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Dear secretariat,

hereby we are sending further information regarding the latest development in the Mochovce case
(ACCC/C/2013/89Slovakia).

As already noted in the previous email by Thomas Alge from 22/8/2013, in July 2013 the Slovakian Supreme
Court ruled in favour of Greenpeace Slovakia, ordering that the procedure to authorise the expansion of the
nuclear power plant Mochovce (reactors 3 and 4) should be repeated.

Nonetheless, to avoid the suspension of the building works the Slovakian Nuclear Supervisory Commission
subsequently issued a notice ordering the annulment of the suspensive effect of the original appeal filed by
Greenpeace. According to them, the nuclear power plant Mochovce fulfils two criteria that allow for an
exception with respect to this suspensive effect. These are the urgent public interest of the nuclear power plant
and the irreparable damages that would follow if the building works were to stop or be interrupted. However,
Greenpeace is of the opinion that neither of these criteria are met in this case. Moreover, the suspensive effect
prevents Greenpeace from performing its right to intervene with the procedure in a stage and manner, when it
is actually possible to affect the result. These rights are guaranteed by the Aarhus Convention in Art. 6. Each
day of the continuation of the building works Greenpeace is losing possibilities to perform its rights guaranteed
by the Administrative Code and Aarhus Convention. Greenpeace Slovakia therefore filed a petition against the
notice of the Slovakian Nuclear Supervisory Commission with the Slovakian Attorney General on 9 September
2013. The English translation of the petition is attached.

The Slovakian Nuclear Supervisory Commission also issued, on August 21, in a reaction on the Supreme Court
ruling, a second notice (attached) that recognizes Greenpeace as one of the parties in the administrative
building permit procedure. The whole project documentation will be available for the permit procedure parties
(incl. Greenpeace) in the period of October 15 till November 30 at the information centre of the Mochovce
power plant. The latter date is also the deadline for submission of any views and comments by the parties.
Greenpeace is currently examining this decision. One is clear; the Slovakian Nuclear Supervisory Commission
has not reacted on the part of the ruling of the Supreme Court that is requiring an EIA process (page 15 of the
ruling).

Sincerely
Jiri Jerabek
Regional Climate & Energy Campaign Co-ordinator

Greenpeace Central and Eastern Europe
jiri.jerabek@greenpeace.at

Attachements:

1. Oznamenie.PDF — Slovakian Nuclear Supervisory Commission noto on reopening the permit procedure, in
Slovak. Also available online at: http://www.ujd.gov.sk/files/Aktuality/Oznamenie.PDF

2.130909_Greenpeace_Attorney General GPSR_ENG.pfd — petition by Greenpeace to the Attorney General,
in English

3. 5Szp-21-2012,Mochovce.pdf — ruling of the Slovak Supreme Court in electronic text version(previous
version that ACC got was a scan), in Slovak
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Urad jadrového dozoru Slovenskej republiky
Bajkalska 27, P. O. Box 24, 820 07 Bratislava 27

Slovenské elektrarne, a. s.
Mlynské nivy 47
821 09 Bratislava

zastipend S
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Vee
Atomova elektraren Mochovece VVER 4x440 MW 3. stavba - oznamenie o opiitovnom zacati
rozkladového konania vo¢i rozhodnutiu o povoleni zmeny stavby pred dokoncenim

Rozsudkom Najvyssicho stdu Slovenskej republiky ¢. k. 5Szp/21/2012 zo dna 27. 06. 2013
(dalej len .srozsudok NS SR*), dorucenym UJD SR dna 09. 08. 2013, bolo zruSené rozhodnutie
UJD SR ¢&. 79/2009 zo dna 28. 04. 2009, ktorym bol zamietnuty rozklad proti rozhodnutiu UJD SR
¢. 246/2008 zo dna 14. 08. 2008 o povoleni zmeny stavby pred dokon¢enim JE MO 34. Rozsudkom
NS SR bola zarovei vec vratend UJD SR na d'aliie konanie. Rozsudok NS SR vyslovne zrusil len
rozhodnutie o zamietnuti rozkladu a nedotkol sa samotného prvostupiiového rozhodnutia UJID SR ¢.
246/2008 zo dna 14. 08. 2008. Z tohto vyroku sa da teda vyvodit, Ze pod slovnym spojenim ,,vec
vracia ?aiovanému na d’al§ie konanie“ mai ’\’S‘ SR na mvSIi vrétenie na d’aléie rosz adové konanie

a véas pg}gﬁ;@n}f ;g}zﬁ%%dd g:égf:;tz ;‘a}zﬁa}zjﬁmm MD SR ¢ 2453;/,@{}239

Urad jadrového dozoru Slovenskej republiky ako prislusny stavebny tdrad podla §4 |
pism. j) zakona ¢ 541/2004 Z. z. o mierovom vyuZivani }i* on)

j ac r;;m:ﬁ; energie {(atdmovy z
a o zmene adoplneni niektorych zdkonov apodla §121 ods. 2 pism. ¢) zdkona & 30/1976 7Zb.
o tzemnom planovani a stavebnom poriadku (stavebny zdkon) v zneni neskorsich g}fgé;ﬁzxm
oznamuje podla §18 ods. 1 a3 zdkona ¢ 71/1967 Zb. o spravnom konani v zneni neskor$ic
predpisov a podla §61 stavebného zdkona zacatie stavebného konania a nakolko s stavebnému
tradu dobre zndme pomery staveniska, iip usta sa v zmysle §61 ods. 2 stavebného zdkona od

miestneho zistovania a Ustneho pojednavania.
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svoje stanoviska uplatnili najneskor v lehote do 30. 11. 2013. UJD SR ziroven upozornuje, ze
v dokumenticii sliZiacej k povol'ovaciemu konaniu sa nachidzaja aj citlivé informscie podPa
§3 ods. 14 zikona €. 541/2004 Z. z. v zneni neskorSich predpisov. Ich zverejnenie by sa mohlo
pouZit’ na naplinovanie a vykonanie &innosti s ciePom spésobit’ narulenie alebo znifenie
jadrového zariadenia atym nepriaznivo ovplyvnit® bezpefnost’ verejnosti a sposobit’
ekologicka alebo ekonomicku Skodu.

Pokial” ide o ostatnych ucastnikov konania, tito maji moznost sa s dokumentdciou, z ktorej
budu vylacené citlivé informacie, oboznimit' od 15. 10. 2013 v informaénom stredisku JE
Mochovee, kde bude dokumentacia potrebna k povolovaciemu konaniu k nahliadnutiu. Svoje
stanoviska a pripomienky k dokumentdcii mozu uplatnit’ pisomne na stavebny urad - Urad
jadrového dozoru Slovenskej republiky, Bajkalska 27, P. O. Box 24. 820 07 Bratislava 27 v lehote
do 30. 11. 2013, v opacnom pripade sa na neskor uplatnené stanovisks nebude prihliadat’.

Ing. Marta Zigkovd, CSc.
Predsedni¢ka UJD SR

Oznamenie sa dorudi;

1. Slovenské elektrarne, a.s.. Mlynské nivy 47, 821 09 Bratislava

G oS . 01 ianske zdruzenic, TG
. 2o stipend GGG oo u S
RTAR

3. Ustav jaderného vyskumu Rez, a.s. — divize EGP Praha, Vyskoc¢ilova 3/741, P. O. Box 158,
140 00 Praha 4.

4. Obec Novy Tekov, starostka obce, 935 33 Novy Tekov 226.

[

5. Obec Kalna nad Hronom, starosta obce, Cervenej armady 55, 935 32 Kalna nad Hronom.
6. Technicka indpekcia, Mostna 66, P. O. Box 29 B, 949 01 Nitra.

InSpektorat prace Nitra, Jelenecka 49, 950 38 Nitra.

8. Obvodny drad Zivoiného prostredia Nitra, SVS, J. Krala 124, 949 01 Nitra.

9. Obvodny drad Zivotného prostredia Levice, odbor. OZZP — OH. Dopravna 14, 934 03
Levice.

10. Obvodny trad Zivotného prostredia Levice, odb. OZZP - OO, Dopravna 14, 934 03 Levice.
1. Urad pre reguldciu Zelezni¢nej dopravy, sekcia $pecidlneho stavebného tradu, Mileti¢ova

19, 820 05 Bratislava 25,






Nitra.

15. Ministerstvo zdravotnictva SR, Limbova 2, P. O. Box 52, 837 52 Bratislava 37.

16. Urad verejného zdravotnictva SR, Trnavska cesta 52, 826 45 Bratislava.

17. Regiondlny trad verejného zdravotnictva so sidlom v Leviciach, Komenského 4, 934 38
Levice.

18. Letecky urad SR, Letisko M. R. Stefanika, 823 05 Bratislava,

19. Ministerstvo hospodarstva SR, Mierova 19, 827 15 Bratislava 212.

20. Obvodny urad Nitra. OCOaKR, Stefanikova trieda. 69. 949 01 Nitra.

21. Verejnou vyhlaskou







Dear Mr Attorney General,

JUDr. Jaromir Ciznar

General Prosecutor’s Office of the Slovak Republic
Stdrova 2

812 85 Bratislava

PETITION for filing a protest of the Attorney General of the Slovak Republic against the decision of
the Nuclear Regulatory Authority of the Slovak Republic No. 761/2013 dated 21.08.2013, which
excludes the suspensory effect of the appeal filed.

Under the provisions of section 31 et seq. in conjunction with the provisions of section 22 et seq. and
the provisions of section 48 par. 1 of the Act No. 153/2001 Coll. on Prosecution, we file this petition
for filing the Attorney General’s protest against the decision of the Nuclear Regulatory Authority of
the Slovak Republic.

On 21.08.2013 the Nuclear Regulatory Authority of the Slovak Republic (hereinafter referred to as
the “NRA”) issued its Decision No. 761/2013, which under the sect. 55 par. 2 of the Act No. 71/1967
Coll. on Administrative Procedure (Administrative Procedure Code) excluded the suspensory effect
of the appeal filed by the association Greenpeace Slovakia dated 14.11.2008 against the Decision of
the NRA No. 246/2008 dated 14.08.2008. This decision was issued by the NRA in response to the
Judgement of the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic File No. 557p/21/2012 dated 27.06.2013.
This judgement made by the SC SR upheld the action of the association Greenpeace Slovakia so that
it changed the judgement made by the Regional Court in Bratislava No. 45/125/2009 dated
11.05.2012, annulled the Decision of the NRA No. 79/2009 dated 28.04.2009 and returned the case
to the NRA for further proceedings. It was the judgement of the NRA refusing the appeal filed by the
association Greenpeace Slovakia dated 14.11.2008 against the first instance decision of the NRA No.
246/2008 dated 14.08.2008.

The SC SR in this judgement ordered the NRA to rehear the case (i.e. the appeal of the association
Greenpeace Slovakia dated 14.11.2008) and adjudicate on the case in attendance of the plaintiff, and
the NRA is required to consider all relevant objections of the parties involved in the administrative
proceedings. The NRA shall adjudicate so that its proceeding and decision comply with the provisions
of sect.s 3, 4 and 47 of the Administrative Procedure Code, and shall in details justify its opinion on
the objections raised (p. 14 of the SC SR judgement).

The NRA responded as follows:
- 0on 21.08.2013 it announced recommencement of the appeal proceeding against the decision
on permission to change construction before completion,
- 0on21.08.2013 it issued the objected Decision No. 761/2013 on exclusion of suspensory effect
of the appeal filed by the association Greenpeace Slovakia dated 14.11.2008.

By this petition we object the NRA Decision No. 761/2013 excluding the suspensory effect of the
appeal filed by the association Greenpeace Slovakia, because this decision is in contradiction with
statutory provisions of sect. 55 par. 2 of the Administrative Procedure Code.

Under the provision of sect. 55 par. 1 of the Administrative Procedure Code, a timely filed appeal
(remonstrance) has suspensory effect, unless a particular act stipulates otherwise. In the case no
1





particular act (Construction Act No. 50/1976 Coll., or Atomic Energy Act No. 541/2001 Coll.) contains
a provision which would exclude suspensory effect of the remonstrance filed against the NRA
decision.

Under the provision of sect. 55 par. 2 of the Administrative Procedure Code ,,if an urgent public
interest requires so or if there is a risk that by means of suspended decision execution a party to the
case or anyone else will suffer an irreplaceable harm, the administrative body may exclude
suspensory effect, the urgency must be duly justified”.

The abovementioned provision implies that exclusion of suspensory effect of a timely filed appeal /
remonstrance is permitted by the legislature only in exceptional cases, while at least one of the
following conditions explicitly mentioned must be met:
- anurgent public interest requires so or
- there is a risk that by means of suspended decision execution a party to the case or anyone
else will suffer an irreplaceable harm.

The NRA justified the objected decision by an alleged fulfilment of both the conditions. We believe
that in the case none of the conditions was met.

At first we note that we filed the remonstrance on 14.11.2008, and the NRA president rejected this
remonstrance and confirmed the NRA first instance decision No. 246/2008 dated 14.08.2008. Thus it
is evident that at the time the NRA president proceeded and adjudicated on the remonstrance (by
the decision dated 28.04.2009), while — although she adjudicated more than 5 months later — she did
not make a decision to exclude suspensory effect of the remonstrance filed by the association
Greenpeace Slovakia. In other words — according to the NRA, in the 2008 - 2009 proceedings, there
were no grounds to exclude the remonstrance suspensory effect.

Nevertheless — almost five years after filing the remonstrance by the association Greenpeace
Slovakia, the NRA finds that there is a particular fact that requires exclusion of the remonstrance filed
by the association Greenpeace. The fact that the NRA decides on the necessity to exclude suspensory
effect of the remonstrance filed by the association Greenpeace Slovakia 5 years later questions the
relevance of the reasons mentioned in the objected decision. Moreover, in this relation, another
important fact is that the association Greenpeace Slovakia in no way caused the need to take such a
step, but on the contrary it was caused by the NRA itself since in 2009 it issued an unlawful decision,
which had to be cancelled by the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic.

Il. Urgent public interest
.1

The objected NRA decision reads: “By the Slovak government resolution No. 29/2006 dated
11.01.2006 the Government approved the document Draft Energy Policy of the Slovak Republic. By
the Slovak government resolution No. 738/2008 dated 15.10.2008 the Government approved the
document Draft Energy Security Strategy of the Slovak Republic. Section 6 par. 6.7.8 (Production Base
Development) of the Draft Energy Security Strategy of the Slovak Republic reads that “a prerequisite
for ensuring sufficient electricity in the long-term prospects is the completion of units 3 and 4 of the
nuclear power plant in Mochovce”“...”

We state as follows:





Both documents approved by the Government, that the NRA decision referred to, mention the
completion of units 3 and 4 of the Mochovce NPP, but - as the NRA itself states in quotation, this
statement relates to the “long-term perspective” of the Slovak energy development (development
plan for a period of 20 - 25 years). The phrase “long-term perspective” definitely does not express
such a degree of urgent intensity which was assumed by the legislature under the term “urgent
public interest”. On the contrary, it is an expression of prospective solutions in an unspecified future.

The document "Energy Policy of the Slovak Republic" (this material is published in full on the website
of the Ministry of Economy SR) states: "The energy policy is a strategic document which defines the
basic the objectives and frameworks of energy development in the long-term perspective... The
energy policy is developed in accordance with the Act No. 656/2004 Coll. on Energy and amendment,
to the certain acts for a period of 25 years. The Ministry of Economy SR shall update the energy policy
at least every five years, taking into account changes in factors with a direct or indirect impact on
energy policy."

The NRA's argumentation in the context of "urgent public interest" is also misleading with regard to
reference to the Energy Security Strategy of the Slovak Republic approved by the Slovak government.
Par. 3.2. of the document, which specifies the “objectives and priorities of the Energy security
strategy of the Slovak Republic” does not mention the completion of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP
at all. The NRA probably realized this fact and therefore it argues in the decision using a quotation of
par. 6.7.8 (Production base development). However, here again the NRA’s argumentation is wrong,
since this section expressly reads that “a prerequisite for ensuring sufficient electricity in the long-
term prospects is the completion of units 3 and 4 of the nuclear power plant in Mochovce”. Again, it is
a “long-term perspective” — not an urgent public interest.

Generally, we consider the argumentation of the Slovak NRA with “long-term perspective” of the
Draft Energy Policy of the Slovak Republic (2006) and the Draft Energy Security Strategy (2008) in the
context of an "urgent public interest" misleading and contrary to the real situation. Both documents
represent a broader framework of the planned development of Slovak energy, not a fixed,
immovable and fully workable plan. The past proves that several projects mentioned in these
documents are not implemented at all, or implemented otherwise than described in these
government-approved documents. Finally, this fact is also confirmed by the current Energy Policy of
the Slovak Republic stating that the MoE shall update the energy policy at least every five years,
taking into account changes in factors with a direct or indirect impact on energy policy.

1.2

The objected NRA decision further reads: “After the early decommissioning of the V1 units of the JB
NPP, the strategic priorities of the Slovak energy development should include provision of at least 50
% share of electric power produced by NPPs, if the principles of electric power production at the
lowest costs and in the long-term creation of sustainable development conditions are to be
observed...”

We state as follows:

The Slovak Republic has undertaken to decommission the V1 units in Jaslovské Bohunice NPP under
the EU accession agreements. The Slovak government decided on decommissioning the two units in
the Government Resolution No. 801/1999 dated 14.09.1999. The first unit was shut down by the end
of 2006, the second by the end of 2008.





The argumentation using the Slovak energy development strategic priority in the field of provision of
at least 50 % share of electric power produced by NPPs is misleading in the case of the objected NRA
decision No. 761/2013. The NRA concealed the fact that this strategic priority of energy
development in Slovakia had already been achieved, even without the completion of units 3 and 4
of the Mochovce NPP.

According to official data published by SEPS a.s. (Slovak Electricity Transmission System, SEPS a.s. is
an independent legal entity, which fulfils the role of a transmission system operator in Slovakia) in its
Annual Report 2012, in 2012 the territory of the Slovak Republic produced exactly 28.393 GWh of
electric power. More than a half was provided by the NPPs producing nearly 54 %.

In addition, these data are confirmed by the "Report on Results of Electricity Supply Security
Monitoring” published by the Ministry of Economy of the Slovak Republic in July 2013. The report
concludes that the 2012 share of NPPs in production of electric power in Slovakia was even at the
level of 54.6 %.

With reference to the above mentioned, the NRA states in the objected decision: "According to the
Draft Energy Security Strategy passage quoted, as well as other parts of the mentioned documents, it
is clear that continuation in completion of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP is in the public interest.”

This NRA’s statement is an unacceptable, misleading and wanton interpretation of both documents
approved by the Government. In no way the quoted documents imply what the NRA says, that
completion of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP is an urgent public interest. Therefore this NRA
argument does not meet the statutory condition necessary to exclude the suspensory effect of the
appeal.

1.3

The NRA further states: “The completion of units 3 and 4 of Mochovce NPP will result in restoration of
self-sufficiency of the Slovak Republic in the field of electric power production, the SR will become an
exporter of electric power and it is reasonable to assume a positive impact on electric power prices —
lower costs for end consumers.”

We state as follows:

The NRA mentions just wanton and unsubstantiated assumptions; moreover, this is implied by the
used phrase “a reasonable assumption”. It is only an NRA presumption which is not confirmed by any
relevant documents. Identification of an urgent public interest must be based on clear and

7 “

incontestable facts, not on an authority’s “assumption”.

In this context we point out that the NRA is not a competent national authority to review the issue of
self-sufficiency of the Slovak Republic in the field of electric power production, export or pricing in
the field of electricity prices for end consumers. We believe that in this part of the reasoning (no
relevant national document was quoted) the NRA far exceeded its statutory responsibilities in
particular under the Act No. 575/2001 Coll. on the organization of governmental activities and
central state administration (§ 29), or under the Act No. 541/2004 Coll. the Atomic Act (§ 4).

In addition, this NRA statement does not reflect the valid facts, on the contrary — it is in direct
contradiction with them.

According to official data published by SEPS a.s. in its Annual Report 2012, in 2012 the total share of
electric power import to Slovakia reached the level of 1.4%. Even without the completion of the
4





Mochovce NPP the overall balance of electricity imports from abroad has a long-term downward
trend — while in 2011 we had to import 727 GWh of electricity, in 2012 it reduced to 393 GWh of
electricity, which is a negligible figure with regard to the common cross-border flows of electric
power and which also has to be seen in the context:

a) of reduction of total electricity consumption in the Slovak Republic (in 2012
electricity consumption in Slovakia decreased by 76 GWh)
b) and in the context of creation of other non-nuclear energy sources.

This trend is confirmed by the figures of the first half of 2013. In the first 6 months of 2013
Slovakia’s export of electric power exceeded its import by 449 GWh. That means we have become
exporters, with exports reaching the level of approximately 3.11% (Source: SEPS, daily and monthly
indicators of operation).

We believe that the NRA argumentation in this part of the decision is misleading and in no way
respects the reality of Slovak energy. As the SEPS data prove, currently the completion of Mochovce
NPP is no more necessary for a balanced production and consumption of electricity in Slovakia.

The Slovak Republic is not in any way confronted with a lack of capacities to produce electric power,
or with a lack of electric power as such. For this reason, we believe that there is no relevant reason to
argue in the case of completion of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPS using "urgency" of continuation in
completion with an emphasis on ensuring energy security in the field of electricity production.

In this context we also note that proper decision-making in the present case on the filed appeal
without exclusion of its suspensory effect does not compromise the overal construction and
completion of Mochovce NPP. It is only atemporary suspension of works utnil the NRA finally
decides on the filed appeal. Such concerns expressed by the NRA would only be reasonable provided
that for the final decision it would be significant what level of completion the construction is at.
However, this would also mean that the NRA unreasonably, discriminatorily and contrary to the
constitution favours the interests of one party over the rights and interests of other parties.

1.4

The NRA also notes that "The stability of the electricity transmission system is also not negligible,
since it is of vital importance for the economy of the Slovak Republic."

We state as follows:

The NRA is not a competent national authority to assess the impact of the Mochovce NPP completion
on the stability of the electricity transmission system in Slovakia. Again, it is just another
unsubstantiated assumption expressed by the NRA, as it did not support this assumption with any
relevant document or other evidence (e.g. documents issued by SEPS a.s.). Neither did this NRA
statement in any way prove the existence of urgent public interest in exclusion of the suspensory
effect of the appeal filed.

Commenting on this NRA statement, we only note that based on the current documents issued by
SEPS a.s. it cannot be concluded that the stability of the electricity transmission system in Slovakia is
related to the completion of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP. The 2012 Annual Report issued by SEPS
a.s. implies that:
- during 2012 the operation of the transmission system was fluent and reliable;
- in 2012, the electricity system in Slovakia operated as a part of the interconnected
European system ENTSO-E. All crucial criteria and recommendations of ENTSO-E in
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primary and secondary regulations, in voltage control and balance regulation of cross-
border transmissions were met;
even without the completion of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP.

1.5

The NRA states that “The Government in its Resolution No. 8/2008 dated 21.01.2008 approved the
document Strategy of the back-end of nuclear energy in the Slovak Republic. Among other issues, the
document deals with funding the decommissioning of NPPs, their removal and safe disposal of
radioactive waste including spent nuclear fuel. The strategy envisages funding the mentioned
activities including contributions to the National Nuclear Fund from operations of units 3 and 4 in
Mochovce NPP. Undoubtedly it is a public interest to ensure a safe removal of nuclear devices at the
end of their working life, as well as a safe disposal of all radioactive waste. Without proper
completion and operation of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP the Strategy of the back-end of nuclear
energy (especially with emphasis on funding) would not be duly observed and thus the public interest
would be jeopardized.”

We state as follows:
The NRA argumentation in this section of substantiation is intentional and misleading.

The quoted resolution of the Slovak government is dated January 2008. The same year the NRA
decided by means of the first-instance Decision No. 246/2008 on a change of construction of units 3
and 4 of the Mochovce NPP before completion (i.e. the decision objected by the complaint filed by
the association Greenpeace Slovakia and which is to be held). One of the mandatory requirements
of the mentioned decision is the term of construction completion:

“6. The construction shall be completed by 31.12.2013"

However, the objected NRA decision implies that this mandatory requirement will not be observed
now, since according to the current statement of the party SE, a.s. the completion of unit 3 is
developed in total up to 69 % (!!) and of unit 4 only up to 53 % (!!). In other words, the construction
is already significantly delayed and according to SE, a.s. the completion of unit 3 is assumed in 2014
and of unit4 in 2015. However, such a significant delay was not foreseen by the Government
resolution dated January 2008, thus it is clear that this resolution is either again only “prospective” or
simply inapplicable with regard to completely different current facts.

Thus also at this point the NRA did not submit an argument which would prove an urgent public
interest in the NRA decision on the filed appeal for exclusion of its suspensory effect.

Commenting on the mentioned NRA argument, we further note that the National Nuclear Fund of
the Slovak Republic was established by Act No. 238/2006 Coll. Resources of the National Nuclear
Fund of the Slovak Republic are legally the funds paid as:

a. +contributions from holders of licenses to operate nuclear facilities that produce
electricity, for every megawatt of installed electrical capacity and the selling price of the
electricity produced in nuclear facilities (hereinafter referred to as "mandatory
contributions")

b. alevy collected by the transmission and distribution system operators, intended to cover
the debt incurred in the development of resources to cover the back-end costs of nuclear
energy, incurred during the previous operation of nuclear facilities to produce electricity,
in the amount of debt generated to the effective date of this Act (hereinafter referred to
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as the "levy"); this levy is included in the price of electricity delivered to end consumers

of electricity,

fines imposed by the authority pursuant to a special regulation,

interests (income) from deposits to the nuclear fund accounts,

voluntary contributions from natural persons and legal entities,

grants and contributions from EU funds and other international organizations, financial

institutions and funds to cover the back-end costs of nuclear energy,

g. subsidies from the state budget intended to cover the costs of treatment of nuclear
materials or radioactive waste whose originator is unknown; these subsidies are provided
in full unavoidable cost of treatment and disposal of nuclear materials and radioactive
waste whose originator is unknown, these subsidies from the state budget are provided
under the State Budget Act; if subsequently an originator of these materials and wastes is
found, special legislation shall be followed,

h. subsidies from the state budget for other reasons than those mentioned in g) based on
a decision of the Government to provide them; subsidies from the state budget are
provided under the State Budget Act,

i. income from financial operations under section 9 par. 2 subpar. b),

j. otherresources, if so stipulated by a special regulation or an international agreement.

- o a 0

Based on the above it is clear that funding the decommissioning of NPPs, their removal and
safe disposal of radioactive waste including spent fuel is multi-source by operation of law
and does not depend on completion of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP. The subparagraph (a)
clearly defines that fees are only collected from operators of existing NPPs, specifically for
,every megawatt of installed electric capacity and from the selling price of electricity
produced by the nuclear facility”. The Act also treated funding the historical debt of the
Slovak NNF, specifically in the subparagraph (b).

The system of collection of fees to the Slovak NNF cannot be and is not dependent on future
nuclear sources, but, on the contrary, it must be and it is adjusted so that every source
,saves” sources for future decommissioning already during its working life on its own sub-
account of the Slovak NNF. If it were true what the NRA says, and funding the back-end of
the fuel cycle would depend on the completion of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP, it would
mean that SE a.s. currently as the only operator of reactors in Slovakia, transfers insufficient
amounts of financial resources to the Slovak NNF, and thus jeopardize the decommissioning
of NPPs in Slovakia.

1.6

The NRA further says: “Currently the construction of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP creates 3 650
direct jobs, 4 000 subcontracting jobs and 1 750 jobs induced by the need of employees directly or
indirectly employed in the project. Suspension or interruption of construction works would have an
extremely negative impact on the social situation in the close region as well as, with regard to the
type of jobs within the NPP construction, on employment in some professional fields at national level
in Slovakia. Contractors would immediately have to dismiss employees and terminate contracts with
subcontractors — free-lancers; the existing multiplier effect would stop.”

We state as follows:

This NRA statement is intentional and misleading. The NRA is not a competent authority to assess the

impact of Mochovce NPP completion on employment, has no competence to assess possible social

impacts of potential suspension or termination of works. We point out that the NRA decision on the
7





appeal filed by the association Greenpeace Slovakia does not mean a complete termination of works,
but it is just a suspension of construction works during NRA decision-making. Therefore it is just the
NRA and not anyone else who can influence the duration of proceeding and decision-making on the
appeal filed. Moreover, the NRA did not base its statements on any relevant arguments; again these
are just subjective NRA assumptions and ideas. The used statements may be applied to any industrial
activity implemented in Slovakia.

In this context we remind that the potential termination of completion works would be an indirect
consequence of NRA unlawful conduct, found by the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic in the
above quoted judgement.

Similarly, in the context of this NRA argument we remind the recently published information that the
problems with completion of Mochovce NPP threaten employment due to possible problems with
inability to pay orders. This information leaked to the public before the Supreme Court pronounced
its judgement in this case, so it can not be excluded that jobs would also be lost without the SC
judgment pronouncement and the subsequent NRA decision (on exclusion of the suspensory effect)

1.7

The NRA further says that: ,,The completion and commissioning of unit 3 is now assessed in 2014 and
of unit 4 in 2015. These dates are already in delay compared to the previous plan and have a negative
impact on public finance. In case of further delays in the construction completion the Slovak Republic
would

a) as a minority owner of the company SE a.s. lose dividends in amount of several
tens of millions of Euros a year,

b) lose the tax on corporate income, contributions to Social Insurance and income to
the National Nuclear Fund for purposes of completion of permanent storage of
burned nuclear fuel and future decommissioning of nuclear units - in the stage of
construction (until 2015) in amount of approx EUR 68.5 million a year and after
commissioning in amount of approx EUR 109 million a years; projected income
from taxes was reduced mainly by the outage of planned production.”

We state as follows:

In this context again the NRA provides unsubstantiated subjective considerations which are, in
addition, misleading and thus intentional. First and foremost, it is not clear by means of what and
how the Slovak Republic should lose the income mentioned above if the NRA duly proceeded on the
appeal filed by the association Greenpeace Slovakia.

Payment of dividends as well as income to the state budget resulting from operations of units 3 and
4 in Mochovce NPP are influenced by so many interdependent factors that the NRA statement of
their loss by means of non-exclusion of the suspensory effect of the appeal filed is at the level of a
weather forecast for a period of several months in advance. In addition — the company SE a.s. itself
states that currently the construction implementation is in a significant delay and the current
deadlines (2014, respectively 2015 — without specifying a relevant date) are only assumed.

To get the things clearer, below is the construction chronology of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP,
which is from the beginning marked by extending the term of completion and commissioning of the
mentioned units:





1980 - Landscape planning (the original plan envisaged the completion at the end of the
1980s)

1986 - Building permit - actual start of construction (expected completion date set for April

1996)

1992 - Halting of construction and assembly works

1993 - Beginning of conservation works

1997 - Communication of the Regional Office in Nitra, environmental dep. on the building
permit (expected completion date set for December 2005)

2004 - Decision of the Regional Office in Nitra — change of completion date
(expected completion date set for December 2011).

2007 - Communication of the decision on completion
(expected unit 3 and unit 4 completion dates set for 2012, respectively 2013).

2008 - The NRA decision under the construction and atomic acts
(expected completion date set in the mandatory requirement for 31.12.2013).

2013 - according to the company SE a.s., the completion date is assumed in 2014,
respectively 2015 (without a defined date)

All historical changes of construction, extensions of completion and commissioning dates were
successfully managed by the investor, which is proved by the on-going completion works in
Mochovce NPP. If the historical changes of dates and even a complete suspension of works in the
early 1990s did not pose athreat to the urgent public interest of the Slovak Republic or of an
irreparable damage to the investor, we do not understand why now the NRA, when it comes to
a possible temporary suspension of works for a period of max several months, argues with the
urgency of completion and the risk of irreparable damage occurrence.

In relation to the NRA argument that “in case of further delays in the construction completion the
Slovak Republic as a minority owner of the company SE a.s. would lose dividends in amount of several
tens of millions of Euros a year”, we conclude that this is a grossly misleading argument. Based on the
statement by the Slovak Minister of Economy Tomas Malatinsky, dated 31.01.2013, the State, as a
34-percent shareholder may now expect payments of SE a.s. dividends no earlier than in 2018
(originally the SE a.s. shareholders agreed to non-payment of dividends “only” by the end of 2015).

In this situation (several years of existing non-payment of dividends to the State) argumentation
based on a potential loss resulting from non-payment of dividends to the State is intentional and
misleading.

Ill. Other possible negative impacts

.1

The NRA mentions other negative impacts such as “a) serious negative impact on the reputation of
the Slovak Republic: in particular on the business environment and its international evaluation,”

We state as follows:
This argument is more than absurd. It is not clear what negative impact on reputation of the SR, on
the business environment and its international evaluation the proper proceedings on an appeal filed

by one of the parties may have.

On the contrary, the NRA is obliged to finally start respecting the law, because its unlawful conduct
and decision-making and a gross disregard of national legislation as well as international
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commitments of the Slovak Republic under international conventions have long been detrimental to
the reputation of Slovakia as the rule of law. In terms of Article 2 Sect. 2 Constitution of the Slovak
Republic the state authorities may only act on the basis of the Constitution, within its limits and to
the extent and in the way stipulated by law. The NRA systematically breaches the basic principle of
operation of state bodies. The fact that the NRA acted and decided unlawfully and in contradiction
with international conventions was also confirmed by the decision of the Supreme Court of the
Slovak Republic (as mentioned above). The SC SR held that the NRA violated the rights of the party
guaranteed by law and the Aarhus Convention and decided that as a consequence of the unlawful
conduct and decision by the NRA it is necessary to reiterate the legal proceedings that ended more
than four years ago.

Commenting on this, we point out that under the provision of sect. 55 par. 2 of the Administrative
Procedure Code pr under any other legal provision no “other possible negative impacts” may justify
exclusion of suspension of the filed appeal enforceability. In other words, existence of “other
possible negative impacts” may not justify exclusion of the suspensory effect of a filed appeal.

In this context we further point out that concerning the NRA conduct in the case of permitting units 3
and 4 in Mochovce NPP in the past also the international Aarhus Convention Compliance Committee
the UN concluded that the Slovak Republic through the NRA failed to fulfill its international
obligations relating to public participation in the permitting procedures arising from the so-called
Aarhus Convention. In spite of the fact that the findings of the Aarhus Committee have been
confirmed by all the member states that have signed the Aarhus Convention (including the EU and all
its member states), the Slovak Republic through the NRA still disregards these findings and does not
respect what among other things raised criticism at the level of meeting of all the member states
that accessed to the Aarhus Convention. This ignorant attitude of the NRA has resulted in further
action of the Aarhus Committee against the Slovak Republic which again will harm the reputation of
the Slovak Republic with regard to the rule of law concerning respect for human rights, including the
right of public participation in permitting procedures and access to information.

1.2

The NRA in relation to “other possible negative impacts” mentions “b) a serious negative impact on
attracting foreign investments to Slovakia, “

We state as follows:

Again we say that “other possible negative impacts” are not a lawful reason to exclude the
suspensory effect of an appeal.

In addition, these are again subjective and unsubstantiated assumptions of the NRA which,
moreover, do not relate to the action in the case in any way. The NRA is not a competent authority to
assess severity of potential impacts in case of temporary suspension of Mochovce NPP completion
on attracting other foreign investments and the way in which the NRA mentions this statement is
made without any proof for their assumptions.

Again we point out that respecting the compliance with current legislation and independent court
decisions by the public authorities cannot have a negative impact on attracting foreign investment,
on the contrary - it can testify that the Slovak Republic adheres to the rule of law.

1.3
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In relation to other possible negative impacts the NRA finally mentions: “c) a negative impact on the
nuclear industry and on the EU support of nuclear energy”*

We state as follows:

This argument is absolutely intentional, unsubstantiated and in the context of the case completely
irrelevant.

Here again the NRA far exceedes its competences in an unacceptable way. The NRA has to be an
independent state body and no law or competences imply that it has to or even may express itself so
clearly in favour of the nuclear industry and, moreover, politically speculate of a possible support of
nuclear energy by the EU.

This NRA argument clearly deviates from the European legislation which prescribes that national
regulatory authorities, which the NRA is, have to be independent. Euratom Nuclear Safety Directive
71/2009/Euratom art. 5(2) reads: "Member States shall ensure that the competent regulatory
authority (NRA SR in this case) is functionally separate from any other body or organization
concerned with the promotion or utilization of nuclear energy, including electricity production, to
ensure effective independence from undue influencing its regulatory decision-making."

According to all information available by the EU, the EU and its individual bodies and organizations
have no relevant and binding pro-nuclear or anti-nuclear attitude. The EU does not promote nuclear
energy because in this field it respects “national sovereignty” of the EU member states and their right
to independently decide in the matter of the so-called energy mix.

IV. Irreparable damage to the participant, or third parties
Iv.1

The NRA states: ,The party — SE a.s. expresses its potential financial and non-financial losses which
can be summarized as follows:
a) reduction of book and market values of the company which could also result in
deterioration of borrowing options,
b) possible rating downgrade, pre-maturity of payments of certain loans,
c) contractual fines and/or compensations for loss of profit which the company will have to
pay to contractors in case of suspension or termination of the construction.”

We state as follows:

In the context of the provision of section 55 par. 2 of the Administrative Procedure Code it is
necessary to clearly specify and justify a potential irreparable damage to the participant. The
mentioned statement misses a sufficient justification.

In particular, the NRA uncritically assumed the vague, unspecified and unsubstantiated assumptions
of the company SE a.s., including that the investor "could suffer" unspecified financial and non-
financial losses. The wording itself "could suffer" is in contradiction with the legally presumed term
"will suffer" (section 55 paragraph 2 of the Administrative Code). The law does not associate
consequences (exclusion of the suspensory effect of an appeal) with the potential development of an
irreparable damage, but with the actual irreparable damage. However, the company SE a.s. only
indicated a risk of a certain damage.
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The above mentioned general calculation of a potential damage does not indicate such a damage
which could be indicated as ,irreparable”. However, for meeting the condition of a decision to
exclude the suspensory effect of an appeal, the Administrative Code requires not just any damage,
but a qualified damage and up to the level of highest intensity — thus it must be an irreparable
damage.

The general and vague statements by the NRA, in addition, are not such that they could actually be
incurred just as a result of non-exclusion of the suspensory effect of the appeal filed. Again we point
out — a potential suspension due to the action and valid decision by the NRA in this case should not
take longer than several months. Speaking in this relation of an irreparable damage is absurd, even
comic. The investor, too, admits that currently he is already in a delay of several years (instead of
2013, the completion is assumed by 2015), while this delay is probably not final yet (the completion
date is currently “assumed”). Any negative changes for the investor or for the Slovak Republic thus
may have and have its origin in the consequences of NRA’s unlawful conduct and decision-making
and in consequence of deficiencies related to the construction itself. However, lawful conducts and
decision-making of NRA would in no way result in any of the above stated negative impacts.

The NRA has not specified in detail how and why the book and market values of the company should
be reduced, how and why the rating would be downgraded, how and why SE a.s. would have to pay
contractual fines or compensations of loss of profit. This is speculation by SE a.s. and it is
astonishing that the NRA accepts such speculations and includes then in a substantiation of its
decision.

Iv.2

The NRA further states: “In case of suspension of the construction the party (SE a.s.) would incur the
following additional costs of:
a) demobilization,
b) protection of delivered and installed facilities,
c) conservation of selected facilities (in terms of the Atomic Act) and regular evaluation of
conditions of selected facilities,
d) increased costs of conservation works and regular evaluation of conditions (in case of
selected facilities in terms of the Atomic Act it is an amount of EUR 250,000 per month),
e) mobilization of contractors, specifically the activities related to the recommencement of
construction works in case of continuation,
f) costs of dismantling and decommissioning of an uncompleted power plant, demolition
and removal of construction parts and restoration of the original state of the land,
g) financial costs related to contractual obligations of contractors, including extended
warranties.
The above mentioned additional costs would, according to the assessment by the party — SE
a.s., present more than EUR 12.5 million per month.”

We state as follows:

Again, these are absurd, vague, unsubstantiated, general assumptions by SE a.s., uncritically adopted
by the NRA.

These unspecified and made up statements are in no way included in the condition ,the party or
anyone else will suffer an irreparable damage”. E.g., ,b) b)  protection of delivered and installed
facilities” is no irreparable damage incurred by the party, but astandard protection of one’s
property, carried out by SE a.s. under any conditions, on weekdays as well as weekends or holidays,
whether the construction develops according to the plan or the completion is in delay.
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Similarly absurd is the argumentation in f) (by mistake indicated as a second “e” in the NRA decision,
it should be “f” instead) “costs of dismantling and decommissioning of an uncompleted power plant,
demolition and removal of construction parts and restoration of the original state of the land”. In
case of temporary suspension of construction, there is no reason to consider demolition of buildings
and restoration of land into its original state and calculate costs of such activities.

In this context, the statement of additional costs of more than EUR 12.5 million per months is absurd
and obviously it is a made-up and unsubstantiated value.

Iv.3

The NRA further states that the ,most important risks and irreparable damages in terms of
recommencement of construction works are”:

A. A high risk of partial or total decomposition of the supply chain

B. Arrisk of losing employees with special qualifications and skills

We state as follows:

Again we point out the wording of section 55 par. 2 of the Administrative Procedure Code, which
does not presuppose a “risk”, but actual occurrence of an irreparable damage, which has not been
proved by the NRA in this statement. Moreover — in the context of the above mentioned current
delay of several years in construction of units 3 and 4 in Mochovce NPP compared to the maximally
several months delay of works until a valid decision by the NRA, these statements are absurd and
even comic. Suspension of works does not mean an irreparable damage in relation to the supply
chain or in relation to the employees with relevant professional qualifications. Again these are such
general, vague and made-up statements, that we can only conclude they are not included in the term
“irreparable damage” actually suffered by a person. And again we say — suspension may take
maximally several months. In relation to the construction of Mochovce NPP which in the past
recorded an interruption of more than 15 years during its implementation and currently is in delay of
several years, this statement is ridiculous.

V.

The above mentioned clearly suggest that the NRA has not proven any actual existence of an urgent
public interest which would substantiate the necessity of a decision on exclusion of the suspensory
effect of an appeal. Similarly, the NRA has not proven any actual irreparable damage to be suffered
by the party or anyone else. The investor SE a.s. says in its statement that currently the construction
of units 3 and 4 of Mochovce NPP has already been in a delay (of several years), while currently the
completion date has also been only assumed, and thus the negative time delay will probably extend.
Moreover, SE a.s. in its statement, adopted by the NRA as substantiation, mentions only general,
unsubstantiated and unspecified assumptions of potential damage. No actual certain damage to be
suffered has been stated and none of the alleged damages has been specified in detail in order to be
able to conclude that it is actually a specified irreparable damage. In other words — the NRA decision
only mentions a calculation of alleged damages, however, these are just very general assumptions
and could be applied for any other construction without any difference noticed by the reader.

Given the uniqueness of the institute of exclusion of the suspensory effect of appeals, it is

necessary, however, to substantiate and clearly express the urgent public interest as well as the

irreparable damage. The law defines the conditions for such decisions by indeterminate legal
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terms, and since this is a clear infringement of the rights of the other parties, it is imperative that
these legal concepts are in each case provided with specified, actual content and adequately and
convincingly justified. Subjective, unsubstantiated statements of urgent public interest or
irreparable damage do not meet the conditions stipulated by law. Exclusion of the suspensory
effect of appeal in this relation would be unlawful and would form an unjustified advantage of one
party against other parties (the public). Such discriminatory conduct against the parties would be
in breach of the legal obligations of administrative bodies (according to Art. 2 Sect. 2 Constitution
of the Slovak Republic, but also to the provisions of sections 3. 1, 46 and 47 of the Administrative
Code). It would mean an irreparable damage to the party - the association Greenpeace Slovakia -
which again would be unable to fully perform its rights as a party.

In this relation the SC SR has noted that the NRA should consider the association Greenpeace
Slovakia a party to the administrative procedure and proceed with the association as a party. The
Supreme Court, in addition, has bound the NRA to proceed again in the case and consider all relevant
objections of the parties, while the final decision has to be dully justified.

The NRA has already affected the rights of the association Greenpeace Slovakia as a party by means
of unlawful conduct and decision. Now, by means of an unlawful decision on exclusion of the
suspensory effect of the filed appeal, the NRA again proceeds restrictively and in a strictly formalistic
way. However, by means of that the NRA does not meet the requirements resulting from the
Administrative Procedure Code (Sections 3, 46 and 47, and including 14 — participation in procedure),
from the Aarhus Convention (to which the Slovak Republic is bound), and from the Constitution of
the Slovak Republic (Art. 2 par. 2). Thus the NRA again unreasonably deprives the party of its right to
timely and effectively intervene in a pending procedure (this obligation for the NRA results from the
Aarhus Convention, Art. 6 — also noted by the Slovak Supreme Court in its judgement). The fact itself
that the NRA starts to proceed with the association Greenpeace Slovakia no earlier than in the stage
when more than a half of the construction is completed, is a clear violation of the rights of the
association as a party. By means of the unlawful and unjustified exclusion of the suspensory effect of
appeal the NRA wants, in this grossly irrelevant way, to limit the actual performance of the rights of
the association Greenpeace Slovakia as a party and to prevent the association from performing its
right to intervene with the procedure in a stage and manner, when it is actually possible to affect the
result. These rights are guaranteed by the Aarhus Convention in Art. 6:

“(3) The public participation procedures shall include reasonable time-frames for the different phases,
allowing sufficient time for informing the public in accordance with paragraph 2 and for the public to
prepare and participate effectively in decision-making on the environment.

(4) Each Party shall provide for early public participation, when all options are still open and public
participation can take place effectively.

(6) Each Party shall require the competent public authorities for the purposes of review by the
interested public on request, if required by national law, free of charge and as soon as possible, with
access to all information relating to the decision-making process outlined in this article, which is
available for public participation...

(8) Each Party shall ensure that the decision-making process takes the results of public participation

into due account.”

Exclusion of the suspensory effect of appeal means that the construction is being breached and each
day the party the association Greenpeace Slovakia loses its possibilities to perform its rights
guaranteed by the Administrative Code and Aarhus Convention.
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VL.

Moreover, in view of the above mentioned judgement by the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic
(File No. 557p/21/2012 dated 27.06.2013), the NRA may not further proceed without diregarding this
judgement.

The Supreme Court, on page 15 of the judgement, has bound the NRA to carry out an environmental
impact assessment of the construction in accordance with the Act No. 24/2006 Coll. on
environmental impact assessment (hereinafter also the “EIA Act”).

According to section 38 of the EIA Act, decision-making on the proposed activity permission must
take into account the contents of the final opinion. “The authorizing authority shall not, without
annexing the final statement to the activity, make a decision in accordance with special regulations
on authorization of proposed activity which is under consideration.” (Section 38 par. 2 EIA Act)

In the context of the judgement by the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic and in terms of the
quoted legal provisions, it is thus necessary to precede the continuation of proceedings on change
of construction before completion with an environmental impact assessment. Only after issuance
of a final opinion, which is a prerequisite for the authorization procedure itself, the NRA may
further proceed with the appeal. Any other action taken by the NRA would mean both
the repeated breach of law and gross disregard of the judgement made by the Supreme Court.

For the period of the EIA execution, however, it is necessary to suspend all the construction works.
Any other action would be unlawful.

VII.

In view of the above mentioned, we believe that the objected decision made by the Nuclear
Regulatory Authority of the Slovak Republic No. 761/2013 dated 21.08.2013 on exclusion of the
suspensory effect of the appeal filed by the association Greenpeace Slovakia is unlawful because:
- it is in contradiction with the provisions of section 55 par. 2 of the Administrative
Procedure Code,
- it is in contradiction with the provisions of sections 3, 46 and 47 of the Administrative
Procedure Code,
- in relation to its unlawfulness, it is also in contradiction with the provisions of Art. 2
par. 2 of the Constitution of the Slovak Republic.

Therefore, we ask the Attorney General of the Slovak Republic to file a protest against the
mentioned decision made by the Nuclear Regulatory Authority of the Slovak Republic.

Juraj Rizman
Director and Legal Representative of the civic association Greenpeace Slovakia
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Bratislava, 09.09.2013

Attachments:
Nuclear Regulatory Authority of the Slovak Republic decision No. 761/2013 dated

21.08.2013,
Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic Judgement File No. 5SZp/21/2012 dated

27.06.2013.
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Najvyssi sud 5Szp/21/2012
Slovenskej republiky

ROZSUDOK
V MENE SLOVENSKEJ REPUBLIKY

Najvyssi sud Slovenskej republiky v senate zloZzenom z predsednicky JUDr. Jany
Baricovej a ¢lenov senatu JUDr. Milana Moravu a JUDr. Jarmily Urbancovej, v pravnej veci
zalobcu G. S., 0. z., so sidlom, P. O. BOX X., B., zastupeného Mgr. E. K., advokdtkou so
sidlom X., B., proti Zalovanému Uradu jadrového dozoru Slovenskej republiky, so sidlom
Bajkalska 27, P. O. BOX 24, Bratislava, 0 preskimanie zakonnosti rozhodnutia zalovaného ¢.
79/2009 (¢islo: 1006/2009 P) z 28. aprila 2009, na odvolanie Zalobcu proti rozsudku
Krajského sudu v Bratislave, ¢. k. 45/125/2009-72 z 11. maja 2012, takto

rozhodol:
Najvyssi sud Slovenskej republiky rozsudok Krajského sadu v Bratislave,
¢. k. 4S/125/2009-72 z 11. maja 2012 meni tak, Ze rozhodnutie zalovaného ¢. 79/2009
(¢islo: 1006/2009 P) z 28. aprila 2009 zrusSuje avec vracia Zzalovanému

na d’alSie konanie.

Zalovany je povinny zaplatit zalobcovi ndhradu trov konania v sume 895,57

eura do ruk Mgr. E.K., advokatke v B., do 3 dni od pravoplatnosti rozsudku.

Odoéovodnenie:





2 5S7zp/21/2012

Napadnutym rozsudkom Krajsky sud v Bratislave (d’alej len ,krajsky sad*) zamietol
podla § 250j ods. 1 Obcianskeho stidneho poriadku (d’alej len ,,OSP*) zalobu, ktorou
sa zalobca domadhal preskimania a zruSenia rozhodnutia Zalovaného z 28. aprila 2009
¢. 79/2009 (c¢islo: 1006/2009 P). Tymto rozhodnutim Zalovany zamietol odvolanie (sprdavne
rozklad) Zalobcu a potvrdil rozhodnutie Uradu jadrového dozoru Slovenskej republiky (dalej
aj ,,UID SR%) &. 246/2008 zo 14. augusta 2008 (&. k. 684/230-231/2008 a stiéasne potvrdil
rozhodnutie, ktorym bola povolend zmena stavby pred dokoncenim ,,Atdmova elektraren
Mochovce VVER 4x400 MW 3. stavba“ v arcali Slovenskych elektrarni, a. s. 3. a 4. Blok
Elektrarne Mochovce v rozsahu projektu UJV Rez, a. s. — divizia EGP Praha v zmysle § 66
zékona ¢. 50/1976 Zb. o izemnom planovani a stavebnom poriadku (stavebny zakon) v zneni
neskorsich predpisov (d’alej len ,,stavebny zdkon®). Zalobca v predmetnom stavebnom konani
domahajic sa postavenia ucastnika konania v zmysle § 14 ods. 1 zakona ¢. 71/1967 Zb.
0 spravnom konani (spravny poriadok) v zneni neskorSich predpisov (d’alej len ,,spravny
poriadok®) zotrvaval na tom, Ze Zzalovany bol s prihliadnutim aj na Aarhusky dohovor
(Dohovoru o pristupe k informaciam, ucasti verejnosti na rozhodovacom procese a pristupe
k spravodlivosti v zalezitostiach Zivotného prostredia - oznamenie Ministerstva zahrani¢nych
veci Slovenskej republiky ¢. 43/2006 Z. z. — d’alej len ,,Aarhusky dohovor®), ako aj Smernicu
85/337/EHS v zneni Smernice 2003/35/ES (dalej aj ,,Smernica®) povinny v rozhodnuti
uviest, ako sa vysporiadal s navrhmi a pripomienkami Zzalobcu k podkladom rozhodnutia.
Zalobca pritom tiez namietal, Ze Zalovany napriek tomu, Ze Zalobcu za tcastnika konania
nepovazoval, nikdy v tejto veci nevydal rozhodnutie a zastaval stanovisko, Ze je Zalobca stale
ucastnikom konania, pokial’ neexistuje pravoplatné rozhodnutie o opaku.

Krajsky sud zamerajic sa na vysvetlenie dvoch zasadnych némietok Zalobcu,
atoexistenciu prava byt Ufastnikom povolovaciecho konania na zmenu stavby
pred dokoncenim ,, Atdbmova elektraren Mochovce VVER 4x400 MW 3. stavba“ a ¢i mal
zalovany pred vydanim rozhodnutia ¢. 246/2008 zo 14. augusta 2008 (¢. k. 684/230-
231/2008) vykonat posudzovanie vplyvu stavby na Zzivotné prostredie, vychadzajtc
z ustanoveni § 59 ods. 1, § 68 ods. 1 a 2, § 121 ods. 2 a § 140 stavebného zakona, § 14 ods. 1
a2, § 46 a§ 47 ods. 2 a 3 spravneho poriadku, ako aj ¢l. 6 Aarhuského dohovoru, dospel
k zaveru, Zze ucast zalobcu vkonani o povolovacie konanie na zmenu stavby
pred dokoncenim ,,Atomova elektraren Mochovce VVER 4x400 MW 3. stavba“ nemozno
posudzovat’ na zaklade ¢lanku 6 Aarhuského dohovoru, pretoze predmetom konania nebolo
povolenie ¢innosti podla prilohy ¢. 1 Aarhuského dohovoru vzhl'adom na to, Ze napadnuté

rozhodnutie €. 79/2009 (¢islo: 1006/2009 P) z 28. aprila 2009 nemda vplyv na Zivotné
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prostredie. Z hl'adiska okruhu ¢innosti vymedzenych v prilohe ¢. 1 Aarhuského dohovoru,
na ktori odkazuje ¢. 6 podla ndzoru krajského sudu pristup zainteresovanej verejnosti
je predmetnou normou vymedzeny len v povol'ovacom procese ¢innosti definovanych v danej
prilohe. V danom pripade sa nejednalo o konanie, predmetom ktorého je prevadzka jadrove;j
elektrarne. Krajsky sud Vv stvislosti s povolovacim konanim podl'a § 68 ods. 1 a 2 stavebného
zakona konstatoval, ze toto konanie striktne podlicha rezimu stavebného zakona a z tohto uhla
pohladu je nesporné, ze okruh ucastnikov konania je taxativne ureny v ustanoveni § 59
0ds. 1 stavebného zakona, ktory je Specialnym zakonom, ¢o sa tyka okruhu ucastnikov
stavebného konania, co podla nazoru krajského sudu vylucuje ucastnictvo v konani podl'a
§ 14 ods. 1 spravneho poriadku.

Krajsky sud tiez uviedol, ze na konanie podl'a stavebného zdkona sa vSak vztahuj
vSeobecné predpisy o spravnom konani v tom smere, ze pokial’ Zalovany dospel k zaveru,
ze zalobca nie je GiGastnikom konania, mal vydat’ rozhodnutie o G¢astnictve zalobcu v konani
aVtejto stvislosti krajsky suad zistil procesnti chybu Zalovaného, ked” v konani 0 zmene
stavby pred dokoncenim nerozhodol o tom, Ze neprizndva zalobcovi postavenie ucastnika
konania. T4to vada konania vSak bola néasledne konvalidovana jednak tym, ze Zalovany
poskytoval zalobcovi informacie tykajuce sa veci avysporiadal sa sjeho namietkami
v odvolacom konani, ked’ v rozhodnuti ¢. 79/2009 (¢islo: 1006/2009 P) z 28. aprila 2009
zaujal stanovisko k namietkam Zalobcu aj z hl'adiska ucastnictva a v odvolacom konani nebol
odmietnuty ako ucastnik konania, ako aj tym, Ze zalobcovi nebola odiata sudna ochrana ako
riadne legitimovaného ucastnika v suidnom konani. Procesné pochybenie spravneho organu
vV tom, ze nevydal formalne rozhodnutie vo veci ucastnictva zalobcu v konani vSak podl'a
nazoru krajského sudu, nebolo dévodom na zruSenie napadnutého rozhodnutia, pretoze
opakované spravne konanie by neprinieslo pre Zalobcu priaznivejSie rozhodnutie
V preskiimavanej veci. Vratenie veci Zalovanému na d’alsie konanie by len prediZilo spravne
konanie, pricom takyto postup je vrozpore sprincipom hospodarnosti konania,
ak by neviedol k inému rozhodnutiu v prospech téastnika konania.

Krajsky std v suvislosti s konanim vo veci vydania stavebného povolenia na zmenu
stavby pred dokoncenim ,,Atdmova elektraren Mochovce VVER 4x400 MW 3. stavba“ mal
za preukdzané, Ze sa jedna o stavebné konanie nadvdzujuce na uz pravoplatné stavebné
povolenie na stavbu ,,Atomova elektraren Mochovce VVER 4x440 MW 3. stavba®, ktoré
vydal Okresny narodny vybor V Leviciach, odbor vystavby atzemného plénovania
pod ¢islom: Vyst.2010/86 z 12. novembra 1986, a teda sa nejedna o nové samostatné stavebné

konanie.
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Z dokumentacie nachadzajucej sa v administrativnom spise Zalovaného mal krajsky
sud za preukazané, ze sa jedna ozmeny v stavebnej a technologickej Casti projektu, ktoré
pri nezmenenej funkcii maji za Ucel zabezpeCenie poziadaviek na zabezpeCenie jadrovej
bezpecnosti a spolahlivosti havarijnej pripravenosti, a teda nasledne maju vplyv na zvysenie
urovne zivotného prostredia.

Krajsky sud mal tiez za preukdzané, ze sa nejednd o novu cinnost' spocivajicu
Vv povoleni na prevadzku jadrového zariadenia, pri ktorom je jednoznaCne potrebné
s prihliadnutim na ¢l. 6 prilohy ¢. 1 Aarhuského dohovoru vykonat' posudenie vplyvu
na zivotné prostredie (Environmental Impact Assessment — d’alej aj ,,EIA®). Krajsky sad
konstatoval, ze zalovany v konani vo veci vydania stavebného povolenia na zmenu stavby
pred dokoncenim ,,Atomova elektraren Mochovce VVER 4x400 MW 3. stavba“ postupoval
vV celom kontexte podla stavebného zdkona, nakol’ko zmeny stavby podliehaji schvaleniu
podla tohto zdkona a zabezpecil vSetky vyjadrenia dotknutych organov a ucastnikov
stavebného konania, ato aj Ministerstva zivotného prostredia Slovenskej republiky ako
zasadného odborného garanta podla zdkona ¢. 24/2006 Z. z. 0 posudzovani vplyvov
na zivotné prostredie a 0 zmene a doplneni niektorych zékonov v zneni neskorsich predpisov
(d’alej len ,,zakon €. 24/2006 Z. z.*).

Poukazal na to, Ze nedoSlo k novému zabratiu uzemia (oproti izemnému rozhodnutiu
a stavebnému povoleniu), ktoré by malo vplyv na zivotné prostredie, vystavba nevyzaduje
ziadnu likvidaciu existujiicich stromov, nezasahuje do Ziadnych ochrannych pésiem ani
chranenych cCasti uzemia arealizuje sa na pozemku, ktorého vlastnikom st elektrarne
Mochovce. Z rozhodnutia ¢. 246/2008 (¢. k. 684/230-231/2008) zo 14. augusta 2008 krajsky
sud zistil, Ze sa jednad o zmeny, ktoré zabezpecuju zvySenie jadrovej bezpecnosti. Zmena
spoCiva len v zmene pouzitych materidlov, konstrukcii na zaklade vedeckého vyvoja a nie
v rozhodnutiach  tykajicich sa povolovania zamerného uvolfiovania  geneticky
modifikovanych organizmov do zZivotného prostredia tak, ako to ma na zreteli Aarhusky
dohovor.

Na zaklade uvedenych doévodov krajsky sud dospel kzaveru, ze napadnuté
rozhodnutie Zalovaného bolo vydané v sulade so zdkonom a Zalobe z tohto dévodu nemozno
vyhoviet.

O ndhrade trov konania rozhodol krajsky sud podla § 250k ods. 1 OSP tak,
ze neuspesnému zalobcovi ich ndhradu nepriznal a zalovany nema na nahradu trov konania

zakonny narok.
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Proti tomuto rozsudku podal v zakonom ustanovenej lehote (§ 204 ods. 1 OSP
Vv spojeni s § 246¢ ods. 1 veta prvda OSP) odvolanie Zalobca. Ziadal, aby ho Najvyssi std
Slovenskej republiky (d’alej aj ,,najvyssi sud*) zmenil tak, ze Zalobe v celom rozsahu vyhovie.

Namietal, Ze rozsudok krajského sudu vychadza z nespravneho pravneho posudenia
veci a z neuplného zisteného skutkového stavu veci.

Znova zdoraznil, ze podstatou zaloby bolo domahanie sa zalobcu riadnej ucasti
Vv konani, v ktorom sa rozhodovalo 0 zmene stavby pred dokonéenim v zmysle stavebného
zakona, pri¢om iSlo o stavbu ,,Atomova elektraren Mochovce VVER 4x440 MW 3. stavba“,
stavebné povolenie ku ktorej bolo vydané este Okresnym narodnym vyborom v Leviciach,
odbor vystavby aizemného planovania pod c¢islom: Vyst.2010/86 z 12. novembra 1986
a stavebné prace na objektoch zacali eSte v roku 1986 a pokracovali do roku 1992, kedy boli
pozastavené. Takto potom, ako to vyplyva aj z vyjadrenia UJD SR, Ze ,dokumentacia,
na zaklade ktorej bolo vydané pdvodné stavebné povolenie zroku 1986, nemodze
Z objektivnych doévodov odzrkadl'ovat’ nové poziadavky na jadrovi bezpecnost’, ktoré boli
za poslednych 17 rokov zna¢ne modifikované, resp. vyvinuté nové“. UJD zaroveii upresnil,
7Ze Vo vystavbe mozno pokracovat len na zaklade opdtovného posudenia a schvalenia
predpisanej dokumentacie podla prislusnych ustanoveni zakona ¢. 130/1998 Z. z. 0 mierovom
vyuzivani jadrovej energie a o zmene a doplneni zdkona €. 174/1968 Zb. o Statnom odbornom
dozore nad bezpecnostou prace v zneni zdkona Narodnej rady Slovenskej republiky
¢.256/1994 Z. z. vzneni neskorSich predpisov (ucinného do 30. novembra 2004
a nahradeného zakonom ¢. 541/2004 Z. z. o mierovom vyuzivani jadrovej energie (atomovy
zakon) a o zmene a doplneni niektorych zakonov ucinného od 01. decembra 2004 s vynimkou
§ 3 ods. 9 a 10, ktoré nadobudaju ucinnost 01. januara 2012 - pozn. najvyssieho sudu).

Poukazujic na zdvdzné podmienky uréené v povodnom stavebnom konani Zalobca
tvrdil, Ze akékol'vek zmeny dokumentacie, ktord je podkladom stavebného konania, musi
opétovne povolit’ stavebny trad.

Citujuc ¢l. 6 Aarhuského dohovoru vytykal krajskému stdu, ze jeho zaver ohl'adom
tohto ustanovenia je nepochopitelny, naopak v zmysle Aarhuského dohovoru ma mat
verejnost’ zabezpecenti ucCast na akomkol'vek povolovacom konani podla Prilohy I
(av zmysle ¢l. 6 ods. 2 a 3 Aarhuského dohovoru aj inych ¢innosti), pricom je nepochybné,
7e predmetom povolovacieho konania bola zmena stavebného povolenia na atémovu
elektraren Mochovce 3. a 4. blok, t. j. na jadrova elektraren (v zmysle ustanovenia bodu I
Aarhuského dohovoru). Tiez je nepochybné, ze Aarhuskému dohovoru podlichaji nielen

povolenia novych ¢innosti, ale aj ich zmien, ako to vyplyva z Prilohy I, bod 22 Aarhuského
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dohovoru. Zaver krajského sudu, ze predmetom rozhodnutia Zalovaného nebolo povolenie
ziadnej z ¢innosti podl'a Aarhuského dohovoru, je v zjavnom rozpore so znenim tohto
dohovoru.

Rovnako nepodlozeny je podla Zalobcu aj zaver stdu, zZe rozhodnutie Zalovaného
nema vplyv na zivotné prostredie. Aarhusky dohovor neskima vplyv povolenia na zivotné
prostredie, ale mozny vplyv povolovanej ¢innosti. Medzi ¢innostami uvedenymi v Prilohe
| Aarhuského dohovoru sa jednoznac¢ne nachadzaju aj jadrové elektrarne, a teda nie je vobec
dovod spochybnovat’, Ze pri rozhodovani o nich ide o rozhodovanie v zaleZitostiach zivotného
prostredia. Z namietaného rozsudku nie je zrejmé, ako a preco krajsky std vobec dospel
k pochybnostiam otom, ¢i sa jadrové elektrarne a zariadenia povazuju za ,zalezitosti
zivotného prostredia®.

Za nepodlozeny a arbitrarny povazoval Zalobca zaver krajského sudu, ze predmetné
povolovacie konanie striktne podliecha rezimu stavebného zakona a z tohto uhla pohladu
je nesporné, ze okruh ucastnikov konania je taxativne urCeny v ustanoveni § 59 ods. 1
stavebného zakona. Namietal, Ze z odovodnenia namietaného rozsudku nie je mozné zistit,
preco sa pouzitie ustanoveni stavebného zédkona vylucuje s pouzitim ustanoveni o ucastnictve
podla spravneho poriadku. Okrem iného poukazoval na rozhodnutie Sudneho dvora
Eurdpskej unie (dalej aj ,,SD EU* alebo ,,sudny dvor®) vo veci C-240/09 z 08. marca 2011,
ktoré poskytuje odpoved’ na predbezné otazky tykajice sa prave Aarhuského dohovoru, tento
zaver Sudneho dvora je nevyhnutné analogicky aplikovat’ aj na prejednavanu vec.

Pokial’ krajsky sud konStatoval, Ze v preskimavanej veci ide o stavebné konanie
Shadvdzujuce na uzZ prdvoplatné stavebné povolenie na stavbu , Atomova elektraren
Mochovce VVER 4x440 MW 3. Stavba*, ktoré vydal Okresny ndrodny vybor v Leviciach...,
ateda sanejednd o nové samostatné stavebné konanie” aze ,,sa nejednd o novii ¢innost
spocivajiicu v povoleni na prevadzku jadrového potrebné s prihliadnutim na ¢l. 6 prilohy ¢. 1
Aarhuského dohovoru vykonat posudenie vplyvu na Zivotné prostredie”, tento zaver
je protireCivy a absurdny a je prejavom arbitrarnosti a svojvéle sudu pri rozhodovani.

Tiez wvytykal krajskému sudu, ze sa nijako nevyjadril Kk jeho argumentom
poukazujucim na judikatiru Stdneho dvora, v zmysle ktorej je mozné od ¢lenskych Statov
vyzadovat, aby povolovana c¢innost bola posudena v procese posudzovania vplyvov
na zivotné prostredie aj v pripade, ak povodné povolenie bolo vydané pred ucinnostou
Smernice, takato situacia nastane vtedy, kedy je pre realizaciu ¢innosti potrebné vydat’ d’alSie,
doplnujuce alebo pozmenujice rozhodnutie, ktoré pdvodné povolenie meni v merite veci.

Nejde teda ,,iba“ o prediZenie terminu platnosti pdvodného povolenia, ale o taki zmenu, ktora
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ovplyvituje povodné povolenie, pricom bez takéhoto d’alSieho rozhodnutia straca povodné
povolenie platnost’ a ¢innost’ nemozno realizovat’ (rozhodnutie vo veci C-20V02). Takato
situdcia nastala aj v pripade stavby ,,Atémovej elektrarne Mochovce VVER 4x440 MW
3. stavba®.

Poukazoval i na zistenia Vyboru OSN pre stlad s Aarhuskym dohovorom, ku ktorym
sa krajsky sud taktiez nevyjadril.

V dalSej cCasti odvolania namietal zéver krajského sudu ohladom neexistencie
formalneho rozhodnutia o vyliceni Zzalobcu =z konania, ktory bagatelizuje povinnosti
spravnych organov stanovené zakonom, predklada ,navod“, ako obchadzat zakon
a zjednodusit’ konanie, ale je dokazom zjavného nepochopenia principu spravneho konania,
neoddelitelnou stcastou ktorého je aj riadne oddovodnené rozhodnutie. Podla Zalobcu
v danom pripade nejde len o formalistické rozhodovanie o Gcasti Zalobcu, ale oto, aby
zalovany skuto¢ne redlne skumal a nasledne aj zd6vodnil postavenie Zalobcu ako ucastnika,
¢i ,,neucastnika® v predmetnom konani, o sa vSak nestalo.

Zaverom svojho odvolania zhrnul svoje namietky do piatich bodov, a to, Ze:

- jadrové elektrarne jednoznacne su ¢innosti, ktoré mozno oznacit' ako zaleZzitosti zivotného
prostredia, ako s tymto pojmom naraba Aarhusky dohovor,

- akékol'vek povolovanie (vratane stavebného konania) tykajice sa jadrovej elektrarne
jednoznacne spada pod povolovacie konania, ktorych sa tyka Aarhusky dohovor,
a v ktorych maju ¢lenské Staty zabezpecit’ véasnl a efektivnu Gcast’ verejnosti,

- Aarhusky dohovor sa tyka nielen povolovania novych ¢innosti, ale aj relevantnych zmien
uZ povolenych ¢innosti,

- podstatou a cielom Aarhuského dohovoru je zabezpec€it' Siroka tcast’ verejnosti, osobitne
zdruZeni, ktorych ciel'om je ochrana Zivotného prostredia, na rozhodovacich procesoch,

- UCast’ verejnosti ma byt’ zabezpecena tak, aby bola v€asna a efektivna.

Podl'a zalobcu rozhodnutie zalovaného nezohl'adiuje uvedené poziadavky a rovnako
ich ignoruje aj prvostupnovy sud v namietanom rozsudku.

Okrem zmeny napadnutého rozhodnutia krajského sudu a zruSenia rozhodnutia

zalovaného v pripade Gspechu uplatnil ndhradu trov celého konania.

K odvolaniu Zalobcu podal zalovany pisomné vyjadrenie, v ktorom ziadal rozsudok
krajského stdu potvrdit. Nesuhlasil s odvolanim Zalobcu ani sjeho doévodmi plne
sa stotozniac so svojim vyjadrenim k zalobe zo 17. augusta 2009 poukazujic ina svoje

vyjadrenia na ustnom pojedndvani pred krajskym stdom. Namietal, ze Zalobca svoje
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argumenty opiera iba o Aarhusky dohovor povazujuc jeho tvrdenia za nespravne
a zavadzajuce a zdoraznil, ze meritom stavebného povolenia bolo, je a bude stale len stavba
jadrového zariadenia. V ziadnom pripade rozhodnutiami zroku 2008 neprislo k zmene
povolenia, ¢innosti a Vv ziadnom pripade nie merita veci tak, ako tvrdil Zalobca vo svojej
zalobe.

Pokial ide o tvrdenie zalobcu, ze ,,akékolvek zmeny dokumentacie, ktora je podkladom
stavebného konania, musi byt opdtovne schvilend®, UJD SR takéto zmeny dokumentécie
aj schval'uje, ale tiecto schvalované zmeny nie si nutne rozSirenim uz raz schvaleného
projektu anemaju ani negativny vplyv na zivotné prostredie, ateda v danom pripade
nie je potrebna Gcast’ verejnosti podl'a Smernice EIA.

Mal za to, e schvalenim zmien rozhodnutiami UJD SR v roku 2008 sa nemeni
anenaruSa koncepcia navrhovanej Cinnosti — tzn. stavba atdmovej elektrarne sluziacej
na vyrobu elektrickej energie na baze premeny a vyuzitia energie ziskanej Stiepnou ret'azovou
reakciou z jadrového paliva. Realizaciou tychto zmien teda neprichadza k rozSireniu alebo
kvalitativnej zmene navrhovanej ¢innosti a nie su nijako dotknuté zakladné parametre —
fyzikalno-technologicka podstata Cinnosti, navrhovany tepelny elektricky vykon, zdroj
energie apod., ateda nie su nijako dotknuté zakladné technické postulaty navrhovanej
¢innosti — stavby jadrovej elektrarne, ktora bola povolena v roku 1986. V danych pripadoch
je teda pouzitie ¢l. 6 ods. 1 pism. a/ Aarhuského dohovoru neodévodnené.

Podl'a Zalovaného Zalobca zamerne zaml¢uje existenciu Smernice EIA, konk. bodu 13
prilohy II. Zalobca argumentuje zmenou navrhovanej &innosti, lenze pri vydani rozhodnuti
UJD SR v roku 2008 nedoslo k zmene navrhovanej ¢innosti. Cinnost’ stale ostala ta ist4,
ato stavba jadrovej elektrarne, a preto je neoddovodnené tvrdit, Ze zaver suidu nema oporu
Vv zékone.

Zotrval na svojom nazore, ze ¢innost’ je rovnaka, ako pri stavebnom povoleni v roku
1986, t. j. jadrova elektraren je stale vo vystavbe a rozhodnutiami z roku 2008 nezmenila
nijako svoj pravny ani fakticky status. Takze v roku 2008 nebol zaloZeny Ziaden novy stav
z hl'adiska ¢innosti, a to aj napriek tomu, Ze Aarhusky dohovor nedava jednozna¢nu odpoved’
na otazku, ¢o je vlastne ¢innost’ vo vzt'ahu k jadrovym elektrarnam. S poukazom na Prilohu I
Aarhuského dohovoru tvrdil, Ze s jadrovou elektrariiou sa musi nieco diat’ napr. umiestiovat,
projektovat, stavat, uvadzat do prevadzky, prevadzkovat, vyrad’ovat. Mimochodom ide
0 klasické etapy existencie jadrového zariadenia vSeobecne uznavané v ramci Specializovanej

organizacie OSN —-MAAE (Medzinarodna agentura pre atbmovu energiu).
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Podl'a Zalovaného v danom pripade nejde ani o zmenu ¢innosti na stavbe jadrového
zariadenia, tob0z nie o jeho rozsirenie v porovnani s predchadzajicimi podmienkami.

K namietke zalobcu, Ze z namietaného rozsudku nie je mozné zistit', preCo sa pouzitie
ustanoveni stavebného zakona vylucuje s pouzitim ustanoveni o ucastnictve podla zékona
0 spravnom poriadku Zalovany uviedol, Ze Zalobca si je urCite vedomy toho, Ze vylucenie
je obsiahnuté priamo v § 140 stavebného zakona.

Pokial’ zalobca ohl'adom svojho ucastnictva v konani poukazoval na eurokonformny
vyklad (rozsudok NajvysSieho sud Slovenskej republiky vo veci sp. zn. 3Szp/30/2009),
zalovany doplnil, Ze Aarhusky dohovor nema priamy ucinok v pravnom poriadku SR,
ze V danom konani o zmene stavby pred jej dokoncenim nie je mozné pouzit’ eurokonformny
vyklad, nakol’ko neexistuje Ziaden pravne zavizny predpis EU, ktory by unifikovane alebo
aspont harmonizovane upravoval postup, dokumentaciu a spdsob licencovania jadrovych
zariadeni.

Zalovany mal za to, e v danom pripade nie je mozné aplikovat’ bod 13. Prilohy &. II
Smernice EIA, kedze ide otaké zmeny, ktoré priamo nepodliechaji nutnému postupu
posudzovaniu vplyvov na zivotné prostredie. VSetky zmeny schvalené rozhodnutiami v roku
2008 nemenili navrhovant ¢innost voéi schvalenej ¢innosti v roku 1986, ale smerovali
k zvySovaniu urovne jadrovej bezpe¢nosti.

Dal do pozornosti i Navrhy generalnej advokatky SD EU vo veci C416/10 Jozef
KriZan proti Slovenskej in§pekcii zivotného prostredia, podl'a ktorého v pripadoch, v ktorych
bolo povolenie vydané po datume, ktory bol stanoveny na prebratiec Smernice EIA,
ale povolovacie konanie formalne zacalo pred tymto datumom (takzvané projekty
,Pipeline*), Smernica EIA nevyzaduje posudzovanie vplyvov na Zivotné prostredie.

TaktieZ Zalovany nesuhlasil so zavdznostou rozhodnuti Aarhuského vyboru. Podla
nazoru zalovaného sud nema prihliadat’ na zavery nesudneho organu, najmé ked’ odporti¢anie

nesmerovalo k rozhodnutiam samotnym, ale k preskiimaniu legislativy.

Najvyssi sud Slovenskej republiky ako sid odvolaci (§ 10 ods. 2 v spojeni s § 246¢
ods. 1 veta prvd OSP) v medziach podaného odvolania (§ 212 ods. 1 OSP v spojeni s § 246¢
ods. lveta prvd OSP) preskumal napadnuty rozsudok krajského sudu, ako aj konanie, ktoré
mu predchadzalo, odvolanie prejednal bez nariadenia odvolaciecho pojednavania (§ 250ja
ods. 2 veta prva OSP), ked’ den vyhlasenia rozhodnutia bol zverejneny minimalne pét dni

vopred na uradnej tabuli a na internetove] stranke NajvysSieho sudu Slovenskej republiky
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www.nsud.sk (§ 156 ods. 1 a3 OSP v spojeni s § 246¢ ods. 1 veta prva a § 211 ods. 2 OSP)

a dospel k zaveru, ze odvolanie zalobcu je dovodné.

Podl'a § 244 ods. 1 OSP v spravnom sudnictve sudy preskimavaji na zéklade Zalob

alebo opravnych prostriedkov zakonnost’ rozhodnuti a postupov organov verejnej spravy.

Sudy v spravnom sudnictve prejednavaju na zaklade zalob pripady, v ktorych fyzicka
alebo pravnickd osoba tvrdi, ze bola na svojich pravach ukratena rozhodnutim a postupom
spravneho organu, a Ziada, aby sud preskamal zakonnost tohto rozhodnutia a postupu
(§ 247 ods. 1 OSP).

Podstatou spravneho sudnictva je ochrana prav ob¢anov a pravnickych osob, o ktorych
sa rozhodovalo v spravnom konani; ide o pravny institat, ktory umoziuje, aby sa kazda osoba,
ktora sa citi byt' rozhodnutim ¢i postupom orgénu verejnej spravy poskodend, dovolala sudu,
ako nezavislého organu a vyvolala tak konanie, v ktorom spravny organ uz nebude mat
autoritativne postavenie, ale bude ucastnikom konania s rovnakymi pravami, ako ten, o koho

prava v konani ide.

Ulohou spravneho stidu pri preskiimani zdkonnosti rozhodnutia a postupu spravneho
organu podla piatej Casti druhej hlavy Obcianskeho sudneho poriadku je posudzovat,
¢i spravny organ vecne prislusny na konanie si zadovazil dostatok skutkovych podkladov
pre vydanie rozhodnutia, ¢i zistil vo veci skutony stav, ¢i konal v su€innosti s €astnikmi
konania, ¢i rozhodnutie bolo vydané v stlade so zdkonmi ainymi pravnymi predpismi,
a ¢i obsahovalo zakonom predpisané naleZitosti, teda ¢i rozhodnutie spravneho organu bolo
vydané v stlade shmotnopravnymi ako aj s procesnopravnymi predpismi. Zakonnost
rozhodnutia spravneho organu je podmienend zakonnostou postupu spravneho organu
predchadzajiice vydaniu napadnutého rozhodnutia. V rdmci spravneho prieskumu sud teda
skima aj procesné pochybenia spravneho organu namietané v Zalobe, ¢i uvedené procesné
pochybenie spravneho orgénu je takou vadou konania pred sprdvnym organom, ktora mohla

mat’ vplyv na zdkonnost’ napadnutého rozhodnutia (§ 2501 ods. 3 OSP).

Predmetom odvolacieho konania v preskimavanej veci bol rozsudok Krajského sudu
Vv Bratislave, ktorym krajsky sud zamietol Zalobu, ktorou sa Zalobca domahal preskiimania

zékonnosti rozhodnutia a postupu Zzalovaného spravneho organu, ziadajic jeho zruSenie



http://www.nsud.sk/
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a vratenie veci zalovanému na d’alSie konanie osobitne riadnej Gc¢asti v konani, v ktorom
sa rozhodovalo o zmene stavby pred dokoncenim v zmysle stavebného zékona, pricom islo

o stavbu ,,Atomova elektrareni Mochovce VVER 4x440 MW 3. stavba“.

Najvyssi stad Slovenskej republiky (d’alej aj ,,najvyssi sad“) preskimal napadnuty
rozsudok krajského sudu, ako aj konanie, ktoré mu predchéadzalo, pricom v rdmci odvolacieho
konania skumal aj napadnuté rozhodnutie zalovaného spravneho organu a rozhodnutie
prvostupiiového spravneho organu ako aj konania, ktoré im predchadzali, najmid z toho
pohladu, ¢i sa sud prvého stupna vysporiadal so vSetkymi namietkami uvedenymi v Zalobe
a z takto vymedzeného rozsahu, ¢i spravne posudil zédkonnost' a spravnost’ napadnutého

rozhodnutia zalovaného spravneho organu.

Najvyssi sud po preskimani rozsudku krajského sidu ako aj pripojeného spisového
materialu sa nestotoznil s pravnym posudenim veci krajskym sudom povazujic jeho zavery
za arbitrarne nemajtice oporu v zadkone ani v prislusnych medzinarodnych zmluvach a prave

Eurépskej unie a v judikatare sidov Slovenskej republiky.

K nazoru krajského stdu, ze ucast’ Zalobcu v povolovacom konani o zmene stavby
pred dokoncenim, nemozno posudzovat na zaklade ¢l. 6 Aarhuského dohovoru, pretoze
predmetom konania nebolo povolenie ¢innosti podl'a v ¢l. 1 dohovoru, vzhl'adom k tomu,
ze napadnuté rozhodnutie neméd vplyv na Zivotné prostredie, Najvyssi sud Slovenskej
republiky konstatuje, ze z ¢l. 6 ods. 1 pism. a/ a bodu 22 Aarhuského dohovoru vyplyva,
ze akakol'vek zmena, alebo rozSirenie Cinnosti, kde takato zmena alebo rozSirenie splni
kritéria stanovené v prilohe (priCom v prilohe su jednoznacne uvedené jadrové elektrarne
aostatné jadrové reaktory vratane ich rozobratia alebo vyradenia z prevadzky), bude
predmetom ¢l. 6 ods. 1 pism. a/, a je ¢innostou, pri ktorej je povinnost'ou spravneho organu
umoznit’ v€asnui uUcast” verejnosti v Case, ked su eSte otvorené vSetky moznosti a ucast
verejnosti sa moze uskutocnit’ efektivne. Na zadklade uvedeného zaver krajského sudu,
ze predmetom rozhodnutia zalovaného nebolo povolenie ziadnej z ¢innosti podl'a Aarhuského
dohovoru, je v zjavnom rozpore so znenim tohto dohovoru. Takisto je nespravny aj zaver
krajského sudu, ze sa nejedna o rozhodnutie, ktoré by malo vplyv na Zivotné prostredie.
Je potrebné konStatovat’, ze pod vplyvom prijatia uvedeného dohovoru aj v pripade,
Ze nie je plne implementovany v pravnom poriadku, je potrebné z neho vychadzat, pricom

vnutrostatny siud mal uplatnit’ taky vyklad prava tykajaci sa podmienok, ktoré je potrebné
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splnit’ na podanie spravneho opravného prostriedku alebo Zaloby, ktory bude v ¢o najvicsej

miere v sulade s cie'mi v ¢l. 9 ods. 3 Aarhuského dohovoru.

Ohl'adne posudenia ucasti Zalobcu ako ucastnika spravneho konania, najvyssi sud
poukazuje na Vv praxi uz uplatiiovant zasadu SirSiecho chapania pojmu ,,u¢astnik spravneho
konania®, vychadzajuc aj z vykladu § 14 spravneho poriadku, ktory za Gc€astnikov spravneho
konania oznacuje:

1. toho, o koho pravach, pravom chranenych zaujmoch alebo povinnostiach sa ma konat’,

2. toho, koho prava, pravom chranené zaujmy alebo povinnosti mézu byt rozhodnutim
priamo dotknuté,

3. toho, kto tvrdi, ze mdéze byt rozhodnutim vo svojich pravach, prdvom chranenych
zdujmoch alebo povinnostiach priamo dotknuty, a to az do ¢asu, kym sa preukdze opak
(§ 14 ods. 1 spravneho poriadku), a

4. aj toho, komu osobitny zakon také postavenie priznava (§ 14 ods. 2 spravneho poriadku).

Pri zistovani okruhu ucastnikov spravneho konania v tomto pripade preto nemozno
restriktivne vychadzat z vymedzenia okruhu o0s6b ustanovenych v osobitnom zakone,
ale je potrebné prihliadat’ aj na osoby, ktorych prava, pravom chranené zaujmy alebo
povinnosti moézu byt rozhodnutim priamo dotknuté. Okruh ucastnikov vymedzeny
VvV osobitnom zakone predstavuje subjekty, u ktorych zakonodarca predpokladd realnu
moznost’ zasahu do prav a povinnosti, a povazuje za potrebné menovite ich do spravneho
konania zahrnat. Pri vyklade § 14 ods. 2 spravneho poriadku totiz nemozno opomenut
Casticu ,,aj“, ktord z hladiska gramatického vykladu indikuje dalSie rozsirenie okruhu

ucastnikov popri subjektoch uvedenych v § 14 ods. 1 spravneho poriadku.

Tento nazor vyslovil tiez Ustavny sud Slovenskej republiky (d’alej aj ,,Gstavny sud®)
v naleze z 13. januara 2011, & k. II. US 197/2010-52: , zdkladnym kritériom pre posiidenie
ucastnictva je predovsetkym dopad ucinkov postupu orgdanu statnej moci (sudu alebo orgdanu
verejnej spravy) alebo jeho rozhodnutia na zakladné prava, ktoré ma takato osoba zarucené

V ustave alebo prostrednictvom medzindrodnej zmluvy “.

V tejto stvislosti nemozno opomenut’ nalez Ustavného sidu Slovenskej republiky
(dalej aj ,ustavny sad“) & k. I US 223/09-131 27. maja 2010, v ktorom uUstavny std

0. i. uviedol, Ze ,,ucinna starostlivost o zivotné prostredie je ustavnou hodnotou (¢l. 44 ods. 4
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ustavy), o ktoru dba stat. Subjektom prava na priaznivé Zivotné prostredie je kazdy (¢l. 44
ods. / ustavy). Stat zabezpecuje vicinnii starostlivost o Zivotné prostredie vSestranne, pricom
zakladné formy tejto starostlivosti su normotvorba (pravny ramec ochrany) a dozor organov
Statnej spravy pre Zivotné prostredie nad vybranymi cinnostami v oblasti Zivotného
prostredia. Prejavom vyznamu poZiadavky na ucinnu ochranu a starostlivost o Zivotné
prostredie je jej zakotvenie v normach najvyssej pravnej sily. Okrem ustavy ide o mnozstvo
medzinarodnych zmluv, ale aj komunitirne pravo, ktoré otdizkam spojenym s ochranou
a tvorbou Zivotného prostredia venuju zvySenu pozornost. S ohladom na to, Ze subjektom
prava na priaznivé zivotné prostredie je podla ustavy kazdy, Slovenska republika prijala
viaceré pravne zavdzky smerom k zabezpeceniu ucasti verejnosti na rozhodovacich procesoch
organov verejnej spravy vo sfere zivotného prostredia. V medzindrodno-prdvnej rovine ide
najmd o Dohovor o pristupe k informdciam, ucasti verejnosti na rozhodovacom procese
a pristupe k spravodlivosti v zalezZitostiach Zivotného prostredia (publikovany pod ¢. 43/2006
Z. z.; dalej len ,, Aarhusky dohovor“). V zakonnej rovine ide napr. o ZIPaKZ, do ktorého bola
implementovana Smernica Rady 96/61/ES o integrovanej prevencii a kontrole znecistovania
V zneni smernice 2003/35/ES, ako aj zdkon ¢. 24/2006 Z. z. o posudzovani vplyvov na Zivotné
prostredie a o zmene a doplneni niektorych zdakonov (dalej len ,,zdkon o EIA®).“ V zmysle

tohto zaveru ustavného sudu bolo potrebné posudzovat aj v danta vec.

Napriek ich nenormativnej, a teda pravne nezaviznej povahe, nemozno opomenut’ ani
vymedzenie pojmu ,,ucastnik konania“ vyplyvajuce z €l. 2 pism. a/ Odporucania Vyboru
ministrov Rady Eurépy (2004) 20 o sudnom prieskume spravnych tkonov, ako ani
Odportcanie Vyboru ministrov Rady Europy (87) 16 o administrativnych konaniach, ktoré

sa tykaju velkého poctu osob.

Podl’a ¢l. 2 pism. a/ Odporacania Vyboru ministrov Rady Eurdpy (2004) 20 sudny
prieskum by mal byt dostupny prinajmenej fyzickym a pravnickym osobam vzhl’adom
na sprdvne akty, ktoré priamo ovplyviiujii ich prava a povinnosti. Clenské staty by mali byt
podporované v snahe vyzistit, ¢i pristup k sudnemu prieskumu by nemal byt dostupny
aj zdruzeniam ¢i inym osobam a organizdaciam opravnenym chranit kolektivne zdujmy
a zaujmy jednotlivych komunit.

Odportcanie Vyboru ministrov Rady Eurdpy (87) 16 vyzdvihuje narastajuci pocet
oblasti spravneho prava (najmid vo sfére vystavby velkych technologickych celkov alebo

priemyselnych zariadeni), kde spravne organy stile Coraz viac Celia vyzve na ochranu
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kolektivnych zdujmov pri ochrane krajiny, prirody (tzn. prvkov nenahraditelnym sposobom
spojenych so zivotnym prostredim) a logicky su preto organy Statnej moci Castejsie prizyvané
na vydavanie uvedenych kolektivnych rozhodnuti. Citované odporucanie kladie jasny doraz
na Ulohu zdruzeni (asociacii) zastupujicich osoby pri ich prave na ochranu zaujmov
chranenych pravom vratane stidneho prieskumu takychto kolektivnych rozhodnuti spravneho

organu (vid’ ¢lanok I. zésada II. b/ a zasada VII. odporucania).

Ohl'adne odvolacej namietky zalobcu, ze spravny organ ho nepovazoval za Gcastnika
konania, je potrebné konStatovat, Ze na zaklade vysSie uvedenych zaverov je potrebné
zalobcu povazovat' za ucastnika spravneho konania a d’alej s nim v tomto konani ako
s ucastnikom konat’. Pri hodnoteni tejto namietky nie je dostatocné skonstatovat, ze zalobca
neutrpel uymu na svojich pravach, nakol'ko s nim sprdvny orgén konal, a je nutné poukéazat
na povinnost’ spravneho organu pribrat’ zalobcu ako tcastnika spravneho konania, ked’ze
takéto pravo Zalobcovi na zaklade vyssie uvedenych zakonnych ustanoveni prislucha (k tomu
pozri blizsie rozsudky NajvysSieho sudu Slovenskej republiky vo veci sp. zn. 5Szz/1/2010
z 28. aprila 2011 a sp. zn. 8S7z/1/2010 z 27. januara 2011).

Na zaklade uvedenych skuto¢nosti, Najvyssi sud Slovenskej republiky nemohol
povazovat’ rozhodnutie Zalovaného za zakonné, a preto rozsudok Krajského sudu v Bratislave
podla § 250ja ods. 3 veta prva OSP zmenil a rozhodnutie zalovaného zrusil podla § 250;
ods.2 pism. a/, ¢/ ae/ OSP z dovodu, ze rozhodnutie spravneho organu vychadzalo
Z nespravneho pravneho postdenia veci, zistenie skutkového stavu je pre posudenie veci
nepostacujuce aV konani bola zistena takd vada, ktord mohla mat vplyv na zakonnost’

napadnutého rozhodnutia a vec mu vratil na d’al$ie konanie

Zalovany v d’alsom konani suc Viazany pravnym nazorom sidu (§ 250ja ods. 6 OSP)
vec opatovne prejedna a o nej rozhodne za ucasti zalobcu, priCom bude povinny zaoberat’
sa vSetkymi relevantnymi namietkami ucastnikov spravneho konania (§ 59 ods. 1 spravneho
poriadku) a rozhodnut’ tak, aby jeho konanie a rozhodnutie zodpovedalo ustanoveniam § 3,
§4 a § 47 spravneho poriadku, pricom musi podrobne zddévodnit’ i svoje stanovisko
k vznesenym namietkam.

S poukazom na zaver odvolania, v ktorom Zzalobca vel'mi vystizne zhrnul svoje

namietky, S ktorymi sa stotoZiluje 1 najvyssi sud, a sice, Ze:
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., - jadrové elektrarne jednoznacne su cinnosti, ktoré mozno oznacit' ako zalezZitosti zivotného
prostredia, ako s tymto pojmom nardba Aarhusky dohovor,

- akékolvek povolovanie (vratane stavebného konania) tykajuce sa jadrovej elektrarne
jednoznacne spadda pod povolovacie konania, ktorych sa tyka Aarhusky dohovor,
aV ktorych maju clenske Staty zabezpecit véasnu a efektivnu ucast verejnosti.

- Aarhusky dohovor sa tyka nielen povolovania novych cinnosti, ale aj relevantnych zmien
uz povolenych cinnosti,

- podstatou a cielom Aarhuského dohovoru je zabezpecit Siroku ucast verejnosti, osobitne
zdruzeni, ktorych cielom je ochrana Zivotného prostredia, na rozhodovacich procesoch,

- ucast verejnosti ma byt zabezpecena tak, aby bola véasna a efektivna“, spravny organ,
vzhl'adom na to, Ze sa v predmetnom spravnom konani nesporne jedna o ¢innost
spocivajicu v povoleni na prevaddzku jadrového zariadenia, vykond s prihliadnutim
na cl. 6 Prilohy €. | Aarhuského dohovoru posudenie vplyvu stavby na Zivotné prostredie

v zmysle zakona o EIA.

Najvyssi sud si zaverom dovoluje dat opakovane do pozornosti, Ze zo ziadneho
zakona Slovenskej republiky, ani z Aarhuského dohovoru nevyplyva  pradvny narok
obcianskych zdruZeni a zainteresovanej verejnosti, aby ich pripomienkam, ktoré podavaju
procese posudzovania vplyvov na Zivotné prostredie, bolo vyhovené. U&elom pristupu
k informaciam a ucasti verejnosti na rozhodovacom procese, ako aj pristupe k spravodlivosti
v zéleZitostiach Zivotného prostredia zaru¢enych tymto dohovorom je, aby sa verejnost’ mohla
nielen vyjadrit, ale najmd prostrednictvom odbornikov z oblasti Zivotného prostredia
predlozit’ kvalifikované pripomienky tak, aby sa hodnotiaci proces viedol bola odbornej
vecnej rovine vzhladom kcielu (Ktomu pozri blizSie rozsudky Najvyssieho stdu
Slovenskej republiky vo veci sp. zn. 5Szz/1/2010 z 28. aprila 2011 asp. zn. 8S7z/1/2010
z 27. januara 2011).

O trovach konania rozhodol najvyssi sud podla § 224 ods. 1 OSP v spojeni s § 246¢
ods. 1 veta prvda OSP a § 250k OSP a v sulade s vyhlaskou Ministerstva spravodlivosti
Slovenskej republiky ¢. 655/2004 Z. z. o odmenach a nahradach advokatov za poskytovanie
pravnych sluzieb v zneni neskorsich predpisov (§ 11 ods. 4, § 13 ods. 2, § 14 ods. 1 pism. b/,
§ 15 a § 16 ods. 3) tak, Ze uspeSnému zalobcovi priznal nédhradu trov konania pred satdom
spolu 895,57 eura titulom nahrady trov pravneho zastiipenia. Trovy pravneho zastipenia

predstavuji nadhradu za 5 ukonov pravnej sluzby v zmysle ich vycislenia pravnou
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zéastupkynou zalobcu - prevzatie a priprava zastiipenia, pisomné podanie zaloby 04. jala 2009
(1 ukon a 115,90 eura), vyjadrenie 15. aprila 2011 (1 ukon & 123,50 eura), konanie
pred sidom 11. maja 2012 a podanie odvolania 02. jala 2012 (1 tkon 4 127,16 eura), zaroven
5 krat pausalnu nahradu za tieto ukony (2 X 6,95 eura, 1 x 7,41 eura a2 X 7,63 eura), d’alej
nahradu za stratu ¢asu (spolu 10 polhodin za ucast’ na konani pred sudom) anahradu
cestovnych nakladov - pouzitie osobného motorového vozidla Volkswagen Golf,
ECV: BB 504 CY (priemerna spotreba na 1km =0,065 1 nafty, vzdialenost’ Banské Bystrica —
Bratislava a spiat’ 2 x 220 km, cena za spotrebované pohonné hmoty 41,756 eura + sadzba
zakladnej nahrady: 0,183 eura x 440 km = 80,52 eura).

Nahradu trov konania zaplati Zalovany k rukam pravnej zastupkyne zalobcov v zmysle

§ 149 ods. 1 OSP v spojeni s § 246¢ ods. 1 veta prva OSP.

Toto rozhodnutie prijal senat Najvyssieho sudu Slovenskej republiky v pomere hlasov
3:0 (§ 3 ods. 9 veta tretia zakona ¢. 757/2004 Z. z. o sadoch a o zmene a doplneni niektorych
zakonov v zneni G¢innom od 01. maja 2011).
Pouc¢enie: Proti tomuto rozsudku nie je pripustny opravny prostriedok.

V Bratislave 27. jina 2013

JUDr. Jana Baricova, v. r.

predsednicka senatu

Za spravnost’ vyhotovenia:

Mgr. Petra Bugarova









