Comments provided by Green Home and WWF Mediterranean
Programme to the “Strategic Environmental Impact Assessment for
Detailed Spatial Plan for Hydro Projects (HPPs) on the Moraca
River”

FINAL, 13" April 2010

Preamble

WWF and Green Home welcome the endeavour put in the preparation of the SEA whose
scope is challenging. We believe that the SEA is a crucial step in the process of a programme
development which can highlight areas of improvement, key for a successful and fair
decision making process.

It is remarkable that the SEA adopts a basin approach, attempting an analysis of the
downstream impacts. The SEA has highlighted some important shortcomings which we
believe require attention. In the following text we have grouped our comments according to
key areas.

We hope that these comments will contribute in a constructive way to improve the decision
making process.

Comments

Scope of the Detailed Spatial Plan and of the SEA

1. The objective of the SEA is not clear as it aims at assessing a Detailed Spatial Plan
(DSP) but apparently only information on the four HPPs was provided, making the
assessment of an entire spatial plan unfeasible.

2. Eleven dams appear in the Detailed Spatial Plan (DSP) but they were not mentioned
neither in the recently approved National Energy Strategy nor in the National Spatial



Plan. As stated in the SEA, a decision to build those dams has yet to be made so it is
not clear why they are part of the DSP. The SEA remarks in fact that insufficient data
is provided hence they should be fully removed from the DSP. A thorough process to
evaluate the need and feasibility of such a plan should be initiated apart from the
four assessed dams;

3. In the National Energy Strategy it is stated that the profitability of the four HPPs is
linked to water diversion from Tara River still the government has committed not to
divert water from Tara. The SEA should state clearly if the project if profitable
without Tara diversion.

Compliance with legal framework

4. The Espoo Convention is mentioned in chapter 9 p. 141. As stated in article 3 of the
Espoo Convention Albania should have been notified of the potential trans-boundary
effects before the consultation with the public in Montenegro. It is not clearly
explained in the SEA whether Montenegro has complied with this requirement and
started already the dialogue with Albania, this should be clarified in the SEA;

5. The risk of non compliance with international conventions, namely Ramsar
Convention, would the four HPPs be constructed, is mentioned in the SEA (p. 112,
115, 138). Nevertheless the concrete cnnsequendes of the non compliance are not
discussed;

6. The risk of non compliance with the Bern Convention due to flooding and disruption
of Emerald sites is missing;

7. Based on the EU legislation’s analysis reported in table 5.1 (p. 94) the project is not
currently in compliance with several EU legislations, namely the Water Framework
Directive, the Habitat and Birds Directive, the Environmental Liability Directive. The
consequences of this non compliance would be extremely costly in an EU country.
Montenegro, according to the Stabilisation and Association Agreement signed with
the EU in 15™ March 2007 should start taking concrete steps towards the compliance
with EU legislation. The SEA should detail more clearly whether the project would be
in compliance or not with the various EU legislation and if not what are the steps
needed to comply.

Economic viability

8. The socio economic benefits described are not substantiated by figures and reliable
analysis. Furthermore it is remarked by the SEA that the figure of 4000 as expected
additional employment due to the HPPs, does not sound realistic (p. 153). The SEA



conclusions on the beneficial effects are hence not based on a substantial production
of facts and figures. The SEA should recommend more careful analyses and data
before concluding that the project will have a net socio economic beneficial impact
and not draw conclusions if data is lacking;

9. The SEA states (p. 117) that with the four HPPs Montenegro will become a net

10.

exporter. Nevertheless the National Energy Strategy states that Montenegro
currently imports 1706 GWh while Mora¢a dams will produce approximately 700
GWh/year, hence an additional 1000 GWh will be needed to be produced to become
a net exporter. The argument of becoming a net exporter is also used to show the
beneficial effect on a geopalitical point of view, but the conclusion seems to be based
on the wrong statement that the country will become a net exporter. The SEA should
substantiate with reliable and solid data {e.g. providing average values over the last
decade rather than data for one year only) the argument of becoming a net exporter
or, if data is missing, delete that sentence;

The SEA does not address whether there is a proof of economic su stainability for the
four HPPs, in fact no cost benefit analysis is provided.

Technical issues

11.

12.

13.

The document refers to the need of maintaining 10% of the mean average flow in the
river (e.g., p. 9) . Nevertheless the concept of minimum flow is obsolete. It is widely
recognized that ecosystems require a variation of flow, seasonally and occasio nally.
The SEA should recommend evaluating what are the ecological needs of the river
ecosystems to assess the “environmental flow” (and not the minimum flow) to be
maintained and the associated variation of flow. Hence the term “minimum flow”
throughout the entire SEA document should be replaced with “environmental flow”;
The analyses of the impact on the ecology of the DSP area are questionable in some
points of the SEA. The statement that “the reduced flow in winter and the increased
flow during summer are not believed to have significant negative effects based on
current knowledge” (p.90) breaks any common sense in ecology. The existing
ecosystems are due to the current flow and a variation of that flow will have a
negative impact on the balance reached in centuries of natural flow;

The erosion expected in Andrjievo due to the fluctuation of 75 m makes the reservoir
not suitable for tourism or recreational activities, which is in conflict with the
multipurpose objectives set in the DSP as correctly mentioned in the SEA (p.153).
Aithough Andrjievo reservair has been said not to be meant as a multipurpose dam,
during the consultation process a video showed an animation where many facilities
were built in Andrjievo reservoir. The SEA should recommend not to plan



multipurpose dams which are a wery risky objective to achieve as frequently
demaonstrated around the warld,

14.The SEA states that the Upper Morafa river will not Influence majorly the water
fluctuation of Skadar lake. Nevertheless the arguments used to draw this conclusion
are based on one year flow data of the Drin system (p. 55). It is very risky to draw
conclusions an such a small data set. Furthermore it Is stated that a correlation
coefficient (R*) of 0,66 (p.54) is relatively poor but this is not correct as a coefficient
> 0,5 shows that a correlation ewists.

15. Although at p. 65 it is stated that the lack of hydrological data impedes drawing
conclusions at p. 83 it is concluded that the water fluctuation depends on Drim river
system. This is a serious inconsistency that should be corrected avoiding making
conclusions,

16.5ame as above. Although it is frequently stated that there is a lack of data the
following sentence at p. 55 makes firm conclusions “There is an additional
explanation to the low correlation between Skadar water levels and river Marada
flow, and that is that the water levels in Skadar lake are influenced by the water flow
in the Drim system”, This inconsistency should be corrected.

17. Graph 4-2 at p. 88 is misleading as it seems to show the water fluctuation of Skadar
lake with or witheut dams, while apparently no simulation of water fluctuation after
the dams construction was performed.

18, Knefevit {2009)" has reported that after the construction of Eierze dam in Albania the
hydrological connection between Skadar and Drin system has drastically dropped,
this needs to be clarified as it is in contradiction with the previously mentioned
points.

19, There is no mention to how the temperature of the water will be affected by the
presence of the four hydropower plants and this has a huge impact on the ecology of
a lake, The SEA should evaluate it

20. The lack of sediments transported (since trapped in the reservoirs) will have a huge
impact on the hydro-momphology of the Morafa  inflow into Skadar Lake. The
ecclagical implication of this disruption is expected to be very high but it has not
been mentioned nor discussed in the SEA:

21. The high flood peaks in Skadar lake are a key phenamenan far the ecology of Skadar
lake, The SEA should recommend to maintain these peaks if the dams will be
eventually constructed.



22. The study does not address that the dams will interrupt the connection between the
fish populations and their spawning ground. The mitigation measures proposed for
this problem are ineffective. One of the few mitigation measures that may be
effective is to catch fish by electrocution, to reproduce them in hatcheries to them
release the newhoms at the appropriate time of the year in the appropriate place {to
be defined by fish experts),

23, At p. 90 the following sentence appears “.the zone of potential landslide near
Djudjevine in the Andrjevo zone of inundation remains a potential issue”. The
solution to this risk proposed by the SEA cannot be accepted as a serious and valid
ohe. It s in fact foreseen that further investigations will be done before choosing the
concessionaires or, if this won't be possible, by the concessionaire itself. It Is very
hard to understand how an investor would be interested in winning a tender far a
project which bears such a risk of unfeasibility or eventually high cost to fix the
problem.

24. The mitigation measures proposed in soma cases are not effective since the result of
the four HPPs will be: i) the loss of two Emerald sites without any room for
mitigation; i) the loss of endemic trout since the height of Andrjievo dam makes any
fish pass device ineffective; iil) the lass of breeding sites of protected birds since the
canyon (breeding habitat) will be flooded; v} the loss of breeding sites for carp in
Skadar lake since the water fluctuation with be affected and no mitigation measure
has been proposed at this aim.

5. Plants nursery are proposed to mitigate the loss of plants. This is a very challenging
operation hence the SEA should mention which plant species should be planted in
the nursery, where they will be nursed and where they will be transplanted,
otherwise It Is an ineffective measure since some species cannot survive this type of
treatment.

28. The ecosystem services provided by the river system are never mentioned. There is a
growing interest and attention around the world to the services and goods provided
by nature as piflar of sustainable development. A recent publication published by the
Waorld Bank Group “Integrating environmental Flows into Hydropower Dam Planning,
Design, and Operations” (2003)° stresses the need to adopt mitigation measures (e.g.
environmental flow) to minimize the loss of those services. The SEA should mention
the services provided by the river system and address how those services will be
impacted by the construetion of the four dams and which mitigations measures
should be ensured.

27.0ne of the most effective mitigation measures is missing, securing environmental
flow. The SEA should stress that this measure should be mandatory.
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In the argumentation of the varlous issues the lack of data is often highlighted as a
main constraint which prevents making conclusions, nevertheless in the summaries
thiz uncertainty is not given weight and the conclusions forget the uncertainty,
making firm statements (e.g., p. 88). This Inconsistency must be corrected
throughout the entire document.

It is mentioned in various places that the DSF lacks to address how to concretely put
in place mitigation measures (p.90) and that a more in depth analysis should be
rmade to evaluate the cost of the mitigation measures (p. 153). The SEA should hence
recommend putting on hold the tendering process unless those uncertainties are
clarified.

It is often admitted that data and knowledge are Insufficient to predict impact and
effects, (p. 39, 87, B3, AB-6, ). The precautionary principle required by the EU SEA is
often mentioned in the text but then omitted in the conclusions.

The SEA states that with the current level of information and knowledge the
consequences of the planned dams for the water levels of Skadar Lake are not
predictable. According to the EU SEA Directive all steps should be based on a
precautionary principle hence if the consequences are not foreseeable no risk should
be taken.

Mery often the source of the data is not guoted, hampering the reliability of the

information provided. The SEA concludes that mitigation and mianitoring (p.153)
should be finalized fimproved through the ElA during the design phase of the project.
Mevertheless this assumes that effective mitigation measures are feasible. It is not
clear what the scenaric would be if additional studies will prove that mitigation
measures are unfeasible. Such an investigation should be run well before designing
the project.

The SEA Report does not provide any information on the consultations carried out to
prepare the SEA and eventually their results. It s also not mentioned which type of
dialogue was carried out with the team preparing the Detalled Spatial Plan,

.The way benefits are evaluated is not clear, the methodology ks unclear as

conclusions on the positive benefits are made without arguments that prove that the
benefits overrun the impacts and losses,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report evaluates the quality of the Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) carried out for the Detailed Spatial Plan for Hydro Power Projects
{(HPPs) on the Moraca River (hereinafter “SEA DSP”) with special focus on
the quality of the SEA DSP Report (draft final version, January 2010,
prepared by COWI).

Based on the detailed evaluation of the SEA Report in chapters 3 and 4 the
following main reservations to the SEA Report can be made:

The SEA Report focuses solely on evaluation of 4 hydro power plants
{HPPs) constituting the core part of the DSP, while omitting to address
possible impacts of associated activities indicated in the DSP,

There is a lack of clarity in the description of the content of DSP and
especially in the specification of the very subject of the SEA. It is
obvious from the SEA Report that the DSP includes not only 4 HPPs,
but also other proposals — especially 11 upper catchment water
reservoirs, tourism development, transport and energy
infrastructure, waste management relevant infrastructure etc. It can
be stated that implementation of these development activities will
significantly affect environmental, social and economic issues — but
these impacts are not properly analysed in the SEA Report. SEA is
supposed to evaluate effects of the whole plan, not only to be
focused on selected —even if very important — activities.

Past trends, and their key drivers in particular are not appropriately
analysed which results in poor estimations of the possible future
development.

The SEA Report provides information on the existing state of
environment as well as on the current status in the socic-econemic area;
however several important issues are not addressed in the appropriate
detail — especially human health and energy supply. The SEA shall also
analyse in more detail the past trends and their key drivers — such
analysis then can provide a robust basis for estimation of future
development if the DSP is not implemented (to be compared with the
potential development with implementation of the DSP). The SEA Report
briefly mentions the possible future development if the DSP is not
implemented, but it is not fully clear what has been taken as a basis
for prediction of the future development.

The effects to the population and human health are not appropriately
addressed.
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The SEA Report states there will be significant effects to the population
resulting from the construction of 4 HPPs (direct effects include loss of
approximately 250 buildings, stress from resettlement etc, while
indirect effects are related e.g. to the changes in agriculture and fishery),
but these effects shall be analyzed and where possible supported by the
quantitative data. While the SEA Report claims “HPP Andrijevo will
cause loss of more than 200 buildings”, the overall effects to the
population and health are evaluated as “beneficial” and the SEA
Report does not provide clear explanation how the adverse effects
resulting from the inundation of houses will be prevailed by positive
effects.

The SEA report does not consider the other potential risks to the
human health which might result e.g. from water contamination in
Zlatica reservoir (caused by landfilling as it is mentioned in Chapter 2
of the SEA Report), which is supposed to provide the water supply
source for Podgorica.

Some statements in the SEA Report are not convincingly justified and
supported by facts and data.

This is mainly related to the positive effects to economic development
and social issues, which are overall evaluated as positive and beneficial
though they are not satisfactorily substantiated, especially in
comparison with anticipated effects to the biodiversity. This result in the
SEA Report which tends to adopt a very optimistic perspective regarding
the positive effects of the planned development to the economic and
social issues.

Insufficient communication between the SEA and the DSP teams.

The international good SEA practice shows that the efficiency of the
assessment strongly depends on mutual communication between the
SEA team and planners i.e. team preparing the plan. If it is not properly
ensured, the probability that the recommendations and results delivered
by SEA will be considered in the plan (and later in the decision-making
process) is very low.

Although the SEA Report does not provide any details regarding the
interactions between the SEA and the DSP preparation, several
statements in the SEA Report indicate there was only very limited or no
communication with planners during the preparation of the SEA Report
{e.g. the SEA Report raises the questions to the content of the DSP,
which could be easily clarified by discussion with the team preparing the
DSP).

The SEA Report does not result in any recommendations and
suggestions towards the DSP content.

11



The SEA Report identifies several significant effects resulting from the
construction of 4 HPPs, but at the same time it does not suggest any
recommendations towards the DSP. The SEA Report even does not
indicate whether recommendations focused on the DSP implementation
(e.g. mitigation and monitoring plans) were discussed with the DSP team
and whether (and how) they have been taken into account in the current
DSP draft.

The SEA Report does not provide clear guidance on mitigation of the
potential adverse effects.

Both mitigation and compensation measures described in the SEA
Report shall be elaborated in more detail or the SEA Report shall require
that these measures to be elaborated by the DSP. Especially the
mitigation measures related to the biodiversity and population, most
probably, cannot ensure sufficient mitigation of the adverse effects
caused by construction of 4 HPPs.

The SEA Report does not provide any information on the consultations
and their resuits.

The consultations with the relevant authorities (environmental and
health) and the public is an essential aspect of SEA. It shall be clearly
stated in the SEA Report whether any consultations have been carried
out — at least the SEA Report shall mention how the requirements of the
national legislation {Law on SEA No. 80/05) regarding the consultation
with the competent authorities have been fulfilled (Art. 10 and Art. 12).

12
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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The project was commissioned by the WWF Mediterranean Programme
and Green Home and aims to provide an expert opinion on the SEA carried
out for the Detailed Spatial Plan for Hydro Power Projects (HPPs) on the
Morata River (hereinafter “SEA DSP”).

As defined by the ToR for the project the objectives are (i) To assess the
compliance of the SEA DSP with national laws and EU requirements; (i) To
assess the methodological approach and the analytical and evaluation
methods used in the preparation of the SEA DSP.

The review shall include following activities:

i.  Toread and analyse the SEA report, summarize information on the SEA
process and analyze the relevant national legislation;

ii. To produce conclusions on i} the compliance of the SEA report content
and structure and SEA process with national and EU legislation ii)
appropriateness of the methodological approach and tools used in the
SEA report, iii) the correctness of the alternative options assessment,
iv) the efficacy of the mitigation measures proposed;

iii. To produce a list of questions regarding the quality of the SEA process
to pose during the consultation process of the SEA;

iv. To make conclusions on the quality of the SEA report and the SEA
process.

The review was prepared by the team composed of Martin Smutny, Michal
Musil and Jiri Dusik.

SUBJECT OF THE REVIEW
The subject of the review was the Strategic Environmental Impact

Assessment for Detailed Spatial Plan for Hydro Power Projects (HPPs) on the
Morata River, Drat Final Report, January 2010, prepared by COWI.

13
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METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

The review is based on the set of questions’, which were developed by the
Institute for Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA, UK, see
www.lema.net for further details) and is widely used for similar reviews.

In addition, questions related to the consultation process taken from SEA
Guide UK® (Appendix 9 Quality Assurance checklist) were used to review the
SEA process.

The structure of the SEA DSP report has been compared with the structure
stipulated by the EU SEA Directive’ and UNECE SEA Protocol’ as well as by
the Montenegrin SEA Law®.

Also the procedural aspects of the SEA process have been evaluated
considering the requirements of the legal documents listed above.

14



3 REVIEW OF SEA DSP REPORT

317 LEGAL FRAMEWORK

In this section, the compliance of the SEA Report's structure with the
essential formal provisions of the relevant legislation is verified in short.

Table 1 Compliance with the SEA DSP Report structure with the SEA report structure

1. The contents and the main objectives | Chapter 2 provides list of DSP objectives,
of the plan or programme and its link | indicates construction of four hydro plants
with other plans or programmes. and assoclated investments. The list of
plans and programs taken into
consideration during the DSP preparation is
provided.

2. The relevant aspects of the current | Chapter 3 provides overview of the current
state of the environment, including | state of the environment. Estimation of
health, and the likely evolution thereof | future trends should the DSP not be
should the plan or programme not be | implemented is not provided within the
implemented. baseline analysis, however this is partially
addressed in the Part 2 Chapter 8 within
the analysis of alternatives (Do Nothing
Option).

3. The characteristics of the | Chapter 4 specifies areas to be significantly
environment, including health, in areas | effected by the DSP implementation and
likely to be significantly affected. indicates risks associated with the planned
development.

4, The environmental, including health, | Chapter 4 identifles key environmental
problems which are relevant to the plan | problems for individual environmental
or programme. aspects/topics resulting from the planned
development.

5. The environmental, including health, | The overview of relevant national and
objectives established at international, | international legislation and applicable
national and other levels which are{environmental policy documents s
relevant to the plan or programme, and | provided in Chapter 5 and Annex 5. This
the ways in which these objectives and | served as a basis for drawing a set of
other environmental, including health, | Sustainability Criteria and SEA Objectives as
considerations have been taken into | outlined in Chapter 6. Annex 5 further
account during its preparation. provides the evaluation of coherence
between the DSP goals and objectives of
the selected most relevant National

15



Strategies.

6. The likely significant environmental,
including health, effects®/ as defined in
article 2, paragraph 7.

Chapter 6 describes impacts of DSP core
investments (4 hydro plants}) both
individually and overall. No separate
section for discussion of cumulative impacts
is provided, though the importance of
cumulative effects is recognized and
addressed throughout the assessment.

7. Measures to prevent reduce or
mitigate any significant adverse effects
on the environment, including health,

which may result from the
implementation of the plan or
programme.

Mitigation and optimisation measures are
summarized in Part 2 Chapter 7. Besides,
various mitigation measures are
inconsistently mentioned throughout the
whole document.

8. An outline of the reasons for
selecting the alternatives dealt with and
a description of how the assessment
was undertaken including difficulties
encountered in providing  the

information to be included such as
technical deficiencies or lack of
knowledge.

Part 2 Chapter 8 provides reasoning for not
including any functional alternatives
besides the “Do Nothing Option”. A
comparison of Do Nothing Option with the
DSP proposed development is discussed.
The information on assessment
methodology and overall SEA approach is
provided at several points in the SEA
documentation, namely in Chapter 2, and
Annex 6. Information on data deficiencies
and lack of knowledge are acknowledged
thraughout the documentation (particularly
in analytical section) at relevant points,
however no specific section on this matter
is introduced.

9. Measures envisaged for monitoring
environmental, including health, effects
of the implementation of the plan or
programme.

Basic outline of the overall arrangement for
the monitoring is provided in Chapter 10,
No specific indicators are provided, instead,
a complex set of monitoring activities is
put forth.

10. The likely significant transboundary
environmental, including health,
effects.

Specific chapter {Chapter 10) is dedicated
to the outline of potential transboundary
impacts, summing up the key concerns with
transboundary dimension identified in
Chapter 6, and indicating the need for
further cooperation with Albania. No formal
steps towards a transboundary SEA process
are indicated.

11. A non-technical summary of the
information provided.

Conclusions and Recommendations are
provided is Chapter 11. In addition, the core
SEA outcomes are presented in the form of
extensive Executive Summary in the

16




Table 2

beginning of the SEA Documentation. —I

Compliance with the SEA DSP Report structure with the SEA report structure
stipulated by the Law on Strategic Impact Assessment of the Republic of

Montenegro

SEADSPReport |

main

objectives of
programme and their relation with
other plans and programmes.

the plan or

Chapter 2 provides list of DSP objectives,
indicates construction of four hydro plants
and associated investments. The list of
plans and  programs taken into
consideration during the DSP preparation is
provided.

2. Description of the existing
environmental status and its possible
development in case that the plan or
programme is not realised.

Chapter 3 provides overview of the current
state of the environment. Estimation of
future trends should the DSP not be
implemented is not provided within the
baseline analysis, however this is partially
addressed in the Part 2 Chapter 8 within
the analysis of alternatives (Do Nothing
Option).

3. tdentification of areas likely to be
exposed to significant risk and
characteristics of the environment in
such areas.

Chapter 4 specifies areas to be significantly
effected by the DSP implementation and
indicates risks associated with the planned
development

4, The existing environment-related
problems in connection with the plan or
programme, including in particular
those relating to areas of special
significance for the environment, such
as wildlife habitats from the aspect of
their conservation, in  particular
protected areas, national parks or
coastal zone.

Chapter 4 identifiles key environmental
problems for individual envirenmental
aspects/topics resulting from the planned
development. Identification of relevant
areas of special significance for the
environment is provided in Chapter 3, and
further  discussed  throughout  the
documentation in context with
Identification of potential impacts of DSP
and proposed mitigation
(Chapter & and 7}

measures

5. General and specific objectives of
environmental protection set either at
the national or at the international level
that are of relevance for the plan or
programme and ways in which these
objectives as well as all other aspects of
relevance for the environment shall be
taken into consideration In the
preparation process.

The overview of relevant national and
international legislation and applicable
environmental policy documents containing
environmental objectives is provided in
Chapter 5 and Annex 5. This served as a
basis for drawing a set of Sustainability
Criteria and SEA Objectives as outlined in
Chapter 6. Annex 5 further provides the
evaluation of coherence between the DSP
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goals and objectives of the selected most
relevant national strategles.

6. Potential significant impacts on
public health and the environment,
including factors such as biological
diversity, population, fauna, flora, land,
water, air, climatic aspects, material
resources, cultural heritage, including

architectural and archaeological
heritage, landscape and relations
between these factors.

Chapter 6 describes impacts of DSP core
investments (4 hydro plants) both
individuzlly and overall. No separate
section for discussion of cumulative impacts
is provided, though the importance of
cumulative effects is recognized and
addressed throughout the assessment.

7. Measures envisaged to prevent,
mitigate or eliminate, to the highest
extent possible, any significant negative
impacts on the environment that can be
caused by the implementation of the
plan or programme.

Mitigation and optimisation measures are
summarized in Part 2 Chapter 7. Besides,
various mitigation measures are
inconsistently mentioned throughout the
whole document.

B. Outline of reasons used as the basis
for selection of alternatives that have
been taken into account and the
description of methods of assessment,
including potential difficulties that have
occurred during the formulation of the
required data (such as technical data or
absence of know-how).

Chapte:r g provides reasoning for not
Including any functional alternatives
besides the “Do Mothing Option”. A
comparison of Do Nothing Option with the
DSP proposed development is discussed.
The information on assessment
methodology and overall SEA approach is
provided at several points in the SEA
documentation, namely in Chapter 2, and
Annex 6. Information on data deficiencies
and lack of knowledge are acknowledged
throughout the documentation (particularly
in analytical section) at relevant points,
however no S-F.letfﬁl: section on this matter
is introduced.

9. Outline of potential
transhoundary  impacts
environment.

significant

an the

Specific chapter {Chapter 10) is dedicated
to the outline of potential transboundary
impacts, summing up the key concerns with
transboundary dimension identified in
Chapter 6, and indicating the need for
further cooperation with Albania. No formal
steps towards a transboundary SEA process
are indicated.

10. Description of the environmental
status manitoring programmes,
including human health, during the
implementation the plan
programme (monitoring).

of or

Basic outline of the overall arrangement for
the monitoring is provided in Chapter 10.
Mo specific indicators are provided, instead,
a complex set of monitoring activities is
put forth.

11. Conclusions that have been reached

Conclusions and Recommendations are
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during the elaboration of the SEA | provided is Chapter 11, In addition, the core
Report presented in the way | SEA outcomes are presented in the form of
understandable to public. extensive Executive Summary In the
beginning of the SEA Documentation.

summing up the review of the Report’s compliance with the formal legal
requirements, the SEA Report in its structure and thematic focus reflects
the provisions of relevant SEA legislation. In the following parts of this
review, the substantive content of the SEA Report is looked into with
help of guiding questions as indicated above in section 1.3.

19




32

THE SEA DSP REPORT QUALITY EVALUATION

As mentioned in the Chapter 1.3 the evaluation has been conducted through
the set of the review guestions.

I. Description of the procedure for the production of the plan and the SEA

.1 Has the purpose / aim of the SEA been described, with a mention of
the Regulations which underpins the document?

The SEA Report provides information on the objectives of SEA and
relevant national regulation (i.e. the Law on SEA of the Republic of
Montenegro). The requirements for the SEA are stipulated in the ToR
(attached to the SEA Report), which says among other “Preparation of
Strategic Assessment to ensure that issues such as environmental and
people’s welfare would be fully considered in preparation of the
Detoiled Spatial Plan, in order to ensure sustainable development,
public participation as well as improvement of levels of protection of
people’s health and environment. Results of the strategic assessment
would contribute to adeguate decision making in the planning process.”

The SEA report also includes background information on the assignment
i.e. which authority commissioned the SEA etc.

1.2 Is the general process for the development of the plan, the SEA and
their interaction been described?

The SEA Report provides only general information on the announcement
of the DSP preparation (23" October 2008) and its link to the Energy
Development Strategy and Action Plan for Montenegro. Further
information on the planning process is missing as well the information on
the relevant land-use planning legislation and the “position” of the DSP
within the country land-use planning system. The SEA Report only lists
the plans and programmes at the national and municipal level which
have been taken into consideration in the DSP, but no further details on
the relationship and linkages are provided.

The SEA Report provides information only on administration of SEA
before it started and the date of the contract’ signature (20" January
2009}. There is neither information on the SEA process nor the stages for
the SEA Report preparation. It is only mentioned in the ToR that the “A
Draft SEA Report (5 copies and 1 CD) shall be submitted by the
Consultant to MED within 3 months as of signature of the Contract.”

The SEA Report does not provide any details regarding the interactions
between the SEA and the DSP preparation. It is obvious from the SEA
Report that there was a lack of communication between the SEA team
and planners (i.e. team preparing the DSP) — the SEA Report mentions
several times that some information is missing in the DSP or the
statements given by the DSP are not clear e.g. “..this needs to be
clarified by the DSP Consultant” (p. 64), “..nothing is provided in the DSP
on the proposed transfer.....how will this be undertaken, who will be
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responsible?” which seems to be resulting from no {or very limited)
interaction between the SEA and the DSP preparation.

It is not described in the SEA Report whether the recommendations
raised by the SEA Report were discussed with the DSP team or whether
{and how) any of them haven been considered in the current DSP
version.

1.3 Have environmental protection/sustainability objectives within
relevant local {(communit regional and national policies, plans _or
programmes been described and their synergies, inconsistencies and

constraints addressed?

There is no information provided on the relevant objectives stipulated by
the policies, plans or programmes at the regional or municipal level.

The SEA Report in its Chapter 5.4 and Annex 5 lists only four national
policies (The Constitution of Montenegro, The National Strategy for
Sustainable Development, Energy Development Strategy of Montenegro
by 2025 - White Book, and Spatial Plan of Montenegro until 2020). The
Annex 5 provides the “Coherence Check on National Strategies with the
DSP”, which includes evaluation how the DSP objectives (long-term
goals) contribute to the objectives of the relevant national strategies
{using the following scoring: DSP is in coherence; DSP is neutral to this
objective; DSP is opposing to this objective; n/a not applicable).

It is not fully clear whether there are only four above mentioned national
documents relevant to the DSP and how the objectives from these
documents were selected.

Chapter 6.2 of the SEA Report provides (Table 6-2) objectives taken from
the relevant national documents for each of the SEA Objectives.

The table 6-2 includes also objectives from the National Biodiversity
Strategy with Action Plan for the Period 2009 — 2014 (draft, June 2009),
but this strategy is neither included in the list of the relevant national
documents nor it is used in the Annex 5, when evaluating contribution of
the DSP to the objectives at the national level. It shall be either listed
among the relevant national documents and used for evaluation in the
Annex 5 or not included in the Table 6-2. It can be assumed that the
evaluation of the DSP objectives’ contribution to the national objectives
would show negative relationship between the DSP objectives and the
National Biodiversity Strategy, if this check had been undertaken.

Chapter 5.3 provides list of the relevant EU policies and directives — it is
not clear why objectives stipulated by the relevant documents were not
considered in the set of the SEA objectives (Chapter 6). Also including the
EU Sustainability Development Strategy (EU SDS, 20086) in the list can be
recommended.

It is mentioned in Chapter 5.5 {p. 95) “It is expected that harmonisation
of National strategies with the EU environmental legislation (with
implementation plans for certain directives) and National environmental
protection programme will be prepared in 2009." - since the SEA DSP
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Report is dated January 2010, the current status (at the end of 2009)
shall be described.

Il. Characterisation of the existing environment
1.1 Has the existing state of the environment/sustainability been clearly

described, with baseline levels provided (guantitatively where
appropriate), especially for potential sensitive areas?

The SEA Report includes in its Chapter 3 information on the existing state
of environment {biodiversity, nature protected areas, land-use, soil,
geology, seismic conditions, natural resources, water quality, hydrology,
air quality, climatic factors, climate change, material assets, cultural
heritage and cultural monuments, landscape) as well as describes current
status in the socio-economic areas (settlement and population, human
health, education, employment, crime, local economy and accessibility,
energy supply and demands) — the majority information on the socio-
economic conditions “has been obtained from the DSP and local data
consultant”.

Nevertheless, the following insufficiencies in the analysis can be
mentioned:

+ In several cases only the current status is described, but no detailed
analysis on the past development and key drivers of the trends are
provided e.g.

o the data on air quality from the period 1999 — 2008 are
available, but no information on the air quality trend in
this period i.e. improving, getting worse,

o trends in the landscape development and land-use are
not described (i.e. how the areas of the agriculture land /
urbanized areas etc. has changed), it is not mentioned if
the data are available (which might be the case)

o trends for the climatic factors are not described, even if
the SEA Report states the data are available

» There is no explanation provided regarding the trends in population
size i.e. why the significant population decrease can be stated in
several villages, while some others show positive trend (population
increase.

+« The SEA Report provides estimation of the population directly
affected by HPPs" construction based only on the technical
documentation from 1987 (pp. 20, 21). It can be assumed the figures
have changed over 23 year.

+ There is no information provided regarding the population
potentially indirectly affected by the DSP (considering effects on
agriculture, fishery etc.).

+  Regarding the material assets the SEA Report is based on the data
from the DSP and states (p. 64) that in total 268 buildings “are
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assessed to be inundated by the development”. It also provides (p.
64) figures (again taken from the DSP) on the area in three
categories, but does not fully explain what the criteria for definition
of the categories are.

» There is no information provided regarding the health status of the
population {what are the key pressures, diseases etc.)

+ There are no past trends described (and their drivers) for
employment.

« The data on the energy supply and demand are only at the national
level — it is not stated in the SEA Report if the more detailed data for
the area potentially affected by the DSP are available or not.

I1.2 Has the future state of the environment/sustainability without the
plan been described?
The possible future development of the socio-economic conditions and

environment is briefly mentioned (altogether 2 pages) in the Chapter 8
“Analysis of alternatives”.

Since the analytical part does not satisfactorily provide description of the
past trends and their key drivers (see question above), it is not fully clear
what has been taken as a basis for prediction of the future development
(e.g. why development without 4 HPPs would lead to “passive,
demotivated population due to limited success of initiatives for new
businesses and self-employment” — Table 8-1).

“Tourism based on outdoor activities could develop” is mentioned as an
advantage of "“Do MNothing” option (Table 8-1), however “more
opportunities for tourism / amenities” is mentioned as an advantage of 4
HPPs construction scenario.

Moreover, the potential positive and negative effects of “Do Nothing”
option described in the SEA Report take into account only construction of
4 HPPs as an alternative development, but the most probably there
would be other activities in the area even if 4 HPPs are not constructed
{and they probably have not been considered in the scenario without 4
HPPs).

Potential positive and negative future effects of “Do Nothing” option on
economic development are mainly related to the national level with only
few effects mentioned at the regional level (e.g. “increased
unemployment in the region”.). Even if the SEA Report states that “it is
fairly easy to estimate the economic effect of the HPPs themselves” {p.
140) such estimation is not provided.

1.3 Are the main environmental/sustainability concerns, with their
locations, clearly stated and is it clear whether could they be affected

the plan?

Analytical part (Chapter 3) includes for some issues description of the
potential problems (e.g. for biodiversity, hydrology). Chapter 4.3 further
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summarizes the key problems associated with the construction and
operation of the HPPs and they key impacts.

The problems and impacts are located rather generally with no precise
territorial specification using e.g. maps (e.g. the SEA Report states “the
zone of potential landslide near Djurdjevine in the Andrijevo zone of
inundation remains a potential issue. This 2.5km? are of flysch just
downstream on Morafa Monastery....”}. The description of problems and
their key impacts is limited only to the implementation of 4 HPPs and
does not consider other activities / development suggested by the D5SP
{housing development, tourism development, roads etc.).

1.4 Has the wider area, beyond the physical boundaries of the plan area,
been considered where it is likely to be affected by the plan?

Yes, the SEA Report defines two sections

(i} the upstream Moraca catchment — which overlaps with the
area covered by the DSP

(ii) the broader Morata catchment area downstream extending
as far as Lake Skadar and Bojana River.

The potential effects to the region or the whole country are described in
several parts the SEA Report (e.g. in Chapter 8, when comparing “Do
Nothing” option and 4 HPPs scenario).

1.5 Where surveys have been undertaken have the methodologies and
indicators used for the baseline information been described and

justified?

Although the SEA Report is not fully clear on this aspect, the most
probably no field surveys have been carried out; the SEA Report is based
on the data from previous studies and documents. The SEA Report states
several times that data and information has been taken from “..the
report prepared by the local data consultant” (e.g. pp. 44, 62, 69).

1.6 Have the limitations with the data collected or difficulties
encountered been described?

The problems with data availability are stressed in the SEA Report (e.g.
for biodiversity). On the other hand, for several issues addressed in the
SEA Report ({e.g. employment, population, human health) where
existence of the data could be assumed, only limited or no specific data
regarding the project area are provided in the analysis — with no
comments regarding the potential problems with their availability.

Ill. Objectives used for the SEA

1.1 Has the approach to the SE n_'objectives-led’ and have the
objectives been described and defined., guantitatively where

approgriate?

The SEA does use the objective-led approach (see Chapter 6.2, Chapter
6.4, and Annex 6), however, the effectiveness of adopted approach is
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debatable for several reasons (see below). The objectives are adequately
described; however, no quantitative targets are put forth. Following
specific reservations can be made:

« The SEA operates with 3 sets of objectives, which might be
confusing for an independent reader (SEA Objectives,
Sustainability Criteria, and selected Policy Objectives).

« No clear explanation of the criteria or approach to the
construction of the set of SEA Objectives is provided (e.g.
composition of expert group, extent of consultations with
stakeholders etc.). The Report only states that it has been done
through the selection and modification of the existing national
and international policy objectives.

« For unclear reason the SEA Objectives are checked against the
set of Sustainability Criteria (again, no clear explanation on how
exactly the set of Sustainability Criteria has been constructed) -
with predictable results (pro-environmental SEA Objectives
matching up with pro-environmental Sustainability Criteria,
while conflicting with pro-economic Sustainability Criteria, and
vice versa). Furthermore, no substantial conclusions from this
exercise are made, thus making it completely redundant, only
adding confusion for the reader (see pp. 99 — 100}

« As a separate exercise is introduced the Check of Coherence
between the DSP and National Strategies (as a part of Annex 5 -
Table A5-1). This assessment of consistency of goals proposed
by DSP with policy objectives of the 3 most relevant national
strategic policy documents can be regarded as a true objective-
led assessment, though again not without shortcomings. As
mentioned above, using yet another set of objectives for this
particular assessment decreases the comprehensibility of the
SEA Report. Furthermore, it is not properly explained how the
documents and objectives for the comparison were selected.
Most importantly, despite the assessment has produced results
indicating the existence of conflicts between certain already
approved national-level policy objectives and DSP goals, no
discussion of these results is provided, nor they are presented
in the main body of the SEA Report.

Ill.2 Have objectives been provided for the following areas:

« Maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth?
« Social progress which recognise the needs of everyone?

s Effective protection of the environment?

* Prudent use of natural resources?

The SEA Objectives cover in appropriate manner the whole range of
sustainability issues including the above mentioned areas.

l1l.3 Has the methodology for the development of SEA objectives been
described?
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The SEA Report provides an indication on how the set of SEA objectives
has been obtained — it has been built up arbitrarily (through selection
and modification of the existing national and international policy
objectives), however, no clear explanation of the formal criteria (if any)
or approach is provided (e.g. composition of expert group, extent of
consultations with stakeholders etc.).

lIl.4 Has the SEA Report identified and described any conflicts that exist
between the objectives of the SEA, the plan and other policies and plans?

The SEA Report identifies number of (potential) conflicts between the
goals of the DSP and policy objectives defined by the national strategy
documents as well as the SEA Objectives. The conflicts are properly
acknowledged, however no substantive conclusions are made towards
the overall outcome of the SEA.

The SEA Report claims in its introductory part (p. 1) “the DSP and the EDS
are also closely aligned to European Union policy for environmental
protection and conservation”. Since the set of the SEA Objectives does
not include objectives taken from the EU policies and legislation (the SEA
DSP Report only provides the list of relevant EU documents — Chapter
5.3), it is not fully clear how the statement above can be substantiated.
Considering especially that the Emerald and Ramsar sites — as stated in
the SEA DSP Report — will be adversely affected (p. 120).

111.5 Has the resolution of these conflicts been considered?

The identified conflicts between DSP goals and SEA Objectives and other
Policy objectives are acknowledged and discussed (see Chapter 6.4),
however, no definite proposals for their resolution are provided, as in
many cases those are inevitable conflicts between the development
goals and environmental protection, and a political decision is needed to
give the priority to certain objectives over others.

Note however, that this applies only for the level of policy objectives
assessment within the SEA. The SEA Report provides substantial amount
of suggestions in terms of prevention and mitigation of potential adverse
impacts of DSP implementation, which can be seen as operational-level
provisions for abatement of identified policy-level conflicts.

1ll.6 Has priority been provided to any objectives and if so _have they
been fully justified?

The SEA Report does not provide explicit priority to any of the
considered objectives; however, it seems to consistently stress the
importance and benefits associated with the social and economic
objectives (see e.g. Chapter 6.4). At the same time, the claimed benefits
resulting from the economic and social objectives are not convincingly
supported by the analysis, and the SEA Report does not provide enough
information for a reasonable const-benefit analysis — that might be an
appropriate tool for assessment once the SEA introduces economic
arguments and takes them into consideration while formulating final SEA
opinion.
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1.7 Is the relationship between the objectives and the indicators {and
an ets) clearly described?

The SEA Report does not provide specific (and precisely defined)
indicators strictly linked to the specific SEA objectives. Nevertheless, it
does suggest the complex set of monitoring activities that are attributed
to individual environmental and other issues, which are in turn assigned
to relevant SEA Objectives.

V. Alternatives

IV.1 Are the potential alternatives within the plan described and
considered against the environmentalfsustainability objectives?

The SEA Report clearly says “the D5P does not provide any other
alternatives to the existing development of multi-purpose accumulations
on the Moraéa River.” (p. 135). Thus the only alternative development
“Do Nothing” option has been considered and evaluated in the SEA
Report (Chapter 8). However, only potential positive and negative effects
of the “Do Nothing” option to the future development are described, and
no evaluation has been made how such alternative could influence the
environmental / sustainability objectives.

IV.2 Have the methodology been described for identifying the
alternatives and the reasons for choosing them been described?

No alternatives have been evaluated in addition to the "Do Nothing”
option. The methodology for alternatives comparison is not clearly
described; the SEA Report mentions that the environmental baseline
(Chapter 3) provides background for the “Do Nothing” option and defines
two questions to be answered (i) What is presently happening in the area
and what are the current trends?, (ii) What will be the envisaged
outcome?

As already mentioned in part 2 of the review above, the Chapter 3 does
not provide sufficient base for the estimation of the future development.

Based on evaluation of the development proposed by the DSP and “Do
Mothing” option (Tahle 8-1) the summary has been made claiming “there
are more advantages to be gained from having the 4 HPPs than
remaining with the Do Nothing Option” (p. 140).

It seems that the evaluation has been made on the basis of the expert
judgment, however it is not supported by any data, calculations etc.

IV.3 If any alternatives have been eliminated have the reasons been
provided?

No alternatives have been evaluated but "Do Nothing” option.

IV.4 Has alternatives considered either the do minimum or business as
usual scenarlo’s?

Yes, “Do Mothing” option has been evaluated within the SEA — see above.
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IV.5 Has the potential performance and significant impacts of each
alternative been clearly described with a defined level of impact?

No alternatives have been evaluated in addition to the “Do Nothing”
option. The approaches to impact evaluation of the DSP proposed
development and “Do Nothing” option differ significantly — while the
impacts of the DSP proposed development to all issues (economic, social
and environmental) have been evaluated using matrixes, various
parameters and impacts characteristic (Chapter 6), the potential effects
of “Do Nothing” option have been summarized only very generally.

V. Consultation

V.1 Has the SEA Report stated when the consultation was conducted in
relation to the development of the plan and has it demonstrated how

consultation has been considered?

The SEA Report does not provide any informaticn on the consultations
and their results.

VI. Assessment of Environmental Impacts

V1.1 Where any environmental characteristics are to be significantly
affected, are they clearly described?

The characteristics of environmental issues {components) are described
in the analytical part of the SEA Report (Chapter 3). The impact
evaluation itself (Chapter 6.3) does not mention links to the analytical
part, more specific characteristic of the potentially adversely affected
environmental issues is provided in the Chapter 6.4 “Assessment of
Impacts against SEA Objectives” (which is in fact more detailed
comparing to the Chapter 6.3 “Impacts I|dentification for HPPs
individually and Overall”).

As can be summarized from the impacts evaluation in Chapter 6.3, the
main negative impacts of the 4 HPPs construction identified are related
to biodiversity, whose current state is described in Chapter 3.

The quality of the analytical part is evaluated within point 2 above.

VI.2 Are the methodologies for assessing environmental impacts
described?

The methodology for impacts evaluation is described in the Annex 6 of
the SEA Report.

V.3 Is the full range of positive and negative impacts addressed?

As previously mentioned, the SEA is focused mainly on evaluation of the
impacts of the construction and implementation of 4 HPPs and does not
evaluate potential impacts of the other parts / activities proposed by the
DSP. It is obvious from the SEA Report the DSP includes a number of
development activities — 11 upper catchment water reservoirs, tourism
development, transport and energy infrastructure, waste management
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(“..landfill materials from the Zlatica site will be disposed off 2.5km
upstream...”, “the quarry for crushed aggregate sources....will be sited
about 700 metres upstream....” — p. 22), extension of the existing
settlements (e.g. “..temporary working villages housing..”, “the

commercial site will be organized...” — p. 22) etc.

Regarding 11 upper catchment water reservoirs the SEA Report states
that “Details of topography, geology, soils, hydrology, climate and
generating potential are provided, but in terms of assessing main
environmental and socio economic impacts, no information is available;
for example there is no data on populations affected, projected land
take, biodiversity or other relevant environmental indicators.” (p. 24). On
the other hand, data on location, max. elevation, total volume, dam
height, reservoir area and reservoir catchment are summarized in Table
2-3 (p. 24). It can be assumed these data should enable evaluation of the
potential effects at the same level of detail as it has been carried out for
4 HPPs (i.e. qualitative based expert judgment).

It can be expected that some of the above mentioned development
activiies proposed by the DSP might have significant adverse
environmental effects — but potential effects of these development
activities have not been included in the evaluation.

Some effects seem to be underestimated / overestimated e.g.:

. Evaluation assumes the construction of 4 HPPs will stimulate the
local / regional economy and business, but does not provide
calculation and / or data justifying this evaluation

« Chapter 8 indicates as an adverse social factor of 4 HPPs
construction “stress from fear of living below dams” (Table 8-1), but
such adverse effect to the human health is not included in the
evaluation (Table 6-5, Chapter )

«  HPP Andrijevo will cause loss of more than 200 buildings (p. 113),
which seems to be not appropriately considered in evaluation of
effects to population and health (for both it is stated that effects will
be generally “beneficial” and it is not fully clear how the adverse
effects resulting from the inundation of houses will be prevailed by
positive effects)

« There are several development activities in Albania described in
Chapter 9 (p. 142), but it is not clear whether potential cumulative
impacts have been taken into account within evaluation.

» The effects to the material assets, cultural heritage and landscape
have been evaluated as “no cumulative” for each of the HPP
proposed — but obviously there will be cumulative effects when all 4
HPPs will be constructed

+ The effects to fauna and flora have been evaluated as “cumulative
effects likely as flora and fauna, food chain, migratory routes etc.
are generally interdependent” — it is not clear from such evaluation
statement whether cumulative effects were determined or not, and
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if yes what specifically should be considered as cumulative impacts
and how such cumulative impacts should be reflected in the overall
SEA DSP conclusions

There are several significant effects mentioned in the analysis {Chapter
2), mitigation measure part (Chapter 7) or summary (Chapter 11}, which
are not analysed or even mentioned within the impact evaluation section
or they are evaluated differently (Chapter 6) e.g.:

« It is mentioned in Chapter 11 {p. 155) “sand and gravel extraction
industries that are affected by the inundations will need to be
compensated...” — this can be understood as an negative economic
effect, but it is not included in the evaluation (Table 6-5)

« It is mentioned in Chapter 6 {p. 119) “...the provision of the dams
will provide an alternative water supply for Podgerica (especially by
Zlatica reservoir)...” with any risks described, but the Chapter 11 (p.
153) states “There is a potential conflict of use for Zlatica reservoir.
Can the reservoir be used for water supply as well as a recreational
centre? More boats, jet skis etc. have a danger of oil spillages, which
could create problems for drinking water use.”

«  Chapter 2 describes (p. 22) the potential risk of water contamination
in Zlatica reservoir from landfilling, but it is not considered in the
evaluation. This potential effect is of high importance, since the
Zlatica reservoir is supposed to provide the water supply source for
Podgorica.

«  HPP Andrijevo will affect graveyard (p. 152), which is not included in
the impacts evaluation

« Chapter 7.2 (pp. 121 - 122) mentions adverse effects which have
not been included in the evaluation — health and safety hazards of
employees working at the HPPs construction, “breakdown in trust
between stakeholders and the public”, and solid waste pollution.

V1.4 Where there are uncertainties in assessing the impacts and
assumptions have been made, have they been justified and the worst
case scenario used?

There is a number of general statements within evaluation (see above -
e.g. positive effects to the economy, population etc.) which were
obviously based on the expert judgment {assumption) without proper
justification and/or scenario use.

The only scenaric approach has been used when comparing “Do
Nothing” option with development proposed by the DSP (Chapter 8).

VI.5 Have the magnitude of impacts been described clearly for the
potential environmental/sustainability effects of the plan, with either

guantifiable data or gualitative data, as appropriate?

The magnitude of impacts has been evaluated using qualitative 5-grades
ranking (from “just detectable” to “large”) — in few cases the
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quantification of impacts has been provided (number of houses
inundated, cultural monuments affected etc.).

It can be assumed that some degree of quantification of certain effects
shall be possible despite the acknowledged data issues (e.g. area of land
inundated, population directly affected by inundation, length of the river
stream to be modified etc.). It is therefore not clear why the SEA
Consultant has not made more attempts to present the findings in
guantitative terms wherever appropriate.

V1.6 Where impacts are likely to be significant, does the assessment
evaluate the likely significance for the preferred alternative?

The SEA Report fully evaluates only development proposed by the DSP,
however rather general evaluation of “Do Nothing” option (as a potential
alternative development) is also provided {Chapter 8).

The “Do Nothing” option has been found by the SEA Report as less
advantageous (p. 140), despite the evaluation of the option proposed by
the DSP (Chapter 6) identified that significant adverse effects of the DSP
might be expected.

VI.7 The topics potentially include: blodiversity, population, human
health, fauna, flora, soil, water, climatic factors, material assets, cultural
heritage including architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape
and the interrelationship between the above factors.

All topics above have been included in evaluation (plus infrastructure,
employment / economic activities, geology / seismic).

VI.8 For sustainability assessment the topics potentially include: the
above and should include social and economic impacts.

Both social and economic aspects have been included in the evaluation,
although the assessment of potential socio-economic impacts is not
appropriately substantiated by quantitative estimates to support
conclusions made in the SEA Report.

V1.9 Does the assessment include and clearly outline the effects that are
short, medium and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and

negative?

The evaluation uses several categories, including “reversibility” (i.e.
impact can be reversible or irreversible), “duration / permanence” (i.e.
impact can be immediate, short-term, medium, long-term”. The nature
of impact is categorized as adverse, mixed, or beneficial.

No further guidance on differentiation of the ranking is provided, which
might contribute to the production of some apparently debatable
evaluation statements e.g. effects to health have been evaluated as
“short terms” (Table 6-5) — this can be certainly attacked as an over-
optimistic statement, taking into account that considering inhabitants
will be directly affected (inundation of 200 houses by Andrijevo dam and
50 houses by Zlatica dam) and hence the stress and social effects
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resulting from resettlement might have long-term character (or even
irreversible in some cases).

V1.10 Does the assessment address secondary, synergistic and cumulative
impacts and states the potential impacts clearly?

The evaluation ranks impacts only as “cumulative” or “no cumulative”.

V1,11 Where impacts have not been assessed due to non-significance,
have the reasons been clearly stated?

Evaluation includes impacts to all environmental, social and economic
issues cover by the SEA Report.

V.12 Are mitigation measures clearly described and committed to that

will prevent, reduce or remedy any significant adverse effects on the
environment/society and economy resulting from the implementation of

the plan?

Chapter 7 of the SEA Report provides “mitigation and optimisation”
measures. Besides the measures it includes also the mitigation plan.

Chapter 7.2 (pp. 121 — 122) described proposed measures “avoiding
impacts altogether”. It deals with effects, which have not been
mentioned in the evaluation — i.e. health and safety hazards of
employees working at the HPPs construction, “breakdown in trust
between stakeholders and the public”, solid waste pollution.

Generally, the mitigation and compensation measures should be
elaborated in more detail (or at least the SEA Report should require that
these measures shall be elaborated by the DSP) — especially for
biodiversity and population. Their impacts in fact are expected to be the
most significant and measures proposed by the SEA DSP Report most
probably cannot ensure sufficient mitigation of the adverse effects on
biodiversity and population {[e.g. for biodiversity as the only measure
menticned in the pre-construction phase is field survey (Table 7-1}}. The
same applies to culture heritage (Table 7-1). Mitigation of impacts to the
population in the operation phase is not mentioned at all (Table 7-1}.
One of the possible mitigation measures is mentioned in Chapter 6 (p.
120) “The successful upkeep of SEA Objective 9 will be difficult, as
encroachment into the proposed Emerald site cannot be avoided without
a reduction in dam height”, but this recommendation is not included in
the mitigation measures suggested in Chapter 7.

VIl. Monitoring and Follow Up

VIl.1 Where there are gaps in the baseline information, uncertainties or a
foreseen requirement to test the accuracy of the predictions, has
monitoring been suggested to improve the future baseline work and
improve the accuracy of information on the existing environment?

The need for further research and monitoring is frequently
acknowledged throughout the SEA Report as significant gaps in data and
incomplete baseline information are identified for many specific topics
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such as biodiversity (e.g. fish biology), hydrology, geology and others.
Nevertheless, no independent section on data gaps and proposed
activities to alleviate them is presented in the Report.

The specific suggestions for monitoring/further research have been made
where it can be reasonably expected that such activity can be realized
within the foreseeable time so that its outcomes can be taken into
account during the future DSP implementation (e.g. monitoring of the air
quality and related meteorological parameters - Chapter 3.3.9;
hydrology research and monitoring of minimum flow — Chapter 4.4.2, p.
89 and Chapter 6.4; provisions for monitoring and sharing information in
transboundary context — Chapter 9.2; and others.). In some cases, the
monitoring is suggested as a necessary condition for the DSP projects
development (e.g. establishment of network of seismic stations for
continuous monitoring). It needs to be noted however, that it cannot be
expected that the acknowledged need for further research can be met to
the full extent within the time frame of the DSP implementation. The
research on complex issues such as the fish biology, hydrological
relations within the Moraca — Skadar Lake system, and to less extent also
the research of archaeological sites and other cultural monuments,
cannot be expected to take less then several years of intensive effort.

VIl.2 Are the indicators for monitoring clearly defined and are they based
upon the original baseline information, indicators and the objectives of
the plan and the SEAY

The SEA Report does not provide specific (and precisely defined)
indicators strictly linked to the specific SEA objectives. Nevertheless, it
does suggest the complex set of monitoring activities that are attributed
to individual environmental and other relevant issues, which are in turn
assigned to relevant SEA Objectives. A direct link between the baseline
information and monitoring activities can be established, however only
on a general basis, since the baseline information is often provided in a
gualitative rather then quantitative form (as there is often no reliable
guantitative data available for relevant factors).

VIl.3 Are any environmental targets provided and if so, are they clearly
defined?

The SEA Report does not provide specific environmental targets for
monitoring. The proposed monitoring activities are claimed to aim at
evaluation of progress towards general sustainability and SEA objectives
that also comprise general environmental ohjectives.

Vil.4 Where monitoring may reveal adverse effects, does the report
identify a commitment to undertaking contingency arrangements to

mitigate the potential environmental impact?

The Report puts forth an outline of the Monitoring programme with
assigned responsibilities for individual stakeholders to conduct its
specific segments; however no explicit commitment to carry out
activities to mitigate unforeseen effects can be derived from the
proposed Monitoring programme, This is recommended to address at a

34



further stage of DSP implementation, where specific project
responsibilities will be assigned to individual stakeholders (e.g.
contractors in construction phase, hydro plants managing entities and so
on). The SEA Report should define specific ministries responsible and
their names — it only mentions “responsible ministry in charge” (p. 147).

VIL.5 Are plans for the delivery of follow-up measures described, e.g.
timing or the responsibility of plans?

There are no detailed planes of any follow-up measures in the SEA
Report. It only indicates the need for further subsequent ElAs for
individual major investments under the DSP and envisages another
separate SEA should the DSP at later stages also advance the idea of
extension of the projected hydro plant system by several auxiliary
reservoirs in the upper part of the Moraca river system.

Certain provisions regarding the division of responsibilities and time
indication are outlined within the proposals of the Mitigation plan
(Chapter 7.6) and Monitoring programme (Chapter 10.1).

8. Decision making and Implementation of the plan

VIll.1 Are the environmental considerations that have been taken into
account and rationale for any changes to the plan clearly described?

The SEA Report describes environmental effects (both positive and
adverse) of the construction and operation of the HPPs. However, it does

not propose any specific suggestions towards the DSP — its modification,
changes etc.

Chapter 11 raises several questions regarding the content of the DSP and
the way of its implementation e.g. “How will the affected primary
schools be replaced? How will the church be replaced?” (p. 152) and also
states “These are all questions that require answers”, but does not
require any additional information and data to be provided in the DSP.

VII.2 Are the links to other potential follow-up procedures been
specified, e.g. project E|A, design guidance etc.?

The SEA Report provides recommendations regarding further process of
the DSP implementation summarized in the Chapter 11.2 including
general recommendation that the SEA should be used as “..a template
for more detailed documentation that will be required when the ElAs are
prepared for the hydropower projects” — but the SEA Report does not
specify particular assignments for the future ElAs, e.g. which are the key
environmental, social and economic issues to be analyzed in detail, what
are the most problematic potential cumulative impacts which shall be
considered in ElAs etc.

The recommendations are further focused on improved data availability
{biodiversity} and monitoring, mitigation of adverse effects, but they do
not provide clear guidance how these recommendations shall be
implemented since they are formulated rather generally (e.g. "It is
recommended to improve the availability of existing hydrological data
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prior to construction”, “Research on site-specific design for fish
ladders........should be done prior to final design” (p. 154), "Health
services need to be strengthened / improved prior to construction...” p.
155). The recommendations also do not indicate any distribution of
responsibilities for the implementation of the suggested steps for the
SEA follow-up.

IX. Presentation

IX.1 Is the SEA Report systematic, transparent, consistent, concise and to
be understood by the general public?

Several substantial reservations can be made regarding the Report
organization:

+ The content of DSP and the specification of the subject of the
SEA is not provided in satisfactory manner

o The actual content of the DSP is not clearly explained. In
principle, the Chapter 2 describes core investments
planned under the DSP (4 HPPs) but also indicates
number of associated projects, including substantial
alteration of transport infrastructure, construction of
waste water treatment infrastructure, landfill (p. 22) and
the like. The stated goals of the DSP contain further
indications of planned developments such as housing
developments, tourist infrastructure {e.g. “Providing
areas in the nearby vicinity of Podgorica, for tourism,
recreation, fishing, and further urban development” and
“Initiation of further development of many activities:
transportation, industry, tourism, trade, etc.” — p.17).
These activities are not further addressed in the SEA
without clear justification. Only in Conclusion (Chapter
11.1.1, p. 149} there is a certain clarifying note stating
that the DSP does not provide any details on those
activities. Putting aside the very question whether this
justification is acceptable, it is still problematic that this
explanation is not provided in more detail and in
appropriate early section of the Report (in Chapter 2).

o The description of the DSP content also refers to the
“Detalled Development Zones” (Section 2.1.4). The short
attached description does not provide sufficient
information on their role (e.g. to what extent the DSP
elaborates future land use in those areas, and if this is the
case, why the SEA does not provide opinion on these
planned land use alterations). It is in fact rather confusing
that the DSP (as it is presented in the SEA Report) does
not exhibit features that one can expect from the
primarily spatial-planning document such as prominent
focus on land use and spatial planning. This lack of clarity
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in the description of the content of DSP and especially in
the specification of the subject of SEA in the Chapter 2
again diminishes the comprehensibility of the Report.

« There are cases of mixing descriptive/analytical statements with
the evaluation and even description of future mitigation
measures (e.g. Chapter 2, p. 76 — already includes evaluation of
the potential effects of the HPPs™ construction to the crime,
Chapter 2, p. 77 — already includes evaluation of the effects of
the new reservoirs construction to the recreational fishery, .

« Chapter 5 (Environmental Protection — Relevant Legislation)
provides information on both legislation relevant for the SEA
process and policy documents relevant for setting up a SEA
objectives for the purpose of conduction of the objective-led
assessment. This might be somewhat confusing for a reader (in
particular when the major body of the chapter has been moved
to the Annex 5). Keeping the overview of the SEA relevant
legislation in a separate section (e.g. in the Chapter 2.3 together
with the description of the SEA background) might add clarity to
the Report structure while providing more space in Chapter 5 to
focus on presentation of strategic policy documents relevant for
the next chapter.

IX.2 Have the results been made explicit?

The results of the SEA are presented in clear and understandable form,
however, they are at the same time often associated with the great deal
of uncertainty.

1X.3 Where the SEA Report has used existing data or other publications
have they been adequately referenced?

Publications and similar data sources are properly referenced in the text.
Substantial part of data presented in the report is attributed to the
“Local Consultant report prepared by HMI”, often without further
specification of the original data source. There are publications
mentioned in the analytical part (page 35), which are not included in
Bibliography (Chapter 12).

IX.4 Does the Non-technical Summary provide an overall clear summary
of the SEA Report and has it been produced as a stand alone document
to facilitate in the wider readership of the document?

The presented Executive Summary is prepared as a stand alone
document with a structure following the structure of the main report.
The presentation of results and wording in conclusion part (Chapters 1.5
and 1.10 {p.9)) seems to the certain extent downplay the adverse
environmental effects and risks correctly identified in the main body of
the Report = it is somewhat unusual for an SEA to start presentation of
its findings with an enthusiastic overview of the economic benefits of the
proposed developments (that are not even convincingly established in
the report).
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ConcLUSIONS ON THE SEA DSP REPORT QUALITY

Table 3 below provides a summary evaluation of the SEA DSP Report
quality. The following scoring scale was used:

0 - Completely missing
1 - Partially covered
2 — Completely covered
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1. Description
of the
procedure for
the production
of the plan and
the SEA

G SRR

T

T 3 ITn Ty 2
! i

Missing information on the DSP
preparation process and relevant land-
use planning policies and legislation
Missing information on the interactions
between SEA and DSP preparation
Insufficient description of the SEA
objectives selection

2.
Characterisatio
n of the
existing
environment

Past trends and their key drivers are not
described for majority of environmental,
social and economic issues analyzed
Insufficient description of the potential
future trends (its only very generally
described within “Analysis of
alternatives”)

SEA Report correctly addresses area
beyond the administrative boundaries of
the DSP

SEA Report provides information on
data limitation

3. Objectives
used for the
SEA

Use of 3 sets of objectives -
methodology and linkages between sets
is not fully clear

Unclear explanation of the SEA
objectives establishment

All relevant sustainability issues are
satisfactorily included within SEA
objectives

Potential  conflicts between SEA
objectives and the DSP goals have been
identified, however these conflicts are
not further addressed or reflected in the
overall outcome of the SEA

No links between SEA objectives and
indicators

4, Alternatives

0/1

The DSP includes no alternatives, thus
the SEA Report addresses only “Do
Nothing” option

Approaches to impact evaluation of the
DSP proposed development and “Do
Nothing” option differ significantly and
are not fully comparable

5. Consultation

The SEA Report does not provide any
information on the consultations and
their results.
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6. Assessment
of
Environmental
Impacts

The SEA Report does not addresses the
whole DSP, but mainly is focused only on
4 HPPs

Mot all potential impacts are
appropriately considered and evaluated
(especially potential adverse effects to
human health and population)

No links between impacts evaluation
and analysis

The SEA Report seems to tend to
overestimation of the positive socio-
economic effects

Parts of evaluation (particularly those
on the positive side) are not
satisfactorily substantiated

7. Monitoring
and Follow Up

0/1

The SEA Report includes monitoring
plan

The SEA report does not define specific
indicators linked to the SEA objectives
No detailed planes of follow-up
measures are provided by the SEA
Report

8. Decision
making and
Implementatio
n of the plan

0/1

The SEA Report does not provide any
suggestions towards the DSP

Links to future ElAs is mentioned only
very generally

9. Presentation

The actual content of the DSP is not
clearly described

Mixing descriptive / analytical
statements with  evaluation and
potential mitigation can be found in the
SEA Report

The presentation of results and wording
in the Executive Summary seems to the
certain extent to downplay the adverse
environmental effects and risks correctly
identified in the main body of the
Report
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4.1

Table 3

REVIEW OF SEA DSP PROCESS

LEGAL FRAMEWORK

The purpose of this section is to allow for the future evaluation of the D5P
SEA procedural aspects through comparing the actual steps of the DSP SEA
with the requirements stipulated by the EU SEA Directive {and the UNECE
SEA. Protocol) and the respective provisions of the Law on SEA of the

Republic of Montenegro.

An overview of the EU SEA Directive's information and consultation
requirements

Determination if a plan or
programme reguires an
SEA

|Consultation of authorities

(Art. 3(6))

Information made available
to the public (Art, 3(7))

Decision on scope and
level of detail of the
assessment

Consultation of authorities
(Art. 5(4))

Environmental report and
draft plan or programme

Information made available
to public {Art. 6(1))

Consultation of authorities
(Art. B(2))

Consultation of the public
concerned (Art. 6(2))

Consultation of
authorities in the Member
State likely to be affected
(Art. 7(2))

Consultation of the public
concerned in the Member
State likely to be affected
(Art. 7(2))

During preparation of plan
or programme

Take account of
environmental Report and
opinions expressed under
Art. 6 (Art. 8)

Take account of results of
transboundary
consultation (Art. 8)

Adopted plan or
programme; statement
according to Art. 9(1)(b),
measures concerning
monitoring

Information made available
to authorities (Art. 9{1})
Information made available
to the public (Art. 9(1))

Information made
available to the consulted
Member State (Art. 9(1))

According to the Law on Strategic Environmental Assessment (Official
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Gazette of Montenegro, no. 80/05 as of 28.12.2005) the SEA procedure shall
be composed of the following stages which contain several key procedural
provisions that are indicated below.,

1)

2)

3)

Decision on the need for strategic assessment elaboration,

The competent authority responsible for preparation of plans or
programmes shall make the decision on the elaboration of SEA based on
the previously obtained opinion of the competent environmental
protection authority, competent health care authority and other
authorities and organisations concerned (Article 10).

The competent authority responsible for preparation of plans or
programmes shall submit to the competent environmental protection
authority, competent health care authority and other authorities and
organisations concerned the Draft Decision referred to in Article 11 of
the Law requesting their opinion. The deadline for submission of
opinions is 15 days from the date of receipt of the request (Article 12).

The competent authority responsible for preparation of plans or
programmes shall decide whether there is a need or not for the SEA
elaboration within 15 days from the expiry of the deadline for
submission of opinions referred to in Article 12, Par. 2 of this Law.

The Decision (whether there is a need or not for the SEA elaboration)
makes an integral part of the Decision on preparation of plans or
programmes and it is published in the Official Gazette of the Republic of
Montenegro, or in the gazette of the local government.

Defining the scope and contents of SEA Report,

The provisions for the content of the SEA Report are provided in the
Article 15 of the Law on SEA.

Decision on granting the approval for the SEA Report.

The competent authority responsible for preparation of plans or
programmes shall submit the SEA Report to the authorities and
organisations concerned requesting their opinion.

The authorities and organisations concerned shall submit their opinions
within 30 days from the receipt of the request.

The competent authority responsible for preparation of plans or
programmes shall inform the public and the public concerned about the
methods and deadlines for public inspection into the contents of the SEA
Report and method of submission of opinions, as well as about the time
and venue of public debate holding.

Public debate cannot be held sooner than 30 days from the date of
announcement to the public and the public concerned.

The competent authority responsible for preparation of plans or
programmes shall compile the report on participation of authorities and
organisations concerned and about the public debate. The report shall
contain the opinions referred to in Article 17, Par. 2 of the SEA Law as
well as the opinions submitted during the public inspection and public
debate on the Strategic Assessment Report referred to in Article 19 of
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the SEA Law,

« The Report on participation of authorities and organisations concerned
and about the public debate shall be compiled within 30 days from the
date of the public debate completion and it shall include the rationale
for all the accepted or rejected opinions.

« The competent authority responsible for preparation of plans or
programmes shall submit the SEA Report to the competent
environmental protection authority for approval, along with the report
on participation of authorities and organisations concerned and the
public debate.

« The competent environmental protection authority is entitled to obtain
the opinions of other authorised organisations or experts in certain fields
or it can establish the Evaluation Committee that shall evaluate the SEA
Report. The evaluation of the Report shall be carried out based on the
criteria specified in the Article 21 of the SEA Law

« The competent environmental protection authority shall grant the
authorisation or refuse to grant the approval for the SEA Report on the
basis of evaluation. The deadline for decision on approval is 30 days from
the receipt of the application submitted by the competent authority
responsible for preparation of plans and programmes (Article 22).

« The SEA Report, results of participation of authorities and organisations
and the public concerned and other states in cases of transhoundary
impacts shall make integral parts of the documentation basis of plans or
programmes. The competent authority responsible for preparation of
plans and programmes shall also provide for the access to data after the
adoption of plans and programmes, under the conditions set forth by the
Law.

REVIEW QUESTIONS

. Have the stakeholders’ analysis been undertaken and the key
stakeholders roups _identified  (includin otentiall affected

population)?

The SEA Report does not provide any indication as to whether any
systematic stakeholder analysis has been carried out. There are no
information in the Report on specific target groups, their size and the
character of their stakes. Identification of potentially affected population
cannot be limited to the inhabitants of the potentially inundated areas,
but should be based on fundamental stakeholder analysis taking into
account also factors such as the influx of the workforce during the
projects construction phase, effects on economic interests of currently
existing subjects (e.g. in aggregate extraction, agriculture, fishing),
increased pressure on services provided by municipalities or by the state
(waste collection, public order and safety maintenance), and the like.
Some of these issues are acknowledged in the SEA Report, however, no
sign that those stakeholder groups were systematically identified is
provided.
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On the other hand, the SEA Report envisages extensive consultations
with stakeholders as a prerequisite for implementation of proposed
monitoring and mitigation measures (see Chapters 7 and 10), thus
implying that the SEA Consultant is aware of importance of stakeholder
analysis. In this context it is unclear why no information on stakeholder
analysis has been presented in the SEA Report.

Il. Could the consultation be seen as not being ‘early and effective’?

The SEA Report does not provide sufficient information on the
consultation activities conducted so far during the SEA process. It is not
clear whether there have been any consultations with the general public,
as well as there are no details provided on the arrangements for
communication of the SEA Consultant with the DSP planning team and
other relevant stakeholders, except for occasional references to the
communication with local experts during the baseline data collection
{e.g. in section 3.3.13 Cultural Heritage and Cultural Monuments).

There are indications in the Report that in fact the lack of consultation
with the relevant stakeholders — namely the DSP planning team — can be
responsible for some of the uncertainties that are referred to throughout
the Report and even in its Conclusions chapter (see section 11.1.).

lll. Has the scope of the SEA been discussed, the consultees identified
and their responses described?

Although the scoping exercise comprising also consultations with the
environmental, health and other relevant authorities is an obligatory
requirement under the Montenegrin Law on SEA (Article 10), no details
on its outcomes are provided in the SEA Repert. Yet it is important to
address this part of the standard SEA process in the SEA Report, as the
Report should also demonstrate how the comments and opinions of the
relevant authorities obtained during the scoping have been taken into
account. Even if no substantial comments had been received during the
scoping consultations, the SEA Report should provide information on
scoping decision, so that a reader can compare it with the actual SEA
focus and subsequent results.

IV, Has the SEA Report been consulted as an integral part of the plan-
making process?

As already mentioned above, there are indications in the Report, that
there was a lack of consultation with the DSP planning team resulting in
number of uncertainties regarding the actual content and meanings of
certain provisions of the DSP that are referred to throughout the Report
and even in its Conclusions chapter (section 11.1.). It is possible to
speculate that at least some of those uncertainties would probably not
have occurred if there had been regular working contact between the
DSP planning team and the SEA Consultant.

On the other hand, considering the fact that the current DSP builds
extensively on the background materials that have been in development
since 1990’s, the SEA has been conducted in a sub-optimal conditions in
terms of opportunities to integrate with planning process. Rather, it has
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Table 5

been carried out as an ex-post exercise. Nevertheless, this does not imply
that some or most of the SEA findings can not be utilized in the further
stages of the DSP preparation and implementation,

V. Have the consultation bodies (relevant authorities} and the public

likely to be affected by, or having an interest in, the plan been consulted
in ways and at times which give them an early and effective opportunity
within appropriate time frames to express their opinions on the draft

plan and the SEA Report?

The provisions for the public consultation of the draft SEA Report are
outlined in the Montenegrin Law on SEA, and the obligatory public
hearing is yet to take place. It is therefore too early to provide
judgement on this specific issue.

CONCLUSIONS ON THE SEA DSP PROCESS QUALITY

Table 5 below provides summary evaluation of the SEA DSP process
Report quality. The following scoring scale was used:

0 — Completely missing

1 — Partially covered

2 — Completely covered

? — No information available

As obvious from the information available, the SEA Report was prepared
more or less separately from the preparation of the DSP and no
consultation activities with the relevant authorities and public have been
carried out so far.

Considering the current stage of the SEA process as stipulated by the
national legislation, the consultation process shall start after the SEA
Report will be finalized.

Evaluation of the SEA DSP Report
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1. Stakeholder analysis

The SEA Report does not
provide any indication as to
whether any systematic
stakeholder analysis has
been carried out.

2. Efficiency and timing
of the consultation

The SEA Report does not

provide sufficient
information on the
consultation activities

conducted so far during the
SEA process.

3. Consultation within
scoping

The SEA Report does not
provide any information
regarding the consultation
within the scoping

Since this is required by the
national legislation (Law on
SEA, Art. 10), it might be
assumed that the
consultations actually were
carried out

4, Consultation of the
SEA Report as an
integral part of the
plan-making process

0/?

Based on the information
included in the SEA Report
the lack of communication
with the DSP planning team
can be presumed

However, the  obligatory
public consultation is yet to
take place in accordance with
the national legislation

5. Consultation with
relevant authorities
and the public

The provisions for the public
consultation of the draft SEA
Report are outlined in the
Montenegrin Law on SEA, and
the obligatory public hearing
is yet to take place. It is
therefore too early to
provide judgement on this
specific issue,
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GUIDING QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER CONSULTATION PROCESS

Questions and issues below are related to the SEA process as stipulated by
the international documents (especially EU SEA Directive and UNECE SEA
Protocol) and to the SEA performance criteria, developed by the
International Association for Impacts Assessment” (www.iaia.org).

Generally, a good-quality SEA process informs planners, decision makers and
affected public on the sustainability of strategic decisions, facilitates the
search for the best alternative and ensures a democratic decision making
process, Considering this overall purpose, the authority responsible for
preparation and adoption of the DSP {i.e. the Ministry of Economy and the
Government of the Republic of Montenegro) shall ensure the key principles
of the good-quality SEA are met by the SEA DSP i.e. that the SEA DSP:

o Provides sufficient, reliable and usable information for development
planning and decision making

o Informs and involves interested and affected public and government
bodies throughout the decision making process

o Explicitly addresses their inputs and concerns in documentation and
decision making

o Has clear, easily-understood information requirements and ensures
sufficient access to all relevant information

o Ensures availability of the assessment results early enough to
influence the decision making process and inspire future planning.

o Provides sufficient information on the actual impacts of implementing
a strategic decision, to judge whether this decision should be
amended and to provide a basis for future decisions.

The decision-making process means the approval of the plan or programme
assessed in accordance with the relevant legislation (land-use planning
legislation in case of the DSP). The SEA DSP shall provide information to be
considered in the decision on the DSP approval by the Government of
Montenegro. The Government shall make the decision taking into account
all potential effects of the decision (both positive and adverse).

This stage seems to be missing in the Law on SEA, since it only stipulates
approval for the SEA Report {Art. 22: The competent environmental
protection authority shall grant the authorisation or refuse to grant the
approval for the SEA Report on the basis of evaluation referred to in Article
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21 of this Law. The deadline for decision on approval granting referred to in
Par. 1 of this Article is 30 days from the receipt of the application submitted
by the competent authority responsible for preparation of plans and
programmes.), but it is clearly defined by the UNECE SEA Protocol (Art. 11)
and EU SEA Directive (Art. & and 9) — see details below. It is important to
note that the SEA means not only the report, but also results and outcomes
from consultations with the relevant authorities (environmental and health),
public and transboundary (if applicable).

The following requirements shall be ensured (and thus questions answered)
by the authority responsible for preparation and adoption of the DSP (i.e.
the Ministry of Economy and the Government of the Republic of
Maontenegro).

»  Will following requirements be met by the SEA DSP (Art. 11 of the SEA
Protocol / Art. 8 and 9 of the EU SEA Directive)?

© When the DSP is adopted it shall take into account (a) the conclusions
of the SEA report; (b) the measures to prevent, reduce or mitigate the
adverse effects identified in the SEA; (c) the comments received
within consultation with relevant authorities (especially environment
and health authorities), public as well as transboundary consultation.

o When the DSP is adopted, the public, the relevant authorities and
countries involved in the transboundary consultations, are informed,
and that the DSP is made available to them together with a statement
summarizing how the environmental, including health, considerations
have been integrated into it, how the comments received within the
consultations have been taken into account and the reasons for
adopting it in the light of the reasonable alternatives considered.

» How the requirements regarding the public consultations stipulated by
the SEA Protocal (Art. 8) will be fulfilled? The following shall be ensured :

o Early, timely and effective opportunities for public participation, when
all options are open, in the strategic environmental assessment of
plans and programmes i.e.:

Were the relevant authorities (environmental and heailth} consulted
when determining if the SEA for the DSP shall be carried out and when
deciding on the scope of the assessment and the SEA report?

Was the information on the SEA application for the DSP made publicly
available?

An international good practice promotes that the consultations are
not a single step within the SEA but a process i.e. the relevant
authorities and the public shall be invited to participate in more
stages of planning / SEA (screening, scoping, drafting the plan and the
SEA report).
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It is also important to summarize the consultation process i.e. what
comments were raised and how they have been considered in the
plan and/or in the SEA Report.

All information shall be provided in an understandable form (non-
technical summary both of the plan and the SEA Report, summary of
the planning / SEA process including information “what will happen
after the consultation — how the comments will be settled”, summary
of legal requirements etc.), otherwise the efficiency of the
consultation process is low.

The timely public availability of the draft plan or programme and the
SEA report i.e.

Has the public had {or will it have) an opportunity to get familiar with
the DSP and the SEA DSP Report? It is important to carry out
consultations jointly for the plan and the SEA - since usually it Is very
difficult to present and discuss the SEA results and conclusions
without proper knowledge of the plan (subject of the assessment).

That the public concerned, including relevant non-governmental
organizations, Is identified for the purposes of the consultations.

It is very important to ensure that all potentially affected inhabitants
have sufficient access to the consultation process — i.e. in case of the
DSP the activities within the consultations (public hearings,
information in mass media, information points etc.) shall be carried
out also in the area affected i.e. in the villages within the area (local
public hearings, public information in the local newspapers etc.). It is
not rare practice e.g. to organize the public hearing only in the
national capital, which is usually accessible with difficulty for people
from distant and/or rural areas.

That the public has the opportunity to express its opinion on the draft
plan or programme and the environmental report within a
reasonable time frame i.e.

What was (or is) the time period for expressing opinions on the draft
DSP and the SEA DSP Report (usually 20 — 30 days might be
considered as appropriate time, but it strongly depends on the
country context and the specific planning process)?

That the detailed arrangements for informing the public and
consulting the public concerned are determined and made publicly
available.

A good practice shows the information on opportunities for
consultation on the plan and SEA shall be widely disseminated in the
early stages of the SEA (i.e. before the SEA report is started to be
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elaborated — within scoping exercise) providing information on what
activities will be carried out, when, time frame etc.

How the transboundary consultations will be carried out in order to
meet requirements of the SEA Protocol (Art. 10)?

o Where a Party of origin considers (i.e. Montenegro) that the
implementation of a plan or programme is likely to have significant
transboundary environmental, including health, effects or where a
Party likely to be significantly affected (i.e. Albania) so requests, the
Party of origin shall as early as possible before the adoption of the
plan or programme notify the affected Party.

o This notification shall contain, inter alia: (a) The draft plan or
programme (i.e. D5P) and the environmental report (i.e. SEA DSP
Report) including information on its possible transboundary
environmental, including health, effects; and (b) Information
regarding the decision-making procedure, including an indication of a
reasonable time schedule for the transmission of comments.

o The affected Party shall, within the time specified in the notification,
indicate to the Party of origin whether it wishes to enter into
consultations before the adoption of the plan or programme and, if it
so indicates, the Parties concerned shall enter into consultations
concerning the likely transboundary environmental, including health,
effects of implementing the plan or programme and the measures
envisaged to prevent, reduce or mitigate adverse effects.

o Where such consultations take place, the Parties concerned shall
agree on detailed arrangements to ensure that the public concerned
and the authorities referred to in article 9, paragraph 1 (ie.
environment and health authorities), in the affected Party are
informed

How the monitoring system will be established in order to meet
requirements of the SEA Protocol {Art. 12)? Specifically, the following
shall be ensured:

o Monitoring of the significant environmental, including health, effects
of the DSP implementation in order to identify, at an early stage,
unforeseen adverse effects and to be able to undertake appropriate
remedial action.

o The results of the monitoring undertaken shall be made available to
the environmental and health authorities and to the public.

Since it is not clear from the SEA DSP report how the SEA team
communicated with the DSP planning team, the following questions shall
be raised:
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o Was there any communication between both teams? If so, at what
stages of the SEA / DSP preparation?

o Did the SEA come up with any requirements for the changes of the
DSP (additional information, explanation etc.)? If so, have they been
included in the current version of the DSP?
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Komentari i primjedbe NVO*“EXPEDITO* Kotor

Komentari i primjedbe na Nacrt Detaljnog prostornog plana za prostor viSenamjenskih
akumulacija na rijeci Moraci DPPHE i Nacrt lzvjestaja o strateSkojprocjeni uticaja na

Zivotnu sredinu

Dostavljamo Vam u prilogu Komentare i primjedhe na Nacrt Detaljnog prostornog plana za
prostor visenamjenskih akumulacija na rijeci Moraci DPPHE i Nacrt lzvjestaja o
strateskojprocjeni uticaja na Zivotnu sredinu.

S obzirom na izlozene primjedbe smatramo da DPPHE i Strateska procjena uticaja imaju
velikih nedostataka kao 5to su: nekonzistentnost, kontradiktornost, neuskladjenost sa
nekim od sektorskih strategija (posebno oblast turizma), neukljucivanje relevantnih
struc¢njaka i institucija u izradu pojedinih segmenata plana, dosta nelogi¢nosti, kao i
neutemeljenih tvrdnji, nejasnih polazista, njihove razrade i donosenja odluka.

Takode, smatramo apsolutno neprihvatljivim to sto ¢e predvidenim planom izuzetno
vrijedan kulturni predio cijelog ovog podrucja biti “drasti¢no izmijenjen” i devastiran, a
znacajni spomenici kulture ugrozeni (Manastir Moraca) ili unidteni (most knjaza Danila).

Opsti komentari

= Nedostaje spisak ljudi koji su radili Stratesku procjenu sa njihovim profesijama

= Prevod SEA sa Engleskog jezika je 105, u pojedinim djelovima nije uskladen sa
adekvatnom terminologijom na nasem jeziku, Sto ne omogucava adekvatno

sagledavanje ovog dokumenta

= Podaci iznijeti vezano za kulturno nasljede nisu relevantni jer je kao osnova
koris¢en izvjestaj koji je pripremio— HMZ Hidro-meteoroloski zavod koji nije
relevantna institucija za ovu oblast, a uz to nisu vrSene konsultacije sa relevantnim
istitucijama (Republicki zavod za zastitu spomenika kulture)
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str. 1

“Ukupna instalisana snoga projekta je 238,4 MW sa procgienjenom proizvodnjom od oko 700 GWh/godignje.
Energija koja bi se dobila iz HE na Moraci bi pomogla Crnoj Gorl da pastane znacajan izvoznik energije i da
eliminise postojecu zavisnost od uvoza energije.”

700GWh/godiinje je oko ¥ deficita elektriéne energije Crne Gore. Koji su proraéuni koji
potvrduju gornju tvrdnju, da éemo biti znacajan izvoznik struje?

str. 5
Na spisku nedostaje Evropska konvencije o predjelu koju je Crna Gora potpisala
8.12.2008, ratifikovala 22.1.2009, i koja je stupila na snagu 1.5.2009.

str.6

“OPCIA 4HE" Prednaosti:

= Postojedi status polu-zatvaranja KAP-a bi mogao eliminisati deficit elektriéne energije, stoga obezbjedujuci
Vise energlje za izval

Ovo nije najasnije. Neobjektivan je stav. To bi trebalo da je prednost u opciji ne gradnje
4HE. Jer mi ne moramo po svaku cijenu da ih gradimo ukoliko obezbijedimo neutralisanje
deficita elektri¢ne energije gasenjem KAPa. Zasto bismo tada gradili HE?

e Obezbjedice se znacajon prihod od izvoza energije.

Kako? Koncesionar prikuplja profit a od izvoza se ne moZe uzeti PDV.
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« Unaprijedio bi se geo-politiCki status u regionu.
Objasniti ovu tvrdnju? MozZda se poboljsa koncesionaru ali kako Crnoj Gori?
« Stimulisula bi se industrijska proizvodnja | druge poslovne mogucnosti.

Koja industrijska proizvodnja? O njoj nema rijeci u DPPHE. Veé ugavhom o usluinom
sektoru, koji je takode diskutabilan.

 Stimulisala bi se lokalna ekonomifa.

Kako? Poterbno je pojasniti.

« \Vise mogucnosti za turizam/dodatni sadrZaji.

Zasto je to moguce uz HE a nije bez njih?

* Obezbjedeno stratesko vodosnabdijevanje koje de postati sve znacajnije usled klimatskih promjena.

Navesti dokument gdje je to prepoznato kao problem? Nije definisano da li ce
vodosnhabdijevanje biti u rukama koncesionara. Tada opet Crna Gora nema direktnu korist.

« Mogudnosti za investiranje.

Kako? Poterbno je pojasniti.

« Mogao bi se obezbjediti pokretad za unaprijedene mjere energetske efikasnosti.
Na koji nacin? Poterbno je pojasniti.

« Unaprijediti mogucnosti zdravstvene zastite.

Poterbno je pojasniti, da li je predvidena gradnja novih zdravstvenih objekata ili nesto
drugo?

e Unapredena dobrobit usled unapredene privrede oblasti.

Ovo nije kriticki, objektivni stav ve¢ samo prenosenje stava iz plana.
« Mogudénsti za bolje obrazovanje.

Kako? Poterbno je pojasniti.

« Potencijulno unapredenje u drustvenoj strukturi.
Nije dovoljno jasno, poterbno je pojasniti.

« Povedana proizvodnja ce dovesti do povedane potrainje za uslugama.
Kako? Poterbno je pojasniti.

« Sve akumulacije bi obezbjedile novo stanista za diviji svijet.
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Na kojim parametrima se zasniva ova tvrdnja?

 Stvaraju se novi pejzai jezera.

sw e

Zasto je ovo prednost? Transformacija izvornih autenticnih prirodnih pejzaza u vjestacka,
hladna jezera svakako nije prednost!

e Manastir Morada i plato na kome se nalazi ce biti dobro odriavan i ofuvan za bududnost

On u svakom slu€aju mora biti odrzavan i o€uvan i bez HE tako da ovo nije prednost
grandje HE.

« Mogucnosti za povecanje arheoloskog znanja usled neophodnih istraZivanja.

Ovo svakako mora biti uradeno tako da nema osnova za tvrdnju da je to zato $to se grade
HE, a posebno ne da je to prednost jer onda se podrazumijeva da nece biti uradeno ako se
ne grade.

« Mogudnost da se naucivise o flori | fauni oblasti usled neophodnih istraZivanja.

Ovo svakako mora biti uradeno tako da nema osnova za tvrdnju da je to zato $to se grade
HE, a posebno ne da je to prednost jer onda se podrazumijeva da nece biti uradeno ako se
ne grade.

* Neke nizvodne koristi iz regulacife protoka kao $to su smanjenje rizika od poplava | poboljsan kvalitet vode
(takom ljeta)

To je moguce regulisati i uz daleko manje dramaticne intervencije. Nije neophodno vezano
za gradnju HE.

* Mogude unapredivanje Zivotne sredine za turizam (kvalitet vode).

Na 5ta se ta€no misli? Voda nije za kupanje a sigurno joj kvalitet nece biti bolji nego da
ostane prirodna brza rijeka.

* Unaprijedeno vodosnabdijevanje za navodnjovanje uljetnom periodu

Ovo je potrebno pojasniti. U kojim dokumentima je prepoznato da je problem
vodosnabdijevanje i za koje podrucje. MoZe da se rijesi i na drugi nacin, nije prevashodno
vezano za granju HE.

TR

U slucaju paZljivije i smislenije odradene SWOT analize moguce je dobiti potpuno drugi,
adekvatniji pregled prednosti i nedostataka. Kroz ovu analizu nije sve ni na pravi naéin

sagledano.
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STR.7
“1.6 Mjere ublazavanja uticajo”

Nije navedena ni jedna mjera u fazi izrade projekta na koji se radi ova strateska procena
uticaja.

str 8.
“OPCIIA PO KOJOS SE NISTA NE RADI” Nedostaci

* Potencijalni rast tarifa energije.

Nije objasnjena veza izmedu postojanja HE koje su u vlasnistu koncesionara i ove tvrdnje
da ce struja biti jefinija ako se izgrade. Potrebno je pojasniti.

* Gubljenje geo-politickog statusa.
Potrebno je pojasniti.

* Potencijalni pad BDP-a.

Potrebno je pojasniti na osnovu ¢ega se ovo tvrdi

* Gubitak poslovnog i povjerenja investitora.

Zasto? Potpuno je nejasna ova veza sa ne gradnjom HE.

* Povecanje nezaposlenosti u ovom regionu.

To je mogucde rjesSavati i na druge nacine, nema direktne veze sa gradnjom HE.

« NiZg industrijska produktivnost usled prekida u napajanju strujom.

Koja istraZivanja ovo potvrduju? Ovo je povezano sa stanjem distibutivne mreze.
« Uticaj na zdravije najugroZenijih stanovnika usled povecdanja tarifa

Obrazloziti na osnovu kojih pokazatelja se ovo tvrdi. Ne vidi se direktna veza izmedu ovih
faktora. Vlada moze i na drugi nacin da brine o zdravlju i blagostanju svojih stanovnika.

* Pusivno, demotivisano stanovnitvo usled ogranifene uspjesnosti inicijativa za stvaranje novik kompanija i
samo-zaposlfavanje

Potrebno je pojasniti kakve HE imaju veze sa tim, i kako ¢e im one pomoc¢i da ne dode do
toga?

« Potencijalan porast kriminala i asocijalnog ponasanja jer se ekonomski uslovi pogoriavaju.

Nemamo granacije da ¢e HE pozitivno ekonomski uticati na ekonomske uslove. Potrebno
je pojasniti!

* Potencijalno povedanje broja zdravstvenih poremedaja kao Sto su depresija i alkoholizam
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Potrebno je pojasniti, na osnovu kojih parametara se ovo zakljucilo

* Rizik povecanog zagadenja | degradocije zemljista usled napustanjo industrije usled lose energetske situacije.
Potrebno je pojasniti, koje industrije?

* Povedani troskovi energije stimuliSu nelegalnu sjedu Sume | na taj nadin se povecava rizik od erozijfe § klizista.

Da li ¢e gradnja HE to uspjeti da sprijeci? To je posao za sluZbe koje Stite Sume. Potrebno je
pojasniti.

* Klimatske promjene utiéu na osnovni protok rijeke Sto moze dovesti do prirodnog gubitka biodiverziteta.
Pojasniti ovu tvrdnju i zasto ide u prilog grandji HE?
* Pad turizma usled nepristupacnosti | nove trase puta Bar Boljare.
| pri izgradnji HE ce biti autoputa pa to nije nedostatak.
str.o6

“Detalji o kulturnof bastini i spomenicima kulture u projektnof oblasti su uzeti iz izvjestaja koji je pripremio
lokalni konsultant za podatke — HMZ Hidro-meteorolofki zavoed”

Podaci vezani za kulturno nasljede nisu relevantni jer SEA Konsultant nije u mogucnosti da
na osnovu podataka Hidro-meteoroloskog zavoda i trodnevnog obilaska terena “u cilju
vrienja kratke ocjene vrijednosti kulturne bastine” da relevantne podatke.

str.66

“Konsultant je obisao Muzej Grada Podgorice i Arheoloski Registracioni Centar u Podgorici i razgovarao sa
struénjocima iz specificnih oblasti arheologije | kulturne bastine. SEA Konsultant je takode obavio kratku posjetu
Nacionalnom Muzeju Crne Gore na Cetinju”

Nisu vriene konsultacije sa relevantnim institucijama - Republickim zavodom za zastitu
spomenika kulture.
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Ostale primjedbe:

e Smatramo da karte i graficki prilozi ne mogu biti zasticeni autorskim pravima jer je
rijeC o narucenom, javhom dokumentu koji svi mogu dalje da koriste, i da treba
skinuti oznake Copyright ©2009 WinSoft sa grafickih priloga, jer bi, teoretski u
buducnosti bilo potrebno traziti od spomenute firme odobrenje za koriscenje ovih
priloga.

* Proceduralna primjedba je da na sajtu Ministarstva uredenja prostora i zastite
Zivotne sredine, na strani obavjestenja o javhoj raspravi, gdje stoje predmetni
dokumenti, NEMA maila na koji se komentari salju.

* Takode, na stranici istog Ministarstva nema komentara i misljenja koja su drugacija
od stava Vlade vec se samo favorizuje jedna strana, u ovom slucaju Ministarstvo

Uz navedene primjedbe i komentare upucujemo Vam i molbu da:
¢ Nam date informaciju koja je bila cijena izrade DPPHE
* Proslijedite projektni zadatak koji je dat obradivacu za izradu ovog plana
* Takode, Vas molimo da objavite javnim sve komentare pristigle u okviru javne
rasprave, ili da nam ih proslijedite elektornskim putem na mail: expeditio@t-
com.me

S obzirom na izlozene primjedbe smatramo da DPPHE i StrateSka procjena uticaja imaju
velikih nedostataka kao 5to su: nekonzistentnost, kontradiktornost, neuskladjenost sa
nekim od sektorskih strategija (posebno oblast turizma), neukljucivanje relevantnih
strucnjaka i institucija u izradu pojedinih segmenata plana, dosta nelogicnosti, kao i
neutemeljenih tvrdnji, nejasnih polazista, njihove razrade i donosenja odluka.

Takode, smatramo apsolutno neprihvatljivim to sto ¢e predvidenim planom izuzetno
vrijedan kulturni predio cijelog ovog podrucja biti “drasticno izmijenjen” i devastiran, a
znacajni spomenici kulture ugrozeni (Manastir Moraca) ili unisteni (most knjaza Danila).

Sve to ovim dokumentima daje ozbiljne nedostatke koje nije lako popraviti jednostavnim
korekcijama.

Nadamo se da ¢e obradivac i resorno Ministrastvo razmotriti nase primjedbe i sugestije i
dostaviti nam pisane odgovaore.

S postavanjem,
za EXPEDITIO

Biljana Gligori¢, d.i.a.
Tatjana Rajic, d.i.a.

Aleksandra Kapetanovic, d.i.a.

Kotor, 12. april 2010.
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Komentari na SEA od strane NVO , MANS" Podgorica

SEA nije ponudila alternativni scenario, vec je radila opciju ,po kojoj se nista ne gradi®,
Sto nije alternative verzije DPP i SEA koje su ponunene zashovane su na starim
podacima, nerealnim projekcijama ili nedovoljnim i nedostajuéim informacijama; Projekat

nema humanisticku dimenziju, jer predvina potapanje ogromne teritorije,

raseljavanje,

uniStavanje tradicionalnog stila Zivota i kulturnih vrijednosti, a sa druge strane nije
nedvosmisleno pokazao da je najbolje rijeSenje za Citavo drustvo;
DPP i SEA ne sadrze klju¢ni elaborat o zastiti stanovniStva u slu€aju pucanja kaskadnog

sistema brana.

KOMENTARI

NA DPP | SEA ZA PROSTOR VISENAMJENSKIH AKUMULACIJA NA MORACI

Energetika

1. DPP | SEA NIJESU POTVRDILI DA Bl IZGRADNJA 4 HE MA MORACI ELIMINISALA
ENERGETSKI DEFICIT U CRNQJ GORI

Ukupna proizvodnja elektricne energije u Crnoj Gori tokom 2008. godine je iznosila skoro
2.700 GWh, dok je ukupna petrodnja (ukljuujuci tehnicke gubitke i neovlaiceno koriscenje)
iznosila 4,600 GWh. Deficit od 1.900 GWh pokrivao se uvozom. Godisnje bi 4 HE na Moraci
proizvodile oko 720 GWh, Sto nije dovoljno da se eliminiSe energetski deficit u zemlji, a nije
izvijesno da ce se struja proizvedena u akumulacijama prodavati u Crmoj Gori. Autori DPP
potvrduju da ce se struja iz HE na Meraci prodavati na regionalnom trzZistu.

2. DPP | SEA NUJESU RAZMOTRILI ALTERNATIVNE SCEMARIJE ZA ELIMINISANJE
ENERGETSKOG DEFICITA U CRNOJ GORI.

SEA navodi da trenutno 40 odsto ukupne olektriéne encrgije koja se potrodi u Crnoj Gori
koristi KAP i ukazuje da bi postojeci deficit mogao bio eliminisan, s obzirom da se ocekuje da
ce dodi do smanjenja aktivnosti KAP-a (ili ¢ak zatvaranja). SEA medutim nije tretirala sam
scenario zatvaranja KAP-a, a nije razmatrala ni opciju prema kojoj bi KAP nastavio da radi,
ali bi vlasnik kompanije nabavljao struju na trZistu, a ne subvencioniranu kako je sada sluéaj.

3. DPP | SEA NIJESU UZELI U OBZIR CINJEHICU DA DUGOROCHE PROJEKCIJE O
ENERGETSKOM RAZVOJU POKAZUJU DA Bl TESKA INDUSTRIJA U CRNOJ GORI, ZBOG
OGRANICENIH RESURSA, MOGLA DA DOZIVI KRAJ U NAREDNIH 30 DO 40 GODINA.

SEA navodi podatak iz 2007. godine, prema kojem je 61 odsto ukupne elektriéne energije
trosila industrija, ali nije kalkulisala kolike bi se u narednim decenijama smanjila potreba za
enargijom, zbog prestanka rada kljucnih industrijskih preduzeca (KAP i Zaljezara).
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4. DPP | SEA, U POGLEDU SMANJENJA DEFICITA ELEKTRIENE ENERGIJE, NIJESU RACUNALI
USTEDE KROZ ENERGETSKU EFIKASMOST, KAO NI PODATKE O TEHMICKIM GUBICIMA NA
MREZI | NEOVLASCENOM KORISCENJU ENERGLIE.

Prosjecna potrodnja elektritne energije po glavi stanovnika u Crnoj Gori je Cetiri do Sest puta
vaca nego u Evropsko] uniji. Crna Gora je Strategijom razvoja energetike prihvatila jedan od
enargetskih ciljeva Evropske komisije iz 2007. godine kojim se cbavezala da e do 2020.
godine drastiéno povedati energetsku efikasnost 1 smanjiti potrofnju energije za bar 20 odsto.

Ukupni tehnicki gubici na mrezi i neovlasceno koriscenje elektricne enegije u ovom trenutku
iznose blizu 20 odsto, a Strategijom je planirano da budu svedeni na 10 odsto. SEA nije
kalkulisala sa ovim podacima i kolike bi oni smanjili ukupni deficit elektricne energije u
zamlji, vac naprotiv, podatke o gubicima daje u zbiru ukupne potrosnje elektricne energije.
SEA je takode zanemarila procjene (Evropska banka za obnovu i razvoj) da je danas
ckonomski isplativije ustedjeti jedinicu elektriéne energije, nego proizvediti novu.

5. DPP | SEA NIJESU PONUDILI PRECIZNE PODATKE DA JE PROJEKAT IZGRADNJE 4 HE
EKONOMSKI ISPLATIV SA ASPEKTA CIJENE ELEKTRICNE ENERGLIE.

DPP navedi tri scenarija cijene elektricne energije - niske, osnovni i visoki, procjenjujuci da
su u svim scenarijima i sa osnovnom diskontnom stopom od 5,5 odsto, diskontne neto koristi
pozitivne 1 variraju od niskih 91 miliona do visokih 743 miliona eura. DPP ne nudi precizne
podatke kako je izracunata ovako velika razlika u projekciji koristi od hidrocentrala.

6. IZGRADNJA NOVIH, JEFTINIJIH IZVORA ELEKTRICNE ENERGIJE MOGLA Bl HE MA MORACI
DA UCINI NEEKONOMICHNIM.

SEA iznosi ovu rezervu | navodi da bi izgradnja jeftinijih energetskih alternative u buducnosti
HE na moraci mogla u€initi neckonomicnim. Istovremeno, u dijelu klimatskih promjena, SEA
ukazuje da bi one u buducnosti mogle imati znacajne posledice za hidroenargetski kapacitet
Marace, te da bi HE mogle uginiti neskenomicnim. Regionalne prognoze (UMDP) koje se
odnose na potencijalne uticaje klimatskih promjena ukazuju da nivo kisnih padavina moZe da
opadne Zak do 20 odsto u narednih 40 godina.

7. DPP | SEA NIJESU POTVRDILI DA Bl GRADANI CRNE GORE, NAKON [ZGRADNJE 4 HE NA
MORACI, DOBIL! JEFTINIJU ELEKTRICNU ENERGIIU.

Trziste eloktroenergetike co 2015. godine biti potpune otvoreno, u skladu sa trZistem
Evropske unije, Sto znadi da ce cijena biti slobodno formirana, te da e gradani moci da
kupuju struju i van granica Crne Gore. To istovremeno znaci i da de bududi kencesionar
slobodno odredivati cijenu struje proizvedenu u HE na Moradi.

8. DOKUMENTACIJA O PROJEKTU IZGRADNJE 4 HE JE STARA | KAOQ TAKVA NEPOUZDANA.

Osnova za projekat izgradnje 4 HE na Moradi je dokumentacija Elektroprivrede Crne Gore.
Idejni projekti uradeni su 1987. godine, a dopunska tumacenja godinu kasnije. U
protkvalifikacionoj dokumentaciji najstariji elaborat datira iz 1954. godine, dok je najnoviji iz
1998. godine - Aktuelizacija investiciono-tehnicke dokumentacije hidroelektrana na Moradi.

Evropska agencija za rekonstrukciju je jo$ u komentarima na Strategiju razvoja energetike
ukazala da pazljivo treba prici spisku mogucih hidroclektrana, jer su ti projekti radeni prije
mnogo godina, pod drugagijom viasnickorn strukturom i ekonomskim sistemom i moZda sada
nijesu najpogodnije Seme za novo trZiste elektriéne energije.
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NA DPP | SEA ZA PROSTOR VISENAMJENSKIH AKUMULACIJA NA MORACI

KOMENTARI

Ekonomski efekti

1. DPP JE PONUDIO POVRSNE | MEREALNE PROJEKCIJE O EKONOMSKOM INTERESU DRZAVE
U PROJEKTU IZGRADNJE 4 HE NA MORACI.

DPP navodi da do  investitor pladati nmaknadu za koncesiju, naknadu za korifcenje voda i
poreza, ali s tim u vezi nijesu ponudeni precizni podaci. Sadrzina koncesionog akta u ovom
trenutku je tajna, iako je Vlada u toku javne rasprave i suprotno Zakonu o koncesijama, vec
raspisala prekvalifikacioni tender. Mepoznavanje sadrZine koncesionog akta dovodi u pitanje
transparentnost samog procesa, zbog cega se ne mogu izvesti validni zakljucci 5ta ko ulaze |
5ta ko dobija iz koncesionog posla.

2. DPP SADRZI NEOBJEKTIVNE | PREAMBICIOZNE PROJEKCIJE O RAZVOJU TURIZMA |
INDUSTRIJE U SLIVU MORACE, | EKONOMSKU OPRAVDANOST VEZUJE ZA IZGRADNJU SVIH
15 BRANA, |AKO SEA TRETIRA SAMO 4 HE.

DPP daje optimisticke prognoze za razvo] turizma - nakon izgradnje 15 akumulacija, do 2020.
godine, u podrucju ce biti zaposleno 4.000 ljudi i izgradeno 16.000 kreveta u turizmu.
Projekcija je zasnovana na potpuno nevalidnim parametrima, koji podrazumijevaju da sezona
traje 180 dana, popunjenost hotela od 80 odsto, a da je dnevni prihod po sobi 80 aura. Nije
poznato na osnovu Cega su kerisceni ovi parametri, a sama SEA konstatuje da ovo pitanje nije
potkrijepljeno podacima.

DPP u agroproizvodnji predvida zaposlenje 500 ljudi do 2020. godine, a projekcije su opet
nevalidne - tipsko gazdinstvo treba da ima farmu od 10 muznih krava, ili 30 tovnih junadi ili
100 priplodnih ovaca, a u jedno takvo gazdinstvo treba investirati 60.000 eura da bi godisnji
prihod bio 30.000 eura. Hejasno je zasto su uzeti ovakvi optimisticki parametri, imajuci u
widu da u ovomn trenutku u crnogorskem agraru ovake razvijena gazdinstva predstavljaju pravu
rijetkost, kao 1 éinjenicu da u slivu Morace danas polovinu stanovnistva &ini stara populacija.

Takode, DPP ne objasnjava ko de uloZiti tolika sredstva u agroproizvednju. Ma ovako nerealno
zasnovanim projekcijama, ukljuéujuci jof hidrosnergiju, Sumarstvo i vodu kao robu, DPP
predvida da ¢e ukupna investicija izgradnje 4 HE iznositi 734 miliona eura, dok bi ukupna
investicija do 2020. godine, ukoliko bi bilo izgradena svih 15 akumulacija u slivu Morace,
dostigla cifru od dvije milijarde i 300 miliona eura.

3. PROJEKAT IZGRADMJE SAMO 4 HE NA MORACI, BEZ OSTALIH 11 AKUMULACIJA, NIJE
EKONOMSKI ODRZIV ZA RAZVO.) PODRUCJA.

U DPP-u se priznaje da ked realizacije projekta izgradnje samo 4 HE, bez ostalih 11
akumulacija u slivu Morace, nema integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede, turizma, vode kao robe i
ostalog. Sa druge strane, SEA je procjenjivala uticaj samo u sluéaju izgradnje 4 HE - Zlatica,
Milunovici, Raslovici i Andrijevo, koje je jedino i obuhvatila javna rasprava, iake su javnosti
predstavljani ekonomski parametri za Citav sliv Morace.

4, PODACI O PROJEKTOVANOM ZAPOSLJAVANJL MIJESU REALNI.

DPP predvida da e, nakon izgradnje brana na Zlatici, Raslovicima, Milunovicima i Andrijevu,
do 2020. godine biti uposleno oka 500 ljudi, a nakon izgradnje svih 11 akumulacija preko
5.000 ljudi. Plan ne objaénjava kako se doslo do ovih ambicioznih cifri, a SEA, iako prethodno
konstatuje da podaci o zapedljavanju u turizru treba da budu potkrijepljeni, konstatuje da
ce projekat obezbijediti znac¢ajne mogucnosti zapoiljavanje, kod izgradnje brane i u pogledu
dodatnih mogucnosti usled toga 3to ce biti na raspolaganju vise vede za navednjavanje i
povecanih aktivnosti u turizru.

5. SPORNI SU PODACI KOLIKO CE !(OS:TATI MATERIJALNA IMOVINA KOJA CE BITI UNISTENA
TOKOM POTAPANJA, UKLJUCUJUCI EKSPROPRIJACIIU.

DPP predvida da ce za izmjestanje puteva, cksproprijaciju zemljista, izgradnju prenosnih
dalekovoda, planove upravljanja drustvenim i pitanjima Zivotne sredine, kao i za troskove
vliasnika biti potrebno oko 150 miliona eura. Plan ne objainjava kako se doilo do ove sume, a
tokom javne rasprave iskazana je rezerva da su trofkovi potcijenjeni, 1 da bi mogli da budu
vedi 1 za stotinue miliona eura. Autori DPP su saopitili da tek treba da rade elaborat o
aksproprijaciji zemljita, sto dodatno dovodi u pitanje projekciju koja je saopstana.
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KOMENTARI i
NA DPP | SEA ZA PROSTOR VISENAMJENSKIH AKUMULACIJA NA MORACI

1. DPP | SEA NE SADRZE KLJUENI DOKUMENT O ZASTITI STANOVHNISTVA U SLUEAJU
PUCANJA BRANA,

DPP uopite ne sadrZi elaborat o pedacima o rizicima rusenja kaskadnog sistema na Moradi i
zastiti stanovnistva u takvoj situaciji, a tokom javne rasprave saopsteno je da se radi o vejnoj
tajni, zbog potvrduje da je proces netransparentan.

UMDP je nedavno sugerisac da je osnovni preduslov za svaki projekat zadrzavanja vode, koji
podrazumijeva kaskadne nivoe brana, da se obavi procjena rizika od katastrofe, ukoliko se
jedna od gornjih brana obruii i ako se voda koja se bude otpustila prelije preko nizih brana i
uzrokuje popustanje svake brane u nizu.

Okolnosti koje mogu dovesti do toga su velika klizista ili obrugavanje stijena u akumulaciju,
kao 1 probijanje same brane. Ovaj tip procjene posebno je vazan za zemlju kao 5to je Crna

Lt Gora gdje rizik od seizmickih aktivnosti (zemljotresa) prelazi prosjek.

stanovnistvo i

1510 2. PODACI O STANOVNISTVU U SLIVU MORACE SU STARI, A PROCJENA DA CE IZGRADNJA HE
PREOKRENUTI TREND PADA U MIGRACIJI JE PROBLEMATICNA.

DPP nudi podatke iz 2003. godine o naseljenosti padruéja. Prema tim podacima, u podrucju
koje ce biti pogodeno izgradnjom 4 HE Zivi blizu 900 stanovnika, od cega je polovina radno
aktivna, a £ak 30 odsto su stariji od 60 godina.

SEA je u opciji za izgradnju HE kao jednu od prednosti navela da ce biti preckrenut trend
pada u migraciji, kao i da ce biti stvorene mogucnosti za bolje obrazovanje. Potpuno je
nejasno na éemu su zasnovane ove projekcije, naroito Sto u podruéju dominantno Zivi staro
stanovnistvo.

Primjedbe i sugestije na Nacrt StrateSke procjene uticaja na Zivotnu sredinu za
DPP za HE na rijeci Morac€i od strane NVO “OZON”

Primjedbe

Za DPP je vezano dodatnih 11 akumulacija u gornjem slivu koje mogu imati dodatni
potencijal za proizvodnju iz malih hidroelektrana. Mora se, medutim, naglasiti da su ove
akumulacije u gornjem slivu razvijene samo do idejnog nivoa i da tek treba da bude
doneSena odluka o njihovoj izgradnji. Pored toga, ovih 11 brana i elektrana bi prije nego
bi bile predmet dodatnog istrazivanja, uklju¢ujuéi i odvojenu SEA.

Nije jasno zaSto se u SEA za 4 HE pominje jo$ 11 malih HE, o kojima jo$ nije odluceno,
sem ukoliko to na neki nalin neée biti uklju¢eno u eventualni dogovor sa
koncesionarom, t.j. da se onom ko se odludi da investira u 4, kao mogucnost ostavlja i
izgradnja joS 11 malih HE.

Postojeci status polu-zatvaranja KAP-a bi mogao eliminisati deficit elektricne energije,
stoga obezbjedujuéi vise energije za izvoz.

Ukoliko se KAP zatvori, Sto je uzimajuéi u obzir teSko stanje u kom se trenutno nalazi,
veoma mogué scenario, to, po podacima iznijetim u toku javne rasprave od strane
predstavnika Vlade, ipak ne bi pokrilo deficit struje koje trenutno ima drzava Crna Gora.
Upravo zato ne stoji konstatacija da bi se na ovaj nacin obezbijedila energija za izvoz. lli
su bile netacne analize iznijete tokom javne rasprave.
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Unaprijediti moguc¢nosti zdravstvene zastite
Ovakva formulacija nije jasna.

Moguénost za bolje obrazovanje
Ovakva formulacija nije jasna.

Sve akumulacije bi obezbijedile nova staniSta za divlji svijet
Ali i unistile znacajan broj staniSta, pa ne moze se govoriti 0 prednosti.

Stvaraju se novi pejzazi jezera
Valorizacija postojecih prirodnih resursa je prednost, stvaranje novih vjestackih svakako
nije.

Manastir Moraca i plato na kome se nalazi ¢e biti dobro odrzavan i oCuvan za
buduénost.

O manastiru Moraca, obzirom na njegovu vrijednost, moralo bi se voditi racuna bez
obzira na HE na Moraci, a za njegovo oCuvanje su zaduzZene i druge institucije.

Mogucnosti za poveéanje arheolo$kog znanja usled neophodnih istraZivanja.
Eventualna izgradnja 4 HE nije neophodna za pvecéanje arheoloSkog znanja.

Mogucnost da se viSe nauci o flori i fauni oblasti usled neophodnih ispitivanja.
O flori i fauni se moze naugiti i usled ispitivanja za potrebe mreze NATURA 2000 ili
nekog drugog razloga, tako da se ne moZze govoriti 0 prednosti.

Neke nizvodne regulacije protoka kao Sto su smanjenije rizika od poplava i poboljSan
kvalitet vode.

Nije nam poznato da je rizik od poplava izrazen u ovoj oblasti, a svakako da postoje
nacini za smanjenje rizika i bez izgradnje HE.

Moguce unapredivanje Zivotne sredine za turizam (kvalitet vode).
Nejasna formulacija.

Unaprijedeno vodosnabdijevanje u ljetnjem periodu.
Opet nema dovoljno informacija.

Alternative

Opcija po kojoj se nista ne radi nije dovoljna alternativa, narocito jer niko ne spori da se,
ukoliko se pokaze da je neophodno, koriste hidropotencijali rijeke Morace, na nacin koji
bi imao najmanje Stete za Zivotnu sredinu.

Ekonomski faktori

Nedostaci

Potencijalni rast tarifa energije.

Nejasna konstatacija, treba navesti parametre na osnovu kojih se doslo do ovakvog
proracuna, a na osnovu koliCine energije koja se ne bi proizvela u 4 HE.

Potencijalni pad BDP.
Treba navesti relevantne parameter.
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Gubitak poslovnog i povjerenja investitora.

Ovo je samo jedan od mogucih nacina koriS¢enja obnovljivih izvora energije i ova
konstatacija bi mogla da stoji samo ukoliko bi se u eventualnoj kasnijoj proceduri, npr.
nakon tendera, odustalo od plana eventualne izgradnje 4 (+11) HE, a nikako u toku
javne rasprave za SEA.

Povecanje nezaposlenosti u ovom regionu
Vlada CG ima i druge mehanizme u procesu pridruzivanja EU da pomogne razvoj ovog
kraja i utiCe na vecCu zaposlenost, tako da ova konstatacija nije utemeljena

DruStveni faktori

Uticaj na zdravlje najugrozenijih stanovnika usled povecanija tarifa

| usled eventualne izgradnje 4(+11) HE moze doc¢i po povecéanja tarifa u odnosu na
sadasnje, tako da ovu proizvoljnu tvrdnju treba ukloniti

Potencijalan porast kriminala i asocijalnog ponaSanja jer se ekonomski uslovi
pogorsavaju.

Porast kriminala, Sverca i asocijalnog ponaSanja moZe nastati i usled porasta obrta
novca, a uzimajuci u obzir trenutnu strukturu stanovniStva, ova tvrdnja nije

utemeljena.

Potencijalno povecCavanje broja zdravstvenih poremecaja kao Sto su depresija i
alkoholizam.

Ukoliko dode do eventualne izgradnje radni¢kih naselja, svakako je ve¢a moguénost
pojave depresije (usled izolovanosti pod porodice), alkoholizma i svakog drugog vida
bolesti zavisnosti, nego sto je moguénost ukoliko ostane postojece stanje

Faktori Zivotne sredine

Nedostaci

Rizik pove¢anog zagadenja i degradacije zemljiSta usled napustanja industrije usled loSe
energetske situacije

Treba navesti na koju se industriju misli.

Povecani troSkovi energije stimuliSu nelegalnu sjecu i na taj nacin se povecava rizik od
erozije i klizista.

Gradani Crne Gore placaju institucije koje treba da sprije€e nelegalnu sje€u, a ovakva
konstatacija ne utice na povecCanje povjerenja u njih, niti u one koji bi trebalo da ih
kontroliSu i primjenjuju zakone.

Klimatske promjene utiCu na osnovni protok rijeke §to moZe dovesti do prirodnog gubitka
biodiverziteta.

Neophodno je pojasniti na koje se vrste misli i na osnovu Cijih studija se doslo do ove
konstatacije.

Medutim, DPP bi mogao takode imati neke negativne efekte uglavnhom u odnosu na
rijetku floru i faunu u okviru regiona, €iji opseg nije moguce u potpunosti procijeniti, usled
slabe raspoloZivosti podataka, stoga je potrebno dalje istraZivanje prije pocCetka
aktivnosti na izgradnij.
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Smatramo da se biodiverzitet oblasti mora istraziti i doéi do relevantnih podataka, prije
eventualne izgradnje HE i takode procijeniti njegova ekonomska vrijednost i mogucnost
valorizacije, uzimajuci u obzir potencijalne kandidature za NATURA

2000 i Emerald podrucja.

Sugestije

UdruZenje gradana ,,O0ZON” NikSi¢ smatra da bi objavljivanjem svih dobijenih komentara
na DPP za prostor viSenamjenskih akumulacija na rijeci Moraci i SEA za DDP za 4HE
na rijeci Moraci, na oficijelnoj internet prezentaciji, Ministarstvo uredenja prostora i
zastite Zivotne sredine povecalo transparentnost procesa i omogucdilo javnosti da se
uvjeri u eventualnu opravdanost komentara NVO koje su u€estvovale u javnoj raspravi.

Za UdruZenje gradana ,,0ZON" Niksi¢

Direktor
Aleksandar Perovi¢
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Primjedbe i komentrari od strane Gradevinskog fakulteta Podgorica

b) StrateSka procjena uticaja na Zivotnu sredinu

Strate¥ka procjena uticaja na Zivotnu sredinu, metodoloski je dobro koncipirana sa
osnovnim ciliem da u potrebnoj mjeri istakne mogude uticaje izgradnje
visenamjenskih akumulacija na Zivotnu sredinu.

Medjutim, pri izradi ovog dokumenta nije koriS¢ena sva relevantna fondovska
dokumentacija i objavljeni radovi, koji se odnose na geoloski, hidrogeoloski,
inzenjersko-geoloski aspekt obrade, odnosno ti podaci nijesu adekvatno preneseni iz
baznih studija, tako da nijesu u dovoljnoj mijeri istaknuti ni pozitivni ni negativni
uticaji projektovanih akumulacija. Tako na primjer uopste nijesu koriSéene Stampane i
fondovske hidrogeolodke karte sa Tumagima (Fond zavoda za geoloSka istraZivanja —
Podgorica) u kojima su sadrani vazni podaci o hidrogeoloskim odlikama ovog dijela
terena, hidrogeolodkim pojavama (izvorima i ponorima), izvedenim opitima bojenja
podzemnih voda u koritu Morace, utvrdjeni pravei kretanja podzemnih voda i dr.

Osnovni propusti Strate$ke procjene na Zivotnu sredinu su:

e nije obradjeno poglavlje Hidrogeolodke odlike terena u zoni akumulacionih
bazena i njihovih slivnih podrugja (hidrogeolo3ka svojstva i funkcije stijenskih
masa, skar§éenost stijenskih masa, utvrdjeni i predpostavljeni pravei kretanja
podzemnih voda); '

e nije definisana vododrZivost akumulacionog bazena Zlatica ‘i mogucnost
gubljenja voda, preko ponora duZ korita Morade i Male rijeke;

e nije izvrien popis hidrogeoloskih pojava (izvora, ponora, estavela) koje e biti
potopljene akumulacijama;

e uticaj akumulacija na izmjene rezima podzemnih i povrsinskih voda s posebnim
osvrtom na sva izvorita uklju¢ena u vodovodni sistem Podgorice;

e uticaj akumulacija (pozitivni i negativni) na izmjene reZima zbijene izdani
Zetske ravnice;
uticaj akumulacija na periodino ili stalno plavljenje Straganitkog polja;

e geologki profil u poglavlju Geologija dat je po biologu Dr G. Karamanu, Sto je
neprirodno.

U Strate§koj procjeni, kada su u pitanju poplave nije analiziran najnepovoljniji
scenario:

pune akumulacije na Drimu,

pune akumulacije na Mora¢i,

visok nivo Skadarskog jezera,

intenzivne padavine u slivu akumulacija.

U Strate$koj procjeni nije analiziran uticaj akumulacija na dalji transport Sljunka i
pijeska, koji vodotok Moraée u vidu vutenog nanosa odlaze u srednjem i donjem
dijelu toka. Taj proces bi¢e zaustavljen.

Definisati kakav ¢e to uticaj imati na kvalitet voda zbijene izdani Grbavaca i Botuna i
na dalju eksploataciju 3ljunka, kao i uop3te na reZim podzemnih i povrSinskih voda.

66



Kada je u pitanju hidroloski i hidrogeoloski aspekt u StrateSkoj procjeni nije u
dovoljnoj mjeri istaknuto, kako se mogu kompezovati negativni efekti izgradnje
hidroelektrana, odnosno njihovi pozitivni uticaji, kao na primjer:
 vradanje hidroloske funkcije vodotoku Morace, koji presuSuje na potezu od
Duge do Smokovca i prijeti mu potpuna dezintegracija spustanjem voda u
karstno podzemlje,
e kori¥éenje voda za vodosnabdijevanje karstne zaravni Kuga i naselja u bliZoj
zoni akumulacije,
e navodnjavanje obradivih povriina na tje¢nim terasama Bio&a i Sirem prostoru.

Kada je u pitanju inZenjersko-geoloski i seizmogeologki aspekt u Strate¥koj procjeni
nije ukazano na uticaj akumulacija na:

e potencijalnu nestabilnost rje¢nih terasa u zoni Manastira Moraca, kao i uzvodno
. nizvodno od Manastira, na potezu duZine oko 800 m. (Analize stabilnosti
radjene na osnovu ranijih kompleksnih istraZivanja, Ciji su rezultati
sintetizovani u Idejnom Projektu — Energoprojekt 1987, ukazale su da iste nece
biti stabilne u uslovima praznjenja akumulacije).

e moguénost aktiviranja klizista na dijelu terena izgradjenom od fliSnih
sedimenata, ne samo klizista Durdevina,

e rizik od odrona i indukovane seizmiZnosti, na $to nas opominju primjeri iz
najblizeg okruZenja (HE «Piva»; HE na Drimu) gdje je nakon formiranja
akumulacija doslo do generisanja na hiljade indukovanih zemljotresa od kojih
su neki bili u dijapazonu od 4-5 jedinica Rihterove skale. Odroni su cesta
pojava duz kanjona rijeke MoraCe a uslovljeni su rasjedima paralelnim sa

" desnom kanjonskom stranom, koji sa diskontinuitetima koiji ih presijecaju grade
potencijalno nestabilne blokove.

U Strateskoj procjeni trebalo je ukazati na potrebu dodatnih analiza regionalnog i
detaljnog rupturnog sklopa desne kanjonske strane Morate, koju karakteriSe intenziva
tektonska izdijeljenost stijenskih masa. (U odronu 2000. godine, koji se dogodio u
Platijama, pored velike materijalne Stete bilo je i 8 Zrtava).

Ranije izvreni opiti «in situ» (metodom hidraulicki jastuk) ukazali su da je kvalitet
stijenske mase daleko bolji na lijevoj nego na desnoj kanjonskoj strani.

e Uticaj oscilacija nivoa akumulacije Andrijevo od 75 m, (kako pi%e u Strateskoj
procjeni a u stvari je 65 m) na devastaciju prostora i aktiviranje egzogenih
procesa: erozije, denudacije, odronjavanja i klizenja terena.

e Dinamiku zapunjavanja akumulacije Andrijevo deluvijalno-eluvijalno-
koluvijalnim sedimentima, sa dolinskih strana Morace izgradjenih od fliSnih
glinovito-laporovito-pjeskovitih sedimenata (Pudevina, Bare Radovica i dr.).

Kada je u pitanju Monitoring, koji je u Strateskoj procjeni (SEA) dat tabelarno
(poglavlje 10) isti je neophodno dopuniti i sledeé¢im aktivnostima:
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Geologija

monitoring kontrole spiranja terena i zasipanja akumulacija;

monitoring kontrole transporta aluvijalnih sedimenata (3ljunka i pijeska);
predlaganje i izu¢avanje Alternativnog profila za branu Zlatica;

Monitoring klizi3ta i odrona,

Monitoring stabilnosti terase Manastira u prirodnim i izmijenjenim uslovima i
terasa uzvodno i nizvodno od Manastira,

analiza regionalnog i detaljnog rupturnog sklopa kanjonskih strana Morace.

Hidrologija

dodati — Hidrogeologija

simultana mjerenja proticaja na odabranim profilima duZ toka Morade u cilju
utvrdjivanja zona poniranja;

uporedna mjerenja nivoa vode Morate (Zlatica) i Straganitkog oka,

Uporedna mjerenja nivoa Morace i nivoa zbijene izdani Zetske ravnice u
sadagnjim i izmijenjenim uslovima.

bojenje podzemnih voda preko postojecih ponora u koritu Morage i u zoni
uticaja akumulacija;

izvodjenje novih piezometara 1 bojenje podzemnih voda u cilju utvrdjivanja
pravaca kretanja podzemnih voda;

speleologka i speleoronilacka ispitivanja,

pracenje kvaliteta vode Morace i nizvodnih izvorista u sadasnjim i izmijenjenim
uslovima.

Seizmicnost

uticaj akumulacija na indukovanu seizmitnost i pojave odrona i aktiviranje
klizista;

Seizmitke rejonizacije za sve akumulacije, geodetska osmatranja i mjerenja na
pregradnom mijestu brane i terenu (nulto stanje i tokom eksploatacije).

obaveze prema lokalnim zajednicama

Potrebno je u skladu sa evropskom praksom donijeti poseban zakon kojim }e se
regulisati nadoknada lokalnim zajednicama za izgubljena prirodna dobra
izgradnjom hidroelektrana. Ova nadoknada se vezuje za proizvodnju elekiri~ne
energije. Uobi~ajeni procenti u evropskim zemljama se kre}u od 5 do 15%.
Sredstva koja se ubiraju na ovaj na~in koriste se za razvoj tih podru~ja.

Obaveze prema lokalnim zajednicama koje proisti~u po osnovu izgradnje
akumulacija (nadoknade, lokalni putevi i sl) treba definisati unaprijed

posebnim ugovorom.
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ZAKLJUCCI

Na osnovu analize raspolozive dokumentacije i dosadainjih saznanja o predmetnoj
problematici, moZe se zakljuditi da nema uvjerljivih dokaza,da je viSenamjensko
koris¢enje vodnih potencijala Morate, sa visokim Andrijevom, najbolje rjeSenje sa
energetskog, sigurnosnog i ekoloskog aspekta, Sto se odnosi i na akumulaciju HE
«Zlatica» kada je u pitanju vododrZivost akumulacionog bazena.

Iz tih razloga u DPP i SEA neophodno je obraditi i Varijantu 2 — nisko Andrijevo na
istom nivou kao Varijantu 1, kao i blagovremeno izvrSiti detaljna hidrogeoloska
istrazivanja akumulacionog bazena HE «Zlaticay u cilju definisanja vododrZivosti
terena, odnosno moguénosti gubljenja vode preko brojnih ponora duZ korita Morade i
Male rijeke, na potezu nizvodno od Manastira Duge.

Na taj na&in, uz odredjene korekcije i dopune ovih dokumenata u skladu sa datom
sugestijama i predlozima, potencijalnom Koncesionaru ée se obezbijediti valjane
polazne osnove, da u narednoj fazi potpunije jzuti predmetnu problematiku i odabere
optimalnu varijantu, koja ¢e biti energetsko-ekonomski isplativa, sigurnosno najmanje
rizi¢na i najbolje uklopljena u ekolosko okruzenje.

Podgorica, 13. aprila 2010. godine.

Dostavljeno:
Rektoru UCG

Prilozi:
Dodatak 1: Planersko-seizmilki aspekt
Dodatak 2: Urbanoloski aspekt
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Primjedbe i sugestije italijanske firme A2A

U vezi sa gore navedenim prostorno planskim dokumentom ,DPP za
prostor viSenamjenskih akumulacija na rijeci Moraci sa StrateSkom
procjenom uticaja na Zivotnu sredinu®, u daljem tekstu smo sumirali
nekoliko aspekata za koje vjerujemo da bi se trebali razmotriti:

1. Saglasni smo sa projekcijom da se put koji e biti srusen zbog
izgradnje hidroelekirane treba rekonstruisati u skladu sa
standardima koji su barem isti kao sada$nji. Medutim, s obzirom da
predlog A2A da se projektuju i izgrade hidroelektrane poviaci za
sobom dvije faze, od kojih je druga u vezi sa podizanjem brane i
akumulacije Andrijevo iznad nivoa sadasnjeg puta, koji ¢e
najvjerovatnije biti planiran i zavrSen kada novi auto-put Bar-
Beograd bude u funkciji, predlazemo da se rekonstrukcija puta koji
¢e biti sruSen zbog radova na izgradnji u drugoj fazi bude izvréena u
okviru novog auto-puta uz karakteristike koje su uskiadene sa
situacijom lokalnog saobracaja, kao i drzavnog putnog sacbracaja.

2. Planska dokumentacije detaljno sadrZi vrijednosti energije koja moze
biti proizvedena i troSkove potrebne za realizaciju trenutnih
proracuna za elektranu, koja se sastoji od Cetri kaskadne elektrane,
Andrijevo, Raslovi¢i, Milunoviéi i Zlatica. Na osnovu iskustva A2A i u
skladu sa onim &to je potvrdeno tehnickim izvijestajem koiji je priloZen
uz IFC dokumentaciju, projekat je potrebno prostudirati da bi se
postigao najsofisticiraniji nivo razvoja ( najsavrseniji) koji trenutno
postoji. Nase je misljenje da su troskovi projektovani za investicije
znacajno podcijenjeni, naro€ito u vezi mogucénosti da se projektuju i
izgrade brane na nacin koji odgovara trenutnoj geoloskoj situaciji i
koji mogu da budu ostvareni u najvecoj mjeri; s obzirom da je
prosjecna proizvodnja elektriCne energije precijenjena, bilo bi
odgovarajucée da planska dokumentacija definiSe da su takvi
tehniCko-ekonomski podaci procjena koja je predmet izmjena i
razjashjenja.

3. Sto se ti¢e predioga o alternativnim projektima (kao $to je veé¢
navedeno u planskoj dokumentaciji), vjerujemo da je dobro da se u
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dokumentu navede da Koncesionar moze takode da prezentira
alternativne predloge tokom faze dodjele Koncesije; poslednje bi
otigledno trebalo da se procijeni i prihvati od strane odgovarajuéeg
crnogorskog organa i trebalo bi se usmjeriti na najbolje karakteristike
proizvodnje elektri¢ne energije, omjer troSkova/prihoda, kvaliteta
sigurnosti i zastite Zivotne sredine.

4. Sto se tite koriséenja vode kao dijela koncesije za hidroenergetsku
upotrebu, dokument navodi da se voda moZe koristiti za odredeni
broj drugih svrha (poljoprivredu, industrijsko snadbijevanje, ribolov i
rekreativne svrhe) i da elektrane takode imaju funkciju regulisanja
punog nivoa, zastite zemljista od erozije itd. Predlazemo da se nadin
kori§éenja vodenih resursa za ostale upotrebe definise u naknadnim
detaljnim ugovorima sa Koncesionarem za hidroenergetsku
proizvodnju, tako da iz toga ne bi proizasle bilo kakve Stete po
hidroenergetsku investiciju.

5. Da bi se izradio fleksibilan projektni predlog, predlazemo da uvrstite
moguce, ali i ograniceno, prosirenje teritorije koja je u vezi sa
hidroenergetskom koncesijom, narocito u dolini Morace do Zlatice
(do tacke gdje se rijeka Moraca spaja sa rijekom Zeta) i u dolini Male
Rijeke do otprilike kraja Zeljezni¢kog mosta Bar-Beograd, da bi se
pruzila mogucnost planiranja i izgradnje ostalih elektrana, kao $to su
one koje je predlozZio A2A, radi poboljSanja rada hidroenergetskog
sistema.

Pored gore navedenih pitanja vezano za prostrono planski dokument,
Zeljeli bismo da sumiramo za vaSe razmatranje kvalifikovane aspekte
predloga A2A; ovi aspekti ¢e biti detaljnije prezentirani tokom postupka
dodjele hidroenergetske koncesije:

» |dentifikovanje kljuénih aspekata projekta kroz analizu planske
dokumentacije, studija, testiranja i istraZivanja koji su vec
sprovedena;

¢ Ogranicavanje negativnih efekata (i ekolokih i ekonomskih) koji su
rezultat ekspropriacije podrucja koje Ce biti pogodeno
akumulacijama i izmjestanjem postojece infrastrukture;

o Eliminacija kljuénih aspekata otkrivenih na kraju Andrijevo
akumalacije, koji za sobom povlace zastitu i konsolidaciju brane od
viSe od 35 metara ispod manastira Moraca i stabilizaciju neaktivnih
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klizista (Cija izvodljivost i ekonomski troskovi jo$ uvijek trebaju da se
detaljno prostudiraju);

Modernizacija dalekovoda koji ¢e biti u sluzbi novih elektrana;
Modelski razvoj projekta, Sto znadi razvoj u razli¢itim fazama po
pitanju energetskih potreba i razvoju infrastrukture koja je planirana

za taj prostor;

Smanjenje sveukupnih tro§kova investicije uz naknadna poboljanja
omjera troskoval/prihoda;

Smanjenje operativnih troSkova i troSkova odrZzavanja.

klizista (Cija izvodljivost i ekonomski troskovi jo$ uvijek trebaju da se
detaljno prostudiraju);

Modermizacija dalekovoda koji ¢e biti u sluzbi novih elektrana;
Modelski razvoj projekta, Sto znadi razvoj u razliCitim fazama po
pitanju energetskih potreba i razvoju infrastrukture koja je planirana

za taj prostor,

Smanjenje sveukupnih troSkova investicije uz naknadna pobolj$anja
omjera troSkova/prihoda;

Smanjenje operativnih troSkova i tro8kova odrzavanja.
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Primjedbe i sugestije od strane firme , FOMOS MONTENEGRO*

Postovani,

Fondacija za spomenike i lokalitete Crne Gore razumije potrebu da se okviru nacionalne
energetske strategije i prepoznatog javnog interesa pristupi planiranju i gradnji hidrocentrala na
Moraéi. Potreba za izgranjom hidrocentrala i javni interes za obnovljivom energijom za Fomos
Montenegro su nesporni, tim prije $to su ovakvi objekti radeni i u kanjonu Kolorada i na Nijagarinim
vedopadima kao i mnogim drugim mjestima gdje je senzibilitet prema ekologiji na mnogo veéem
nivou nego u Crnoj Gori.

Ono $to je predmet naSeg interesovanja i §to po pravilu prati ovakve projekte su konflikti
interesa sa stanoviSta zadtite kulturnih dobara, &ije je otuvanje takode od javnog interesa i
nesporna je pravna kategorija. Mjere za zadtitu spomenika kulture koje su predioZene u
predmetnim dokumentima su na metodoloskoj i deklarativnoj ravni korektno uradene ali postoje
odredeni propusti i potrebne dopune na kojima Vam ovim dopisom zvanitno ukazujemo.
~7"  Smatramo da je koncept prilaska ovoj materiji mogao biti znatno bolji. Dijelom za to snose
krivicu i same sluZbe zastite zbog nedostaka dokumentacije o0 ovom podrugju. Danas bi o zastiti
kulturne ba$tine na ovom podrugju mnogo lagodnije govorili da postoji Arheologka karta Crne
Gore, da su uradena etnoloSka istraZivanja i arheolo$ko rekognosciranje ovog podrugja, da su
odredene granice spomenika kulture, granice njihove zasticene okoline, ili da Vam je na ovu
problematiku paznju skrenulo resorno Ministarstvo.

Kako god, zakonska je obaveza da se prije potapanja ovog prostora uradi arheolosko
rekognosciranje ovog podru¢ja, eventualna nuzna zaStitna arheoloka istraZivanja,
dokumentovanje nematerijaine kulturne bastine sa ovog terena, kao i prikupljanje i eventualni
otkup etnografske grade. Zbog konciznosti ovog dopisa, sve ove poslove i radnje iznosimo na
opstoj ravni ali one podrazumjevaju niz veoma struénih i kompeksnih radnji, traze strutne kadrove
i za odredene poslove pogodne vremenske usiove koji se moraju uraditi u kratkim rokovima.

U odnosu na zastitu nepokretnih spomenika kulture pozdravijamo ozbiljan i odgovoran
odnos prema zastiti Manastira Morace. Ovaj vjerski objekat je Resenjem br 1105/1-57 od 19. 11.
1957. godine upisan u Registar spomenika kulture, koji vodi Republicki zavod za zastitu
spomenika kulture na Cetinju. Manastir Morata ¢e se nakon izgradnje akumulacije Andrijevo naéi u
posebno osjetijivoj poziciji kako sa aspekta promjene mikrokiime tako i po pitanju promjene
pejzaza. To su svakako radikalne promjene koje se na prvo éitanje pogotovo u laickoj javnosti
teSko shvataju i prihvataju ali se izradom i realizacijom Elaborata koji treba da zastiti spomeniéke i
kulturno istorijske vrijednosti ovog spomenika negativni uticaji mogu sanirati. Ipak ne mozemo se
oteti utisku o krajnje degutantnim i nepotrebnim stavovima izne$enim na sajtu http:/www.he-
moraca.me/ kojima se sugeride da izgradnja akumulacija predstavlja spas za Manastir koji je eto
ugroZen bezbrojem negativnih faktora. Takav prilaz zastiti ovog spomenika smatramo krajnje
kontraproduktivnim jer vrijeda zdrav razum i struke i nauke.

Poseban problem predstavija odnos prema Danilovom mostu na rijeci Mrtvici koji se
ReSenjem br 1273/1-57 od 27. 11. 1957. godine u Registru spomenika kulture vodi kao zasticeni
spomenik kulture i samim tim uZiva pravnu zadtitu. Zato smatramo neprihvatlivom stavove
izneSene u StrateSkoj procjeni uticaja na Zivotnu sredinu (str. 69) gdje se predvida potapanje
Danilovog mosta na Mrtvici, a kao mjera koja bi ublaZila gubitak ovog mosta, predvida se izrada
detaljne dokumentacije. Medutim DPPHE (str.43) u osvrtu na prostorni plan opstine Kolagin navodi
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da je prema PPO u smjernicama za zastitu spomenika kulture "utvrdeno da se pri pristupanju
izgradnji akumulacione brane Andrijevo u saradnji sa Republi€kim zavodom za zastitu spomenika
kulture izradi elaborat za zaétitu mostova (spomenika) na Moragi, odnosno i o dislokaciji mostova
na rijeci Mrtvici i rijeci Sjevernci”.

Podsje¢amo Vas da spomenik kulture nije opisna nego pravna kategorija i da se bez obzira
na predvidena planska re$enja u odnosu na njega mora prvo i prvenstveno postovati i primjenjivati
Zakon za zastitu spomenika kulture (Sl. list RCG, br. 47/91, 17/92, 27/94).

Istina ¢lan 53, navedenog zakona kaZe: Nepokretni spomenik kulture moZe se ruiti i
izmjestati, samo u izuzetnim sluéajevima, na osnovu prethodno utvrdenog op$leg interesa.
lzuzetno od stava 1. ovog Clana, ne moZe se rusiti nepokretni spomenik kulture od izuzetnog
znacaja. Odobrenje za rudenje i izmje$tanje iz stava 1. ovog Clana, izdaje republiCki organ uprave
nadleZan za poslove kulture, po pribavljenom mislienju Republi¢kog zavoda. Sa druge strane Clan
91 istog zakona kaze sledece: Ko osteti ili unisti spomenik kulture kaznice se za krivicno djelo
novéanom kaznom ili zatvorom od 8est mjeseci do pet godina.

Na osnovu svega navedenog, a u odnosu na predmetni spomenik, predlazemo sledece:
lzradu projekia izmjedtanja Danilovog mosta na neku drugu lokaciju. Ovakav projekat se moze
realizovati fazno: prva faza demontaza, druga faza deponovanje demontiranog materijala (kamen i
spomen ploca) i treéa faza odabir lokacije i ponovna montaZa. Objektivni rok za realizaciju ovog
projekta je 3 do 7. godina.

Naravno podrazumjeva se da &itav postupak mora zadovoljiti pravnu formu pa bi i u slucaju
premje$tanja koje mi prediazemo i u slu¢aju ruSenja odnosno potapanja kojem se mi protivimo
moralo postojati punovazno "Odobrenje za rusenje ili izmjestanje”, koje predvida ¢lan 53. Zakona o
zastiti spomenika kulture. Smatramo da bi i zbog crnogorske javnosti, zbog obaveza koje bi frebao
da ima investitor i zbog postovanja zakona ovo Odobrenje koje izdaje Ministarstvo kulture bilo
potrebno traziti odmah i kao pravni akt dobiti ga u najkracem roku. '

Svi ovi poslovi traze i odredena finansijska sredstva i mi predlazemo da po principu
"polluter pays" ona trebaiju biti obezbijedena od strane buduceg investitora. Ekonomska racunica u
evropskim zemljama govori da se prilikom izgradnje mega projekata hidrocentrala i auto puteva
obezbjeduju najveca sredstava za zastitu kulturne bastine. Za to su nam nabolji primjeri zemlje iz
okruzenja Slovenija i Hrvatska gdje se prilikom izgradnje auto puteva 1% &itave investicije odvajao
za arheoloska rekognosciranja i istrazivanja.

U tom smislu na$ kljuéni predlog jeste da se ovim dokumentima i ugovorom sa buducim
koncesionarom obezbjedi 1% investicije koji bi bio opredijeljen za ocuvanje kulturne bastine i to za

Zadtitne radove na Manastiru Moraca
Dislociranje Danilovog mosta na Mrtvici
Arheolo$ko rekognosciranje i istraZivanje
Dokumentovanje nematerijalne kulturne bastine
Sakupljanje i otkup etnografske grade

f & & & @
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Komentari Marine Markovi¢ na SEA

SEA nacrt iz januara 2010. godine nije na %alost dokument koji je uraden na nagin
kako to zahtijevaju evropski standardi i dobra praksa, a nekriti¢kim preuzimanjem
odredenih postavki iz DPP-a (odnosno iz Strategije razvoja energetike) i pristrasnom
ocjenom prednosti i nedostataka varijanti gradenja i negradenja 4 HE datim u tabeli 8-
1 sa str 142 — 143 (ponovljenoj u saZetom obliku u Rezimeu dokumenta) doveden je u
pitanje kredibilitet cijelog dokumenta. Osim toga, evidentna je odredena
nekonzistentnsot izmedu nalaza prezentiranih u pomenutoj tabeli i Rezimeu sa
ocjenama datim u samom tekstu dokumentata, to dalje podriva povjerenje u
dokument kao objektivnu analizu uticaja i instrument koji treba da doprinese
integraciji zahtjeva odrZivosti u DPP. Kljugni nedostaci i otvorena pitanja koji tine
da se SEA nacrt iz januara 2010 ne moZe ocijeniti kao kvalitetan odnosno zbog kojih
se ne moZe dati pozitivno misljenje na dokument su:

1. Nerazmatranje alternativa

2. Uticaji na vode nijesu procijenjeni imajuéi u vidu principe i zahtjeve
Okvirne direktive o vodama

3. Uticaji na biodiverzitet nijesu u potpunosti procijenjeni imajuéi u vidu
zahtjeve EU i domacih propisa o zadtiti prirode

4. Ocjena prednosti i nedostatka planskog rjefenja (gradnja 4 HE) i
negradenja planiranih objekata je u ve€ini slu¢ajeva krajnje neobjektivna,
ponekad i besmislena

5. Davanje pozitivne ocjene DPP-u urpkos &injenici da za dvije oblasti
kljuénih uticaja (hidrologiju i biodiverzitet) nedostaju podaci potrebni za
procjenu je sporna

6. Razmatranje uticaja i efekata klimatskih projekata na plansko rjesenje je
veoma sporna.

[ pored ovih krupnih nedostataka, SEA izvjestaj svakako ima odredene vrijednosti i
predstavlja impresivan napor da se saberu i analiziraju postojeéi podaci. Objektivnosti
radi, isti€em pitanja na koja po mome misljenju SEA tim nije mogao da uti¢e a koja
su znaCajno uticala na ishod procesa i kvalitet dokumenta:

1. Nedostatak podatka, kvalitet raspoloZivih podataka, dostupnost postojecih
podataka SEA timu;

2. Neprepoznavanje alternativa u samom DPP-u kao i nepostojanje
informacija o planovima za 11 planiranih HE u gornjem slivu Morade;

3. Uklju¢ivanje CANU kao ,,supervizora® procesa

Slijedi detaljnija elaboracija o kljuénim nedostacima SEA:

1. Alternative: DPP naZalost ne ukljucuje nikave alternative predloZzenom
rjesenju gradnje 4 HE pa se tako SEA analiza ograniéava na samo dvije
opcije: one predloZene planskim rjeSenjem i opcije po kojoj se ..ne radi nista®.
Imajuéi u vidu da razmatranje alternativa (sa stanovista strategkih uticaja na
Zivotnu sredinu i odrZivosti) nije uradeno tj. nije integrisano ni kod Strategije
razvoja energetike, eventualnim davanjem saglasnosti na ovakvu SEA i
usvajanjem ovakvog DPP-a dolazimo u situaciju da prakti¢no definidemo
pojedina¢ne projekte bez strateSke analize njihovih alternativa 3to je
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neprihvatljivo sa stanovista dobre prakse i 5to je u suprotnosti sa nafelima
SEA i zahtjevima odrZivosti. Konaéni nacrt SEA (januar 2010) ne preporuéuje
&ak ni ispitvanje alternativnih tehnikih rjeSenja Sto je bio sluéaj u jednom od
ranijih nacrta (iako ostavlja moguénost da de se alternative pojaviti u
tenderskom procesu).

Razmatranje alternativa je na drugoj strani jedna od krucijalnih alatki procjena
uticaja, &iji je krajnji cilj da se analizom razli¢itih moguénosti dode do rjesenja
koja su najmanje $tetna po Zivotnu sredinu. I na§ SEA Zakon (u &lanu 21) kao
jedan od kriterija za ocjenu kvaliteta SEA izvjestaja navodi pitanje da li je ,, ...
pripremljeno ... i varijantno rje$enje najpovoljnija sa stanoviita Zivotne
sredine®.

IR SRR prijc usvajanja SEA i DPP-a osigurati da se razmotri
vise varijantnih rjeSenja (ne samo jedno predloZeno rjesenje i varijantno
rjesenje nerealizovanja plana) i uradi procjena njihovog uticaja na Zivotnu
sredinu (te poredenje uticaja viSe varijantih rjeSenja). TraZenje najbolje
alternative se ne moZe ostaviti na izbor investitoru - njegovi interesi u procesu
se nece, prirodno, poklapati sa opstim interesom crnogorskog drustva.

. Okvirna direktiva o vodama (ODV) nije uzeta u obzir u procjeni uticaja, &ak
ni u dijelu principa i zahtjeva ove Direktive koji su vec preneseni u crnogorski
Zakon o vodama (ocjena stepena usaglagenosti Zakona o vodama sa ODV
koja se pominje u odgovorima na EC Upitnik je 64%!), kao 3to su na primjer
opéti cilj ouvanja dobrog statusa svih vodnih tijela i spreavanje daljeg
pogorSanja statusa. '

Buduéi da se radi o SEA za plan ¢ija predloZena rjeSenja imaju znacajan uticaj
na vodne resurse, SEA analiza i procjena uticaja morala je biti tje3nje
povezana sa principima i ciljevima ODV. ODV i posebno ciljevi ove Direktive
vezani za Zivotnu sredinu (ukljudujuéi ¢lan 4 koji sada nije prenijet u domace
zakonodavstvo) su trebali da budu okosnica procjene, buduéi da je ovaj EU
propis donijet kako bi se obezbijedilo dugoroéno odrZivo upravljanjc vodnim
resursima na bazi visokog stepena zastite vodne sredine. ODV i njeni zahtjevi
su u poslednjem nacrtu SEA samo sporadiéno pomenuti, kao na primjer:

- na str 86 u sekciji Hidrologija se kaze da .,... ¢e izgradnja bilo koje
brane, shodno Direktivi, izmjeniti vodenu masu i dovesti je u gore
stanje od onog u kojem je bila ranije. Imajuéi u vidu ovaj princip,
smatra se da ¢e HE na Mora¢i imati negativan uticaj na hidro-
morfologke elemente kvaliteta™;

- na str 96 u dijelu prezentacije relevatnog EU zakonskog okvira navode
se kratko zahtjevi ODV;

- prvi zakljucak na str 155 SEA izvjestaja ispod podnaslova hidrologija
kaZe da ¢e ,, Rijeka Morata e biti pretvorena u jednu veliku
akumulaciju i tri manje i stoga ée hidrolo3ki kontinuum biti prekinut”,

I pored ovog opravdanog navodenja negativnih uticaja izgradnje 4 HE na
rijecu Mora¢i, SEA ne prepoznaje kljuéni negativni uticaj (ili ga ne formulide
eksplicitno) a to je gubljenje dobrog statusa rijeke Morace u srednjem toku i
pretvaranje u veoma modifikovan rjeéni tok, $to je, po ODV (&lan 4.7 koji se
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odnosi na nove modifikacije vodnih tijela) moguée samo kad nema drugih
tehni¢ki izvodljivih rjedenja koja su povoljnija po Zivotnu sredinu a ne iziskuju
disproposrcionalne trodkove ili kad je rije¢ o projektima koji su neophodni
radi oZuvanja ljudskog zdravlja i bezbjednosti.

Drugi problemati¢ni aspekt SEA odnosno DPP-a sa stanoviita ODV i naSeg
Zakona o vodama je odovojeno razmatranje 11 potencijalnih akumalacija u
gornjem slivu Morace, uklju¢ujuci i akumulacije na Mrtvici i Maloj rijeci, 3to
je u suprotnosti sa integralnim upravljanjem vodnim resursima. Ovaj koncept
ODV i planovi upravljanja rjeénim basenima kao instrument za primjenu ovog
koncepta namjeravaju su u potpunosti primijeniti u Crnoj Gori do 2016 uz
sugestiju EC u drugom setu pitanja za Upitnik da to bude do 2015. godine.
Oba termina su ranija od predvidenog kraja gradnje 4 HE.

ERRBREREEI: ODV u cjelini, i posebno njeni djelovi koji su prenijeti
u crnogorsko zakonodavstvo, moraju biti kamen temeljac SEA analize. SEA
mora eksplicitno identifikovati znaZajne negativne uticaje gradnje 4 HE kakve
su predvidene DPP-om na status koji sada ima srednji tok rijeke prema
odredbama ODV (uticaje na hidrologke i hidromorfoloske, zatim fizitko-
hemijske i ekolo8ke karakteristike Morade). Takode se mora naglasiti i
preporuditi neophodnost integralnog pristupa u planiranju zahvata na cijelom
slivnom podruéju. Konaéno ali ne i najmanje bitno (naprotiv!) SEA mora
traziti od DPP-a da pokaZe koji su to razlozi (i podupiruéa analiza) koji su
opredijelili planere za ovakvo rjeSenje imajuéi u vidu ogranifenja propisana
¢lanom 4.7 ODV.

. Procjena uticaja na biodiverzitet koja je data u SEA nagla3ava nepotpunost
podataka o bidiverzitetu koji bi bio izgubljen (direkini uticaji) ili koji bi trpio
znatajne uticaje (indirektne) usled realizacije DPP-a. Takode se nagla3ava da
su predjeli koji bi trpjeli direktne i/ ili indirektne uticaje od realizacije DPP-a
veoma vaZni zbog raznovrsnosti stanidta i vrsta, te da su neki od njih vec
prepoznati kao vazna podruéja za ofuvanje po osnovu razli¢itih medunarodnih
i domacih sporazuma i propisa (npr. prepoznati su kao Emecrald lokacije,
podrudja vaZna za ptice i sl.).

Podsjec¢anja radi, prema EU Direktivi o stanistima, konverzija i osteéenja
prioritetnih stanista i vrsta (koji su pobrojani u aneksima Direktive) je moguca
samo u slu¢aju kad se utvrdi javni interes (na osnovu veoma restriktivnih
kriterija), uz kompenzatrone mjere, ofuvanje ukupnog integriteta ekoloske
mreze Natura 2000 i uz odobrenje EC. Za sve intervencije koje mogu uticati
na lokacije posebne zastite (lokacije sa prioritetnim vrstama i stanistima) se
zahtijeva ,,appropriate assessment™ i projekti se odbacuju ako procjena pokaZe
negativne uticaje.

Prema nafem Zakonu o zatiti prirode, u koji su u znaéajnoj mjeri prenesene
odredbe EU Direktive o stanitima, Vlada Crne Gore je DUZNA da utvrdi
ekologku mrezu (buduéi dio Nature 2000 u Crnoj Gori) do kraja avgusta 2011.
godine (¥to je samo godinu i 4 mjeseca od danadnjeg dana, i znatno je ranije
od vremenskog roka za realizicaju DPP-a, vjerovatno ranije i od samog
tehni¢ki izvodljivog poletka gradnje 4 HE). Ukoliko Vlada ispoStuje ove



odredbe Zakona, postavlja se i pitanje utvrdivanja i placanja kompenzacija po
osnovu Steta koje mogu nastati po jednu ili viSe lokacija iz buduce mreze
Natura 2000, $to sada nije razmatrano u SEA.

Nedostajuéi podaci se moraju prikupiti i procijeniti.
Prije davanja saglasnosti na SEA i DPP mora biti potpuno jasno koja ¢e
prioritetna stani$ta i vrste trpjeti direktne i/ ili indirekte negativne uticaje i to
ée se desiti u tom sludaju. Prema Zakonu o zadtiti prirode, kompenzatorni
uslovi i mjere su utvrduju kroz ocjenu prihvatljivosti zahvata ($to moZe biti
EIA ili druga procjena uticaja), a za sprovodenje tih mjera je odgovoran
investitor. SEA bi kao minimum morala da ukaZe na ovu moguénost i da
naznadi potencijalne kompenzatorne mjere (odnosno da uzme u obzir njihov
uticaj na ekonomsku analizu prednosti i nedostatka realizacije DPP-a).

. Prednosti i nedostaci opcija gradnje 4 HE i nerealizovanja plana (u tabeli
8-1 sa str 142 — 143, ponovljenoj u skra¢enom obliku u Rezimeu dokumenta)
su jedan od najgorih djelova SEA: uop3teni su, nelogi¢ni, nekonzistentni medu
sobom a i sa drugim djelovima SEA, i veoma pristrasni —uvedeni sa
namjerom da po svaku cijenu opravdaju planska rjeSenja. Detaljniju
elaboraciju ovih stavova ¢u dati ispod u pojedina¢nim komentarima za tekst
SEA izvjestaja.

Pomenutu tabelu bristi u ¢jelosti ili je temeljno
preispitati i revidirati.

. Davanje pozitivne ocjene DPP-u: Zakljuéci na strani 9 Rezimea (opéti dio) i
pozitivna ocjena planskih rjesenja su ofekivani imajuéu u vidu ocjene iz tabela
o prednostima i nedostacima dvije razmotrene opcije, ali se ne slazem s njima
i smatram ih parcijalnim i neuravnoteZenim. SEA ne moZe dati ovakvu ocjenu
a da pri tom nema adekvatne podatke o oblastima u kojima su uticaji
najznadajniji.

Podrzavam preporuku o potrebi daljeg istraZivanja
biljnog i Zivotinjskog svijeta ne samo prije podetka gradnje ve¢ i prije
usvajanja DPP-a i SEA. Bez toga, na kraju krajeva, nije moguce uraditi ni
valjanu procjenu uticaja. Takode snazno podrzavam dopunska istraZivanja i
analize za vode, uklju¢ujuéi pripremu hidroloskog modela za sliv, i
preporu¢ujem rigorozno preispitivanje ocjena o uticajima na status vodnog
tijela iz ugla gledanja ODV i Zakona o vodama.

. Razmatranja o klimatskim promjenama u SEA su veoma sporna, a
djelimi&no su (nekriti¢ki) preuzeta iz Strategije razvoja energetike i samog
DPP-a (pod klimatskim promjenama podrazumijevam globalni fenomen
otopljavanja a ne promjene mikro-klimatskih uslova do kojih mogu dovesti
planska rjeSenja). Za razmatranje o klimatskim promjenama, mislim da je za
SEA, pored navodenje podataka IPPC-a, potrebno uzeti u obzir i:

- Rezultate Prve crnogorske nacionalne komunikacije ka Okvirnoj
konvenciji UN-a za klimatske promjene (koja je u zavrinoj fazi
pripreme i sadrZi rezultate regionalnog klimatskog modela po
razli¢itim scenarijima do 2100. godine)
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- Dokumenta EU o adaptaciji na klimatske promjene i upravljanju
vodnim resursima u kontekstu klimatskih promjena,

Ovo smatram veoma vaZnim zato $to se klimatske promjene identifikuju kao
jedan od kljuénih faktora rizika, kao i zato §to se za klimatske promjene vezuje
odredeni broj utvrdenih prednosti gradnje HE (spornih doduse). Naime,
Citajuci odredene djelove SEA stie se utisak da ¢e se gradnjom elektrana
ublaziti posljedice klimatskih promjena, $to je apsurdno. Ako se dakle ne
izgrade HE, hidrologija i biodiverzitet ¢e trpjeti zbog klimatskih promjena,
ako se izgrade — nece? Ovo je sasvim pogresno — trpjece u oba slugaja, samo
§to ée u sludaju gradnje HE trpjeti viSestruko.

U prilog ovoj tvrdnji navodim i ocjene iz dokumenta Evropske komisije iz
2009. godine Common Implementation Strategy for the Water Framework
Directive (2000/60/ EC): Guidance Document No. 24 — River Basin
Management in a Changing Climate. Dokumentom se naime potvrduje da su
primjena ODV-a i njenih principa najbolji pristup za ofuvanje dobrog statusa
vodnih resursa a samim tim i za upravljanje vodnim resursima u kontekstu
klimatskih promjena. Takode je znagajno $to se kao jedan od usmjeravajucih
principa u ovom dokumentu preporucuje da se izbjegava kori¥¢enje klimatskih
promjena kao opiteg opravdanja za relaksiranje postavljenih ciljeva a
savjetuje se da se dosljedno prate koraci i uslovi utvrdeni ODV-om (str 42
ovog dokumenta). Dalje, u kontekstu adaptacije na klimatske promjene (na str
43 ovog dokumenta), preporucuje se primjena ¢lana 4.7 ODV na mjere
adaptacije kojima se modifikuju fizi¢ke karakteristike vodnih tijela (npr.
rezervoari, crpljenje vode, nasipi) a kojima se moZe uzrokovati pogorsanje
statusa voda, Interesantno je jo$ i da se ovim dokumentom navodi da se u
juZnoj i jugoistonoj Evropi moze otekivati smanjenje izdagnosti vodnih
resursa zbog ofekivanog uticaja klimatskih promjena (poveéanje prosjetne
temperature, smanjenje prosjeéne koli¢ine padavina, ali i veca udestalost
ekstremnih vremenskih dogadaija), kao i da se statistitki znaCajne promjene u
vodnom reZimu zbog klimatskih promjena ne mogu oéekivati prije sredine
ovog stoljeca.

Drugi dokument relevantan za razmatranja u SEA je EC White paper -
Adapting to climate change: towards a Evropean framework for action
(COM/2009/0147 final). U ovom dokumentu se na primjer kaZe da
,,Projektovani uticaj klimatskih promjena na padavine i topljenje gletera
ukazuje da bi proizvodnja energije iz hidro potencijala mogla da poraste za 5%
ili vide u sjevernoj Evropi odnosno da se smanji za 25% ili vife u juznoj
Evropi!! Imajuéi u vidu ova dva dokumenta, mi (crnogorsko drustvo) bi mogli
da se suotimo sa znaajnim smanjenjem u koli¢ini vode i samim tim
smanjenjem od % ili viSe u proizvodnom potencijalu eventualnih HE na
Morati sredinom vijeka — taman onda kad istekne koncesioni period kako je
sada planiran.

ZEEE SIS Dopuniti SEA nalazima iz nacrta Prve nacionalne

komunikacje i preporukama iz EU dokumentata (Gudiance Document No. 24
— River Basin Managment in a Chnaging Climate i White paper
(COM/2009/0147 final)) te u potpunosti odbaciti (brisati) tezu o
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akumulacijama kao strateSkom odgovoru na klimatske promjene. Tezu koja je,
pretpostavljam, preuzeta iz Strategije razvoja energetike, smatram
neutemeljenom i apsurdnom, a ukoliko je njeni zagovornici mogu potkrijepiti
rezultatima sopstvenih istraZivanja ili referencom na druga evropska ili IPCC
dokumenta koja se bave problematikom klimatskih promjena i adaptacije,
spremna sam se izviniti zbog ovakve ocjene.

Par detaljnijih komentara o gore navedenim objektivnim (za SEA tim) faktorima
koji su uticali na kvalitet procesa i dokumenta:

Nedostatak pouzdanih i uporedivih podataka je veliki problem u Crmoj Gori u
svim oblastima, §to udruZeno sa nespremno$¢u (pojedinaca, institucija) da se
postojeci podaci ugine javno dostupnim bitno ograniava moguénosti
temeljnih analiza i informisano donogenja odluka. Ovo je problem koji se ne
moZe rijediti u ovom SEA procesu, ali je svakako signal za nadleZne organe da
preduzmu odredene mjere kad su u pitanju javne institucije. Potrebno je vidjeti
na primjer zasto nije mogao biti uraden hidroloski model za sliv - koji su to
nedostajuéi podaci i ko je odgovoran za njihovo prikupljanje. Ili zasto su
podaci o biodiverzitetu rasuti po ladicama strunjaka za pojedine vrste i zaSto
nemamo javno (od strane Zavoda za za&titu prirode) objavljenu informaciju o
geografskoj rasporstranjenosti znac¢ajnog biodiverziteta, zaSto nemamo Crvenu
listu vrsta i sliéno.

Sudeci po kvalitetu prethodnih nacrta SEA (npr. od jula 2009. godine) i ovog
kona¢nog nacrta iz januara 2010. godine, ukljucivanje CANU kao supervizora
procesa bilo je pogre$no. Evidentno je da se CANU javlja kao snaZan
zagovornik planskog rjeSenja za 4 HE, 5to je legitimna pozicija uopste
govoredi, ali sasvim sporna sa stanovidta njihove uloge u SEA procesu i sa
stanoviita vodenja dobrog SEA procesa. Po mome misljenju, ,,supervizor” je
direktno odgovoran §to su neke od valjanih analiza i procjena iz prethodnih
nacrta SEA izbaéene ili stavljene u drugi plan, odnosno $to su na drugoj strani
ukljuene neke potpuno povrine i nelogiéne procjene pozitivnih i negativnih
uticaja. Moguce je takode da su preko CANU i njihove uloge u procesu
nadleZni Viladini vesori ostvarivali svoj uticaj u praveou razvodnjavanja SEA,
relativizacije negativnih uticaja i kona¢no u pravcu davanja ukupne pozitivne
ocjene o DPP-u, $to sve svakako NIJE primjer dobre SEA prakse.

Pojedinaéni komentari (SEA Rezime)

1.

Rezime - str 1 SEA: “DPP i SRE su takode tijesno uskladeni sa politikom
Evropske Unije (EU) o zaétiti i konzervaciji Zivotne sredine™. Ocjena nije
tacna — oba dokumenta sadrZe elemente koji su u suprotnosti sa EU politikama
u najmanje dvije oblasti - upravljanje vodama i za3tita prirode. Argumente koji
idu u prilog ovoj tvrdnji sam veé iznijela u op5tim komentarima a ovdje
navodim samo ocjenu iz EC Izvjestaja o napretku za Crnu Goru za 2008.
godinu u kome se u dijelu o energetici kaZe: ,,Potrebno je dalje preispitavanje
kompatibilnosti SRE sa EU Okvirnom direktivom o vodama. SRE zastupa
tezu da dugoro&no rjefenje za globalne probleme klimatskih promjena treba da
se zasniva na izgradnji rezervoara kao vidu odgovora na ekoloske promjene u
vodnim tokovima®. U vezi sa drugom reenicom ovog citata, vidjeti navedene
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10.

preporuke i razmatranja relevantnih EU dokumenata navedenim pod tatkom 6
u opstim komentarima.

Cemovsko polje i kanjon rijeke Cijevne su takode predlozeni za Emerald
podruéja, nalaze se u projektnoj oblasti SEA-e a ne pominju se u izvjestaju (str
2 Rezimea).

Da li se ocjena da ,,... lokacije planiranih HE pripadaju umjereno aktivnom
seizmi¢kom podruéju (Zona VIII), ali koju karakteri%e relativno nizak nivo
seizmiékih hazarda.” odnosi na sve planirane HE (str 3 Rezimea)? Ako ne,
onda treba naglasiti na koje se ne odnosi (npr na strani 10 Rezimea se kaZe da
rizik od zemljotresa vecih magnituda raste nizvodno ka jugu). Na str 127
izvjeStaja se Cak direktno kaZe da je Zlatica u zoni jatih zemljotresa.

Str 3 Rezimea: Ocjena ,Klimatske promjene ne mogu biti s preciznoséu
predvidene usled ograni¢enih podataka monitoringa™ nije jasna - treba je
brisati ili preformulisati (nesigurnost u predvidanju klimatskih promjena jeste
injenica, ali nije posljedica ograni¢enog monitoringa). Osim ako se ne misli
na uticaje na klimatske uslove u podru¢ju obuhvaéenom DPP-om? Takode,
mislim da je tokom javnih rasprava prezentiran model kojim se detaljno
predvidaju uticaji planskih rjeSenja na klimu podrudja.

Na str 5 Rezimea, kod nabrjanja faktora rizika, tatka iv) “jeftinija alternativna
energija” treba da glasi “jeftinija i po Zivotnu sredinu povoljnija alternativna
energija”.

Na istoj strani, kod nabrajanja relevantnih medunarodnih konvencija obavezno
treba dodati i UN CBD te Bernsku i Bonsku konvenciju (ne samo da ih treba
dodati u rezimeu, ve¢ je neophodno da su one uzete u obzir pri analizi uticaja),
kao i Predionu konvenciju.

Tabela sa rezimeom prednosti i nedostataka 4 HE (str 6 i 7 Rezimea) i njeni
nedostaci su veé pomenuti u opstim komentarima, a konkretne primjedbe su
date ispod u pojedinaénim komentarima na tekst SEA izvjeitaja.

Mjere ublaZavanja uticaja u fazi eksploatacije: ,, Na najmanju moguéu mjeru
svesti sedimentaciju u akumulacijama i troSenje turbina na nain &to bi se
razmotrila moguénost kanala/ tunela za odvodenje velikih voda...”. Da li ovo
znaci da se kanali/ tuneli za odvodenje velikih voda tretiraju samo kao moguéa
mjera ublaZavanja, a ne kao obavezni element tehnitkog rjedenja? Ako je tako,
zar to nije sporno s aspekta sigurnosti brana?

Str 9 Rezimea: ,,Trenutno postoje ograni¢ene informacije o predloZenom radu
brana.” Zbog Cega je to tako? Da li to znati da SEA tim nije imao na
raspolaganju detalje o tehni¢kim performansama brana predvidenih DPP-om?
Ako je tako, to treba naglasti kao znacajnu prepreku sprovodenju SEA-e.

U dijelu konkretnih zaklju¢aka, sekcija 1.10.1 Rezimea je donekle
prihvatljiva, s tim 3to bi u dijelu kvaliteta vode morale stajati procjene uticaja
iz ugla ODV (kao 3to je ve¢ izloZeno u opstim komentarima). Kod hidrologije,
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11.

12.

brane mogu smanjiti rizik od poplava ali mu mogu i doprinijeti (npr. uticaj
akumulacija na Drimu na skoranje poplave Skadarskog jezera i Bojane), 5to
se ne prepoznaje u zakljugcima. Zakljuéci kod podnaslova ,.Klimatske
promjene® su veoma uopsteni i odnose se na osmotrene i moguce promjene, a
ne na pokugaj procjene efekata koje KP mogu imati u slu¢aju realizacije DPP-
a. Na drugoj strani, u tabelama sa prednostima i nedostacima se obilato
spekulide pogodnostima koje brane mogu imati u uslovima KP (3to je, kako je
veé reteno, potpuno neosnovano). Zakljudak iz podnaslova ,Materijalna
imovina®“ koji glasi ,, DPP ne precizira koje akumulacije ¢e se koristiti za
snabdijevanje pijacom vodom, u svijetlu njihove visenamjenske funkcije...” je
veoma bitan i ide u prilog argumentu da je dobar dio utvrdenih prednosti
planskih rjeSenja proizvoljan. Mora se znati ne samo koje akumulacije, vec i
ko e se i zadto snabdijevati vodom iz akumulacija da bi se mogle utvrditi
prednosti gradnje HE u odnosu na ostavijanje stanja kakvog jeste (isto vaZi i
za navodnjavanje, turizam...). Zakljuak o poboljsanom kvalitetu vazduha
nema nikakve veze sa HE — autoput se ne gradi zato 3to ¢e se graditi HE niti je
trasa odabrana da bi se ostavila moguénost za gradnju HE — kanjon MoracCe
jednostavno nije podesan za gradnju auto puta. Teza iznesena u dijelu
zakljutaka o pejzaZu je sporna - davanje primata vjeStatkom pejzaZzu nad
prirodnim nije u skladu sa medunarodnim propisima o otuvanju pejzaZa.

Kod zakljutaka u sekeiji 1.10.2 s pravom se na primjer (pogetak stranice 12)
apostrofiraju negativni uticaji raseljavanja na dobrobit stanovnistva, ali ovo
nazalost nije reflektovano u tabelama koje &ine srz SEA-a — naprotiv! U dijelu
kod podnaslova ,,Zaposlenost i obrazovanje® smatram spornom ocjenu o
poveéanju zaposlenosti, posebno u odnosu na otvaranje novih mogucnosti u
poljoprivredi zbog navodnjavanja (koliko je zaisia poljoprivrednog zemljista u
podrugju DPP gdje je navodnjavanje neophodno?) i u turizmu. Smatram, i tu
sam saglasna sa nalazom SEA, da je planska postavka o 4.000 novih poslova
u turizmu veoma upitna tj. nerealna. U podnaslovu ,,Industrija (rekreacija,
turizam i sl.), saglasna sam sa ocjenom da se treba dodatno potkrijepiti
planska postavka da se akumulacija Zlatica moZe koristiti za
vodosnabdijevanje Podgorica. I ne samo da moZe, veé i da je to potrebno!
Koliko sam ja upoznata sa planovima za razvoj sistema vodosnabdijevanja
Podgorice, potreba uvodenja novih izvora nije predvidena (tj postoje¢i izvori
zadovoljavaju dugorotene potrebe Podgorice, uz izvjesna poboljSanja u
kori$¢enju vodoizvorista i poboljSanja na mreZi).

Sa preporukama — tadka 1.11 — sam uglavnom saglasna. Dodatna istraZivanja
za biodiverzitet ne bi trebala da bude vezana samo za oblasti koje ¢e biti
direkino izloZene negativnim uticajima (potapanju), iako ona treba da budu u
fokusu, veé i za oblasti znagajnog biodiverziteta koja mogu trpjeti indirekine
negativne uticaje (razliCiti negativni uticaji na biodiverzitet su kasnije dobro
elaborirani u sekciji 4.4 - Problemi i njihovi uticaji). Takode podrZavam
ocjenu da su potrebna dalja hidroloka ispitvanja i priprema hidrolo3kog
modela za sliv.
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Pojedina¢ni komentari (tekst SEA izvjeStaja)

1.

Postavka DPP-a o viSestrukoj upotrebi akumulacija i socio-ekonomske Koristi
koje su izvedene iz takve postavke su veoma upitni. SEA bi morala jasno i
nedvosmisleno otvoriti pitanja kao §to su: ko ¢e se snabdijevati vodom iz ovih
akumulacija i za$to je to potrebno; 3to ¢e se navodnjavati i zasto je koris¢enje
akumulacije potrebno; koji je to taéno broj turista koji se planira da ¢e provesti
dio ili cijeli svoj odmor na vjeStatkim akumulacijama, prije no 3to ¢ée ih
svrstati na stranu korisiti gradnje HE (na odredenim mjestima u tekstu, SEA
postavlja ovakva pitanja (npr kad se kaZe da se planiranih 4.000 novih poslova
u turizmu &ine ,,optimistickim®) ali se to nazalost gubi u klluénim nalazima i
preporukama.

Sekcija 3.3.11 — Klimatske promjene — je solidno prezentirana ali je treba
dopuniti podacima iz nacrta Prve nacionalne komunikacije i iz EU
dokumenata Gudiance Document No. 24 — River Basin Managment in a
Chnaging Climate i White paper (COM/2009/0147 final). Ovo se posebno
odnosi na dio u kome se kaZe da .,... oni koji realizuju projekat treba da budu
svjesni takvih pitanja jer bi klimatske promjene mogle imati znaZajne
posledice za buduéi hidroenergetski proizvodni kapacitet rijeke Morage....”.
Ovo je pravo pitanje kada je rije¢ o rizicima od i uticajima klimatskih
promjena, a ne ono to se nastoji prikazati kao prednost akumulacija u
konteksu KP.

Sekcija 4 (Rizici, problemati¢ne oblasti i njuhov uticaj) je takode solidno
obradena.

Sekcija 4.4 (Problemi i njihovi uticaji) je u tekstu mnogo bolje obradena nego
§to se sti¢e utisak Citajuéi Rezime.

Veoma je primjetno izvjesno nesuglasje izmedu glavnih poruka prezentiranih
u Rezimeu i onoga §to se &ita u tekstu izvjestaja/ procjeni (npr. vidjeti ocjene o
pejzazu iz Rezimea i raspravu sa strane 92 — 93),

. Na str 98, kod izvodenja kriterija odrZivosti iz nacionalnih politika (uglavnom

NSOR), mislim da je pod-kriterij ,,OdrZivi razvoj resursa“ kod prirodnih
resursa morao da glasi drugadije (npr odrZivo upravljanje prirodnim
resursima) i/ ili da je mogao biti bliZze definisan u odnosu na vode; takode
utvrdeni kriteriji ne naglasavaju NSOR ciljeve u oblasti biodiverziteta.
Pravitnost je veoma vaZan kriterij odrZivosti (prepoznat kako u NSOR-u tako

i kod SEA) ali ostaje nejasno da li je on dosljedno primijenjen u procjeni uticja
{npr. da li ée raspodjela koristi i 3teta od planskih rjeSenja biti pravina).

Bilo bi preciznije da je SEA cilj 10 — Uspostavljanje integrisanog upravljanja
rje¢nim slivom — 8ire formulisan i da je pored ovoga ima jo$ i dio ,.i ofuvanje
dobrog statusa vodnih resursa® buduéi da je kao jedna od referenci kod ovog
cilja navedena i ODV. Nezavisno od formulacije, i ovdje je kao i kod -
pravi¢nosti (tatka 7 iznad) bitno da li je cilj ostvaren tj rigorozno primijenjen
u procjeni uticaja DPP-a.
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I1.

. Bilo bi dobro da su rezultati table sa str 117 — Detaljna procjena uticaja

ukupno za HE — interpretirani, a interesantno je i da li je u skladu sa tabelom o
prednostima i nedostacima iz Rezimea i teksta [zvjeStaja.

Kao jedan od propusta SEA smatram klasifikaciju uticaja ze veéi broj SEA
ciljeva, a posebno za ciljeve 6, 10, 11 i 12: smatram da kategorija ,,mjeSovit/
neutralan® nije prikladna ni za jedan od pobrojanih (tabela na str 120). Npr.
tesko da se mogu sloziti da se uticaji DPP u odnosu na SEA cilj 10
(uspostavljanje integrisanog upravljanja rjetnim slivom) svrstavaju u
kategoriju ,,mjeSovit/ neutralan® — mislim da je o€igledno da su uticaji DPP-a
na ovaj cilj negativni (u prilog mojo tvrdnji donekle ide i diskusija ovog cilja
na str 122). Moguce je da rezultati procjene daju osnova za zakljudak
prezentiran u SEA u tabeli na str 120, ali smatram da se onda dovodi u pitanje
kvalitet same procjene.

Rasprava sa strane 126 da li je kod brane Andrijevo uopste mogude
obezbijediti prolaz za riblje vrste je veoma zabrinjavajuéa i odgovor na ovo
pitanje se svakako mora znati i mora uticati na ukupnu procjenu. Inace, kao
§to to SEA uglavnom prepoznaje, posebni razlozi za brigu kod negativnih
uticaja na biodiverzitet su gubitak znacajnih stanista i vrsta u zoni potapanja i
neposrednom okruzenju, uticaji na ribe, mo¢vama podrugja i ukupni
ekosistem Skadarskog jezera.

Tabela 8-1 sa str 142 — 143 je, kao 5o je ve¢ pomenuto, jedan od najslabijih djelova
SEA. Konkretne primjedbe su: :

Nije jasno da li ¢e se izgradnjom HE smanjiti deficit ili povecati izvoz? Ako je
ovo prvo prednost, kako ¢e se onda obezbijediti znacajni prihodi od izvoza, i
¢ija ¢e korist biti ti prihodi — crnogorskog druitva koje ,,ulaZe® u projekat
znacajan prirodni resurs ili investitora?

Nije jasno kako ¢e izgradnja HE stimulisati lokalnu ekonomiju imajuéi u vidu
model finansiranja i izgradnje koji se predlaZe. Da li je neko kvantifikovao
ove prednosti i moZe li brojkama pokazati koje i kolike koristi (naspram
oCiglednog gubitka znaCajnog prirodnog resursa, gubitka biodiverziteta) ¢e
imati crnogorsko drustvo od HE?

Vjestacke akumulacije nigdje u svijetu nijesu zna&ajna turistitka atrakcija, a
dodatne vrijednosti planskih rjeSenja za razvoj turizma nema ili je ¢ak
negativna jer kanjoni, brze planinske rijeke, kulturno naslede, jedinstveni
biodiverzitet provjereno jesu elementi koji privlade turiste i omoguéavaju
razvoj turizma.

Obezbjedenje strate$kog vodosnabdijevanja gradnjom akumulacija u
kontekstu klimatskih promjena je veoma sporno. Da li se ovime htjelo reéi da
¢e stanovnidtvo u zahvatu DPP-a i Podgorici jednoga dana kada presuse
njihovi sadasnji izvori vodosnabdijevanja usled klimatskih promjena mo¢i da
se snabdijeva vodom iz ovih akumulacija? Ako da, takva pretpostavka je na
granici nau¢ne fantastike jer ako dode do znagajnih poremecaja hidroloskog
rezima, logi¢no je otekivati da ni akumulacije neée imati Gime da se pune.
Unapredenije transportnih veza je jo§ jedna neutemeljeno identifikovana
prednost gradnje HE. Potapanjem puteva transportne veze ¢e se svakako
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unazaditi ili ée makar porasti trofkovi izgradnje alternativnih saobracajnih
ruta.

Izgradnja novih HE neée uticati na poboljSanje energetske efikasnosti sama po
sebi. Veca ponuda nikad u ekonomiji nije signal za racionalniju potrodnju —
naprotiv. Nove HE mogu doprinijeti energetskoj efikasnosti samo kroz
povecanje cijena elektriéne energije, 3to je za otekivati da ¢e se desiti po
izgradnji HE, ali §to SEA naZalost ne uzima kao realnu pretpostavku na
osnovu koje ocjenjuje uticaje. Naprotiv, na strani nedostataka opcije po kojoj
se nidta ne radi, navode se ,,potencijalni rast tarifa energije” i ,,uticaj na
zdravlje najugroZenijih stanovnika zbog povecanja tarifa“. Iz ovoga se dé
zakljugiti da SEA zastup tezu da tarife nece rasti ako se izgrade HE, 3to je
sasvim nerelano. Tarife ¢ée neminovno odredivati buduée jedinstveno
regionalno trzite elektriéne energije (odnosno jednog dana i evropsko), one ¢e
pokrivati troskove investitora (koji nece biti niski) i omoguéivati profit
investitoru (koji takode neée biti nizak). Zabluda je da ¢e se izgradnjom HE na
Mora¢i obezbijediti izvor jeftine energije, a velika je Steta da se SEA-om takva
teza podrzava. Takode je sigurno da ¢e elektriéna energija proizvedena u
moguéim HE na Moraéi biti prodavana tamo gdje operater/ viasnik bude
mogao da postigne najveéu cijenu, 3to moguce uopste nece biti Crna Gora.
Kod drustvenih faktora — vise izjava navedenih na strani prednosti opcije
gradnje 4 HE je takode veoma sporno: porast zaposlenosti, zaustavljanje
iseljavanja i povecanje blagostanja stanovnistva koje sada Zivi u projektnoj
oblasti je u domenu (nerealne) teorije. Praksa (npr. podrugje Pive i njegov
razvoj* po izgradnji HE) govori drugatije!

Vide prednosti navedenih kod faktora Zivotne sredine je sporno. ,,Prednost
obezbjedivanja novih stanidta se potpuno anulira (i vi$e od toga) tetom od
unidtavanja postojecih stanita i vrsta, i suvisno njeno navodenje. Sli¢no,
navodenje moguénosti da se vi$e naudi o flori i fauni oblasti kao prednosti
opcije 4 HE je sporno. Detaljna istraZivanja bi morala da prethode odluci o
gradnji, SEA i EIA procesima, a ne da budu ,,benefit” iz gradnje elektrana.
Takode je sporna i prednost gradnje 4 HE formulisana kao ,,moguce
unapredenje Zivotne sredine za turizam (kvalitet vode).“ Kao 5to se kaZe na
drugim mjestima u izvjestaju, kvalitet vode Morate uzvodno od Podgorice je
sad odli¢an, a formiranje velikih akumulacija ga moZe samo pogoriati (usled
promjena brzine protoka i temperature, $to uti¢e na nivo rastvorenog kiseonika
u vodi, otpornosti vodne sredine na nove zagadujuée materije i sl.).

Kori&éenje akumulacija za navodnjavanje, imajuéu u vidu njihov raspored i
raspored poljoprivrednog zemljista, ne zvuéi ubjedljivo. Potrebno je precizirati
koja od akumulacija bi mogla da se upotrijebi u te svrhe i kvantifikovati
koristi.

Kod prednosti i nedostataka vezano za opciju negradenja HE u istoj tabeli (8-
1), snazno podrZavama slijedece utvrdene prednosti:

., Trenutni status polu-zatvaranja KAP-a bi mogao eliminisati deficit elektri¢ne
energije”.

..Nedostatak energetskih opcija bi mogao stimulisati Vladu da radi na
smanjenju rasipanja i na unapredenju efikasnosti postojecih energetskih
objekata” - ovo je veoma vaino pitanje, apostrofirano u mnogim izvjestajima i
preporukama.
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~Sacuvali bi se tradicionalni nadini Zivota...”

-Mogao bi se razviti turizam zasnovan na vanjskim aktivnostima“ — ovaj
potencijal je mnogo znagajniji od onoga koji bi se dobio izgradnjom vjestatkih
akumulacija.

,,OCuvana postojeca stani¥ta za floru i faunu.” i “OCuvan integritet pejzaZa
Morace i kanjona.”

Sto se tite utvrdenih nedostataka opeije po kojoj se ni3ta ne radi (prezentiranih
takode u Tabeli 8-1), imam primjedbe na slijedece:

Poveéanu zavisnost od uvoza energije (do toga moZe doci usled povecane
potro3nje, a ne zbog negradenja elektrana; takode, kako je pomenuto, deficit se
moZe smanjiti i nezavisno od ovih HE — recimo smanjenjem proizvodnih
kapaciteta KAP-a, zatvaranjem KAP-a, ili §to bi bilo najpoZeljnije, op3tim
podizanjem energetske efikasnosti i boljim koris¢enjem obnovljivih izvora
pored velikih akumulacija).

Potencijalni rast tarifa (netatno, veé je obrazloZeno gore)

Povecanje nezaposlenosti (zadto bi se poveéala — mogla bi recimo i da se
smanji kroz razvoj turizma koji je propoznat na strani prednosti negradenja
HE)

Pad broja stanovnika ¢e se nastaviti i ako se izgrade HE — zbog raseljavanja
stanovnistva, smanjenja opcija za poljoprivrednu proizvodnju za sopstvene
potrebe itd. HE neée obezbijediti znaZajnu novu zaposlenost za lokalno
stanovnistvo. _

Ocjena da je jedan od nedostataka negradenja HE ,,Potencijalno povecanje
broja zdravstvenih poremecaja kao %o su depresija i alkoholizam” je u
najmanju ruku — &udna. Koja su to socio-ekonomska istrazivanja osnova
ovakvoj tvrdnji? [liuzorno je ofekivati da ¢e gradnja HE donijeti prosperitet i
razvoj ovoj oblasti. Na drugoj strani, raseljavanje i odvajanje od
tradicionalnog nadina Zivota je sasvim izvjesno i potvrdeno uzrok stresa i
moguéi faktor razvoja ovakvih poremeéaja. Sli¢no je i sa asocijalnim
ponasanjem i kriminalom.

..Fad turizma usled nepristupacnosti i nove trase puta Bar Boljare®... Veoma je
nejsano kako ¢e se onda razvijati onaj turizam koji je naveden kao prednost
izgradnje elekirana (na vjestackim akumulacijama), ako se ima na umu da ¢e
dio sada magistralnog puta biti potopljen, a da ¢e se auto put Bar Boljare
graditi na novoj trasi bez obzira na HE. I kako ¢e se uopSte pristupacnost
oblasti pobolj$ati (ili makar ostati na istom nivou) ako se djelovi sada3nje
putne mreZe potope? Jedino §to se logiéki moze zakljuditi je da su i
pristupaénost i potencijal za razvoj turizma povoljniji ako se HE ne grade (tj
da su ovo dvoje prednosti ove opcije — nikako nedostaci).

»Rizik od povecanog zagadenja i degradacije zemljista usled napustanja
industrije usled lo3e energetske situacije” — nejasno je kako zatvaranje
industrije moZe povecati rizik od zagadenja?

.Klimatske promjene uti¢u na osnovni protok rijeke Sto moze dovesti do
prirodnog gubitka biodiverziteta® * da, ali ée stvari biti mnog gore posto se taj
protok veé promijeni gradnjom akumulacija, tako da ovo nikako ne moZe da
stoji na strani nedostataka negradenja 4 HE.
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14. Veoma vrijednim doprinosom SEA smatram identifikaciju vaznih pitanja za
Skadarsko jezero u kontekstu sloZenih planova i projekata u Cmoj Gori i
Albaniji (§to bi mislim moralo naéi svoje mjesto i u Rezimeu SEA} i
nagladavanje potrebe dijaloga dvije zemlje.

15. Naslov poglavlja 10 (monitoring indikatora) treba preformulista (mozda:
program monitoringa i indikatori)

16. U poglavlju 11 (Zakljuéci i preporuke) pored manjeg broja problematiénih
ocjena preovladuju veoma vrijedni nalazi, preporuke i upozorenja, ali pitanje
konzistentnosti ovih nalaza sa zakljudcima prezentiranim u tabeli 8-1 i
Rezimeu (koji daju osnovni ton SEA) ostaje otvoreno. Samim tim, SEA
ukupno gubi na jasno¢i i kvalitetu.

Napomene vezana za proces javne rasprave o nacrtima DPP-a i SEA

Nastojanje da se planski i SEA proces u toku javnih rasprava predstave kao procesi
koji su vodeni po modelu dobre evropske i svjetske prakse smatram neosnovanim.
AngaZovanje konsultantske kuée COWI u kombinaciji sa slovenackim i domacim
struénjacima je u sustini pozitivno i Steta je Sto nije dalo bolje rezultate. Kao 3to sam
ve¢ pomenula u op§tim komentarima, smatram da je odgovornost za ovakve rezultate
u znalajnoj mjeri na strani supervizora SEA procesa i nadleznih organa koji su vodili
procese izrade DPP-a i Strateske procjene.

Uloga IFC-a — dijela grupacije Svjetske banke, je na drugoj strani bila ograniena na
tehnidku pomoé u ocjeni pravnih, tehnitkih i finansijskih aspekata odnosno na
pripremu tenderskog postupka. U prilog tome ide i dio odgovora iz Upitnika EC koji
ovdje navodim: ,,U decembru 2008. godine potpisan je ugovor sa IFC-om za
konsutlantske usluge u fazi pripreme i realizacije tenderskog postupka, u okviru kojeg
je predvidena realizacija slijedeéih aktivnosti: tehni¢ka, ekonomska i pravna ocjena
projekta i uslova; strukturiranje projekta; promocija projekta; priprema i evaluacija
pretkvalifikacionog pusiupka; izrada tenderske dokumentacije i nacrta potrebnih
ugovora; evaluacija ponuda; pomo¢ Vladi prilikom pregovaranja i potpisivanja
koncesionog i ostalih ugovora sa izabranim koncesionarom.* Ovo isti¢em da bi bilo
jasno da kroz tehni¢ku pomo¢ IFC-a nijesu pokrenute ni primijenjene takozvane
sigurnosne politike™ i porcedure Svjetske banke vezane za drustvena pitanja,
bezbjednost brana i Zivotnu sredinu. Operativne politike i ban€ine procedure koje bi
bile relevantne za ovakve planove i programe (OP/ BP Environmental Assessment,
OP/ BP Natural Habitats, OP/ BP Involuntary Resettlement i OP/ BP Safety of Dams)
su u velikoj mjeri saglasne sa politikama i natelima EU (ili su ¢ak u nekim
slu¢ajevima i stroZije od EU zahtjeva). Ne moZe se implicirati da su planska rjeSenja u
skladu sa politikima Svjetske banke o Zivotnoj sredini i druStvenim pitanjima buduci
da relevante OP/ BP nijesu primijenjene a da je kod primjene evropskih standarda
evidentan veci broj propusta.

Podgorica, 13. april 2010. godine

Marina Markovié
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Primjedbe i sugestije od strane Radovana M. Radoviéa dipl. ing. grad.:

1. TMnaxupaHe nokawuuje 6paHa Hanase ce Ha BENUKOM reonoLIKoM pacjesy,
usmehy ABa cTujeHcka Macusa, pasnuyuTe reonoluke CTpykType.

[l0BOrbHO je camo rorneaarTy Nonoxaj criojesa Ha Nujesoj U Ha AeCHO]  CTpaHu
KatbOHa pujeke Mopaue 1 3aKiby4uT 0 KaKBUM Ce KpeTakbuMa CTUjEHCKNX Maca
paau v aa cy To nocebHa HesaBucHa CTHjeHcka Broka.

3a oy nokauujy Hujecy HanpasrbeHa oarosapajyha u notpebHa reomnoliika u
CEeu3MoroLLKa UCIUTBaKA 1 MUKPOCEeN3MUYKa pejoHusaumja.

2. Ykonuko 6u ce BpaHe rpagune, Hapounto Benuko AHAPWjEBO Kako je aaTo 'y
npepnory MNpocTopHor nnaxa, y npoctopy 6w ce aoroaune ApacTUyHe NpomjeHe.
MoTtonuo 6u ce BENWUKW 1 HAjaTPaKTUBHUjK 1 HajBaXkHWjK Ao OnwTnHe KonatuvH.
Mpocrop Posaua n asuje Mopauye, 61 ce npakTnyHo n3dpucao ca reorpaccke
kapTe. CTAHOBHWLLTBO Ce Ha NPeocTarom NpocTopy He Ou 3agpxano H OBOIMKO
Konuko je capa, Beh 61 JoLuno [0 ncerbera NpeocTanor CTaHOBHULITBA, YMJECTO
Aa ce ucto Bpaha Ha cBoja UCKOHCKa OrHsULUITA.

3. MoTonunv 6u ce MHorM MHpacTpyKTYpHN 0BjekTy, marucTpana, MOCTOBM,
NyTeBW, EMEKTPOEHEPreTCKy BOSOBK, NOKaNHN NyTeBM, pesepsoapu u Apyri 06jekTy,
rpafjeHu y NpoLUIIOCTH, Y KOje CY ynoxeHa orppomMHa cpeAcTsa Koja Hujecy yserta y
063up, Kao 1 TO Aa Ta CpeacTea CTaHOBHUILTRO oTnnahyje n AaH aanac. MNocebHe
npuye cy XpTBe Koje Cy ce gorogune y ToKy narpagt-e oBux objekata, Hapo4MTo
mocTa ,[ljeHaBall’, koju je nopea cBoje (PyHKLUOHATHE Ynore U CBOjEBPCHM
CNOMEHMK 27 MOruHYNNX Ha OBOM MjecTy ycrea pyliera cKerne.

4. MMpojekToBaHa koTa XE Anapujeso of +285 MHB, ca KOTOM ycnopa ko4
Kanyheposor mocTta Ha Bounjy oa +290mHB, yBeo 6u Boay y Manactup Mopavy, Tj y
camy lNopTty MaHacTtupa,

5. TMoTtonuna 6u ce 3HauajHa apxXeosnoLLKa HanasuLLTa, KynTypHN N UCTOPU|CKN
cromeHuuu, rpobrba, Hajrbenn v HajaTPakTUBHUjU KakbOH Y CBUJETY Nnocne KakoHa
punjeke Konopago. KawoH Mopaue je jeaHom 3a csarga, notpebHo cavysary,
sawTntutn ko YHECKO u TypucTUYKM BanopusoBaTy.

6. [pacTuuHo 61 ce ymamno KBanuTeT cTparteluke caobpahajHuue 3a cjeeep LpHe
rope 1 onwTuHe LLaBHuk n Xabrbak n KonawivH, Mojkosal, MNrbeerba, kao 1 Besa
ca Cpbujom.

7. MoTtonuo 6M ce Hajreenwn u HajaTpakTMBHMj Bogonan Ceeturopa, no

yeMmy je npenosHaTILMB 1 YyBeH npocTtop Oowe Mopaue, a wTo je
HeonycTUBO.
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8. lMpwuya 0 HaOKHaAama, EKOHOMCKOM pa3Bojy U NPOCNepuTeTY OBOT Kpaja je
HepearnHa u HeoapXxuea. [pxasa unu 6uno Koju KoHuecuoHap unu MHeecTuTop He
MOXKe Aa U3BpLUN ofrosapajyhy HagokHaay.

Tpe6a camo BugjeTw wra je ypahero npu notony lNuse, jow y mohHoj n ypeheHoj
ApXxasi.

9. [oroaune 6u ce 3HaTHE KNMMAaTCKe NPOMjeHe, HU3BOAHO, a8 HAPOUNTO Y3BOAHO
oa XE AHppujeBo, raje v ce nopemetuna u3smMnjeneHo cpegosemHa Knuma.
HusBoaHo he curypHo fohu [0 nosehaka MOHAKO BUCOKUX TTINOTHUX yTULaja,
HapouuTo y [Moaropu4Kkoj KOTNUHM.

10. Ceusmnukm xasapa v AejCTBO, Kao U TEPOPUCTUYKM Hanaau Koju 6u yspokosaru
akuuaeHTHe cutyauuje u pylera 6paHe, gosenu 61 Ao noTona npocTopa
HU3BOAHO o Bpaxe u rybutka BehuHe craHoBHULITBA LipHe Nope u anjena
An6anuje. OBi NPOBNEMX HUjECY HW NOMEHYTH @ HE NPOYYEHU 1 NPE3EHTOBaHE
nocneauue uctux. Benuka akymynauuja 6una 6u HoBa xupaporoiuka 6omba
npakTuyHo 3a Behu ano craHosHuwTBa Lipne Mope. Tpeba ce notcjeTnuTn
nocrieguua pyiuek-a 6paHe BajouT y Utanuju 1963 rogune.

Ako 61 ce HanyHWNOo je3epo censmuyka akTUBHOCT oBe obnacTu 6u ce 3HaTHO
nosehana. Mpumjep 3a To je HU3 AorofeHUX 3emMrboTpeca y noapyyjy luse, kao
rnocrieavua nykwera u npaxwera [MMBCKOr jesepa, kao U Kog ApYruX Bermkux
akymynauuja.

Takofe, Tpeba ce NOTCJETUTH 1 BUAJETH KONMKO je nonnasibeHo npoctopay 3etnu
oko Ckagapckor Jesepa, og mano eehux kuwa 'y 2009 n 2010 roauHn.

Mpuua o ybnaxasarwy eKoNoLUKUX nocrneanua je Bue Hero cmujeiuHa. Nnanupanim
OoCLMNaToOpHM HUBO BOAe Yy jesepy AHApUjeBo je 175M, ocTaBrbahe
cabnaxmwyjyhu npu3op akTMBHUX KNKU3MILTa, NOTOTbEHNX OBjekara, nyTesa,
MOCTOBA, LipKaBa, rpobosa, cnomenuka, apeeha, onynuxa o, of ayta u kaMuoHa U
HOBOaKTUBUPaHUX KINN3ULITE,

11. Hurgje Huje nomeHyTa cTtanHa HagokHa OnwTnHn Konaiuud u Manactupy
Mopaua, 3a TpajHn rybuTak HajaTpakTUBHUjEr, HajBadKHU|Er U HajrbenLuer anjena
TepuTtopuje. Takofje, HUje ageksaTHO carneaasa HagoKHaaa CBOM CTaHOBHULLTBY
ca oBWX npocTopa 360r TpajHe YrpoXXeHOCTN 1 AesacTauuje npocTopa, oTexaHu
caobpahaj, npoayxeHe kunomerpaxe, nosehame TPOWKOBA XUBJbEHA U AP.

12. HeapexksaTHO 1 ca HEQOBOILHO Naxkke je obpaljeH npoGnem yrpoXeHocTu
Maxactupa Mopaue. CegumeHTHe Tepace Ha kojma cy MaHacTup, 3atum flyka Ha
Kojoj je wWwikona, ambynabTa, moten, Boaexuua, mudn XE, nowra, ctTambern objektu
Ha Fopwem Bpty, Tepace MNMunonaha, Boywja, [yror fNasa, npy ocuunaumnju Boge og
75M, obuhe knu3He paBHN 1 CPYLLNTU ce y KopuTo pujeke Mopaye. lNpeasufieHa
cpeactea y NN 3a caHauujy oenx Tepaca og 3000000€, Hujecy foBorbHa HYU 3a
ogrosapajyha ncnutveawa, a kamonu 3a usrpagtby camo NOTNOpHUR3NA0BA KojU Bu
BUAM MUHUMYM Y SYKAHW 04 2 A0 3 KM, BUCHHe S50M, aerbuHe oa S0um ao 2,0m
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3aTUM MHjeKTUpare Tepaca. Tek Ou ce oHAa NpUcTynarno Ha KoH3epBeTopcke
3awTute MaHacTupa v HeroBux yMjeTHUYKUX BpPUjeAHOCTH, WTo he Buty Bpno
npobnemaTtuyHo 36or orpomHor nosehawa Bnare. lNpoujerwyjem ga osaj nocaao
Hebu morao ja ce KBarMTeTHO 3aBpLUM UCNOA ABeCTa MUNUOHA eBpa.

13. MNocebaH je npobnem knuanwTta HyheBnHa n KNn3nLwTa Koja he ce nojaButu y
MeRhypjeyjy, CpeTeluxoj [lopu un gpyraje.

14. CaobpahajHuue Hujecy npeasufjeHe Ha ogroBapajyhin HaunHW ca AecHe cTpaHe
pujeke Mopaue, a ca nujeee ctpaHe Mopaye Hujecy npepsufieHe HM Ha NPUBNWKHO
notpebHOM HMBOY, CKOPO HUKaKBe. YKonuko 6u ce npuctynuno usrpanku bpaxa,
HeOMXoAHO je u3rpaguTu MarucTpany u oarosapajyhe caobpahajHuue m ca nujese
ctpaHe pujeke Mopade, kako 61 ce ymakuna katacrpocanta gerpagauunja osor
npocrtopa Hapo4nTo CpeTteluke rope, lNpekobpha, Pajudesuna, bapa, hyheBuHe,
Cumava, PaeHu, Bpyjaua u ap.

15. Bpujeme npeasufjeHo 3a rpaay Huje pearnHo 1 kpaTko je. Hujecy nssplieHa
noTpebHa ncnutneamwa, a kKaMonv npojekTHa AokymeHsTauuja. lNocrojeha npojekTHa
ANOKyMeHTaLuja je ctapa v pafieHa Ha Apyraynjum napameTpuma, noce6Ho Ha
npesohewy Tape y Mopayy, KowTanuuai v 2 u gpyre. 3a Bpujeme rpagke Hehe
Butu moryhe ofeujarbe caobpahaja, a nowTo Hema anTepHaTUBHOr NpaeLua, Besa ca
CjeBEpHUM pernjama je 3HaTHoO A0 NOTRYHO yrpoxkeHa. Huykom cnyvajy Hebu ce
CMmjerno noYeTu ca GuIio KakBMM pafioBUMa Ha XUpoeriekTpaHama, rnpuje 3aspLieTka
oaroapajyhux caobpahajuuua y osom npoctopy u aytonyra bap borsape, nocebHo
avoHuua Moaropuua KonatumH.

16. MNnexnpanu pan XE AHgpujeso op, 10 yacosa gawy , Kao nocneguua
HEeJoBOILHOCTN BoAe, AaBahe manu yunHak. PaHuji nnaHosu cy ce 6asupanu Ha
npesohewy Tape y Mopayy, u PXE cuctemy Kowrtaduuda 1 u 2, cHare 1300 GWh,
na he ce 6uTn HeonxoaHO NOHOBO OTBApaT NpuYy oko npesofiewa Tape y Mopauy,
wTo 6u 3a KonawmH 6una nocneguua ga notonu u octanu gno OnwtnHe KonawmH.

17. Cpeacrea nnanupaxa y Haupty [l 3a cBe akTUBHOCTW CY HE40BOMLHA Y
3HATHO NMoTUMjebeHa, a eKOHOMCKM eDeKTW eBeHTyasnHe usrpagme npeHagysann u
HepearnHy.

18. 3ppaBcTBeHO cTakwe cTaHoBHMWTEA buhe noropwaHo. CTaHOBHMILTBO
HU3BOAHO oA XE AHApujeBo, OBUno 61 N3noxeHo CTariHOM CTpecy U cTpaxy of
pylieHrsa bpaHe u moryher notona. Tpe6a npenBuajeTM CBOM CTAHOBHUILTBY U
Hu3BoaHoO oa XE AHApujeBo cpeacTBa 3a Ha[JOKHaAy 3a nNpeTprnsbeHe IWOoKoBe,
CTpecoBe, pacerbeHse U CTanHu cTpax of notona. Hepsuu 6onecHuum he ga
ce ymHoxe, n LipHa Nopa he 6MTH 3eMrba HepBHUX GonecHuka.

19.MocebHu cy npobnemu Ckagapckor 3esepa. Ykoruko 6u AnbaHuja gana
carnacHoCT 3a usrpagwy osakeux OpaHa, a obasasHa je, LipHa MNopa he 6mutn
ycnoerbeHa Aa ga Anbaxuju carnacHocT 3a U3rpagmy nnadnpaHe HykneapHe
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enekpeaHe Ha Ckagapckom jesepy y bnusuHu rpaHuue LipHe Tope u jow jegHom
KaTtacTpodanHom objekTy.

Y Tom cryvajy, kopekTHuje 6w 6uno yapyxuTtu ce ca AnbaHujoMm v npaBuTu
3ajeaHuuky HE, kojom 6u ce TpajHO pujeluno AeulmuT enekTpuyHe eHeprij, a
Hapof, XUBKO NOA Camo jeaHOM NpUjeTH0M YMjecTo ABuje.

20. Ca usrpagwom BpaHe, yHuwituna 6u ce HajBKkBanuTETHW|j@ pagnoHuua
NPUPOAHON WHYHKA U NUJECKA, Ca KOjUM C& NOCTMXKY Benuke uBpctohe 6eToHa, a
LUTO je Bprio BaXkaH napameTap 3a KBanuTeTHy rpaamy lNogropuue u wupe peruje.

20. MnaxupaHo ynolwrbaBatbe fiokanHe pajgHe cHare je HepeanHo. Ha usrpagru
BpaHa nokanHo CTAHOBHULITBO HEMA LUTa Aa paau, U3y3eB NOHEKor cTpaxapa U cn.

AntepHaTuBe:
21. MNnpea n Hajborba antepHaThBa je He rpaguTh HULWWTa Ha OBOM NpPOCTopY.

Y3 710, Kao npsy mjepy Tpeba npeaysetn oOHaBbawe, pexabunnrauunjy 1 caHauujy
noctojehux nocrpojewa, yeofjerse caBpaMmeHnx caBpeMeHux TEXHOMOLIKUX
NPOV3BOAHUX, MPEHOCHWX 1 AUCTPUBYTUBHUX CUCTEMA W KBasMTETHN]jE
npunarofjaBake NPeocTanoj npuspean n JomahuHcTBUMA.

Mpu narpagmn HoBUX objekaTta opjeHTcaT ce 3a apyrv 6nok TE MrseBa rgje je
ypaheHa n BaxkHa nHdppacTpykTypa, je3epo, AuMibak, NPeHOCHN cuctemu raje 6w ce
M3BpLUMNA W ageKBaTHa Tonnndukaumja lNreesarsa, 3atnum XE KomapHuuy, Xe byk
Bwjena, peryncatu Hannaty Boae n3 bunehkor Jesepa u npesectu npunagajyhu ano
Boze LipHoj Nopu 3a Xe PwucaH, rpaautu kackagHe MuHu XugpoenekrpaHe,
BjeTperaue, pujelunTit rydbutkae Ha Mpexu u enumuHucaT kpahy enektpuyiHe
eHepruje, 1 ap.

22. [lpyra anTepHaTuBa je rpaAuTu KackagHe MMHW enekTpaHe He noTtanajyhu
noctojehy caobpahajHuly marucrapane, TyHene 1 MOCToOBe, KYNnTypHe U
MCTOpUjCcKe CnoMeHuke, rpobose, noctojeRy uHdpacTpykTypy, 1
NosLONPUBPEAHO 3eMrbuilTe.

23. Tpeha u Kpajwa antepHaTuea, je cpefe XE AHApujeBo, HajBulLe [0 BUCUHE
+240mHB, ca kojum 6u cBu npobnemu BuUN MHOro Mawn U MHOIO Nakiue pjelunsy, a
AeBacrauuja npocTopa cBefeHa Ha NpuxeaTibueujy Mjepy. 3a cBe 0BO HapaBHO,
HEeONnXo4He Cy HOBe cTyauje v NpojeKkTH, ycarnawexnn ca EBponckmm m
CBjeTCKMM cTaHgapaMma u aa ce jaBHoct u Hapony o ceemy 6narospamMeHo
obaBjewTaBa.

MoapasyHujeBa ce n obaBe3sa je fga ce 3a NpojekroBawe U nnaHupawe

aHraxyjy gokasaHu eKcnepT u opraHusaumje ca nuueHuama v

pedepeHUHUM NUCTaMa, a He Aa UM je OBO NMpBK NOCA0 U NMPBN TPEHUHT.
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24. 3a cBe 0BO UMa
' [ocTa NoTKpenrbewa U3 npocrtopa
; noTonb
AOBOJBLHO je Tamo oTUhn n BuajeTw. P P nibere fMuse u

25. j
crpyzikeojzeén*:)i?rzx:ﬂ:&e y3etuny pﬁaup cBe gocaj objaBrbeHe pafoBe HadyyHe U
rbekba, Koju TpeTupajy osy npobnema j
or TUKY Kao 1 3axTjeB
AHOBHULLTBA Ca OBOr U APYruX NpocTopa, cajalltba U U3 NpeaxoaHor nepw:{,qae

zai:ﬁ,éqnapéaa hie ce o cBum npobrnemuma AeTarbHo pacnpaBrbTi i peasnHo
carne ﬁemaxjyﬁu %em ff npwqgm BULLIE O SbyAuUMa U HUXOBOM XUBOTY W 34paBrby
ke, pube, nTuue n amebe n aa ce H j ’
) : , ehe
oanyke, Aajem oBaj CKPOMHU NPUNor. AOHIET TloThetline

M

PREDLOZI NA NACRT STRATESKE PROCJENE UTICAJA NA ZIVOTNU

SREDINU HIDROELEKTRANA NA RIJECI MORACI I NA NACRT

DETALJNOG PROSTORNOG PLANA HIDROELEKTRANA NA RIJECI
MORACI

1.0pstina Kolasin predlaze smanjenje kote brane sa 285 mnv. na 250mnv. sa
kojom se postiZe:

- potpuna za§tita Manastira Morade i kompletnog njegovog kompleksa
odnosno najvrednijih spomenika istorije i kulture Crkve Uspenja Presvete
bogorodice i Crkve Svetoga Nikole od pedzemnih voda akumulacije,
plavijenja usled elementarnih nepogoda ;

- izmjestanje i manje troskove oko izmjeStanja lokalne infrastrukture
(lokalni putevi, mostovi i propusti na njima, vodovodi, dalekovodi,
niskonaponska mreZa) ;

- izmjetanje Jadranske magistrale od Manastira Morade do Hidroelektrane
Rasloviéi samo na nekim mjestima i najveéi dio magistrale sadadnje trase na
naznaéenoj dionici nebi se topio kao ni vrlo znatajni objekti kao §to su
mostovi i tuneli;

- nebi se izmjestala Osnovna Skola i drugi objekti lokalne uprave i drZave u
Roveimas

- nebi se topio ni Danilov Most na rijeci Mrtvici ;

- nebi se topio ni Kaluderov most na rijeci Sjevernici;

- satuvao bi se prirodni ambijent u okruZenju Manastira Mora&e i kanjonu
Morate time bi se zadovoljili i odredeni zahtjevi eksperata koji se zalazu za
ofuvanje prirode i zaStite Zivotne sredine;

-smanyjili bi se rizici od klizi§ta Dudevina .

2.Yzvréiti sanaciju platoa Manastira Moraéa, izvriiti sanaciju temelja
Manastira,obezbijediti &itav kompleks Manastira od podzemnih voda
Svetigore i voda buduce akumulacije.Obezbijediti Manastir od uticaja vliage
posebno fresaka kao i druge Manastirske vrijednosti.

Nadoknaditi u noveu Mitropoliji Crnogorsko — Primorskoj za eventualno
prouzrokovane Stete i ekspoprijaciju.

3. SjediSte Elektrana treba da bude u Manastiru Mora¢i gdje za to postoje
svi uslovi u pogledu infrastrukture, a to bi iskljutive doprinijelo opstanku
¥ivota na tim prostorima i dalo bi znatajnu garanciju koja bi ohrabrila
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gradane da ostanu, zaposle se i Zive tu gdje su im bila vjekovna ognjiita i
zemlja.
4. Da se iz poreza na dodatnu vrijednost izdvaja 10% za razvoj OpStine
Kola3in i isti procenat od drugih naknada koje buduée elektrane budu imale
prema drzavi.

0Od naznacenog procenta Opitina Koladin izdvoejila bi procenat za
razvoj poljoprivrede, obrazovanja i zdrastva u zahvatu prostornog plana kao
i Mitropoliji Crnogorsko Primorskoj $to bi se regulisalo posebnim
Ugovorima.

Izdvajanja subjektima iz stava 2. ove ta¢ke nebi prelazile iznos 5% od
naprijed naznafenog procenta.
5. Da se izgradi sva potreba komunalna infrastruktura i posebno veza preko
brane za podruéje naselja: Sela, SreteSka Gora, Ulica i Petrova Ravan, koja
praktiéno gube svu putnu infrastrukturu i vezu sa Kolainom i Podgoricom.
6. U koliko se prihvati predlog Opitine KolaSin i kote 250mnv. kao
kompenzaciju za Veliko Andrijevo mogla bi se izgraditi Hidroelektrana u
reonu mosta Grlo kojom bi se nadoknadio dio elektriéne energije koji bi se
smanjio izgradnjom Malog Andrijeva i za isti novac napravili dvije centrale ,
smanjili rizike i postigli sve §to smo nazna¢ili u ta&ci 1. ovog predloga.
7. Detaljno istraziti kliziSte Dudevina koje se nalazi naspram kompleksa
Manastira Moraé¢a i naselja Manastir Moraéa i kliziSte iznad kuée
Jovanoviéa,
8. Da se saluva prirodna okolina i Zivotna sredina , a da odrZivi razvoj i
njegovi principi budu osnova u razvoju cijelog ovog kraja.
9.Da se za groblja koja je potrebno izmjestiti u saradnji sa OpStinom
Koladin i Mjesnim zajednicama obezbijede nove lokacije gdje bi se sa
sahranjivanjem poé€elo kao i sa izmjeStanjem spomenika i grobnih mjesta
onda kad gradnja centrala postane izvjesna.
10. Da se gradanima izvr3i nadoknada za imovinu po trziSnim cijenama i to
prvo za gradane Kojima se tope porodi¢ni domovi , posle njih gradanima koji
Zive od imovine Koja se topi, na kraju gradanima i ¢ija se imovina topi, ali
koja nije najbitnija za njihov Zivot na tom podruéju i ne uslovljava njeno
topljenje odlazak s imanja.
11. Da se na vrijeme u zoni priobalja i oko jezera urade planovi kojim ée se
onemoguciti divlja gradnja , ve¢ da se buduéa gradnja sprovedi planski i
organizovano,
12. Donijeti Zakon u Skup3tini Crne Gore s kojim bi se sva ova pitanja
definisala.
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EVOGp. 503
13.4.2010.r. ) .
BJIAJIA IIPHE I'OPE
MHHHCTAPCTBY 34 YPEBEISE IIPOCTOPA
H 3AIITHTY JKHBOTHE CPE/IHHE

"HOATrOPHIA

NPHMJEIBE MUTPOIIOJIHIE II;PHC)I‘OPCKO INNPUMOPCKE HA
HAIIPT JIII 3A: XH,I[POEJ'IEICTPAHE HA MOPAYH U
HAIPT CTPATEIIKE HPO]IJEHE YTI![[I,AJA HA JKUBOTHY CPEJJMHY

MHTpOﬂOJlH]a Hpaompcuoﬂpﬂuopcxa Je, v xembH #a oﬁjemmu carnena TmpeqHOCTH |
HeJoCcTaTke HALpTa TUIAHCKHX OKYMeHaTa, Kao M Jia JoTpHHece KBANWTETY jaBHe pacnpase, 25.
mapra 2010ty llonropuuu opranmsoBana’ MySTHIMCHMILTHHAPHA Oxpymu CTO Ha TeMmy
»XHAPOe/leKTPAHE H YIPOMKEHOCT Malmb'mpa Mopaue®, Ha Taj Hauun je, cxofHo ommykama
Enapxujckor casjeta u EnapXHjckor: ynparuor onfopa kA0 HAJBHIINX MHTPOTIOJIMjCKHX THjena,
nokymaia Ja y OKBHpPY jaBHe pacnpase O Haupmy - 0emasnoz npocmopnoz nnawa 3a
Xudpoenexmpane na Mopuuu W Haupmy cmpamenixe npoujene ymuyaja na ycugomny cpeduny
Ha OJrOBOPAH, cnempan M Hay4HO' yTeMesben Ha‘ﬂﬂ[ AOTIPHHECE - PASMATPAILY [IPEUTOKEHHX
peleHha.

Hspaxapajyhn Snam;mpuocr eKcrepTHMa - yuechuupMa OKpyIJior cTofia, Xao M
npecTasHuuMMa Briane Ilpﬂc Fope Ha ey ca MHMHUCTPOM ekoHoMHMje 1. Bpankom Byjosuhem u
oOpaljuBaunMMa TIAHCKMX JIOKYMeHaTa  Ha NpHCYeTBY: M yuewhy y pamy, H3paxasaMo H
3a[[0BOJLCTRO 3G0T qume&uue Jla cy ce CBH yyecHHIH, Ge3 0034pa Ha PasMyHTEe CTABOBE O IUTAlY
eBEHTyallHe M3rpajiihe eleKTpana Ha PHjein Mopaun, aHCOIYTHO CIOMHNN 1A je HEOMXOHA 1ITO
_XHTHHja 3alITHTA Maﬂacmpa Mopa'{e H f[a oBa CueTnmba HH 1O Kojy HujeHy He cMuje burH
Yrpo:KeHa.

BpojHH - apryMeHTOBAHH paslosH roaope ¥y TpHIor 3H&‘iajﬂ eNEKTPHYHE EHepruje y
CaBpPeMeHOj LMBIIM3ALM]H, MM cy jom GpoJHnJu paznozd KOjH MOACTHYY Ha 03CHIBHOCT M
ONIFOBOPHOCT y APACTYTIY MPOM3IBOLE:H eHeprHje Koje 6H M3rpajamoM XHAPOSIEKTPaHa YIPo3uie |
TpajHo JeBacTHpalle IPHPONIHG, TyKOBHO H- Kymypuo oraTcTBO jeIHOT Hapoaa M MOJIEpHE IPIKARe,
Kamon Mopaue, -0z :3natiue 10 Jasopjﬂ, cd. CBOjUM Maso MCIHTAHHM TIPAHCTOPHjCKAM
apxeoioMKHM Hacibehem, ca ManacTHpom M’ODQHQM, ManacTHpom Jyrom u apyrum YTPOXKEHHM
XpaMOBHMA, MOCTOBUMA, rpobibuMa H KamOHOM | Mprranuc ca OHBHUM M SKHBOTHESCKHM CBHjETOM,
pujetkiamM y EBponH, M jeaMHCTBEHHM ncjsamou npuje 6u 3a 3acnyxusao (a o Toue je peh Guno
npeyiora) na Gyne NpejUiokKeH Aa K40 CBjeTcka KyNTypHA GawThia Gyne cTaB/LeH TOM 3AIITUTY
VHECKA, o uemy Tpeda HajosOMikHHje pasmucnnTh gok He Gyle kacHo. Yuecuuum OKpyrior
CcTONA CY MCTAKIIM M OMAcHOCTH Koje TIpHjeTe, y KOMHKD 61 J0Io A0 Xapapuje Gpana na Mopauw,
raasHoM rpaay Llpue Tope, kao u GaceHy Ckamapckor jesepa mITO ce He CMUje MCKIBYSHTH Kao
eBeHTYalHa MoryliHocT.
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Ilpema mumbery Guosiora U €xonora, 4WIaHOBA eKcriepTcke rpyrme Murpononmje, joun
jennom ykasyjemo na Ckamapcko jesepo M pHjeka Mopaua npencraBbajy nsa (yHKIHOHATHA
AMjena jemHor cHcTeMa KOji ce 03Ha4aBa Kao BOJHH cHcTeM CKaiapekor jesepa. Pujexa Mopaua je
najsehia yroka Ckazapekor jesepa Koja IonpHHOcH ca 62 % y BeroBOM TOTATHOM BOIHOM Bunancy
(Lasca et al. 1981). Osaj cucrem mpeacTaB/ba jeaHo of GHONMBEPIUTETCKHX HAj3HAYAJHHIMX
noxaiHTeTa y 0BoM aujerny Espone. INopen Tora mro je Cramapeko jesepo HalmoHanHu napk, oHO
Jje Pamcapmkom koHBeHIMjoM 3amTiheHo Kao MehyHApOOHO MOYBapHO MOJPYYje 0J1 W3Y3eTHOT
3Hauaja 3a Gopasak W riexheme mruua. Takole, u xeuje npuroke Mopave, Mpreuia u Mana
Pujexa cy npornamene on Casjera Espone 3a Emepana cranmmra BepHcke koHBeHuUHje.

IlpeMa mnoc/befEMM HCTPAKMBAHMA, AOKA3aHO je Oa kamoH Mopaue NpPeICTaBba
crauuiiTe 3a oxo 1600 GupHUX BpcTa 70K je Ha noapydjy CKaJapekor jesepa perHcTpoBaHO OKO
1900 spcra. Takobe, oba nokanureTa cy M OPHMTONOMKH H3Y3eTHO 3HauajHa Gyayhu na ey
KamoHy Mopate H meHUX npuToKa perucrpoBaso 130 nrudjux Bpera, a Ha CkanapekoM jesepy 280
BpCTa IITHLA.

Ilpema nucT pHGILHX BpeTa Koje HacesbaBajy cucTeM CKajapeKor jesepa, y OBHM BOZEHUM
exocHcTeMHMa kuBH 17 damunuja, 38 pomosa m 50 BpeTa ca M3Y3ETHO BHCOKHM CTEMEHOM
CHCOEMHW3IMA.

Hsrpamsa GHI0 KOr M3BOpa eHEpruje peMeTH NPHPOAHO CTAKE OKONHHE M, YKOIHKO ce
NajUbHBO He carnefa BMHXOB YTHIAj, KPATKOPOYHH H IYTOPOYHM, NOC/BEIAHLE MOTY GHTH
ApacThune. OBO ce He OIHOCH CaMO Ha HeoOHOB/BHMBE M3BOPE €HEprHje, 3a Koje ce 3Ha Ja Hujecy
eco friendly, Beh Ha CBaKM CHCTEM 3a NPOM3BOJILY CTpYje, OHIH TO CONAPHH [AHENH, BjeTPEHaUe
UK XMIpOEEKTPaHE.

Ilpensuliena warpanma Gpana wa Mopauu Mmana 6H IMpeKTaH W WHIMPEKTAH HeraTHBaH
YTHUR] U Ha GW/BHM M Ha JKHBOTHHCKH cBHjeT. IMoTaname karbOHa y3BOOHO OX Opana 6 K3azsano
TPajHH TyOMTAK CTAHWINTA 32 OfIMAPAC, PA3MHOKABALE U Xpamewe NTHLIA H APACTHIHO GH
NPOMHJCHIJIO KBAIUTATHBHO M KBAHTHTATHBHO CTame opHHTOdayHe kamona. Kao npso, BpeTe Koje
e PasMHOXKABAjy HA IMTHLIAMA H XpaHe Y PjeYHHM TOKOBHMA H MjecTHMa HCKOTIABaka LbyHKa 61
HecTane. ¥3 To, BPCTe KOje ¢e Pa3sMHOMABAjy HA BHCOKHM CTHJEHAMA M JIOBE Y OTBOPEHM|MM
ZjeNoBUMA KambOHA TMOMYT OP/OBA, COKOJNOBA, COBA M OpOjHMX NTHMLA IjeBaumna Koje ce
Pa3MHOKABAJY Y KOPHTY PHjEKE M y HHCKOj BEreTalmju wim apsehy mopen soje 61 TpajHo Hecrale.

I'yburak craHMIUTA H MHjemamke BEereTalHOHOr MOKPHBAYA YCIbE MPOMjeHe MHKPOKIHME
he ce o/lpa3uTH Ha cacTas OpHUTO(AYHE JBa KAmOHA, KOjH CY Beh MPH3HATH Kao BAXHH O] CTPaHe
Cagjera Espone (nowro cy nporsamenn 3a EMepana nokaumje), Tausnje kamoHa prjexe Mpreune
u Mane Pujexe (nputoke Mopaue).

Jom jerHa ovekuBaHA TPOMjeHa yCNe[ H3rpaiibe XMAPOeJeKTpaHe 3MaTHUA Y KAHmOHY
Mopaue npencraBia TpajHy Npenpexy TPaHCIOPTY CelMMEHTa Kpo3 Kamon Mopawe. OBo 6m
3HAYAJHO MpOMMjeHANO Mopdonorujy xopura pujexe. 3era, koja je riaBHa npuToxka Mopaue,
3anpaso HHMaJo He JONPHHOCH ceuMerToM. OcuM THIbCHHLE [a 01 HecTana IJBYHYaHA OCTPBIA,
rije ce pasmHoxkapajy Charadriiforme, xao mro je mopcku kanap, HajsakHHja TTTHIA Koja ce
pazMHoxasa Ha obanama Mopaue, (Charadrius alexandrinus, yspurren y Amexc I Iltmuje
JMpeKTHBE), NOCTOjau 6H M MHOTH APYTH HEraTHBHH yTHLAjH, oceGHO eposuja obane Mopate Ha
ymhy y Ckazapcko jesepo u ryburak Hajeefie fokalMje 3a pa3sMHOkKaBame jlacTe GperyHuue
(Riparia riparia) y Yabmauxum nammauuma (61msy ymha Mopaue y Ckanapeko jesepo). Huso
eposrje obana Ha ywhy u 6poj MOTOIUBEHHX NANIMAKAa KojH O Gy H3ryO/beHH noTanambem
Mopaue 6u 610 orpoman.

Hajsan, uurasa cjesepna obana jesepa, koja TOKOM JBETHHX MjECel 3apacTa y BeOMa
BaKHY BETeTaLWjy, Npe/ICTaB/ba JIOKALM]Y 38 PA3MHOKABAME HEKONMKO NTHHjMX BpPCTA Koje Cy
BcoMa 3aHMMJBHBE Ca HayYHe TA4Ke IIeJHIITA H KOJE je BPJIO BaXKHO 3aIITHTUTH.

llITo ce THde nupekTHOr yTHIIaja Ha puGsbe nomynaumje, nowrro he Gpane na Mopaun GuTH
uirpalieHe y cpelMINeM TOKY, MOXE CE OYEKHBATH jaKO HETaTHBAH YTHNA] HA TAMOLIRY
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nomynaumjy nacrpmke, Ilotouna mpactpMka, HajbpojHmja BpcTa nactpmke, hie GuTH cyoueHa ca
dparmenTaiujoM nomynawpje. Y ropem aHjeny pujexe (HH3BOIHO of OpaHa), jeIMHKE MOTOYHE
nacrpmie he OUTH H30NOBaHe, M ONCTAHAK reHeTCKOr AuBepsuTeTa he ce OCHamaTH HA U300BaHe
Jjenunie, TloTouna macTpmka M3 H¥oker nujena he MarydUTU MpHjecTHIMIOTE KOje ce HamasH y
ropi-eM aHjeny cnuea koju he 6uTH HegoctynaH 36or Gpana.

Ton meratuBnnM ytHuajeM he ce mahm u puGe, a moceGHo macTpmka rnasatuua jep he
cpenumumH Tok Mopaue, rije je oBa BpcTa HajnpucyTHHja, OHTH NOTIYHO npoMuMjeisen. Moxke ce
ouekuBaTH na he ce Opoj jemMHKM riaBaTHlle [paMaTHYHO CMamWTH, WTO je mnocefHO
sabpumapajyhe, Gyaylin na Ta Bpera Beh MMa KpuTHYHO Mally OpPOjHOCT ¥y OJIHOCY HA CTame Of
npuje 25 roguHa. Jeryea, koja npexo Mopaue gomupe M a0 meHMX TpuToka (Komranuua v ap.)
bulie nedmHATIBHO M30a4eHa W3 HEHOT CIIHBA,

Wupupekrad yTHiaj Ha pubibe BpCTe ce Orefa Kpo3 YTHIA] Ha pubapcTBeHo Haj3HadajHuje
Bpcre Ha CkaapckoM jesepy - Kpan H YK/beBY, Koje UHHe 95% yKYTIHOT CIaTKOBOIHOT pubapcTBa ¥
Lpuoj Fopu. V cayuajy peanmsaumje OBOra NpojekTa, mHX0B 6poj 6 MOrao OmacTH 3a TPHAEceT
npouexata mto he ce HEraTHEHO ONpa3sMTH M Ha JIOKAJIHY €KOHOMH)Y oko 600 mopoiMua koje
JHPEKTHO HIM MHIMPEKTHO 3aBHce off pubapcTBa Ha jesepy.

He tpeba ryOHUTH H3 BHIA YHILEHHALLY J]a CIOMEHHYKO Hac/behe, ma n Manactupu Mopaua u
Jyra, kao u sawTtuhiens moctoen Ha pHjenn Mopauu, He npunanajy camo IlpHoj lopu H 0Boj
TeHepalliji HMTH Ce CBEYKYIIHO Hac/behe CMHje NoCMaTpaTd HM3BaH KOHTEKCTA HCTOPHCKE,
CTIOMeHHHKE ¥ npupoHe OamTHHe MenuTepana, a motom n Erpone u ceijera. Otyna 3a6puisaBajy
cee yewhy anenu cTpyumaka H3 GpojHHX oBmacTh ja 6u apikase, a mocebHo oBe Ha 3anajgHoM
bankany, kao wro cy lpua I'opa n Hranyja, Morie 3HarsH0 BHLIE [a YYMHE HA yHanpeluBamy
epvkacHHje 3aITHTE OBHX MpOCTOpa, a Moce0HO KaboHa Mopade ca joll yBHjEK HEHCTpaXKeHUM
apXeosOMIKHM JIOKANMTETHMA.

C ob3upom 1a je of paHuX Bjexosa XpumhancTsa nogpydje Ha KoMe ce JaHac Hanasu Ilpha
lopa 6uno y kaHoHcko] jypucAMKIMjH Apxuerickonuje Jyctunujae Ipume, He cMHje ce ryGHTH
H3 BUJA YMICHHLIA Ja OBH NPOCTOPH TIPHITANAJY W BH3AHTHMjCKOM 1UBMIH3ALIHJCKOM KOPIYCY MU
je reuar HOCHIA TOKOM YMTaBOT cpeliber BHjeka. MynTHeTHHMuUKA BH3AHTHjCKA MMNepHja je
TIPEHOCHIA CBOjE KYNTYPHO HMCKYCTBO M Hacibelie MHOTHM HApOIMMA, 4 BH3AHTHJCKA YMJETHOCT je
JIO CaBpIICHCTBA OCTBAPUIA ANCOJNYTHO jeAMHCTBO Y MOKIANMamwy caapixaja M dbopMe — NpHHIHD
KOjH je BHile 0] XH/baJly rojiuHa KacHUje dopMymicao ClaBHU MTanHjaHCKH ecreTwuap Benedeto
Croce.

V oamocy Ha kyaTypdy GaliTHHY M HeHe BpHjeNOCTH, Faobajime HpoMjeHe 3Have
HerocpeaHe W cyaDOHOCHE mMpolgce KOjH Bofe ka pasrpaljiBaiby CylITHHE HEHE BaJlopH3alMje.
Hacsmehe HHje camMo cadyBaHM [lokas HAYHHA Pajla W CTBapalaukoT Oyxa npomnocTu seh yjeaHo
TIPeACTas/ba W BPHjEHOCTH MPOLLIOCTH Koje OCMHINIBARAjy W yTHYy Ha Oynyhnoct. Ca acnexTa
KOH3EPBAaTOPCKE M CBEYKYIIHE 3allTHTe CMNOMEHMKAa KyNType, T3B. IiobalHe npomjexe
NpeacTaBibajy M3pas Koju o3HadaBa OMTHY npomjeHy mocrojelier crama y HOBA IPOCTOpHA H
BpeMeHcKa cBojcTea. Ha oBoM cTemeHy eRONYLMje HAJU3PASHTH|M, alM H HajarpeCcHBHHIM je
LMBWIM3ALMICKA PA3BOj ¥ KOME NMOCTHTHYTC YKAasyje BHIlle HA HEraTHBHA HEro Ha TIOZMTHBHA
pocturHyha, Ha ¢1abocTH ¢BOra yeMjepera i Ha HeH3BjECHOCT PE3YIITaTa, jep Kaaa NPHpoAY H TOK
HEHHX M0jasa Yrpo3e JBYJCKM MHTEPecH M ceOWYHH KOPHCTOJBYOMBH OHOC, OHA OAroBapa
HajeKcTPEMHMjOM CHATOM KOja MHjea [ujena reonomka no6a y HOBY PEAHOCT ¢a HECArTEJUBHM
nocJbeIHIamMa.

V HacTanHM OKOJHOCTHMA, YCIjeNIHA 3al0THTa KyJATYPHOr M NpHpoAHOTr Hackeha sHaunhe
He camo ofipelieHo vyBame WHXOBMX BpPHjeHOCTH, Beh M IoKa3 Mpesasuiakema noctojehnx
JKHBOTHHX YCNOBA M JMAEMA M HaTy fa MPOIIOCT KA0 MCTOPHjCKA, KYATYDHA i aMOMjeHTanHa
BPHjEHOCT jOII YBHjeK MOCTOJH ¥ JEYACKO] CBUjecTH. ,MH NpHmagaMo 3eMJ/bH Koja HaM NpHNaja.
CazHameM 0 HaWoOj /bYACKOj 3aje/IHMUM M HWEHO] 3eMaJbCKOj cy0MHH Tpefa y MOTHYHOCTH Ja
NPUXBATHMO HAITe 3eMAJBCKO MOJAHHLITBO, CONHAAPHH Ca MM M IlaHeToM 3eMsboM. Mu cMmo of
TOF casHamba joll AAneko M TO je jenHa of ,KpHu3a“ Haniera BpemeHa® — cMarpa Xenpu Bapronu,
qyBeHM (paHLyckM eKOHOMHCTAa M ToTnpexacjenuuk Esponcxor apymtea kyntype (SEC) ca
cjenumrem y Beneuuju.
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Mpen nprcyTHHM KpH3aMa Koje POKHMajy cBe JpPYINTBEHE MHCTHTYLMje, Tpeba monpxath
M OYYBATH KA0 HENPOMMjEEeHE HEMpOo/iasHe BPHjEIHOCTH KOje CMO MOYenH ja 3a60opaBibamo,
spahajyhu ce mpuHLmMIy cariacja ¥ XapMOHMYHOI OJJHOCA HOBjeKA M NMpPHPOAE Y CKiIafy ca
SCTETCKUM M €THYKMM BpHjeaHocTuma. Kpmsa, wactama Ha noderky Tpefier Xumagyromumra
XpumhancTsa, koja je oGysena cBHjeT y wacy Kaua je TEXHHYKH HANpPENaK N0OCTHO 10 HecayheHnx
MOryliHOCTH, allH H caMma IUlaHeTa J0BEIeHa Y ONACHOCT, YIO30pasa Ja HYOBjeK, HEMPOMHILLEHO
Kkopucrehn reHe pecypce, yrposasa omcranak OymyhHMX reHepaumja H mpencTaB/ba 036HIbHY
OTIOMEHY CBHJETY.

HAyGoke TpaHcdopMalyje Koje cy ce JOrofune y JKUBOTHMA LYY OMene Cy | oTexkane paj
Ha Opu3M 3a samTuTy CBETHIbA W KAO CTIOMEHUKA KYNTYpe, a y2 To cy Te CBeTHILE KpO3 BjeKORe
Bune yrposkene U y pasHuM cykoOHMa, pasaparsiMa i NPAPOJHAM HENOroaaMa.

V BpeMeHy Kajia ce HeKPHTHYKH H CEIEKTHBHO (aBOpH3Yjy caMo oapeheHH T3B. eBpOMCKH
CTaHAap/M, Kao W Y OMNIUTO] TaNaMH ,,0 EKOHOMCKOM NPOCMEPHTHTY M Mckopumhasamy pecypca®,
BPHjEIH CE TIOAICJETHTH Ha jeNaH BakaH, a ¥ jaBHOCTH mpehyTaH eBponCcKH cTanmapa W3 cycjenHe
Wranuje. INpanuxom Sombapnosama 1944.r. y Ilagosu cy yuuureHe pecke us Lipkee Epemurany,
njeno Auppea ManTtewa y kanenw Omerapu, ¥ pasbujene cy y mpeko 80 Xubajza cuTHHMX
(hparmenara. M nanac, ckopo ceiaM JELEHHja KacHHje, pecTaypaTopH GPIK/BHBO CACTABIBAjY Y
3Ha4ajHe KOMIIO3HLM|E OBOT PEHECAHCHOT YMjETHHKA, MprKasyjyhu na uanoxGama mHpoM cBHjeTa
KOJIMKO BjelITUHY CYNTHJIHOT PECTAYPATOPCKOT pajia, TOJMKO H JbyGAaR W TOINTOBAm:E MpeMa
COTICTBEHOM KYNITYPHOM Hachely, YMjeTHHYKOM [jelly Kao TakBOM, alM M NpHKaszaHy 6pury
NpABHE BNACTH Y noriexy Opure 3a KyJITypHO Hackele,

Manactup Mopaua je omrrefien Tokom Jlpyror cejerckor para, a 1952.r, cy y noprh
MaHacTHpa, Tayno Ha mpocnasy 700-te romuimmie ose CBeTHHE, CTA/beHE BeOMa BpHjeAHE
pykonucHe u borocmyxGene kure. Hakoun para, ox 1956. no 1960.r. nox pykoBOICTBOM AHMKE
CkoBpan Tpajana je obHoBa (pecaka, o uemy cy oGjapbeHH pagoBn y 36opHuky Casessor
WHCTUTYTA 3a 3alITHTY CIOMEHHKa KyAType ¥ 300pHuky BH3aHTOIOMKOr MHCTHTYTA.

Hsysemna cnomenuuxa epujeonocm Manacmupa Mopade, 1wenoz zpadumesckoz ckiona
Y Cazeyujy SUIEHIMUFCKUX N POMARNYKUX KAPAKMEPUCHINKA, NOCEGHO GOZAMCMEO CKAUKANO?
yKkpaca — ¢ppecaka u uxoua, nacmanux y nepuody o0 XIII oo XVII sujexa, xao ojeno
Hajucmaxuymujux domahux majcmopa eeauxe uKoHozpadIcKe yueHOCMU, YNO3OPALA HA BEAUKH
ONpes RPUTNKOM U3PAOe OBAKEUX RNAAHCKIX Ooxkymenama, a mome y Haupmuma JIIT u
Cmpamewike npoyjene ymuyaja na ycugomy cpeouny nuje noceehiena nu Munumaina, a da e
2080PUMO O OVINCHO] RANCTLIL

Ilpema penesanmuom cmagy MehyHapoOHuX cmpyyrsaxa 43 obaacmu crOMeHuHKe
sanemume, Manacmup Mopaua xao jeouncmesena Ceemuwa ca ocofenum RPUPOOHUM
ambBujenmom Guhe cuzypnoe yzpoxcen jows swme nezo cadd, a HAPOYHMO PAIHUM 8HOOSHMQ
anaze Koja je ceyoa najeehu nenpujamen cnomenuuxoz fnaza,

Hudopmarurra ciy:x6a Mutpononmje je ca MyHHM NpaBoM NpHUMKjETHAA Ja, ¥ cyuajy
H3rpalibe XHApoenekTpana Ha Mopauu Huje yrpoxeH camo Taj apesnn Hemamuhiu masacTHp,
koju he 2012. roguse npocnaruT 760 roguHa noctojama. OTyzia je BeoMa NOrpeNiHa U Y jABHOCTH
MeJHJCKH HAMETHYTA NOCTABKA /Ia je eBEHTYATHOM rPaliOM XHIPOeNeKTpana Ha Mopauu yrposkeH
CaMO MaHacTHp. Joul je norpemmyja nocraska na ie MaHacTHp HA OBaj HAYWH TIPOTIACTH, A A MY
Ce, 3anpapo, MCKJBYMHBO nomMawe usrpanwoM XE Ha Anapujery usja 64 nospmuna y penoBHHM
NPUIKKAMa J0II HA IBA METPA MCIO [para MAHACTHPCKE 1IPKBE.

Ilparehu nocajamimy TOK jaBHE JMCKYCHje CTHYE Ce YTHCAK A je y Cilydajy 3amTHTe H
oudysama ManactiHpa Mopaye pHjed 0 HENpHXBAT/EHBOj 3aMjeHH Te3a. Buile nyTa je noteHuupana
YTPOKEHOCT MaHACTHpPa y OBOM TpeHyTky. OTyma je, npema THM NpeAIO3MMa, €BEHTYANHA
wsrpanima XE Ha pujenu Mopaya npescrapibeHa Kao ,HcaiHa NMPIUIHKA a € MAHACTHD TpajHO
3ATATH®,

Taxse Tese cy napanokcanse u He3aKOHHTE ¢ 063MPOM Ja je pHjed O CIOMEHHKY KYATYpe o]
H3Y3ETHOr 3Havaja, a obaBe3a je ApkaBe fa NPEKO HAWICKHMX OPraHa M CTPYYHMX CITyKOH
3alITUTH MaHacTHp Oe3 Mpaea Ha YC/IOB/bABaKE IPpaliboM OHIO KakBe W TO joIn OHe Koja ce Mo
CEHM IapaMeTpUMa MPOTHRH HAYEHMA 3AMITHTE CHIOMEHHKA KyITYpe H MPaBHOj PeryNaTHBH H3 Te
obnactu. Otyma npude o Gymyha Tpu MunHoHa eBpa, koju 6u, v ciyuajy wirpamwe XE, Gunu
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OmpelMjesbeHH 33 3alITHTY MAHACTHPCKOT KOMIUIEKCA MOIY CAMO fia 3acjemyjy TMpoCTOTY
Heo0arHjeITeHHX, alli He MOry fia ce OTPrHy KPHTHYKOM CAarfieflaBaiby SKCTepaTa M3 pasHHX
obnacT.

Cynefin mo pocanammshM uckycTeuMa, Llpna Topa je semiba xoja urekako uma nouia
UCKYCTBA Kaja cy Y MHTamy Tpajithe XMIpoeieKTpaHa nopen npasocnasHHX CBeTHIbA H Kaja cy y
[HTalY TPajiihe eleKTpana Koje ,.y HMe rporpeca’ mo/IpasyMHjeBajy noTanake 1oMosa, CBeTHIbA H
uce/baBatbe CTaHOBHWITRA. [oBosBbHO je na Bumumo Manactupe Ilney u Kocujepeso, kao u
CBEYKYIHY YTPOKEHOCT THX Kpajepa HAKOH H3rpa/ihe XUAPOaKyMYJIaLuja H clCKTPaHa.

Haripeji u3peyeHo HEMHHOBHO MOpa [ YIYTH Ha ONpe3 y IaHUpaiby, BEHKY TaKmby H
OZICYCTBO CBaKe cyjeTe KOJ| OfFOBOPHHX JMIA NPHIMKOM CaclyIIARma SKCTIEPTCKHX M CTPYYHHX
MUNLBEHKa, a Moce0HO Ha ONpe3 NPUIHKOM JOHOIIERmA CYJOOHOCHMX OJTYKA. 3a TO MMa MHOTO
pasjiora, a jeflan off HajBAKHMjHX jecTe yrpoxxeHocT Manactupa Mopaue u kao CBeTHIbE M Kao
samryheHor croMeHnKa KyIAType 0l H3y3eTHOT 3Havaja.

Ilpaguu excneptd Murpononuje ¢y, pasMartpajyiH yeknalieHOCT HallpTa NJIAHCKHX
HOKyMeHaTa ca patHpukoBaHMM MeljyHapoaHuM KoHBeHIMjaMa W BakehoM 3akoHckoM
perynatusomM y Lproj T'opu, nprMujeTiim na v m3pams Haupra JletamHor TpocTOpHOT MilaHa 3a
NPOCTOP BHUICHaMjEHCKHX aKymyJaaumja Ha pHjerd Mopauu (name Haupr JTIIT) kao ocHOBHOM
TIJIAHCKOM JIOKYMEHTY HHje YUECTBOBAO HHjeNAH CTPYYIbaK Y 3Balby ApXHTEKTe-KOH3EpBATOpa W
pecTayparopa, koju 6 ce GaBHO NuTameM ycknaljHBama OBOI JOKYMEHTA €A HAUENHMA CBEYKYIIHE
W cTpy4ne saurrnte Mauactupa Mopade, kao M JpyrHX NpaBOCIABHUX CBETHISA ¥ CIMBY pHjeke
Mopave, Kpo3 0Baj IVIAHCKH AOKYMEHT.

Tocrasba ce nurame: xako je Moryhe ga ce y nujeny Haupra I y xome ce rosopH o
LH/BEBMMA M MjepaMa 3a 3alITUTY CNOMEHHKA KYAType y CNHBY pujeke Mopaue HaROAM A4 ,pH
uzpanu ypOaHMCTHYKHX IUTAHOBA JIOKAIHE BIACTH MOpA]Y ¥ T4j MOCAac YK/BY9MTH CTPY4He CiyskOe
Koje ce GaBe 3amTHTOM KyJITYpHOT Hacskeha“. Bamaa je To jom peha o6asesa Brage 1pue 'ope n
onabpanor o6paljuBaya naHa Kafla je ¥ [IHTAlY OBAKAB CTPATENIKH TUIAHCKM JIOKYMEHT?

3amTo ofpaliuBau y oBaj Mocac, HA HAYMH KOJU je TIPOTIMCAH 3AKOHOM, HMje YK/BYIHO
CTpYMHE mymﬁc 3alITHTE KPO3 NPHOABIbAE H YBAKABAME HUXOBOT MUILIBEHA Y OBOM JIOKYMEHTY
kako 6u Mogjepenn nocao 6HO W CTPyHaH M 3aKOHMT, a M Kako 6 ce TauHo ympnune BHCHHCKE
KOTe XHAPOAKyMYnarHja?

3aB0J 3a 3AITHTY CNIOMEHMKA KYNTYpe, CXOOHO craBy 2. unaHa 8. 3akoHa o 3amTHTH
CMOMEHMKA KyNTYpe, 00aBe3HO ,.yHECTBYje ¥ MOCTYNKY APYIITBEHOr IUIaHMPaHma Ca CTAHOBMINTA
3aWThTe, 0OHOBE M YyMOTpefe CMOMEHMKA KYNTYpEe M Jaje MUILbEe Ha IUAHCKe JAOKyMeHTe", V
npenoxkenaM HalpriMa Hitje HaBeeHO MANLBEILE 3aBOJIA HITH j& TO HaMa [0 JaHac TIO3HATO.

IpasauykH, 06jeKTHBHO W LHBWIH3ALH]CKH MOCMATPAHO, HENIOCTOjalbe MUIILBEHa 3aB0/a
32 3AMITHTY cHOMeHuKa KynType LpHe I'ope kao HHCTHTYIMjE KOja je ¥ OBOM CJIY4ajy, a Ha OCHORY
oapenaba 3akoHa O 3AINTHTH CNOMEHHKA KYJTYPE, jelMHA HAANeXKHa 33 3alITHTY CIIOMEHHKA
KynType, Kao H crapa MHHHCTAPCTBA KyAType Io mHTamy Manactupa Mopaue Kao cnoMeHuka
KyNType 0/] M3y3eTHOT 3Hadaja Npe/icTaB/ba YHieHHIY 360r koje 6u Haupr JITTTT He camo Tpebano
na Byne onbayeH Hero ra Kao TakBor Huje Tpebano Hi ycBojuTH Ha Bnanu, a npeMa ayTopHma OBHX
JDOKYMEHATA H XOHOPAPHO aHTaKOBaHMM capaguuumMa OH 300r oBakBMX mnpectyna Tpebano
TIOKPEHYTH NOCTYNAK 34 yTRphuBamke npodecHOHANHE 0Ar0BOPHOCTH,

Hako obpahuBaum niaHa Ha jeJHOM MjecTy HABOJie TIPABHM OCHOB W 00aBese U3 3aKOHA U
Apyrux nponuca (ctp. 14), xoncraryje ce ga Haupr I Huje yeknalen ca ume mehyHapomHux
KOHBEHLIMja O 3alTHTH KynTypHor Hackeha u Bakelium 3aKOHOM O 3aWITHTH CMIOMEHMKA KYJITYype
Lpne I'ope og 1991. roguxe.

Ilpaeny ycknafienoct Haupra JITTT ca MeljyHapoqHUM NpoNMCHMa U 3aKOHOIABCTBOM LipHe
I'ope Bpmmo je, cxonHo nomucy kanpoBa PamHor THMa, caMo jeman npasHvk (JIpaxen Menojeruh)
H TO Camo, KaKo jé HABENEHO, 32 MUTaMe ,,BIACHHILTEA M KaTacTpa HekpetHuHa®. OTyna He uyan
wro je Haupr AT y notnyHoctd Heyekmalien ca 3aK0HOM O 3AWITHTH CIIOMEHHKA KYJITYPE, aiH
4yaM Aa ce MpPaBHMK 3ajyJKeH 3a ,BIACHUINTRO M KaracTap™ HHUTIje Huje 1o3abaBHo NHTameM
OIHOCA OBOT I[UIAHCKOT IOKYMEHTA M HErOBE peanu3alije Y OJHOCY HA 3aKOH O CBOJHHCKO-
NpaBHUM OJHOCHMA, 3aKOH O PecTHUTYLMjM, 3akoH O EKCHPONpHjauMjH W JpYre NpOMMCE KOje v
NIONHCY pelleBAHTHMX MPONHCA HHje HH moMeHyo. MehyruM, Hajeume uyam mro Peny6nuuxu
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CEKpeTApPHjaT 3 3AKOHOMABCTBO KAO HAMIEKHH APHKaBHM Opra sa yckialjeHOCT MponHca OBaKkas
Haupr JITIT Buje BpaTHO Ha JOpaly W3 HaNpHje] HABEACHUX PasNiora.

Ha cy o6paljusaun Haupra OIII1 61 Makap H MOBPIIHO YIIO3HATH ca oapeaGama paxeher
34KOHA O 3AUITHTH CHOMEHHKA KY/ITYpe OHa O UMany y BHAY [a 3aKOHCKY 3AIITHTY, a TO 3HAYH
nocebaH MPABHHM PEXKUM, YIKHBA HE CAMO CIIOMEHMK KyIType (Y OBOM ciyyajy Manactup Mopaya u
Manactup [yra) vero u sammufieHa OKOJIHHA CTIOMEHMKA KynType. Buine je mero jacua ompenGa
craBa 2. ynama 3. TOr 3aKOHa KOjOM je NpoNHcaHo Aa ,3amTrlieHa OKOAEHA WemoKpeTHOr
CIOMEHHKA KYITYpe YKABA 3AITHTY KA0 H CHOMeHHK KyaType“, TIpaBHOM aHaiH3OM OBOr
HJaHa youaga ce, pe cBera, Jia ce He NpaBu pasnyka usMehy cnoMenHka kynrype I pena kao mro je
Manactup Mopaua u, perpvo, III pena kao mro je Manactup Jlyra. Jakne, cBH CHOMeHHIU
Kkynrype, Ges 063upa Ha KaTeropwjy, yiKHRajy jeNHaKy NpaBHY 3al0THTY, 4 TO 3HAYH M Ja cy Noj
HoceGHUM NIPABHMM PEKHMOM. 3aTHM, NOJfjeTHAKY MIPABHY 2AINTHTY YIKHBA HETIOKPETHU CTIOMEHHK
KYITYype u Herosa samThliena OKOMHA, 2 T2 YHILEHULA je ¥ OBOM CITy4ajy M3 HEeKHX pasnora He
caMo npeHeGpernyTa Hero cy Ta JRa rojMa pas/BojeHa IITo je ancolyTHO He3akoHuTo. OGpaljueay
Hanpra [T ce nuje noTpyamo, a 61O je y 3aK0HCKOj 06aBe3H, 1A 01 HAZUIEXKHOT OpraHa npuGasu
eKCIUIHLMTAH CTaB O TOME KOjH TPOCTOp 3aXBaTa 3amTHlieHa OKONMHHA CIIOMEHHKA KYIIType Y OBHM
cnyqajeBHMA.

Henomyctueo je na obpaljusay Hanpra I y norneqy cioMeHHYKe, a TO 3HAYM 3aKOHCKE
samrtute Manactupa Mopaye He3aKOHHTO pajiBaja jefHy JyXOBHY, CIIOMEHHUKY H TTPABHY IjeIHHY
TaKo WITO Ha jelal HauMH MOCMaTpa 00jeKTe MAHACTHPCKHX LIPKaBa M KOHAKA, A HA CACBHM JIPYTH
HauuH 3amrTufieHe OKoMMHE cmoMeHMKa Kyarype. To Huje yummeno ciayuajuo. MsGjerapame
TIpelyiaratba 3ATATHHX Mjepa Y YHYTPAIIHOCTH MaHACTHPA CITYHKH 32 OHBpalare CTPYUE AKX,
anu je, Ge3s oGzupa Ha TO WTO Ha TO HEMA NPABO MO 32KOHY, NPEJIOKUO HMTAB HM3 Mjepa 3a
UHTEpBeHUMje Y 3amThlieHoj OKOMMHN MaHACTHPA Ha IUTA 1O 3aKOHy Hema npaso. To ce HajGolbe
BHAW kaja obpaljuead Hesakonurto cebu npubasiba HamnexsocT Kaxa ompehyje ma ce , npofinem
CPMABURHOCII. MAHACMUPCKOZ KOMWIEKCA Pewlasa 2eOmMeXHuKuM Mjepana xoje 6u mopane y
KOHaUHOM ocmamy nesuowuee. Ca mjepama cmabunusayuje xocune MAaHACMupCKoz KOMMiexcd
nejsanicno he ce ypedumu wumasa oxomnuma... a da nomom mpeba pezyuucamu u cnpujedumu
ucmuyarse 8ode uz xopuma npema objexmuma. Ilpuepeseno mox mpeba npeycmjepumu y dpyzom
npasyy da 6u ce padosu U3BOOUTH ¥ ocyierom Kopumy ‘17!

[Ma je o6paljueau Harpra JITIIT camo Ha nutamy samrrulieHe oKONHHE MAHACTHPA MOMTORAO
1 [PUMHJEHHO 33KOH OHJA BUCUHCKA KOTa aKyMynylaudje ARApujero Hukako y Haupry JITTIT ne
Ou Morna na Gyzae Ha 2835 MHM, Tj. Ha {Ba MeTpa HCTIOZ Y1434 Y MAHACTHPCKY LPKBY. Hako je,
MHMO TIpONHCA, KOTY AHIpHjeBa JOLMPao Ha 285 MHM M THMe JHPEKTHO YTpo3HO MaHACTHD M
CIIOMEHHMK KynType, obpahueau cam ceGu NpoTHMBpjedd Kkaga TBPAM JA , MPAGUINA 3QUiMumMa
KYAMYPHUX CROMEHUKA 3aXmijesa pasMamparbe oKonHo2 nodpywja. llompebno je ypadumu
demamny Rpoyjeny u manuparse NompeGHUX nOOPyYja u 2pAHUYa KyImypHux cnomenuxa’ (cTp.
177). O6pabusay nuje BMao y BuAYy na je 3amrruhieHa OKONMHA CTIOMEHMKa KYJIType oGaBesmo,
cxofHo craBy 2. unana 34. u craBy 2. wiaHa 36. 3aKoHa O 3aUITHTH CIIOMeHHKa KyiType Llpue
TI'ope, obaBesHo ospeljera aKToM 0 Nporianiesy HEMOKPETHOCTH 34 CIIOMEHHK KyType. T axT, y
OBOM CNTy4ajy, cafpie ,rPANANE CHOMEHHKA €2 Her0BOM HENOCPEAHOM OKOJIHHOM, HOBPIIHAY,
NONHC KATACTAPCKHX NApNe/a.. H OCHOBHe yclloBe 4yBama, xopambiema, oapxagama
ypehewa cnoMenuka KyaType m merose samrruliene oxonmpe®. Tu Nojanu ce Hanase y
Peructpy cmoMeHuka kynrype y 3aBofy 3a 3alTHTY CHOMeHHKa Ky/iTtype. Omu cy obaresyjvhu 3a
obpaljuBaya, a mo ceeMy cynehu He camo a HHCY yBakeHH Hero Hucy Hu kopumhenn. [a 6u ce
FAXHA JABHOCTH CKPEHYIIA Ca 0BOT BEOMa BajkHOT MuTama y Pesumey Hanpra JIITTI ca CTPaTEmIKOM
npoLjeHoM YTHUAja ce TBpAW 1a .,y saxéamy JI1IT no ocroey nayuonarroz saxonodascmea y Ijpuoj
Topu nema saumubenux npupoosux nodpyyja* (ctp. 80), aJm je W3 BHIIE Hero jacHAX pasJjiora
HAMjepHO NPONYCTHO Aa HaBeJe Ja MMa BAme samTalieHnX oxoaHHA,

Ca xaxeuM npasom obpalusau Haupra JITIT nponmcyje Mjepe 3a 3alUTHTY Ha CHOMEHHKY
KynType of nocebHor 3nauaja? Yak # kana 6HCMO 3aHeMapuiH YMIeHMITY 1a ofpaljuBay Mo 3aKoHy
HeMa NpaBa J1a Ha CHIOMEHHKY KyNType NpONHCYje Mjepe 3aIiTHTe, MOCTAB/baMO ITHTAkE: KOje CY TO
petbepenLie y TIOMINY Hocamammber aHraxMana obpahusaua y cniomeHHuKoj obnactH koje Gu ra
TIPENIOPYYHBATIE 32 OBAKO BHCOKY OINOBOPHOCT?
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Hako y onucy Texctyansor aujena Hanpra o6pahiBay HABOIH 14 ¢y ¥ KOHLENTY IIAHCKOT
Zpjena caipxaHe Mjepe 3a 3aIITHTY CTIOMEHHKA KYJITYpe H PekUMA JAIITHTE TIPHPOIHE U KyIATYpHE
GaiiTHHe, CBE HANPHjEN HABEACHO je BHINE HEro HecTpyqHo. HecTpyMHOCT M HeNoOpOHAMjepHOCT
BpXYHH y TBpawM obpabupaya Haupra JIIIT na |, wenezanna zpadwa xao npenoswamu
ureecmuyuonu enomen y Lpuoj opu mooice da yeposu xyamypro Hacwehe “ (etp. 177). He paau
JA T3B. ,JIETA/HO IUIAHHpakbe™ MHMO 3aKOHCKMX MPOMHCA M CTPYYHHMX CTaHAApAa HA NpHMjepy
ManacTupa Mopadse MHOTO BHINE Yrpo)KaBa MaHACTHP Of HeneranHe rpagme. Octamn cMo 6e3
onrosopa obpaljipara Ha MUTamke: a 1M he H eBeHTYalHa JierajiHa rpajama AHAPHjeBa YIPO3IHTH
MAaHACTHP ¥ KaKBa je, y Norjey YHHIITABAKA CIIOMEHHYKOr Hac/kelja, pasnuka uamely Henerannor
H JIEFATHOT TIAHMPArba, KA0 M NeranHe W HeneranHe rpamwe? Huje Temko nohu 1o oarosopa ako
Ce 3Ha Ja M3a NopoJHYHNX BHKeHT Kyhia m noMoliHux ofjexara cToju BHIE HETO CHTHH, a H3a OBHX
MpOojeKaTa BEOMa YeCTO KPYNMHH KAuTal.

ITucame panH nolymaBara NPasHMX CTPaHHUA OrNefa ce ¥ y TRpHmH ofpahueava ga ce
Manactup Mopaua ,, 3002 kamezopuje kofy yorcusa, any u nocebrno ocjemsbuse nosuyuje y xojoj he
ce Hahu HaKOH yenocmagmared SUMEHAMJEHCKUX axymyrayuja nocebuo anamusupa“. Hucmo
no6Gun OAroBop KO TO M Ha OCHOBY KOjHX MpOMHCA aHanusHpa MawdactHp Mopauy HakoH
yCIocTaB bama BUIIeHAMjeHCKIX akyMynamuja? M Aa 1M To Heko APYTH HMa NPaBO OCHM HaJJIEsKHE
JpiKapHe cryabe 3alITHTE ¥ BIAaCHHKA — Y oBOM ciydajy Manactupa Mopaue? U kako oGpaljusau
CMHje Jia npaBH pasauky uimeDy croMeHHKa KynaType Kana je 3akoH y Nornegy obuMa W Bpere
3aIITHTE HE No3Haje?

V¥ Pesumey Haupra JIIII1 ce naBoau pa he ,v noapydjy Manactipa Mopaue gohu mo
dopmHpana jesepa 10 GUM3Y HHBOA MAHACTHPCKOT KOMIIEKCA™ H HACTaBba ,, da 080 Helie uzassamu
nomanaree Hacemenux noopyyja, a nojasuhe ce cnopaduuno nosa caobpahajua unghpacmpyremypa.
0o nehe 3nayajno npomujenumu uszned Nej3axica u ZeHEPUCAMU UNMEEPAINY PA3BOJ (MypusaM,
romonpuspeda, caobpahaj, npouseodwa enexmpuune ewepauje) . He paje ce HH BeoMa BawaH
OIFOBOP Ha NHTamke N0 Koje he ce BHCHHE MaHACTHpPCKOr Tnaroa kao samruRede okonuue
(opMHpaTH BjeIITAYKO je3epo, a He NpPYMa Ce HH OATOBOP KONHKO jé MaHACTHp ¥ TOM Cly4ajy
sawTulien o H3NMBama aKyMmynlauHje yoidjen oOWMHMX NajaBHHA, HAPOYHTO OF HEMHHOBHOI
obpymasamwa obmwkme Dyphesune na Mamactup Mopauy. Hepmonmycruso je ga ce rosopu o
3HAYajHHM NpOMjeHaMa Mej3aKa, 4 He U 0 YTPOXKEHOCTH MaHacTHpa. ITHTaMo Ce: Kako ce JOLUTo 0
HenoOHTHOr 3aK/bYYKa 1A MAHACTHPCKH KOMIINEKC YTpojKaBa MATHCTPAJIHA NMYT, a HE M TONMKA
XHJIpOaKyMyJiaijuja Ha, KaKo je HaBeleHo, ,,KOHIIOMEPATHHM CTHjeHaMa™ Ha KojHuMa ce Halasu
MaHacTHp?

HeraunocT nojaraka orjefa ce y pasiMYHTHM HYMEPHYKHM O3HAKAMA BEOMa BAKHMX
nopataka. Tako ce, Ha npuMjep, Ha jeaHoM MjecTy y Pesumey Hanpra Tepam na je ,, eucuncxa
pasaura usmehy Hugoa maracmupa u pujexe oxo 35 memapa™ (cTp. 51), a Ha APYroM Mjecty ¥
HCTOM AOKYMEHTY Ja je ,, 6UCHHCKA pasnuka usmely Husoa manacmupa u pujexe oxo 40 memapa™
(eTp. 80).

TeprwoM na ,, kyamypuo nacmele y wiupem nodpyyjy causa Mopave uwune 3 cnomenuxa
kyrmype” Herupa ce MelyHapoOHM CTaHIOapl 3aKOHCKE TPETIOCTABKE CMOMEHHYHE BPEIHOCTH
CBUX TIOKPETHHX M HEMOKPETHHX CTBapH IITO TpPEACTABIbA je/HY 0/l OCHOBHMX HHTEHLIMja HOBOT
3akoHa 0 KyNTypHAM JoOpHMa KOjH je y IpoueaypH, a ca 4MjuM Havernma obpaljuBatii, Ha XKalocT,
HMCY YTIO3HATH HH Y Ha3HAKaMa.

HectpyunocT u HekoMneTeHTHOCT oOpahueaua Haupra J{ITIT ce ornema M y HeNo3HABALY
CTNIOMEHHKA KynType uHjy OymyhHOCT OBHM ILUTAHCKHM JoKymeHTOM ofpeljyje. Tako je, Ha npumjep,
Lipxea BasHecemwa Xpucroror y Jlujesoj Pujerm, carpaliena 1861. roqune, npexpmrena y ,,L{prsy
Venewa XpHCTOROT™, MAKO TAKAR MpasHuk He noctoju y [Iparocnasnoj Lipken (ctp. 130).

AyTopHMa OBOT MpPOjeKTa HHMje CACBMM jacHO IUTA cy Bjepckd o6jeKTH, a mTa KYNTypPHO-
ueropujexu cnomennun. OTyaa TBp/e Aa ,, uma 50 xexmapa ejepckux objexama, a dea KyAmypHo-
ucmopujexa enomenura” (etp. 113 Pesumena Haupra JIITII). 3a rpofisa Ha MeToM Mjecty TBpae aa
HMa 150 komana, a Npu TOM BjepoBaTHO MHCIIE HAa TPOGHHLE (McTa CTpaHa).

W, fok HuCY ¥ ¢Taky [a H3PauyHajy YrPOXKEHOCT H YTBp/e Moryhe olacHocTH 3a Manactup
Mopaua koje 6u Hacrane ycaujes msrpagme AHApHjeBa, ayTOpH IPOpHYY HEBjepOBATAH PasBoOj
TYPH3MA HA ToM npoctopy. OTyna TEpAE N3 TH TIPOjeKTH NPecTaBIbA]Y ., 620Ma 3HAUAIHY PA3GOJHY
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ocHogy” 3a TypuzaM y Mopaud B NpH TOM TYPHCTHYKY ce30HY pauyHajy Ha 180 nama, ca
nonywernowhy oz 80% u aHeBHOM notpounsoM o 80 espa no jeanom typuct (ctp. 115 1 116).
BojuM ce 1a oBakBHX MnpoljeHa HHje Ouno HU U y BpHjeMe Hajxewher coupeanuzma. OOpaljuBauu
OBHMX JUIAHCKMX [OKyMEHaTa cy BMINE ITyTa MOCBjelOMH/IM [a He To3Hajy He camo Ouhe Hero M
cTpykTypy Lipkee. IIpomosuuryhin saMHILbeHH pasBoj TypH3Ma y Mopauu npeneuhies je ,, [Jenmap
3a nocfemuoye Manacmupa Mopave” y kome he OuTH B ofjekar 3a BjeHYama, a He 3HAjy Ha ce
NpaBocilaBHa BjeHuama yBHjek obaBibajy y Xpamy, a He y pecTOpaHy WIH Ha rulaTgopmama 3a
nocmarpame (ctp. 87). C obzupom nHa ce Hurije He HmoMuby BjepHuuu Manactupa Mopaue
OYeBHIIHO je Ja ce OBOj CBeTHILH Ha jellaH ITocpe/iaH Ha9HH BpPIIM IIpeHaMjeHa.

VowbHERO je ha je jenaH Te McTu TexeT ¥ peaumey Haupra JII npenucuBan on cnora 1o
cloRa BUIIE nyTa (ynopenuti crpane 51 u 80 u 81).

Aytopuma Haupra JII1I1 ce mMopa MpH3HATH HCKPEHOCT y IMjely ¥ KOMe ce TOBOPH O
TIOTEHIMJATTHOM KIM3HINTY 32 eNeKTpaHy AHIPHJERO TIje je ,,21a8Ha 2e0n0utka bpu2a mpenymuo
2EONOMKY  PUSHK 00 NOMEHWUjaTHOZ KIN3NWMA Y (ruminoj 30Mu U PUSUK  MEXAHUYKUX
Kkapakmepucmuxa cmujene xouznomepamue mepace Manacmupa Mopaue ™, xao ,, nomenyujanio
Kausume y ¢y Ha aujeeof obanu nuzeodno 00 Manacmupa Mopaue xoje ofyxeama omnpiiuxe
230 xexmapa u ucnumano je camo jedwum ceo-enexmpudnum npoguwiom” (crp. 163 Pezumea
Haupra [II). Melyrim, Mopa ce craBHTH mnpHMjeada WITO Cy, MMMO TakBMX 00jasHH, HNaK
NOCTAaBWIN HUBO AHApHjeBa Ha 285 MHM ITO HeBOjOSHO YTpokKaBa OBAj APEeBHH MaHACTHP.

3abpusasajyha je u konctarauuja obpalusaga ga e ,, na nodpyyjy saxeama JITIT doku oo
cuMareersa nospuiuna gjeperux objexama sa 27%, oonocro oxo 1,42 xexmapa dox he ce nosputune
pesepaucane 3a 2pobaa cmarumu 3a mawe 00 10%, oduocno 0,16 xexmapa® (crp. 87 Pesnmea
Hanpra JII1IT1). Obpaliueay Huje mpe3siliaH, Hako To' [UIAHOBH OBAKBe BpCTe 3aXTHjeBajy, na Hac
OCTAB/bA Ja PasMHILBAMO f]a JIH jé MHC/IMO O HEMOKPEeTHO] MMOBMHH KOja NPHNANA BjepcKHM
objexTuma. Bjepckn ofjexTH, cxonHo BakehieM 3aKOHOJABCTBY, HHCY H He MoOry OHTH THTYJapH
npasa cBojuHe. IbuxoB tutynap je jemuso Murponomuja IpHoropcko-TIpHMOpCKa Kao NpaBHO
JIMIE WIH HBeH OPraHCKM JHO CXOJHO AyTOHOMHOM YHYTPaIIFkeM KAHOHCKOM MNpaBy. YKOJHKO je
oOpahiBay MHCIHO HAa HEMOKPETHY MMOBMHY Y BHIY Halllibaka, lIyMa M CIMYHOT KOjé npHnanajy
THM CBETHHAMa OHJA je BeoMa NpobieMaTHIHO B TO IUTO HHje MMAao ¥ BHIY H MMOBHHY Koja ce
Hallasyu Yy MOCTYNKY PecTHTYUMje M 10 nocefHO 3a MaHacThpe Mopauy u Jlyry, anu H 3a oaysety
uMOBHMHY rpaljana Ha Tom mnpocropy. Iloacjehama pamn, Mutpononuja je MunmucTapcTBy
¢dunancuja kpajem 2007.r. moguujena ypeaHe [0Kase O MMOBHHH Koja je mpeaer obasesne
pectutyuje 3a 129 upkeennx jepununa. Masactp Mopaua y OBOM MOMEHTY Y IpoLiecy
PECTHTYIMje Ofi JipkaRe 3aKOHHMTO IoTpaxyje mpeko 1500 pama zemme u jomr 30 xexrapa
yiypnHupane MMOBHHE Koja je MaHacTHpy 1946.r. ocraB/beHa Y OKBHPY IPONMCAHOT 3&MIBMILHOT
MaKCHMyMa. MaHacTup Jlyra morpakyje 46 XeKkTapa mammmbhaka, JquBafa u myme. O6pahusav H
HHXOB CTPYUEBAK 32 UMOBHHY M KATACTAD CE HA MWTaH:e PECTUTYILHje HMOBHHE HHjE TIOTPOLIHO HY
MaJI0 BpEMEHa, a {yiKaH je, ¢ 003upoM [a je pHjed o IIAHCKOM JOKYMEHTY, [ia TO YYMHH. YMjecTo
Tora, obpaljueay y Tabeny o HaMjeHM KopHITNema 3eMJBMINTA 110 30HAMA JIETAJBHE paspaie |
30HaMa BHINEHAMjEHCKHX aKyMynauuje Ha cTp. 87 Pe3uMea HaBOOM [a ce TUTAHHpPA ONY3HMAlse 0f
manacTupa 3,72, a Ha HapelHOj CTpAaHM Aa HM ce oy3uma 3,73 Xexrapa npH uemy MaHacTupy
Mopaua 1,90, a Manactupy Jyra 1,83 xekrapa.

C obsupom oa je Haupm JUIIT y jednom 00 eeoma ea)cHux cezMenama He3axoHum
Mumpononuja Hpnozopexo-Hpumopeka cmampa da nuje mozyha mezoea keanumemna
wmjena. Jozuuan je 3avyyar da 6u on ceojum dosoherem y cxnad ca 3aronodascmeom Ifpne
Tope uzzyouo namjeny. H3 moz paznoza nozusam Brnady oa yceoju name npumjedfe y noznedy
HEIAKOHNMOCHIE 0802 WIAHCKO2 DOKPMEHmA N YHUHI jeOUHN HCRPABAH RNOME3 Ie208UM
ROHUIMABAILEM, @ 0 30 HOGE 3AKOHUME NIAHOEE U MATbe AKPMYIAKLje y CKAR0Y ca 3UKOHOM
odabepe peepenmnoz u 036ubHoz HoBo: odpaliucada.

V npumjenGama exkoHOMCKHMX cTpyumaka Ha Haupr JIITMI, kao u wa Haupr Crparemike
TNpolLjeHe yTHIAja HA KHBOTHY CPSJMHY, BeoMa 030HIBHO Ce MOCTAB/LANQ H MHTAke eKOHOMCKE
HCIUIATHBOCTH OBOT TIOAYXBATa, y3umajyhu, mopen octanor, y ob3up yHumreme mnoctojeher
MATrHCTPAJHOr MYTa Y KOjH CY Y/IOMEeHA MHIHOHCKA CPe/ICTBa, OPOjHH JbYACKH HKHBOTH, NOTANAame
obpajuse seMibe, U3rpaaiy HOBE NMyTHe Mpeike, MCKbydnBaihe ManactHpa Mopade W nmjenor
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KamoHa ca rnaBHe caobpahajauue | Opyro. Ha osaj HaunH, Manactup Mopaua u unrag Kpaj JBHje
Mopaue u Posaua noctajy caMjeno upujero Lipae [ope

Mumpononuja Iprozopcxo-Ilpumopcka noszuea 3aeod 3a 3aqmimumy cnoMeHuKke W
Munucmapemeso Kynmype da ucnyme ceojy 3aroHcKy obase3y y Ho2nedy HPORUCHEAa Mjepa 1t
dunancupamwa sammume Manacmupa Mopaue 6e3 oB3upa Ha esenmyanne 2padime
XuOpoaKyMynaulja me 0a ce wimo npije, 3ajeONuNKUM CHA2AMA, H3IPAde U u3eedy npojeram
Jammime MaHacmupa.

C obsupom ja OpojHa, a CYIITHHCKH BEKHA HCTPaKHMBALA HA TOM MPOCTOPY jOII HHCY HH
3al04eTa, a KaMOJH 3aBplIEHA, [IOCTABJbA Ce NMHTARE CMHCIA OOHONMEHA OBAKBHX ILIAHCKHX
AOKYMEHATA Koje BHIHMO Kao NOTpellaH M HENPUPOaH cIHje] notesa.

Iosusajyfin Ha onpes y JoHOWERY oIyka, Murtponomuja Llpaoropcko-Ilpumopceka,
0301/BHO 3abpUHyTa 3001 nonyheHHX pemmersa, anenyje Ha Bnaxy Lipue Iope na, s6or HenocTojama
EKCTEPTCKOT KOHCEHCYCA M CTPATEIIKe BAKHOCTH, KA0 M OTPOMHOT NPOTHB/bEHbA JABHOCTH, UHTAB
OBaj NpOLIEC YCTIOPH Te Jia, TPUje YCBAjarwa OBHX JOKYMEHara, NPHCTYIIM M jABHOj pacipasH o
ANTePHATHBHHM SHEPreTCKUM pellehuna.

C noWTOBamkEM,
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JP Nacionalni parkovi Crne Gore
National parks of Montenegro

| Bprjeanacy | Na$ znak, ﬁ/‘ﬁ:&? ------

e T ——————

Ministarstvo uredenja prostora i zastite Zivotne sredine

n/r ministra

Predmet: Midljenje na studiju o Strateskoj procjeni uticaja na Zivotnu sredinu
(SEA) za prostor visenamjenskih akumulacija na rijeci Moradi, koji je izeadio WWF.

Postovani,

U skladu sa Vatim dopisom broj: 07-50/118, podsje¢amo Vas da je ovo Javno
preduzece tokom javne rasprave koja je pocela 15 marta i trajala do 13 aprila vec
formiralo svoj stav, a koji se moZe smatrati relevantnim i u odnosu na sadrzaj koji
je uraden od strane WWF-a, a koji ste nam Vi dostavili,

Nade misljenje je rezultat sveobuhvatne analize i sjednica odrianih od strane

Nau&nog savjeta i Savjeta za vode Vlade Crne Gore

Ziro ratun 510-5848-53; PIB: 02039460; PDV: 30/31-02889-1
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S tim u vezi u prilogu akta Vam prosledujemo misljenje koje smo poslali 12.04
tekuce godine, kao zvani¢no od strane Javnog preduzeca za nacionalne parkove, a
u odnosu na predmetni zahtjev.

Podgorica 08.06.2010 godine Direktor:

A
H

Rade K. Gregovi
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MINISTARSTVO UREDENJA PROSTORA
1 ZASTITE ZIVOTNE SREDINE
PODGORICA

Predmet: MiSljenje na Nacrt Detaljnog prostornog plana viSenamjenskih
akumulacija na rijeci Moraci

Javno preduzeée za nacionalne parkove Crne Gore se u vremenu Javne
rasprave po Nacrtu Detaljnog prostornog plana visenamjenskih akumulacija na rijeci
Mora¢i, preko Nauénog savjeta kao savjetodavnog tijela Upravnog odbora, ukljutilo
u razmatranje uradenih materijala, a posebno Izvjeitaja o stratelkoj procjeni uticaja
na zivotnu sredinu.

U tom smislu 30.03.2010 godine organizovana je zajednicka sjednica Naudnog
savjeta i Savjeta za vode Vlade Crne Gore na kojoj je sveobuhvatno razmatran Nacrt
Izvie¥taja sa prevashodnim naglaskom na uticaje Projekta viSenamjenskih
akumulacija na prostor Nacionalnog parka *’Skadarsko jezero™.

Posebno su cijenjeni o&ekivani uticaji promjene nivoa vodostaja jezera, ukupni
vodni bilansi i njihov uticaj na eko-sistem, a narolito na pti¢iju i riblju populaciju
(ornitofaunu i ihtiofaunu) kao najkarakteristi¢nije predstavnike faune NP *Skadarsko
jezero™.
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Opscina i strudna rasprava, kao i misljenja omnitologa i ihtiologa Javnog

preduzeéa za nacionalne parkove Crne gore ukazuju da:

- sa hidrologkog aspekta tj. bilansa voda i oscilacija voda u Skadarskom jezeru
HE nece znadajno uticati. Uges¢e tog dijela Mora¢e u ukupnom bilansu voda
Skadarskog jezera je svega 21%. Prognozira se da e se nivo vode na jezeru
povecati samo 1 metar, dok su inace prirodne oscilacije nivoa vode oko 5 m u
toku godine.

- omitofauna, kao jedna vrlo zna¢ajna populaciju na jezeru, nece biti ugroZena
izgradnjom HE na Moragi. Svako kolebanje nivoa vode koje je u granicama
prirodnog ne dovodi do destabilizacije kolonijalnih vrsta gnjezdarica koje
gnijezde u modvarnom sjevernom podru¢ju Skadarskog jezera. Prognozirane
promjene nivoa vode i to u toku ljetnje sezone (jul, avgust) kada i prestaje
sezona gnijezdenja, imale bi minimalan ili nikakav uticaj i na vrste koje
gnijezde pri vodi. Ukoliko bi buduci sistem uspostavljenih akumulacija
stabilizovao nivo oscilacija vodostaja, kao §to je prognozirano, za neke vrste
koje su osetljive ma tu pojavu izgradnja HE moZe imati i pozitivan uticaj
(pelikani).

- riblji fond, kao jedan od znadajnih ekonomskih potencijala NP "Skadarsko
jezero", ali i vrlo znafajan &inilac za ornitofaunu, takode nece pretrpjeti
negativne uticaje. Thtiofauna Skadarskog jezera adaptirana je na promjene i
uspjeSno se razmno¥ava, raste i opstaje u ovakvom eko-sitemu. Stoga
eventualno dodamo kolebanje u vodostaju i temperaturi ne bi trebalo imati
znadajan uticaj.

Na osnovu iznijetog misljenja smo da planirane viSenamjenske akumulacije na
rijeci Moradi neée bitnije uticati na prirodnu ravnotezu eko-sistema
Nacionalnog parka *’Skadarsko jezero’’.

DIREKTOR
Rade K. Gregovié
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