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1 – Background to BGS screening 
1.1
The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) White Paper set out that once a community had expressed an interest, the British Geological Survey (BGS) would undertake an initial, high level, desk based screening of an area to rule out any sites that definitely can’t host a facility. 

1.2
Screening will be led by the BGS Chief Geologist and carried out by a team of experienced geoscientists. It will be a desk based study only, using readily available information, and all expression of interest communities will be screened in the same way using similar data. Screening will use the criteria set out in Annex B of the MRWS White Paper and will not be ‘in depth’ with no consideration of non-geological factors. It will simply be to eliminate from the process any areas that are obviously geologically unsuitable. More rigorous technical and scientific assessment will be undertaken if a community decides to progress further in the process.

2 – Peer review
2.1
The BGS estimate that the initial study will take less than 6 weeks, dependent on the size and geological complexity of an area, and following internal BGS review the draft report will be made available for discussion and peer review. The White Paper set out that - 

7.12      For each area that expresses an interest, the BGS will make a draft report available for discussion and peer review to the Host Community, the Decision Making Body, the NDA, the regulators and the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) before completion and publication in its final form. Government will fund this initial screening work and the BGS report will help inform a decision about whether to participate.

 

2.2
Government is keen to ensure that those involved in the local process have the opportunity to consider and comment on the report, including peer review by independent experts if required alongside the involvement of the independent regulators, CoRWM and NDA views. The Partnership’s planning for public and stakeholder engagement that is currently being undertaken will cover local consideration of the draft report.

2.3
Government would be keen to work with the Partnership, the NDA, CoRWM and others to agree some kind of co-ordinated mechanisms to undertake the desired peer review. Clearly it would not represent value for money if we, the partnership, CoRWM and the NDA all looked to different experts for review, when we can work jointly to gather all the required inputs at once. This does not mean that different organisations would lose their input or ability to comment, but simply that we work together to address everyone’s requirements comprehensively. 

2.4
It is suggested that there is a need for either the full Partnership or the steering group to jointly consider this process further with Government and NDA.  
