
- physical security.
Quality Assurance — recommendations
- due to large amount of work, the first requirement was to prioritise in terms of safety relevance
- programme definition
• detailed list of QA programme documentation
• initiate a review and revision of procedures
• complete development of all level 1,2 and 3 documents
• generate a single list of safety related equipment and systems.

The Panel is disappointed that the senior management of INPP does not accept ownership and responsibility for the SAR despite the
active involvement of plant staff. Also the Panel believes that neither INPP not VATESI fully undestand and accept their respective roles
and responsibilities to resolve the identified safety issues. If their roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined, understood and aggres-
sively implemented, this would be a significant issue requiring immediate shutdown. Both INPP and VATESI require significant improve-
ments in management. In addition, they need to develop an appropriate safety culture before they can perform to acceptable standards.

During project planning the Panel recognised and accepted that the scope of the SAR was limited by time and available resources.
The Panel realised that some issues could not be considered or could be considered only in less detail than would be expected in a
Western SAR. However, the SAR represents a major contribution to the Lithuanian regulator to consider for the licensing decision of
the INPP. However, a limited set of important issues remain for resolution between INPP and VATESI prior to licensing.

IGNALINA PLANT LICENSING PROCESS, INTERNATIONAL CO-OPERATION
AND ASSISTANCE

Per Bystedt
Swedish Iinternational Project
nuclear safety

Introduction.

This part of this conference is a presentation of views on the Licensing Process and the International Co-operation and Assistance in
that context. The authors of this paper are Mr Jan Nistad and myself, both representing SIP the Swedish International Project Nuclear
Safety, the governmental organisation that has been entrusted to manage the Swedish bilateral assistance programme in nuclear safety.

All the time from the start of this programme in 1991 Lithuania has been in focus. SIP has had the great favour of following on close
distance all the phases of the development of the nuclear infrastructure in the country. Especially to note is that SIP has had co-operation
in parallel with the owner of the power plan represented by the Government, with the Operating Organisation at Ignalina and with the
nuclear regulator VATESI, including its Technical Support Organisations, mainly the Ignalina Safety Analysis Group of the Lithuanian
Energy Institute. This "integral" co-operation has been questioned by some people not to follow the ideal lines of partition of responsi-
bilities and independence between involved parties the way co-operation normally should. This may not be recommendable in all
assistance programmes but it is clearly SIP's experience that in the case of Lithuania this way of working has been very constructive.

The main title of this conference is Challenges and Achievements. I will try to identify those two aspects in the area of licensing and
co-operation and assistance.

Background

In various presentations on Ignalina and on Lithuania I always like to start with describing the "upside-down" situation in the nuclear field in
which Lithuania started after regaining its independence in 1991. Two big power reactors in operation but without the prerequisites for safety that
normally are asked for, namely a legal basis and an infrastructure including competent organisations on the side of the industry and on the side of
the authority. Essentially only one part was present at that time, namely the Ignalina Operation Organisation which competence was the guarantee
for safety. This fact is important to keep in mind when discussing and assessing the achievements up to now and die situation of to day.

The challenge that Lithuania faced at that starring point was to structure and implement nuclear legislation and to organise a
regulatory authority including the technical support that it would need and to implement a regulatory control process. For most Western
countries these starting points were dated typically in the 50-ies or the 60-ies and gradual developments have taken place to reach
different levels of completeness at different times. For Lithuania, a big step to be taken was given only a few year of time.

The timetable for the development process in licensing in Lithuania, in terms of reaching a certain goal at a specific time, was to a
great extent determined by the conditions in the Grant Agreement signed in 1994 between the EBRD/NSA and the Government of
Lithuania. With respect to licensing, the agreement set forth that Ignalina unit 1 should not operate beyond 1 July 1998 without a
licence of "Western style". The licence

- was to be based on a safety analysis report similar to Western practice,
- was to be subject to an assessment according to internationally recognised safety standards, and
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- should be issued by the Lithuanian safety authorities according to a modern Lithuanian legislation.

So, Lithuania agreed to the challenge to produce a licensing case essentially without own experience of the kind of efforts that was
being asked for. A great challenge for all involved organisations; for the regulator body VATESI, for the Ignalina plant and for others.
Also to remember is that the Ignalina plant is the only RBMK plant outside Russia and Ukraine which certainly led to an enormous
attention from the Western countries. During the same time this job should be done VATESI also should build up its resources as a
regulatory body, establish the basis for the licence and transit from the previous way of co-operation between the plant operator and the
regulator to a modern way of "western style".

Not only this licensing task was on VATESI's desk, also other tasks needed their resources. The main important ones were the safety
improvement programmes SIP1 and SIP2 but also the implementation of a new concept of intermediate storage of spent fuel and the
building of a storage facility and others needed attention. All this should be managed along with the main task, to supervise that the
ongoing operation of the reactors were in accordance with the safety rules.

EBRD/NSA.

The EBRD/NSA Grant Agreement included 33 MECU for a programme of 18 safety upgrading projects. The majority of these are now
finalised and the results are included in the review for licence. The Grant Agreement also included approximately 8 MECU for funding of a
Safety Analysis Report (SAR) and an international review (RSR) of the SAR. This work formed an important line of assistance. The safety
report SAR was produced through a unique process, involving experts from the plant, experts from Lithuanian institutions, from the design
organisations and from several organisations in the Western countries. The work with SAR was co-ordinated by VATTENFALL but the
ownership of the report laid unquestionably with Ignalina power plant. VATESI was kept informed through the entire process.

In parallel and with a certain time delay the RSR process was running. Western experts from European countries and from USA in co-
operation with the Lithuanian TSO experts and co-ordinated by RISKAUDIT made the review and fed back comments to the plant. VATESI
took part of the review process to the extent that their limited resources allowed. The RSR was reported in 1997. The results were used by the
Ignalina Safety Panel, among other information to form the recommendations to the Government about necessary safety improvements.

Needs for Assistance.

It was clear that VATESI had an extraordinary job in front of them and that assistance from Western countries was a necessary ingredi-
ent. Certain parts of the development that were called for were far beyond the mandate of the regulatory body and could only be decided
upon by the government as part of the general development of Lithuania. Also, even if an assistance effort would have been doubled, it
would certainly not have cut the time needed for accomplishments into half. Sometimes certain things just needs certain time to be done.

By the way, you may not recall the situation at the starting point of the co-operation between Lithuania and the Western countries but there
were many barriers and practical problems. One that was evident was differences in language and in understanding of safety culture. Others
were bad telecommunication lines, shortage of fax machines and of computers, bad roads between Vilnius and Visaginas and infrequent flight
connections in and out of Vilnius. We can clearly note the improvements in those respects. Especially I note that the improvements in English
language of the Lithuanian partners, for some reason, by far outbalances the improvements in Lithuanian language by the Western partners.

One could have two opinions about the time allowed for the Lithuanians to undertake the challenge. On one hand, the time to
organise the necessary regulatory base and resources was extremely short for the task to perform a comprehensive licensing review. On
the other hand, the plant was running and producing "risk" and deeper insights in its safety performance were urgently needed in order
to assess the needs for safety improvements and to start implementation as soon as possible. The time that was agreed for completion of
the licensing review, until June 1998 and later postponed due to delay of some of the input material, can be seen as a reasonable
compromise between the objectives of completeness and of regulatory control of an operating reactor. Mostly, it is also constructive to
have strong demanding time schedule for reaching results in a project because it forces attention to the main important issues.

EU: Regulatory Assistance Projects.

One line of assistance to VATESI has been, and continues to be, the EU Phare projects. The first step in the area of regulatory
assistance within the Phare programme was taken in October 1992 when an Exploratory Mission was conducted to Lithuania. The
mission, led by SIP, included experts representing regulatory bodies in Finland, Germany, Italy and Sweden and one expert representing
IAEA. The contact point from the Lithuanian side was VATESI, at that time a body with a staff of only 7. The mission had discussions
with all main organisations playing a role in nuclear safety regulations. Discussion were also held with the Ignalina Organisation. The
mission reported in November 1992 an overview picture of the situation in ten areas, identifying proposals for improvements. The
participating countries formed a Consortium of Western Regulators that performed the first year programme in 1995- 96. In short, the
programme addressed the areas of Licensing Procedures, In-service Inspection of Pressurised Components and the area of Decommis-
sioning. Within the task on Licensing Procedures a draft was produced of a Regulatory Guide for licensing.

The work gave possibilities for VATESI to get insight in the systems of the Western countries and in some of the variations that can
be found within "Western Practice". For the Western partners it gave possibilities to understand the situation that VATESI had.
Documents that were produced were left with VATESI for consideration and further development for regulatory use.
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A second year assistance programme were performed in 1998-99, essentially being a continuation of the previous work. The same
organisations participated and SIP had this time taken over the role of contractor with the commission. Pending the contracting from
the commission a third year programme is planned. This line of co-operation thus gives VATESI a long term contact with representa-
tives from a group of Western regulatory organisations. The exchange of experience and of thoughts about development between the
participating experts is probably just as important as the written documents that are the more tangible results from the work.

EU: TSO Assistance Projects.

As said, the RSR represents an enormously important work. Besides the value of the information contained in the reports from the
project also the contacts between experts that had been established and the insights that the involved experts had obtained represented a
substantial value, although difficult to quantify. The use of these values for the benefit of Lithuania was made possible through a
contract from EU Phare programme as a TSO project. The same experts from France, Germany, Italy and UK that had been involved in
the RSR work could now continue to work with VATESI, in co-operation with the experts from US supported bilaterally. The objectives
were to reinforce VATESI by providing assistance through Lithuanian and Western TSOs in

- utilising the results and conclusions of the SAR
- interpreting the conclusions and recommendations of the RSR
- interpreting the recommendations from the Ignalina Safety Panel
- assessing the proposals from INPP for safety improvements aimed at being granted a licence.

The first of such a TSO project was concluded last November and a second project is now ongoing, planned to be completed by
September this year.

Bilateral Assistance.

Lithuania has for a long time had bilateral contacts with many Western countries of which mainly Finland, France, Germany, Sweden,
UK and USA have included projects related to regulatory assistance, directly to VATESI and also to their TSOs. Also, Japan and Canada
have presented training courses in e.g. safety management and in inspection. All these programmes have presented valuable assistance to
VATESI for several years. The contacts between Western partners engaged in these different programmes were however in previous years
rather scarce meaning that the planning of future activities were far from optimal. From outside it seemed as if VATESI sometimes spend a
lot of time attending too many contacts and projects with not corresponding progress generated. A further co-ordination was looked for in
order to make the work more efficient and a discussion on this began between the Western organisations in early 1996.

LAP Co-ordination.

The situation for Lithuania was up for discussion in the frame of G24 Nuclear Safety Assistance Co-ordination in the summer 1996
meeting. It was obvious that the many activities that were ongoing related to regulatory assessments were a heavy burden for VATESI
even if they put maximum possible resources to this job. For a country like Lithuania, to build up own expertise in all necessary compe-
tence areas is not realistic in short and intermediate term period and it is extremely important to have a broad contact surface with
organisations and experts in other countries. This can compensate for the shortage of domestic expertise.

The proposal that was put in the G24 meeting was to more directly co-ordinate the bilateral assistance activities offered VATESI
from Finland, France, Germany, Sweden, UK and the US. Also the EU TSO project, which for the participating countries were
engaging the same organisations as the bilateral programmes, was included in the co-ordination. Through this way was also Italian
experts connected to the work. SIP was asked to chair a steering group for the project. The group has met regularly starting in January
1997 and has had altogether nine steering group meetings. The main work has been through arrangements of workshops and seminars
in which every essential area of the RSR has been discussed and also general issues in the context of licensing.

An important part of the work has been that many of the discussions have been held between experts from the power plant, from
VATESI, from the Lithuanian TSOs and from the Western TSO organisations. In that way it has been possible to share the experience
between all the parties in a very direct way.

The LAP activities provide VATESI with close access to experience in regulations and in licensing in several Western countries. But, LAP can
never change the fact that die full responsibility for die regulatory control rests with VATESI. I believe that this assistance provided to VATESI is
very important first of all in view of the very dynamic development they are managing at present but also, in the long run, in view of the infrastruc-
ture that Lithuania can establish as a small country. As said, Lithuania needs strong international expert contacts to complement their own expertise.

It is evident and it should be expected that differences of opinions persist between Lithuanian and Western experts in this kind of
work. The Western experts have in the work referred to practices that are common, certainly with a lot of varieties, in Western countries
but which for Lithuania are new or have little experience from use. The Western experts have put high demands to the work. They have
assumed relations and attitudes between the Regulatory Authority and the Operating Organisation like in Western counties which were
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different as compared to Lithuania. From these viewpoints it is obvious that VATESI, their TSOs and the Ignalina Operating
Organisation have not been able to meet the references standards.

The LAP activities have in many cases generated ctiticism of the type; the planning was not initiated early enough, the demands on
the Operator Organisation was not strong enough, the review by VATESI was not thorough enough, the VATESI assessment was not
documented in a proper way, etc. etc. I am sure that VATESI can fill out the list of critique that has been expressed from the Western
side. This criticism is the way the Western partners give constructive feedback and the different meetings held are the forum for discuss-
ing the feedback. This is the method of pushing towards working methods and standards as in Western practice.

Summary.

The challenge for Lithuania as a country with regained independence was to perform a licensing review in a way never done before in
the country and in a time schedule that was extremely short. The work included establishing of the licensing base, strengthening the
regulatory authority and organising the technical support, establish and implement a safety improvement programme, production of the
safety case and review of the safety case, and to derive a conclusion regarding whether to issue a licence or not. This was to be done
together with other tasks, such as implementation of modifications included in the safety improvement programme at Ignalina, imple-
mentation of a new storage for spent fuel and, most important of all, to manage the operational safety at the plant.

The achievements are impressive seen in view of die point of start and in view of the time and resources that have been available. Lithuania
has put forward a unique safety documentation of an RBMK reactor and presented an in-depth safety evaluation in full openness to Western
experts, giving the unique possibility to compare the safety of the Ignalina reactors to Western standards. VATESI is now putting the final
efforts into the review of the licensing safety case and is soon prepared to come to a decision. VATESI has managed their part togethet with all
their other tasks. The co-operation with Western experts have played an important role all along and the assistance has been well received.

The evaluation of the technical safety issues still leaves a number of areas of concern. More work will be required. The status of the nuclear
infrastructure in Lithuania can also be criticised on many points. There are in consequence many improvements still to be accomplished in nearly
all areas, from improvements in legal bases, in strengthening of the regulatory framework as well as completion of safety upgrading programmes.
VATESI can take the responsibility to accomplish some of these but others can only be achieved by decision from the government.

The challenges that lie ahead are the important ones. Lithuania has now identified the points in the nuclear safety area that need
attention in the future. The list is long and it includes e.g. a SIP 3 safety improvement programme at Ignalina, a second shutdown
system to be installed at unit 2, monitoring of the development of the gas gaps between the fuel channels and the graphite in both
reactors, investigations to be started regarding effects of ageing components, safety analyses to be continued e.g. the widening of the PSA
into more severe situations, safety assessments of SAR/RSR to be updated and a licence review for unit 2 to be done. And of special
importance, the operational safety need to be maintained at highest possible level. This includes improvements in procedures for
operation and for maintenance as well as in administration. The implementation of a modern quality assurance system must be carried
through. VATESI has ahead of them a continued enormously important task in maintaining the regulatory control of these changes.

I believe that the co-operation that has been established between Lithuanian and Western experts through different assistance
programmes is of outmost value, for all involved parties. Co-operation should continue as one element of the challenges for the future.

I wish VATESI all the luck in meeting these future challenges.

REGULATORY REGIME AND ITS INFLUENCE IN THE NUCLEAR SAFETY

Jukka Laaksonen

STUK - Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority
Finland

Responsibility for nuclear safety rests with the user of nuclear energy (operating organisation):
• the user must do all safety analysis and all safety inspections that are needed to ensure safe operations
• work by regulatory body must not reduce the thoroughness of the user's work.
Regulatory regime is needed to verify and ensure that the users fulfil their responsibility.

Main elements of nuclear regulatory regime
• national tules and safety regulations
• system of nuclear facility licensing
• activities of regulatory body.
National rules and safety regulations (1)
Nuclear safety is a matter of national responsibility and competence
No internationally binding safety rules exist, for nuclear facilities
National rules and safety regulations are needed in every country that uses nuclear energy.
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