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Introduction
Criterion 4b in the Partnership’s work programme is that it wishes to be: “satisfied with the proposed inventory to be managed in a facility”.  

At its meeting on 5 August 2010 the Partnership agreed to amend the text about ‘what we are looking for’ in order to judge whether that criterion can be met.  The text now reads:

Knowledge of what the inventory could be, and the principles that define an acceptable process for how the inventory would be changed, including how the community can influence this.

This discussion paper sets out preliminary suggestions for a range of inventory related principles, including principles for defining an acceptable process for inventory change.  In each case, a suggested principle (in italics) is followed by a short discussion of the issues it raises.  
Development of the discussion paper was informed by suggestions made by Pete Roche following his presentation to the Partnership in August, feedback from DECC and NDA, discussion at the Partnership Steering Group on 10 November and discussion at the Partnership meeting on 10 December. 
Potential Principles

There are a number of potential principles that the Partnership might seek Government and/or NDA commitment to prior to any decision about participation.  
These can be grouped in the following categories:
· Commitment to agree what the inventory for disposal in a GDF will be

· Commitment to negotiation of an inventory change process

· Acceptance of a local veto on significant changes to the inventory

· Commitments to information provision

· Acknowledgement of linkage to community benefits
· Commitment not to make demands on the inventory based on views of energy policy

Each category is considered in turn below.
Commitment to agree what the inventory for disposal in a GDF will be

1. Government should make clear its commitment to agreeing with a Community Siting Partnership (CSP) what the inventory for disposal in a GDF will be.  This agreement will be reached by the end of Stage 5 (surface based investigations).  Subsequent significant changes to the inventory would be subject to an agreed inventory change process.
Issues for discussion about this possible principle are:

· the need for clarity about what will be covered by the ‘inventory’ (ie its scope); and

· whether agreement at the end of Stage 5 should be to a ‘best estimate’ or ‘upper’ inventory?

On the first issue, at its most basic, the scope of the inventory could just mean types of wastes and the amounts of each type.  At the other end of the spectrum, Pete Roche suggests that the agreement should cover “universally and demonstrably agreed data relating to:  inventory by volume; inventory by category and type; inventory by radionuclide content; longevity of radionuclides; potential mobility of radionuclides by which media (and info on the chemical environment - both their immediate molecular surroundings and also their wider chemical 'setting'); timescales involved; potential health impact variables as per ICRP/HPA and ECRR/LLRC; repository footprint; institutional control implications; and robustness of and challenges to the safety case”.  
As NDA point out, such a broad interpretation of the scope of ‘inventory’ becomes very complex and addresses safety case issues that are the responsibility of the GDF Site Licence Company and the regulators.  Although a CSP would no doubt want to ensure it is confident in the way a safety case is addressed and developed, it is unlikely that this is most effectively addressed through a very wide definition of the scope of the inventory.
Instead, this paper suggests that the scope of the inventory should be defined in sufficient terms to enable significant impacts of changes to the inventory to be spelt out (see suggested commitments to information provision below).  This suggests that defining the scope of the inventory in terms of waste types, amounts (eg by volume) and the main radionuclide content is likely to be sufficient.

On the second issue, the suggested principle is currently drafted on the assumption that a realistic ‘best estimate’ should be used as the basis for agreement.  However, NDA have suggested that agreement to an ‘upper’ inventory would allow operational changes to take place without disturbing the agreement, and would not affect the need for significant changes (in type or quantity of waste) to be subject to the inventory change process.  This would require a small drafting change to the suggested principle.
Commitment to negotiation of an inventory change process

2. Following any decision to participate, Government will enter into negotiation with a Community Siting Partnership to develop a mutually acceptable process for how the inventory for disposal in a GDF would be changed and for how host communities and the Decision Making Bodies (DMBs) can influence this
.  That process should be defined and agreed by the end of Stage 4 (desk-based studies).
It is intended that the inventory change process would operate during Stage 6 and beyond, after agreement to the inventory for disposal had been reached.

The principle states that the inventory change process should be defined and agreed by the end of Stage 4, so that decisions about whether to proceed to surface-based investigations can take place in the knowledge that a process of inventory change has been agreed.  Discussion at the Steering Group suggests that this is preferable to waiting until the end of Stage 5 to reach agreement to an inventory change process.
It is anticipated that the negotiation between the Government and Community Siting Partnership following any decision to participate would clarify what sort of inventory changes would be subject to the inventory change process.
Acceptance of a local veto on significant changes to the inventory
3. The Government accepts that local Decision Making Bodies should have a veto on any significant changes to the inventory that are proposed during underground investigations, construction and GDF operation.
This potential principle would operate during Stage 6 and beyond, after agreement to the inventory for disposal had been reached.  It is envisaged that it would be used as a last resort, if agreement to significant changes to the inventory could not be reached through the process of inventory change.
Note that the proposed veto on significant changes to the inventory is separate and additional to the general right of withdrawal that would be in place up to the end of Stage 5.   That right of withdrawal could be exercised if agreement to the inventory for disposal cannot be reached by the end of Stage 5.  

One issue is whether to seek agreement to such a principle at this stage in the process?  Discussion at the Steering Group suggests that this is preferable to waiting to discuss the issue during the negotiations referred to in suggested principle 2.
Commitments to information provision
4. During Stages 4 and 5 (desk-based studies and surface-based investigations), the Government will inform a Community Siting Partnership at the earliest opportunity when significant changes occur to (a) the baseline inventory and (b) the ‘upper’ inventory, and will clarify the implications for (i) the design of a GDF and surface facilities, (ii) the size of the underground footprint, (iii) the period of operation of the GDF, (iv) the developing GDF safety case, (v) the number of required GDFs and (vi) the use of alternative disposal methods.

This suggested principle should ensure that a ‘no surprises’ approach can be taken to the inventory and its implications.

One issue is whether the suggested principle should refer to an ‘upper’ inventory or a ‘maximum’ inventory.  Comments were made at the Partnership meeting on 5 August 2010 to the effect that members would like to know what the maximum inventory is that could theoretically arise and, in principle, be disposed of to a GDF, including materials (such as plutonium and uranium) that are not currently classified as wastes, and the wastes that could arise from a programme of new nuclear power stations.  NDA use an ‘upper’ inventory to assess the implications of inventory increases beyond the baseline for design and safety assessments, including new build wastes, but this is not a theoretical maximum inventory.  NDA query what would set a maximum and point to the various technical constraints that are likely to arise at specific sites, including volume of available rock and safety case considerations.  They point out that until there is a characterised site (towards the end of Stage 5 at the earliest) it will not be possible to attempt to set a site specific ‘technical maximum’.
This paper suggests that rather than prolonging a debate about what would constitute a ‘maximum’ inventory, it is more important to ensure that the ‘upper’ inventory includes reasonably foreseeable increases above the baseline inventory, and that it is updated in timely ways to capture such increases when they can be foreseen.
5. Government will provide an ‘inventory statement’ prior to local decision-making at the end of stages 3, 4 and 5 of the GDF siting process in order to inform a Partnership’s recommendations at that time.  The statement will describe the baseline and upper inventories and the implications for aspects (i) to (vi) as stated in Principle 4.
Note the suggestion that this principle should apply at the end of the current stage, prior to any Decision about Participation, in addition to Stages 4 and 5.

It is intended that the ‘inventory statement’ should be sufficiently clear and detailed to enable a Partnership and DMBs to understand what is included in baseline and upper inventories and what the implications would be for key aspects of potential GDF development.
6. Each ‘inventory statement’ should include a high level overview of the main areas of research still to be undertaken to enable development of the GDF safety cases that would be associated with (a) baseline and (b) upper bound inventories.
This potential principle would enable a Partnership to understand what additional safety case related research is needed as a result of including additional materials and new build wastes in the inventory for disposal in a GDF.  NDA comment that this might be difficult at early stages when there are big uncertainties about sites.  DECC query whether information on research requirements should be linked to the proposed inventory statements, or handled separately.

Acknowledgement of linkage to community benefits

7. Government acknowledges that negotiations about Community Benefits will take account of any significant changes to the inventory.

DECC questions whether this needs to be stated as an ‘inventory principle’, as any linkage could be addressed in the work stream on ‘benefit principles’, or during actual negotiations on a benefits package.  Another option would be to address the linkage in the negotiation of the inventory change process addressed in principle 2.  Discussion at the Steering Group suggests that it would be preferable to acknowledge the linkages in an inventory principle.
Commitment not to make demands on the inventory based on views of energy policy

 

8. A Community Siting Partnership should not make demands regarding the inventory based on its views on matters of Government energy policy.

This potential principle is based on an initial suggestion from Pete Roche.  Pete’s argument is, for example, that “keeping plutonium out of the inventory shouldn't be demanded just because the community favours a particular energy policy - which should be the responsibility of the whole UK to decide. The same might apply to emplacing spent fuel.”  DECC make a similar point.  

The Partnership does not favour adoption of this principle.  It notes that decisions about the future of reprocessing and plutonium management will have substantial socio-economic impacts on the area. 
Next Steps

At its meeting on 10 December, the Partnership agreed that:

· draft principles 1-7 provide a suitable basis for seeking ‘minded to’ agreement with Government;

· ‘minded to’ agreement will be sought from Government in time for inclusion in the consultation document for PSE3; and
· following review of the findings from PSE3, the Partnership will seek formal agreement with Government to a set of inventory principles and these will be included in the Partnership’s final report to the Decision-Making Bodies. 
� The definitions of ‘host communities’ and ‘Decision Making Bodies’ are as defined in the MRWS White Paper, June 2008, para 6.8.
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