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EBRD money and nuclear safety 

in Ukraine: Being a lender does 

not guarantee leverage 
 

 

 

n January 2015 the EBRD loan to the Ukraine nuclear power plant safety upgrade 

program was declared to be effective. Approved back in 2013 this EUR 300 million 

loan was intended to finance safety upgrade measures at all 15 operating nuclear reactors, 

including those that reach the end of design lifetime in the next few years.   

 

The EBRD has denied its role in enabling Ukraine’s ageing units to operate beyond their 

design lifetime. It has also claimed that through the loan it has important leverage over its 

client Energoatom to help ensure a proper level of nuclear safety and the compliance with 

Ukraine’s international commitments in the nuclear energy sector. However, 

developments in January-May 2015 show the EBRD has been over-optimistic about the 

role and leverage it has gotten by granting the loan for the safety upgrade project.  

 

There are three major issues:  

 The recent temporary shut-down of South Ukraine Unit 2 due to unfinished safety 

reviews and pending safety upgrades has proven the important role of the safety 

modernisations financed by the EBRD for enabling the units operations beyond their 

projected lifetime;   

 The denial by Energoatom to be obliged by the Espoo Convention to prepare a full 

transboundary Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the operation of nuclear 

units beyond their projected lifetime; 

 The lack of the EBRD’s true leverage over the Ukrainian government in situations 

where a failure to comply with the conditions of the loan agreement has been 

confirmed; Limitations to the state nuclear regulator’s (SNRIU) ability to act 

independently are still not lifted despite direct official intervention from the side of the 

EBRD back in February-March 2015.   
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South Ukraine nuclear unit 2: no 

restart without safety upgrades     

Ukraine’s nuclear unit’s operator Energoatom has 

failed this month to receive a permit for operating the 

South Ukraine nuclear unit 2 beyond May 12, 2015. 

This date marks the end of the projected lifetime of 

the unit and it has now been shut-down due to more 

than 30 deviations from nuclear and radiation safety 

norms and because the implementation of a number 

of safety upgrade measures is still pending.   

 

The respective ruling by the State Nuclear Regulatory 

Inspectorate (SNRIU) dated April 30, 2015 clearly lists 

the implementation of the Complex (consolidated) 

safety upgrade program among the tasks that have 

to be fulfilled by the operator “in order to prepare the 

NPP energy unit for operations beyond its projected 

lifetime”.  

 

Furthermore, SNRIU’s ruling mentions a “technical 

solution” dated 30.05.2014 called “About safe 

operations of the nuclear reactor at South Ukraine 

unit 2 after the 27th fuel campaign during 

modernisation works aimed at prolonging the unit’s 

lifetime”, which lists safety upgrade measures that are 

a “necessary condition for taking a decision on the 

possibility of the unit’s operation beyond its 

projected lifetime”. 

 

Therefore, the EBRD should stop denying that its loan 

to Energoatom is connected with the lifetime 

extensions of Ukraine’s nuclear reactors. The lifetime 

extension is not a separate set of considerations from 

the safety upgrades, as the bank argues in its recent 

letter to NECU. The safety upgrades are key upgrades 

in this set of considerations, and a lifetime extension 

is not possible without them.    

 

Lack of environmental impact 

assessments for lifetime 

extensions  

As a part of the loan conditionality Energoatom has 

developed and agreed with the EBRD on an 

Environmental and Social Action Plan (ESAP) for the 

project with a list of the client’s obligations 

concerning environmental and social aspects. Among 

others it stipulates the following commitment: 

 

“For any major Energoatom project that could 

have significant transboundary impacts, work 

with authorities to ensure there are proper 

government-to-government consultations in 

compliance with the Espoo Convention…” 1 (line 

1.10).  

 

Also line 1.9 prescribes to develop an Environmental 

Impact Assessments (EIA) “for Energoatom’s 

investment projects requiring EIA under Ukrainian 

legislation […]”. 

 

To date, Energoatom refuses to carry out a 

transboundary EIA for the lifetime extension of the 

South Ukraine Unit 2 arguing that there is no such 

requirement under Ukrainian national legislation and 

that the decision of the Espoo Implementation 

Committee on the Rivne lifetime extension case is not 

final and thus not obligatory. 

 

Article 9 of the Constitution of Ukraine clearly says 

that international agreements, approved by the 

Ukrainian Parliament, “are part of national legislation”. 

The Espoo Convention was ratified by the Ukrainian 

Parliament in 1999 and is thus part of national law, 

which should be thoroughly implemented. By 

refusing to implement decisions of the Espoo 

Meeting of Parties (MoP) which clearly postulated that 

a lifetime extension beyond the projected lifetime is 

“subject to the provisions of the Convention” 2 and 

requires EIA, Ukraine and Energoatom are acting in 

breach of this international convention. 

 

                                                   
1  Application of procedures of the Convention on Environmental 

Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (hereinafter the 
Espoo Convention) allows public and authorities from potentially 
affected parties to be informed and consulted prior to final 
decision on nuclear project/program thus providing opportunity 
for them to protect their right for safe environment and increasing 
chances for more thoughtful decisions on nuclear projects taking 
into account interests of people across the state border and full 
range of accompanying problems, like spent nuclear fuel and 
radioactive wastes. Espoo Convention provide basis for carrying 
out a transboundary environmental impact assessment (EIA) and 
consulting with potentially affected countries not only for 
greenfield projects, but also in case of major changes in existing 
projects, such as lifetime extensions and power uprates of nuclear 
power plant.  

2  See 
http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/eia/decisions/Decisio
n_VI.2.pdf  

http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/eia/decisions/Decision_VI.2.pdf
http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/eia/decisions/Decision_VI.2.pdf
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Due to the fact that lifetime extensions of Ukrainian 

reactors can have dramatic impacts on neighbouring, 

as well as other EU countries, civil society 

organisations (CSOs) in Romania, Hungary, Slovakia, 

Austria, Bulgaria and Slovenia are requesting that 

their governments take action according to Article 3.7 

of the Espoo Convention.  

 

Over forty five CSOs across Europe approached the 

European Commission in April this year with an 

appeal to take steps in suspending the EURATOM 

loan proceedings until the full transboundary EIA 

process is launched and carried out in accordance 

with international treaties that are binding for 

Ukraine.3 Environmental CSOs will stay alert 

regarding this issue due to its high importance. 

 

Why it is important to carry out an EIA 

for lifetime extensions of nuclear 

installations 

During a fact-finding mission to Ukraine last month 

CEE Bankwatch Network had a chance to witness the 

dismissive attitude of Energoatom’s president Yury 

Nedashkovsky towards environmental impact 

assessments calling them “just a paper work” during 

the Board meeting of the SNRIU on April 30.     

 

Meanwhile, an EIA is most certainly not just paper 

work but allows filling gaps in the assessment of risks 

and alternatives to lifetime extensions which are not 

covered by nuclear safety reviews. The physical 

ageing of reactors poses increased danger of 

accident with radioactivity release. The likelihood of 

accidents increases with the age of reactors.4  In spite 

of upgrades, the overall condition of nuclear reactors 

deteriorates in the long term. A nuclear reactor 

contains components that cannot be replaced, 

including the reactor pressure vessel and the 

containment, whose condition deteriorates over time. 

This is vividly illustrated by the discovery in 2012 of 

                                                   
3  http://bankwatch.org/publications/letter-ebrd-and-euratom-

support-life-time-extension-ukraines-nuclear-reactors-breach-
in  

4  Lifetime extensions of aging nuclear power plants: entering a new 
era of risk. A report commissioned by Greenpeace. March 2014;   
http://www.greenpeace.org/switzerland/Global/switzerland/de/s
tromzukunft_schweiz/atom/ageing2014/Lifetime-extension-of-
ageing-nuclear-power-plants-Entering-a-new-era-of-risk.pdf 

numerous cracks in the steel nuclear reactor pressure 

vessels in Belgium’s nuclear reactors Doel 3 and 

Tihange 2 and a recent scientific conclusion that this 

problem can have implications on all other nuclear 

reactors worldwide.5 

 

An EIA process allows analysing and including factors 

that are often not falling under the scope of a 

periodic safety review (PSR) – a procedure carried out 

by nuclear power plant operators and state nuclear 

safety authorities prior to permitting a reactor’s 

continued operation.   

 

These can include among other the comprehensive 

analysis of:  

 alternatives to extensions, including the “no-

extension” option;  

 the issue of increased stockpile of spent nuclear 

fuel and radioactive waste with expected 

solutions and costs of management and 

disposal;  

 severe accidents and their potential 

transboundary effects, including measures to 

reduce size and probability of radioactive 

releases.  

 

If the EBRD wants to maintain its reputation and 

leverage it has to take steps to stimulate its client 

Energoatom to thoroughly fulfil all the obligations, 

with no exemptions. The EBRD’s leverage is already 

in question due to the Ukrainian government’s 

confirmed contravention of one of the agreement’s 

key covenants – the competence of the state nuclear 

safety regulator.  

 

Nuclear regulator’s 

independence undermined    

Starting from January 2015 Ukraine’s state nuclear 

regulator (SNRIU) is prohibited to carry out any 

inspections of their licensees (including at nuclear 

power plants) on their own initiative.  

                                                   
5  See 

http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/news/Blogs/nuclear
-reaction/cracks-in-belgian-nuclear-reactors/blog/52139/  

http://bankwatch.org/publications/letter-ebrd-and-euratom-support-life-time-extension-ukraines-nuclear-reactors-breach-in
http://bankwatch.org/publications/letter-ebrd-and-euratom-support-life-time-extension-ukraines-nuclear-reactors-breach-in
http://bankwatch.org/publications/letter-ebrd-and-euratom-support-life-time-extension-ukraines-nuclear-reactors-breach-in
http://www.greenpeace.org/switzerland/Global/switzerland/de/stromzukunft_schweiz/atom/ageing2014/Lifetime-extension-of-ageing-nuclear-power-plants-Entering-a-new-era-of-risk.pdf
http://www.greenpeace.org/switzerland/Global/switzerland/de/stromzukunft_schweiz/atom/ageing2014/Lifetime-extension-of-ageing-nuclear-power-plants-Entering-a-new-era-of-risk.pdf
http://www.greenpeace.org/switzerland/Global/switzerland/de/stromzukunft_schweiz/atom/ageing2014/Lifetime-extension-of-ageing-nuclear-power-plants-Entering-a-new-era-of-risk.pdf
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/news/Blogs/nuclear-reaction/cracks-in-belgian-nuclear-reactors/blog/52139/
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/news/Blogs/nuclear-reaction/cracks-in-belgian-nuclear-reactors/blog/52139/
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This prohibition was imposed by the Law of Ukraine 

“On amendment and termination of some laws of 

Ukraine” from 28 December 2014 (part 8, chapter III 

“Final provisions”) according to which any inspections 

by controlling state bodies (with the exception of the 

tax office) can be carried out only by direct order of 

the Cabinet of Ministers or by request from the entity 

itself.  

 

This dangerously limits SNRIU’s ability to control 

nuclear and radiation safety and security in the 

country. This is especially relevant considering that 

SNRIU is also responsible for controlling the physical 

presence of nuclear and radioactive materials and the 

state of physical defence of all the entities who use 

radioactive materials. The number of SNRIU’s 

inspections has dropped significantly in 2014 (to 499 

comparing to 859 in 2013 and 863 in 2012) and 

SNRIU’s conclusion was that this trend demonstrates 

the presence of potentially unidentified violations, 

which, in case of further limitations of inspecting 

activities, may lead to accidents with the release of 

radioactivity.   

 

In March 2015, in a reply to a letter from the National 

Ecological Centre of Ukraine (NECU), the EBRD 

acknowledged that there is a contravention to 

conditions of the loan agreement and that the bank 

communicated with the Ukrainian Prime-Minister so 

that these issues are addressed.   

 

To date, there is no official information if these 

limitations have been lifted or not. During the 

meeting with CEE Bankwatch Network’s fact-finding 

team in Kyiv on April 28, the SNRIU representative 

confirmed that the moratorium was still in place.  

SNRIU’s inspections at nuclear units that are seeking 

lifetime extensions, however, are currently taking 

place based on a formal request from the side of 

Energoatom. 

 

Conclusions and 

recommendations  

 

The EBRD should stop denying that its loan to 

Energoatom is connected with the lifetime extensions 

of Ukraine’s nuclear reactors. The temporary shut-

down of South Ukraine Unit 2 in April 2015 due to a 

number of deviations from nuclear and radiation 

safety norms and pending safety modernisation 

measures clearly shows this connection: The unit will 

have the chance to  resume operations only after the 

safety modernisations have been completed.     

 

The EBRD has to acknowledge its role in the 

processes of prolonging operations of ageing nuclear 

units in Ukraine and as a minimum provide full 

implementation of the nuclear safety and 

environmental obligations, including transboundary 

EIAs. 

 

In case the bank is not able to ensure that its client 

acts in accordance with the loan agreement, the loan 

proceedings have to be suspended. Otherwise the 

bank will have no leverage over its client. Neither will 

its operations in Ukraine lead to a change in the 

energy sector’s setup, but instead support “business 

as usual” which has already proved to be severely 

destructive for Ukraine. 

 

The Environmental impact assessment process can 

become a platform for the much needed assessment 

of safer alternatives to lifetime extensions of Soviet-

type nuclear units. Considering that Ukrainian 

reactors almost fully run on Russian nuclear fuel and 

that perspectives for a quick and significant 

diversification to other providers are very limited, the 

EBRD could play a very important positive role by 

facilitating such an assessment of alternatives for 

Ukraine’s energy sector.  


