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Vapo Oy 
•  Owned by the Finnish State and Suomen Energiavarat Oy (company 

owned by several Finnish energy companies). 
•  We produce peat and wood fuels and energy in a responsible way. 
•  We also provide environmental business solutions. 
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Subsidiaries 

Vapo Group includes the subsidiaries Kekkilä Oy (growing media), AS 
Tootsi Turvas in Estonia and Neova AB in Sweden.  
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Vapo fuels  

•  Energy peat and wood fuel products (wood chips, pellets) 
•  Fuel sales vary in between 10-20 TWh (around 10-20 million cubic 

meters), which is 3-5 % of Finland’s energy demand 
•  Vapo has 5 pellet factories in Finland. In Sweden Vapo’s pellet 

production was merged with Lantmännen AB. 
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Vapo Heat and Power 

Vapo has 
•  7 combined heat and power plants (CHP) using peat and wood 
•  26 district heating networks and  
•  over 140 heating plants using peat, wood and pellets 
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Energy market and Energy peat 
 
 

6 



Only 0,1 % of global peatlands  
used by peat industry 

 

Undisturbed Agriculture Forestry Drained Tropical Industry 



Energy	Peat:	Decentralised,	local	&	secure	



Energy import dependency 
 
 
 
EU imports 53% of energy needs 

–  Lithuania    ~ 80% 
–  Finland    ~ 65%     
–  Ireland    ~ 90%    
–  Sweden    ~ 40% 
–  Estonia    ~ 12% 
–  Latvia    ~ 60% 
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Electricity 0.7 mrd €,  

Oil prod.6.7 mrd €, other 0.3 mrd € 

 Oil 11.0 mrd € (Russia 7.2 mrd €),  Gas 1.0 mrd €, Coal 0.4 mrd €,  Uranium 0.05 mrd € 
 

Energy import costs Finland 6-7 billion/year (net) 
Finnish energy self-sufficiency is about 35 % 



 
 
Electricity business has collapsed in Nordic countries 
   
Business in district heat getting tighter in Finland 
 

7.4.2016 
HL 
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€/MWh

Pientalo (500 m³) Rivitalo  (2000 m³)

Kerrostalo (10000 m³) Suuri kerrostalo  (25000 m³)

Pientalo (600 m³) Rivitalo/pienkerrostalo (5000 m³)

Kerrostalo (20000 m³)

tyyppitalot 
1.7.2010 asti:

tyyppitalot 
1.7.2010 alkaen:

Muutetun tilastoinnin (1.7.2010 lähtien) 
tyyppitalot ovat 2000-luvun uudisrakennuksia

PRICE OF ELECTRICITY 
-  Production (TWh) 
-  Price in Finland (Eur/MWh) 
-  Value of production (Billion €) 

PRICE OF DISTRICT HEAT IS GETTING  
HIGHER BECAUSE OF TAXES 

… it is more difficult to invest. 



Energy	use	of	peat	in	
Finland	in	2010	

> 2 000 000 MWh 

1 000 000 - 2 000 000 MWh 
500 000 - 1 000 000 MWh 
100 000 - 500 000 MWh 
50 000 - 100 000 MWh 

3000 - 50 000 MWh 

Source:	Finnish	
Peatland	Strategy	/
Pöyry	Oy	





•  About 1/3 of the land area 
of Finland is peatland, 
(green on a map). 

•  The total area covered by 
peat is over 9 million 
hectares. 

•  Less than 1 % in peat 
production. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:	GTK	





Why peat? 

•  Finland has got massive peat resources 

•  Peat and wood create a perfect mix for local heat and power 
production   

•  Peat is important fuel in many power plants because 
–  its unique technical qualities, 
–  security supply reasons, 
–  good availability around the year and 
–  price stability 
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VTT: Fuel Peat and Coal cash flow in National Economy 
(on a level of 25 TWh annually) 

Fuel Peat Coal 

Man years Million €/year Man years Million €/year 

Direct jobs 3 280 133 1380 56 

1)  Undirect jobs 
2)  Jobs crieted by industry 

workers consumption 

4 310 
2 560 

175 
104 

2275 
1510 

92 
61 

Jobs together 10 150 412 5165 209 

1) Tax income from elsewhere 
than job taxation 
2)  Engine fuel tax  
(production and trapnsport) 

 
15 
19 
 

 
3 
3 
 

+ Tax from heat production 0 *) 70 

- Import (8 – 12 €/MWh) - (200 – 300) 

- Peat feed in -3.8 

- Peat stock support - 1.8 

Totalling 10 150 + 440 5 165 + 75 - - 25 

*) During the study no tax for 
heat produced by peat 



Case 1/3  
LCP Bref 
 
Large Combustion Plants  
Best Available  
Reference Document 
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Sisäinen | Internal 

Background – LCP Bref 2013-2017 

•  Bref process is heavily based on technical data collected 
from reference plants and significantly collect together 
experts of energy sector 

•  The first draft of Bref 2013 document was unfinished 
and mainly based on LCP Bref 2006 

•  Technical working group (TWG) at Seville in June 
2015 became more like political process rather than 
based on technical facts. 

•  Decisions were not based on the diversity of different EU 
countries: climate, energy recourses, and methods how 
energy is produced 
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Sisäinen | Internal 

The LCP-BREF process – significant changes 
to energy industry with little knowledge 

The proposed emission limits were set: 
–  without proper knowledge on different combustion 

techniques, e.g. Circulating Fluidized Bed Boiler and 
Bubbling Fluidized Bed Boiler. 

–  without proper knowledge on the different emission 
reduction techniques 

–  based on irrelevant or too few reference plants. 
–  without proper knowledge on chemical composition of 

peat (peat treated equally with wood and other biomass) 
–  without proper knowledge on the accuracy of the monitoring 

methods. 
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Sisäinen | Internal 

Yearly SO2 emissions for peat are tightened 
heavily e.g. when compared to coal 

•  Emission levels getting stricter: from IED-level 200-300 mg/
Nm3 → to BAT-level 100 mg/Nm3 (over two to three times 
tighter) 

•  The difference is remarkable compared to proposed 
emission levels of coal 

•  Peat’s specific nature has not been taken into account in LCB 
Bref. 
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Sisäinen | Internal 

Impact of LCB Bref on NOX and other emissions 
– new components and stricter limits 

•  Due to the fluctuating energy need (mainly heat in Finland) 
new NOX emission limits are difficult to meet. Huge 
investment costs will follow. 

•  Following components are required to be monitored: hydrogen 
chloride (HCl), hydrogen fluoride (HF) and mercury (Hg). The 
monitoring and removal techniques require remarkable 
investments for existing boilers. 

22 



Sisäinen | Internal 

Financial impact of LCP Bref and the 
importance of peat 

•  49 plants (min 50 MW) need investments of 431 million € 
to reach requirements given in draft LCP Bref document 
(Pöyry 2016) 

 
•  Annual maintenance costs will increase with 31 million € 

mainly because of SO₂ and NOx emission levels 

=> Is this cost efficient manner when looking for the 
already excellent air quality on remote areas using 
energy peat and wood fuels? 
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Sisäinen | Internal 

Lessons learned in LCP Bref 
 
LCP Bref process should be stopped, 
 
Full impact assesment is needed, 
 
Bio plants should not have stricker emission limits 
than coal fired plants. 
 
=> Member countries should reguire urgent actions! 
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Sisäinen | Internal 

Case 2/3  
 
EU ETS European Union Emissions Trading System 
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Energy peat getting more expencive because of 
more expensive emission allowances 
•  IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) has classified 

energy peat as peat, not renewable, not fossil 
•  Energy peat is regarded as fossil fuel and power plants need to 

have emission allowances when using energy peat 
•  When allowances are expected to become more expensive it will get 

more costly for power plants to use energy peat  
 
•  Wood fuel sustainability and climate effect is discussed based on life 

cycle analysis 
•  The same should be done with energy peat 

=> Energy peat should have new position in the following 
emission trade period from the beginning of 2021 
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Case 3/3  
EU peatland policy 
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Case: Workshop “Peatlands in the EU Regulatory 
Environment Policy options for improved climate-
friendly peatland management” in Brussels today: 
 
Preliminary recommendation proposes: “A target 
should be agreed to phase out peat-from-energy use 
and to restrict horticulture sourcing to paludiculture 
(mandatory regimes)” 
 
NO! Social, economical and environmental 
sustainability should be noted and respected. 
 
Each EU member country may and has to decide 
it’s own energy policy! 
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Energy Peat Forest Chips 

Secure local fuels availability! 
 
 

Thank you very much! 


