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1. A system for disclosure and commenting of updated version of the EIA of the
different localities for the deep sea port of idand Saaremaa was unsatisfactory

The public (at least the Friends of the Earth- Estonia and according to our information
severa other non-governmenta environmenta organi sations) was not informed about
the date for completion of the updated version of the EIA. In redity there were only
two weeks to study the updated version of the EIA. Although the first version of the
EIA was rdeased dready in Fal of 1999 those interested in commenting it had to
make full sudy of the updated verson in order not to miss changes made in the
document.

It is strange that in Etonia that with acknowledged development of Internet society
the EIA of the different locdities for the Degp Sea Port was not available in the
website. Saff of the Friends of the Earth- Estonia (FOE- Eqtonia) couldn't find it nor in
the webgte of the Saaremaa County Government, Estonian Marine Indtitute or the
Ministry of the Environment. Upon our request to receive the EIA by e-mall the
Environmental Management Divison of the Minigtry of the Environment replied in
phone that they do not have digita version of the document for distribution.

Although the FoE-Estonia managed to get adigita copy of the EIA from other NGOs
we can't be sureif it was the authentic and latest draft. Unfortunately the digital
verson didn't include annexes, graphs and photos that are essentid to give thorough
assessment of the EIA. When undersigned (trandator's note - Peep Mardiste,
coordinator of the FOE- Estonia with headquartersin Tartu) was trying to go and
examine annexes of the EIA on January 17, 2000, the rooms of Environmenta
Management Division that were publicly announced to host fadilities for studying of
EIA (Ravada8-C601/602, Talinn) were locked at 13:00 without any notice about
reception times on the door. Limited time didn't alow usto pay vist to another
locations for examining the EIA - Estonian Marine Inditute in Talinn or Searemaa
County Government in Kuressaare.

Taking into account the above mentioned we conclude that the possibilities of
commenting the EIA of the different locdities for the Degp Sea Port of Idand
Saaremaa were sgnificantly reduced for those not living in Talinn or Kuressaare,
Contrary to the opinion of the Government of the Republic of Estonia the FOE-
Egtoniafinds that the Deep Sea Port of Saaremaa Idand is not a project of loca
importance and it has great importance for ertire EStonia. As the annexes and graphs
of the EIA were not ble for the FOE-Estonia we are unfortunately unable to
make detalled comments on the document.

2. Planning process of the Deep Sea Port had been unsatisfactory



EIA of the different harbour locdities states in the paragraph 9 of conclusions section
(page 72) that the planning process of the Deep Sea Port had been satisfactory so far.
The position of the FOE-Estoniais that the process had been unsatisfactory. The EIA
of the different locdities for the Degp Sea Port of 1dand Saaremaa had been just a
formdity asit seems that the future port location had been chosen by politica

process.

Such conclusion is supported by fact that the port location publicly preferred by the
Saaremaa County Government (Undvain Uudepanga Bay) had been lately studied in
much bigger detail than other possible locations. County Government has aready
failed grant gpplication to receive funding from EU Phare 2000 for surfacing of the
currently gravel road to possible port location of Undva. Why do they il talk
publicly about fair competition between different locations Kihekonna municipa
government hasinitiated the process for detailed (spatia) plan for the Undva port
which could beillegd. While doing so the municipd government is referring the
paragraph 101 of the nationa act on planning and building. At the sametimeit's
gated in the same law (paragraph 9'10) that detailed plan hasto follow current
environmentd laws and acts. By the time detalled plan was initiated the public
consultation and review process of the EIA of the different locdities for the Deep Sea
Port of Idand Ssaremaa was sill going on and the EIA was not yet effective.

3. Deep Sea Port may not fulfil one of the main aims of the project, increased
local employment rate

One of the main pogtive Side factors accompanying the project is said to be increased
employment rate among loca people both in stages of the port construction and
operation (paragraph 10). Knowing dightly the Stuation with smilar large projectsin
other countries and in Estonia one could foresee that because of the lack of qudified
employeesin the Ste both congtruction workers and future servicing staff will come
from Kuressaare (trandator's note - capitd of the county) or even from mainland.
Assumable builder of the port EMV/Skanska s definitely having enough well-
qudified workers outside Saaremaa without enough work. Predicted fast growth of
the entrepreneurship among local population for servicing increased volume of

tourists may not redlise.

4. All of the possible locations for the Deep Sea Port have not been studied
carefully enough; EIA wascarried out in big hurry

Smilarly to thefirg draft of the EIA of the different locdlities for the Degp Sea Port
(turned down by the Minigtry of the Environment) the find version is concentrating

on comparison between three dternative locations (Undva, Veere and Tanme).
Analysis on the two new possible locations (Vagurand and Suuriku-Kuriku) that have
been added after the first draft are very weak and presented only in paragraphs on
hydrobiology, botany and impact to the geological objects. The analysis about Undva
location are more detailed also if compared to these in Veere and Tamme. In order to
get more objective overview on aternative port locations the authorities that ordered
the of the EIA should have cdled for more detailed background anaysisin Veere and
Tammein prior. It isaso sated in the executive summary of the EIA that there were
not enough data available and that dternative port locations had not been studied in
the same detall obgtructing the assessment. The timeline (some haf of the year) for



the EIA of the different localities for the Deep Sea Port was too short considering the
importance of the project.

5. Cruise shipsfor developing of the ecological tourism?

ElA isligting seatourism and ecologica tourism to be developed through
congtructing of the Deep Sea Port as some of the key activities for the Idand of
Saaremaato survive (paragraph 1). It is doubtful to link fun-oriented mass-touriam
that is associated with the cruises with ecologica tourism. There must be other
solutions for developing of the sea tourism and ecologica tourism like establishing of
the network of small well mapped and safe yacht harbours instead of one large Deep
Sea Port.

6. Undva has no real advantage in ice conditions

The EIA mentions better ice conditions among advantages of the port location of
Undvain Uudepanga Bay. At the same time one must take into account that the better
ice conditions are caused by bigger opennessto winds and therefore sormsin
Uudepanga Bay. Such alinkage should have been more clearly underlined in

paragraph 7.
7. The EIA hasno clarity in names of the port locations

In its executive summary the EIA of the different locdities for the Degp Sea Port
(pages 2-3) isliging following potentid locations for the port: Tamme (Kidema

Bay), Veere (Tagaahe Bay), Undva (Uudepanga Bay), Vagurand and Suuriku-
Kuriku (Tagaahe Bay). Both in the same executive summary and in other paragraphs
another possible location of Ninaseis mentioned. Such ause of pardld namesfor one
location which is not explained is making it difficult for people to understand the EIA.



