
effectiveness of communication between the Exchange Forum and the Working Programme: 

 

Please make any additional remarks on working methods: 

 

 

 

6. Specific expectations, constraints and level of commitment  

Questions 2 to 5 have asked about a possible shared vision (benefits, objectives, structure, 
working methods) for a Technology Platform in the field of RD&D for geological disposal of 
radioactive waste in the EU.   

This question is to identify any specific benefits that would need to be delivered and 
constraints that would need to be observed in order for your organisation either to participate 
in, or commit resources to, such a Technology Platform.   

For some organisations, answers to the previous questions will have covered all the issues 
of interest at this stage, and no further remarks are needed.   

For other organisations, there might be quite specific conditions to be fulfilled.  This could be 
due to their official mandate and responsibilities, structure, allowed working arrangements, 
budget limitations, controls on budget use or other factors.   

This is the opportunity to state any such conditions.   

Specifically, what are the key benefits and expectations that would encourage your 
organisation to participate or determine your level of commitment?  
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Specifically, what are the drawbacks and the associated conditions that would have to be 
met for your organisation to participate or determine your level of commitment?  

 

Without prejudice, what is the level of RD&D resource commitment (e.g. fraction of budget or 
specific resources) that you might initially be willing to contribute to a satisfactorily convened 
Technology Platform? 

 

Without prejudice, what is the level of RD&D resource commitment (e.g. fraction of budget or 
specific resources) that you might, in the longer term (5-10 years), be able to contribute 
based satisfactory performance of a Technology Platform?  

 

 

 

7. Invitation for additional remarks  

Please make any additional remarks or comments you have that you feel are relevant and 
have not been covered in your answers to the previous questions: 
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Annex 2: Collation of Information and Analysis of Responses to the CARD Project 
Questionnaire 
 
 
The analysis of responses was developed in the form of a PowerPointTM presentation for 
ease of presentation and discussions.  This was subject to several iterations between the 
CARD Project partners and the finalised analysis was presented as ‘EC CARD project: 
Information Base’ at the Open Workshop held in Brussels on 31 March 2008 (see Annex 3 
for the relevant material). 
 
As a first step in the analysis, the responses to the questionnaire were compiled onto a 
suitably structured spreadsheet.  A separate spreadsheet was compiled for ‘statement’ 
responses from organisations that did not send full responses to the questionnaire. In the 
hard copy version of this report, these spreadsheets are made available on a CD-ROM.
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Annex 3: Report on the CARD Project Open Workshop, Brussels, 31 March 2008 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Representatives of organisations that had been invited to respond to the CARD Project 
questionnaire or that had subsequently expressed an interest in a Technology Platform for 
geological disposal were invited to participate in an open workshop held at the Federation of 
Enterprise in Belgium, Brussels, on 31 March 2008. The objective of the workshop was to 
share the findings of the CARD Project with prospective participants in a Technology 
Platform for geological disposal and to obtain feedback on the proposed structure and 
operation of the Technology Platform. 
 
The participants in the workshop are listed in Table 3 of the main report.  The agenda for the 
workshop is given as Attachment 1 to this Annex and the presentations used in the 
workshop are given as Attachment 2. 
 
This report summarises the main points raised at the workshop, which represent valuable 
inputs to the proposed development of a vision for the Technology Platform. 
 
2. Presentations 
 
Alan Hooper welcomed the interest and support of participants on behalf of the CARD 
Project and the EC, following which five presentations were given to provide the workshop 
participants with information on the concept of a Technology Platform and on the findings 
and proposals emerging from the CARD Project.  These were as follows: 
 

• Introductory presentation by Alan Hooper (CARD Project Co-ordinator). 
• Research in Geological disposal – an EC view by Simon Webster (Head of Unit 

‘Fission’, EC-DG Research). 
• Set up of the Sustainable Nuclear Energy Technology Platform and current scope 

and activities by Henri Paillère (SNE-TP Secretariat). 
• EC CARD Project: Information Base by Trevor Sumerling (Secretary to the CARD 

Project). 
• Proposals for a Technology Platform for Geological Disposal by Alan Hooper. 

 
2.1 Questions of clarification 
 
The questions of clarification fell broadly into the two areas of Technology Platform 
governance and the scope and operation of the proposed Technology Platform for 
geological disposal. 
 
It was noted that the need for a separate TP on geological disposal that is separate from 
SNE-TP had been discussed.  Both the EC and SNE-TP agree that two Technology 
Platforms are required.  This is because WMOs have a difficult role in maintaining a high 
level of confidence in stakeholders at potential disposal sites. A link with advanced nuclear 
power strategies would be potentially detrimental, therefore, national programmes prefer the 
concept of an independent WMO with a clear remit to manage the waste that has resulted 
from past activities and to consider objectively the requirements for management of wastes 
from future power generation. 
 
A ‘mirror group’ that characterised a number of already established Technology Platforms, is 
probably not needed in a TP for geological disposal.  The beneficial aspect of such a group 
is to ensure representation of national policy in relation to industry-based initiatives, but the 
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lead role in a TP for geological disposal would necessarily be taken by the organisations 
responsible for implementation of national policy. 
 
In clarifying the legal status of a TP, it was noted that it is an organisation that is 
independent of the EC/EURATOM and owned and operated by its members in their own 
interests.  It follows that, whereas the Strategic Research Agenda (SRA) of the TP is seen 
as a valuable potential source of information on what RD&D topics should be prioritised in a 
call for proposals in an EC/EURATOM Framework Programme, proposals would be judged 
objectively by the EC as under its existing arrangements. 
 
More specific information was sought on the steps towards setting up the TP. It was clarified 
that the initial membership of the Executive Group was envisaged to be drawn from the 
WMOs that had participated in the CARD Project but that the important aspect is to ensure 
the group has the qualities and experience to deliver the identified objectives and benefits of 
the TP. The drafting of the Vision Document would include inputs from as many WMOs as 
possible but also ensure a broad range of inputs by seeking the views of other types of 
organisation. 
 
The different levels of maturity of geological disposal programmes across the Member states 
was seen as a potential issue.  It was considered important that all member states should 
have an input to the TP and that technology transfer is part of its remit.  It was noted that 
national programmes that are close to implementation do not have much time to set aside to 
support this activity.  It was also noted that advanced programmes are interested primarily in 
very specific results and projects. 
 
It was queried whether the TP would be strictly limited to geological disposal itself or would 
cover other aspects of waste management.  Other management aspects in relation to 
wastes from current and historical power generation programmes could fail to be covered 
either in this TP or in SNE-TP (with its focus being on Generation IV).  It was felt that this 
issue is recognised but that it emphasises the need for a good interaction between the two 
TPs to ensure all relevant RD&D is covered.  Another issue that requires careful 
consideration is the remit in respect of education and training to give enduring support to 
long-term projects, particularly in the face of the age profile of the current workforce.  It was 
noted that this topic is recognised explicitly in the proposals for the TP. 
 
In response to a question as to whether salt host rock was included in the scope of the 
envisaged TP it was clarified that all geological settings and repository concepts under 
consideration in European member states should be covered.  More generally it was noted 
that the TP Vision Document should detail the scope very clearly. 
 
It was noted that no timescale had been proposed for implementation of the TP.  In 
response it was stated that, provided the appropriate resources were available to carry out 
the necessary work, there was an ambition to develop the Vision Document and seek 
commitment to it by November 2008. 
 
A number of participants found the experience of SNE-TP, in evolving towards a successful 
set of governance arrangements, reassuring.  It was generally agreed that there was no 
benefit in being highly prescriptive until organisations are in a position to review and commit 
to the Vision Document. 
 
An important clarification was made on a distinction between Technical Safety Organisations 
and Technical Support Organisations.  The Technical Safety Organisations have specific 
requirements for RD&D in their support of regulatory authorities and review of safety cases.  
These would need to be considered as part of the TP, particularly in relation to the 
participation of regulatory bodies. 
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3.  Feedback from Workshop Participants. 
 
With the agreement of the participants, feedback was structured around the four key 
questions proposed in the agenda. 
 
3.1 What inputs are required from different types of organisations and how can 

these best be made? 
 
The following points emerged: 
 

• Account must be taken of research organisations that have allocated budgets and 
have an interest in contributing.  There has to be an aim of greater prioritisation and 
more efficient use of existing skills and experience in research organisations. WMOs 
will provide the drivers for prioritisation but the engagement of research organisations 
is essential to the success of the TP. 

• A key element of improving efficiency is to build on existing levels of co-operation 
and eliminate duplication of work across national programmes.  The TP will have to 
provide a broad view of the RD&D work required across all participating national 
programmes. 

• WMOs can identify challenges which require answers from RD&D and the TP should 
help with the organisation needed to achieve those answers.  Safety 
authorities/Technical Safety Organisations need to do exactly the same but 
independently from the WMOs in order to assess the RD&D basis for a safety case.  
Therefore separate work streams could be envisaged under the TP framework. 

• The value of the 6th Framework Programme in helping to define a sustainable 
research programme and in improving efficiency by taking stock of the results was 
noted.  It was proposed that the outputs could be consolidated as key reference 
material.  This was seen as having clear merit, but it was noted that the Framework 
Programmes represent a small proportion of the overall RD&D work on geological 
disposal.  The totality of work would need to be captured to make the required 
contribution to knowledge management. 

 
3.2 What, if any, interaction would the regulatory bodies require, consistent with 

maintaining independence? 
 
The following points emerged: 
 

• A range of views exists across the relevant regulatory bodies as to whether 
participation in the TP would compromise independence. 

• In some cases a restriction would only apply in relation to RD&D involving the 
relevant national WMO; the TP would be extremely helpful in affording an opportunity 
for wider co-operation. 

• In other cases there would be concern about steering RD&D that the regulatory body 
would have to evaluate later.  However, it would still be valuable to identify missing 
RD&D topics, and then to observe and evaluate the outcomes. 

 
3.3. How should the TP take account of societal requirements? 
 
The following points emerged: 
 

• The TP should not be a vehicle for public and stakeholder engagement, but rather 
provide civil society with the information it wants. 
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• Particularly communities local to a prospective disposal site welcome information 
from external experts.  The TP could provide a source of convincing arguments from 
scientists in other, related but independent fields, noting that the TP will, by definition, 
be committed to implementation. 

• Often society will ask a question that needs to be translated in order to provide the 
required technical information.  This would suggest the need for some sort of contact 
point in the TP. 

• The work of the OBRA project in evaluating an ‘observatory’ for waste management 
governance in Europe was noted.  The need for knowledge and discussion as a 
basis for public acceptance was very clear. 

• The model for societal engagement in Sweden was noted.  The publication of RD&D 
reports (every 3 years) stimulates interest and promotes constructive interaction 
between the WMO, local communities and other stakeholders. 

• The participants strongly supported the development of reference books or state-of-
the-art reports as a key component of knowledge management. 

• Knowledge management and preservation emerged as a strong societal 
requirement.  Education, training and development were thus seen as a key topic for 
the TP to address.  This positioning was demonstrated by an analysis conducted in 
support of the PETRUS initiative. 

• There is a need to stimulate the interest of young people to come into the field. This 
requires both challenging research work and the resources (supervision, facilities, 
funding) to support the studentships. 

 
3.4      What would characterise a suitable Strategic Research Agenda to guide the   
           activities of a TP? 
 
The following points emerged: 
 

• The scope needs to be defined precisely, e.g. what is covered by ‘geological 
disposal’, the range of host rocks, whether retrievability is to be considered, the 
coverage of RD&D on wasteform. 

• The relationship with SNE-TP needs to be clear (especially in respect of waste 
conditioning). 

• The starting point must be a clear identification of what has been achieved and is 
understood to date.  The SRA should cover those important issues that remain open 
and where work is still needed. 

• There will need to be some structuring around the host rock types, repository 
concepts and safety-specific issues.  However, there are significant cross-cutting 
topics. Also the significant achievements in one programme (having a specific host 
rock and concept) are often transferable to others. 

• The SRA should be clear on areas where there are synergies with related topics, for 
example underground sequestration of carbon dioxide.  It was agreed that the 
complementary or parallel areas of science are important and that the involvement of 
research organisations with broad remits would be helpful in ensuring this is 
recognised. 

• The experience of SNE-TP is that it will be necessary to structure the SRA around 
short-, medium- and long-term goals (in its case 2012, 2020 and 2050 respectively). 

• The strong advice of the EC is that the SRA should include the deployment strategy 
and this may be more challenging than the identification of RD&D priorities.  Some 
TPs have taken more than two years to finalise the SRA; it is essential that the TP 
membership is identified since the members will define the SRA and the TP provides 
the framework for their activity. 
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3.5   Other Feedback 
 
At the invitation of Alan Hooper, participants made two further points, as follows: 
 

• There will need to be a clear identification of the individual people involved and their 
areas of responsibility; the TP offers the prospect of a highly effective network.  As a 
starting point all the participants agreed that their names and e-mail addresses could 
be published. 

• The final report on the CARD Project needs to be clear on the benefits of a TP over 
existing arrangements and on what happens next and when. 

 
Finally, the workshop participants confirmed that they had made all the inputs that they 
wished to and that they were supportive of the proposals that had been presented and 
discussed. 
 
4. Summing-up 
 
Alan Hooper summed-up the outcomes of the workshop as follows: 
 

• The workshop had not identified any major problems with the outline proposals and 
participants were supportive of the concept of a TP for geological disposal. 

• There needs to be greater clarity on how to progress from here to implementation. 
• It will be very important to be precise about the scope of the TP. 
• The interfaces of the TP eg. with SNE-TP, international organisations, will require 

clear definition. 
• There had been a strong emphasis on ‘knowledge management’ aspects of the TP. 
• Good pointers had been obtained for the participation of regulatory bodies without 

compromising their independence and confusing national programme 
responsibilities. 

• The distinction between Technical Safety Organisations and Technical Support 
Organisations will be clarified, along with the important roles both can play. 

• Education and training is an important topic which needs to be taken forward while 
taking account of existing initiatives. 

• Similarly there is an important interaction with current initiatives on governance in 
waste management. 

 
Simon Webster responded with the following comments: 
 

• It is important that the TP concept is understood: it cannot be entered lightly; there 
are clear benefits (as evidenced from existing TPs); it is crucial to develop the Vision 
Document around which the TP forms. 

• The EC will offer to publish the Vision Document in order to raise the profile and 
encourage interest for the Launch Workshop. 

• Firm commitments will be required from participants. 
• This is a technical initiative but with public interest; it will be important to involve 

CSOs. 
• Knowledge management is crucial in view of the long timescales and the TP can play 

an important role in improving knowledge management. 
• The TP can establish a strategic profile, giving the opportunity for interaction at an 

appropriate level with parallel initiatives, creating the possibility of speaking at policy-
forming level. 

• Networking intra-TP is important but so is extra-TP. 
• The EC can offer assistance, e.g. with meeting arrangements, support for the 

secretariat. 
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5. Close of Meeting 
 
Alan Hooper wished to close with these positive comments from the EC.  He thanked 
everyone for their high level of participation and for making thoughtful and constructive 
contributions to the future development and implementation of a Technology Platform for 
Geological Disposal. 
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Attachment 1 
 
 

Open Workshop of the CARD Project 
 

Federation of Enterprise in Belgium (Brussels) 
 

31 March 2008 
 

 
OBJECTIVE:  

The objective of the workshop is to share the findings of the CARD Project 
with prospective participants in a Technology Platform for Geological Disposal 
and to obtain feedback on the proposed structure and operation of the 
Technology Platform. 

 
 
AGENDA: 
 
09:30 Welcome and Introduction by Project Co-ordinator and EC 
 
09:45 The Role of a Technology Platform – Simon Webster, EC DG-RTD 
 
10:00 Set up of the SNETP – Henri Paillère, SNE-TP Secretariat 
 
10:15 Summary of Findings of Project – Trevor Sumerling, SAM Ltd 
 
10:40 Proposal for Technology Platform (TP) – Alan Hooper, NDA-RWMD 
 
11:05 Coffee 
 
11:20 Questions of clarification 
 
11:35      Feedback from Workshop participants, based around key questions including: 
 

• What inputs are required from different types of organisations and 
how can these best be made? 

• What, if any, interaction would the regulatory bodies require, 
consistent with maintaining independence? 

• How should the TP take account of societal requirements? 
• What would characterise a suitable Strategic Research Agenda to 

guide the activities of a TP? 
 
Lunch will be taken around 12:30, and afternoon coffee around 15:00, at suitable points in 
this agenda item 
 
15:45  Summary of Workshop findings and proposed follow-up actions 
 
16:30  Workshop closure 
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Attachment 2 
 
Presentations: 
 

• Introductory Presentation.  Alan Hooper 
 
• Research in Geological Disposal – an EC view.  Simon Webster 

 
• Set up of the Sustainable Nuclear Energy Technology Platform and Current Scope 

and Activities.  Henri Paillère 
 

• EC CARD Project – Information Base.  Trevor Sumerling 
 

• Proposals for a Technology Platform for Geological Disposal.  Alan Hooper 
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