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ABSTRACT
One of the main practical problem of the Polish Nuclear Energy Program is that
most of the proposed sites of the nuclear power plants are localized in attractive
environmentally and tourist seaside regions of the country. I will discuss the issue,
stressing that despite a common believe, these regions are in fact best for the nuclear
energy program development. The program may strongly support the local economy,
which, in a broader framework, cannot rely on the tourism only. Nuclear Power Plants
(NPPs) do not emit carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, they are compact
industrial objects, and they do not require a continuous transport of the fuel which is very
beneficial in the context of the environment. However, the public do not necessarily share
such a view. The polish local communities which are supposed to host a nuclear power
plant in their surrounding have lots of worries and I will present some of them here.

1. INTRODUCTION
The question about the coexistence of nuclear power plants with the tourism
infrastructure is especially important in the Polish Nuclear Energy Program for a couple
of reasons. First of all, most of the Polish (coal) power plants are located in the central or
southern regions of the country which are more industrialized than the northern regions
that are mostly considered for the localization of the NPPs. It is well-known that one of
the reasons these sites are preferred is because of the open cooling system option.
However, northern parts of Poland with the long coastline, beautiful lakes and acres of
forests are also used by many Poles as tourism and entertainment areas. This is very
profitable for large groups of inhabitants of these regions, so the local communities are
afraid of loosing their tourist business once the nuclear facility is built there without the
acceptance of this fact by the tourists.

In fact, two seaside voivodeships are considered to locate the NPPs:
Westpomeranian Voivodeship with the capital city Szczecin and Pomeranian Voivodeship
with the capital city Gdańsk. Both capital cities are large ports and so marine industry is
also the factor in their economy. After the transformation in Poland, however, some of the
important branches of industry such as shipyards have shrunk. An example of such a
phenomena is the closure of the famous Szczecin shipyard. Fractional collapse of the big
industry made the tourist business to become dominating in the region. This, especially
refers to the Westpomeranian Voivodeship which even has its logo with the motto:
``Westpomeranian Sea of Adventure''.

2. WESTPOMERANIA – NUCLEAR ENERGY PROGRAMME AND
TOURIST INFRASTRUCTURE
It is quite an obvious remark that the tourist business is usually restricted to a narrow
belt of the seaside and to some dispersed villages at the lakes only, and that the inhabitants
of the regions which are farther away from the sea (even a couple of kilometers away)
cannot benefit from this business strongly. That is why the local authorities represented by
the Voivode and the Marshal gained their interest in a big nuclear investment in the
region. In fact, in January 2009, the local branch of the Polish Physical Society supported
by the Rector of the University of Szczecin sent the letter to the local authorities trying to
draw their attention to the fact that the nuclear industry could give a lot of profit to the
region without any interference to its tourist character.
Among the facts which would support the idea, it was enumerated that the NPPs
have the best efficiency in terms of the amount of used fuel per MW of power (one truck
of uranium instead of 3 million tonnes of coal, for example) and so no constant fuel
transport would be needed. Besides, the NPPs are best advanced technology which means
that both local intellectual potential (universities, high-tech companies etc.) could be
developed. Also, since the NPPs have a compact construction, then they will not occupy
too much land, and can be introduced easily into the landscape. Last but not least, the
NPPs are characterized by the non-emissivity of the carbon dioxide and other greenhouse
gases and also the lack of other forms of pollution (ashes, cadmium, arsenic, etc.) and so
will have no influence into the environment.
Following these reasons in March 2009 the Westpomeranian Voivode created the the
Westpomeranian Nuclear Energy Group (WNEG) and while formulating the plan to
introduce nuclear power into the region for the aforementioned economic reasons, the
main idea was to locate a nuclear plant here, and at the same time to preserve the
landscape. In other words, the idea was to locate a nuclear power plant in an
environmentally-friendly way. We know lots of examples of such a coexistence in the
world. Among them there are the nuclear power plants in Los Vandellos, Spain; Ringhals,
Sweden; Flamanville, France; Maanshan, Taiwan; and Neckarwestheim, Germany and
many others.
One of the main tasks of WNEG was to prepare the ``voluntary'' selection procedure
for the NPPs sites nominations in the region. In fact, anticipating the prospective national
call already in the summer 2009, the Westpomeranian Voivodeship Office opened a call
for the local communes (gminas) to nominate sites. In order to help them to do so, the
special site nomination form was prepared. It was based on the documents of the

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) [1] and the UK Department for Business,
Enterprise, and Regulatory Reform [2, 3]. The form was quite basic and contained only
six pages to fill in with data and maps. Its main task was to get public support for the idea
of site nomination throughout preliminary consultations with the local authorities and
some representatives of the public. The media discussion of the possibility to host an NPP
was undertaken and this activity received a positive response from four regions with 10
prospective NPPs sites nominated. When the Polish Ministry of Economy opened a
country call for the sites nomination in October 2009, the collected data was already
prepared, and submitted. It appeared that out of 27 sites proposed in the country, more
than one third of them was submitted from the Westpomeranian Voivodeship.
As it was already mentioned, the proposals were divided into 4 regions with up to
four sites per a region. The names of the regions are: Kopań, Gryfino, Stargard and
Stepnica. The names of the sites are: Kopań – site ``Kopań''; Gryfino – sites ``Pniewo'',
``Pniewo-Krajnik'', ``Dębogóra'', ``Krzymów''; Stargard – sites ``Krzywiec'', ``Lisowo'',
``Wiechowo''; Stepnica – sites ``Stepnica-1'', ``Stepnica-2'' (see Fig. 1). The advantage of
the site ``Kopań'' is its Baltic Sea coastal location with an access to a local port in the
town Darłowo. Sites ``Stepnica-1'' and ``Stepnica-2'' are located near to Szczecin Bay
which is the largest Polish water reservoir with the area of 911,8 km 2 , of which 457,3
km2 is on the Polish territory. An average depth is 4 meters, the total water volume 2,75
km3, and the salinity 0,05-0,2 %. The sites in region Gryfino are located near to the
existing coal power plant ``Dolna Odra''. The plant has the cooling system relying on the
Odra river which flows via the capital city of Westpomerania and gets into the Szczecin
Bay and farther into the Baltic Sea.
On the 16th of March 2010 the Ministry of Economy (MoE) announced the results of
the site evaluation which presumably was based on a more detailed application of the
criteria of IAEA from the document [1]. Four sites were on the top of the list – one of
them - ``Kopań'' – was among the Westpomeranian proposals. In fact, it was claimed that
the Ministry of Economy ranking of sites was considered to be only the recommendation
for the investor – Polish Energy Group (PGE). This was the case, indeed. The investor
unofficially reported investigating 96 sites under the very detailed technical criteria, of
which only 27 were placed on the list of the MoE, and revealed to the public.
As a result of these investigations, in November 2011, one totally new and
unexpected to a local community site ``Gąski'' in Westpomeranian Voivodeship plus two
other sites (``Choczewo'' and ``Żarnowiec'') which were already present in the MoE
ranking were shortlisted. The point was that the ranking did not take social societal
aspects into account. In other words, nobody has contacted the local community about the
site localization option before. This immediately resulted in a strong protest and one of the
main line of negative attitude towards the nuclear power became the issue of an apparent
NPP-tourism conflict.

3. ``DAD'' VERSUS ``ADD'' STRATEGY
ACCEPTANCE FOR NUCLEAR POWER

IN

PUBLIC

The inhabitants of the commune Mielno in which the nominated site ``Gąski'' was
placed organized themselves spontaneously and in February 2012 the local referendum

(with no legal obligation for the government at this stage of the program) took place. The
result was not a surprise bearing in mind the way of dealing with the locals - 94% of the
voters were against, and the attendance was 57% of the inhabitants. This showed the
failure of a DAD strategy against an ADD strategy [4]. As it has been proven in many
cases worldwide, the first type of strategy to implement the nuclear power: Decide –
Announce – Defend (DAD); is rather unsuccessful. The right strategy is: Announce –
Discuss – Decide. Cooperation with the local communities which represent the
stakeholders is necessary already at the stage of reviewing the potential sites – not even
started being analyzed by the experts. The public vision of the siting is different form the
professional one. The public weigh the social aspects more than technical aspects of the
nuclear power, while the professionals weigh the technical aspects more than social. This
makes the conflict of interest from the beginning which can only be solved by discussions
and negotiations.

4. NPP – TOURISM: LOCAL COMMUNITY WORRIES
There are a couple of problems raised by the local communities in Poland which are
related to the implementation of the nuclear power facilities in the tourist regions. As it is
claimed by the locals, the indirect impact of the NPP onto the touristic business in the
region might be the preferences of the tourists in visiting the region who would rather try
to avoid it. The statement: ``I do not want to see any industrial landscape, while on the
beach'' is supposed to be said by the tourists, who come from the heavily industrialized
southern regions of Poland such as Silesia, where the main coal mines are situated.
Another issue is the threat of the land price variations due to a site nomination first, and
later due to the land demand, once the construction and operation will happen. A very
specific polish issue is that a large group of hotel owners are seasonal inhabitants (they
live in big cities or even abroad). They have invested some money into their business, and
now they are afraid that it will be destroyed.
Some answer to these worries was in fact given by one of the documents of the
Polish Senate [5]. It is based on the review of the European NPPs sites which show no
negative and in some cases positive impact of an NPP localization onto the tourist
business. For Swedish communes Varberg (Ringhals), Oskarshamn, Osthammar
(Forsmark) the place in a tourist ranking of the Swedish Tourist Agency was not changed
after localizing NPPs there. In Czech's Republic site Temelin, no fall of the tourist activity
was observed. The same happened in Flamanville, France. In Belgium's site Tihange, the
rise of the tourist activity was observed due to excursions to an NPP first, and later going
back on holidays to this beautiful region.
There is no doubt that without the public acceptance it is not possible to introduce
nuclear energy into the country. In Poland the biggest national nuclear energy campaign
started in April 2012 [6] (television, radio, newspapers, internet, local community
meetings etc.) and one of the key points of this campaign was the issue of how the
nuclear and tourist business may work together for the benefit of the local communities in
the beautiful landscape of northern Poland.
Since Poland has never experienced the nuclear industry (the 1980s nuclear program
was stopped in 1990), then the case study visits to working nuclear power plants in

touristic regions worldwide for the local communities representatives are the best way to
show that the coexistence of the NPP with tourism is possible. One of such a visit took
place in December 2011. Eleven representatives of the Westpomeranian communities
visited the NPP Flamanville and the fuel reprocessing factory in La Hague, France. This
visit proved very successful in gaining much more positive attitude towards nuclear
energy among the participants.
It is also worth mentioning that school education from the very young age (6-12
years and older) is also vital since this age group will be the biggest beneficent of the
Polish Nuclear Energy Program. The school and university courses in nuclear power and
in general more teachers and academic involvement into the campaign is necessary.
Very recent polls [7] show that the largest support for the nuclear power is in the
vicinity of the shortlisted site ``Choczewo'' (68%), then in ``Żarnowiec'' (54%), both in
Pomerania, and the least in ``Gąski'' (40%) in comparison to an average in Poland which
is 51%. Interestingly, the polls also show that the people whom the local communities
trust best in the matter are the scientists (95%), nuclear energy experts (92%), ecologists
(68%) and journalists (56%) although the former two groups are trusted strongly in about
50% while the latter two groups are trusted fair in about 50%. This undoubtedly means
that experts should go to work!

5. SUMMARY
In summary, the nuclear power plants seem to successfully coexist with tourism all
over the world due to their compact construction, non-emissivity and technological
advancement. However, the introduction of this idea among local communities in Poland
which have had no experience with such kind of industry requires a very good and a very
honest campaign in which all the aspects will be discussed step by step.

Fig. 1. Westpomeranian NPPs sites proposals.
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