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SUMMARY
This work shows that the materials of Statement on possible environmental impact of Belarusian NPP (hereinafter referred to as EIA report), prepared by the design scientific-research republican unitary enterprise “Belnipienergoprom”, don’t contain any really independent impact assessment, but in fact is unexacting reproduction of promotional materials of Russian nuclear industry.

As the EIA materials don’t contain any complete and unbiased scientific assessment of impact during construction, operation and possible accidents of the NPP, as well as its decommissioning, it is not possible to use them for public discussion and, particularly, for public consultations.     

In the EIA materials the developers haven’t managed to provide the up-to-date, complete and reliable information on the planned activity and its impact on the environment and people’s health. The data on the fundamental characteristics of the project choice, including ones on the natural resources consumed, radioactive waste volumes, physical properties and technology used are incomplete and frequently unreliable.  

The most serious problem is the hundreds- and even thousands-fold understating of radionuclide release in possible accidents. The dimensions of the area that might appear under impact of both accident-free NPP operation and accidental release are estimated incorrectly. Consequently, the population protection management and measures for minimization of possible accidents consequences are not provided.
The impact assessment of NPP decommissioning is completely missing. The authors of the EIA report misinform the public concerning possible spent nuclear fuel handling, they ignore the information on health hazard of regular “authorized” release and radionuclide dumping. The environmental and health impact of cooling towers is not taken into consideration. 
The description of potential factors of the environmental impact of the planned activity is incomplete and the evaluation of connected with them possible consequences is underestimated.

In the EIA materials there is no description either of the radioactive waste handling technology, or environmental and health impact of possible accidents while radioactive waste handling, or impact of radioactive waste storages and burials.  

The comparison with other options of goal achievement is made incorrectly, as a result, the less dangerous and cost-based alternatives are unreasonably rejected.  
All this misinforms both the public and the decision-makers. This Statement on EIA should be called back by the customer. Public discussion on its basis should be stopped. 

If unbiased assessment  of all the aspects of NPP environmental and health impact is conducted, it will become clear that the dangerous project should be abandoned, and the only mutually acceptable for both the customer and public ecofriendly solution is cancellation of NPP construction activities. 
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RADINUCLIDE RELEASES IN POSSIBLE ACCIDENTS ARE CONSIDERABLY UNDERSTATED
RELEASES IN BEYOND DESIGN-BASIS ACCIDENTS 
The assessment of the releases of radioactive substances in so-called “beyond design-basis accidents” (BDA)  is understated at least tenfold in comparison to the world NPP EIA practice and more than 320-fold in comparison to the release in the accident having already occurred on the similar reactor. 
The comparison of releases in beyond design-basis accidents on NPPs with reactors of the “pressurized water reactor” type, PWR of various modifications, is allowable owing to the common physical principles of reactor operation, similar fuel and radioactive waste compositions. Therefore, for comparison we took the data of the reports on EIA of the Finnish and Lithuanian NPPs (both are from 2008) and the information about the accident that occurred on the similar reactor in the USA in 1979. 

On page 102 of the EIA it is stated that in a beyond design-basis (severe) accident the isotope release will make: iodine-131 – 1014 Bq, cesium-137 – 1013 Bq. On page 112 the other figures are given, it is stated that in the most severe beyond design-basis accident radionuclide release into the atmosphere will make 1,6*1016 Bq, from them: iodine-131 – 4,1*1014 Bq, cesium-137 – 1,7*1013 Bq. (The very fact, that in the same document the authors give different figures for one and the same accident, speaks for their carelessness.) 
As a comparison, in the EIA report on NPP Fennovoima (Fennovoima, Helsinki, October 2008, ISBN 978-952-5756-05-0) on page 24 it is stated that Finland supposes, cesium-137 emission in a model accident will make 1014 Bq, what is ten times higher than the figures in the EIA report on the Belarusian NPP. Such a scenario of an accident is laid down by the government of Finland (Resolution 395/1991) with the purpose not to let atomic industry representatives underestimate NPP beyond design-basis accident sequences. The EIA materials of the NPP Fennovoima give the evaluation of possible accidents on NPPs with reactors of the same type (“pressurized water reactor”) and of similar power, as the reactors of the Belarusian NPP.   
In the EIA report on the NPP Visaginas (Lithuania, August 2008) on page 508 for environmental impact assessment the authors use the limit of radioactive materials release following a severe accident (100 ТБк Cs-137), what corresponds with the Finnish assessment. 

The actual accident on the similar to PWR reactor, which occurred on NPP Three Mile Island in the USA in 1979, caused the release of approximately 4,8*1017 Bq radio nuclides into the atmosphere. This is 320 times higher than it is given for “the most severe beyond design-basis accident” in the EIA report of the Belarusian NPP on page 112. It should be taken into consideration that the accident of 1979 can’t be referred to as “the most severe beyond design-basis accident”, for the reactor and main systems of the NPP were still not destroyed.  
The forgoing allows to draw the conclusion about considerable understating of possible release of the Belarusian NPP in case of a severe beyond design-basis accident. 

RELEASES IN THE MAXIMUM DESIGN-BASIS ACCIDENT 
Releases in the maximum design-basis accident (MDA) are at least four-thousand-fold understated. 
On page 97 it is stated, that radionuclide release into the atmosphere in the maximum design-basis accident on a PWR reactor will make 1,1*1014 Bq, among them iodine-131 – 4,7*1011 Bq, cesium-137 – 2,7*1010 Bq.  

These figures are greatly understated. So, the total radionuclide release for the accident on the reactor of the similar power and type (pressurized water reactor) on the NPP Three Mile Island in the USA in 1979 is estimated 4,8*1017. This release is more than 4 thousand times higher than it is stated in the EIA report of the Belarusian NPP, though the accident on the NPP Three Mile Island was not as large-scale as the maximum design-basis accident, as the integrity of the primary coolant circuit was not damaged.   

For a visual proof of understating of environmental and health impact of possible accident sequences we put different data into one table.
ТABLE. Radionuclide releases into the atmosphere, Becquerel
	
	Total release
	iodine -131
	cesium-137

	BDA, Belarusian NPP EIA, p. 102
	-
	1014
	1013

	BDA, Belarusian NPP EIA, p. 112
	1,5*1015
	4,1*1014
	1,7*1013

	BDA, NPP Fennovoima EIA
	-
	-
	1014

	BDA, NPP Visaginas EIA
	-
	-
	1014

	MDA, Belarusian NPP EIA, p. 97
	1,1*1014
	4,7*1011
	2,7*1010

	Accident on NPP TMI, USA, 1979
	4,8*1017
	7,4*1011
	-

	Accident on the “Mayak”, USSR , 1957
	7,4*1017
	-
	1,3*1014

	Accident on the SGCE, Russia, 1993
	1,9…2,1*1013
	-
	-


THE DIMENSIONS OF THE AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS AND RADIATION DOSES ARE CONSIDERABLY UNDERSTATED.  THE POPULATION PROTECTION MEASURES ARE NOT PROVIDED 
As a consequence of understating of accidents scale, there are statements about lack of necessity to plan emergency evacuation, resettlement, iodine prophylaxis and other population protection measures. Four-thousand-folded understating of possible radionuclide releases in the maximum design-basis accident and 10–320-folded understating of possible radionuclide releases in a beyond design-basis accident allow the EIA developers to underestimate considerably the environmental and health impact assessment of such accidents.
The conclusion, that “in the event of MDA there is no need in undertaking defensive measures, because the calculated forecasted doses of the radiation do not exceed the criterion for undertaking defensive measures” (p. 97) is not valid. 

The EIA authors either consciously or owing to the law qualification have incomparably understated the amount of possible radioactivity releases and considerably diminished the values of possible doses which population will get in the event of a beyond design-basis accident. Practically, the possibility of a real accident is not properly examined in the document and the necessary emergency response in that case is not described as well.  
Following to the hundreds- and thousands-folded underestimating of probable accident releases of the NPP, the developers make the invalid conclusion about lack of necessity to plan emergency evacuation and population protection measures. So, on page 39 it goes: “calculated radius of the zone, where measures for emergency evacuation of population are planned in case of a severe accident, is within 800 m; it means that these measures are practically not required, because this zone is within the NPP territory.” It is known, that in case of severe accidents emergency evacuation of population is required from the places within a distance of tens of kilometers from the accident site.
The statement about lack of necessity of emergency evacuation and resettlement by accidents can lead to unpreparedness of the proper services, the absence of necessary forces and facilities in case of a large accident, when emergence evacuation will be inevitable.

On page 115 it is said, that some unspecified “international normative documents” select the following zones of planning the emergency measures for protection of the population and their sizes:

· A zone, designed for measures of preventive protection (3 – 5 km);

· A zone, designed for measures of urgent preventive protection (20 km) – is the zone around the NPP;

·  A zone, designed for restriction of consumption of the feeding products (300 km).
This contradicts the world practice. For instance, in the EIA report on the NPP Fennovoima (Fennovoima, Helsinki, October 2008, ISBN 978-952-5756-05-0), on page 24 it goes: “The impact of a serious NPP accident is possible at a distance of up to 1,000 kilometers. Short-term usage restrictions of no more than a few weeks may be necessary in areas up to 1,000 kilometers from the power plant site. … To limit the thyroid radiation dose, children should take iodine tablets when recommended by authorities within a distance of 100 kilometers from the accident site.”
Because of the unsound understating of sequences of possible accidents, the necessity of iodine prophylaxis is not even mentioned in the EIA materials. This could again lead to the absence of iodine medicines and the command to use them in a possible impact zone, as it happened in 1986.
The figures in the EIA report formally meet the current normative documents, referring to the NPP remoteness from settlements. But Chernobyl was situated as far as 16 kilometers from the NPP, and though, because of radioactive contamination the emergency evacuation of its population as well as one of the city Pripyat was required. The settlements within a distance of up to 50-60 km and more from the Chernobyl NPP were evacuated partially or completely. In this case the NPP construction is planned in the area embracing rather large settlements; the existence of them for some reason is not reflected in the table “Characteristics for NPP site comparison”: Ašmiany, Smarhoń, Lyntupy, Svencionys, Švenčionėliai, Pabradė, Narač etc. By an accident similar to the Chernobyl one these towns might appear in the compulsory evacuation zone; as well as the capital of the Republic of Lithuania the city Vilnius with more than 550 thousand inhabitants (together with the district there are almost 850 thousand people).
The consequences of not only the maximum design-basis accident but also of a reactor destruction accident by unfavorable concurrence have not been considered, so the issues of radiation safety are not reflected in the EIA report. The calculation of consequences of beyond design-basis accident does not count the possibility of spatial ecological distribution of radionuclides in landscape components, as it happened with the accidental releases of the Chernobyl NPP, and considerable air transport of nuclides.  
THE IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF A BEYOND DESIGN-BASIS ACCIDENT ON LITHUANIA IS UNDERSTATED, THE IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF A BEYOND DESIGN-BASIS ACCIDENT ON BELARUS IS LACKING 
The tens- and even hundreds-folded understating of radionuclide releases in a beyond design-basis accident has led to the considerable underestimating of consequences of such an accident for Lithuania. It is not clear, why the evaluation of sequences of BDA for the territory of Belarus is lacking. 

Paragraph 5.1.2 (page 103) “Modeling results analysis” contains inadequate information. In the authors’ view, under conditions of a beyond design-basis accident “the level of contamination of the territory of the Republic of Lithuania with cesium-137 will not exceed 19 kBq/m2 (0,5 Cu/km2), and the area of contamination will be 4,1 km2.” It is known, that real figures of contamination could reach incomparably higher values. So, at a distance of more than 200 kilometers from the Chernobyl NPP there are areas contaminated with cesium-137 as badly as 40 Cu/km2. The absurdity of the supposed area of contamination is not worth commenting at all.
The contamination of the territory of Belarus over 37 kBq/m2 by cesium-137 made 23% of the total area of the republic. This value for the Ukraine is 5%, for Russia – 0,6%. The authors completely ignore the unfortunate experience of the Chernobyl accident. Apparently, they do it consciously, for it is difficult to assume that it is unfamiliar to them.
If real assessment of radioactive releases both in the maximum design-basis accident and beyond design-basis accident was made, it would become obvious: a considerable part of Lithuania including the city of Vilnius may be liable to dangerous contamination.

It should be noted, that the document doesn’t contain any description of consequences of beyond design-basis accident on the Belarusian territory.

THE CHOICE OF THE RUSSIAN PROJECT NPP-2006 IS UNGROUNDED 
The EIA developers do not provide any data about the problems on NPPs with reactors by Russian construction and treat the promotional products of Russian nuclear industry in an uncritical way.

The whole assessment is done for the Russian design “NPP-2006” with reactors of the PWR-1200 type. On page 35 it is stated that the Russian project NPP-2006 was chosen for the Belarusian NPP.
It is not given, when, by whom and for what reason this project was selected. The EIA materials include extracts from promotional materials of Russian reactor producers. They are incomprehensibly trusted, the critical assessment is missing.
Further in the EIA it is said: “The nearest prototype of NPP-2006 project was put into revenue service in 2007 in China (2 power supply units)”. It means that this type of reactors has not had a proved long-term operation life.
The EIA developers don’t mention that while NPP construction the Chinese side had repeated claims on the materials and equipment quality, which led to the delay in NPP commissioning, and that during the first operation year the reactors had to be stopped to be repaired.

There is also no reference to the estimation of the Russian nuclear oversight body about the quality of projects and quality of construction, management and operation of the NPPs of Russia. Year after year the Russia’s Federal Service for Environment, Technology and Nuclear Oversight (RosTechNadzor) has been stating a large number of “incidents” to-be-registered on the NPPs of Russia. For example, in the report of the RosTechNadzor of 2007 it is given that “on the NPPs occurred 47 disturbances, subject to registration according to the Regulations on investigation and registration of disturbances in NPP operation, what is five disturbances higher than in 2006.” … “Most disturbances in NPP operation were provoked by such root causes as management deficiency, operation organizing deficiency and construction deficiency.”      

As an example of NPP unreliability we shall provide the data on two recent accidents on the Kalinin NPP. According to the report of RosBusinessConsulting, unit №2 of the Kalinin NPP was suspended on September, 1 for short-term repair supposedly until September, 6. The reactor suspension was done because of the defects, revealed after the finishing of overhaul and starting up the unit on August, 26. It is reported at the web-site of the NPP that on September, 12 at 10.00 unit №3 of the Kalinin NPP was stopped by automatic protection. Often shutdowns of NPP reactors enhance the likelihood of a serious accident. 
THE IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF NPP DECOMMISSIONING IS LACKING
In the EIA report there is no impact assessment of an inevitable stage of NPP life – its decommissioning. This is an expensive and dangerous process, following by generation of large quantity of radioactive waste, possible accidents and considerable environmental impact. 

In the EIA report the NPP decommissioning is only mentioned on pages 92 and 106, in only eight lines of absolutely identical text, but in different sections. Besides, the assessment of this process and its environmental impact is missing.  
In the EIA report there is no information about the details of NPP decommissioning: who and on what means will perform this action, by whom and at whose expense security will be provided, what is the environmental and health impact of this process. 
It is not given, how the NPP dismantling will be carried out, which technology will be used in the process, where hundreds of thousands tons of radioactive constructions will be placed. It is known, that the waste amount of one reactor’s decommissioning makes thousands cubic meters. What impact on the environment and people’s health these activities will have, is not described in the EIA report as well.    

This makes the environmental impact assessment of this stage impossible. And exactly this problem is going to become main and rather burning one in several years.
THE AUTHORS OF THE EIA REPORT MISINFORM THE PUBLIC ABOUT THE MOST DANGEROUS NPP WASTE – SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL (SNF) 
The section “Fuel handling and storage” on page 47 inadequately describes the possible variants of SNF handling. Nothing is said about return of recycling wastes from Russia and necessity to construct another nuclear waste burial.    

In the EIA Report it written: “In accordance with Russian legislation the spent nuclear fuel, after nor less than three years of keeping in the basin of the spent fuel, may be removed from the building of the reactor of the energetic unit to the factory of regenerating the nuclear fuel or for long-term storage.”… “The disposed nuclear fuel is to be removed to processing plants or to the supplier-country of the nuclear fuel.”

Indeed, according to the Russian legislation, SNF can be removed, but it is referred exceptionally to the SNF produced at Russian NPPs, not Belarusian ones.

Besides this, in Russia there is neither a plant for reprocessing and recycling the SNF from PWR-1200 reactors, which are planned to be constructed in Belarus, no SNF storages of sufficient volume. The construction of such plants and storages is not being planned as well. Thereby, the menace of creating a nuclear burial near the Belarusian NPP site is to arise. 
Moreover, in accordance with Article 48 of the Russian Environmental protection law, by probable import of spent fuel assemblies (SFA) of foreign nuclear reactors it is supposed “the priority right either to return produced after recycling radioactive wastes into the country of origin of radioactive materials, or to secure their return”.  
By “recycling” approximately 200 ton of liquid radioactive waste for 1 ton of SNF are generated. Thereby, even if an SNF recycling plant is built and the SNF of the Belarusian NPP (26,7 ton per year) is transported to Russia to be recycled, approximately 5 thousand tons of recycling wastes will be annually returned to Belarus. The construction of a special repository on the territory of Belarus is needed for these wastes.
THE FACTS SAYING THAT EVEN ACCIDENT-FREE OPERATING NPPS ARE DANGEROUS ARE IGNORED IN THE EIA REPORT 
By normal operation of NPP radionuclide releases via ventilation tubing cause the increase of cancer illnesses round the NPP. The EIA developers either don’t know this fact, or consciously don’t cite the scientific data of German and American researchers.

On page 7 there is a naked optimistic assertion: “… during normal operation of the NPP, the population and natural environment are absolutely protected against any radiation effects of the NPP.” There are judgments about insignificance of health impact of “authorized” release of NPP on several other pages of the EIA report.  
The proclaimed “insignificance of health impact” is not supported by results of peer reviews of health status of the population living near NPPs and in regions free from similar enterprises. At the same time, the EIA developers have ignored numerous data about negative effect of NPP operation on disease incidence of certain population groups in these areas. 

In accordance with the results of the research, conducted on instructions of the Federal Office for Radiation Protection (Bundesamt für Strahlenschutz), leukemia diseases among children under five years old occur the more often the closer they live to one of the operating in Germany NPPs. The research has been conducted by the Institute for Medical Informatics, Statistics and Epidemiology in collaboration with the Clinical Centre of the University of Mainz since 2003. For each of 16 NPP sites there were chosen 3 neighboring districts, data of which were analyzed. The research has shown a considerable growth (by 54%) of cancer events among children under 5 living at a distance of less than 5 km from NPPs of Germany. The increase of leukemia morbidity among children under 5 is especially marked – it’s 1,7-folded. The more thorough investigations allow claiming 2-folded increase in leukemia cases.   
  The results of the research conducted by the scientists from the Medical University of South Carolina have displayed, that leukemia morbidity is higher among children and youth living close to NPPs. The reports on the health of the population living near 136 nuclear sites in the USA, Canada, Great Britain, Germany and Spain were investigated.   
As it turned out, for children under 9 years old the mortality rate in comparison with their peers living far from NPPs is 5-24% higher. Among people having not reached the age of 25, the mortality rate is 2-18% higher. In turn, leukemia risk for the first group of children increases by 14-21%, for the second one by 7-10%.   
The results of the extensive epidemiological health studies of children living in the surroundings of the five NPPs of the USA after their stopping: “Fort San Vreyn” (Colorado), “La Crosse” (Wisconsin), “Millstone/Haddam Neck”, “Rancho Seco” (California) and “Trojan” (Oregon) – indicate that during the first two years after NPPs’ stopping the infant mortality in the sector within 64 km (40 miles) on leeward from the NPPs fell by 15-20 % in comparison with the two years previous to the NPP stopping. 
The Cancer Prevention Coalition of the USA has presented the examination results of 268 counties, lying within 80 km round military nuclear productions and civil NPPs. A considerable increase in mortality from breast cancer in the examined areas has been recorded.  
Primary morbidity of cancer in the area of the Balakovo NPP has grown by 16,5% in the last three years. In the oncologic dispensary of the city Volsk, which provides service to 10 districts of the region, the inhabitants of Balakovo make 50% of the contingent. During the last ten years the general children’s morbidity has never decreased, only its growth is observed. First of all it concerns the morbidity of respiratory system, which makes 57% of all the diseases. The morbidity of pollinosis has grown tenfold, the morbidity of bronchial asthma – 1,5-fold, the morbidity of allergic dermatosis  and other dermhelminthiases has grown by 12%. The pathology of endocrine system of children, functional disorders of gastrointestinal tract, joint diseases (allergic arthritis) have increased 2,5-fold. This value is 3 times higher than the mean value in Russia. Already in the 90-s years the commission of the Ministry of Public Health drew attention to thyroid gland morbidity among the children of Balakovo, which is obviously of exogenous nature. In doctors’ opinion, one of the reasons can be NPP’s effect.     
Alarming facts can be cited further, there are thousands of them, but they are not taken into consideration in the being discussed document. And they are not disproved as well. Without this the declaration of full protection of population from radiation effects looks venturesome.   
IN THE EIA REPORT THERE IS NO DESCRIPTION EITHER OF THE SYSTEM OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE (RAW) HANDLING, OR THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND HEALTH IMPACT OF POSSIBLE ACCIDENTS WHILE RAW HANDLING, NOR THE IMPACT OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE STORAGES AND BURIALS 
The EIA materials do not contain a comprehensive description of security measures while discharge, storage and recycling of radioactive waste as well as description of possible accidents at these stages and their mitigation measures. 
This problem is only mentioned in passing in paragraph 2.13 (page 47). At the same time, the most dangerous factor of NPP operation is exactly the factor of generation of large quantity of both liquid and solid radioactive wastes, the problem of their long-term dumping has not been solved anywhere in the world.    

Accidents connected with wastes occur regularly. It is worth to remember the accident, which occurred on April 10, 2003 at the storage for fuel assemblies on the NPP Paks, located 11,5 km to the south of Budapest. 30 fuel assemblies (about 1/10 part of the entire reactor loading) after chemical cleaning process were being kept in a steel pond according to the described in the EIA technology. Because of operators’ mistakes the rods overheated, the water steamed away, the temperature jumped up to 1200 degrees; escaped radioactive gas forced the staff run away. The water directed at the overheated rods caused their damage and at the bottom of the pond the radioactive mass was formed. The accident consequences were being overcome for several years and the recovery work was finished only one year ago.    
The most serious accident connected with wastes, which is known as Kyshtym explosion, occurred in the USSR. In September 1957 on the plant “Mayak” (Ozyorsk, Chelyabinsk Oblast) a bank with radioactive wastes exploded. The radiation release of 20 million curie passed, what is only 2,5 times less than during the Chernobyl accident.   

It is impossible to investigate NPP operation separate from the wastes problem, nevertheless, the EIA authors openly acknowledge, that they do not consider environmental and health impact of regional storages of radioactive waste at all: “In future the SRW (solid radioactive waste) will be buried in a regional storage of radioactive waste (RSRW) which is going to be designed according to another order, and this issue is not considered in the given report on EIA” (page 49).
THE IMPACT OF LIQUID RAW RELEASE IS UNDERESTIMATED 
The absence of the impact assessment of liquid discharges and delivery of radionuclides to reservoirs in the report on EIA conceals the important factor, which has a negative influence on the environment and people’s health.
On page 65 the information on the volumes of liquid discharges and delivery of radionuclides to reservoirs on operating NPPs of Russia are given. But there is no information about supposed delivery of radionuclides to reservoirs from the Belarusian NPP.
The data on the environmental impact of liquid discharges and delivery of radionuclides to reservoirs (within the limits of so-called allowable discharge) are not provided. This impact could be rather substantial.

For example, in the report on EIA of the Tver NPP it is stated: “All the categories of operational waste of the Kalinin NPP contain tritium (half-life period is 12,5 years), which comes to cooling lakes, omitting treatment barriers. The value of specific activity of tritium in cooling lakes and the river Seja is approximately 50 times higher than the average value of the content of tritium in surface waters of Russia, what is connected with discharge and releases of the Kalinin NPP.” (EIA ТNPP, Vol. 2, page 206)  
The extract from the Direction № 801-07 (of 26.11.2007) from the Tver Regional Office of the Federal Service on Surveillance in the Sphere of Consumer Rights Protection and Human Welfare: “In the drinking water of the city Udoml the two-folded excess of the maximum concentration limit by total alpha radioactivity was detected. The use of drinking water, being out of keeping with the hygienic standards by radiological indices, can exert negative influence on a human and lead to irreversible effects.” 
ACCIDENTS BY TRANSPORTATION OF RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS AND WASTE ARE NOT CONSIDERED 
 
The problem of radioactive materials and waste transportation is also not investigated in the document in a proper way. 

We are promised that accumulated radioactive wastes will be collected by a fuel supplier. But, most likely, wastes will have to be transported to the republican burial site. The transportation operation is dangerous, like everything connected with NPP. Only in the USA in 1971–1981 years 108 accidents occurred while transporting of radioactive materials, including waste. After the attack on the New-York skyscrapers in 2001 any transportation of waste in the country was forbidden as “an extremely dangerous operation in terms of physical protection of nuclear materials from unauthorized access”. 
In case of delivery of fuel from Russia the routes of nuclear transportation will pass through the whole country.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF COOLING TOWERS IS NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT 
The operation of chimney-type evaporative cooling towers can influence the environment and people’s health at a distance of up to 20 km from a NPP. Though, the EIA-developers withhold this fact.

When assessing the impact of two chimney-type evaporative cooling towers, supposed for use on the NPP, it is correctly specified (on page 51), that “operation of the cooling tower is accompanied with formation of steam condensate torches, and their spreading in atmosphere may result in changes of air temperature, fog formations, drizzling precipitations, higher probability of icy conditions in the zone of torch existence.” But the environmental and health impact assessment of cooling towers is not provided, it is only stated, that “the issue needs special investigation”. 

In fact, according to the evidence of the dwellers of the city Udoml of Tver Oblast in Russia, which is situated near the Kalinin NPP, “the steam torch from the cooling towers in certain weather conditions spreads for tens of kilometers, covers the located 3-5 km away city with thick fog, and wraps up trees with thick hoarfrost in winter. The height of the steam torch can reach 2 km, its length – no less than 15-20 km.”  
Thereby, it can be assumed, that operation of cooling towers will have impact on the inhabitants of the settlements located within the radius of 20 kilometers from the Belarusian NPP, including the town Astraviec.

The EIA-developers failed to assess the degree of this impact. The fact, that the impact of cooling towers can’t be neglected, follows from the story of the dwellers of the village Ryad, situated in 3 kilometers from the Kalinin NPP: “The cooling towers steam during the whole year. The air humidity is increased. It is damp in living spaces, all bed clothes are damp, and this leads to growth of illnesses. Wooden buildings rot, plaster peels off from stone ones.” It has become much more difficult for the people to live in such conditions. According to the observations of one of the inhabitants of the village Ryad, during 5 winter months in 2008–2009 there wasn’t a single sunny day in the village.  
Cooling towers are extremely powerful climate systems, which reinforce negative factors of NPP impact manifold, release millions cubic meters of moisture and millions calories of heat into the environment, make the climate of the region damper and more changeable; they contribute to contamination of the territory with pathogenic microbes and chemical substances, and this seriously upsets the ecological balance of the region and leads to increased morbidity and mortality of the inhabitants.    

THE LESS DANGEROUS ALTERNATIVES ARE UNREASONABLY REJECTED
The given in paragraph 2.4 statement about the insignificant share of alternative sources of electrical energy in the total production and absence of trend of its growth is not true and misleads the public and decision-makers, obtruding the opinion about lack of options and inevitability of NPP construction.

On page 30 it is stated: “The most “clean” production is realized at installations, using solar energy, wind, hydro resources and heat of geothermal wells. However the share of these sources in covering the need for energy is small, there is no trend of its growth in the nearest prospect, consequently, there are no grounds to expect, that development of the energy branch on the basis of these “clean” sources to some degree will reduce sharpness of the problem for protection of the surrounding ambience”.

It should be agreed, that the most “clean” production is realized at installations, using solar energy, wind, hydro resources and heat of geothermal wells, i.e. renewable energy sources.
But the statement, that the share of these sources in covering the need for energy is small and there is no trend of its growth in the nearest prospect, is false. 

For instance, by 2020 in EU-countries the share of renewable energy sources in electrical power production will have been increased to 20% and that is legislated with appropriate prescriptive documents.
Wind energy is a thriving branch: at the end of 2008 the total installed capacity of all wind turbine generators made 120 giga-watts, having increased 6-fold since 2000. In the whole world in 2008 more than 400 thousand people were engaged in wind power industry. In 2008 the world market of equipment for wind energy grew to 36,5 billion euro or approximately 46,8 billion US dollars.
Тable: Total installed capacity, МW, by world countries 2005—2008 г. Data of European Wind Energy Association and GWEC.

	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009 forecast
	2010 forecast

	7475
	9663
	13696
	18039
	24320
	31164
	39290
	47686
	59004
	73904
	93849
	120791
	140000
	170000


The Government of Canada has set the goal to produce 10% of electrical power from wind energy by 2015.  
Germany is planning to produce 20% of electrical power from wind energy by 2020.

The European Union set an objective to increase power of wind turbine generators to 40 thousand MW by 2010, and to 180 thousand MW by 2020.
In Spain wind turbine generators with total capacity of 20 thousand MW will have been installed by 2011.
In China the National Development Plan was adopted. It is planned that installed wind energy capacities of China are to grow to 5 thousand MW by 2010 and to 30 thousand MW by 2020.

India is going to increase its wind energy capacities four times comparing with 2005. By the year of 2012 12 thousand MW of new wind farms is going to be constructed.
New Zealand is planning to produce 20% of electrical power from wind energy.

Great Britain is planning to produce 10% of electrical power from wind energy by 2010.

Egypt is planning to install 850 MW of new wind turbine generators by 2010.

Japan is planning to increase its wind farms capacities to 3000 MW by 2010-2011. 
International Energy Agency (IEA) predicts, that by 2030 the demand for wind power generation will make 480 giga watt.

Alongside with wind energy in EU-countries the solar energy market is rapidly developing and will continue to develop. For example, in 2004 the market of solar panels for heating increased by 30% (according to panel square). By 2010 it is planned to bring this market up to 100 million m2. The highest level of evolution distinguishes the solar energy market in Germany. The grounds for success of German solar energy market are determined by significant government support of this branch. So, the federal “100000 solar roofs programme”, being implemented in Germany, allows subsidized financing facilities for investors of 0,51 billion euro and is the biggest budget program in the field of solar energy in the world.       
A distinguishing sign of the effectiveness of renewable energy sources use is the reduction of the primary cost of electrical power generated using these technologies (see the table). 

Тrend of electrical power price behavior in industrialized countries (Euro/ kilowatt-hour)
	Power plant type
	1980 
	1990 
	2000 

	Wind energy 
	0,25
	0,07
	0,04

	Solar thermal 
	0,24
	0,08–0,12
	0,05

	Solar photoelectric
	1,5
	0,35
	0,06–0,15

	Nuclear
	0,03–0,05
	0,04–0,13
	0,16–0,25


Whereas within 20 years the cost of energy generated with use of renewable sources reduced 5-15-fold, over the same period of time the “nuclear” energy rose in price 5-fold and reached the level of 20 eurocents per kilowatt-hour.  

Thereby, the transparent lie in one of the paragraphs of the document evokes distrust towards the whole text, and its authors might be suspected of partiality and eagerness to appear as apologists of nuclear energy or their utter incompetence.
The opinion of the EIA-authors is an example of the myopic policy criticized in the Decree №3 of the President of the Republic of Belarus: “The work on drawing renewable energy sources (wood, water, wind, subterranean heat, solar energy etc.) into economic circulation is being carried out on a low level.” 
THE COMPARING OF NPP AND THERMAL ELECTRICAL STATION (TES) IS MADE INCORRECTLY, THE POSSIBILITY OF ENERGY SAVING AND PROMOTION OF ENERGY EFFICIENCY IS NOT TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION   
The comparing of NPP and TES of equal power is made incorrectly and can’t be a proof of the  preferred choice of NPP without investigating the whole range of alternative options, such as provided by the government measures for promotion of energy efficiency of the economics and energy saving.

On page 33 it goes: “However, in case of refuse from construction of the atomic electric power station, for production of the same amount of electric power, as the result of organic fuel incineration, annually, in addition to the existing emission, into the atmospheric air over the territory of Belarus there will be thrown polluting materials in volume 12, 8 and 47 thousand tons/year accordingly in variant with steam-and-gas and dust-and-coal electric power stations.” 

Here the substitution of notions is obvious: output expansion and need for diversification of fuel sources. The available generating capacities in Belarus are today sufficient for covering the needs of the country and export. The total installed capacity of electrical power plants of Belarus makes more than 7,7 thousand MW. They are able to generate up to 45-50 billion kilowatt-hour electric power, and that considerably exceeds the forecasted needs for the near-term outlook. 
Electric balance (billion kilowatt-hour)  
	 
	 1990 
	 1995 
	 2000 
	 2001 
	 2002 
	 2003 
	 2004 
	 2005 
	 2006 
	 2010 predicted 

	Generated electrical 

power 

	 39,5
	 24,9 
	 26,1
	 25,1
	 26,5 
	 26,6
	 31,2
	 31,0 
	 31,6 
	 32,7 

	Received from other countries 

electrical power 

	 14,2
	 10,1
	 10,0 
	 11,0 
	 10,0 
	 10,0
	 8,0
	 9,1
	 10,1 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Consumed electrical power 

	 49,0
	 32,1 
	 33,3 
	 33,4 
	 33,0 
	 33,4 
	 34,5 
	 35,0 
	 36,2 
	 36,9 

	Including: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	By industry and construction 

	 27,5
	 13,8 
	 16,0
	 16,1 
	 15,4
	 15,7
	 16,7
	 17,0
	 17,7 
	 

	By agriculture 

	 7,0
	 4,8 
	 3,9
	 3,7
	 3,5
	 3,3
	 3,2
	 3,2
	 3,4
	 

	By transport 
	 3,1
	 1,8
	 1,9
	 2,0
	 2,2
	 2,2
	 2,1
	 2,1
	 2,0
	 

	By other branches
	 7,1
	 8,1
	 8,1
	 8,1
	 8,5
	 8,8
	 8,9
	 9,1
	 9,1
	 

	Losses in electricity 

networks 

	 4,3
	 3,6
	 3,4
	 3,5
	 3,4
	 3,4
	 3,6
	 3,6
	 3,6
	 

	Given beyond the borders of the republic electrical power 

	 4,7
	 2,9
	 2,8
	 2,7
	 3,5
	 4,0
	 4,7
	 5,1
	 5,8
	 


Besides this, according to the Prime-minister Vladimir Semashko, the energy consumption of the Belarusian GDP decreased twice in the last seven-eight years. The appropriate governmental programs specify further decrease in energy consumption in order to approximate in this relation to the developed countries of Europe. According to the information by V. Semashko: “whereas seven-eight years ago the GDP energy consumption was about 750 kg of oil equivalent for 1 thousand dollars of GDP, already in 2006 the GDP energy consumption was 415 kg of oil equivalent for 1 thousand dollars of GDP. In 2007 it will fall to 365 kg for 1 thousand dollars of GDP.” According to him, now the GDP energy consumption in Belarus is 2–2,5 times higher than in the developed countries of Europe. So, the relevant value in Belgium, Holland, France is 150–180 kg for 1 thousand dollars of gross domestic product. The reserves of energy consumption decreasing in Belarus are obvious.
The Decree №3 of the President of the Republic of Belarus foresees a range of measures for electrical energy saving, promotion of energy efficiency of the economics, adoption of energy-efficient and resource-saving technologies and equipment.  
Thus, there is no need for implementation of new generating capacities. In the discussed document the situation is presented in such a way that in case of refuse from construction of NPP in Belarus, new thermal power stations must be constructed without fail. This misleads the public and decision-makers.
There is one more important aspect, concerning comparison of the environmental impact of accident-free operating NPP and TES. The NPP is not an independent and autonomous object. Its operating is secured by a range of auxiliary productions:

- uranium mining,


- ore processing facilities,


- a uranium enrichment plant,


- a fuel element plant (fuel pin TVL and TVS),

- a spent fuel storage,


- a radiochemical plant for SNF reprocessing,


- a section for evaporating liquid waste,


- a high-level waste storage,


- a solid waste storage,

- plants for processing and storage of numerous dump of technological waste. 
All these facilities throw greenhouse gas СО2 into the atmosphere, that is why the assertion that “the NPP commissioning will result in reduction of discharges of hothouse gases to atmosphere by 16–24 million tons” is to be considered as a naked one. 
THE EIA REPORT DOESN’T TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THE NPP IMPACT ON PLANTS AND ANIMALS OF THE RED BOOK LIVING IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE EXPECTED NPP CONSTRUCTION SITE
The NPP is planning to be constructed exactly in those places where rare species of fish run for spawning. At the same time, in the “Statement on possible environmental impact” there is no special chapter dealing with wildlife, the presence of fish from the Red Book is mentioned only once in one chapter, there is neither investigation of NPP discharge impact on salmonids, nor measures for prevention from salmon annihilation.
The 8 fish species from the 11 ones put in the Red Book of the Republic of Belarus (including river lamprey, belonging to the cyclostomes) live in the river Vilija and its tributaries. No other river of the country has such diversity of protected species.  
Two kinds of Atlantic salmon run to our rivers to spawning, these are bulltrout and summer salmon. Their population is not large following to poaching, construction of dams on spawning streams, intermittent contamination (such as recent dumping of corrosive waste of the yeast plant into the river Ašmianka). 

On September 16, 2009 as the result of salmon monitoring on the river Vilija and its tributaries in Astraviec district of Hrodna Oblast the alevin of summer salmon (or Atlantic salmon – Salmo salar) was found. Whereas earlier only bulltrout could be talked about with confidence, now this fact is scientifically proved. Summer salmon is the most important kind among salmonids, and its presence in the rivers of Belarus is a feather in its cap and heavy responsibility to the nature of not only our country but of the whole Baltic basin as well.  
In the paragraph 4.4.1 of the EIA-report “Assessment of water ecosystems condition within 30-km zone round NPP site” it is said that on the territory of the 30 km zone, there are a number of the water-flows and the water reservoirs having a significant ecological importance. The unique ecological water-flows include the ecosystems of the rivers Vilija and its tributaries, in which live and spawn rare for the Republic of Belarus kinds of salmon fish, put into the Red book.  

Surprisingly, the paragraph about the impact on wildlife and in particular on fish is practically absent in the Statement on EIA. On two diagrams in the paragraph 4.2.4 – the first one with borders of especially protected natural areas, the second one about distribution of protected species of animals and plants – the places of vegetation and dwelling of plants and animals are marked. But there is no information about fish (!). This is a serious error, as dwelling in the river Vilija salmon fish are unique objects of the first category of protection.
Meanwhile, the Belarusian scientists have already performed significant work on fish fauna research and NPP impact on bodies of water. According to the employees of the State academic and research association Academic and Research Center of National Academy of Sciences of Belarus for Biological Resources, the results of this work are included into the report on 200 pages with the summary about negative impact of the NPP on water wildlife and calculation of damage connected. This repost was sent to the developer of the Report on EIA of the Belarusian NPP – the Design scientific-research republican unitary enterprise “Belnipienergoprom”. But the EIA-materials contain neither conclusions of this report, nor its data, nor references to it.  
The EIA-report contains information, which confirms expected negative impact of NPP construction and operation on the salmon put into the Red book.
For cooling reactors the water from the river Vilija will be used. 3660 cubic meters of water will be taken from the river every day, at the same time the water consumption of the Vilija will decrease by 4-8% and the water level will drop by 7-11 centimeters. For salmon fish spawning in small streams – the tributaries of the Vilija – this drop will constitute a significant menace, as it will become an obstacle for fish run to spawning.    
Besides this, it is not given, whether by calculation of the water consumption of the Vilija the following fact was considered: on the Viliejka dam there is a hydroturbine unit installed and during low-flow periods the power engineers maintain the water level for its operation, reducing thereby the flow of the river.    

The EIA-report authors have also “forgotten” about the fact that shift in water level is followed by temperature change. In this document there is no information how these changes will influence fauna and flora of the Vilija and its tributaries.
In the “Statement on possible environmental impact” it is said, that waste water disposal into the Vilija will be performed through its tributary Polpa. The EIA-report states, that the water will be subject to “profound demineralization, iron removal and desiliconization”. Anyway, daily disposal of 910 m3 (can be up to 3600 m3) of water, which composition is absolutely alien to the river, is pregnant with irreversible effects for water life.
There is also radionuclide contamination of Vilija downstream from the water discharge to be expected. 
The maximum radionuclide value falls, according to the given in the EIA-report diagram, onto Tartak –the tributary of the Vilija that is the most productive spawning for Atlantic salmon fish. The main elements are Sr90, Cs137, I131. “The statement on possible environmental impact” states that the amount of these radionuclides will not exceed “the values for the level of interference for drinking water”. But how will salmon fish react to them, which are very sensitive to habitat destruction? The answer to this question might also be found in the documents, which are kept by the State institution “Directorate of NPP Construction”, who don’t publish the data from them. But the answer has to be found, as the Atlantic salmon is an object of biodiversity of global importance.
The construction of the Belarusian NPP in the Astraviec district will certainly affect in a disastrous way the nature of the Paazierje and its especially protected natural areas (the republican landscape reservation “Saračanskija lakes”, the landscape reservation “Blue lakes”, the hydrological reservation “Švakšty”), Śvir lake and Višnieŭskaje lake (both belong to the National park “Naračanski”), the rivers Vilija, Gazoŭka and Strača.
It should be noted, that the significance of this region for biological and landscape diversity at the national level is very high. About 15% of the lands within 30-kilometere-zone around the supposed NPP site are protected, and that is twice as high as an average for Belarus value.  

70% of the territory of the reservation “Saračanskija lakes” is covered mainly with pine forests. Also the uneven-aged and black-alder woods are exceptionally rich, what is a rarity for Belarus.   
There is a large amount of species put into the Red Book of the Republic of Belarus dwelling in the region. Among them there are not only Baltic salmon fish (bulltrout and summer salmon), but also the European grayling, river lamprey, black-throated diver, little bittern, European lynx, brown bear and others). 
The construction of the NPP will require large earth-moving, also when laying of water conduits (from the village Michališki or the village Mužily). The load upon roads will increase; the pollution of roadsides and adjacent nature reserves will start. The construction of the branch railway, highways and new concrete plants will cause chemical contamination of the region. Alongside, the construction of the NPP will provoke considerable entry migration into the region. For example, it is expected the increase of the number of the population of the urban settlement Astraviec from 8,300 (as of January 1, 2007) up to 30 thousand people (page 127 of the EIA-report). Mass visiting of especially protected natural areas disturb breeding birds (including rare ones: goosander, red-necked grebe, black stork, spotted eagle, gray crane) and rare animals (lynx, badger, bear). All this will lead to the day when once closed reservations won’t cope with anthropogenic load increased hundreds-fold; they will be polluted, changed and after that they will cease to be.
The EIA-authors admit, that increase of recreation loads on the natural ecosystems “may cause the degradation of the forest vegetation the increase of the fire danger in the forests, the rise of the anxiety factor for the animals” and that “it is necessary to realize the measures for organizing the monitoring of the vegetation and animal world, for developing and applying the special regimes of the forest – use in the most attended forests, for increasing the control of using the hunt animals and fish, for the rise safety in the forests.” (page 76), but they withhold what exactly measures are supposed to be realized, by efforts of which bodies and at whose cost this will be done. From the existing practice it can be concluded, that the customer will refuse to assume financial responsibility for the condition of natural ecosystems. The local authorities and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Protection will hardly find funds for staff increase and assuming provisional measures. It remains to suppose that in practice the measures will be assumed not in full or won’t be assumed at all.   
THE EIA REPORT DOESN’T TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION PUBLIC OPINION AND IS PERFORMED WITH LAW VIOLATIONS AND SUBSTANTIAL ERRORS 
The text of the report on EIA doesn’t comply with requirements of the Belarusian legislation, contains chapters with incomplete, inconsistent and illogical presentation of data, where the conclusions contradict the premises, presented data and intermediate conclusions, some parts of obligatory information are missing. This text can’t be submitted to the public consultations in Astraviec on October 9.   

In the “Statement on possible environmental impact” there are no paragraphs containing the following information, required by the Instructions on the Procedures for Environmental Impact Assessment of the Planned Economic and Other Activities in the Republic of Belarus. Adopted by the Decision of the Ministry of the Environmental Protection of Belarus of 17.06.2005. 
· Description of the procedure of public consultations (paragraph 39.6 of the Instructions),

· Description of the assumed procedure of approval of the materials by the governmental authorities concerned (paragraph 39.7 of the Instructions),

· The public opinion as a subject of the EIA by assessment of possible consequences, connected with potential environmental impact (paragraph 39.4 of the Instructions).

The chapters of the EIA-report contain incomplete description of environmental impact processes, the conclusions are either missing or they are inadequate to the premises.

So, for example, in paragraph 3.1.5 “Radiation impact. Discharges of radioactive gases and aerosols from the station” the information about discharge values of inert radioactive gases of the being projected NPP is shown with correspondence to the Russian annual allowed discharges according to СП АС-03. It is not given, whether these discharges correspond to the Belarusian radioactive safety standards and the allowed discharges.   

In paragraph 2.4 “NPP construction alternatives” when considering a so-called “zero” alternative the comparative assessment of environmental impact of different types of electric power industry objects is made. It is given there, that a NPP doesn’t contaminate the atmosphere with gaseous materials, which is not true. The confirmation of this we find in the paragraph of this very document “Radiation impact. Discharges of radioactive gases and aerosols from the station”, where the specific discharges of radioactive gases into the atmosphere are given. 
In this very paragraph 2.4 there is the impact assessment of “TES using organic fuel”, but the differentiation by fuel types is not presented. In table 7 the data for all types of TES using organic fuel are given, what is incorrect, as coal-fired stations differentiate rather significantly from modern combined cycle plants in this relation. 
In paragraph 2.4 in table 7 regarding the impact of TES using organic fuel there is an overall environmental impact assessment of the whole fuel cycle, including transport and fuel base. For NPP this was not done: the impact of uranium mining and enrichment, fuel producing, transportation and waste handling is not considered. 
These and other rough generalizations, as well as evident discrepancies in estimations noticeably disturb confidence referring to other data of the EIA-report, they are evidence of unprofessional approach to the development of the whole document.  
THE TOPIC OF IMPACT OF POSSIBLE NPP CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION ON HISTORICAL, CULTURAL AND IN PARTICULAR ARCAHEOLOGICAL HERITAGE AND CULTURAL LANDSCAPE IS NOT TOUCHED IN THE EIA REPORT 
This fact alerts in light of the general practice to describe possible impact of NPP construction and operation on historical-cultural heritage and cultural landscape in similar documents on other nuclear power stations.

So, in the report on the environmental impact assessment of the new NPP in Lithuania pages 366-367 are dedicated to cultural heritage, and pages 351-365 – to the effect on the landscape. In the report on the environmental impact assessment of the Leningrad NPP-2 on page 56 there is a subsection “Architectural, historical and cultural monuments.”
Close to the expected Belarusian NPP site there are historical-cultural valuables of the 2nd category (ones of republican importance): the architectural complex of the center of the village Varniany (about 5 km from the proposed site), St Michael’s Church (Kostel sv. Michaila) with the fence and gate in the village Michališki (about 7 km from the proposed site) and St George’s Church (Kostel sv. Georgiya) in the village Varona (about 8 km from the proposed site).
Approximately in 10 km from the proposed NPP site there is the Trinity church in the village Gierviaty. As for now it is not put into the State list of historical-cultural values of the Republic of Belarus. But, considering a high artistic and historical value of this architectural monument, its including into the State list can be expected soon. It should be noted, that earlier it was introduced into the Collection of historical and cultural monuments of Belarus (Hrodna Oblast, №112).
Obviously, the NPP buildings, cooling towers and high-altitude ventilation tubing (no less than 100 m high) will distort the scenery and in particular will destroy many views over the above-mentioned values and monument.
St Michael’s Church in the village Michališki is situated near the highway Polack–Vilnius, where a significant (and probably the main) part of cargo carriage to the industrial site of the expected NPP will occur. Constant vibration from heavy lorries will negatively affect this architectural monument of XVII century, among other things the ornamental setting of its interior (9 altars, high-relief composition and ornamental relief, ambo), there is special mention of it in the State list of historical-cultural values of the Republic of Belarus.   
There is need for engineering researches of the impact of vibration and noise processes on the object, as well as dust and motor vehicle emissions, in order to develop preventive measures for conservation of the building or making a decision about refusal of the projected activity. 
In the report on the EIA of the Belarusian NPP the possible effect of NPP construction and operation on the archeological heritage is not reflected. It is particularly surprising when considering the scale of constructing activities: a large site of the NPP, access highways and the railway line of 32 kilometers, borrows and dumps, power lines, water conduits from the river Vilija and back to the river (each 6 kilometers long). It is known, that on the territory of Belarus archeological prospecting was and is done inconsistently and piecewise. Owing to this, there is no existing complete enough data collection about archeological monuments and there is need to examine almost every territory before performing economic operations on it. When conducting big construction projects, there is such a practice existing to order archeological prospecting and monument investigation by the appropriate organizations (Historical Institute of the National Academy of Sciences or historical faculties of universities). During the last years such activities were conducted in the Hrodna Oblast, in particular, while reconstruction of the Belarusian part of the Aŭgustoŭski Channel and when construction of Hrodna hydropower station on the Nioman. For instance, in the second case in the valley of the Nioman 33 archeological monuments were discovered.  
It should be also pointed, that in other similar reports on the environmental impact assessment there is a description of archeological heritage and ways of its handling. So, in the report on the environmental impact assessment of the new nuclear power plant in Lithuania on pages 366-367 the archeological monuments close to the planned NPP are listed and their map is given. In the final report on the environmental impact assessment of the Nioman hydropower station (Minsk, Republican unitary enterprise “Central Scientific Research Institute of Multipurpose Utilization of Water Resources”, 2008) on pages 39-40 the “Statement on exploration degree of the valley of the river Nioman in the area of placement of the Nioman hydropower station (the river stretch from the settlement Žiliči to the border with Lithuania” is cited.  

It should be reminded, that the Statement on Protection of Archeological Objects while Excavation and Construction Works specifies: “Protection of archeological objects is to be provided at all stages of pre-design and design works and by all kinds of object and building construction. The archeological objects protection management is to be included into design estimate documentation for conducting all kinds of excavation and construction works and is to be approved by the Minsitry of Culture.” (Paragraph 6) It is not shown in the report on the EIA of the Belarusian NPP, whether the customer fulfilled the requirement of the legislation and that gives ground to assume law violation. 
The possible impact on material movable objects of cultural heritage (for instance, complexes of peasants’ everyday life objects) and demonstrating of nonmaterial cultural heritage (for example, folklore, traditional crafts and arts etc.) is not reflected in the report on the EIA of the Belarusian NPP as well. The complete definition of “cultural heritage” (the definitions includes “monument” in itself) and “nonmaterial cultural heritage” could be found in the UNESCO Convention on Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage and the UNESCO International Convention on Protection of Non–Material Cultural Heritage.
Besides the common practice (the developers of the report on the EIA of the Belarusian NPP could not have paid any attention to it), there is the national legislation. The Instructions on the Procedures for Environmental Impact Assessment of the Planned Economic and Other Activities in the Republic of Belarus, developed in accordance with “The Law on Environmental Protection” of the Republic of Belarus and “The Law of the Republic of Belarus on state environmental expertise”, unambiguously states: 
a) in a statement of work for impact assessment the customer must stipulate, among other things, the description of cultural monuments (paragraph 31.1);

b) a report on the results of environmental impact assessment, among others, must include forecast of  impact on man-made features (buildings, monuments of architecture and archeology, other material and cultural valuables) and the assessment of change of their condition after beginning of the planned activity (paragraph 61.6)

Thereby, it has to be stated, that the customer and the organization having made the report on the EIA of the Belarusian NPP, broke the common practice and didn’t meet the requirements of the Belarusian legislation for description of present cultural heritage and NPP impact assessment on it. This suggests further law violations in the activity of the Directorate of NPP Construction, which can put historical-cultural valuables and archeological, architectural and other monuments of culture at threat of destruction, damage or distortion.  

Such a big industrial installation, as a nuclear power plant, inevitably and irreversibly changes the cultural and natural landscape, leads to the loss of large part of cultural and natural scenery, and its construction work puts various manifestations of material and nonmaterial cultural heritage at threat of complete or partial destruction. In such circumstances, the acceptable for the public variant of realization of the project choice of the planned activity is refusal of the planned activity (paragraphs 13.2 and 41.7 of the Instructions on the Procedures for Environmental Impact Assessment of the Planned Economic and Other Activities in the Republic of Belarus).  
CONCLUSIONS
The above mentioned faults of the document overstep the limits of particular mistakes and deficiencies, which could have been corrected in prompt order. Many of them are of crucial and conceptual nature and indicate its authors’ low professional level or their desire to consciously mislead the public. There is a hazard, that this approach will be maintained when developing more important documents concerning NPP construction in Belarus as well.     

Most statements about the degree of the environmental impact of the NPP are of declarative nature, intended for being taken on trust, rather than for analysis of the state of facts, scientific data, international practice.   

The authors of the EIA-report are trying to mislead not only the public, but the decision-makers as well. This may lead to difficult-to-correct mistakes and even the national catastrophe. 
The NPP construction project must be rejected as a completely inadequate to the base environmental requirements for NPP choice, location and its construction in the specific situation, which is subject to really in-depth study and impartial analysis.
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