
1 
 

EIGHTH MEETING OF THE ESPOO CONVENTION AD HOC WORKING GROUP  
ON LIFETIME EXTENTION OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS 

(Vienna, 3-4 December 2019) 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Prepared by the Co-Chairs 

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

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May 2018), the ad hoc group continued its discussions on possible elements for the draft 
guidance on the applicability of the Espoo Convention to the lifetime extension of nuclear 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

The first point on the agenda was a discussion of the outcomes of the international 
stakeholder workshop conducted the previous day. The transparency and opportunity for 
challenge and input the workshop provided was greatly appreciated. Stakeholders gave 
positive feedback about the proceedings of the ad hoc group as well as the questions 
identified for further consideration in the guidance. There was general agreement that the 
outcomes of the workshop will be very useful for the further work of the ad hoc group. A 
summary of the international stakeholder workshop is available here. 

Next followed a discussion on the introductory chapter, prepared by the co-chairs, which 
includes sections on the scope of the guidance, on the term lifetime extension and on lifetime 
extension scenarios. The group agreed to avoid long discussions in the guidance about the 
many terms and definitions in use in the nuclear energy sector and to instead present a 
common understanding of the term lifetime extension, determined by the purpose of the 
guidance. As a result, cases or scenarios which are often regarded as examples of lifetime 
extension will be included to determine a common understanding. 

Much of the remainder of the meeting was spent in the three drafting groups established at 
the sixth meeting of the ad hoc group in Lisbon, followed by a discussion in the plenary on the 
outcomes of their work. 

The first drafting group on “major change” focused its discussion on the handling of multiple 
minor changes and the relevance of changes in the surrounding environment. With regard to 
multiple minor changes, the group agreed that there needs to be a differentiation between 
minor changes linked to the normal operation of the nuclear power plant and minor changes 
done with the intention of enabling a lifetime extension to take place. The group discussed 
how possible evidence of an intention could be identified, such as investment plans, and 
emphasised the need to find feasible solutions. Discussing the relevance of changes in the 
surrounding environment, different opinions were expressed. While some members view the 
surrounding environment as inextricably linked with the activity and hence an indicator of 
major change, others view it as merely a factor for consideration as part of the environmental 
impact assessment itself. 

https://www.unece.org/index.php?id=52767
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The second drafting group on “decision” first focused its discussion on the interpretation of 
article 2, and in particular paragraphs 2 and 3, of the Convention and whether it requires 
parties to establish a specific decision-making process. Some members of the group were of 
the view that there was no obligation under Article 2 to establish such a process. They also 
highlighted the definition of “proposed activity” in the Convention and considered the 
requirement for a decision to be a necessary part of determining whether the Convention 
applies. Other members of the group argued that this interpretation would undermine the 
purpose of the Convention and would give parties the opportunity to refrain from introducing 
a decision-making procedure for new activities or major changes that are likely to have 
significant, adverse environmental impacts. Other topics discussed were the term design 
lifetime as well as the relevance of findings related to periodic safety reviews. 

The third drafting group on “likely to cause significant, adverse transboundary impact” 
focused on streamlining and simplifying the existing text. The group decided to elaborate on 
the meaning of the transboundary criterion and to focus less on the notification requirement. 
There have been preliminary discussions about the difference between the impacts of a new 
nuclear power plant and the impacts of a lifetime extension.  

The ad hoc group will meet again from 2nd to 4th March in Rome, Italy. The Co-Chairs will 
provide a consolidated version for all four chapters of the guidance for this meeting with 
alternatives and proposals as to how this can be consolidated into one coherent document. 
The drafting groups will not reconvene, instead the new consolidated draft will be discussed 
in plenary. 


