
SIXTH MEETING OF THE ESPOO CONVENTION AD HOC WORKING GROUP ON LIFE-TIME 
EXTENTION OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS 

(Lisbon, 3-4 June 2019) 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Prepared by the Co-Chairs 

The meeting was co-chaired by Lucy Tanner (UK) and Christof Sangenstedt (Germany) and attended 
by representatives from Austria, Belgium, Belarus, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, France, 
Germany, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Ukraine and the UK. The UNECE secretariat to the Espoo Convention and the 
Protocol on SEA and the European Commission also attended. 

As mandated by the Working Group on EIA and SEA at its seventh meeting (Geneva, 28-30 May 
2018), the ad hoc group continued its discussions on possible elements for the draft guidance on the 
applicability of the Espoo Convention (the Convention) to the lifetime extension (LTE) of nuclear 
power plants (NPPs) based on the terms of reference adopted by the Working Group. 

The main focus of the sixth meeting of the ad hoc group was on the meaning of the element “likely to 
cause a significant adverse transboundary impact” in Article 3, para 1 of the Convention.  

The group explored how this element has been understood in former guidance documents 
recommendations and discussion papers issued under the Convention, in considerations and findings 
of the Implementation Committee and in decisions of the Meeting of the Parties to the Convention. 
It started its deliberations by discussing which impacts were to be taken into consideration according 
to Article 3, para 1 of the Convention when screening the likelihood of significant adverse 
transboundary impacts of LTE of NPPs. The group noted that there are three different sources of 
impact to be taken into account. Firstly, there are the impacts of normal operation; secondly, there 
are the impacts arising from events, that are design-based; and thirdly, there are impacts deriving 
from accidents beyond design base. Having discussed various aspects of this issue, the group took 
the view that all three types of impacts are relevant to the Convention. In this context, the group also 
reflected on whether LTE case would require or justify a specific approach, different from that 
already applied to new projects. However, no reason was found why accidents beyond design base 
should be excluded from consideration in LTE cases but be included when assessing the application 
of the Convention on new projects.  

Subsequently, the group discussed how to identify the “significance” of an impact. It was noted that 
“significance” is a core concept in the process of transboundary EIA in all of its stages – inter alia 
notification, preparation of the environmental report, final decision and post-project analysis. The 
concept of significant adverse transboundary impact is referred to many times throughout the Espoo 
Convention (Article 2, Article 3, Article 5, Article 6, Article 7, Appendix III) but the Convention does 
not define it nor does it provide for thresholds or criteria on “significance”. The lack of a definition or 
such predetermined criteria may be seen as an indication that the Parties to the Convention have 
some discretion in establishing the significance of environmental impacts. Hence, significance has to 
be assessed in the light of the specific characteristics of the project in question. The group concluded 
that although the criteria mentioned in Appendix III of the Convention are not directly applicable to 
activities listed in Appendix I, they can serve as a suitable framework to determine the significance of 
impacts deriving from those activities listed in Appendix I. Further discussion is needed to consider 
whether these criteria should be elaborated on for LTE cases and whether e.g. the screening criteria 
of Annex III of the EIA Directive could help to supplement and refine them. 



A third point of discussion was the interpretation of “likely to cause” in Article 3, para 1 of the 
Convention. The group noted that this term refers to the likelihood of the proposed activity to cause 
impacts and not to the “significance” of that impact. The guidance will therefore have to develop 
criteria or principles according to which potential impacts caused by an LTE (through normal 
operation or following a design based event or an accident beyond design base) may be regarded as 
“likely”. With a view to strengthening the effectiveness of the Convention and taking into account 
the precautionary principle to which the Convention refers, the understanding of “likely” must not 
necessarily be restricted to impacts, which have a certain degree of probability. Another important 
factor to be considered in this context is the potential damage the activity may cause, notably in 
cases of a beyond design base accident. Even though the probability of such an accident may be 
rather low, the magnitude of the averse transboundary impact of such an accident would be very 
high. In these cases it may be justified to assume that according to the Convention the activity is 
likely to cause significant environmental impact. The group could see no reason not to apply these 
principles also in cases of LTE. Consequently accidents, the probability of which cannot be excluded 
should also be taken into consideration when determining whether an LTE is likely to cause 
significant adverse impact on the environment. 

The group also noted that there is a close connection between the likelihood to cause transboundary 
impact and the obligation to notify. Some of the impacts potentially caused by a LTE may only be 
relevant for neighbouring countries whereas other impacts, such as those deriving from accidents 
beyond design base, may have a more extensive reach. Depending on the specific case, it may be 
difficult to decide which parties should be notified. Some parties of origin try to solve this problem by 
notifying neighbouring countries while parties beyond that area are involved only if they ask to be 
included. Potentially affected parties will however only be able to ask for notification when they 
know about the activity in question. It may therefore be advisable for parties of origin to share 
information on proposed activities with a wide range of potentially affected parties before issuing an 
official notification. The group agreed that these questions will need further attention in a future 
meeting.  

As regards other issues on the agenda, the ad hoc group agreed on the composition of the three 
drafting groups set up to better share the increasing workload of drafting the guidance. Each drafting 
group will be co-chaired by two delegates of different Parties.  

Furthermore, the group continued discussions on the possible structure of the guidance. A 
preliminary outline presented by the Co-Chairs will be updated as the work progresses.  

The ad hoc group discussed plans for another stakeholder workshop to be held in advance of its 8th 
meeting in Vienna and thanked Austria for its willingness to host it. The workshop is scheduled for 2nd 
December 2019. The Co-chairs will, in co-operation with the Secretariat to the Convention, contact 
possible participants and prepare a draft agenda. The workshop will also be discussed at their next 
meeting with the NGOs on 17 June 2019.         

The ad hoc group will meet again on 8 - 9 October 2019 in Rotterdam. This meeting will include first 
meetings of the drafting groups and focus on the discussion of the outcomes of their work  

 


