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Summary 

 

The east enlargement of the European Union (EU) is an unprecedented enlargement as it presents 

unique opportunity to reunite the European continent, to ensure its prosperity, democracy, 

stability and peace, to enlarge the EU internal market and to give a new chance to the people 

from the East for a better and secure life.  

 

One of the most important challenges of this enlargement is ensuring that the environmental 

protection in the new members will be at least as high as in the old members. This challenge is 

high because of the negligence of the environmental problems in Central and Eastern Europe 

(CEE) in the past and the large gap in the level of environmental protection between CEE and the 

Union. Some of the most important causes of environmental pollution are the production and use 

of energy. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The east enlargement of the European Union (EU) is an unprecedented enlargement as it presents 

unique opportunity to reunite the European continent, to ensure its prosperity, democracy, 

stability and peace, to enlarge the EU internal market and to give a new chance to the people from 

the East for a better and secure life. It is an unprecedented enlargement taken into account the 

number of applicants, their different history, culture, languages and living standards. The east 

enlargement is an opportunity, which Europe cannot afford to miss and at the same time a 

challenge, for which both the candidate countries and the Union have to prepare. 

 

One of the most important challenges of this enlargement is ensuring that the environmental 

protection in the new members will be at least as high as in the old members. This challenge is 

high because of the negligence of the environmental problems in Central and Eastern Europe 

(CEE) in the past and the large gap in the level of environmental protection between CEE and the 

Union. Some of the most important causes of environmental pollution are the production and use 

of energy. 

 

Membership in the EU is one of the main political and economic goals of the Central and Eastern 

European Countries (CEEC). All these countries have set very ambitious dates for accession to 

the EU. The environmental acquis is expected to be one of the major stumbling blocks for the 

early accession. It is clear from the screening processes that adoption of the major environmental 

legislation could be achieved by most of the countries in the medium term, but full transposition, 

implementation and enforcement can only be expected in the long term. Consequently, unless 

some concessions are agreed by the Commission in terms of transitional periods, the enlargement 

can be postponed much more than the candidate countries and the Union expect. 

 

Transposition and implementation of EU the environmental legislation means significant 

investments by the public and private sectors, restructuring and strengthening of the regulatory 

and monitoring national, regional and local administrations. The investments required amount to 

€120 billion for the 10 candidate countries for a period of 10 years, which is much more than the 

present environmental investments in EU Member States as percentage of GNP. 

 

The adoption of the acquis communautaire is only one of the conditions the candidate countries 

have to fulfil to enter the EU. Equally important is to fulfil the other criteria set by the 

Copenhagen European Council: a functioning market economy and ability to withstand the 

competitive pressure of the EU companies. The limited financial resources the CEEC possess will 

have to be divided between the economic, employment and environmental objectives. Often the 

countries will have to choose between these conflicting at first site goals. A solution to this trade-

off has to be found as soon as possible. 
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1. ENVIRONMENTAL SITUATION IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE 

 

Rapid industrialisation, resource-intensive production methods in industry and agriculture, 

inadequate measures to reduce emissions and ‘end-of-pipe’ solutions led to environmental 

degradation in all CEEC during the communist regime. 

 

The deterioration of environment is best observed in health damage. In CEEC, health damage is 

estimated to be 2-3 times higher than in developed countries as a result of lead, SO2, CO2, NOX 

gases and dust in air, residue of pesticides, heavy metals and other toxic substances in food and 

nitrates in water. Decline of average life expectancy and increased number of days of illness 

confirm health deterioration (De Nocker, 1997, pp.17-18). 

 

Emissions of all pollutants felt considerably after 1990 due to collapse of socialist economy and 

general recession, which led to the closing down and restructuring of industries. Some 

investments in pollution abating technologies were made but the pollution of environment 

remains very high especially if compared with developed countries per added value or per capita. 

 

1.1. POLLUTION BY SECTOR 

1.1.1. Air pollution 

 

One of the major sources of air pollution is the production of energy by outdated and inefficient 

power stations and district heating installation using low quality high-sulphur content brown 

coals. Often power stations do not have desulphurisation equipment resulting in high emissions 

not only of CO2 emissions, but of SO2 emissions as well. Other very important reason for the 

higher environmental pollution in the CEEC is the high energy consumption in industry, up to 3 

times higher than in EU countries. 

Another sector related to energy, rather to energy use, is the transport sector. Unlike industrial 

sector, where the emissions are declining, transport sector emissions are on the rise. They are 

caused by the increase of the traffic and the car park. The car park in CEEC consists mainly of 

second-hand western-European cars and old soviet cars, neither of which covering the technical 

standards of the EU. Several countries face financial problems in adapting their refineries to meet 

the EU fuel quality standards, which results in still widespread use of poor quality leaded fuel. 

The heavy industries come in addition to urban pollution caused by the transport sector. Very 

often, they are situated in the neighbourhoods of densely populated areas to ease the supply of 

labour, without taking into consideration their adverse impact on the public health. 

1.1.2. Water pollution 

 

Inadequate and in part completely non-existent waste water systems in urban areas and at 

industrial sites and the intensive use of fertilisers in agriculture caused the pollution of many 

rivers and lakes, making them unsuitable often even for agricultural irrigation and industrial 

purposes. 
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1.1.3. Waste 

Inadequate waste disposal arrangements and lack of general policy on waste minimisation and 

recycling caused the contamination of many sites. Coal mining, basic metals industry and energy 

production produce the bulk of waste because of high and inefficient use of raw materials - 

particularly low-quality coal and low metal content ores. Some industrial waste is disposed in 

municipal landfills resulting in mixed disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous waste, which 

cannot anymore be treated. Many landfills are approaching full capacity. 

1.1.4. Soil degradation 

 

Increased use of chemical fertilisers, pesticides, herbicides, nitrates, and sewage sludge on 

agricultural land, acidification, and desertification have resulted in soil depletion and degradation. 

Poor pollution control, inadequate or unauthorised waste dumping, losses and incompetent 

storage of hazardous substances, abandonment of industrial and military sites and accidents have 

allowed local hot spots of soil contamination to develop at industrial sites and waste dumps. 

Pollution from industrial plants had contaminated arable land with heavy metals, arsenic, 

cadmium, copper, lead and zinc, above the soil quality standards. Although the most heavily 

contaminated land is not supposed to be used for agriculture, some contaminated soils are farmed. 

1.1.5. Nature conservation 

 

Candidate countries possess vast areas of untouched nature, which contribute considerably to the 

biological diversity of Europe. The future use of land for agriculture, building industrial plants, 

exploitation of oil, gas, and mineral reserves, and the construction of infrastructure could pose a 

threat to the ecology unless strict environmental precautions are respected.  

 

1.2. COUNTRY BY COUNTRY ENVIRONMENTAL SITUATION  

1.2.1. Bulgaria 

 

Bulgaria suffers loss of environmental quality expressed in air pollution in cities, in and around 

industrial sites, localised water contamination, soils erosion, destroyed landscapes and depleted 

natural resources. Most of the grave environmental risks, mainly due to heavy industry 

enterprises, are located in 14 regions, denoted as environmental “hot spots”. They include 

densely populated towns and villages with intensive motor transport, which additionally worsens 

the environmental conditions. More than one-third of the country population lives in these 

regions. The energy industry is the biggest source of long-range air pollution: SO2 (91%), NO2 

(37%), CO2 (53%), and dust (45%). 

At the same time, the country possesses relatively intact nature and biological diversity due to a 

long history of nature protection (Baumgartl, 1997). 

1.2.2. Czech Republic
1
 

                                                 
1
  The information on environmental situation in candidate countries, with exception of Bulgaria and Romania, 

is partially based on the environmental series briefings No 4 to 11 prepared by DG4 of the European 

Parliament, http://www.pdc.ep.ec/dg_studies_briefs/pages/envi/envilist.htm 
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The most polluted region in the Czech Republic is the “Black Triangle” where the German, 

Polish and Czech frontiers meet. Evidences are the extensive death of forests caused by the acid 

rain, the higher child mortality, allergies and disturbance of the immune system of the population. 

75% of energy requirements are covered by brown coal, making the energy production the largest 

air polluter in the country. The Czech Republic is responsible for about 1% of world CO2 

emissions! 

60% of the rivers are classified as heavily polluted, the worst polluted river is Elbe, which brings 

its waters to the North Sea. 

1.2.3. Estonia 

 

The state of environment in Estonia has improved considerably not only because of the decline in 

industrial output, but as well due to successful environmental policy and high investments in 

environmental protection. 

Air pollution and resulting acid rains are still major environmental problems especially in the 

north and northeast of the country caused by oil industry and power plants (90% of the emissions 

are concentrated in this region). More than 60% of the emissions are caused by the energy sector, 

20% by the building industry and 4% by the oil industry. Estonia is a "net exporter" of SO2 

emissions. 

Red Army bases spreading on 1.8% of the territory are heavily polluted with oil and chemicals 

residues. 

Shut down of cellulose industry improved vastly the quality of the water. The north industrial 

region is polluting the water with heavy metals and chemicals, but still only 1% of stretches of 

water are heavily polluted, 13% medium polluted and 16% slightly polluted. Problems exist with 

drinking water quality and with nitrates from fertilisers, sulphates, phenols and other toxic 

substances from oil production in ground water. 

Oil industry is the cause of almost all the dangerous waste. Many of the waste dumps do not 

satisfy the safety requirements and are leaking. 

1.2.4. Hungary 

 

Important pollution in urban and industrial areas is present (Budapest and the northern industrial 

districts). 29% of the air the population breathes is very polluted, 24% is moderately polluted. 

Even with the stricter regulation on technical standards of cars, lead and sulphur content of fuels, 

the transport sector remains one of the major air pollutants. Limit values for NOx, lead, soot, 

hydrocarbons, ozone are often exceeded. 

Although Hungary does not have so many heavy industries compared to the other CEEC, the SO2 

emissions are considerable due to the coal-fired power plants. 

The quality of water in Hungary depends much on the conduct of its neighbours. However, the 

country is adding to the pollution of waters due to the insufficient coverage of public sewerage 

systems and the use of fertilisers. 

1.2.5. Latvia 

 

Due to the low density of heavy industries, Latvia’s environmental situation is relatively good, 

however there exist some “hot spots” in particular the largest industrial areas, the major traffic 

intersections and the former Soviet military bases. Environmental problems are related to 
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eutrophication of the waters, uncontrolled urban development, rising amounts of industrial and 

domestic waste and excessive use of natural resources. 

Latvia still has relatively untouched natural environment, large areas of forests, undeveloped 

beaches and low soil pollution. 

1.2.6. Lithuania 

 

As a consequence of policies pursued under the Soviet regime, Lithuania has very serious 

environmental problems and very little work has been done to clean up this damage, particularly 

for the polluted soil and groundwater. 

1.2.7. Poland 

 

Poland is a country of ecological contrasts: vast areas of well-preserved and unique nature with 

rich biodiversity coexist with endangered ecosystems. 

Air pollution is one of the highest in Europe. 80% of energy production comes from brown and 

hard coal, the only abundant energy resource. The power plants are old and inefficient and do not 

have desulphurisation equipment. The air pollution coming from the Czech Republic only adds to 

this. As a result, acid rains severely damaged 6% of the forests. 

Poland has a water shortage due to limited water reserves, low annual precipitation and high 

water consumption. In addition, water quality is poor, with a high heavy metal content due to 

untreated wastewater from coal-mining areas. 

Industrial waste is simply deposited, in some cases on an unregulated basis at waste disposal 

sites, which are already 90% full. 

1.2.8. Romania 

 

Economic development and human health in Romania are threatened by a variety of 

environmental problems. About 25% of all forests are damaged by acid rain caused largely by 

pollutants coming from power plants burning low-quality coal. The damages to forests are 

especially harmful because deforestation results in increased soil erosion and reduced air quality. 

Water pollution from household, industrial and agricultural sources is another threat, affecting 

fish breeding, irrigation, and drinking water supplies. 

A number of environmental hazard areas (Baia Mare, Copsa Mica, Zlatna, and Onesti), caused by 

metal-working plants and fertiliser manufacturers, are severely threatening human health. 

Some areas of Romania have nonetheless remained largely free from pollution and the country 

contains many areas of great natural value. Substantial forest areas exist, and the diversity of flora 

and fauna is considerable (REC, 1994). 
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1.2.9. Slovakia 

 

The main cause of SO2 emissions is brown coal used for power generation, in metal processing 

industry and also for private heating. 

Water quality has improved since 1989 but often does not meet EU standards. 

1.2.10. Slovenia 

 

In Slovenia, unlike other CEEC, there are no critical environmental “hot spots”. Nevertheless, 

there are very serious and in some cases growing problems with water and air quality, waste 

management and soil pollution. 

Air pollution in general declined after 1989. However, the increased road traffic raised 

substantially the NOx and CO emissions. They are expected to continue rising because of 

increased transit traffic and growth in the tourism. 

Industry has not taken due account of the need to dispose of hazardous waste appropriately. Coal-

fired power stations in particular produce large amounts of ash and slug. 

The common past of the CEEC created common environmental damage pattern. The common 

future, these countries expect to have in the EU, faces them with common problems, which are 

discussed in the next chapter. 

 

 

2. CHALLENGES OF THE ENLARGEMENT PROCESS 

2.1. ADOPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ACQUIS COMMUNAUTAIRE 

 

The stringent environmental requirements of the European Union have for objective to avoid the 

risk of major environmental disasters, to decrease the level of environmental pollution and the 

risks to public health, and to evade distortion of competition in the internal market. 

 

Adopting the EU legislation is one of the obligations of membership, which the candidate 

countries shall be able to take upon acceding the EU. The reason behind this requirement is that if 

the CEEC are allowed to not fully accept the acquis communautaire, they will be at  economic 

advantage, which will create unfair competition or environmental dumping. The retaliation of the 

Member States would be protectionist measures, which are totally unacceptable to the integrity of 

the internal market and the idea behind the European integration. 

 

The Luxembourg group of countries
2
 have started negotiations on the most difficult chapters, 

including the environment and energy in December 1999. The Helsinki group of countries
3
 are 

also intensively adapting their legislation. They started negotiations with EU in March 2000, but 

so far only screenings of the environmental and energy chapters are taking place. 

 

                                                 
2 The Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland and Slovenia 
3
 Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania and Slovakia 
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Annex 1 presents a summary of the state of approximation of EU environmental legislation in 

CEEC as presented in the Regular Reports from the Commission on Progress towards Accession 

by each of the candidate countries from July 1997, November 1998 and October 1999 (European 

Commission, 1999a). 

 

The Regular Report from July 1997 concludes that most of the CEEC could achieve full 

transposition of the acquis communautaire in the medium term (Romania in the medium to long 

term). However, as a number of pieces of legislation require a sustained level of investments and 

considerable administrative effort, effective transposition of legislation could be achieved only in 

the long term (Hungary, Romania and Slovakia in the very long term).  

 

The Regular Report from November 1998 is more cautious and predicts that the approximation of 

legislation might take longer than expected (Bulgaria), the legislative progress is slowing down 

(the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Romania), or additional efforts are needed (Estonia, 

Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia). 

 

The Regular Report form October 1999 confirms the observations of the previous report while 

further criticising the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia. 

Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, and Slovenia are well on the road to legal approximation but they, as 

all other countries, need to continue and strengthen the efforts. 

 

As it can be seen from the Annex 1, many environmental directives have been partially or fully 

transposed in national legislation: those on Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), noise, air 

quality, chemicals and nature protection. However, serious problems exist with transposition of 

legislation in the fields of water quality, waste management, integrated pollution prevention and 

control (IPPC) and risk management. These last directives are those, which will require most 

investments from the public and private sector. 

 

More serious problem for the moment is the lack of comprehensive strategy for the environment 

in many of the countries, or the difficulties to put it into practice where present. Even more 

difficult for the countries and equally important is the integration of the environmental principles 

into other policies. Making these overall and sector strategies operational means having long-term 

financial plans with precise projects and strict deadlines. 

 

The size and the financial implications of the environmental acquis are the major but not the only 

challenges. First, the acquis communautaire is a moving target. The environmental concerns are 

growing at fast pace in the last decade with the accession of the 'greener' countries Austria, 

Finland and Sweden in 1995, with the Maastricht treaty giving more powers with the co-decision 

procedure to the environmentally engaged Parliament, and with the Amsterdam treaty enlarging 

the field of application of the co-decision procedure. The environmental acquis is covering more 

and more fields, it is touching more and more activities and products, and it is becoming more 

stringent and profound. The candidate countries are transposing and implementing legislation, 

which is apt to many changes in the years to come. They are putting huge and scarce resources in 

something, which will be obsolete in the near future. 

 

Second, the acquis communautaire is not tailored to their national needs. It has been build to 

solve the problems of the existing Member States. The candidate countries are focusing on the 

legal approximation without major analysis of the conflicts, which may arise with existing 
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legislation or because of lack of legislation in some fields. This deficiency of coherent national 

environmental policy will inevitably create gaps in the legal system. The candidate countries have 

already become critical about the adverse effects the Community transport and agriculture 

policies have on the environment. They do not want and they do not need to repeat the mistakes 

of the EU. The only way this problem can be solved is by involving them in the discussions of 

emerging EU legislation. 

 

Third, the administrations of the Member States in general are left aside from the negotiations, 

while they could be very helpful with their experience in transposition and implementation of the 

EU legislation. The twinning of administrations of the MS and the candidate countries, proposed 

recently by the Commission, should be able to repair to some extend this problem. Projects 

related to developing strategies, approximation of legislation, and strengthening of institutional 

capacity have started in a number of countries. 

 

Finally, the MS are not giving the best example for complying with the requirements of the EU 

legislation. In the field of environment, many directives have not been transposed in time by the 

MS or the MS have been granted long transition periods. 

 

2.2. STRENGHENING THE ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITY 

 

Adoption of the acquis communautaire is the first difficult stage, its implementation and 

enforcement is the second more difficult and important stage. The first involves transposition of 

European directives in national law. It is a burdensome process, it takes time to amend or 

invalidate existing laws and write new laws, but European legislation is always a guiding line and 

national law is often a translation of the European directives. What is much harder is the 

implementation of legislation especially when the communist legacy of non-execution is still very 

present. The existing administration has to be restructured, the personnel retrained, intra-

ministerial co-operation developed, the population informed and educated, various new 

procedures settled down. Implementation and enforcement of environmental legislation has to be 

often delegated to regional and local authorities or other institutions responsible for monitoring, 

issuing permits and inspection. They have to be equally developed and strengthen. It is very long 

and expensive process. The Commission concluded in its Regular Reports that none of the 

countries have made significant progress in strengthening, restructuring and building the 

administrative capacity (European Commission, 1999a). 

 

2.3. INTEGRATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS INTO ENERGY POLICY 

 

A sound environmental legislation and administration are necessary but not sufficient 

prerequisites on the road to sustainable development. What is equally important is to make every 

economic activity environmentally friendly. This means integration of the environmental 

principles in the energy production, industry, transport, and agriculture, developing energy 

efficiency, cleaner technologies, waste minimisation and recycling. Integration can be achieved in 

practice by introducing comprehensive environmental impact appraisal procedures, by pursuing 

the precautionary and polluter pays principles and by using sound scientific assessments for all 
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relevant investment and policy decisions. Integration minimises environmental costs by 

confronting the problems at the source. 

 

Production, transport and use of energy have very important impacts on the environment: local 

impacts, when they concern air quality in towns, waste disposal, or noise; regional impacts as 

with acidification, safe nuclear operation, or nuclear waste disposal; or global impact as with the 

climate change. Poor environmental, health and safety management results in high environmental 

damage from emissions of sulphur, carbon, and nitrogen gases, ash dust, discharges from the 

power plants, the coal and uranium mines, death of forests, soil and water contamination. In 

1990, the CEEC and the CIS accounted for 22% of the CO2 emissions and only 3% of the world 

GNP. Their economies are dominated by highly energy intensive and inefficient industries 

because of the under-priced energy. There is substantial wastage from the end users: in homes, 

schools, hospitals, universities, factories and other building, as there are no incentives for loss 

prevention. The system of power generation plants is not enough developed. The plants are 

operating at low efficiency. More than 70% of total installed capacity is fossil fuel fired. Thermal 

efficiency in conversion of primary energy to power averages 21%, while modern coal fired 

plants can have efficiencies of 40%. Technical problems with overloading of networks and 

deferred maintenance due to financial constraints causes losses in transmission and distribution of 

electricity, heat and gas up to 40%, compared to not more than 15% in the electricity sector and 

7% in the district heating sector in the developed countries. Tariffs in many countries remain 

inadequate to cover operating losses and are distorted between users. Collection of revenues is 

low: 50 to 70%. This leads to subsidisation of energy users and cross-subsidisation of residential 

users by industrial users (EBRD, 2000). The production of nuclear energy increases the radiation 

around the nuclear power plants (NPP), accumulates spent fuel and nuclear waste, changes the 

water eco-systems with the discharged cooling waters and presents risk of nuclear accidents. 

 

The candidate countries, as future members of the EU, are expected to develop their energy 

sectors on the sound basis of security of supply, competitiveness, including the principles of the 

internal energy market, environmental considerations, and energy efficiency (European 

Commission, 1999a). 

 

The Joint Implementation Mechanism, suggested by the Kyoto protocol to decrease more 

efficiently the emissions of green house gases (GHG), is a good opportunity for both the Member 

States and the CEEC. As it is expected, by year 2010, the GHG emissions in the CEEC will 

decrease by 22% compared to the base year 1990 (European Parliament, 2000a). This is far more 

than the 6% and 8% targets. At the same time, the EU Member States are not on track for 

reaching their 8% commitment. Given the significantly higher marginal environmental benefits of 

investment in the acceding countries compared to EU (the last 10% of emission-reductions are 

the most costly to achieve), focusing investment in the former should bring higher social benefits 

for everyone. By helping the upgrade of the conventional power plants and investing in new more 

environmentally sound and cheaper technologies like the combined heat and power plants (CHP), 

the EU companies could meet their obligations for emission reductions and the CEEC could ease 

their financial burden from implementing the EU environmental legislation. 

2.4. EUROPEAN ENERGY CHARTER 

 

In 1991, 51 States, Central and Eastern European countries, the European Union and its 

members, the states of the former Soviet Union, the USA, Japan, Canada, Australia, agreed upon 
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the European Energy Charter. This declaration of intent has for objective to facilitate energy co-

operation between these countries formerly separated by the Iron Curtain, to assist the countries 

form the East in their transition to market economy and economic recovery, to improve the 

security of energy supply, to maximise the efficiency of production, conversion, distribution, 

transport and use of energy, to enhance safety and minimise environmental problems. A legally 

binding in international law Energy Charter Treaty, Protocol on Energy Efficiency and Related 

Environmental Aspects were signed in 1994 by all the Signatories of the European Energy 

Charter but USA and Canada and in 1998 they entered into force. 

 

The idea behind the European Energy Charter was to stimulate economic growth while 

liberalising investment and trade in energy products as opposed to solving economic problems 

solely with massive amounts of international aid. The energy sector is the most appropriate sector 

to start with as there is a natural affinity between the existing energy resources and systems in the 

East and resources of industrial strength, technology, and investment capital in the West (Briefing 

No 15). 

 

The most important achievement of the Energy Treaty is that it puts the trade in energy products 

under the provisions of the GATT. However, the more favourable trade conditions in the EU and 

NAFTA are not granted to the CEEC and the CIS. The uninterrupted transit through the areas of 

the Signatories and the national sovereignty over the energy resources are guaranteed. The rules 

on competition and access to the capital market are non-binding. National treatment of the 

investments is guaranteed only after they are made. 

 

The provisions on environmental protection are quite disappointing. The polluter-pays principle 

assures only ‘general liability’. The other provisions, including the safety of nuclear installations, 

are not binding, and those allowing evaluation and monitoring of investment-related 

environmental impacts are withdrawn before the signing of the Treaty. 

 

The Energy Charter Protocol on energy efficiency lists a wide range of measures to promote 

efficiency in energy production. They include the transfer of technologies, technical assistance, 

assessment of environmental impacts, developing energy labelling, efficiency standards and 

tradable permits, improving energy efficiency in the power generation and transmission, in the 

building sector, in the municipalities and local community services, in the industrial and transport 

sectors. However all these initiative are bound to stay in the area of informal co-operation. 

 

The Energy Charter Treaty and Energy Charter Protocol on energy efficiency and related 

environmental aspects have not achieved as much as some of the parties envisaged. However, the 

European Energy Charter Conference serves as an important forum for co-operation in the field 

of energy production, trade, distribution and transit. It can be an important mechanism to improve 

energy efficiency and decrease the negative environmental effects in the East. 

 

2.5. UPGRADING OF THE NUCLEAR PLANTS TO THE EUROPEAN STANDARDS OR 

CLOSURE 

 

The production of electricity by nuclear power plants is a controversial issue around the world 

and especially in Europe. More than 140 nuclear reactors are operating in Belgium, Finland, 
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France, Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom, making the EU the 

world leading producer of nuclear generated electricity (European Commission, 1997). The 

nuclear energy has significant advantages over conventional power plants. It is cheaper, it assures 

security of supply, and it does not produce CO2 emissions. These advantages are very important 

considering the need of cheap energy resources to preserve the competitiveness of European 

business and the obligations, which the EU has taken with signing the Kyoto protocol for 

decreasing the CO2 emissions. Although the NPP in the EU are subject to periodical safety 

checks by national authorities and upgrading programmes, after the Three Mile Islands accident 

and the Chernobyl catastrophe, the public has become much more aware of the risks of nuclear 

energy production, the transport and management of waste, and the decommissioning of nuclear 

power plants (European Commission, 2000b). 

 

For the applicant countries, nuclear energy is even more important than for the Member States, as 

their budgets are still very limited to support building of alternative power sources. Early closure 

of the nuclear power units means substantial capital loss, increased import of other energy 

resources or direct electricity, increased import dependency, increased CO2 emissions, rise of 

domestic electricity prices and inflationary pressures. At the same time, most of the nuclear 

power stations do not meat the international safety standards and thus pose a big concern in the 

EU. Some of them have been classified as beyond repair by an EU commission of experts 

(Written question No. 3482/98). Normal waste management practices often mean that the 

operational waste is simply stored on-site with very little treatment, and all decisions relating to 

volume reduction, conditioning, long-term storage and disposal are postponed until the 

decommissioning. The decommissioning itself was not prepared, as the necessary funds were 

only recently created, meaning that the ability of these funds to cover the expenses depends to a 

large extend on the length of time the reactors are allowed to operate (European Commission, 

1999b). Consequently, the two solutions opened to the countries, restructuring to meet the safety 

standards of the EU or decommissioning, are more expensive than the countries are willing or 

able to pay. 

 

As the competence and responsibility for the safe design, construction and operation of the 

nuclear installations, transport and storage of nuclear fuel and waste, rest with the Member State, 

once the CEEC become members of the EU, the EU cannot influence the decisions related to 

operation of the nuclear power plants. This is why the EU has to solve the problems related to 

nuclear energy before the actual adhesion takes place. Therefore, the CEEC had to face the 

dilemma to either preserve their nuclear plants, have cheap energy supplies and postpone their 

EU membership, or advance with the negotiations and make huge investments for upgrading or 

decommissioning of the plants. All the countries agreed on the conditions set by the Commission 

for safety and decommissioning programmes in order to not postpone the membership, which 

they see vital from economic and political point of view. 
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The Commission's position on reactors, which cannot be upgraded, has been outlined in Agenda 

2000 as well as in the decisions on the Accession Partnerships, which have been adopted by the 

Council. The timetables agreed by the governments concerned, subject to certain conditions, for 

the closure of non-upgradable units have to be respected. This applies to units 1-2 at Bohunice, 

Slovakia (2000), Ignalina, Lithuania (2002) and to units 1-4 at Kozloduy, Bulgaria (1999). All 

these initially agreed dates on closure of the non-upgradable NPP have been renegotiated and 

postponed. The Commission is monitoring the safe performance of all other NPP operating in 

CEE as well. 

 

As with all environmental issue here we have a trade-off between what is good for the economy 

and what is good for the environment and the future of our generations. Most probably, the 

solution will be a compromise between the economy and the environment. 

 

In Annex 2, there is a brief description of the nuclear reactors being operated in Central and 

Eastern Europe. 

2.5.1. Bulgaria 

 

Bulgaria operates six nuclear reactors at the NPP in Kozloduy. They generate up to 45% of 

country’s electricity from its total installed capacity of 3760MW. Four of the reactors are of the 

VVER 440/230 type, which is considered unsafe by the EU. These 4 reactors supply 52% of 

Kozloduy’s total output. They have been commissioned in years 1974, 1975, 1981 and 1982 for a 

period of 30 years. 

Bulgaria has signed the Nuclear Safety Account Agreement, which required the closure of Units 

1-4 by the end of 1999. In late 1999, Bulgaria was forced to renegotiate definite dates for closure 

of Units 1-4 in order to start negotiations for membership with the EU. Units 1-2 will be closed 

by the end of 2003 and closure dates for Units 3-4, the Commission envisages not later than 

2006, will have to be negotiated in year 2002. Taking into account the financial implications of 

the early closures, the Commission offers a multi-annual assistance package including 

EURATOM loan and grant assistance from the PHARE programme. The EURATOM loan is 

€212.5 for the refurbishment of Units 5-6, which in total is of around €540m. The PHARE grant 

assistance is of €200m over the period 2000-2006 and could be used for construction of radio-

active waste disposal unit, nuclear safety-related projects, including decommissioning, addressing 

social impacts of closure, energy efficiency improvement measures, modernisation of electricity 

sub-sector, interconnection of energy network projects (European Commission, 2000a). Even 

with the help of the Commission funds, the closure of Units 1-4 before the end of their designed 

life is a difficult step for the country, as it is related with additional costs for the early 

decommissioning and the need to build replacing power stations, which will produce energy at 

higher cost.
4
 

                                                 
4
 Bulgaria is poor of natural resources. Oil and gas production is insignificant, meeting 3% and 1% of country’s 

needs respectively. Coal is of low quality and in limited quantity. The import dependency is very high, between 

55 and 60%. The capacity of hydroelectric power is limited by the uncertain flows of the rivers and the priorities 

given to the agriculture. The only relatively abundant energy resource is the uranium. The energy intensity is high 

and energy efficiency is low. 



Environment and Energy: Challenges of Enlargement 

 

- 18 - 

PE 298.146 

 

2.5.2. The Czech Republic 

 

The Czech Republic operates four VVER 430/213 reactors in Dukovany. A major upgrading 

programme has been prepared for them, which will attain internationally accepted safety 

standards and allow them to operate until 2025. This implies a ten years extension of their 

operation life. 

In Temelin, only 50km away from Austria, two new VVER 1000 reactors are planned to start in 

years 2000 and 2001. Austria, a non-nuclear country, and Germany, whose environmental 

minister is from the Greens, have expressed worries about the safety of the new plant in 

emergency situations. Austrian Chancellor Wolfgan Schlüssel has even proposed that the safety 

and environmental issues at Temelin shall be linked with accession of the Czech Republic to the 

EU (Andress, 2000). If the plant were decommissioned today, the Czech taxpayers would have to 

cover USD 254m in unpaid loans (Hannon, 2000). 

2.5.3. Hungary 

 

Hungary operates four VVER 430/213 in Paks. An upgrading programme is under way, after 

which the plant will reach an international level of safety. 

2.5.4. Lithuania 

 

Lithuania has two RMBK-1500 NPP considered non-upgradable by the international standards. 

Furthermore the power station does not have cooling towers, water for cooling is taken directly 

form the neighbouring lake Druksiai, and is fed untreated back into the lake. This results in 

considerable raise of lake temperature (5 to 10 degrees), which is destroying the eco-system of 

the lake and the connecting rivers. Furthermore, a high level of radioactivity has been identified 

on the bed of the lake. 

In line with the Nuclear Safety Account Agreement, Unit 1 will be closed down before year 

2005. Conditions on the final closure of Unit 2 shall be decided in the next National Energy 

Strategy in 2004. The Commission is considering an EURATOM financing facility and 

additional major grant funding from the PHARE programme to help the closing down of the 

nuclear reactors. 

2.5.5. Romania 

 

Romania is operating one Canadian design nuclear reactor CANDU at Cernavoda, which 

contributes 9-10% of country's electricity production. Another CANDU nuclear reactor is under 

construction. 

2.5.6. Slovakia 

 

Slovakia operates two non-upgradable VVER 440/230 and two VVER 440/213 in Bohunice. 

Two VVER 440/213 nuclear reactors have started operation in 1998 and 2000 in Mochovce. 

Other 2 VVER 440/213 are planed for the same location. In line with the agreements with the 

European Commission, Slovakia will close the non-upgradable nuclear reactors in 2006 and 

2008. 
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2.5.7. Slovenia 

 

Slovenia has one US-design nuclear reactor PWR at Krsko, which is operated jointly with 

Croatia. It provides 38% of country's electricity. A safety-upgrading programme is under way. 

 

2.6. COSTS AND BENEFITS 

 

The most recent study undertaken by the Commission on how much the environmental acquis 

will cost to the applicant countries is Compliance Costing for Approximation of EU 

Environmental Legislation (De Nocker, 1997). This study compares the existing studies and 

concludes, despite missing information for some sectors
5
 and countries and various assumptions, 

that these costs will be very high. Total investment costs of meeting the environmental acquis 

only in the sectors of water (42%), air (40%), and waste (19%) will be between €108.4 and 121.5 

billion. This will require annual investments of around 3% of GNP over a period of 20 years. The 

investments per capita will be €1140, a figure, which vastly differs between the countries: €760 

for Slovakia, €927 for Poland, €943 for Romania, €1148 for the Baltic countries, €1306 for 

Hungary, €1427 for the Czech Republic, and €1668 for Bulgaria. On a per capita basis, these 

costs are about 50% higher then those which the Cohesion countries needed to make, as 

percentage of GNP much higher. About 30% of the costs are considered for ‘urgent measures’ 

and thus have to be incurred in the short-run. 

 

These investment needs require mobilisation of enormous domestic and foreign financial 

resources and co-ordinated approach at all levels of decision-making. The costs will cover the 

provision and operation of environmental infrastructures (air pollution abatement equipment, 

wastewater collection and treatment systems, incinerators), institutional restructuring, 

administrative reform and monitoring (additional staff requirements, further monitoring 

equipment, improved training). The EU funds will be used only like a catalyst: to start the right 

projects and to attract the financial support of the international institutions like EBRD and the 

World Bank. The EU funds will provide €520 million of grants per year between 2000 and 2006 

or around 4% of the investment needs.
6
 The most important contributions will be those of the 

CEEC. Clearly, their governments have other priorities: restructuring and privatisation of 

industries, modernisation of agriculture, amelioration of existing and building new 

infrastructures, rising of employment. The environmental concerns come only after all these acute 

and necessitating immediate response problems. Solving these problems will help solving the 

environmental problems as well, but later than required by the EU. 

 

Strict controls should be undertaken at the source: when new investments are made: new 

production sites, new combustion plants or new infrastructure projects only the best available 

technologies shall be used. The Commission has already underlined that all new investments 

benefiting from EU funding have to meet the environmental requirements of the EU, that is to 

pass Environmental Impact Assessment. Many international financing institutions have 

environmental requirements when granting loans, but they should be encouraged to apply them 

                                                 
5
  There is no data on the sectors of chemicals, industrial risk management, noise, and nature protection. 

6
  The European Parliament is insisting that the EU pre-accession aid for environmental purposes be doubled by 

2006 and that the EU financial instruments should offer stronger support for sustainable development 

(European Parliament, 2000b). 
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more strictly. The reason behind these requirements is that it is generally least costly to introduce 

pollution reduction measures as an integral part of a new physical investment than to retrofit 

installations already in place. 

 

The costs of implementing the environmental requirements for EU accession are considerable in 

all applicant countries. But it should not be forgotten that implementation of the EU 

environmental acquis will lead to modernised, efficient and competitive industries with healthy 

and safe products, and to cost-efficient and sustainable environmental infrastructure, waste, water 

and energy services. Good water, clean air to breath, clean rivers for fishing and bathing as well 

as good urban services are something that all citizens are entitled to even without accession to the 

EU. Besides, polluting first and cleaning up later is costly and inefficient. Even if cost estimates 

mount to some €120 billion recent estimates of the benefits mount to approximately €140 billion 

(Wallström, 2000). The environmental investments needed to meet the environmental acquis are 

to a very large extent investments, which the countries will have found necessary to make 

independent of the enlargement process. The economic challenges raised by the environmental 

approximation process as such is therefore such of timing and reduced flexibility on 

implementation policies and technologies. 

 

2.7. EU FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

 

9% of the PHARE resources are used for environmental goals. From 2000, PHARE will provide 

€1,5 billion a year for economic and social development and industrial reconstruction. This 

instrument can fund municipal infrastructure and industry-related investments in clean-up and 

reduction of hazardous waste and emissions. 

 

TAIEX (Technical assistance and information exchange office) programme helps the 

transposition, application and execution of European legislation, the organisation of seminars for 

the public administration and the NGOs. 

 

DISAE (Development of implementation strategies for approximation in environment) is within 

the framework of TAIEX, used to financially support seminars and other kind of training 

activities for the administration of the CEEC in the field of the environmental legislation. 

 

IMPEL II is a parallel network to IMPEL (the EU informal network for implementation and 

enforcement of environmental law) for the candidate countries to address implementation and 

enforcement problems. 

 

ISPA (Instrument for structural policies for pre-adhesion) is the major EU instrument for 

supporting environmental investments, especially for the implementation of the directives in the 

field of air, water and waste management, requiring heavy investment. ISPA will provide €7 

billion over 7 years from the year 2000 on, half of which will be devoted to the environment. EU 

assistance granted under ISPA can reach 85%  of expenditure. ISPA is important for the 

candidate countries mainly because it prepares them to apply EU rules, environmental impact 

assessments, to set up the necessary structure for management of projects, financial controls and 

monitoring (Enlarging the Environment, 1999). 
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SAPARD (Pre-adhesion measures for agriculture and rural development) provides €500 million 

a year for agricultural and rural development schemes including afforestation. 

 

PEPA (Priority environmental investment programme for accession) helps the applicant 

countries develop the necessary environmental investment financing strategies for accession. 

 

LIFE (Community financial instrument for the environment) is giving loans for environmental 

projects at favourable interest rates. Nature conservation, promotion of sustainable development 

in industrial activities, integration of environmental considerations into land use planning, waste 

management, air pollution and water management are the eligible fields of action.  

 

RTD (the EU research, technological development, and demonstration) programmes are playing 

an increasing role in extending participation to actors from the CEEC. The collaboration of 

networking of partners in RTD activities from candidate countries will facilitate and accelerate 

transboundary and inter-sector environmental co-operation. 

 

SAFE II and ALTERNER II programmes were opened for participation by the CEEC in 1998 

and 1999 respectively (European Commission, 1998c). The focus of SAFE II is on building the 

necessary capacity and infrastructure for energy efficiency, on improving policy analysis, and on 

pilot actions and information dissemination activities in the areas of appliances, buildings, CHP, 

education, training, industry and transport. ALTERNER II is aiming at non-technological 

promotion and take-off campaigns for renewable energies. 

 

The environmental activities foreseen in the Information Society Research programme (Fifth 

Framework Programme) will foster co-operation between national and local authorities, research 

organisations, and industry between the EU and the CEEC. 

 

To assist the strengthening of environmental administrative structures in the candidate countries, 

the Commission has developed the concept of institution building in priority sectors through 

twinning between candidate country administrations and corresponding administrations in the 

Member States. Long-term secondments of Member States officials and practitioners involved in 

the implementation and enforcement of the acquis will constitute the backbone of twinning 

operations. 

 

2.8. TRANSITION PERIODS: ARE THEY FEASIBLE? 

 

Considering the enormous environmental problems and the weak administrative capacity in the 

CEEC, the huge investments needed to countervail them, the tiny budgets available, the other 

priorities the countries have like improving the economy performance and competitiveness, it 

seems impossible that the CEEC will be able to implement the environmental acquis 

communautaire before the ambitious dates previewed for accession
7
. This is why the EU will 

most probably accept the applicants, which have covered the major European environmental 

legislation and have committed themselves to fully transpose all the legislation in limited period 

of time. The transition periods will be applied for a limited number of directives and in a time 

span of not more than 5 years. The Luxembourg group of countries have defined the directives 

                                                 
7
  Hungary plans to accede the EU in 2002, the other countries from the Luxembourg group in 2003. 
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for which they want transition periods and for some of them their length. Most transition periods 

have been asked for the directives related to VOC emissions from petrol, quality of petrol and 

diesel fuels, urban waste water treatment, groundwater, nitrate pollution from agricultural 

sources, discharges from dangerous substances, surface water for drinking water, waste, 

hazardous waste, packaging and packaging waste, sewage sludge used in agriculture, and 

integrated pollution prevention and control. The candidate countries estimate that the water, 

waste, and IPPC will require longest transition periods (European Parliament, 2000b). They give 

dates for full transposition in the period of 2009-2012, which is well beyond the five-year limit 

given by the Commission, considering that they want to accede to the EU in 2003. That is why a 

case-by-case and a country-by-country approach has to be used to minimise the scope and scale 

of the transition periods. Applicant countries should define and start implementing realistic 

national strategies before accession to guarantee gradual alignment in the long term. This strategy 

must include priority areas of action, key objectives to be attained by the date of accession, and 

timetables for the subsequent achievement of compliance (Agenda 2000). 
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CONCLUSION 

 

The east enlargement of the European Union is a unique opportunity for Europe. The 

environment is one of the most challenging fields, with importance equal to that of agriculture 

and free movement of people. It presents Europe with as much challenges and opportunities. 

Protection of environment has been neglected both in the East and the West. The West however 

has become aware of the environmental hazards of the economic development already in the 70s. 

Environmental protection has developed slowly in the 70s and in early 80s. Nonetheless, from the 

end of 80s to nowadays, environmental protection has touched upon every economic activity to 

protect all the natural sources the humankind possesses. The countries from the East have not 

been so vigilant with the environment. They have developed natural resources intensive 

industries without much consideration about their future environmental impacts. The economic 

recession of the 90s has greatly contributed to the decline of polluting emissions. However, now 

with the gradual stabilisation and take-off of the economies, the environmental pollution could 

start increasing. The EU will not allow this to happen. All the countries are very much willing to 

become members of the EU. They will have to catch up with the economic, political, 

administrative and legislative development of the EU. Therefore, here comes the challenge and 

the opportunity of the environmental protection. On one hand, the applicant countries have to 

attain a level of environmental protection equal to that of the EU Member States. On the other 

hand, they have to catch-up with the economic development of the EU in order to meet the 

competitive pressure of the internal market. These are two conflicting goals in the short-term 

because of the financial burden of the environmental legislation. In the long-term however, they 

are reinforcing each other because they create a competitive economy. Consequently, the EU has 

to employ all the possible means to shorten the difference between these two terms. 

 

The production, transport, and use of energy have particular place in the enlargement process. 

The conventional and the nuclear power plants are major concerns for the environment and the 

public health. At the same time, they are important economic assets. The conventional production 

of energy contributes to the air and water pollution, to the accumulation of hazardous waste, to 

the soil degradation. Upgrading and building of new power plants though, is a great opportunity 

for Europe to decrease its CO2 emissions. The safety of nuclear energy is always a concern, 

especially when the EU has no competence in this field. Nevertheless, during the negotiations for 

membership, the EU uses its bargaining power to agree the closures of unsafe nuclear reactors in 

the candidate countries. Early closure of nuclear reactors, however, means a great loss for the 

countries, as it perturbs their energy balance and is related with important financial expenses, 

both of which slow the economic development. The EU has to develop comprehensive financial, 

expert and technical assistance in order to achieve the goals of environmental protection, public 

safety and economic prosperity. 

 

The European Union and the applicant countries from Central and Eastern Europe have to 

employ all possible human and capital resources to go through the difficult but rewarding way to 

sustainable development. United efforts and understanding are the necessary conditions, which 

will lead to safe and prosperous future of Europe. 
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ANNEX 1: Environmental challenges 

 

This table summarises the state of approximation of EU environmental legislation in CEEC as presented in the Regular Reports from the 

Commission on Progress towards Accession by each of the candidate countries from July 1997, November 1998 and October 1999 

 
 Bulgaria The Czech 

Republic 

Estonia Hungary Latvia Lithuania Poland Romania Slovakia Slovenia 

Opinion July 1997 

conformity with the acquis 

medium term medium term medium term medium term medium term medium term medium term medium to long 

term 

medium term medium term 

Full transposition of the acquis long term long term long term very long term long term long term long term very long term long to very long 

term 

long term 

Opinion November 1998 

 

might take 

longer 

slowing down continue the 

efforts 

slowing down efforts still 

needed 

major efforts 

needed 

no significant 

progress 

little progress modest progress some progress 

is made 

Opinion October 1999 additional 

efforts 

very limited 

progress 

need to speed 

up 

limited 

progress 

progress should 

continue 

good progress limited 

progress 

very low level 

of 

approximation 

limited progress efforts should 

continue 

EIA: Environmental impact 

assessment 

+/-* - +/- - + + - - - - 

Public access to environmental 

information 

-    + + - - + - 

Integration of environment into 

other sectors 

-  +/-  +/- +/-   - - 

Noise +/- - +/- -  + -  - +/- 

           

Air quality + + + +/- + +/- +/- - + +/- 

Emissions from motor vehicles, 

lead content of petrol 

-  + +     +  

Ozone depleting substances   +    +/-  +  

Urban waste water treatment - - - - -  +/-    

Water quality +/- - +/-  + +/- +/- - - +/- 

Nitrates   +   + +/-    

                                                 
*
 + good progress, high level of approximation 

   +/- some progress is made, but further efforts are needed to align the legislation 

   - there is no progress in this field 
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 Bulgaria The Czech 

Republic 

Estonia Hungary Latvia Lithuania Poland Romania Slovakia Slovenia 

Waste management + - + - +/- + - - +/- +/- 

Hazardous waste management  - +   +/- +/-    

IPPC: Integrated pollution 

prevention and control 

- - +/- + +/- +/- - - - +/- 

Risk management (Seveso II) -  - -   - - - - 

Chemicals - + +/- + +/- + +/- - - - 

GMOs: Genetically modified 

organisms 

  - +/-  +/- +/- -  - 

Eco-labelling, EMAS: Eco-

management and audit scheme 

   +  +     

Nature protection +/- - - + - +/-   +/- +/- 

Administrative structure, 

capacity of implementation and 

enforcement 

- - - - - - - - - - 

Overall environmental and 

sectoral strategies 

+/- - +/- +/- +/- +/- - - - - 

Identification and starting of 

investment projects 

- - - - +/- +/- - - - - 

Compliance costing €5,8-8,4b for 

full compliance 

€113m for 5 

years 

€2,21b until 

2010 for full 

compliance 

€98m for 3 

years 

€1,2b until 

2015 for full 

compliance 

€305-742m 

private costs 

€1b for full 

compliance 

€30b for full 

compliance 

  €720m for 15 

years 

Environmental spending as 

percentage of GDP 

1,3%      1,7%  0.24%  

Conclusion: Efforts should 

continue and 

speed up 

Efforts are 

not sufficient 

Well on the 

road 

Efforts should 

be strengthen 

Well on the 

road 

Well on the 

road 

Needs 

acceleration 

Serious 

acceleration 

needed 

More emphasis 

on environment 

needed 

More 

attention to 

some sectors is 

needed 
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ANNEX 2: Energy challenges 

 

This table summarises the state of approximation of EU energy legislation and the nuclear power capacity in CEEC as presented in the Regular 

Reports from the Commission on Progress towards Accession by each of the candidate countries 

 
 Bulgaria The Czech 

Republic 

Estonia Hungary Latvia Lithuania Poland Romania Slovakia Slovenia 

Nuclear reactors 

* the years when the reactors 

are commissioned are shown 

in brackets 

Kozloduy 

4 VVER 440/230 

1-2 units 

(1974,1975)  to be 

closed in 2003; 

Closure of  3-4 

units (1981, 82) to 

be agreed in 2002; 

2 VVER 1000 

(1988, 1993) 

Dukovany 

4 VVER 

440/213 

(1985,1986, 

1987) 

Paldiski 

training sector 

to be 

decommissio

ned soon 

Paks 

4 VVER 

440/213 

(1983,1984, 

1986,1987) 

Salaspis  

research 

reactor closed 

down in 1998 

Ignalina 

2 RBMK 1500 

(1985, 1987) 

to be closed in 

2005 and 2009 

Swierk 

research 

reactor 

(1957,1975) 

Cernavoda 

1 CANDU 

(1996) 

1 under 

construction 

Bohunice 

2 VVER 

440/230 

(1979,1981) to 

be closed in 

2006, 2008; 

 

2 VVER 

440/213, 

(1985, 87) 

Krsko 

1 PWR-664 

(1983) to be 

closed in 2023 

 Belene 

VVER 1000 

construction has 

been stopped after 

1989 

Temelin 

2 VVER 1000 

(2000, 2001) 

Sillamae 

uranium 

enrichment  

factory 

 

    Magurele 

research 

reactor 

Mochovice 

2 VVER 

440/213 

(1998, 99) 

 

2 VVER 

440/213 

planned 

Podgorica 

reactor centre 

Installed nuclear power 

(MWE) 

3760 3760 - 1760 - 3000 - 700 2640 664 

Nuclear power in electricity 

production 

44% 20% 0% 40% 0% 77% 0% 10% 44% 38% 

Oil 0%  98%        

Coal 42%      80%    

Gas 7%          

Hydro 4%          

Renewables 3%          
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Kyoto Protocol GHG 

emissions limitations for year 

2010, base year 1990 

-8% -8% -8% -6% -8% -8% -6% -8% -8% -8% 

 Bulgaria The Czech 

Republic 

Estonia Hungary Latvia Lithuania Poland Romania Slovakia Slovenia 

Administrative and regulatory 

capacity 

-* -   - -   -  

Internal markets: electricity 

and gas directives: adjusting 

of monopolies, access to 

networks, eliminating price 

distortions 

- - - - - - - - - - 

State interventions -  - -  - - - - - 

Crises management: 90 days 

oil supply 

- - -  - - - - - - 

Transparency - - -   -     

           

Energy efficiency - - - - -  - - - - 

Labelling requirements   -     +   

           

Restructuring of the solid fuel 

sector 

- -         

           

Nuclear safety and radiation 

protection 

+/- +/-  +/- +/- +/- -  - - 

Strengthening of nuclear 

safety authority 

- -  -       

Management of spent fuel 

and nuclear waste 

- -  - - - -  - - 

Information of the public and 

emergency preparedness 

 -         

Remediation of sites 

contaminated by uranium 

mining activities 

- -         

                                                 
*
 + good progress, high level of approximation 

   +/- some progress is made, but further efforts are needed to align the legislation 

    - there is no progress in this field 
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