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We are concerned at the inadequacy of previous consultations on nuclear energy. The consultation on the 2006 Energy Review was judged to be ‘misleading’, seriously flawed’ and ‘manifestly inadequate and unfair’ (Sullivan Judgement, 2007). 
As a result a further consultation was undertaken and this was found by the Market Research Standards Board to be ‘inaccurately and misleadingly presented or was imbalanced’ (MRSB, 2008). In our judgement, the consultation process on Justification has not been challenging, seeking, or sufficient. 

All the key information underpinning ‘Justification’ needs to be made clear in any case that is put forward for new nuclear reactors. 
The government is about to take a decision on the ‘Justification’ of more nuclear power when significant ‘what if’ issues that are tied to health impact - such as reactor design and siting, vulnerability to attack, radiation waste, radiation risk, reactor decommissioning - have not been resolved in practice. 
Failure to do this leaves the government open to legal challenge and leads to hostility and mistrust of any future energy policy decision.

There are some key issues raised, that have not been resolved:
· The governments present preferred management option for nuclear waste remains untried and un-tested. Nowhere in the world has intermediate or high-level radioactive waste been safely disposed. The management of high burnup fuels is likely to be complex, difficult and potentially dangerous to workers and public. 
· Given the opportunity costs of nuclear combined with the proven tendency to significant cost increases and overruns, the Justifying Authority’s economic assessments relating to the AP 1000 and EPR designs has not been challenging, seeking, or sufficient. 

· The Justifying Authority’s assessment of the economic consequences of a nuclear accident or incident has not been challenging, seeking, or sufficient. The risk to people, the environment and to the nuclear programme as a consequence of a major accident or incident would be very significant. 

· New nuclear build is treated as a practice based on ‘evolutionary design’ but, in terms of scale, involves quite new practices in the UK context, namely, the proliferation of very large nuclear stations together with radioactive waste stores including spent fuel in a number of coastal locations vulnerable to sea-level rise, flooding, and storm surge. 

· The consultation and methods of engagement with the public have been inadequate.

The first pillar of the EU Aarhus Convention on ‘Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters’ aims to ensure that the public is informed about its environment and that its role in decision-making. A truly involving process will produce a better result for everyone by generating consensus and trust in the eventual outcome. Justification, once finalised, will foreclose future discussion on issues crucial to nuclear power, so it is vital that this process is opened up in order to allow for meaningful and realistic examination of evidence in a public forum. 
Because the Justification of new nuclear power in the UK represents a key issue for trust in governance concerning energy policy and the control of nuclear risk, we believe the Government should hold an Independent Inquiry, as allowed for under the regulations governing Justification: The Justification of Practices Involving Ionising Radiation Regulations 2004 (No. 1769), Regulation 17.

