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1 PROPOSALS FROM FOREIGN COUNTRIES AND NON-GOVERNMENTAL 
ORGANIZATIONS TO THE EIA REPORT 
Environmental impact assessment in a transboundary context is regulated by the Law of 
the Republic of Lithuania on the Assessment of the Impact on the Environment of the 
Planned Economic Activities and by the United Nations Convention on Environmental 
Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (Espoo Convention). 

The Ministry of Environment is responsible for the practical organization of the 
environmental assessment procedures in a transboundary context. The Ministry of 
Environment has informed the respective authorities of Latvia, Estonia, Poland, Belarus, 
Finland, Sweden and Russia about the commenced environmental assessment process of 
the new nuclear power plant in Lithuania and inquired about their intent to take part in 
the environmental assessment procedure. Russia did not express an intent to take part in 
EIA process, and Austria on its own initiative wished to be included into the 
environmental assessment procedure. The information letter was supplemented with the 
EIA Program in English or Russian and a comprehensive summary in each country’s 
official language was attached. The above mentioned countries had an opportunity to 
present their suggestions and comments on the EIA Program, which were taken into 
account by the developer of the EIA documents. 

This Appendix contains proposals from the foreign countries and non-governmental 
organizations to the EIA report and responses to these proposals: 

• Proposals from Austria (see Section 1.1); 
• Proposals from Belarus (see Section 1.2); 
• Proposals from Estonia (see Section 1.3); 
• Proposals from Finland (see Section 1.4); 
• Proposals from Latvia (see Section 1.5); 
• Proposals from Poland (see Section 1.6); 
• Proposals from Sweden (see Section 1.7); 
• Proposals from non-governmental organizations (see Section 1.8). 

 
Additionally remarks and recommendations received from Austria, Bealrus, Estonia, 
Finland, Latvia and Sweden during preparation of EIA Program and responses to these 
remarks are provided in Chapter 2. 
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1.1 Proposals from Austria and responses to these proposals 

1.1.1 Proposals to EIA Report 
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1.1.2 Responses to proposals from Austria 

 Question Response 

 Management of nuclear waste  

1. · Management of spent fuel and HLW is not 
described adequately in the EIA report. Options 
for interim storage of spent fuel and for long-
term storage are only discussed in general, but 
there is no management concept presented.  

During the operation of NNPP the SNF and 
radioactive waste will be stored in appropriate 
storage facilities which are a part of NPP. 
Environmental impacts from these facilities in 
terms of total radioactive releases from NPP are 
estimated in this EIA Report. 

Different SNF further management and disposal 
options (pool type and dry storage facilities 
away from the reactor, reprocessing; 
national/regional deep geological repository, 
etc) are listed in EIA Report. However, these 
activities will the separate projects and their own 
EIA procedures will be implemented in due time.

Also it should be noted, that existing worldwide 
experience as well as experience of Ignalina 
NPP, shows that SNF and radioactive waste for 
a long time can be stored in appropriate 
facilities safely and without significant impacts to 
environment. 

2. · Is it possible to provide a short overview of the 
nuclear waste management concept with the 
focus on HLW and spent fuel, because the 
National Strategy on Radioactive Waste 
Management from 2002 was not available in 
English from the homepage of RATA? 

An updated Radioactive Waste Management 
Strategy was approved at September 2008. 
Presently the strategy is available only in 
Lithuanian language. Short overview will be 
provided during the meeting on 19 November 
2008. 

 Reactor types and safety standards  

3. · Is it correct that only four Western reactor 
vendors are under consideration to supply the 
new NPP in Lithuania and what is the reasoning 
behind this decision? 

In the EIA Report reactor types are taken into 
account from the following vendors: 

· Areva NP 

· Atomic Energy of Canada Limited 

· Atomstroyexport 

· GE-Hitachi 

· Mitsubishi Heavy Industries 

· Westinghouse-Toshiba 

Final decision on what vendor will supply the 
reactor for NNPP will be made after tendering 
process, which is a further step after EIA.  

4. · What are the further steps in the selection of the 
reactor type and the development of the plant? 

If Competent authority based on EIA Report 
makes decision that economic activity, by virtue 
of its nature and environmental impacts, may be 
allowed to be carried out in the chosen site, the 
further main project steps are as follows: 

· Preparation of Technical specification for 
NNPP;  

· Tendering process; 

· Preparation of technical design 
documentation (TDD) for selected reactor 
type; 
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· Preparation of safety justification 
documents (safety analysis report; PSA ; 
etc.) for selected reactor type; 

· Licence for construction; 

· Licence for operation. 

5. · Which documents will be available for foreign 
states participating in the cross border EIA 
during the selection procedure of the reactor 
type and how will they be informed about 
decisions? 

According to Lithuanian legislation there are no 
requirements to submit TDD or safety 
justification documentation for foreign states. 
The Ministry of Environment of the Republic of 
Lithuania will provide to the potentially affected 
states the decision regarding the feasibility of 
the proposed economic activity considering its 
environmental impacts. 

6. · Which requirements are of priority for the 
selection of the reactor type?  

The reactor type to be chosen for the NNPP in 
Lithuania shall be safe, employ proven 
technology and be in line with the most recent 
developments in nuclear technology. All 11 
reactor designs, assessed in the EIA, are 
generation III or III+ reactors. 

7. · Which safety features and safety criteria will be 
of relevance for the selection of the reactor 
type? In particular the following issues should be 
clarified:  

o the relevance of PSA results compared 
to deterministic safety assessment 

o CDF / LRF relation 

o the relevance of mostly active to mostly 
passive safety systems 

o the assessment of in-vessel vs. ex-
vessel cooling as severe accident 
management measure 

o a more detailed description of the 
requirements concerning the 
vulnerability of the plant to external 
hazards 

See response to Question 4 above which 
describes subsequent steps in the specification, 
selection and licensing of the new NPP. 

Lithuanian regulations for issue of a licence to 
construct and operate a Nuclear Facility 
(including NPP) are in place and in line, as a 
minimum, with current IAEA guidance. 

The EIA indicates that the project will take 
cognisance of the European Utilities 
Requirements Document (EURD), which 
contains both deterministic and probabilistic 
criteria.   

The EIA severe accident scenario is selected to 
be independent of the technology, to illustrate 
the consequences should such an unlikely 
event occur.  As such, all candidate designs 
would be expected to satisfy the severe 
accident case presented.  The definitive 
accident consequences will be provided to the 
relevant authorities as part of the Final Safety 
Analysis Report. 

8. · Because details of safety standards for new 
NPPs are not mentioned in the EIA Report, and 
there is no reference to documents containing 
further information concerning standards for new 
plants, it appears that their development is in a 
very early stage. Therefore, we request a more 
detailed description of the procedure to develop 
those standards, including an explanation of 
how this procedure will be timed in relation to 
the new NPP project, and how it will interact with 
the development of the project. 

 Development of safety standards, licensing 
issues, review and approval of safety analysis 
reports and other issues related to safe 
operation of nuclear facility are in competence 
of State Nuclear Power Safety Inspectorate. 
However, these questions are not within the 
scope of EIA. 

 Accident Analysis  

 Long range consequences:   
9. · The 98th percentile does not indicate the worst 

case. As shown in the statement, there are 
(summing night time and daytime releases) 

Information requested is not available since the 
analysis has not been performed as straight-
forward cases from release to dose. 
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1460 cases. Even if these cases are too 
episodic to assign them a reliable statistical 
probability, the calculations still show that they 
would be possible, and it would be relevant to 
Austria and its inhabitants to know these cases, 
or at least the worst ones that were found with 
respect to the conditions in Austria. 

In order to enable such inferences, we request more 
information on these upper 2% of the cases. This 
could be accomplished by giving us either 

- maps, or 

- gridded values of the deposition and the total 
committed external doses, for either  

all the 1460 cases or  

- for the upper 2% of the data 

 
The analysis consisted of three steps: 
• Computation of a large number of individual 

cases of dispersion (for LOCA, SA and 
constant source) and compiling the 
dispersion data archive. Obtained results 
were maps of concentrations and 
depositions resulted from dispersion for 
many individual cases. 

• Statistical analysis of the obtained 
dispersion results, computation of 
probability distribution functions and 
corresponding percentiles for dispersion 
pattern. This provided a statistical 
description of the dispersion pattern: maps 
of concentrations and geographical 
distribution of probabilities of specific levels 
to be reached or exceeded during 
accidents. 

• Computations of the upper percentiles of 
doses using the upper percentiles of 
concentrations and depositions as an input. 

 
The 98% of concentration and depositions were 
taken as the main characteristics of the analysis 
to obtain reliable answers and to keep the 
amount of computations under control. 
 
The information is place-specific, i.e. the 
assessment results in maps of the percentiles. 
 
As stated in the EAIR, a value of 98% means 
that in 2% of cases will the estimated impact be 
exceeded.  Given the frequency of the Limiting 
Design Basis Accident is <1E-05/ year, and the 
assessed severe accident is <5 E-7 per year, 
the boundary of the consequences identified in 
the EIAR is ~1E-07/ y and 1E-09/ y respectively, 
i.e. extremely low likelihood. 

 Severe accident source term:  

10. · Is it possible to present more information from 
PSAs which give an adequate illustration of the 
radiation hazard in case of severe accidents 
instead of an arbitrary chosen source term 
(including the contributions of different initiating 
events and plant states, as well as a discussion 
of limitations and uncertainties)?  

The further steps of the project are listed in the 
response to comment No. 4. PSA and safety 
analysis will be developed after EIA process is 
finished, therefore it is not possible to provide 
detailed information in EIA Report. 

11. · Independent of the probability of occurrence it 
would be important to discuss early and large 
releases due to severe accidents in order to find 
out the relevant emissions for transboundary 
impact assessment. In published design control 
documents some data on release rates of BDBA 
in generation III reactors can be found, can you 
provide such information for the candidate 
reactors ? 

Releases in case of Severe accident are 
estimated according Finnish experience and 
regulations for severe accident releases.  

Data on release from design control documents 
can be extracted. However, this data is not 
available for all type of reactors and is more 
relevant for PSA than EIA Report. 
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Need for new electricity capacities and cost 
effectiveness of the NPP project 

 

12. · How will structural changes, energy efficiency 
policy and economic development impact the 
development of the yearly electricity 
consumption in the different demand sectors 
and sub-segments by 2025? Which 
comprehensive demand forecast model (and the 
respective parameters) was used to simulate 
these effects? 

13. · What are the main influence factors on base 
load demand and how are they assumed to 
develop by 2025? Are historic data available on 
the development of the base load demand 
during the last five years? 

14. · What have been the input parameters for NPP 
cost, mainly related to: over-night construction 
cost, construction time, reliability of operation, 
O&M costs, back fitting costs, back-end costs 
(decommissioning and nuclear waste 
management) and the respective interest rates, 
period of assessment? 

15. · In which way has the considerable potential of 
CHP in the district heating sector resp. in the 
industrial sector been taken into consideration? 

16. · In which way has RES electricity production, 
which is assumed to increase steadily due to the 
EU policy framework, been taken into account? 

17. · In which way has the increasing integration of 
the Baltic electricity system to the Nordic and 
the UCTE systems been taken into account 
(relevant for an analysis on the system level)? 

The objectives of the EIA are defined in the 
Article 4 of the Republic of Lithuania Law on 
Environmental Impact Assessment of the 
Proposed Economic Activity (State Journal, 
2005, No. 84-3105). This Law on EIA is also 
harmonized with Council Directive 85/337/EEC 
and Espoo Convention. The objectives of the 
EIA are as follows: 
• to identify, characterize and assess 

potential direct and indirect impacts of the 
proposed economic activity on human 
beings, fauna and flora; soil, surface and 
entrails of the earth; air, water, climate, 
landscape and biodiversity; material assets 
and the immovable cultural heritage, and 
interaction among these factors; 

• to reduce or avoid negative impacts of the 
proposed economic activity on human 
beings and other components of the 
environment, referred to in paragraph 
above; and 

• to determine, if the proposed economic 
activity, by virtue of its nature and 
environmental impacts, may be allowed to 
be carried out in the chosen site. 

 
According to legislation cost estimation, energy 
efficiency policy, project validity and other 
economical/financial issues are outside the 
scope of EIA. These issues are considered in 
National Energy Strategy and other relevant 
documents (i.e. IAEA-TECDOC-1408 “Energy 
Supply Options for Lithuania”; IAEA-TECDOC-
1541 “Analyses of energy supply options and 
security of energy supply in the Baltic States”). 
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1.2 Proposals from Belarus and responses to these proposals 

1.2.1 Proposals to EIA Report 
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1.2.2 Responses to proposals from Belarus 

№. Коментарий Ответ 
1.  В отчете по ОВОС рассмотрено влияние на 

окружающую среду виртуальной атомной 
станции (не определен тип реактора и 
конкретный аналог проекта будущей АЭС), то 
есть вопрос о возможном влиянии НАЭС на 
окружающую среду Республики Беларусь 
практически не проработан. В зависимости от 
типа реактора величина санитарно-защитной 
зоны (далее – СЗЗ) может изменяться (принята 3 
км), а кратчайшее расстояние от планируемых 
площадок до границы существующей СЗЗ 
примерно 1,5 км. Следовательно, при наиболее 
неблагоприятных условиях планируемая СЗЗ 
может оказаться на территории Республики 
Беларусь (по зеркалу оз. Дрисвяты расстояние от 
объекта до Государственной границы составляет 
менее 3 км). В связи с этим вызывает сомнение 
вывод, что трансграничное влияние на 
окружающую среду и здоровье населения 
Республики Беларусь будет незначительно или 
отсутствовать. Кроме того, в отчете по ОВОС 
отмечено, что мощность НАЭС принимается 
3400 МВт, а при уровне термической нагрузки 
на озеро Дрисвяты со стороны НАЭС выше 3200 
МВт вредное воздействие на экосистему 
водоема становится значительным. 

Оценка воздействия НАЭС была выполнена, учитывая 
величайшие влияния, вызванные любым из 
рассматриваемых типов реакторов. Таким образом, 
влияния реактора любого определенного типа не будут 
превышать влияния, описанные в отчете по ОВОС. 
Оценка трансграничных влияний (глава 8) также 
включает влияния, которые могут иметь место на 
территории Республики Беларусь. 
Площадка НАЭС № 1, ближайшая к границе 
Республики Беларусь, расположена на расстоянии 
более 3 километров от государственной границы, 
измеряя от предполагаемого местоположения реактора. 
Таким образом, санитарно–защитная зона не будет 
достигать территории Республики Беларусь. 
Максимальная производимая мощность, оцененная в 
ОВОС, составляет 3400 МВт электроэнергии. С 
экологической точки зрения (при самых строгих 
экологических условиях в течение горячего лета) 
приемлемая тепловая нагрузка 3200 МВтвыброшенная - это 
тепловая энергия, выброшенная в озеро и 
соответствующая приблизительно 1700 МВт 
электрической энергии, произведенной, используя 
систему прямого охлаждения. При сочетании прямого 
охлаждения с другими решениями охлаждения 
(градирнями) максимальный уровень производства 
электрической энергии 3400 МВт с экологической 
точки зрения также достижим. 

2.  Потенциальные площадки для НАЭС 
размещены в пределах промплощадки 
Игналинской АЭС (далее – ИАЭС), на которой 
одновременно с эксплуатацией НАЭС будет 
осуществляться деятельность по снятию с 
эксплуатации ИАЭС. Согласно приведенной в 
отчете по ОВОС оценке суммарное воздействие 
от всех объектов на данной площадке приведет к 
дозе облучения для населения на 2015 год 51,9 
Е-06 Зв. Можно заключить, что ввод в 
эксплуатацию НАЭС значительно превысит 
совместное воздействие от существующих 
комплексов ИАЭС, оцененное в 1,0Е-06 Зв, от 
КОТОХ (7,29Е-06 Зв) и от операций с 
отработавшим ядерным топливом ИАЭС (5,82Е-
07 Зв).  

Прогноз суммарной дозы для населения от всех 
ядерных объектов на 2015 г. представлен в Табл. 7.11-1. 
Очевидно, что доза для населения в течение 
нормальной эксплуатации НАЭС будет выше, чем дозы 
от ПХОЯТ и КОТОХ, однако установленная годовая 
ограниченная доза для членов населения 0,2 мЗв не 
будет превышена; предполагаемая доза будет 
приблизительно в 4 раза меньше данной ограниченной 
дозы. Также должно быть отмечено, что влияние НАЭС 
было оценено, делая консервативные предположения, 
поскольку всемирный опыт показывает, что 
фактические выбросы и вызванные дозы населения 
бывают в 10 и больше раз ниже. 

3.  Исследованиями, проведенными в 2007 году 
ГНУ «Объединенный институт энергетических и 
ядерных исследований – Сосны» НАН Беларуси, 
показано, что годовая эффективная доза 
облучения населения от группы радионуклидов 
3Н, 85Kr, 129I, 134Cs, 137Cs, 135Cs для операций с 
негерметичным отработавшим топливом ИАЭС 
при переносе воздушным путем, будет на 
порядок больше и составит величину 7,53Е-06 
Зв. Необходимо также уточнить оценку 
воздействия водным путем от проведения 
дезактивации демонтированного оборудования 
второго энергоблока ИАЭС в 2011 году, которая 
в отчете по ОВОС из-за отсутствия данных 
ориентировочно оценена в 8,0Е-06 Зв. В целом, 
существует большая неопределенность в оценке 

Поскольку отчет исследований, проведенных ГНУ 
«Объединенный институт энергетических и ядерных 
исследований – Сосны» НАН не доступен, для ОВОС 
весьма затруднительно согласиться или не согласиться 
с представленными результатами. 
Согласно отчету по ОВОС «Промежуточное хранение 
отработавшего ядерного топлива РБМК с блоков 1 и 2 
Игналинской АЭС; выпуск 4» максимальная годовая 
эффективная доза члену критической группы 
вследствие: 

- обращения со всем герметичным топливом 
на ИАЭС составляет 7,69E-10 Зв/год; 

- обращения со всем негерметичным 
топливом на ИАЭС составляет 4,15E-07 
Зв/год; 

- эксплуатации системы для обращения с 
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дозы при осуществлении деятельности на 
совокупности ядерных объектов, проводимой на 
общей площадке.  

поврежденным и экспериментальным 
топливом составляет 4,75E-09 Зв/год. 

 
Так как начало эксплуатации НАЭС намечается не 
ранее 2015 г., в оценке общего влияния деятельности 
по демонтажу и дезактивации на ИАЭС до этого года 
не рассматриваются. 

4.  Общее годовое облучение членов критической 
группы населения вследствие радиоактивных 
выбросов НАЭС (передаваемых по воздуху и по 
воде) в окружающую среду в зависимости от 
типа реактора, мощности и общего числа блоков 
отличается в интервале от 8,74 до 50,70 мкЗв. 
Как отмечалось белорусской стороной ранее по 
объектам, планируемым к строительству для 
вывода из эксплуатации ИАЭС, установленное в 
Литве ограничение дозы облучения населения 
0,2 мЗв в год значительно отличается от 
рекомендуемой квоты для Республики Беларусь, 
которая составляет 0,05 мЗв в год. Что также 
затрудняет выполнение сравнения возможного 
радиационного воздействия на критическую 
группу населения Республики Беларусь. 

Ограниченная доза 0,2 мЗв/год, установленная в 
литовском законодательстве, основана на 
международном опыте и рекомендациях МАГАТЭ. В 
цели сравнения указано, что годовые эффективные 
дозы литовским жителям из-за естественных 
источников ионизирующего излучения в среднем 
составляют 2,4-2,6 мЗв. Средние величины доз от 
главных естественных источников излучения: радон 
внутри помещений – 1 мЗв, космическое излучение – 
0,35 мЗв, строительные материалы внутри помещений – 
0,45 мЗв. 
Согласно статье 8 доступного белорусского правового 
акта «Радиационная защита населения», № 122-З 5 
декабря 1998 г., предельно допустимая доза для 
населения Белоруссии из-за ионизирующего излучения 
составляет 1 мЗв/год (то же самое, как в литовском 
законодательстве). Однако точно не указывается, какая 
ограниченная доза (ее часть) должна применяться на 
границе санитарно–защитной зоны ядерного объекта 
(или объектов). Только указывается, что сумма частей 
не должна превышать предельно допустимой дозы. 
Основание для рекомендуемой части 0,05 мЗв в год не 
ясно. 

5.  При расчетах доз облучения методически 
некорректно учитывались условия внешнего 
облучения. Процедура оценки дозы внешнего 
облучения населения (членов критической 
группы) в случае выброса через 
вентиляционную трубу НАЭС высотой 75 м 
выполнена через модифицированные 
коэффициенты, полученные простым 
умножением коэффициентов конверсии для 
условий выброса на высоту вентиляционной 
трубы ИАЭС 150 м в месте наибольшего 
выпадения радионуклидов на показатель 3,4. 
(Дана ссылка на нормативный документ LAND 
42: 2007). 

Облучение населения было вычислено согласно 
методологии, предоставленной в литовском правовом 
документе LAND 42:2007. В данном документе 
указаны коэффициенты конверсии доз для выбросов на 
высоте 150 м и указаны коэффициенты для выбросов на 
более низких высотах (3,4 для высоты выброса 75 м). 
 Дополнительное внешнее облучение населения было 
вычислено, применяя методологию, предоставленную в 
серии отчетов по безопасности МАГАТЭ № 19 
«Характерные модели для использования при оценке 
влияния выбросов радиоактивных веществ в 
окружающую среду». 

6.  По прогнозу интервал доз облучения 
воздушным путем находится в диапазоне от 
1,24Е-06 Зв до 10,5Е-06 Зв в зависимости от типа 
реактора. Однако не для всех типов реакторов, 
которые рассматриваются в качестве 
технологической альтернативы, имеются 
доступные исходные данные по величине 
выброса радионуклидов. В частности, для 
реактора типа CANDU, получившего самую 
высокую оценку дозы облучения 10,5Е-06 Зв от 
воздушного пути только при учете четырех 
радионуклидов: 3H, 14C, 85Kr, 131I. Поэтому без 
получения дополнительной информации о 
составе выброса при нормальной эксплуатации 
реакторов нельзя утверждать, что годовая доза 
облучения попадет в указанный интервал.  

Список выбрасываемых радионуклидов и их 
активностей основан на свободно доступных 
источниках информации (напр., вебсайтах). 
Информация, предоставлена для реакторов типа 
ABWR, AP-1000, EPR, APWR и др., очень 
детализирована. Однако для CANDU-6 свободно 
доступная информация не столь детализирована. Тем 
не менее, если в вычислениях доз для ABWR, AP-1000, 
EPR, APWR учитывается только тот же самый набор 
радионуклидов (благородные газы, C-14, H-3, I-131, Со-
58, Со-60, Cr-51, Mn-54 и Nb-95, предоставленные для 
CANDU-6), результирующая доза будет составлять 
приблизительно 99 % общей величины дозы. Поэтому 
можно заключить, что, если другие нуклиды, 
выбрасываемые из реактора CANDU-6, будут приняты 
во внимание, доза населения увеличится только 
приблизительно на 1 %. Оценка облучения населения, 
вызванного нормальной эксплуатацией НАЭС, также 
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пересмотрена, принимая во внимание комментарии от 
соответственных литовских учреждений, связанных с 
подготовкой ОВОС. 

7.  Эксплуатация ИАЭС привела к значительной 
эвтрофикации озера Дрисвяты вследствие 
теплового загрязнения озерных вод и сброса в 
него сточных вод. Данный вывод 
подтверждается в документе «Заключительный 
отчет/2007 07 12 Программа ОВОС. Новая 
атомная электростанция в Литве. Консорциум 
Pöyry – ЛЭИ» п. 7.1.1.6 Качество воды и 
биологическое разнообразие «До развития 
активных видов деятельности в регионе, озеро 
Друкшяй относилось к мезотрофическому типу. 
Ввиду сброса тепловых и санитарных стоков в 
озеро, качество воды в озере изменилось до 
почти эвтрофического состояния, и в озере 
сформировались различные экологические 
зоны». В то же время в отчете по ОВОС 
отмечено, что современное состояние 
окружающей среды служит в качестве эталона 
сравнения и оценки реализации альтернатив. 
Следовательно, весь анализ воздействия на 
окружающую среду проводиться путем замены 
одной АЭС на другую, тем самым априори 
делается вывод о несущественном воздействии 
на окружающую среду и об отсутствии 
необходимости принятия мер по реабилитации 
озера. 

Согласно литовскому законодательству по оценке 
влияния на окружающую среду, влияния планируемой 
деятельности должны быть сравнены с «нулевой 
альтернативой» (альтернативой неосуществления). 
Экология озера Друкшяй значительно изменилась из-за 
тепловой нагрузки Игналинской АЭС и нагрузки 
питательных веществ от муниципальных очистных 
сооружений сточных вод. Изменения в экосистеме 
были настолько существенны (напр., видовой состав 
изменился во всех трофических уровнях), что 
восстановление предыдущего, естественного состояния 
озера уже невозможно. Таким образом, было бы 
неуместно с экологической точки зрения, а также 
неприменимо с правовой точки зрения оценивать 
влияния НАЭС на озеро, рассматривая такое его 
экологическое е какое было более чем 20 лет назад, до 
ввода Игналинской АЭС в эксплуатацию. 

8.  Если для Литовской стороны экономическая 
выгода позволяет пренебречь экологическим 
ущербом, то для Беларуси постройка и 
эксплуатация НАЭС означает продолжение 
экологического ущерба, наносимого 
эксплуатацией ИАЭС.  

Основные изменения окружающей среды были 
побуждены эксплуатацией существующей 
Игналинской АЭС. Началом отсчета для оценки 
влияния НАЭС является теперешнее состояние 
окружающей среды. В отчете по ОВОС показано, что 
эксплуатация НАЭС не будет вызывать существенных 
изменений окружающей среды по сравнению с 
теперешним состоянием. 

9.  В комментариях к программе ОВОС новой 
Литовской АЭС белорусская сторона 
высказывала пожелание рассмотреть сценарии 
переноса радиоактивных веществ водным путем 
для различных аварийных ситуаций и при 
нормальном режиме эксплуатации АЭС, так как 
в силу существующих гидрографических и 
гидрологических условий сток поверхностных 
вод в районе предполагаемого строительства 
АЭС с территории Литвы идет на территорию 
Беларуси. Однако в отчете по ОВОС данный 
вопрос остался нераскрытым. В главах 7, 8 
приведены лишь данные радиационного 
мониторинга содержания радионуклидов в 
поверхностных и грунтовых водах, но не 
представлены результаты моделирования 
переноса радиоактивных веществ водным путем, 
в том числе в трансграничном контексте.  

Сценарии моделирования трансграничного переноса 
радиоактивных веществ водным путем (Друкшяй → 
Прорва → Друкша → Дисна → Даугава → Рижский 
залив) при нормальной эксплуатации НАЭС 
предоставлены в разделе 8.11.1. Моделирование 
распространения аварийных выбросов описано в 
разделе 10.3.2.2.Цель моделирования аварийных 
выбросов состояла в том, чтобы определить, какие 
защитные действия должны быть осуществлены в 
случае проектных и тяжелых аварий. Критерии для 
защитных действий населения в случае 
радиологической или ядерной аварии предоставлены в 
HN 99:2000 (эта гигиеническая норма также 
соответствует рекомендациям МАГАТЭ). 
Моделирование транспорта водным путем в случае 
аварии не дает результатов, согласно которым должны 
быть определены защитные действия. Воздействие 
поверхностной разнородности, атмосферных осадков и 
местных озер было рассмотрено в отчете «Sofiev, M., 
Prank, M., Jalkanen, J.-P., Valkama, I., Karppinen, A. & 
Pietarila, H. 2008. Моделирование дисперсии и оценки 
доз вследствие аварийных радиоактивных выбросов из 
планируемой новой атомной электростанции в 
Литве». В данном отчете было заключено, что 
«небольшой размер озер, доступность других 
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источников пресной воды и отсутствие интенсивного 
регулярного рыболовства в озере у станции позволили 
не затрагивать водный путь в пищевой цепи в целом – 
без существенных несоответствий, введенных в 
величины оценки». Также следует отметить, что 
согласно результатам вычислений и критериям для 
защитных действий (также включая рыбу) 
употребление пищи должно быть запрещено на 
расстояниях 100–250 км; употребление молока и 
питьевой воды должно быть запрещено на расстояниях 
200–600 км от АЭС. 

10.  На ограниченной территории площадки ИАЭС 
планируется размещение целого комплекса 
объектов радиационной и ядерной опасности, 
что, безусловно, приведет к повышению 
суммарной техногенной радиационной нагрузки 
в этом регионе. Проблема оценки 
потенциального воздействия от совокупности 
ядерных объектов на площадке может быть 
решена путем правильного анализа воздействия, 
который должен методически строго учитывать 
схему перемещения радиоактивных материалов 
и сроки проведения (расписание) 
технологических операций на разных 
установках совместно с детальной 
инвентаризацией радионуклидного состава и 
активности всех объектов. На наш взгляд, эти 
требования в отчете по ОВОС выполнены не в 
полной мере. 

Должно быть отмечено, что радиоактивные материалы 
и отработавшее ядерное топливо уже имеются и 
хранятся на Игналинской АЭС. Существующие 
хранилища весьма стары, в данный момент проводится 
осуществление новых современных технологий 
обращения с радиоактивными отходами и их хранения, 
что увеличит безопасность и уменьшит радиационную 
нагрузку. Более того, после закрытия 2-ого блока 
Игналинской АЭС больше не будет радиоактивных 
выбросов, которые имели место при нормальной 
эксплуатации блока. Выбросы из-за обращения с ОЯТ 
представлены в ответе на замечание № 3.  
Поэтому, хотя добавится радиационная нагрузка от 
НАЭС, нагрузка от существующей Игналинской АЭС 
уменьшится. Оценка суммарного влияния показывает, 
что результирующая доза от всех ядерных объектов 
ИАЭС и НАЭС будет составлять приблизительно 
6,01E-02 мЗв/год, т.е., будет меньше, чем 
установленная ограниченная доза. 
Для каждой деятельности по снятию Игналинской АЭС 
с эксплуатации разрабатываются отдельные отчеты по 
ОВОС, в которых точно оцениваются радионуклидные 
составы и активности радионуклидов. При разработке 
отчета по ОВОС НАЭС были учтены все 
подготовленные отчеты по ОВОС для снятия 
Игналинской АЭС с эксплуатации. 

11.  В результате суммарного воздействия ядерных 
объектов может существенно измениться 
гидрогеологическая обстановка, а также 
возникнуть необратимые для Республики 
Беларусь социально-экономические (в п.8.10 
отсутствуют комментарии по влиянию на 
Республику Беларусь) и экологические 
изменения из-за: 

• увеличения температуры в озере 
Дрисвяты; 

• уменьшения стока в р. Прорва (п. 8.2.2.2 
(с.470-471 "Влияния на р.Прорва")); 

• изменения флоры и фауны озера; 
• отсутствия планов, программ и 

мероприятий по реабилитации 
техногенно-изменяющегося озера 
Дрисвяты; 

• потенциального стока поверхностных 
вод в сторону Беларуси; 

• возможного повышенного 
радиационного воздействия 
(до 50,7 мкЗв/год); 

• избыточного аэрозолеобразования в 
регионе (густых туманов); 

• ограничения сельскохозяйственной 

Отвечая на перечисленные вопросы, вызывающие 
озабоченность:  

• Максимальная допустимая тепловая нагрузка 
озеру (приблизительно 3200 МВтвыброшенная) 
соответствует ситуации, когда два блока 
Игналинской АЭС были в действии. Таким 
образом, не намечается, что температура в 
озере Друкшяй увеличится (см. раздел 7.1.2.6). 

• Если суммарный уровень производства 
электроэнергии новой АЭС будет более 
высоким, чем Игналинской АЭС, теперешний 
сток в реку Прорва, следовательно, и 
количество воды в реке уменьшится (см. 
раздел 7.1.2.6). Вычисления при использовании 
недавно установленных величин стока для 
реки Прорва показывают, что уменьшение 
среднего годового стока воды в реку Прорва 
будет самое большее (производимая мощность 
НАЭС 3400 МВт) приблизительно 16 %, а не 
28 %, как указывалось ранее в отчете по 
ОВОС. Если уровень производства энергии не 
будет увеличен, влияния останутся похожими 
на теперешние, обуславливаемые Игналинской 
АЭС. 

• Никакие существенные изменения флоры или 
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деятельности в Браславском районе; 
• уменьшения рождаемости и 

численности населения в прилегающем 
белорусском регионе; 

• уменьшения популярности 
туристической инфраструктуры в 
Витебской области; 

• уменьшения инвестиций в развитие 
промышленных объектов в связи с 
отсутствием необходимой рабочей 
силы; 

• угнетения развития воздушного 
транспорта в регионе. 

фауны озера не ожидаются (см. раздел 7.1. 
отчета по ОВОС). 

• Муниципальные очистные сооружения 
сточных вод г. Висагинас в настоящее время 
модернизируются с целью уменьшить выброс 
питательных веществ, следовательно, и 
эвтрофикацию озера Друкшяй. Однако, 
восстановление предыдущего, естественного 
состояния озера уже не возможно (см. раздел 
7.1). 

• В отчете по ОВОС заключено, что 
местоположения теперешних каналов 
водозабора и водосброса ИАЭС являются 
оптимальными и для НАЭС. Поскольку по 
экологическим причинам максимальная 
тепловая нагрузка озера не может значительно 
превысить тепловую нагрузку, созданную 
эксплуатацией Игналинской АЭС, никакие 
существенные изменения течения 
поверхностных вод по направлению к 
Белоруссии не ожидаются (см. раздел 7.1). 

• Максимальная годовая доза членам 
критической группы населения, 50,7 мкЗв, 
является значительно меньше литовской 
ограниченной дозы 200 мкЗв, такая доза не 
будет вызывать никаких существенных 
эффектов. Она очень незначительна по 
сравнению с годовой эффективной дозой из-за 
естественных источников излучения, которая, 
напр., для жителей Литвы в среднем составляет 
2200 мкЗв. В действительности доза членам 
критическим группы будет значительно 
меньше величины 50,7 мкЗв, которая является 
очень консервативной оценкой (см. раздел 
7.10.2.2). 

• НАЭС, как ожидается, значительно не 
увеличит образование туманов, поскольку по 
экологическим причинам максимальная 
тепловая нагрузка озера Друкшяй не может 
значительно превысить тепловую нагрузку, 
созданную эксплуатацией Игналинской АЭС. 
В случае прямого охлаждения, в спокойные и 
холодные дни над областью теплой воды будет 
образоваться местный туман время от времени. 
В случае градирен, местное образование 
тумана может произойти в течение холодных 
периодов. Не намечается, что такой туман в 
значительных количествах может 
распространиться до белорусской стороны и 
там вызвать какие-нибудь влияния. 

• НАЭС никаким способом не будет 
ограничивать сельскохозяйственную 
деятельность в Браславском районе при 
нормальной эксплуатации, так как расчеты 
радиационного облучения показывают, что 
трансграничное влияние вследствие выбросов 
НАЭС являются незначительными (см. раздел 
8.11.1). 

• НАЭС не будет иметь никакого влияния на 
уровень рождаемости и численность население 
в смежных белорусских областях, так как 
расчеты радиационного облучения 
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показывают, что трансграничное влияние 
вследствие выбросов НАЭС являются 
незначительными (см. раздел 8.11.1). 

• НАЭС будет расположена в области, в 
настоящее время занимаемой Игналинской 
АЭС. Новая станция не будет изменять 
использование земли в области или вызывать 
другие изменения, которые повлияли бы на 
туризм в Витебской области по сравнению с 
нынешней ситуацией. 

• Уменьшение инвестиций для развития 
промышленных объектов в Беларуси из-за 
отсутствия необходимой рабочей силы не 
предусматривается, так как не намечается, что 
много рабочих из Беларуси будут участвовать 
в проектах новой АЭС. 

• Ограничения воздушного транспорта в области 
не будет изменены по сравнению с текущей 
ситуацией, поскольку НАЭС будет 
расположена на территории, в настоящее время 
занятой ИАЭС. 

12.  По прогнозам к концу срока эксплуатации 
НАЭС (60 лет) в зависимости от типа реактора 
будет образовано в виде отходов от 2700 т 
(топливо реакторов с глубиной выгорания 65 
ГВтсут/т) до 18000 т (топливо реакторов с 
низкой глубиной выгорания 7,5 ГВтсут/т) 
отработавшего ядерного топлива. 
Существующая национальная стратегия 
обращения с отработавшим ядерным топливом 
на заключительном этапе ядерного топливного 
цикла не определена. Поэтому отчет по ОВОС 
следует также доработать по следующим 
вопросам: 

• изложить концепцию хранения и 
захоронения отработавшего ядерного 
топлива, подготовить программу по 
обращению с ним; 

• описать направления развития 
инфраструктуры по хранению либо 
захоронению радиоактивных отходов; 

• в п.8.10 "Социально-экономическая 
среда" дать комментарии по влиянию на 
Республику Беларусь; 

Разделы отчета по ОВОС, рассматривающие 
радиоактивные отходы и ОЯТ, были пересмотрены с 
учетом Национальной стратегии обращения с 
радиоактивными отходами, подтвержденной 
Правительством Республики Литвы в сентябре 2008 г. 
Данная стратегия подчеркивает потребность 
исследования альтернативных вариантов обращения с 
ОЯТ. Захоронение в региональном или национальном 
могильнике в геологических формациях должно быть 
проанализировано вместе с альтернативой переработки 
ОЯТ. Выбор места для могильника в геологических 
формациях должно быть начато после 2030 г., если не 
будет доступно никакое другое решение. 
Возможные социально–экономические влияния на 
Белоруссию описаны в разделе 8.10. Так как 
радиологическое влияние не может воздействовать на 
социально–экономическую компоненту, указано, что 
радиологическое влияние не имеет отношения. 

13.  • в п.8.11.1 "Радиологические влияния" 
(п.8.11 "Здоровье населения") 
рассмотрение осуществляется с 
поверхностным подходом (табл.8.11-1), 
в отличие от п. 7.10.2.2 
"Радиологические влияния" для 
критической группы населения Литвы 
(табл.7.10-24), годовая доза от одного 
блока в табл.8.11-1 больше в 10 раз, чем 
в табл.7.10-24, также там не указана 
доза от нескольких источников. 

В Табл. 7.10-24 предоставлены результаты вычислений 
годовых доз для члена критической группы, 
определенного в литовском правовом документе 
стандартной LAND 42:2007. Трансграничные влияния, 
выраженные годовыми дозами, были вычислены, 
применяя методологию серии отчетов по безопасности 
МАГАТЭ № 19 «Характерные модели для 
использования при оценке влияния выбросов 
радиоактивных веществ в окружающую среду». 
Методология МАГАТЭ более консервативна, поэтому 
оцененные годовые дозы больше. Влияние, 
обуславливаемое несколькими источниками, оценено в 
разделе 7.11.1. Так как было показано, что доза от 
других источников для члена критического группы, по 
крайней мере, в 10 раз меньше, чем от НАЭС, нет 
смысла рассматривать их в трансграничном контексте. 
Кроме того, трансграничные влияния других 
источников уже описаны в отчетах по ОВОС этих 
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объектов. 
14.  В данном отчете по ОВОС маловероятное 

событие «тяжелая авария» неправильно 
интерпретируется как «событие, удаленное в 
бесконечность» (таблица 10.2.3). На самом деле 
низкая вероятность означает, что событие может 
произойти в любой момент времени в будущем, 
но не чаще одного события в 108 лет на каждый 
реактор. Однако такие аварии могут иметь 
наиболее тяжелые радиационные последствия 
для окружающей среды и населения Беларуси. 

Формулировка «событие, удаленное в бесконечность», 
используемая в Табл. 10.2-3, соответствует 
«Рекомендациям по оценке потенциального риска 
аварии планируемой экономической деятельности» 
(Информационные публикации, 2002, № 61-297). Эти 
рекомендации не определены именно для ядерных 
объектов, поэтому терминология отличается. 
Критерий для тяжелой аварии, выброс 100 ТБк Cs-137, 
был основан на финском законодательстве (этот 
критерий также будет введен в литовское 
законодательство). Согласно финскому 
законодательству, средняя величина вероятности 
выброса, превышающего величину 100 TБк Cs-137, 
должна быть меньше чем 5·10-7 в год. Поэтому, 
оценивается тяжелая авария низкой вероятности. 
Критерий для проектной аварии определен в 
гигиенической норме Литвы «Радиационная 
безопасность на объектах ядерной энергетики», где 
указывается, что «Безопасность новой проектируемой и 
строимой атомной электростанции должна обеспечить, 
что в течение эксплуатации или снятия с эксплуатации 
дозы для членов населения, обусловленные одной 
проектной аварией, будут меньше, чем уровень 
осуществления защитной деятельности, применяемый 
для защитного действия – укрытия, т.е. 10 мЗв. Должны 
быть предусмотрены оптимальные средства для 
достижения того, чтобы в случае непроектных или 
тяжелых аварий население не подвергалось тяжелым и 
внезапным ранениям, а также, чтобы не было 
необходимости применять долгосрочное ограничение 
землепользования и употребления воды, а в будущем 
было возможно избежать последствий для здоровья 
населения, применяя определенные защитные 
действия» 

15.  Анализ последствий для населения выбросов 
радионуклидов при аварии на НАЭС выполнен 
на примере реактора APWR 
(усовершенствованный реактор с водой под 
давлением, США) для двух случаев: 

• проектная авария (ПА) с потерей 
теплоносителя LOCA, когда утечка из 
защитной оболочки (ЗО) ограничена 
проектной величиной; 

• тяжелая авария (ТА) с разрушением 
активной зоны и разгерметизацией ЗО. 

Для оценки воздействия на население при 
авариях был использован ряд упрощающих 
предположений и допущений, которые снижают 
достоверность полученных выводов о 
воздействии на окружающую среду при авариях 
НАЭС. Известно, что для тяжелых 
(запроектных) аварий нет теоретически или 
экспериментально обоснованных данных по 
величине аварийного выброса активности в 
окружающую среду, поэтому основная доля 
неопределенности в оценке радиационных 
последствий связана с невозможностью точно 
рассчитать площадь разгерметизации и время от 
начала плавления до повреждения защитной 
оболочки (продолжительность удержания 
радионуклидов), а также высоту подъема 

Согласно вероятностной оценке риска и оценке 
тяжелой аварии APWR (такая оценка была проведена 
поставщиком реактора), целостность защитной 
оболочки поддерживается в течение 24 часов после 
начала повреждения активной зоны. 
Продолжительность 24 часов также указывается, как 
цель для эффективности защитной оболочки в 
инструкциях Комиссии по ядерному урегулированию 
США, а также в Европейских требованиях по 
техобслуживанию (EUR 2001). Данные требования 
включают детерминированную цель, что целостность 
защитной оболочки должна быть сохранена в течение 
приблизительно 24 часов после начала повреждения 
активной зоны, и вероятностную цель, что условная 
вероятность отказа защитной оболочки должна быть 
меньше, чем приблизительно 0,1 для комбинаций 
последовательностей повреждения активной зоны, 
оцененных в вероятностной оценке риска. 
Как уже было упомянуто, в качестве критерия тяжелой 
аварии был принят выброс активности Cs-137 100 TБк. 
Чтобы оценить выбросы других нуклидов, кроме Cs-
137, использовался NUREG-1495. При использовании 
NUREG-1495 имеются некоторые неопределенности, 
поэтому с целью показа уровня неопределенностей 
дополнительно будут использоваться фракции 
начального состава активной зоны, выбрасываемые при 
неповрежденной защитной оболочке, определенные для 
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выброса. В качестве критерия ТА принят 
условный выброс в размере 100 ТБк (1·1014Бк) 
активности Cs-137. Выброс некоторых других 
радионуклидов пересчитан в соответствующих 
пропорциях к Cs-137 от их активности в топливе 
реактора APWR.  
При подготовке данных по аварийному выбросу 
активности в окружающую среду использованы 
рекомендации Комиссии по ядерному 
регулированию (NRC, USA), обобщающие 
исследования по безопасности реакторов на 
легкой воде типа PWR и BWR при умеренной 
глубине выгорания топлива до 40 ГВтсут/т 
(отчет NUREG-1495,1995). Применение 
используемых рекомендаций NRC для реакторов 
с выгоранием порядка 60 ГВт·сут/т, как это 
имеет место у большинства представленных на 
рассмотрение реакторов, требует 
соответствующего обоснования. В связи с этим 
для оценки возможных последствий 
целесообразно использовать критерии оценки 
ТА 6 уровня по Международной шкале ядерных 
событий INES, 2001 (от 1000 до 10 000 ТБк I-
131) и критерии глобальной аварии (ГА) 7 
уровня шкалы INES. Оценка последствий аварии 
на НАЭС проведена для ПА и ТА (6 уровень 
шкалы INES). Cопоставление ТА и ГА по 
выбросу активности радионуклидов 
обнаруживает весьма существенное различие. 
Выброс 137Сs для ТА и для ГА относится как 
1:400. Существенны также отличия и по 
показателям площади радиоактивных 
выпадений, численности населения, 
подверженного воздействию аварийного 
выброса, и числа пострадавших. В связи с этим 
считаем целесообразным провести 
дополнительную оценку последствий ГА.  

EPR.  
Несомненно, выброс Cs-137 в случае крупной аварии 
(INES уровень 7) будет большим, однако вероятность 
такого выброса будет, по крайней мере, на один 
порядок ниже, чем 5·10-7 в год. Также существует 
общая позиция, применяемая в рекомендациях 
МАГАТЭ и различных странах, что случай с 
вероятностью менее 10-7 в год может не 
рассматриваться. 

16.  В отчете ОВОС представлены результаты 
расчета плотности выпадения 131I и 137Cs и 
дозовые нагрузки на население, полученные 
методом математического моделирования 
атмосферной диффузии примеси. Использована 
модель SILAM, разработанная Финским 
институтом метеорологи, однако ее основное 
назначение - принятие решений при авариях 
АЭС в режиме реального времени. Модель 
способна обеспечить надежный прогноз только 
при наполнении ее большим количеством 
данных о реальных полях метеорологических 
элементов (такими, как поля скоростей ветра, 
градиентов температуры и скорости по высоте и 
другими).  
Вместе с тем, условия атмосферной диффузии 
на высоте выброса 100 м - в пределах 
приземного слоя атмосферы, в значительной 
степени подвержены влиянию особенностей 
подстилающей поверхности. Неясно, насколько 
подробно учитывалась специфика местных 
условий в районе размещения АЭС, к которым 
относятся водоемы и связанное с ними наличие 
местных ветров - бризов. Известно также, что 
выпадение осадков в виде дождя или снега 

В моделировании неровность поверхности была 
принята во внимание, используя стандартную 
методику, что считается достаточным, имея дело с 
плоской и гомогенной территорией, как в этом случае. 
В моделировании каждая из ячеек сетки имеет свою 
собственную неровность в зависимости от 
землепользования. Неровность является постоянной во 
времени на земле и динамической на водных 
территориях. Величины неровности взяты из 
метеорологических вводных файлов. В случае если в 
метеорологических вводных файлах отсутствуют 
данные о неровности, для наземных территорий 
используется стандартное значение, а для водных 
территорий вычисляется динамическая неровность в 
зависимости от скорости ветра и волн. 
Вокруг станции имеются несколько водоемов, включая 
озеро Друкшяй, но они являются маленькими по 
сравнению с региональной разрешающей способностью 
20 км модели. Поэтому они не нуждаются ни в какой 
специальной обработке в модели, где фракция водной 
поверхности в ячейке сетки является стандартным 
параметром, применяемым в любом случае. Для 
моделирований с высокой разрешающей способностью 
некоторые ячейки сетки по большей части могут 
оказаться покрытыми водой, но тогда грубость набора 
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является определяющим фактором повышенной 
плотности загрязнений радиоизотопами цезия и 
йода. Однако из представленных результатов не 
понятно, учитывался ли режим осадков 2001-
2002 годов на характер загрязнения территорий 
131I и 137Cs.  

данных приводит к консервативным оценкам 
выпадения, так как скорость сухого выпадения на 
водной поверхности является меньшей, чем на других 
видах поверхностей. 
Атмосферные осадки были включены в 
метеорологические данные, использованные для 
моделирования. 

17.  Система оповещения о радиологических 
чрезвычайных ситуациях, которые могут иметь 
трансграничный характер, является 
непрозрачной и усложненной (п.10.5 
"Противоаварийные действия"), поэтому 
Министерством по чрезвычайным ситуациям 
Республики Беларусь предлагается установить 
прямое соединение по телефонной связи с 
Витебским областным управлением 
Министерства по чрезвычайным ситуациям в 
г.Витебск и с Браславским районным 
исполнительным комитетом. При подготовке 
плана аварийного реагирования, необходимо 
предусмотреть оповещение белорусского 
населения и резервирование таблеток йода для 
него. Поскольку межгосударственные средства 
сообщения между Беларусью и Литвой в случае 
радиационной аварии не установлены, то 
одобрение отчета по ОВОС белорусской 
стороной возможно только после заключения 
Соглашения между Правительством Республики 
Беларусь и Правительством Литовской 
Республики об оповещении о ядерных авариях, 
обмене информацией и сотрудничестве в 
области ядерной и радиационной безопасности. 

В отчете по ОВОС предоставлена только общая 
информация о существующих «противоаварийных 
действиях» на Игналинской АЭС. На НАЭС будут 
осуществлены подобные или те же самые меры. 
Мероприятия по внутреннему и иностранному 
оповещению, каналам связи в случае чрезвычайных 
ситуаций и действий по аварийной защите являются 
предметом международных соглашений 
правительственных учреждений, ответственных за 
ядерную и радиационную безопасность, гражданскую 
оборону и чрезвычайные ситуации. 
В настоящее время имеется межведомственное 
соглашение между Министерством природных 
ресурсов и защиты окружающей среды Республики 
Беларусь и Министерством окружающей среды 
Литовской Республики, согласно которому однажды в 
год (в одном году на территории Белоруссии, в 
следующем году – в Литве) около Игналинской АЭС 
берутся пробы. В этом пробоотборе участвуют 
эксперты из обеих стран и представители Игналинской 
АЭС. В будущем предусматривается и дальнейшее 
межведомственное сотрудничество. Кроме того, в 
апреле 2008 г. между упомянутыми учреждениями был 
подписан технический протокол по проблемам 
радиологического мониторинга поверхностных вод и 
по обмену данными. 

18.  Кроме того, предлагается совместно с 
белорусской стороной: 

• рассмотреть предложение о проведении 
послепроектного анализа заявленной 
деятельности, включая определение 
любого вредного трансграничного 
воздействия на окружающую среду и 
население и проверку правильности 
выполненных прогнозов; 

• провести консультации по организации 
системы мониторинга и осуществления 
наблюдений за состоянием окружающей 
среды на территории Республики 
Беларусь в зоне наблюдения НАЭС за 
счет средств стороны происхождения. 

• После доработки отчета по ОВОС 
Минприроды готово вернуться к его 
рассмотрению. 

Дополнительно будет предоставлена оценка 
неопределенностей в случае выбросов вследствие 
тяжелой аварии. 
Организация системы мониторинга и осуществление 
наблюдения за состоянием окружающей среды на 
территории Республики Беларусь должны быть решены 
посредством соглашений между правительственными 
учреждениями Белоруссии и Литвы. 
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1.3 Proposals from Estonia and responses to these proposals 

1.3.1 Proposals to EIA Report 
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1.3.2 Responses to proposals from Estonia 

Comment Response 
Risk analysis and assessment: 
The EIA experts have found that the construction 
and operational phase of the power plant will not 
cause a significant negative impact on the 
environment (during normal operation of the 
plant). The transboundary impacts are mainly 
socio-economic or linked to the impacts on Lake 
Druksiai. The risk of a severe accident is expected 
to be less than once during 1,000,000 years of 
reactor operation. The Air Quality and Emergency 
Modelling Systems SILAM of the Finnish 
Meteorological Institute using the data from 2001 
and 2002 have simulated the dispersion of 
accidental releases in such situations. Based on the 
EIA report the environment of Estonia could be 
affected in case of severe accidents, also iodine 
prophylaxis may be needed for the population 
living in a distance of up to 250 to 600 kilometres 
from the new power plant. 
However, the results of the dispersion of accidental 
releases and the measures to prevent or minimise 
the negative environmental impact are not 
convincing. It is unclear why the received results 
different much from those in case of the EIA of 
Finnish power plants, although the initial data are 
comparable (even if the planned electric power 
production capacity of the plants is not the same). 
For example, the EIA report of extension of the 
Olkiluoto nuclear power plant by a fourth unit 
estimates that one of the protective measures is the 
administration of iodine tablets to children within 
only a few tens of kilometres (not up to hundreds 
of kilometres from the plant). At the public hearing 
of the EIA report in Tallinn the experts explained 
that the results also depended on the modelling 
systems used. Indeed, the results of the dispersion 
of accidental releases and the measures to prevent 
or minimise the negative environmental impact 
may differ using different modelling systems. 
However, here we would like a clarification, since 
the results of the EIA of the proposed activity vary 
a lot from that of a similar object. 

Requirements for protective actions of the public 
in case of a radiological or nuclear accident are 
provided in Lithuanian Hygiene Norm HN 
99:2000 (State Journal, 2000, No. 57-1691). HN 
99:2000 provides generic intervention levels 
which are based on avertable dose level, 
exceeding which generic intervention must be 
undertaken. 
According to HN 99:2000 protective action 
iodine prophylaxis shall be implemented when 
avertable committed absorbed dose (Generic 
Intervention Level) to the thyroid gland due to 
radioiodine is ≥100 mGy for people of all ages 
(Note: Reference levels of avertable dose to the 
thyroid of neonates, infants, children, adolescents 
up to 18 years and pregnant and lactating women 
are ≥10 mGy, for adults under 40 years – ≥100 
mGy. Stabile iodine prophylaxis is not indicated 
for adults over 40 years.). 
However, HN 99:2000 contains clause, where is 
stated the follwong: 
20. Iodine prophylaxis is recommended with 
respect Operational Intervention Levels as 
follow: 
- ambient dose rate in the plume ≥ 0,1 mSv/h; 
- ambient dose rate from deposition ≥ 1 μSv/h; 
- ground deposition level of I-131 – ≥ 10 

kBq/m2 (restricted consumption of 
potentially contaminated general food); 

- ground deposition level of I-131 – ≥ 2 
kBq/m2 (restricted consumption of milk and 
drinking water); 

- specific concentration of I-131 of general 
food ≥ 1 kBq/kg (restricted consumption of 
potentially contaminated foods); 

- volumetric concentration of I-131 of milk ad 
drinking water ≥ 0,1 kBq/kg (restricted 
consumption of potentially contaminated 
milk and drinking water); 

NOTE. Iodine prophylaxis is recommended in 
any case when one of Operational Intervention 
Level is exceeded. 
 
Other countries (including Finland) do not have 
such Operational Intervention Levels for 
recommendation of Iodine prophylaxis. 
Therefore, additional calculations of absorbed 
dose to the thyroid gland in case of accidents has 
been performed and criteria of ≥ 100 mGy for 
adults and ≥ 10 mGy for neonates, infants, 
children, adolescents up to 18 years and pregnant 
and lactating women have been used. In such 
case area where iodine prophylaxis may be 
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needed (not recommended) has shrunk, for adults 
up to 10 km and for infants, children up to 150 
km in case of Severe Accident. In case of design 
basis LOCA iodine prophylaxis is not necessary. 
 

Measures to prevent or mitigate impacts have been 
assessed in the report. Based on that sheltering is 
not necessary in Lithuania or abroad in case of a 
severe accident, neither is evacuation, temporary 
relocation or permanent resettlement. The main 
protective actions are iodine prophylaxis and 
restrictions on the use of foodstuffs, milk and 
drinking water. The restrictions could be needed 
for the population living within 250-600 km from 
the new power plant. 
Since the EIA documentation has to provide the 
public all information on the proposed activity,- 
possible impacts and the possibilities to prevent or 
minimise negative environmental impact, and 
taking into account the high public interest in such 
projects, in Chapter 10 of the report the consultant 
should specify why sheltering and evacuation are 
not mandatory in case of accidents. Since the EIA 
report has to provide exhaustive safety analysis we 
would also ask you to specify what could happen 
to the different types of reactors in case of the 
worst scenario. It is unclear whether the preventive 
measures listed in Table 10.2-3 are relevant to all 
specific types of reactors or are they of more 
general nature. 
Also, the EIA report should provide information 
on the likely efficacy and applicability of the 
measures. Please note that in Estonia two towns 
are using surface water as drinking water (Tallinn 
and Narva with the population of over 470,000), 
and at the moment Estonia has not foreseen any 
iodine prophylaxis in case of severe accidents 
resulting from power plants in the surrounding 
countries. Thus, the results of the dispersion of 
accidental releases should be checked by the 
consultants in order to clarify whether an 
amendment of our crisis management plan for 
responding to radiological emergencies is required. 

Requirements and criteria for protective actions 
of the public in case of a radiological or nuclear 
accident are provided in Lithuanian Hygiene 
Norm HN 99:2000 (State Journal, 2000, No. 57-
1691). Accident analysis and resulting doses have 
showed, that criteria (which are defined in HN 
99:2000) for sheltering and evacuation are not 
exceeded therefore sheltering and evacuation are 
not necessary. 
Evaluation of radiological consequences in case 
of accidents is based on the worst case scenario, 
therefore the estimated values are bounding for 
all reactor types. Also it should be noted, that 
accident assessment presented in EIA Report 
differs from risk assessment which is performed 
later in the Safety Analysis Report (SAR) of a 
NPP. Usually during the environmental impact 
assessment process a Technical Design of the 
NPP is not available yet, therefore for EIA it is 
important to identify potential emergency 
situations which are general for different types of 
power plants and to define emergency situations 
which have bounding impact on the environment. 
The accident assessment as presented in an EIA 
Report shall be considered as preliminary and 
does not substitute necessity for more 
sophisticated and detailed risk analysis which has 
to be based on actual design solutions. At later 
stages, when reactor type will be selected and 
Technical Design of this selected type of NPP 
will be available, a detailed risk analysis, 
resulting consequences and preventive/mitigation 
measures will be described in a SAR. 
According to revised accident assessment, iodine 
prophylaxis for population of Estonia will not be 
necessary. However, short-term restrictions of 
foodstuffs, drinking water and feeding stuffs may 
be necessary in case of Severe Accident, which is 
extremely unlikely event.  

Alternatives for nuclear power reactors, impact 
assessment of the proposed activity: 
According to point 4.3 of the EIA report there are 
three main technical alternatives for the new plant: 
a boiling water reactor, pressurised water reactor 
or pressurized heavy water reactor. These different 
alternatives would install different amounts of 
power and cause partially different impacts on the 
environment. The number of reactors will vary 
from 1 to 5 depending on the technology chosen. 
Point 5.3.4 of the EIA report also states that the 
decision regarding the type of a new reactor plant 

By this proposed economic activity (project) a 
New nuclear power plant (NNPP) is planned to 
be built. Different reactor types are considered as 
alternative options for this one specific project. 
Environmental impacts from different reactor 
types are assessed. According to the assessment, 
in general all reactor types are suitable for the 
NNPP from the point of view of their 
environmental impacts. 
 
 
The NNPP impact assessment has been carried 
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will be made based on this EIA. 
We would like to note (draw your attention) that 
one of the main purposes of the EIA is to make, on 
the basis of the results of the EIA of the proposed 
project, a proposal regarding to the choice of the 
most suitable solution for the proposed activity, 
which makes it possible to prevent or reduce 
damage to the state of the environment. The results 
of the EIA are taken into account in decision-
making process. Unfortunately, the EIA report of 
the construction of the new nuclear power plant in 
Lithuania does not meet to this objective. The 
different alternatives have been analysed in the 
report, however, on the basis of environmental 
impacts and benefits of the proposed project no 
conclusion has been made on which reactor type or 
the number of reactors are the best. The ranking 
list of the different options with predications 
should be added to the report, which is the basis 
for the final decision procedure (also if all 
alternatives meet the established requirements). In 
case the difference between the analysed 
alternatives is insignificant this should also be 
clearly stated in the report. 

out considering the greatest impacts caused by 
any of the considered reactor types. Thus the 
impacts of any specific reactor type will not 
exceed the impacts described in the EIA Report. 

Chapter 5 of the EIA report describes all the 
abovementioned reactor types. To some extent the 
data on the proposed activity and its consequences 
is too general and not precise. For example, the 
Table 6.2-5 indicates that the annual generation of 
spent nuclear fuel at the new power plant would 
range from 47 to 370 tons depending on the type of 
the reactor, etc. We would like to see a more 
precise description of the proposed activity, 
alternatives and the potential consequences. The 
following information on all technical alternatives 
in the report would be necessary: safety, plant and 
fuel efficiency (incl. annual waste amounts 
generated at the plant, etc). These background 
criteria are relevant in comparing the proposed 
activity with different alternatives. For clarity 
reasons the data could be given in one table. 

The NNPP impact assessment has been carried 
out considering the greatest impacts caused by 
any of the considered reactor types. Thus the 
impacts of any specific reactor type will not 
exceed the impacts described in the EIA Report.  
 
The requested data has been included in later 
issues of the EIA Report in table format. 

The EIA report notes that stopping the thermal 
load to Lake Druksiai and using only cooling 
towers might have a negative impact on the bird 
fauna of the lake, especially as a formation of an 
ice cover would be allowed during winters, which 
at times makes it impossible for migrating or 
wintering birds to forage or rest on the lake. We 
are of the position that such ecological conditions 
are natural for the lake and cannot be considered as 
a negative impact. 

It is acknowledged that ecosystem in Lake 
Druksiai has been altered significantly due to the 
cooling water discharge from the NPP and the 
nutrient load from the Visaginas waste water 
treatment plant. This statement has been made 
based on the extensive data which is available 
both from the period prior cooling water 
discharge or extensive nutrient load as well as 
from the time of construction and operation of 
INNP.  
Changes in the ecosystem has been so wide 
ranging that it is not realistic to assume that lake 
would be restored to its previous state even if 
there would be no more nutrient load and/or 
cooling water discharge to the lake. Under certain 
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conditions moderate warming of the lake may be 
beneficial since it may prevent the formation of 
anoxic conditions during times the lake has an ice 
coverage. 
 
According to the Lithuanian legislation of 
environmental impact assessment the impacts of 
the proposed activity shall be compared to the 
“zero alternative” (non-implementation alterna-
tive). Thus it would not be relevant from an 
environmental point of view, neither applicable 
from a legal point of view to assess the impacts 
of the NNPP on the lake assuming its ecological 
state to be as it was over 20 years ago, before 
Ignalina NPP was commissioned. 
 
Lake Druksiai has been included in the European 
Union “NATURA 2000” –network based on its 
current natural values, for instance numerous bird 
species which occur in the area not only during 
the mating season, but also in the winter due to, 
among other, the impact of the thermal load from 
INPP. 

Spent nuclear fuel and its disposal: 
The Ministry of the Environment of Estonia is 
aware of the difficulties Lithuania is facing in 
trying to find a solution to the spent fuel and its 
disposal problem. Furthermore, we are concerned 
that Lithuania does not have any final disposal for 
nuclear waste although such waste has already 
originated from the units of the present Ignalina 
nuclear power plant. The European Commission in 
its documentation "Report from the Commission to 
the European Parliament and the Council. The 
sixth situation report on radioactive waste and 
spent fuel management in the European Union" has 
stated the following: "Following 30 years of 
research, it is sufficiently demonstrated that 
geological disposal now represents the safest and 
most sustainable option for the long term 
management of high level waste and spent fuel 
subject to direct disposal. /.../ It is the 
Commission's view that many scientific and 
technical areas important to geological disposal 
have reached maturity level, and moving towards 
implementation should be encouraged and 
facilitated. /.../ Postponements of the definitive 
solution decision taking, referred to as "wait-and-
see" policy, are not acceptable because of the 
potential consequences of radioactive waste and 
spent fuel management on health and safety, as 
well as of the European citizens' opinion. All 
initiatives leading to encouraging and facilitating 
progress towards identification and operation of 
safe waste repositories are highly welcome. /.../ 
The management of radioactive waste and spent 

The data required to assess the basic conditions 
for satisfactory intermediate storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive waste from the new NPP has been 
supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 
During the operation of the NNPP the spent 
nuclear fuel will be stored in appropriate storage 
facilities which are the part of the NNPP. 
Environmental impacts from these facilities in 
terms of total radioactive releases from the NNPP 
are estimated in this EIA Report. Different SNF 
further management and disposal options (pool 
type and dry storage facilities away from the 
reactor, reprocessing; national/regional deep 
geological repository, etc) are listed in EIA 
Report. However, these activities will be the 
separate projects and an own EIA procedures will 
be implemented in due time. 
Spent nuclear fuel and long-lived radioactive 
waste of the new NPP will be managed, stored 
and disposed of in accordance with the 
“Radioactive Waste Management Strategy”, 
approved by the resolution No. 860 of the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania of 
September 3, 2008 (State Journal, 2008, No. 105-
4019). According to this Strategy a decision on 
the construction of a final repository for SNF and 
long-lived radioactive waste will be taken not 
earlier than 2030. 
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fuel is a part of sustained development of the 
national nuclear programs, including planning, 
construction and decommissioning of nuclear 
facilities. In the context of the future use of nuclear 
power, the policy on waste management is a 
subject of major importance." 
We would strongly recommended to take a 
decision on the construction of a final disposal for 
nuclear waste before the final decision on the 
construction of the new nuclear power plant in 
Lithuania. 
Decommissioning of the power plant: 
It is expected that the new power plant operate for 
about 60 years, after which it will be 
decommissioned. The decommissioning funds will 
be accumulated over the operating life of the 
reactor and held in a decommissioning fund. 
However, in the report it should be specified, 
which are the possibilities to decommission the 
plant safely in case the power plant has to be 
closed earlier than expected and the fond has not 
enough resources for the planned works yet. 

Requirements on the decommissioning funds and 
possibility to decommission the plant safely in 
case the power plant has to be closed earlier than 
expected will be included into the technical 
specifications for tender. It is not within the 
scope of the EIA Report. 

 

 



 Consortium Pöyry - LE  
 EIA Report – Appendixes 
 27 March 2009 218 
 

1.4 Proposals from Finland and responses to these proposals 

1.4.1 Proposals to EIA Report 
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1.4.2 Responses to proposals from Finland 

Comment Response 
The Ministry of Employment and the Economy 
states that the EIA report is extensive and it 
contains the information indicated in attachment II 
of the Espoo Convention. The statement given by 
the Ministry of Trade and Industry regarding the 
notification (October 2007) has been taken into 
consideration. A specific answer is not given 
regarding the question of serious accidents and the 
possibility that radioactive substances are carried 
by air currents over long distances, but reference is 
made to these issues in Chapters 8 and 10 of the 
report. The release scenarios connected to 
accidental loss of coolant are covered in detail and 
the maps presented in the report include Finland. 
The Ministry finds that the presented material is 
adequate for the assessment of the impacts on 
Finland and for the planning of needed actions. 

no response required 

The Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority 
(STUK) states that the EIA report for a new 
nuclear power plant in Lithuania is comprehensive 
and describes normal and accidental radioactive 
releases from the planned new nuclear power 
plant. The consequences of releases during a 
serious accident are dependent on the assumptions 
and assessment methodology. Finnish authorities 
have not evaluated in depth the assessments made 
and, therefore, would like to point out the 
following two aspects: 
- The selected amounts for the release of 

radioactive noble gases during a serious 
accident could have been larger to illustrate 
more properly the consequences in the nearby 
areas. 

- It is recommended that Lithuanian safety 
authorities define a national limit for the 
radioactive releases of a serious accident to be 
applied already in the feasibility analyses of 
different reactor types for the Visaginas site. 

- Additional sensitivity analysis of the dose 
increase due to higher (assuming 100% 
reactor core inventory of noble gases is 
released) release of noble gases in case of 
Severe Accident has been performed. 

- Lithuanian safety authority (VATESI) is 
revising their regulations and limit for the 
radioactive releases in case a Severe accident 
will be also defined in the revised 
regulations. 

The National Research and Development Centre 
for Welfare and Health states that it does not 
have the proper expertise to comment on the EIA 
report. 

no response required 

The Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) 
indicates that it will not comment on the EIA 
report. 

no response required 

The Uusimaa Regional Environment Centre 
states that the new plant would be situated 350 
kilometres from Finland. Therefore, the treatment, 
interim storage and final disposal of spent nuclear 
fuel, and accidents during operation are the most 
relevant environmental impacts for Finland. In the 
English EIA report, nuclear safety, operational risk 
analysis and the short-term storage of spent fuel 

The data required to assess the basic conditions 
for satisfactory long-term storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel from the new NPP 
has been supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA 
Report.  
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are covered in detail in the chapters "Procurement 
of fuel", "Trans-boundary impacts" and "Risk 
analysis and assessment". The long-term storage of 
spent fuel is not covered adequately in this EIA. 
The Finnish EIA report summary gives a general 
picture of the results of the EIA. 
The South Eastern Finland Regional 
Environment Centre points out that from an 
international perspective the most central issues 
are risk assessment and careful preparedness to 
prevent negative impacts. In exceptional situations 
radioactive substances may be carried long 
distances, depending on weather patterns, from the 
power plant. These issues have been covered 
properly in the EIA report. From the perspective of 
nuclear safety, the observation and monitoring of 
the power plant during operation is crucial. A 
separate EIA procedure is needed to examine the 
decommissioning of the NPP and the long-term 
storage and disposal of the spent fuel. 

no response required 

The South Western Finland Regional 
Environment Centre notes that the storage 
facilities at the Ignalina NPP are almost full and it 
will not be possible to use these facilities for the 
waste from the new NPP. A separate EIA 
procedure is needed in the future to examine the 
long-term storage and disposal of the spent fuel. 
Also the decommissioning of the NPP will need a 
separate EIA procedure and authorisation. The 
Environment Centre states that the effects of a 
serious accident may reach Finland. It would have 
been appropriate to include an illustrative map of 
the possible affected area in the EIA report 
summary. 

NNPP spent nuclear fuel storage and disposal, 
and NNPP decommissioning will undergo 
separate EIA´s and authorisation in the future. 
This is stated in the EIA Report. 

The Government of Aland indicates that it will 
not comment on the EIA report. 

no response required 

The Finnish Association for Nature 
Conservation states that the most significant 
effects on Finland would be caused by an accident. 
The EIA report does not include wind maps even 
though the affected area could cover several 
hundred kilometres. Additionally, the possibility 
that contaminated water may be discharged into 
and have an impact on the Baltic Sea should have 
been assessed. 
The Association estimates that the effects of a 
serious accident would be significantly greater 
than presented on page 18. It also notes that 
serious accidents at NPPs have happened 
approximately once every ten years, so the 
estimated event occurrence of less than once in 1 
000 000 years seems to be too optimistic. 
Regarding the effects of the operation of the NPP, 
the Association states that the effects on the Natura 
2000 protected area of Lake Druksiai should have 
been assessed more thoroughly. The Natura 2000 

The wind maps have been included in the EIA 
Report. 
Waterborne transport (Druksiai → Prorva → 
Druksa → Dysna → Daugava → Gulf of Riga) 
modeling of radioactive substances during 
normal operation of the NNPP is provided in 
Chapter 8.11.1. As can be seen, the maximal 
annual effective dose in the downstream location 
of Daugava river (in Daugavpils) is about 8·10-4 
mSv/h. This is about 10 times lower than 
exemption level (1·10-2 mSv/h).Therefore the 
transfer of new NPP effluents via hydrological 
pathway to Baltic Sea is insignificant. 
 
IAEA safety guides and recommendations define 
that the frequency of occurrence of the Design 
Basis Accident shall be in the range of 1×10-4 – 
1×10-2 per year, for Severe Accident – shall be 
less <1×10-6 per year. These targets usually are 
justified in Safety Analysis Reports and 
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impact assessment which is included cannot be 
considered adequate. 
The new nuclear power plant might have an effect 
on the electricity market in neighbouring areas, 
and these effects could cause indirect impacts on 
the environment in Finland. Adjustments in 
response to changes in demand, and on reserve 
power, and their impacts on the environment 
should also have been assessed. 
The project includes the transportation of nuclear 
fuel and spent nuclear fuel. Accidents on the Baltic 
Sea could have an impact on Finland. These issues 
are not addressed in the EIA report. The 
Association also points out that the final disposal 
of spent fuel is still an open question. 
To conclude, the Association states that the EIA is 
clearly of poorer quality than similar EIAs 
prepared for the ongoing NPP projects in Finland. 
Several of the concerns mentioned by the 
Association have not been taken into account. 

Probabilistic Risk Assessments. Usually 
anticipated operational occurrences (frequency of 
occurrence 1×10-2 – 1 per year) happen in NPPs, 
however these occurrences can not be considered 
as serious accidents. 
 
The designation values of the NATURA 2000 
area of Lake Druksiai are described in detail in 
Section 7.6. This description includes detailed 
maps of the occurrence of the relevant species. 
The bird and other animal species which form the 
basis of the protection of the Lake Druksiai 
NATURA 2000 area are named and described. 
The assessed impacts on the designation value 
species and the restrictions imposed on the NNPP 
project by these species is described in Section 
7.6. The main restriction is the maximum 
allowable thermal load to the lake, which is 
discussed and described in detail in Section 7.1., 
and which is also mentioned in Section 7.6. In the 
mitigation measures the nesting and nursing 
periods of the relevant species are mentioned. 
 
The effects on the electricity market in 
neighbouring areas have been considered during 
the preparation and approval of the National 
Energy Strategy. The Developer of the NNPP 
EIA Report does not analyze other projects, 
measures taken in response to changes in demand 
and on reserve power, because the National 
Energy Strategy has already been approved by 
the Lithuanian Parliament (Resolution No. X-
1046 of January 18, 2007; State Journal, 2007, 
No. 11-430). 
 
When exact reactor type will be selected, 
Technical Design and Safety Analysis Report 
will be prepared and all safety issues including 
the transportation of nuclear fuel and spent 
nuclear fuel relating to the reactor type chosen 
will be comprehensively analysed. The data 
required to assess the basic conditions for 
satisfactory long-term storage and final disposal 
of spent nuclear fuel from the new NPP has been 
supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 

Based on the comments received, and reflecting its 
own views, the Ministry of the Environment states 
the following. The EIA report on a new nuclear 
power plant in Lithuania is comprehensive and 
describes normal and potential radioactive 
accidental releases from the planned new nuclear 
power plant. The calculation of consequences of a 
serious accidental release is dependent on the 
assumptions and assessment methodology. 
Therefore, the methodology should be carefully 
chosen and thoroughly reported. The Finnish EIA 

The descriptions of methods utilised in modelling 
of the spread of radioactive substances and 
calculation of consequences of a severe accident 
have been supplemented in later issues of the EIA 
Report. 
 
NNPP spent nuclear fuel storage and disposal, 
and NNPP decommissioning will undergo 
separate EIA´s and authorisation in the future. 
This is stated in the EIA Report. 
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report summary gives a too general picture of the 
results of the EIA. It would have been helpful to 
include Table 3.7-1 "international comments given 
and related response" also in the report summary. 
It would also have been appropriate to include in 
the EIA report summary illustrative maps of the 
possible affected area in case of a serious accident. 
In the future a separate EIA procedure is needed to 
examine the decommissioning of the NPP and the 
long-term storage and disposal of spent fuel. 
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1.5 Proposals from Latvia and responses to these proposals 

1.5.1 Proposals to EIA Report 
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1.5.2 Responses to proposals from Latvia 

No. Comment Response 
1.  Detailed description and considerations for 

the need of new NPP as energy supplier are 
missing in Chapter 1. These considerations 
should take into account also demand for 
energy in Latvia, Estonia and Poland, as well 
as improvements in energy efficiency that 
reduce the total demand for the electric 
energy. Report should include information 
about other alternatives that were considered 
for energy supply and more complete 
explanation for the particular location of the 
planned NPP. 

Electricity demand forecast is presented in Chapter 
4.4.1. 
The Lithuanian Parliament approved the National 
Energy Strategy by the resolution No. X-1046 of 
January 18, 2007 (State Journal, 2007, No. 11-430). 
The second part of Clause 13 of the National Energy 
Strategy indicates “to ensure the continuity and 
development of safe nuclear energy; to put into 
operation a new regional nuclear power plant not later 
than by 2015 in order to satisfy the needs of the Baltic 
countries and the region” (State Journal, 2007, No. 
11-430). 
The Lithuanian Parliament, implementing the 
National Energy Strategy, and having regard to the 
European Union energy policy, in order to ensure 
energy supplies from different, secure, sustainable, 
greenhouse gas free energy sources and promote 
economic growth in the future, in order to protect the 
essential interests of the Republic of Lithuania and 
the national security adopted the Law on the Nuclear 
Power Plant by the resolution No. X-1231 of June 28, 
2007 (State Journal, 2007, No. 76-3004). The 
purpose and the aim of the Law on the Nuclear Power 
Plant is defined in Article 1: “The purpose and the 
aim of this law is to establish provisions for 
implementation of a new nuclear power plant project, 
to develop legal, financial and organizational 
preconditions for realization of a new nuclear power 
plant project.” The decision on a new nuclear plant 
construction is supplemented in Article 2: “The 
Parliament supports the construction of a new nuclear 
power plant in Lithuania” (State Journal, 2007, No. 
76-3004). 
There are no other realistic options for the location of 
a new NPP in Lithuania than the proposed sites close 
to the existing Ignalina NPP. It is essential for the 
project to utilise existing land use plans and 
infrastructure. It should also be noted that the 
residents of the Visaginas city and the vicinities are 
supportive of the impact of the new nuclear power 
plant on the most socio-economic spheres of life 
being investigated and endorse the construction of the 
new nuclear power plant on one of the planned sites 
(see Section 7.9). In addition, Lake Druksiai is the 
largest lake in Lithuania, which has influenced the 
choice to construct the existing INPP here. The 
construction of the new NPP will significantly reduce 
the socioeconomic impacts of the shutdown of INPP 
on the region; moreover, the present infrastructure 
and skilled workforce will be employed. The 
suitability of the chosen locations is described in 
detail in Section 7. 

2.  Chapter about zero option has to be Environmental impact of zero-option is presented in 
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complemented with more complete analysis. Chapter 4.4.2. 
Flue gas and green house gas emissions avoided 
thanks to the new NPP are estimated and the 
estimated emissions in the zero-option are presented 
in Section 7.2.2.2. 

3.  Proposed two alternatives for the location of 
NPP are practically the same - to Drukšiai 
Lake, and are not optimal considering its 
location near the Latvian border and the 
Daugava river basin where drinking water is 
taken from. 

The NNPP will be located in an area currently 
occupied by the Ignalina NPP. The new plant will not 
change the land use in the area or cause other impacts 
which would impact the Daugava river basin. 
Transboundary scenarios and waterborne transport 
(Druksiai → Prorva → Druksa → Dysna → Daugava 
→ Gulf of Riga) modeling of radioactive substances 
during normal operation of the NNPP is provided in 
Chapter 8.11.1. Assessment has showed that in 
downstream Lake Obole compartment (Belarus) the 
committed dose is less then the exemption level 
(0.010 mSv/year). Therefore the cross border transfer 
of new NPP effluents via hydrological pathway to 
Belarus and especially to Latvia is insignificant. 

4.  As there is no information about the 
particular technology – which type of 
nuclear reactor and number of reactors that is 
planned for the new NPP, there is no specific 
evaluation for each type of the reactor, 
including risk evaluation and assessment of 
the impact on the environment in each case. 
Thus we insist on supplementing the EIA 
report with a detailed analysis of the impact 
on the environment of each type of potential 
reactor and also issues concerning 
management of spent nuclear fuel and 
radioactive waste management. 

One of the main objectives of the EIA is to determine, 
if the proposed economic activity, by virtue of its 
nature and environmental impacts, may be allowed to 
be carried out in the chosen site. According to results 
of EIA Report competent authority decides if the 
proposed economic activity is permitted on the 
chosen site. After this permission the next steps such 
as tendering process and selection of particular 
technologies will take place. Therefore, in EIA 
Report impacts from different reactor types are 
evaluated. For instance, in sections 7.1 and 7.2 annual 
releases during normal information into water and air 
from ABWR, ESBWR, EPR, APWR, AP-1000, 
WWER, CANDU-6 are provided and resulting annual 
doses to population from all these reactor types are 
evaluated in Section 7.10. 
Impacts from the particular technology will not be 
higher then the highest impacts evaluated in EIA 
Report. 
Risk analysis (see Chapter 10) is performed according 
the Lithuanian legal act “Recommendations for 
Assessment of Potential Accident Risk of Proposed 
Economic Activity” (Information Publications, 2002, 
No. 61-297). The worst case scenarios for accidental 
releases have been defined and possible impacts were 
evaluated for distances up to 1200 km from NPP. 
During the operation of NPP the spent nuclear fuel 
and radioactive waste will be stored in appropriate 
storage facilities which are the part of NPP. 
Environmental impacts from these facilities in terms 
of total radioactive releases from NPP are estimated 
in this EIA Report. Different SNF further 
management and disposal options (pool type and dry 
storage facilities away from the reactor, reprocessing; 
national/regional deep geological repository, etc) are 
listed in EIA Report. However, these activities will 
the separate projects and an own EIA procedures will 
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implemented in due time. 
5.  EIA report only mentions safety 

requirements but there are no measures of 
how these requirements are planned to be 
achieved as the type of the reactor is not 
known yet. There has to be ensured public 
participation like in EIA process when 
analyzing safety risks in the future. 

The use of nuclear energy in general is associated 
with a concern for the possibility of different 
incidents and accidents and the environmental 
impacts of potential radioactive releases in such 
situations. For preventing accidents and limiting their 
consequences, high safety culture and special safety 
principles and regulations are required in the design 
and operation of nuclear power plants. Therefore, 
basic safety requirements are mentioned in EIA 
Report. These safety requirements do not depend on 
reactor type, all reactors shall meet these 
requirements and justification how the reactor meets 
the requirements is performed in safety analysis 
report. It isn’t foreseen neither in Lithuanian, nor in 
European legislation that review of the safety analysis 
report requires public participation. Safety analysis 
report is reviewed by national authorities.  

6.  In EIA report there is missing information 
about possible impact to the Latvian Natura 
2000 territories. 

Assessment of impacts on natural values of Natura 
2000 territories has been carried out as part of the 
EIA and is presented in the EIA report in section 
7.6.2. Significant impacts may occur only in the 
immediate vicinity of the NNPP in the vicinity of 
Lake Druksiai. No significant impacts caused by the 
NNPP alone, or together with other projects and 
plans, will occur in Latvian Natura 2000 areas during 
normal operation. Accidental impacts on NATURA 
2000 have not been considered. According to the 
legislation protective actions are described only for 
humans. There are no requirements for protective 
actions for biodiversity. 
Negative environmental impacts due to normal 
operation of the NNPP will be prevented and 
mitigated because of the Lake Druksiai Natura 2000 
area located next to the NNPP. No additional 
alternative solutions or actions aiming at prevention, 
limitation or compensation of negative environmental 
impacts on Latvian Natura 2000 areas are therefore 
necessary in addition to the measures applied due to 
the Lake Druksiai Natura 2000-area. 
Currently Lake Druksiai is an important wintering 
and resting area for migrating birds. Based on the 
NNPP EIA it is not possible to significantly increase 
the thermal load to the lake compared to the situation 
when both units of Ignalina NPP were in operation. 
Therefore no significant changes in production or 
species composition of the lake are expected due to 
the NNPP, provided the thermal load to the lake is not 
increased significantly. The importance of the lake 
for birds is partly due to the thermal load to the lake 
from Ignalina NPP, as this keeps parts of the lake ice-
free in wintertime. Thus the NNPP will have a 
positive impact on migrating birdlife, especially 
waterfowl, if direct cooling is used, as the lake will 
continue to be partially ice-free in wintertime due to 
the thermal load from the NNPP. 
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7.  Instead of general management of spent 

nuclear fuel, EIA report should contain 
assessment of particular impacts on the 
environment of spent nuclear fuel 
management and interaction of NPP 
operation and managing spent nuclear fuel. 

During the operation of NPP the spent nuclear fuel 
will be stored in appropriate storage facilities which 
are the part of NPP. Environmental impacts from 
these facilities in terms of total radioactive releases 
from NPP are estimated in this EIA Report. Different 
SNF further management and disposal options (pool 
type and dry storage facilities away from the reactor, 
reprocessing; national/regional deep geological 
repository, etc) are listed in EIA Report. However, 
these activities will be the separate projects and an 
own EIA procedures will be implemented in due 
time. 
As the experience of the existing INPP SNF storage 
facility and of the new ISFSF being designed shows, 
radiological impact of such storage facilities on the 
population and the environment is negligible. 

8.  The risk analysis should be based on real, not 
optimistic construction period. 

The duration of the construction work does not have 
an effect on the risk analysis since the identified risks 
may occur during operation of the NNPP. 

9.  Report needs to be added with assessment of 
raw materials, their transporting alternatives 
and impact on environment, and 
recommendations for reducing these impacts.

Chapter 1 includes information on the consumption of 
raw materials during construction as well as 
information on the consumption of fuel, energy and 
chemical substances during operation. The 
assessment of impacts of traffic (air pollution, noise) 
also includes the impacts of heavy traffic, i.e. 
transports of raw materials. The impacts of traffic are 
presented in Sections 7.2.2.1, 7.9.2.3 and 7.10.2.1. At 
this stage it is not known from where raw materials 
will be obtained, and which transport routes will be 
utilized. The mitigation measures of the impacts of 
traffic are presented in Sections 7.2.3, 7.9.3.3 and 
7.10.3.1. 

10.  EIA report should include information about 
particular monitoring activities in Latvian 
territory. Report should include the 
procedure of providing monitoring results to 
the public. Also devices showing radiation 
level (monitors) are advisable in the nearby 
cities in public place. 

Organization of monitoring system and 
implementation of supervision of the environmental 
condition in the territory of the Republic of Latvia are 
the subjects of international agreements between the 
governmental institution of Latvia and Lithuania. 

11.  There should be included assessment of 
locating accident posting system also in 
Latvia and indicated action program of 
competent authorities in case of accidents. 

Only general information about existing “Emergency 
Response Arrangements” at Ignalina NPP is provided 
in the EIA Report. The similar or the same 
arrangements will be implemented in NNPP. 
Arrangements for internal and foreign 
announcements, communications in case of 
emergency situations and emergency protection 
actions are the subjects of international agreements of 
governmental institutions responsible for nuclear and 
radiation safety, civil defense and emergency 
situations. 

12.  Chapter of the risk analysis has to include 
the list of the activities that will be insured in 
case of accidents. 

Requirements for protective actions of the public in 
case of a radiological or nuclear accident are provided 
in Lithuanian hygiene norm HN 99:2000 “Protective 
Actions of Public in Case of Radiological or Nuclear 
Accident”. 99:2000 provides generic intervention 
levels which are based on avertable dose level, 
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exceeding which generic intervention must be 
undertaken. Avertable dose is the measure of 
effectiveness of protective action undertaken to 
protect population against exposure to radiation (i.e., 
the difference between the dose to be expected 
without protective action and that to be expected with 
that). Protective actions for accidents which are 
considered in the EIA Report are described in Section 
10.4. Emergency response arrangements that are 
required at nuclear power plant are described in 
Section 10.5. 

13.  There are not mentioned any negative socio-
economic impacts that the new NPP could 
generate, especially during the construction 
phase. Current analysis is too optimistic. 
Like impact on the environment from 
additional traffic and safety risks in 
Daugavpils caused by foreign workforce. 
And employment problems after the 
construction phase. 

Potential transboundary impacts during construction 
and normal operation of the new nuclear power plant 
(NNPP) are summarized in Chapter 8. The impacts 
(including impact on the environment from additional 
traffic) are discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 7. 
Possible social-economic impacts on Latvia are 
provided in Section 8.10. The workforce will to a 
significant extent utilize the services of the regional 
main town Daugavpils on the Latvian side, which will 
bring significant positive socio-economic impacts to 
this region of Latvia. Safety risks in Daugavpils 
caused by foreign workforce are not expected. 
The NNPP project has met some resistance among 
the public abroad, for instance in Latvia, which 
indicates that the project causes concern among at 
least a part of the public abroad. This is at least 
partially an indication of a negative attitude against 
nuclear power as such. 
No significant negative socio-economic impacts are 
expected as the NNPP will be constructed next to an 
existing NPP, to which the surrounding areas have 
adjusted. Also Finnish experience gained during 
construction of Olkiluoto Unit 3 reveals the positive 
social-economic impacts in the region. More details 
can be found in TVO report 
http://www.tvo.fi/uploads/File/2008/EIA-
supplement27082008-netti.pdf. 

14.  There should be included explanation about 
free of charge health monitoring for all 
people in 30 km zone from the planned NPP, 
independent of the country these people 
inhabit. 

Organization of monitoring system and 
implementation of supervision of the public health in 
the territory of the Republic of Latvia are the subjects 
of international agreements between the 
governmental institutions of Latvia and Lithuania. 

15.  Public survey should be carried out also 
among Latvian society not only inhabitants 
of Visaginas and its close surrounding. 

A resident survey has been carried out in the vicinity 
of the NNPP sites in Lithuania. This has been 
considered sufficient for the purpose of exploring the 
opinions of the residents who may be directly 
impacted by the NNPP project. Inhabitants in Latvia 
have had the opportunity to express their views and 
opinions through the international public hearing 
procedure which has been applied in the EIA. 

16.  It is recommended to expand the part of EIA 
report regarding the potential suppliers of the 
nuclear fuel (not only data from the World 
Nuclear Association), with respect the fact, 
that it is mandatory for Lithuania the rules of 

Uranium, as any other globally traded raw material 
(e.g. copper), is traded in an international market 
where there are several international operators as 
described in Section 5.4.1 “Availability of nuclear 
fuel”. More detailed market analysis or analysis of the 
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Euratom Supply Agency (ESA), i.a. Corfu 
Declaration (reference p.110 in Report, etc.). 

market restrictions are not within the scope of this 
EIA.  

17.  It is advisable to expand the part about 
public opinion (in Lithuania and Latvia) 
(reference p. 163 etc.) par by the use of data 
from Eurbarometer about NPP, radioactive 
waste etc. 

Public opinion in Latvian areas nearest to the NNPP 
sites is discussed in Section 8.10.2. The use of data 
from Eurobarometer about NPP, radioactive waste 
etc. has not been considered necessary as it does not 
necessarily reflect the opinions of the inhabitants in 
the area closest to the NNPP sites. 

18.  It is advisable to include into Introductory 
part limitations under EIA program e.g. 
scope of the study, items, which are excluded 
from the study e.g. disposal of the spent fuel. 

Exclusion of certain items and activities from the 
scope of the EIA is mentioned in relevant chapters of 
the EIA report. It is mentioned in the Executive 
summary that decommissioning of the NNPP will 
undergo a separate EIA in due time. 

19.  It is recommended to expand and clarify 
assessments of the results about the impact 
of sever accident, (references to p. 31, 85), 
where mentioned “not necessary protective 
measures within 3 km zone”, but further – a 
lot of discussions about emergency measures 
(e.g. p. 508-517). On p. 510 there is short 
explanation about probabilities and 
uncertainties, thus for decision makers and 
general public, this chapter shall be 
expanded, more clarifications needed. 

Comment is not completely clear. There is no such 
statement “not necessary protective measures within 
3 km zone” in EIA Report. 
On page 85 the targets from EUR (European Utilities 
Requirements document) are quoted. Off-site release 
Targets for Severe Accidents provided in EUR are as 
follows: 
• no Emergency Protection Action beyond 800 m 

from the reactor during releases from the 
containment; 

• no Delayed Action at any time beyond about 3 
km from the reactor; 

• no Long Term Action at any distance beyond 800 
m from the reactor. 

For achieving these targets, the release should be a 
few times less than 100 TBq of Cs-137. Some 
reactors already meet these EUR off-site release 
targets. However, for conservative estimations 100 
TBq release of Cs-137 was assumed for severe 
accident. Therefore, protective measures are 
discussed in Table 10.4-3.  
As stated in the EIA Report, a value of 98% for 
probability of depositions and doses means that in 2% 
of cases will the estimated impact be exceeded. Given 
the frequency of the Design Basis Accident is <1E-04 
per year, and the assessed severe accident is <5E-07 
per year, the boundary of the consequences identified 
in the EIA Report is ~1E-06/ y and 1E-09/ y 
respectively, i.e. extremely low likelihood. 
Section 10.4 contains all relevant information to show 
what protective actions of public, according to what 
criteria might be needed in case of Design Basis 
Accident and Severe Accident at new NPP. 

20.  The EIA report shall include additional 
monitoring data regarding the radioactivity 
in ground water, not only in the vicinity of 
NPP, but also in other sampling points (e.g. 
points 1453, 1454, 1455 etc., (references to 
p. 164-165). 

On the scheme (see Figure 7.1–18) the groundwater 
observation network, which existed in different 
periods starting from 1987, around the INPP is 
shown. In 1987 there were about 30 observation wells 
with depth up to 10 m, including Lake Druksiai 
catchment territory in Belarus and Latvia. After the 
collapse of Soviet Union about 15 observation wells 
remain in Lithuanian territory, however observations 
in Latvian and Belarusian territory have been 
canceled. Information presented in EIA Report about 
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radioactivity in groundwater is based on recently 
issued “Radiation Monitoring at INPP Region in 
2007” (INPP Report ПТОот-0545-15, 2008) and 
scientific research study „The assessment of 
radioecological and ecotoxicological state of Lake 
Druksiai to collect information about the 
radionuclides activity in bottom sediments, flora and 
fauna of Lake Druksiai and in flora of the vicinity of 
Ignalina NPP and to measure their activity during the 
operation, 2007”. 

21.  To provide supplementary information about 
studies (situation) for the location 2 with 
respect to the tectonic (references to the p. 
274, 432 and 438), taking into 
considerations, that investigations already 
started. 

The separate project “Site evaluation of potential sites 
for the new NPP” is going to be initiated. The aim of 
this separate project is to evaluate the suitable of 
potential sites for construction of new NPP according 
to IAEA Safety Requirements NS-R-3 „Site 
evaluation for nuclear installations“. During this 
evaluation the detailed description of the sites will be 
prepared and the set of parameters (soil 
characteristics, seismicity, ambient temperatures, etc.) 
important for designing will be identified. Despite the 
fact that Site No. 2 was investigated less than Site No. 
1 for environmental impact assessment this 
information is sufficient.  
Further on the safety analysis report on NPP will 
contain analysis on how environment of sites 
(geological and seismic conditions, meteorological 
characteristics, human activity and etc.) can affect the 
safety of NNPP. 

22.  To provide explanation, why 
recommendations regarding the radioactive 
waste management (reference to p. 43) for 
joint activities with respect of the “old” INPP 
and new NPP are not considered during the 
preparation of the radioactive waste 
management plan for the Lithuania. 

Radioactive waste management is described in 
Chapter 6.2.2. Radioactive waste of the new NPP will 
be managed, stored and disposed of in accordance 
with the Radioactive Waste Management Strategy, 
approved by the resolution No. 860 of the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania of 
September 3, 2008 (State Journal, 2008, No. 105-
4019). At Ignalina NPP the Cement Solidification 
Facility for liquid radioactive waste solidification has 
been commissioned, the possibility (after completion 
of solidification of all foreseen INPP liquid 
radioactive waste) of later utilization of this Cement 
Solidification Facility and the Interim Storage 
Facility for the new NPP liquid radioactive waste 
solidification and storage as well as other joint 
activities will be considered during the designing of 
the new NPP. 

23.  The Latvian Ministry of the Environment 
supports the question of compensation 
mechanism raised by Daugavpils District 
Council, regarding electricity provision on 
reduced tariffs, health insurances and health 
monitoring. Developer should include 
development of infrastructure (road) in the 
Latvian territory near the planned NPP. 

The question of compensation mechanism raised by 
Daugavpils District Council, regarding electricity 
provision on reduced tariffs, health insurances, health 
monitoring and development of infrastructure (road) 
in the Latvian territory, is the subject of international 
agreements between the governmental institutions of 
Latvia and Lithuania. 
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No. Comment Response 
1.  Radiation Safety Centre 
1.1. It has been established that Lithuania has 

considered the recommendations to 
implement adjustments to the programme 
of environmental impact, which were 
voiced on September 2007, including 
matters regarding the following: 

(a) possible number of nuclear 
reactors; 
(b) possible types of reactors (only 
generation III and III+ generation 
reactors); 
(c) analysis on volumes, outflow, 
and emissions of radioactive waste 
generated by various reactor types 
and consumed nuclear fuel. 

Reasonable proposals from foreign and local public, EIA 
relevant parties and authorities are always taken into 
account and necessary adjustments of EIA Program or 
Report are performed. 

1.2. It is recommended to supplement the data 
in the EIA (assessment of environmental 
impact) report about possible nuclear fuel 
suppliers (not exclusively from World 
Nuclear Association), considering that 
Lithuania is subject to Euratom Supply 
Agency (ESA) requirements, including the 
Corfu Declaration (p. 110 etc.); 

Uranium, as any other globally traded raw material (e.g. 
copper), is traded in an international market where there 
are several international operators as described in Section 
5.4.1 “Availability of nuclear fuel”. More detailed market 
analysis or analysis of the market restrictions are not 
within the scope of this EIA. 

1.3. It is recommended to supplement the data 
(p. 163 etc.) about the opinion of the 
society (in Lithuania and Latvia), using 
information from Eurobarometrs in regards 
to NPP (nuclear power plants), radioactive 
waste, etc.; 

Public opinion in Latvia is discussed in Section 8.10.2. 
The use of data from Eurobarometer about NPP, 
radioactive waste etc. has not been considered necessary 
as it does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the 
inhabitants in the area closest to the NNPP sites. 

1.4. It is desirable to specify the EIA conditions 
in the introduction (the extent of work, 
including matters, which are not included 
in the programme, for instance, disposal of 
spent nuclear fuel); 

The scope of EIA is defined in the Law on Environmental 
Impact Assessment of the Proposed Economic Activity: 
· to identify, characterize and assess potential direct 

and indirect impacts of the proposed economic 
activity on human beings, fauna and flora; soil, 
surface and entrails of the earth; air, water, climate, 
landscape and biodiversity; material assets and the 
immovable cultural heritage, and interaction among 
these factors; 

· to reduce or avoid negative impacts of the proposed 
economic activity on human beings and other 
components of the environment, referred to in 
paragraph above; and 

· to determine, if the proposed economic activity, by 
virtue of its nature and environmental impacts, may 
be allowed to be carried out in the chosen site. 

Exclusion of certain items and activities (i.e. disposal of 
spent nuclear fuel, etc.) from the scope of the EIA is 
mentioned in relevant chapters of the EIA report. 

1.5. It is preferable to specify the evaluation of 
severe accidents, i.e., on pages 31, 85 it is 
mentioned that no protection measures will 
be necessary beyond 3 km from NPP, but 
pages 508-517, there are many conditions 
for various measures of protection. Page 

On page 85 the targets from EUR (European Utilities 
Requirements document) are quoted. Off-site release 
Targets for Severe Accidents provided in EUR are as 
follows: 
• no Emergency Protection Action beyond 800 m from 

the reactor during releases from the containment; 



 Consortium Pöyry - LE  
 EIA Report – Appendixes 
 27 March 2009 255 
 

510 provides with information about a 98% 
possibility and 2% uncertainty – this 
section should be expanded in order for it 
to be more understandable for decision-
makers and inhabitants alike. 

• no Delayed Action at any time beyond about 3 km 
from the reactor; 

• no Long Term Action at any distance beyond 800 m 
from the reactor. 

 
For achieving these targets, the release should be a few 
times less than 100 TBq of Cs-137. Some reactors already 
meet these EUR off-site release targets. However, for 
conservative estimations 100 TBq release of Cs-137 was 
assumed for severe accident. Therefore, protective 
measures are discussed in Table 10.4-3.  
As stated in the EIA Report, a value of 98% for 
probability of depositions and doses means that in 2% of 
cases will the estimated impact be exceeded. Given the 
frequency of the Design Basis Accident is <1E-04 per 
year, and the assessed severe accident is <5E-07 per year, 
the boundary of the consequences identified in the EIA 
Report is ~1E-06/ y and 1E-09/ y respectively, i.e. 
extremely low likelihood. 
Section 10.4 contains all relevant information to show 
what protective actions of public, according to what 
criteria might be needed in case of Design Basis Accident 
and Severe Accident at new NPP. 

1.6. It is necessary to supplement the report 
with monitoring data on radioactivity in 
groundwater not only in the zone of NPP, 
but also at the nearby monitoring locations, 
e.g., 1453, 1454, 1455, etc. (pp. 164-165); 

In the scheme (see Figure 7.1–18) the groundwater 
observation network, which existed in different periods 
starting from 1987, around the INPP is shown. In 1987 
there were about 30 observation wells with depth up to 10 
m, including Lake Druksiai catchment territory in Belarus 
and Latvia. After the collapse of Soviet Union about 15 
observation wells remain in Lithuanian territory, however 
observations in Latvian and Belarusian territory have been 
canceled. Information presented in EIA Report about 
radioactivity in groundwater is based on recently issued 
“Radiation Monitoring at INPP Region in 2007” (INPP 
Report ПТОот-0545-15, 2008) and scientific research 
study „The assessment of radioecological and 
ecotoxicological state of Lake Druksiai to collect 
information about the radionuclides activity in bottom 
sediments, flora and fauna of Lake Druksiai and in flora 
of the vicinity of Ignalina NPP and to measure their 
activity during the operation, 2007”. 

1.7. Render additional information about 
situation in 2nd position in regards to 
tectonics (p. 274, 432, 438), considering 
the fact that additional research has been 
already initiated; 

A separate project “Site evaluation of potential sites for 
the new NPP” is initiated. The aim of this separate project 
is to evaluate the suitability of potential sites for 
construction of new NPP according to IAEA Safety 
Requirements NS-R-3 „Site evaluation for nuclear 
installations“. During this evaluation a detailed 
description of the sites will be prepared and the set of 
parameters (soil characteristics, seismicity, ambient 
temperatures, etc.) important for designing will be 
identified. Despite the fact that Site No. 2 was 
investigated less than Site No. 1 for environmental impact 
assessment this information is sufficient.  
Further on the safety analysis report on NNPP will 
contain analysis on how the environment of the sites 
(geological and seismic conditions, meteorological 
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characteristics, human activity and etc.) can affect the 
safety of the NNPP. 

1.8. Render explanations on why the 
recommendation on radioactive waste 
management (p. 43) from “old INPP” and 
new NPP has not been taken into 
consideration when preparing a 
management plant for radioactive waste in 
Lithuania. 

Radioactive waste management is described in Chapter 
6.2.2. Radioactive waste of the new NPP will be 
managed, stored and disposed of in accordance with the 
Radioactive Waste Management Strategy, approved by 
the resolution No. 860 of the Government of the Republic 
of Lithuania of September 3, 2008 (State Journal, 2008, 
No. 105-4019). At Ignalina NPP the Cement 
Solidification Facility for liquid radioactive waste 
solidification has been commissioned, the possibility 
(after completion of solidification of all foreseen INPP 
liquid radioactive waste) of later utilization of this 
Cement Solidification Facility and the Interim Storage 
Facility for the new NPP liquid radioactive waste 
solidification and storage as well as other joint activities 
will be considered during the designing of the new NPP. 

2.  State Agency of Hazardous Waste Management 
2.1. Considering the fact that a specific type of 

nuclear power plant has not been 
established, we reckon that the EIA is too 
general and does not contain precise 
information about the possible radiological 
consequences and overall effects on the 
environment.  

Implementation of NNPP projects has different steps. The 
aim of EIA process is to answer the question - may the 
proposed economic activity, by virtue of its nature and 
environmental impacts, be allowed in the chosen site. If 
the answer is positive, next steps of the project, such as 
tendering process and selection of certain reactor type, are 
implemented. Although EIA Report is general, it contains 
precise information on liquid and gaseous annual releases 
during normal operation (see Tables 7.1–34 and Table 
7.2–11) from different reactor types (ABWR, ESBWR, 
EPR, APWR, AP-1000, WWER, CANDU-6). Resulting 
annual doses to the critical group member of population 
due to these releases from different reactor types are 
provided in Table 7.10-31. 
Evaluation of radiological consequences in case of 
accidents is based on the worst case scenario, therefore 
the estimated values are bounding. 
Impacts from the specific reactor type will not be higher 
then those which are estimated in EIA Report. 

2.2. The offered alternatives of placement of 
the nuclear power plant are formal, because 
in essence only one option is offered – to 
place it next to Drūkšu Lake. Therefore, it 
cannot be considered that another 
alternative solution has been examined. 
Considering the condition that the planned 
nuclear power plant is in direct vicinity of 
the Belorussian and Latvian borders, it 
cannot be considered that the selected 
location for the nuclear power plant is 
optimal, because: 

(a) in a distance of 30 km, the 
second biggest city of Latvia 
(Daugavpils) is located; 
(b) it is located in the Daugava 
River basin, wherefrom potable 
water is retrieved for the needs of 
the residents; 

The current territory of the INPP is the only territory in 
the Republic of Lithuania, with existing electricity 
transmission, cooling water, transportation roads and 
auxiliary facilities, which are necessary for the operation 
of the nuclear power plant. In addition there are other 
nuclear facilities planned as well as under construction 
including the facilities for radioactive waste management 
and disposal facilities. Also it should be noted that 
existing Ignalina NPP is in operation since 1983 at this 
territory and significant radiological impacts for local and 
foreign population has not been observed. New NPP will 
contain the reactors of III/III+ generation which are much 
safer than existing RBMK reactors. Therefore, the risks of 
radiological impacts and accidents are much lower. 
Present safety requirements for nuclear safety and 
radiation protection are very strict and must be fulfilled 
before the operation license is issued. 
Radiological impact of new NPP on downstream water 
system in terms of effective dose is provided in Table 
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(c) any technical problem during 
the exploitation of the nuclear 
power plant will be turned into a 
cross-border problem (for instance, 
Austrian-Czech relations), which 
will significantly increase the risks 
of exploitation of the nuclear 
power plant; 
(d) Drūkšu Lake is located in the 
territory of “Natura 2000”, which 
establishes restrictions for 
entrepreneurial activities and 
therefore also increases risks for 
operations of the nuclear power 
plant; 
(e) the direct vicinity of the borders 
increases requirements for safety 
of the nuclear power plant, 
therefore the exploitation costs are 
also increased. 

8.11–1. As can be seen, the maximal annual effective 
dose in the downstream location of Daugava river (in 
Daugavpils) is about 8·10-4 mSv/h. This is about 10 times 
lower than exemption level (1·10-2 mSv/h). 
The vicinity of the Lake Druksiai Natura 2000 –area 
restricts the use of the lake for direct (once-through) 
cooling. The safe utilisation of cooling towers in 
combination with direct cooling is fully possible. No other 
restrictions which would significantly affect the risks are 
foreseen. The NNPP will undergo a detailed safety 
analysis once the reactor type and supplier has been 
chosen.  

2.3. The EIA contains many inaccuracies. The 
report declares that the operations of the 
nuclear power plant are related to 
radioactive emissions. However the effects 
of emissions ground, flora, and fauna have 
not been analysed in Chapter 8, there are 
only assertions that there should not be any 
effects. It significantly lowers the quality 
of the performed research and is indicative 
of the careless approach of the authors 
towards the cross-border matters. In section 
8.8 on land use, a summary has been 
included declaring “Not relevant”, which in 
fact implies that agricultural products, 
which reach the cross-border territories and 
other EU countries from the territories 
affected by the nuclear power plant have 
not been analysed. There is no information 
about, for instance, export of honey 
harvested from the planned areal of the 
nuclear power plant. Nor there are any 
recommendations about such important 
matters, which are usually considered in 
EU, when planning to start construction of 
such nuclear object. 

Impacts (effects) on soil, groundwater, flora and fauna 
have been assessed in chapter 7. The assessment of 
transboundary impacts in Chapter 8 is partially based on 
the assessment results in Chapter 7. Whenever additional 
studies, calculations or assessment have been required for 
sufficient determination of potential transboundary 
impacts this has been carried out and presented in chapter 
8. If there has been no such need for additional 
assessment as the assessment results presented in chapter 
7 have shown that no transboundary impacts are foreseen, 
the lack of transboundary impacts has simply been stated 
in Chapter 8. 
As for the potential impacts on soil, groundwater, flora 
and fauna regulation LAND 42-2007 of Lithuania defines 
the following principle for radioactive impacts on other 
environmental components: “Assessment of the impact on 
the environment should be based on the principle, 
according to which protection measures ensuring an 
adequate safety for humans are sufficient to protect both 
the environment and natural resources”. This has been 
demonstrated to be the case in the NNPP project. 

2.4. In the EIA report, no seismic risk analyses 
of the selected platform have been 
performed, which can seriously affect the 
safety of inhabitants residing in the vicinity 
and create additional risks for operations of 
the nuclear power plant and economic 
activities of the inhabitants. 

The scope of EIA, which is defined in the Law on 
Environmental Impact Assessment of the Proposed 
Economic Activity, is to identify, characterize and assess 
potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposed 
economic activity on different environmental components 
and to determine, if the proposed economic activity, by 
virtue of its nature and environmental impacts, may be 
allowed to be carried out in the chosen site.  
Analysis of external natural (earthquake, extreme 
meteorological conditions, etc.) and human induced 
events and their impacts on the NPP safety are analyzed 
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in Safety Analysis Report. The design of NPP shall take 
into account all these external events, internal events as 
well, and implemented technical solutions shall ensure 
that these events can cause only anticipated operational 
occurrences or design basis accidents (DBA). The 
possible radiological impacts in case of bounding DBA 
are assessed in the EIA Report (see Section 10.3). 

2.5. The EIA report does not contain radiation 
risk mitigation programme, which would 
be based on implementation of principles 
of ALARA elaborated by International 
Atomic Energy Agency, minimising the 
dose of radiation received by the residents 
of the surrounding area. 

The general information about the mitigation of 
radiological impacts to population is provided in Section 
7.10.3.2. The more detailed impact mitigation measures 
will be analyzed and justified in Safety Analysis Report 
considering Technical Design aspects. 
Also it must be noted, that calculated annual doses to 
population are compared with the dose constrain, which 
serves as an upper bound on the dose in optimization of 
protection and safety for the radiation source. 

2.6. We consider that the possible 
consequences of severe accidents in the 
Baltics region as described in the EIA 
report cannot be acceptable in essence and 
the report authors should elaborate 
additional recommendations for the project 
design, which would eliminate such 
consequences. Otherwise, there is no 
motivation to place such object in the 
Baltics region, thus creating an opportunity 
for a severe accident, which with its 
parameters would be close to the 
Chernobyl catastrophe.  

Extract from Finnish regulation “Decision of the Council 
of State (395/91)” Section 12 “Limit for a severe 
accident” states: 
“The limit for the release of radioactive materials arising 
from a severe accident is a release which causes neither 
acute harmful health effects to the population in the 
vicinity of the nuclear power plant nor any long-term 
restrictions on the use of extensive areas of land and 
water. For satisfying the requirement applied to long-
term effects, the limit for an atmospheric release of Cs-
137 is 100 TBq...” 
 
The limit of 100 TBq Cs-137 was used in EIA Report for 
assessing the consequences in case of Severe Accident 
(SA). Additionally, it should be noted, that probability of 
higher release shall be less than 5·10-7.  
Parameters of SA analyzed in EIA Report are far away 
from Chernobyl catastrophe. In case of Chernobyl 
accident 7·1016 Bq of Cs-137 has been released into 
atmosphere, i.e. this value is 700 times higher than the 
release assessed for new NPP. 

3.  LATVENERGO 
3.1. Consider activities of monitoring (whether 

placement of additional monitoring 
systems is necessary, whether update of the 
existing monitoring systems is required) 
and operations of the emergency 
announcement system also in the territory 
of Latvia. 

Organization of monitoring system and implementation of 
supervision of the environmental condition in the territory 
of the Republic of Latvia as well as arrangements for 
internal and foreign announcements, communications in 
case of emergency situations and emergency protection 
actions are the subjects of international agreements 
between the governmental institutions responsible for 
environmental protections, nuclear and radiation safety, 
civil defense and emergency situations of Latvia and 
Lithuania. 

3.2. Consider the reaction of competent 
institutions (announcement procedure, 
ensuring and implementation of events 
necessary for protection of inhabitants, 
collaboration with Lithuanian institutions) 
in emergency situations in the territory of 
Latvia.  

Only general information about existing “Emergency 
Response Arrangements” at Ignalina NPP is provided in 
the EIA Report. The similar or the same arrangements 
will be implemented in NNPP. Arrangements for internal 
and foreign announcements, communications in case of 
emergency situations and emergency protection actions 
are the subjects of international agreements of 
governmental institutions responsible for nuclear and 
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radiation safety, civil defense and emergency situations. 
3.3. Regardless of the fact that the Ignalina 

NNPP EIA working report indicates that a 
separate procedure of EIA will be devoted 
to long-term storage and liquidation of 
spent nuclear fuel (SNF), the EIA report 
should provide with the options of possible 
realisation and placement of the SNF 
storage site, because in conditions of 
standard operations, it is exactly the 
matters of SNF from the environmental 
viewpoint that is amongst the most 
important. 

During the operation of the NNPP the spent nuclear fuel 
will be stored in appropriate storage facilities which are 
the part of the NNPP. Environmental impacts from these 
facilities in terms of total radioactive releases from the 
NNPP are estimated in this EIA Report. Different SNF 
further management and disposal options (pool type and 
dry storage facilities away from the reactor, reprocessing; 
national/regional deep geological repository, etc) are 
listed in EIA Report. However, these activities will be the 
separate projects and an own EIA procedures will be 
implemented in due time. 
As the experience of the existing INPP SNF storage 
facility and of the new ISFSF being designed shows, 
radiological impact of such storage facilities on the 
population and the environment is negligible. 

3.4. In the summary of the EIA working report, 
it is necessary to consider the types of 
nuclear reactors used in the NNPP and 
technological solutions. That way the 
society would be informed about safety of 
the planned activities and about 
diminishing the possible effects (including 
on environment), using the latest 
generation technologies and technological 
solutions. It would be useful to supplement 
the summary with additional visual 
material, which can be widely seen in the 
full version of the EIA working report. 

The reactor types are described in the EIA report, and in 
the Executive summary nuclear safety and risk assessment 
are described. All considered 11 reactor types are of 
Generation III or III+, and are thus the most modern 
commercially available reactor types, all with high safety 
standards. 

4.  Latvian Green Movement 
4.1. No information about the model of the 

reactor 
“The new nuclear power plant will consist 
of one to five units. In some parts of this 
assessment, the impacts are assessed for 
one or two reactors of about the size of 
1600-1700 MW. In theses cases, the 
impacts of three to five units with smaller 
reactor size are assumed to be the same as 
for the two units with greater reactor size.” 
Even though the EIA report provides an 
interesting overview on development of 
technologies for use of nuclear power, as 
well as about several reactor types, it does 
not provide with detailed information about 
significant environmental impact of the 
reactor that is planned to be built in 
Visaginas. It causes great inaccuracy 
throughout the report, namely, the report 
indicates that on average annually 47-370 
tons of waste of high radioactivity will be 
produced. The given numbers differ from 
each other almost by 10 times, furthermore 
radioactive waste and matters related to 
management thereof are amongst the most 
important risks related to implementation 

Implementation of NNPP projects has different steps. The 
aim of EIA process is to answer the question - may the 
proposed economic activity, by virtue of its nature and 
environmental impacts, be allowed in the chosen site. If 
the answer is positive, next steps of the project, such as 
tendering process and selection of certain reactor type, are 
implemented. Although different reactor types are 
considered in EIA Report, the precise information on 
liquid and gaseous annual releases during normal 
operation (see Tables 7.1–34 and Table 7.2–11) from 
different reactor types (ABWR, ESBWR, EPR, APWR, 
AP-1000, WWER, CANDU-6) is provided. Resulting 
annual doses to the critical group member of population 
due to these releases from different reactor types are 
summarized in Table 7.10-31. 
When exact reactor type will be selected, Technical 
Design and Safety Analysis Report will be prepared 
which will update and provide more detailed information 
on the selected reactor type and possible impacts on 
environment. Nevertheless, impacts from the specific 
reactor type will not be higher then those which are 
estimated in EIA Report. 
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of a new NPP project. A situation when a 
specific reactor model is not given prevents 
from performing a safety risk analysis. In 
fact, the EIA is so general that the project 
developers can choose any reactor model, 
even though it would be necessary to 
perform analysis of the main 
environmental aspects of each reactor, as 
well as of the safety aspects. 
In order to assess the NPP impact on 
environment and the risks, it is necessary to 
know the number of reactors, and the 
currently given number of reactors, 
namely, one up to five reactors creates a 
great uncertainty in assessment of the 
impacts. Considering the fact that the EIA 
report (study) does not consider the model 
of the reactor and a precise number of the 
reactors is unknown, it is necessary to 
perform a new study, when the model and 
number of the reactors is known, in order 
to describe the above mentioned aspects in 
detail. 
Our request: Perform a new EIA 
procedure at the time, when a specific 
model of the reactor has been selected 
and supplement the current EIA report 
with a detailed analysis of environmental 
impacts for each reactor type. 

4.2. The risks related to management of 
radioactive waste have not been assessed 
and considered 
“After SNF is removed from the reactor 
core, it is stored in storage pools for a 
certain decay period before SNF could be 
transferred to off-site facilities for further 
processing and storage. All NPP have such 
spent fuel pools associated with the reactor 
operations. Recent designs of reactors have 
incorporated pools that can accommodate 
SNF generated over periods of up to 30 
years. Long-term storage and disposal of 
SNF will be a subject to an own EIA 
procedure in the future and this issue is not 
a subject of this EIA report.” 
The possible impact of radioactive waste 
on the environment, particularly the effects 
of long-term high radioactivity waste, is 
one of the most significant and most 
harmful types of environmental impacts 
associated with operations of NPP. 
However these effects practically have not 
been considered in the EIA report, which is 
not acceptable in any way, because 
origination of radioactive waste is to be 
considered an integral part of NPP 

During the operation of the NNPP the spent nuclear fuel 
will be stored in appropriate storage facilities which are 
the part of the NNPP. Environmental impacts from these 
facilities in terms of total radioactive releases from the 
NNPP are estimated in this EIA Report. Different SNF 
further management and disposal options (pool type and 
dry storage facilities away from the reactor, reprocessing; 
national/regional deep geological repository, etc) are 
listed in EIA Report. However, these activities will be the 
separate projects and an own EIA procedures will be 
implemented in due time. 
As the experience of the existing INPP SNF storage 
facility and of the new ISFSF being designed shows, 
radiological impact of such storage facilities on the 
population and the environment is negligible. 
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operations. To compare, for instance, in 
case of thermal power plant project, the 
environmental impact is assessed in 
regards to emissions in air and 
management of dross, because emissions 
and dross are caused as a result from the 
process of heat production. Thus 
management of high radioactivity waste is 
an integral part to the project and it cannot 
be considered in separate EIA processes. 
Furthermore, assessment of management of 
used nuclear fuel and other radioactive 
waste must give a perception for the 
project developer on how much will such 
waste management cost in medium and 
long term. Considering the fact that such 
costs are high, moreover no solutions are 
currently available for long-term storage of 
high radioactivity waste, such analysis is 
important in order to decide on economic 
justifiability of the whole project. The 
environmental state institutions in 
Lithuania may not issue an operational 
permit for a NPP if its management does 
not have a clear plan of how to manage the 
radioactive waste created during the 
operations of NPP.  
Our request: The EIA report must be re-
elaborated and it must include an 
assessment of environmental impact and 
possible risks in regards to management 
of radioactive waste, particularly 
management of used nuclear fuel, in 
medium and long term. 

4.3. “Zero” and other alternatives have not 
been evaluated (pp. 74, 77) 
“According to a so-called non-
implementation, or zero option, no new 
nuclear power plant unit will be 
constructed in Lithuania. In this case the 
supply of energy from diverse, secure, 
sustainable energy sources which do not 
emit greenhouse gases and other pollutants 
will not be secured and the country’s 
energy security will not be ensured.” 
The assurance of energetic security is 
biased and misleading. If the said NPP 
project in Lithuania is not implemented, it 
is expected that other projects will be 
implemented, for instance, measures will 
be taken in increasing energy efficiency 
sphere. Furthermore, the assertion 
regarding that resulting from the project 
implementation the total GEG (greenhouse 
emission gas) amounts will be decreased 
does not correspond with reality, because 

The various other alternatives have been considered 
during the preparation and approval of the National 
Energy Strategy. The Developer of the NNPP EIA Report 
does not analyze other projects, measures taken in 
increasing energy efficiency sphere or unbeneficial 
conditions for trade of electric power produced with 
renewable energy resources, because the National Energy 
Strategy has already been approved by the Lithuanian 
Parliament (Resolution No. X-1046 of January 18, 2007; 
State Journal, 2007, No. 11-430). The second part of 
Clause 13 of the National Energy Strategy indicates “to 
ensure the continuity and development of safe nuclear 
energy; to put into operation a new regional nuclear 
power plant not later than by 2015 in order to satisfy the 
needs of the Baltic countries and the region” (State 
Journal, 2007, No. 11-430). 
The Lithuanian Parliament, implementing the National 
Energy Strategy, and having regard to the European 
Union energy policy, in order to ensure energy supplies 
from different, secure, sustainable, greenhouse gas free 
energy sources and promote economic growth in the 
future, in order to protect the essential interests of the 
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upon commencement of operations by the 
NPP, it will contribute inflexible nuclear 
power to the common distribution network 
of electric power and will cause 
unbeneficial conditions for trade of such 
electric power, which is produced with 
renewable energy resources. Furthermore, 
considering the expected delays in 
construction of NPP, which could be 
observed, for instance, in construction of 
nuclear reactors of ERP type in Finland 
and France, then due to the delays, the 
production of electric power will be 
climate unfriendly, if for compensating the 
lacking capacity, electric power plants 
operated with fossil fuel will be used. 
The report practically does not consider 
various project alternatives, which are in 
contradiction with principles of 
environmental impact assessment. 
Likewise, the EIA report includes such 
alternative solutions as implementation of 
energy efficiency measures, as well as use 
of other energy resources. The EIA report 
must provide with an insight into the 
impact of the expected economic 
(suggested) activities on environment, in 
order that when assessing the possible 
effects and various risks, such solution 
could be selected, which would cause the 
environment as little risk as possible. No 
such alternatives have been considered in 
the given EIA report, therefore the report 
should be revised. 
Our request: Perform assessment on the 
expected environmental impact in 
Lithuania and regional section and 
accordingly supplement the EIA report 
by describing the situation for case if the 
considered EIA project would not be 
implemented, including consideration of 
options to produce electric power using 
various energy resources, implementing 
measures of improving energy efficiency, 
or importing the electric power. 

Republic of Lithuania and the national security has 
already been adopted the Law on the Nuclear Power Plant 
by the resolution No. X-1231 of June 28, 2007 (State 
Journal, 2007, No. 76-3004). The purpose and the aim of 
the Law on the Nuclear Power Plant is defined in Article 
1: “The purpose and the aim of this law is to establish 
provisions for implementation of a new nuclear power 
plant project, to develop legal, financial and 
organizational preconditions for realization of a new 
nuclear power plant project.” The decision on a new 
nuclear plant construction is supplemented in Article 2: 
“The Parliament supports the construction of a new 
nuclear power plant in Lithuania” (State Journal, 2007, 
No. 76-3004). 

4.4. 4.4.1 Forecast of electric power demand 
(p. 74) 
It is inadequate to refer to the forecast of 
electric power demand planned for 
Lithuania (4-6% annually), because the 
Visaginas NPP is planned to be 
implemented as a joint project between the 
three Baltic States and Poland and the 
electric power will not be produced only 
for the Lithuanian market, therefore it 
would be recommended to know the 

The Chapter 4.4.1 is based on the forecast given in the 
National Energy Strategy approved by Lithuanian 
Parliament. See answer to comment No. 4.3. 
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situation also in the above-mentioned 
countries. The forecast is based on 
economic growth in Lithuania in the 
upcoming years, however it completely 
ignores the fact that on the end 
consumption part, significant 
improvements in energy efficiency are 
expected (and can be already observed), 
which are already visible in other Central 
and Eastern European countries. Taking 
into account the current tendencies in 
climate politics, energy security matters, 
and pricing policy, it is expected that 
disconnection of increase of electric power 
consumption from GDP growth will occur. 

4.5. 4.4.2 Environmental impact of zero 
alternative (p. 76) 
“Flue gas and green house gas emissions 
avoided thanks to the new NPP are 
estimated and the estimated emissions in 
the zero option are presented in Section 
7.2.2.2.” 
The description included in the report is 
too general and non-specific and the 
section does not include possible 
environmental impacts. 

The nuclear power plant project organisation, and later 
project company, has been established for constructing 
and operating a new nuclear power plant in Lithuania and 
therefore does not have a mandate or possibilities to 
construct any other kind of power plants. If another 
company or organisation should begin to develop such 
power plants, the environmental impacts of them would 
be assessed as a part of those projects. 

4.6. 4.5 Solutions, which are not considered 
in the study. Alternative ways of energy 
production (p. 77) 
“The purpose and justification of the 
nuclear power plant project is described 
more in detail in Chapter 1.” 
Even though the authors of the report in 
this chapter assert that the justification of 
necessity for an NPP is described in detail 
in Chapter 1 of the report, it does not 
contain such description, namely, it does 
not contain a description of why and what 
is a rational justification of the necessity 
for a new NPP (a description of that the 
existing NPP will be closed down and that 
a new NPP is necessary does not constitute 
a detailed or sufficient description). 

The decision on a new NPP construction is established in 
the Law on the Nuclear Power Plant (State Journal, 2007, 
No. 76-3004). The new NPP project organisation does not 
have a mandate to discuss the necessity for a new NPP. 

4.7. 5.3.4 Compliance with safety 
requirements for the new NPP (p. 110) 
“As well as being designed to withstand 
severe accidents caused by core melting, 
the plant must also be designed to 
withstand external threats and terrorism. 
Such effects include withstand of a 
collision with a large passenger airplane, 
and external threats caused by natural 
phenomena such as earthquakes or high 
winds.” 
Taking into account that the type of the 
reactor has not yet been selected, there are 

It is expected that all new nuclear power plants will 
demonstrate a full capability to withstand the effect of 
airplane crash and other terrorist threats to the integrity of 
the reactor plant structures. New nuclear power plants are 
also designed for a high degree of tolerance to natural 
external hazards, including meteorological and seismic 
hazards. These are not expected to represent a significant 
threat to the new power plant, by virtue of design and 
careful siting. 
Aarhus Convention defines the access to information, 
public participation in decision-making, and access to 
justice in environmental matters. A request for 
environmental information and public participation will 
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no guarantees that the above-mentioned 
safety requirements will be complied with 
in practice. The only type of reactor design 
the authors whereof emphasize that the 
reactor will be capable of withstand an 
airplane impact, is EPR, however the report 
authors mention also other types of 
reactors. Considering the fact that a 
detailed reactor safety analysis will be 
performed only after the EIA process is 
finished and before VATESI will prepare a 
construction license, no options are 
provided for public participation 
contradicting the regulations set forth by 
the UN ECC Aarhus Convention. It would 
be necessary that also during the safety risk 
analysis time, opportunities for public 
participation were ensured – by publishing 
the working copy of the report, organising 
public discussion meetings, and taking into 
account commentaries of the society, 
similarly to the EIA process. Furthermore, 
these consultations about safety risk 
analysis must involve also Latvian 
representatives, because the impact is of 
cross-border character. 

be also considered during the next steps of the projects in 
accordance to Aarhus Convention. 

4.8. Chapter 6. Waste (p. 116)  
“The exact amounts, nature and volumes 
are linked to variables that can only be 
clarified as the project proceeds, such as 
reactor type and number, final layout of the 
site, etc.” 
Considering the fact that this is a very 
important matter, it would be necessary to 
perform another EIA procedure after the 
reactor type is known, ensuring public 
participation opportunities in discussing the 
matters related to management of used 
nuclear fuel and other radioactive waste. 

When exact reactor type will be selected, Technical 
Design and Safety Analysis Report will be prepared and 
which will update and provide more detailed information 
on the selected reactor type and possible impacts on 
environment. Nevertheless, impacts from the specific 
reactor type will not be higher then those which are 
estimated in EIA Report. 
The information to public during further project steps will 
be provided in accordance to UN ECC Aarhus 
Convention. 

4.9. 6.1 Construction of the nuclear power 
plant (p. 116) 
“The estimated construction time of a new 
NPP is 4–7 years” 
Such term for construction of a NPP is 
overly optimistic, because the current 
experience in NPP construction from 
Finland (Olkiluoto-3) and France 
(Flamanville) is indicative of that 
construction of modern NPP takes much 
more time than initially planned. The 
immoderately short construction terms and 
limited capacity cause a risk of selecting 
unprofessional work performers or 
suppliers; violations are possible in 
complying with planning procedures and 
safety inspection requirements. Therefore 

It is acknowledged that construction times have slipped 
for EPR at Olkiluoto-3 and Flammanville. However 
vendor experience elsewhere, e.g. China and Japan has 
shown construction times consistent with quoted project 
dates. Lessons learned from OL-3 and Flammanville 
would be brought into the project, whether EPR is 
selected or not. 
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the schedule for construction works of NPP 
included in the EIA report must be based 
on realistic terms rather than on optimistic 
plans, as well as the possible delays in 
deadlines of construction works must be 
considered in the risk analysis. 

4.10. 6.2 Radioactive waste (p. 127) 
“Like any nuclear power plant, the new 
NPP will discharge certain amounts of 
liquids which contain radionuclides into 
the environment. Radioactive effluents, i.e., 
technical wastewater, household waste 
water (which had no contact with 
radioactive materials) and surface water 
(i.e. storm water) may be released into 
environment if the activity of the 
radionuclides does not exceed the limit 
activity, determined in the permission 
issued by the Lithuanian Ministry of 
Environment.” 
This is a very general description about 
what it should be, however the forecasted 
situation is not described, giving 
information on specific volumes of 
radionuclide emissions reaching the 
environment. 

Section 6.2.2 contains information about what type and 
amounts of radioactive waste can be generated during the 
normal operation of NPP. Forecasted liquid and gaseous 
annual releases during normal operation from different 
reactor types (ABWR, ESBWR, EPR, APWR, AP-1000, 
WWER, CANDU-6) are provided in Chapter 7 (see 
Tables 7.1–34 and Table 7.2–11). Resulting annual doses 
to the critical group member of population due to these 
releases from different reactor types are summarized in 
Table 7.10-31. 

4.11. 6.2.2.4 Management of spent nuclear 
fuel (p. 128) 
This chapter should not describe the 
general principles for management of spent 
nuclear fuel, but rather give evaluation on 
specific environmental effects regarding 
management of this specific type of waste. 

During the operation of NPP the spent nuclear fuel will be 
stored in appropriate storage facilities which are the part 
of NPP. Environmental impacts from these facilities in 
terms of total radioactive releases from NPP are estimated 
in this EIA Report. Different SNF further management 
and disposal options (pool type and dry storage facilities 
away from the reactor, reprocessing; national/regional 
deep geological repository, etc) are listed in EIA Report. 
However, these activities will be the separate projects and 
an own EIA procedures will be implemented in due time. 
As the experience of the existing INPP SNF storage 
facility and of the new ISFSF being designed shows, 
radiological impact of such storage facilities on the 
population and the environment is negligible. 

4.12. 8.10.2 Socioeconomic impact – effects 
unrelated to radiation (p.499) 
“The workforce will to a significant effect 
utilize the services of the regional main 
town Daugavpils on Latvian side, which 
will bring significant positive socio-
economic impacts to this region of Latvia. 
[…] Significant positive trans-boundary 
socio-economic impacts are expected.” 
The given description is too superficial and 
the assessment of NPP effects on the 
region of Daugavpils is unjustifiably 
positive. No information has been given 
about possible negative aspects regarding 
influx of foreign labour force into the 
Daugavpils region, for instance, thus 

Potential transboundary impacts during construction and 
normal operation of the new nuclear power plant (NNPP) 
are summarized in Chapter 8. The impacts (including 
impact on the environment from additional traffic) are 
discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 7. Possible socio-
economic impacts on Latvia are provided in Section 8.10. 
The workforce will to a significant extent utilize the 
services of the regional main town Daugavpils on the 
Latvian side, which will bring significant positive socio-
economic impacts to this region of Latvia. Safety risks in 
Daugavpils caused by foreign workforce are not expected. 
The NNPP project has met some resistance among the 
public abroad, for instance in Latvia, which indicates that 
the project causes concern among at least a part of the 
public abroad. This is at least partially an indication of a 
negative attitude against nuclear power as such. 
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creating social tension, as well as causing 
increase in load on environmental 
resources in Daugavpils region due to 
increased traffic intensity. Likewise, as 
foreign labour force enters the city, 
particularly in case of male workers 
involved in construction, their safety and 
living quality may deteriorate in 
Daugavpils.  
Furthermore, the EIA report does not 
include the negative effects of the NPP 
project on economic development of the 
Daugavpils region, for instance, 
diminishing the perspectives for 
development of biological agriculture in 
the region, as well as negatively affecting 
the real estate value in this region. 

No significant negative socio-economic impacts are 
expected as the NNPP will be constructed next to an 
existing NPP, to which the surrounding areas have 
adjusted. Also Finnish experience gained during 
construction of Olkiluoto Unit 3 reveals the positive 
social-economic impacts in the region. More details can 
be found in TVO report 
http://www.tvo.fi/uploads/File/2008/EIA-
supplement27082008-netti.pdf. 

5.  Students of Environmental Protection and  Thermal System Institute of the Faculty of Energetics 
and Electrotechnics of the Riga Technical University 

5.1. There is no conviction that after 
elaboration separate EIA on construction of 
the nuclear power plant and EIA about 
long-term disposal of waste resulting from 
this electric power and possible 
alternatives, a range of environmental 
factors will be properly assessed for 
environmental impacts, possibly, these 
impacts will be assessed inadequately, 
without taking into consideration 
interaction of effects caused by NPP 
exploitation and discharge of radioactive 
waste. 

It is not a proper time to discuss about adequacy of 
separate EIAs which will be performed after 30 or more 
years. 
In general, interactions from all nuclear facilities are 
considered. For example, in this EIA Report impacts not 
only from the new NPP, but also from other existing and 
planned Ignalina NPP facilities are taken into account (see 
Section 7.11.1). 

5.2. In our opinion, it is an erroneous assertion 
in the report implying that demolition of 
Ignalina and cessation of exploitation 
thereof would not leave any negative 
influence on Lake Drūkši. It is asserted that 
maintaining an elevated temperature above 
the natural temperature level of the lake, 
similar to how it was during the period of 
operations in Ignalina, will create positive 
effects on the environment, rather than 
cooling the water to the natural temperature 
level of the lake before discharging it into 
the lake. Apart from the economic reason 
of saving money with construction of the 
new power plant, no other reason is 
apparent for why the T-3 solution should 
not be used for the cooling process. In 
justification of damage to the lake, 
comparative indices should be used 
showing data before constructing Ignalina 
power plant/ and before introduction of 
other water polluting sources/ i.e. before ~ 
50 years, when the lake used to freeze over 
in wintertime, and based on these studies, a 

It is acknowledged that ecosystem in Lake Druksiai has 
been altered significantly due to the cooling water 
discharge from the NPP and the nutrient load from the 
WWTP (See chapter 7.1.1.4.). This statement has been 
made based on the extensive data which is available both 
from the period prior cooling water discharge or extensive 
nutrient load as well as from the time of construction and 
operation of INNP.  
Changes in the ecosystem has been so wide ranging that it 
is not realistic to assume that lake would be restored to its 
previous state even if there would be no more nutrient 
load and/or cooling water discharge to the lake. Under 
certain conditions moderate warming of the lake may be 
beneficial since it may prevent the formation of anoxic 
conditions during times the lake has an ice coverage. 
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decision could be made on the ‘harmful’ 
effects of the lake freezing on ecosystem of 
the lake. 

5.3. The report assesses environmental impacts 
and considers alternatives of raw materials, 
uranium, delivery (transport) to the power 
plant. In our opinion, the report should be 
improved with considerations of options 
for transporting the raw materials, the 
capacities of deliveries and environmental 
effects thereof, considering the resulting 
emissions in the air. Possible alternatives 
should be considered and risks of safety 
during transportation of the raw materials 
should be assessed, along with rendering 
recommendations for elimination thereof. 

Chapter 1 includes information on the consumption of 
raw materials during construction as well as information 
on the consumption of fuel, energy and chemical 
substances during operation. Optional transport methods 
are described. The assessment of impacts of traffic (air 
pollution, noise) also includes the impacts of heavy 
traffic, i.e. transports of raw materials. The impacts of 
traffic are presented in Sections 7.2.2.1, 7.9.2.3 and 
7.10.2.1. At this stage it is not known from where raw 
materials will be obtained, and which transport routes will 
be utilized. The mitigation measures of the impacts of 
traffic are presented in Sections 7.2.3, 7.9.3.3 and 
7.10.3.1. 

5.4. It is asserted in the report that the 
construction work will improve the socio-
economic situation, because additional 
infrastructure will be constructed along 
with housing to receive 3500 workers, etc. 
(page 7 of the report summary: “…in the 
region of the NNPP in Lithuania and 
Latvia, an unusually high number of people 
will be present during a period of 5-7 
years…”), however nothing is mentioned 
on the long-term negative effects after the 
7 years, when these numbers should 
suddenly be diminished after completing 
the construction works. Either the EIA 
exaggerates the socio-economic advantages 
in the region, or a complete analysis on the 
socio-economic problems after completion 
of the object construction has not been 
performed (whether the housing will 
remain empty or will there be sudden 
employment opportunities in the city). 

Based on experiences from among others the Olkiluoto-3 
NPP project it is expected that a significant part of the 
workforce needed during the construction phase will 
come from other regions and countries to work in this 
specific construction activity. The majority of them will 
not stay in the region after the construction work is 
completed. During operation the NNPP will employ 
approximately 500 people. 

5.5. Considering the fact that an option has 
been voiced providing for extension of 
operations of Ignalina NPP for 3 years, 
such conditions and effects caused thereby 
should be assessed, resulting wherefrom 
the environmental impacts will change, if 
the works of dismantling Ignalina NPP will 
protract (environmental load is increased), 
because the present environmental impact 
assessment in the report is performed, 
mainly, assessing the impacts starting from 
the moment of construction of the new 
power plant. 

As one of the conditions to join the European Union, the 
Lithuanian government has agreed on shutting down the 
INPP. The first unit of INPP was shut down in 2004, the 
second unit will be shut down by the end of 2009. EIA 
Report follows the Lithuanian, EU legal acts and 
agreements, not the opinions or statements. 

6.  Environmental Protection Club 
6.1. we ask to incorporate the plans and means 

for management of spent nuclear fuel of 
the new NPP into this EIA. It is a definite 
request of ours! 
In our opinion, in all objects and in 

During the operation of NPP the spent nuclear fuel will be 
stored in appropriate storage facilities which are the part 
of NPP. Environmental impacts from these facilities in 
terms of total radioactive releases from NPP are estimated 
in this EIA Report. Different SNF further management 
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accordance with the EIA practice, it is 
exactly EIA, where assessment of all of the 
most significant impacts and ecological 
risks, as well as diminishing thereof should 
be implemented. When leaving one of the 
most important risks regarding discharge of 
the used nuclear fuel of the NPP out from 
EIA, consequences can be lasting – the 
decision-makers and the society can be 
misinformed and deceived. We would like 
to draw the attention of report makers on 
the necessity, and to a certain extent, the 
demand to eliminate this extremely 
significant deficiency. 

and disposal options (pool type and dry storage facilities 
away from the reactor, reprocessing; national/regional 
deep geological repository, etc) are listed in EIA Report. 
However, these activities will be the separate projects and 
an own EIA procedures will be implemented in due time. 
As the experience of the existing INPP SNF storage 
facility and of the new ISFSF being designed shows, 
radiological impact of such storage facilities on the 
population and the environment is negligible. 

6.2. after the public discussion and the available 
EIA documents, several questions 
remained unanswered: 
What exactly are the values to be protected 
in Natura 2000 of Drūkšu Lake? 
How can these biotopes and species be 
characterised and evaluated, and how 
exactly will they be affected by the thermal 
capacities of the NPP? 
What are the ways for diminishing the 
impacts? 
We cannot consider the answer provided 
by you stating that they are “several bird 
species and supposedly otters” to be 
sufficiently concrete. Therefore, we ask to 
improve the EIA report and map these 
values, as well as assess precisely the 
various thermal impacts, in order to 
establish as clearly as possible the 
maximum permissible thermal emission 
area in various climatic conditions. We 
would also like to ask to specify the 
calendar of protective measures (incl. 
nursing and nesting period), in order to 
maintain the natural values of European 
level during the construction period, as 
well as to diminish the ecological impact of 
the NPP massive thermal load to the 
permissible level. 

The designation values of the Natura 2000 –area of Lake 
Druksiai are described in detail in Section 7.6. This 
description includes detailed maps of the occurrence of 
the relevant species. The bird and other animal species 
which form the basis of the protection of the Lake 
Druksiai Natura 2000 –area are named and described. The 
assessed impacts on the designation value species and the 
restrictions imposed on the NNPP project by these species 
is described in Section 7.6. The main restriction is the 
maximum allowable thermal load to the lake, which is 
discussed and described in detail in Section 7.1., and 
which is also mentioned in Section 7.6. In the mitigation 
measures the nesting and nursing periods of the relevant 
species are mentioned.  
 

6.3. considering the fact that Lake Drūkši is 
located in the Daugava confluence basin, 
wherefrom Riga is retrieving water, we ask 
it to be specified in the EIA, how it will 
affect the health of the inhabitants in a long 
term in respect to “NPP origination traces 
of radionuclides found in the surface water 
of Drūkšu Lake”. Which specific 
monitoring measures will be implemented 
and for which radionuclides? How will the 
monitoring information be made accessible 
to the public? 

The NNPP will be located in an area currently occupied 
by the Ignalina NPP. The new plant will not change the 
land use in the area or cause other impacts which would 
impact the Daugava river basin. 
Transboundary scenarios and waterborne transport 
(Druksiai → Prorva → Druksa → Dysna → Daugava → 
Gulf of Riga) modeling of radioactive substances during 
normal operation of the NNPP is provided in Chapter 
8.11.1. As can be seen, the maximal annual effective dose 
in the downstream location of Daugava river (in 
Daugavpils) is about 8·10-4 mSv/h. This is about 10 times 
lower than exemption level (1·10-2 mSv/h).Therefore the 
cross border transfer of new NPP effluents via 
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hydrological pathway to Belarus and especially to Latvia 
is insignificant. 
Detailed information on monitoring, including what 
radionuclides are measured and reporting of monitoring 
data, is provided in Chapter 9. 

6.4. we ask the EIA to include a description on 
how the operator will insure the potentially 
catastrophic but in the latter's opinion 
unlikely accident risks and costs for 
preventing consequences. Namely, we ask 
to indicate the measures for accident 
consequences, which will not be insured, 
and therefore will not be implemented. 
Thus, for instance, should a serious 
accident occur at the NPP, would the 
performer of the polluting activities ensure 
clean water and food delivery costs and 
health recovery costs and loss risks for the 
inhabitants of Riga or Daugavpils during 
the restrictive period? Which risks will be 
and will not be insured? This information 
is very important in order to inform the 
society about the possible consequences of 
an accident and therefore to be able to 
make a responsible and well-appraised 
decision. 
Similarly, in conditions of standard 
operations, we ask to indicate whether the 
originator of polluting activities will 
comply with the basic principle of 
environmental protection of the European 
Community, where the “polluter pays” and 
without discrimination will assume health 
monitoring expenses for inhabitants of all 
countries within the 30 km influence zone 
of the NPP, amongst them for inhabitants 
of Daugavpils city and region. 

General information about emergency preparedness and 
response actions is provided in Section 10.5. The issues 
raised in the comment are not within the scope of EIA 
Report. These issues are the subjects of international 
agreements between the governmental institutions 
responsible for environmental protections, nuclear and 
radiation safety, civil defense and emergency situations of 
Latvia and Lithuania. 

6.5. in description and evaluation of geological 
conditions, we ask to render information 
about the seismic risks and impacts on the 
project. 
We are truly concerned about the progress 
of these declarative documents of the “new 
NPP”, which are regarded to as working 
interim reports for the “research 
programme”. In our opinion, at this time, 
the description of the polluting activities is 
incomplete (the capacities, the contents and 
extent of fuel and waste are not clearly 
discussed). Therefore, the main impact 
analysis is logically missing (spent nuclear 
fuel, protected values under Natura 2000). 
Given the circumstances, we cannot 
perceive the way that the most important 
goal of EIA can be achieved – assessment 
of impacts and ecological risks, and 

The separate project “Site evaluation of potential sites for 
the new NPP” is initiated. The aim of this separate project 
is to evaluate the suitable of potential sites for 
construction of new NPP according to IAEA Safety 
Requirements NS-R-3 „Site evaluation for nuclear 
installations“. During this evaluation the detailed 
description of the sites will be prepared and the set of 
parameters (soil characteristics, seismicity, ambient 
temperatures, etc.) important for designing will be 
identified. Further on the safety analysis report on NPP 
will contain analysis on how environment of sites 
(geological and seismic conditions, meteorological 
characteristics, human activity and etc.) can affect the 
safety of NNPP. 
The main impacts to environment from the new NPP will 
be during its operation. These impacts are 
comprehensively evaluated in the EIA Report. Different 
SNF further management and disposal options (pool type 
and dry storage facilities away from the reactor, 
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diminishing of impacts of the polluting 
operations, nor how in this connection and 
conditions the responsible institutions of 
the Republic of Latvia are complying with 
the Section 115 of the Constitution and 
together with the Lithuanian colleagues 
how are they complying with the 
environmental protection base included in 
the European Community treaty – “the 
principle of caution” 

reprocessing; national/regional deep geological 
repository, etc) and decommissioning strategies are 
described. However, these activities will be the separate 
projects and an own EIA procedures will be implemented 
in due time. It is not reasonable to assess now impacts 
from activities which will be performed after 30 or more 
years. In any case the experience of the existing Ignalina 
NPP SNF storage facility, as well worldwide experience 
on decommissioning and SNF storage and disposal issues, 
shows that present technologies allow performing these 
activities without significant impacts to the environment. 
The designation values of the Natura 2000 –area of Lake 
Druksiai are described in detail in Section 7.6. This 
description includes detailed maps of the occurrence of 
the relevant species. The bird and other animal species 
which form the basis of the protection of the Lake 
Druksiai Natura 2000 –area are named and described. The 
assessed impacts on the designation value species and the 
restrictions imposed on the NNPP project by these species 
is described in Section 7.6. 

7.  Daugavpils City Council 
7.1. The environmental assessment should be 

supplemented with information on 
necessity to perform the following 
activities, which concern the territories of 
Latvia and those within a radius of 30 km 
around the planned nuclear power plant 
(further in the text NPP): 

· establish radiation level indicators 
in Daugavpils, Naujene, and 
Krāslava in finely visible locations; 

· create a website and a regular 
informative publication to inform 
the inhabitants about the safety 
systems in the NPP (both in the old 
and new plant) and other topical 
issues; 

· ensure accessibility to the NPP for 
public organizations in order to get 
to know and monitor its operations 

Organization of monitoring system and implementation of 
supervision of the environmental condition in the territory 
of the Republic of Latvia are the subjects of international 
agreements between the governmental institution of 
Latvia and Lithuania. 
State radiological monitoring already provides online 
information from different monitoring stations. This 
information is available via website of Environmental 
Protection Agency (http://aaa.am.lt). 
Existing Ignalina NPP also provides information on plant 
state, radioactive releases, etc. This information is 
available on the INPP website and in annual monitoring 
reports. Surely, a new NPP will have website and all 
relevant information will be provided to public. 

7.2. Specify the report of environmental impact 
assessment on construction of the new 
nuclear power plant in Lithuania, by 
including an explanation on: 

· organising waste discharge; 
· within radios of 30 km around the 

NPP (including the territory of 
Latvia) perform study of impacts 
on health of the residents and 
ensure public accessibility thereof 
(including the existing situation as 
affected by the Ignalina NPP) 

Different radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel 
management and disposal options (pool type and dry 
storage facilities away from the reactor, reprocessing; 
national/regional deep geological repository, etc) are 
described in Section 6.6.2 of EIA Report. However, these 
activities will be the separate projects and an own EIA 
procedures will be implemented in due time. 
Health status of population of Belarus, Latvia and 
Lithuania, health indicators of the population in Ignalina 
NPP region and its comparison with indicators of other 
Lithuanian regions is provided in Section 7.10.1. 

7.3. With respect to the economically-technical 
justification, we ask to render a justified 
conclusion and information about whether 
the following has been considered: 

Environmental impacts of the NNPP non-implementation 
scenario (zero-option) are presented in Chapter 4.4.2. 
Flue gas and green house gas emissions avoided thanks to 
the new NPP are estimated and the estimated emissions in 

http://aaa.am.lt/
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· advantages in comparison with 
other types of production of 
electric power (for instance, 
hydropower station) 

· clearer reasons required for 
justifying the choice of location of 
the nuclear power plant 

the zero-option are presented in Section 7.2.2.2. Further 
analysis and comparison of different types of power 
production are not within the scope of this EIA, which 
assesses one specific project, not the energy strategy of 
Lithuania. 
There are no other realistic options for the location of a 
new NPP in Lithuania than the proposed sites close to the 
existing Ignalina NPP. It is essential for the project to 
utilise existing land use plans and infrastructure. It should 
also be noted that the residents of the Visaginas city and 
the vicinities are supportive of the impact of the new 
nuclear power plant on the most socio-economic spheres 
of life being investigated and endorse the construction of 
the new nuclear power plant on one of the planned sites 
(see Section 7.9). In addition, Lake Druksiai is the largest 
lake in Lithuania, which has influenced the choice to 
construct the existing INPP here. The construction of the 
new NPP will significantly reduce the socioeconomic 
impacts of the shutdown of INPP on the region; 
moreover, the present infrastructure and skilled workforce 
will be employed. The suitability of the chosen locations 
is described in detail in Section 7. 

7.4. In order to find out the opinions of the 
Latvian inhabitants and to ensure provision 
of information: 

· perform a residential survey also in 
the territory of Latvia within 30 km 
radius of the NPP. 

A resident survey has been carried out in the vicinity of 
the NNPP sites in Lithuania. This has been considered 
sufficient for the purpose of exploring the opinions of the 
residents who may be directly impacted by the NNPP 
project. Inhabitants in Latvia have had the opportunity to 
express their views and opinions through the international 
public hearing procedure which has been applied in the 
EIA. 

7.5. Considering the socially-psychological 
attitude of the inhabitants in respect to the 
nearby NPP, establish a compensation 
mechanism: 

· establish rights to the territory of 
Daugavpils to purchase electric 
power at privileged (lowered) 
rates; 

· supplement the project with 
development of road infrastructure 
in the territory Latvia in vicinity of 
the NPP; 

· regularly organise free-of-charge 
resident health checks in the 
territory of Latvia. 

The question of compensation mechanism regarding 
electricity provision on reduced tariffs, health insurances, 
health monitoring and development of infrastructure 
(road) in the Latvian territory, is the subject of 
international agreements between the governmental 
institutions of Latvia and Lithuania. 
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1.6 Proposals from Poland and responses to these proposals 

1.6.1 Proposals to EIA Report 
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1.6.2 Responses to proposals from Poland 

Comment Response 
When considering environmental impact 
assessment of a nuclear power plant in a 
transboundary context, a threat of a potential 
serious accident and related radiological 
contamination cannot be excluded. Basing on 
the directions of air mass movements it can be 
stated that the North-eastern part of Poland or 
Warmian–Masurian province can be 
contaminated first of all. In order to guarantee 
the nuclear safety the construction of the power 
plant should be performed after the highest 
standards of designing, construction and 
operation of nuclear facilities have been 
assured. 

The estimation of spreading of radionuclides released 
into the environment during a severe accident is 
presented in Subsection 10.3.2 of the EIA report. The 
distance of the estimation of radionuclide spreading, 
radioactive contamination and doses caused by a 
severe accident reaches up to 1200 km and includes 
many European countries, including Poland. The 
results shown in the maps of the modelling results 
correspond to 98% probability that in case of an 
accident there will be such situation.  
No doubt, the power plant design, construction and 
operation will be carried out in accordance with the 
requirements of radiation and nuclear safety, as well 
as with other standards relevant for construction and 
operation of such facility. All of these steps are 
supervised and controlled by the authorities 
responsible for nuclear and radiation safety, as well as 
for civil defence, etc. Besides, the additional 
expertises are conducted by foreign experts. 

The analysis of the submitted report on the 
impact of construction and operation of the 
aforementioned facility shows that after 
replacement of the existing nuclear units by up-
to date ones, with total power not exceeding 
3400 MW, this investment will significantly 
reduce the threat of potential consequences of 
accidents in this power plant for the territory of 
the Republic of Poland. 

The RBMK-1500 reactors, currently operated by 
Ignalina NPP, are reactors of Generation II. After the 
accident at Chernobyl NPP, with the assistance of 
international organizations, additional safety measures 
were installed at Ignalina NPP in order to assure that 
an accident of the Chernobyl NPP type and scale 
would not occur. However, during the meeting of the 
finance ministers of the world's seven industrialized 
countries group in Munich in 1992 a political decision 
was made that the RBMK reactors are in principle 
insecure.  
The new NPP is planned to be provided with reactors 
of Generation III/III+, which are more advanced and 
safer than the reactors of Generation II. In addition, 
they will have containments, which the RBMK 
reactors do not have. Thus, in general the risk of 
accidents and the scale of the consequences of 
accidents will decrease. 

Nevertheless, the Polish party supposes that the 
submitted documentation contains some 
inaccuracies and mistakes in several points that 
should be corrected. Particularly the 
conclusions on the limits of severe accident 
impact and emergency response arrangements, 
including iodine prophylaxis in Table 10.4-3 on 
page 511 of the report, and the summary in 
Polish in Section 10.2, page 21 (24), require 
explanation, since it contradicts the results of 
calculations, given in the diagrams of the report 
(p. 501-505), as well as verification calculations 
of these results, carried out at the Emergency 
Centre CEZAR of State Atomic Energy Safety 
Inspectorate, validating the results presented in 
the diagrams. 

The EIA developers had no possibilities to get 
familiarized with the verification calculations carried 
out by the CEZAR and the results obtained, therefore 
it is quite difficult to explain the differences between 
the calculations of CEZAR and FMI. We agree that 
the EIA report could contain some inaccuracies that 
are corrected when detected.  
According to Article 19 of Lithuanian hygiene 
standard HN 99:2000 “Protective Actions of Public in 
Case of Radiological or Nuclear Accident”, the 
intervention level of iodine prophylaxis the avertable 
dose to the thyroid gland of ≥ 100 mGy (to newborns, 
infants, children, adolescents, pregnant and nursing 
women ≥ 10 mGy). These levels meet the levels 
applied in the foreign standards as well. However, 
Article 20 of HN 99:2000 20 also states operational 
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Comment Response 
intervention levels at which iodine prophylaxis is 
recommended. These levels were taken into account 
in the EIA report, thus there was obtained relatively 
large area, where iodine prophylaxis is recommended. 
If only the criterion of the avertable dose to the 
thyroid gland was applied, the area of iodine 
prophylaxis would be significantly smaller. 

Moreover, the report does not contain an 
explanation about radioactive waste and spent 
nuclear fuel (however, the document indicates 
that this topic will undergo a separate 
consideration), as well as about electrical power 
transmission and impact due to construction of 
electrical transmission lines. 

The different radwaste and SNF management and 
disposal options are described in Chapter 6 according 
to Lithuanian National Strategy on Radioactive Waste 
Management. During operation of the NNPP SNF is 
stored in storage pools adjacent to the reactor. The 
impact of this intermediate storage of NSF has been 
assessed in the EIA report. Long term SNF storage, as 
well as SNF and radwaste disposal depends on the 
technologies and methods that will be employed in 
future; therefore their impacts cannot be estimated at 
present. The EIA of the NNPP mentions that this will 
be addressed in separate EIA reports. 
When constructing Ignalina NPP it was planned that it 
would consist of four units with total electrical 
capacity of 6000 MW. The existing infrastructure of 
transmission of electrical energy was envisaged for 
the transmission of such capacity; therefore new 
transmission lines for transmission of electrical 
energy, produced by the new NPP will not be needed. 

When talking about Natura 2000 territories, 
documentation of assessment of impact on 
natural values should be compiled, taking into 
account natural habitats, as well as plant and 
animal species, for conservation of which 
Natura 2000 territories have been envisaged. 
The aforementioned documentation should: 
- Present information about impact on natural 

values at Natura 2000 territory, located at 
Podlaskie province; 

- Present all projects and plans that in 
conjunction with the proposed project can 
cause negative impact on Natura 2000 
territory; 

- present estimation of impact of the 
proposed facility on the structures and 
functions of Natura 2000 territory in case of 
high release of radioactive materials, even 
though measures and actions, limiting 
contamination potential, would be applied; 

- Present all possible alternative solutions, 
basing on their foreseen impact on Natura 
2000 territories; 

- Present provided actions aiming at 
prevention, limiting or compensation of 
negative environmental impact; 

- Carry out analysis of consequences of heat, 
released into Lake Druksiai, impact on 
species of migrating birds. 

Based on the complex long-term ecological studies 
carried out within the region of at present operating 
Ignalina NPP (with radius of 30 km), the forecasted 
impact on the environment (including the NATURA 
2000 network of protected areas and the biodiversity) 
due to the new NPP during normal operation will not 
be significant. It will be the most evident in Lake 
Druksiai. The greatest negative impact on the 
ecosystem of Lake Druksiai will be due to the thermal 
pollution (the water cooling the reactors of the power 
plant will be discharged into the lake).  
The impacts of potential accidents on NATURA 2000 
sites and their values were not considered. The 
legislation includes requirements for the protection of 
the population in case of a nuclear or radiological 
accident. In general, there are no measures for 
protection of Natura 2000 sites and their biological 
values in case of accidents. Throughout the world 
there is no relevant experience either. In an event of 
an accident, when radioactive materials are released 
into the environment, in theory, they could be 
transported by migratory animals (the birds more 
likely, because they are more agile, feed on a variety 
of food and can migrate over long distances). 
Naturally, the birds fly in a wide variety of directions. 
However, the assumption that the birds could transfer 
significant quantities of radioactive materials to the 
Southwest (referring to North-Eastern Poland) should 
be rejected. The fact is there is no scientific evidence 
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Comment Response 
that the land and water birds migrate in abundance 
from the Eastern Lithuania (e.g., surrounding of lake 
Druksiai) in the southwest direction so that they cross 
the territory of Podlaskie voivodship. Rather on the 
contrary, the sparse data on the water bird ringing in 
the western part of the former Soviet Union show that 
during the seasonal migrations the birds migrate in a 
more concentrated manner over Valdai Hills, which is 
very rich in lakes, to the South, crossing the lake-rich 
eastern part of Belarus and partially the eastern part of 
Lithuania. Lake Druksiai is on the migration route of 
the water birds. Therefore, the probability that the 
birds could transfer significant quantities of 
radioactive material from Lake Druksiai or the 
surrounding area to North-Eastern Poland is extremely 
low. 

When talking about Chapters 6 and 7 of the 
Report (nuclear fuel production and 
transportation, as well as hazardous waste 
transportation), a necessity arises to extend the 
information on planned directions of fuel 
transportation for the power station. The 
submitted documentation only reveals that 
nuclear fuel will be transported to the power 
station by railway or auto trucks. Inter alia, 
information on this topic is important for 
identification of sources endangering the 
environment of the border zone (transportation 
of hazardous items is classified as being such a 
source). 

Transportation of hazardous materials (including 
nuclear fuel) is regulated by Lithuanian legislation and 
regulations. Experience from almost 30 years shows 
that the fuel to Ignalina NPP can be transported safely. 
Also, fresh nuclear fuel is not so dangerous in terms of 
ionizing radiation. Information about transportation 
routes and fuel supplier will be available when reactor 
type and fuel supplier will be known. During the EIA 
phase this information is not available 

Besides, the main obstacle, impeding the 
estimation of real impact of the planned power 
station on the environment of Poland, is lack of 
detailed data on amount and spread of 
radioactive materials, released into the 
atmosphere. This problem is particularly 
important for identification of radiological 
impact internationally during normal operation 
of the facility, as well as in case of an accident 
and when applying safety standards. An entry 
on p. 19 of the document informs that the 
Environmental Impact Assessment contains a 
section, dedicated to assurance of nuclear 
safety, developed basing on models, used to 
perform analysis of spread of radioactive 
materials and exposure doses both in case of 
normal operation and an accident; however, this 
is not a sufficient piece of information. 

Detailed information about releases from different 
types of reactors into water and air is provided in 
Tables 7.1-30 and 7.2-11.  
Dose to population caused by these releases is 
estimated in Table 7.10-25. 
Dose for Polish population will be insignificant 
(annual effective dose less than 0.001 mSv). 
Dispersion modelling and resulting impacts at 
distances of up to 1200 km of accidental releases are 
provided in Chapter 10.3.2. The distance of 1200 km 
covers many European countries, Poland as well. 

Generalizations, given in Chapter 10 of the 
document, stating that “during normal operation 
of the new nuclear power plant no 
transboundary radiological impact will be 
present”, are important for estimation of 
potential transboundary impact of the planned 
facility; however, when no detailed data on 

Only accidental releases are estimated in Chapter 10. 
Impacts during normal operation and dose estimation 
to population according Lithuanian standard LAND 
42-2007 and IAEA recommended models are 
provided in sections 7.10.2.2 and 8.11.1. Calculations 
have shown that at the distance of 8 km from NNPP 
annual effective dose is less than unregulated level 
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Comment Response 
modelling of radioactive contamination spread 
is available, this conclusion cannot be checked. 
Moreover, another section of the 
aforementioned chapter refers to potential 
necessity of application of iodine prophylaxis to 
the population, residing in the range between 
250 and 600 km from the power plant (basing 
on criterion of radioactive iodine deposition), 
which allows to consider that negative 
consequences of a potential accident might be 
relevant to Polish public. 

(0.010 mSv per year). 
The main assumptions and results of accidental 
release dispersion modelling are provided in Chapter 
10.3.2. More detailed information can be found in 
separate report “Sofiev, M., Prank, M., Jalkanen, J.-P., 
Valkama, I., Karppinen, A. & Pietarila, H. 2008. 
Dispersion simulations and dose estimates for 
Accidental Radioactive Releases from the Planned 
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania. – Finnish 
Meteorological Institute, Helsinki“.  
As already mentioned in the reply to Comment 3, the 
Lithuanian hygiene standard HN 99:2000 includes an 
article, indicating the criteria under which iodine 
prophylaxis is recommended. Based on these criteria, 
the distance of 250-600 km from the power plant, 
within which the people are recommended to apply 
iodine prophylaxis, has been set. However, if, 
following the criteria set out in IAEA documents on 
the need to apply iodine prophylaxis, as well as basing 
on the EIA reports of planned new nuclear power 
plants in Finland, the distance at which the need for 
iodine prophylaxis for children in case of a severe 
accident is about 100 km. In this case this 
conservation measure is not necessary for adults. 

In summary it should be stated that the lack of 
detail of the submitted documentation hinders 
from performing of thorough analysis of 
potential transboundary environmental impact 
of the object planned to be built, as well as 
from taking an unambiguous position on this 
topic. 

In comparison with other EIA Reports for NPP 
developed in different countries, this EIA Report is 
comprehensive enough.  
It should be noted that if no significant impacts are 
estimated at distances 3–30 km from the NNPP in 
Lithuanian territory, the transboundary impacts will 
decrease only. 
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1.7 Proposals from Sweden and responses to these proposals 

1.7.1 Proposals to EIA Report 
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1.7.2 Responses to proposals from Sweden 

Swedish Radiation Safety Authority 
Given that the choice of reactor type has not yet 
been made, the Swedish Radiation Safety 
Authority (the Authority) considers that the 
presentation as to nuclear safety contained in the 
environmental impact assessment (EIA) can be 
accepted. The Authority takes it for granted, 
however, that a future application for a permit 
under national legislation will have to include an 
extensive presentation of safety issues relating to 
the reactor type chosen. 
The Authority finds that the EIA shows an 
ambition to use the best available technology 
(BAT) to restrict emissions of radioactive 
substances to water and that emissions to the air 
can be expected to be at an internationally 
comparable level. 
As regards radioactive waste and spent nuclear 
fuel, the EIA shows that there is an awareness of 
the importance of these issues and that the 
requirements presented largely correspond to those 
that the Authority thinks should be imposed on 
operations. Even so, the Authority considers it a 
shortcoming that there is no description of planned 
procedures for managing radioactive waste and 
spent nuclear fuel and that, as a result, it is not 
possible to assess the environmental impacts of 
these procedures. 
Issues of preparedness are well described in the 
EIA. One point of uncertainty in this respect, 
however, is that the type of reactor has not yet 
been chosen. This uncertainty is compensated for, 
however, by a presentation of requirements 
imposed on and experiences gained from various 
types of designs and commissioned plants. 
The environmental monitoring system (EMS) 
presented in the EIA is sufficient. The presentation 
provides a good description of the scope, design 
and follow-up of the EMS. 

 
When exact reactor type will be selected, 
Technical Design and Safety Analysis Report 
will be prepared and all safety issues relating to 
the reactor type chosen will be comprehensively 
analysed. 
Description of planned procedures for managing 
radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel has been 
added in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 
 

Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological 
Institute (SMHI) 
As far as SMHI can assess, the investigation 
relating to the spread of radioactive substances in 
the air has been carried out in a relevant way and 
made use of the tools (models of spread) available. 
However, SMHI considers that some descriptions 
are missing as regards how the estimates have been 
arrived at. This relates to fall-out, to the division 
into day and night, and to the choice of 
presentations. 
SMHI has no comments on the description relating 
to cooling water. 

 
The descriptions of methods utilised in modelling 
of the spread of radioactive substances have been 
supplemented in later issues of the EIA Report. 

Swedish National Board of Housing, Building 
and Planning 

Decision on construction of a new NPP has been 
adopted by the Parliament of the Republic of 
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The Swedish National Board of Housing, Building 
and Planning highlights the need to study 
alternative structures for the Lithuanian power-
generation sector. Alternatives involving a more 
diversified power-generation sector should be 
considered, inter alia to promote achievement of 
the EU objective for renewable energy by 2020. A 
diversified power-generation sector could also 
make power generation more robust and less 
vulnerable to various types of events. 

Lithuania after long discussions of all possible 
alternatives and calculation of the feasibility of 
different renewable and non-renewable energy 
sources. Analysis of all possible alternatives is 
presented in the “National Energy Strategy” 
approved by the Parliament of the Republic of 
Lithuania (State Journal, 2007, No. 11-430). 

The Swedish Energy Agency 
The Swedish Energy Agency considers the EIA 
report to be extensive and thorough, and it wishes 
to address only issues that are essential for the 
evolution of the energy system: 
- The proposed zero option is only briefly 

described and should be analysed in more 
detail. In particular, the EIA report would gain 
from a more thorough discussion of enhanced 
energy efficiency and alternative means of 
energy production on the basis of a more 
comprehensive analysis of the entire energy 
system. 

- An analysis should be made of the 
environmental consequences of the means of 
energy production that have to be developed in 
periods when the operation of the proposed 
nuclear power plant is temporarily stopped. 

- Decision on construction of a new NPP has 
been adopted by the Parliament of the 
Republic of Lithuania after long discussions 
of all possible alternatives and calculation of 
the feasibility of different renewable and 
non-renewable energy sources. Analysis of 
all possible alternatives is presented in the 
“National Energy Strategy” approved by the 
Parliament of the Republic of Lithuania 
(State Journal, 2007, No. 11-430). The 
decision on a new NPP construction is 
established in the Law on the Nuclear Power 
Plant (State Journal, 2007, No. 76-3004). 
The new NPP project organisation does not 
have a mandate to discuss the necessity for a 
new NPP. 

- The means of energy production in periods 
when the operation of the proposed nuclear 
power plant is temporarily stopped are 
developed in the “National Energy Strategy” 
(State Journal, 2007, No. 11-430). 

Swedish Emergency Management Agency 
(SEMA) 
SEMA considers that the EIA report contains the 
data to be expected at this stage of planning. 
However, SEMA is of the opinion that, at some 
stage, a clearer description should be presented of 
the criteria that will be used to choose options for 
action, particularly to choose the reactor type and 
the mitigative system (post-accident filter). The 
time at which this will be done should be indicated 
in the EIA. 

 
 
Additional explanations and new Figure 1.4-1 
“Authorization process of a new NPP” have been 
supplemented in the EIA Report. 

Uppsala County Administrative Board (CAB) 
The Uppsala CAB finds that the presentation given 
in the report of alternative designs for the plants 
aiming to reduce emissions to the surrounding 
environment constitutes an appropriate basis for 
assessing what is the best available technology 
(BAT). 
 
The CAB also considers that the EIA should be 
supplemented by the data required to assess the 
basic conditions for satisfactory intermediate 
storage and final disposal of spent nuclear fuel and 
other radioactive waste from the new nuclear 
power plant. 

 
The data required to assess the basic conditions 
for satisfactory intermediate storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive waste from the new NPP has been 
supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 
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Environmentalists for Nuclear Power (MFK) 
MFK considers that the EIA covers relevant 
aspects during the complete life cycle of the plant, 
including normal operation as well as accident 
conditions. It is inevitable for investigations of this 
kind to focus on the negative impacts, 
demonstrating how they are minimised. MFK 
therefore suggests that the EIA should use life-
cycle analyses for comparison with the alternatives 
so as to emphasise the positive effects as well, 
especially the extremely low impacts on the 
environment and climate that result from a nuclear 
facility. 

 
The positive effects of the NNPP projects have 
been demonstrated among others in the 
assessment of impacts on climate and air quality, 
and in the assessment of the impacts of the zero-
alternative, in which the NNPP would not be 
constructed. Life-cycle analysis has not been 
conducted as the methods of assessing the 
positive effects of the project in the EIA Report 
are considered sufficient. 

Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review 
(MKG) 
MKG presents views relating above all to the 
uncertainties inherent in the plans for the final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel from the reactor. 
 
MKG considers that new nuclear power reactors 
should not be built until there are approved 
methods for the final disposal of spent nuclear fuel. 
MKG finds that the EIA contains only a reference 
to another future EIA that will deal with the issue 
of final disposal. MKG highlights a number of 
issues that remain to be solved, including the long-
term safety of the artificial barriers on which the 
planned method is based: problems in relation to 
erosion of the clay buffer as well as new issues 
relating to corrosion of the copper capsule (see 
further the statement attached). 

 
 
The data required to assess the basic conditions 
for satisfactory intermediate storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive waste from the new NPP has been 
supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 
Spent nuclear fuel and long-lived radioactive 
waste of the new NPP will be managed, stored 
and disposed of in accordance with the 
“Radioactive Waste Management Strategy”, 
approved by the resolution No. 860 of the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania of 
September 3, 2008 (State Journal, 2008, No. 105-
4019). According to this Strategy a decision on 
the construction of a final repository for SNF and 
long-lived radioactive waste will be taken not 
earlier than 2030. 

Swedish Environmental Movement's Nuclear 
Waste Secretariat (Milkas) 
 
Milkas highlights a number of questions that need 
to be further addressed or are not addressed at all 
in the EIA. These include a list of isotopes whose 
release to air and water can be expected as well as 
a description of the expected conditions of such 
release. Milkas also calls for a broader life-cycle 
analysis, including the entire uranium fuel-chain, 
as well as a more detailed description of transport 
modes and routes, including accident scenarios for 
both fresh and spent nuclear fuel (see further the 
statement attached). 

 
 
 
The list of isotopes whose release to air and water 
can be expected takes into account the most 
important isotopes. Additional explanations on 
the list of considered isotopes and estimations of 
the some other isotopes are provided in EIA 
Report. 
Additional information on the entire uranium 
fuel-chain has been supplemented in the EIA 
Report. 
When exact reactor type will be selected, 
Technical Design and Safety Analysis Report 
will be prepared and all safety issues including 
the transportation of nuclear fuel and spent 
nuclear fuel relating to the reactor type chosen 
will be comprehensively analysed. 

The Swedish Board of Agriculture considers that 
the EIA produced is good and has no further 
comments. 

no response required 

Osthammar Municipality assumes that the 
Swedish Radiation Safety Authority will take 
Sweden's interests into account. 

no response required 

Kerstin Berglund Wingard presents the view that The data required to assess the basic conditions 



 Consortium Pöyry - LE  
 EIA Report – Appendixes 
 27 March 2009 307 
 
the issue of the final disposal of nuclear-power 
waste has not been solved and considers that 
nuclear power is not the right solution to the 
problem of energy. She also mentions the issue of 
safety: the risk that materials may fall into the 
wrong hands. 

for satisfactory intermediate storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive waste from the new NPP has been 
supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 
All considered 11 reactor types are of Generation 
III or III+, and are thus the most modern 
commercially available reactor types, all with 
high safety standards. 
Physical protection of SNF and radioactive waste 
is also discussed in the EIA Report. The plant 
will be designed to withstand external threats and 
terrorism. 
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1.8 Proposals from non-governmental organizations and responses to these 
proposals 

1.8.1 Proposals to EIA Report 
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1.8.2 Resposnes to proposals from non-governmental organizations 

Greenpeace European Unit (Jan Haverkamp, 
Lauri Myllyvirta) 

General Comments 

Response 

No information on reactor model 
The environmental impact assessment (EIA) 
provides an interesting account of the history of 
nuclear technology but gives no tangible 
information whatsoever on the reactor model 
intended to be built. This leads to lack of 
concreteness and detail throughout the report – e.g. 
production of high-level nuclear waste is reported 
as ranging from 47 to 370 tons per annum, a range 
of almost an order of magnitude for maybe the 
most serious environmental impact of the project! 
The same staggering lack of detail is evident in the 
assessment of nuclear safety. In effect, the 
company is asking for a carte blanche to build any 
installation they please, and in so doing 
devaluating the whole EIA process. There needs to 
be a design-by-design analysis of main 
environmental impacts and nuclear safety 
measures. 

 
By this proposed economic activity (project) a 
New nuclear power plant (NNPP) is planned to 
be built. Different reactor types are considered as 
alternative options for this one specific project. 
Environmental impacts from different reactor 
types are assessed. According to the assessment, 
in general all reactor types are suitable for the 
NNPP from the point of view of their 
environmental impacts. 
 
Implementation of NNPP projects has different 
steps. The aim of EIA process is to answer the 
question - may the proposed economic activity, 
by virtue of its nature and environmental impacts, 
be allowed in the chosen site or sites. If the 
answer is positive, next steps of the project, such 
as tendering process and selection of certain 
reactor type, are implemented. Although different 
reactor types are considered in the EIA Report, 
the precise information on liquid and gaseous 
annual releases during normal operation from 
different reactor types is provided. Resulting 
annual doses to the critical group member of 
population due to these releases from different 
reactor types are also presented in the EIA 
Report. 
 
When the exact reactor type to be constructed 
will be selected, Technical Design and a Safety 
Analysis Report will be prepared which will 
update and provide more detailed information on 
the selected reactor type and its possible impacts 
on the environment. Nevertheless, impacts from 
the specific reactor type chosen will not be higher 
than those impacts which are estimated in EIA 
Report. 

Risks of nuclear waste omitted 
The long-term health and environmental hazards 
caused by long-lived high-level nuclear waste are 
among the most severe and profound 
environmental impacts of a nuclear power plant. 
These impacts and their mitigation are fully 
omitted from the EIA report which can not be 
acceptable under any circumstances. Production of 
high-level waste is an integral part of the project 
and it cannot be separated into a separate EIA 
process, because the potential impacts of the waste 
need to inform the decision on whether or not 
building this nuclear power plant is justifiable. 
Construction and operation of the NNPP will lead 

The data required to assess the basic conditions 
for satisfactory intermediate storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive waste from the new NPP has been 
supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 
During the operation of the NNPP the spent 
nuclear fuel will be stored in appropriate storage 
facilities which are the part of the NNPP. 
Environmental impacts from these facilities in 
terms of total radioactive releases from the NNPP 
are estimated in this EIA Report. Different SNF 
further management and disposal options (pool 
type and dry storage facilities away from the 
reactor, reprocessing; national/regional deep 
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inevitably and irreversibly to creation of nuclear 
waste. An EIA in a later stage would be therefore 
counter Lithuanian, EU and international law, 
which stipulate that the EIA should take place 
before irreversible decisions have been taken. 
Furthermore, management and especially long-
term deposition of nuclear waste can entail 
substantial costs that can affect the economic 
viability of the whole project. It would be 
irresponsible for the environmental authorities to 
grant an environmental permit to a facility that 
does not have a plan on, a commitment to, a 
credible estimate of the costs of or demonstrated 
financial means for management of its own waste. 
The omission of high-level waste management 
from the EIA report is another demonstration of 
utter disregard for the EIA process. 

geological repository, etc) are listed in EIA 
Report. However, these activities will be the 
separate projects and an own EIA procedures will 
be implemented in due time. 
 
Spent nuclear fuel and long-lived radioactive 
waste of the new NPP will be managed, stored 
and disposed of in accordance with the 
“Radioactive Waste Management Strategy”, 
approved by the resolution No. 860 of the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania of 
September 3, 2008 (State Journal, 2008, No. 105-
4019). According to this Strategy a decision on 
the construction of a final repository for SNF and 
long-lived radioactive waste will be taken not 
earlier than 2030. 

Construction timetable will cause hazards 
The proposed construction timetable is unrealistic 
and dangerous. As is evident in the nuclear 
projects in Olkiluoto, Finland and Flamanville, 
France, a tight timetable will inevitably lead to use 
of incompetent suppliers, breaches of planning and 
testing procedures and violations of nuclear safety 
requirements. The construction timetable presented 
in the EIA report needs to be based on existing 
experiences, not pipe dreams. 

 
It is acknowledged that construction times have 
slipped for EPR at Olkiluoto-3 and 
Flammanville. However vendor experience 
elsewhere, e.g. China and Japan has shown 
construction times consistent with quoted project 
dates. Lessons learned from OL-3 and 
Flammanville would be brought into the project, 
whether EPR is selected or not. 

Questionable regional benefits 
The claim in the report that a major inflow of 
migrant workers would entail significant positive 
regional spillovers is not justified by experience. 
Tax inflow and demand for local goods and 
services is minimal, whereas burden on local 
public services, infrastructure and law enforcement 
can be substantial. This especially so in the case 
where the majority of inflow is only for the limited 
construction time and will leave a void afterwards. 

No significant negative socio-economic impacts 
are expected as the NNPP will be constructed 
next to an existing NPP, to which the surrounding 
areas have adjusted. Also Finnish experience 
gained during construction of Olkiluoto Unit 3 
reveals the positive social-economic impacts in 
the region. More details can be found in TVO 
report http://www.tvo.fi/uploads/File/2008/EIA-
supplement27082008-netti.pdf. 
Based on experiences from among others the 
Olkiluoto-3 NPP project it is expected that a 
significant part of the workforce needed during 
the construction phase will come from other 
regions and countries to work in this specific 
construction activity. The majority of them will 
not stay in the region after the construction work 
is completed. During operation the NNPP will 
employ approximately 500 people. 
 
It should also be noted that the residents of the 
Visaginas city and the vicinities are supportive of 
the impact of the new nuclear power plant on the 
most socio-economic spheres of life being 
investigated and endorse the construction of the 
new nuclear power plant on one of the planned 
sites. Comprehensive information on the results 
of the Resident Survey has been supplemented in 
the Chapter 7.9 of the EIA Report. 

Viable solutions ruled out  
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The reluctance by the reporters to deal with 
alternatives is unacceptable from legal, 
environmental and governance point of view. 
Ruling out renewable energy and energy efficiency 
measures is not justifiable and the assumption that 
in the absence of new nuclear reactors, electricity 
would be produced almost solely with fossil fuels 
is not sensible. As is imminent from the EIA report 
itself, the potential impact of the project on the 
Lithuanian electricity market is so large, that 
limiting the analysis to measures that can be 
implemented by the company is not justifiable. 
The assumption of increased reliance on fossil 
fuels is arbitrary. Furthermore, emissions from 
electricity production in Lithuania are bound by 
the Emissions Trading System of the European 
Union and most likely also by a new commitment 
period of the Kyoto protocol under negotiation at 
the moment. Therefore the emission targets will 
need to be met regardless of whether new nuclear 
capacity is added, ruling out the option of 
increased use of fossil fuels. 

Decision on construction of a new NPP has been 
adopted by the Parliament of the Republic of 
Lithuania after long discussions of all possible 
alternatives and calculation of the feasibility of 
different renewable and non-renewable energy 
sources. Analysis of all possible alternatives is 
presented in the “National Energy Strategy” 
approved by the Parliament of the Republic of 
Lithuania (State Journal, 2007, No. 11-430). 
 
The decision on a new NPP construction is 
established in the Law on the Nuclear Power 
Plant (State Journal, 2007, No. 76-3004). The 
new NPP project organisation does not have a 
mandate to discuss the necessity for a new NPP. 

Risks to population 
According to the EIA report, tens of thousands of 
people live within a 5-20 km radius from the 
nuclear power plant. A few authoritative and well 
substantiated studies have recently found an 
alarming link between incidence of cancer, 
especially childhood leukemia, and proximity to 
nuclear power plants [Kaatsch P, Spix C, Schulze-
Rath R, Schmiedel S, Blettner M (2008) 
Leukaemia in young children living in the vicinity 
of German nuclear power plants. Int J Cancer. 
2008 Feb 15; 122(4) pp 721-6]. There is no 
established explanation for these findings, but they 
are nevertheless very relevant for the EIA and 
should not be omitted. 

Results of the mentioned study do not prove a 
link between incidence of cancer, especially 
childhood leukaemia, and releases from German 
NPPs.  
Conclusion of the publication prepared by the 
same authors “Case–control study on childhood 
cancer in the vicinity of nuclear power plants in 
Germany 1980–2003” (Claudia Spixa, Sven 
Schmiedela, Peter Kaatscha, Renate Schulze-
Ratha, Maria Blettnerb, European Journal Of 
Cancer 44 (2008) p. 275–284) states that: 
“The design of this study aimed to clarify issues 
raised by previous ecological studies in Germany 
by using the same data plus more recent cases in 
a case–control study assigning individual 
distance estimates (as compared to community 
based zones). In Germany 1980–2003 we see an 
increased risk for cancer in children under 5 
years of age, particularly leukaemia, when living 
in proximity (<5 km) to a nuclear power station. 
This observation is not consistent with most 
international studies, unexpected given the 
observed levels of radiation, and remains 
unexplained. We cannot exclude the possibility 
that this effect is the result of uncontrolled 
confounding or pure chance.” 
 
Some explanation on cancer risk are added in 
EIA Report. 

No sufficient assessment of serious accident 
The evaluation of a nuclear accident in the EIA 
report is based on a 0,1 PBq emission of caesium-
137 and a 1,0 PBq emission of iodine-131. Thus 
the total radioactivity of the evaluated emissions 

Criterion for Severe accident was based on 
Finnish regulations. The same criterion will be in 
the revised Lithuanian regulations. 
Extract from Finnish regulation “Decision of the 
Council of State (395/91)” Section 12 “Limit for 
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would only amount to less than 10PBq, which is 
less than 1/10000 of the radioactivity contained in 
a modern reactor [This estimate is based on the 
isotope distribution in a 1000 MW pressurised 
water reactor with a fuel burnup of 35 GWd/t. 
Data: Large & Associates 2007: Assessments of 
the radiological consequences of releases from 
proposed EPR/PWR nuclear power plants in 
France, Annex 2]. This presupposes that only 
0.015 percent of the caesium, for instance, and 
0.03 percent of the iodine contained in a European 
Pressurized Reactor would be released into the 
environment [Bouteille, François & al. 2006: The 
EPR overall approach for severe accident 
mitigation. Nuclear Engineering and Design 236 
(2006), p. 1464 – 1470]. This does not correspond 
to a serious nuclear accident. Analyses made on 
the international level typically suppose that 
between 10 and 50 percent of caesium and at least 
one percent of iodine is emitted in a nuclear 
accident [Large & Associates 2007: Assessments 
of the radiological consequences of releases from 
proposed EPR/PWR nuclear power plants in 
France. / US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
1975: Reactor Safety Study, an Assessment of 
Accident Risks in US Commercial Nuclear Power 
Plants, WASH-1400.] 
The total radioactive emission of the Chernobyl 
disaster was approximately 12 000 PBq, i. e. a 
thousand times that used in the EIA estimates 
[Nuclear Energy Agency 1995: Chernobyl, Ten 
Years On, p. 29.], although compared to the 
Chernobyl facility, the planned Visaginas reactor 
would be many times larger and its fuel burn-up 
drastically higher. The estimates of the caesium 
release fraction, for example, in the Chernobyl 
accident vary from 20 to 80 percent [Sich, A. R. 
1994: The Chernobyl Accident Revisited: Source 
Term Analysis and Reconstruction. MIT]. The 
radioactivity of caesium in an EPR, for example, is 
approximately 700 PBq, that is 2,5 times that in the 
Chernobyl reactor. 
The high fuel burn-up and the possible use of 
MOX fuel further dramatically increase the 
potential emission of radioactive substances. 
The following illustrates one example of a 
sequence of events that might lead to a serious 
nuclear accident in a modern pressurised water 
reactor. This scenario was conceived by John 
Large, a leading advisor in nuclear safety, who has 
worked for decades in research projects at the 
British Atomic Energy Authority. Among other 
tasks, Mr. Large was in charge of charting the state 
of the sunken nuclear submarine Kursk and raising 
it back to the surface. 

a severe accident” states: 
“The limit for the release of radioactive materials 
arising from a severe accident is a release which 
causes neither acute harmful health effects to the 
population in the vicinity of the nuclear power 
plant nor any long-term restrictions on the use of 
extensive areas of land and water. For satisfying 
the requirement applied to long-term effects, the 
limit for an atmospheric release of Cs-137 is 100 
TBq...” 
The limit of 100 TBq Cs-137 was used in EIA 
Report for assessing the consequences in case of 
Severe Accident (SA). Additionally, it should be 
noted, that probability of higher release shall be 
less than 5·10-7.  
If it is not justified by safety analysis, 
probabilistic assessment, etc. that this criterion is 
not meet for certain reactor type, this reactor will 
not be considered further. 
Also it is not correct compare releases of severe 
accident in Chernobyl NPP, which had no 
containment, no modern safety features which 
have III/III+ generation reactors, with defined 
limits for severe accident in regulations. 
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CEE Bankwatch Network National coordinator 
in Latvia (Alda Ozola-Matule) 

Responses 

As the reactor model has not been chosen yet, the 
EIA report lacks of concreteness and fails to 
provide detailed assessment of expected 
environmental impacts (i.e. the impacts and also 
monitoring requirements may differ significantly 

By this proposed economic activity (project) a 
New nuclear power plant (NNPP) is planned to 
be built. Different reactor types are considered as 
alternative options for this one specific project. 
Environmental impacts from different reactor 
types are assessed. According to the assessment, 
in general all reactor types are suitable for the 
NNPP from the point of view of their 
environmental impacts. 
 
The NNPP impact assessment has been carried 
out considering the greatest impacts caused by 
any of the considered reactor types. Thus the 
impacts of any specific reactor type will not 
exceed the impacts described in the EIA Report. 

The EIA report lacks assessment of management 
of spent nuclear fuel and highly radioactive waste 
while creation of nuclear waste is part of the 
operation of and NPP and hence should be 
included when analysing possible environmental 
impacts 

The data required to assess the basic conditions 
for satisfactory intermediate storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive waste from the new NPP has been 
supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 

Often only the description of the current state of 
environment is included, but the report fails to look 
at the expected emissions during operation of NPP 

EIA Report contains precise information on 
liquid and gaseous annual releases during normal 
operation (see EIA Report Tables 7.1–39 and 
7.2–15) from different reactor models (ABWR, 
ESBWR, EPR, APWR, AP-600, AP-1000, 
WWER, EC-6 and ACR-1000). Resulting annual 
doses to the critical group member of population 
due to these releases from different reactors are 
provided in Table 7.10-31 of EIA Report. 
Evaluation of radiological consequences in case 
of accidents is based on the worst case scenario, 
therefore the estimated values are bounding. 
Impacts from the specific reactor type will not be 
higher then those which are estimated in EIA 
Report. 

It's unacceptable that the current EIA does not 
address cumulative impacts of the ongoing 
decommissioning phase; overlaps between the 
decommissioning and the construction/operation 
phase of the proposed new NPP should be 
identified with clear time lines 

According to Lithuanian legislation and 
regulations, the preliminary decommissioning 
plan must be prepared during design stage before 
the granting of operational license.  
In general, interactions from all nuclear facilities 
are considered. For example, in this EIA Report 
impacts not only from the new NPP, but also 
from other existing and planned Ignalina NPP 
facilities are taken into account (see Section 
7.11.1 of EIA Report). 

There is lack of assessment of possible alternatives 
to the proposed NPP – the provided descriptions 
are too general 

Decision on construction of a new NPP has been 
adopted by the Parliament of the Republic of 
Lithuania after long discussions of all possible 
alternatives and calculation of the feasibility of 
different renewable and non-renewable energy 
sources. Analysis of all possible alternatives is 
presented in the “National Energy Strategy” 
approved by the Parliament of the Republic of 
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Lithuania (State Journal, 2007, No. 11-430). The 
decision on a new NPP construction is 
established in the Law on the Nuclear Power 
Plant (State Journal, 2007, No. 76-3004). 

Environmental and socio-economical impacts in 
transboundary context had not been assessed 
properly as the chapter doesn’t refer to any data, 
studies of surveys, but operates with positive 
assumptions 

Impacts (effects) on water, air, soil, groundwater, 
flora and fauna, etc. have been assessed in 
Chapter 7 of EIA Report. The assessment of 
transboundary impacts in Chapter 8 of EIA 
Report is partially based on the assessment 
results in Chapter 7. Whenever additional studies, 
calculations or assessment have been required for 
sufficient determination of potential 
transboundary impacts this has been carried out 
and presented in chapter 8. If there has been no 
such need for additional assessment as the 
assessment results presented in Chapter 7 of EIA 
Report have shown that no transboundary 
impacts are foreseen, the lack of transboundary 
impacts has simply been stated in Chapter 8 of 
EIA Report. 

The EIA should be revised once the reactor model 
is chosen and new public hearings organized and 
public participation ensured; 

When exact reactor type will be selected, 
Technical Design and Safety Analysis Report 
will be prepared and which will update and 
provide more detailed information on the selected 
reactor type and possible impacts on 
environment. Nevertheless, impacts from the 
specific reactor type will not be higher then those 
which are estimated in EIA Report. 
The information to public during further project 
steps will be provided in accordance to UN ECC 
Aarhus Convention. 

The analysis of the needs and expected 
environmental impacts of the management of spent 
nuclear fuel and nuclear waste management should 
be included in the EIA report and EIA needs to be 
revised accordingly 

The data required to assess the basic conditions 
for satisfactory intermediate storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive waste from the new NPP has been 
supplemented in Chapter 6.2 of the EIA Report. 

The examined document can not be approved as 
standard EIA Report. It can be only approved as a 
Preliminary EIA Report. The final version of the 
Preliminary EIA and its approval should clearly 
define a concrete set of necessary Detailed EIAs, 
which would have to be completed and be subject 
to consultation, public participation, and regular 
EIA approval procedure. Those Detailed EIAs 
would relate to concrete segments of the detailed 
technical designs of the NPP (For example, 
Detailed EIAs for fuel transportation and storage, 
reactors, cooling system, waste management 
facilities for different types of waste, waste 
management facilities for different types of 
radioactive waste, etc.). There should also be an 
overarching Final EIA that would integrate the 
key findings from the previous documents, again 
subject to consultation, public participation, and 
regular EIA approval procedure 

EIA Report is being performed and Safety 
Analysis Report will be performed according to 
the requirements of Lithuanian legislation and 
regulations, obligations of the Republic of 
Lithuania under the international Conventions and 
Euratom legislation, recommendations of the 
IAEA and other international organizations. 
 
NNPP spent nuclear fuel storage and disposal, 
and NNPP decommissioning will undergo 
separate EIA´s and authorisation in the future. 
This is stated in the EIA Report. 

No information about the model of the reactor Implementation of NNPP projects has different 
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“The new nuclear power plant will consist of one 
to five units. In some parts of this assessment, the 
impacts are assessed for one or two reactors of 
about the size of 1600-1700 MW. In theses cases, 
the impacts of three to five units with smaller 
reactor size are assumed to be the same as for the 
two units with greater reactor size.” 
Even though the EIA report provides an interesting 
overview on development of technologies for use 
of nuclear power, as well as about several reactor 
types, it does not provide with detailed information 
about significant environmental impact of the 
reactor that is planned to be built in Visaginas. It 
causes great inaccuracy throughout the report, 
namely, the report indicates that on average 
annually 47-370 tons of waste of high radioactivity 
will be produced. The given numbers differ from 
each other almost by 10 times, furthermore 
radioactive waste and matters related to 
management thereof are amongst the most 
important risks related to implementation of a new 
NPP project. A situation when a specific reactor 
model is not given prevents from performing a 
safety risk analysis. In fact, the EIA is so general 
that the project developers can choose any reactor 
model, even though it would be necessary to 
perform analysis of the main environmental 
aspects of each reactor, as well as of the safety 
aspects. 
In order to assess the NPP impact on environment 
and the risks, it is necessary to know the number of 
reactors, and the currently given number of 
reactors, namely, one up to five reactors creates a 
great uncertainty in assessment of the impacts. 
Considering the fact that the EIA report (study) 
does not consider the model of the reactor and a 
precise number of the reactors is unknown, it is 
necessary to perform a new study, when the model 
and number of the reactors is known, in order to 
describe the above mentioned aspects in detail. 
Our request: Perform a new EIA procedure at 
the time, when a specific model of the reactor 
has been selected and supplement the current 
EIA report with a detailed analysis of 
environmental impacts for each reactor type. 

steps. The aim of EIA process is to answer the 
question - may the proposed economic activity, 
by virtue of its nature and environmental impacts, 
be allowed in the chosen site. If the answer is 
positive, next steps of the project, such as 
tendering process and selection of certain reactor 
type, are implemented. Although different reactor 
types are considered in EIA Report, the precise 
information on liquid and gaseous annual releases 
during normal operation (see Tables 7.1–34 and 
Table 7.2–11 of EIA Report) from different 
reactor types (ABWR, ESBWR, EPR, APWR, 
AP-1000, WWER, CANDU-6) is provided. 
Resulting annual doses to the critical group 
member of population due to these releases from 
different reactor types are summarized in Table 
7.10-31 of EIA Report. 
When exact reactor type will be selected, 
Technical Design and Safety Analysis Report 
will be prepared which will update and provide 
more detailed information on the selected reactor 
type and possible impacts on environment. 
Nevertheless, impacts from the specific reactor 
type will not be higher then those which are 
estimated in EIA Report. 

The risks related to management of radioactive 
waste have not been assessed and considered 
“After SNF is removed from the reactor core, it is 
stored in storage pools for a certain decay period 
before SNF could be transferred to off-site 
facilities for further processing and storage. All 
NPP have such spent fuel pools associated with the 
reactor operations. Recent designs of reactors 
have incorporated pools that can accommodate 
SNF generated over periods of up to 30 years. 
Long-term storage and disposal of SNF will be a 

During the operation of the NNPP the spent 
nuclear fuel will be stored in appropriate storage 
facilities which are the part of the NNPP. 
Environmental impacts from these facilities in 
terms of total radioactive releases from the NNPP 
are estimated in this EIA Report. Different SNF 
further management and disposal options (pool 
type and dry storage facilities away from the 
reactor, reprocessing; national/regional deep 
geological repository, etc) are listed in EIA 
Report. However, these activities will be the 
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subject to an own EIA procedure in the future and 
this issue is not a subject of this EIA report.” 
The possible impact of radioactive waste on the 
environment, particularly the effects of long-term 
high radioactivity waste, is one of the most 
significant and most harmful types of 
environmental impacts associated with operations 
of NPP. However these effects practically have not 
been considered in the EIA report, which is not 
acceptable in any way, because origination of 
radioactive waste is to be considered an integral 
part of NPP operations. To compare, for instance, 
in case of thermal power plant project, the 
environmental impact is assessed in regards to 
emissions in air and management of dross, because 
emissions and dross are caused as a result from the 
process of heat production. Thus management of 
high radioactivity waste is an integral part to the 
project and it cannot be considered in separate EIA 
processes. Furthermore, assessment of 
management of used nuclear fuel and other 
radioactive waste must give a perception for the 
project developer on how much will such waste 
management cost in medium and long term. 
Considering the fact that such costs are high, 
moreover no solutions are currently available for 
long-term storage of high radioactivity waste, such 
analysis is important in order to decide on 
economic justifiability of the whole project. The 
environmental state institutions in Lithuania may 
not issue an operational permit for a NPP if its 
management does not have a clear plan of how to 
manage the radioactive waste created during the 
operations of NPP.  
Our request: The EIA report must be re-
elaborated and it must include an assessment of 
environmental impact and possible risks in 
regards to management of radioactive waste, 
particularly management of used nuclear fuel, 
in medium and long term. 

separate projects and an own EIA procedures will 
be implemented in due time. 
As the experience of the existing INPP SNF 
storage facility and of the new ISFSF being 
designed shows, radiological impact of such 
storage facilities on the population and the 
environment is negligible. 

“Zero” and other alternatives have not been 
evaluated (pp. 74, 77) 
“According to a so-called non-implementation, or 
zero option, no new nuclear power plant unit will 
be constructed in Lithuania. In this case the supply 
of energy from diverse, secure, sustainable energy 
sources which do not emit greenhouse gases and 
other pollutants will not be secured and the 
country’s energy security will not be ensured.” 
The assurance of energetic security is biased and 
misleading. If the said NPP project in Lithuania is 
not implemented, it is expected that other projects 
will be implemented, for instance, measures will 
be taken in increasing energy efficiency sphere. 
Furthermore, the assertion regarding that resulting 
from the project implementation the total GEG 

The various other alternatives have been 
considered during the preparation and approval of 
the National Energy Strategy. The Developer of 
the NNPP EIA Report does not analyze other 
projects, measures taken in increasing energy 
efficiency sphere or unbeneficial conditions for 
trade of electric power produced with renewable 
energy resources, because the National Energy 
Strategy has already been approved by the 
Lithuanian Parliament (Resolution No. X-1046 of 
January 18, 2007; State Journal, 2007, No. 11-
430). The second part of Clause 13 of the 
National Energy Strategy indicates “to ensure the 
continuity and development of safe nuclear 
energy; to put into operation a new regional 
nuclear power plant not later than by 2015 in 
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(greenhouse emission gas) amounts will be 
decreased does not correspond with reality, 
because upon commencement of operations by the 
NPP, it will contribute inflexible nuclear power to 
the common distribution network of electric power 
and will cause unbeneficial conditions for trade of 
such electric power, which is produced with 
renewable energy resources. Furthermore, 
considering the expected delays in construction of 
NPP, which could be observed, for instance, in 
construction of nuclear reactors of ERP type in 
Finland and France, then due to the delays, the 
production of electric power will be climate 
unfriendly, if for compensating the lacking 
capacity, electric power plants operated with fossil 
fuel will be used. 
The report practically does not consider various 
project alternatives, which are in contradiction 
with principles of environmental impact 
assessment. Likewise, the EIA report includes such 
alternative solutions as implementation of energy 
efficiency measures, as well as use of other energy 
resources. The EIA report must provide with an 
insight into the impact of the expected economic 
(suggested) activities on environment, in order that 
when assessing the possible effects and various 
risks, such solution could be selected, which would 
cause the environment as little risk as possible. No 
such alternatives have been considered in the given 
EIA report, therefore the report should be revised. 
Our request: Perform assessment on the 
expected environmental impact in Lithuania 
and regional section and accordingly 
supplement the EIA report by describing the 
situation for case if the considered EIA project 
would not be implemented, including 
consideration of options to produce electric 
power using various energy resources, 
implementing measures of improving energy 
efficiency, or importing the electric power. 

order to satisfy the needs of the Baltic countries 
and the region” (State Journal, 2007, No. 11-
430). 
The Lithuanian Parliament, implementing the 
National Energy Strategy, and having regard to 
the European Union energy policy, in order to 
ensure energy supplies from different, secure, 
sustainable, greenhouse gas free energy sources 
and promote economic growth in the future, in 
order to protect the essential interests of the 
Republic of Lithuania and the national security 
has already been adopted the Law on the Nuclear 
Power Plant by the resolution No. X-1231 of 
June 28, 2007 (State Journal, 2007, No. 76-
3004). The purpose and the aim of the Law on 
the Nuclear Power Plant is defined in Article 1: 
“The purpose and the aim of this law is to 
establish provisions for implementation of a new 
nuclear power plant project, to develop legal, 
financial and organizational preconditions for 
realization of a new nuclear power plant project.” 
The decision on a new nuclear plant construction 
is supplemented in Article 2: “The Parliament 
supports the construction of a new nuclear power 
plant in Lithuania” (State Journal, 2007, No. 76-
3004). 

4.4.1 Forecast of electric power demand (p. 74) 
It is inadequate to refer to the forecast of electric 
power demand planned for Lithuania (4-6% 
annually), because the Visaginas NPP is planned to 
be implemented as a joint project between the 
three Baltic States and Poland and the electric 
power will not be produced only for the Lithuanian 
market, therefore it would be recommended to 
know the situation also in the above-mentioned 
countries. The forecast is based on economic 
growth in Lithuania in the upcoming years, 
however it completely ignores the fact that on the 
end consumption part, significant improvements in 
energy efficiency are expected (and can be already 
observed), which are already visible in other 
Central and Eastern European countries. Taking 

The Chapter 4.4.1 of EIA Report is based on the 
forecast given in the National Energy Strategy 
approved by Lithuanian Parliament. See answer 
to comment No. 4.3. 
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into account the current tendencies in climate 
politics, energy security matters, and pricing 
policy, it is expected that disconnection of increase 
of electric power consumption from GDP growth 
will occur. 
4.4.2 Environmental impact of zero alternative 
(p. 76) 
“Flue gas and green house gas emissions avoided 
thanks to the new NPP are estimated and the 
estimated emissions in the zero option are 
presented in Section 7.2.2.2.” 
The description included in the report is too 
general and non-specific and the section does not 
include possible environmental impacts. 

The nuclear power plant project organisation, and 
later project company, has been established for 
constructing and operating a new nuclear power 
plant in Lithuania and therefore does not have a 
mandate or possibilities to construct any other 
kind of power plants. If another company or 
organisation should begin to develop such power 
plants, the environmental impacts of them would 
be assessed as a part of those projects. 

4.5 Solutions, which are not considered in the 
study. Alternative ways of energy production 
(p. 77) 
“The purpose and justification of the nuclear 
power plant project is described more in detail in 
Chapter 1.” 
Even though the authors of the report in this 
chapter assert that the justification of necessity for 
an NPP is described in detail in Chapter 1 of the 
report, it does not contain such description, 
namely, it does not contain a description of why 
and what is a rational justification of the necessity 
for a new NPP (a description of that the existing 
NPP will be closed down and that a new NPP is 
necessary does not constitute a detailed or 
sufficient description). 

The decision on a new NPP construction is 
established in the Law on the Nuclear Power 
Plant (State Journal, 2007, No. 76-3004). The 
new NPP project organisation does not have a 
mandate to discuss the necessity for a new NPP. 

5.3.4 Compliance with safety requirements for 
the new NPP (p. 110) 
“As well as being designed to withstand severe 
accidents caused by core melting, the plant must 
also be designed to withstand external threats and 
terrorism. Such effects include withstand of a 
collision with a large passenger airplane, and 
external threats caused by natural phenomena 
such as earthquakes or high winds.” 
Taking into account that the type of the reactor has 
not yet been selected, there are no guarantees that 
the above-mentioned safety requirements will be 
complied with in practice. The only type of reactor 
design the authors whereof emphasize that the 
reactor will be capable of withstand an airplane 
impact, is EPR, however the report authors 
mention also other types of reactors. Considering 
the fact that a detailed reactor safety analysis will 
be performed only after the EIA process is finished 
and before VATESI will prepare a construction 
license, no options are provided for public 
participation contradicting the regulations set forth 
by the UN ECC Aarhus Convention. It would be 
necessary that also during the safety risk analysis 
time, opportunities for public participation were 
ensured – by publishing the working copy of the 

It is expected that all new nuclear power plants 
will demonstrate a full capability to withstand the 
effect of airplane crash and other terrorist threats 
to the integrity of the reactor plant structures. 
New nuclear power plants are also designed for a 
high degree of tolerance to natural external 
hazards, including meteorological and seismic 
hazards. These are not expected to represent a 
significant threat to the new power plant, by 
virtue of design and careful siting. 
Aarhus Convention defines the access to 
information, public participation in decision-
making, and access to justice in environmental 
matters. A request for environmental information 
and public participation will be also considered 
during the next steps of the projects in 
accordance to Aarhus Convention. 
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report, organising public discussion meetings, and 
taking into account commentaries of the society, 
similarly to the EIA process. Furthermore, these 
consultations about safety risk analysis must 
involve also Latvian representatives, because the 
impact is of cross-border character. 
Chapter 6. Waste (p. 116)  
“The exact amounts, nature and volumes are 
linked to variables that can only be clarified as the 
project proceeds, such as reactor type and number, 
final layout of the site, etc.” 
Considering the fact that this is a very important 
matter, it would be necessary to perform another 
EIA procedure after the reactor type is known, 
ensuring public participation opportunities in 
discussing the matters related to management of 
used nuclear fuel and other radioactive waste. 

When exact reactor type will be selected, 
Technical Design and Safety Analysis Report 
will be prepared and which will update and 
provide more detailed information on the selected 
reactor type and possible impacts on 
environment. Nevertheless, impacts from the 
specific reactor type will not be higher then those 
which are estimated in EIA Report. 
The information to public during further project 
steps will be provided in accordance to UN ECC 
Aarhus Convention. 

6.1 Construction of the nuclear power plant (p. 
116) 
“The estimated construction time of a new NPP is 
4–7 years” 
Such term for construction of a NPP is overly 
optimistic, because the current experience in NPP 
construction from Finland (Olkiluoto-3) and 
France (Flamanville) is indicative of that 
construction of modern NPP takes much more time 
than initially planned. The immoderately short 
construction terms and limited capacity cause a 
risk of selecting unprofessional work performers or 
suppliers; violations are possible in complying 
with planning procedures and safety inspection 
requirements. Therefore the schedule for 
construction works of NPP included in the EIA 
report must be based on realistic terms rather than 
on optimistic plans, as well as the possible delays 
in deadlines of construction works must be 
considered in the risk analysis. 

It is acknowledged that construction times have 
slipped for EPR at Olkiluoto-3 and 
Flammanville. However vendor experience 
elsewhere, e.g. China and Japan has shown 
construction times consistent with quoted project 
dates. Lessons learned from OL-3 and 
Flammanville would be brought into the project, 
whether EPR is selected or not. 

6.2 Radioactive waste (p. 127) 
“Like any nuclear power plant, the new NPP will 
discharge certain amounts of liquids which contain 
radionuclides into the environment. Radioactive 
effluents, i.e., technical wastewater, household 
waste water (which had no contact with 
radioactive materials) and surface water (i.e. 
storm water) may be released into environment if 
the activity of the radionuclides does not exceed 
the limit activity, determined in the permission 
issued by the Lithuanian Ministry of 
Environment.” 
This is a very general description about what it 
should be, however the forecasted situation is not 
described, giving information on specific volumes 
of radionuclide emissions reaching the 
environment. 

Section 6.2.2 of EIA Report contains information 
about what type and amounts of radioactive 
waste can be generated during the normal 
operation of NPP. Forecasted liquid and gaseous 
annual releases during normal operation from 
different reactor types (ABWR, ESBWR, EPR, 
APWR, AP-1000, WWER, CANDU-6) are 
provided in Chapter 7 of EIA Report (see Tables 
7.1–34 and Table 7.2–11). Resulting annual 
doses to the critical group member of population 
due to these releases from different reactor types 
are summarized in Table 7.10-31 of EIA Report. 

6.2.2.4 Management of spent nuclear fuel (p. 
128) 

During the operation of NPP the spent nuclear 
fuel will be stored in appropriate storage facilities 
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This chapter should not describe the general 
principles for management of spent nuclear fuel, 
but rather give evaluation on specific 
environmental effects regarding management of 
this specific type of waste. 

which are the part of NPP. Environmental 
impacts from these facilities in terms of total 
radioactive releases from NPP are estimated in 
this EIA Report. Different SNF further 
management and disposal options (pool type and 
dry storage facilities away from the reactor, 
reprocessing; national/regional deep geological 
repository, etc) are listed in EIA Report. 
However, these activities will be the separate 
projects and an own EIA procedures will be 
implemented in due time. 
As the experience of the existing INPP SNF 
storage facility and of the new ISFSF being 
designed shows, radiological impact of such 
storage facilities on the population and the 
environment is negligible. 

8.10.2 Socioeconomic impact – effects unrelated 
to radiation (p.499) 
“The workforce will to a significant effect utilize 
the services of the regional main town Daugavpils 
on Latvian side, which will bring significant 
positive socio-economic impacts to this region of 
Latvia. […] Significant positive trans-boundary 
socio-economic impacts are expected.” 
The given description is too superficial and the 
assessment of NPP effects on the region of 
Daugavpils is unjustifiably positive. No 
information has been given about possible negative 
aspects regarding influx of foreign labour force 
into the Daugavpils region, for instance, thus 
creating social tension, as well as causing increase 
in load on environmental resources in Daugavpils 
region due to increased traffic intensity. Likewise, 
as foreign labour force enters the city, particularly 
in case of male workers involved in construction, 
their safety and living quality may deteriorate in 
Daugavpils.  
Furthermore, the EIA report does not include the 
negative effects of the NPP project on economic 
development of the Daugavpils region, for 
instance, diminishing the perspectives for 
development of biological agriculture in the 
region, as well as negatively affecting the real 
estate value in this region. 

Potential transboundary impacts during 
construction and normal operation of the new 
nuclear power plant (NNPP) are summarized in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report.The impacts (including 
impact on the environment from additional 
traffic) are discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 
7 of EIA Report. Possible socio-economic 
impacts on Latvia are provided in Section 8.10 of 
EIA Report. The workforce will to a significant 
extent utilize the services of the regional main 
town Daugavpils on the Latvian side, which will 
bring significant positive socio-economic impacts 
to this region of Latvia. Safety risks in 
Daugavpils caused by foreign workforce are not 
expected. 
The NNPP project has met some resistance 
among the public abroad, for instance in Latvia, 
which indicates that the project causes concern 
among at least a part of the public abroad. This is 
at least partially an indication of a negative 
attitude against nuclear power as such. 
No significant negative socio-economic impacts 
are expected as the NNPP will be constructed 
next to an existing NPP, to which the surrounding 
areas have adjusted. Also Finnish experience 
gained during construction of Olkiluoto Unit 3 
reveals the positive social-economic impacts in 
the region. More details can be found in TVO 
report http://www.tvo.fi/uploads/File/2008/EIA-
supplement27082008-netti.pdf. 
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2 PROPOSALS FROM FOREIGN COUNTRIES TO EIA PROGRAM AND 
RESPONSES TO THESE PROPOSALS 

2.1 Proposals from Austria 

Comment Response 
Apart from providing us with the EIA Report 
you could assist our assessment by informing 
us on legal requirements applicable to this 
project providing clear evidence that no project 
will be licensed which is capable of causing 
significant adverse transboundary impacts 
(considering effects of design basis and beyond 
design basis accidents), e.g. by effectively 
excluding: 

 emergency protection action or long 
term action beyond 800 meter from the 
reactor, and 

 delayed action at any time beyond 3 km 
from the reactor. 

 
If the Lithuanian authorities could confirm to 
the Austrian authorities in writing that these 
objectives will be met, either by an irrevocable 
decision of the owner/operator, supported by 
convincing technical evidence pertaining to the 
type reactor selected, or – preferably – in 
compliance with a condition encoded in legally 
binding requirements or set by the Lithuanian 
Nuclear Regulatory Authority in a legally 
binding way, Austria in return could consider 
not to be affected by significant adverse 
transboundary impacts on Austria's 
environment. 
Please let us know in due course, if Lithuania is 
able to provide such evidence. 

Emergency protection action or long term 
action beyond 800 meter from the reactor, and 
delayed action at any time beyond 3 km from 
the reactor are safety requirements extracted 
from “European Utility Requirements for 
LWR Nuclear Power Plants, 2001”. In 
general EUR provides guidance for the safety 
justification of NPPs and these issues shall be 
considered in the Safety Analysis Report. 
 
The purpose of EIA is to demonstrate that 
proposed economic activity by virtue of its 
nature and environmental impacts may be 
carried out in the chosen sites. After EIA 
process, other stages of the project will be 
implemented: tendering process, technical 
design, safety justification, licensing, etc. 
EUR will be considered in these subsequent 
stages. 

Potential interferences of simultaneous 
activities at the site as decommissioning of the 
old units, construction and later operation of the 
new NPP should be analysed in the EIA Report 
(including timetables for both activities). The 
total inventory of radioactive material at the site 
should be estimated for the different phases of 
the activity at the site. 

The simultaneous activities at the site are 
taken into account in the parts of the 
assessment where potential interference might 
be expected, for example the impacts from 
traffic. The potential radioactive emissions 
from the new NPP and other existing and 
planned objects in the same area are evaluated 
in Section 7.10. 

Considering the influence of thermal pollution 
due to the NPP's waste water release into the 
lake, the alternative to construct smaller co-
generation heat and power plants fuelled either 
by gas or biomass should be analysed in the 
EIA Report. Such plants could be constructed 
near villages and provide effectively electricity 
and heat which both could be used locationally. 

Section 4.5 of EIA Report describes the 
options excluded from the investigation and 
gives the explanation to the exclusion of these 
options. 
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Concerning development and prognoses of 
demand and generation of electricity more 
detailed information should be provided by the 
EIA Report, including data on export and 
import of electricity. The EIA Report should 
provide a serious discussion of the prognoses 
for electricity demand, as well as an assessment 
of the potential for efficiency enhancement and 
demand side management. 

The electricity generation and demand 
forecast for Lithuania is presented in Section 
4.4 of EIA Report to the extent included in 
the scope of the EIA process. 

In order to analyse the differences in impacts 
from other electricity generating sources and 
nuclear power plants on air quality, the 
emissions of greenhouse gases and other 
pollutants caused by use of different fuels we 
recommend to include demand side efficiency 
improvements and energy saving and demand 
side management, as well as different 
renewable energy forms. The comparison of the 
environmental impact has to include the total 
life cycle of all considered alternatives. 

In Section 4.5 of EIA Report it is explained 
why energy saving is not a relevant option for 
this EIA Report. 
 
Emissions from different burning fuels will be 
compared in sections related to the impacts of 
non-implementation and impacts on air 
quality. 

If the EIA is performed in order to prepare a 
decision about the reactor type a detailed 
comparison of emissions, waste and fuel 
requirements. However a more detailed 
assessment will be required for the safety and 
risk assessment of the plant. 

The EIA is not performed in order to make a 
decision about the reactor type to be chosen. 
The purpose of EIA is to evaluate whether the  
proposed economic activity by virtue of its 
nature and environmental impacts may be 
carried out in the chosen sites. 
Risk analysis and assessment is presented in 
Chapter 10 of EIA Report to the extent 
needed to fulfil the objectives of the EIA. 

The EIA Report should contain more concrete 
information about the reactors considered to be 
constructed for Lithuania. 

The considered plant type options are 
described in Chapter 5 of EIA Report. 

The following information corresponding to the 
reactor type should be given by the EIA Report: 

 a description of the plant and its safety 
an control systems 

 the number of reactor units, 
 the description of common facilities 

and structures 
 allocation of all facilities at the NPP 

site, 
 refuelling cycle, and maximum fuel 

burn-up, 
 radioactive core inventory 
 Safety targets, safety standards and 

requirements, (IAEA guidelines, 
Euratom directives etc.) 

 PSA results including source terms for 
DBA and BDBA should be given in the 
EIA Report. 

Chapter 5 of EIA Report describes the 
operational principles of a nuclear power 
plant, the plant type options and the 
fundamentals of nuclear safety. It includes the 
description of relevant safety targets, safety 
standards and requirements to the extent 
included in the scope of the EIA. The number 
of reactors will be from one to five. 
 
In general, requested information is more 
relevant to Technical Design and Safety 
Analysis Report. EIA contains all necessary 
information to the extent needed to assess the 
impacts of the new NPP during normal 
operation and possible accidents. 
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The EIA Report should include a preliminary 
estimation of cost for long-term treatment of 
SNF and radioactive waste, just as it is required 
in the EIA Program for decommissioning in 
order to establish and collect appropriate funds 
for these activities during operation of the plant. 

Long-term storage and disposal of SNF 
(including establishment of decommissioning 
fund) are described in Chapter 6 of EIA 
Report Long-term storage and disposal of 
SNF will be a subject of an own EIA 
procedure in the future and this issue is not a 
subject of this EIA Report. 
In EIA Program (Section 6.3) it is stated, that 
during the design stage of the new NPP an 
initial decommissioning plan should be 
prepared before the operating license is 
issued. The initial decommissioning plan 
must specify the likely quantity of waste and 
provide an estimate of decommissioning 
costs. 

Monitoring results should give the detection 
limits instead of zero-values. 
Monitoring results should be completed by the 
description of the sampling (location and 
frequencies) and the measurement methods. 

The proposal for the monitoring program for 
the new NPP is described in Chapter 9 of EIA 
Report In the program the sampling and the 
measurement methods are described. 

For the dose assessment the calculation method 
including the dispersion model used, the 
considered exposure pathways and a 
specification of the critical group have to be 
presented in the EIA Report. 

The methods of the dispersion modelling, the 
dose assessment and the considered exposure 
pathways are presented in Sections 7.10 and 
10 of EIA Report and more in detail in the 
study that is referred to. 

Since INPP is operating since 30 years a time 
series of measurement data should be given. 
We recommend to provide time series of data 
not only concerning the radiation monitoring 
but also concerning the public health in order to 
allow a serious discussion of the impact of 
radioactive emissions. 

The history of the INPP radiation monitoring 
program is described in Chapter 9 of EIA 
Report. The present state of public health and 
impacts on it are assessed in Section 7.10 of 
EIA Report 

The EIA Report should present the estimation 
of the air pollution emissions of the planned 
new NPP and their impact. 

The assessment of impacts on the air quality 
is presented in Section 7.2 of EIA Report 

Why are no environmental and societal NGOs 
invited to send their experts to the stakeholder 
group? 
Who are the “relevant EIA parties”? 
The difference between “relevant EIA parties” 
and “stakeholders” should be clearly defined. 

The environmental and societal NGOs have 
the opportunity to express their opinion about 
the EIA Report (as well as the EIA program) 
as part of the public participation (Section 3.3 
of EIA Report). 
The relevant parties include the State Nuclear 
Power Safety Inspectorate, the Radiation 
Protection Centre, the Fire and Rescue 
Department, Utena Public Health Service, 
Utena Region Environmental Protection 
Department, the Cultural Heritage Protection 
Department, Utena County Governor’s 
administration, Administration of Visaginas 
Municipality, Administrations of Ignalina and 
Zarasai District Municipalities and the State 
Service for Protected Areas (Section 3.4 of 
EIA Report. 
Stakeholders include all the persons, groups 
and organizations who effect or can be 
affected by the economic activity assessed in 
this EIA. 



 Consortium Pöyry - LE  
 EIA Report – Appendixes 
 27 March 2009 351 
 

The EIA Report should present a serious 
discussion of the prognoses for electricity 
demand and analyse options for efficiency 
enhancement and demand side management is 
necessary. 

The electricity generation and demand 
forecast for Lithuania is presented in Section 
4.4 of EIA Report to the extent included in 
the scope of the EIA process. 

 

2.2 Proposals from Belarus 

Comment Response 
Taking into consideration an already 
substantial number of radiation-dangerous 
installations in the vicinity of the boarder with 
Belarus and planned installation of new NPP 
units, we consider it appropriate to carry out a 
long term complex environment impact 
assessment of induced load, including in the 
Republic of Belarus. 

The impacts caused by the NNPP together 
with other activities in the region are taken 
into account where necessary (for example 
traffic, radioactive releases). 

“Alternative sites” may not be excluded from 
clause 4.3 “Alternatives excluded from 
investigation”, in the view of the absence in 
the world practice of similar instances of 
location of NPP in the immediate vicinity of 
the state boarder with the contiguous state. 
Therefore, we suggest analysing other possible 
sites for installation of the New NPP at the 
territory of Lithuania. 

The reasons why alternative locations of other 
places in Lithuania are excluded from the 
investigation are described in Section 4.5 of 
EIA Report. 

For clause 6.2.2 “Radioactive Waste”, we 
assume that in the EIA for the New NPP it is 
necessary to provide a concept of the disposal 
of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and the program 
for handling of SNF for the period of 100 
years. 
What concerns the issue of propagation of 
radioactive substances, it is necessary to take 
into consideration not only the area of sanitary 
protection zone but also surveillance area (30 
km area), as a part of this area is on the 
territory of the Republic of Belarus. 

The different SNF management options are 
described in Chapter 6 of EIA Report based on 
existing experience and Radioactive Waste 
Management Strategy approved by the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania. 
Long-term storage and disposal of SNF will be 
a subject of an own EIA procedure in the 
future and this issue is not a subject of this 
EIA Report. 
The dispersion of radioactive releases is 
assessed to the extent where impacts occur. 
Impacts of radioactive releases during normal 
operation of new NPP on water are assessed in 
Section 7.1 of EIA Report and impacts of 
radioactive emissions on air quality in Section 
7.2 of EIA Report. The transboundary impacts 
are assessed in Chapter 8 of EIA Report and 
dispersion modelling for long distances in case 
of accident is provided in Chapter 10 of EIA 
Report. 
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For clause 7.1.2 “Water impact assessment”, 
we suggest analysing scenarios of the 
radioactive waste transfer by water in different 
accident situations, and during normal NPP 
operational mode, as due to the existing 
hydrographical and hydrological conditions 
surface water discharge in the region of the 
proposed construction of the NPP from the 
territory of Lithuania goes to the territory of 
Belarus. In case of radionuclide releases to the 
environment in particular by water the major 
contamination of waterways of the Republic of 
Belarus may occur. 

The radioactive releases in water during 
normal operation are described and assessed in 
Section 7.1 of EIA Report. 
 
The transboundary impacts are assessed in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report. The cross border 
transfer of radioactive effluents from the new 
NPP via hydrological pathway to Belarus is 
estimated in this chapter. 

For clause 7.1.3 “Impact mitigation measures”, 
we consider appropriate analysing issues of 
rehabilitation of objects of the environment 
more profoundly in the surveillance area, for 
example due to prevalence of west winds 
(c.7.2.1.1). 

EIA considers possible impacts and describes 
measures that are available to mitigate these 
impacts. Rehabilitation issues are not a subject 
of EIA. 

To broaden clause 7.3.2 “Impact assessment on 
the groundwater”, by considering scenarios of 
radioactive waste penetration into groundwater 
and its transfer to the territory of the 
contiguous states. 

The impacts on groundwater are assessed in 
Section 7.3 of EIA Report. 

To supplement clauses 7.8 “Cultural heritage” 
and 7.9.1.1 “Population and demography” with 
the information about numbers of population 
and objects of cultural and environmental 
importance, located in the surveillance area at 
the territory of the Republic of Belarus. 

Objects of environmental importance, located 
in the surveillance area at the territory of the 
Republic of Belarus, are discussed in Section 
7.6 and population in Section 7.9 of EIA 
Report. 

In clause 7.9.1.3 “Transport and noise”, to 
perform an additional analysis of the air route 
Minsk–Riga. 

The possibility of aircraft crash will be 
analysed in Safety Analysis Report. Analysis 
of the air route Minsk–Riga is not a subject of 
EIA. 

In clause 7.10 “Abnormal and accident 
situations”, we consider it necessary to present 
a list of abnormal and accident situations and 
then to assess such potential emergency 
situations as: aircraft crash onto the NPP, fire, 
terrorist attack, and earthquake. As they may 
cause significant radiological consequences not 
only for the Republic of Lithuania but for the 
neighbouring states as well. 

In Chapter 10 of EIA Report plant internal 
faults as well as external natural and human 
events are taken into account. 

Chapter 8 “Potential Impact on the 
Neighbouring States”. We recommend 
broadening this chapter by analysing it 
following the same clauses of the Program as 
for the territory of Lithuania. 

The transboundary impacts are assessed in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report. The assessment of 
these impacts is done similarly as the 
assessment of the impacts that concern the 
territory of Lithuania. 

During preparation of the EIA Report, when 
analysing potential impact from specific 
technological processes, we recommend taking 
as a base maximal safety standards, also based 
on the recommendations of IAEA. 

The safety standards, including the 
recommendations of IAEA, are taken as a base 
when assessing the potential impacts of the 
nuclear power plant where applicable. 
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For more complete information and forming of 
the opinion of the people in the Republic of 
Belarus on the planned construction of the 
New NPP in Lithuania we suggest preparation 
and distribution of pamphlets, brochures at the 
territory of the Republic of Belarus as well as 
management of the Internet web page in 
Russian. 

The summary of the EIA Report is available in 
Russian on the Website of project organizer 
(http://www.vae.lt). 

 

2.3 Proposals from Estonia 

Comments Response 
The EIA Report should also assess impact of 
construction of the new power plant just for 
Lithuanian domestic electricity needs. 

EIA is done for the proposed economic 
activity. This activity is a new NPP with total 
electrical power of no more than 3 400 MW.  
Analysis of economical issues and domestic 
needs are not within the scope of EIA. 

In case of the “zero-alternative” the EIA 
Report should include the different 
alternatives: 
• How is it possible to produce energy from 

other sources (in planned amount and only 
for domestic needs): the production of 
electricity using co-general ion plants 
based on combination of coal, fuel oil and 
natural gas; the production of electricity as 
decentralized production in many small co-
generation plants on combination of bio 
mass, natural gas and wind powers. 

• Non-implementation should foresee 
common conventional power production 
options used in the region as well 
implementation of the energy efficiency 
measures. 

• The EIA experts should also analyse 
whether it is possible to export electricity 
from other states. 

The zero-option and its impacts are described 
in Section 4.4 of EIA Report. 

The EIA Report should give information about 
why the two locational alternatives have been 
chosen. 

The choice of the location alternatives is 
explained in Section 4.1 of EIA Report. 

The EIA documentation has to set up how the 
proposed project may impact the energy 
production in surrounding states (for example 
it may decrease the production of electricity 
from green sources) 

Analysis of economical issues and energy 
production in surrounding states are not within 
the scope of EIA. 
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The EIA Report has to give information about 
the possibility of the accidents with 
transboundary implications ("worst-case 
scenario") and describe the potential 
consequences associated with these situations 
(spatial extent; impacts, thereof, e.g. air and 
water pollution, radiation level, external 
hazards – taking into account prevailing wind 
directions and wind speeds etc). While 
radioactive material (in case of emergency) 
may cross Estonian border, it is necessary to 
set out all circumstances what Estonia has to 
take into account to guarantee radiation safety. 
It is also essential to describe how it is planned 
to inform other states and the public about 
increasing of radiation level in Lithuania. 

Different types of accident situations are 
described and assessed in Chapter 10 of EIA 
Report. Also the potential consequences 
associated with these situations are described 
in this chapter. The assessment is done for 
Lithuania as well as other countries that might 
be affected by the impacts of accidental 
situations. 
Information about increasing of radiation level 
is presented in Chapter 9 of EIA Report.  

The international regulations specific 
requirements for transport, storage, loading and 
handling of nuclear fuel have to be described in 
the report. 

Fundamental safety principles of NPPs are 
described in Chapter 5 of EIA Report. The 
international regulations, specific 
requirements for transport and storage of 
nuclear fuel and compliance to them are 
subjects of Safety Analysis Report. 

The EIA Report has to give description how 
storage of spent nuclear fuel is regulated and 
done in practice so far. An overview about how 
and where the final disposing of spent nuclear 
fuel shall take place should be given. It is 
necessary to give information about the 
principles to finance the final disposal. The 
different phases of spent nuclear fuel 
generation and potential impacts of spent fuel 
storage and disposal should be described in 
detail. 

The different SNF management options are 
described in Chapter 6 of EIA Report based on 
existing experience. Long-term storage and 
disposal of SNF will be a subject of an own 
EIA procedure in the future and this issue is 
not a subject of this EIA Report. 

It is necessary to set up how the waste 
management during normal operation should 
be carried out. 

The waste management during operation is 
described in Chapter 6 of EIA Report. 

A description of the current and planned 
monitoring system of the radioactive emissions 
should be given. 

The monitoring plan for the new NPP is 
described in Chapter 9 of EIA Report. 

The EIA Report has to assess how the 
proposed project may impact emissions of CO2 
in other states taking into account that 
according to the program the purpose of the 
project is to satisfy the energy consumption in 
all Baltic countries. 

CO2 emissions in case of zero-option are 
provided in Section 7.2 of EIA Report. 
Predictions for what power plants will be built 
in foreign countries and estimation their CO2 
emissions are not within the scope of this EIA. 

The EIA Report should assess how taking the 
cooling water from Lake Druksiai will affect 
the water and living nature of the lake. 

The possible impacts on water and 
biodiversity of Lake Druksiai are assessed in 
Sections 7.1 and 7.6 of EIA Report, 
respectively. 

The EIA experts should analyse whether 
Lithuania has enough workers for the new 
power plant in the future and which skills they 
have to have. 

The impacts on the employment are assessed 
in Section 7.9 of EIA Report, which also 
includes description of the existing INPP staff 
prequalification and reuse possibilities. 
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The EIA documentation has to provide the 
description of cumulative impacts (taking also 
into account impacts of decommissioning of 
the present plant). 

Cumulative impacts are taken into account 
where necessary (for example traffic, 
radioactive releases). 

 

2.4 Proposals from Finland 

Comment Response 
The long range transport and potential impacts 
of radioactive emissions should be assessed in 
the EIA to an adequate extent covering an area 
of 1000 kilometres from the nuclear power 
plant. 

The dispersion of radioactive releases in an 
accident situation has been modelled and the 
results are presented in Chapter 10 of EIA 
Report. The assessment covers the whole area 
where significant impacts might occur. 

The EIA should point out the structural 
problems and safety solutions connected with 
different technical alternatives, e.g. what are 
the differences between the reactor types in the 
case of exceptional situations. 

The plant type options and technological 
differences are described in Section 5.2 of 
EIA Report. The exceptional situations are 
discussed in Chapter 10 and are based on 
“worst-case” scenario. 

It should be indicated whether the solutions for 
the transportation of spent nuclear fuel and for 
final disposal of the spent fuel may include the 
need to transport spent fuel on the Baltic Sea or 
transport it in the vicinity of Finland. 

The different SNF management options are 
described in Chapter 6 of EIA Report based 
on existing experience and Radioactive Waste 
Management Strategy approved by the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania. 
The more detailed description of the long-term 
storage and disposal of SNF and the activities 
related to these will be a subject of an own 
EIA procedure in the future and this issue is 
not a subject of this EIA Report. 

The treatment, interim storage and final 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel, and accidents 
should be assessed and discussed in a precise 
manner. 

The different SNF management options are 
described in Chapter 6 based on existing 
experience and Radioactive Waste 
Management Strategy approved by the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania. 
Long-term storage and disposal of SNF will 
be a subject of an own EIA procedure in the 
future and this issue is not a subject of this 
EIA Report. 
Possible accidents and bounding 
consequences are presented in Chapter 10 of 
EIA Report. 

The risk assessment of and preparation to 
prevent negative impacts are central issues. 

Chapter 10 of EIA Report deals with risk 
analysis and assessment to the extent needed 
to fulfil the purpose of the EIA. 

It is important to include life-cycle analysis 
(e.g. source of raw materials, the use of the 
power plant, decommissioning, waste 
management and final disposal of spent nuclear 
fuel) and monitoring of safety in the EIA. 

The life-cycle of the nuclear power plant, 
from procurement of fuel to decommissioning 
and management of spent nuclear fuel, is 
described in this EIA Report. The 
fundamentals of nuclear safety are described 
in Section 5.3 of EIA Report. 

The impact on Finland in the case of an 
accident should be assessed with the help of 
wind models. 

The impacts of an accident have been 
modelled based on existing weather data. The 
results are presented in Chapter 10 of EIA 
Report. 
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The possibility that contaminated water may be 
discharged into and have an impact on the 
Baltic Sea should be assessed (current models). 

The transboundary impacts are assessed in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report. 

There also may be indirect impacts on nature in 
Finland, e.g. through migratory birds and 
aquatic species. 

The impacts on vegetation, animals and 
protected areas are assessed in Section 7.6.2 of 
EIA Report. 

The  impacts of operation should also be 
investigated: 
 If cooling water is discharged into Riga 

Bay, the temperature of the Baltic Sea may 
rise. 

 Adjustments in response to changes in 
demand of electricity, and on reserve 
power, and their impacts on the 
environment should be assessed. 

The impacts of cooling water on the 
temperature of the Lake Druksiai are assessed 
in Section 7.1 of EIA Report. The outflows of 
the lake Druksiai enters the Baltic Sea via 
hydrographic net which makes about 550 km, 
therefore increase of temperature of the Baltic 
Sea due to the cooling water is not expected. 
 
Analysis of electricity demand, reserve power 
is not within the scope of EIA. 

The likely transboundary environmental 
impacts in exceptional situations and in the 
case of an accident should be assessed and 
reported adequately. 

The impacts of accidental situations are 
assessed also for other countries that may be 
affected. The results are presented in Chapter 
10 of EIA Report. All the transboundary 
impacts are summarized in Chapter 8 of EIA 
Report. 

 

2.5 Proposals from Latvia 

Comment Response 
A clear picture of all kinds of possible impacts 
and especially about safety issues and risks in 
the Latvian territory should be given. 

Safety issues and risks are assessed regardless 
of the territory being affected. 

The project has to be evaluated taking into 
account existing baseline conditions as well as 
foreseen changes during next years related to 
the closure of Ignalina NPP and activities 
related to that. 

The assessment of the impacts is based on the 
present state of the environment. The foreseen 
changes related to the closure of the INPP are 
taken into account where needed to assess the 
impacts of the new NPP. 

The number of reactors will have to be 
defined. 

Possible technological alternatives (reactor 
types) are described in Chapter 5 of EIA 
Report. Exact reactor type and number of 
reactors will be identified during tendering 
process where different aspects will be 
considered. EIA considers different type of 
reactors and number of units varies from 1 to 5 
based on planned total capacity of electricity 
production (maximum 3400 MW) of the new 
NPP. 

It has to be defined that assessment will be 
done only for generation III and III+, more 
over only reactors which are somewhere 
already built and used. 

The assessment has been done for generation 
III and III+ reactors. The plant type options are 
described in Section 5.2 of EIA Report. 
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If there will be no changes regarding 
alternatives (pressurized water reactor, boiling 
water reactor and pressurized water reactor), 
then EIA should be done also for production of 
heavy water because experiences from other 
countries, which use heavy water reactors, 
confirms, that earlier or later state starts 
production of heavy water, but relevant 
facilities also have impact to the environment. 

Supply of heavy water on the worldwide 
market is sufficient and if HWR is chosen as a 
new NPP, heavy water will be imported. In 
case if it is decided to produce heavy water 
locally in Lithuanian, this will be another 
economical activity and separate EIA will be 
performed. 

In the assessment of impacts from different 
types of reactors it is necessary to analyse also 
generation of radioactive waste (amount and 
radioactivity) for the same electrical power of 
different reactors. 

The generation of radioactive waste is 
described for different reactor types in Chapter 
6 of EIA Report. 

Necessity of additional electrical lines and 
other infrastructural objects has to be evaluated 
and characterized to ensure possibility to 
utilize produced electricity as well as heat. 

The possibilities to use the existing 
infrastructure are described in Section 1.8 of 
EIA Report. 

As the new power plant is planned as base load 
power plant, maintenance period and other 
periods, when plant will not be operated, have 
to be assessed with a view of possibility to 
ensure alternative sources of electricity as well 
as issues and circumstances necessary to be 
taken into consideration during these periods. 

Assessment of alternative sources of electricity 
is not within the scope of this EIA Report. 

Issues concerning possible solutions dealing 
with safe handling of spent fuel and all kinds 
of radioactive waste have to be evaluated, 
including possible alternatives and liability 
options during operation, decommissioning 
and aftercare period. Geological, 
hydrogeological, hydrological and seismic 
issues as well as proximity of borders and 
security issues have to be taken into 
consideration. 

The different SNF management options are 
described in Chapter 6 of EIA Report based on 
existing experience and Radioactive Waste 
Management Strategy approved by the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania. 
Long-term storage and disposal of SNF will be 
a subject of an own EIA procedure in the 
future and this issue is not a subject of this 
EIA Report. 
Detailed assessment and safety justification of 
radioactive waste and SNF management will 
be performed later in Technical Design and 
Safety Analysis Report. 

Possible impacts to Latvian water objects, air 
quality, nature values and land use during 
normal operation as well as during emergency 
situations have to be evaluated. 

The transboundary impacts are assessed in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report. 

Particular importance has to be devoted for the 
risk assessment for nearest municipalities and 
Daugavpils city, including monitoring and 
early warning system, as well as cooperation 
with Lithuanian institutions. 

The risk analysis and assessment (Chapter 10 
of EIA Report) includes all the areas that 
might be affected. Nuclear safety and 
emergency response arrangements are 
discussed in Section 10.4 of EIA Report. 
Cooperation agreements between Latvian and 
Lithuanian institutions in the field of 
environmental protection are described in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report. 

Possible emergency situations, including 
characteristics of worst case scenario have to 
be assessed and necessary safety measures and 
possibilities to ensure them have to be 
explained in detail. 

Possible emergency and accident situations are 
described and their impacts assessed in 
Chapter 10 of EIA Report. The fundamental of 
nuclear safety are described in Section 5.2 of 
EIA Report. 
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Necessary additional measures in the 
territories around the NPP for monitoring and 
control issues (e.g. in Latvia) as well as other 
necessary activities, equipment, elaboration of 
safety plans, or other issues relevant for 
planned activity have to be assessed. 

The proposal for the monitoring program for 
the new NPP is described in Chapter 9 of EIA 
Report. Nuclear safety and emergency 
response arrangements are discussed in 
Section 10.4 of EIA Report. 
Control issues, other equipment, safety plans 
are not within the scope of EIA. These issues 
will be considered in Technical Design and 
Safety Analysis Report. 

“Early warning system” based on advanced 
technologies has to be elaborated. 

Existing emergency response arrangements are 
discussed in general in Section 10.4 of EIA 
Report. More detailed discussion is out of the 
scope of the EIA. 

Scope of investigations have to include 
collection of representatives base line date 
about existing situation in Latvian side, as well 
as argued prognosis based on proposed 
technologies and safety issues including health 
issues, social issues and possible long term 
effects on the land use. 

In Sections 7.9 and 7.10 general information 
about the present state of health and social 
issues is presented. The situation of Latvia is 
included also. Information is based on the 
responses provided by Latvian institutions. 
The transboundary impacts are assessed in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report. 

Other direct and non-direct impacts caused by 
new nuclear power plant together with 
associated or other known activities in this 
region (e.g. decommissioning of existing 
Ignalina NPP and activities associated with 
that, necessity of building of new electrical 
lines, necessity for alternative sources of 
energy and contingency arrangements) have to 
be assessed. 

The impacts caused by the NNPP together 
with other activities in the region are taken 
into account where necessary (for example 
traffic, radioactive releases). 

Full EIA documentation in this particular case 
should be prepared also in Latvian language to 
ensure Latvian society with complete and fully 
understandable information about this project. 

The full EIA documentation will be available 
in English, Lithuanian and Russian. The 
summary of the EIA Program is, and the 
summary of the EIA Report will be available 
in Latvian language. 

 

2.6 Proposals from Sweden 

Comment Response 
The EIA documents need to be supplemented 
in respect of the requirements to be placed on 
the new operation as regards reactor safety and 
waste management 

The regulations concerning nuclear safety and 
risk assessment are taken into account in 
Section 5.3 and Chapter 10. The requirements 
for waste management are described in 
Chapter 6 to the extent needed to fulfil the 
purpose of the EIA. 

Further description in the EIA of how waste 
from the nuclear power plant will be managed 
is needed. This relates to the management of 
operational waste, to the management of 
demolition waste from decommissioning and 
to the final disposal of spent fuel. 

The management of SNF, operational and 
decommissioning waste from the new NPP is 
described in Chapter 6 of EIA Report to the 
extent needed to fulfill the purpose of this EIA. 
More detailed information on 
decommissioning waste and final disposal of 
SNF will be provided in separate EIAs in the 
future. 



 Consortium Pöyry - LE  
 EIA Report – Appendixes 
 27 March 2009 359 
 

It would be desirable to have descriptions of 
the environmental impact of the three different 
technical alternatives for the production of 
nuclear power presented in the program as 
well as the zero alternative. 

The environmental impacts of the different 
technical alternatives are assessed separately in 
those parts where the impacts might differ. 
The impacts of the zero alternative in the 
climate and air quality are assessed in Section 
7.2 of EIA Report. 

In order to facilitate comparison of 
environmental impacts, a more transparent 
description of the alternative ways to produce 
the equivalent amount of electrical energy 
(including the zero alternative) would be 
desirable. 

The zero-option is assessed in Section 4.4 of 
EIA Report. 

More light should be shed on how the project 
may affect fish species, fish stocks and 
fisheries as far as Sweden is concerned. 

The transboundary impacts are assessed in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report. 

The zero alternative should be more explicitly 
based on a comprehensive picture of a 
tentative energy system. 

The zero-option is described in Section 4.4 of 
EIA Report. 

The potential for enhanced energy efficiency 
should be taken into account in the energy 
system of the zero alternative. 

The potential for enhanced energy efficiency is 
considered in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of EIA 
Report about the zero-option and the options 
excluded from the investigation. 

The environmental impacts which might arise 
in the overall system of electricity supply if 
unplanned emergency shutdowns of the reactor 
in question were to occur should be discussed. 

No such environmental impacts that would be 
included in the scope of this EIA are expected. 

The description in the EIA Program is 
somewhat unclear as regards the names of the 
faults, the age of the neotectonics and the 
location of the faults in relation to the planned 
nuclear power plant. 

More detailed information about the geology 
of the sites is provided in Section 7.5 of EIA 
Report. 

Both the zero alternative, alternative locations 
and alternative designs must be included in the 
environmental impact assessment, and they 
must be analysed and evaluated on the basis of 
safety aspects and the assessment of risks. 

The alternatives being assessed are described 
in Chapter 4. These alternatives are considered 
separately in the parts of the assessment where 
it is needed based on difference in the impacts. 

Safety aspects and risk assessments should 
take into account expected future climate 
change, and they should analyse what may 
happen in the case of accidents. 

The nuclear power plant safety issues are 
described in Section 5.3 of EIA Report. The 
plant will be designed to withstand external 
threats like natural phenomena. The risk 
assessment in Chapter 10 of EIA Report also 
takes into account the expected climate 
change. 

The uncertainties in the development of the 
Swedish nuclear waste program need to be 
taken into account in an environmental impact 
assessment. 

The description of the SNF management 
options is based on exiting experience. 

The EIA should contain a description of the 
location and method that will be used for the 
final disposal of spent nuclear fuel as well as 
the capacity of the facilities for final disposal. 

The different SNF management options are 
described in Chapter 6 based on existing 
experience and Radioactive Waste 
Management Strategy approved by the 
Government of the Republic of Lithuania. 
Long-term storage and disposal of SNF will be 
a subject of an own EIA procedure in the 
future and this issue is not a subject of this 
EIA Report. 
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The EIA should contain information about any 
environmental impacts that may arise in 
Sweden. 

All the transboundary impacts are assessed in 
Chapter 8 of EIA Report. 
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