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Studies carried out by Lithuanian 
Hydropower Association for the 

Lithuanian Ministry of Environment  

• Regulation  on Environmental Flow, 1996
• Preparation of the National Strategy for  Water  

Resources Management and Protection by 2005, 
1999

• Establishment  of the Programme  for  the 
protection and sustainable use of the lower  
Nemunas r iver  and Curonian lagoon, 2001

• Specifications for  fish pass construction , 2003
• Standards for  Hydrological calculations and 

Flood defense (ongoing study)
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in Latvia



SHP capacity and electr icity production for  1990-2002 
in L ithuania
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Latvian Ministry of Environmental Protection 
and Regional Development, Latvian Fishery 
Board elaborated the list of the rivers (214 
r ivers), where building of new hydropower 
plants will be prohibited forever (approved by the 
Cabinet of the Ministers on 15 January, 2002. Ministry of 
Economy was in opposition)

Latvia



Theorder of MoE:  No 27/3 D-13 of 16
January 2003 m. regarding Protected 

Fish

147 watercourses are concerned
(some 90% small and medium r ivers attractive for  SHP 

construction)

…. I t is forbidden to construct new SHP 
and reconstruction of  obsolete SHP, old 
water  mils …….

Lithuania



Protected r ivers (beforeMoE Order  entered into force, 
2002)



Lithuanian r ivers exempted from 
damming/hydropower  development  (MoE order  

No 27/3 D-13 of 16 January 2003) 



…. Any obstacle existing in r iver   
bed must be removed… (including 
beaver  dams)









Is  this dam destroying landscape   and 
r iver  ecosystems?? 



Amendment of Ar ticle 14  of National Water  
Law: 

L ithuanian  Par liament, March 2004

…. I t is forbidden to construct dams on the 
Nemunas r iver  and other  valuable watercourses 
from ecological and cultural point of view.

A list of ecologically and culturally  valuable 
watercourses shall be  approved by the Government 
of Lithuania



Ministry of Environment and Ministry of Culture 
are charged to elaborate this list before 31 May 
2004

Draft List contains 159 watercourses:

Nemunas, Neris, Sventoji, Merkys, Dubysa, Jura, 
Sesupe, Musa, Levuo, Jura, Venta, Nemunelis, 
Minija, Nevezis ( 30km) and others) 



Lithuanian Minister  of Environment:

(quotations from newspapers) 

L ithuania is low laying country, … hydropower  
development cannot be realised without flooding 
large areas of  land  and forest, causing obstacles for  
migrating fish, violating hydrological regime of 
streams….

We propose to build SHP on existing dams… (only 
uneconomical ones are left!!) We are against the new 
impoundments…. This is not a fancy of L ithuanian 
environmentalists…



Dams are being removed in France, 
Sweden, Denmark, USA…. In the former  
country a large number has been 
constructed and nowadays a large 
number has been removed – 465, 
thousands of them are foreseen to be 
demolished (Note: last century was 
removed less than 1% of total number in 
the USA)

Ponds trash landscape, heavy metals are 
accumulated…. dams prevent water  
tour ism…..



…I am not water  power 
development enemy, but we all 
together  must comply with the 
requirements of the EU Water  
Framework Directive (WFD)…

Note: WFD does not forbid the development 
of small hydropower…..



Legal basis

National Water  Law, 2003 (renewed according to the 

requirements of the  EU Water Framework Directive)

Natura 2000(Network of protected areas in the EU
covering fragile and valuable natural habitats and species 
of particular importance for the conservation of biological 
diversity)

Bern convention, 1989 (Convention on the 
Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats) 

Habitat Directive, 1992 (Conservation of natural 
habitats and of wild fauna and flora)



What small hydropower
developers desire ?

• Enlargement of exempted rivers from damming  
(including SHP construction) has to be based on real 
scientific data. The packages of forbidden rivers 
should be avoided. 
• EIA (Environment Impact Assessment)  procedure 
is the first main indicator to identify real SHP 
impact. 
•The EU Habitat Directive allows to carry out EIA 
even in the protected areas. This statement has been 
ignored when Lithuanian Law on Protected areas 
was approximated with. 



Latvia, Estonia
“Enlargement may be doing no favours for nature, 
according to the World Wildlife Fund. It says that 
new member states may not be doing what they 
should to extend the European "Natura2000" 
network of protection areas.
A report compiled by WWF says potential Natura
2000 sites are threatened in all candidate countries. 
In Latvia and Estonia, the multiplication of small 
hydropower  stations will disturb r iver  basin 
management and threaten protected species and 
impor tant habitats…… “

Source: Enlargement Weekly - 28 January 2003



“ …..Expressed concern about an invasion 
of small hydropower stations…”

Workshop organised by  Baltic Environmental 
Forum on “Developments regarding use of RES in 
the Baltic states” , 16 June, 2003, Sigulda, Latvia. 



27 member organizations (secretariat: Upsala, SWEDEN)

CCB Priority Areas:

Small Hydro-power plants (SHPs) and 
river ecosystem protection

CCB has in year 2001 identified the upcoming threats from 
planned constructions of hydro-electric power stations and 
dams. The aggregated impact of such activities in many 
Baltic Sea Region countries compose a region-wide threat 
to valuable river eco-systems in the Baltic Sea Region and 
its biodiversity. 

Only LITHUANIA having one of the smallest  SHP 
potential in the region has been identified there. 



Hazards for the 
Baltic Sea Region…

Estonia

Finland

Sweden

Germany

Poland

Russia

Denmark

Latvia

Lithuania



Hazards for  the Baltic Sea Region 
(Red spots)

Lithuania

1. Plans for  many new small hydro-electr ic 
power  stations in small r ivers, ……that will 
destroy landscape and r iver  ecosystems  
(Dam height 2-5 m!!!!!!)

2. Butingeoil terminal. 



Latvia  (Red spots)

1. Violation of coastal zone protection 
legislation.

2. Plan for a large hydro-electric power 
station in the Daugava river

Estonia (Red spots)

1. Planned Undva deep sea port for cruise 
and Ro-Ro ships.
2. Sillamae radioactive tailing pond



Sweden (Red spots)

1) Plan for a second big air -por t in the Stockholm 
region,

2) Trawling of Baltic her r ing, 

Russia, Kaliningrad Region (Red spots)

1.Waste water  dumping in Pregolya r iver  and 
absence of water  treatment installations 

2. Oil exploration, LUKOIL oil terminal



Small hydropower  potential due to 
environmental constraints (L ithuania)
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Collision between EU legislation  
systems: Environment  (water ) 
protection and RES development

Goals are the same: –Protect Environment

� River  ecosystems

� Reduce  GHG emissions &  other  
emissions into atmosphere



HYDROPOWER
DEVELOPMENT

Water  Framework Directive, Habitat Directive  
Bern, HELCOM Conventions, NATURA 2000 

etc),

RES White paper , RES-E  Directive

Kyoto protocol etc.



CONCLUSIONS 

1. The well- structured system of protected areas was 
introduced in the Baltic countr ies before the Wor ld 
War I I . Protected areas currently occupy from 12 to 
16% of the whole  ter r itory.  Existing  within these 
ter r itor ies protected r ivers and their  reaches have been 
excluded from damming and other  kind of economical 
activity. 



2. The number of  protected watercourses increased at 
least 5 to 8 times when their  supplementary list  have 
entered into force. I ts  enactment  has been made 
without real scientific data,  referr ing mainly to the EU 
environmental legislation  (Habitat Directive, Bern 
convention, NATURA 2000 ect.) which has been 
transposed into national legislation (before 
transposition of  the  Water  Framework Directive)  and  
on the basis of emotional pressure expressed by 
international green organizations (NGO’s) to the 
Latvian and L ithuanian Governments.  



3. The list of  “ forbidden” r ivers   results in disastrous 
effects for  the future of SHP development. For  instance, 
in L ithuania   SHP economically feasible potential 
(taking into account environmental restr ictions) has 
been diminished from 14% to 6%. While in the EU 
Members States its average value is 20-30% of the 
natural potential (the lowest one in Germany –15%). 



4. The list of preconceived prohibition of the 
watercourses from damming cannot be justified 
(except str ict nature reserves, ichtyolological, 
hydrographical and other  reserves).  The main and 
objective cr iter ia to provide the author ization to 
proceed or  not proceed with SHP construction is EIA 
procedure, which in the Baltic countr ies is in line with 
respective EU environmental legislation. However  
some ecologists do not trust to the transparency of 
EIA procedure, and are  reluctant to see the 
mitigation measures related to fish passes
constructions.  The L ithuanian Ministry of 
Environment is completely against any new dam 
construction or  rebuilding (even small one). 



Thank you for attention !
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