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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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options. According to the Austrian understanding of the EIA directive, an EIA
Report should present one specific project, and discuss alternatives to this
preferred project.

Management of nuclear waste

Amounts and types of radioactive and non-radiocactive waste are listed in chapter 6
of the EIA Report. A new solid waste management facility will be commissioned in
2010, which will be used for solid radioactive waste from Ignalina NPP, but shall
also accept operational waste from the new NPP. The site for a near-surface re-
pository for LILVW has already been chosen. For liquid radioactive waste a new
treatment facility will be built.

Today there are no interim storage capacities available for future spent fuel, and
no plans for the construction of new interim storage facilities are discussed in the
ElA Report. Also, a concept for long-term storage of spent fuel is missing in the
ElA Report. Thus the management of spent fuel and HLW is not described ade-
quately and it is questionable whether the EIA Report is in this respect in accor-
dance with the ESPOO-Convention and the EIA Directive of the EU (CounciL DI-
RECTIVE 85/337/EEC).
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3.3 Cost effectiveness of the NPP project

The EIA report declines any consideration about the economic viability and cost
effectiveness of the proposed NPP project by arguing that the NPP project com-
pany has been established exclusively for constructing and operating a new NPP
in Lithuania and it has, therefore, no mandate to occupy itself with any other kind of
power plants.

This argument cannot be accepted. The EIA also has to address the issue of eco-
nomic meaningfulness and cost effectiveness of the proposed NPP project. Other-
wise ecological damage would be hazarded even in the case of a misinvestment.

As described in the following a number of reasons exist as to why the proposed
NPP project seems questionable from an energy economic point of view.

For more details see chapter 6.
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It was not the mandate of this assessment to catch up with the shortcomings of the
ElA report by presenting a comprehensive Least Cost Analysis of power supply
extension in Lithuania. But in any case conclusions by analogy may be driven from
similar cases — e.g. in Switzerland or in Germany. Preliminary calculations on a full
cost basis' suppart the assumption that a newly constructed NPP has a chance to be
cost effective compared to other power plant options only under very specific frame-
work conditions: Overnight construction cost of maximum 2.000 to 2.200 €/kWel;
O&M cost (except possible cost for backfitting) in a range up to € 70/kW;a; avoid-
ance of construction time overrun; reliable operation with at least 7.500 h operation
time per year; low interest rate of 4-5%.

As described above all these assumptions by themselves are risky; assuming
these conditions as a package is highly risky, particular for generation 1l NPP
where basically no practical construction and operation experience exists. The
most relevant competitors are coal power plants and gas-fired CCGT resp. CHP
integrated in heat delivery systems. Even when allowing for CO; emission certifi-
cate costs of 30—40 €t and considerably increasing fuel prices, these options are
frequently more cost efficient than the newly constructed NPP. In case of higher
CO, emission costs one can expect that the CCS technology will gain additional
attractiveness in the medium term.



Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

15

10

already eXIsung sIrong INtegrarion 1o INeé KUssian sysiem (inciuaing kanningrad),
this will add to a much easier access to base load power from this market — and
thus to more competition with imported base load power.

Specific financing risks in aliberalised power market

Nuclear power is amongst the most capital intensive power generation technolo-
gies with a share of at least 50% of capital cost in total power production cost. A
competitive liberalised market is inevitably characterised by higher risk for the in-
vestor and therefore by higher interest rates than the regulated market model.
Therefore, capital-intensive technologies face a significant disadvantage in the lib-
eralised market.. In the case of NPP specific risk factors — such as the complex
nature of the project, the prototype character and the long-term cost risks related to
decommissioning waste management — add up to a risk uplift to the interest rate
which is inherent only to NPP projects. This additional financing risk can be re-
duced only by an engagement of the state in the project — e.g. by means of a cap
for decommissioning and waste management costs or by loan guarantees. It has
to be underlined, however, that in a liberalised market, there exists strict regulation
for government aid and therefore only limited potential for government support.

In conclusion it has to be highlighted that the EIA report does not demon-
strate the economic meaningfulness and cost effectiveness of the proposed
NPP project. Therefore it is indispensible to present a cost comparison of the
proposed NPP project to competitive options — at least on a full cost basis,
but preferentially on a system least cost basis — reflecting the specific cost
and financing risks inherent to generation lll reactors.

3.4 Reactortypes considered for the new NPP

The new NPP shall replace Ignalina NPP unit 1 and 2. The electric capacity of the
new NPP shall be up to 3,400 MWe. In the EIA Report eleven different reactors are
presented, which are offered by Areva, General Electric-Hitachi, Westinghouse-
Toshiba, Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd., Mitsubishi Heavy Industries and Atom-
stroyexport.
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are described as a principal source of technical requirements for the new NPP pro-
ject.

It is made clear that in any case, the new NPP will have to meet the fallowing re-
guirements regarding core damage frequency (CDF) and large release frequency
{(LRF) by a significant margin: CDF <1E-5/yr, LRF <1E-6fyr. These probabilistic
safety targets roughly correspond to those recommended by the IAEA (INSaG
1999). It is stated that new plants have to meet these requirements “by a signifi-
cant” margin; however, it is not specified what would constitute such a margin. The
plants must be designed to withstand external threats and terrorism, including the
collision with a large passenger airplane.

Safety standards for new NPPs appear to be in a very early stage of development
in Lithuania. The development of standards for new plants in parallel with the de-
velopment of the project itself could potentially lead to problems due to time pres-
sure for the compilation of new standards. There is also a risk that the standards
under development will be tailored to suit the project.

A more detailed description of the procedure to develop the safety standards
for new NPPs would be of interest, including an explanation of how this pro-
cedure will be timed in relation to the new NPP project, and how it will inter-
act with the development of the project.

3.4.1 Reactor types

For each reactor type, development history and basic design features are briefly
described in the EIA report. Core damage frequency (CDF) and large release fre-
quency (LRF) are provided in most cases, as well as information on certification,
efficiency, enrichment, burm-up, MOX capability and spent fuel arisings.

The description of the various reactor types in the EIA Report is fairly uniform;
however, in some cases data are missing.
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Some reactor types rely mostly on active safety systems, some on passive systems;
some on a combination of both.

It is generally regarded as advantageous if a reactor type depends more on pas-
sive rather than active safety systems since technical failures as well as human
errors play a considerably smaller role in case of passive systems.

The concept of in-vessel cooling of molten core seems to be more promising and
not beset with as many problems as ex-vessel cooling. Ih-vessel cooling has al-
ready been implemented as severe accident management measure at the Loviisa
NPP in Finland. However, the chances of success of in-vessel cooling decrease
the larger the capacity of a plant.

3.5 Accident analysis

In the chapter "Risk Analysis and Assessment” of the EIA report presents a classi-
fication of events according to their probability of occurrence (PO) and their poten-
tial consequences. In this section the hazards of DBA and BDBA sequences are
discussed shortly. The classification in table 10.2.3 does not distinguish hetween
low frequencies of occurrence: all incidents with a frequency of occurrence below 1E-
3fyr are rated as ,improbable®. This is in contrast to the international practice. IAEA
Guides, the EUR, the Finnish and also the Lithuanian nuclear regulations distin-
guish probabilistic safety targets of much less probability of occurrence as CDF
and LRF.

It would be more instructive to present more detailed information from safety re-
ports and PSAs which give an adequate illustration of the radiation hazard instead
of a ranking which may be adequate for less hazardous industrial activities.

Severe accident source term

The source term chosen as representative for a severe accident of 100 TBg Cs-
137 and 1,000 TBq I-131 in a “Generation 1lI” reactor by the EIA Report is not justi-
fied by any arguments. In Finnish regulation, the 100 TBq Caesium release is set
as the limit for radiation protection. A large release (exceeding this limit) should
have a probability of occurrence <5.0 E-7fyr.
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the EIA report clearly show that inside these highest 2% there is still a big variabil-
ity, or in other words, that the worst case — the maximum contamination — will be
much higher than the 98" percentile.

Austrian evaluations

The method used for the evaluation of potential impacts to Austria due to a severe
accident at the proposed new Lithuanian NPP is based on dispersion calculations
made with the Lagrangian particle dispersion model FLEXPARTIn the RISKMAP
project. In this prgject, 88 cases during the year 1995 were studied. Then the total
(wet and dry) depaosition of Cs-137 was evaluated over Europe. In Figure 2, we
show the result for the worst case found amaong the 88 releases from the Ignalina
NPP site, applying a source term of 5% from reactor inventory.



Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009 20

NFP lgnalina Austrian Expert Statement — Summary

10. 20. 50. 100. 400, 1000. KBy /1112

Figure 2: Example of deposition of Cs-137over Europe resufting from a hypothetical severe accident in the new Ignalina
NPP, assuming a release of 35.5 PBq in the hour after 1995-06-25 14567, Output grid size is 1°. The outer
border of the blue colour is at 0.1 qu/m2 :

The figure shows a detached region affected by the contamination extending
through Poland, the Czech Republic, and Austria to the region of former Yugosla-
via. In Austria, a deposition of 100 kBq;’m2 is exceeded in a large part of Upper
Austria. At this contamination level, radiation protection measures for the popula-
tion in Austria would be required. Sheltering or even stable lodine prophylaxis
could be ordered. During spring and summer food bans and restriction in stock
farming could also be necessary if such a situation were to become reality.

From the Austrian point of view it is not justified to carry out the investigation of
transboundary consequences of a severe accident by choosing an arbitrary emis-
sion limit as source term.

First of all we recommend taking a deterministic approach in the safety
analysis and finding out what emissions could occur. From published data
on “Generation llI” reactors, we have shown that containment failures cannot
be excluded and even early containment failure could contribute to the large
release frequency. The large releases — as far as published — indicate that
releases of volatile aerosols could amount to between 2% and 20% of the
core inventory, which is much more than the chosen limit of 100 TBqg Cs-137.

With respect to the climatological probability of contamination, possible accident
related releases from the new NPP site are even more relevant for Austria than
those from the Chernobyl site, and this given the background of the experience in
the Chernobyl disaster which seriously affected Austria.
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Management des radioaktiven Abfalls

In Kapitel 6 des UVP-Berichts wird die Behandlung von nuklearen und nicht nuk-
learem Abfillen beschrieben. In 2010 soll eine neue Behandlungsanlage fur feste
radioaktive Abfille aus dem KKWY Ignalina in Betrieb genommen werden. Diese
Anlage soll auch betriebliche Abfille aus dem neuen KKW annehmen. Der Stand-
ort zur Errichtung eines oberflichennahen Endlagers fur schwach- und mittelakti-
ven Abfall wurde bereits ausgewahlt. Auch eine neue Behandlungsanlage fur flis-
sigen radioaktiven Abfall wird geplant.

Derzeit gibt es keine Kapzitdten zur Zwischenlagerung zukunftiger abgebrannter
Brennstdbe, und Plane fur deren Errichtung werden im UVP-Report nicht ange-
fuhrt. Ebenso fehlt die Beschreibung des Konzepts fur die langfristige Lagerung
der abgebrannten Brennstidbe und der hochaktiven Abfalle. Da der Umgang mit
hoch-aktivern Mull und abgebrannten Brennstdben im UVP-Bericht nicht ausrei-
chend dargestellt ist, ist es fraglich ob der EIA-Bericht in dieser Hinsicht der ES-
POO Konvention und der UVP-Richtlinie der EU entspricht.

4.2 Bedarf fiir neue Stromerzeugungskapazititen

Der UVE-Bericht halt auf lapidare Weise fest, dass infolge der SchlieBung des
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4.3 Wirtschaftlichkeit des vorgeschlagenen KKW Projekts

Der UVE-Bericht beschéftigt sich nicht mit der Wirtschaftlichkeit und Wettbewerbs-
fahigkeit des vorgeschlagenen KIKW-Projekts mit der Begriindung, dass die Pro-
jektgesellschaft ausschlieflich zum Zweck der Errichtung und des Betriebs eines
KKW gegriindet wurde und sich daher gar nicht méglichen anderen Erzeugungs-
optiohen beschiftigen darf.

Diese Argumentation ist inakzeptabel. Eine UVP hat auch die Frage nach der Wrt-
schaftlichkeit und Kosteneffizienz des vorgeschlagenen Projekts zu stellen. An-
sonsten wiirde man eine (unnétige) Umweltbelastung infolge einer Fehlinvestition
in Kauf nehmen.

Im Folgenden wird eine Reihe von Griinden dargestellt, die die Wirtschaftlichkeit
des dargestellten Projekts als fraglich erscheinen lassen.
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Wirtschaftlichkeitsvergleich mit anderen Erzeugungsoptionen

Es war nicht mdglich, in dieser Stellungnahme die M3ngel des vorlegten UVE-
Berichts auszugleichen und eine umfassende Least Cost-Analyse von moglichen
Kapazitdtserweiterungen im litauischen Stromwversorgungssystem vorzulegen. Es
ist jedoch méglich Analogieschlisse von dhnlich gelagerten Fragestellungen —
z. B. fur die Schweiz oder Deutschland — zu ziehen. Grobe Vergleichsrechnungen
auf einer Vollkostenbasis — die Ublicherweise Grundlastoptionen wie ein KKV be-
varzugen, da das Lastprofil der Nachfrage nicht berlcksichtigt wird — lassen darauf
schlielen, dass ein KKW nur unter ganz bestimmten Annahmen moglicherweise
als wirtschaftliche Aufbringungsoption bezeichnet werden kann, und zwar: Baukos-
ten (exkl. Bauzinsen) von max. 2.000 bis 2.200 &kW;; O&M-Kaosten {ohne poten-
tielle Nachristkosten) im Bereich von max. € 70/kW.a; Vermeidung von Bauzeit-
verzigerungen; Betriebszeiten von mindestens 7.500 hfa; niedrige Zinssdtze von
4-5%.

Jede dieser Annahmen ist fur sich genommen schan relativ riskant, im Paket er-
scheinen sie jedoch hochriskant, im Besonderen im Fall der geplanten Errichtung
eines Generation llI-Reaktors, fur den nur duerst begrenzte Praxiserfahrungen in
der Errichtung und keinerlei Erfahrungen fir den Betrieb vorliegen. Die relevantes-
ten Mitbewerber sind Kohle- bzw. Gaskraftwerke — insbesondere wenn sie in Fern-
warmenetze integriert sind. Auch unter der Annahme von Emissionszertifikatsprei-
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Zum Zweiten ist festzuhalten, dass die weitere Integration des baltischen Elektrizi-
téatssystems in das UCTE-Netz sowie mit Skandinavien durch zwei neue, in Pla-
nung befindliche Ubertragungsleitungen — einerseits nach Polen und andererseits
nach Skandinavien — deutlich verstidrkt werden wird. Zusammen mit der bereits
hestehenden starken Integration in das russische Elektrizitdtssystem (einschliel-
lich Kaliningrad), wird dies zu einem leichteren Zugang zu Grundlasterzeugungs-
kapazitdten auf diesen Markten fihren — und damit auch zur Moglichkeit umfang-
reicherer Stromimporte.

Besondere Finanzierungsrisiken in einem liberalisierten Strommarkt

KKW gehoren zu den kapitalintensivsten Stromerzeugungstechnologien, mit einem
Anteil van zumindest 50 % Kapitalkosten an den Gesamtgestehungskosten. In ei-
nem liberalisierten Vettbewerbsmarkt, der unausweichlich mit héheren Risiken fur
den Investor verbunden ist und damit zu hdheren Zinssédtzen fuhrt, als dies in &i-
nem regulierten Markt der Fall ware, sind kapitalintensive Erzeugungstechnclogien
henachteiligt. Im Fall eines KKVW kommen noch besondere Risikofaktoren hinzu,
die aus der Komplexitdt und dem Uberwiegenden Prototypcharakter des Projekts
sowie aus langfristigen Risiken im Bereich des Rickbaus und Abfallmanagements
resultieren. In Summe fuhrt dies zu einem KKW-spezifischen Zuschlag hei den
Zinssétzen, der nur durch ein staatliches Engagement im Projekt — z. B. durch eine
Begrenzung der beim Investor verbleibenden Back-end-Kosten oder durch Kredit-
garantien — reduziert werden kann. Es ist jedoch festzuhalten, dass in einem libe-
ralisierten Markt staatliche Fdrderungen einer engen Regulierung unterliegen und
daher die Mdglichkeiten staatlichen Engagements zur Unterstitzung von KKW-
Projekten begrenzt sind.

Zusammenfassend ist hervorzuheben, dass der UVE-Bericht die Wirtschaft-
lichkeit und Wettbewerbsfahigkeit des vorgeschlagenen KKW-Projekts in
keiner Weise darlegt. Daher ist es unbedingt erforderlich, dass ein Kosten-
vergleich des vorgeschlagenen KKW-Projekts mit moglichen Alternativopti-
onen vorgelegt wird. Diese Beurteilung ist zumindest auf Vollkostenbasis,
noch besser jedoch auf Ebene einer Least Cost-Analyse des Gesamtsystems
durchzufiihren und hat inshesondere die besonderen Kosten- und Finanzie-
rungsrisiken von Generation lll-Reaktoren zu berlicksichtigen.
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aktoroptionen betrachtet werden.

Sicherheitsstandards

Der UVP-Bericht enthélt die Beschreibung allgemeiner Grundlagen der KKWW-
Technik im Allgemeinen und von drei prinzipiellen Reaktortypen. Eine detaillierte
Darstellung der technischen Anforderungen ist im UVP-Bericht nicht enthalten, da
diese Spezifizierungen erst mit dem Fortschritt des Projekts entwickelt werden. Die
Anforderungen der europaischen Stromversorger (EUR/European Utility Require-
ments) werden im UVP-Bericht als wesentliche Quelle fiir technische Anforderun-
gen an das neue KKW benannt.

Auf jeden Fall erkldrt, dass das neue KKW die folgenden Bedingungen hinsichtlich
Kernschmelzhaufigkeit (CDF/core melt frequency) und Haufigkeit groRer Freiset-
zung (LRF/large release frequency) mit einem betrdchtlichen Sicherheitsabstand
erfullen misse: CDF <1E-5a, LRF <1E-6fa. Diese probabilistischen Sicherheits-
ziele entsprechen in etwa den Empfehlungen der IAEO (INsac 19899). Es wird fest-
gehalten, dass das neue Kraftwerk diese Anforderungen mit einem ,signifikanten®
Abstand erflllen misse, was aber nicht genauer erldutert wird. Die neuen Reakto-
ren missen so ausgelegt sein, dass sie externen Gefahren und Terroranschlagen
standhalten, ebenso wie der Kollision mit einem grolen Passagierflugzeug.

Die Entwicklung von Sicherheitsstandards fur neue KKV scheint sich in Litauen
noch in einem sehr friihen Stadium zu befinden. Die Entwicklung der Standards fur
das neue KKV parallel zur Entwicklung des Bauvorhabens kénnte méglicherweise
wegen des Zeitdrucks zu Problemen bei der Fertigstellung der Standards fuhren.
Ausserdem besteht ein Risiko, dass die Standards auf das Projekt zugeschnitten
werden.

Eine detailliertere Beschreibung der Vorgangsweise zur Entwicklung dieser
Standards ware vaon Interesse, wobei auch das Verhaltnis des zeitlichen Ab-
laufs der Entwicklung der Sicherheitsstandards zur Entwicklung des neuen
KKW-Projekts, sowie deren Wechselwirkungen zu erklaren waren.

Die Reaktortypen

Im UVP-Bericht wird fir jede Reaktoroption, die Entwicklungsgeschichte sowie
grundlegende konstruktive MaRnahmen kurz beschrieben. Kernschmelzhaufigkeit
und Haufigkeit groRer Freisetzung werden in den meisten Fallen angefihrt, eben-
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einschlieBlich des Verhaltnisses der beiden Zugange zueinander.

Die in Betracht gezogenen Reaktoroptionen spannen ein breites Spektrum auf:
beginnend mit Reaktoren, auf Basis eines grundsatzlich ausgetesteten Design und
einigen neuen Funktionen bis zu neuen, weitgehend noch nicht ausprobierten Ent-
wicklungen mit vielen neuen Vorrichtungen und Funktionen. Mit den meisten die-
ser Reaktortypen hat man bisher keine oder nur sehr wenige praktische Erfahrun-
gen.

Manche der neuen Reaktoren wvertrauen im Vesentlichen auf aktive Sicherheits-
systeme, andere auf passive, manche kombinieren auch beides. Im Allgemeinen
wird es als Vorteil angesehen wenn ein Reaktor stirker auf passive Sicherheits-
systeme setzt als auf aktive, da dann technische und menschliche Fehler eine ge-
rin-gere Rolle spielen.

Das Konzept der Kihlung des schmelzenden Reaktorkerns im Reaktordruckbehal-
ter (RDB) {in-vessel cooling) als MalRnahme zur Bewdltigung schwerer Unfalle er-
scheint eher Erfolg versprechend und weist nicht so viele Probleme auf wie die
Kihlung auRerhalb des RDB (ex-vessel cooling). “In-vessel coadling™wurde bereits
im KKW Loviisa in Finnland verwirklicht. Allerdings nehmen die Erfolgschancen fir
diese Manahme mit zunehmender Kapazitédt des Reaktors ab.

Mehr Details und Diskussion der verschiedenen Reaktortypen sind in Kapitel 8 zu
finden.

45 Unfallanalyse

Das Kapitel Risikoanalyse und Bewertung des UVP-Berichts enthalt eine Klassifi-
zierung von Ereignissen nach Eintrittswahrscheinlichkeit und mdaglichen Folgen. In
diesem Kapitel werden auch das Risiko von Auslegungsstérfillen (DBA) und dar-
Uber hinausgehenden Stoérfallszenarien behandelt. Die in Tabelle 10.2.3 des UVP-
Berichts prasentierte Klassifizierung unterscheidet zwischen den geringen Ein-
trittswahrscheinlichkeiten: alle Stérfalle deren Eintrittswahrscheinlichkeit kleiner als
1E-3/a ist werden als ,unwahrscheinlich® klassifiziert. Das steht im Widerspruch
zur internationalen Praxis. IAEA, EUR, the Finnish and also the Lithuanian
Regulation unterscheiden probabilistische Ziele mit weit geringerer
Eintrittswahrscheinlichkeit.
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PSA-Ergebnisse fir den EPR belegen dass 9 % aller Kernschmelzunfille zu spa-
tem und 6 % zu frihem Containmentversagen fUhren. Diese Unfallszenarien sind
genau jene, die fir die Analyse grenziberschreitender Auswirkungen relevant
sind. Die Freisetzungsraten fur lod und Casium solcher schwerer Unfélle liegen im
Bereich von 2 % bis 20 %. Schon eine Freisetzungsrate von 1 % ergdbe eine E-
mission von mehr als 1.000 TBq Cs-137 und mehr als 10.000 TBq I-131 bezogen
auf das Kerninventar des APWR aus dem UVP-Bericht. Das zeigt, dass der im
UVP-Bericht unterstellte Quellterm fir den schweren Unfall zur Untersuchung der
Unfall-auswirkungen ziemlich gering ist. Fir die &sterreichische Analyse grenz-
Uberschreitender Auswirkungen wurde eine Freisetzung wvon 5 % des Cs-137
Kerninventars von 714 PBg aus dem UVP-Bericht unterstellt, was einer Freiset-
zung von 35.5 PBq entspricht. Unserer Meinung nach ist eine Freisetzungsrate
vaon 5 % nicht Ubertrieben konserativ, da der schlimmste Fall eine wesentlich héhere
Emission sein kénnte.

Untersuchung der weit reichenden Auswirkungen

Der UVP-Bericht enthélt Karten der 98er Perzentile verschiedener radiologischer
Parameter, wie Bodenkontamination und verschiedene Dosiswerte, abgeleitet aus
der Ausbreitungssimulationen von je 730 Freisetzungen bei Tag und bei Nacht.
Daraus folgt, dass die oberen 2 %, deren Untergrenze in den Karten zu sehen ist,
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mission am Standort des Litauischen KKV, berechnet mit einem Quellterm von
5 % des Cs-137 Inventars.

0 10 20 50 il 300, 1000 <Bu,/ru2

Abbildung 2: Beispiel der Cs-137 Deposition tiber Europa als Folge eines hypothefischen schweren Unfalls im neuen
KKW Ignalina, bei einer angenommenen Freistzung von 35.5 PBq in der Stunde nach 1995-06-25 14:56;
die Gréle des Ausgaberetzes ist 1°, die dullere Grenze des blauen Bereichs ist 0.1 kBg/rP.

Die Abbildung zeigt die van der Kontamination betroffene von KKVV abgelegene
Region, die sich (ber Polen, die Tschechische Republik und Osterreich bis in das
Gebiet des frilheren Jugoslawien erstreckt. In Osterreich liegt die Deposition iber
dem Wert von 100 kBg/m? in einem groRen Teil von Obergsterreich. Bei dieser
Kantamination sind MaBnahmen zum Schutz der Bevélkerung vaor Strahlenbelas-

24
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ziert — zeigen, dass die Freisetzungsraten fur fluchtige Aerosole im Bereich
von 2 % bis 20 % des Kerninventars liegen, was wesentlich hoher ist als das
gewahlte Limit von 100 TBqg Cs-137.

In Hinblick auf die klimatologische Wahrscheinlichkeit der Kontamination ist eine
unfallbedingte Emission vom Standort des neuen litauischen KKW wvon hdherer
Relevanz als eine vom Standort Tschernobyl ausgehende, und das vor dem Hin-
tergrund der Erfahrung mit der Katastrophe von Tschernobyl, von der Osterreich
signifikant betroffen war.

25
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and 1978, respectively. Unit 1 has been closed at the end of 2004, unit 2 is sched-
uled for shutdown at the end of 2008.

The new NPP shall replace unit 1 and 2. Electric capacity of the new NPP Unit
shall be up to 3,400 MWe. It will consist of one to five units.

Finalization of the new NPP is planned for 2015, operation time will be approxi-
mately 60 years or more. Decommissioning will be done in 20 to 100 years.

EIA procedure

The EIA procedure is based on the Lithuanian “Law on the assessment of the im-
pact of proposed economic activities on the environment” (EIA Lavy 2005). Counci
DIRECTIVE 85/337/EEC (amended by DIRECTIVE 2003/35/EC) has been imple-
mented by this law. According to both the Directive and the Lithuanian EIA Law a
nuclear power plant is subject to an assessment.

In the EIA Report the following chapters are discussed: A general description of
the proposed activity, the description of the EIA procedure, communication and
participation, alternatives (including only location and cooling alternatives), plant
type options, waste, a comparisan of the present state of the environment and an
assessment of potential impacts, transboundary impacts, monitoring and risk
analysis.

In a separate table all comments that were given during the scoping phase from
other countries including Austria were answered (EIA REPORT 2008, p. 571f).

The site

In chapter 4 of the EIA report alternatives for the site of the proposed plant are dis-
cussed. Two location sites are described, both in the territory of the existing Ig-
nalina plant.

For cooling three different water inlets and two outlets are discussed.

(Technological alternatives are discussed in chapter 7 of this expert statement.)

Waste

Amounts and types of radioactive and non-radioactive waste are listed in chapter 6
of the EIA Reponrt. Existing facilities for management of radioactive waste will be
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option are not indicated. (EIA REPORT 2008, p. 130 1)

Cost estimations are only mentioned for decommissioning: Necessary financing
will be accumulated in a decommissioning fund. It is not clear if this fund already
exists.

Monitoring

A detailed monitoring concept is presented. Emission data for INPP as well as for
the new one are included in the EIA Report.

Data for crude death rate comparison are also presented, but data about cancer
are missing. Health data are mostly given far the years 2000-2005.

27
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By Directive 2003/35/EC public participation as guaranteed in the Aarhus Conven-
tion was improved in environmental assessment procedures. Especially the status
of NGOs was highlighted by the definition of ,the public concerned®: “... for the pur-
poses of this definition, non-governmental organisations promoting envircnmental
protection and meeting any requirements under national law shall be deemed to
have an interest” (DIRECTIVE 2003/35 EC, Art. 3). This definition can also be found
in the Lithuanian EIA Law in Art. 2.

During the scoping stage of the EIA procedure a stakeholder group was organized.
The stakeholders “acted as experts in their particular fields™ (EIA REPCRT 2008, p.
53).

In the Statement for the EIA scoping (WENISCH & MRaZz 2008) it was asked why no
envircnmental groups and societal NGOs were invited to send their experts to this
stakeholder group. Also it was remarked that the difference between stakeholders
and relevant parties to the EIA was not explained properly.

This question was answered as follows: “The environmental and societal NGOs
have the oppartunity to express their opinion about the EIA Report (as well as the
ElA program) as part of the public participation ... The relevant parties include gow
ernmental institutions, responsible for health protection, fire-prevention, protection
of cultural assets, development of economy and agriculture, and municipal admini-
strations ... Stakeholders include all the persons, groups and organizations who
effect ar can be affected by the economic activity assessed in this EIA." (EIA RE-
PORT 2008, p. 59).

This definition of stakeholders would have allowed NGOs to take part in the stake-
holders” groups.

In the second stage of the EIA procedure, there are no stakeholder groups fore-
seen. But the experts from the stakeholder group were consulted during the prepa-
ration of the EIA report (EIA REPORT 2008, p. 53). If NGOs would have been mem-
bers of the stakeholder group, their opinions would have had a better chance to be
implemented into the EIA Report in an early stage.

It is highlighted in the EIA Report that the role of NGOs was specially appreciated
because NGOs and community groups could provide experience unavailable to
consultants, developers or public authorities (EIA REFORT 2008, p. 49). This seems
to be in contradiction with the exclusion of NGOs from the stakeholder group.
Moreover, in CouNcIL DIRECTIVE 85/337EEC it is stated in Art. 6.4 that “the public
concerned shall be given early and effective opportunities to participate in the envi-
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ous activities at the site (decommissioning of the existing NPP, construction and
later operation of the new NPP) were asked to be considered in the EIA Report. A
timetable for both activities was demanded. The total inventary of radicactive mate-
rial at the site was asked to be estimated for the different phases.

This question was answered as follows (EIA REPORT 2008, p. 57): “The simultane-
ous 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 traf-
fic. The potential radioactive emissions from the new NPP and other existing and
planned objects in the same area are evaluated in Section 7.10.”

It is not possible to limit the discussion about interferences to traffic because natu-
ral disasters or other events as fire or explosions could also affect waste storage
and treatment facilities.

Waste

The management concept for LILVW is only described until 2060. But the planned
operation time of the new NPP will be approximately 2075.

Spent fuel management is not described properly in the EIA Report. After spent
fuel will be removed from the storage pools at the NPP, the description of future
management becomes very vague: “SNF could be transferred to off-site facilities”
(ElA REPORT 2008, p. 128). Today there are no interim storage capacities available
for future spent fuel, and no plans for construction of new interim storage facilities
are discussed in the EIA Report.

Also a concept for long-term storage of spent fuel is missing in the EIA Report.
This is explained with a planned special EIA procedure. But no timetable is given
for this planned ElA.

In the scoping report it was asked that the EIA Report should include a preliminary
estimation of cost for long-term treatment of SNF and radioactive waste. The an-
swer to this question was that long-term storage and disposal of SNF will be a sub-
ject of an own EIA procedure in the future. Therefore no information about costs
were made available as was asked for.

The National Strategy on Radioactive Waste Management from 2002 is mentioned
once (EIA REPORT 2008, p. 129). But this strategy is not available in English lan-
guage from the homepage of RATA because of a broken link. Therefore it could
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concerning monitoring. Most of the requests were answered in chapter 9.

Because Ignalina NPP is operating since 30 years a time seres of health data
should be given, especially for monitoring of radiation induced health effects like
thyroid cancer and leukaemia. Unfortunately, only some data on death rate are
presented.

53 Conclusion

Most of the questions that were raised in the scoping phase were answered, some
of them not as detailed as asked for.

The relevance of most of these aspects for transboundary impacts is not a priority
for Austria.

Waste

Management of spent fuel and HLW is not described adequately. Options for in-
terim storage of spent fuel and for long-term storage are only discussed in general,
but there is no management concept presented. It is only referred to a special EIA
procedure, but there is no timetable given.

Therefore it is questionahble if this EIA Report is in accordance with the ESPOO-
Convention and the EIA Directive of the EU (CounciL DIRECTIVE 85/337/EEC).
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which still can be often found in the case of electric heating systems.

6.3 Relevance of the development of load profiles

MNuclear power plants produce base load electricity. For economic as well as for tech-
nical reason they are scheduled for a continuous operation. The yearly electricity
consumption therefore is not a good benchmark to demonstrate a possible need
for the construction of a base load capacity. The important issue in this context is
the development of base load demand.

Usually the transformation of the economy from heavy industry towards light indus-
try resp. towards an enlargement of the service sector leads to reduced share of
base load consumption and a higher share of medium and peak load.

The EIA report gives no information whether a shift towards medium and peak load
in the total electricity consumption has also happened in Lithuania resp. on the
level of base load consumption at time being as well as expected for the future.

6.4 Existing electricity production capacities

The EIA report states that the clasure of Ignalina NPP causes a gap in electricity
production not only because of increasing electricity demand but also because of a
lack of existing production capacity in the country.

The Baltic power system was designed as an integral part of the wider Soviet sys-
tem. As a result many key assets serve for the wider region leading to overdevel-
oped infrastructure from the perspective of the single markets.

As relates the Lithuanian power market by its own at the moment there is a gener-
ous surplus of generation capacity. The closure of INPP will tighten the situation
but will not lead to an abrupt generation gap. The existing generation capacity ex-
cluding INPP is around 3,700 MW and is capable to produce around 15 TWh per
year. The prevailing part of this capacity operates on a thermal basis; the most im-
portant power plant is the LPP (Lithuanian Power Plant) with an installed capac-
ity of 1,800 MW, which operates on the basis of gas and fuel oil.
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nomic meaningTuiness resp. tne cost eTnciency o The Project presentad. 1nis IS
necessary in order to avoid the installation of overcapacities — and thus an extra
burden to the environment — in the case that the proposed project is not cost effec-
tive and additional projects may push on the market. An energy economic assess-
ment is therefore seen as an indispensable and integral part of any EIA of power
plants. The institutional setting of the organiser of the proposed economic activity
is of no relevance in that context.

7.2 Economic risks of the proposed NPP project

7.2.1 Construction costs

Lietuvos Energija AB is planning to build a generation Il reactor. For the moment
no reliable data on construction costs of this NPP types is available. On the one
hand this depends on the general uncertainties inherent to NPP construction in
general — each NPP is a prototype to a certain extent — on the other hand this is
related to generation Il design in particular, since no generation Il reactor has
been finished so far.

As refers to (overnight) construction cost estimates different sources come up with
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rates than the regulated market model, capital-intensive technologies face a sig-
nificant disadvantage. In the case of NPP specific risk factors — such as the com-
plex nature of the project, the prototype character and the long-term cost risks re-
lated to decommissioning waste management — add up to a risk uplift to the inter-
est rate which is inherent only to NPP projects.

This additional financing risk can be reduced only by an engagement of the state in
the project — by means of a cap for decommissioning and waste management
costs or by loan guarantees. In this context it is symptomatic that the IAEA sup-
ports the view, that there is only very limited probability for any new constructed
NPP without direct government support (IAEA 2008). The US Nuclear Power 2010
programme chooses the instrument of extensive loan guarantees. And also in the
case of the EPR construction in Olkiluoto, Finland, comprehensive loan guarantees
have been applied in order to reduce the interest rate by transferring risk to the tax
payer.
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four v¥estern reactor vendors are being considered to supply the new Ignalina
NPP: Areva, Westinghouse, General Electric Hitachi and Atomic Energy of Canada
Ltd. Even if this is confirmed by the Lithuanian responsible authorities, a consider-
able number of reactor options must be evaluated.

81 Treatmentin the in the EIA Report

Section 5.1 of the EIA Repart begins with a general description of the basic princi-
ples of a nuclear power plant, and of three basic design types (PWR, BWR and
CANDU) in particular.

A detailed specification of technical requirements is not presented in the EIA Re-
port, since such specifications will be developed separately as the project pro-
ceeds. However, the European Utility Requirements (EUR) are described in sec-
tion 5.1 as a principal source of technical requirements for the new NPP project.
The development of EUR, the document structure and key safety requirements are
presented.

In section 5.2, a general description of the design and key safety features for the
11 reactor designs being considered for the new NPP is presented. For each reac-
tor type, development history and basic design features are briefly described. Core
damage frequency (CDF) and large release frequency (LRF) are provided in most
cases, as well as information on efficiency, fuel enrichment and burn-up, MOX ca-
pability and spent fuel arisings.

The status of certification processes is also presented, as well as information on
expected construction times. A schematic figure is included for each reactor type.

The description of the various reactor types in the EIA Report is fairly uniform;
however, in some case data are missing.

A selection of important information for each reactor type is presented in the tables
2 to 11 below. This information is taken from the EIA Report and supplemented
from the published literature.
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following tables 2-12.

Part of this information is taken from the EIA Report; additional information was
researched by the authors, mostly from publications of plant designers and other
nuclear industry sources, and from [AEA.

The reactor types are listed in the tables in the same order they are listed in the
EIA Report. Information for which no source is explicitly mentioned is taken from
the EIA Report.

Far the row “Certification”, EUR certification, NRC certification and the current UK
safety assessment has been taken into account.

The row “Units existing” includes units in operation, under construction or firmly
planned with start-up of construction in the near future.

In the row “Special features”, the most important features which go beyond Gen-
eration Il plants are listed.
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Flamanville (France); start of construction 2007, expected start-up
2012 (WNIH 2008). Schedule threatens to slip due to problems
with quality control similar to those at OL-3.

Basic data

Efficiency 36-37%

Enrichment 5%, up to 100% MOX capability
Burnup 65 MW\d#A

Spent fuel arisings 27.7 tir

Construction time 45 months

Safety principle

Evolutionary design; mostly active safety systems

Special features

Core-catcher for reactor core in case of meltdown

In-containment refuelling water storage tank (combines coolant
storage and sump function — switchover from safety injection to
sump recirculation is avoided)

(EDF 2008)

Double containment (inner hull pre-stressed concrete with metallic
liner; outer hull reinforced concrete)

PSA results

Olkiluoto-3 CDF (external and internal initiators, operation and
outages) = 1.BE-06/yr

Frequency of exceeding release limit (100 TBq Cs-137, plus other
nuclides) = 1.0E-07fyr

(STUK 2005)

Flamanville CDF (ext. and int. initiators, op. and out.; seismic
analysis not complete, internal explosions not included) = 1.33E-
064t (EDF 2006)

The same value is given for the EPR applied for in the UK (UK-
EPR 2008)

EIA Report: CDF <3.9E-07/yr, LRF <6.0E-08/yr
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Burnup 65 MWd/t
Spent fuel arisings 24.6 tir
Construction time <48 months

Safety principle Extensive use of passive safety systems

Special features Passive safety systems — e. g. containment cooler, passive
flooding and emergency condensers for core cooling, passive
pulse generator for initiation of safety systems

(The reactor, however, does not entirely rely on passive systems
for accident control; there is a combination of active and passive
measures. It is claimed that passive systems and active systems
each are alone sufficient to provide adequate cooling of the reac-
tor core in case of an accident.)

In-vessel retention of damaged core — external cooling of RPV
by flooding of the reactor shaft (passive via the containment
cooler)

(BRETTSCHUH & SCHNEIDER 2001)
Increased water inventory in the reactor pressure vessel.

Simplified systems — e.g., removal of feedwater tank.

PSA results CDF for internal events = 1.1E-07/yr (5.0E-08/r for power op-
eration, 6.0E-08/yr for shut-down)

(BRETTSCHUH &MESETH 2000, BRETTSCHUH & SCHNEIDER 2001)
ElIA Report: CDF <8 4E-08/yr, LRF <8.4E-094r
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4 under construction (2 in Japan, 2 in Taiwan):
Fukushima- Daiichi-7, J (start-up planned 20067)
Shimane-3 (2011), J

Lungmen-1, -2, T (2008, 2010)

2 “firmly planned” in Japan: Kaminoseki-1, -2 (start of construction
2009/2012, operation 2014/2017) (WNIH 2008)

Basic data Efficiency 33%
Enrichment 2.22% initial (GE 2008). Burnup ?7?
Spent fuel arisings 28.7 thyr
Construction time 39 months

Safety principle Evolutionary type; mostly active safety systems

Special features

“Simplified active safety systems”. In case of LOCA, plant response
has been fully automated and operator action is not required for 72
hours, the same capability as for passive plants (DNE 2008)

Some passive severe accident mitigation features (BEARD 2007)

Spreading area in lower drywell and passive drywell flooding sys-
tem to guarantee coolability of core debris (IAEA 2004,

BEARD 2007)

This latter feature seems to apply to the US ABWR only. The
sources above are not fully clear in this respect, but a paper on Ka-
shiwazaki-Kariwa does not mention a capability of ex-vessel core
cooling (TSUJI 1998).

Internal recirculation, reduced number of forgings.

PSA results

Internal events CDF = 1.6E-07/yr, high seismic margins claimed,
LRF «1.0E-94r

{The contribution of mode 6 (refuelling) to CDF is reported to be
99%, so no level 2 (PSA) would be required.) (BEARD 2007)

EIA Report: CDF <1.6E-07/yr (LRF — typing error)
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Burnup 6U Gvvd/t
Spent fuel arisings 30.2 tiyr

Construction time 36 months

Safety principle Extensive use of passive safety systems

Special features Passive safety systems (e. g. passive core cooling with GDCS
(gravity-driven cooling system); passive containment cooling sys-
tem

No operator action needed for design basis accidents for 72
hours (IAEA 2004)

Core catcher with passive flooder (HINDS & MasLak 2006)

Generally — reduced and simpler systems, reduced materials and
buildings.

PSA results CDF = 3.0E-08/yr (no specification internal/fexternal or plant
state) (HinDs & MasLax 2006)

CDF = 6.16E-08/yr (without external hazards; 45% at-power,
55% shutdown; 34% internal events, 66% internal hazards) (UK-
ESBWR 2008)

EIA Report: No data provided
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CIHICIENCY 2370
Enrichment ??

Burnup ?7?

Spent fuel arisings 10 thr
Construction time

Safety principle

Extensive use of passive safety systems

Special features

Passive safety systems for emergency core cooling and con-
tainment cooling.

In-containment refuelling water storage tank for long-term core
cooling.

In-vessel retention of damaged core — passive flooding of reactor
cavity from in-containment refuelling water tank.

“Simplified design” with fewer valves etc. — as for AP 1000, see
below (WEC 2008).

PSA results

CDF = 3.0E-074r {(no specification internal/external or plant
state) (VIJUK 1999)

EIA Report: CDF <1.7E-07#yr, LRF <1.0E-08/r
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Enrichment 4.85%, 100% MOX capability
Burnup ?7?
Spent fuel arisings 18.6 thr

Construction time 36 months

Safety principle Extensive use of passive safety systems

Special features Relies on passive safety systems to a large extent —e. g. pas-
sive core cooling, containment isolation, containment cooling
system, MCR emergency habitat system. Most, but not all valves
aligning the safety systems are fail-safe
“Simplified design” (50% fewer valves, 35% fewer pumps, 80%
less pipes, 45% less building volume, 70% less cable)

Increased safety margins in case of DBAs

In-vessel retention of damaged core external cooling of RPV with
inventory from in-containment refuelling water storage tank

(BRUSCHI 2004, WEC 2007)

PSA results CDF = 5.0E-07/r, LRF = 6.0E-08/1 (WEC 2007)
CDF = 4.0E-074r (BRUSCHI 2004)
LRF = 1.95E-08/r (IAEA 2004)

(in all three cases, no specification regarding inclusion of exter-
nalfinternal, operation/shutdown are provided)

EIA Report: CDF <2 4E-07#yr, LRF <3.7E-08/r
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tion or firmly planned.

Basic data

Efficiency 35%

Enrichment — natural Uranium, MOX capability
Burnup 7.5 GWd/it

Spent fuel arisings 100 thr

Construction time ?7?

Safety principle

Combination of active and passive safety systems

Special features

Incorporates passive safety systems, e.g. an emergency coolant
injection system.

PSA results

ElA Report: CDF <4 .6E-06fyr, LRF <1.0E-084r
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Safety principle

Combination of active and passive safety systems

Special features

Light-water-cooled, heavy-water-moderated pressure-tube reac-
tor.

Safety systems similar to those ofthe Enhanced CANDU 6.

Water-filled reactor vault for severe accident mitigation; coaling
by natural circulation, initiated manually (PETRUNIK 2007).

Steel-lined containment building, wall thickness 1.8 m (PETRU-
NIK 2007).

PSA results

EIA Report: CDF <3 .4E-07#yr, LRF “correspondingly lower”

49
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and 2015) (VWNIH 2008)

License application for the first two US-APWRs (site in Texas)
expected for 2008 (NEI 2007)

Basic data

Efficiency 39%

Enrichment max. 5% (MHI 2007a)
Burnup 62 GWD/t

Spent fuel arisings 24 thr
Construction time 77

Safety principles

Combination of active and passive safety systems

Special features

Simplified ECCS — integrating low pressure injection systems
and accumulators

In-containment refuelling water storage tank (combines coolant
storage and sump function — switchover from safety injection to
sump recirculation is avoided)

Floor below reactor cavity with 1 m thick protective layer of con-
crete for molten debris; to be cooled there from the fire service
water system. Molten debris will be coclable; erosion of concrete
can be prevented. Outlet from RPVY cavity to containment con-
sidered to be constructed like a labyrinth.

(IAEA 2004)

In-vessel retention of molten core can be attempted by external
pressure vessel cooling; however, it is not credited for the US-
APWR (MHI 2007b).

PSA results

CDF expected to be at |east one order of magnitude lower than
for existing 4-loop PWRs, i.e. about 1.0E-07/r (IAEA 2004)

EIA Report: CDF <1.0E-05/yr, LRF <6.0E-08Ar
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“reasonably firmly planned”.)
(VWNIH 2008)

Basic data Efficiency ??
Enrichment 4.3%
Burnup 47 GWd#A
Spent fuel arisings 21 thr
Construction time 54 months

Safety principle Combination of active and passive safety systems

Special features Combination of passive and active safety mechanisms (e. g.,
passive SG heat removal, passive core cooling systems)

Core-catcher for reactor core in case of meltdown {("melt reten-
tion in a special device located beneath the reactor vessel”).

Double containment (two concrete hulls)
(GENERALOV 2007)

PSA results “(G)eneral frequency of core damage at a level of 1.0E-07 (#r).”
(GENERALOV 2007)

All categories of initiating events, power and shutdown:
CDF = 5.4E-08/r (IAEA 2004)

EIA Report: CDF <5.0E-06#yr, LRF <1.0E-08/r
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Construction time 77

Safety principle Combination of active and passive safety systems

Special features Passive systems for boron injection and heat removal.
Double containment (two concrete hulls).

Both in-vessel and ex-vessel cooling of the molten core are pos-
sible.

Passive systems can perform all safety functions without contri-
bution of active systems or operator intervention for at least 24
hours (ANTIPOV 2006).

PSA results ElA Report: CDF <5.4E-08/yr, LRF “smaller”

8.2 Discussion

At first an overview on the basic data given in the EIA Report is presented, in order
to show which information is missing. This summary is focused on the reactor
types of the four manufacturers considered by the Lithuanian company LEO.

Table 13: Overview of information

type EPR SWR-1000 ABWR ESBWR AP AP 1000 CANDU 6 ACR-1000
manufacturer AREVA GE —Hitachi  Westinghouse AECL

el. capacity v v v v v v v v
constr. time v v v ¥ X v X v
efficiency v v v v v I'd e v
enrichment v X v 4 X v v 4
burnup v v v X X v X
fuelfyr s s s "4 v s v v
certification v v v v v v X X
CDF v e v X v e v v
LRF v v ?? X v ' 's X

(X = Missing, »" = provided)
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further information concerning standards for new plants. This could potentially lead
to problems — it could create pressure of time for the compilation of new standards,
and furthermore, there is the potential danger that standards will be tailored to suit
the project.

The probabhilistic safety targets for core damage frequency (CDF <1.0E-5/yr) and
large release frequency (LRF <1.0E-6fyr) roughly correspond to those recom-
mended by the IAEA (INSAG 1989). It is stated that new plants have to meet those
requirements “by a significant” margin; however, it is not specified what would con-
stitute such a margin.

It is noteworthy that new plants must be designed to withstand the collision with a
large passenger airplane. Again, however, this requirement is not specified in de-
tail.

8.2.2 Safety Aspects of Reactor Types

8.2.2.1 Dependence on active and passive safety systems:

Among the candidate reactor types, some rely primarily on active safety systems,
as do Generation Il plants; some are more innavative and depend mostly on pas-
sive safety systems. Most types, however, are equipped with a combination of ac-
tive and passive systems both of which are required to function in case of an acci-
dent:

Table 14: Ovendew on active andior passive safety systems in the reactor types

Use of active/passive No. of types  types

Mostly active 2 EPR, ABWR

Combination 5 Enhanced CANDLU 6, ACR-1000, APWR,
VVER-1000/392, VWER-1500/448

Mostly passive 4 SWR-1000, ESBWR, AP 600, AP 1000

In the EIA Report, Generation Il reactors with extensive use of passive systems
are denominated as Generation Ill+. However, this terminology is not applied in a
consistent manner in the EIA Report; for example, the EPR is listed as “llI+” in Ta-
ble 5.2-1.



Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

59

54

IedUlll PITSoUlT vEDDED dlid 1L 19 dTPiEU W SlaldiLe DL HIRIUE LT vieEsDEl, DA
vessel” cooling refers to cooling after the reactor pressure vessel has failed and
the melt has left the vessel. (This is the most common use of those terms; they are
sometimes also used in a different manner.)

For pressure-tube reactors which do not possess a single reactor pressure vessel,
the concepts are clearly not applicable.

Table 15: Concepts for cooling of moffen core

In-vesseliex- No. of types  types
vessel cooling

In-vessel 3 SWR-1000, AP 600, AP 1000

Both 1 \AER-1500/448

Ex-vessel 5 EPR, ABWR, ESBWR, APWR, VVER-1000/392
Not applicable 2 Enhanced CANDU 6, ACR-1000

There is little experience in the realization of a “core catcher” for ex-vessel cooling.
It appears that the ABVWRSs taken into operation so far do not have this feature and
that only future plants of this type will be equipped with it.

Fundamental problems regarding the functioning of a core catcher have been re-
ported in the last years. For details, see the Austrian Expert Statement to the Lovii-
sa-3 E|A Report (WENISCH et al. 2008).

The concept of in-vessel cooling seems to be mare promising and not beset with
so many problems. In-vessel cooling has already been implemented as severe
accident management measure at the Loviisa NPP (2 units with 488 MWe (net)
each)in Finland (CSNI 2002).

However, in-vessel cooling is difficult to implement in larger reactors, due to the
surface-to-volume ratio getting less favorable with increasing power. In fact, for the
reactor types considered here, there is a tendency of in-vessel codling being
planned for the smaller ones, ex-vessel cooling for the larger.

It is not clear why in-vessel cooling should be possible (as one option) for the
VVER-1500/448, which is one of the largest reactor types under consideration
here. It is notable that for the APWR, also a large reactor type, there are provisions
for in-vessel cooling (filing the reactor cavity with coolant water); but in-vessel re-
tention is not credited for the US-APWR severe accident treatment (MHI 2007b).
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SWR-1000 84E-8 1.1E-7 (internal 8.4E-9
events)

ABWR 1.6E-7 1.6E-7 - 1.0E-9
ESBWR -- 3.0-6.2E-8 (inter- -

nal events)
AP 600 1.7E-7 3.0E-7 1.0E-8
AP 1000 24E-7 4.0-5.0E-7 3.7E-8 1.95- 6E-8
Enh. CANDU 6 4 6E-6 1.0E-8
ACR-1000 34E-7 -
APWR 1.0E-5 1.0E-7 6.0E-8
V-392 5.0E-6 54E-8-1.0E-7 1.0E-8
\-448 54E-8 -

" The Ei4 Report states "<1x 10 %reactor year”, clearly a typing error,

For some reactor types, differences between CDF and LRF as reported in the EIA
Report and from other sources are considerable. For example, the CDF of the EPR
is considerably lower (about %4) than results published for current EPR projects. On
the other hand, CDF of the APWR is very high in the EIA Report (possibly a typing
error), and CDF of the V-392 is also notably higher than other published results.

An evaluation and comparison of the numbers as provided in the EIA Report leads
to the following observations:

1. CDF varies widely among reactor types — the maximum value (APWWR) is higher
by a factor of almost 200 than the minimum value (V-448). (Even without the re-
sult for the APWR, CDFs span about two orders of magnitude.)

2. There is less variation in the reported LRFs (less than one order of magnitude).

3. The ratio between CDF and LRF varies considerably — from a factor of 6.5 (AP
1000} to factors of 460 (Enhanced CANDU 6) and 500 (V-392).

4. It is stated in the EIA Report that all candidate reactor plants meet the probabil-
istic requirements (CDF below 1.0E-5/yr, LRF below 1.0E-8/yr) “by a significant
margin”. It appears, however, that the requirement for CDF is not fulfilled by
APWR, V-392 and Enhanced CANDU-6. (Due to the uncertainties inherent in
PSAs, a “significant margin” should be about one order of magnitude.)
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¥ Basic CANDU 6 (not enhanced) planis in operation since 15805

The only reactor type which has been completely built and taken into operation so
far is the ABWR (it appears, however, that provisions for ex-vessel cooling of the
molten core will only be implemented at future ABVWWRs).

Hence, the construction times reported in the EIA Report can only be regarded as
very raugh estimates. They vary from 36 months (ESBWR, AP 1000) to 54 months
(V-392).

For the ABWR, a construction time of 39 months is given in the EIA Report. The
construction times for the 5 units operating in Japan (from start of construction to
first power) lie between 47 and 75 months (more than half a year more from start
of construction to commercial operation) (WNIH 2008).

57
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runs must be expected when NPPs of new reactor types, for which there is little or
no experience, are built. Economic pressure and pressure of time could further-
more lead to problems at the beginning of the operating phase, lowering availabil-
ity. Any estimate could only be highly speculative.

8.3 Conclusions

Safety standards for new nuclear power plants appear to be in a very early stage
of development in Lithuania.

The development of standards for new plants will apparently proceed in parallel
with the development of the project itself. This could potentially lead to problems —
it could create pressure of time for the compilation of new standards, and further-
more, there is the potential danger that standards will be tailored to suit the project.

In as much as there are already considerations regarding standards for new plants
in Lithuania, it would be of interest to obtain more information about this topic. Fur-
thermaore, a more detailed description of the procedure to develop those standards
would be of interest, 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.

The candidate reactor types span a broad spectrum ranging from reactors with a
basically tested design and only a few new features, to new, largely untried de-
signs with many new features. However, there is no or very little practical experi-
ence for most reactor types.

Same reactor types rely mostly on active safety systems, some on passive sys-
tems; some on a combination of both.

It is generally regarded as advantageous if a reactor type depends more on pas-
sive rather than active safety systems since technical failures as well as human
errors play a considerably smaller role in case of passive systems. On the other
hand, active systems can offer mare chances of intervention, particularly in case of
unforeseen accident sequences.
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plemented as severe accident management measure at the Loviisa NPP (2 units
with 488 MWe each) in Finland. However, the chances of success of in-vessel
cooling decrease the larger the capacity of a plant.

A detailed description of the provisions for molten core coaling and stabilizing for
all candidate reactor types would be of interest, together with an explanation why
in-vessel or ex-vessel cooling was selected (if applicable). Furthermare, an as-
sessment of the chances of success of core stabilization with discussion of the
problems to be expected for each reactor type would be helpful to get a picture
how susceptible the candidate types are to core melt accidents with large releases.

For most reactor types, PSA results (CDF and LRF) are provided in the EIA Re-
port. In some cases, differences between those and the results reported in other
sources are considerable. For example, in the EIA Report the CDF of the EPR is
lower by a factor of 4 than results published for current EPR projects.

An evaluation and comparison of the numbers as provided in the EIA Report leads
to the following observations:

1. CDF varies widely among reactor types — by a factor of almost 200.
2. There is less variation in the reported LRFs (less than one order of magnitude).

3. The ratio between CDF and LRF varies considerably — from a factor of 6.5 to a
factor of 500.

4. The probabilistic requirements appear not to be fulfilled for CDF by APWR, V-
392 and Enhanced CANDU-6.

The relevance of the different CDF values for the assessment of different reactor
types and their candidate status is not discussed in the EIA Report; not even in
cases where the CDF as reported in the EIA Report is close to the probabilistic
requirement.

Furthermore, there is no discussion of the variations regarding the CDF/LRF ratio,
and reason for the variations. Differences in the CDF/LRF ratio could indicate fun-
damental differences in reactor design, particularly regarding the control of core
damage accidents. On the other hand, they could also be indicative of methodo-
logical inconsistencies andfor of high bandwidths of uncertainty in the level 2 PSAs
of some reactor types.
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ing reactor designs and the relationship of the two approaches should also be ex-
plained.

Data on construction time, availability and cost would be of interest as supplemen-
tary information, in principle. Estimates for construction time are provided for most
reactor types; however, they can only be regarded as hypothetical. There is no
information on expected availability and costs in the EIA Report.

This is understandable since such estimates would also be highly hypothetical.
They could be meaningful for a comparison of reactor types only if they are deter-
mined by the same methods, for types which are in a similar stage of development.
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sion area within limits; PO 1E-6 to 1E-4/a

Severe accident (SA); accident involving damage of a large part of the fuel and
release of a large amount of radionuclides into the containment; limit = no acute
health effects to the population in the vicinity of the NPP, no long term restrictions
on use of land and water; PO <1E-6/a (EIA Report 2008, 479)

Internal initiating events considered in the design basis are not listed in section 10.

External events are listed in sub-section 10.2.2 but without details concerning the
design basis of the new NPP.

Following these explanations, IAEA’s International nuclear event scale (INES) is
presented in order to illustrate the significance of nuclear accidents.

The conclusion is presented in sub-section 10.2.4 as table 10.2.3 ,Risk analysis of
potential accidents®. This classification includes consequences to life and health,
environment, property, as well as probability of occurrence, speed of development
and the prioritization of consequences. Table 10.2.3 also includes preventive
measures. The chosen assessment scheme is from the “Recommendations for
assessment of potential accident risk of proposed economic activity” and not speci-
fied for nuclear facilities.

The ranking (priority) of hazards In table 10.2.3 results in the assessment of ex-
treme events such as aircraft crash and terrorist attacks as BDBA which could
cause damage to the NPP building structures and a release of radioactivity. The
praobability of this event is assessed as “improbable” (<1E-3fa) and the conse-
quences as "serious‘. Concerning “preventive measures® it is said to be expected
that all new NPPs will demonstrate the capability to withstand the effect of aircraft
crash. Another BDBA is described as the simultaneous failure of multiple safety
systems during operation resulting in core damage (CDF <1E-4/a and LRF <1E-
6/a). Probability of this event is ,improbable®, the consequences are assessed as
~ery serious”. The severe accident is an accident with containment failure which
results in catastrophic consequences. More likely severe accident sequences do
not result in containment failure for 72 hours, the low frequency sequences do not
result in containment failure in less than 24 hours. (EIA REPORT, p 485ff, table
10.2.3)
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Eulerian modeling framewark In the EIA, but the dispersion model itselt 1s a purely
Lagrangian particle dispersion model. It is said that the model was run with mete-
orological data from the ECMWF operational archive for the years 2001 and 2002.
Output was generated on two domains, a small ane with 2.5 km grid size, and a
large one with 25 km grid size. This approach is in principle a state-of-the-art ap-
proach, though we found that further details of the model setup are not provided.

The EIA argues that this approach replaces what it calls the “artificial “worst case”™
as it would be obtained by running a Gaussian model (with a finite set of possible
input parameter combinations, or analytically determined maximum). We agree
with the authors of the EIA that the present approach is better, both with respect to
the degree of realism of the model and with respect to the fact that meteorological
conditions are sampled that really occurred. The argument that the model is more
realistic holds especially for transports over distances from 20 km to hundreds or
thousands of kilometres which could not be modelled realistically with a Gaussian
model. However, for the close neighbourhood, the SILAM model appears to be not
fully representing the state of the art and in a way falls even behind the Gaussian
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ne worst case — even among the Imited Ser of siualons proped py the calcuia-
tions — the maximum will be much higher than the 98" percentile, especially at
longer distances where the behaviour of the contamination becomes even more
episadic.

9.2 Discussion

9.2.1 Risk Assessment

Section 10, Risk Analysis and Assessment discusses the hazards of DBA and
BDBA sequences. The classification in table 10.2.3 does not distinguish between
low frequencies of accurrence: all incidents with a frequency of occurrence below
1E-3/a are rated as ,mprobable®. In contrast to that, IAEA targets differentiate
clearly between 1E-4 and 1E-5. And also the Lithuanian regulation demands that
core damage frequency should not exceed 1E-5fa, and that “an effort should he
made to ensure that the probability of the worst possible emergency release of ra-
dicactive materials specified in the standards does not exceed 1E-7/a*. (VD-B-001-
0-97)

It would be more instructive to present more information from PSAs which give an
adequate illustration of the radiation hazard instead of a ranking which appears to
be adequate for less hazardous industrial activities.

9.2.2 Source term

The source term chosen as representative for a severe accident in a Generation
reactor by the ElA Report, is not justified by any arguments. In Finnish regulation
the 100 TBq Caesium release is set as limit for radiation protection. It is a probabil-
istic target for limited releases due to an accident. A large release (exceeding this
limit) should have a probability of occurrence of <5.0 E-7/a.

PSA results for the EPR indicate that 9% of all core damage scenarios lead to late
containment failure and 6% to early containment failure. (\WeNISCH et al. 2008)
These are the accidents relevant for the assessment of transboundary impacts.
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vere accident in a “Generation lI” reactor.

Section 10, Risk Analysis and Assessment, includes investigations of long-range
and transboundary consequences of accidents at the plant, both DBA and so-
called severe accidents. This is a very positive step, and in some way it follows the
route taken by a nuclear risk assessment method developed in Austria many years
ago in the project RISKMAP (ANDREEY et al. 1998, HOFER et al. 2000, RISKMAP no
year). In the following, we discuss both the methodology and the results of the
analysis, and provide our own view of the possible risk to Austria.

ElA results shown indicate that the territory of Austria would not be affected much:
>10 Bq I-131/m? (Fig. 10.%-8, 10.3-14) and >0.1 Bq Cs-137/m* (Fig. 10.3-9, 10.3
15) for the SA. However, the assumed release of 100 TBq (1E14 Bg) Cs-137 is
rather low for a SA. Given the fact that no construction has been selected for the
plant, and that even no reactor of the type suggested exists presently, it would be
cautious to also consider larger releases in the PBq range, as explained above.
Furthermore, as also explained above, the worst case even just among those
cases studied is likely to be considerably higher than the 98" percentile. Therefore,
the results shown in the EIA cannot exclude that Austria would be affected by a
severe accident in the proposed nuclear power plant.

9.2.2.1 Austrian evaluations
The Austrian evaluations are based on two different methods.

The first method dispersion calculations made with the Lagrangian particle disper-
sion model FLEXPART (STOHL &t al. 1998) in the RISKMAP project (ANDREEY et al.
1998, HOFER et al. 2000, RISKMAP no year). In this project, 88 cases during the
year 1995 were studied. On each day, the release was started at a different time of
the day, and assumed to last 1 hour. Then the total {(wet and dry) deposition of Cs-
137 was evaluated over Europe.

In Figures 5 and 6, we show the result for the worst case found among the 88 re-
leases from the Ignalina site, applying a source term of 5% from reactor inventory
— see chapter 8.1.5. We consider this a possible release in the case of a severe
accident in a “Generation |lI” reactor. The first illustration (fig 5) gives an overview
of the contamination in Europe caused by the release. Fig. 5 shows all of Europe
with a coarser output resolution, Fig. 6 shows only central Europe but with an im-
proved resolution of 0.5° in E-VV direction and 0.33° in N-S direction. Due to the
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MNPP lgnalina Austrian Expert Statement — Accident Analysis

400, 1000, kBy/m?

Figure 5: Example of deposition of Cs-137over Europe resulfing from a hypothetical severe

accident in the new fgnalina NPP, assuming a release of 35.5 PBq in the hour
after 1995-06-25 14:567. Quiput grid size is 1°. The outer border of the blue
colourisat 0.1 kBq/n12.

]

14. 20, o, 140, 400 1000, kBe.mi

Figure 6: Example of deposition of Cs-137 as in Hlustration X1, but over Central Europe only

with a resolution of 0.5° in E-W direction and 0.33° in N-S direction for the output grid.
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%Hgtrslaebond approach is based on an unpublished study carried out on behalf of
the Austrian Ministry of Environment {Seibert 2004). It is also based on the RISK-
MAP data set, but augmented by dose estimates and a 14-year trajectory data set.
We can take from this study a climatological probability of the exceedance of the
warning levels 2 according to the Austrian emergence preparedness guidelines for
nuclear accidents for a source term corresponding to a release of 4.5% of the cae-
sium inventory of a VWER-1000 reactor, accompanied by corresponding releases
of other nuclides. The result is a probability of 2.3%, which we consider non-
negligible.

It is also interesting to compare the results for the Ignalina site and the Chemnaobyl
site. The climatological probability of a warning level 2 or worse event in Austria is
about 50% higher from the Ignalina site than that from the Chernabyl site (based
on a 45% release source term, similar to the one oceurring in the Chernobyl disas-
ter — for the 4.5% release, no impact at warning level 2 was found from Chernobyl
site). In short, this means that the Ignalina site is more dangerous for Austria than
the Chernobyl site, and yet Austria has been severely impacted by the Chernobyl
disaster, more than any other European country except the Saviet Union and Scan-
dinavia.

9.3 Conclusions

It is appreciated that the authors of the EIA present, with their SILAM model simu-
lations, an impact analysis of accident emissions better than in most other ElAs,
both with respect to the degree of realism of the model and to the fact that mete-
orological conditions are sampled that really occurred. The argument that the
model is more realistic holds especially for transports over distances from 20 km to
hundreds or thousands of kilometres which could not be modelled realistically with
a Gaussian model. This approach is in principle a state-of-the-art approach, though
we found that further details of the model setup are not provided.

But from the Austrian point of view it is not justified to carry out the investigation of
transboundary consequences of a severe accident by choosing an arbitrary emis-
sion limit as source term. We recommend first of all to take a deterministic ap-
proach in the safety analysis and find out what emissions could oceur. From pub-
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In this context we emphasize that with respect to the climatclogical probability of
contamination, releases from the Ignalina site are even more relevant for Austria
than those from the Chernobyl site, and this on the background of the experience
in the Chernobyl disaster, which Austria.
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G Caesium

DBA.....ccoviierene Design Base Accident

EC . e European Commission
ECCS...cceoviiiree Ermergency Core Cooling System

ElA .., Environmental Impact Assessment
EPR....cooiiereee European Power Reactor

ERF ..o Early Release Frequency
ESBWR................. Economic Simplified Boiling Water Reactor
EU e European Union

EUR ... European Utilities Requirements
GDCS. ..o Gravity Driven Cooling System

GE. o General Electric

TR lodine

IABA ..o International Atomic Energy Agency
LILW...oe Low and Intermediate Level Waste
LOCA ... Loss of Coolant Accident

LRF .t Large Release Frequency

LWR ..o Light Water Reactor

MCR ... Main Control Room, Master Control Room
MSV . Milli Sievert

MWL Megawatt

MWe.....coooovnree Megawatt electric

NGO .. Non Governmental Organisation
NPP....coice Nuclear Power Plant

NRC ... Nuclear Regulatory Commission (USA)
PSA ... Probabilistic Safety Assessment
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U Uranium
VATESI ......ccenne. State Nuclear Power Safety Inspectorate

VVER = WWER ....\odo-Vodyanoy Energeticheskiy Reactor
WNA. .. World Nuclear Association
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Stellungnahme des Landes Salzburg zum UVP-Verfahren neue umweltschutz@salzburg.gv at

KKW in Ignahna, Litauen Dipl -Ing.Dr. Constanze Sperka-Gottlieh

TEL +43 66238042 4610

STELLUNGNAHME

Vorab sei die Position des Landes Salzburg zur Nutzung der Kernenergie dargelegt. Die
Verwendung der Kernenergie widerspricht den Prinzipien einer nachhaltigen Wirtschaft
und Energieerzeugung, Diese Haltung wird durch die Studie ,,Kernenergie Klimaschutz
und Nachhaltigkeit”, die das Forum fur Atomfragen erstellte, unterstitzt und bekraftigt.
Bei der Nutzung von Kernenergie handelt es sich um eine Hochrisikotechnologie. Auf
Grund dieses Risikos und der Nicht-Nachhaltigkeit wird die kommerzielle Nutzung der
Kernenergie zur Energieerzeugung prinzipiell abgelehnt.

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich den vorliegenden Angaben zu Fol-
ge am Standort des zuschlieffenden KKW Ignalina befinden und die Kapazititen der Ble-
cke INPP 1 und INPP 2 ersetzen respektive die verflighare Kapazitit am Standort sogar
ausbauen. Der Standort ist etwa 1000 Kilometer von Osterreich entfernt, eine Beeintrich-
tigung Osterreichs bei einem schweren Unfall ist nicht auszuschlieRen.

Zu den tbermittelten Unterlagen nimmt das Land Salzburg vertreten durch die Abtei-
lung Umweltschutz wie folgt Stellung;

¥ Die Priafung von Alternativen beschrankt sich auf die ausschliefiliche Prifung von

zwei nur geringfugig unterschiedlichen Standorten fur ein KKW sowie der Nullvari-
ante unter YVernachlassigung aller anderen Arten der Energieerzeugung und der E-

DAS LAND IM INTERNET : www.salzburg.gv.at

AMT DER SALZBURGER LANDESREGERUNG « ABTEILUNG 16 UMWELTSCHUTZ

POSTFACH 527, 5010 SALZBURG + TEL (0663) 8042-07 « FAX (0662) 80422160 + MAIL posti@salzburg.gw at « DVR 0078182
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nergieeinsparung. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fur eine rechtskonforme
UVP unerlasslich.

# Alternativenprifung und Stromverbrauchsszenarien:

Als Alternativen wiren die Stromerzeugung aus erneuerbaren Energieqgellen darzule-
gen. Es fehlt eine Betrachtung von Anlagen mit Kraft-Warm-Kopplung,. In diesem Zu-
sammenhang wire bei Reduktion von Elektroheizungen etc und Einsatz innovativer
Heiz-/ Energicerzeugungssysteme gekoppelt mit energetischer Althaussanierung der
tatsachlich erwartbare Verbrauchszuwachs zu ermitteln und die Notwendigkeit des
KKW zu prifen.

#» Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille, insbesonders der
stark radioaktiven Abfille, kann nicht aus dem Projekt ausgeklammert werden. Durch
die Nichtbeschaftigung mit dieser Frage wird ein willkurlicher Schnitt mitten durch
das Projekt gezogen und eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen unmoglich
gemacht.

# Die Problematik der Verknappung von Uran wird nicht diskutiert und bewertet. Dies
ist auch in Wirtschaftlichkeitsrechnungen in Hinblick auf steigende Preise bzw man-
gelnde Verfugbarkeit von Kernbrennstoff einzubeziehen.

#» Die Bauphase des geplanten Kernkraftwerks wird sich zeitlich mit der Dekomissio-
nierung der Blocke Ignalina 1 und 2 iberschneiden. Eine Betrachtung der kombinier-
ten Risken aus diesem Umstand fehlt.

Far die Landesregierung
Dipl-Ing.Dr. Constanze Sperka-Gottlieb
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wiener
umweilt
anwaltschaft s

Wien, 30. September 2008

WUA - 845/2008
UVP-Verfahren Neubau
einer Kernkraftanlage in
Litauen

Stellungnahme der WUA

Magistratsabteilung 22

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich den vorliegenden Angaben zu
Folge am Standort des zuschlielRenden KKW Ignalina befinden und die Kapazitaten
der Blocke INPP 1 {(geschlossen seit 31.12.2008) und INPP 2 {Schlieltung
entsprechend der Vereinbarungen beim Beitritt Litauens zur Europaischen Union bis
Ende 2009) ersetzen respektive die verflgbare Kapazitat am Standort sogar
ausbauen. Der Standort der geplanten und der stillzulegenden Anlage ist etwa 1000
Kilometer von Wien entfernt und befindet sich in der Nahe der Grenze zu
Weildrussland und Lettland.

Die Wiener Umweltanwaltschaft sieht in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der
Energiegewinnung und dariber hinaus ein betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen
lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb derselben hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehnt die Wiener Umweltanwaltschaft die Errichtung
von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

s Entsprechend Artikel 5 der Espoo-Konvention, ist die Prifung von
Alternativen, einschlieidlich der Unterlassung sowie mogliche Malknahmen zur
Verminderung erheblicher, grenziuberschreitender nachteiliger Auswirkungen
und zur Uberwachung der Folgen solcher MalRhahmen auf Kosten der
Ursprungspartei ein zentraler Punkt im Rahmen des UVP-Verfahrens. Die
Prafung von tatsachlichen Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument
“Environmental Impact Assessment Report New Nuclear Power Plant in
Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im wesentlichen auf den Hinweis,
dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen
sei und deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5).

Wiener Umweltanwaltschaft
Muthgasse 62, Riegel F, 1. Stock, 1190 Wien
Telefon: (+43/11379 78, Fax: (1) 378 78/ 99/ 88 989, Fax-Ausland: +43/ 1/ 379 79/ 79 79
e-mall: post@wua.wien.gv.at intermet: hittp e wua-wien.at/
DVR: 0000191
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Weder in der Espoo-Konvention noch in der UVP-Richtlinie der
Europdischen Union (85/337/EWG geadndert durch 97/11/EG und
2003/35/EG) findet sich ein Hinweis darauf, dass der Inhalt der
Umweltvertraglichkeitspriifung nicht ausschlieBlich vom geplanten
Projekt, sondern auch vom Tétigkeitsbereich der Antragstellerin
abhangen kdnnte. Die ausschlielliche Prifung von zwei nur geringfligig
unterschiedlichen Standorten fir ein KKW sowie der Nullvariante unter
Vernachlassigung aller anderen Arten der Energiesrzeugung und der
Energieeinsparung stehen somit unseres Erachtens im Widerspruch zu den
rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union als auch der Espoo-
Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme
UVP unerlasslich.

Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle wird in der vorliegenden
Dokumentation darauf verwiesen, dass es in den nationalen Vorschriften keine
Grenzwerte flur solche Ereignisse gibt. In der Folge werden deshalb die
entsprechenden finnischen Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen
Auswirkungen herangezogen. Hier ergibt sich die Frage, ob auch bei Planung
und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das
Heranziehen der finnischen Standards unseres Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt
— die finnischen Standards sehen eine Reihe von speziellen Anforderungen
gegenlber vielen KKW-Standarddesigns vor. Die entsprechenden
Abschatzungen haben unter Berlicksichtigung der jeweiligen Standarddesigns
der in Frage kommenden Reaktortypen zu erfolgen.

Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfalle -
insbesonders der stark radicaktiven Abfalle - kann unseres Erachtens nicht
aus dem Rahmen des Projekts ausgeklammert werden, sondern muss auf
Grund der unmittelbaren Ursache-Wirkungsbeziehung im gegenstandlichen
Projekt mitbehandelt werden. Durch die Nichtbeschaftigung mit dieser Frage,
respektive die Verschiebung der Behandlung auf einen spateren Zeitpunkt,
wird ein willkurlicher Schnitt mitten durch das Projekt gezogen und eine
Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest
der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung
der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400
MW |asst einen Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von
Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs
sollte eine genauere Einschrankung der benétigten Leistung erméglichen.

Wiener Umweltanwaltschatt
Muthgasse 62, Riegel F, 1. Stock, 1190 Wien
Telefon: (+43/1) 379 78, Fax: (1) 379 78/ 99/ 88 989, Fax-Ausland: +43/ 1/ 379 79/ 74 78
e-mall: post@wua.wien.gv.at internet: http Mwww wua-wien.at!/
DVR: 00001781
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¢ Die Bauphase des geplanten Kernkraftwerks wird sich zeitlich mit der
Dekomissionierung der Blocke Ignalina 1 und 2 berschneiden. Eine
Betrachtung der kombinierten Risken aus diesem Umstand fehlt. Eine
Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung — Kumulation — der beiden
Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einfliel3en um die méglichen
Umweltauswirkungen beurteilen zu kénnen.

Die Wiener Umweltanwaltschaft fordert - unabhangig vom gegenstandlichen Projekt -
die rechtliche und finanzielle Grundlage fur eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung
durch den Betreiber selbst - respektive durch Litauen - zu schaffen, welche es
erméglicht alle Schaden in Osterreich im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer
anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage zumindest monetar vollstandig
abzudecken.

Fir die Wiener Umweltanwaltschaft:

eh.
Sachbearbeiter: Mag®. Dr". Andrea Schnattinger
Mag. David Reinberger Wiener Umwveltanwaltin

& 88982

Wiener Umweltarwaltschaft
Muthgasse 62, Riegel F, 1. Stock, 1190 Wien
Telefon: (+43/1)378 79, Fax, (1) 379 79/ 98/ 85 988, Fax-Ausland: +43/1/ 378 79/ 79 79
e-mail: posti@wua.wien.gv.at intermet: http e wua-wien.at!
DVR: 0000191
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MName: N@Lﬂwi‘tsﬁ_ih Mowtin. Ev
Adresse: j,a,ﬂ\. Me,\-&eh-%@'»%l 5‘/‘3’ PR ” A 1:
PLZ Ot A4 0 Wien Crnes 08 B ZHS '
s 22002008/
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung “:‘)%V Al A0 .38 ‘R/s—’

Dresdner Stralte 45
1200 Wien

ADS.: pst — Qﬁm G__O”ﬂ&w

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Lifauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignalfina und die ifauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirischaft Umweit und \Wasserwirtschafi!

Sshr geshrte Damen und Herren!

Dazs geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standert des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren Keine nachhaltiga Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréicitliches Rigiko seolcher Anlagen lenge iiber den sigentlichen Betrieb hinaus, Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

» Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Muclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Anfragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichiung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks gepriit wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Bshebung dieses Fehlers erscheini fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unetldsslich.

« Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Antage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechflich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte digs nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicakltiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Obne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischan Laistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW [&sst einen
Laistungsbersich wesentlich jenseils der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafie Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte sine genauere Einschrinkung der bendfigten Leistung
ermbglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Igralina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in dis Riskobetrachtung einfliz?en um die mdglichen Umweltauswirkungen
heurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle elnes Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
einé vollstindige finanzialle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betraiber.

Mit freundlichen Grifien
Monkin Nofbourdoch

Wien, 3. Okkober 2008
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An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung . A(\ AD .
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschuizabteilung "‘5%\’

Dresdner Siralle 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum gsplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Waeiterleitung an die Betreiber dos KKW Ignalina und die Ntauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums Fiir L and- und Forstwirschaft Umwealt und Wasserwirtschafi!

Sehr geshrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRendern KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Ristko sclcher Antagen lange dber den elgentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsaizlichen Uberiegungen Izhne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Enviranmantal Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option einas Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird {Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoc-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlésslich,

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sallte dies nicht der Fall seln, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

+Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakiiven Abfélle - inshescndere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ghne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich, Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmiitel erscheint angebracht.

+ Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW l&sst elnen
Leistungshereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollie eine gehauere Einschifdinkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

+ Die zeitliche Userschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionienung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieen um die mdglichen Umweltauswirkungan
beurtgilen zu kénnan.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Befreiber.

bendo. Molaesth £,

Mit freundlichen Griiien

Wien, 3. Okiober 2008
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Abs.:
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Amt der Wiener Landesregierung . e Z =
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Drescdner Sirafie 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort lgnaling, Lifauen

Mil der Bilte um Weilerleitung an die Befreiber des KKW Ignallna und die itauische UVP-Behdrde im
Weae des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umweit und Wasserwirischaii!

Sehr geehrie Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieienden KW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren Keine nachhallige Form der Energiegewinnung und darGbar hinaus ein
betrBchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange liber den eigentlichen Belrieb hinaus. Schan aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Ubardegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neusn Kernkraftwarken ab.

» Dia Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental impact Assessment Repaort
New Nuclzar Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untemehmen zur Errichtung von Kemkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Opticn eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europidischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

= Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der miglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollie dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

» Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakiiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammart. Ohne sie ist aine Betrachtung allar Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW |&sst einen
Leistungsbhereich wesentlich Jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sclite eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigien Leisfung
erméglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomisslonierung der Blécke Ignaling 1
und 2 siellen ein erh&htes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachiung der gegenselilgen Beeinflussung der
heiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachiung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen,

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Aniage
eine vollstdndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

doge (5o Gfoald)

Mit freundlichen GriiRen

Wien, 3. Qktober 2008

22losfzr |
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1200 Wien _9 %\, AL . 1o _f?"v—_.__

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftweri am Standort [gnalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Waeiterfeitung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignalina und die lifavische UVP-Behérde im
Wege des Bundesminiistariums fiir L and- und Foistwirtschafl Umwedt und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrie Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréichtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Cber den sigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schan aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Emichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

» Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument "Environmental Impact Assessment Report
MNew Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Ermichtung von Kemkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option elnes Kemkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Européischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechitskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

» Bezuglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vordiegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der mdglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stgllt sich die Frage, ob
auch hei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards msines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

= Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakfiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Bstrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine- Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel arscheint angebracht.

* Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungshereich wesentlich jenssits der Kapazititen ven Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwarienden Verbrauchs sollte cine genauere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen,

» Die zeilliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Belrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Yarhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einfliellen um die méalichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollsténdige finanzislle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Gru%en

e ok 0‘7’ %%/M
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Abs.:

Name: PERC /Ividrees
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Amt der Wienar Landesregierung

MA 22 - Wiener Umweiltschutzabteilung

Dresdner Sirale 45 5 /{f’\ - A 5{?_
20 Wien ' —5 I@T TLJ/

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Welerleftung an die Belralber des KKW Ignalina und die litauische UVP-Behirde im
Wege des Bundesminisferiums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschalt Umwelf und Wasserwirtschaf!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herran!

Das geplante neve Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort ces zuschlieBenden KKW ignalina
befinden.

ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dar(ber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risiko solcher Antagen langs Uber den eigentlichen Befrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsaizlichen Ubertegungen lehna ich die Errichtung von neusn Kernkraftwerken ab.

* Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithurania August 27th 2008 beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unterriehmen zur Ervichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Cption eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europaischen Unien und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

+ Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es sislit sich die Frage, ob
auch  bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fzll sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

=Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abféile - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+ Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlzge mit maximal 3400 MW ldsst einen
Leistungshereich wasentlich jenseils der Kapazitélen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analysa
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrinkung der hendtigten Leistung
erméglichen,

= Die zeilliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 siefllen ein erhthtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Verhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachiung einflielen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungan
beurteilen zu kénnen.

l¢h fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser eder einer anderen [itaulschen kerntechnischen Anlage
aine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundlichen GriZen

/%

Wien, 3. Oktoher 2008
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Abs.:

“ y ,
Name: 73Rl Harodd
Adresse: A Luberctc,ro saf2 {1z,

PLZ, Ot ACTC e’

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung : -3 -
Dresdner Strale 45 > ﬁ’r d(’\ -AC 02 !JL-ji
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum gepianten Kernkraftwerk am Standort ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Waiterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Weqge des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt upd \Wasserwirtschali!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich arm Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignaling
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemnreaktoren keine nachhaltige Formn der Energiegewinnung und darlber hinaus ein
hafrachtliches Risike soicher Anlagen lange Ober den eigentiichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitzliichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Ertichtung von neuan Kernkraftwerken ab.

» Die Pritfung von Aiternativen im vorliegenden Dokument *Environmental Impact Assessment Repart
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untemehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkreftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Opticn efnes Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rachtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlésslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfdlle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der mdéglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertiat.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfidlle - insbesondere der stark
radioakliven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedech unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW idsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu, Eine ernsthafie Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollie eine genauere Einschr@nkung der benétigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Beirachiung der gegenseitigen Beainflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflislen um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurtgilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Antage
gine volilsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit fr_eun\\[chen Gruﬂ.en

/L&/M T

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Adresse: med ooonsT ) ‘
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MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabtellung
Dresdner StraBe 45
1200 Wien

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung ":?1:‘:6 v /|f\ A8 3 (KS—'

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignallna und die litauische [JVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums Ffir Land- und Forstwirischaft Umwell und Wasserwirtschaii!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlielenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemreakioren Keine nachhaltiige Form der Energiegewinnung und dartiber hinaus ein
betrachtiiches Risiko solcher Anlagen iange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental [mpact Assessment Report
New MNuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternshmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshaib nur die Oplion sines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4,5}, Dies steht meines Erachfens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerldsslich.

» Bezliglch der Auswirkungen schwergr Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation firnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frags, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

« Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfiile - inshesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanien
Vaorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollie eine gensuere Einschrénkung der benbtigten Leistung
ermiglichen,

= Die zeitiche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobefrachtung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anfage
gine vollst&ndige finanzieile Abdeckung alier Schdden in Osterreich durch dan Betreiber.

Mit freundlichan Grien /

7

Wien, 3. Qktober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Welterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignalina und dis litauische U\VP-Behérde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums {ir L and- und Feorstwirtschaft Umweit und Wasserwirschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kernkrafiwerk in Litauan soll sich am Standort des zuschlisBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

leht sehe in Kemreaktoren keine nachhaltiige Form der Energlegewinnung und dariber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange fiber den eigentlicher Betrieh hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundséizlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

« Diz Pr0fung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragsteliern eln Unternéhmen zur Emichtung von Kemkraftanlagan sef und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprlift wird (Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

+ Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfille werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bhei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

» Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist elne Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkuingen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jensails der Kapazitélen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollle eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
erméglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uherschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhihtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
baurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanziella Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Befreiber.

Mit freundlichen GriRen

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bifte um Welterleffung an die Belreiber des KKW fgnaiina und die fitauische UvP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forsiwintschaft Umweit und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geshrte Damen und Herren!

Das gaplante neus Kernkraftwerk In Litaven soll sich am Standori des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Ferm der Energiegewinnung und darlber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko soicher Anlagen lange (ber den elgentflichen Betrieh hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kermnkraftwerken ab.

» Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliagenden Dokument “Envirecnmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuznia August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasstlich.

« Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der voriegenden Dokumentation finnischa
Granzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standerds rechilich
verbindlich eingzhalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesonders der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert, Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwarfenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Lelstungsbereich wesantlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartendsn Verbrauchs sollie eine genavere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
embglichen.

« Dle zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke Ignalina 1
und 2 steflen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflislRan um die maglichen Umwelauswirkungen
haurteilen zu kdnnen.

leh fordere Im Falle eines Unfalis in cieser oder einer andersn litauischen kerntechnlschen Anlage
eine vollstdndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Usterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grilzen
lice  Joge—
7 c? 7

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.:
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An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung
MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung

Mit dar Bitte um Weltarlelfung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignalina und oie itauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wassenwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen scll sich am Standorl des zuschlieBenden KKW [gnalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhallige Form der Energisgewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risiko sofcher Anlagen lange ber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus, Schon aus diesen
grundsatziichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Dig Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrénkt sich irm Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragsiellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
urersslich,

+ Beziiglich der Auswirkungen-schwerer-Unfélle-werdan-in-der-vordiegenden-Dokumentation-finnische————

Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anfage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden, Sollte digs nicht dar Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

s Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radicaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radicakiiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist elne Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+ Die Angabe der alekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lésst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
erméglichen,

= Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignaling 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhies Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gedenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Rislkobetrachtung einflieRen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

Ich fordere Im Fallg~gines Unfalls In dieser oder einer anderen litavischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstéindige f| an |elle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betraiber.

Mit fraundiichen GW\}\/\ @/

Wian, 3. Oktober 200

’Uf]fﬁﬂ’%r -%H)fﬁ

Dresdner Strale 45 A2 {o
1200 Wien _9% G E g

Stellungnahme zum gepianten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen
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Stelfungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weilerteitung an dfe Befrelber des KKV lgnalina und die ltauiscire UVP-Behdrde im
Weae des Bundesministeriums filr Land- und Forstwitschait Umwelf und Wasserwirtschafi!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Dras geplante neus Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlisRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kemreakloren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus sin
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anfagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung ven neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Envirenmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuenia August 27th 2008” beschrZnkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Aniragstelierin gin Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option sines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird {(Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurcpéischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint flr eine rechiskonfoame UVE
unerlasslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Granzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechsnden finnischen Standards rechtiich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollie dies nicht der Fell sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechffertigt.

«Dic Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radicaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Chne sie ist eine Befrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich, Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

«Cie Angabe dar elakirischen Leistung der geplanien Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW Idsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blticke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieften um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder elner anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdackung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Belreiver,

Mit freundlichen Griiken

4% N

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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An das
Amt der Wiener Landssregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung —
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleifung an die Bstreiber des KKW Ignafina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir { and- und Forstwirtschafl Umweit uind Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplanle neue Kemkrafiwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlisfRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
beirdachiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange fiber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus, Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kermkraftwerken ab.

« Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorlisgenden Dokument “Environmental impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmean zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kermnkraftwerks geproft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europidischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechtskonforme UVP
uneridsslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vordiegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards maines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakliven Abfiille - insbesondere der stark
radicaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umwellauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW |dsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen vor Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollle eine genauvere Einschrdnkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermoglichen.

« Die zeftliche Uberschneidung das AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste n die Risikobetrachtung einflisfen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
teurtzlien zu kinnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen fitauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine volistdndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraffwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleffung an die Betrsiber des KKW Ilgnaiing und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Weqge des Bundasministeriums fir L and- und Forsiwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplantz neus Kernkraftwerk in Litauen sol! sich am Standert des zuschlieRendan KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dartber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den zigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsdtziichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Profung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument "Environmental Impact Assessment Report
Mew Nuclear Power Piant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstsllerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kemkraftaniagen sei und
deshalt nur die Cption eines Kemnkraftwerks geprift wird (Kepltel 4.5). Dies steht meings Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoa-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erschaint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

= Bezllglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation: finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehaiten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der sfark
radioaktiven Abfilie - wird ausgeklammert, Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlzge mit maximal 3400 MW lasst sinen
Leistungshereich wesentfich jenseits der Kepazititen von Blogk 1 und 2 zu, Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sclite eine genauere Einschrinktung der benétigten Leistung
emdglichen.

s Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blidcke ignalina 1
und 2 stelien ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben milsste in die Risikobetrachiung =inflieRen um die mdglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen,

fch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
wine vellstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Ostarreich durch den Betreiber.

Mi} freundlichen Griifte

Wiéq&& Oktob®s. 2088
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiteriaitung an die Belrelber des KKW lgnalina und die tauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriims fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umweelt und Wassenwirfschafif

Senhr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Des geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden. .

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darfber hinaus ein
belrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Cher den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétziichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokumeant “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuglear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschranki sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin eln Unternehmen zur Errichiung von Kernkraftantagen sel und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemnkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies stebt meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechiskonforme UVE
uneriéssiich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungan schwerer Unfille werden in der verliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werdzsn. Sollte dies nicht der Faill sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfistigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesendere der stark
radioakiiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmoglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwarienden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmitte] erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW |é@sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte esine genavers Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
emdglichen.

= Die zeitiche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignaling 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung cer gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieRen um die méglichen Umweitauswirkungen
heurteilen zu kdnnern.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen fitavischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schadan in Ostarreich durch den Betretber.

VRN

Mit freundlichen Griilzen

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Stellunghahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterfaffung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignaiina und die auische UVP-Behirde im
Wenge des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wesserwirischaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk In Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kemreakioren Keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Gber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
* grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung van neusn Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Dig Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 heschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkrafianiagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich. ’

= Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dekumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Scllte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnlschen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

« Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioakiiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radicaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Chne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich, Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW I&sst elnen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sdllte eine genauere Einschrinkung der bendfigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

« Die zeltliche Uberschneldung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erh&htes Risike dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
heiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung sinflieien um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundiichen Grifien

et

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Welterleftung an die Belrelber des KKW fgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behirde im
Wege des Bundesministerivms fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschari!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieftenden KKW Ignaling
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreakloren keine nachhaliige Form der Energisgewinnung und darliber hinaus sin
betrichtliches Risiko sclcher Anlagen lange Uer den eigentlichen Befrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberiegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neuen Karnkraftwerken ab,

« Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
MNew Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin &in Unternehmen zur Errichtung ven Kernkraftanlagen ssi und
deshalb nur die Option sines Kemkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Unlon und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eing Behebung dieses. Fehiers erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unertasslich. )

» Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokurmentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelll sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verhindfich eingehaltsn werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fail sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radicakliven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eing Betrachiung zller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufhringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der gsplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsberecich wesentlich jensaits der Kapazitaten von Bleck 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrinkung der bendiigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Gie zeilliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissfonierung der Eldcke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhishtes Risiko der. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieBen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kiinnen,

ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser cder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
cine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung =ller Schaden in Osterreich durch der Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Gralken

Wian, 3. Ckiober
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Welterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW fgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir L and- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirtschafti

Sehr geshrie Damen und Herren!

Dafs geplanie neue Kernkraffwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und daritber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen fange Ober den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lebine ich die Errichiung veon neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prijfung von Alternativen im varliagenden Dokument “"Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf dan
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untemehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraitaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapital 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention, Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerldsslich.

» Bezilglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enfsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicekiiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert, Ohine sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Varkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der slakirischen Leistung der geplarten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW igssi einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseils der Kepazitaten ven Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sclite eine genausre Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen,

» Die zeitliche Oberschneidung des AKW-Neubzues und der Dekomissionierung der Blacke lgnaling 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Elne Betrachtiing der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobefrachtung einflieen um die maglichen Umweitauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollsténdige finanzielie Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griilken
/\YJJJ e O~

Wien, 3. Cktober 2008
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MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung -

A Closthing)

oA

Cresdner Stralie 45 7
1200 Wien | “7—7%? Ak 38

Stellungnabme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Wefferleffung an die Betreiber des KKW ignaline und die fitauische UVP-Behidrds im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwealf und Wasserwirtschaff!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplants neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlielenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

kch sehe in Kernreakioren kaine nachhaltige Form der Ensrgisgewinnung und dartiber hinaus ein
betrachiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange liber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lshne ich die Errichiung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Die Priiffung von Alternativen im vorfisgenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrinkt sich Tm Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antagsiellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichiung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalh nur die Option elnes Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapltel 4.3). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurepdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerle zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezegen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verhindlich eingehzlien werden. Soilte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der slark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie Ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmégiich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden HKosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

«+ Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW ldsst einen
Leistungsberaich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Black 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauers Einschrénkung der bendiigten Leisfung
ermdéglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Naubates und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignaiina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miussts in die Risikobetrachiung einflisRen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser ader einer anderen litavischen kerntechnischen Arlage
eine vollsiandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griiken
/4

Wien, 3. Oktcber 2008
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Abs.: JV@“M Lm_ﬂg

Nama:

Adresse: gl Vep _Bﬂ—rero_r%b:t@ Vfo

PLZ, Orl: 4% Jiliea_ Gngd: 08 B Iom
- ra- 2082 RI22.

:

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteflung

Dresdner Stra%e 45 h_} :F()Y‘ M40, ) ,(L;H‘

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Welterleitung an die Belreiber des KKW Ignalina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Weqge des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaiti

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ilgnaiina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darfiber hinaus ein
befrachtiiches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Bedrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegurgen lehne ich die Errlchtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Repaort
New Nuclear Power Flant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung ven Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kermnkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlasslich,

« Bezilglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfaile werden in der varliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der mdglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehaiten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfrisigen Behandlung der radicaktiven ABbfille - insbesondere der stark
radigakiiven Abfélle - wird ausgekiammert, Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umwaltauswirkungen
jedoch unmiglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der eleklrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW Idsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte sine genauere Einschrinkung der hendtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uherschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Biscke Ignaling 1
und ? stellen sin erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Rislkobetrachtung einflie2en um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kiinnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in GOsterreich durch den Betrelber.

Mit freundlichen.

Wien, 3. Oktober 2003
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Abs.: W L@-Mg

Narme:

Adresse; 6&;’51 . (./V'},ra (gwa;._r ‘?Flé’ 31 20
PLZ, Ort: ’/t’f@t@ {Wﬂ.éﬁu
An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralle 45

1200 Wien

Siellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weilerleitung an die Betreiber des KKW ignalina und dia litauische UVP-Behorde im
Wege ves Bundesminisieriumes fUr Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umweft und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Farm der Energiagewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrachtiches Risiko sclcher Anlagen lange Ober den sigentiichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus ciesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Enfchtung von neuen Kernkraftwerkan ab.

» Die Priifung von Altemnativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Envirenmental Impaci Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania Aygust 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Eraghtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention, Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlésslich,

=« Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerar Unfalle werden in der vorliagenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der mdglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es steilt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage de enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten warden. Scllté dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachizns nicht gerechtfertigt.

vDie Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakiiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radipakiiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert, Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Varkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kepazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwarfenden Verbrauchs solte eine genauere Einschriénkung der benétigten Lefstung
ermdglichen.

s Dia zeitliche Uberschpeidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhiihtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miissts in die Risikabetrachtung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen. .

ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung afler Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grifien

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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An das 2. &-QZ-MEP_Q 8.

Ami der Wiener Landesregierung T e }

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung

Dresdner StraBe 45 = ‘T_'-‘B /L.

1200 Wien /{ 'Y '{D

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleftung an die Beireiber des KKW ignalina und die ltauische UVP-Behtrde jm
Wage des Eundesministeriums filr Land- und Forgtwirtechait Umwelt und Wassenwirtschaft!

Sehr geshria Damen und Herrenl

Das geplants neue Kernkraftwerl in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlie@enden KKW Igralina
befinden. -

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Farm der Energiegewitinung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen tange iiber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Emichtung von neuen Kemkraflwerken ab.

= Die Prifung von Altermativen im vorliegenden Dokument "Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Muctear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008° beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichfung von Kernkrafianlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemnkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dles steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdiischen Union und auch der
EspooKonvention. Eine Behsbung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unertésslich. A

» Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfdlle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darsteflung der miglichen Auswirkungen herangezagen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Plahung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verhindlich eingehalten werden, Sollte dies nicht der Fall seln, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtifertigt.

«Dia Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfdlle - wird ausgeklammer. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachiung afier Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmiglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwarfenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrurgen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

s Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanien Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseils der Kapazitéaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollie eine genauere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Lelstung
ermbglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Sl8ckz Ignatina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben mbsste in die Risikobetrachiung einfliefien um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstiandige finanzielle Abdeckung afler Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundlichen GraBen
5 rvwﬂfwt (ﬂ/w/. {;,

Wien, 5. Oktober 2008
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NATURSCHUTZBUND Vorariberg
Schulgasse 7 685¢ Dombim 05572-28650 vomrlberg@naturschutzbund at

An das _ '
Ami dor Wierer Landesregiarung 06 GKT 2008
MA 22 - Wisnhar Umweltschutzabteifung

Dresdner Strafie 45 S 305?0’?{

1200 Wien - Y, ) -F_Of

Steflungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftweark am Standort ignalina, Litauen ,,_):Ejk AT L <

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina tund die iftavische UVP-Behdrde jn
Wege des Bundesministeriums fitr Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwalt und Wasserwirlschatt!

' Sahr geehrte Damean und Hesren!

Das geplante neue Kemkramued( in Ltauen sall sich am Standcrt des zuschlieﬂenden KKW Ignalina
befinden. .

Wir sehen in Kemreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegawin'nung und dartber hinaus ein

befrachtliches Risike solcher Anlagen lange tiber den eigentlichen Betrieb Rinaus. Schon aus diesen

grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen iehnen wir die Errichtung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

« Die Priffung von Altemativen im vorliegendan Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report

New Nuclear Powar Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschréinkt sich im wesentiichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untemehmen zur Errichtung von Kemkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemnkraftwerks gepriift wird {Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtiichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
. Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers ' erscheint f0r ema rechtskonrforme UVP
uneriasslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vortiegenden Bokumentation finnfsche
Grenzwerte 2ur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellf sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindfich eingehaltan warden: Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranzichen der finnischan
Standards meines Erachtens nicht garechifartigt.

«Die Frage der langhistigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radipakliven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert, Qhine sie ist eine Betrachiung aller Umwellauswirkungen
jedoch unmoglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der gophnhn
Vaorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elekirischen Lelstung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW tasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine srnsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Elnschrénkung der benbﬂgton Leistung
armbglichen.

. «Dig zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke Igaatina 1
~und Z stellen ein erhiihtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der -
beiden Vorhaban misste in die Risikobetrachtung emmer!.en un die mdglicher Umwelhusw;mungen‘

beurteilen zu kéinnen.

Wir fordem im Falle efnes Unfalls In dieser oder einer anderen litauischen Kerntechnischen Anlage
eine volistandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterrsich durch den Betrenber

Mit fraundtichen GriRen
NATURSCHUTZBUND Vorarlberg

T Dithguadt émwu

Bregenz, 3. Oktober 2008
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Name: Dr. Oskar Luger = Ui, it

-for ,
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An das Sr tl " @? n—.

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner StraRe 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Wheilerleitung an die Befreiber des KKV Ignalina und die Nltauvische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums filr Land- und Forstwirlschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirtschaiit!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kermnkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standart des zuschlieenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

ich sehe in Kernreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
batrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus digsen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkrafiwerken ab.

) Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternchmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird {Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention, Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fur eine rechiskonforme UVP
uneriasslich.

[¥]Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumeantation finnische
Grenzwerie zur Darsteilung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die .entsprechenden finnischen Siandards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtiertigt.

[EDie Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicaktiven Abfafle - insbesondere der stark
radicakliven Abflle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

[¥IDie Angabe der elekirischen Lefstung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine emsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschréankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen. '

[¥]Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKVW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke Ignalina
1 und 2 steilen ein erhithtes Risiko dar. Einge Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikabatrachiung einfliefien um die mégiichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
aine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterrsich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grifen

& Oy ‘ng

Dr. Oskar Luger
Wien, 3. Oktaber 2008
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Abs.:
Name: Sigrid Mazal

Adresse: WienerstraBe 7 Magiﬂ-’-fraisahi'eilung 22
PLZ, Ott: A-2201 Kapellerfeld T
Engals =G OKT, 2054

An das o ' | m@&ﬂg&g&

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung Vl ‘Q o
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabtellung .
Dresdner Strale 45 : i for

1200Wien II >T——_? /F\ A OJ’L

Stellungnahme Zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standurt lgnalma, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an die Betreiber des, KKW Ignalina und die fitauischie LVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesmm:stenums fiir Land- und Forstw;rtschaft Umwelt und Wassenwtschaﬁf

Sehrgeehr’(e Damen und Herren! .

Das g |eplante neue Kemkraﬂwerk in Litauen soll swh am Standort des zuschlleﬁenden KKw Ignalma
befinden. . ~

Ich séhe in Kemreaktoren keine néchhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung- und dariber hinaus ein
betrdchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange iiber den. eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grunds#tzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Enﬁ:htung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

» Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument Environmental Impact Assessment Repoﬁ
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antrags_tellerin gin Unternehmen zur Errichlung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.8). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europénschen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Feh!ers erscheint far eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

« Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle’ werden in der vorliegenden Dokumantation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen, Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht-dér Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

sDie Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radioakiiven Abfille - wird ausgekiammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umwaeltauswirkungen
jedoch unmgglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der géplanien Anlage mit maximal 3400 MWV lésst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der iapazitéien von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine emnsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte gine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
erméglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhiéthtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Varhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachiung einflieBen um die mdglichen Umwe!tauswarkungen
beurteilen zu kSnnen. .

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Aniage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung afler Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griken

;E;igné;szbai/{ ‘ /{’ij’

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.:
Name: Sigrid Mazal

Adresse: WienerstraBe 7
PLZ, Ort: A-2201 Kapellerfeld

Magi&fraﬁsaiﬁei’ung 722
_ | ﬁhgul.: =3 CKT, &%
An das | ' . 3022008 16

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung \/‘ - ﬁ_ eSS
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabtetlung .
Dresdner Straie 45 H- %r

1200Wien >FY’ A a1 OPL.

Stellungnahme: zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standurt lgnallna, Litauen

Mit der Bitte wmn Weiterleitung an die Betreiber das KKW Ignalina und die litauische UVP-Behérde im
Wegs des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umvreit und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehrgeehrte Damen und Herren! .

Das g |eplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll smh am Standort des zuschllelsenden KKW Ignalma
befinden. - s .

(ch sehe in Kemreaktoren keine néchhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung- und darliber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko soleher Anlagen lange iiber den- eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Erﬁchtung von.neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

. Dle Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrinkt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antrags._tellerin ein Unternehmen zur Eriichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Oplion eines Kemkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.8). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Europénschen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Feh!ers erscheint far eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

« Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfille werden in der vorliegenden Dokumantation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen, Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht-dér Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

s+Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radioakiiven Abfille - wird ausgekiammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umwaeltauswirkungen
jedoch unmpgiich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MVWY lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine emsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrinkung der benitigten Leistung
armdglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubauss und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignaling 1
und 2 stellen ein erhithtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Varhaben misste in die Risikobetrachiung einflieRen um die mdglichen Umwe!tausmrkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen. .

ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Aniage
gine vollsiéndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griten

W Aped

Wien, 3. Oktaber 2008
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An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Unweltschutzabteitung
Dresdner Strale 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort ignaling, Litauen

Wit der Bitte um Weiterleifung an die Betreiber des KKW ignafina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir L and- und Forstwirischaft Umwelt und Wasserwittschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litaven soft sich am Standort des zuschiiefienden KKW Ignalina
befingen.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darlber hinaus ein
betrachtiiches Risike solcher Aniagen lange Gber den eigentiichen Belrieb hinaus. Schen aus diesen
grundsétziichen Uberiegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorfiegenden Dokument “Environmental impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Powear Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Ermrichtung von Kernivaftaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europédischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konventlon. Fine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
uneriasslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalie werden in der vorfiegenden Dokumentation fi nnssche
Grenzwente zur Darstetiung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es steiit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Pianung und Bau der Aniage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich ‘eingshalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Falt sein, ist das Heranziehen der-finpischen
Standards meines Erachfens nicht gerechtfertigt.

« Die Frage ‘der fangfristigen Behandiung der - radicaktiven Abfilie - msbesondere der stark
radioaksiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist ¢ine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoth unimglich, - Eine  Angabe zumindest “der zu erwartenden Kosten, der gepianten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Gefdmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe dér.elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximat 3400 MW i8sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des Zu arwarténden Verbrauchs soite eine genauste Einschréinkung der benbtipten Leistung
ermbghchen.

« Diz zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bitcke fgnalina 1
und 2 steflen ein erhibhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben milsste in die Rigsikobetrachtung einfliefen um die mdgiichen Umweftauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

ich fordere im Falie eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen {itauischen kerntechnischen Antage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freunsitichen GraBen

-
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Abs.: JM C—%P

Name: Karl Mitterer i .r:wm"g 22
Adresse: Michaelsdorf 18
i

. i i - F O i
PLZ, Oth: 9431 St. StefanfLav. Sagads =4GRl 2008

. | Zi: %O?Q O@[ ]

An das !

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung \_,) ﬁ CQ -F&) r
WA 22 — Wiener Umweitschutzabteilung

Dresdner Strage 45 '_‘-FF g 1>
ol's

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standart Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitfe urn Weiterlefiung an die Betreiber des KKW ignalina und die fitauische (JVP-Behtrde im
Weqge dos Bundesministeriums fifr Land- und Forstwirfschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaf!!

Seiir geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neve Kemkraftwerk in Litauen solt sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden,

Ich sehe in Kemnreaktoren keine nachhallige Fomm der Energlegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrdchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange (ber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uherlegungen lehne ich die Erichtung von neuen Kemnkraftwerken ab.

» Die Priifung von Altemativen im vodiegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschréinkt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Emichtung von Kernkrafiantagen sei und
deshatb nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks gepriif wird (Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Fine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir 2ine rechtskonfarme UVP
unerésslich. -

» Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der mbglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen, Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfrstigen Behandlung der radioskliven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radioakliven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller UmweRauswirkungen
jedoch unmdéglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine emsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschrinkung der bengtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Biécke lgnaling 1
und 2 slelien ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben missie in die Risikobetrachiung einflieRen um die méglichen Umwektauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falle sines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstdndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Batreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griiien

Kord. g:@(ék

Wien, 3. Okiober 2008
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Abs.:

Name:  {~pamz BU(xH ECHER,
Adresse: 'B'r{d; flenaney Lande AFO[& AT
PLZ Ot A2eo \WIEN

An das

Amt der Wienar Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralte 45

1200 Wien _17% r bo BF flv_r

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bifte um Woeitereitung an die Belraibsr des KKW lgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behorde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschatt Umweit und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauan soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form-der Energiegewinnung und darCber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen Iehne ich die Emichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokumeant “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power FPlant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im wesenttichen auf den
‘Hinweis, dass die Aniragstellerin ein Unternehmen . zur Errichtung von Kernkraftantagen sef und

deshalb nur die Option eines Kermnkraftverks geprift wird (Kapitel 4:5), Dies stoht meines Erachtens.

im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoc-Konventlon. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlésslich. :

» Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, b
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden, Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt,

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicakiiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radiozktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist 2ine Betrachtung aller Umwefltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Elne Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+ Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich weasenflich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sclite eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
erméglichen.

* Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieRen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
keurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grizen
/,lirk;% < Loc,{uuf,&ﬂ_/

Wien, 3. Oktobar 2008
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Abs.:
Name:Ewald Faiss

oy Ay \I".

. =g nay, A
Adresse:Hufelandgasse: 1!1} Ellngal‘ i (
PLZ, Ort:1120 Wien ‘ T 5&9_&[@8 3

V@ ‘Q- fal’ I A
An das A
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung - oF
MA 22 — Wiener Umwelschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralle 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an die Betreiber das KKW lgnaiina und die fitawische UVP-Behorde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herran!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBendean
KKW Ignalina befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber
hinaus ein betrdchtliches Rislko solcher Anlagen lange (iber den eigentlichen Betrieb
hinaus. Schon aus diesen grundséizlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von
neuven Kernkraftwerken ab.

* Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact
.. Assessment Report New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt
sich im wesentlichen auf den

Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen
sei und deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies
steht meines Erachtens im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der
Europiischen Union und auch der Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers
erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP unerldsslich.

+ Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden
Dokumentation finnische Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moéglichen Auswirkungen
herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die
entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte
dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen Standards meines
Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt,

« Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radicaktiven Abfalle - Iinsbesondere der
stark radicaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller
Umweltauswirkungen jedoch unmdéglich, Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden
Kosten, der geplanten Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel
erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst
elnen Leistungshereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine
ernsthafte Analyse des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschriankung
der benbtigten Leistung erméglichen.

* Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke
Ignalina 1 und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen
Beeinflussung der beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtiing einflieBen um
die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen beurteilen zu kinnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen
kerntechnischen Anlage eine vollstdndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in
Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

¥ drcnsl Gt Gl fa wﬂ?‘ﬂ@%ﬁ{
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Abs.: ' ﬁffﬁ&d?' - %

Name: M. Heimedinger _MGQI::'- T 22
Adresse: Weyprechigasse 10712 Eingel: 0 B OXT. 2008

PLZ, Ort: A-1160 Wien Z;ﬁ' &DQZJQO ;46’3 |

Andas

Amt der Wiener Landesreglerung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralte 45

1200 Wien

Steliungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bilte um Weilerfeilung an die Betreiber des KKW ignafina und die litauische UVP-Behorde im
Wege des Bundesminiskeriums filr Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darlber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uiber den eigentlichen Betrizb hinaus. Schen aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberiegungen |lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

~» Die Prifung von Alfernativen im votliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrénkt sich im wesenilichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untermnehmen zur Errfchtung ven Kemkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Oplion eines Kernkraftwarks geprOft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dles stebt melnes Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerar Unfélle werden in der voriegenden Dokumentaticn finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darsteliung der miglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelt sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachfens nicht gerechtfertigt.

s Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakiiven Abfdlfe - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung afler Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmbglich. Fine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Di2 Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximat 3400 MW [3sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Biock 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solte eine genauere Einschrankung der bendfigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

¢ Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blacke lghalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhGhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteiten zu kénnen.

leh fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litavischen kerntechnischen Anlage
cine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Eetraiber.

Helmewdy 70~

Mit freundlichen Graen

\Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.:

Name: Mag. Monika Eichkiz M ( {5

Adresss: Koschalstr. 15a/12 BGistratsabie fung 520 )

PLZ, Ort: A~ 8400 Wolfsberg E!ag d: ~7 oy g 22

An das ,jg / Qf/ s’f

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung U \_LQ

MA 22 — Wiener Umwaeltschutzabteilung i R. for LN
Dresdner Strafie 45

1200 Wien Ty

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleflung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und die lifauische UVP-BehSrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaff Umwelf und Wasserwirlschafi!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Hemen!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ilch sehe in Kernreakloren keine nachhalige Form der Energiegewinnung und dartber hinaus ein
betrachtiiches Rislko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
gundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prifung von Aliernativen im varlisgenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Repart
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichfung von Kernkraftantagen sei und
deshalb nur die Cption eines Kemkraftwerks geprift wird {Kapitel 4.5}). Dles steht melnes Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskenforma UVP
uneri&sslich.

» Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dakumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindiich eingehalten werden. Sollie dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranzlehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

s« Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioakiiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radioakiiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Varkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW Iasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentiich jenseits der Kapazitidien von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermbglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubauas und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignaling 1
und 2 stellen ein erhidhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben missie in die Risikobetrachtung einfliefian um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurtellen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litavischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Gsterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grifien

a_. W

Wolfsherg, 4. Oklober 2008
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Abs.:Dipl. Ing. Ernst Huber
Name: Backerberg 9
PLZ, Ort: 4672 Bachmanning

Eopfdine

1 22

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregianing

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabieilung
Dresdner Strafle 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW ignalina und die tauische UVP-Behérde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhallige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrdchtliches Risko solcher Anlagen lange dber den sigantiichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus dissen
grundsiitzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im wesentlichen auf den

Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untemnehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Cption eines Kerrnkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Européischen Union und

auch der Espoo-Kanvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehiers erscheini flir eine rechitskonforme
UVP unerlasslich.

» Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerar Unfdlle werden in der vorlieganden Dokumantation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung dar maglichen Auswirkungsn herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechanden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nichi der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

+Di¢ Fraga der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfiille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwarienden Kosten, der geplanten
Verkehrungen und der Autbringung der Geldmitte! erscheint angebracht.

e Die_Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lisst ainen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu, Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solle eine genauere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
erméglichen.

» Die zsitliche Ubsrschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekemissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
heiden Yorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieBen um die maéglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zit kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Arlage
sine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdackung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundllchen rif3en

Wien, 3. Oktcber 2008
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Abs.: ‘ RCL&/‘" %M

Name: Mag. Werner Schmidt. o Trmima ot s 30
. Am Olberg 168 May HE A

Adresse: 3400 Klosterneuburg

PLZ, Ort: Tel.: 02243 / 21855 | 4. OKT. 2008

Zé?fff‘if?&&/@f’)ﬁ By, e

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregisrung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralle 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen
Mit der Bitte um Weiterleifung an die Befreiber des KKW Ignalina und die fitauische UVP-Behérde im

Wege das Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschalt Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geshrte Damen und Herran!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standor des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

ich sehe in Kemreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risika solcher Anlagen lange iber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schan aus diesen
grundsatztichen Ubarlegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

= Die Prufung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Envirenmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrinit sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragsteflerin ein Unternehmen zur Emichtung vor Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint for sine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlassiich.

= Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwarer Unfélle werden in der voriiegenden Dokumentaiion finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollie dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechifertigt.

*Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radinaktiven Abfille - insbesonders der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Varkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elektischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leisiungsbersich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitsten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine emsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte gine genauere Einschrinkung der benbdtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Nzubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Biéicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhhtes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflizRen um die moglichen Urmweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnan.

lch fordere im Falle éines Unfaills in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine volistandige finanzieile Abdeckung aller Schadan in Osterreich durch dan Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen GrifRen 4
e
s ﬁi‘?; - W /

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008 )
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NGO ,Resistance for Peace"
Peter Rosenauer
MNobilegasse 26/22

1150 Wien Hect Toved,

Magistratsshtsilung 22

An das .

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung Eirgel 0 8. OKT, Zio@

MA 22 - Wiener Umwaeltschutzabteilung .

Dresdner Stralle 45 Zﬁjl; 302-:3{’03 s B
oo\ bR A | N

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort lgnalina, Litauen

Mit der Bilte um Waeiterlsitung an die Belreiber des KKW lgnalina und e litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wage des Bundesministeriums fiir | and- und Forsbhwirtscheft Umwelt und Wassenwirischafi!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Hemren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernrasktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
befrachtliches Risika salcher Antagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Ubarlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von nauen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorlizgenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Erichtung von Kemkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option aines Kernkrafiwerks geproft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konventian. Eine Behebung dieses Fshlers erscheint fir eine rachtskonforme UVP
- unerlgsslich.
« Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darsteliung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezegen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anfage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Soilte dizs nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.
s Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicaktiven Abfidlle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist sine Befrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.
« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseils der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwarienden Verbrauchs solte eine genauere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.
» Dig zeitliche Ubarschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieffen um die méglichen Umwekauswirkungen
_ beurtzilen zu kdnnen.

Ich fordere im Faile eines Unfalls in dieser oder siner anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterraich durch den Betreiber.

Mt fr%
=

Peter Rosenauar, Obmann
Wien, 7. Oktober 2008
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Abs.: @l?ﬂj P f D rretn QJW
Name: ‘f”f L/ﬂ 'ﬁ) E{:M
Adresse: g’ﬁﬁwwf 3 R
PLZ, Ot £ 340 Md&,&g‘

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilunyg
Gresdner Straile 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standoert ignalina, Litauen

Mt der Bitte um Welterleltung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und die litavischre UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir L and- und Forsiwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschafii

Sehr geshrte Damean und Herren!

Das geplante neus Kemkraflwerk in Lilauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlisRenden KKW Ignaiina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kemreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risiko solchegr Anlagen lange Gber den eigentiichen Betrieh hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsiizlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Emichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Afternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Fower Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshaib rur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kepilel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Unien und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerldsslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélie werden in der verliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnlschen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radiczsktiven Abfidlle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert, Ohne sie ist sine Betrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmbglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmitiel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Aniage mit maximal 3400 MW I&sst einen
Laistungsberaich wasantiich jenseils der Kapazitdten von Bleck 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrénkung der benétigten Leistung
ermibglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhidhtes Risiko dar, Eine Beirachtung der gegenseitigen Beelnflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieften um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu konnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
aine volistandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betraiber.

Mit freundlichen Griten
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Abs.:
Name: 1N Ay  BEoxHNT

Adresse: H&%@“L’@LL@Q QJ[Q‘/

PLZ, Ort: i

An das |Magistratsableilung & 2|
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung !

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung 'eingel; 1 O OKT. 2008
Dresdner Strale 45

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerl am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte urn Weiterleitung an die Betrefber des KKW lignalina und die litauische UVP-Behidrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir [ and- und Forstwintschai Urnwelf und Wasserwirtschait!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darUber hinaus ein
betrichtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uherdegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Priliung von Alternativen im verliegenden Dokument “Envirarumental Impact Assessment Report
New Nugclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschriinkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Anfragsteflerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Qption eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht maines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Koenvention. Elne Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechiskanforme UVP
uneriasshich.

« Bezlglich der Ayswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorlieganden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen harangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalien werden. Solite dies nicht der Fait sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nichf gerechtfertigt.

+Die Frage der tangfistigen Behandlung der radicaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Chne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Aniage mif maximal 3400 MW [&sst elnen
Leistungshereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Black 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrankung der bendilgten Lelstung
ermiglichan.

= Die zeitliche Uberschneitung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben missie in die Risikebetrachtung einfliefien um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdinnen.

Ich ferdere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder elner anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
aine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betfreiber.

it freundﬁchen Grilken

S Oktober 2008
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rps: AL RN A CREIKE

Name:
Adresse:  ALTMANASDDRSED SR ./l'clv‘-({..(?_,f)i’

, 4
PLZO  tnzo by ity

An das

Ami der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Cresdner Strafte 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Waiterieitung an die Betreiber des KKW ignaiina und die litauische UVP-Behérde im
Weae des Bundesministeriums fiir L and- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirischaft!

Seir geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kerrkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefienden KK.W Igralina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemreaktoren kelne nachhaitige Form der Energlegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betrachiliches Risiko sclcher Anlagen lange tber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundséizlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Envirenmental Impact Assessment Report
MNew Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hirweis, dass die Antragstelierin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sef und
deshalb nur die Cption eines Kemkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Eurcpdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint flr eine rechtskenforme UVP
unerlgsslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unféile werden in ‘der verliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herengezogen. Es stellt sich ¢ie Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechendsn finnischen Standerds rechflich
verbindlich eingehalter werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fell sefn, Ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertipt.

+Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radicaktiven Abfélle - Insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Chneg sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

s Die Angabe der slektrischen Lelstung der geplanien Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW Jasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten ven Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollie eine genauere Einschrénkung der benbtigten Leistung
errmdglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissicnierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
urd 2 stellen ein erhishtes Risikc dar. Eine Befrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieen um die moglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch forders im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
gine vollsténdige finanziglle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betrelber.

Mit freundlichen Griken - .

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs..

Name: %}‘1‘6 z?zl ;f/;rq/t/!f’—u/‘

Adresse: Jﬂff/ﬁ"d-u? . 3 2 - .

PLZ Ot 351 ?U/ §~cﬁ/m / %%{,Lajﬁ'

J:;;
An das [ -
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung i7s
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung |Aaru~Z><Dp?¢2{O@_fQQ
Dresdrer Straite 45

1200 Wien 57%‘, AR 4o ’Jﬁf‘“

Siellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standert Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte umn Weaiterieffung an die Befreiber des KKW Ignalina und die iffauische UVP-Bahdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwidschafi Umwelf ung Wasserwidschafil

Sehr geshrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk, in Litauen soll 'sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignziina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dardber hinaus ein
hetrachiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange (ber den gigenilichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen lzhne ich die Emichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung ven Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschréinkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwsis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehimen zur Errichtung won Kemkraftanlagen sel und
deshalb nur die Option einss Kermkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlgssiich.

« Bezilglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der veriiegenden Dokumentaticn finnische
Granzwerte zur Darstallung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stallf sich die Frage, cb
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich singshalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, Ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtiertigt.

»Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakiiven Abfalle - insbesonders der stark
radicaktiven Abfalls - wird ausgekiammert. Ohne sie ist ¢ine Batrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
taistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermiglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke tgnatina 1
und 2 stellen ein srhiihtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachlung einfliefen um dis muglizhen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalis in dieser ader einer anceren litaulschen kerntechnischen Anlage
ine vollstandige finanzielie Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Wt freundiichen Gridfen

ir&O&i [/, :Z/W(LF'

wrien, 3. Cktober 2008
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Zanid,2. 3027

An das
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

Dresdner Strale 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterieftung an die Betreiber des KKW ignaiina und die [fauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministerivms fir L and- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirischaft!

Sehr gechrte Damen und Hemren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen scll sich am Standort des zuschliefienden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kermnreaktoren keine nachhaliige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréichiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus dizsen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prifung von Alternativen im voriiegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untemehmen zur Erichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geproft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Eurgpdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention, Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers arscheint fiir eine rechtskenforme UVP
unerdsslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerie zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sclite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioakiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eing Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

«Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW [asst ainan
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitélen von Bleck 1 und 2 zu. Eine emsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartendan Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.

« Die zellliche Uberschneldung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar, Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikcbetrachiung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen. :

Ich fordere im Falle sines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine volistindige finanzielie Abdeckung aller Schiden In Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griiken
W, G",V

Wien, 3. Oktobar 2008

loghed....
MA 22 - Wiener Unweltschutzabteilung ) = A(.\ i -
= ‘ﬁv, A 88 I\
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An das o |
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung ‘ _—

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschuizabteilung .__:> (‘F Al Aeog 'ﬂ B
Dresdner Straflle 45 oy

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW ignalina und die ltavische UVP-Behérde im
Wege des Bundesministedums fir Land- vnd Forstwirtschalf Umwelt und Wasserwirtschatt!

Sehr geehrie Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemreaktoren kelne nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrichtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange liber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus digsen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Aiternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuglear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Anfragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kemkrafianiagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option sinas Karnkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitei 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurcpédischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Bshebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerigsslich.

« Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfzlle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstallung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtiich
verbindiich singehalien werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfistigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesonders der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+ Die Angabe der elekirischen Leislung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lgsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine ‘genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen,

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Meubaues und der Dekomissicnierung der Biticke Ignalinz 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
belden Vorhahen misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieen um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in disser oder einer anderen litavischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine volistandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen GrifRen

LT Sl

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008

name:  MAVRATIL  BRIGITTE r&gmg:apmw
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Abs.:
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An das
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung boAs S )
Dresdner Strafle 45 —% i Oy Ah. Avap R s
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Welferleffung an die Befreiber des KKW Ignalina und die Wauische UvP-Behdrde im
Wedge des Bundesministeriums fiir L and- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standart des zuschlieffenden KKW Ignalina
befinden. ‘

ich sehe in Kernreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dardber hinaus ein
betréichtliches Risiko solcher Anlzgen lange iber dan eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen ghne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Die Prifung von Alternativen Im vorliegenden Dokumant “Envitonmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Aniragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung ven Kernkraftaniagen sel und
deshalt nur die Opticn eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

= Bez{iglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfille werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage de entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfalle - inshesondere der stark
radicaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie st eine Betrachtung aller Umweitauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht,

« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplantan Anlzge mit maximal 3400 MW [asst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapaziléten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollite eine genauesre Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdgiichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekarmnissionierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risike dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Varhaben missie in die Risikobetrachtung einflieRen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen. :

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder ener anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Aniage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdackung aller Schaden in Ostarreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grilen / 6
:/&\/\‘a&_(

Wien, 3. Okteber 2008
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An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umwelischutzabteilung

Dresdner Siralte 45 — Lz
i S NE ceemis

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterieltung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignialina und die litauische UYP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums Fir Land- ond Forstwirtschalt Umwelt und Wasserwirischafi

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Cas geplante nsue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darfiber hinaus ein
befrachtliches Rislko solcher Anlagen lange liber den eigentliichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlagungen lehine ich die Errichtung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Doikument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New MNuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Weasentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errlichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshaib nur die Opticn eines Kemkrafiwerks geprift wird (Kapitet 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espco-Konvention. Eine Behehung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerigsslich.

« BezOglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werdzn in der vordiegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwarte zur Darstellung der miglichen Auswirkungen hserangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich singehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt,

= Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radicaktiven Abfille - insbesonders der stark
radicaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Befrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmébglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmitiel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanlten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW |asst einen
Leistungshersich wesentlich jensaits der Kapazititen von Black 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwarlenden Verbrauchs sollle eine genauere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermiglichen.

« Dig zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risike dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitfigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikebetrachtung einflielben um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdrinen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litavischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schadan in Osterreich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundlichen Griifban

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Name: %
Adresse: / W &J—% o
PLZ, Ort: ////w %76\

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralie 45

1200 Wian

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Wefterieitung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignalina und die litauische UVP- Bshdrde im
Wage des Bundesministeriums fir L and- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirischaf?!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neve Kernkraftwerk in Litauen scll sich am Slandort des zuschliefienden KIKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreakioren keina nachhallige Form der Energlegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Rislko solcher Anlagen lange (iber den zigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen lehng ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab,

« Die Prafung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Repaort
New Nuclear Power Piant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentiichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Uniernebmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVFP
unerldsslich.

+ Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtiich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollie dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
Jedoeh unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+Lie Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW l&sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eing ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solte eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdéglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionlerung der Bidcke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhohtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachiung einflieiien um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

lch fordere Im Falle sines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kertechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden In Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen/%
&

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.:
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An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralte 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitie um Welterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW ignaling und die ifauische UVP-Behdrde flred
Wege das Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschait Umwelt und Wasserwirischafi!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe In Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung urd darGber hiraus ein
betréichtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen fehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prafung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Repart
New Nuclear Power Plant In Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin eln Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sel und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkrafiwerks gepriift wird {Kapita! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
Im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Kenvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerldsslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglfichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Scllte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischan
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

»Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Di=s Angabe der elekirischen Leisiung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW i3sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseils der Kapagzitédien von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
arméglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blacke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachfung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Varhaben miisste in die Risikohetrachtung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kinnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litavischen kerntechnischen Anlage
gine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundiichen GriiRen

L 2V
Wien, 3. Oktaber 2008 —
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Abs.:
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An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralte 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort lgnalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an dfe Betreiber des KKW Ignaiina und die lauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirdschaft Umwelt und Wasssrwirtschafi!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neus Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll ‘sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dardber hinaus ein
betrichiliches Rif._siko solcher Anlagen lange Cher den eigentlichen Befrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen lUberlegungen lehne ich die Ermrichtung von neusn Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Ermichtung ven Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention, Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint flr eine rechtskonforme UVF
unerlésslich,

= Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfille werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage dic entsprechenden finnischen Siandards rechtich
verbindlich singehalten werden. Sollis dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeldammert, Chne sie ist eine Beirachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

«Die Angabe der elskirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mil maximal 3400 MW &8sst einen
Leistungshereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine emsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte elne genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermoglichen.

« Die zeilliche Ubsrschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blacke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachlung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Yorhaben miisste in die Risikebetrachiung sinfliieRen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungsn
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen [itaulschen kerntechnischen Anlage
gine vollstandige finanzielle Abdackung zller Schaden in Osterraich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grilken

L2 '
W% Ll
< )
- Wiel3. Okiober 2008 ‘
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An das
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabieilung

Dresdner Siralle 45 o § SF
1200 Wien _ -"—> :\‘%—1’* 4 A TG A

Steflungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwark am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitle um Weilerieifung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behirde im
Weqge des Bundesministeriums fir L and- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirtschaft

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren)

Das geplanie neus Kemnkraftwerk in Litauen soll 'sich am Standort des zuschiieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

leh sehe in Kernreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darfiber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange dber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlagungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

» Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorlisgenden Dokument “Environmental Impacst Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurcpidischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheinl fUr eine rechtskonforme UVR
unerlasslich.

« Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorlizgenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der miglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechendesn finnischen Stendards rechtlich
verbindlich elngehalten werden. Sollte dies nichi der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Diz Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfalle - insbesondere der stark
radiozktiven Abfslle - wird susgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angahe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsberalch wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbraughs solite eine genauere Einschrdnkung der bendtigten Leistung
erméglichen.

« Die zeitiche Uberschneiduny des AKW-Neuhaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke Ignaiina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Batrachiung der gegenseitigen Besinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflielten um die moglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurtsilen zu kiinnen.

lch fordere im Falle gines Unfalls in disser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vellstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betrelber.

o

Mit freundtichen Griifien

Wien, 3, Okicber 2008
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Amt der Wiener Landesragierung !
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung

Dresdner Stralte 45 ___HB %r\ Al 4@‘-(@? T\, -

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanien Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weilterieitung an die Befreiber des KKW ignalina und die [fauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umweit und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreakioren keine nachhallige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariber hinaus ein
befréchtliches Risiko solcher Anizgen lange iiber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuznia August 27th 2008” beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untermehmen zur Emichiung von Kernkraftanlagen sef und
deshalo nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Européischen Union und auch der
Espeo-Konvention, Fine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVE
unerlgsslich. .

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokurnentation finnische
Grenzwerle zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Soiite dies nicht der Fzli sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

»DCie Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicaktiven Abfille - inshesondere der stark
radioakliven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammart. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmiglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheinf angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elekirischen Laistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW ldsst einen
Leistungshereich wasentlich jenseits der Kapazitalen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu enwvartenden Verbrauchs solle eine genauere Einschrénkung der benbiigten Leisiung
ermoéglichen.

« Die zeiticha Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhohtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gedenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste In die Risikabetrachiung einflie?en um die moglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnzn, '

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder elner e}nderen ltauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung eller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Gridien

Wien, 2. Oktober 2008
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An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung Aa_Ae % TL_:—
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung —»“> 18 ' -

Dresdner Straike 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Wellerlefiung an die Betreiber des KKW (gnaiina und die iftauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundasministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschait!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauan sall sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréichtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Gber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schan aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kermkraftwerken ab.

= Die Prifung von Allernativen Im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Repart
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentiichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untarnghmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks gepriift wird {Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmmungen der Europ#ischen Unien und auch der
Espoc-Konventiion. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flr eine rechiskonforme UWVP
unertaaslich,

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegendan Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungan herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte diss nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

»Die Frage der lzngfristigen Behandlung der radioskliven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch urmiglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartanden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW l&sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseils der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu, Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

* Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignaling 1
und 2 stellen ein erhihtes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben musste in die Risikobefrachiung einflisien um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen, ‘

fch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen fitauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollsiZndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Batreiber,

ifreundlichen GrilBen

i

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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An das
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1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte umn Welterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW fgnalina und die iitauische UVP-Behérde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir L and- und Forstwirischaft Umwelt und Wesserwirtschafil

Sehr geehrte Damen und Hermren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen sol! sich am Standort des zuschiieRenden KKW [gnaling
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréchiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Ober den eigentiichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Oberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kermnkraftwerken ab,

» Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Envircnmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Flant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrénkt sich Im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sel und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Européischen Unicn und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flr eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélla werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentatian finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezegen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch hei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

e Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfalle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert, Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwarfenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eina ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.

¢ Die zsilliche Uberschnsidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhiihtes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachtung der gegenseltigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikebetrachtung einflieBen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurtelten zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine volisigndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Ostarreich durch den Batrelber.

Mit freundlichen Griiken

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008 L ‘g/
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An das
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung
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1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftweark amn Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterfeitung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde jm
Wege des Bundesrinisteriums fir I and- und Forstwirtschalt Umwelt und Wasserwirischaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Harren!

Das geplante neus Kernkraftwerk in Litaugn soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreakioran keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darGber hinaus ein
betrachiliches Risika solcher Anlagen lange {iber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzichen Uberlegungen lehne ich dia Errichtung von neuen Kernkrafwerken ab.

= Die Prifung von Alternativen Im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Asssssment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich Im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Optlion eines Kemkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtfens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurcpiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fUr eine rechiskonforme UVP
unertasslich,

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfiille warden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

« Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radicakiiven Abfdlle - insbescnders der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lassl einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollfe eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Lefstung
ermdéglichen.

» Die zeltliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blacke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseifigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikabetrachtung einflieen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anfage
gine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griiten ?‘gm M Mi}

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte urn Welterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW lanalina und die litauische UVP-Behérde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwedlt und Wasserwirtschaftl

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herreni

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemreakioren ksine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariber hinaus ein
betréchtiiches Risike solcher Anlagen lange Gber den eigentiichen Belrieb hinaus, Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungan lehne ich die Enrichtung von neuan Kermkraftwerken ab,

+ Die Prafung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrénkt sich Im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks geprift wird {Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht melnes Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Unlon und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Elne Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlgsslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangszagen. Es stallt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden, Sollte dies nichl der Fall segin, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

»Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radinaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Chne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu, Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genausre Einschrdnkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Naubaues und der Dekomissioniarung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhidhtes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste In die Risikobetrachtung einflieRen um die mdglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder elner anderen litauischen kerntechrischen Anlage
aine vollstdndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéaden in Osterreich durch den Betrelber.

Mit freundlichen Grifen

Ltg(/n 8, (U&f’-o WH'S‘OL)

Wien, 3. Okfober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterlsitung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignalina und die fitauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege oas Bundesministerdums Fir Land- und Forstwirtschafl Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplanie neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW ignalina
befindan,

Ich sehe in Kernreakioren kelne nashhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange fiber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus dissen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwarken ab.

» Die Priifung ven Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument "Environmentai Impact Assessment Report
Mew Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass dis Aniragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kermnkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option sines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Kenvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
uneri@sslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der voriegenden Dokumentation finnische

Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der miglichen Auswirkungen herangerogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob -

auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radicaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Chne sie ist eine Betrachiung aller Umwsltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+Die Angabe der elekirischen Leisiung der geplantan Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lgsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Elack 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu aerwarlenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauvere Einschrédnkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichan.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhhtes Risike dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Rl&lkobetrachlung einflieRen um diz mbglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemischnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schdden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griilen

SIS 74

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.:

Name: HO.S. Christine (esacier
Adresse: (,c;‘,ggi‘wgu’s. /fjfb

PZ.Ot ACO ) en

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Strafle 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort [gnalina, Litauen

M der Bitte um Wedterleiting an die Betreiber des KKW ignafina und die [ftaulsche UVP-Behérde jn
Wege des Bundesministerums fiir Land- und Forstwirischafi Umwelt und Wasserwirfschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplanie neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
hefinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form dér Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risike solcher Anlagen lange liber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitztichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerkan ab,

¢« Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftenlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlésslich,

« Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darsteliung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

+«Die Frage der langfristipen Behandlung der radicaktiven Abfille - Insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Batrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmiglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angehracht.

= Diz Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW ldsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapaazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
dges zu erwartenden Verbrauchs scllte eine genauere Einschrénkung der hendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneldung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionigrung der Blocke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
pbeiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einfiielen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in digser oder einer anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griien

Wien, 3. Qkiober 2008
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Abs.:

Name: o\ Ganca ARGETHOREL ﬁé—cﬁju(_‘&?rdﬂ"ﬂﬁf‘)

rﬂ L

Adresse; MEISELCTY . S2 (15

1-.'

i

{

PLZ, Ort; = i
Adbo Lo [Zogets B0 L 2009

s

An das ]{;a:héoﬂloé’fe%l

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung

—
Dresdner Stralte 45 __:) :F A 42 0% TL’__-
1200 Wien oY

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerl am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterfeitung an die Betraiber des KKW Ignaline und dis litauische UVP-Behsrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschafif

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standaort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden. -

Ich sehe in Kemreaktoren keine nachhzltiige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariber hinaus ein
betréchtfiches Risike sclcher Anlagen lange dber den eigentiichen Befrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundséltzlichen Uberlagungen lshne ich dis Errichtung von neuen Kernkrafiwerksn ab.

+ Die Prifung von Alternativen im verdiegenden Dokument "Environmental Impact Assessment Report
MNew Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesenilichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks geprlit wird (Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlgsslich.

+ Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfille werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangszogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalien werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

sDie Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicakiiven Abfélle - insbescnders der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht,

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Andage mit maximal 3400 MW I8sst einen
Leistungsbersich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafie Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschrankung der benbtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.

¢ Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenselfigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieien um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurtellen zu kénnen.

fch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
gine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Ostarreich durch den Betrelber.

Mit freundlichen Grien

Wien, 3. Okiober 2008



Consortium Poyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

144

Abs.: "52(7@( 4 _r'é L?f ya-P

Name:

PLZ, Ort:

60 ey fadk.

~

An das ’ ) :
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung s a0 08 LD 7903 [
MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung pefigahs B R AR Y i
Drasdner Stralte 45 i
1200 Wien lzmﬁgot:?g{og{ s%z i

Adresse: /5 M(—_"o\/ { : g
et

r_‘(j Al 40,55 —
Stellunghahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standert Ignalina, Litauen “% by ) 40.9% TL

Mit der Bifte um Weiterleltung an die Befreiber des KK\W Ignalina und die fifatische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirlschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirfschafil

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich em Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreakioren keine nachhaliige Form der Energisgewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréchiliches Risike solcher Anlagen lange iiber den gigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsé&tziichen Uberlegungen Ishne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Envirenmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuglear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschranki sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sel und
deshalh nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird {Kapitzl 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurepéischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fOr eine rechiskonforme UVP
uneridsslich.

« Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darsteliung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es steilt sich die Frags, oh
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtilich
verbindlich eingehatten werden. Scllfe dies nicht der Fall ssin, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakliven Abfille - Insbesondere der stark
radipakiiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung ailer Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmiglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmitte] erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MWW lEsst sinen
Leistungsbereich wesantlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solle eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermoglichen.

« Die zeitlichs Ubarschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomlssionferung der Bldcke ignalina 1
und 2 steflen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobstrachtung einflieen um die mdglichen Umweliauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litavischen kerniaechnischen Anlage
gine vollstindige finanziefle Abdeckung zller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grifss ' ‘
é@a//}w

Wien, 3. Okiober 2008
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Abs.:

Mame: [:i-lab\m%-( AS .
poresses Lellaubi | amosse 7742 (11C Mierae |-
PLZ, Ort: /MQD (-’U‘:eh ’ 08 (il 7o
Ar das ii ~
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabtellung

Dresdner Stralie 45 . ww N —
1200 Wien %%‘ﬁ g0 89 T s

Stellungrnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Waeitarleffung an die Befreiber das KKW Ignalina und die itauische UVP-Behdrde im
iWege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirischaft Umweit und Wasserwirtschait!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschiiefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

ich sehe In Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risiko solcher Anfagen lange ber den eigentlichen Befrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatztichen Uberlegungan lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Die Prlifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
Mew Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untemehmen zur Emichtung von Kernkraffanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkrafiwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdlschen Union und auch der
Espoo-Kenvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fGr eine rachiskonforme UVE
unerldsslich.

= Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden In der vorlizgenden Dokumentaticn finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechendsn finnischen Standards rechilich
verpindlich elngehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radivekiiven Abfdlle - insbesondere dar stark
radioaktiven Abfilie - wird ausgeklammeri. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanien Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst elnen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenssits dar Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine gensugre Einschrénkung der bendtfigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Naubauss und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke Ignatina 1
und ? stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Elne Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflisfen um die moglichen Umweitauswirkungen
beurteilen zu Kdnnen,

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litavischen kemtechnischen Anlags
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundlichen Grifken

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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"Magistraisabteilung 22
Abs.: ‘

Name: .4 Hﬁf’é@‘% MMGA‘L}SL{;/ \ ingat. 0. OKT. 2008
Adresse: Rﬁ‘/ﬁ»”?ﬁ/h/ff 13/5

R, . . o
PLZ, Ot 4 ~ Tl W/ees ?ahl.

Andas

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralke 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Biite um Weitereifung an die Belreiber des KKW lgnaiina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde jm
Wege des Bundssministeriums filr ! and- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirischaft!

Sehr geehrie Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
hefinden.

lch sehe in Kernrezktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dartiber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Befried hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternshmen zur Errichlung von Kemnkrafanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geproft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
Im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europidischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fur eine rechiskonforme UVP
uneriasslich.

+ Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfialle wearden in der vorliegenden Dokumeantation finnische
Grenzwarte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stallt sich die Frage, cb
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertiat.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittei erscheint angebracht.

+ Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW ldsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten ven Block 1 und 2 zu. Eing ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollie eine genauere Finschrankung der benétigten Leistung
erméglichan. :

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und dar Dekomissionigrung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risike dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung sinflieRen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kinnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litavischen kerntechnischen Anlage
cine vollstandige finanziells Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterrsich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlic) ke

Wien, 3. Qktober 2008
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Abs.:
name: CHRISTINE MUCHSEL

Adresse: :‘20[,4@-1{) Dd & & 3/?
PLZOR 4 Mbo NWEN

Andas

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung N
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung et
Dresdner Strafie 45 -
1200 Wien

Wagistraies:
I 3707 OfL i

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterieitung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignaiina und die fitauische UVP-Behérde im
Wege des Bundesminisferiums filr Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirdschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Hamen!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk In Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBehden KKW lgnalina
befinden. .

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keihe nachhaltigs Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betrdchtliches Riska solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Ubzsrlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkrafiwerken ab.

= Die Prifung von Alternativen im varliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
geshald nur die Opiion eines Kernkraftwerks gepruft wird (Kapitei 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europédischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flr eine rechiskonforme UVP
uneri&sslich.

« Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerar Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bef Planung und Bau der Anlage die’ entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

s[Cie Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radicaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgekiammert. Chne sie ist eing Befrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maxirnal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungshereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazité&ten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrankung der bendétigten Leistung
ermdglichen. .

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Naubaues und der Dekomissionisrung der Blscke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéihtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitipen Beeinflussung der
beiden Varhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieen um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

lch fordere im Falle gines Unfalls in dieser oder =iner anderen litauischen kermtechnischen Anlage
gine vollstéandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grulen

G few .

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008

Santeitung 27
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Abs: CHELSIMMAMA pock-RocEl
Name:

Adresse: HILDERLANDLASIE 29/F
PLZ Ot A143C waiEm

An das

Amit der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Strafie 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

M der Bitte um Weiterleitung an die Beireiber des KKW ignalina und die litavische UvP-Behorde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirfschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirfschiaf!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soil sich am Standori des zuschlieSenden KKW Ignalina
befinden. i

lch sehe in Kemreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dartiber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risika solcher Anlagen lange iiber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Ubedegungen Ishne ich die Etrichtung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

s Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impacl Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragsteflerin ein Untemehmen zur Emichtung von Kemnkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Optien eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wind (Kapite! 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechiskonforme UVFP
unerasslich. :

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der voriiegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der miglichen Auswirkungen- herangezogen. Es stetit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die ientsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtiich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Dic Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammeri, Ohne sie ist eine Betrachitung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmigiich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanien Anlage mit maximai 3400 MW l&sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine emsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigien Leistung
ermdglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AXW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionisrung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieBen um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser ader einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griien

6:47[-@_;9 /ﬁ,{ '/‘{\'},’L‘

Wien, 8. Oktober 2008
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Abs.:

Name: Wfﬁ‘ ?\’;‘ "’M
Adresse: 1. JJLI{‘LH Lfﬂﬂ‘! P 1 .
PLZ, Ot 235% WH@W 49(*‘”&

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregiarung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralle 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort lgnalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitfa um Weiterleitung an die Belreiber des KKW lgneaiina und die fitavische UVP-Behdrde im
Weqge des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirischaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Karmkraftwark in Litauen sell sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kermreaktoren keine nachhailige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrachifiches Risiko selcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen iehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dalument “Environmenial Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant inn Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschranki sich im wesentiichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antrags’tellerin ein Untemghmen zur Errichtung ven Kemkraﬂanlagen sei und
dashalb nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme uvP
unerlasslich.

= Bezilglich der Auswirkungen schwarer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenxwerte zur Darstellung der mdglichen Auswirkungsn herangszogen. Es stelil sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verpindlich eingehaiten werden. Soilte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

= Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfdle - insbesondere der stark

radicaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgekiammert.’Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung ailer Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der agaplanien
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringun der Geldmittel erscheint angebrachi.

» Dig Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplantan Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW ldsst einen
Leistungsberaich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbreuchs sollte eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermoglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke lgnaling 1
und 2 stellen ein erhBhtes Risiko dar. Eine Beirachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die R|5|I<obetrachtung eirfliefien um die moglichen Umweltauswwkungen
bebrtelien zu kénnen.

leh fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine volistandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Graen

o |

Wiegn, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.: e,
Mag. Ulrike EXLER | Ff?égistrai’aaéjinsrugé 59
Simmeringer Hauptstralle 78/2/5 B ‘ B
A-1110 Wien ngel: 10 OKL 2009

E4 Elg.
An das

Ami der Wiener Landesregiern:ng

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Strake 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnrahme zum geplanten Kemkraftwerk am Standort ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiferleifung an die Befreiber des KKW Ignaiina und die fauische UVP-Behbrde im
Wege des Bundesrninisteriums fisr Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirischaft!

Sehr geehrté Damen und Herrent

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrdchtliches Risike solcher Anlagen lange iiber den eigentiichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsaizlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Ermchiung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Priffung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument "Envirccnmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrénkt sich im wesenilichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Emichtung von Kernkraflaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Oplion eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird {Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtans
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europidischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint filr eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerldssiich.

+ Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unf3ile werden in der voriiegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Aniage die entsprachenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehaiten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

= Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfalle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweitauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint mir mehr als angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der gepianten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW I&sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseils der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollie eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 siellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaten miissie in die Risikobetrachtung einflielen um die méghchen Umweltauswirkongen
beurteilen zu kiinnen.

fch fordere im Falle elnes Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
cine volistdndige finanzielle Abdeckung alier Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griiden
e fluies g,

Wien, 8. Oktober 2008
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Abs.
Name: HAMMERSTEIN Karin Maﬁgstmhah{ﬂilupd 9%
'—Fl‘ L5 SN . h ".“_J -
Adresse: D8blinger Hstr, B0 40 0T, 2008
. H H | L& .

PLZ, Ort: A-1190 - VIENNA, AUSTRIA |-nCew

A T 8. ....., o
An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Cresdner Stralke 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Welterieitung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und dis fitauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums Fir Land= und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geshrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKV Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreakleren 4eine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariber hinaus ein
betrachtiiches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange (ber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung van neusn Kernkraflwerken ab.

= Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorlizgenden Dokument “Environments| Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Aniragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europ#ischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung digses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlésslich.

« Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwarte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verhindlich eingehaltan werden. Solite dies nicht der Fzli sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfrizligen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdéglich. Eine Angabe =zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Varkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW ldsst elnen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Bleck 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollle gine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

+ Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bibcke lgnalina 1
und 2 slellen ein erhdhies Risiko dar, Eine Beftrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Verhaben muisste in die Risikobstrachtung einflieben um die mdghchen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu konnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfelis in disser oder einer anderen litavischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung alier Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Gritfien . .
(Karin HAMMERSTEIN)

~—

LSE W VIR T PP < V P

Wien, 3. Ckiaber 2008
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Abs.: .

Name: ]J\O. .\Obu,f-\ ALG vEd

Adresse:  fH 30 WIEN | HERRECKSTR. GsiL
PLZ, Ort:

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Strale 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkrafiwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte urm Weiterleifung an die Beireiber des KKW lgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir L ano- und Forstwirlschaft Umwelf und Wassenwidtschart!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlisfenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaliige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betr#chtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange iber den eigentlichen Betrieh hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétziichen Uberlegungen lehne leh die Errichiung ven neuen Kemkraftwerken ab.

» Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessmant Report
MNew Nuciear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dess die Antragstellerin ein Untermnehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Opfion eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5), Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Unien und auch der
Espeoo-Kenvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlésslich.

« Bezilglich der Auswirkungen schwerar Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelli sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Falt sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

« Dic Frags der langfistigen Behandlung der radicektiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalls - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist gine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanien
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elekfrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu, Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eina genauere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermbglichen.

s Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubauss und der Dekomissionierung der Bliicke Ignzlina
und 2 stellen eln erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miissie in die Risikobetrachiung einflieffen urm dis moglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen.

lch fordere im Fallz eines Unfalls in digser oder einer anderen litautschen kemntechnischen Aniage
gine vollsiandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grifen
-~ l}d}\\ :
VRS S
Wien, 3f Oktober 2008 ’
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Abs.:

Name: p-t)ifw\ Dutee ’DDNNEN 'BE\QG
Adresse: 361‘?% nose 6 /44

b .
PLZ.OE 409D Wiew

L s Uy

69 G 7

I
An das
Amt der Wiener Landasregierung

S

Podik (focdin

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung

Cresdner Stralle 45 —_
1200 Wien ____7 :th‘ Al 0,98 1),

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort lgnalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weilterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignialina und die fifauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesminisferiums fiir Land- und Forstwirischafi Umwelt und Wasserwirlschaifl!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kermnkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschiieBendan KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kermnreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Ri§ik0 solcher Anlagen lange liber den eigenilichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzliichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prijfung von Altemativen im verliegenden Dokument "Environmental lmpact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" besehrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin sin Untemehmen zur Errichtung van Kernkraftaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepr(ft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention, Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fir sine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlassliich.

= Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerie zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangszogen. Es stellt sich die Frags, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radicakiiven Abfalle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird susgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Befrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmaglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung dar geplanten Anlage mit meximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsheraich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte ene genauere Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risike der. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste In die Risikabetrachtung einilieRen um die mdglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kiinnen.

ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
gine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in QOsterraich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundlichen Griien -

Wien, 3, Oktober 2008
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Abs.:
Name: \nesg Hader -
Adressa: Sy, o 004 Luqr}efsjrrabe

PLZ, Ot T 2,/ }\Jeu.ah?".ﬁe

An das
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung
MA 22 -- Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung

1200 Wien

Dresdner Strafte 45 ' ) _—
__7 (%T Al A2 03 TL_

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte win Weiterleitung an die Betreiber des KKW ignalina und die fitauische LVP-Behdrds im
Weage des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtscheit Umnwelf und Wassenwirischafif

Seir geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kermnkraftwerk in Litauen solfl sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignzlina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernraakioren keing nachhaltige Form der Energlegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betrachiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange liber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus dlesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neven Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assassment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hirweis, dass die Aniragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Erdchtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Opiion eines Kemkrafiwerks geproft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dleses. Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerldsslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindiich eingehalten werden. Scllte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

»Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radivaktiven Abfalle - wird susgeklammert. Ohne sie ist aine Befrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmégiich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kasten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmiite| erscheint angebracht.

«Die Angabe der elektrischen Lelstung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jensaits der Kapazitéiten van Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollfe eine genauere Einschrankung der benétigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Dig zeilliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubates und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke Ignafina 1
und 2 steflen ein erhishtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben musste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieRen um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen,

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine voilstandige finanzielle Abdeckung eller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Grilken

o L

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.

Name: JUHART viANMUTLA
Adresse: STANMNGALSE 17 -
PLZ Ot Q40 WIER ) - 08 g

1,[,—,‘ .

An das li”'u 30"23‘21@8(’2:;

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung ‘F AL Ao 7 -
Dresdner Strafle 45 ‘*—-(_) oy 4s 88 TL
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplantan Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Welterlefiung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und die lfauische UVP-Behéirde im
Wege des Bundesministeritins flir Land- und Forstwirischait Umwslt und Wasserwirtschafi!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neve Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKV lgnalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energisgewinnung und darUber hinaus ein
betrdchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange (iber den eigentlichen Begieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Emrichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Dig Priifung von Alternativen im vorlieganden Dokument “Enviranmental Impact Assessment Repert
Mew Nuclear Pewer Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentiichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstelletin ein Unternenmen zur Erichtung von Kernkraffanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht mefnes Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Unlon und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fUr eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

» Bez(glich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es steflt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtiich
verbindlich eingehaiten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radipaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radicaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betfrachtung aller Umweliauswirkungen
jedoch unmiglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW l&sst einan

Lelstungsberelch wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse

des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs scllite eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigien [eistung
ermbglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionisrung der Bldcke fgnalina 1
und 2 stellen ein arhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Befrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die RlSlkobetrachtung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zy kdnnen.

Ich fardere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen GrtiBen

YWW

Wien, 3¥Oktober 2008
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1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Waiterlaitung an die Betraiber des KKW lgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Weqge das Bundesministeriums filr L and- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrie Damen und Herrent

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk In Litauen soll ‘'sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden,

Ich sehe in Kernreskioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energlegewinnung und darlber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko soicher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsiizlichan Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

s Die Prifung von Alternativen Im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternefmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanfagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechtskorforme UVP
unerlgsslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalie werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herengezogen. £s stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sefn, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

+ Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfalla - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

+ Die Angabe der elektiischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW fasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Blosk 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genausre Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermbglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissienierung der Blocke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Belrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einfilefen um die méglichen Umwellauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundiichen Grilien

A @my*z{@

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008

Rodik. Lorchins
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Steliungnahme zum geplanfen Kernkraftwerk am Standoert Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Wefz‘erieitung an die Belreiber des KKW (gnalina und die litauische UvP-Behdrde im
Wede des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forsiwirtschaff Umwalf und Wasserwirtschaff!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neve Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieenden KKW Ignalina
hefinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaitige Form der Energlegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risike scichar Anlagen lange Uber den elgentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuarnia August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternebmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftaniagen sei und
deshalk nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird {Kapite 4.5}. Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Européischen Unfon und auch der
Espoo-Konvention, Eine Bshebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlésslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der voriizgenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darsteliung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, cb
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechendsn finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meinas Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radiouktiven Abfélle - insbesencere der stark
radioaktiver Abfdlle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmitte] erscheint angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW [asst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafie Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollie eine genauere Enschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermbglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke lgnalina 1
und 2 steflen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Elne Befrachtung der gegenseitigan Beeinflussung der
heiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachiung einflieken um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kinnen.

ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Wief, 3. Oktober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Biﬁe um Waitarlaltung an die Belreiber des KKW (gnaling und die Ifauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des:Bundesministeriums fllr Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwell und Wasserwirtschait!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwark in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschiieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemrezkioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darOber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentiichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzdichen Uberlagungen lehne ich die Errichiung von neuen Kernkraftwarken ab.

= Die Priffung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Powar Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstellerin eln Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5}, Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europidischen Unjon und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechiskonforme UVE
unerlasslich. ’

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Scllte dies nicht der Faill sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechifertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaxtiven Abfélle - insbasondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie Ist eine Betrachiung aller Umweliauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmitte! erscheint angebracht.

«Die Angabe der elekfrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst ainen
Leistungsbersich wesentlich Jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafie Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Die zeitiche Oberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekamissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 siellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Beirachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflisBen um die mdglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle elnes Unfalls in dieser cder einer anderen litaulschen kerntechnischen Arlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Sch3den In Ostarreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griilsen

(

Wien, 3. Ckiober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standert Ignalina, Litauen

it der Bitte um Weiterleftung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und die Mauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschait Umwelt und Wasserwirfschafl

Sehr geehrle Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Karnkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
hefinden.

leh sehe In Kemreaktoren keine nachhalfige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Gber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwarken ab,

= Die Frifung ven Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Repart
New Muclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin eln Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention, Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint flr eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlzsslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorlisganden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezoger. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fzll sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

»Die Frage der langfristigen Behendiung der radicaktiven Abfille - insbesonderc der stark
radicaktiven Abfalie - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung eller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmgglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Varkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

s Die Angabe der elektrischen Lelstung der geplanten Anlege mit maximal 3400 MW [asst ainen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrankung der benétigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

= Die zeltiiche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekemissionierung der Blicke Ignaline 1
und 2 stellen ein erhihtes Risiko der. Eine Befrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden VYorhaben miissis in die Risikabetrachtung sinflieBen um die méghichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

fch fordere im Felle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
aine vollstandige finanziglle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betrelber.

Mit freundlichen Griilten

| Ozc‘j?v? e d

tober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Werterleitung an die Beireiber des KKW ignalina und die litauische UViP-Behorde im
Weqe des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirischaft Umwelt und Wassernwirtschatt!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden. :

ich sehe in Karnreakloren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegswinnung und dariibar hinaus ein
betr&chtiiches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Ober den eigentiichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Ubarlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kermkraftwerken ab.

« Die Priffung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Repart
New Muclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im Wessanflichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin gin Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kemnkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprlift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurcpdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechtskonforme UVPE
unerldsskich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bsi Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindiich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, isi das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

+Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioskiiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohre sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmiglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht,

« Die Angzbe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 2400 MW [dsst einen
Leistungsbersich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten ven Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrzuchs sollie eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigien Leistung
ermoglichen.

« Die zeiiliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar. Eine Beftrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieien um die mbglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
gine vollstandige finanzizlle Abdeckung aller Schiéden in Osterreich durch den Betraiber,

Mit freundlichen Grifen
Sl ot

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weitsrielfung an die Beirelber des KKW Ilgnalina und die lifauische UVP-Behdrde im
Weqe des Bundesministerivms fiir Land- und Forstwirtschail Umwelt und Wasserwirfschaft!

Sehr geshrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante nsue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standert des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
hefinden,

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréchiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen tange lber den eigentlichen Batrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grunds&tzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neten Kernkraftwerkan ab,

= Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument "Envirenmental Impact Assessment Report
Mew Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kemkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Optien eines Kernkraftwerks gepraft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorfiegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert, Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst efnen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschriinkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermébglichen, »

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Beirachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
heiden Vorhaben musste in die Risikchetrachtung einflieRen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungan
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
aine volistdndige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit fraundiichen Grien

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Stellungnahme zurn geplanten Kernkrafiwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bilte win Walterlgitung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnallna und die litauische UVP-Berdrde im
Waage des Bundesministeriums fr Land- und Forstwirischait Umwelf und Wasserwirischait!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Des geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen solt sich am Standori des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betréchiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange (liber den eigentlichen Belrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungan lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

 Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliesgendan Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessmant Report
New Muclear Power Plant in Lithuanfa August 27th 2008 beschrénki sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untemehmen zur Errichiung von Kernkraftaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprilft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Européischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Fine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fOr eine rechtskonforme UVE
uneriasslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalie werden In der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der miglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtiich
verbindlich eingehatten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behanclung der radicaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sle ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe 2umindest der zu erwarienden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmitte] erscheint angehracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanien Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Lsistungsbereich wesentlich jenselts der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschnsidung des AKKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhtihtes Risiko dar. Eine Belrachiung der gegenseltigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben musste in die Risikobetrachtung einflielen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurtellen zu kiinnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser cder elner anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eina vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schdden in Osterreich durch den Befreiber.

Mit freundiichen Griiken

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.:

o PsAs Codos .
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An das

Rodit- (ordhtoer)

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung .
Dresdner Stralke 45 ___> f 5 Al de 5;’— 'ﬂ-r__

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkrafiwerk am Standert lgnalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Wefferleffung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnaling und die ltauische UVP-Behérds im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirtschait Umwel und Wasserwirtschafti

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Dafs geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW lgnalina
hafinden.

Ich sehe in Kemreaklcren keine nachhaliige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
hetrichtliiches Rigik.o solcher Anlagen lange Ober den eigentlichen Beirieb hinaus, Schon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen Iehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwarken ab.

« Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftaniagen set und
dashalb nur die Option eines Kemnkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Unlon und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerl&sslich.

« Beziighich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der voriiegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der mdglichen Auswirkungen herangszogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischer Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

» Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesondere der stark
radipaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

- Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anfage mit maximal 3400 MW [asst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrinkung der hendfigten Leistung
ermdglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekemissionierung der Blcke ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhbhtes Risike dar. Eine Betrashtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
heiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieRen um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfyils in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdpckung aller Schaden in Osterrelch durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Gritlten

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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pos: MILDEGUND AAUEL -~ GOCT

Name:

Adresse: ’TTQUDOIUTEV, gﬁ]z . ’g_4 ;/f
PLZ Ot /]4CD (/\HQ\)

o
An das "ﬁ? Al—f A s F7 K —
Amt der Wizner Landesregierung Q \1'
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralie 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort lgnalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleftung an die Betreiber des KKW Ignalina und die [tauische UvP-Behérde im
Wege des Bundesministeritims fiir Land- und Forstwirischaft Umwelt und Wasserwitschafi!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neve Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standert des zuschliebenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darfiber hinaus efn
betréchiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange tiber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundséatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Emichtung von neuan Kernkraftwerken ab.

» Die Prifung von Altemmativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragsteflerin eln Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sef und
deshalb nur die Option sines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fUr eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

» Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der varliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herengezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nichif der Fall sein, ist das Haranzighen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

*Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfélie - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdéglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW l3sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollle eine genauere Einschrankung der bendtigien Leistung
ermdglichen.

» Die zeitliche Dberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Biocke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko der. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikabetrachtung einflieien um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteflen zu kénnen, )

Ich fordere im Falle esines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlags
eine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden In Osterreich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundlichen Grifien

Wien, 3. Okiober 2008
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Abs.: /,,D"f\ . -E'—d%
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Adresse:
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An das
Amt der Wiener Landesraegierung
MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standert Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleitung an diz Betreiber des KKW Jgnatina und die iitauische UYP-Behsdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums Fir Land- und Forstwirischaft Umweft und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soli sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW ignalina
befinden,

Ich sehe in Kemreakloren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber Alnaus ein
oetrachtiiches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange tber den eigenilichen Belrieb hinaus. Schon aus clesen
grundsatztichen Uberlegungen Iehne ich die Errichtung von neven Karnkraftwerkan ab.

= Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Reporl
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich Im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin sin Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraflanlagen set und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers arscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerldsslich,

= Bezlglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezegen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Scilte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechifertigt.

e Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfalle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfiile - wird ausgeklammeart. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW I3sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
arrdglichen,

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blacke lgnalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risiko dar, Eine Betrachtung der gegenseltigen Beeinflussung der
heiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einfliefen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteiten zu kdnnen.

Ich fordere im Falie eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Sch&den in Osterreich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundlichen GriiZen O Q
, @/&/1&7
!

Wien, 3. Okfober 2008
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Dresdner Strafte 45 - ___% %Y‘ A 40 vp ) — )




Consortium Poyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

166

Abs.
Name: ToYlZG N SRUBER (kK Q"LET-"U <
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. 2090008142

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregisrung 5

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung > 5{ Y AR do
Dresdner Strale 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum gepfanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litaven

Mit der Bitte um Weltarlefting an die Belreiber des KKW lgnalina und die lftauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelf und Wasserwirlschaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Harren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form Ger Energiegewinnung und dardber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risiko salshar Anlagen lange iiber den eigentlichan Betrish hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberagungen lehne ich die Errichtung ven neuen Kernkrafiwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorllegenden Dokument "Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschriinkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstelierin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechiskonforme UVEP
unerlasslich.

« Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentatien finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangszogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioakiiven Abfélle - inshesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie st eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Varkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

«Die Angabs der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW idsst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseils der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genausre Einschrankung der bendtigien Leistung
ermdglichan.

« Dis zaitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionlerung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhthfes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die R15|kobetrachtung einflefen um dis méglichen Umweliauswirkungen
beurteillen zu konnen,

Ieh fordere Im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundlichen GriRen ] ‘-.
Z/ lf"/é//\Z/ ' //(-N 4 [/\“\r\“f_

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.:

Name:

Adresse:
PLZ, Ort:

C 8 gl 2009

An das

Aml der Wiener Landesregierung _,?:%D_ /1(\ ) 657‘1‘(‘_

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung
Dresdner Stralle 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bifte um Weiterleifung an die Betreiber des KKW ignafina und die litauische UVP-Behéirde i
Wegs des Bundesministeriums fiir { and- und Forstwirlschaft Umwelf und \Wasserwirischart!

Sehr geehrie Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieBenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaitige Form der Energiegewinnung und dardber hinaus ein
betrdchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schen aus diesen
grundsatziichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errchiung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Priifung von Alternativen im vorlisgenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Untermeshmen zur Emichtung von Kemkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option einas Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kepitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Unien und auch der
Espoc-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlésslich.

«+ Bezuglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumnentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechendesn finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich singehalten werden. Sallte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

»Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfélle - insbesondere der slark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmégiich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht,

+ Die Angabe der elakirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wasentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs soliie sine genauere Einschrénkung der benétigten Leistung
ermdglichen. )

= Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomnissionierung der Blécke lgnalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhbhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
heiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachiung einflieen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder &iner anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen GriiRen o /\éﬂq
Mannfﬁeri:]e;« /L/él fSﬁ i fq Vi i3 5,
Liechlen Sféfn sl 134 /30

wien, 3. Oktober 2008 7O [, /%WWZ
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Name: S' g& ANNA  URANGL
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i
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PLZ, Ort: 4{{0 Mh
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An das
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung - - . SF
MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung r> SF{}?— A oF ﬂ.r
Dresdner Stralle 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum gepianten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

it der Bitte um Welterleflung an die Betreiber des KKW lgnalina und die itauische UVP-Behdrde im
Weae des Bundesministeriums fiir Land- und Forstwirischaft Unmwelt und Wasserwirtschafil

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhalige Farm der Energiegewinnung und dariber hinaus ein
betréchtliches Risika solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberiegungen lehne ich die Etrichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrénkt sich Im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kearnkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Qption eines Kernkraftwerks gepruft wird (Kapitei 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmunaen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerdsslich.

+ Beziglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezagen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die anisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalien werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt,

= Die Frage der langfrisigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radicaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu ecrwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanien Anlege mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitaten von Bloek 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschrénkung der benitigten Leistung
erméglichen.

« Die zaitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risike dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseifigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben msste in die Risikabetrachtung einfifelten um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kinnean,

leh fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemntechnischan Anlage
eine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griiken

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008
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Abs.: I - § *“ 1
Mame: E : e o
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An das e
Amt der Wiener Landesregierung ___Bﬁr ’{Cl .Ae.pF n\}_

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltsclutzabteilung
Dresdner Strale 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnzhme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standoert Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weaitarieitung an die Betreiber dos KKW Ignalina und die litauische UVP-Behérde jm
Weae des Bundesministeriums fir Land- und Forstwirtschaft Umwelt und Wasserwirtschiaft!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kemkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standorf des zuschliefenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
heiréchtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange ther den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus dissen
grundsatzlichen Uberlagungen [ehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Priifung von Alternativen im verliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinwels, dass die Antragstelierin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kemkraftanlagen sel und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepraft wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechilichen Bestimmungen der Europédisehen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses. Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
uneridsslich.

» Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der mdglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nichi der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behendlung der radicakiiven Abfédlle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfélle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglish. Eine Angabe rzumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmitte! erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MWw l&sst einen
Leistungshersich wesentlich [enseits der Kapazitaten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschrénkung der bendiigten Leistung
ermaoglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AXW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bltcke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risike dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflielen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kdnnen. K

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litatischen kerntechnischen Anlage
sine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schéden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen Griiben (9 & 13 B %L " {J K H
| 1724% HowenNwl

Ui
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Amt der Wiener Landesregierung —
MA 22 — Wiener Umwaeltschutzabteilung —> F@ a4 "-dFL -
Dresdner Stralke 45 v
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weilerleftung an die Betreiber des KKW ignalina und die tauische UVP-Behdrds im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir L and- ung Forstwirischaft Umwelf und Wasserwirtschafti

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante neue Kernkrafiwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befindan.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaliige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariber hinaus ein
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange (ber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Uniernehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Oplion eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird {IKapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurcpdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlgsslich.

= Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfalle werden In der verliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der moglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es steilt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Solite dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechifertigt.

* Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radicaktiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umwaltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden HKosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW lasst einen
Leistungsbareich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitéten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine emsthafie Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solie eine genauere Einschrénkung der benitigten Leisiung
erméglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneldung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blécke ignatina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhéhtes Risike dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die RlSlKobetrachtung einfliel’en um die moghchen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falie eines Unfalls in dieser oder siner anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine vollstindige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundlichen GriiRen

M M\,{,\_% lge  ClilEr HAu saz,

Wian, 3. Oktober 2008
Wien 116 0 ( wamg M
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Dresdner Siralte 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bifte um Welterleifung an die Belreiber des KKW lgnalina und die litauische UVP-Behérde Im
Weqge des Bundesministeriums fUr Land- und Forstwirtscheit Umwelt und Wasserwirtschaii!

Sehr geehrie Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neus Kernkraftwerk in Litaven soll sich am Standort des zuschliefenden KKW |gnalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energisgewinnung und dariber hinaus ein
betrichtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange (iber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundséatzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prifung von Alternativen im vortiegenden Dokument “Environmental impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008” beschrénkt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternshrmen zur Errichiung ven Kernkraftanlagen sef und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkrafftwerks gepriiff wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Besflmmungen der Europidischen Unfon und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerlé@sslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der maglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlags die enisprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingshalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

»Die Frage der langfristigen Behandiung der radioaktiven Abfdlle - insbesondere der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist eine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich, Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erschelint angebracht.

» Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW idssi einen
Leisiungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solite eine genauere Einschriankung der bendtigten Leistung
erméglichen.

« Dia zeitlche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blcke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhies Risiko dar. Eine Betrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflleBen um dis mdglichen Umweltauswirkungen
heurteflen zu kinnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Aniage
sine vollstandige finanzielle Abdeckung alier Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit fraundiichen Griilen

rongad Dok 1030 Uninn Sepmanedb o
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Abs.:
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An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabteilung __7 'ﬁ }'_ /{':t AD »5?&#'

Cresdner Skralke 45
1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standotrt Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterfeitung an die Betrelber des KKW Ignalina und die lfteuische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir { and- ynd Forstwirtschalf Umwelt und Wasserwirtschafi!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herrenl

Das geplante neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliefianden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kemrsaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und darliber hinaus ein
betrachtiiches Risiko solcher Anfagen lange {iber den sigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung vor Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftaniagen sei und
deshalb nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachiens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerldsslich.

« Bezliglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfille werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der miglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollie dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtfertigt.

»Die Frags der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfélle - insbesonders der stark
radioaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist sine Betrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Elne Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

= Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW |&sst einen
Leistungshereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazititen von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollle eine gensuere Einschrinkung der bendtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.

» Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Bldcke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachlung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflizlen um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen. '

ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerntechnischen Anlage
eine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Beireiber.

Mit freundlichen Griifken

& ﬁzﬁﬁq Flisahoth Zenw
Wien, 3. Oktaber 2008 (Narz ste. 42 V74

1150  Nien
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Abs.:
Nama:
Adresse:
FLZ, Ort:

An das

Amt der Wiener Landesregierung

MA 22 — Wiener Umweltschutzabtellung
Dresdner Strafle 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bilie um Weiterleitung an die Beireiber des KKW ignalina und die litauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums fir ! and- und Forstwirtschait Umwelf und Wassenwirtschafl!

Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren!

Das geplante naue Kermnkrafiwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieRenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

Ich sehe in Kernreaktoren keine nachhaltige Form der Energlegewinnung und dariiber hinaus efn
betrachtliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Uber den eigentiichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsatzlichen Uberlegungen lekne ich die Erdchiung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

+ Die Prufung van Alternativen im vorliegenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrénkt sich im Weasentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Aniragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Emichtung von Kernkraftaniagen sei und
deshall: nur die Option eines Kemkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung disses Fehlers erscheint flir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

= Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfélie werden in der voriegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechilich
verbindlich eingshalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachtens nicht gerechtferfigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioakiiven Abfille - insbescndsre der stark
radioaktiven Abflle - wird ausgeklammert. Ohne sie ist gine Betrachiung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich, Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

e Die Angabe der elekirischen Leisfung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW Jasst einen
Leistungsberaich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs sollte eine genauere Einschriinkung der bendtigten Leistung
erméglichen.

» Die zeitlche Uberschneldung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blocke lgnaling 1
und 2 stellen ein erh&htes Risiko dar. Eine Belrachtung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflieen um die moglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

lch fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kerrtechnischen Anlage
eine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schiden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber,

Mit freundichen GriRen S,
e L
ARV G

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008 . s AT —F??l EPR | C'H.
10 Won Holotus 5
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Abs.: .
Name:ﬂ'% y\,d/‘E/u[S L ] 1(0
Adresse: /q (,[,3'09, £ 3

PLZ, Ort: /MBO Wf'gﬂ
An das

Amt der Wiener Lendesregiarung

MA 22 - Wiener Umweltschuizabteilunig
Dresdner Stralke 45

1200 Wien

Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkrafiwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mif der Bitte um Waeiterleifung an die Befreiber des KKW ignalina und die Maufsche UVP-Behdrde im
Weqgs des Bundesministariums fir L and- und Forstwirischaft Umwelf und Wasserwirtschaft!

Sehr geehrie Damen und Herren!

Das geplanie neue Kernkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschlieftenden KKW Ignalina
hefinden,

Ich sehe in Kerareaktcren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dardber hinaus ein
betréchtiiches Ri§iko solcher Anlagen lange diber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Scheon aus diesen
grundsitzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Errlehtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

= Die Prifung von Alternativen im vorlisgenden Dokument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
MNew Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008 beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichfung von Kemkraftanlagen sei und
deshalt: nur die Option eines Kernkraftwerks geprift wird (Kapitel £.5). Dies steht meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Eurcpiischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behgbung dieses Fehlers erscheint fiir eine rechtskonforme UVP
unerldsslich.

« Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Unfdlle werden in der vorliegenden Dekumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der mbglichen Auswirkungen herangezogen. Es stelit sich die Frage, ob
auch bei Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollie dles nicht dar Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langfristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfille - insbesonders der stark
radioaktiven Abfille - wird ausgeklammert. Chne sie ist eine Betrachiung aller Umwelauswirkungen
jedoch unmdglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

»Die Angabe der elekirischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW l&sst einen
Leistungsbereich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Biock 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs solie eine genauere Elnschrinkung der benétigien Leistung
erméglichen. )

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Naubaues und der Dekomissionisrung der Blécke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen ein erh&htes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
heiden Vorhaben misste in die Risikobetrachtung einflislien um die maglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteflen zu kénnen.

Ich fordere im Falle eines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
eine vollsténdige finanzielle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Betreiber.

Mit freundiichen Griiken

Wien, 3. Oklober 2008 /ﬁy/ /A/h{{lu; /Q\/
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Stellungnahme zum geplanten Kernkraftwerk am Standort Ignalina, Litauen

Mit der Bitte um Weiterleffuing an die Belraiber des KKW Ignalina und die fiauische UVP-Behdrde im
Wege des Bundesministeriums ilir Land- und Forstwirtschalt Umwelt und Wasserwirtschafti

Sehr geshrie Damen und Herran!

Das geplanie neue Kemnkraftwerk in Litauen soll sich am Standort des zuschliehenden KKW Ignalina
befinden.

lch sehe in Kernreakioren keine nachhaltige Form der Energiegewinnung und dariiber hinaus ein
betréichiliches Risiko solcher Anlagen lange Gber den eigentlichen Betrieb hinaus. Schon aus diesen
grundsétzlichen Uberlegungen lehne ich die Erichtung von neuen Kernkraftwerken ab.

« Die Prifung ven Alternativen im vorliegenden Dekument “Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania August 27th 2008" beschrankt sich im Wesentlichen auf den
Hinweis, dass die Antragstellerin ein Unternehmen zur Errichtung von Kernkraftanlagen sei und
deshalb nur die Cption elnes Kernkraftwerks gepriift wird (Kapitel 4.5). Dies stehi meines Erachtens
im Widerspruch zu den rechtlichen Bestimmungen der Europdischen Union und auch der
Espoo-Konvention. Eine Behebung dieses Fehlers erscheint fir eine rechiskonforme UVP
unerlasslich.

= Beziiglich der Auswirkungen schwerer Linfalle werden in der vorliegenden Dokumentation finnische
Grenzwerte zur Darstellung der méglichen Auswirkungen harangszogen. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob
auch bel Planung und Bau der Anlage die entsprechenden finnischen Standards rechtlich
verbindlich eingehalten werden. Sollte dies nicht der Fall sein, ist das Heranziehen der finnischen
Standards meines Erachiens nicht gerechtfertigt.

«Die Frage der langiristigen Behandlung der radioaktiven Abfalle - insbesondere der stark
radicaktiven Abfalle - wird ausgeklammart, Ohne sie ist sine Betrachtung aller Umweltauswirkungen
jedoch unméglich. Eine Angabe zumindest der zu erwartenden Kosten, der geplanten
Vorkehrungen und der Aufbringung der Geldmittel erscheint angebracht.

« Die Angabe der elektrischen Leistung der geplanten Anlage mit maximal 3400 MW I4sst elnen
Leistungsheareich wesentlich jenseits der Kapazitdten von Block 1 und 2 zu. Eine ernsthafte Analyse
des zu erwartenden Verbrauchs scllte eine genausre Einschrankung der bendtigten Leistung
ermaglichen.

« Die zeitliche Uberschneidung des AKW-Neubaues und der Dekomissionierung der Blicke Ignalina 1
und 2 stellen sin erhdhtes Risiko dar. Eine Betrachiung der gegenseitigen Beeinflussung der
beiden Vorhaben miisste in die Risikobetrachtung einflie?en um die méglichen Umweltauswirkungen
beurteilen zu kénnen.

Ich fordera im Falle sines Unfalls in dieser oder einer anderen litauischen kemtechnischen Anlage
sine vollstandige finanzislle Abdeckung aller Schaden in Osterreich durch den Beireiber.

Mit freundlichen GriiRen .
Mol s

Wien, 3. Oktober 2008



Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

176

PLANT-RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL
Division V/1

Ministry of the Environment of Lithuania
Mr. Vitalijus Auglys

A. Jaksto 4/9

LT-01105 Vilnius
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Austria kindly asks Lithuania to take into account the Austrian recommendations according
to Art. 6 Espoo Convention and Art. 8 EIA Directive as follows:

+ Due to the fact, that nuclear licensing procedures vary from country to country it would be
very helpful if the Lithuanian side would provide a scheme explaining the further steps in
the decision process. This information would enable a better understanding of the status
of the ElA in the licensing process.

« |t is strongly recommended to include the information relevant for the systematic
evaluation of the accident risk (accident scenarios, probability of occurrence, release
rates) in the final issue of the EIA report orin a supplement.

¢ Furthemrmore more safety relevant information should be provided:
1. on the new reactor type and
2. on the safety standards applied for the selection of the reactor.

Other countries currently conducting EIA processes have published considerably more
information on the reactor types under consideration for planned NPP already during the
EIA procedure. Detailed information has been published e.g. in the UK.

« A systematic and contihuous involvement of VATESI in the tender process is
recommended. The criteria for selecting the reactor type will be needed as a basis for
the assessment of the tendering document (technical specifications, requirements for
submission). Therefore, the tendering process can start only after VATESI completed its
review of the safety standards.

« |t is strongly recommended using a more realistic severe accident source term for the
assessment of the possible impacts of transboundary emissions in the final EIA report or
in a supplement to the report.

+ Furthermore, the source term which is based on 100 TBg Cs-137 should be revised. In
particular, the ratio of the I-131 to Cs-137 release should be determined according to the
present state of knowledge (instead of a factor 10, it could amount to a factor 55—1400).

« We recommend including the complete data and all results from the dispersion
calculation in the final issue of the EIA report or in a supplement to the EIA report.

« The short overview on the new waste management strategy presented at the
consultation is sufficient. But it is recommended to describe the main points in the final
ElA report.

¢ |tis recommended to include the main assumptions and results of the mentioned Least
Cost Study and Feasibility Analysis into the final version of the EIA Report, including
other options to decrease the dependency of the energy sector from Russia in a
comparable way than the construction of the proposed new NPP.

Austria would highly appreciate to be informed and consulted on any revision of or
supplement to the environmental report.

According to Art. 6 Espoo Convention and Art. 9 EIA Directive Austria asks Lithuania to
submit the final decisions regarding the EIA and following development consent procedure.
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Austria would like to express her thanks for the very good cooperation during the last
months and is locking forward to continued exchange of views.

Best regards,

On behalf of the Minister:
Dr Ursula Platzer-Schneider

Electronically signed.
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1.1.2 Responses to proposals from Austria

Question

Response

Management of nuclear waste

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.

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

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.

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;

179




Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

Preparation of safety justification
documents (safety analysis report; PSA ;
etc.) for selected reactor type;

Licence for construction;

Licence for operation.

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.

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 Il or Ill+ reactors.

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:

o0 the relevance of PSA results compared
to deterministic safety assessment

o0 CDF/LRF relation

0 the relevance of mostly active to mostly
passive safety systems

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

0 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.

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 developmentis 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:

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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 The further steps of the project are listed in the
PSAs which give an adequate illustration of the | response to comment No. 4. PSA and safety
radiation hazard in case of severe accidents analysis will be developed after EIA process is
instead of an arbitrary chosen source term finished, therefore it is not possible to provide
(including the contributions of different initiating | detailed information in EIA Report.
events and plant states, as well as a discussion
of limitations and uncertainties)?

11. Independent of the probability of occurrence it Releases in case of Severe accident are

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 Ill reactors can be found, can you

provide such information for the candidate
reactors ?

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 20257 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:

e toidentify, 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;

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

e 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

MITHHCTEPCTBO MINISTRY
IMPHPOJHBIX PECYPCOB H OXPAHbBI OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND
OKPYZKAIOIIIEN CPEJBI ) ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION OF
PECIIVBJINKH BEJIAPY Chb THE REPUBLIC OF BELARUS
yn. Kannexroprad, 10, 1. Muneax, 220048, 10, Eollektomaya str., Minsk, 220048,
Ten (37517) 200-66-91, dasxce’ (37517) 200-55-83; tel - (37517) 200-66-91, fax: (37517) 200-55-63/4771,
e-mail: minproos@mail belpak b e-mail minproos@mail belpak b

24.11.2008 Ne14-09/4822-BH
Ha Ne(1-15)-D8-7448
or 27.08.2008

MuHHCcTEPCTBO OKpPY XA el
cpensl Jutosekoi
Pecmybnukm

06 oruete o OBOC HADC

MuHHCTEPCTBO TPHUPOAHBIX PECYpPCoB M OXPaHEL OKpyxaromed cpenbl
Pecrryomuxm  bemapyer  (amee —  MuHDpHpoABI)  TpHW3HATENRHO  3a
HIpEeNOCTABIEHHYIO BO3MOXKHOCTb IPHHATE YYACTHE B OLEHKE BO34elcTBHS Ha
OKPYKAIONVIO cpedy IaHupyeMoHd K cTpouTenkeTBY JuTBoit HoBol aTomHoH
sIIeKTpocTaHIue (fanee — HADC)

Munnpupoapr, o0o0IMUE OPeJIOKEHNI CICIIHANNCTOR BEAYIINX HayUHBIX
yupexneHnil Pecrybnuxi bemapyck paccMOTPEBRIINX OTUET IIC OLEHKE BIHAHHA
Ha OKpyKaroIyio cpedy «Hopas aromuas siexTpocraHnus B JIuTee» (gamee —
otTuer mo OBOC), ®W VYUHTBLIBad BHICOKYIO 00SCTIOKOSHHOCTE —HACeTeHHT
Pecrrybnukm Bemapych, CBAZAHHYIO €O CTPOHMTENBCTBOM SJIEPHEIX  OOBEKTOR
HEIOCPEACTBEHHO Y HAIMHX TPAaHWI, Tpe/yiaraeT JopadoTarh Tpe/icTaBIeHHH H Ha
pacemorpenne oruer no OBOC. Dro BezBaHo TeM, uro B ordere no OBOC
paccMOTpeHo BIMSHHUE Ha OKPYKAIOIYIO cpefly BHPTyanbHoOM aTomMHON cTaHIHM
{(He ompeperneH THII peaKTopa U KOHKPETHLIA aHalor npoekra oyaymeit ABC), To
eCTh BOIIPOC O BOAMOXKHOM BIHAHAH HADC Ha oKpyKAIOIYIO cpely PeciyOnukn
benmapyce npaktudecknu He mpopaforaH. B 2aBHCHMOCTH 0T THIIA pPeaxTopa
BEIIMYHHA CAaHHTAPHO-3aUTHOI 30HEL (fajiee — C33) MOXET H3MEHATLCA (TIPHHATA
3 kM), a kpardadee paccTOgHWE OT TIAHUPYEMBIX TUIOMRAO0K J0 TPaHWIH
cymecteytomeit C33 mpmmepno 1,5 kM. CremopaTelbHo, IpH  Hanbolee
HeOMATOTPHATHEIX YCTOBHAX MTaHupyeMas C33 MOWeET OKa3aThed Ha TEPPUTOPHH
Pecniybmuxu Bemapyce (o zeprany o3. JpHCBATEL paccTosHHe OT oOLEKTa 0
FocyapeTBeHHOM I'paHUIOE COCTABIIET MeHee 3 KM). B ¢BA3M ¢ 2THM BLI3LIBAaET
COMHEHHE BEIBOJ, UTO TpaHCTPaHHIHOE BIIHAHHE Ha OKPYXAIOMYK cpely Hu
3J0poBEe  HaceleHHd PecryOnuxm Benapyce OyeT HesHAUHTEIBHO —IIH
OTCYTCTROBaTh. Kpome Toro, B oTuere o OBOC orMedeHo, uTo MoIMHOCTE HADC
npuHuMaerca 3400 MBT, a npu ypoBHe TepMHUeckoH HarpyzKd Ha 03€po
Jpuceatol co cropornl HADC seime 3200 MBT BpenHoe BozjelicTBHe Ha
SKOCHCTEMY BOJIOEMA CTAHOBHTCA 3HAUHTENBHBIM.

[Tpu nopaborke oTdeTa TAKKE CIeAyeT YUECTDh CIIE/YIONIEE.

1
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[lorennuaneaele  mmomaidkn md  HADC  pasmemenel B Ipeferiax
npomiutomanku Uraanmackoit ADC (nanee — MADC), Ha KoTopoil 0JHOBpeMEHHO
c skctutyatamuedt HADC Oyer ocymecTBIATLCS JeITeNbHOCTH 110 CHATHIO C
skcryatanuu MADC. CornacHo npusesienHodt B ortuere no OBOC onenke
CYMMapHOE BO3JCHCTBMES OT BeeX OOLEKTOR Ha JaHHOH IUICMANKE NPHBSIST K
noze obmyuenua Ja HaceneHud Ha 2015 rog 51,9 E-06 3p. Mo¥HO 3aKTIOUUTE,
4ro  BBOJA B aKkcuyaTalmo HADC 2HauWTeNBHO [PEBBICHT COBMECTHOE
BO3JelicTBHE OT cyllecTByromux komimercos MADC, onenenHoe B 1,0E-06 3B, oT
KOTOX (7,29E-06 3B) m oT omnepallduii ¢ oTpaboTaBIINM SIAEPHLIM TOILIMBOM
HABC (5,82E-07 3B).

Ucenepopannamu, npoBeleHHbiME B 2007 roqy THY «OObequHeHHEBIH
HHCTHTYT SHEPTETHUSCKUX W AfepHLIX uccaeqoBanuit — Cocunly HAH Benapven,
MOKA3aHo, uTo ToJoBad »dhekTURHasg Ao3a 0OMyUeHHd HACCTeHHT OT TPYIITH
PaAUOHYKINAOR H, PRy, T Pes, PCs, U Cs mna omepalldil ¢ HeTepMEeTHIHEI M
oTpadoTtaBmuM TomuBoM MABC mpu mepeHoce BO3AYNIHLIM MyTeM, OyneT Ha
nopafok Oonellie W cocTaBUT BenwmuwmHy 7,53E-06 3B, HeoOxommmo Takxke
YTOUHUTE OLEHKY BO3ASHCTBHA BOJHEIM IYTEM OT IIPOBEJASHHA JS3aKTHBAIIHH
JIeMOHTHPOBAHHOTO 000pyA0RaHus BTOporo aneprodimoka MADC B 2011 rojy,
koTopad B otuere 1o OBOC u3-3a oTCYTCTBUA JJAHHBIX OPHEHTHPOROYHO OTIEHEHA
B 8,0E-06 3B. B menowm, cymecTryeT OoJBITAs HEOTIPE/eNIeHHOCTE B OI@HKe JIO3H
OpH OCYINSCTEICHHHM JEATSILHOCTH Ha COBOKYIHOCTH SAACPHEIX OOLEKTOB,
MPOBOIMMOH Ha oOImell Tiomnaike.

Obmee rojioroe oOIyUeHHE UWIEHOB KPHMTHUSCKOH TPYyNILI HaceleHNd
BCITEAICTRHE PaJUOakTHRHEIX BEIOpocoB HAGC (mepemaBaeMbBIX 0 BO3AYXY H 10
BOJIE) B OKPYIAIONYIO CPEJY B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT THIIA PEaKTOpa, MOIMHOCTH H
obmiero urciaa OIOKOR OTIWYaeTcs B WHTepBalie oT 8,74 mo 50,70 mk3B. Kak
oTMEdanock Oemopycckoit cTopoHOM paHee TO 0OBEKTaM, TUTAHMPYEMBEIM K
CTPOUTENBLCTBY I BEIBOJa M3 skcemmyataimn MADC, yeranosmennoe B JIuTeRe
OTpaHHYeHue 03kl 0bmyueHnsa Hacemenus 0,2 M3B B TOJT 3HAUNTETLHO OTITHYASTCST
0T pexomeHAyeMoii XKBoThl ama PecmyOnukn Bemapych, koTopas coctrasnger 0,05
M3B B Tofd. UYTO TakKe RaTpyOHACT BBIITOJIHCHHS CPABHCHHA BO3MOXKHOTO
PaJIMAITMOHHOTO BO3JIEHCTBUA Ha KPUTHUECKYIO I'PYINY HaceleHusd PecryOnnkw
Benapyce.

TIpu pacuerax 103 oONyUeHHS MeTOJAMYECKH HEKOPPEKTHO YUNTHIBAIHCE
YCIIORHS BHENTHeTo oOnyuenus. [Ipoligaypa OIMEHKH JIO3LI BHENTHETO OOIMyUeHHs
HaceleHus (UJIeHOR KPHTHYECKOM TIpyIIkEl) B cliydae BoiOpoca  depes
BeHTHIAMOHHYID Tpydy HADBC  BoicoTot 75 M BHITIOTHEHA — Yepes
MOTUPUITMPOBAHHEIE KO PUITMEHTHI, TONMYUSHHEIE TPOCTHIM  YMHOKSHISM
K03 QpPUITHEHTOR KOHBEPCHH AN YCIIOBHMH BRIOpOCa Ha BBEICOTY BEHTHIAIMOHHOM
Tpyoer MADBC 150 M B MecTe HawmOONBINETe BEITAJICHHA PaAHOHYKIHICB Ha
nokazatens 3,4, (JlaHa cchITKa Ha HOPMATHBHBIHM JokymMenT LAND 42: 2007).

[To mpormosy WHTepRal J103 00JyUeHHS BO3AYIIHBIM IIyTeM HAXOJHTCA B
Juanasone ot 1,24E-06 3B jgo 10,5E-06 3B B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT THIIA PEaKTOPA.
OJHEAKO HE JI BCEX THIIOB PEAKTOPOB, KOTOPBIE PACCMaTPHUBAIOTCH B KauecTRE
TEXHOIIOTHYECKOH albTePHATHBH, MMEIOTCA JOCTYIHBEIE WCXOAHBIE JIAHHEIE II0
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BeNTHMIWHE BEIOpOCca paJIHoHyKITHA0R. B vacTHOCTH, Juid peakropa tuma CANDU,
MONYYHBIIETO  CAMYIO BHICOKYIO OIeHKY Joanl obmyderwst 10,5E-06 3B ot
BO3YIITHOTO MY TH TONBKO TIPH YHeTe TeTHpeX paguonykmumos: “H, “C, ¥Kr, 1.
[Tostomy Ges TonyueHNd JOMOTHATETLHOW WHPOPMAITHH 0 cocTaRe BHIOpoca TIpH
HOPMAIBLHOH »KCITyaTalliH peakTOpOoB Helb2d VTBEepXKIAaTh, UTO TOJOBasd J03a
oOyueHN NONAIeT B YKa3aHHEIH HHTepBal.

Drcmoryatanusi MADC mpuBena K 3HAUMTEILHOH SBTpoHKAIIHE  0o3epa
JpHCBATHL BCNEACTBHE TEIUIOBOIO 2arpAHEHMI O3€pHEIX BoJ K cOpoca B HETO
CTOYHBIX BOJ. JIaHHBIH BHIBOJ] TIOJITBEPAIaeTed B JOKYMEHTE «3aKTMOUNTETLHbIHT
oTueT/2007 07 12 TIporpammva OBOC. HoBag aToMHast afaekTpocTanimsa B JINTRe.
Komcopimym Pdyry — JIOH» m 7.1.1.6 KadecTro BOAE W OHOMOTHUSCKOES
pazuoobpaszue «Jlo pa’BUTHSI aKTHUBHBIX BHJOB JEATENBLHOCTH B PETHOHE, 03€PO
Jpyxmsail oTHocHochk K MesoTpoduieckoMy Tully. Beumy cOpoca TEIIOBHIX H
CAHUTAPHBIX CTOKOB B 03€p0, KadecTBO BOJbL B O38p€ HM3MEHMIIOCH A0 IIOYUTH
ARTPOGHUSCKOrO  COCTOIHHMA, H B o3epe  cQOpPMHPOBANINCH  pa’NIHUHEIE
AKONOTHUEcKHE 30HBI». B To %e BpeMa B ortdere no OBOC ormeueHo, 4To
COBpPEMEHHOE COCTOSHHE OKPYWAIONEH Cpeibl CIYKHT B KadecTBe 3TaloHa
CpaBHEHWA W OIEHKW peam3aliii anbTepHaTHB. CrefloBaTelbHO, BECh aHaIH3
BO3ICHCTBHA Ha OKPYHAIONIVIO Cpey TPOBOMUTLEA TyTeM 3amMeHbl ofHoi ADC
Ha JIPYTVIO, TE€M caMBIM alpHopH JelaeTcd BHIBOJ O HECYNSCTBEHHOM
BO3JeHCTBHHM Ha OKPYKAaIONYIO cpely HU o0 OTCYTCTBHH HeoOXOJHUMOCTH
IPUHATHA Mep 110 pealHIuTallly o3epa.

Ecnu st JluropBckol  CTOPOHBL 3KOHOMHUECKAS BHIIOJAA  IIO3BOILSET
npeHedpedb »KoIOTHUecKHM yilepbom, To ama bemapycm moctpolika H
skemmyatanugs  HADC  osHauaeT TPOJOIDKEHHS HKOMOTHUSCKOTO  yIepOa,
HaHocuMoTo skcmyaTtarmet MADC.

B rxommenTapmax Kk mporpamme OBOC  Hopo#t Jlutoeckoit ADBC
Bemopycckas cTOpoHa BLICKa’LIBalla [IOJKETaHUE PaccMOTPeTh ClieHapHH IepeHoca
PajHoaKTHEHBIX BEINECTB BOJHBIM IIyTeM JUIS PasIHYHBIX aBapUHHEIX cUTyalnil
[IpH HOPMAallbHOM peXHMe AKcIUyaTallud ADC, Tak Kak B CHIY CYINECTEYIOIIHX
rugporpadueckiiX M THAPOIOTHUYECKHX YCIOBHH CTOK IIOBEPXHOCTHEIX BOJ B
paiioHe TpeIoNaraeMoro cTpouTelibeTBa AZC ¢ Teppuropud JIMTBBL WAET Ha
reppuroprio Benapycn. Oguaxo B orwere no OBOC gagHbeilf BoIpoc ocTalcs
HepackpeITHIM. B rmaBax 7, § TIPUBE/IEHEl JTHITH JAHHBIE PaAUaIimoHHOTO
MOHUTOPHHTA COJIepalms pPajHoHYKINAOB B TIOBEPXHOCTHLIX W TPYHTOBRBIX
BOJlaX, HO He MpeCTaBIeHE  PE3yNBTATE  MOJACTHPOBAHMS  TIepeHoca
PAiHOAaKTHEHHIX PBEINECTE BOAHEIM IIyT€M, B TOM HHCIE B TPaHCTPAHHIHOM
KOHTEKCTE.

Ha orpammuenHolli reppuropun mwmomagxkn HADC mmanupyercd
pasMeleHne Heloro KoMIekca oObekTOR palHalloHHOH 1 AnepHoH omacHOCTH,
4yTO, OE3YCIOBHO, TPHUBEAET K TOBHINIEHWIO CYMMAapHOM  TeXHOTeHHOH
paaMalMOHHONM Harpy3kW B 5TOM perwoHe. [Ipobrema OTEeHKHW TOTEHIHALHOTO
BOZJIeHCTBUSA OT COBOKYITHOCTH AAepHBHIX 0OBEKTOB Ha TUIOIMAKE MOMXET ObITh
pelmeHa TyTeM TPaRWILHOTO aHalM3a BO3JEHCTBHA, KOTOPHIM  OIKEH
METOJMUECKH CTPOTO VUWTHIBAThL CXEMY TepeMeIneHusd  pPaJHoaKTHBHLIX

3



Consortium Poyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

186

MaTepHaJioB W CPOKW MPOBEASHMS (pacliicaHne) TEXHOJOTHUECKIX OTeparuii Ha
Pa3HBIX YCTAHOBKAX COBMECTHO ¢ JIeTallbHON MHBEHTapU3alMel pajuoHy KIHIHOTO
COCTaBa W aKTHBHOCTH BeexX oOBekToR. Ha Ham Barmgaa, 2TW TpeQoBaHWUS B OTUETE
no OBOC BHINOMHEHB! HE B TIONTHOM Mepe.

B pesymbraTe CcyMMapHOTO BO3JEHCTBHA ANePHBIX OOLEKTOBR MOMKET
CYIIECTREHHO M3MEHHMTLCA THAPOTeoNoTruueckad oOcTaHOBKA, a Takke BO3HHKHYTE
Heobpatumbie i PecyOmukn Bemapychk collpanbHo-3KoHOMAYecKne (B 11.8.10
OTCYTCTBYIOT KOMMEHTapH# 1[I0 BIHAHHIO Ha PecnyOnukxy benapycek)
AKONOTHYIECKIE M3MEHEHW M3-3a:

VBETMISHHS TEMIIEPATYPEI B o3epe J[pHCBATEHL,

yMeHbImeHna ctoka B pJlpopea (m.8.2.2.2 (c.470-471 "Bnugnua Ha
p.Ilpopea"));

usMeHeHHA Gropsl U dayHEL 03epa;

OTCYTCTBHA IUIAHOB, IIpOTpaMM H  MEPOIPHATHH [0 peadHIHTAIAH
TeXHOTeHHO-H3AMEHAOIEeroc o3epa JpHCcBATEL,

MOTEHIMANLHOTO CTOKA TIOBEPXHOCTHLIX BOJL B cTOpoHy benapycn;

BO3MOMHOTO TOBBHITITEHHOTO PAIMAIHOHHOTO BO3/IeHCTBIS
(mo 50,7 mx3B/TON ),

M30BITOUHOTO a3po30eo0paszoBalusd B peTHoHe (TYCTEIX TYMAHOB ),

OTPAHHYEHHA CelThCKOXO3ANCTBEHHOW MEaTeNhbHOCTH B bpaciaBckom
paiioHe;

VMEHBIISHHA PONKIAEMOCTH M UHCISHHOCTH HAcelIeHUd B IIPHIIeTaloIneM
GenopyccKoM peTuoHe;

VMEHBIIEHHA  IONYIAPHOCTH  TYPHCTHYECKOH  HHQPaCIpyKTYpHI B
Burebcxoit obmacru,

YMEHBITEH NS WHBECTHITUH B Pa3BUTHE MPOMBINUIESHHHIX 0OBLEKTOB B CBI3M C
OTCYTCTBHEM HeoOXoAuMOH pabotiell cHLL;

YTHETEHHT Pa3BUTHA BO3JYINHOTO TPAHCIIOPTA B PErHOHe.

Ilo mnpormozaM K KOHIY cpoka skcmnyataumun HADC (60 mer) B
3aBHCHMOCTH OT THNa peakTopa OyaeT odOpasoBaHO B BHAe OTX0A0B oT 2700t
(TOTIMHMBO peakTopoB ¢ rayOuHOit BRITopanuda 65 ['Breyr/T) mo 18000 T {Tommmso
peakTopoR ¢ HH3KOW TyOuHOM BBEITopanms 7.5 TBTeyT/T) oTpadoTaBmero
saaepHoro TolmmBa. CyIIecTBYIOmAsd HAllMOHATIBHASA cTparerusd obdpalleHud ¢
oTpaldoTaBMIUM  FASPHLIM TOTUTHBOM Ha 3aKITIOUHTENRHOM 53Tane  gIepHoro
TOTUTHBHOTO IWKNTa He ompefencHa. [lostomy oTuer o OBOC cnemyer Takxe
JlopaloTaTh O CIeAYIOMIUM BOIIPOCcaM:

W3I0KHUTE KOHIIITHIO XpaHeHsI H 3aX0poHeHH oTpadoTapIIero 41epHOTro
TOIUTHBE, IOATOTOBUTL IPOTPaMMYy IO 0OpameHHIO ¢ HIM,

ONHCATh HANPABIEHHA Pa3BUTHA HHQPACTPYKTYPH II0 XpaHeHHIO ITHOO
3aXOPOHEHHIC PAAHOaKTHBHEIX 0TXO0B,

B 1.8.10 "ConuanbHo-5KOHOMWYECKad cpeaa” JaThb KOMMEHTAPHH 110
BIMAHAIO Ha PectryOnnky Benmapyck;,

B m.8.11.1 "Pagmonormueckme enumauua’ (m.8.11 "3mopoeke HacemeHua")
PACCMOTPEHNE OCYTECTBIISTCH ¢ TOBSPXHOCTHEIM MoJxoaoM (1admn.8.11-1), B
otmuune ot 1. 7.10.2.2 "Paauonormueckne BIUAHUA" A KPUTHUECKOH TPYIITIBI
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HaceneHusa JInTeE (Tabm.7.10-24), rojorag joza oT ofHOrO Onoka B Tadm.8.11-1
Gomeme B 10 pas, vem B Tabn.7.10-24, Taxke TaM He YKa3aHa /1023 0T HECKONbKUX
HCTOUHUKOR.

B pambom otaere mo OBOC manmorepoaTHOE coOBITHE «TA¥eTasd aBapusay
HeIIpaBWILHO HHTEpIIpeTHpyeTcd Kak «coObITHe, yJaleHHOe B OeCKOHEeUHOCTh)
(rabmuma 10.2.3). Ha camom Jere HHM3Kad BepOATHOCTE O3HAYAeT, UTO COOLITHE
MOXET NPOH30HTH B OO0 MOMEHT BpeMeHH B OyAyIieM, HO He Yallle OJHOrO
coberrus B 10° jer Ha kascmprii peakTop. OJHAKD TaKHEe ABAPHHM MOIYT HMETh
Hambomee TMKEITbIe PaJHuAIMOHHbIE TOCIIECTBHS JUTS OKPYIKaromel cpefbl u
HaceneHnda bemapycm.

AHamm3 TIOCTMEACTBUIT ANA  HaceNeHWd BHIOPOCOB paJMOHYKITHAOB TIPHU
apapu  Ha  HADC  BHIIONHEH  Ha  IpumMepe  peaktopa  APWR
(VCOBEPINCHCTBOBAHHEI peakTop ¢ BogoM mon maemenmem, CIIA) ama aBvx
CIIY4aeB:

+ ipoexTHad arapud ([IA) ¢ moTepei Termonocurenda LOCA, korga yTeuka
13 3amuTHON obonoukn (30) orpaHudeHa MpoeKTHON RETUIWHOM,

+  mmienmas arapug  (TA) ¢ paspynieHMeM  aKTHBHOM  30HH W
pasrepmerusanueii 30.

Jlng oTleHKH Bo3AeHCTRIA Ha Hace/IeHNe TPH aBaphgax ObITT HCIIONEL30BaH P
VTIPOIMAIOITHX TPEANONONKEHHN W AOTYTISHHH, KOTOPEIE CHIKAIOT JOCTOREPHOCTh
[IOJIYUEHHEIX BBIBOJOB O BO3JEHCTBMH Ha OKPYXAIOMYIO cpely INpH aBapHiIxX
HADBC. H3pecTHO, 4TO A4 TOKENBIX (3aMpOeKTHBIX) aBaphil HET TeopeTHIeCKH
WIH 9KCIEPHUMEHTAlIbHO OOOCHOBAHHBIX MJAHHEIX II0 BEIHUHHE aBapHiHOTrO
BEIOpOca AaKTHBHOCTH B OKPYXKAIOOIYEO CpeAy, IIOSTOMY OCHOBHAad JIOJIA
HEOTIPEJISIIEHHOCTH B OTleHke  paJWallioHHLIXK  TOCTIE/ICTBMI  cBA3aHa ¢
HEBO3MOIKHOCTHIO TOUHO PaccYWTaTh IUIOMAdb palrepMeTH3allil W BpemMsd OT
Ha'alla IIJIaBMIeHHA 1O IOBPEXASHHA 3aMUTHON 00010TKH (MIpoJomKUTeHbHOCTE
yAepkaHHA pPalUOHYKIMAOB), a TakkKe BHICOTY MoAbeMa BEIOpoca. B kauecThBe
kpurepua TA nOpwHAT VCeIoBHBIH BRIOpOC B pazmepe 100 TEx (1'1014BK)
akTuBHOCTH Cs-137. BrIOpoc HeKOTOpHIX APYTUX PAIHOHYKIHIOR TIEPECUHTaH B
COOTBETCTBYIOIUX MpoIopluax kK Cs-137 oT BX aKTHBHOCTH B TOILTHBE peakTopa
APWR.

IIpu moproToBKe JaHHLIX [0 aBapUHHOMY BEIOPOCY AaKTHBHOCTH B
OKPYRAONYIO CPEly  WCIONMB20BaHB pekoMeHIanu KoMuccnn 1o SepHOMY
pervamnporanuio (NRC, UUSA), obobmaromue wccne oBanusa Mo 6Ge30TMacHOCTH
peakTopoR Ha merkolt moge Tmma PWR uw BWR nmpw  yMepennol ravOHHE
BHITOpanud TommuBa g0 40 I'Breyr/t (otuer NUREG-1495,1995). Tlpumenenue
HCTIONB3Y eMBbIX pekomeHmanuit NRC 1mg peakTopoBR ¢ BHITOpaHHEM IMopdaka 60
I'Brcyr/T, xak 370 wHMeeT MecTo Yy O0JBIOIMHCTBA IPEJCTABICHHBIX Ha
paccMOTpeHHe peakTopoB, TpedyeT COOTBETCTRYIONMEro o00CHOBAHHA. B CBA3H C
STUM IS OIEHKHM BO3MOMHBIX TOCTEACTBHAN Ie/lecoo0pasHo  MCTOb30BaTh
KpHUTEPHHU oneHkn TA 6 yporHs 1o MeswyHapoHOH NTkaie sAepHBIX coOLITHI
INES, 2001 {oT 1000 mo 10 000 TBk [-131) u xpurepwn rnobambuol apapum (I'A)
7 ypornaga mxamsl INES. Onienka mocnecteuit apapun Ha HASC mposefena Juida
TTA u TA (6 ypomsenr mrannt INES). Comnoctarmenne TA uw TA mo BEIOpocy

5



Consortium Poyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

188

aKTHBHOCTH PAJAMOHYKIIHOB OOHApYKMBAaeT BEChMa CYIECTBEHHOE Da3Hyne.
Buidpoc B ama TA m g TA ornHocutes kak 1:400. CyIecTBEHHBl TakKmke
OTIHYHA W TI0 TIOKaszaTeNndaM TJIOMa I PagioakTUBHEIX BHITIQACHHH, YHCIEHHOCTH
HaceleHuda, TOJBePKeHHOro BO3JeHCTBHIO aBapwWifHOTO BHIOpoca, W UHCIA
mocTpaJaBmuX. B ¢BA3M ¢ »HTHM cuHTaeM Ienecoo0pasHLIM — IIPOBECTH
JOTIOMHHATETLHYIO OIEHKY NocnencTenit I'A.

B oruere OBOC mpejcraBleHbl PpeaylbTaThl  pacdeTa  IUIOTHOCTH
peimagenns 1 u 7 Cs M J030BRIEe HATPY3KH HA HACEIEHHS, IOJIyYeHHLIE
METOJIOM MaTeMaTHUECKOTO MOJISNMpoBanusa aTMochepHoit muddysnyu mpuMec.
Uenomszosana  Mogemn  SILAM,  paspaGoramnag  OWHCKMM — WHCTHTYTOM
METEOpOJIOTH, OJHAKO €€ OCHOBHOE HasHadeHWe - TIPUHATHE PereHudl MpH
apapiix ADC B pexHMMe pealbHOIO BpeMeHH. Moment cmocoOHa 00eCIeUNTh
HaJeXKHEIH MPOTHO? TONMLKO IPHU HAIIOTHEHWU &¢ OONIBIINM KONMMIECTBOM JaHHBIX
0 pealbHBIX IIOJIAX METeOPOIIOTHUECKHX 3JIEMEHTOB (TaKHMHE, KaK II0JII CKOpocTel
BeTpa, IPAJUeHTOR TeMIIePaTyPhl H CKOPOCTH 110 BEICOTE H APYTHMH ).

Bwmecte ¢ Tem, yenorus atMocdeproll uddyaun Ha BhicoTe BRIOpoca 100 M
- B TpeJenax TpPHU3eMHOTO cJod aTMocdephl, B 3HAUWTENLHOW CTENeHH
MoJIBepeHb BIHAHMIO ocobeHHocTell TojcTHnaromell moBepxHocTH. HedcHo,
HAaCKOIBKO TOJpoOHO YUHTHIBaIach creliduka MECTHHIX YCIOBHI B palione
pasmemenng ADC, X KOTOPHIM OTHOCATCA BOJIOEMEI M CBA3aHHOS ¢ HUMH HAITHUME
MECTHBIX BeTpoBR - Opi3oB. M3BecTHO Takke, UTO BHINAJeHHEe OCaAKoB B BHE
JOXIS WK CHera SBIAeTCA ONpeJemomuM GakTopoM MOBBIIIEHHOH IITOTHOCTH
3ArpsHEHull  pajuomzoTolaMl Leaus W Hopa, OpHako U3 IpeACTaBISHHLIX
PE3YIBTATOB HE [IOHATHO, YUWUTEIBAIICA JIH pexuM ocaigko 2001-2002 rogos Ha
xapakTep sarpssHenus Teppuropnit 1 u Y Cs.

CucTemMa OIOBEMEHHA O PaJHONOTHYECKHX YPe3BLIYARHEIX CHUTYallHsIx,
KOTOPEIE MOTYT HMETE TpPaHCIpaHWYHEIA XapakTep, ABIIETCA HEIPO3padHol
VCIOXKHCHHOH (m.10.5 "TIpoTHBOaBapuHHEIC geficTeua" ), TIO3TOMY
MUHHCTEPCTBOM IO  YUPS3BBIUAMHLEIM  cHTyanmaMm PecmyOmukm  Bemapyveb
mpeqIaraeTcd YCTaHOBMTL IIpAMOe coelHMHeHHe 1o TenegoHHOH CRMH ¢
Burebcxum o0nmacTHEIM = yIOpaBleHHeM MuHHCTepeTBa 10 Upe3BHIYAMHEIM
cutyaiimaiM B r.Burebck w ¢ DBpacmaBckmm padfOHHBIM  MCTIONHHTENHHBIM
koMuTeToM. [IpH IIOATOTOBKE IUIAHA aBAPHHHOIO pearupoBaHus, He0OXOLHMO
MpeTyCcMOTPeTh OTOBeT[eHre OeTopyccKoTo  HaceleHWd W Pe3epBHPOBaHUE
TabmeTok Homa Ad Hero. [TocKobKY MEXToCYTapCTBEHHBIE CPe/IcTBa coodImenns
Mexay Bemapychio w JIMTBOM B cliydae paJHaI[HOHHON aBapyi He YCTaHOBIICHDI,
TO oJo0penne otuera o OBOC Gemopycckoli cTopoHOH BO3MOKHO TOIBKO TTOCITE
sakmroueHua CormameHna Mexny llpaepmrenscTteoM PecnyOnuixm EBemapycer m
[IpapurenserBoM JlnToRckol PecnyOmmxu o omoBemeHUH O AAepPHBIX aBapiix,
oOmeHe HHpopManued 1 coTpyaHHUECTBE B oDNIACTH AfepHOI M paJHallHoHHOH
De30MacHOCTH.

Kpome Toro, Ipe/iaraercs COBMECTHO ¢ OEITOpPYyCcKoi cTOpoHOH’:

paccMoTpeTh TIpeIIoKeHHWe © TIPOBEAEHHNW MOCIETPOSKTHOTO aHalusa
3agBICHHON  MeATEeNbHOCTH,  BKOUAsd  ONpefeeHne  moboro  BpeaHOTO
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TPaHCTPAaHNYHOTO BO3AEHCTBHA Ha OKPYXKAIOMIYIO Cpely M HACCISHHE M TIPOBEPKY
TIPABHIBHOCTH BBITOIHEHHBIX IIPOTHOR0B;

OPOBECTH  KOHCYABTAIIMH TI0  OPTAHHB3AIIMH CHCTEMBI MOHWTOPMHTA H
OCYINECTRIACHHS HaOIIOOeHAA 3a COCTOSHHEM OKPYXKAIOMEH cpembl HA TePPUTOPHH
Pecnybnuxin benapyce B 30He Habmiomeumda HABC 3a cueT ¢peIdCTR CTOPOHBI
TIPOHCXOKTCH M,

Ilocae mopaborku otdera o OBOC MHHIOpHPOIRI FOTORO BEPHYTLCA K €T0
PACCMOTPEHHUIO.

Ipunoxenue: xommg Ilportoxoma Ned ot 13.10.2008 1. oBNIECTBEHHBIX
obcvxkmenuil B r.bpacaas BureGckoii obaactu Ha 4 cTp.

3
Ilepserii 3amectuTens MuHBCTpa . ”f/gﬁg; AH. Ananxuit

AR

s

r bt

Heauregkwma (+375 17) 200 74 75
Kykoma (+375 17)263 95 61
10.11.2008 CpomHoe 3aKMOTeHHE TI0 oTIeTy 10 OBOC HABC
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1.2.2 Responses to proposals from Belarus

I'HY «O0beqnHEeHHBI HHCTUTYT YHSPTETHUECKIX U
sanepHsIx uccnenosannii — Cocasi» HAH Bemapycy,
nokaszaHo, uTo romoBas d3ddekTuBHAs 1032
00Jy4eHus: HaceleHUs OT TPYNIBI PaJIlOHYKINIOB
1, ®Kr, 129, B¥cCs, ¥Cs, 5Cs mus orepanui ¢
HEerepMeTHYHbIM 0TpadoTaBuMM TorBoM MADC
OpU TEPEHOCE BO3MYIIHBIM IMyTeM, OyaeT Ha
nopsiiok OoJibiie U coctaBut BenuuuHy 7,53E-06
3B. HeoOxomuMo Takke YTOYHHTH  OIIEHKY
BO3JICHCTBUSL BOJHBIM IIyTEeM OT MPOBCACHUS
JIC3aKTHUBAIIMK JIEMOHTHPOBAHHOTO O0OPYIOBaHUS
BToporo 3neprodioka MADC B 2011 roxy, koTopas
B otuere mo OBOC wu3-3a OTCYTCTBHSI JaHHBIX
opuenTupoBo4Ho orenena B 8,0E-06 3B. B menowm,
CyIIecTBYeT OObIIasi HEONPEIEIEHHOCTh B OIICHKE

Ne. KomenTapuii OtBert

1. B oruere mo OBOC paccmorpeno Biusinne Ha | Ouenka Bozaeiictust HADC Oblia BBITIONHEHA, YUUTHIBAs
OKpYXXaloUlyl0 CpeAy BUPTyalbHOH aTOMHOH | BeNMuailIve BIWSHMUS, BEI3BAHHBIC JTIOOBIM M3
craHuuu (He ONpeAeNieH THO peakTopa U | PacCMaTpUBAEMBIX THIIOB peakTOpoB. Takum o6pasoMm,
KOHKpPETHBIN aHanor npoekTa Oynyiieit ADC), To | BIUSHUS peakTopa JIroOOoro ompeAeieHHOro Thia He OyayT
ecTb Bompoc o Bo3MoXHOM BimstHUM HADC Ha | mpeBblnaTh BiIusHHSA, onucanHble B oryere mo OBOC.
oKpyxaromyio  cpexy Pecmy6muku  Bemapyce | Ouenka TpaHcrpaHWYHBIX BiusiHu (rnaBa 8) takke
MpaKkTHYECKH HE TpopaboTaH. B 3aBHCcMMOCTH OT | BKIIOYAET BIHSHUS, KOTOPBIC MOTYT HMETh MECTO Ha
THIIA peakTopa BeNWYMHA CAHUTAPHO-3AIIUTHOH | Teppuropuu PecmyOnuku benxapycs.
3ombI (mamee — C33) moxeT usmensiteest (mpunsita 3 | [rormanka HADC Ne 1, 6nmskaiirmas Kk rpaHuIie
KM), a Kpardaiiliee pacCTosHue OT IuiaHupyemsix | Pecmy6umuku Bemapyck, pacnonokeHa Ha pacCTOSHUN
IIOIAZ0K 10 TrpaHunbl cymecTBytomieir C33 | 6ornee 3 KUIOMETPOB OT TOCYJAPCTBCHHOM MPAHMUIIBI,
npumepro 1,5 kM. CnenoBarenbHo, pu Haumboliee | U3MEpsist OT MPEIIONIaracMoro MeCTOIOI0KEHHS PeaKTopa.
HeOnaronpuaTHeIX ycnoBusix ruanupyemas C33 | Takum oOpa3om, caHUTapHO—3alMTHAs 30Ha HE OylIeT
MOXET OKa3zaTbcsi Ha Tepputopun PecnyOnuku | mocturath Teppuropun Pecryonuku benapyce.

Benapycs (1o 3epkany 03. JIpucBATH paccTosiHue OT | MakcuMalnbHas MPOU3BOANMAs MOLIHOCTB, OLICHCHHAS B
ob0wexTa o ['ocynapcrBennoit rparuisl cocranser | OBOC, cocranser 3400 MBT amektposneprun. C
MeHee 3 KM). B cBf3M ¢ 3THUM BBI3BIBAaCT COMHEHHE | SKOJOTHYECKOH TOYKHU 3peHUS (MIPU CaMBIX CTPOTHX
BBIBOJ, YTO TPAHCTPaHWYHOE BIMSHUEC Ha | HKOJOTHYCCKHX YCIOBHSAX B TEUCHHE FOPSUETO JIETa)
OKPY)KAaIOIIyl0 Cpedy M 370pOBbE HaceleHus | mpuemiemas temiosas Harpyska 3200 MBTy,epomennan = 3TO
PecniyOnukn benapych OyZeT HE3HAUMTENBHO WM | TEIJIOBasi SHEPTHs, BHIOPOIIEHHAS B 03€PO U
orcyrctBoBath. Kpome Toro, B orduere mo OBOC | coorBercrTBytomas npudmusurensHo 1700 MBt
oTMeueHo, 4To MomHOcTh HADC npuHHMMAaeTcs | BJIeKTPHYECKOH SHEPrHH, TPOU3BECHHOMN, UCTIONb3YS
3400 MBT, a npu ypoBHE TEepMHYECKOH Harpy3KH | CHCTEMY MpsMoro oxiaxiaeHus. [Ipu coueranun npsMoro
Ha o3epo pucsstsl co croponsl HADC Beie 3200 | oxiakaeHHs ¢ JPYTHMHU PEIICHUSIMH OXJIKICHHS
MBT BpeaHoe BO3ciicTBHE Ha 9KOCHCTeMY | (TpaAMpHIME) MAKCHMATbHBIA YPOBEHb IPOU3BOICTBA
BOJIOEMA CTAHOBUTCS 3HAUUTENBHBIM. anexTpuueckoii sneprun 3400 MBT ¢ sKkoornueckoi
TOYKH 3PEHHUS TAKXKE JTOCTIKUM.

2. IHoTrennuansHbIe IJIOLIAAKU JUIS HADC | IIporHo3 cyMMapHO#l m03bl [JIsI HAceleHus OT BCexX
pa3MeIIeHsI B mpeenax MIPOMILTOIIAAKY | saepHBIX 00BekTOB Ha 2015 1. mpeacrasnen B Tabm. 7.11-1.
Urnamuackoit ADC (manee — MADC), Ha kotopoii | OueBHaHO, YTO J03a JUIA HACEICHHA B  TEUCHHE
onHOBpeMeHHO ¢ HKcruryaranmedr HADC Oyzner | HopmambHO#H 3kcmuryaTtanmd HADC Oyner BhIIie, 9eM 036D
OCYIIECTBIATECS  mesTensHOCTh 1o cHATHio ¢ | oT [IXOAT m KOTOX, ogHako ycTaHOBICHHAs ToJI0Bas
skcmryaraimn MADC. CorilacHO NpHBEACHHOH B | OrpaHMYeHHas jo3a s wieHoB Hacenenus: 0,2 mM3B He
otyetre o OBOC oueHke cymmapHOe BO3ACHCTBHE | OyAeT  TpEBBINICHA;  MpenamojaraemMas 1o3a  Oyaer
OT BCEX 0OBEKTOB Ha JTAHHOW IUIOMIAJIKE MIPUBENET K | MPHONN3UTENBHO B 4 pa3za MEHbIIE JIaHHOW OrpaHWYEeHHOM
nmo3e obiryuenust st Hacenenus Ha 2015 rox 51,9 | nossl. Takke DODKHO OBITH OTMEUCHO, uTO Biussaue HADC
E-06 3B. MoOXHO 3aKiIIOYMTh, YTO BBOJ B | OBUIO OIIEHEHO, Jefias KOHCEPBAaTHBHBIC MPEAIIOI0KEHHS,
skcruryatanio  HADC 3HauuTenbHO TPEBBICHUT | NMOCKOJIBKY ~ BCEMHPHBIM  ONBIT  IOKa3bIBaeT,  YTO
COBMECTHOE BO3/CHCTBHE OT CYIIECTBYIOMIMX | (h)aKTHYECKHE BHIOPOCHI M BBI3BaHHBIE JI03bI HACEJICHUS
komiuiekcoB UADC, ouenenHoe B 1,0E-06 3B, ot | ObiBatoT B 10 1 Oosbliie pa3 HIKE.

KOTOX (7,29E-06 3B) u oT onepauuii c
otpaborasumm sinepabiM TormnBoM MAIC (5,82E-
07 3B).
3. Uccnenosanusamu, mnposenenHsiMu B 2007 roxy | ITockonbKy oTueT mccienoBanuii, npoeneHHsix [HY

«O0OBbeIMHEHHBII HHCTUTYT YHEPIETUUECKHUX U SIIEPHBIX
uccnenoBannii — Cocupr» HAH He moctymen, ms OBOC
BEChMa 3aTPYAHUTEIHHO COTTIACUTHCS MM HE COTTIACUTHCS
C TIPECTaBICHHBIMHU PE3YIbTaTaAMHI.

Cormacao otuery mo OBOC «IIpomexyTouHoe XpaHeHHE
otpabotasiiero sinepHoro torwuea PEMK ¢ 6mokoB 1 u 2
Hrnanunckoit ADC; BBITyCK 4» MakCUMallbHas TOJI0Bast

s QeKTUBHAS 1032 WICHY KPUTHUECKOM IPYIIIIBI
BCJIC/ICTBUE:

- oOpaleHus co BceM repMeTHYHBIM TOTUTMBOM
Ha MADC cocrasnsier 7,69E-10 3B/rox;

- oOpareHust co BceM HEerepMeTHYHBIM
tormmuBoM Ha MADC cocrasiser 4,15E-07
3B/roz;

- DKCIUTyaTaIli{ CHCTEMBI JJIsl O0OpaIeHHs C
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J03bl TPH OCYIIECTBICHHHM JESITEILHOCTH Ha
COBOKYITHOCTH SIIEPHBIX 0OBEKTOB, MPOBOJANMOI Ha
0O0IIIE TTOIIAKE.

TIOBPEKICHHBIM U OKCIIEPHMEHTATBHBIM
TormBoM coctasisieT 4,75E-09 3s/ro.

Tax xak Hagano skciuryaraiun HADC Hamedaercs He
panee 2015 r., B olieHKe OOIIET0 BIUSHUS ACATEIBHOCTH
10 IEeMOHTaXy U ne3aktuBaimu Ha MADC no atoro roga
HE PacCMaTPUBAIOTCSI.

OO1iee romoBoe OOJIyYeHUE HYJICHOB KPUTHYECKOM
TPYIINBl HaceleHWs BCJIEICTBUE PaJNOAKTHBHBIX
BeIOpocoB HADC (mepenaBaeMbIX 10 BO3AYXY U MO
BOJIC) B OKPYXAIOLIYIO Cpely B 3aBUCHUMOCTH OT
THIIA PEaKTOpa, MOIIHOCTH U O0IIEro Jucia GJIOKOB
otnmu4aeTcs B mHTEpBane ot 8,74 mo 50,70 mk3B.
Kak ormeuanocs 6eropycckoil CTOPOHOU paHee IO
00BbEKTaM, IUIAHUPYEMBIM K CTPOUTEIBCTBY IS
BEIBOJA U3 dKcIuryaranun MTADC, ycTaHOBIEHHOE B
JIutBe OrpaHMuYCHHE 03Bl OOJIYYEHHsS HACEICHUS
0,2 M3B B TrojJ 3HAUHUTEILHO OTJIMYAETCS OT
pexoMeHayeMoit KBOTHI 1t Pecniybmuku benapycs,
kotopast cocraBisier 0,05 M3 B rom. Uro Takke
3aTpyIHSET BBINOJHEHHE CPaBHEHUS BO3MOKHOTO
panuanMoOHHOTO BO3AEHCTBUS HAa KPHUTHUYECKYIO
rpymmy HaceneHus Pecryonukn benmapycs.

Orpanunuennas qo3a 0,2 M3B/roj;, ycTaHOBJICHHAS B
JUTOBCKOM 3aKOHOJIaTEIbCTBE, OCHOBaHA Ha
MEXIyHapOIHOM ONbITE U pekomMeHaauusix MATATO. B
L[EJIA CPABHEHHS YKa3aHO, 94TO TOI0BBIC 3P PeKTUBHBIC
JI03bI TUTOBCKUM KHTEIISIM U3-3a €CTECTBEHHBIX
HCTOYHHKOB HOHU3UPYIOIIETO H3IYYCHHS B CPETHEM
cocraBisoT 2,4-2,6 M3B. CpeHrEe BETUYUHBI 103 OT
TJIABHBIX €CTECTBEHHBIX UCTOYHUKOB U3JTYUYCHHS: PAIOH
BHYTpH nomenieHnii — 1 M3B, kocMudyecKoe H3IrydeHne —
0,35 M3B, CTpOHUTENBHBIE MATEPHUAIIBI BHYTPHU MOMEIIECHUN —
0,45 M3B.

CoracHO cTaThe 8 JOCTYIHOIr0 OeIOPYCCKOro MPaBoOBOTO
axra «PanuanuonHas 3ammura HacelieHus», Ne 122-3 5
nexabpst 1998 r., mpenenbHO TomycTUMast 103a JUIs
HacelnieHus bernopyccun u3-3a HOHH3UPYIOMIETO U3ITYUYCHUS
cocrasimsier 1 M3B/rox (To e camoe, Kak B IATOBCKOM
3aKOHOAATENbCTBE). OMHAKO TOYHO HE YKa3hIBACTCS, KaKas
OrpaHWYECHHAs /1032 (€€ 4acTh) JTODKHA IPUMEHSTECS Ha
IpaHuUIle CAHUTAPHO—3AIUTHON 30HBI SIIEPHOTO OOBEKTA
(nm 06bexTOB). TONBKO YKA3BIBAETCS, UTO CyMMa 4acTei
He JIOJDKHA TPEBBIIIATh MPEIeIbHO JOMYCTUMOMN J103bI.
OcHoBanue i1 pekomenyemoii gyactu 0,05 M3 B roj He
SICHO.

IIpn pacuerax 103 OOJyYeHHS METOANYECKH
HEKOPPEKTHO YYMTBHIBAIUCH YCIOBHS BHELIHETO
obiryyenus. Ilpouenypa OLEHKHM /03Bl BHEIIHETO
o0ydyeHus HaceneHHs (WICHOB — KPUTHYECKOM
[PYIIIIbL) B clyJae BBIOpOCa 4epes
BeHTIIAMOHHYI0 TpyOy HADC BBICOTONH 75 M
BBITIIOJTHEHA gepes MOANGHULIMPOBaHHBIE
K03 GHULNEHTHI, MIOJTyYeHHBIE MIPOCTBIM
YMHOXECHUEM KOA((GHUINEHTOB KOHBEPCHH IS
yCIOBUH BBIOpOCa Ha BBICOTY BEHTHJISILIMOHHOM
tpyosr MADC 150 M B Mecrte HanOOJIBIIETo
BEIMIAJICHAS PATUOHYKIWAOB Ha TOKas3arenb 3,4.
(Mama cchiika Ha HOpMAaTHBHBIM mokymeHT LAND
42:2007).

OO0syueHHe HACEICHUS ObLUTO BBIUMCIICHO COTJIACHO
METOJIOJIOT MY, TIPEIOCTABICHHON B IATOBCKOM IIPaBOBOM
nmokymente LAND 42:2007. B naHHOM JOKyMEHTE
yKa3aHbl K03((QUINEHTH KOHBEPCHH 103 JUIsl BHIOPOCOB Ha
Beicote 150 M 1 ykazaHbl KO UIEHTHI 1St BHIOPOCOB Ha
6ouiee HU3KUX BbICOTAX (3,4 [UIs BBICOTHI BEIOpOCa 75 M).
JlononHUTeNEHOE BHEIIHEE 00TyYeHIE HACEIeHUS ObLIO
BBIYHCIICHO, IPUMEHSISI METOJIOJIOTHIO, IIPEIOCTABICHHYIO B
cepun 0T4eTOB 110 6e3onacHocT MATATD Ne 19
«XapakTepHble MOJEIH JUIsl HCIIOIb30BaHUS IIPH OLICHKE
BJIMSIHUSI BRIOPOCOB PaJIMOaKTUBHBIX BELICCTB B
OKPYIKAOIIYIO CPEIY.

I[lo mporHo3y  WHTEpPBaT 103  OOIyYeHHS
BO3MYIIHBIM IyTEM HAXOAUTCS B JHAma3’oHe OT
1,24E-06 3B no 10,5E-06 3B B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT THIIA
peakropa. OJHAKO He JJIsI BCEX TUIIOB PEaKTOPOB,

KOTOPBIC paccMaTpuBarOTCA B KadyCCTBEC
TEXHOJIOTUYECKOM AJIBTCPHATUBLI, UMCHOTCA
JAOCTYIHBIC HMCXOAHBIC JAaHHBIC TIIO0 BCJIIMYHUHC

BEIOpOCa PAIMOHYKIHIOB. B wactHocTH, IUIs
peakropa tuna CANDU, mnony4uBiiero camyo
BBICOKYIO OIIEHKY 103bl 00my4enust 10,5E-06 3B ot
BO3AYHIHOTO IIYTU TOJBKO HPHU YUYCTEC YCTBIPEX
pammonykminos: “H, C, ¥Kr, !, Tosromy 6e3
MOJNYYCHHUsS  JOMOJHUTENBHOW  HMHPOpPMALMUA O
cocTaBe BBIOpOCa MPHU HOPMANBHOH AKCIUTyaTalluu
pPEaKTOpOB HENB3s YTBEPXKIaTh, YTO TOJOBAs J103a
O0JTy4eHHS MONAJeT B yKa3aHHBIH HHTSPBAIL.

Crincok BEIOPAaChIBAEMBIX PAAHOHYKIHIOB U UX
AKTHBHOCTEW OCHOBaH Ha CBOOOIHO AOCTYITHBIX
HCTOYHUKAX WH(popManuu (Harp., BebcanTax).
Wudopmanus, npegocraBiieHa Ajsi peaKTOPOB TUIIA
ABWR, AP-1000, EPR, APWR u ap., oueHb
neranusuposana. Onnaxo it CANDU-6 cBo6oaHO
JIOCTyIHasi HHpOpMAaIHs He CTOJIb JeTaIn3upoBaHa. Tem
HE MeHee, ecld B Beruncienuax 103 mt ABWR, AP-1000,
EPR, APWR yuauTsIBacTCs TOIBKO TOT K€ CaMblif Habop
pamwonykimnos (6raropomausie rasel, C-14, H-3, 1-131, Co-
58, Co-60, Cr-51, Mn-54 u Nb-95, npemoctasieHubie a1st
CANDU-6), pesymbTupytolas 103a 6yIeT COCTaBIsATh
npubnam3urensHo 99 % oOreit BenuuuHbl 10361, [ToaToMy
MOKHO 3aKJIFOYHTb, YTO, €CIU IPYIHe HYKIHAH,
BeIOpackiBaemble u3 peakropa CANDU-6, OyayT npuHSTHI
BO BHHMaHHe, /1033 HACEJICHUS YBEIMYHUTCS TOJIBKO
npubau3uTenbHo Ha 1 %. Ouenka o0irydeHus! HaceIeHus,
BBI3BAHHOT0 HOpManbHOM skcutyaranued HADC, takke
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MepeCMOTPeHa, IPUHUMAsI BO BHUMaHHE KOMMEHTAPHH OT
COOTBETCTBEHHBIX JIMTOBCKUX YUPEIKACHHUM, CBA3aHHBIX C
noaroroskoit OBOC.

Okcmryatanuss MADC mpuBena K 3HAYMTENBHOM
IBTpodUKanuy  o3epa JpuUCBATHI  BCIEICTBHE
TEIJIOBOTO 3arpsi3HEHHsI 03€pHBIX BOJ M cOpoca B
HEro CTOYHBIX BOJI. JanHbIit BBIBOJ|
MOATBEPHKIIAETCS B JIOKYMEHTE «3aKIIOYUTEIbHBIN
otuer/2007 07 12 IIporpamma OBOC. Hogas
aToMmHasi anekrpocraHuus B Jlutee. Koncoprmym
Poyry — JIBU» mn. 7.1.1.6 KayectBo Bombl u
Ouonorndyeckoe paszHooOpasue «Jlo pa3BUTHA
AKTHBHBIX BHJOB AEATEILHOCTH B PETHOHE, 03€pO
JpyKIIsiif OTHOCHIIOCH K M@30TPO(QHUECKOMY THITY.
BBuny cbpoca TEmIOBBIX U CAHUTAPHBIX CTOKOB B
03€po, KauecTBO BOJABI B 03€pe H3MEHHJIOCH 10
HOYTH 3BTPOPHUYECKOTO COCTOSIHHS, M B 03epe
c(OPMHPOBAINCh  pa3IMYHBIE  DKOJOTMYECKHE
30HB». B TO e Bpems B orduere mo OBOC
OTMEYEHO, 4TO COBPEMEHHOE  COCTOSIHHUE
OKpY’Karolle Cpeabl CIy)KUT B KauecTBE ITaJOHA
CPaBHEHHS M OLEHKM pealn3allii aIbTEePHATHB.
CrnenoBaTenbHO, BECh aHAIW3 BO3JACHCTBHA Ha
OKPY’KaIOIIyI0 Cpelly MPOBOIUTHCS IMYTEM 3aMEHBI
omHot ADC Ha Jpyryio, TEM CaMbIM alpHOPH
JieNaeTcs BBIBOJ O HECYIIECTBEHHOM BO3JCHCTBUU
Ha OKpYXaloIyl cpeny Hu 00 OTCYTCTBHH
HEOOXOIUMOCTH MPHUHIATHS Mep 10 peadbuiauTanuu
o3epa.

CornacHO JIMTOBCKOMY 3aKOHOJATENbCTBY IO OLICHKE
BIIMSHUS Ha OKPYXXAIOLIYIO CPely, BIMAHUS IUIAHUPYEMOU
JIeSITEIbHOCTA  JIOJDKHBI  OBITH CPaBHEHBI C «HYJICBOM
aNbTEPHATHBOW»  (ATbTEPHATHBOW  HEOCYIICCTBICHUS).
Oxosorug o3epa JpyKusii 3HaYMTENbHO U3MEHIUIIACH U3-3a
TemioBod Harpy3ku Wraammackoiik ADC u  Harpysku
MUTATEIbHBIX BELIECTB OT MYHHIMIAJIBHBIX OYHUCTHBIX
COOpPYXXCHHUH CTOYHBIX BOJ. V3MEHEHMs B SKOCHCTEME
OBLIM HACTOJNIBKO CYNICCTBEHHBI (HANp., BUIOBOW COCTaB
U3MEHWICS BO BCEX TPODHUYESCKHX YPOBHAX), 4TO
BOCCTAHOBJICHUE ITPEABIIYIIET0, €CTECTBEHHOTO COCTOSTHUS
o3epa yxe HEBO3MOXHO. TakuMm o0pazoM, ObUIO OBl
HEYMECTHO C JKOJOTMYECKOW TOYKH 3pEHHs, a TaKxKe
HENPIMEHUMO C TIPaBOBOW TOYKH 3pEHHUs OLICHUBATb
Bnussnuss HADC Ha o3epo, paccMarpuBas Takoe €ro
9KOJIOTHYecKoe € Kakoe Obuto Oosee uem 20 net Hazaz, 110
BBoJIa Urnanunckoit ADC B 3KCIUTyaTalHIo.

Ecnn nns JIMTOBCKOM CTOPOHBI 3KOHOMMYECKAs
BBIFOJla TI03BOJISIET IpPEHEOpedb HKOJOTMYECKHM
yimepboM, To mui bemapycu mocTpoiika u
skcmyatanuss HADC  o3Hagaer mnponoskeHue
9KOJIOTUYECKOTO yiepoa, HaHOCHMOT'O
skcmryatanueit MTASC.

OCHOBHBIE U3MEHEHUS OKPYXKAIOIIEH cpe/bl ObLTH
MOOYKICHBI SKCILIyaTalluell CyIIeCTBYIOMICH
Urnanunackoit ADC. HauanoMm oTcueTa s OLEHKH
piusiaust HADC siBrisieTcst Tenepeninee COCTOsIHUE
okpyxamwiueit cpeasl. B oruere mo OBOC noxkasano, 4To
skcrutyaranust HADC He OyneT BBI3bIBAaTh CYIIECTBEHHBIX
M3MCHEHUN OKPYXKAroIIel CPpeIbl 0 CPAaBHEHHUIO C
TETEPEITHUM COCTOSTHHEM.

B xommenrtapusx k mnporpamme OBOC HOBOI
JlutoBckoii ADC 6enmopycckas CTOpOHa
BBICKA3bIBaJIa IIOKEIAHUE PACCMOTPETh CICHApUH
MEpeHOCca PaJMOaKTUBHBIX BEIECTB BOAHBIM ITyTEM
JUIsl Pa3iIuyYHBIX aBapUMHBIX CUTyalud U IIpU
HOpMaJbHOM pexuMe dkcruryaTaruu ADC, Tak Kak
B CWIy CYLIECTBYIOIIMX TUAporpaguyeckux wu
THIPOJOTUYECKUX YCJIOBHM CTOK IMOBEPXHOCTHBIX
BOA B palioHE MNpPEeAnojaraéMoro CTPOUTEILCTBA
ADC c tepputopun JIUTBBI UAET Ha TEPPUTOPHIO
Benapycu. Omgnako B otuetre mo OBOC maHHBII
BONPOC OCTaJCid HEPAacKphIThIM. B rmaBax 7,8

NpPUBEJICHbl  JIMIIb  JAHHbIE  PaJUalIOHHOTO
MOHHUTOPHHTA COJEpPXKAHUA PAJUOHYKIHIOB B
MOBEPXHOCTHBIX W TPYHTOBBIX BOJaX, HO HE
MIPEACTABIICHBI PpE3yIbTaThI MOJICTTMPOBaHHUS

MEPEHOCa paJMOAKTUBHBIX BEHICCTB BOAHBIM ITYTEM,
B TOM YHCJIE€ B TPAHCTPAHUYHOM KOHTEKCTE.

CrieHapuy MOJETTMPOBAHMS TPAHCTPAHNYHOTO ITEpeHoCca
PaanOaKTHBHBIX BELIECTB BOAHBIM myTeM (pyxkursii —
IIpopBa — Jlpykma — lucaa — [layraBa — Puxckuil
3aJIMB) TIPH HOPMaNbHOM 3Kcrutyaranuin HADC
npegocTaBiieHbl B paszaene 8.11.1. MoaenupoBaHue
pacIpocTpaHeHusl aBapUiTHBIX BEIOPOCOB OMMCAHO B
paznene 10.3.2.2.1]enp MoaenupoBaHuUs aBapUITHBIX
BBIOPOCOB COCTOSIA B TOM, YTOOBI OIIPEAEINTD, KaKUe
3alUTHBIE AEHCTBUS IOJDKHBI OBITH OCYIIECTBIICHEI B
cllyyae IPOEKTHBIX | TsDKeNbIX aBapui. Kpurepuu s
3aLUTHBIX IEHCTBUI HAcEJIEHUs B CIlydae
panuoIOTHUECKO MK sIIEpHOI aBapuy NPEI0CTaBIICHEI B
HN 99:2000 (sTa rurneHndecKas HOpMa TakKe
COOTBETCTBYET pekoMeHaarmsam MATATD).
MozenupoBaHue TPaHCTIOPTA BOJHBIM ITyTEM B CIIydae
aBapHM HE JaeT Pe3yJIbTATOB, COTNIACHO KOTOPBIM J0JKHBI
OBITB ONpe/IeNIeHbI 3alUTHbIE JeUCTBHs. Bo3aelicTBue
MIOBEPXHOCTHO Pa3HOPOJHOCTH, aTMOC(HEPHBIX OCAJIKOB U
MECTHBIX 03€p ObLIO paccMOTpeHO B oTuere «Sofiev, M.,
Prank, M., Jalkanen, J.-P., Valkama, 1., Karppinen, A. &
Pietarila, H. 2008. Moodenuposanue oucnepcuu u oyenxu
003 8criedcmeue agapuiiHbIX paouOaKmuUHbIX 8b1OPOCO8 U3
NAAHUPYEMOU HOBOU AMOMHOU INEKMPOCMAHYUY &
Jlumse». B naHHOM OT4eTe OBUIO 3aKITIOYECHO, YTO
«HEOOIBIION pazMep 03ep, JOCTYIHOCTh JPYTHX
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MCTOYHHUKOB MIPECHON BOJBI U OTCYTCTBHE HHTEHCHBHOTO
PETYIISPHOTO PHIOOJIOBCTBA B 03€pE y CTAHLIMHU ITO3BOJIHIH
HE 3aTparuBaTh BOJHBIN ITyTh B IUIIEBOH LENH B LEIOM —
0e3 CyIeCTBEHHBIX HECOOTBETCTBH, BBEICHHBIX B
BEJIMYMHBI OLIEHKW». TaKke cieayeT OTMETUTb, UYTO
COTJIaCHO PE3yJIbTaTaM BBIYHCICHUN M KPUTEPHUAM IS
3aIIUTHBIX ICUCTBHUI (TaKkKe BKIIOUAsS PHIOY)
yIoTpeOIIeHHE MUK JIOJDKHO OBITh 3aIlpelieHo Ha
paccrostausix 100-250 km; ynorpeGieHne Mosioka 1
MIUTHEBON BOJBI JOJKHO OBITH 3alPEIICHO Ha PACCTOSHUAX
200-600 xm ot ADC.

10. | Ha orpanmuennoi#t teppuropuu mmomanku MADC | JJomkHO OBITH OTMEUCHO, YTO PaIHOAKTHBHEIC MAaTEPHAIIBI
IUTAaHUPYETCs  pa3MElIeHHE IIeJ0r0 KOMIUIEKCa | M OTpaboTaBIIee siIEpPHOE TOIIMBO yKe NMEIOTCS U
O00BEKTOB paMallMOHHOW M SJIEPHOW OMacHOCTH, | XpaHarcs Ha Urnammackoit ADC. CymecTByromme
4yro, 0€3yCIOBHO, TMpPHBEAET K IIOBBIIICHUIO | XPaHWININA BECHMA CTapPbl, B JaHHBI MOMEHT POBOANTCS
CYMMAapHOM TEXHOTN€HHOW paJMallMOHHOW Harpy3kH | OCYILLECTBIEHHUE HOBBIX COBPEMEHHBIX TEXHOJOTUMI
B 3TOM pETHOHE. ITpoGnema OLICHKH | OOpaleHHUs ¢ PaANOAKTUBHBIMU OTXOJAMH U UX XPaHEHHUS,
NOTEHIAJIBHOTO BO3JCHCTBHS OT COBOKYIHOCTH | YTO YBEJIWYUT O€30IaCHOCTh M YMEHBIIHUT PaJUallMOHHYIO
SJEPHBIX OOBEKTOB Ha IUIOIIAJKE MOXET OBITh | Harpy3Ky. bosee Toro, mocie 3akpbiTust 2-oro 010Ka
peleHa ImyTeM IPaBHIBHOTO aHa3a Bo3aecTus, | MraanmmHckoit ADC Oombie He OyAeT pagrioakTHBHBIX
KOTOPBIH J0JDKEH METOJMYECKH CTPOTO YYHTHIBATh | BBIOPOCOB, KOTOPBIE UMEIH MECTO IIPH HOPMAJILHOM
CXeMy IepeMeIleHNs] paJMOaKTHBHBIX MaTEpPHalIOB | dKCILIyaranuu 010ka. Beiopocs! u3-3a oopamenus ¢ OAT
u CPOKH TIPOBEICHNUS (pacmucanme) | mpencTaBIeHBI B OTBeTe Ha 3amedanne Ne 3.
TEXHOJIOTUIECKUX orepanui Ha passbix | [Toatomy, XOTst H0OaBUTCS paiuanMoHHas Harpy3Ka OT
YCTaHOBKax COBMECTHO c neranpHOl | HADC, Harpyska ot cymiectByromeii Uraanmackoit ADC
WHBEHTApH3alUeH pPaJUOHYKINAHOTO COCTaBa M | yMeHbIIHTCS. OIeHKa CyMMapHOTO BIHMSHUS TOKA3bIBAET,
aKTHBHOCTH BceX 00BekToB. Ha Ham B3misz, 3TH | 4TO Pe3yJNbTUPYIOIIAs 103a OT BCEX SICPHBIX OOBEKTOB
TpeboBanus B oryere mo OBOC Bemonuens! He B | MTADC u HADC Oyner cocTaBisATh MPUOIN3UTETHEHO
TIOJIHOM Mepe. 6,01E-02 m38/rox, T.€., OyIeT MEHBIIE, YeM

YCTaHOBJICHHAsl OTpaHUYEHHAs J103a.
Jlns kakiol AesaTenbHOCTH Mo cHATHIO MrHanuHckoi ADC
C 9KCIUTyaTaluy pa3padaTbIBalOTCs OTAEIbHBIC OTYETHI MO
OBOC, B KOTOPBIX TOYHO OIIEHUBAIOTCS paIHOHYKIIAIHbIC
COCTaBbI U aKTUBHOCTH paJoHyKinaoB. [Ipu paspaborke
otgeta mo OBOC HADC O6b1n yuITEHBI BCe
noarorosiieHHbIe oTYeTHI 10 OBOC mits cHATHSA
Urnanunckoit ADC ¢ skcITyaTanuu.

11. | B pe3yapraTe CyMMapHOTO BO3JEHCTBHS SAEPHBIX OTBeyast Ha epeyrcIeHHbIE BOIIPOCHI, BBI3BIBAOIINE

OOBEKTOB MOXKET CYIIECTBEHHO N3MEHUTHCS
THAPOTEONIOrHYecKas 0OCTaHOBKA, a TaKXKe
BO3HUKHYTh HeoOpatumble 1uisi Pecry0Oimku
Benapych conpanpHo-akoHoMuYeckue (B 1m.8.10
OTCYTCTBYIOT KOMMCHTAPUH 110 BIIUSAHUIO HA
Pecny6nuky Benapycb) 1 3kojoruueckue
HM3MEHEHUs U3-3a:

e  YBEJIMYEHUs TEMIIEPaTypHl B 03epe
HpucBsTsl,

e  yMeHbIIeHus cToka B p. [Ipopsa (. 8.2.2.2
(c.470-471 "Biustaust Ha p.IIpopsa™));

e m3MeHeHHs (Iopsl U GayHsI 03epa;

e  OTCYTCTBUS ILUIAHOB, IPOIPaMM U
MEPONPHATHH 110 peabHITNTALIMI
TEXHOT€HHO-U3MEHSIOLIErocs 03epa
JpucBstsr;

e  [OTEHUUAJIBHOIO CTOKA MOBEPXHOCTHBIX
BOJ B cTopoHy benapycu;

e BO3MOXXHOT'O ITOBBIILICHHOTO
panuanoHHOTO BO3/ICHCTBUS
(mo 50,7 mx3B/ron);

e  M3OBITOYHOTO a3P030J€00pPa30BaHUS B
peruote (TyCTBIX TYMaHOB);

e  OrpPaHUYEHMS CEIbCKOXO035MCTBEHHOU

03a0049E€HHOCTB!

e  MakcumasbHas JOITyCTHMAsl TEIJIOBasi Harpy3Kka
ozepy (mpuonmsurenso 3200 MBTyspomenan)
COOTBETCTBYET CUTYyalllH, Kor/ia JiBa Oiioka
Urnamnuckoit ADC 011 B AelicTBUU. TakuM
o0pazoM, He HaMedaeTcsl, 4To TeMIeparypa B
o3epe Jpyxkiusii ysenuuurcs (cM. paszaen 7.1.2.6).

e  Ecnm cymmapHBIi ypoBEHb IPOU3BOICTBA
anekTposHepruu HoBoit ADC Oyzaer Ooiee
BBICOKNM, YeM Urnammackoit ADC, TemnepentHuii
CTOK B pexy IIpopsa, cienoBarensHo, U
KOJINYECTBO BOJBI B PeKe YMEHBLIATCS (CM.
pazaen 7.1.2.6). BerauciieHust pH UCITOTb30BaHUT
HEJIaBHO YCTAHOBJICHHBIX BEJIMYMH CTOKA [T
pexu [IpopBa MokasbpIBalOT, YTO yMEHBIICHUE
CPEIHEro rojIoBOTo CTOKa BoJibI B peky I[Ipopsa
OyneT camoe Gobliee (MPOU3BOIUMAs MOLITHOCTh
HADC 3400 MBrT) npubnusutensHo 16 %, a He
28 %, xaK yKa3bIBaJIOCh paHee B OTUETE 110
OBOC. Ecnu ypoBeHb IPOU3BOJICTBA YHEPTUU HE
OyzeT yBenuUeH, BIMSHUS OCTAHyTCS TIOXOXHMHU
Ha TeTepernue, ooycnasinuBaemMble VirHaTmHCKOM
ADC.

e Hukakue cymiecTBEHHbIE M3MEHEHUsI (DIOpPBI UIIN
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JIesTeNbHOCTH B bpacnaBckoM paiioHe;
YMEHBIICHUS POXKAAEMOCTH
YHCJICHHOCTH HACENICHUS B IPUIICTAIONIEM
0emopyccKOM peruoHe;

YMEHBIICHWA NOMMYJIAPHOCTH
TYPHCTHYECKOH MH(PACTPYKTYpHI B
Burebckoii obacTu;

YMEHBILICHUS] MTHBECTULNI B Pa3BUTHE
MPOMBIIICHHBIX 00BEKTOB B CBS3H C
OTCYTCTBHEM HE00X0/MMOI1 paboueit
CHUJIBI;

YTHETEHHs Pa3BHTHS BO3LYLIHOTO
TPAHCIIOPTA B PETHOHE.

(bayHsI 03epa He oxumarorcst (cMm. pasmen 7.1.
oryera mo OBOC).

MyHuUIIaIbHBIE OYACTHBIE COOPYKESHHUS
CTOYHBIX BOJ T. Bucarmaac B HacTosmiee BpeMs
MOJICPHU3UPYIOTCS C IENIBI0 YMEHBIIUTH BHIOPOC
MUTATEIILHBIX BEHICCTB, CICA0BATEIBHO, U
sBTpoduKarmo o3epa Jpykuisit. OmgHako,
BOCCTAHOBJICHHE TPEABAYIIEIO, €CTCCTBEHHOTO
COCTOSIHUS 03€pa YK€ He BO3MOXKHO (CM. paszen
7.1).

B oruere mo OBOC 3axiroueHo, 4To
MECTOTIOJIOKCHHUS TETIEPEITHIX KaHaIOB
Bomo3abopa u Bogocopoca MADC sBistoTcs
onrumanbHbMU B U1t HASC. TTockombKy 1mo
9KOJIOTHUYECKHAM MPUINHAM MaKCUMaJIbHAS
TEIUTIOBAsi Harpy3Ka 03epa He MOXKET 3HAYUTEIHHO
MPEBBICUTH TCIUIOBYIO HAIPY3KY, CO3aHHYIO
skcutyaranueit Uraanuackoit ADC, HUKakue
CYIIECTBEHHBIC H3MCHEHUSI TCUCHUS
TMOBEPXHOCTHBIX BOJI TIO HATIPABIICHUIO K
Benopyccun He oxunarores (cM. paszgen 7.1).
MaxkcumanbHas TOA0Bas 1032 WieHaAM
KpUTHYECKOU Tpymmsl Hacenenus, 50,7 Mk3B,
SIBIIICTCSI 3HAYUTEIIEHO MEHBIIIE JINTOBCKOM
orpanndeHHoit no3el 200 Mx3B, Takas 103a He
OyZeT BBI3BIBATh HUKAKUX CYIIECTBEHHBIX
a¢¢exroB. OHa 0OUEHHb HE3HAUNTENHHA 110
CPaBHEHHIO C TOA0BOM 3(PPEKTUBHOM 10301 H3-3a
€CTECTBECHHBIX UCTOUHUKOB M3JIyYCHHUS, KOTOpas,
Hamp., A Kuteneil JINTBbI B cpeHEM COCTABIIAET
2200 mMx3B. B 1efiCTBUTENEHOCTH /1032 WICHAM
KPUTHYCCKUM TPYIITEI OyJeT 3HAYUTEIIEHO
MeHbIe BenmuauHbl 50,7 MK3B, KOTOpast SBIISICTCS
OYeHb KOHCEPBATHBHOM OIIEHKOM (CM. paszen
7.10.2.2).

HADC, kak oxxumaercs, 3HaUNTEIBHO HE
YBEJIHMYUT 00pa30BaHHE TYMaHOB, TOCKOJIBKY T10
9KOJIOTUYECKUM NMPUUNHAM MaKCUMaJIbHAS
TEIUIOBas Harpy3ka o3zepa [pykuisii He MoXeT
3HAYUTEIIBHO MPEBBICHTh TCIIOBYIO HATPY3KY,
co3naHHyto dkcrtyaranueit Urnanuackoit ADC.
B cirydae npsMoro oxJaxaeHus, B CIOKOHHEIC U
XOJIOJHBIC THH HaJT 00JTaCThIO TEIUION BOAKBI OyIeT
00pa30BaThCsI MECTHBIH TyMaH BpeMs OT BPEMEHHU.
B ciyuae rpamupeH, MecTHOE 0Opa3oBaHUe
TyMaHa MOXET IPOM30UTH B TEUCHHIE XOJIOIHBIX
neprooB. He HaMedaeTcs, 9To Takoi TyMaH B
3HAYUTEIBHBIX KOJTUIECTBAX MOXKET
pactpocTpaHUThCA 10 6ET0PYCCKON CTOPOHBI U
TaM BBI3BaTh KaKue-HUOYAb BIMSIHUS.

HADC HukakuM criocobom He Oyaer
OrPaHUYUBATH CEIBCKOXO3IHCTBCHHYIO
JIeSITENIBHOCTD B bpaciaBckoM palioHe pu
HOPMAITbHOU 3KCIUTyaTaIllH, TaK KaK PacueThl
PaJMAIIOHHOTO O0JTyYeHHS TOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO
TPaHCTPAHUYHOE BIIMSHUE BCICICTBUE BEIOPOCOB
HADC sBnsiroTcst He3HaYHUTEIEHBIMH (CM. pa3zet
8.11.1).

HADC ne Oyner vMeTh HUKAKOTO BIUSHHA Ha
YPOBEHb POXKIAEMOCTH U YHUCIEHHOCTh HACEIICHHE
B CMEKHBIX 0€JIOPYCCKHUX 00JIacTAX, TaK KaK
pacyeThl pagualMOHHOTO 00IyUeHUs
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MTOKA3BIBAIOT, YTO TPAHCTPAaHUYHOE BIHSIHUE
Beaenctaue BeiopocoB HADC sBisroTest
He3HaunTenbHbIME (cM. pasmen 8.11.1).

e HADC Gyner pacmonoxena B 00J1acTH, B
HacToslee BpeMs 3aHuMaeMor rnanmHckon
ADC. HoBas cranuus He OyeT U3MEHSTh
WCIIOJIb30BaHKE 3€MJIH B 00JIaCTH WM BBI3bIBATh
JIpyrue U3MEHEHHs!, KOTOPbIE TTOBIMSUIN OBl Ha
TypHu3M B Burebckoii 06sacTy 1o cpaBHEHUIO ©
HBbIHEIIHEH cUTyaluei.

e  VYMEHbIIECHUE UHBECTULIMN [Tl pa3BUTHUS
MIPOMBINIIICHHBIX 00BeKTOB B benmapycn u3-3a
OTCYTCTBUS HEOOXOIMMO paboueii chibl He
MpeaycMaTpUBaeTCs, TaK Kak HE HAMEYaeTCsl, 9TO
MHoOTO0 pabounx u3 bemapycu OyayT ydacTBOBaTh
B mpoekTax HoBoi ADC.

e OrpaHuyeHus BO3AYIIHOI'O TPAHCIIOPTa B 001aCTH
He OyeT U3MEHEHBI 110 CPABHEHUIO C TEKYILEH
curyanueit, mockonsky HADC Oyner
pacriojoxeHa Ha TEppUTOPHUH, B HACTOSIIEE BPEMs
3ansitod MADC.

12.

Ilo mporHozam Kk KOHIy cpoka »Skcmuryaranuu | Pazgensr  otueta mo  OBOC,  paccmarpuBaromue
HADC (60 set) B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT THIIAa peakTopa | paanoakTuBHbIe O0TX0AbI W OMT, GBUTH MEpeCMOTPEHEBI C
Oymer oOpasoBaHo B Buae orxomoB or 2700 T | yuetom HammonanbHOW — cTpaTerum  oOpamieHHss ¢
(TommMBO peakTOpoB ¢ TIyOHMHOM Bbiropanust 65 | pagrMOaKTUBHBIMA OTXO/IaMH, TIOATBEPKACHHON
I'Breyt/t) mo 18000 T (tommmBo peaktopoB c | IlpaButenbctBoM PecmyGmmku JIuteel B centsiope 2008 .
HU3KOM riyOuHOM BeITOpanus 7,5 ['Breyr/t) | Jlannas CTpaTerus MOTIEPKUBACT moTpeOHOCTh
0TpaboTaBIIETO SIIEPHOTO TOIUIMBA. | UCCIIEIOBaHUS aJbTEPHATHBHBIX BapHaHTOB OOpAIICHUS C
CymecTByronias HalMOHAIIbHAs ctparerust | OSIT. 3axopoHeHHe B PETHOHAIBHOM HIIM HAMOHAIBLHOM
oOparieHuss ¢ 0TpabOTaBIIMM SIEPHBIM TOIUTHBOM | MOTHJIBHUKE B I'€OJIOTHYECKUX (DOPMAIMSIX IIOJDKHO OBITh
Ha 3aKJIIOYHUTENIFHOM 3Tale SAEPHOrO TOIUIMBHOTO | MPOAaHAIM3MPOBAHO BMECTE C albTEpHATUBOM nepepaboTKu
nukia He ompeneneHa. [Tostomy otder mo OBOC | OST. Beibop Mecra ajii MOTHIBHHKA B T€OJIOTHYECKUX
ClleflyeT Takxke J0paboTaTh 10  CleAyIomMM | GopManusax JoKHO ObTh HadaTto mocie 2030 r., ecnu He
BOIIpOCaM: OyzeT TOCTYITHO HUKAaKoe JPYyroe penieHue.
®  U3JIOKUTH KOHIENIMIO XpaHeHHWs W | BO3MOXHBIE CONMATbHO—IKOHOMHYECKHE BIWSHHUSA Ha
3axXOpoHeHHs oTpaboraBmiero smaepHoro | bemopyccuro ommcansr B pasmene 8.10. Tak kak
TOIUIMBA, TOATOTOBHTH NPOTpaMMy IO | PaAMOJIOTMYECKOE BIMSIHHE HE MOXET BO3ACHCTBOBATH Ha
0OpAaIlEHHIO C HUM, COLMATBHO—3KOHOMHUYECKYI0O KOMIIOHEHTY, YKa3aHO, 4TO
e omucatb HalpaBIIeHUs pasBUTHUS | PAAMOIOTHYIECKOE BINSHHUE HE MMEET OTHOILICHNUS.
UH(PACTPYKTYyphl 10 XpaHEHHI0 JHOO
3aXOPOHEHHIO PaAMOAKTUBHBIX OTXO/0B,;
e B 1810 "CoumanbHO->3KOHOMHYECKas
cpena” naTh KOMMEHTApHUH I10 BIMSHUIO Ha
Pecrybnuky Benapycs;
13. e B m8.11.1 "Pagmonornueckue snustHUS | B Tabn. 7.10-24 npemocraBieHbl pe3yJibTaThl BBIYUCICHUAH

(m.8.11 "31opoBbe HaceneHus")
paccMmoTpeHue OCYIIECTRIISETCS c
MOBEPXHOCTHBIM TOAX0M0M (Ta6i.8.11-1),
B OTINYHNE oT L. 7.10.2.2
"Pagnosornueckue BIVSIHUS" TS
KPUTUYECKOW TIpynnbl HaceneHus: JIMTBbI
(ta6:1.7.10-24), romoBas 103a OT OJIHOIO
6noka B T26:1.8.11-1 Gospmie B 10 paz, yem
B Ta0m.7.10-24, Taxke TaM He YyKaszaHa
11034 OT HECKOJIbKMX UCTOYHUKOB.

T'O/IOBBIX /103 JUISl WIEHa KPUTHUECKOM IPyTIIH,
OTIPEJIETICHHOTO B JIUTOBCKOM IIPAaBOBOM JIOKYMEHTE
crarnaptHoit LAND 42:2007. TpancrpaHUYHBIC BIHSHUS,
BBIPa)KEHHBIE TOJOBBIMH J03aMH, OBLIN BHIYHCIICHHI,
MIPUMEHSST METOAOJIOTHIO CEPHH OTYETOB 110 O€30aCHOCTH
MATATD Ne 19 «XapakrepHble MOJEITH IS
HCIIONIb30BAHMS NP OLIEHKE BIHMAHUS BEIOPOCOB
PalOaKTHBHBIX BEILIECTB B OKPYIKAIOIIYIO CPEIY.
Metononorus MAI'ATD 6onee koHCepBaTUBHA, TO3TOMY
OLIEHEHHBIE T'O/I0BbIE 103bI OoJbIle. BinsiHue,
o0yciaBnuBaeMoe HECKOJIBKUMU HCTOYHUKAMH, OLICHEHO B
paszaene 7.11.1. Tak kak ObLIO IOKA3aHO, YTO J103a OT
JIPYTUX UCTOYHUKOB JUISI YWICHA KPUTHYECKOTO TPYIIIHI, 110
Kpaitaeit mepe, B 10 pa3 menbmie, yem ot HADC, Her
CMBICIIa PacCMaTPUBATh MX B TPAHCTPAaHUYHOM KOHTEKCTE.
Kpome Toro, TpaHcrpaHUYHBIE BIMSIHUS JPYTHX
HCTOYHHKOB yXe ommcansl B otyerax no OBOC stux
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00BEKTOB.

14.

B marrOM oTuete mo OBOC manmoBeposTHOE
COOBITHE «TsDKeNas aBapHs» HENPaBUIBHO
MHTEPIPETHPYETCS KaK «COOBITHE, YAaIeHHOE B
6eckoneunocTh» (Tabmuma 10.2.3). Ha camom jene
HU3Kasi BEPOSTHOCTh 03HAYAET, YTO COOBITHE MOKET
MPOM30#TH B 1000 MOMEHT BPEMEHH B OYIyIIIEeM,
HO HE Yallle OJHOI'O COOBITHS B 108 ner na Ka)KJIbIH
peakrop. OiHAKO TaKue aBapUH MOT'YT UMETh
HanOoJIee TSKENbIC PAAUAIIMOHHBIC TOCIIECTBUS
JUISL OKpY Karollel cpelipl U HaceneHus benapycu.

dopMynHpoBKa «COOBITHE, yIaJIeHHOE B 0ECKOHEYHOCTEY,
ucnonszyemast B Tadn. 10.2-3, coorBeTcTBYET
«PexomMeHanusM 10 OLICHKE MOTEHIHAIBHOTO PHCKa
aBapuy IUIAHUPYEMONW SKOHOMHUYECKOH IEATENBHOCTUY
(Mudopmanmonnsie myomukarmu, 2002, Ne 61-297). Dtu
PEKOMEHAAIMH HE ONIPEAeIeHbl HIMEHHO IS SePHBIX
00BEKTOB, IO3TOMY TEPMUHOJIOTHSI OTIIMYAETCS.
Kpurepwuii 1 tsokenoit aBapun, Beiopoc 100 Thk Cs-137,
OBLT OCHOBaH Ha (PMHCKOM 3aKOHOAATENbCTBE (3TOT
KpHUTEpHii Takoke OyJET BBEJCH B JINTOBCKOE
3aKOHOATeNbCTBO). COrIacHo (PUHCKOMY
3aKOHOAATENBCTBY, CPEIHSS BEIMYMHA BEPOSTHOCTH
BEIOpOCa, mpeBbimaroriero Benmmunay 100 Thk Cs-137,
JOJKHA OBITH MeHbIe 9eM 5-107 B rog. [Tostomy,
OLICHUBACTCS TsDKeNas aBapusi HU3KOH BEPOSITHOCTH.
Kpurepuii 1yt IpOEKTHON aBapUu ONPELEIIEH B
rurueHudecko Hopme JIuresl «Pannanuonsas
0€301acHOCTh Ha O0BEKTaX SAJNCPHOI IHEPIETUKI, I1Ie
yKasbIBaeTcs, 4To «be3omacHoCTh HOBOH NMPOEKTUPYEMON U
CTPOMMO¥ aTOMHOM 3JIEKTPOCTAHIINY JIOJKHA 00ECTICUUTb,
YTO B T€UCHHUE IKCILTyaTA[MN WM CHATHS C SKCIUTyaTaluu
JI03BI [UIS YIICHOB HACEJICHHs, 00YCIIOBICHHBIE OJJHON
TIPOEKTHOH aBapueid, OyayT MEHbIIIE, YeM YPOBECHb
OCYIICCTBIICHHUS 3aIIUTHOM JeATEIEHOCTH, IPUMEHICMBIIT
JUIS 3aIIUTHOTO IEHCTBUA — YKpPBITHA, T.€. 10 M3B. [o/mKHEI
OBITh IIPEyCMOTPEHbI ONITHMAJIbHBIE CPENICTBA IS
JOCTIDKEHUS TOTO, YTOOBI B CIIydac HENPOSKTHBIX HIIH
TSDKEJIBIX aBapyil HaceleHne He TI0ABEPrajioch TSHKENBIM U
BHE3aITHBIM PAaHCHHUAM, a TAK)Ke, YTOOBI HE OBLIO
HEOOXOANMOCTH PUMEHSTH JI0JITOCPOYHOE OrPaHUUEHHE
3eMJICNIONIB30BAaHNUS U YIOTPEOISHUs BOIB, a B Oy IyIieM
ObLIO BO3MOKHO M30€KaTh MOCIEICTBHUI JUIS 310POBbS
HaceJIeHHs, IPUMEHSISI OITpeIeIeHHbIE 3alllUTHBIC
JIEUCTBUS»

15.

AHanu3 TOCHeICTBHH ISl HAaceJICHHS BBHIOPOCOB
panuoHyKIHI0B Tpu aBapuul Ha HADC BrImoNHEH
Ha puMepe peaxTopa APWR
(yCOBepIIICHCTBOBAHHBIA PEAKTOP C BOMOM IO
nasienuem, CIA) mis nByx ciydaes:

e mpoektHas aBapus ([TA) c¢ morepeit
teroHocuresst LOCA, korma yreuka w3
3amUTHON oboouku (30) orpaHuyeHa
MPOEKTHOM BEIUUMHOM;

e Tmxemas asapus (TA) ¢ paspyireHneMm
aKTUBHOM 30HHI U pasrepMmern3anueii 30.

Jid  OueHKM BO3ICHCTBUSL HAa HACeleHHWE IIpU
aBapusiXx ObLT HCIONB30BaH pA  YHPOLIAIOMINX
[IPEANOJIOKEHUN U OMYLUICHUM, KOTOPbIE CHUKAIOT
JIOCTOBEPHOCTh MOJTY4EHHBIX BBIBOJIOB 0
BO3JICHCTBIH Ha OKPY’KaIOIIYIO CPEy MPH aBapHsIX
HADC. W3BecTHO, 4TO s TSAXKEIBIX
(3ampOeKTHBIX) aBapHil HET TEOPETHYECKH WIH
9KCIIEPUMEHTAIbHO OOOCHOBAHHBIX JIaHHBIX II0
BEJIMYMHE aBapUIHOIO BbIOpOCAa AKTHBHOCTH B
OKpYXAaIOLIyl0 Cpefy, I03TOMY OCHOBHAs [OJIA
HEOIPEJISICHHOCTH B OLEHKE pPaJHuallMOHHBIX
MOCJIC/ICTBUI CBSI3aHA C HEBO3MOXXHOCTBIO TOYHO
paccuuTaTh IUIONMAb Pa3repPMETH3ALUN 1 BPEMsI OT
HayaJla IUIaBJICHUS /0 TIOBPEXKICHUS 3allUuTHOMN
00004k (MPOJOJDKUTENBFHOCTh  YASpIKAHUS
pPaJHOHYKJIHMAOB), a TaKXKe BBICOTY TIOIBEMA

CornacHO BepOSTHOCTHOH OIICHKE PHICKA U OICHKE
Tsokenoit aBapun APWR (Takas orjenka Obiia mpoBejieHa
MOCTABIIMKOM PEaKTOpPa), IIEJIOCTHOCTD 3alUTHON
000JI04KH TIOAJICPIKUBACTCSI B TEUCHUE 24 4acoB Iociie
Hayvaja MOBPEXXJCHNS aKTHBHOM 30HBL.
[TponomkuTenbHOCT 24 YacOB TaK)Ke YKa3bIBAETCs, KaK
1elnb 17 3G (HEKTUBHOCTH 3alUTHON 000JI0UKY B
UHCTpYKIUAXx KoMuccnu 1o simepHoMy YperyaupOBaHUIO
CILIA, a raxxe B EBporeiickux TpeGoBaHUSIX 110
texobcnyxuBanuio (EUR 2001). Jlanusie TpeGoBaHms
BKITIOYAOT JCTEPMUHUPOBAHHYIO I1€J1b, YTO [EJIOCTHOCTh
3aIUTHOM 000IOYKH TODKHA OBITH COXpaHEHA B TCUCHHE
MPUOIM3UTENHFHO 24 YacoB MOCIIE Hadana MOBPEKICHUS
aKTUBHOW 30HBI, U BEPOSITHOCTHYIO IIeJ)Ib, YTO yCIOBHAS
BEPOSATHOCTH OTKa3a 3aIUTHON 000JI0UKH JOJDKHA OBITh
MeHble, yeM npudnusutensho 0,1 anst komOuHaIMIA
M10CJIE0BATEIBbHOCTEN OBPEXKACHNS aKTUBHON 30HBI,
OIICHEHHBIX B BEPOSITHOCTHOW OILICHKE PUCKA.

Kak yske ObUTO YIOMSHYTO, B KAUECTBE KPUTCPHS TKEION
aBapuu ObLT PUHAT BbIOpoc akTuBHOCTH CS-137 100 Thk.
YToOB! OIIEHUTH BBIOPOCH IpYyTrUX HYyKINI0B, kKpome Cs-
137, ucnionp3oBainicst NUREG-1495. Tlpu ucnons30BaHUA
NUREG-1495 umeroTcst HEKOTOpPEIE HEOIIPEICICHHOCTH,
MTO3TOMY C IENBI0 TIOKa3a YPOBHS HEOIPEIeICHHOCTEH
JIOTIOTHUTEIHHO OYyIyT UCTIONB30BaThCA (DpaKIIuu
HAYaJbHOTO COCTaBa aKTHBHOI 30HBI, BRIOpaCkIBaeMbIE TIPU
HENOBPEXKJCHHOM 3alTUTHON 000JI0UKE, OPEACICHHBIC IS
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BeIOpoca. B kauwectBe kpurepus TA npuHAT
ycioBHBIH BbIOpoc B pasmepe 100 Thk (1-1014bk)
aktuBHOCTH CS-137. BBIOpOC HEKOTOPBIX APYIUX
PaIMOHYKJIMJIOB TIEPECUUTaH B COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX
npornopimax K CS-137 0T ux akTHBHOCTH B TOILIHBE
peakropa APWR.

[Ipu moaroTroBKe JaHHBIX MO aBapUHHOMY BEIOpOCY
AKTHBHOCTH B OKPY)KAIOLIYIO CPEIy HCIIOJIb30BaHBI
PEKOMEH AN Komuccun o SICPHOMY
perymupoBarnio  (NRC, USA), o6o6muratomue
UCCIIEIOBAaHMsl 10 OE30IIaCHOCTH PEaKkTOpOB Ha
nerkoir Boge tuna PWR u BWR npu ymepennoit
rnybune Beiropanus TtomamBa g0 40 I'Breyt/t
(otuer NUREG-1495,1995). [Tpumenenue
ucnions3yemsix pekomenaanuidi NRC st peaktopos
¢ Beiropanmem mopsaka 60 I'Brcyt/t, kak 310
HUMeeT MECTO y OONBIIMHCTBA NPEACTABICHHBIX Ha
paccMoTpeHue pEaKTopoB, TpeOyer
COOTBETCTBYIOIIET0 000CHOBaHMA. B cBs3u ¢ aTHM
TSt OLICHKH BO3MOXKHBIX MOCIIEACTBHHA
Lenecoo0pa3sHo  HMCMONIb30BaTh KPUTEPUU OLICHKU
TA 6 ypoBHs o MeXIyHapOIHOW IIKaJIe SAEPHBIX
coobrtuii INES, 2001 (or 1000 mo 10 000 Thk I-
131) wu xputepun riobansHOM aBapun (I'A) 7
ypoBHs mkansl INES. Onenka mocieactsuii aBapuu
na HADC mposenena mmst ITA u TA (6 yposeHs
mikansl INES). Conocrasienne TA u T'A 1o
BBIOpOCY AKTHBHOCTH PaIHOHYKINA0B
0o0HapyKMBaeT BechbMa CYIIECTBEHHOE pasIHyHe.
Briopoc 137Cs mis TA u mis ['A oTHOCHTCS Kak
1:400. CymecTBeHHBI TaKKe OTIHYUS U IO
MOKa3aTelsiM IO paJHOaKTHBHBIX
BBITIAICHUH, YHCICHHOCTH HaceJeHUs,
MIOABEPKEHHOIO BO3JEUCTBUIO aBapHUITHOIO
BBIOpOCA, M YMCIIa MOCTPAJABIIMX. B cBA3M ¢ 3THM
CUUTaeM 1esecoo0pa3HbIM MPOBECTH
JIOTIOJTHUTENIBHYIO OIIeHKY nocnenctsuit I'A.

EPR.

Hecomuenno, Beiopoc Cs-137 B ciydae KpyIHOit aBapuu
(INES ypoenb 7) GymeT 60IbIIAM, OIHAKO BEPOSTHOCTH
TaKoTo BBIOpOca OyeT, 1o KpaifHel Mepe, Ha OuH
MOPSZIOK HIDKE, YEM 5.107 B rox. Takxe CyIIECTBYET
06]]13.51 Mo3unuys, NpuMeHsaeMasl B pEKOMECHAAIUAX
MAT'ATD u pa3nuuHBIX CTpaHaxX, 4To CiIydai C
BepoATHOCTBIO Menee 107 B ro MoxkeT He
paccMaTpuBaThCs.

16.

B orgere OBOC mnpexacraBieHbl pe3yJbTaThl
pacuera miotHocTH Bhimagenus 1 u ¥'Cs u
JI030BbIE HAarpy3kd Ha HacelieHHe, II0JyYeHHbIE
METOJIOM  MAaTeMaTHYecKoro  MOJCIHPOBaHHS
atMocdeprort muddysnn npumecu. VcmomszoBaHa
mogenb  SILAM,  paspaboranHas ~ DunHCcKUM
HHCTHTYTOM METEOpPOJIOTH, OIHAKO €€ OCHOBHOE
Ha3HauYeHHE - IPHUHATHE pELICHHH NpU aBapusix
ADC B pexuMe peaJbHOIO BpeMeHH. Mopenb
crocoOHa 00ecIieunTh HaJeKHBIH MPOTHO3 TOJBKO
IPU HANoOJHEHHH ee OOJBIINM  KOJIWYECTBOM
JaHHBIX O PEAIBHBIX MOJISIX METEOPOJIOTHYECKHX
9JIEMEHTOB (TaKMMH, KakK MOJs CKOPOCTEil BeTpa,
IPaJHeHTOB TEMIEPATYPBl U CKOPOCTH IO BHICOTE U
JPYTUMH).

BwMmecre ¢ Tem, ycioBust armochepHoit anddysuu
Ha BbIcOTe BBIOpOoca 100 M - B mpexenax
MIPU3EMHOTO CJI0SE aTMoc(epbl, B 3HAYUTEIBHOI
CTENICHU TIO/IBEPXKECHBI BIMSHHIO OCOOCHHOCTEH
MOJICTUJIAIONIEH MOBEpXHOCTH. HescHO, HacKOJIBbKO
NOAPOOHO  yYHMTHIBANACH CHELH(PHKa MECTHBIX
ycnoBuil B paiioHe pasmemeHuss ADC, K KOTOPBIM
OTHOCATCS BOZOEMBI M CBSI3aHHOE C HUMH HAJI4YHe
MECTHBIX BETpOB - Opu3oB. M3BeCTHO Takxke, 4TO
BBINIAJICHHE OC3JKOB B BHUJE JOX/S WIN CHera

B MopenupoBaHWM HEPOBHOCTh IOBEPXHOCTH  ObLia
MpUHATA BO BHHMAaHHE, WCIONB3YysS  CTaHIAPTHYIO
METOJIMKY, YTO CYHTACTCS JTOCTATOYHBIM, HMES JIENO C
TUTOCKOW U TOMOTEHHOW TEPPUTOPHEH, KaK B 3TOM CIIydae.
B mopemmpoBaHWM Kaxkmas W3 SYEEK CETKH MMEET CBOIO
COOCTBEHHYI0 ~ HEpPOBHOCTH B  3aBHCHMOCTH  OT
3eMJICTIONE30BaHHA. HEepOBHOCT SBISETCS MOCTOSHHOU BO
BpEMEHM Ha 3eMjie W JUHAMHYECKON Ha BOJIHBIX
TEPPUTOPUSAX. BenWumHBI  HEPOBHOCTH  B3ATH U3
METEOPOJIOTHUECKHX BBOAHBIX (aiinoB. B ciyuae ecnu B
METEOPOJIOTHUECKHX ~ BBOAHBIX  (aillax  OTCYTCTBYIOT
JIaHHBIE O HEPOBHOCTH, I HAa3eMHBIX TEPPUTOPUI
UCTOJNB3YETCsl CTAaHIAPTHOE 3HAUCHHWE, a JUIS BOIHBIX
TEPPUTOPUN BBIYHCISACTCS IMHAMHYCCKAs HEPOBHOCTH B
3aBHCHUMOCTH OT CKOPOCTH BETpa M BOJIH.

Boxkpyr cTaHIIME UMEIOTCS HECKOJIBKO BOAOEMOB, BKIIIOYAs
o3epo JIpykmisiii, HO OHH SIBIISIOTCS MAJCHBKAMH IIO
CPaBHEHUIO C PETHOHAIILHON pa3pelaroniell ClroCOOHOCTRIO
20 xm mozenu. [ToaToMy OHM He HYXJAIOTCS HH B Kakoi
crenuasbHON 00paboTKe B MOAETH, TAe (paKuus BOIHOM
MOBEPXHOCTH B SYEHKE CETKH SBIACTCS CTaHAAPTHBIM
mapaMmeTpoM, MpPUMEHSEMbIM B JioOoM ciydae. [l
MOJICIMPOBAHMI C BBICOKOH pa3pelaronieil CrioCOOHOCThIO
HEKOTOpbIe SYEWKH CEeTKM 10 OoJblIeld 4YacTH MOTYT
OKa3aThCsl MOKPHITEIME BOJIOH, HO TOorna rpybocTs Habopa
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SIBIIETCSL OIPEACILIFOIINM (HAKTOPOM ITOBBILICHHOI
IUIOTHOCTH 3arpsA3HCHUH PaJHON30TONAMH LE3Us U
fioma. OHAKO U3 MPEICTABICHHBIX PE3yJbTATOB HE
MOHSTHO, YYHUTBIBAICS JKU pexkuM ocanko 2001-

JAHHBIX  TPUBOAUT K  KOHCEPBATHUBHBIM  OIIEHKaM
BBINA/ICHNSA, TaK KaK CKOPOCTb CyXOrO BBINAJICHHUS Ha
BOJIHON TOBEPXHOCTH SIBIISIETCSI MEHBILEH, YeM Ha JIPyTux
BHJIaX IOBEPXHOCTEM.

2002 romoB Ha XapakTep 3arps3HEHHs TeppUTOpHil | ATMOChepHbIC 0CaJIKu ObLTH BKJTIOUEHBI B
B34y 1¥Cs, METEOpOJIOTHYECKHE  JaHHble, HCIIOJb30BaHHBIC IS
MOJICIMPOBAHHUSL.

17. | Cucrema onoBemeHuss o  paauoiorudeckux | B oryere mo OBOC npenocraBiieHa TONBKO 001as
Ype3BBIYAHHBIX CHTYAIMSAX, KOTOPHIE MOTYT UMETh | MH(OpMAaNus O CyIIECTBYIOMINX <IIPOTHBOABAPUHHBIX
TpaHCTPaHUYHBII Xapakrep, spisiercst | aelictBusix» Ha Urnanuuckoit ADC. Ha HADC GynyT
HEMPO3pavyHOM u YCIIO)KHEHHOH (m.10.5 | ocyriecTBIeHBI TOJOOHBIC UITH TE )KE CAMbIEC MEPBI.
"[IpoTnBoaBapuiiHbIe neiicreus™), nosToMy | MepomnpusTus 1o BHyTPEHHEMY 1 HHOCTPAHHOMY
MUHHCTEPCTBOM 110 YPE3BBIYAHHBIM CHUTYalUsM | OIOBELICHHIO, KAaHATAaM CBS3H B CIydae Ype3BBIYAHbBIX
PecniyOimmkn  Bemapychk mpemimaraercss YCTAaHOBUTH | CHUTYAIlWid U IEHCTBHI 0 aBapUIHON 3aIIUTE SBISIOTCS
NIPSAMOE COEAMHEHHE 10 TeleOHHOM CBA3M C | MPEAMETOM MEKAYHAPOAHBIX COTJIAIICHUH
Butebckum 00JIaCTHBIM YIpaBICHUEM | IPaBUTEILCTBEHHBIX YUPEKICHNH, OTBETCTBEHHBIX 32
MuHHCTEpCTBA O YPE3BBIYAHBIM CUTYalUsIM B | AACPHYIO U paJlHallMOHHYIO 0E30MaCHOCTh, TPAXKIAHCKYTO
r.Butebck u ¢  bpacmaBckuM  pallOHHBIM | 0OOPOHY M YpE3BBIYAMHBIC CUTYaIIWH.
UCTIONIHUTENBHBIM KoMmuTeToM. [Ipu moarortoBke | B Hacrosmiee Bpems UMeeTcs MEXBEOMCTBEHHOE
IUTaHa aBapUHHOTO pearupoBaHMsl, HEOOXOIMMO | COIJIAlleHWe MeXTy MUHHCTEPCTBOM IPHPOIHBIX
MIPeyCMOTPETh OTOBEILEHHE 0eI0pycCKOro | pecypcoB M 3allUTHI OKpY Karoler cpeabl PecryOmuku
HaceJeHHUs. U pe3epBUpoBaHKe TabneTok iHoma anst | bemapych 1 MUHHCTEPCTBOM OKpY Karollel cpeibl
Hero. ITockombKy MeXrocymapcTBeHHbIE cpezcTBa | JInToBckoi PecryOmuku, cOrimacHO KOTOPOMY OIHaK/IbI B
coobuieHus1 Mexay benapyceto n JIuTBoii B ciiydae | rox (B olHOM rony Ha Tepputopuu benopyccun, B
paavallMOHHOM aBapuM HE YCTaHOBJIEHBI, TO | ciemyrorieM roay — B JIntse) okoio Urnamuackoit ADC
omobOpenne otueta 1o OBOC Gemopycckoii | 6epyrcs mpoOsl. B aToM mpobooTdope ydacTByOT
CTOPOHOH BO3MOYKHO TOJIBKO MOCJIE 3aKJIIOUEHHs | AKCIEPTHI U3 00CHUX CTPaH U MpeacTaBuTeNN MrHanHCKOH
Cornamenns mexny llpasurensctBoMm Pecriybmuku | ADC. B Oyaymem npenxycMaTpuBaeTcs U JalbHEHIIee
benapyce u IIpaBuTenscTeoM JIutoBcKo#i | MEXBEIOMCTBEHHOE COTpyAHHUYecTBO. Kpome Toro, B
PecniyOnukn 00 omoBemieHnu o saepHbIX aBapusx, | amnpene 2008 r. Mexay ynoMsSHYTHIMH YUPEXKACHUSIMU ObLT
obMeHe wuHGpOpPMalMed M  COTPYIHHYECTBE B | HNOANMCAH TEXHUYECKHH MPOTOKOI MO MpobiieMam
00J1acTy sIIepHOM 1 paInalnOHHOM 0€30MacHOCTH. | PaIHOJIOTMYECKOT0 MOHUTOPHHTA IIOBEPXHOCTHBIX BOJI U

110 0OMEHY JIaHHBIMU.
18. | Kpome Toro, mpemiaraercs coBMecTHO ¢ | JlonmonHuTENnbHO OyneT MpepocTaBlicHa OleHKa

0eIopyCCKOM CTOPOHOM:

e paccMOTpeTh MPEIUIOKEHHE O MPOBEICHUH
MOCJICTIPOCKTHOTO ~ aHAJIM3a  3asBICHHOM
NEATEeIbHOCTH,  BKIIOYAs — OINpPE/CIICHUE
JT000r0  BPEAHOT0  TPAHCTPAaHHYHOTO
BO3JCHCTBUS Ha OKPYXAIOIIYI0 Cpeny H
HaceleHHe W TMPOBEPKY IPaBUILHOCTH
BBITIOJTHEHHBIX ITPOTHO30B;

e  [POBECTH KOHCYJBTAIlMU 110 OpPraHU3aLUH
CHCTEMbl MOHHTOPUHIA M OCYILECTBICHUS
HaOJIIO/ICHNH 32 COCTOSTHUEM OKpPY KaroIeH
cpensl Ha  TeppuTopuu  PecrmyOnuku
Benapycr B 30He Habmromenms HADC 3a
CUET CPEACTB CTOPOHBI POUCXOXKACHHS.

e Jlocme pnopabotkum otuera mo OBOC
MuHIpHPOIBI TOTOBO BEPHYTHCSH K €ro
PacCMOTPEHUIO.

HEONpEe/IeICHHOCTEH B CIydae BEIOPOCOB BCIIEICTBHUC
TSKEJION aBapHUu.

Opranuszanusi CHCTEMbl MOHUTOPUHTA 1 OCYIIECTBIICHUE
HaOIIOCHNS 3a COCTOSTHHEM OKpY>Karollel cpesibl Ha
Tepputopuu PecrryOnuku benapych JOTKHBI OBITH PEIIEHBI
TTOCPENCTBOM COTJIAIIEHUI MEXly TPABUTEILCTBEHHBIMU
yupexnaenussMu benopyccun u JINTBBL
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1.3 Proposals from Estonia and responses to these proposals

1.3.1 Proposals to EIA Report

Mr Vitalijus Auglys

Ministry of Environment

A Jaksto 4-9

LT-01105, Vilnius

Lithuania #47. October 2008 No 13-3-1/40265- &

Ret.: Environimental impact asscssment of the construction
of the nuclear power plant in Lithuania

Dusell Ol WS CUIINIEILS  1CCCIVeU, dldl TCCCUIE IS DWIL VIEWS, LIC IVILLISUY UL uIc
Environment of Estonia would like to state the following:

Risk analysis and assessment:
The ELA 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 rcleases in such sifuations. 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 230 to 600 kilometres from the new

power plant.
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Alternatives for nuclear power reactors, impact assessment of the proposed activity:
According to point 4.3 of the EIA report there arc 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 will be made based on this EIA.

We would like 1o 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




Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

201
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implementation should be encouraged and facilitated. /.../ Postponements of the definitive
solution decision taking, referred to as "wait-and-see" policy, are not acceptable hecause of
the potential conscquences of radioactive waste and spent fuel management on heallh and
safety, as well as of the European citizens' opinion. All imtiatives leading to encouraging and
facilitating progress towards identification and opcration of safe waste reposilories arc hiphly
welcome. /../ The management of radioactive waste and spent 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.
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7/

Harry Liiv
Deputy Secretary General
Point of Contact of the Espoo Cenvention in Estonia

Enclosures:  Received statements (5)

Irma Pakkonen, phone: +372 6262 974, e-mail: inma pakkonen@@envir.ee
Evelyn Pesur, phone: 372 6262 982, e-mail: gvelyn.pesur@envir.ee
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To the Ministry of Environment for Estonia
Narva mnt 7a
15172 Tallinn

Proposals of the Estonian Greens
for rejecting and amending EIA Report of the New Ignalina NPP Project.

Following comments concernming environmental mpact assessment report of the new
muclear power plant in Lithuania of Lietuvos Energia AB (Document labeled Consortium
Péyry Energy Oy Lithuanian Energy Institute, EIA Report, new Nuclear Power Plant in
Lithuania, August 27 2008) are proposed:

Estonian Greens propose that EIA report of New Nuclear Power Plant (NNPP) in
Lithuania has to be sent back to impact assessor (consultant) and amended prior new
hearings and possible adoption, as it is too general and poor in several parts. ETA report
does not provide sufficient evidence and/or arguments for conclusions made in the report
and lacks impact assessment in many aspects of the NNPP project. Particularly ETA
report does not meet objectives of Law of Environmental Impact Assessment of the
Proposed Economic Activity (Article 4 of the Law) 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. Also report neglects objective from same article to reduce or avoid negative
impacts of the proposed economic activity on human beings and other components of the
environment, because it does not assess impact and compare properly different reactor
types and their impacts to the environment and humans.

The environmental impact assessment (EIA) provides an interesting account of the
history of nuclear technology but gives no tangible information whatsoever on the
differences of reactor types and does not conclude what type of reactor is recommended
to be built as having smallest impact. 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! Comparing data of

As there is stated by the report itself (page 29, chapter Waste) that environment impact of
spent muclear fuels is not properly assessed and as nuclear wastes impacts are neglected
and different reactor types are not assessed according to impact in Waste chapter of the
report (Chapter 6, pages 116-134), despite differences in volumes of radioactive wastes
by using different reactor-types vary significantly e.g. volumes of solid nuclear wastes
differ 6 times, liquid radioactive wastes volumes differ 8 times, spent nuclear fuel
volumes differ 7 times.

EIA report neglects 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 muclear power plant. These impacts and their mitigation are filly omitted from the
EIA report which can not be acceptable under any circumstances. Production of high-
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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. Furthermere, 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 ETA process.

Based on this, one can consider that consultant has failed to provide proper assessment
and report has to be amended in great extent, on comparison of impacts of different
reactor types and particularly on their waste properties, volumes and impacts, in order to
provide necessary level assessment to decision maker prior issuing consent and/or
conditions to the construction of NNPP.

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 making fun of the whole EIA process. There needs to be a design-by-design
analysis of main environmental impacts and miclear safety measures.

Besides those basic gaps in the EIA Report, described above, report is poor and/or
misleading in several other aspects of NNPP project.

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 mimmal, whereas burden on local public services,
infrastructure and law enforcement can be substantial.

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 ELA report itself,
the potential impact of the project on 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 and, as a bare
minimum, a sensitivity analysis should be provided. 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 muclear capacity is added, ruling out the option of increased
use of fossil fuels.

According to the EIA report, tens of thousands of people live within a 5-20 km radius
prom the maclear power plant. A few authoritative and well substantiated studies have
recently found an alarming link between incidence of cancer, especially childhood
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leukemia, and proximity to nuclear power plants. There is no established explanation for
these findings, but they are nevertheless very relevant for the ETIA and should not be
omitted.

The evaluation of a nuclear accident in the EIA report is based ona 0,1 PBq emission of
caecsium-137 and a 1,0 PBq emission of iodine-131. Thus the total radioactivity of the
evaluated emissions would only amount to less than 10PBq, which is less than 1/10000 of
the radioactivity contained in a modern reactor [']. This presupposes that enly 0.015
percent of the cesium, for instance, and 0.03 percent of the iodine contained in an
European Pressurized Reactor would be released into the environment [*]. This does not
correspond to a serious miclear accident. Analyses made on the international level
typically suppose that between 10 and 50 percent of cesium and at least one percent of
iodine is emitted in a nuclear accident [3,*]

The total radioactive emission of the Chernobyl disaster was approximately 12 000 PBRq,
i. . a thousand times that used in the EIA estimates °, although compared to the
Chernobyl facility, the planned NNPP would be many times larger and its fuel burnup
drastically higher. The estimates of cesium release fraction, for example, in the
Chernobyl accident vary from 20 to 80 percent®. The radioactivity of cesium in an EPR,
for example, is approximately 700 PBq, that is 2,5 times that in the Chernobyl reactor.

The high fuel burnup and the possible use of MOX fuel further dramatically increase the
potential emission of radicactive substances.

The following illustrates one example of a sequence of events that might 1zad to a serious
muclear accident in a modern pressurised water reactor. This scenario was conceived [3]
by John Large, one of the world’s leading advisors 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.

On these grounds we propose that consultant, while amending ETA Report concludes
modeling of a miclear accident, based on the quantity of radicactive materials contained
in a modern nuclear reactor with a high fuel burnup and the supposition that a significant
fraction of these materials is released into the atmosphere. The estimation of these

! This estirnate is based on the isotape distribution ina 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.

Bouteille, Frangois & al. 2006: The EPR overall approach for severe accident mitigation. Nuclear
Engmeer]ng and Design 236 (2006), p. 1464 — 1470.

Large & Associates 2007: Assessments of the radiological consequences of releases from
prop ased EPR/PWR nuclear power plants in France.

TS Nuclear Regulatory Commission 1975: Reactor Safety Study, an Assessment of Accident
Risks in US Commercial Nuclear Power Plants, WASH-1400.
. Nuclear Energy Agency 1995: Chernobyl, Ten Years On, p. 29.
¢ Sich, A. R. 1994: The Chernaby] Accident Revisited: Scurce Term Analysis and Reconstruction.
MIT.
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fractions must be based on acknowledged international research and experience. All data
used in evaluating these emissions must be published — currently for example the quantity
of radicactive materials contained in a functioning EPR cannot be found in any public
documents.

TIME
Secomn
ds

SEQUENCE EVENT

0

The assumption is that the reactor is operating at full power when the operators take
mappropriate action following what seems to have been a straightforward reactor
trip triggered by, say, the loss of steamside feedwater to the steam generators.

30

Unknowingly, the operators then follow established plant procedures to restart the
reactor being unaware that the plant is in fact suffering from an un-analysed (not
prescribed) event such as, say a small loss of coolant incident via the RPV circuit
pressuriser system. As the incident develops with the operator intervention having
no effect, at about 30 seconds into the incident, the reactor alarms transmit to the
control room at a rate of over 100 per minute.

480

Too many of the alarm messages are of a diversionary nature and delay the
operators present moving to a correct analysis of the situation and inability be able
to isolate the fault conditions then developing apace.

555

In the highly stressed environment, the operators trigger the high pressure injection
pumps not knowing that this would result in a loss of the pressuriser bubble and
injection of unboranated water into the core. When, at about 75 seconds. The
condenser hotwell high level alarm sounds with an impending loss of condenser
vacuum, the operators bacome preoccupied in considering the option of initiating a
steam dump to atmosphere.

2055

With the operators still believing that events are on course for the reactor restart, at
about 25 minutes into the incident increased neutron flux signals, caused by steam
voids now forming in the MOX fuel core, prompt concern about recriticality so
much so that the operators scram the reactor, turning off the primary pumps in one
of the two steam generator 1oops to provoke flow reversal induced by continued
pumping in the other loop.

2415

However, again unbeknown to the operators, the isolated loop has bailed dry, so
flow reversal and cooling is unavailable because steam has siphon blocked the U’
section of the primary circuit to this loop. The remaining loop pumps a two-phase
mixture, flow decreases due to increasing voidage causing the pumps to trip
followed by boiling in the RPV after about 6 minutes with the water level lowering
to uncovered the fuel core.

3315

say 1
hour

Within 15 minutes, the dry space above the core fills with superheated steam
leading a zircomum-stearn reaction with, within seconds, a hydrogen explosion
sufficient to mpture the RPV and eject much of the molten fuel mass, itself leading
to a series of molten fuel-water explosions sufficient to breach the reactor building
containment.

14,11

say 4

Incident ends, radicactive release commences through damaged secondary
containment, continuing steadily for about three hours as water remaining in the
containment continues to boil off incurring a series of smaller hydrogen burns and
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hours | explosions.

As there is so many gaps in current EIA report, Estonian Greens propose that a new,
prolonged schedule should be devised in order to give encugh time for the improvement
of ETA report, as well as proper consultation and public participation during their
preparation. EIA practice requires an optimal mumber of consultation events during the
preparation of the EIA report, especially in the case of large scale projects with immense
potential negative impacts on the environment as is the case with NPP-s.

The improved EIA would need to contain all required parts, defined by the national ETA
Law, especially the conerete training, monitoring and mitigation measure plans, as well
as relevant waste management plans, decommissioning, accident response plans etc.

The impact assessment should take into account the whole life-cycle of nuclear fiel
usage, form mining, through fuel production and/or enrichment, transport storage, usage,
waste management and disposal.

The whole life-cyele impact assessment has to be taken into account when comparing
different alternatives.

There should be much more alternatives where each alternative will be assessed and
compared with each other. Inthe current ETA document only the Yes and No (Zero)
alternatives were assessed, where the both the Yes and the Zero alternative were
misinterpreted. First of all, the zero alternative had to have more variants assessed.
Secondly, the Yes alternative should have had integrated impacts from the whole life-
cycle. Thirdly, the Yes alternative should have variants covering different reactor-types.

The current official commenting period of the current ETA has timing inadequacies: The
commenting period lasts from September 2008 to early February 2009. The meetings
with the public have been scheduled already for end of September, giving only three
weeks to the representatives of the public to prepare for the meetings. Three weeks is not
enough to prepare comments on a five hundred pages long document that has been
prepared for nine months. Therefore, a second round of consultation meetings, after
serious amendment to fill the gaps in EIA report, is necessary with the public, relevant
authorities, institutions and international counterparts during year 2009, in order to have
a meaningful and productive consultation and public participation process.

Valdur Lahtvee, Tallirm 29.09.2008
Spokesperson ,

Estonian Greens

Valdur Lahtvee@riigikogu.ee
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Comments to the EIA report of new Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania

Estonian Green Movement-FoE
October 8, 2008

Nuclear safety and risk analysis (page 30)

It’s stated that only data from 2001 and 2002 were used for meteorological
simulations. As ¢limate and weather conditions vary a lot across the years, we propose
to use much longer data set for simulations.

4. Alternatives (page 67)

Ultimate aim of the proposed economic activity is to generate clectricity for Lithuania.
There aren’t any reasons for exclusion of other ways of generating the electricity as
alternatives. Project promoter Lietuvos Energija AB has in its possession results of a
2006 calculation of the feasibility of different renewable and non-renewable energy
sources in Lithuama. Such analysis of alternatives shall be part of the EIA. The
alternatives currently presented can’t be considered as alternatives in light of EIA good
practice or legislation.

Current EIA states that the new NPP will consist of 1-5 reactors. One can’t seriously
assess all potential impacts of the planned economic activity once the level of
uncertainty is so big. First a technological choice has to made by project promoter,
otherwise the technological detail of the EIA report remains as poaor as it currently is.

5.3.4 Implementation of the safety requirements for a new NPP (page 109)

The risk of accidents that are briefly covered in chapter 5.3.4 shall be also reflected in
the section of alternatives.

It’s currently foreseen that full safety analysis will be carried out in a later stage of the
process. We demand a full safety analysis to be part of the current ETA report and
presented to the public discussion. Results of the full safety analysis shall be reflected
in the section of alternatives.

0.1 Construction of the nuclear power plant (page 116)

Report states that the volume of waste can’t be estimated as it depends on the reactor
type. Such level of uncertainty is net tolerable. The section shall be seriously re-written
to include detailed information on different waste volumes vis-a-vis technical choices
of the new NPP.

Also, the estimated construction time of 4—7 vyears is unrealistic. Thus the impacts of
longer-lasting construction period should also be assessed.

6.2 .2 4 Spent nuclear fuel (page 128)

Report states that long-term storage and disposal of spent nuclear fuel will be a subject
of a separate EIA in the future. We would like to stress that the management of spent
nuclear fuel is part of nuclear c¢ycle and shall be included to current EIA report.
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The table 6.2-5 indicates that the annual production of high-level nuclear is in range
from 47 to 370 tons. Uncertainty in such a scale can’t stay in the EIA report. The report
shall include detailed assessment of the spent nuelear fuel differently for all proposed
technical solutions of the NPP. After all the spent fuel could be a most serious
environmental impact of the proposed economic development.

7.1.2.6 Impacts of thermal load (page 192)

The report gives impression that without a functioning NPP the ecological situation of
the lake Druksiai will worsen due to colder waters and presence of ice cover. Let us
remind that such ecological conditions are natural to the lake and can’t be considerad
as negative impacts in any way.

7.12.2.6 Comparison of non-implementation of the project (page 441)

Report looks narrowly at Visaginas region and suggests that non-implementation of the
project would have negative socio-economic impact. First of all, the ETA report shall
have much larger geographical scope. Secondly, the non-implementation would
probably have in contrary a positive impact as Lithuanian encrgy sector will than be
based on de-centralised production pattern, ¢reating potentially more jobs and lowering
the risk of a serious accident.

10.2.1 Operational states and accidental conditions at NPP (page 477)

The evaluation of nuclear accident in the ELA report calculates that the total
radioactivity of the evaluated emissions would amount to less than 10PBq. It’s a major
underestimation of the scale of potential worst case scenario. Just for illustration - total
radioactive emission of the Chernobyl disaster was roughly 12 000 PBq. 10PBq
constifutes to less than 1/10 000 of the radicactivity contained in a modern reactor.

Proposal of Estonian Green Movement-FoE
to overcome shortages underlined above

We propose that the development of current ETA should be frozen until key decisions
are taken by project promoter vis-a-vis technology (type of reactor; number of units)

and nlannad aananihr Oinlor afar cniah Aaniciane o maaninafial TTA Aan ha aareiad At
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leisminisfeerium '

‘Hr. Rein Raudsep

Juhataja -

Keskkonnakorralduse ja

-tehnoloogia osakond

Keskkommatinisteerinm o :

Narva mnt 7a : . Teie 09. september 2008.a. nr. 13-3-1/40265-2
15172 Tallinn : Meie 13. oktoober 2008.a. nr. 7.6/9195

Leedi uue tdﬁniaelektrijaama rajamise keskkonnamdju hindamise aruanne

Vastuseks Keskkonnaministeeriumi kirjale 9. septembrist 2008. a. nr. 13-3-1/40265-2
" leinb Vilisministeerium, et Leedu uue tuumajaama rajamise keskkonnamdjude hindamise
(edaspidi KMH) aruandes kirjeldatakse detailselt modellecritud raske @nnctusepa
‘kuasnevaid keskkonnamdjusid, kuid jadb selgusetuks, miks ‘suadud tulemused on
. suurusjdrgu varra suuremad sarnaste Soome tuumaclektrijaamade KMH aruannetes
kirjeldatust. Vilisministeerjumile teadaolevalt on mdlemal puhul mudelites kasutatud
"samu algandmeid. ' ' c S ' . :

"KMH pubul oleks oodatav, et selle lﬁbiviij.a esitab omapoolse (miitesiduva) hinnangu

erinevate alternatiivide eelistatusele. Seda ka nditeks reaktorite valiku puhul olukorras,
kus kik alternatiivid jadvad ctteantud piiridesse, kuid omavad gellepgi poolest erinevaid
karzakteristikuid ja seega ka erinevat mdju keskkonnale. Juhul kui- tegemist on tihtsusetult

viikeste erinevustega, tuleks ka see dra mirkida.

Lugupidamisega,

'Andre Lipand, 6377254

EE 007216
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Keskkonnaministeerium Teie 9.09.2008.a nr 13-3-1/40265-2
Narva mnt 7a Meie 10.2008.4a. nr1-8.5/2597-1
15172 Tallinn

Téahelepanekud Leedu e tuumaelektrijaama
rajamise keskkonnamdju hindamise aruande kohta

Tervisekaitseinspektsioonil on Leedu uue tuumaelektrijaama rajamise keskkonnamdju
hindamise aruande kohta jargmised tihelepanekud:

1) Aruandest selgub, et tavapirase t66 ajal uues tuumaelektrijaamas kiirguslikke piiritileseid
mdjusid ei esine, kuid raske dnnetuse korral véib Eesti olla mdjutatud.

Pohilisteks kaitsemeetmeteks on joodiprofillaktika ning toiduainete, piima ja joogivee
kasutamise piirangud. Aruande tabelis 10.4-3 |, Protective actions in case of LOCA and
Severe Accidents at NNPP” on toodud terve rida meetmeid, mida tuleb rakendada. Kuna
Eesti territoorium jadb kavandatava tuumajaama 600 km raadiusesse, siis raske dnnetuse
puhul puudutavad Eestit nii joodiprofiilaktika kitisimused kui ka piima ja joogivee tarbimise
keelamine ( kuni 600 km kaugusel tuumajaamast).

Eestis on kaks suurt linna, kus joogiveega varustamiseks kasutatakse pinnavett :
a. Tallinn (405000 tarbijat) -sturem osa veest saadakse Ulemiste jarvest
b. Narva (67497 tarbijat) -kasutatakse ainult Narva j&¢ pinnavett.

Palume podrata tihelepanu, et raske Onnetuse pulml on vaja Tallinna ja Narva linna
elanikkonnale tagada alternatiivne veevarustus. Seega raskete Onnetuste likvideerimise
plaanides on vaja ette ndha nende linnade kaitstud joogivee allikate (pShjavesi) osatihtsuse
suurendaming.

2) Radioaktiivsete jadtmete teemat ei ole antud t66s kisitletud.

Lugupidamisega
Mihhail Muzdtiin
Peadirektori asetiitja

Leena Albreht
6943525
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From: Anto Raukas <Anto.Raukas@mail. ee>

To: <irma. pakkonen(@envir.ee>, <juhan.parts@mkm. ee>, <raukas(@gi.ee>

CC: Aadu Paist <apaist@staff.thn.ee>, <akeev(@cc.ttu.ee>, Andres Taukar <andr...
Date: 15.09.2008 22:35

Subject: keskkonnamdju hinnang

Lugupeetav Irma Pakkonen!

Leian, et Lietuvos Energija AB poolt esitatud keskkonnaméju hinnang
Leedu uuele tuumajaamale on dirmiselt pealiskaudne ja primitiivne ja
sisult kohati téiesti lapsik ja seda ei saa vitta isegi arutlemise

aluseks. Olen tutvunud mitmete keskkonnam#ju hinnangute aruannetega
teistes riikides ja need erinevad Leedu omast nagu &6 ja piev. Ei saa ju
viitta tdsiselt keskkonnamdju hinnangut, kui selle koostajatel pole

isegi selge, millist tehnoloogilist lahendust (keevveereaktor,
surveveereaktor, surveraskeveereaktor, Ik. 4)valida ja millisest riigist
ning millist konkreetset titiipi reaktorit tarnida. Huumeori valdkonda
kuulub kimnitus, et sellises olukorras véiks jaarn valmida 5-7 aasta
jooksul (aastaks 2015). Sellist juttu vdib radkida ainult elukaugetele
poliitikutele ja mitte spetsialistidele. Keskk onnamaju hinnangus puudub
kdige olulisem - kasutatud timmajidtmete pikaajaline ladustamine ja
karvaldamine. Asjalikku kasitlemist ei leia isegi vaheladude kisimus.

Omal ajal toéétas minu poolt juhitud osakonna tosrithm TEernoboli avarii
likvideerimisel ja seetdttn on mul hibi lugeda 21. sajandil, et raske
dnnetuse korral ei ole varjumine ja evakuatsioon vajalikud ning
pohiliseks kaitsemeetmeks on joodiprofillaktika ning toiduainete, piima
ja joogivee kasutamise piirangud (vt. k. 18). Tule jumal appi, nagu
tavatseb iitelda meie armastatud peaminister Andrus Ansip.Tulgu jumal
appi ka Eesti Keskkonnaministeeriumile, kui ta sellist dokumenti
tasiselt vitab!

Leian, et seisukoha votmiseks viljastatud primitiivse dokumendi
arutamine on lihtsalt kasutu ajaraisk.

Teie

Anto Raukas
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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. lodine 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 puSv/h;

- ground deposition level of 1-131 - > 10
kBg/m? (restricted consumption of
potentially contaminated general food);

- ground deposition level of 1-131 —> 2
kBg/m? (restricted consumption of milk and
drinking water);

- specific concentration of 1-131 of general
food > 1 kBg/kg (restricted consumption of
potentially contaminated foods);

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

NOTE. lodine 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 lodine 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.
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1.4 Proposals from Finland and responses to these proposals

1.4.1 Proposals to EIA Report

artitey,
. . *

8 @ ® YMPARISTOMINISTERIS Date
Lo S O MILIOMINISTERIET

0

MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Triwer

21.10.2008
YM7/5521/2007

Vitalijus Auglys

Ministry of the Environment
A Jaksto 51 4-9

LT-01105 Vilnius

Lithuania

Finland's comments on the EIA report on the new nuclear power plant in Lithuania

Finland has received the environmental impact assessment (EIA) report on the new nuclear power plant in
Lithuania. According to the Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Con-
text (Espoo Convention), Lithuania has submitted the EIA documentation to Finland for statements and
comments and for evaluation of the need for possible consultations.

Finland has distributed the EIA documentation material to several authorities and environmental NGOs,
The public alse has had the opportunity to comment on the material. The period for public participation
and for collecting comments was arranged from 15 September to 8 October 2008. The material was made
available for reading in the cities of Helsinki and Mariehamn, and was also posted on the Internet. (The
material was available for reading in Mariehamn only from 17 September to 8 October 2008.)

Comments were reccived from eight authorities and institutions, and from one NGO. No comments were
received from the public,

The Ministry of Employment and the Economy states that the EIA report is extensive and it
contains the information indicated in attachment [l 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 acci-
dents and the possibility that radioactive substances are carried by air currents over long dis-
tances, but reference is made to these issues in Chapters § and 10 of the report. The release sce-
narios 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 as-
sessment of the impacts on Finland and for the planning of needed actions.

The Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority (STUK) states that the EIA report for a new nu-
clear 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 seri-
ous 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 fol-
lowing 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.

- I 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.

@ PO Box 35 FIN-00023 GOVERNMENT, FINEAND = Tel +358 (0)9 160 07 = Fax +358 (0)9 160 39545 » ¢-mail kirjaame, ym@ymparistofi « www.yrapariste.fi



Consortium Poyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009 219

273

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.

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

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 tisk analysis and the short-
term storage of spent fuel are covered in detail in the chapters "Procurement of fuel”, "Trans-
boundary impacts” and "Risk analysis and assessment". The long-term storage of spent fucl is
not covered adequately in this ETA. The Finnish EIA report summary gives a general picture of
the results of the FIA.

The South Eastern Finland Regional Environment Centre points out that from an interna-
tional perspective the most central issues are risk assessment and careful preparedness {o 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 de-
commissioning of the NPP and the long-term storage and disposal of the spent fuel.

The South Western Finland Regional Environment Centre notes that the storage facilities at
the Ingalina 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 sepa-
rate EIA procedure and authorisation. The Environment Centre states that the effects of a seri-
ous accident may reach Finland. Tt would have been appropriate to include an illustrative map
of the possible affected area in the EIA report summary.

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

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 13. It also notes that serious accidents at NPPs have
happened approximately once every len 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 impact assessment which is included cannot be considered adequate.

The new nuclear power plant might have an effect on the electricity market in neighbouring ar-
eas, 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.
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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 ques-
tion.

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 concermns mentioned by the As-
sociation have not been taken into account.

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 cal-
culation 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 Fin-
nish EIA 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 alse have been appropriate to include in the EIA report swnmary 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.

The comments that were received are enclosed in their entirety.

Hay 7,

Permanent Secretary annete Pokka

b A

Senior Adviser Miliza Malmelin
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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 11
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.

- Itis 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"
mSv/h. This is about 10 times lower than
exemption level (1- 10 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 1x10™ —
1x107 per year, for Severe Accident — shall be
less <1x10°® 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 E1As
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 1x10% — 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.




Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

224

report summary gives a too general picture of the
results of the EIA. 1t 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

"LATVIJAS REPUBLIKAS VIDES MINISTRIFA
 MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT =
OF THE REPUBLIC OF LATVIA = =

Peldu iela 25, Riléa LV-1494, Latvija, tElnmis '371 7026470 371 7026500, fakss 371 782044 o @vidn .
s 2 2, 24, Latyija, 70, : B 442, e-pasts: pasts@vidm.gov.lv
I‘jeldu iela 25, Riga, L.V-1494, Latvia, phone 371 7026470, 371 7026500, fax 371 7820442, e-mail: phsts@vidmgo%'.lv :

The Ministry- of Environment

| ng/W A . &/fﬂ@/fﬁ%

P J*AlékSandras‘(S[’Jruogi»s S ’
.*Undersecretary of the Ministry

~ Republic of Lithuania -
AJaddtoSt4/9
'LT-01105, Vilnius~ =
Lithuani_a‘.f F :
Fax:. (+3705)266 36 63 gt

' c.c. Vitalijus Auglis, Point of Contact of Espoo -

SUBJECT: OPINION ABOUT RESULTS OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT

- FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE NUCLEAR POWER PLANT IN LITHUANIA
Deéar Mr. Spruogis,

, The lvhmstry of the Environment has ,rééeive’d tﬁe, letter -of The Mihish'y'of the s
Environment of the Republic of Lithuania sent on 27 August 2008 (No. (1-15)-D8-7448) .

' concerning Environmental Impact assessment (EIA) for the construction of the Nuclear Power

* Plant (NPP), as well as.3 copies .of the report in English (532 pages) and summaries. -in :

Latvian (20 pages). We are thankful for received materials and provided, information during

' public hearings. The Ministry of the Environment has evaluated the EIA report prepared by
- Poyry Energy Oy and Lithuanian Energy 'Insﬁtute involving the experts from the relevant *
institutions; : including’ Environment State ' Bureay, - Radiation Safety Centre and State

Hazardous Waste Management Apency, as well as other institutions and society.

, We apprepiate,possibiﬁty given by project devyelopje“r that information was a‘vailablerin. L
~ the Internet website WWW.VAE.LT/EN i English, Russian and brief summary in Latvian. At " -
‘the same time we have to note that full EIA report was not prepared in Latvian despite the fact -

 that information was several times asked by the Ministry of the Environment. *-
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. Public hearmg ) S ; r
Infomlatlon about the received EIA report, 1ts fu]l text in Enghsh and Russran and

: sumrnary in Latvian language, as well as information on the date of the public hearing ‘where
~placed on the websites of the Ministry of the Environment and Environment State Bureau.

lnformatlon regardrng pubho hearings with possibilities for public to acquaint oneself with the -

- .- Teport was pubhshed in 5 newspapers and sent.to relevant mstrtuhons as well as pubhc ‘
- hearmg process was broadly headlmed in mass medla S ' : ;

-~ Full text in Enghsh and, Russ1an, summary in Latvran and CD form was sent to the

Daugavprls Dlstnot Councrl where' 6ne of public hearmgs was held. Simultaneously with the
- evaluation of the report in the competent environment authorities and authorities responsible -

- for radiation_safety, public. hearing meetmgs were held on 8 ‘October 2008 in Daugavpils
* District Council .and on 9 October in Riga 'in the MrmstIy of Envuonment luformatrve_
P matenals were also available in pubho heanngs : o

Lo Pubho hearing: was' attended by different socrety pa:rtles for example students from
Ripa: Techmoal University, new reporters from children cultural and educatmnal Websrce, -
.representahves from several ministries, envnonmental NGOS and JSC Latvenergo

Durmg these pubho hearmgs the authors of the EIA report explained matn conolusrons I
: about possrble _environmental impacts for the construction .-of ' NPP.  Experts and

representatlves of the : soc1ety from Latvian - side asked questions- about -several - safety,_“ S

~technical and social issues “which they wanted to concretize as well as lot of other questlons

- related 1o proposed development possible environmental impacts to Drukgiai lake espeora]ly :

- from NPP cooling systems, NPP spent fuel and radioactive’ waste management compensahon -
. mechanism, monitoring system, ‘seismic faotors envrronmental and health nnpaots life '

quahty, possible risks and related activities were ralsed o

Results of evaluatlon and conclnsnons :

- Taking into account Mjmstry of the Envuomnent 28 September 2007 1etter Nr 5 1 e

n 01/4617 concerning EIA program it is necessary to stress that several issues mentioned i in our.
- letter ‘are covered “in . this ‘report, including: number of Teactors, ‘most important issue
. concérning. rector types as well ‘as, analysis of generatlon of rad10aot1ve waste of different -
“. reactors. It is nnportant to note “that only III and I+ generation reactors are covered in this -

assessment. As it concerns other comments from .our 51de on EIA program, there are stlll

. several issues which have to. be addressed in 4 more precise way and several questrons are ,
= -reused durmg the evaluatmn of the prepared report : S - :

Most ‘public concerns are related to possible aooldents and i issues related to safety as

k .'well as completeness of evaluation data and their mterpretauon, but -issues -concerning’

posmble solutions deahng wﬂh safe handhng of spent fuel and all kinds of: rad10aot1ve waste

.-are crucially 1mportant issues for.evaluation of proposed act1v1ty 1t is mentioned in the report .

that radioactive waste is the main by- -product of the NPP and amounts can differ. significantly -~

* -due to different technologles Issue of handling spent fuel is mentioned in the report but not

evaluated in detail and it is mentioned that the importance of the topic makes need for further - |

- _studies and EIA focused on this i issué is requrred in order to find the best solution, oons1dermg '
.the. regronal national and international conditions. Such approach made different questions- -
- and opinions ‘which varies from’ neeess1ty to incorporate in this report possrble realization and .

- location solutions from JSC Latvenergo to total imacceptance of report due to this reason by .
~'NGO. Although there is'a comparison of amounts of rad1oaot1ve waste and spent nuclear fuel
for different types of proposed reactors in the table format in the report, thrs mformauon could

. be addressed in more details in the report from. envrronmental point of view as it is crucial for .-

- further evaluatlon of possﬂ)le storage and handlmg actlvrtres as well as envrronmeutal meaots
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) Ielated to that. At the present level of evaluanon these issues are shortly characteuzed by o
ﬁgures of the amount of waste but without more detailed evaluanon and companson of .

“proposed teohnologmal alternatives, and how - -important these differences are in respect of

'1env1ronmental impact. As the different types of reactors have different amounts of solid, " 7

‘liquid wastes and gaseous emissions ag well as amount of spent nuclear fuel differs several -

_:_'tnnes summanzed comparlson of technological altematlves in that- respect could give more
- . precise mformanon ‘about possrble alternatwe solunons and thelI envrronrnental 1 '

E consequences

R ‘What concerns mformanon prov1ded in the rcport about 1ssues whrch are not subJect
of th15 report (separate ELA for spent nuclear fuel and radicactive ‘waste) it s, ‘understandable’

“.thatthere is wﬂhngness from the side of operator to postpone this issue for several years when' -
" it is more crucial and more information is available, but without more detalled evaluation of at.
- least main issues related to this issue (which are asked not only by Latvia but also by other =
' countnes) it can lead to malong a-decision without lcnowmg full technologrcal and liability
. CONSEqUEences. Therefore it is: ‘important to take into account costs and environmental aspects -

‘of building and rnamtmmng new NPP and take into consideration also issues related to further

= radicactive waste handling and spent’ nuclear fuel handhng issues, . espeo1a11y talong mto o

- :’ECOB.SldEIEIIOn expenenoe w1t11 ﬁmshed EIA of exrst:tng Ignalma NPP.- o
'  After the pubhc heanngs in nga and Daugavplls Mlmstry of the Envrronment of the .

-_::Repubhc of Latvra has recelved ob_] ecnons and comments from. the pubhc and experts (See in
: Annex) - - X . S
RENE The main objectlon is. the general nature of the EIA renort wrthout parncular

" teohnologres their ‘impacts on the environment, risk analysis and. ‘management -of :spent . -

nuclear fuel, lack of assessment in a wider area around NPP. and necessity: of monitoring

" stations in Latvia. " Other objections and comments on Whlch Latv1an party also expects your g

5  detailed explanatron and evaluation are the following: |

Detarled descnptron and oons1deratlons for the need of new NPP as energy .

i suppher are missing in Chapter 1. These consrderanons should take into account also. -

g - 'demand for ¢ energy in Latvia, Estonia and Poland, as well as improvements.in energy e
i efﬁcrency that reduce the total demand for the' ‘electric ¢ energy. Report Should mclude N :
- information about other alternatives that were considered for energy supply and more‘ o

o complete explananon for the partlcula.r locanon of the planned NPP

e Chapter about zero opnon has to be complemented wrth more. eompletc' .

L ;‘analyms ‘

o e Proposed two altematwes for the Iocanon of NPP are prac’ucally the same — to .
Druksiai Lake, and are not optimal consrdenng its location near the Latvran border -

S and the Daugava r1ver basm ‘where dnnkmg water is taken ﬁom

y - '5 As: there is no mformatlon about the partrcular technology whlch type of i G

g nuclear reactor. and number of reactors that is planned for the new NPP there isno_

o specrﬁo evaluation- for.’ ‘each. type of the reactor, Jncludmg risk ‘ evaluation” and T

" assessment of the nnpact on the . envnonment in . each case. Thus we msrst on

S fﬁsupplementmg the EIA report with ‘a.detailed ‘analysis of the 1mpact on the "

. “environment .of : each. type ‘of potential - reactor and also 1ssues concennng__' '

' 'management of spent nuclear fuel and radloactrve waste management

‘ . . EIA report only mentlons safety requlrements but there are no measures of
o how these requlrements are planned to be ach1eved as ‘the type of the reactor 1s not g
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S _.'Jrnpacts

: krtown yet There has to be ensured pubhc parttcrpa‘non hke in EIA process when -

_ analyzmg safety risks in the future

e “In'EIA report there 1s mlssmg mformatlon about poss1ble 1mpact to the Latvran R

| Natura 2000 terrltorles

" Instead of general management ‘of spent nuclear fuel EIA report should' [
o .contam assessment of . particular. impacts :on the envnonment of spent nuclear fuel L

management and mteracnon of NPP operanon and managing spent nuclear fuel.

L _-' . :_ The risk analysrs should be based on real not opnmrsnc consuucuon penod

o Report needs to be added wﬁh assessment of raw matenals thieir t:ransportmg S
- alternanves and 1mpact on. envzronment and recommendatrons for reducmg these SN,

CEIA report should mclude mformauon about parhcular momtormg act1v1t1es in £

: Latv1an territory. Report should include ‘the procedure of providing mcmtonng_"-
- results to the pubhc Also de\uces showing radiation level (momtors) are advrsable in -

- the nearby CltlES in pubhc place S

spentﬁlel

e There should be mcluded assessment of locatmg accrdent posnng system also 'f":

S .' m Latv1a and mchcated acuon program of competent authontres in case of accldents

Chapter of the nsk analy51s has to mclude the hst of the acuvrues that wﬂl be't. : _

o y-‘-msured in case of acc1dents

e ’I'here are. not menuoned any neganve socio-economic nnpacts that the new o
N NPP could generate especlally during the construction phase. Current. analysis'is too
optimistic. Like impact on the environment froru addrnonal traffic and safety risks n".
.- Daugavpils caused by forergn Workforee And employment problems aﬂer the";- T

1 __constmctlon phase

: : :q' There should be mcluded explananon about ﬁee of charge health momtormg ‘ |

“for all people in 30 km zone from the planned NPP mdependent of t.he country these. :

i people inhabit,

L Pubhc survey should be carned out also among Latv1an socrety, not only )
o mhabltants of Vlsagma and its close surroundmg I : :

: - CTtis recommended o expand the part of EIA report regardmg the potennal_ ._;';
- suppliers of the nuclear fuel (ot only .data from the World Nuclear Association),

o with respect the fact, that it is mandatory for Lithuania the rules of Euratom Supply y
L Agency (ESA) i a C‘orfu Declara‘non (reference P 110 in Report ete:). R

e Tt is advisable o expand the part about. pubhc oplruon (in Lrthuanla and:_ 1_..1_'.;_
' 'iLatv1a) (reference P. 163 ete) par by the use of data from Eurbarometer about NPP :3

o rad10act1ve waste efc.

o | o Itis advlsable o mclude into Introductory part hnntanons under EIA program . g
e scope of the study, items, whrch are excluded from the’ study €. g drsposal of ther_ : s

R Itis recommended to expand and clanfy assessments of the results about the__'
i -'1mpact of sever accident. (references to p.31, 85), where mentioned “not necessary .
protecuve measures within :3 km zone™;’ but further —a lot of discussions about:

':3',‘ : _emergency measures (e g P 508-517) On p 510 there is, short explanatlon about_
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' .probablhnes and uncertamtres thus for declslon rnakers and general pubhe this.

' chapter shall be expanded rnore clanﬁca‘nons needed.

e . The. EIA report shall mclude addrtronal momtormg data regardmg the” : .;:
rad10act1v1ty in ground water, not only in the vicinity : of NPP, but also in other S

i samphng pomts (e.g. pomts 1453 1454 1455 etc (references to 2 164 165)

e L To provrde supplementa.ry mformatron about studies (srtuatlon) for the loeanon e

e ~2 w1th respect to the tectonic (references to the p. 274 432 and 438), _tackmg mto
: :‘_conmderatlons that mvestlganons already started :

“To - provrde explananon, Why recommendatlons regardmg the radloactwe -

o ' ‘::_waste management (reference to p.43) for joint activities with respect of the “old”'
L INPP. and new NPP. are not. considered dunng the preparanon of the radloacnve L

©. waste management plan for the Lrthuama.

"‘The Latvian. Mnnstry ‘of ‘the Envrronment supports the quesnon of compensatlon "'

: mechamsm rarsed by Daugavpils Drstnct Council, regarding electricity provision on reduced - - -

- tariffs, health insurances and health rnonrtonng ‘Deévelaper should mclude development of - i

E mﬁastructure (zoad) in the Latvra.n terntory near “the planned NPP,

N : Please consider also comments in the recerved letters from pubhc and envrronmental o
" institution; and provide answers. Also we request your answers and precise EIA report before
: transboundary consnltatlon Addltronally we Wonld hke ‘to° dlscuss about possible -co- -
_ ordination : process of envrronmental 'monitoring program, : regardmg Ignahna NPP _'
o ’_decomnnssromng pmJects and new NPP n thhuama ‘ :

SeemAnnexcoplesfrom R L s s

e "Daugavprls Drstnct Councﬂ letter No 02 01 07/2839 dated by 16 October 2008 ~

R --'(') pages)

s Radiation Safety Centre letter No 444/1 09 dated by 14 October 2008 (9 .

o pages)

S October 2008 2 pages)

 page);

; - 'State Hazardous Waste Management Agency 1etter No 1- 5/464 dated by 30 e

. : "'JSC Latvenergo letter No 01/VL00 17/6379 dated by 13 November 2008 (1 .

g . Latvran Green Movernent letter No. 2 5-36 dated by 14 November 2008 (5

S 'pageS), : ; o
e nga Technical Umvers1ty students letter dated by 13 Oetober 2008 (7pages),

._‘

ot : gluf':'Latvran Envuonmental Protecmon Club letter no 2 5-36 dated by 14 October :

: . '2008 (3 pages) BN

o ABgEs
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RADIACIJAS DROSIBAS CENTRS

.UZ .

- 'Par jaunas atomelektrostacijas

' _M_asi_(avas leld 165, Riga, LV-1019 » alrunis 67032660 - Fakss 67032658 » .E-pasts: pasts_@rdc,gov.ly"

2 200008 v, 08,

Nr. _

. Vides panaudziba's:{zaists 'Eii"ojaﬁi

: [ R L - LRdeesmmlstmas' -
ERE Vldes alzsardz'bas departamentam p

. Lictuva ietekmes uz vidi novertgjumu

L d

Izanahze_]ot matenalus kas sanemtz no Lletuvas Vldes mmlstruas un mfomlacuu kas tlka s

= e

‘- sanetnta sablednska_]a apspnede 53 pada 8.oktobrt Daugavpils rajona padomeé 1 un 9.oktobrT Vides
: .mmlstn.]a par jaungs atomelekirostacijas. Lietuva ietekmes uz vidi novertgjumu Radxacgas dros'bas
centrs_ierosina ieteikt Lietuvas vxdes rmmstrual 13v1esl 1etekmes uz vidi noverte_luma zmo_]uma

: sekopsus ]ElbO_]UlTll.lS un premzqumus

Komentarz, tetezkumt prec:zejumrem un paptldmajumrem RN

' precnzqumlem kas tika izteikti 2007. gada septembn tat ska1ta par
ca 1espe_1amo kodolreaktoru skaitu; . :
“b. iespgjamiem redktortt t1plem (tikai II un III-i- paaudzes reakmrl)

1 Ir konstatets, ka Lletuva ir pemusi verd jeteikumis - 1ev1est 1etekmes uz v1d1 programmas SR

.c.. analzi-. dazadu ‘reaktori - veidu genereto radioaktivo atkntumu un IZmantotas' e

i kodo]degvxelas daudzumiem,’ 1zmetem un 1zp1udem

2. "Velams papildinat datus TVN zinojuma par iesp&jamiem kodoldegwelas plegadatajlem (nc‘
-+ tikai no World Nuclear Assomahon), nemot vera to, ka Liétuvai ir.saistosi Euratorn apgades e

e ‘_ agenturas (ESA) nosacuuml tai skalta Korfu deklaram_]a (1 10.1p. wtml.); -

. _Velams papildinat. datus (163 Ip utml) par_sabiedribas uzskatlem (Lletuva un Latvua) L
; IzmantOJot mformamju no. Elrobarometrs sazsnba ar AES radwaktxvapem atkntumlem

br wiml.;

4. ‘:'Velams levada prec1zet IVN nosacuumus (darba apjomu tal skalta Jautajumus kas nav__ _ 
alek]autl programma, plem l1elotas kodoldegwelas apg labasana), R S

: -:Velams premzet smagas avaruas noverte_]uma rezultatus t1., 31., 85. lp mmets ka nebus' ‘
¢~ nepiecieSami -ajzsardzibas pasakumi jau 3 km no AES, bet S08-517.1p. daudz nosactjumu < -
- dazadiem alzsardz'bas ‘pasgkumiem. -510.1p. ‘ir mformaca_]a par -98% - varbullbu un 2% o
‘nenoteiktibu — 3o sadalu vajadzétu rzverst pJasak, lai. ta butu lzprotama gan lemurnu '
- _.'p1enemeyem gan 1edzwotajlem : N

EER :
,\.‘..

.I'autajumt preczzesmmt un _]tllliajltlﬂl : '

'.__'_”'“Neplemesams paplldmat zmo_]umu ar monitoringa datlem par radloaktlwtatl grumsudenos ne_ g
“tikai AES tuva}a zona, bet art talakas momtormﬂa v1etas piem., ]453 E454 ]455 u. tml
- _(]64 165 ]p) s -

U lylo. acos.
SRR
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2 Snlegt paplldus mformacgu par smtuacl_]u 2.vieta salst“ba ar tektomku (274 lp 432 lp, )

438, Ip. ), nemot vera to, ka papildus izpéie 1r jau uzsakta

3 Sniegt skzudrojumu kapec ieteikums par. radloaktwo “atkritumu parvald‘bu (43 lp) gan no

-svecds IAES”; gan no jaunas AES nav nemts vErd sagatavojot radwaktwo atkntumu‘_

parvald“bas planu Lletuva.

U Direktors 0 o o e A Salming
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* LATVIJAS REPUBLIKAS VIDES MINISTRUA
. BISTAMO ATKRITUMU PARVALDIBAS -

. VALSTS AGENTURA : .
Miera iela 31, Salaspils, LV 2169, Ripas’ rnjons Talrunis 679012]2
! Fakss 6790121] e mall bggufﬂbap_u,g AU .

J;z [g. £dﬂd"Nr. A
”':Uer

Qo Vldes mlmstruas R
Vldes alzsardz'bas departamentam Gl

' ’Atsauksme par L:etuvos Energua AB sagatavoto IVN zmo;umu » Jauna e
: ratomelektrosta(:l‘]a Lletuvii,, :

1: Nemot \}era to apstaklt ka nay notelkts atome]ektrostacuas tlps, uzskatam ka i

~~yeiktais TVN ir parak - 'visparigs ‘un: tas nesatur precizu. mformacuu par» '
* - jespEjamam radlologxskam konsekvencam un ietekmi uz vidi vispar.: .
2. Piedavatas atomelektrostacijas izvietoSanas alternativas. ir formalas, jo pec'__ ok i
. butibas tiek pu:davats tikai viens variants ~ - izvietot pie Drikdu ezera, lez ar. oot
.apstakh ka planota atomelektrostacga atrodas tesa Latvgas un Baltknevgas : S e
. .TobeZu tuvuma nevar uzskatlt, ka atomelektrostacuas mletosanas v1eta butu- A
- 1zveleta optimala ; jo : -
! a. - 30 km attaluma atrodas otra lielaka Latv:_]as pllse'ra Daugavplls
b V-Ta atrodas Daugavas upes baseing, no kunenes tlek nemts dzeramals :
‘ tidens iedzivotaju vajadzibam ; - ' S
e _c;.'_?.Jebkura tehniska probléma atomelektrostacuas ekspluatacuas lalka t1ks_ ‘_'
o parversta par polmsku parrobezas problému (‘Piem. Austrl_]as —Cehuas Lhmi
L -:-'attlec'bas), kas butlsk1 pahelmas atome[ektrostacuas ekspluatacuas R
“.riskusy el

'_.',d.'-vDruksu ezers atrodas _,,Natura 2000” tentorga, kas ncsaka"' L
=_1erobezwumus uzx;lemejdarblbal tn. hdz- paliélina‘_-:_._'_.u--

. atomelektrostacijas darbibas riskus; B
. .ie. . TieSais robezu fuyums pahelma pras’bas atomelektrostacqas dros‘bal .
i lidz ar to pieaug ekspluatacl_]as izmaksas. : _ ‘
3. IVN szJums satur ‘daudz neprecletasu Ta: le‘lQ]lllTla tlek apgalvots ka‘
: ‘atomelektrostacuas darbiba .ir salstlta ar radtoaktlwtates iZzmesiem. Tomeér 8. . e
: ;Nodala izmeSu ; “letekme uz “Zemi, ﬂoru, fauni’ nav analizeta, :ir, tikai
.apgalvojumi ', ka ietekmei neva;adzetu bat. Tas “butiski - ‘pazemina - veikia
petguma kvahtatl un: hecma ‘par.autoru pav1rsu plee_]u parrobezu _|auta_|umlem L
T4 sada]d '8.8. par ; zZemes izmato$anu, vispar. ir ferakstits rezumgjums ,, Not -
" relevant” , kas ‘batiba nozimé, ka lauksalmmec'bas produktu. nok|asana no
i 'atomelekh‘ostacuas istekmes tentoruam uz parrobezas un citas ES valstis nav., -
- ‘analizgta . Nav ar{ mfonnacl_]as piemeram, par medus, kas savakts no p]anota" Lol
: -'_atomelektrostacgas areala, eksporta kontroh uz mtam valstlm Nav arT nekadu‘ B e

/W //%
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: rekomendaouu par- sﬁdxem svarlglem Jﬂufﬂjlll‘ﬂlem kas parasti tiek iz‘vértéti, _
- ES, plano_|ot uzsakt kada kodolobjekta celtniecibu. . . >
4, INV zipojuma nav veikta izveletas platformas seismisko nsku anahze kas var .
* hiitiski - ietekmet apkartejo iedzivotaju drogibu un. radit papildus riskus gan
' 'atomelektrostacuas darbibai, gan arl jedzivotaju. ekonomlskal darbibai.

5 NV zinojuma pay. atrodama radiacijas. risku minimizesanas programma, kas
7 balstitos " uz Starptautlskas Atomenergijas Agenturas izstradato ALARA - '

- principu ievieSanu, ‘minimiz&jot apkartejo leleVO'fﬂJU sapemto radlacuas devu.

-6, “Ugskatam,’ ka VN zinojuma - _aprakstitas - smagas - avarijas . iespgjamas oo
- konsekvences. Baltl_]as regiond nav pienemamas pEc: bitthas . un” zigojuma W
* autoriem /ir _]alzstrada paplldus ‘fekomendacijas prolekta dizainam, kas®

‘noverstu_%adu jespEjamas 'sekas. Pret&ja gadijuma nav nekadas. motwacuas'_ ‘

izvietat §§du objektu Baltl_]as reglona, tada veida radot iespeju smaga1 avan]al, e -

kas pec saviem pararnetnem ir tuva Cernobllas katastrofal

B D'ifgktbrs: i ,A,-Abraﬁiéﬁkbﬁs, b
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LAT\/EN ERGO

; Akcuu sabIedrTba Lalvenergo :
... Vien.reg. Nr. 40003032049 .~~~ e
Pulkveza Brreza iela 12, nga LV- 1230 Latvua -
- Talr+371 67728309, fakss: + 371 67728860 R
Srinfo@latvenergoly s ; B
“ www.latvenergoly v

.j.gR_lga Sl e b R S Vldes parraudmbas valsts blro_]s'

_‘ 13.10.2008. Nr. OIVLOO 17/6329 .. i Ripniecibasiela23,
‘ el L T Rzga LV 1045"‘-

Lo Par Ignahnas atomelektrostacuas 1etekmes uz v1d1 noverte_]uma zmoplmu

- ,'jIetekmes uz v1d1 noverte_]uma (IVN) zZinojuma 1zverteta paredzama darblba ir. Jaunas ERNT
o alomelektrostacuas (JAES) celtnieciba padreizgjas Ignalinas atomelekirostacijas (TAES) oo ol
~tovuma TN zmogums ir 1zstradats kvalltanw unfajd 1ek1au1a informacija kopumas
- atbilst IVN programiai, TVN - zmojuma izvertéts ka Ignalinas -JAES bitvnieclba un
S BkSplUﬂiﬁGl_]a 1etekmes 1edzwotajus ‘regiona soma]o un ekonomlsko vidi; gaisu; udenus' .
T _gruntsudenus -ainavu, augu un - dzivnieku ‘valsti, alzsargajamas “feritorijas, lmlturas"_"_: R
: mantOJumu un kaimigvalstu vidi. Planota darblba atbilst Espoo konvencijas. (67/1997) e
tPar detekmes - uz vidi- novertgjumu ; parrobezu “konteksta”, T pielikuma 2punkta i
: ;paredzama_] ai darbibai un uz, to attiecas visas Saja konvencga izvirzitas pra51bas i
“Nemot v&id augstdk mingto, lielu iebildumu par sagatavoto JVN zmcgumu nav tacu '
4 :_IVNZIHO_}UIDEI papildus 1zvertetajam letekmem tomer nepwmesams ' - -
! Apskant rnomtonnga {vai-nepiecieSama papﬂdus momtormga sistemun 1zv1&:tosana B
. ,.Va} nepiecieSama esofo momtonnga swtemu modermzaCl_]a) un, avarljﬂs apzmosauas S
.. sistémas darbibu arf Latvijas teritorfja. - = LA
2 Apskam kompetento institficiju ricibu. (apzmosanas kamba 1edz1vota_]u alZS&leIbal s
- nepieciefamo’ pasakumu nodrosmasana un reahzesana, sadarblba ar Lletuvas S
- ‘_mstuucgam) arlcanas sﬁuacgas Laiw}as tenton_]a e e - : L
~+-3.Neskatoties uz to, ka Ignalinas JAES IVN darba zmo_]uma ir texkts ka 1zhetotasf-
- 'kodoldegvm]as (’IKD} ilgstogai ungabasanzu un hkwdesanal tiks veltita atsevmka TYN o
"o procedira, IVN Zinojuma - butu Jauazune IKD uzglabasanas ‘poligona 1espe3am1e‘-,_..:*-v .
".reahzacgas un ' izvieto$anas vanann ‘jo normalas darblbas apstaklos tlem IKD; e
. jautajums no vides viedokla ir viens no butlska.kajle;m R R
“IVN darba : zifiojuma. kopsavﬂkuma nepiecie$ams - apskatlt Igna inas. J'AES 1zmantotos: e
"+ kodolreaktoru tipus un lehnologwkos nsmajumus "Tadd veida tiktu 1nfonneta sabiedriba 0o
par planotas -darbibas ‘drofumu - un 1espelamo ietekmiju - (t.sk.’ Vldel) samazinaanu,
.. iZmantojot jaunakas paaudzes tchnologgas un tehnologiskos rlsma_]umus Kopsavﬂlmmul“' S
o biitu hetdengl paplldmat ar. paplldus ey (uj kas plasu apskatams IVN.j : :
: darba zmojuma p1lnaja verSIJ%L R Co e

e _Véldés,locékl;is : . i AlgElJSMEﬂco o ;

‘:'j“.i_'I):aip_is_ Kandersvé'{.'lzst}ﬂtl“?- T

1 & U\l JGGB
&A’SL(O -ﬁ'
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AT A
FPOHIESISTYA

‘...‘. L

Latvian Green Movement

Riga, 14402008, 2536 1.

' Vides parraudzibas valsts birojs

o -~ Rapniecibas iela 23,
: "RTgat LV-1 045,

-Konmentari, iebildumi un priek§likuni par IV zigojumu wlauni atomelektrostacija Lietvua” -

COVHEYD S3CIA
¥g

g
P

- Jaunas - atomelektrostacijas Lietuva ietekmes uz vidi noverigjuma procesa  ietvaros. .esam

> Nuelear Power Plant in Lithuania”

-+ iepazinuies un izvertgjuli dokumenty ~Environmental Impact Assessment Report-on New @ -
S ar. Poa gt : } “August 27, 2008  (zinojuma versija, kas piegjama anglu o
-+ valoda no www.yae ), k3 ar sdgatavojusi komentdrus. Dalu ho misu komentdriem, kas mingti

-+, Seit, mes izteicam art sabiedrisko apsprie§anas sanaksmju laika Daugavpilt un Riga. . -

‘o Nav informaicijas par r_ezikt'pra-modeli o

S "The new nuclear pover plant will consist of one 1o five units. In. some parts of this assessment the

: with greater reactor size” - .

- projekta atifstitaji var izvelaties jebkuru reaktora mddeli, lai gan biitu nepiecieSams veikt analizi -
. par katra reaktora galvenajiem vides aspektiert, ki arT droibas aspektiem. i 7o

ST

AL

ey

- impacts are assessed for one or two reactors ‘of about the size of 1600-1700 M. In these. cases: the

impacits of three te five units with smaller reactor size are assumed to be the same as for the two units

1

reaktora biitiskam jetekmem uz vidi, kadu planots celt ‘Visaginas. Tas rada lielu nekonkrétibia

. "VisZ zigojumd, proti, zinojum3 mingts; ka gada laika vidgji tiks raditi 47-370 tonnas augstas
~ - radioaktivitates atkritumi. Mingtie skait]i viens no ptra atkiras gandiTz par 10°reizem, ‘turklat

radioaktivie atkritumi un ar to apsaimnicko3anu saisiitic jautdjumi ir viens.no nozZimiggkajiem ar

jaunas AES projekta ievietany saisfitajiem riskiem. Situacija, ka nay zindms konkréts reaktora -

\ Latvijes Zala kustibc

*'Lai gan IVNfzigojﬁinﬁ 'i,r:éniegt_sir_ltéfes,'éuts 'pé_r‘skats:parf a?fqrﬁéni?fgijas izmantoganas tehnologiju L :
altistibu, ka ari daZadiem reaktoru tiplem, tomer netiek sniegta detalizéta informécija par tada .

-modelis padara_neiespgjamu veikt drosibas risku_analizi, Falktiski TVN ir tik visparigs, ka = "

- Lai izvertstu AES ietekmi uz vidi un tiskus, nepiecie§amas zinat reaktoru ‘skaitu, un padreiz -

- zinojuma noraditais reaktoru skaits;’ proti, viens 1idz pat pieci reaktori, rada lielu nekonkrtiba

- Izvertgjot §s ietekmes. Nemot vera, ka §aja IVN zinojuma (pefijiuma) nav apskatits ne reaktora -

. modeli§, e ir zinams precizs reaktoru skaits, ir nepiecie$ams veikt. jaunn pétijumu kad biis
- zindms gari reaktora modelis un skaits, lai detalizéti aprakstitu augstak mingtos aspektus, .

Eoi M_ﬁsﬁ prﬁ@fbai_ Ve_iktja_un_ix__“'IVN -pijo_cgdﬁrﬁ tad,kad tiks izvelets kb'nkfﬁfé rea’ktj_oré modelis

vai papildinat paSreizgjo IVN zinojuinu ar détalizetu analizi par ietekmi uz vidi katram .~
- oreaktoraveidam, ' oo Th i T e L

- Latplasa iela 24-505, Riga, LV-1011, LATVIJA, Talrunis +371 29173047, fakss +371 7613806

- vRed. Nr. 40008084059. Norgkinu konts (IBAN): LV50HABA05S51008108384 Als Swedbank
s : . WEB: www.zalie lv E-mail: zalle@zaliely - - R AT
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Nav lzvertetl un nemtl vera ar radloaktlvo atkrltumu apsalmmekosanu saistitic l'lSkl

_ "Aﬁer SNF is removed ﬁ'om the reactor core, ‘it is stored in storage paols Jor a certain decay period’
-~ before SNF could be transferred to off-site facilities for fi urther processing or storage. All NPPs have

4such spent firel :pools associated with the reactor operatwns Recent designs. of reactors “have »

- incorporated pools that can accotmmodate SNF generated over. periods ‘of up. to 30 years." Long-terin

" storage and disposal of SNF-will be a subject of an own EM proced'ure in the futm e afzd tlus issue is not -

'. ‘a subject of this EIA Report:’!/ '

" Radioaktivo atkrltumu lespejama 1ctekme uz vxdl 1t Tpasi :lgdzwmoso augstas radmaktmtates '

- atkritumu ietekme, ir viens no nozimigakajiem un blstamakajlem AES darbibas jetekmju uz vidi

" veidiem. Tomer §Ts ietekmes praktiski netick apsl;atxtas IVN zinojuma, kas nekada gad_uum_a nay -

 pienemams, jo radioaktivo atkritumu ‘tafands ir-uzskatama par neatpemamu daju’ 1o. AES

. darbibas. - Salidzingjumam,  piemé&ram, termoelektrostacl_]as projekta gadl_]uma tiek Verletaf.

ietekme uz vidi saistiba ar- izmeSiem gais# vai.izdedZu apsalmmekosanu jo'izme$i un izdedzi . -

) 4.'rodas ki dala no sﬂtumenerguas rayofanas procesa. Tadejadl augstas radmaktlwtates aﬂmlumu

apsaimniekofana ir prOJE:kta neatnemama daja, un {3 nevar tikt. apskatita atseviskos TVIN ©

- procesos.-, Turklat lzvertejumam par izlietotas kodoldegvielas uri citu radioaktifvo atkntumu
h;apsatmmekosanu ir. jasniedz . pmjekta att1st1tajam pricksstats par to, cxk ‘$adu - atkriturnu

- 'apsam:lmekosana izmaks#s vidg&jd un ilgtermina. Nemot vera, ka §is izmaksas ir augstas, turldat
pagaidam nav piegjams risingjums augstas radioaktivitates: atkritumu llgstosal uzglabasanal tad ...

. §ada analfze ir- nozimiga, lai lemtu par visa projekta, ekonomlsko pamatot‘bu Vides ‘valsts -
S 1nst1tucuas Lietuva nedrikst 1zsmegt darbibas atlauju AES, ja {as vad‘bal nav Skﬂldl’S plans kn -

o apsalmmekot AES darb'bas lzuka l.'adltDS IaleEthlVOS atkntumus ' L

Miisu pmst'ba JIVN ZIIIOJHmS ir ]aparstrada un j:llcklallj taja novertejums par i letekml uz

vidi “un iespgjamiem . riskiem attiecibd - uz- radioaktivo ntkntumu, it 1pasx lzhetotas -

‘ koduldegvlelas apsalmmekos:mu wdcja un 1lgterm1na

Nav lzverteta ,,nulles” alternntlva un cxtns alternntwns (74. lpp 77 lpp)

L ',,Accardmg ta a'so called nan—zngplementatzau or zero option, no. new nuclear power plant unit will be -
'constmcted in Lithuania. In this case the. supply of energy firoin diverse, secure, sustainable energy .

" sources which do not emit greeuhouse gases and othet pollutan!.s‘ will not be secur ed and the cuwmy s o

: 'erze;gy secunty will not be ensure

. :Apgalvcuums par euergetlsko d:os"bu ir tendenmozs uu maIdmoss Ja mlnetals AES prOJekts
- Lietuva netiks Tstenots, tad sagaidams, ka tiks istenoti citi pro_;ektl un, piemgram, veikti pasakumi

“energoefektivitates paaugstmasanas ‘joma. Arl apgalvojums .attiecTbd “uz to, ka -projekta

“Tstenoanas rezultdtd samazindsies. kopejals SEG izmeu daudzums neatbilst patxes'bal jo AES

' ", ~.gikot darbu, kopeja elektroenerguas ‘'sadales " tikla dos ne-elastlgu atomenergx_]u un tadls -
' nelabvehgus nosacijumus tadas elektroenerggas tlrdzmec"bal kas sarn¥ota no atjaunojamiem D
»energoresur:;lem Turklat nemot . VEtd - prognoz&jamos . kavejumus 'AES 'biivniecibd, “kas .

‘noverojami, piemeram, ‘EPR tipa atomreaktoru biivnieciba Somija un Franeija, tad kavejumu dg|

s elektroenergjas rao¥ana bis klimatam nedraudz1ga JEl trukstoso _]Blldll segsanax tlks Izmantotas .
. ar fosilo kurindmo darbmamas elektrostacgas e .

o Zmo_luma fakhskl nay apskatltas dazadas pro_|ekta alternatlvas kas-ir pretruna letek‘mes uz vldl o
__;-‘noverlejuma -principiem. Tapat IVN- -zinojuma ir ]a1ek]aUJ tadl alternattvi’ r151na_|urn1 ka

energoefektmtates pasakumu 1sten05ana, ka arf citu energoresursu izmantoSana. TVN 3 zinojumam

ir Jasmedz Jeskats par Leceretas ekonomlskas (1crosmatas) darb'bas letekrm uz V1d1 lai 1zvarteJot
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: 1espejamas 1etekmes uz da.zadus nskus varetu tlkt 1zvelets tads nsmajums kas videt rada pec

. lespéjas mazaku nsku Saja IVN zu;lo_luma sadas altematlvas nav 1zvertetas, tadel szJums butu i

‘ :Japarstrada

Musu pras‘ba.. Veikt mertEJumu par sagaldamo leteknn uz v1d1 Lletuva un regmnala :

‘griezuma un attiecigi papildinat TVN zinojumu aprakstot situiiciju, ja apskatitais AES

; ; 'prmekts netiktu Tstenots, fai. skmta apskatot iespgjas elektruenerguu raZot no daZadlem e
* energoresursu | avotiem, - 1sten010t energuefektlv:tates paaugstmasanas pasakumus val

- Velektroenerguu 1mportejot

e Cltl komeutarl par IVN zmo_] umu' S

: "‘_4 4. 1 Elektroenerguas pleprasuuma prognoze (74 lpp )

_ "Nav korekti. atsauktlcs uz Lletuva prognozeto elekimenergljas pleprasguma progn021 (4~6%
. 'gadd), jo szagmas AES prOJektu planots Tstenot k3 ris Baltijas valstu un Polijas kepprojektuun
-AES ‘neraZos elektroenerguu tikai Lietuvas tirgum, ‘tade] ‘biitu nepiecieSams zindt situaciju arl. .

-~ Sajas valstls Prognoze tiek balstlta uz L1etuvas ekonomikas pleaugumu turpmikajos gados, tadu

~-"p1lm“ba 1gnore faktu, ka- gala paterma pusé sagmdalm (un jau'ir novem_]amx) biitiski uzlabo;utm— S

: energljas efekt1v1tate kas jau tiek‘noveroti ‘citas Ceutralas un Austrurnem')pas ~valstis. Nemot .- S

“vera paSreizgjas tendences ‘klimata politika, energuas “drogibas Jautajumos un cenu. polmka,f :

sagaxdams ka notlks elektroenerouas paterma pleauguma atsaxste no. IKP pzeauguma

- '4 4. 2 Nulies alternatwas 1etckme uz Vldl (76 [pp )

g,,Flue gas and green hozzse gas emwstons avoza’ea’ .‘thanks to tbe new NPP are estlmated mzd tlze :

. estimated emissions in the zero- optzon are pr esented in Section 7.2.2.2.°

. Zu;m_;uma 1eklautals apraksts 1r parheku VISpangs un nekonkrets un sadala nay noradltas" '_

: "1espegamas 1etekmesuzv1d1 e

b 4 3. Rlsma_;uml, kas netlek npskatltl petquma. Alterna’ﬂvn VEIdl energq as: ramsanal
- (77.pp)
R The purpase and _/ustzf‘ catmn of the nuclear powez plant p) aject is desc: zbed more m detatl
Lidn C‘hapter 17 S : o :

Lm gan saJa sadala zmo_]uma auton apgalvo ka AES neplecmsa.m'bas pamatOJmns ir detahzett s

- izklastits ; zu;lo_|uma 1.n0dals, taéu tur §ada apraksta nav, proti, nav sniegts apraksts’ par to, kads| .-

. un kads ir racmnals pamatOJums jaunas AES nep:emesam'bal (apraksts par to, ka eso$a AES tlkS o

. siegta un nepxemesama _]auna stacga1 nav detahzets vai plehekams apraksts)

 ,5 3 4 Drus‘bns prasﬂ:u leverosanajnunal AES (110 lpp )

s well as the bemg destgned to withstand severe accxdents caused by core meltmg, the plant mist alsa

“be destgned lo withstand external threals and terrorism. Such qﬁ'ects mclude thhstana' of a collision wn‘h e

Sa large pa.s's'enaer azrplane ana’ extemal threczt.s' caused by natural phenamena such as ear!hquakes o’

o : -_ingh wmds

: Nemot vera, ka reaktora hps vel nav. Izvelets tad nav garantlju ka augstak mmetas d:os'bas Sy

: 'fpras‘bas tllcs prakse nodrosmatas Vlemgals reaktora tlpS pec dxzama, kura auton uzsver to, ka_ L o
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" reaktors spes 1zturet 11dmasmas meclenu i EPR tacu zmmuma auton min art mtus reaktom :

- tlpus ‘Nemot v&ra, ka detahzeta reaktora dros’bas analize tiks veikta tikai pec tam, kad JVN -
. process tiks pabeigts un pn‘ms VATESI sagatavos bitvriiecibas licenci, netiek paredzeta iespgjas
"sabxedn’bas [[dzdalibai pretdji - tam ki to nosaka ANO.EKK Orhusas konveucga Biitu -

" nepieciefams, lai - arT dros‘bas tisku ‘analizes ' laxka ‘tiktu: nodroSinatas iespgjas ‘sabiedrbas

" /1idzdalibai - — publiskojot - zinojuma darba versiju, -organizgjot - sabiedriskas apsprie§anas :
" sandksmes ‘un npemot v&ra sabiedribas komentarus - Iidzigi ka IVN. procesd, Turklat §Im
: konsultacuam par dros'bas nsku analizi ir Janotwk 1esa15tot art Latvuas parsta\gus 10 mtekmes 1r_ .

panobezu

Vo

6 nodaln Atkntunu (116 lpp )

- "The exnct amouuts nature and valumes are Iznked o varmbles that can only be clai tf ed as the pra_]ect '

) aceeds sur:h as reactar bpe and rzumber, i nal layout of the szte elc.!

Nemot verd, ka § $is ir Joti nozumgs _]auta_]ums butu nep1e01esams ve1kt _]aunu IVN procedum pedl
“tam, kad tiks izvelets konkréts reaktora tips vai arT §T. ITVN procedura ir Japagarma Tidz tam

S bndun kad reaktora tips biis zinams nodro§inot sabledn‘bas Iidzdalibas iespejas apsprieZot ar . :
L 1zllet0tas kodoldegv:elas un c1tu radmaktlvo atkntumu apsalmmekosanu salstltos Jautajumus e

i1

e '_'-6 1. Atomelektrostacuas celtmec‘ba (116 lpp )

L i lee estzmated constructzon tzme of a new NPP is 4—7 years

3 Sads AES ceItmecﬂ:)as temm;xs uparheku optumstlsks _|o pasrmze_pa pleredze AES ccltmec'ba no" e

' .ZSomuas (Olkiluoto-3) un Francijas (Flamanville) liecina, ka modernu AES biivniectba a1znem'

..daudz vairak: laika kd planots sakotngji. Parlicku Tsi biivniecibas termini un 1erobezota kapac1tate i
. rada risku, ka var tikt 1zvelet1 neprofesmnah darbu - VC[CE_]I vai p1egadatajl iespgjami parkapumu <

planosanas procedilras un drogibas parbaudes pras‘bu ievErofana. Tade] IVN ieklautais AES

L ziceltmec‘bas darbu ‘grafiks it jabalsta uz redliem terminiem, nevis optlmlstlsklem plamem ki arl L

' ._1espe) an:ue celtmec‘bas darbu termmu alzkave_| umi _[aapskata rlsku anallze

"6 2 Radloaktme atkrltuml (12'7 lpp )

. 'lee any nuclea) power pkmt the new NPP wzll discharge certam amazmts qf Itqma's whzch contam
radionuiclides into the environment, Radmaczwe effluents, ie. tethnical water, household wasté water

DRSS (which had no contact with radioactive materials) and surface water (i.e. storm water, ) may be released -
*into the enwronment :f the activity af the radionuclides does not excee_d the lrmtt acttvzty dete; mmed .

o jhe pemnsszan zsszted by t!ze thhuaman Mzmstly of Envir omnent

S o .SIS 1r Joti v1spangs apraksts par to kam vajadzetu biit, tacu netlek aprakstxla prognozejama PR
S sﬂuacua smedzot mformacxju par konk.retlem radmnu.khdu 1zmesu apjonuem kadl noklus v1de o

i 6 2 2 4 Izlletotas kodoldegwelas apsalmmekosana (128 lpp ) _
o ‘Sa_;a noda]a butu nevis Jaapraksta lzlletotas kodoldegvxelas apsa:mmekosanas v1spangle principi,

‘bet gan Jasmedz novertqums par konkretam xetekmem uz Vidl salst‘ba ar-§T, spemﬁska atkntumu Tl

: velda apsalmmekosanu

: ".18 10.2 Socnalekonomlska 1ctekme -ar radlam_]u nesalstlta 1etekme (449 lpp) o
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-y lze waorl kfarce wzll toa signifi cant extent uzzlzze the serwces of the Jegtanal main town Daztgavplls on -
" the Latvian side, swhich will bring significant paszrwe socio-economic impacts to this.- reglan af Latvm
" Szgn f cam posmve n ansboundm'y sac:o-ecmzomlc mzpacts are expected " RS

' Smegtals apraksts ir pﬁr‘fik vuspuséjs un novértéjums par AES 1etekml uz 'Dahgav'p'ils Tegionu ir -
nepamatoti pozitivs. Nav sniegta informacija par 1espejam1em negatwayem aspektiem attieciba
~uz arvalstu darbaspéka iepliifanu Daugavpils. regiond, pieméram, radot socialo spnedz1 ka arf, -
“izraisot ar pahelmatu transporta intensitati saistitas slodzes pahelmasauos uz vides resursiem -

] .Daugavplls regiona, Tapat pilseta’ 1ep1ustot arvalstu darbaspekam itTpasi virieSiem, kas, 1esa15t1t1 o

- celtniecibas darbos, var pasliktinties droiiba un dzives.vides kvalitate Daugavpili,

Tapat IVN zigojuma nav piemingta negatwa AES projekta ietekme uz Daugavpl'ls reglona‘
='ekonomisko. attlsﬁbu, piemeram, samazinot perspektivas blologlskas lauksa1mmec‘bas amstibm :

; Daugavplls reglona, ka an negatWI 1etelqnc nekustama 1pasumu ve,rtl'bu sa}a reglona

Arciegu,

ARIEY anlé;Matyie
Soc 29173047

‘ Alda Ozoia—Mdtﬁlé N
* Priek¥sedetaja
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Vldes parraudz’L._ RS Lo .
Rupmembas 1ela 23, LV 1045 .

o ngas Tehmska umverbllate '
: Energénkas un Elektrotehmkas fakultate
e 'V1des alzsardz1bas un sﬂtuma 51sten1u institata
L L , studentes =

' L Balba Maskoluna :
Stud apheclbas nr. 071REM014 :
’ Silvija Nora Kalnind
Stud aphec1basm :7IREM003
R TSI ’ MaraRepele_-_
R R Stud. aphembasnr 071REM008 :

= - Riga, 2'0087 gada '13..01<t0b_f1
Agod Luké-evica kungs,

' Atsaucotles uz 9. oktobn V1des mlmstn_]as telpas norltejusas Jaunas i+
. atomelektrostacljas Lietuva ietekmes uz vidi novertgjuma zinojuma sabledrlsko

i apspnesanu mas, zemak paraksiTjusas, esam sagatavqum savu viedokli saistiba ar

e sagatavoto jaunas atomelektrostacuas L1etuva 1etekmes uz v1d1 noverte}uma R
i zmcuumu. ‘

Sl Nav parhec1bas par to ka 1zstradaJ ot atsevlskl IVN par atomelekirostacuas _ ‘
.buvmembu un IVN par no §is elektroenergu as rad1to atkntumu ilgtermina : 5

; nog]abasanu un iesp&jamam alternafivam, ~virknei \ndes faktoru tiks veikts e

- nepiecieSamais ietekmes U.ZV'ld.l novertajums 1espeJa.ms *ka 31s ietekmes tiks © - - . v =
.izvErtetas niekorekti, nenemot véra AES ekspluatacuas un rachoaktlvo at]mtumu :
‘ noglabasanas radlto 1etekm_]u ml_]ledarblbu : i .

2 Musuprat kludams ir ap gaﬁivcgums zmo_]uma, ka Ignalmas no_| auksana un tas

o darblbas izbeig8ana, atstaJ negatwu ietekmi un Drik3iai ezeru. Tiek apgalvots, ka -

paaugstmatas temperatiiras uzturgsana. virs.dabigas ezera temperaturas limena i ezerd,

" Iidem gi kd tas bija Ignalinas stacgas darbibas laika, radrs pozmvu 1etelcm1 uz v1d1 neka

T atdzesejot Sos idenus lidz ¢zera dablgas temperatiiras. Hmenim pirms ta izlaiganas .

. ezera. Bez ekonormska apsveruma, ka jaunias stacuas buvmeclba tiks 1etaup1ta nauda

. nav saskatams cits iemesls kap&c dzeseianas procesam netiktu izvelets T-3 risingjums.

_ : .Pamato_]ot ka1te_|umus ezeram biitu _]alzmanto sahdzmosus raditajus pums Ignahnas e L
. 'stacijas uzstadiSanas /un citu tidens pleSaI‘HOJIlSO avotu’ 1ewesanas/ ti. pirms ~ 50" -

R gadlﬁm ‘kad ezers ziemas dablgl alzsala, un vadotles no Siem petljumzem tad varetu '
lzlemt par ezer sasalsanas ‘kaltlgo 1etekm1 uz ezera ek051stemu : R

;'1 FouT. znaa *ﬁ"ﬁ{'
AsEw
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3 Zmo_|uma tlek Vertetas 1etekmes uz v1d1 un apsvertas altematlvas par
_ mejmatemalu, urina, piegadi (transportesanu) stacijai. ‘Miisuprat butu Japapﬂdma
~Zigojums izskatot $o izejmaterialu, izejvielu transportesanas vanantus plegazu

- slodzes un to ietekmi uz apkartejo vidi, nemot vera to raditas emisijas gaisa. Biitu
| ° apsveramas 1espe3amas alternatlvas un 1zvertejam1 riski drogibai 1zer1<31u p1egades :

lalkaun butu neplemesams smegt 1etexkumus tonoverSanai.

. 4 ZmOJuma tlek apgalvots ka celtmembas darb1 uzlabos socio- ekonoz_msku
: stavokli, ‘jo tiks izbnivéta papildus infrastruktiira, majokli, lai uznemtu3 500 . -
stradnieku, utt. (zmo_]uma kopsavilkuma 7. Ipp. ;.. JAES refiona Lietuva un Latvua 5

i 7 gadus uztures1es neparasti licls c11veku skaits...”)., ; bet nekas netiek mingts par "

_ llgtermmu negatlvu 1etekm1 pec7 ‘gadiem, kad §iem skalthem, bitu peksm jasartk pec N
. ‘biivniecibas darbu 1zbe1gsanas Vai nuIVN parsplle socio-ekonomiskus i ieguvumus -
' 1etekmejama zona, vai arT nav veikta pilnfga analize par socio- ekonormska] am i
R Tproblemam PEc objekta bavniecibas pabelgsanas (val nu maJokh bus tuk31 vai bus L

" peksna nodaxbmatlbas problema pﬂseta)

5. Nemot vera, kair 1zskaneju51 versua, ka Ignahnas AES darblba hks S
_pagarmata par 3 gadiem, bitu jaizverie.apstakli. un to raditas ietekmes, kum rezultata

- mainisies ietekme uz vidi, Ignalmas AES demontg$anas darbiem 1eﬂgst0t (pasmpnnas ;

,slodze 1z vidi), j Jjo sobnd zinojuma esosals ietekmes uz vidi novsrtejums Velkts e
galvenokart, IZvertejot 1etelcmes Jaunas stacgas buvmembas brtza. -

"f~

© Arcienu,
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- VIDES AIZSARDZIBAS KLUBS
: :"Blednha"'Vides a;#%rdzhas ldui:s" 1L ;:o;'e;ﬁi)ra krastniala 35 ﬁ:ga LVI)GG Latﬂ]d,.\\’;‘.'“.’ vak lv =

o talrums +371 7226042 e-mail; vak@vah Iy . e
reg.nr, 40008003594 norel«.mu konls' LVGZUNLAOOOZOONOOIQS SEBUmbanka PRI

- 14.02008 - Lo e

‘V1des parraudzibas valsts buo_fa du'ektoram
ELLT A Luksevmak-gam R .
ERR Rupmec’bas 1ela 23, nga1 LV-1045

Paf bledz zbas " Vzdes atzsarizbas klubs” iak.stzsku komenmru ey osznajumu zm prteksllkwmt :
| par-sagatavolo jaundas atomeleknostacyas buvmeczbu Lzetuva zetekmes uz wdz nove.' te;uma_- -
“moﬂunam zesmegsanaz Lzetuvas Vzdes mzmstr _][lt ' AR Sl

' it A god Luksewca k—gs"

L Versam Jusu uzmambu, ka musu bledm‘ba Jau valrakus gadus scko Jaunas‘ Lo

S atomelektrostacuas buvmec“bas pro_]ektam Mes esam appem%as pilni Tstenot Savil: Latvgas; SRR

ﬁ:,pllsopu ‘piendkumu -un ari savu, Elropas Koplenas pilsopii " vides ' tiestbu. 1etvaros panakt:".
L svangako Koplenas v1des alzsardz"bas pnnmpu respektesanu saja plancu amaJa DbJCI{'tﬂ -

. ' Versam Jusu uz:mambu un ludzam 1ek]aut misu v1edokh pnekshkunms kurus Latvuas puse i ‘_
R 1esmegs Lletuvas VldES rmmstnjal un projekta 1erosmategam un tatad o

o 1) "ludzam 1eldaut Jaunas AES IZhelotas kodoidegvlelas apsmmmekosanas planus uni S
A hdzeklus saja IVN. S 1rnote1kta miisu prasibal s o
- MUsuprat; visos. objektos un saskana ar IVN praksx tIESI IVN ir Jareahze visu svangako s
. letekmju un. ekologlsko risku novertejums ka aif to’ samazinasana, Atstdjot vienu' no -
;o7 paSiem. svangaka_uem nsklem saistibd ar AES izlietotas kodoldegvmlas glabasauu arpus
- TVN; sekas var biit tale_]osas lemumu pieneméji un sab1edr'ba var tikt dezinforméta un -
- maldinita.- “Velamies Verst zmojuma izstradataju uzrhanibu uz neplecmsam“bu un zindma
L'mera pat prambu noverst S0 musuprat arkartlgl butlsko neplln‘bu : ‘

Ei A Zalals telefons 6722604? o iR
: Ar VldBS Alzsardz1bas Fonda un ngas Vldes AIZsardZIbas Fonda atbalstu
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2) pec sablednskas apspnesanas un pleejamapem IVN dokumentlem mums da21
. jautdjumi tomer pahka neatb1]det1 \
' -Kadas tiegi ir Driikiu ezera Natura 2000 < sargajamas vertl“bas’r’ o
- Ka raksturojami un Vert€jami . Sie b1otop1 un sugas un ka ‘uem tas 1etekmes L
“‘,"dazadas AES termiskas jaudas? . R - LT
Kadi tiesi ir ceh ietekmju samazmasanm‘?' : L SR
S JEsu smegto atbildi, ka tie ir "'dazu sugu putm un’ lalkam udn" mes nevaram
o uzskattt par pletlekom ‘konkrety. Tapec ladzam . turpmak TVN - zinojumu
SR paplldmat un §1s vertibas kartst i un precizi izvertet da¥iadu termisko letekmi, lai =
i iesp8janii- skaudu notelkm maksimali p1e1au_]amo tertmsko emlsgu apgabalu RN
- -dazades : klimatiskajos apstaklos Tapat ludzam precizet arl ‘aizsargdjamo .
.. pasakumu kalendaru (t.sk.” mazuju. izvadaganas un" hgzdosanas periods), lai - 0 O
‘Eiropas nozimes dabas: veﬁ'bas saglabatu gan biivniecibas, gan samazingtu .
- AES nnlmgas termlskas slodzes ekolog15ko 1etek1m hdz p1e}au_|ama1 normal

. .'3_)9;'1cver030t ka Druksu ezers atrodas Daugavas sateces basema, 1o kura udem‘*"f' 51

" pem ari Riga, lidzam IVN premzet ilgtermina ietekmi uz 1edzwotaJu vesel‘bu '
. "AES izcelsmes. tadionuklidu - pedas, kuras ir. atrastas Dritksu ezera virsas oo
©.-adent”, Kadi tiesi momtonnga pasakumi tiks veikti un kiriem radmnukhdmm'?' fes
e Ka ths nodrosmata momtonnga mformacgas plee_}armba sabIedrlbal'? =

) -Iudzam IVN apra]\stlt ki operators apdrosmas 1espeJa.rm katastroiﬁlos bet B
e 'l‘i'vmaprat mazticamos ‘avarijas riskus un seku. novérsanas izmaksas. * Proti, -
- ladzam premzet, kuri np” noradlta_uem avan_]as seki. pasalcunuem netll\s e
"+ apdro¥inati. un. tapgc netiks veikti, Ta pieméram, gadijuma, ja AES notiktu = .
e smaga avirija, ‘vai uz: 1erobezojumu latku pwsango;oéﬁs darb'bas velcejs'-
' apdroinatu ffra Gdens un partikas plegades izmaksas un veselibas’ atgusanas e
:izmaksas un zaudesanas riskus R.lgas vai Daugavpﬂs mdzwota_]lem? Kadiriski 00
. tiks un kadi netiks - apd:osmatl? fof mformacua ir: Joti biitiska,” lai vargtu - R
_ informét sabiedribu | par 1espe_; amam avargas sekam untlktu p1enemts atbﬂdlgs s
_ "un izveértets Iemums. L
R ”L1d21g1, normalas - darb'bas apstaklos Iudzam noradlt vai. plesarno_]osas,;f“"
- darbibas 1eros1natajs “sekos E]ropas Kop1enas vides ~-aizsardzibas =
L pamatprminpam plesa.mota_]s maksa" un DedlSkIlmme_]Ot visu valstu.'__'!
.+ pilsoniem tie§a AES 30km: darbT:as zond nodrosinds veselibas momtormga
: ;1zmaksas tbstarp Dauga\/pﬂs pﬂsetas 111’11‘5._]0]1& ledmvoteglem i

5) geologxsko apsta.klu raksturo;uma un vertejuma ludzam smegt mformacx_]u par . i : o A
i _‘selsrmsko nskuunmtek;rmuzprqekm EE it

Mes esam patles1 nobazgusms par so "Jaunas AES" deldaratwo dokumentu L
vuszu, kun twk saukti par darba starpmno_]umu "pétgumu programmau Musupraf,f'”_ i i
pagaldam p1esamo_]osas darbibas apraksts ir nepllmgs (netlek skaidri atrundtas jaudas, .o e
degvnelas un atkntumu plusmu sastavs un apjoms) lez ar to loglskl 1ztrukst galveno R
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. 1etekm3u anahze (1zhetota kodoldegwela, Natura 2000 alzsarga_] amas verhbas) Sados .

- apstaklos mes ‘nesaredzam, ki vargtu tikt nodroSinats ‘svarigakais, [VN merkis — - . e

i - ietekmju un - ekolog1ska tiska novertgjums un plesamo_]osas .darbibas 1eteknuu '

o _‘samazindSana, un to, ka $aja kopsakara un apstaklos LR. atbildigas iestades ievero.. ' - S
+ Latvijas ‘Satversmes .115. pantu un kopa ar lietiviesu koleglern Eiropas Koplenas". R

,hguma ietverto v1des euzsardzibas pamatu "plesardzibas pmnc1pu"

Alcmam Jusu vadlto 1estad1 unarl LR Vldes Immstn]u ka visas Latv1_|as. :

. : Repubhkas parstavoso iestadi vides jaut@jumu risinagana smegt atbalstu un atbllstosx v

o ril(otles 1espe_]amo ekologmko nsku kompetentsu 1zvertesa;na1

C?FOtﬂiiipratrﬁm_kbhsuulcﬁmﬁcibg" S TR

Vldes ansardmbas kluba dom.mekl

e }T«,}__Léldg Stumbre/

= SDaci{e _Bé];e_ré/
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L LATVﬁAS REPUBLIKA i o
DAUGAVPILS PILSETAS DOM:E

: Reg Nr. 90000077325 Kr. Valdemarn 1elal Daugavpnls LV-5401, talrunis 65404344, 65404365 fakss 65421941 s :

e pasts mfo@daugavpxls ly wwww daugavpﬂs Iv

Daugavp1h

. :k:f‘Z.OQIQég‘ada /5 Ofczzogé.e Nr 0,;{ 0/—07'1/,\’/4’_3?

Arlietu miﬁistrij{i L

ST ey S e G f i Vldcs mmlstrlja_

i/V ldes parraudz:bas valsts bll‘DjS.

Vesellbas mmlstrlja V

Ekonomlkns mlmstrqa' ‘-

o S:i_bit_adrib_as veseliba_s;ago;ntﬁm? :

S Paf jazmas atomelekfraslac:yas buvmeczbu Lzetuvas tei ztmya '

; Nemot vera, ka Jaunas atomelektrostacgas Lietuva buvmemba ir: pI‘O_]BktS kas e '
' jzsauc pastlprmatu 1edzwola_;u interesi’un nenovérSami ietekmes’ Latvuas pierobezas

: -"reglona attTstibas virzienus un péc piedaliSands sabiedriskaja apsprieSana un, ietekmes vz R

- v1d1 novertejuma IZVeI‘fQ]L!mu velamles verst Jusu uzmambu uz vaxraluem aspektlem

e Vldes novertejumam butu nepnecxesams paplldmat mformaczju par neplemesam'bu vezl\t'

sekojosas darbibas, kas attiecas uz Latvuas tentorgu un ir 30 km radlusa p]anota_|a1. SRt

w 'atomelcktrostacuax (turpmak teksta AES) : -
-meiertkot radlacuas llmena radlta_]us Daugavplll, Nau_mne un Kraslava labl
v _redzamam vietas

= izveidot: maJas Iapu un-art rcgularu mformatlvo 1zdcvurnu la1 mformetu":

8 _-1ed11vota_|us par droszbas 51stemam AES (vecaJa un Jauna_;a) un cmem aktualxcm’ o i

Ly ~ ol jautdjumiem

= ‘nodroginat ‘AES ince_]am“bu sabmdnskajam orgamzacuam lal butu lespeja

S Iepath un noverot tas darblbu
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1.5.2 Responses to proposals from Latvia

No.

Comment

Response

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.

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.

Proposed two alternatives for the location of
NPP are practically the same - to DrukSiai
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.

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.

EIA report only mentions safety The use of nuclear energy in general is associated
requirements but there are no measures of with a concern for the possibility of different

how these requirements are planned to be incidents and accidents and the environmental
achieved as the type of the reactor is not impacts of potential radioactive releases in such
known yet. There has to be ensured public situations. For preventing accidents and limiting their
participation like in EIA process when consequences, high safety culture and special safety
analyzing safety risks in the future. 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.

In EIA report there is missing information Assessment of impacts on natural values of Natura
about possible impact to the Latvian Natura | 2000 territories has been carried out as part of the
2000 territories. 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 During the operation of NPP the spent nuclear fuel
nuclear fuel, EIA report should contain will be stored in appropriate storage facilities which
assessment of particular impacts on the are the part of NPP. Environmental impacts from
environment of spent nuclear fuel these facilities in terms of total radioactive releases
management and interaction of NPP from NPP are estimated in this EIA Report. Different
operation and managing spent nuclear fuel. 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 | The duration of the construction work does not have
optimistic construction period. 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 | Chapter 1 includes information on the consumption of
raw materials, their transporting alternatives | raw materials during construction as well as
and impact on environment, and information on the consumption of fuel, energy and
recommendations for reducing these impacts. | 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 | Organization of monitoring system and
particular monitoring activities in Latvian implementation of supervision of the environmental
territory. Report should include the condition in the territory of the Republic of Latvia are
procedure of providing monitoring results to | the subjects of international agreements between the
the public. Also devices showing radiation governmental institution of Latvia and Lithuania.
level (monitors) are advisable in the nearby
cities in public place.

11. | There should be included assessment of Only general information about existing “Emergency
locating accident posting system also in Response Arrangements” at Ignalina NPP is provided
Latvia and indicated action program of in the EIA Report. The similar or the same
competent authorities in case of accidents. 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 Requirements for protective actions of the public in

the list of the activities that will be insured in
case of accidents.

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- | Potential transboundary impacts during construction
economic impacts that the new NPP could and normal operation of the new nuclear power plant
generate, especially during the construction | (NNPP) are summarized in Chapter 8. The impacts
phase. Current analysis is too optimistic. (including impact on the environment from additional
Like impact on the environment from traffic) are discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 7.
additional traffic and safety risks in Possible social-economic impacts on Latvia are
Daugavpils caused by foreign workforce. provided in Section 8.10. The workforce will to a
And employment problems after the significant extent utilize the services of the regional
construction phase. 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 | Organization of monitoring system and
free of charge health monitoring for all implementation of supervision of the public health in
people in 30 km zone from the planned NPP, | the territory of the Republic of Latvia are the subjects
independent of the country these people of international agreements between the
inhabit. governmental institutions of Latvia and Lithuania.

15. | Public survey should be carried out also A resident survey has been carried out in the vicinity
among Latvian society not only inhabitants of the NNPP sites in Lithuania. This has been
of Visaginas and its close surrounding. 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. | Itis recommended to expand the part of EIA | Uranium, as any other globally traded raw material

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

(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. | Itis advisable to expand the part about Public opinion in Latvian areas nearest to the NNPP
public opinion (in Lithuania and Latvia) sites is discussed in Section 8.10.2. The use of data
(reference p. 163 etc.) par by the use of data | from Eurobarometer about NPP, radioactive waste
from Eurbarometer about NPP, radioactive etc. has not been considered necessary as it does not
waste etc. necessarily reflect the opinions of the inhabitants in

the area closest to the NNPP sites.

18. | Itis advisable to include into Introductory Exclusion of certain items and activities from the
part limitations under EIA program e.g. scope of the EIA is mentioned in relevant chapters of
scope of the study, items, which are excluded | the EIA report. It is mentioned in the Executive
from the study e.g. disposal of the spent fuel. | summary that decommissioning of the NNPP will

undergo a separate EIA in due time.

19. | Itis recommended to expand and clarify Comment is not completely clear. There is no such
assessments of the results about the impact statement “not necessary protective measures within
of sever accident, (references to p. 31, 85), 3 km zone” in EIA Report.
where mentioned “not necessary protective On page 85 the targets from EUR (European Utilities
measures within 3 km zone”, but further —a | Requirements document) are quoted. Off-site release
lot of discussions about emergency measures | Targets for Severe Accidents provided in EUR are as
(e.g. p. 508-517). On p. 510 there is short follows:
explanation about probabilities and « no Emergency Protection Action beyond 800 m
uncertainties, thus for decision makers and from the reactor during releases from the
general public, this chapter shall be containment;
expanded, more clarifications needed. « no Delayed Action at any time beyond about 3

km from the reactor;
e 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 On the scheme (see Figure 7.1-18) the groundwater

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).

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 71TOom-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

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:

(@) possible number of nuclear

reactors;

(b) possible types of reactors (only

generation Ill and Il1+ 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 Ultilities
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;
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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.

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

e 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 IITOom-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 2" 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.

State Agency of Hazardous Waste Management

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 DrikSu 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:
(@ 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 111/111+ 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) Drak3u 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 mSv/h. This is about 10 times
lower than exemption level (1-107 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 | The general information about the mitigation of
risk mitigation programme, which would | radiological impacts to population is provided in Section
be based on implementation of principles | 7.10.3.2. The more detailed impact mitigation measures
of ALARA elaborated by International | will be analyzed and justified in Safety Analysis Report
Atomic Energy Agency, minimising the | considering Technical Design aspects.
dose of radiation received by the residents | Also it must be noted, that calculated annual doses to
of the surrounding area. 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 | Extract from Finnish regulation “Decision of the Council
consequences of severe accidents in the | of State (395/91)” Section 12 “Limit for a severe
Baltics region as described in the EIA | accident” states:
report cannot be acceptable in essence and | “The limit for the release of radioactive materials arising
the report authors should elaborate | from a severe accident is a release which causes neither
additional recommendations for the project | acute harmful health effects to the population in the
design, which would eliminate such | vicinity of the nuclear power plant nor any long-term
consequences. Otherwise, there is no | restrictions on the use of extensive areas of land and
motivation to place such object in the | water. For satisfying the requirement applied to long-
Baltics region, thus creating an opportunity | term effects, the limit for an atmospheric release of Cs-
for a severe accident, which with its | 137 is 100 TBq...”
parameters would be close to the
Chernobyl catastrophe. 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 5-107.

Parameters of SA analyzed in EIA Report are far away
from Chernobyl catastrophe. In case of Chernobyl
accident 7-10' Bqg 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 | Organization of monitoring system and implementation of
placement of additional monitoring | supervision of the environmental condition in the territory
systems is necessary, whether update of the | of the Republic of Latvia as well as arrangements for
existing monitoring systems is required) | internal and foreign announcements, communications in
and operations of the emergency | case of emergency situations and emergency protection
announcement system also in the territory | actions are the subjects of international agreements
of Latvia. 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 | Only general information about existing “Emergency

institutions  (announcement  procedure, | Response Arrangements” at Ignalina NPP is provided in

ensuring and implementation of events
necessary for protection of inhabitants,
collaboration with Lithuanian institutions)
in emergency situations in the territory of
Latvia.

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 Il or I+, and are thus the most modern
commercially available reactor types, all with high safety
standards.

Latvian Green Movement

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
liguid 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).

44.

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 Yyears, 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
72227

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.




Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes

27 March 2009 266

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 | It is not a proper time to discuss about adequacy of
elaboration separate EIA on construction of | separate EIAs which will be performed after 30 or more
the nuclear power plant and EIA about | years.
long-term disposal of waste resulting from | In general, interactions from all nuclear facilities are
this  electric power and possible | considered. For example, in this EIA Report impacts not
alternatives, a range of environmental | only from the new NPP, but also from other existing and
factors will be properly assessed for | planned Ignalina NPP facilities are taken into account (see
environmental impacts, possibly, these | Section 7.11.1).
impacts will be assessed inadequately,
without  taking into  consideration
interaction of effects caused by NPP
exploitation and discharge of radioactive
waste.

5.2. | In our opinion, it is an erroneous assertion | It is acknowledged that ecosystem in Lake Druksiai has

in the report implying that demolition of
Ignalina and cessation of exploitation
thereof would not leave any negative
influence on Lake DrakSi. 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

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.

54.

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.

Environmental Protection Club

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 Draksu 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 DrakSi 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 DrukSu 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 — Dysha — 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 mSv/h. This is about 10 times
lower than exemption level (1-102 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.

Daugavpils City Council

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
Kraslava 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
mcludmg 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
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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

A .
Warszawa, dnia .rf() 94 2008 .

MINISTER SRODOWISKA
Maciej Nowicki

D(’)OSOBZ/F&GZ()/ZOOS/pf

Artiras Paulauskas
Minister Srodowiska
Republiki Litewskiej
A, Jaksto 4-9
LT-01105, Vilnius

Lithuania

dotyczy: planowanego przedsigwzigcia polegajacego na budowie i eksploatacji

clektrowni jadrowej na tervtotivm Litwy

W nawigzaniu do pisma 2z dnia 27.08.2008 r. znak: (1-15)-D8-7448, dotyczacym
planowanej dxialalnodei polegajacej na budowie nowej elektrowni jadrowej obok istniejacej
elektrowni atomowej w Lgnalinie, zgodnie z art. 4 ust. 2 Komwengl o vcenach oddsiadywania na
Srodawisko w kontekscie transgraniczmym sporzadzone) w Espoo dnia 25 lutego 1991 1. oraz zgodnic z
art. 5 Umowy migdyy Rzadem Rzeeqypospolite Polskief @ Reqden Republiti Litewskig o realizagi Konmwvengi
o vcenach oddziatywania na Srodowiske w konlekddic transgranicztysy ponize) precdstawiam stanowisko w
przedmiotowej sprawie.

Zgodaic z art. 66 ust.1 pkr 1 ustawy z dnia 27 kwietnia 2001 r. — Prano achrony srodoniska
(Dz. U. z 2008 r. Nr 25, poz. 130 zc zm.), Minister Srodowiska przekazal otrzymang
dokumentacje wojewodom  wlasciwym »e wrgledu na obszar mosliwego transgranicznego
oddziatywania planowanego prredsiewrziecia t. Wojewodzie Podlaskiemu 1 Warminsko —
Mazurskiemu, w  celu zapewniemz udziatu  spoleczenstwa otaz  zajecia stanowiska w
prredmictowej sprawie.

Na podstawic zebranych informacil uprzejmic informuje, co nastegpuje.

W okontekscie transgranicznego oddziatywania przedmiotowe] clekrowni jadrowe] nie

mozna catkowicie wykluczve zagrozenia wystapienia ewentualne) powazne] awarit w skutek czego
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move dojé¢ do skazenia radiclogicanego. W oparciu o kicrunki przemieszczania sie  mas
powicttznych w pletwszej kolejnodct moze dojic do skazenia polnecne — wschodnie] czescl
Polski, czvli wojewddziw podlaskiego i warminsko - mazurskicgo. W celu zabezpieczenia
bezpieczenstwa jadrowege budowa clektrowrn musi przebiega¢  zgodnie 7z najwyZszymi
standardami w zakresie projektowanta, budowy i cksploatacii obicktéw energeryk atomowey.

Analiza przedstawionego raporn oddziatywania budowy 1 eksploatac)i przedmiotowego
przedsiewzigcia wskazuje, ze inwestycja ta dzicki zastgpieniv istnicjacych dorychezas blokdw
jadtowych przez nowoczesne bloki o taczne] mocey nie preekraczajace) 3400 MW przyezyni si¢ do
zmniejszenia w znacznym stopniu zagrozenia terytorium Rzeezypospolite) Polskie) skutkami
potencjaloyeh awarii w tej elektrowni.

Pomimo tego, strona polska uwaza, 7e przeslana dokumentacja zawiera w kilku miejscach
niefcistosci i bledy wymagajace poprawienia. W szezegdlnodel wyjasnienia wymagaja wnioski
dotyczace zasiggu oddzialywania cigzkiej awani jadrowej 1 koniecznych $rodkéw reagowania, w
tym profilakeyki jodowej w tabeli 10.4-3 na stronie 511 Raportu oraz w rozdziale 10.2 na stronie
21(24) podsumowania raportu w jexyku polskim, ponicwaz sa sprzeczne z wynikami obliczed
zamieszczonymi na wyktesach (strony 501-505) Raportu oraz obliczeniami weryfikujacymi te
wyniki, wykonanymi w centtom awaryjoym CHZAR w Panstwowe] Agencji Atomistyki,
potwierdzajgeymi wyniki zamieszczone na wyktesach,

Ponadto w raporcic brakujc odniesienta sie do kwestii postepowania z odpadami
promieniotworczymi i wypalonym paliwem jadrowym  (jednakze jak wynika z dokumentu
problematyka ra bedzie preedmiotem odrgbnego postepowania) oraz wyprowadzenia macy 1
oddziatywanl zwigzanych 2 trasami budowy linii preesylowych energii elekeryczne).

7 kolei w odniesieniu do obszaréw Natura 2000 nalezaloby sporzadzi¢ dokwoentacje
oceny oddzialywania na wartodci przyrodnicze nawiagzujac do sicdlisk przyrodniczych oraz
gatunkdw rodlin i zwierzat, dla ktéryeh ochrony zostaly wyznaczone obszary Natura 2000 w tym
m.in.:

- pizestawicnic infotmacii odnodnie wattodcl obszardw Natura 2000 na rerenie

wojewodztwa podlaskicgo;

- zidentyfikowanic wszystkich przedsipwzieé lub planéw, ktére w powiazaniu z

proponowanym przedsigwzieciem moga spowodowad neparywne oddzialywania na
obszary Natura 2000,

- oddzialvwania przedsigwzigeia na podstawawe strukrary i funkeje obszaréw Narura

2000w praypadka  emisji duZzei iodci  substancii  radicaktywnych  pomimo

zastosowania $rodkow i dzialan ograniczajacych mozliwosé skazenia;



Consortium Poyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

274

- przedstawienie wszystkich wykonalnveh rozwiazan alternatywnych pod wrgledem ich
przewidywanyeh wplywiw na obszar Natura 2000

- opis prrewidywanych dziatan majacych na celu zapobieganie, ograniczenie lub

kompensaci¢ przyrodnicza negatywaych oddziatywad na srodowisko;

- dokonanie analizy skutkdw zrzutu ciepta do jeziora Drydwiaty na migrujace gatunki

ptakow.

Ustosunkowujac si¢ do punktw 6 1 7 Raportu oceny oddzialywania na s$rodowisko
dotyezaeych produkeil i transportu paliwa jadrowego oraz transportu odpadéw nichezpiccznych,
zachodzi koniecznos¢ posrzerzenia mformacii odnodnie planowanych kierunkdw transportu
paliwa dla nowej clekerownl. 2 preediozone) dokumentacji wynika jedynie, ze paliwe jadrowe
bedrie transportowane do nowej elektrowni koleja badz samochodami cigzarowymi. Informacic
w tym wzgledzie istotne sy muin. z uwagl na potrzebe aktualizacii Zrddet zagrozen rodowiska
znajdujacego  sie w strefie przygraniczne), uwzgledniajacegn rowniez przewdz towardw
niehezpiecznych.

Poradto podstawowa bariere w okredleniu faktycznego wplywu planowancj clcketowni na
drodowiska  Polski  stanowi  brak  szezegblowych  danych  dotyezacych  wielkoSel i
rogprzestrzeniania si¢ substancji radicakiywnych do atmosfery. Ww. kwesta odgrywa istote
znaczenie przy okreslaniu transgraniczncgo oddzialywania radiologicznego w trakcie pormalnej
eksploatacji preedmiotowe instalacii jak réwniez w przypadku awatdl, a co za tvm idwie
stosowania standarddw bezpiecrenstwa. Zapis na stronie 19 dokumentu informujgey o tym, ze w
raporcic OOS znajduje sic czesé podwigeona kwestii zapewnienia bezpieczenstwa jadrowego
opracowana przy uzyciu modcli, na podstawie kedrych dokonano analizy rozprzestrzeniania |
dawek radiologicznych zardwno w przypadku normalnej eksploatacyi, jak 1 w przypadku awarii
nic stanowi wystarczajace] informacii.

Tstotne dla wlasciwego odniesienia si¢ do kwestil cwentualnych  transgranicznych
oddziatywal na drodowisko planowanego prrzedsicwzigcla sg danc zawarte w rozdziale 10
dalaamentu podsumowania, gdzie znajdujemy stwierdzenie, 7e ,w trakcic normalnej cksploatacii
nowej elekrrowni  atomowe] nie  bedzie  wystgpowalo  transgraniczne  oddzialywanic
radiologicznc™, prey czym ber szezegitowyeh danych w zakresic modclowania rozprzestrzeniania
sig zanicezyszczen radiologicznych, nie ma mozliwosci zweryfikowania tego wniosku. Ponadte w
innym miejscu tegn rozdziatu  wskazano na mosliwa koniecznosé zastosowanma profilakeyki
jodowe] w przypadku ludnodel zamieszkujace tereny w odlegloscd 250 do 600 kilometrow od
elekerowni (z uwagi na kryteria osadzania sig jodu promicniotwdrczego), nalesy preypuszczac, iz

ewentualne negarywne skutki awarii moga takze objac spoteczenstwo Polskd.
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Reasumujac, nalezy stwierdzié, #e zbyt maly stopled szezegblowosicl przediozone)
dokumenragji uniemozliwia preeprowadzenie doglebnej analizy ewenmualnego transgranicznego
wplywu tego przedsigwziecia na $rodowisko, a tym samym zajecia jednoznacznego stanowiska w
te] kwoestii.

W swigzku 2 powyiszym zwracam sig z uptzejma proshg o uzupelnienie dokumentacji o
kwestie poruszone w przedmiotowym pismic, pozwoli o na doldadne okredlenie oddzialywania
planowanego preedsigwzigeia w kontekscie transgranicznym na $rodowisko Polski.

Jednoczesnie informuje, ve zgodnic z polskim prawem Wojewada Podlaski oraz
Warmifisko — Mazurski podali do publiczne] wiadomodel informacje o wylozeniu do wgladu w
jezyku polskim dokumentéw o planowanym preedsigwzigeiu oraz o mozliwedcd skladania uwag |
wnioskéw w siedzibie Podlaskiego oraz Warminsko — Mazurskicgo Urzedu Wojewddzkicgo w
terminie 21 dnl. W wyniku przeprowadzonych konsultacji spolecznych, w wyznaczonym terminie
do ww. Urzeddw Wojewadrkich nie wniesiono uwag i wnioskdw w przedmiotowe] sprawie.

Ponadto informujs, ze na podstawie att. 6 Uwmony mipdgy Rzqdem Rzecypospolityf Polskiy o
Ryadern Republiki Litewskief ¢ realizacii Konwengii o orenach eddziatfynania na Srodowisko w fontekicie
sransgraniczmym strona polska jost zainteresowana konsultacjami transgranicznymi na  temat
érodkéw redukowania lub eliminowania znaczacego szkodliwego transgranicznego oddeial vwania

na $rodowisko planowanego preedsigwzigcia.

A AT Promciay

| -
L 7
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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 Il. 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 I11/111+, 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

1(5)
NATUR SWERISH EMVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
VARDS ¢
VERKET &=
Egon Enocksson STATEMENT
Tel: 08-698 11 91 2008-10-30  Ref No. 121-5403-07

cgon.cnocksson
@naturvardsverket.se

The Ministry of Environment of the
Republic of Lithuania
Mr Vitalijus Auglys

Sweden’s views on the environmental impact assessment of 4 new nuclear
power plant in Lithuania

Summary

[n its capacity as the Swedish government agency responsible for the Espoo
Convention on Envirenmental Impact Asscssment in a ‘L'ransboundary Context,
the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (Swedish EPA) received an
environmental impact assessment (ELA) reporl on the construction of a new
nuclear power plant from the Ministry of Environtment of the Republic of
Lithuania along with a request to inform the general public and the appropriate
institutions about the propescd activity.

The EIA report has been sent for purpoeses ol consultation to a selection of
government agencies and other organisations. [t has also been made available to
the public through a press release and on the website of the Swedish EPA, and
documenis have been made available at the library of the Swedish EPA. The
consultation period was from 11 September te 13 October, subsequently
extended until 22 October.

Several entities consulted have informed the Swedish EPA that they have no

comments on the EIA or abstain from making a statement en the matter: the _
Swedish Board of Fisheries, the Geological Survey of Sweden, the Swedish

Maritime Administration, the Swedish Rescuc Services Agency, the County

Administrative Boards of Visterhotten, Visternorrland, Stockholm, Blekinge,

Kalmar and Skére, and the Municipality of Oskarshamn.

RESOK: STOCKHOLM -~ VALHALLAVAGEN {93
OSTERSUND - FORSKARENS ¥AG 5, HUS UB
KIRUNA - KASERNGATAN 14

POST: 106 48 S1OCKHOLM

TiL: 08-698 10 00

FaX: 08-20 29 23

E-PO3T: REGISTRATORGNATURVARDSVERKET.SE
TNTERNET: WWW NATURVARDSVERKET.SE
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NATURVARDSVERKET 25}

The Swedish Board ol Agriculture and the Municipality of Osthammar have
made only brief comments on the EIA report,

Responses have been received lrom the Swedish Radiation Safety Authority, the
Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological Institute, the Swedish Naticnal Board
of Housing, Building and Planning, the Swedish Energy Agency, the Swedish
Lmergency Management Apgency and the County Administrative Board of
Uppsala as well as from Environmentalists for Nuclear Power (MFK), the
Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Wasle Review (MKG) and the Swedish
[nvirenmental Movement’s Nuclear Waste Secretariat (Milkas).

One response has also been reecived from a private individual.

Summary of the views expressed by those consulted

Below is a summary of the views expressed by those consulted (copies of their
responses to the request for comments are attached to this letter).

Swedish Radiation Safely Authority

Given that the choice of reactor type has not yet been made, the Swedish
Radiation Salety Authority {the Authority) considers that the presentation as to
nuclear safety contained in the environmental impact assessment (EIA) ean be
accepted. The Authority takes it [or granted, however, that a future application
for a permit under national fepislation will have to include an cxtensive
presentation of safety issues relating to the reactor type chosen.

The Authority finds that the ETA shows an ambition te use the best available
technology (BAT) Lo restrict emissions of radiocactive substances to water and
that amissions to the air can be expected to be at an internationally comparable
level.

As regards radicactive waste and speat nuclear fuel, the EIA shows that there is
an awareness of the importance of these issues and that the requirements
presented largely corcespond to those that the Autherity thinks should be
imposed on operations. Even so, the Authority considers it a shortcoming that
there is no deseription 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 respeet, however, is that the type of reactor has not yet been chosen. This
uncertainty is compensated for, however, by a presentation of requircments
imposed on and experiences gained {rom various types of designs and
commissioned plants.

‘I'he cnvironmental monitoring system (EMS) presenled in the EIA s sufficient.
The presentation provides a good description of the scope, design and follow-up
of the EMS.
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NATUURVARNSVERKET 3(3)

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 carricd oul in a relevant way and made use ol the
wols (models of spread) available. However, SMHI considers that some
descriptions are missing as rcpards how the estimates have been arrived at. This
relates to fall-out, to the division into day and night, and to the choice of
prescntations.

SMIII has no comments on the description relating to cooling water.

Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning

The Swedish National Beard of Housing, Building and Planning highlights the
reed to study alternative structures for the Lithuanian power-generation sector.
Alternatives involving a more diversified power-generation sector shauld be
considered, inier afia (o 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.

The Swedish Energy Agency

‘The Swedish Energy Agency considers the ELA report to be extensive and

thorough, and it wishes to address only issues that are essential for the evolution

of the cnergy system:

® The proposed zero option is only briefly described and should be analysed in
more detail. [n particular, the EIA report would gain from a more thorough
discussion of enhanced enerpy efficiency and alternative means of energy
production on the basis of a more comprehensive analysis of the entire
cnergy 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.

Swedish Emergency Management Agency {(SEMA)

SEMA considers that the EIA report contains the data to be expected at this
stage ol planning. However, SEMA is of the opinion that, at some stage, a
clearer description should be presented of the criteria that will be used 1o 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.

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
environmen! conslilutes an appropriale basis [Or 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
{inal disposal ol spent nuclear [uel and other radioactive waste from the new
nuclear power plant,
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Environmenialists for Nuclear Power (MFK)

MFK cansiders that the ETA covers relovant aspeets during the complete lile
cycle vl the plant, including normal operation as well as accident conditions. Tt 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 usc life-cycle analyses lor comparison with the alternatives 50 as to
emphasise the positive effects as well, especially the extremely low impacts on
the environment and climate that resuit from a nuclear facitity,

Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review (MKG)
MK presents views relating above all to the uncertainties inherent in the plans
for the final disposal of spent nuclear fuel from the reactor.

MK considers that new nuclear power reactors sheuld not be built until there
are approved methods for the final disposal of spent nuclear fuel, MK finds
that the EIA contaings only a reference to another future EIA that will deal with
the 1ssue of final disposal. MK(G highlights a numbcr of issues that remain 1o be
solved, including the long-term safety of the artificial barriers on which the
planncd method is based: problems in relation W erosion of the clay buffer as
well as new issues relating to corrosion of the copper capsule (see further the
statement attached).

Swedish Envirunmental 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 oxpected as well as a deseription of the expected conditions
of such release. Milkas alse calls for a broader life-cycle analvsis, includinp the
cntire uranium luel-chain, as well as a more detailed description of transport
modes and routes, including aceident scenarios for both fresh and spent nuclear
fuel (see further the statement attached).

The Swedish Board of Agriculture considers that the EIA producced is good
and has no [urther comments.

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

Kerstin Berglund Wingird presents the view that 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
safery: the risk that materials may fall into the wrong hands.
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The decision to approve this letter was made by Martin Péahlman, [Tead of
Section.

Fgon Enocksson (in charge of presenting reports) also participated in the final
handling of the matter.

For the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency,

Egon Enocksson

Copics to
Ministry of the Environment, Sten Jerdenius, Stefan Appelgren

Annexes
Request for comments (only in Swedish)

Statements attached in original English versions or in English translation
(will be sent anly eleetronically; ean alse be downloaded from the Swedish
EPA’s website, in their original versions and where relevant in English
translation), from:

Swedish Radiation Safety Authority

Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological lnstitute

Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning

Swedish Energy Agency

Swedish Emergency Management Agency

County Administrative Board of Uppsala

Environmentalists for Nuclear Power (MFK)

Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review (MK(G)

Swedish Environmental Movement’s Nuclear Waste Secretariat (Milkas)
Kerstin Berglund Wingard.
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: BESLUT 1(2)
" . Datum Dnr
, Energlmyndlgheten 2008-10-13 440-08-2787

Ert datum Erldnr
121-5403-07
Energitcknikavdelningen
3—‘:} \;,d;: 1 rl: ]l:%ear]ll lf:l(ljlr kraftproduktion Natwurvardsverket
016 - 544 2254 106 48 Stockholm
jon-erik.dahlin{@energimyndigheten.se
ML‘___ e REET

Ink. 2008 -10- 17

j 1 ienr /- oD nr.
Yttrande angaende: Synpunkter pa 7,/1 // :;; [[= 590501
miljokonsekvensbeskrivningen av byggande ave"nflttég’@?v,
kdrnkraftverk i Litauen.

Energimyndighetens stillningstagande

Energimyndigheten anser alt féreliggande miljakonsekvensbeskrivning, som
tagits fram for uppbyggnaden av en till fem nya kirnkraftreaktorer med cn total
eleffekt om higt 3 400 MW vid kérnkrafiverket Ignalina i Litauen, 4r omfattande
och penomarbetat och vill lylta (ram cndast frigor som har direkt berdring med
energisystemets utveckling:

—  Det féreslagna nollalternativel 4r endast flyktigt beskrivet och borde
analyseras mer i detalj. Sarskilt skulle miljskensekvensbeskrivningen vinna pi
en fordjupad diskussion om méjliga energiellcktiviseringar samt alternaliva
produktionsformer utifrdn en mer heltdckande analys av hela energisystemet.

—  Det saknas en analys av miljskonsekvenserna [6r de produktionsslag som
maste séttas in under de perioder da driften av det foreslagna kidrmkrallverket
ar tillfallipt stoppad.

Energimyndigheten lylle dessa fragor redan i samband med att myndigheten

limnade synpunktcr pa det program for miljdkonsckvensbeskrivning som

foreslogs 2007, Myndigheten anser alltsd att just dessa frégor inte till fullo har
besvarats.
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Energimyndighefen Datum oni
2008-10-13 440-08-2787

—  The environmental consequences should be analysed for the means of energy
produciion that has to be deployed in periods when the operation of the
proposed nuclear power plant is temporarily stopped.

The Swedish Energy Agency raised these questions already as ihe Agency

commented on the program for the environmental impact assessment, proposed in

2007, Accordingly, the Agency does not consider these questions fully answered.

Beslut i detta drende har [altats av stf generaldirektdren Zofia Lublin. Vid den
slutliga handldggningen har darutéver deltagit avdelningscheferna Josephine Bahr
Ljungdell, Anneli Eriksson, Susan Linton Royen, Birgitta Palmberger,

stf avdelningschefen Maria Malmkvist, tf avdelningschefen Mathias Fock,
verksjuristen Fredrik Selander, utvecklingsdirektéiren Lars Guldbrand,
enhetscheferna Anna Forsberg, Anders Lewald och Sten Afeldt samt
handliggarpa Bengt Blad och Jon-Erik Dahlin, den sistndmnde [redragande.
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Environmentalists for Nuclear Power (MFK in short) is a politically and economically
independent Society founded in 1988 by environmentalists who were tired of the
ongoing Swedish energy debate dominated by a completely unrealistic anti-nuclear
propaganda. We are participating in the debate with facts and knowledge rather
than with the usual prejudices and beliefs. Health, environment and economy must
be taken into consideration and nuclear power must be judged under the same
conditions as other alternatives for the electricity supply.

Currently we have some thousand members all over Sweden. Our organisation has
many highly qualified members and therefore we are able to provide informed
commentary on technical as well as health and environmental aspects of the
nuclear energy debate.

Lietuvos Energija AB has initiated the environmental impact assessment procedure
concerning a new nuclear power plant in Lithuania. The power plant would be
located in the near vicinity of the current Ignalina nuclear power plant (INPP). The
net electrical output of new nuclear power plant would be at most 3 400 MW and it
would replace the current INPP Unit 1, which was closed on December 31, 2004
and Unit 2, which is scheduled to be shut down at the end of 2009.

MFK supports the application of Lietuvos Energija AB for a new nuclear power
plant. Ve consider the environment impact assessment (MKB) to cover relevant
aspects within the complete life cycle of the plant, including normal operation as
well as accident conditions. It is inevitable that this kind of investigations focuses on
the negative impacts, demonstrating how they are minimized. MFK therefore
suggests that the MKB uses the life cycle analyses for comparison with alternatives,
to emphasize also the positive effects, especially the extremely low impacts on
environment and climate that result from a nuclear facility.

On behalf of MFK

Bengt Barkman
Chairman

Adress:
Box 83
430 24 VAROBACKA

E-mail/hemsida
Tel: 0739 678 908 Postgiro: 1 3374 — 4 mik@mifk.nu
Org.nr: 849600 — 6126 http:/fwew.mik.nu
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. Miljorérelsens k&rnavfallssekretariat Milkas Ink. 2ﬂ0§ -10- 22
The Swedish Environmental Movement's Nuclear Wagte Secretara
/ I ':Q-J Tegelviksgatan 40, 116 41 Stockhelm, Sweden. 5 EBpine, gf«/QE’) 47
@ Tel. +46-(0)8-559 22 382, Fax: +46-(0)8-84 51 81 Handl. enhet /fqu/
fo se

info@milkas.se www.milkas se WWAW. AW {{(76‘,

2008-10-22

Comments on Lietuvos Energija AB's Environmental Impact Assessment (ELA)
Regarding a New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania

These comments are submitted in accordance to the Espoo Convention
(hup://www.unece.org/envi/eia/eia.htin) at the request of the Swedish Environmental
Protection Agency (http://www.naturvardsverket.se/) on 11 September 2008 (registry
number 121-5350-07). At that time the deadline for submissions was set as 13 October 2008.
The deadline was later on 1 October extended Lo 22 October.

As was communicated in June 2008 regarding the LIA for the Loviisa 3 nuclear reactor in
Finland, it is unacceptable that such a short time be given to review such a large amount of
technical information. Once again, none-the-less a number of questions arise. The following
issues need 1o be [urther addressed or are not addressed at all in the EIS:

- a description of the intended end-use energy consumption for the energy produced together
with possible alternative sources for these end-uses, including conservation, elliciency
improvements and supply sources;

- a list of isotapes expected to be released to the air and water and their amounts and
distribution over time, including maps showing the estimated downwind and downstream
plumes;

- a cost analysis addressing the problem of cost over-runs normally experienced by the
nuclear industry;

- a broad life-cycle analysis including the entire fuel chain from uranium exploration to spent
(uel management and reactor decommissioning, including total CO2 emissions throughout
all phases;

- a detailed deseription of transport modes and routes, including maps, and accident
scenarios for both fresh and spent fuel;

- implications of international spent fuel waste management scenarios, ¢.g, a central
Curopean storage facility, and the current review process in Sweden;

Remarkably, the deficiencies above in Lietuvos Energija AR’s ETA were also present in the

Loviisa 3 case.

Miles Goldstick,
Information Sccretary.
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Opinion regarding the environmental impact assessment for
the planned nuclear power plant Visaginas

The Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review, MKG, would like to
make the following comments on the environmental impact assessment for
the planned power plant at Visaginas:

1. First of all we repeat the opinion that before a decision to build a new
nuclear reactor is taken there has to be an assurance that the nuclear waste
from the reactor can be managed in an environmental and sustainable way
in the long term. Special care has to be taken in the assessment of the
plans to manage the spent nuclear fuel from the reactor. The decision to
build a new reactor should not be taken before there is an assurance that
there is an acceptable method and site available for final disposal of the
spent nuclear fuel.

2. Regarding the management of spent nuclear fuel and other radioactive
waste the EIA only states:

"When handled properly, the spent fuel and other radioactive waste of the
new nuclear power plant do not cause harmful impacts on the environment
or people. The solutions for handling of these radioactive wastes will
undergo their own environmental impact assessment procedures where the
environmental feasibility of these solutions will be assessed."”

MEKG — Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review

Box 7005, SE-402 31 Goéteborg, Sweden

Visiting address: Norra Allégatan 5

Phone: +46 31 7110092, Fax: +46 31 7110093 Web: www.mkg.se
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This approach to the problems of management and final disposal of very
dangerous waste that will remain for hundreds of thousands of years is not
in accordance with modern views of environmental issues or wit sustainable
development. It is not at all acceptable to write such a statement in an
environmental impact statement written in 2008. The text belongs to the
understanding of nuclear waste issue from the middle of the 20th century.

3. Even though the issue of final disposal of spent nuclear fuel is not
discussed in the EIA it is risky for a future Lithuanian program for disposal of
spent nuclear fuel to be dependent on a positive development of the
Swedish programme for spent fuel management. The Lithuanian
Radioactive Waste Management Agency, RATA, is examining different
options for final disposal of high-level radioactive waste. A study on the
possibilities of building a nuclear waste repository has been carried out with
the help of consultants from the Swedish nuclear industry, SKB AB.
However, KBS-3 method as propesed the Swedish industry is still under
development. The review by the Swedish authorities of the latest long-term
safety analysis, SR-Can, show that there arte many, some potentially very
difficult, issues that remain to be solved. There are a number of difficult
guestions to answer regarding the long-term environmental safety of the
method. The artificial barriers of clay and copper are presently under
criticism due to new information that involver risks of clay erosion and
copper corrosion. It is seen as especially difficult to show that a repository of
the KBS type can withstand the forces of the repeated glaciation cycles that
will take place during the time that the waste will still be environmentally
hazardous. It has also been found much more difficult than expected to
show that the specific sites in Osthammar and Oskarshamn communities
can provide bedrock and groundwater conditions that are necessary to
make the sites acceptable for a repository of the KBS type.

Best regards,

Johan Swahn, Ph.D.

Director, Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review, MKG

Mobile: +46-70-467 37 31
E-mail: johan.swahn@mkg.se
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To the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency!

Since the issue of the final disposal of nuclear waste has not yet been solved, | am
still of the opinion that nuclear power is not the right sclution to the problem of
energy.

We are not planning any more nuclear power plants in Sweden for reasons of safety.
Since Lithuania is so close | consider that Sweden should say No.

Ancther aspect which is presented by Christian Azar, whom | have had several
occasions to listen to, is that the material produced may equally well, in the ‘wrong
hands’, be used to make nuclear weapons, i.e. for non-peaceful purposes.

| was until recently an employee of the Chalmers University of Technology in
Gothenburg and | have followed the debate both there and since a much earlier time.

Yours Respectfully,
Kerstin Berglund Wingard
Backadalsgatan 39A
SE-422 47 Hisings Backa
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SEMA considers that, overall, the EIA 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
ETA.

The decision in this matter has been made by Mona Matsson, Head of
Section. Richard Olsson, Investigative Officer, has prepared and
presented the matter.

[signature]
[ signature]
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Mona Matsson
Richard Olsson

Copies to:

Coordination Department {electronically)
Registrar



Consortium Péyry - LE
EIA Report — Appendixes
27 March 2009

294

The Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological Institute (SMHI) has examined the parts of the
environmental impact assessment (EIA) that deal with meteorological and hydrological
descriptions. SMHI has no comments to make on the description relating to cooling water.

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.

Views

SMHI finds that the emission rates used to calculate the estimates of spread are approximately
one order of magnitude lower than those used as standard values in the estimates of spread
regularly performed in the context of Swedish accident preparedness. This will obviously
influence the calculations and the estimated consequences.

Fall-out is presented on various maps, but SMHI has not found any description of how fall-
out has been estimated and therefore has also not been able to determine the extent to which
precipitation has been taken into account in the estimates. Experience from various events,
including the Chermobyl accident, shows that precipitation conditions at the time of spread
had an absolutely decisive influence on fall-out locations for radicactive material in Sweden.
Given that there is doubtless a link between the oceurrence of precipitation and wind
direction, such information would add value.

It is not clear how many estimates of spread have actually been calculated on the basis of
meteorological input data for the 2001-2002 period. Presumably, such estimates have been
calculated on an hourly basis; it is also unclear whether the boundary between day and night
has been varied according to the season. SMHI would like to see a discussion in the ETA of
differences between day and night, reasons for making such a division and its effects on the
assessments made in the subsequent chapter.

SMHI questions whether use of the 98th percentile of estimates based on input data for two
vears will yield a desirable basis for issues of preparedness. This means that, for the emission
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scenarios in e.g. the SA case, there are only results from 14 48-hour periods which are higher
than the one presented.

The decision in this matter has been made by Director Bodil Aarhus- Andrae. The matter has
been prepared by Per-Olof Harsmar and Lennart Robertson.

Yours Sincerely,

[signature]

Bodil Aarhus-Andrae
Director of Core Services

Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological Institute (SMHI), SE-601 76 Norrkdping

Switchboard for all offices: +46 (0)11 495 80 00; fax: +46 ()11 495 80 01

SMHI Stockholm SMHI Gothenburg SMHI Malmé SMHI Sundsvall
Box 40 Sven Killfelts Gata 15 Hans Michelsenzgatan 9 Universitetzallén 32
SE-190 45 Stockholm-Arlanda SE-426 71 Vistra Frélunda SE-211 20 Malmd SE-851 71 Sundsvall

1(1)
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Statement
Date

15 October 2008

Swedish Envirommental
Protection Agency
SE-106 48 Stockholm

Views on the environmental impact assessment of the
construction of a new nuclear power plant in Lithuania

The Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning (the
Board) takes a positive view of Sweden’s participation in work on the
environmental impact assessment {ETA) of a new nuclear power plant in
Lithuania. In its earlier statement of 21 September 2007 (Ref. No. 20132-
3308/2007), the Board highlighted important issues of safety and risk.
Most of these issues are addressed by the EIA.

The EIA states, in the “ Alternatives” chapter, that the total plant will not
exceed 3,400 MW and will consist of one to five units depending on the
size of the plant and the reactor type chosen. The Board deems it good
that the size of the plant is subject to consideration. This highlights the
issue of the need to study alternative structures for the power-generation
sector in Lithuania. Besides muclear power, there are also other possible
ways to produce electricity. This issue, however, is not elaborated upon
inthe ETA. Alternatives involving a more diversified power-generation
sector should be considered, infer alia to promote achicvement 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. Safety would probably also benefit from the
availability of different power-generation technologies at different
locations in Lithuania. Then there would not be as severe consequences if
part of the power-generation sector had to be closed down for some
reason. It would be preferable for these aspects also to be addressed by
the ETA.

The decision in this matter has been made by Kerstin Hugne, Head of the
Urban and Regional Unit, following a presentation made by Bengt
Larsén.

For the Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning,

Fef No

20132-3633/2008

Your Ref. No.:

121-5403-07
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Kerstin Hugne

2(2)

Bengt Larsén
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mkg
Swedish NGO Office for 22 October 2008
Nuclear Waste Review

Your Ref. No.: 121-5403-07

To: Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
registrator@naturvardsverket.se

Views on the environmental impact assessment of a new nuclear power
plant (Visaginas) in Lithuania

The Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review (MK G) wishes to submit the views
expressad in the document attached as its comment on the environmental impact assessment
of the plans to build a new miclear power plant called Visaginas in Lithuania. These views
address above all the uncertainties inherent in the plans for the final disposal of spent nuclear
fuel from the reactor.

MKG considers that new muclear power reactors should not be built until there are approved
methods for the final disposal of spent nuclear fuel. MKG finds that the environmental impact
assessment containg only general wordings to the effect that another environmental impact
assessment will be carried out to deal with the issue of final disposal. Lithuania has very
vague plans for final disposal; its view of the issue of final disposal is reminiscent of that
prevailing in the world in the middle of the 20th century. Such a view is out of place in an
international community striving for sustainable development.

Yours Sinecerely,
Johan Swahn

Director of MKG
Tel.: +46 (0)70 467 37 31
johan swahn@mkg.se

Attachment:

Opinion regarding the environmental impact assessment for the planned nuclear power plant
Visaginas, Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review, MKG, Letter to Lithuaman
Ministry of Environment, October 22nd, 2008.

Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review (MKG)

Box 7005, SE-402 31 GOTEBORG Corporate identity number: 802420-8384
Street address: Norra Allégatan 5 Plus Giro Account: 150 75 05-4

Tel.: +46 (0)31 711 00 92; Fax: +46 (0)31 711 00 93 www.mkg.se
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Views on the environmental impact assessment of the construction of a new
nuclear power plant in Lithuania

Summary

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 BAT to restrict emissions of
radicactive substances to water and that emissions to the air can be expected to be at an
internationally comparable level.

As regards radicactive 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 fiel 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 ¢hosen. 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.

Swedish Radiation Safety Authority
SE-171 16 Stockholm Tel.: +46 8 79940 00 E-mail: registrator(@ssm.se
Solna strandvig 96 Fax: +46 8 799 40 10 Weh: stralsakerhetsmyndigheten.se
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Introduction

The Authority has examined the content of the EIA referred to in the above heading and
presents its observations below. The examination has related to the aspects falling within the
Authority’s area of responsibility and competence, i.e. radiation protection and nuclear safety.
The requirements imposed by EC Directive 97/11/EC have also informed the Authority’s
assessment of the ETA.

The EIA concerns the planned construction of one or several reactors with a total electric
output of 3,400 MWe. The site will be either east or west of the Ignalina NPP on the shore of
Lake Druksiai. The cheice of reactor type has not yet been made; it is thus not possible to take
a position on the technical solutions chosen. As regards issues of waste and emissions, the
Authaority can only assess the extent to which the EIA shows that the company Lictuvos
Energija AB has sufficient ambitions to manage radioactive waste and restrict emissions of
radicactive substances in line with international conventions and internationally accepted
practices.

Nuclear safety (technological processes, Ch. 5)

As pointed out above, the choice of reactor type has not yvet been made. The EIA indicates
three possible technical solutions: a boiling-water reactor, a pressurised-water reactor or a
heavy-water reactor. Given this circumstance, the Authority considers that the presentation on
muclear safety given in the 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

Emissions of radioactive substances (mitigation measures, Ch. 7)

It is clear from the EIA that the best available technology (BAT) will be used to restrict and
measure emissions of radioactive substances to water. More detailed information about how
this will done is not provided, however. Emissions to water and air from the various possible
reactor types are compared and discussed on the basis of the NRC Design Control
Documentation (NCD). For emissions to the air, however, no statement is made to the effect
that BAT will be used either for measurements or for emission control.

The Authority finds that the EIA shows an ambition to use 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. Under these circumstances, the Authority finds that the new
reactors in Lithuania will not, in normal operating conditions, have any effect on people or the
environment in Sweden through emissions of radicactive substances to air or water.

Waste management (waste, Ch. 6)

The EIA does not contain a technical description of the plannad procedures for managing
waste and spent nuclear fuel. Tt does, however, describe the applicable requirements and the
various possible technical solutions.

The Authority considers that the ETA 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.
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Even so, the Authority considers it a shortcoming that no description is given of the
procedures for managing the radioactive waste generated and spent nuclear fuel. As a result,
the Authority cannot assess the environmental impacts, if any, of the waste-management
procedures.

Preparedness (risk analysis and assessment, Ch. 10)

The section on preparedness issues contains a good description. One point of uncertainty in
this description, 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
gainad from various types of designs and commissioned plants

As regards consequences for the surrounding area in the case of an accident, two cases are
presented: an accident that the plant is designed to withstand (DBA) and a severe accident. To
estimate amnounts emitted in the event of a severe accident, Finmsh values have been used in
the EIA since there are no Lithuanian directives for assessing and evaluating the
environmental impact. The Finnish Meteorological Institute has produced comprehensive
estimates of spread.

It is worth noting that long-distance spread has also been considered in the EIA. It shows that
in the event of a hypothetical severe accident, with large emissions and unfavourable weather
conditions, Sweden could be affected. This would require checks to be performed and
restrictions to be introduced in Swedish agriculture and horticulture.

Incorrect information is given in figure 10.5-1 on page 513. The satellite-communication link
with Sweden indicated in that picture no longer exists.

Another aspect that may possibly be outside the scope of the present EIA relates to the
emergency plans for INNP Block 2. If this block is in operation during part of the
construction period for the planned power plant, a large number of people will be in the area.
This fact should impose higher requirements on the existing emergency plans.

Environmental monitoring (monitoring, Ch. 9)

The Authority considers that the environmental monitoring system (EM S) presented in the
EIA is sufficient. The presentation provides a good description of the scope, design and
follow-up of the EMS. It is also clear that those responsible intend to apply for ISO 14001
certification of the EMS, which is positive.

However, the Authority wishes to make the following comments on the description of the
EMS.

The text states that a system called ‘RADIS’ will be introduced in the planned plant. This
systemn has previously been used at the old Ignalina plant. The report says that an evaluation
will be carried out to determine whether this system will be used at the new plant. While the
Authority deems it positive that an evaluation will be made, there is no information in the
report about when the evaluation will be made or what criteria will be used.
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The description of the extraction of sediment samples mentions a number of samples to be
taken both annually and at other periodicities, and the descriptive text is not entirely
consistent with the summary table. The Authority would also like to propose the inclusion of
deep-sediment cores at some stations, at four-year intervals. This would make it possible to
monitor the transport of miclides in sediments.

Concluding comments

As mentioned above, the assessment of the Lithuaman EIA has been based on Directive

97/11/EG on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the

environment. Under Article 5(3) of that Directive, at least the following information must be

included in an EIA:

— adescription of the project comprising information on the site, design and size of the
project;

— adescription of the measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce and, if possible, remedy
significant adverse effects;

— the data required to identify and assess the main effects which the project is likely to have
on the environment;

— an outline of the main alternatives studied by the developer and an indication of the main
reasons for his choice, taking into account the environmental effects;

— anon-technmical summary of the information mentioned in the previous indents.

The Authority finds that, in all essential respects, the EIA contains the above-mentioned data.
One problem when it comes to assessing the environmental impacts, however, is that the
reactor type has not yet been chosen. The Authority also considers it a shortcoming that no
description is given of the procedures for managing the radioactive waste generated and spent
muclear fuel, because as a result of this the Authority cannot assess the environmental impacts,
if any, of the waste-management procedureas.

The decision in this matter has been made by Lennart Carlsson, Head of Division. The final
preparation of the matter has involved Tomas Lofgren, environmental-law expert, Maria
Lining, investigative officer, and Ann-Christine Hagg and Ulf Andersson, inspectors. The
matter was presented to the decision-maker by Leif Karlsson, Head of Unit.

SWEDISH RADIATION SAFETY AUTHORITY

[signature]

Lennart Carlsson

Head of the Division for Nuclear Power Plant Safety
[signature]
Leif Karlsson

Head of the Unit for Operation and
Radiation Protection
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In reply to the request for comments from the Swedish Environmental Protection
Agency, the Uppsala County Administrative Board (CAB) wishes to note the
following:

By reference to the CAB’s previous statement of 21 September 2007 in the same
matter, the CAB finds that the presentation given in the envirommental impact
assessment (ETA) of alternative designs for the plants aiming to reduce emissions
1o the surrounding environment — such as alternative methods to reduce emissions
to water and air from the controlled area — constitutes an appropriate basis for
assessing what is the best available technology (BAT).

The CARB also considers that the EIA should be supplemented by the data required
1o assess the basic conditions for satisfactory intermediate storage and final
disposal of spent nuclear fuel and other radicactive waste from the new nuclear
power plant.

The following persons have participated in this decision: Leif Byman, County
Director (in charge of making the final decision), Leif Sandin, Head of
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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
S0 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
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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
I11 or 111+, 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

COMMENTS ON THE

Environmental Impact Assessment Report
New Nuclear Power Plant in Lithuania
August 2712008
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Introduction

This comment gives detall remarks on the EIA report as presented In August 2008 by the
developers of the EIA report, Pavry Energy Oy in Finland ard the Lithuanian Energy
[mstitute.

Greenpeace did not have the capacity to go info much of the detail analysis. The remarks
made here result from & first fast scan of the report and can i no way be interpreted as &
Tull analysis.

Mevertheless, Greenpeace thinks It is impartant that its observations are taken inta account
ir the Envionmental Impact Assessmernt process.

The numbering in the comments refers to the page numbering of the full EIA report,

About the authors: II. Jan Haverkam is the Greenpeace EL Pollcy Campalgnesr on dirty

- Insufficient analysis of seriolUs accidents;
—  Imsuflicient inclusion of the effects of climate change;

- publie participation in the safety analysis Is not guaranteed, because It takes place after
the EIA procecure. This should be amended.

Greenpeace therefore concludes that the EIA report is insufficient and shouid not
be adopted. Greenpeace demands a new EIA in case a design for the project is
chosen, so that conclusions can be made on real data rather than the vague date
used in this report. Such a procedure should include a full analysis of all economic
possibly viable alternatives, including that of an energy policy based on
stimulation of energy efficiency and the development of renewable energy
'solutions as described in the Greenpeace / EREC energy [r]levolution scenario'.

1 EREC, Greenpease, energy [flevalition - a sustanable waorld energy outfook, Amsterdam (2007)
Greerpeace International; HttpyAwww.ensroyblusprint.info
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General Comments

a. No information on reactor model

The environmental Impact assessment (EIA) provides an interesting account of the
history of nuclear tachnclogy but gives no tangible Information whatsoever on the
reacter model intended (o be buill. This leads 1o lack of corcreleness and detall
throughout the report — e.g. produstion of high-level nuclear waste is reported as
ranging from 47 to 370 tons per annurm, a range of almest an order of magnitude
for maybe the most serious environmental impact of the project! The same
staggering lack of detall is evident in the assessment of nuclear safety. In effect, the
company |s asking for a carte blanche to bulld any installation they please, and In
co doing devaluating the whole EIA process. There needs to be a desigi-by-dasign
analysis of maln ervironmental impacts and nuclear safety measures.

b. Risks of nuclear waste omitted
The long-term health and environmental hazards caused by long-lived high-level

R e e T e L T e L e e e B e I

the nuclear projects in Clkiluoto, Finland and Famanville, France, a tight timetakle
wil inevitably lead to use of incompetent suppliers, breaches of planning and
testing procedures and violations of nuclear safety reguirernents, The construction
timetable presented In the EIA report needs to be based on existing experiences,
not pipe dreams,

d. Questionable regional benefits

The claim In the report that a maljor inflow of migrant workers would entall
cignificant pesitive regional spillovers s not justified by experience, Tax inflow and
demand for local goods and services is minimal, whereas burden or local public
senvices, infrastructure and law enforoement can be substantial, This espedially so
in the case where the majority of Inflow 2 only for the limited construction time and
will leave = vold afterwards,

‘2. Viable solutions ruled out

The reluctance by the reporters to deal with alternatives is unacceptable from legal,
environmental and governance polnt of view, Ruling out renewable energy and
energy efficiency measures is not |ustiflable and the assumption that In the abserce
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of new riuclear reactors, electricity would be produced almaost sclely with fossll fuels
Is not senelble, As Is Imminent from the EIA report itself, the potential Impact of the
project on the Lithuarian 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 fossl fuels is arbitrary, Furthermaere, emissions
from electricity proadustion in Lithuania are bound by the Emissions Trading System
of the Eurcpean Union and most likely also by a new commitment period of the
Kyoto pratocol under negotiation at the moment, Therefore the ermigsion targets will
need to be met regardless of whether new nuclear capacity is added, ruling out the
opticn of increased Lse of fossll fuels,

f. 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,
espedially childhood leukemia, and proximity to nuclear power plants.® There s o

'F&EjJO.BG_;EiVﬁy of caesium In an EFR, for example, /s ép proximately 700 PBEg, that is
2,5 times that in the Chernohy| reactor,

The high fuel burn-up and the posalble use of MOX fuel further dramiatically
increase the potential emission of radioastive substances,

2 Kaatsch P, Spix G, Schulze-Rath R, Schmiedel S, Blettner M (2008) Letkasmia in Yolig
chiidren fiving in the vicinity of German nuclsar power piants. |nt J Gancer. 2008 Feb 15; 122(4)
op 721-6
2 This estimate is based on the isotope distribution in a 1000 MW pressurised water reactor with
a fusl burnup of 35 GWwd/t, Data: Large & Associates 2007: Assessments of the radiclogical
consequences of relegses from proposed EPR/PWR nuclear power plants i France, Arnex 2,
Eouteille, Frangois & al. 2008: The EPF ovarall spproach for severe accidert mifigation. Muclsar
Erigineering and Design 236 (2008), p. 1464 —1470.
Large & Assodates 2007: Assessments of the radiological consequences of releases from
proposed EPRPWER nuclear power plants i1 France.
Us Nuclear Regulatory Gommissian 1975; Reactor Safety Study, an Assessment of Acoident
FRisks in US Commercial Nuclear Fower Plants, WASH-1400.
Muclear Energy Agency 1995: Chermoby!, Ten Years On, p. 28,
Tich, A F. 1994: The Ghermncbyl Acoident Revisited: Source Term Analysis and Reconstruction.
MIT.

W~ m & s
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The follewing lllustrates cne example of a sequence of events that might lead to a
seriols nuclear accident In a modern pressurised water reactor, This scenario was
conzelved by Johin Large, 2 leading advisor in nuclear safety, who has worked for
decades in research projects at the British Atomic Erergy Authority, Ameng other
tasks, Mr, Large was in charge of charting the state of the sunken nuclear
cubmarine Kursk and ralsing it back to the surface,

Orn these grounds we clemand that the examination of a nuclear sceident be based
on the quantity of radicactive materials contained in a modern nuclear reactor with
a high fuel burn-up and the supposition that a significant fraction of these materials
s refeased into the atmosphere, The estimation of these fractions must be based
on acknowledged infemalional research and experience. All data used in evaluating
these emissions must be published — currently for example the quantity of
radioactive materials contalmed in a funciioning EFR cannat be found inany public
documents,

(L8] LIle TONUAAECT LY TN ] L HEY ST GOUL 2 TS WAL LT VLT 1BVE TUWERITIY) LU LnCuvered. e
fLel core,

3315 Within 15 minutes, the dry space above the core fills with superheated steam leading & zZirconium-steam
ST fou reaction with, within secends, a hydrogen explosion sufficient 1o rupture the RRV and eject much of the
maolten fuel mass, itsalf lzading 1o a saries of molten fusl-water explosions sufficlent 1o breact the reastor
bullding containmert.

14118 |neident ends, radioactive release commences through damaged secondary containment, continding
sad houts steadlly for about three hours as water remalning In the con@inment continues to boll aff incurring a series
of smaller hydrogen burns and explosions,
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Comments in detail

COMMENTS on the basis of the summary

1. (page 26) The facllities for nuslear waste and SNF storage as well as further
managerment should be included. Argumentaticn: An EIA has to be done in an early
stage before imeversible steps have been taken. In case the NNPP oonstruction has
started, the necessity for nuclear waste and SNF storage is Inevitable and
Irreversible. Therefore they should be part of this ElA. If the EIA Is eft to 2 later
stage, this would be in substance and spirt in breach with the Lithuanian, EU and
international leglslation on EIA's and public participation.

2. There are o alternatives worked out for the heat production for the NNPP
Visaginas.

L T B o o R B LT L ol o Il = T T B

avallzhility of capacity to use this waste indeed for energy preduction. As the NNPP
s sUpposed to deliver the heat for Visaginas, It Is unllkely that this waste can be
used for high efficlency energy predustion and for that reasen nesds to be seen as
ordinary solid waste,

B. The influence of noise fram construction s net only te be estimated for its
Impacts on people, but also on the environment, e.g animals.

8. Impacts of cimate charige on the hydrological sftuation of lake Druksial have not
been taken Into account sufficiently. They have only been taken Info account in the
Ize-calculations, but not in others.

10. There Is rio analysis of emergancy shieds of heat on the lake scosystem.

11, Climate and alr guality: it ls nat justified to look cnly at the emissions frem the
power plant itself, For proper comparison one has to compare the greenhouse gas
emissions of the fotal chain of activities. For nuclear power this Includes mining,
milling, processing, fuel preduction (frent-end) as well 28 back-end
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(decommissioning and waste management). This study has not looked at those
factors, making any senslble comparizon Impossible.

12, (Page 28) Cooling. The report concludes that Lake Druksial cannot tolerate the
rmaximum power generation. This impartant conclusion s not featured clear
enough. It has become clear in this case, that there are too little data on the tahle
because rno design has been chosen yet®, This means that no proper conolusions
conzerning cooling options and their impact on the enyironment car be made.

13. Impacts on biodiversity: “These Impacts can be mitigated to an acceptable
level" - The report does not argue what an acceptable level Is, which puts this
paragraph beyond judgement.

14, Landscape: The damage done by the INPF cannot be taken intc the eguation,
ag this power plant Is suppcsed to be decommissioned and the area brought back
to its natural state before the end of the decommizsioning of the NNPR. The MNFFP

el s e Foimblmmr Al mmim s B B L T L e e e Lt I SO R B S

exposure / dose relations are fluld, 1t is necessary to Indicate the total exposure
next to expected dose. An expected dose of 43,4 muSy Is not low!

The town of Visaginas falls In both site choizes within the 10 km zone. Calzulations
of spread of radioactive materials under different meteorological clrcumstances
should therefore be made.

18 (Fage 29) Nuclear fuel production and transportation: This does have an effect
on the environment —and a considerable ane for that n many cases — and
therefore nesds to be guantified so that it can be used In comparisan with
alternatives.

The rernark that the uranium market would operate regardiass the Implementation
of the NMFF is nonsense, The market only delivers the uranium for which there is a
demand. Construction of new NPPs causes a continuation of demand, which will
lead according to some studies elreadly on the middle long term to the necessity of
use of poorer uranium ere, with exponentially growing envirenmental Impacts. The

9 Nucleanics Week - Volume 49 7 Number 40 ¢ Octabier 2, 2008 | "VAE management is consldering using a cooling tower for
the plant, as well as direct coaling fom Lake Druksiai, which is now used to cool lgnalina-2. Grinevicius sald the cooling
tower would reduce the plant's environmental Impact, but it woultl be more expensive, & declsion o cooling moce will be
made In gorjunction with the plarm suppller during the detalled design phase, he said,”
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use of alternative energy concepts can prevent this. These arg, howsver, not
inclucled I the report.

19, Nuglear fuel would not only be tranisported to the NNPF by train or trusk, but
possibly part of the way flown, This feeds to be included In the assessment

20, Radoactive waste: The report states that there are different opticns avallalole
for the disposal of radicactive waste, This Is not true, There are no digposal
possibilities anywhers in the world for leng-lived high radicactive waste. Lithuania's
waste plans are In a very early stage and cannot even be properly assessed cn
thelr posslble impacts.

The proposed further studies and ElAg according to local, EU and international law
need to be conducted before construction of the NMNPP Visaginas starts,

21. The statement that the operation of the NPP will cause no harmful radioactive
releases or any radicactive cantamination of the waste procuced Is wishful thinking

alr;cidentklea Included, the report does nat really consider WDK::S-’L Gaeé Soenarigs (see
general comments g, above), nor doss it describe exact influences of such an
accident on environment and health (see 21),

22, There are significant radiological transkoundary impacts attached to the
production of the Tuel, as well as to the back-end of the fuel chain in case Lithuania
chooses of reprocessing of SNE In case Lithuania will not fulfil its obligation to find
a solution for HRW and decides to go for a reglonal solution, this will add to
transboundary impacts of the project. These impacts need to e quantified in this
study inorder to be akble to give a proper aver-all picture, Saying that the NNPRE wil
have no transboundary radiologloal impacts during normal operation is misleading,

23, Workforce (page 30): The needed extra workforee during construction of this
project is temporary and not from the directly surrounding countries, Alternative
energy service provision options are llkely to dellver a higher amount of jobs and
therefore a higher need for infrastructure and services, as well as higher eccnormic
growth, These alternatives, however, have not been analysed in this studly,
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The Influx from a large amaunt frem forelgn workers will have a strong influsnce on
the soclal-economic environment, which will not enly be beneficial, but could also
easily lead 1o tenisions as well will lead o a larger pressure on the natural
environment.'®

24, The study does not take into account the effects of climate change on the
hydrology of Lake Drukslal, nor of the Prorva Biver and the Dysna River, As it is to
be expected that such effecls are conglderabls, they should be ncluded into the
gnalysis,

26, Nuclear safety and risk analysis: [t s not clear on which basis the estimate of
100 Tho of Cs-137 is made. The exposure to radicactivity frorm a bevond design
based accident, as well as from & DBA is depending strongly on the technology
used In the reactor, A CANDU core dellvers other results than an EFR core, and
that another than an ESBWR core or an AES-92 core, This needs to be specified in
more detall and a more realistic (larger) range of uncertainty needs to be

29, Ag the effects of decommissioning on the environment are integral effects of the
NNPP, they need to e includad In this EIA, not in a futlre one, Decormmissioning Is
irreverslbly necessary when an NNPP Is started up, so an EIA after this date would
be In breach with Lithuanian, EY and International leglslatior,

COMMENTS on the basis of the the detail report

10 Mucleonics Week - Velume 49 / Mumber 40 / Octaber 2, 2008: “More challenging than fnding
amplayeas for VAE i fts initisl phase will ke recruiting the estimated 500 smplayess who will run
the plant, Grinevicius said. Cperators transfaring from the lgnalina-2 BEMK would have to be
fetrained to run the new reactors. Alsa, Grinevicius noted that the average age of lgnalina-2
emplayess (s b0, and those warkers are more fikely to shift to decommissioning vark than to
operating new units. [..] Grineviciys said VAE will have to look outside Lithuania to recrult staff.
He added that negoetiations are already going on with several Finns, but declined to say from
which companies. oF agsnoies. Given the intsrpational recruting, he said, the operaung language
of the plant may well be English rather than Lithuanian.”
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30. Nuclear safety (Page 73): Second generation designs. The report states“These
units have been found to be safeand reliable, but are being supsrseded by better
designs.” However, the catastrophe at Chernobyl 28 well as a myriad of incidents
and accidents over the last decades have shown that these units cannot be
labelled safe and reliable. The very reason far newer designs is the necessary
improvermeant of safety and reliability,

31, Generatlon |V reactors: According to recent literatUre these designs will possibly
come on the market after the 2020s, not hefare then,

32, Comments 380 and 31 show a lack of alertniess and critical stance fowards
nuclear power and the nuclear power Industry from the authors,

33, Generation Il and lll+: ad standardised design: There are considerable design
differences betwesn the EPR currently under construction in Finland end the cre in
Flarmanville, Also there are cansiderable differences In design between the AES-92

been cperating In practice adds to the uncertainty levels concarning safety,
avallabllity and economics.

36. The report does not address one of the largest safety problems attached to the
CANDU & reacter design — the positive void factor — which makes It ureleglhle in
many countries in the world, including the USA.

37. (Page 74) The report states: "4 NON-IMPLEMENTATION - According fo a so
called non-implementation, or zero option, No new nuclear power plant unlit will be
constructed in Lithuania. In this case the supply of energy from diverse, secure,
sustalnable energy sources which do not emit greenhouse gases and other
pollutants will not be secured and the country's snergy security will not be
enstred.” — This Is not necessarlly true and depends on the Lithuania's and
surrounding countrisg’ energy policles. In case this project will not be implemented,
cther projects in the realm of energy efficiency and other generation capacity will be
implemented. They Indeed are already implemented today, to meet the upcaorrirg
generation gap caused by the closure of lgnalina 2. Itis very likely that wihen the
reactors of the Visaginas NNPF will come on-line, no shortage of capacity wil exist.
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On the other hand, If the Visaginas NNPF project will go ahead and construction
wil run into delays, like the current projects of Areva In Finland and France, the
projects of Atomstrovexport in India and Bulgaria and the Westinghouse project In
China, Lithuanla and the surrcundirg countries will be confronted with & not-
planned-for lack of capacity between the ariginally planned date of operation anc
the real one. This causes insecurity for the investors.

88, It Is also not true that the supply from energy sources that do not emit
greenhouse gasses will not be secured. In contrary: because Lithuania wants to il
the grid with inflexicle nuclear capacity in the form of the Visaganas NNFF,
development of renewalle energy sources with consistently lower greenhouse gas
emizsions than the nuclear power station (including the full fuel chain) will be
harmpered. It s very wel possible that the nat result is that the Visaginas NNFF
project will end up with net more greenholse gas emissions than the development
without the Visaginas NMNEP)

This study does not deliver any data to make that comparison and is therefore

e =

and electricity demand,
These developments are riddied with uncertainties, [n-order to meet the resulting
demand, the region (and not only Lithuania) will need a flexible generation basis that
can tast increase or decrease fogether with the develcpment of dermand, The
Incluslon of the NNPP in that picture influences the flexibllity strongly In negative
gense, The long construction times of the NNPP leave an investment gap for yvears
until the electricity comes finally on-lne and when it comes on-line there is little left
in flexibility to reduse preduction, as any lowering of capacity factor will mean large
economic losses,

It iz thersfore of paramount Importance that the project of the NNPP will be
compared with other developments of generation mixes under a wider scope of
econcmic predictions and the resulting mixes compared with a scenario that
Includes the NNPP, also for impacts on the environment. This EIA does not do this,
nor does It deliver any of the necessary data to do so and should therefore be
dismissed as Inadequate,

41, (Page 76) Paragraph 4.4.2 states that “in a case when future electricity
generation ls based mastly on fossil fusl, existing units at the Lithuanian TRF should
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produce more than 50 % of electricity necessary to meet the country’s intemal
demand.” I case we'd all Ive on chocolate and cream, we'd all be fat, A one-on-
one replacement of the NNPP capaaity by fossil fuels is completely irrealistic. There
are many policy options thinkable that would lead to a stakle development of the
energy service sector without increase In greenhouse gas emissions, but that
hecause of thelr more gradual Implernentation would be far more ecenomically
beneficial than the shock-ntroduction of 3400 MW into the system on a not to be
foreseen datel

42, (Page 77) OPTIONS EXCLUDED FROM THE INVESTIGATION — Alternative
locations in Lithuania, That there are no other realistic options for location ls
nonsense. When the NNPP [s Indeed as safe as the authors suggest, it could be
build anywhere, even in the centre of Vilnlus, Decisive in that case would enly be
the cost of different cooling options, as the avallahility of cooling water could
become a bottlensck, The reason that no other option comes into guestion than
one that Is far away from main Lithuanian populations, in a comer of the country so

a 4 ! a !

47. (Page 78) Technologlcal Processes — The authors claim "Nor does operation of
2 huciear power plant produce carbon dioxide or other greenfiolise gases causing
global warming of the climate.” Even if we leave aside the complete nuclear fusl
chaln, also clean operation of the NNPP will cause the production of greenhouse
gasees. There is transport of goods, emargenoy diesel generators (that even If
never an emergency happens need o be tested regularly), transport of people, part
af the heating of bulldings and other activities that will require the use of fossil fuels.
Stating that the eperation of the NNPF does not produce CO2 or other greenhouse
gases causing global warmirg of the climate is a misleading statement.

48, Furthermore, the MNPP will have to use nuclear fuel. That leaves a considerable
track of COZ and other greerhouse emissions, as well as needs to be
decommissioned and the nuclear waste (including ENF) needs to be processed.
Here alsc considerable amounts of CO2 and other greenholse gasses enter the
atrmosphiere. Sovacool' carmes on the basls of an Inventary of 103 lfecycle studies

11 Sovacoal, Benjarmin K., Valung the greenhouse gas emissions from nuclesr power: A critical
survey, Eriergy Policy 36 (2008) 2040- 2953
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of greenhouse gas-equivalent emissions for nuclear power plants to the conclusion
that greenhouse gas emissions from nuclear power have an estimated value of 66
gCORe/kWh, With this, nuclear power plants score worse than all renewsable
erergy options with the exception of photovoltale,

449, The authors state: "Nothing is burned or exploded it a nuclear power plant”, It
would have been less misleading to state that 'Under normal operation, nothing is
burmed or exploded in a nuclear power plant.”

50, The authars state: “Discharged fus! contains the waste products of fission
many of which are radioactive and through a process of radioactive decay continue
to generate heat for signfficant

perfods after shutdowr and removal.” Less misleading would have been to add:;
'and because of their high level of radioactivity have to be kept out of the
environment for a pericd of mare than a hundred thousand years,” The authcrs
furthermore do not mention here how they envision management of this SNF after

a time span of 42 months.” Itis less migleading to state that the @Qnstru,c-tioh I
currently estimated to take 42 months, but that no practical experience exists with
this reactor to date,

64, (Page 99) Nuclear safety and liabllities — Lithuaria Is part of the Vienna
convention, which limits llability for nuclear operators in case of large accidents.
Whiat Is the limit of liabllity for the NNPP, and does the Lithuaniar government
generate sufficient Income to be able to be able to guarantee coverage of the rest
for the total life-time of 60 years as well as the following decommissioning time and
nuclear waste storage time?

B5. It Is rice that you describe the IAEA safety principles, but what measures are
put into place In crder to guarantee that these principles? They should be
mentioned In the report,

66. Competent staff and responsible operation: Given the fact that Lithuania has no
avalable sufficlently educated and certlfied human resources to construct and
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operate the NNPP™, how Is sufficient quality guaranteed, how is tralning
guaranteed, how ls sufficlent communication guaranteed? Does this, for instance,
mean that the Lithuarian regulatory authorities have sufficient language skills to
assess the quality of foreign personnel sufficiently? Does the operator foreses to
Use personnel from different countriss and how will communication be guaranteed?
Will the operation language be Lithuaniany

B7, Nuclear Safety (pages 100 and further) — These are a description of *how" and
“why" In theory, They do not describe how in the concrate case of the Visaginas
MNFP these principles and methods are actually Implemented. This is impossible
because no choice is on the table far the reactor deslgn, YWe therefore demand a
‘new ElA on the moment that the design is chosen.

68. (Page 1071 5.8.3 Nuclear safety administration in Lithuania - The fechnical
support organisation ISAG is not independent from the nuclear power plant, as it is
to give technical assistance to YATES| as well as the existing plant, which is owned

passenger alrplane |5 the EPR — st according to expert analysis™, this promise s
not held.

72. Bacause the final analysis of design safety ls anly ta be carried out after the EIA
and before VATES| Is to give the canstruction licence, no publc participation Is
foreseen as prescribed In the Aarhus Conventien, This public participation narmally
takes place during the ElA procedure, _

Ve therefore demand that sither a round of public participation is Introduced during
the safety analysls, In a form which ls following the procedures during EIA
pracedures, Le. including time for comiment, hearings and inclusion of comments,
fuestions and satisfactory answers on questions into the final safety aralysis
report. On top of that, access to justice on the final declslon on the basis of such a
safety analysiz report s to be gusrantesd, Because dltizerns of other countries

12 Platts Nucleonics Week Volurne 49 / Number 40 / October 2, 2008, Ignafina project compeory will pick
single reactor design for entire plant

13 Large and Associates, Operational Risks and Hazepds of the EPR when Subject to Aircraft Crash,
London (2006) Large and Associates / Greenpeace
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poselbly affected by environmental impacts from the project need to be consulted
with the same rights as oitizens form the project country according to the Espoo
Convention, a similar level of public participation and access to justice needs to be
secured for citizens outslde of Lithuania.

Ancther option would be to postpone the final EIA report until a design is chosen
and include ancther round of public participation.

73, 5.4 PROCUREMENT OF FUEL — This chapter describes the process, but it
does not desarlbe and quantify the enviranmental impacts of mining, conversion,
enrichment, fuel production, transport, and storage. In arder to be able to assess
the total ervironmental impacts af the NNPP, it is very important to get a full
overyiew of the environmental impacts of thege steps. As soon as the NNPP will
reach finalisation of construction, it wil inevitably lead to envirenmental iImpacts
from the above mentioned processes.

74, As it s furthermore not secured that Lithuania will continue to refrain from

generated from thelr dally acthitles, opportunities for recycling or reuse shall be
Investigated and Implemented if practical and cost effective.”

This is unacceptable, Not “When possibls", but all staff has to minimize the ameournt
of wasts and water generated from their dally activities and re-use anc recyeling
should be implemented maximally, The sentence “f practical and cost effective”
leaves too much space for not deing this.

78. 6.2 OPERATION OF THE NUCLEAR POWER PLANT - 6.2.1 Non-radioactive waste
— Because there Is no reactor deslgn chosen, there Is too much unclarity about the
axact amounts for the different deslgns. Table 6.2 furthermore does not indicate
the time-frames involved In the production of the mentioned amounts of waste — [t
iz urlikely that this is the total amount of waste for a 40 to 60 year cperation time.

79. 6.2.2 Radioactive waste — The EIA report states that |t needs to be ensured
that radicactive waste can be retrleved In the end of the storage period, [t doas not
describe a process in which [t is possible to snsure this for SNF and HRW for a
period of longer than 100000 years.
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Bl “Thera are & lot of well established and worldwide used technologies for
treatment of solid radioactive waste,” This s not true for solid HRW and SMF. There
are currently no technologles for final treatment of this type of waste,

B1. (Page 127) "Like any nuclear power plant, the new NEP will discharge certain
amaounts of iquids whicly contain radionuciides into the environment. Radioactive
effiuents, i.e. technical water, household waste water (which had no contact with
radicactive materials) and surface water (e, storm water) may be released into the
environment if the activity of the radionuciides does nat exceed the limit activity,
determined in the permission issued by the Lithuanian Ministry of Environment.”
This ig an interesting description of what has to be by lay, but it fails to describe
what will actually heppen, What is needed is a description of the to be expected
reality, not a wish list, So; needed Is an estimation of the amournt of relzased
radionuclides into the envirenment cn the basis of pest experienzes and proper
transparent estimates,

B P i i . - o § o o L —i s

effects of the prcajéot on the enviranment.

BY. Also here, the fact that there le no choice of design makes a deeper analysis
Impaossible.
A new EIA should therefore be carried out once a design has beer chosern,

88, Becalge detalle per design are not knowrn, it is alec Impossible to make a
proper estimate of back-end costs.

B89, The paregraph about decommissioring and design is an Interesting wish list,
but it does not describe which desigr has taken which meaasures with which results
on decomrrissioning.

Onee mare: an EIA s not a tool for creating wish lists — it Is to desoribe the actual
concrete impacts of a project on the envirenment. Father Christmas Is not avallable
to flfil nuclear wish [Ists and dreams — It needs cancrete measures and estimates,
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a0, TOO LITTLE LITERATURE (page 138) — Hellance on one study (Devgur J.5.,
2008) i= too little and not an acceptable practice, There ls more literature avallable
or the issue that can assist In proper analysis and estimates,

91, 7 PRESENT STATE OF THE ENVIRONMENT, ASSESSMENT OF
POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND
MITIGATION MEASURES - 7.1 THE STATE OF WATERS — | e ElA report falls to
address the possible Impacts of climate change, Because the project Is to run over
2 B0 year [Ife time, a significant increase In average surface temperature s to be
expected with likewlse significant iInfluences on the hydrological situation,

IT the authors would argue that this includes too many Lncertainties, the logical
conclusion would be not to bulld a project with such large possible impacts and a
project lifetime of 80 vears,

92, The EIA report describes stunning effects of the former lgnalina NPPs on the
aqualic ecosystern. The NNPP project wolld bring back these negative dynamics,

treatrﬁent of cooling waler, it g&iﬂ'ﬂ@’[ be avolded that anti-fouling Gh@rlﬂi@als will get
into the environment. These have significant impacts on bictopes,

PART TWO of the EIA report

98, Interesting fo see that climate change was taken aboard In the ice-sheset
madeling but not In water temperature modelling...

99, It s interesting to see that the study highlights prollems with eLtrophication...
clear that something needs to be done to thatl
But olting eutrophication as a reason for using the lake for nooling water I absurd,

100. (Page 217) “From this point of view, moderate warming of the lake can be
even environmentally advantageous” — This is nothing less than ridiculous! You see
that sutrophication s & problerm. Advantageous is dolng something about the
eutrophication — not heating up the lake as end-of-plpe sclution! An author writing
this disqualifies nim/herself as serious ecologist.
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101, (Page 218} “For comparison the actual annual average releases during years
2004-2008 from two axisting huclear power plants fn Finfand are pressnted i
Table 7.7-37 (STUK 2006, STUK 2006, STUK 2007). In the Finnish plants the
annual discharges of tritium have been approximately 10 % and the annual
discharge of other activation produsts about 0.002-0,003 % of the site spedific
discharge limit vaiues.”

This actually implies that the tritium levels from a CANDU 8 reactor would get near
the masdmurm levell Giverr inhierent Urcertainties in these estimates, it mezans that =
CANDU & reacter could indeed delivar too high tritiurm ermissions already within the
current [controversially too low) norms,

102, (Page 220) “The new NPP will be constructed and operated using the best
avaliabla techniques and practises to ensura low radioactive releases,
Cuonsequently the liquid radicactive releases of the new NPF will not have any
negative impacts on environment or natural resources,”

replaced by production of thermal power plants In Lithuania and by Imported
electricity.”

Why automatically with thermal power plants? No energy sfficlency measures
plarnsd? No renewables? No co-gereration? That seems to be a completely
wrong answer on the closurs of INNP 2 over the last 18 years In which It was
knowr it had to clese dowr.... Lack of and wrong polisy may net be abusad In the
argumentation for a new project.

106. (Page 232) “f fossil fuelz are used for slactricity production gresnhouse gases
will be produced, whereas nuclear power plants, hydropower plants and thermal
power plants using biotuels do not produce greenhouse gasss.”

This iz complete nonserse — Alee all these power plants produice GHG emissions,
nuclear the highest amount of estimated 66 g/kWh (Sovacool, 2008)™

107, 7.2.2 Assessment of impacts on air quality — 7.2.2.2 — The analysis does
rct Include efficiency Increass, for Instance by the use of heat-power co-generatior

14 Sovacool, Banjarrin k., Valurg the greenhouse gas emissions from nuclear power: A critical
strvey, Energy Policy BB (2008) 2840- 2953
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with natural gas and biomass, The avolded ermissions from heat production should
ke included Into the calculation,

The enalysis alko does not look into the development of renewable energy souUroes
llke wind, solar (at least for heat provislon) and other possible options, The Indiceted
COZ emissions thersfore are strongly over-estimated,

108, It is not logical to calculate the CO2 production of biomass as zero, Biomass
production needs fossll fuel input as does the construction of biomass installations,
Blomass plants, according to Sovacoal (2008)', emit 11 to 85 gCOR2e/kWh
(depending on the technclogy), whereas nuclear power stations emit 66
gCOZe/kwWh,

109, The study does not calculate any COR emissions from nuclear power,
although It already does indicate CO2 emissions during the construction phase,
Climate change and CO2 emissions gre not iIncluded systematically and
consequently,

zone, which wolld bring Vi_@égmgg unfortunately inslde the zone,

118. (Page 478) "The dose constraint of anriual population expostre during normal
operation of NPP and taking into account AQO shall not exceed 0.2 mSv/year.”
This Is not an impact assessment. This s a statement of wishes, ke it legally
formulated. What is missing in the assessment is which actual expostre the
population car sxpect during normal operation of arf NPP. Glven the current
debates about impacts of low exposures to radioactivity, a stronger precautionary
approach should have been used,

114, "The frequancy of BA fs fess than ones in 7 000 000 vears of reactor operation
(JAEA Safety Reports Seres No., 23)." This is not true, The freguency of SA is
expected to he |eas than one In 1E+6 years of oparation, As there s no
operational experience with the mentioned reactor designs with the exception of
the ABWR and CANDU &, [tis Impossible to Use such definlte statements as In the

report.

15 ibidem
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115. In case the choice is made for a CAN DU B reactor, the environmental impacts
of heavy water production should ke Included in the EIA
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the report fails to look at the expected emissions during operation of NPP,

e 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.

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

e 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.

Our key demands in relation to EIA procedure:

e The EIA should be revised once the reactor model is chosen and new public
hearings organized and public participation ensured,
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e The analysis of the needs and expected environmental impacts of the
management of spant muclear fuel and nuclear waste manageament should be
included in the EIA report and EIA needs to be revised accordingly,

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
ETA 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, ete.). There should
also be an overarching Finmal EIA that would integrate the key findings from the
previous documents, again subject to consultation, public participation, and regular
EIA approval procedure.

Detailed comments on EIA report are bellow.

No information on reactor model prevents assessing impacts on environment
(page 34)

“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 these cases the impacts of three to five units with smaller reactor size are
assumed to be the same as for the two uniis with greater reactor size”

The environmental impact assessment (EIA) provides an interesting account of the
history of muiclear 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 making fun of the whole EIA process. There needs to be a design-by-
design analysis of main environmental impacts and miclear safety measures.

Assessing the impact and risks of a nuclear power plant with either one, two, or up
to five units introduces a series of large uncertainties. Together with the fact that a
reactor type has not been chosen for the project, these uncertainties indicate that
the current EIA needs to be considered a preliminary documentation and a
complete ETA needs to be developed once the reactor type and number of reactors
are established.

The proposed construction time of NPP is unrealistic (page 35
“Typical construction time of a new NPP unit is 5-7 years (Figure 1.4-1). Operation time
is approximately 60 vears or even move”

The typical construction time for a new NPP, considering the global experience in
the field, is often longer than designed. Operation time is also often shorter than
designed. These aspects need to be treated in a risk analysis and the outcomes of
this analysis need to be reflected in the analysis of alternatives (meaning a proper
analvsis of alternatives to achieving the objective of the project i.e. bringing new

2 (8)
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electricity capacity onling).

The proposed construction timetable i.c. bringing new nuclear power plant online
by 2015 is unrealistic and dangerous. The typical construction time for a new NPP,
considering the global experience in the field, is often longer than designed.
Operation time is also often shorter than designed. As is evident in the nuclear
projects in Olkiluoto, Finland and Flamanville, France, this 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 optimistic plans. These aspects need to be treated in a risk analysis and the
outcomes of this analysis need to be reflected in the analysis of alternatives
(meaning a proper analysis of alternatives to achieving the objective of the project
i.e. bringing new electricity capacity online).

Lack of assessment of non-implementation alternative (page 74)

“According to a so called non-implementation, or zero option, no new muclear 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
polhiants will not be secured and the country s energy security will not be ensured.”

So called non-implementation alternative needs to have more variants assessed.
Secondly, the Yes alternative should have had integrated impacts from the whole
life-cycle. Thirdly, the Yes alternative should have had variants (which will
hopefully be the case once the detailed designs start emerging, with ensuing
Detailed EIAs).

In case this NPP project will not be implemented, other projects in the realm of
energy efficiency and other generation capacity will be implemented. They indeed
are already implemented today, to meet the upcoming generation gap caused by
the closure of Ignalina 2. It is very likely that when the reactors of the Visaginas
NPP will come on-line, no shortage of capacity will exist. On the other hand, if the
Visaginas NPP project will go ahead and construction will run into delavs, like the
current projects of Areva in Finland and France, the projects of Atomstroyexport in
India and Bulgaria and the Westinghouse project in China, Lithuania and the
surrounding countries will be confronted with a not-planned-for lack of capacity
between the originally planned date of operation and the real one. This causes
insecurity for the investors.

It is also not true that the supply from energy sources that do not emit greenhouse
gasses will not be secured. In contrary: because Lithuania wants to fill the grid
with inflexible nuclear capacity in the form of the Visaganas NPP, development of
renewable energy sources with consistently lower greenhouse gas emissions than
the nuclear power station (including the fill fuel chain) will be hampered. It is
very well possible that the net result is that the Visaginas project will end up with
more greenhouse gas emissions than the development without Visaginas NPP. This
study does not deliver any data to make that comparison and is therefore
insufficient.

Lack of assessment of other viable solutions for electricity generation (page
77)

“(...} Thus impacts of alternative forms of eleciricity production in Lithuania have not
been assessed in this EIA process”

Ruling out renewable energy and energy efficiency measures is not justifiable and

3(8)
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the assumption that in the absence of new muclear 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 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 and, as a bare mimmum, a sensifivity analysis should be
provided. 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 thus ruling out the option of increased use of fossil
fuels. The analysis must consider all possible capacity alternatives and compare all
costs, risks, lifetime, availability etc. The EIA has to be revised as such.

Implementation of the safety requirements for a new NPP (chapter 5.3.4, page
110)

“As discussed above the designs of all Generation HI+ design and some Generation IT
and III designs incorporate high safety goals. It is a requirement of the new muclear power
plant thet the possibility of an accident le ading to reactor core damage is less than once in
100 000 years and large environmental radioactive releases occur less offen than once
every 1 000 000 years. Al candidate reactor plants being considered meet these
requirements by a significant margin”

The risk of accidents must be reflected in the analysis of alternatives. Thus the EIA
should be revised as such.

“Once the construction license has been obtained « find safety analysis report will be
required in order to obtain an operating license. A condition for granting the operational
license is that during construction, the safety analyses are updated to reflect any changes
arising due to design changes. Such change proposals will be subject to power plant
developer approval and where appropriate submitted to the appropriate authority before
the change can be accepted ”

A complete safety analysis has to be part of the ETA and submitted to Espoo public
consultation. The outcomes of the safety analysis need to be considered in the
analysis of alternatives. Leaving the safety analysis for later stages only turns it
into a mere bureaucratic endeavour, a step in licensing, rather than a requisite of
the documentation representing the basis for consultation and decision-making.
The EIA needs to be revised so that it includes a complete safety analysis (once the
technology has been established), and the outcomes of this analysis must be
considered in analysing the alternatives.

Amounts of conventional waste generated during construction and operation
the new NPP are not clear (chapter 6, page 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”.

It is clear that the EIA team has not had the necessary volume of technical project
information in order to properly assess the social and environmental impacts of the
project. It is obvious that clear information is needed in order to do the assessment
and that the outcomes need to reflect in the analysis of alternatives. An assessment
based on generic data from miclear reactor providers cannot represent the basis for
an EIA. The EIA needs to be revised, at the time that clear technical details are
provided to the EIA team.

4(8)
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(Page 122)

“The total amount of conventional waste generated every year is around 450-300 tonnes
for one reactor unit, 850-900 tonnes if 2 units will be placed tn operation”

The level of uncertainty reflects in the quality of the assessment. The amounts of
waste in this case are estimated for one or two reactors, but previously the
assessment considered up to five miclear units. The EIA needs to be revised, at the
time that clear technical details are provided to the EIA team.

Amounts of radioactive waste not known (chapter 6.2.2, page 122)

“Radicactive waste originating from nuclear power plants usually includes spent miclear
Juel, operating waste and the so-called decommissioning waste originating from the
decommissioning of the plant”

These costs need to be properly addressed and they need to be considered inthe
analysis of alternatives. The EIA needs to be revised, at the time that clear
technical details are provided to the EIA team.

Risks of nuclear waste are not described and assessed (page 128)

“After SNF is removed from the reactor core, it is stored in storage pools for a certain
decay period before SNF could be transferved to off-site facilities for further processing or
storage. Al NPPs 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 of
an own EI4 procedure in the fidure and this issue is not a subject of this EI4 Report.”

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. The EIA is not
valid if it only covers parts of a project life cycle. Decommissioning and waste
management are not less important than the planning, construction and operation
of the project.

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. 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 imresponsible 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.

EIA Report states in several places that "the existing infrastructure of the old NFP
will be used whenever feasible" - it should be clearly assessed which existing
infrastructure would be used. It's unacceptable to state that the new facilitics
needed for the proposed project would be studied in other EIAs.

No assessment of environmental impacts related to decommissioning (chapter
6.3, page 131)
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“During the design stage of the new NPP an initial decommissioning plan should be
prepared before the operating licence is issued. The initial decommissioning plan should
state in general terms that the plant can be taken out of service, and provide an outline of
decommissioning methods and technologies. The initial decommissioning plan must
specify the likely quantity of waste and provide an estimate of decommissioning costs”

The decommissioning plan needs to be an integral part of the EIA, as
decommissioning is an integral part of an NPP project and it impacts project costs
and the analysis of alternatives. The EIA needs to be revised in order to address
these issues.

“Once the reactor has started operation, the core is irradiated, and the primary system
components have become radioactive, the cost of decommissioning a nuclear reactor is
basically fixed and is permanent”

In practice, the miclear industry has acknowledged the uncertaintics related to
decommissioning costs and waste management c¢osts, which is why the
confributions to specific funds are re-assessed and revised on a regular basis. The
ETA needs to be revised in order to address this risk.

Water evaporation impacts not assessed thoroughly (chapter 7.1.1.3, page 141)

“However, there are several factors affecting the veliability of this assessment. First, there
can be unceriainties in the estimation of the paramelers in water balance caleulation due
to the limited amount of the hydrological data. For instance, the evaporation
measurements have been carried out only in one part of the lake and are therefore not
necessarily representative for the whole lake”

The EIA needs to be revised in order to include proper data and assessment
regarding the thermal impact of the project this must not take place at a later
project stage.

Thermal impacts on Druksiai L.ake ecosystem are underestimated (chapter
7.1.1.3, page 150)

“In conclusion, eutrophication, the increase of salts content and warming of the lake
water interact to influence the habitats and ecosystems of the lake. Despite these changes
in the lake ecosystem, the paramelers examined still meet the requirements and range
within the limit (imperative or guide) values set up by Directive 78/659/EEC and national
legislation (Order No. DI-663, 2005) conceming the quality of fresh waters needing
protection or improvement to support fish life. The water quality and siate of the lake are
described to be good and to conform to the quality requirements. Al the values are of the
same order of magnitide as the ones commonly encountered in surface water bodies”

Considering that the old nuclear power plant’s operation has led to:

- eutrophication of the Druksiai lake (page 144 of EIA)

- evaporation rates have increased (page 144 of EIA)

- dissolved oxygen content has decreased (page 145 of ETA)

- increase of sulphates in the lake water and bottom sediments (page 149 of
EIA)

- the amount of the prevailing plankton species decreased 2 to 3 fold in
comparison with INPP preoperation (page 151 of EIA)

- phytoplankton dominants from the pre-starting period of the INPP and
zooplankton species have disappeared (page 151 of EIA)

- The abundance of metazooplankton decreased more than 2.7-fold and
protozooplankton halved during the first two years of INPP operation (page
152 of EIA)
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- the crustaceous species which preferred a narrow range of low temperature
and well oxygenated conditions (relicts of the glacial period) have been
either completely eliminated or their quantity has significantly decreased
{(page 154 of EIA)

- the species diversity in Lake Druksiai decreased from 23-26 fish species
{(before INPP operation) to the current list of 14 species (page 157 of EIA)

It is clear that the thermal impact of the old nuclear power plant has been quite
significant. Thus, the fact that water quality parameters meet the legislation
requirements is rather irrelevant. The EIA needs to be revised in order to indicate
how much further alteration of the Druksiai Lake will take place in the case of a
new NPP construction, and these estimates need to reflect in the analysis of
alternatives.

Lacking assessment of social impacts of new NPP (chapter 7.9, sub-chapter
7.9.2, page 364)

Social assessment virtually doesn't exist, the section of EIA dealing with
socioeconomic issues only states very generally how the proposed project would
have very positive impact on employment and the economy. Detailed analysis of
potential both positive and negative social impacts is needed. Number of
workforce is mentioned that actually has positive impacts, however, it quite often
leads to a whole series of negative impacts (stress on local communities, increase
in crime, etc.) Some of these issues are mentioned in the Report, but social impacts
should be clearly defined in ecach stage of the project cycle: from planning,
construction, operation and decommissioning.

Additional explanations needed on residents’ survey needed (sub-chapter
7.9.2.4, page 368)

Reference is made to the Resident Survey 2008 on NPP, however survey itself is
not added in the Appendix and it should be. The survey concludes that the
population of Visaginas and surrounding areas view the proposed project
positively. This conclusion seems to be isguided, giving the survey results which
show that 52.9% “have little information™ about the project, while 15.7% “have
not heard anything bout the project”. More information needs to be provided to the
residents before they are able to provide meaningful answers to survey questions.

Health impacts related to operation of current Ignalina NPP should be
assessed and included in the report (chapter 7.10, page 371)

“These indicators will only present the existing health status. Evaluation of the causes of
differences in health indicators of the countries has not been carried out as it would
require evaluation of relation of mortality rates with specific co-founders (e.g. radiation,
smoking, soctal factors and similar). Such evaluation has not been included in the scope
of the EIA. Health siatus of the residenis in proximity of the existing INPP was not
assessed for the above mentioned reasons. Collection of the health data of the
representative sample for all three countries would requive access to crude statistics and
explicit epidemiological study that is not the scope of this E14.”

As the ETA draws much of its data from the operation of the old Ignalina nuclear
power plant, the ETA should look thoroughly into the actual health impact of the
old plant. An epidemiological study on the impact of radicactive emissions from
Ignalina NPP, at least on a range of 30 km should be conducted and the results
should be part of the ETA.
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Overestimation of positive socioeconomic impacts on Latvia (chapter 8.10,
Page 449)

A significant positive impact on the socio-economic environment in the foreign parts of
the NNPP region is expected. A need for Laivian workforce will occur. A significant part
of the total workforce, which is in the order of 3 000 — 3 3500 workers, during the
constriction phase will come from other countiies than Lithuania and Latvia, and will
need accommodation for several years. (...)”

The description on socioeconomic impacts is very superficial and doesn’t touch
upon such issues that have been raised by inhabitants and local authorities of
Daugavpils region during public hearings in Latvia. Inhabitants have expressed
their concerns over the decrease of the value of their land as well as constraints
and limitations for development of organic farming and eco-tourism in the region
related to construction of new NPP. While during public hearings on EIA report in
Latvia the authorities from Daugavpils region were had mentioned fear about
possible negative social impacts in the case if foreign workers employed at NPP
would move to Daugavpils as it could create additional pressure on the social
environment in the Daugavpils city as well as put high pressure on the obsolete
transport infrastructure.

The EIA report also suggests that Latvian workers could also benefit because of
the large mumber of workforce needed (3.500) during the construction phase. At
the same time, the EIA Report says that a major oil development is planned in
Latvia which might mean that no workers would actually come to Lithuania. This
needs to be clarified and detailed analysis provided.

Yours sincerely,

Alda Ozola-Matule
CEE Bankwatch Network
National coordinator in Latvia
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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
guestion - 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://mww.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 10PBg, 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 GWdft.
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, Francois & 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. €. 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
TBg...”

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- 107

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 H11/111+ 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 EI1As 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
guestion - 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.

45 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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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:
= adescription 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.
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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.

Obijects 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:/iwww.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:

e 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.

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

o 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. Itis
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 CO,
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.

CO, 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 CO,
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:

= |f 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 111 and 111+, more
over only reactors which are somewhere
already built and used.

The assessment has been done for generation
I11 and 111+ 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.
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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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