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• participation in scientific activities;
• international integration + professional associations;
• scientific publications + contributions in periodical publications;
• co-operation with local and regional authorities and organisations;
• good relations with clients and partners;
• organisation of visits;
• web site, leaflets, annual scientific and financial reports.

Objective:
• reorganisation of the web site;
• creation of an information and documentation centre (*);
• creation of graphical and informative data bases;
• active participation (seminars, workshops, international associations, BNS, YNG...);
• more active periodical publications and follow-up;
• better management and diffusion of the annual report.

5. Conclusion : The message...
Nuclear energy is not THE solution but constitutes PART of the solution in the global energy mix policy.
Nuclear energy, as any other human activity, is not free of danger, it is a question of being transparent and
of indicating the way how the aspects competitiveness (cost of the kWh, lifetime of the reactors..) but
most of all environment (radiation, waste....) and safety (accidents) are managed. It should be emphasised
that all energies are welcome and that maybe nuclear energy with its nowadays technique is only a
transitory solution towards an inexhaustible future energy. It should be reminded that nuclear energy
presents undeniable advantages for what concerns the aspects of competitiveness, availability of energy,
energy efficiency, its indispensable role as basic energy in countries capable of controlling these
technologies respecting the environment.
Let us venture the message AND... AND..., AND and not OR... OR... OR....
Let us venture to communicate!

(*) The objective of this Centre is not the promotion of nuclear energy compared with other energies but
to make people aware of the place it may occupy in a global energy mix optimising these aspects related
to environment, economy and safety
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More than 10 years passed since the fall of the ,,iron curtain" between the West and East, and this is the
reason why we should consider what has been changed during the period in the nuclear power industry -
what are the positives and negatives. Some Central and East European countries were invited to talks on
possible joining the European Union a few months ago. The nuclear power industry and future
development programmes in the countries were one of the crucial topics of the approximation discussed.
Nuclear field is probably the most sensitive one in terms of perception and acceptance by the public as
well as politicians.
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To be able to really solve the issue of the nuclear industry future, it is necessary to know and understand
the problems, which we'll have to cope with in a situation when the nuclear industry gets face-to-face in a
competition with other electricity producers.

The nuclear power has passed through the following stages in its evolution:
After the period of experiments lasting till the end of 60's, a quantitative development set out in 1970
through 1985 (which, of course, brought a qualitative development of nuclear power technology as well,
e.g. a pressurised water reactor). The nuclear power became one of the basic power sources, to which the
70's oil crisis partially contributed, too.

Safety became the dominant issue roughly since the mid 80's, especially after the Chernobyl accident.
Safety had always been important, however it was the top priority is this period. Public relations were
seriously dealt with in parallel.

Market liberalisation, decentralisation and privatisation has been the determining factor of further
development of the nuclear industry since mid 90's. The process started after the end of the ,,cold war",
when the nuclear had lost the strategic industry exclusiveness. It has been accompanied with a strong
competition struggle involving not only communication media, but also politicians. Technical and safety
issues had been resolved thanks to massive investments. The current nuclear power industry faces
problems such as improved operational effectiveness and economy in the competitive environment and
human resources, i.e. lack of young experts willing to gain their living in such a complicated manner like
the electricity generation in a nuclear power plant (Note: average age of personnel in some NPP's is
almost to 50).

The third and probably the most important problem are the Public Relations. Positive public attitude and
acceptance of nuclear power as an ,,ordinary" industry is the basic precondition for the further
development. It is almost common practice that posts of NPP directors are occupied by public relations
experts and experienced orators, whose power of arguments can convince people.

Let's try to find reasons of the general political repulsion to support the nuclear power programmes. We
have clear arguments - nuclear power help reduce the greenhouse gas emissions and the future energy
mix would not work without it in horizon of 50-100 years, at least. Where are the roots of the negative
attitude of politicians towards nuclear? What was strongly asserted by many politicians years ago, most of
them would exclude from programmes of their political parties today.

All the political noise had probably begun in Austria in 70's, when the forming nuclear opposition
protested against commissioning of the first (and probably the last) Austrian NPP Zwentendorf. The
efforts resulted in a public ballot (05/11/1978), involving 2/3 of Austrians (3,26 mil.). Such an unusually
high participation, however, was related to expressing mistrust to the contemporary government, and the
Chancellor, Bruno Kreisky, in particular, who rated nuclear opponents as Maoists, Fascists, and
Reactionaries. Even though Austrian utilities spent about 35 million ATS for the campaign in support of
nuclear (information brochures distributed to every household), 50.47 % (!) of valid votes said NO in the
end, and the difference of 20,000 votes caused that Austria had probably the most expensive full-scale
model of a NPP in the world. The referendum was therefore an expression of the nation's disagreement
with the contemporary governmental policy, not a disagreement with the nuclear industry! (www.aai.at)

The ,,Anti-Nuclear Austrian Virus" (ANAV) had been formed by this political mutation, and started
spreading all over the Europe and mostly assaulted politicians. Austria was the first country which made
the nuclear a political problem - since the Zwentendorf referendum, the struggle against nuclear is rooted
in programmes of all political parties. The political anti-nuclear efforts were also supported by the two
major nuclear accidents (TMI, Chernobyl), and helped the green NGO's to be transformed to political
parties and gain votes of electors in many countries.

Results of public opinion polls in many countries demonstrate that political views on the future of nuclear
are in contradiction with public opinions. Let me pick up a few examples: In Slovakia, the nuclear has the

PIME2001, Evian, France 31 ENS, February 2001



NUCLEAR and POLITICS

support of 60-70 % in long-term. However, what we miss is a political force which might help
completing Mochovce NPP units 3 and 4, even though in terms of near-future liberalisation this option
proves to be the cheapest and most advantageous one for replacement of older two units of Bohunice NPP
(since the Government promised the units will be shut down in 2006 and 2008 respectively). Without this
compromise of the Slovak Government we would not be invited to talks on joining the European Union.
The world has information enough about Slovak approach to the nuclear safety. The RISKAUDIT
mission, which completed a review of Mochovce NPP in the end of 1999, wrote in the final report:
"Mochovce Nuclear Power Plant is the first Soviet-design nuclear power plant completed in an East
European country that achieved a safety level comparable with western standards." Similarly,
international missions at Bohunice V-l NPP found no technical, economic, or environmental reason for
phasing the reactors out. The compromise only brings economic problems in Slovakia, for we must
replace the lost capacity either with electricity imports or construction of a new capacity. The political
struggle for the units 3 & 4 witnesses on transfer of technical issues to the political level. The least-cost
study results are unambiguously in favour of completion. Despite this the politicians have a different
opinion - the opinion influenced by their own business and economic interests.

There is a similar situation in Bulgaria and Lithuania. The governments of the countries were forced to a
compromise solutions and promised that Kozloduy or Ignalina NPP's respectively would be shut down in
a close future, to be invited to talks about joining the EU.

Another example - Sweden. Based on the pressure of greens to shut down NPP's, the unit 1 of Barseback
was aborted (on 1st July 1999 - with no technical justification) for a huge governmental compensation to
the operator. This resulted in increased electricity imports from Danish and German coal-fired plants -
causing indirect rise in CO2 emission by 0 4 million tons per year (8 % of the total Swedish emissions).
This is probably why 78% of the Swedish disagree with abortion of the nuclear power programme. The
Prime Minister Goran Persson confirmed that the plans of premature shutdown of Barseback unit 2 is
postponed from the originally suggested date (1st July 2001) and the unit is to be shut down only after the
generation capacity loss will be replaced (that may take many years). In Germany also more than 60 % of
the population believes that step-by-step shut down of NPP's is not realistic in short-term.

There are certain indices from other countries with well-developed nuclear power industry, such as USA,
France, and Finland, that we might expect a nuclear power renaissance in the future. The GREEN PAPER
report of the European Commission says: "Maintaining nuclear energy's current share in electricity
generation would keep CO2 emissions in this sector to roughly their 1990 level but would require the
construction by 2025 of 100 GWe (some 70 reactors) of nuclear capacity to replace reactors reaching
their end of life and to meet increased demand." This statement is a challenge for Europe if we wanted to
keep emission limits according to the Kyoto Protocol. Now it will be crucial how will politicians
understand the statement.

(http://europa.eu. int/comm/energytransport/library/livre-vert-en.pdf)

Let me, in the end, present the fresh example from the Czech Temelin NPP as well as a few parallels with
Mochovce (Slovakia). The situation during construction and commissioning of the two plants was very
similar: halt of construction due to financial reasons, replacement of some plant systems, completion
under a strong opposition and political pressure of greens supported by Austrian Government, the same
accusations and complaints, etc. The opponents also have similar scenarios in both cases. You know very
well how difficult it is to fight against demagogy of our opponents. The Austrian and greens started
massive campaigns prior to initial fuel loading and were trying very hard to postpone the commissioning
process. It is a mere naivete to hope that the struggle could be won. Austria lost the nuclear war in
Slovakia and so will they lose in the Czech Republic. The compromise promised by the Czech Prime
Minister - development of a new Environmental Impact Assessment study prior to bringing the plant in a
commercial operation - will change nothing. I believe that the outcomes will reinforce the arguments in
favour of construction and commissioning of new sources of clean, safe, and reliable generation of
electricity.

Is it just diverting the public's attention from other problems or an attempt to gain a political capital?
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Is the political pressure on nuclear a real responsibility or a sheer business? Most politicians have no idea
about the nuclear power, and if they do, it is only very misty one. It is necessary to invite them to visit
plants, discuss with them and give them clear arguments. A clear statement of an energy policy and
relying on the safe and economic advantageous nuclear power can also attract a large portion of electors
in the future.

Conclusion: We should try so that energy policy in post-communist countries got into election
programmes of each political party, since the energy mix policy cannot be tailored only for one election
period of a government, but for a time of 20 to 30 years in advance.
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Teollisuuden Voima Oy (TVO) submitted last year, on 15th November, to the Council of State an
application for a decision in principle concerning the construction of additional nuclear capacity. In this
presentation, the main messages to decision makers for the new unit are discussed. Also the studies,
which the messages are based on, are described.

According to the Finnish Nuclear Energy Act, a company considering a nuclear plant project must apply for a
decision in principle from the Government beforehand. The Government then decides whether the project is
in accordance with the overall good of the society. If the decision is positive, it needs ratification by the
Parliament. Before the Government decision, various interested parties are heard, including the municipality
of location and the Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority. The phase of statements is underway and they all
will be ready by the end of March 2001. The entire application process takes approximately 1-2 years.

The main messages
Why more nuclear power in Finland? The new nuclear power plant unit:
• replaces old fossil power plants and satisfies the need for additional demand of electricity,
• makes possible to meet the requirements of the Kyoto agreement,
• reduces the dependence on the imported energy and
• assures a stable and predictable electricity price.

The company reasons the submission of the application by their shareholders' need for additional
electricity. Several studies show that in Finland competitive additional capacity will be needed by the
2010's at the latest. The new plant unit will partly cover the need for additional capacity and replaces
ageing fossil fuel plants.

Furthermore, nuclear power, together with renewable energy sources, makes it possible to comply with
the Kyoto protocol commitments. The emission reductions have to be made as economically as possible
with regard to the national economy. Nuclear power will help efficiently to reduce the greenhouse gas
emissions. TVO wants to offer additional nuclear capacity as a means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
when the national climate program is prepared.

In addition to fuel imports, Finland has continuously been a net importer of electricity from the Nordic
and Russian markets. The share of imported electricity was 14.3% in 1999. Electricity supply in the area
of Nordic countries is dominantly based on hydropower. The availability and the price of electricity on
this market are highly dependent on the amount of hydropower. The difference between a rainy year and
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