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1 - Background information

1.1  The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) process is set out and described in the June 2008 White Paper ‘Managing Radioactive Waste Safely – A Framework for Implementing Geological Disposal’ (Cm7386).

1.2  Following an Expression of Interest from Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County Council
 to enter into discussions with Government without commitment, the MRWS process requires that a high level geological screening process will be undertaken by the British Geological Survey (BGS). The study aims to screen out any areas of West Cumbria that are clearly unsuitable for geological reasons as a potential location for a geological disposal facility for radioactive waste. The screening criteria are set out in Cm7386. This screening report is expected to be prepared by BGS in June/July 2010 (see timetable below).

1.3  Once the BGS screening report is available, the West Cumbria MRWS Partnership requires an independent peer review of the methodology of the report and its findings, as indicated in this specification.

2 - Expertise of the reviewer(s)

2.1  The reviewer(s) should have nationally or internationally recognised expertise in some or all of the fields of:

a) Structural geology, including the interpretation of geological field data;

b) Hydrogeology and hydrogeochemistry;

c) Sedimentary, igneous and metamorphic petrology and geology.

d) Natural resource evaluation (e.g. hydrocarbons, minerals).

Experience of involvement in high-level peer review exercises is considered desirable. See separate note below in section 3.2(d). 

2.2 It is recognised that more than one reviewer may be required to cover the range of this specification. Reviewers should indicate if there are any parts of this brief (e.g. screening against specific individual criteria) that fall outside their professional expertise and experience, as well as the particular strengths they offer. This will allow the Partnership to select reviewers with complementary strengths, as necessary.

2.3 Knowledge of the MRWS programme, the UK nuclear industry and/or radioactive waste disposal is not required for this review. The reviewer(s) should have no substantial involvement with the nuclear industry or Government departments and agencies involved with radioactive waste disposal. They should ideally not be involved in reviewing work related to the MRWS process for any other parties, whether or not such parties have any industry or Government department / agency involvement. Any potential conflicts of interest should be clearly stated.

3 - Guidance to peer reviewers

3.1 The reviewers are asked to consider BGS’s interpretation of the West Cumbrian geology, hydrogeology and mineralogy in relation to the screening criteria set out in Cm7386. In particular, reviewers are asked to consider:

a) The completeness, reliability and adequacy of referencing of the data used by BGS as the basis of their interpretation;

b) Whether, to the knowledge of the reviewers, there are other sources of data that should have been used by BGS at this stage;

c) Whether the methodology used by BGS to interpret the data and provide a geological / hydrogeological / mineralogical description of the region is sound and adequately referenced;

d) Whether the description provided by BGS is consistent with other published work and / or the reviewer’s own prior understanding of the geology, hydrogeology and mineralogy of the region; 

e) Accordingly, whether or not the description as presented by BGS provides a robust and reliable basis for application of the screening criteria as set out in Cm7386;

f) Whether or not the screening criteria have been applied rigorously and objectively to the description of the area;

g) Whether or not the reviewers agree with the conclusions in respect of particular areas that have been screened either in or out for further consideration.

3.2  Reviewers are asked to note that:

a) Reviewers are not asked to comment on the suitability of the Cm7386 screening criteria, but rather on their application in BGS's interpretation

b) It is not expected that reviewers would, at least in the first instance, access the base data from which BGS have made their interpretation. However, should reviewers harbour any significant doubts about any aspect of the interpretation they are invited to propose further checks that would be necessary to satisfy themselves (or otherwise) and arrangements will be made for full access to the relevant data.

c) Reviewers are asked to consider only whether the screening process has been done rigorously and objectively and in a way that is consistent with the level of understanding that can be developed for the area from the available data. They are not asked to compare the suitability of areas that have not been screened out against other parts of the UK, or the ultimate suitability of the areas not screened out as disposal sites.

d) Reviewers are asked to confirm their availability to conduct the core review work within the timescales overleaf. This could be up to 5.5 days work between 14 July and 3 September including attendance at possibly 2 meetings
. This requirement should be considered non-negotiable.
e) This specification will be formalised and confirmed upon the release of the Draft BGS Report, to allow for any final alterations in the light of the format and nature of the report to be reviewed.

4 - Review process

4.1 This will be an open review, in which the report of the peer reviewers, together with BGS’s responses to that report, will be made publicly available. The envisaged process is as follows (see timetable below):

a) BGS will produce a draft version of their report that will be made available for peer review. Reviewers for the Partnership should note that other organisations, including the Environment Agency, the NDA, and potentially CoRWM are likely to undertake their own review work in parallel with that set out in this specification.

b) Reviewers will be provided with this draft BGS Report for their comment.

c) The reviewers will submit individual reports to the Programme Manager. These reports should comprise both a clear scientific critique of BGS’s work, with any comments or criticisms spelt out in sufficient detail to permit a detailed point by point response from BGS. The reports should also contain an executive summary no more than 2 sides long that will convey in plain language the overall views of the reviewer to the (mainly) lay membership of the Partnership.

d) Significant comments should be highlighted with the Programme Manager as soon as possible so that BGS can start developing their response in a timely way.

e) It is likely that the Partnership’s Steering Group will invite the reviewers to meet with them on or around 18th August to expand on and discuss their views. Whether following such a meeting or directly, the reviewers reports will be sent in full to BGS with an invitation for them to make a response.

f) The reviewers may be invited to attend a meeting with BGS, at which reviewers from other organisations may also be present, to expand on their comments and discuss how BGS might best respond to them. 

g) BGS will provide a point by point response to all comments from all reviewers, indicating how those comments have been taken into account in its final, published, report.

h) In addition to BGS’s final report, we anticipate that the draft BGS report, the comments from all peer reviewers, and BGS’s point by point response to them, will be ultimately made publicly available. In any event the Partnership will ensure that the comments from its appointed peer reviewers, and the BGS response to them, are made so available. 

i) Finally, the Partnership will invite its appointed peer reviewers to provide statements indicating the extent to which their comments have been adequately addressed by BGS, and should any issues be outstanding to recommend what further needs to be done to resolve them. These statements will also be made publicly available.

j) Reviewers should bear in mind that they may be called on to attend, answer questions at, or present the findings of the work at public meetings in West Cumbria that the Partnership holds later in the year. We may also call on the peer reviewers to comment on further alterations to the BGS report if further comments are submitted on it, or it is revised.

5 - Indicative Timetable

The flowchart below sets out the anticipated schedule. The timetable is subject to change and will be confirmed in mid July upon release of BGS's draft report.


2 June


(6 weeks)


14 July



(4 weeks)

w/c 16 August



20 August


(2 weeks)



3 September




10 September


16 September

6 – Outline Costs

Reviewers should provide a quote on the basis of the following time limits:

Review and reporting, including 2-side executive summary 
4 days

Attend Steering Group meeting, including preparation
 
1 day

Attend reviewers meeting with BGS (indicative)


0.5 days

Liaison and provision of completion statement


1 day

Attend Partnership Meeting, including preparation

1 day (16 September)

OPTIONAL COSTS

Attendance/support at Partnership public events. To allow comparison please provide a price for attending one 2hr evening public meeting in West Cumbria.

Quotations must be submitted electronically to Rhuari Bennett at rhuari@3kq.co.uk by 1700 on Monday 5th July 2010, and should be no more than 4 sides long. If you have questions then please either email or call 01539 739435.

For more information see www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk 
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� Cumbria County Council expressed an interest for only the Boroughs of Allerdale and Copeland, not the rest of Cumbria


� Note that one of these meetings is likely to be held on 18th August: it would be helpful if you could indicate whether you are available for that date.
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