	
	
	




Written evidence submitted by the Fusion Industry Taskforce (NPP0004)

0.1   The Fusion Industry Taskforce (FIT) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Energy Security and Net Zero Committee inquiry into the draft National Policy Statement for fusion energy (EN-8). FIT represents the views of the fusion industry supply chain in the UK and counts among its members developers, supply chain organisations, leading universities and local authority representatives. This response draws on input from across that supply chain.
0.2  FIT supports a dedicated, proportionate and technology-agnostic National Policy Statement for fusion. A clear and stable consenting route improves the certainty on which developers and the supply chain can base investment, recruitment and contracting decisions. The framework should also help the UK develop the engineering and industrial capability needed to move from first-of-a-kind projects to repeat commercial deployment.
Question 1 – Does EN-8 provide the basis to encourage investment in fusion energy in the UK?
1.1  Broadly, yes. FIT considers that EN-8 provides a proportionate basis for fusion energy development. Its dedicated and technology-agnostic approach, read alongside EN-1 and EN-5 where relevant, is broadly clear and coherent. The proposed capacity thresholds should, however, remain future-proofed so that novel designs and non-electrical outputs are neither inadvertently caught nor excluded as fusion technology evolves.
1.2  Planning certainty is only one component of investment confidence. Investors also need confidence that projects can be engineered, integrated, constructed, commissioned and operated successfully. A predictable and proportionate planning regime therefore needs to sit alongside the development of engineering, programme management, systems integration, manufacturing, testing and supply-chain capabilities required to deliver commercial fusion facilities.
1.3  There is an important distinction between creating an attractive environment for investment in fusion technology and creating an attractive environment for investment in a fusion industry. The UK should focus on the latter. The opportunity extends beyond individual facilities to the industrial ecosystem needed to deliver them, including engineering capability, systems integration, manufacturing capacity, testing infrastructure, digital capability, skilled workforce development and resilient supply chains.
1.4  Clarity on regulatory sequencing is central to investment confidence. The interaction between regulatory justification, the Health and Safety Executive and Environment Agency, and the development consent process would benefit from sharper clarity on timing. These interfaces and decision points govern when projects and their supply chains can commit and contract with confidence.
1.5  The provisions for multiple devices and phased Development Consent Orders are welcome and should be retained. They support the multi-device build-out programmes anticipated across the sector and provide a basis for progression beyond initial demonstration facilities. An efficient, predictable and proportionate planning framework is itself a competitive advantage for the UK and can support inward investment, UK engineering capability and exportable expertise.
Question 2 – Does the proposed approach adequately balance flexibility, safety, and impact on communities and the environment?
2.1  Broadly, yes. The technology-agnostic and proportionate approach is important because fusion technologies under development can have different configurations and risk profiles. Requirements should be proportionate to the actual hazards and impacts presented by an individual technology rather than inherited automatically from the fission regime.
2.2  Project-level assessment must remain technology-specific, place-sensitive and capable of responding to evolving fusion designs. This is particularly important in terms of proximity to populations and emergency planning. Decisions should take a proportionate view of the risks of specific projects while recognising the need to build and retain public trust in a developing technology.
2.3  Whole-life engineering is relevant to achieving this balance. Early consideration of constructability, operability, maintainability, commissioning, decommissioning and future expansion can reduce project risk and impacts on host communities. EN-8 should encourage applicants to demonstrate this thinking during planning and design rather than focusing solely on the immediate consenting requirements.
2.4  Several considerations will rely on forward-looking, model-based assessment because fusion facilities are first-of-a-kind and there is limited operational precedent. EN-8 should state that predictive modelling includes a proportionate characterisation of uncertainty. Well-characterised uncertainty should be treated as evidence of a robust safety and environmental case rather than as a weakness of the model.
2.5  FIT also supports stronger recognition of socio-economic benefits, including the role of fusion facilities as anchor investments capable of attracting complementary businesses, research institutions and supply chains.
Question 3 – The draft EN-8 removes the need for the Semi-Urban Population Density criterion for siting fusion energy technology. Given its retention in EN-7, is it contradictory to remove it for fusion facilities?
3.1  FIT does not consider that this issue should be approached simply as a comparison between fusion and fission. The relevant principle is that siting requirements should be evidence-led and proportionate to the hazard presented by the facility. Fusion technologies can have very different inventories, configurations and risk profiles, so an arbitrary population-density restriction may not be appropriate in every case.
3.2  Removal of the criterion must be accompanied by convincing, technology-specific evidence that a facility is safe in its proposed location. Regulators will need the capability and suitably qualified and experienced personnel to assess the design and justification of the relevant elements of fusion energy plants, including where activated materials or seismic risks are involved. A lack of capability could create delays and undermine confidence in the regime.
3.3  Public confidence will be critical as commercial fusion moves towards deployment. Siting decisions should therefore be transparent, proportionate to the risks of the specific technology and cognisant of public perception. The objective should be a framework that avoids unnecessary restrictions while requiring a clear and credible safety case for each proposed location.
Question 4 – Is EN-8 adequately future-proofed to accommodate advancements in fusion energy technologies?
4.1  Technology neutrality is a strong starting point, but future-proofing should mean more than accommodating different fusion technologies. The framework should also support the transition from first-of-a-kind demonstration facilities to repeat commercial deployment. The test will be whether experience from early projects enables later projects to progress more efficiently without compromising safety or environmental standards.
4.2  The NSIP (Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects) capacity thresholds should be kept under review as designs and outputs evolve. They should account for thermal as well as electrical capacity and retain sufficient flexibility for projects to use the NSIP route where national consideration is appropriate. Greater consistency between the English and Welsh thresholds would also support UK-wide supply chains, research partnerships and inward investment.
4.3  The framework should avoid a position in which every commercial facility is treated as another first-of-a-kind project. The provisions for multiple devices and phased consent should be retained, and supporting guidance should keep pace as assessment methods mature. This would allow consent decisions to remain proportionate as designs evolve and experience accumulates.
4.4  Future-proofing also requires clarity on long-term waste liabilities. EN-8 should make clear the applicable requirements and where responsibility rests (e.g. among developer, operator and government). This has a significant effect on investment cases and profitability across the project lifecycle and, consequently, on the ability to attract private investment into the UK market.
Question 5 – How does EN-8 compare to international approaches? Are there lessons to be learned from other countries’ planning systems?
5.1  International fusion developers increasingly have choices about where they locate facilities, investment and supply chains. The UK’s proportionate regulatory approach can therefore be a competitive advantage, but only if regulatory proportionality translates into programmatic advantage.
5.2 Predictability of schedule, regulatory interfaces and decision points matters alongside the regulatory requirements themselves. The planning and regulatory system should give developers and supply chains sufficient certainty to plan investment, recruit capability and enter contracts. Supporting guidance should evolve as designs and methods mature so that the regime remains proportionate and does not add unnecessary delay.
5.3 International competition is also about industrial capability, not simply being first to demonstrate fusion. Countries that establish strong engineering, manufacturing, testing, systems-integration and supply-chain capability will be better positioned to capture the economic value from subsequent global deployment. 
Question 6 – Are there any other issues, concerns, or opportunities the Committee should consider in relation to EN-8?
6.1 The UK’s strategic opportunity is considerably larger than delivering individual fusion facilities. Long-term competitive advantage will depend on developing an industrial ecosystem capable of repeatedly delivering fusion reactors in fleets. This requires mature engineering, systems integration, programme and project delivery, independent assurance, manufacturing, testing infrastructure, digital capability and skilled supply chains alongside fusion technology development.
6.2  If these capabilities are developed through strong industrial leadership within the STEP programme, alongside UKAEA, academia and the emerging private fusion market, they can become exportable UK capabilities able to support fusion programmes internationally. The objective should not simply be to make the UK an attractive place to build a fusion plant, but one of the best places in the world to develop, engineer and deliver fusion programmes.
6.3  DESNZ should also consider regulator capability. FIT members raise the point that – at present – the Health and Safety Executive and Environment Agency may not have sufficient suitably qualified and experienced personnel to make judgments on all relevant fusion plant designs and their justification. Where needed, support from organisations with relevant expertise should be considered so that capability constraints do not cause severe delays in the approval of new plants, particularly at scale.
6.4  Finally, EN-8 should recognise the wider role of fusion in industrial competitiveness and regional economic growth, including co-location with high-demand strategic industrial users. A planning system that provides certainty, supports industrial delivery and enables repeat deployment will strengthen the UK’s position as a destination for inward investment while building engineering capability and exportable expertise.
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