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DECISION ON THE FIFTH NUCLEAR UNIT IN FINLAND
17 YEARS OF DECISION-MAKING

BEFORE 1992

1970-1981 Loviisa 1 and 2 and TVO I and II were under construction. They came on line between 1977 and 1981.

1975 The Governments of Finland and the USSR agreed preliminarily in a so-called Agreement on the Cooperation
in the field on Power Economy on the construction of Loviisa 3 and 4 (WER-440 type).

1976 The Agreement was modified so that a feasibility study on the Soviet WER-1000 plant concept instead of
two WER-440 units was set up. The feasibility study was carried out by Imatran Voima Oy (IVO) and V/O
Atomenergoexport (AEE).

1980 The presidents, Mr Urho Kekkonen from Finland and Mr Valery Giscard d'Estaing from France agreed upon a
feasibility study on the Framatome plant concept PWR for Finland. IVO was the Finnish partner in the study.

1981-1982: Preliminary discussions on nuclear cooperation between IVO and the Finnish industry through TVO.

1982: TVO launched a feasibility study on Asea Atom 660 and 1060 MW BWR-concepts.

1982: The project on cooperation between IVO and TVO started with feasibility studies on 660-1000 MW NPP
concepts with Asea Atom, Atomenergoexport and Framatome. In dividing work WO was responsible for the PWR-
concepts and TVO for the BWR-concepts.

1986, February: Perusvoima Oy (PEVO), the joint nuclear cooperation company of IVO and TVO was formally
established.

1986, March: PEVO filed with the Government a formal application for the Decision in Principle for a 5th nuclear
unit in Finland in cooperation with IVO and TVO. The alternative sites were Loviisa and Olkiluoto, the sites of
existing NPP's.

1986, April: Chernobyl accident. Freezing of the project. Application for the Decision in Principle was not with-
drawn.

1987: Parliamentary election. The Council of State (Government) set up after the election decided in its programme
on a nuclear moratorium.

1987: A feasibility study on WER-91 concept was started by IVO. A feasibility study on the ABB Atom BWR 90
concept was started by TVO.

1989: A feasibility study on the NPI PWR concept was started by IVO (replacing the Framatome concept).

1990: A feasibility study on the NPI BWR concept was started by TVO.

1991, March: Next parliamentary election; in the Government programme the door for new nuclear power was
slightly open.
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THE CURRENT DEVELOPMENT

The Formal Application for the Decision in Principle by Imatran Voima Oy (IVO) and Indus-
trial Power Company Ltd (TVO) was filed with the Government on 17 May, 1991. PEVO
withdrew its 1986 application.

The subject of the Application is the extension of Loviisa NPP or Olkiluoto NPP by a 5th unit
in the class of 1000-1400 MW. If a BWR concept is selected, the owner and operator will be
TVO in Olkiluoto; if a PWR, the owner and operator will be IVO in Loviisa. In either case, the
other company will participate by a 50% share in the investment and get 50% of the electricity,
accordingly.

The target year for the 5th unit was 1998 - today it is 1999.

On 23 May, 1991 IVO, TVO and Perusvoima Oy (PEVO) as coordinator invited bids on the
basis of thorough feasibility studies from three supplier candidates, ABB-Atom, Atomenergoex-
port and NPI-Siemens. ABB-Atom bids BWR-concepts, Atomenergoexport PWR-technology
and NPI-Siemens both PWR and BWR concepts.

The Finnish Ministry of Trade and Industry (MTI) requested more than 40 statements on the
Application from other ministries, safety authorities, administrations, municipalities of the
proposed locations, energy associations, labour organizations, etc.

In September-October 1991 the applicants introduced their plans to the local communities, and
local hearings were carried out by the MTI. Opponents used their voice. The majority was
silent and listening.

The bids were received on 28 October, 1991. Also GEC Alsthom offered turbines for NPI-
PWR. The spectrum of bids covers 7 plant concepts, ranging from 1040 MW to 1400 MW (see
appendix).

By the deadline in November 1991 MTI received more than 50 statements: those requested and
several voluntary ones. A great majority of the statements were in favour, including those of the
municipalities of the intended locations. Also the safety authority (STUK) gave a thorough and
substantial statement in a positive tone. The Ministry of Environment opposed.

Since then, MTI has been preparing the National Energy Strategy and the outline of the De-
cision in Principle for the Government.

The power utilities have concentrated on the bid evaluation and information activities.

In April 1992 the Government handled and finalized the proposal of the MTI for the National
Energy Strategy and submitted it to the parliament handling. Any decision on the proposed fifth
NPP was not included, but the strategy was tuned in favour of nuclear. After a general dis-
cussion the Parliament submitted the strategy for a detailed handling in the Parliamentary Com-
mittee on Economics. This Committee also requested statements of the Parliamentary
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Committees on Environment and Finance. Upon handling by the Parliamentary Committees the
Committee on Economics compiled its proposal for the Parliament's reply to the Government
concerning the National Energy Strategy. After receiving the proposal the Parliament decided to
shift the final discussion on Parliament's reply to autumn 1992. The proposal was quite positive
in respect to new nuclear power, however, not saying it directly.

The opinion polls show that about 50% of the Finns are opposing the construction of the fifth
NPP, 30% are in favour and 20% don't know or have no firm opinion. This situation has lasted
for more than two years. The opinion of the Finnish industry and power utilities is, however,
that if the decision makers have courage to make positive decision it will not lead to a revol-
ution in Finland.

The industry and the utilities have for many years done systematic work with the media, both
the press and the electronic. The media debate has been rather low key reporting, but any inci-
dents get a lot of space, especially events at the Russian and Baltic plants near the Finnish
borders. There is a constant flow of reporting from Chernobyl and Chelyabinsk and other ques-
tionable Russian facilities in the Finnish media. The five Swedish reactors shut-down for repair
have been widely reported. It also seems that false reports and articles in the leading interna-
tional media, press and TV, find their way to Finnish media, as well. In other respects, the
media climate in Finland is rather businesslike. It is evident that the sensational TV-
programmes have an effect on the Finnish nuclear opinion, both within the public and the
political decision makers.

The antinuclear lobbying in Finland is rather low key. There has been no big demonstrations as
the ordinary people do not participate in them. The nuclear opponents have, however, a well-
working and sympathy arousing organization within the political parties and to a limited extend
within the media. They also work in a very professional way in the environmental voluntary
organizations.

The political situation is as follows:

Finland is in deep recession. The Government programme urges industrial investments. In this
context, it states that the shortage of energy may not prevent domestic investments. The industry
is waiting for positive signals from the Government. The nuclear decision is considered as one
of the most important in this respect.

Of the Government parties, the majority of the leading party (Centre Party) is considered to be
against nuclear (and any other major) power plants. The other major Government party
(Conservatives) is strongly in favour. The main opposition party, the Social Democrats, is most-
ly in favour but splits in opinion.

The Centre Party, the Prime Minister Esko Aho in the first place, proposed in spring 1992 that
there should be investigations on the possibilities to construct a new major natural gas line from
Norway to Finland and to construct a joint Nordic gas-pipeline network system. This idea was
originally created by Neste Ltd, the state-owned oil refining company, which handles the gas
imports to Finland. A study on this subject was set up with a deadline at the end of September
1992. The result of the study was negative due to high costs and price problems, because the
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consumption in Finland would not be large enough in relation to the huge investments in infra-
structure needed.

The Centre Party had its Party Assembly on June 6-7, 1992. It shifted slightly its antinuclear
opinion: nuclear was no longer absolutely excluded.

In the parliamentary handling the proposal for the Parliament's reply, described above, came into
discussion at the general assembly on October 28. This discussion was like general energy
policy discussion in any country. After the discussion and before the final vote on November 3,
one Centre Party member of the Parliament introduced a resolution to be attached to the
Parliament's reply, demanding that no new nuclear capacity should be included in the National
Energy Strategy. At the same time, some of the Social Democrats in the Parliment worked out a
resolution counter to the Centre Party emphasizing that the decision on the next NPP should be
made later in accordance with the Nuclear Energy Act, i.e. first the Decision in Principle by the
Government, and if positive, ratification by the Parliament. In the final series of voting these
two resolutions were put against each other. All the political signals suggested that the proposal
of the Social Democrats would win. It was a total surprise that half of the Social Democratic
M.P.'s voted against their own resolution, in favour of the antinuclear resolution of the Centre
Party. The consequence was that the resolution of the Centre party was adopted by 96 votes in
favour, 78 against, with 5 abstaining and 20 being absent. In the final vote the antinuclear
resolution was attached to the Parliament's reply regarding the National Energy Strategy with
almost the same figures. After the voting there was a celebration by the winners at the Plenary
Session of the Parliament resembling the winners in an ice-hockey match.

Two days after the Parliament voting the Prime Minister, Mr Esko Aho told his Centre Party
that the Decision in Principle could not for the time being be submitted to the Parliament. He
listed the available alternatives to nuclear as being natural gas, wood and other biomass, hydro
and peat.

A few days later the Nordic prime ministers met and discussed the initiative of the Prime
Minister of Finland, the feasibility of Norway supplying Finland and Sweden with natural gas.
The Norwegian premier, Mrs Gro Harlem Brundtland, expressed satisfaction with the Finnish
resolution, but said that a positive outcome of the gas pipeline project would depend on the
volume of gas. The result of the Nordic discussions was negative.

The Government is now running out of options as the other major governing party, the Conser-
vative Party, is worried about the problem of meeting the nation's base-load power needs in an
environmentally and economically sustainable way. The Conservatives' Board refused govern-
ment-subsidized energy sources and the use of environmentally unsustainable sources, such as
coal and peat. Traditionally pro-nuclear, the party cannot accept the taking into use
of the protected water sources.

On November 18 the Government of Finland had talks on the Energy Strategy for the first time
since the Parliamentary vote. Before these talks the Ministry of Trade and Industry had reported
to the Government that new nuclear power is the only available option to meet Finland's envi-
ronmental targets in an economical way. In these talks the Government came to no definite
conclusion. It requested the Ministry of Trade and Industry to clarify the economic and
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environmental consequences of the Parliament's antinuclear vote. The Prime Minister Esko Aho
said after the Government talks that no alternative energy source would be definitely excluded.
However, he stated that there was no evidence that a Government decision would be presented
to the current Parliament. At the same time, Mr Aho said, however, that the Government was
not ready to drop its commitments concerning protection of the atmosphere and reduction of
greenhouse gases.

The parliamentary vote has also led to an internal debate within the leading opposition group,
the Social Democrats. The party managers have strongly criticized the fact that so many Social
Democratic members of the Parliament voted against the party's own proposal.

The next question is, whether the antinuclear resolution of the Parliament is binding upon the
Government, as regards the National Energy Strategy. The interpretation is that the resolution
reflects the views of the Parliament, but that it is not absolutely binding on any further decisions
of the Government. If the Government does not follow the resolution, it may mean that the
Government no longer enjoys the confidence of the Parliament. This again may mean the
resignation of the Government.

The Government will continue the handling of the National Energy Strategy together with the
nuclear decision in early February 1993 after receiving the results of the study by the MTI on
the electricity demand estimates, and after studying alternative generation scenarios without
additional nuclear capacity, including their impact on the economy and the environmental com-
mitments of Finland.

The best estimate on the result of the study is that the Ministry can hardly find alternatives to
nuclear capacity. Realistically looking, the only option is new coal-fired power plants, in addi-
tion to any other forms of electricity generation capacity under construction or in planning.

Assuming that the Government will, in February or in early March, make a positive Decision in
Principle on the fifth unit, the Parliament handling would take place during the period from
March to May. The result of the Parliament handling in the light of the antinuclear resolution is
unclear today.

CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions are that the situation is rather complex, but the industry and the utilities are
optimistic. The time schedule, however, will be delayed. This brings up many kinds of questions
e.g. for the bid evaluation. At the same time, it is also quite evident that Finland would need
new major base-load power plant capacity of its own by the end of the 1990s. Nuclear is a
recommendation of the industry and the power utilities. The utilities are also ready to construct
coal-fired power plants. On the other hand, Finland is on the avant garde to sign every new
international agreement or recommendation aiming at the reduction of the emissions into the
atmosphere. Also this policy should lead the way into nuclear.
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LESSONS TO LEARN

1 Any legal deicision-making system may be paralysed.

2 Public opinion cannot be underestimated.

3 The political bodies, especially the Parliament and the parties, are incalculable in
their behaviour. The signals may be relaxing, but one should not trust them.

4 Media, especially the electronic media, are a big problem. Our question is, how to
ensure a businesslike or at least fair reporting.

5 The nuclear sector may not give up, even in setbacks, because nuclear and its
successrs, such as fusion energy, have the future as the energy source of tomor-
row - in the industrialized world in particular.
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