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THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

O R D E R

No. 367p, dated May 17,1993
Vilnius

Regarding establishment of the Nuclear and Radiation Safety
Advisory Committee

Based on international experience in using atomic energy
and recommendations by IAEA it is decreed that:

1. The Nuclear and Radiation Safety Advisory Committee
shall be established, and J. Vilemas, Director of the Lithuanian
Energy Institute, the State Advisor on atomic energy issues,
shall be appointed its Chairman.

2. The Chairman of the Nuclear and Radiation Safety Advi-
sory Committee shall be charged with submitting within a
month to the Government of the Lithuanian Republic propos-
als regarding the formation of the said Committee. Experts
with experience in the area of nuclear and radiation safety
from the Republic of Lithuania, the Russian Federation, Fin-
land, Sweden, Ukraine, the Federal Republic of Germany and
other countries are to be involved in the Committee's activities.
The Chairman shall also submit the Committee's working pro-
gram approved in the prescribed manner with the State Nuclear
Power Safety Inspectorate and the Ministry of Energy.

Prime Minister Adolf as Slezevicius

LIETUVOS RESPUBLIKOS VYRIAUSYBE

The Ignalina NPP is operating two reactors of RBMK-1500 type.

The first Unit was commissioned in December 1983,
the second in August 1987.

Ignalina NPP produces some 80 per cent of electricity generated
all over Lithuania.

In the National Energy Strategy adopted in 1999 the decision
was taken to decommission Unit 1 at INPP by 2005.

In the National Energy Strategy adopted in 2002 the decision
was taken to decommission Unit 2 at INPP in 2009.



B

Approved by
The Government of the Republic of Lithuania
by resolution No. 722, dated July 4, 1997

THE STATUTE
of the Nuclear and Radiation Safety Advisory
Committee of the Republic of Lithuania

I.The Nuclear and Radiation Safety Advisory Commit-
tee of the Republic of Lithuania, hereinafter referred to as
the Committee, is a body advising the Government of the
Republic of Lithuania on nuclear power safety issues.

2. The key objectives of the Committee are :
2.1. To assist the Government of the Republic of

Lithuania and to advise the Ministry of Economy and the
State Nuclear Power Inspectorate on the principal issues of
IgnalinaNPP safety;

2.2. To monitor and analyze the implementation of
safety improvement recommendations at the IgnalinaNPP,
and to consult all the institutions involved in implementa-
tion of the recommendations;

2.3. To advise the Government of the Republic of
Lithuania on principal nuclear power issues, including de-
sign, construction, reconstruction and potential dismantling,

2.4. To encourage exchange of information on the is-
sues of nuclear power safety between Lithuania and other
countries.

3. The Committee shall consist of eleven members. The
membership shall be on a voluntary basis and shall not be
paid for.

4. The composition of the Committee shall be approved
by the Government of the Republic of Lithuania. Experts
from foreign countries can also be members of the Com-
mittee. The Chairman and Secretary shall be citizens of the
Republic of Lithuania.

5. The Committee meetings shall be held at least three
times a year. If need be, representatives of concerned insti-
tutions will be invited to participate at the meetings.

6. The Committee decisions shall be considered valid if
at least 2/3 of the members take part at the meeting. The
Committee's conclusions and recommendations shall be
adopted by general consensus.

7. Members of the Government of the Republic of
Lithuania, the Ministry of Economy, the State Nuclear Power
Safety Inspectorate, the Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant and
every member of the Committee shall be able to propose
issues to be discussed.

8. The Committee shall submit conclusions and recom-
mendations that, if necessary, shall be discussed by the
Government of the Republic of Lithuania and other state
governing bodies. The Committee shall inform the public
about the decisions taken.

9. If necessary, the Committee may set up ad hoc work-
ing teams.

10. Economic and technical services to the Committee
shall be rendered by the institution whose head or other
official is appointed the Committee's Chairman.

• NUCLEAR AND RADIATION SAFETY
ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF LITHUANIA

Meeting Date Place
1 13-14 October, 1993 Vilnius
2 1-3 February, 1994 Vilnius
3 5-7 April, 1994 Kaunas

4 20-22 June, 1994 Vilnius
5 11-13 October, 1994 Vilnius

6 23-25, January, 1995 Vilnius
7 11-14June, 1995 Nida
8 10-12 October, 1995 Vilnius
9 11-12 March 1996 Vilnius
10 3-5 Semtember, 1996 Vilnius
11 9-11 February, 1997 Vilnius

• NUCLEAR SAFETY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE OF LITHUANIA

Meeting Date Place
12 8-10 July, 1997 Visaginas
13 11-12 September, 1997 Kaunas
14 12 December, 1997 Vilnius
15 27 April, 1998 Vilnius
16 10-11 September, 1998 Vilnius
17 4 December, 1998 Vilnius
18 10 March, 1999 Vilnius
19 7 May, 1999 Nida
20 10ctober, 1999 Vilnius
21 2 March, 2000 Vilnius
22 26 May, 2000 Vilnius
23 31 October, 2000 Vilnius
24 30 January, 2001 Vilnius
25 13 June, 2001 Dubingiai
26 10 October, 2001 Vilnius
27 30 January, 2002 Vilnius
28 4 June, 2002 Visaginas
29 23 October, 2002 Vilnius
30 31 January, 2003 Vilnius



A brief overview of the Lithuanian Nuclear
Safety Advisory Committee activities

Lithuania declared its independence in March
of 1990, but the Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant re-
mained factually under the jurisdiction of the
Soviet Union until the political upheavals of
August 1991. After the formal collapse of the
Soviet Union, Ignalina finally came under the
authority of the Republic of Lithuania. The
country inherited from the former Soviet Union
one of the most powerful and newest nuclear
power plant with two RBMK-1500 reactors but
all technical support organisations remained
in other countries, mainly in Russia. Thus one
of the most important problems was to estab-
lish a national regulatory regime and to create
the necessary nuclear infrastructure able to
serve for Ignalina NPP. The Government of the
Republic of Lithuania realized that to implement
this task international support was needed. There-
fore the Lithuanian Nuclear Safety Advisory Com-
mittee (LNSAC) was established in May 1993.

The main task of the newly established Com-

mittee was to advise the Lithuanian government
both on industrial and regulatory matters of

Jose A. Gomez
European Commission
Regarding the Lithuanian Nuclear Safety Advisory

Committee. My opinion is very positive. This Commit-
tee contributes to enhancing nuclear safety in
Lithuania by providing competent Lithuanian authori-
ties with objective and independent advice on impor-
tant nuclear safety issues. The Committee constitutes a
good example of transparency and co-operation be-
tween Lithuanian and foreign organisations dealing
with nuclear safety.

nuclear safety. Initially, one of the most impor-
tant tasks was to exert pressure on the Govern-
ment so that it allocates sufficient funds from the
national budget for setting up a national regula-
tory body, VATESI, and for safety enhancement
measures and projects at INPP so that Lithuania
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should not rely on foreign aid only. From time to
time the problem of salary payments at INPP also
had to be raised with the Government. During
the first years the Committee was also engaged as
an independent point of contact for EBRD for

Victor Sevaldin
Director General of Ignalina NPP

The work of the Nuclear Safety Advisory
I Committee commenced during the years
that were the most strenuous to the
Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant, when the

' decision was being taken of shutting the
facility down. The recommendations of the Committee
on implementing projects aimed at upgrading safety at
INPP were of great importance. They virtually allowed
continuing normal operation of Unit 1 until 2005 and
Unit 2 until 2009. Importantly, nuclear safety has always
been the top priority in running the plant. Mutual un-
derstanding and support will hopefully characterise the
cooperation between the Ignalina NPP and the Nuclear
Safety Advisory Committee in the future, too.

the follow-up of all projects at INPP that the bank
funded. The members of the Lithuanian Nuclear
Safety Advisory Committee at the meetings dis-
cussed the most important safety problems of
nuclear energy in Lithuania, such as the issues of
nuclear liability, development of nuclear law, sepa-
ration and clarification of safety responsibilities,
safety implications of the economic reliability of
the Ignalina NPP, creation of Technical Support
Organizations, the main findings and recommen-
dations of the "In-Depth Safety Assessment of
the Ignalina NPP", VATESI plans for licensing of
the Ignalina NPP, Ignalina NPP management struc-
ture and safety culture, progress with implemen-
tation of the Safety Improvement Programs (SIP-
2), development of the Diverse Shutdown Sys-
tem for Unit 2 of Ignalina NPP, gas gap closure
safety implication problem and other safety-im-
portant issues. Some examples of LNSAC activi-
ties are presented below.

Diverse shutdown system

As a condition of the Grant Agreement be-
tween the Lithuanian Government and EBRD
(1994), a Safety Analysis Report (SAR) and its in-
dependent review (RSR) were carried out to assist
in the preparations for licensing Ignalina Unit 1.
In the SAR the accidents resulting from failure to
scram (ATWS) were studied, and an engineering
assessment of the existing control and protection
system (CPS) was carried out. As a result of this
work it was concluded that insufficient protec-

tion was provided against ATWS in view of the
severe and rapid consequences that could arise.
The existing CPS had a number of shortcomings,
e.g. lack of separation between control and pro-
tection functions, and vulnerability to common

cause failures. Both SAR and RSR strongly
recommended that a fully independent di-
verse shutdown system (DSS) be installed. The
conclusion by a panel of international nuclear
safety experts (referred as the Ignalina Safety
Panel or ISP) fully supported this recommen-
dation, placing the issue among the most im-
portant ones for the safety of Ignalina. They
recommended the system be installed with-
out delay, and wrote that they considered that
a timescale of up to 4 years (from their time of
reporting - early 1997) could be considered
too long. The Ignalina NPP accepted the rec-
ommendations and with the funding pro-
vided by the EC they are implementing the
DSS at INPP Unit 2. VATESI has the responsibil-
ity of review, approval and licensing of the
DSS.

Development and implementation of the
second shutdown system require several years.
Thus, compensatory measures, which have the
potential to reduce the overall risk, have been
recommended to be implemented at Ignalina NPP
until a DSS is in place. In accordance with this
Ignalina Safety Panel recommendation Ignalina
NPP developed and introduced an Additional
Shutdown System (Russian abbreviation DAZ) at
Unit 1 in 1998 and Unit 2 in 1999.

The main drawback of the DAZ system is that
control and shutdown functions are not sepa-
rated. At the NSAC meetings importance of DSS
installation was discussed several times. At the
meeting in October 2002 it was emphasised that
"The urgency of installing a DSS in Unit 2 has
been under discussion since the completion of
the original SAR for Unit 1 in 1996-1997, and has
now reached the point where its early installa-
tion is of prime importance, not least because the
credibility of the INPP and VATESI has been called
into question due to the long delay. This is in
addition to the primary reason (the time-at-risk
reason) that is the major safety rationale". How-
ever, at the meeting held on January 31, 2003,
the Committee was pleased to be able to report
that this DSS project is on schedule and all of the
activities are going along well.

Gas gap safety issue

One of the most important issues for the Com-
mittee was the problem of the gas gap closure
between graphite and pressure tubes, which



Saulius Kutas
Head of VATESI

Experience shows that over the

r ^^f *A\ v? Years of Lithuania's indepen-
\\ B^^ ofence the staff of the Ignalina

Nuclear Power Plant and the
"^ institutions associated with

nuclear power have dealt ex-
ceedingly well with new chal-
lenges, works and problems

that Lithuania faced after becoming fully respon-
sible for operation and safety of INPP. I believe that
the success can be put down to the policy of open-
ness and skilled support on the part of foreign part-
ners.
The Lithuanian Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee
is and will be a forum for independent assessment of
nuclear safety. Foreign and Lithuanian experts on its
staff make use of their experience in assessing the
safety situation at INPP, the efficiency of proposed
upgrades and modifications, and suitability of the
operational systems and organisational structures.
Representatives of the State Nuclear Power Safety
Inspectorate are regularly invited to participate at
the Committee meetings. They deliver several re-
ports on different issues related to safety, debate,
and express their views and proposals.
The Committee's conclusions and recommendations
are always well-founded.
I can sum up the benefits from the participation in
the Committee's activities in three words: experience,
confidence, and assistance. It is always useful to hear
suggestions, to offer independent assessment and
eventually to make decisions when you know the
opinion of such a competent forum as the Lithuanian
Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee.

would be decisive for the timing of production
ending of both units. No contact between the
graphite columns and the pressure tubes was to
be allowed. This was a condition for the 33 M Ecu
grant from the Nuclear Safety Account adminis-
trated by the EBRD. Following recommendations
of the Lithuanian Nuclear Safety Advisory Com-
mittee, the Ignalina NPPdeveloped measurement
methods, techniques and equipment for follow-
ing and monitoring the situation. This matter is
still ongoing, but this will most probably not limit
the shutdown of the two units, as Lithuania has
applied for EU membership, and hopefully will
become a member in 2004.

Cooperation with the SC of the
Licensing Assistance Project

To assist VATESI, an international collabora-
tive effort known as the Licensing Assistance
Project (LAP) was established in 1997. The LAP
Steering Committee met several times a year and
is a major factor in assuring that the many differ-
ent foreign assistance projects to help VATESI are
well coordinated. Besides this key coordination
function, the LAP Steering Committee advises
VATESI on a number of technical and managerial
issues. At the 14th meeting held on December 12,
1998, the Lithuanian Nuclear Safety Advisory
Committee called attention to how important the
LAP effort has been over the past year in helping
VATESI, and decided to coordinate LNSAC and
LAP activities. Since then LAP SC meetings are
held on the eve of LNSAC meetings. LAP experts
mainly concentrate on technical discussions and
provide well-established background for LNSAC
decisions. •

n o

After Licensing Assistance Project's meeting.
In the photo: a group pf participants of the meeting held in October 2001 (left to right): £ Uspuras, M. Demcenko, 5.
Kutas, L. Cedlle, L.G. Larsson, M. Chouha, P. Bystedt, T. Eckered, P. Butcher, and J. P. Weber.
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Mankind will have to turn back
to nuclear energy

B

In 1998, on the occasion of the
16th February - the 80th Anni-
versary of the Reestablishment
of the State of Lithuania, J.
Vilemas was decorated with the
Order of Gediminas, the Grand
Duke of Lithuania.

Jurgis Vilemas

On the Committee's activities and experience
gained with time

On May 17, 1993, the Nuclear and Radiation
Safety Advisory Committee was set up by a reso-
lution of the Lithuanian government. It was to
consult the Government and the then Ministry of
Energy and the Ministry of Environment on the
most important issues of nuclear safety and ra-
diation protection. A decision was taken to invite
to the Committee high-level professionals from
several West European states operating nuclear
power stations and participating in different sup-
port to Lithuania programs in the field of run-
ning the Ignalina NPP. The Committee is the brain-
child of Jan Nistad, who was in charge of Sweden's
support to Lithuania on INPP safety issues at that
time. It was agreed that a single representative
should be invited from the United Kingdom, Fin-
land, Sweden, and Germany, as well as Ukraine as
the country that at the time was operating a
nuclear power station with reactors similar to these
at Ignalina. The attempts to invite a representa-
tive of Russia ended in failure. It was agreed with
the Lithuanian Government that Lithuania will
be represented by at least three persons, includ-
ing the chairman, the secretary and a specialist
(or specialists).

All the foreign countries mentioned above
delegated very experienced experts in nuclear
safety, therefore the activity of the Committee
has been very efficient from the very beginning.
To Lithuanian representatives, including myself
as the Committee's chairman, it has been a very
significant school of comprehensive experience.
As it turned out somewhat later, there were virtu-
ally no issues related to radiation protection that
might need the support of our Committee. There-

fore on July 4, 1997, a decision was made to reor-
ganize the Committee and to limit its activities to
INPP safety issues, as well as to complement its
staff with representatives of France, the USA, and
Japan. The final structure of the Committee was
thus defined (11 members, including 3 represen-
tatives of Lithuania). The list of the represented
countries remains unchanged today.

On the work of Lithuanian and foreign
nuclear safety experts of the Committee
in solving the most important issues
of Lithuania's nuclear power

Lithuania has been lucky in that it has such
advisory committee, as it has on its staff experts
from countries the safety of whose NPPs and safety
culture in particular present a model that we must
emulate. From the very beginning our foreign
colleagues have not been passive observers. In-
stead, they tried to comprehend our problems
and to sincerely help and advise us. Everyone was
eager to upgrade safety at the Ignalina NPP as
soon as possible, and to change the attitude of
the staff towards safety issues inherited from the
past. The teaching skills, tolerance, and the abil-
ity to analyze even the most intricate issues and
to try and convince the opponent rather than
thrust one's own opinion on him played a very
important role. The minutes of the Committee
meetings that are always drafted by M. Hayns
and R. Budnitz is another aspect important to us
Lithuanian representatives. Although rather
heated debates took place at certain meetings
during which a lot of sharp criticism was expressed
on INPP safety issues, the minutes were always
drafted in a benevolent, balanced manner, with
proposals and instructions set forth. I believe this
Western culture of official communication helped
us to maintain good, really business-like relations
between the Committee on the one hand, and
the Ignalina NPP, the State Nuclear Power Safety
Inspectorate (VATESI), and government institu-
tions on the other. Naturally, the minutes of the
Committee meetings and the decisions and in-
structions listed there had a character of recom-
mendations. Nevertheless, nearly all of them have
been implemented, or they have been taken into
consideration, albeit sometimes with a delay.

The Committee's activity was known and ap-



predated not only in Lithuania. Embassies of
countries one way or another related to nuclear
power and assistance to the Ignalina NPP, all kinds
of international institutions have continuously
expressed interest in it. Although the Committee
has 11 members, as many as 20 or sometimes 30
invited participants would take part at the meet-
ings that were held 3-4 times a year. In addition
to representatives of INPP and VATESI, heads of
concerned departments of the Ministry of
Economy (formerly the Ministry of Energy), rep-
resentatives of the European Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development, the European Commis-
sion, and sometimes those of the US Energy De-
partment and a number of other concerned insti-
tutions, including educational establishments, are

After the meeting with the President of the Republic of Lithuania in September
1998.
In the photo: The Committee members and experts from Lithuania and foreign
countries with the President of the Republic of Lithuania Valdas Adamkus.

invited to participate in the discussions.
Given that the foreign members of the Com-

mittee informed the governments that delegated
them about the issues discussed at the meetings
and the progress made in upgrading safety at the
Ignalina NPP, it can be maintained that the
Committee's activities have greatly contributed
to fair reporting of the existing situation and
Lithuania's achievements. The progress has really
been impressive, therefore I think that today many
countries have a considerably more favorable
opinion of safety at the Ignalina NPP than in 1991.
Although this has not helped us to convince the
EU member states that INPP is sufficiently safe and
can be operated for many years to come, at least
we have succeeded in putting off the decommis-
sioning deadline of both units for some 5 years in
comparison to what had been demanded of us in

the early 1990s. The decommissioning deadline
for Unit 2 has also been set. However, further
progress made in putting into practice all valu-
able recommendations regarding safety improve-
ment, combined with successful operation of the
Ignalina station, in the future may open the doors
for new negotiations on Unit 2 decommissioning
deadline, if political and economic situation is
very favorable.

On positive changes in Lithuania's nuclear
power and the issues that demand more
attention

The progress made in upgrading nuclear safety
at the Ignalina NPP is the most significant achieve-

ment.
For various reasons al-

most throughout the past
decade Lithuania could not
use the economic potential
of the Ignalina nuclearfacil-
ity to the full. However, it
looks as if it is going to run
at full capacity until the ex-
pected date of decommis-
sioning. It is necessary to use
on time and in an efficient
mannerthefinancial support
from the EU intended for
preparation for shutting the
Ignalina NPP down. This
goes not only for the Ignalina
power facility but for the en-
ergy sector of Lithuania as a
whole.

We could have hardly
achieved such good results
in enhancing safety at the

Ignalina NPP if we had not created VATESI, a com-
petent institution supervising nuclear safety. The
birth, growth and maturing of the Inspectorate is
the fruit of continuous patient support of West-
ern countries, and the Swedish government in
particular. The support is ongoing and I hope it
will continue for a long time.

The successful work of VATESI and the Ignalina
NPP is also due to Lithuania's scientific institu-
tions that have started addressing specific issues
related to nuclear safety. Lithuanian scientists to-
day can solve most of the analytical, simulation
and other tasks associated with nuclear safety. This
has been achieved through immense aid offered
by the best scientific centers of Western countries
whose most skilled and experienced specialists
have been taking part in support programs. The
potential of Lithuanian science that in the past
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gained a good deal of experience in the field of
fundamental sciences, such as thermal physics,
hydrodynamics, and mathematics, thus has been
effectively directed for solving specific engineer-
ing and scientific problems of nuclear safety. Un-
fortunately, our bureaucrats at the Ministry of
Education and Science do not appreciate that.

On the prospects of nuclear power
in Lithuania

Development of nuclear power, due to eco-
nomic and political reasons, is presently in a deep
crisis, especially in Europe and even more so in
the European Union. So far there is no real re-
vival of nuclear energy, which would be attested
to by wide-scale construction of new nuclear
power stations. On the contrary: increasingly of-
ten we hear about governments' decisions to shut
down their countries' nuclear facilities. This situa-
tion is due to numerous factors that are unlikely
to disappear soon. Finland's decision or Russia's,
Bulgaria's, Romania's and Slovakia's desire to fin-
ish construction of nuclear power facilities that
began as early as 1970s, does not basically change
the overall picture. The situation is somewhat
better in Eastern Asia, but the future is not certain
there either. However, I am convinced that later
on, beyond 2020, the situation is going to change.
The time will inevitably come when mankind will
have to turn back to nuclear energy and make

use of the enormous energy concentrated in ura-
nium. It should be borne in mind that this type of
power generation is not accompanied by emis-
sion to the environment of substances that affect
climate changes, the bugbear of modern envi-
ronmentalists and politicians.

A comprehensive economic analysis con-
ducted by experts from different countries shows
that constructing a new nuclear power station in
Lithuania in 2010 economically would be the least
acceptable alternative. There are much better
decisions helping to balance all the energy
economy. However, this is a topic of a separate,
much wider discussion. In my opinion, two alter-
natives are realistic, that is, extending operation
of Unit 2 for at least 10 years, or doing without
nuclear power for some time.

In conclusion I would like to emphasize that
the activities of the Nuclear Safety Advisory Com-
mittee render an invaluable support to Lithuania
in that they bolster all-round competence neces-
sary for safe and reliable operation of the Ignalina
NPP. They also show the world that it has taken us
a relatively short time to acquire the competence,
although many had serious doubts about it.

I am grateful to all my colleagues from the
Committee for the good will shown while shar-
ing their experience and know-how, for advice
and friendly attitude. I believe our efforts will
enhance confidence in Lithuania's ability to run
the Ignalina NPP in a responsible and reliable
manner for a long time in the future. •

Acting as advisors to the Lithuanian
government

B

Lars Gunnar Larsson

You are in charge of the Licensing Assistance
Project and also take part in the activities of the
Lithuanian Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee.
How do you view the co-operation between the
two institutions, LAP and Committee, that have
been coping with the most urgent issues of
Lithuania's nuclear power economy?

By tradition, the LAP meetings and the NSAC
meetings are held "back-to-back". This is a very
practical and efficient way of using the knowl-
edge and experience from the international ex-
perts: in a LAP meeting they take on the role of
advisors to VATESI, in the NSAC they take on -
with the basis from the discussions in the LAP
meeting - the broader role of advisors to the
Lithuanian government.

What are the most memorable things (the is-
sues discussed, the debates held, the decisions
taken, etc.)?

During my 2.5 years as the LAP chairman, the
most memorable (and because of that the most
difficult) issue was the discussions of the very much
delayed implementation of the Diverse Shutdown
System. Because of good preparations from the



experts, we were able to give a unanimous ad-
vice to VATESI, including the necessity to imple-
ment the DSS even in perspective of the closure
decision. Before my time in LAP, when I worked
at and had the perspective from the EBRD, the
most memorable thing was the advice (again

unanimous) and subsequent decision by VATESI
not to give a formal license to Ignalina because
of unresolved safety issues.

What do you think of the Ignalina NPP's ef-
forts in ensuring nuclear safety?

I am very proud to have given a contribution
- first from the EBRD and then from SIP - to the
safety upgrades of Ignalina. This plant is now
recognised by all experts to be the safest RBMK in
the world. The Ignalina commitment to and
implementation of nuclear safety should be re-
garded as an example of how safety upgrades
could be done. The challenge for Ignalina is now

To me the most important thing for the suc-
cess of the nuclear power sector in Lithuania af-
ter the independence is the very good co-op-
eration - still recognising each other's different
roles - between the three "nuclear centers of
excellency": the INPP, LEI and VATESI. Lithuania

After the meeting of the
Nuclear Safety Advisory
Committee of Lithuania
held in Vilnius on 30
January 2002.
In the photo: (left to
right) P. fesna (the
Ministry of Economy), E.
Bubelis, Uspuras, P.
Weber, R. Budnitz, N.
Steinberg, J. Vilemas, A.
Takeda, A. Brazauskas,
the Prime Minister of the
Republic of Lithuania, L.
G. Larsson, M. Chouha,
M. Hayns, J. Laaksonen,
and S. Kutas.

- like my own country Sweden - is a small coun-
try and in order to be efficient we have to co-
operate.

What are the issues that demand more atten-
tion ?

The issue that demands most attention now
without any doubt is to ensure a high level of
safety culture at INPP until the last seconds of
operation. (Will key experts stay? Will safety up-
grades and maintenance continue?)

Then comes decommissioning. Even though
there are no signs of decommissioning decisions
in Russia, this decision will ultimately come. The

On the meeting held in Dubingiai, on 13 June, 200 7.

to maintain the high standard of safety commit-
ment all through the remaining lifetime.

What positive changes in Lithuania's nuclear
power sector could you mention?

decommissioning of INPP should be a model both
from technical and economic point of view in the
same way as the safety analyses and safety up-
grades of INPP have been used as a model for
RBMK safety. m B



On the Committee's activities - the members who
have been on its staff from the very first days until today

The Committee has been a most
useful forum

JukkaLakksonen

D

You have been working with the Lithuanian
Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee since it was
established. What do you think of the 10years of
the Committee's activities? What are the most
memorable things (the issues discussed, the de-
bates held, the decisions taken, etc.)?

For me the Committee has been a most
useful forum where I have received firsthand in-
formation on the nuclear safety developments in
Lithuania. Based on this knowledge I have been
able to explain the Lithuanian situation to our
politicians, our foreign ministry officials, EBRD
Nuclear Safety Account officials, and my col-
leagues within the ED. This has certainly helped
to relieve many unfounded concerns felt by out-
siders on the "Chernobyl type" plant in Lithuania.

I feel that the Committee has also given some
useful guidance to the Lithuanian decision mak-
ers and the nuclear community. Having partici-
pation from all leading nuclear countries in the
world, and from some neighbouring countries
has ensured that the Committee represents wide
experience from the nuclear safety field.

It is difficult to highlight a single memorable
thing from the Committee discussions but the
work as a whole has been very rewarding.

What is your opinion of Lithuania's activities
in upgrading nuclear safety at the Ignalina Nuclear
Power Plant, developing the nuclear safety regu-
lating system, etc. ?

The work to upgrade safety of Ignalina NPP
has been quite successful. It seems that the plant

operations and nuclear safety issues are today
quite well under control. Progress could have been
faster in some issues, but the difficulty of dealing
with the original plant design organisations has
been a continuously disturbing factor and has
caused delays and unpleasant surprises. Also it
seems to be difficult to change the culture to a
more dynamic direction. The old way of thinking
and working is deep-rooted, and in spite of good
intentions it takes time to learn new ways of do-
ing things.

The regulating system started from scratch
and there was very little Lithuanian expertise in
nuclear safety ten years ago. In that respect the
situation was more difficult than in any other
country of Central and Eastern Europe. The
progress made has been remarkable, and the role
of VATESI is now a most important element in
further promotion of nuclear safety.

What do you think of the Ignalina NPP's ef-
forts in ensuring nuclear safety?

The contribution of the plant staff in safety
upgrade has been the core of success, as it should
be. The top management of the Ignalina NPP has
a good attitude that would give even better re-
sults if the foreign pressure to close down INPP
does not undermine the staff motivation.

What is your opinion of the activities of the
Lithuanian Technical Support Organisations?

I very much admire the progress made by the
Lithuanian TSOs, and in particular the progress
of knowhow within the LEI. I really do hope that
LEI staff would find continued meaningful tasks
on nuclear safety even in case the INPP closes down
as now planned, and no new NPP projects could
be started soon. Perhaps young Lithuanian ex-
perts could in the future support the NPPs and
regulators in those countries that are rapidly los-
ing their competent people to retirement.

What positive changes in Lithuania's nuclear
power sector could you mention? What are the



issues that demand more attention ? How do you
imagine the future of nuclear energy in
Lithuania ?

As I already indicated, the rapid learning from
hands-on experience in Ignalina safety upgrad-
ing projects is a really positive change. Also the
spreading of nuclear knowledge to universities
through expert tasks is important.

tion, but in Lithuania this is much more difficult.
Unless a new project is started soon to keep up the
interest of the current expert staff, I expect the
nuclear safety risks to increase continuously to-
wards the end of the Ignalina lifetime. Overall risk
from the remaining Ignalina operation time would
probably be smaller if no early closure would be
enforced but Lithuania would instead be given an
opportunity to operate the plant until its produc-

Meeting in Kaunas on 11-12 September, 1997

More attention could be given on project
management skills: especially on how the projects
are planned and started, and how the costs can
be kept at a reasonable level.

The Lithuanian nuclear future depends on the
possible will and drive to start a new NPP project.
It seems that taking into account all preparatory
steps that are needed to start a new NPP construc-
tion, it is not possible to have a new plant on line
before the planned closure date of Ignalina 2. If a
new project went ahead soon, it might be pos-
sible to find a compromise on operating Ignalina
2 until a new plant can take over the base load
production.

tion can be replaced in a controlled manner. A
controlled manner means adequate enough time
to analyse and decide what is the best alternative
for producing power, and enough time to con-
struct the chosen production capacity. •

\ s
/'

I would I ike to note that in joining the EU the
Lithuanian situation is quite unique, and the con-
sequences of this may not have been fully under-
stood on the EU side. While the Commission in-
sists also some other plants to be permanently
closed down, in no other country this means com-
plete stop of nuclear power production. In other
countries the regulators and operators can be
quite easily motivated to continue their strong
efforts for ensuring safe nuclear power produc- Autumn in the environs of Visaginas



The views of the Committee were taken into
account at the highest levels

B

Michael Hayns

What do you think of the 10 years of the
Committee's activities ? What are the most memo-
rable things (the issues discussed, the debates held,
the decisions taken, etc.)?

It is very hard to isolate specific issues from
the very many which the Committee have dealt
with over the years. Clearly there were many dif-
ficult problems in the very early years. This was
due to the then rather weak position of VATESI,
and the approach by the INPP senior manage-
ment to any "advice" given to them about their
plant. Some of the technical issues coming out of
the SAR report prepared under the auspices of
the European bank were difficult, and indeed have
taken a very long time to fix. The second shut-
down system is still causing some concern, al-
though a practical and realistic project is now
under way. Also, the difficulties surrounding the
possibility of fuel can-graphite gap closure were
very high priority a few years ago, and even with
the great deal of work which has been done, there
remains some doubt over the condition of Unit 1
in this context. However it does seem that con-
cerns over Unit 2 have been resolved. Overall, the
most important and memorable discussion was
over the early closure of Unit 1. The decision to
close the plant was probably the most important
one during this time. It is important to note that
it was not this Committee's decision, but the ad-
vice to the government from the group, we be-
lieve had some impact on it.

Other particularly memorable moments were
the various meetings with Prime Ministers and
Presidents over the years. These always gave the
group some confidence that their views were
taken into account at the highest levels, and there-
fore that the continued activity of the group was
justified.

What is your opinion of Lithuania's activities
in upgrading nuclear safety at the Ignalina Nuclear
Power Plant, developing the nuclear safety regu-
lating system, etc.?

There have been remarkable changes over
the 10 years of the group's activity. VATESI,
whilst still quite small, has improved beyond
recognition, due to a large extent to the lead-
ership of Mr Kutas. They have learned how and
when to ask for specialist advice and have been
instrumental in developing an internal Techni-
cal Safety Organisation capability in Lithuania.
The Lithuanian Energy Institute has played an
important supporting role in this. Whilst there
is always room for improvement, I believe that
VATESI is now able to take a position alongside
other nuclear regulatory bodies in Europe.

The SIP at INPP has been maintained so that
its achievements are quite remarkable when
compared to the situation inherited from the
Soviet days. Much of this has been achieved
with assistance from the West, particularly the
Swedish International Programme ( and per-
haps we should mention here the work of Jan
Nistad especially in this) and others have also
contributed to both the INPP and VATESI de-
velopments. In more recent years it has been
gratifying to see that the INPP have been in-
creasingly willing, and able, to make contribu-
tions to this programme from their own bud-
get.

What do you think of the Ignalina NPP's
efforts in ensuring nuclear safety?

The SIP is mentioned above, but at least as
important have been the efforts made by the
senior management of the plant to develop an
appropriate safety culture at all levels. Again,
there has been a great deal of assistance from
Sweden in this, but a key requirement has been
the acceptance of the plant management that
this is a very high priority activity. The difficulty
in achieving this change, when compared to
the old Soviet style system should not be un-
derestimated. A good example of this is the set-
ting up of an independent safety committee
for the plant (under the chairmanship of Mr
Uspuras from LEI).



What positive changes in Lithuania's nuclear
power sector could you mention ? What are the
issues that demand more attention ? How do you
imagine the future of nuclear energy in
Lithuania?

The Committee has been primarily concerned
with all aspects of the safe operation of the plant,

the sale of its electricity, so that it can undertake
important safety upgrades, and in particular to
prepare Unit 1, and eventually Unit 2 for closure
and decommissioning. There is still a very strong
need to consider the social and economic impact
of plant closure on the Visaginas region. Also it is
vital that the motivation of the INPP staff, at all
levels, is maintained whilst the plant remains in

At the meeting held in Visaginas on 8-10 July, 1997

however, recent changes in the structure of the
INPP organisation, to distance it from direct gov-
ernment control, has been positive, as have some
of the economic decisions concerning electricity
pricing. There is still a need to ensure that the
plant receives a fair return of the profit made on

operation.
If the positive support from the Government

and people of Lithuania can be maintained then
I see no reason why the country should not be
the site for new and advanced designs of nuclear
plant, even when embedded in the European

Union. This is some way off, but
early planning is essential if there is
to be continuity of nuclear genera-
tion in the country.

At the LAP meeting held in Vilnius on January, 2002.

I think the key issue has been
the feeling of the foreign members
that it has been a worthwhile effort
over the years. There have been
times (even recently) when it
seemed to be a real uphill struggle
to achieve the changes thought nec-
essary. Even so we have all contin-
ued to come and to do our best.
Much of this must be due to the
leadership shown by JurgisVilemas
and the respect in which he is held
by all members. B



There is still time for deciding
the fate of Unit 2

Nikolay Steinberg

You have been working with the Lithuanian
Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee since it was
established. What do you think of the W years of
the Committee's activities? What are the most
memorable things (the issues discussed, the de-
bates held, the decisions taken, etc.)?

I believe the Committee has played an impor-
tant role in developing a civilized pattern of
nuclear safety in Lithuania. Importantly, the en-
tire process ran as a consecutive evolution rather
than a revolution. We have learnt to speak the
same language. An acceptable format of com-
munication between the Committee and the high-
est authorities of Lithuania got formed, which is
of the utmost importance in searching for opti-
mum decisions in the area of safe use of nuclear
power. An understanding has been reached that
a difference in technologies is not a cause for
confrontation, but rather an opportunity for all
the parties involved to learn more and gain more
experience. The most memorable event was li-
censing Unit 1 at the Ignalina NPP. This is the first
and, to my knowledge, the only example of com-
prehensive licensing process within the former
Soviet Union. The second memorable aspect was
the mutual understanding among the members
of the Committee, and respect shown to our
Lithuanian colleagues in spite of fairly heated
debates that took place from time to time.

What is your opinion of Lithuania's activities
in upgrading nuclear safety at the Ignalina Nuclear
Power Plant, developing the nuclear safety regu-
lating system, etc. ?

It would make no sense to enumerate all the
actions taken, as quite a lot has been done. Could

we have done more? Probably yes. However, we
are living in a real world, in a system of mutual
relations that were inherited from the past. We
have a different understanding of problems,
and we must act considering the existing eco-
nomic limitations. It should be noted that the
first years were spent on looking for and devel-
oping a concerted approach to safety issues.
The difference in cultures, including engineer-
ing culture, could lead to confrontation in the
Committee. Nevertheless, we managed to find
a common language and the form of coopera-
tion in the interests of safety.

First of all, it should be noted that prior to
regaining independence Lithuania had no sys-
tem of nuclear regulation of its own and started
creating it in the early 1990s. Needless to say,
the practice of supervision activities character-
istic of the Soviet system was used as the basis
of the system. Nothing else could be expected.
Firstly, concrete people determined the spirit
of the system being created. These people did
not have - they could not have - other experi-
ence than Soviet. Secondly, it would have made
no sense to develop a license system of regula-
tion, as there was no basis, namely, appropriate
standard documents, package of licensing docu-
ments, and trained specialists, for it. The oper-
ating body was not ready for a license system
of regulation, either. Today a fairly efficient sys-
tem of regulation is in place combining both
the experience in licensing transferred by West-
ern partners, and the experience in state super-
vision that had been perfected for years in the
USSR.

What do you think of the Ignalina WPP's ef-
forts in ensuring nuclear safety?

A great deal of effort has been made and
significant results have been achieved. Today one
can maintain that at the Ignalina NPP safety cul-
ture has formed that enables to mobilize the re-
sources and funds for addressing the issues that
may affect safety most.

What is your opinion of the activities of the
Lithuanian Technical Support Organizations?

I think Mr. Vilemas, Mr. Uspuras and other
Lithuanian colleagues can be congratulated on



creating an efficient system of engineering sup-
port. Many countries should learn from Lithuania
how technical support by specialists and organi-
zations of different countries and international
organizations can be funneled into development
of enormous potential of national science and
technology. This potential is a guarantee that
not only today's but also future strategic prob-
lems of the power sector development in
Lithuania will be successfully dealt with.

What positive changes in Lithuania's nuclear
power sector could you mention? What are the
issues that demand more attention ? How do you
imagine the future of nuclear energy in
Lithuania?

I'll begin with the latter. I have no doubts
that nuclear power in Lithuania will develop. A
country that has already mastered nuclear tech-
nology should not take a step backwards, espe-
cially given that the unique environment of
Lithuania requires the use of a clean technology
for power generation. Nuclear technology is the
cleanest of those applied today. I won't speak of
wind and solar stations. It is not only specialists
who understand that a wide-scale use of these
two technologies in Lithuania is not more than
a Utopia. An important issue is the choice of the
type of nuclear facility and its capacity. I am posi-
tive that Lithuanian specialists will make a cor-

rect choice. A lot of attention should be given to
the economic aspects of the issue that are now
seriously being considered at the Lithuanian En-
ergy Institute.

Although an enormous amount of work has
been put into improvement of safety of the reac-
tors at the Ignalina NPP, the economic and politi-
cal conditions made Lithuania take the decision
to decommission Unit 1. There is still time for de-
ciding the fate of Unit 2 .1 hope the decision will
be well-founded. Admittedly, sooner or later Unit
2 will have to be replaced by a new source of
electricity generation that would meet Lithuania's
demand. I am convinced that the source will be
nuclear. Specialists of Lithuania and the Commit-
tee must comprehend in detail the criteria of ac-
ceptability of a new nuclear power station, in-
cluding these of safety. A second important issue
is the staff policy. It is no secret that specialists
taught and trained in the former Soviet Union
form the basis of INPP staff. As time goes by, people
are growing older and give up their jobs. The
expected shutdown and decommissioning of the
Ignalina NPP, the construction and operation of a
new facility will require a new wave of specialists.
The issue of staff training merits detailed discus-
sion. There are some other not less important is-
sues that need to be discussed.

The Committee members and experts from Lithuania and foreign countries after the meeting held in Nida on 7 May, 1999.



I believe in bright prospects of the world's
nuclear energy

Eugenijus Uspuras

You have been working with the Lithuanian
Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee since it was
established. What do you think of the 10 years of
the Committee's activities? What are the most
memorable things (the issues discussed, the de-
bates held, the decisions taken, etc.)?

The beginning was the most difficult part but
it was also the most interesting, as I have always
found it much more attractive to create things than
to maintain a good image. There had not been a
committee of this type in international nuclear
power practice before. Leading nuclear safety ex-
perts from Western countries, namely, Germany,
Sweden, Finland, France, and the United King-

dom started work-
ing with the Com-
mittee, later on to be
joined by counter-
parts from the USA

At the meeting held in
Vilnius on 10 October, 2001.

and Japan. N. Steinberg
from Ukraine, and several
representatives of
Lithuania, have been on
the Committee's staff from
the very beginning of its activities. It is no secret
that the views on safety culture and the mentality
of Lithuanians and Ukrainians, former citizens of
the USSR, differed from those of Westerners. Nev-
ertheless, we succeeded in working as a team and

P. Butcher and H. Ryding
the UK.

making an important contribution to upgrading
safety at the Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant.

What is your opinion of Lithuania's activities
in upgrading nuclear safety at the Ignalina Nuclear
Power Plant, developing the nuclear safety regu-
lating system, etc. ?

I have delivered reports on the safety level at
the Ignalina NPP in numerous international events,
including the IAEA forum of 1999 whose objective
was to assess the safety level of East European
nuclear power stations. It can be maintained that
in terms of risk indicators the probability of the
core damage at the Ignalina NPP is similar to that
in Western reactors. Admittedly, the nuclear power
facilities employing reactors of RBMK type do not
have full containment. As a result, the probability
of emission of large amounts of radioactive sub-
stances at these power stations is virtually the same
as that of damage to the core. Although the prob-
ability of radioactive emissions at the Ignalina NPP
is also very low, the absence of full containment is
the main reason why the EU is keen on shutting it
down. In my opinion, the most important thing is
that Lithuania has proved that despite the deci-
sion to decommission the Ignalina NPP, efforts are
being made to make it the safest power station
with RBMK reactors, and has confirmed that it will
continue safety upgrading operations until its fi-
nal closure. This was the attitude towards safety
enhancement at the Ignalina NPP that the Nuclear

Safety Advisory Committee has been
striving to impose, and we have suc-
ceeded in it. It is probably the most im-
portant result of the Committee's activi-
ties.

What do you think of the Ignalina
NPP's efforts in ensuring nuclear safety?

One cannot overestimate the efforts
of the management and staff of the

from Ignalina NPP in upgrading the safety
level at the facility. They not only devel-
oped several safety improvement pro-

grams but implemented them too. Furthermore,
all the studies aimed at assessing and enhancing
the safety level at INPP, such as Barselina, SAR,
SAR-2, DAZ and others were successfully com-
pleted because the staff of the station took an



E. Uspuras (left) and V. Sevaldin.

active and enthusiastic part in these.
What is your opinion of the activities of the

Lithuanian Technical Support Organizations?

When Lithuania regained its independence
there were no TSOs and they had to be created.
This was an awfully difficult and interesting task.
The first step was the scientific analysis team of
the Ignalina NPP safety that was set up at the
Lithuanian Energy Institute on March 19, 1992.
Initially, the group known as the Ignalina Safety
Analysis Team had a staff of 9. Today we are often
asked where the team has disappeared. It has not
disappeared anywhere. Rather, it has grown into
an independent laboratory that is now the larg-
est at the Institute. Thirty-odd nuclear safety ex-
perts, including 6 habilitated doctors and 10 doc-
tors, are currently working at the laboratory. In
the beginning we dreamed of being capable to
do everything that was needed in order to im-
prove safety at the Ignalina NPP. Encouraged and
assisted by our counterparts from Western coun-
tries, such as Germany, the USA, Sweden, the
United Kingdom, etc., we have mastered the nec-
essary state-of-the-art safety analysis codes (these
were handed over to Lithuania free of charge),
and have developed at INPP thermo-hydraulic,
neutron dynamics, structural mechanics, proba-
bilistic analysis and other models. Today in
Lithuania we are in a position to conduct virtu-
ally all safety assessment studies of the Ignalina
NPP. I would like to make use of this opportunity
and to express our gratitude to Western partners
from engineering safety centers for the know-
how they have conveyed to us and sincere sup-
port. We are lucky in that we have been cooper-
ating with real professionals of nuclear safety not
only from Western countries but also from Rus-
sia, most importantly with those representing the
Kurchatov Institute and NIKIET. Although we used
to compete with Russian organizations for
Ignalina NPP orders, we remain friends and have

produced several safety studies jointly.

What positive changes in Lithuania's nuclear
power sector could you mention? What are the
issues that demand more attention ? How do you
imagine the future of nuclear energy in
Lithuania ?

M. Demcenko (VATE5I) and
S. Urbonavicius (/NPP).

I hope that in 2004
Lithuania will join the
EU. Over the years of
regained indepen-
dence our mentality
and understanding of
safety culture have be-
come somewhat more
similar to those of
Westerners. However,
we should continue
our efforts in this di-
rection. After becom-
ing a EU member
Lithuania will be cre-
ating nuclear power
future not only for it-

self but also for the entire Europe. I believe in
bright prospects of the world's nuclear energy.

After Lithuania announced its independence,
the necessary nuclear infrastructure was created
in the country. Currently we have a functioning
nuclear safety system. A good deal of upgrades
have been made at the station employing RBMK
reactors, and considerable experience has been
gained. I think this experience will be useful to
other countries, too. Conditions should be cre-
ated for this experience to be used for enhancing
nuclear safety level in the world, and first of all in
other post-Soviet states. One of the ideas in the

G. Negrivoda (Technical Director, Ignalina NPP) and
V. Sevaldin (right).

air is setting up an RBMK excellence center jointly
with Western countries, Russia, and Ukraine. It
should be done in the nearest future.



On the Committee's activities -
Jan H. Nistad, its originator

The choice of "To have or not to have"
should be made soon..

In 1998, on the occasion of the
16th February • the 80th Anni-
versary of the Reestablishment
of the State of Lithuania, Jan
H. Nistad was decorated with
the Order of Gediminas, the
Grand Duke of Lithuania.

B

Jan H. Nistad

When the Republic of Lithuania regained its
independence it possessed two of the biggest
nuclear reactors in the world. There was no regu-
latory experience other than what was taken over
- in staff and procedures - from Gosatomnadzor
of Russia. The Lithuanian government realised
that it would need international support. There-
fore a Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee was
established, and members, Lithuanian and for-
eign, were appointed by the Government. The
first meeting was held on October 13, 1993.

The task of the Committee was to give advice
to the Lithuanian government about both in-
dustrial and regulatory matters. A second task for
the new committee was to be a reference body
for the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development - EBRD. The Bank was arranging a
grant to Lithuania of 33 million ECU, funded
mainly from the EU. Those funds should be used
only for hardware safety improvements at INPP.
The Committee assisted EBRD in setting priorities
between different safety enhancement projects.

One of the most important tasks in the begin-
ning was to put pressure on the Government to
set aside sufficient funds from the national bud-
get for building up a national regulatory body,
VATESI, and for safety enhancement measures and
projects at INPP so that Lithuania should not only
rely on foreign aid. From time to time also the
problem of salary payments at INPP had to be
raised with the Government. During the first years
the Committee was also engaged as an indepen-
dent point of contact for EBRD for the follow-up
of all projects at INPP that the bank funded.

One of the most important issues for the Com-
mittee was the problem of the Gap Closure be-
tween graphite and Zr tubes, which would be
decisive for the timing of production ending of
both units. No contact between the graphite col-
umns and the Zr tubes was to be allowed. This
was a conditionally for the 33 M ECU grant from
EBRD. Measurement methods, techniques and
equipment were developed for following and
monitoring the situation. This matter is still on-
going, but the shutdown of the two units will
probably not be limited by this, as Lithuania has
applied for EU membership, and hopefully will
become a member in 2004. The Ignalina units will
as a requirement from EU anyhow be closed by
2005 and in 2009 respectively.

Another issue that has been very much dis-
cussed in the Committee is " How safe are the two
INPP units?" For that reason PSA studies were
started very early as a part of the Swedish bilat-
eral programme. The results of PSA Level 1 ,1 +
and 2 studies were all presented to the Commit-
tee for assessment. All studies showed that INPP
safety was higher than expected for a Chernobyl
typeRBMK reactor.

The shutdown capability at the INPP reactors
and its independence of common cause failures
has been another important issue for the Com-
mittee. It is claimed that this problem is now solved
and one can hope that Unit 2 will have an up-
graded DSS system in operation for some 3-4 years
before closure.

What is then the situation today as concerns
activities that the Committee was set to follow?
The nuclear regulator VATESI has developed into
a modern, "standard" Western regulator. Its fu-
ture will follow the lines of other EU regulators
and it will be a partner in the established regula-
tor co-operation. The assistance from other coun-
tries will be reduced and finally disappear. Fur-
ther upgrading of INPP must be continued so that
both units can be run with the highest possible
safety levels until shutdown. More efforts will have
to be directed towards decommissioning.
Lithuania will need expert and financial assistance
because there has been an insufficient building
up of both decommissioning expertise and funds
in the country. Some international and national



funding is already available, but much more will
be needed.

The emphasis on enhancing Safety Culture at
INPP that started many years ago with Swedish
bilateral support had a slow start. The Soviet
Union-style Safety Culture that existed during the
early years of Lithuanian independence had to
be changed, which meant not only procedure
and document development, but also even
changes of peoples' attitudes and values. How-
ever, the situation has improved and the aim now
must be continued improvement, otherwise the
Safety Culture will deteriorate. In the present situ-
ation, with decided shutdown of both INPP units
by 2005 and 2009 respectively, it is of paramount
importance that the safety culture at the plant -
and at VATESI - is monitored and measured. Much
effort should be used for education in this area.

The future nuclear energy situation in

Lithuania will depend on political decisions. The
choice of "To have or not to have" should be
made soon if it is to have any positive effect on
the safety situation at INPP and on the future of
the town of Visaginas!

If there is to be no new nuclear power plant
in Lithuania it will be important to add on exper-
tise in the decommissioning field both for INPP
and VATESI, hopefully this can to some extent be
done by re-educating the existing personnel.

Will NSAC be needed in the future? As long
as there are nuclear activities going on at INPP,
the answer is clearly that NSAC is needed. But the
work of the Committee should slowly change from
nuclear operation Safety to nuclear decommis-
sioning Safety up to the year 2009. This will need
additional type of experts, if the Committee shall
continue to be a good advisor to the Lithuanian
Government.

A view from across the ocean

An example of Lithuania's willingness
to listen to and work with experts
from around the world

Robert Budnitz

In my view, the Nuclear Safety Advisory Com-
mittee of Lithuania has had a very significant
impact on overall nuclear safety at the Ignalina
NPP during its first ten years. It has served as a
very important example of Lithuania' willingness,
indeed Lithuania's eagerness, to listen to and to
work with experts from around the world.

The Committee's most important contribu-
tions have been of two kinds:

First, the NSAC has provided a forum to en-
able all of the interested foreign governments
and international agencies (including the EC and
the EBRD) to stay well-informed about the

progress of safety improvements at Ignalina. This
has allowed these governments to remain com-
fortable with their continuing contributions to
the safety-upgrading work.

Second, the NSAC has intervened on several
occasions to help bring about stronger policies
within the Lithuanian Government, so that the
Ignalina safety-improvement program could con-
tinue, and also so that VATESI, the Lithuanian
nuclear regulatory agency, could be allowed to
continue to improve its effectiveness.

In these past ten years, a few key milestones
are important. Among these milestones were the
development of a strong VATESI agency after a
difficult start-up period at the beginning; the
completion of the SAR-1 safety-analysis study,
which was the first comprehensive study of
Ignalina safety; the use of the SAR-1 to formulate
a sensible safety-improvement program, in a
manner that the foreign partners had confidence
in; the technical understanding of the safety im-
plications of the gap-closure issue for Unit One;
the development of the first comprehensive plan
for the decommissioning of Unit One and the
disposition of the spent fuel in a safe-storage fa-
cility; the difficulties in developing an effective
diverse shutdown system for Unit Two; and the



gradual evolution of a much stronger safety cul-
ture at Ignalina.

Much remains to be done to assure that the
safety of the Ignalina station is maintained at an
acceptable level and is improved over the years.
Much also remains to be done to assure that
VATESI continues as a strong independent regu-
latory agency, especially when the transition oc-
curs (soon!) from regulating the two operating
reactors at INPP to regulating their decommis-
sioning. And finally, constant vigilance is needed
to assure that the Lithuanian government pro-
vides an ongoing and supportive political envi-
ronment and appropriate funding for safety.

I also wish to observe that the development of
a capable and effective nuclear-safety-technology
"technical support organization", the Lithuanian
Energy Institute, is a remarkable achievement.
Several other countries in the formerly socialist bloc
have attempted to develop such an organization,
but only a few have succeeded to build anything
as effective as LEI. This represents a strong state-
ment about the overall culture in Lithuania.

In closing, I wish to note that these represent
my own views and do not necessarily represent
the views of the United States government or the
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. •

D-M. Perez and J. Bickel
from the USA.

A Japanese expert on the Committee's activities
and changes that have taken place in Lithuania

The great success in upgrading the nuclear
safety of the Ignalina NPP is obvious

In 2002, on the occasion of the
16th February -the 84th Anni-
versary of the Reestablishment
of the State of Lithuania, A.
Takeda was decorated with the
Order of Gediminas, the Grand
Duke of Lithuania.

\ Atsushi Takeda

What do you think of the 10 years of the
Committee's activities? What are the most memo-
rable things (the issues discussed, the debates held,
the decisions taken, etc.)?

I joined the Committee on July 1997 just af-
ter decree No. 722 was issued for the partial change
of decision No. 786. In this sense I was a latecomer

to the Committee. At first I thought that the Com-
mittee was full of formality and ambiguity be-
cause the Committee seemed to be in a delicate
political situation. It was, however, not long be-
fore I realized that I had been wrong. All the
members of the Committee were very active in
discussion and expressed their opinions frankly. I
was convinced that the Committee could soon
command the confidence and respect of the
Western countries.

One of the most memorable things to me
was the decision-making of accepting the pres-
sure tube replacement for the gas-gap measure-
ment. If we pull out a small number of highly
irradiated pressure tubes and measure the out-
side diameter of the tubes, we could be more
confident about our estimation of the time of
the gas-gap closure. At that time, however, the
EBRD virtually prohibited removal of pressure
tubes even for the purpose of acquiring data be-
cause the pulling-out of pressure tubes was the
same thing as the replacement of the tubes that



meant the extension of the reactor life. In spite of
such negative attitude maintained by the EBRD,
the Committee thought that the Ignalina NPP
should be allowed to pull out the pressure tubes
for measurement. I believe that our decision on
this issue proved to be appropriate.

What is your opinion of Lithuania's activities
in upgrading nuclear safety at the Ignalina Nuclear
Power Plant, developing the nuclear safety regu-
lating system, etc. ?

I appreciate the efforts made
by Lithuania to implement various
measures for safety improvement.
Considering the post-indepen-
dence situation of Lithuania, I have
been very much impressed by the
result. The success is basically due
to the financial aid and the techni-
cal assistance provided by the West.
However, I cannot miss the invis-
ible effect of high quality human
resources in Lithuania. At first I
wondered how the intellectual
and mental legacies of the former
Soviet times influenced the behav-
ior of the people. Of course, I found
some bad habits apparently inher-
ited from the former oppressive so-
ciety, but I realized that the science education
given by the former Soviet system was great and
effective to challenge the new technology. I was
also impressed by their flexibility in absorbing
the new culture.

What do you think of the Ignalina NPP's ef-
forts in ensuring nuclear safety?

The great success in upgrading the nuclear
safety of the Ignalina NPP is obvious. In my view,
the most important achievement is the human-
related and organizational changes at the plant.
Good discipline has been established and the at-
mosphere in the plant has changed. I also see in
the Ignalina NPP quite a few good practices that
have been recommended universally from the
viewpoint of human-factor engineering. Hard-
ware and regulatory systems are important but
the last key to the safety is in operators' hands. In
this respect their efforts should be highly appre-
ciated.

What is your opinion of the activities of the
Lithuanian Technical Support Organizations?

The technical support organizations are the

basis of bearing a legitimate technical corps for
the Lithuanian nuclear sector. In a sense, VATESI is
the headquarters to wage a war for a great cause
of the nuclear safety. Then, VATESI needs a strong
army corps. So far a mixed corps has supported
VATESI. The Licensing Assistance Project (LAP) has
provided a strong foreign legion with the young
Lithuanian technical groups. In this arrangement
we can see successful international cooperation
to foster Lithuania's own technical corps. The

After the meeting held in Vilnius on 31 January, 2003.
In the photo: (left to right) J. Vilemas, J. Laaksonen, E. Uspuras, A. Takeda, M.
Chouha, P. Weber, E. Bubelis, R. Budnitz, M. Hayns, and L.C. Larsson.

time has come to establish an independent tech-
nical support organization without foreign assis-
tance. It is a vital question if VATESI has its own
legitimate technical support organization.

What positive changes in Lithuania's nuclear
power sector could you mention ? What are the
issues that demand more attention ? How do you
imagine the future of nuclear energy in
Lithuania?

The managerial and organizational changes
at the Ignalina NPP are worth mentioning at first.
Though the Swedish efforts toward the achieve-
ment of the goal have been enormous, the posi-
tive amenability shown by the personnel should
be appreciated. The change of the Ignalina NPP's
legal position is also important. As an indepen-
dent enterprise, the Ignalina NPP has taken the
first step toward self-responsible management.
From now on we should pay enough attention
to unnecessary political interventions. When I
came to this country for the first time in 1995, the
relations between VATESI, the nuclear energy
department in the Government, the Ignalina NPP,
the Lithuanian Energy Institute and Kaunas Tech-
nological University did not look well harmo-

B



nized. In particular, the Ignalina NPP seemed to
be a big foreign body in the Lithuanian nuclear
sector. Now the relations are closer and coopera-
tive. This change is an evidence of maturity of
Lithuania's nuclear power sector.

There are three issues that I would like to
keep watching. The first is the decommissioning

At the meeting held in Vilnius on 31 January, 200

of Unit 1. The second is the safe operation of the
Ignalina NPP in a discouraging atmosphere of
preparing for the decommissioning. The third is
the relations between the Ignalina NPP and the
new Lietuvos Energija. I believe that the latter is
the most important for the future of the
Lithuanian energy sector.

Concerning the nuclear energy in Lithuania
I imagine a silver lining future. The per-
manent closure of Ignalina Unit 1 will be
done as it is scheduled and the early stage
of the decommissioning will be in progress
without major troubles. The fate of Unit 2
is a little uncertain, but sooner or later it
will be closed down and decommissioned.
A new nuclear reactor may or may not be
built. It wil l depend not only on
Lithuania's choice of energy policy but
also on the world energy situation in ten
years.

Lithuania is going to join the EUsoon.
I do not know whether the Committee
will exist afterwards. At least the nature of
the Committee will change on that occa-
sion. I do not think that I will be a mem-
ber of a renewed committee.

I know that a big question in Lithuania

is whether Lithuania will build a new nuclear
power plant or not. If you do not do anything
else except close down the Ignalina NPP, Lithuania
is sooner or later going to be a small country that
depends more and more on the Russian fossil fu-
els. It is worth demanding the reason why the
former Soviet Union established such a big power

center at Visaginas. The Ignalina
NPP is located in the center of an
energy-starved region spreading
over the northeast of Europe. Now
most countries in EU have matured
into a society of high living stan-
dard, while the countries surround-
ing Lithuania are in a developing
stage. Obviously they need more
energy for their future economic
growth. The difference is clear be-
tween the West and the East. Elec-
tricity demand in the West is al-
most saturated. Accordingly, small
supplementary generating units
like the wind-power are some-
times suitable for meeting the de-
mand. On the contrary, the East
needs big units to satisfy their
huge potential appetite. In the

northeast of Europe all the socioeconomic fac-
tors seem to be favorable to a new nuclear power
plant. It is, however, difficult to find good inves-
tors for building a big nuclear power plant. We
cannot expect quick returns from the money in-
vested in new nuclear power plants. I hope that
the global atmosphere will change in some ten
years'time.

The reactor hall of the Ignalina NPP.



The road ahead is still long

r-y
•--

i Michel Chouha

The changes that have been implemented in
Lithuania over the last decade, aimed at upgrad-
ing the safety of Ignalina NPP, are exemplary from
different points of view.

The starting point was the early establishment
of a Nuclear Safety Authority (VATESI), immedi-
ately after regaining independence, in order to
ensure full responsibility of nuclear safety control
in the country. By this
early act, the Govern-
ment of Lithuania
showed all the interest
it had in the nuclear
safety issue, and its reso-
lute attachment to cre-
ate appropriate condi-
tions for monitoring
this field.

The intense Safety
Improvement Prog-
rammes carried out at
INPP, and pursued at
present with unflag-
ging attention, repre-
sent without doubt a
significant step towards
upgraded safety level of
operation of the units.
The implementation of
the Safety Culture programme on the site of
Ignalina attests to the serious attention paid by
the plant management to another important
component of safety, the human factor: nuclear
safety is not only a question of reliable systems
and high quality equipment but also and above
all the result of human attitude and responsible
behaviour.

The excellent evolution performed by the
Lithuanian Technical Support Organisations

(TSOs), in particular the Lithuanian Energy Insti-
tute (LEI), forms the third side of the nuclear
safety triangle (Regulator - Operator - TSOs).
The recent production of the Safety Analysis
Report for Unit 2 provides with this regard the
best example and evidence of the remarkable
progress achieved by the Lithuanian TSOs over
the recent years.

Another point that deserves to be emphasised
is the aptitude shown by all parties involved in
nuclear safety to adapt to new challenges: the
decision of the Lithuanian Government to shut
down Unit 1 by December 2004, and the more
recent decision related to the decommissioning,
provided the occasion to note how efficiently
the Plant, the Regulator and the TSOs are able
to take up new challenges and organise the tech-
nical resources to face the new issues in a record
time.

Nuclear safety is an unremitting activity. The
Lithuanian colleagues show constant awareness

After the meeting held in Dubingiai on 13 June. 2001.

and sensitivity to this point. A long way has been
covered in the direction of enhanced nuclear
safety but the road ahead is still long. The strong
organisation (Regulator, Engineering Institutes,
Operator) established now in Lithuania in the
field of nuclear safety, the latest developments
and the planned future activities provide good
confidence in the conditions under which the
Ignalina NPP is and will be managed and oper-
ated during the coming years. •



An independent institution of Lithuanian
and international experts

Jochen Peter Weber

With the establishment of the Nuclear Safety
Advisory Committee the Republic of Lithuania
has created an independent institution of
Lithuanian and international experts to provide
advice and expert opinions to the Lithuanian
Government and other state organisations. The
overall objectives of the Committee's conclusions
and recommendations prepared at its meetings
during the last years have been to encourage the
Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant to accept its role as
the principal organisation responsible for nuclear
safety, to strengthen the State Nuclear Power
Safety Inspectorate VATESI in performing its su-
pervisory and licensing duties, and to give advice
to the Lithuanian Government and encourage
them to provide the necessary technical infrastruc-
ture for ensuring nuclear safety in Lithuania in-
cluding staffing and financial resources.

Under its chairman, Prof. Jurgis Vilemas, the
Committee has discussed in detail during the re-
cent past the following issues:

• Implementation of the measures of the
Safety Improvement Programme 2 (SIP-2)

• Licensing of Ignalina Unitl
• Installation of a diverse shutdown system

at Ignalina Unit 2
• Measurements of the graphite stack / pres-

sure tube gas gap at Ignalina Unit 1
• Production and review of the Safety

Analysis Report for Ignalina Unit 2 (SAR-2)
• Progress in radioactive waste management
• Preparation of the decommissioning of

Ignalina Unit 1
• Organisational and financial aspects of

restructuring measures at INPP and VATESI.
Based on their international background and

experience, the Committee has brought firm ex-
pert opinions related to the above issues to the
attention of the Lithuanian Government. When
deemed necessary, determined statements were
sent by letter to the Prime Minister of the Repub-
lic of Lithuania.

In connection with the Licensing Assistance
Project (LAP) which coordinates the Western as-
sistance to Lithuania in developing the nuclear
infrastructure, the Nuclear Safety Advisory Com-
mittee also wishes to facilitate the transition from
assistance to cooperation in nuclear safety, given
the fact that the Republic of Lithuania is on the
threshold of the European Community. •
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THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

DECISION

Regarding resolution No. 722, dated July 4, 1997,
Concerning partial changes to resolution No. 786, dated October 21, 1992, On approval of the

Statute of the State Nuclear Power Safety Inspectorate and Establishment of Nuclear Safety
Advisory Committee of the Republic of Lithuania

No. 161, February 4, 2002

The Government of the Republic of Lithuania has decided:
To partially change resolution No. 722, dated July 4, 1997, Concerning partial changes to resolu-

tion No. 786, dated October 21, 1992, On approval of the Statute of the State Nuclear Power Safety
Inspectorate and Establishment of Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee of the Republic of Lithuania
(Zin., 1997, Nos. 66-1625), and to formulate in new wording the composition of the Nuclear Safety
Advisory Committee of the Republic of Lithuania attached hereto.

Prime Minister

Minister of Economy

Algirdas Brazauskas

Petras Cesna

Approved by
The Government of the Republic of Lithuania

by resolution No. 722, dated July 4, 1997
(The wording of resolution No. 161, dated February 4, 2002, of

the Government of the Republic of Lithuania)

Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee of the Republic of Lithuania

J. Vilemas Director, Lithuanian Energy Institute (Committee Chairman)

E. Bubelis Senior research associate, Laboratory of Nuclear Installation Safety, Lithuanian

Energy Institute (Committee Secretary)

R. Budnitz President, Future Resources Associates Inc., USA

M. Chouha Expert, Institute for Protection and Nuclear Safety (IPSN), France

M. Hayns Consultant on Nuclear Safety, UK

J. Laaksonen Director General, Finnish Center for Radiation and Nuclear Safety (STUK)

L. G. Larsson Director, Swedish International Project (SIP) Nuclear Safety

N.Steinberg Director General, Atomaudit Ltd., Ukraine-USA joint venture

A. Takeda Technical consultant, Nuclear Safety Research Association (NSRA), Japan

E. Uspuras Head, Laboratory of Nuclear Installation Safety, Lithuanian Energy Institute

J. P. Weber Expert, GRS mbH - Nuclear Reactor Safety Company, Germany



Facts and dates

• In December 1983, the first Unit of the
Ignalina NPP was commissioned, and the second
in August 1987.

• On 18 October 1991, the State Nuclear
Safety Inspectorate (VATESI) was established.

• In 1992, Lithuania became a member of
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

• On 17 May 1993, Lithuanian Nuclear and
Radiation Safety Advisory Committee was set up
(since 4 July 1997 renamed the Lithuanian Nuclear
Safety Advisory Committee).

• On 14 November 1996, the Seimas of the
Republic of Lithuania passed the Law on Nuclear
Energy.

• On 1 January 1997, the Radiation Protec-
tion Centre was established.

• In 1997, VATESI Licensing Assistance Project
(LAP) started operating.

• On 12-23 April 1999, at the meeting of
Nuclear Safety Convention participants that took
place at the IAEA, the Lithuanian delegation gave
its account of implementation of the Convention
for the first time.

• On 20 May 1999, the Seimas of the Repub-
lic of Lithuania adopted the Law on Radioactive
Waste Management.

• On 29 July 1999, VATESI issued the opera-
tion licence for Unit 1 of the Ignalina NPP.

• In October 1999, the National Energy Strat-
egy was adopted and the decision was taken to
decommission Unit 1 at INPP by 2005.

• On 2 May 2000, the Seimas of the Republic
of Lithuania passed the Law on Decommission-
ing Unit 1 of the Ignalina Nuclear Power Plant
State Company.

• On 11 February 2000, VATESI issued the
Ignalina NPP the licence for an interim spent
nuclear fuel storage of dry type with CASTOR
RBMK-1500 and CONSTOR RBMK-1500 contain-
ers.

• On 20-21 June, a Donors Conference of
Western countries took place in Vilnius.

• On 12 July 2001, EC recommendations on
issues of nuclear safety in the light of EU enlarge-
ment were received.

• On 15-26 April 2002, at the meeting of
Nuclear Safety Convention participants that took
place at the IAEA, the Lithuanian delegation gave
its account of implementation of the Convention
for the second time.

• In October 2002, the National Energy Strat-
egy was adopted and the decision was taken to
decommission Unit 2 at INPP in 2009.

Visaginas.
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