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Changes in Finland’s security environment have highlighted the role of security of 
supply in crisis preparedness. In accordance with the comprehensive security 
model, the critical functions of our society are jointly ensured by the authorities, 
business operators, organisations and the public. Security of supply means 
ensuring of the production, services and infrastructure essential to the livelihood 
of the population, country’s economy and national defence in serious disruptions 
and exceptional circumstances. 

The focus in the audit was on the funding base for security of supply, which 
consists of centralised funding for security of supply, management of identified 
funding needs and other operating expenses channelled to safeguard security of 
supply. The National Emergency Supply Fund administered by the National 
Emergency Supply Agency covers the costs of developing and maintaining security 
of supply. Ministries and government agencies in different government branches 
are responsible for preparedness in their own sectors and for maintaining the 
security of supply associated with it. 

The aim of the audit was to ensure that the funding base for the security of 
supply system is maintained in a manner that can guarantee the prerequisites for 
managing critical economic functions and technical arrangements in all 
circumstances. 

The National Emergency Supply Fund has less leeway 
than in the past 

The sustainable funding base for security of supply consists of funding that secures 
the capacity of the National Emergency Supply Fund and efficient management of 
the costs of maintaining security of supply. Other public funds, such as grants, 
subsidies and procurement, can also be allocated and coordinated in a manner 
that takes into account the objectives of security of supply, thus ensuring 
maximum cost-effectiveness of critical production. 

The National Emergency Supply Fund has only limited leeway. Most of the 
Fund’s assets are tied to stockpiled materials. Liquid assets only account for a small 
proportion of its EUR 2.1 billion balance sheet. The financial room for manoeuvre 
of the National Emergency Supply Fund has been weakened by lower revenue and 
an increase in expenditure as a result of the changed security situation. 

The revenue generated by the strategic stockpile fee intended to augment the 
National Emergency Supply Fund has decreased steadily. Taking into account the 
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impact of inflation, the annual revenue generated by the strategic stockpile fee 
has almost halved since the early 2000s. At the same time, the costs of material 
preparedness have increased and such items as stockpiling costs can no longer be 
covered with the revenue generated by the strategic stockpile fee. Yields on the 
assets of the National Emergency Supply Fund are used to coordinate the 
maintenance of security of supply and these yields have decreased in recent years. 
Significant uncertainties concerning these revenues are also on the horizon. 

A significant part of the costs of maintaining security of supply is generated in 
the operations of the companies and organisations in sectors critical to security of 
supply. Verifying the costs of the operations is difficult because they arise from 
the companies’ own business continuity management. It is not known what 
additional costs are eventually incurred by the companies for maintaining security 
of supply. However, it is clear that the cost item incurred by the companies could 
not be covered by the assets of the National Emergency Supply Fund. For this 
reason, ensuring the operating prerequisites of companies and the commitment 
of business operators is also a critical factor in ensuring the funding base for 
security of supply. 

The objectives and funding for security of supply must be 
coordinated 

Security of supply can only be ensured if the funding for the purpose is organised 
in a sustainable manner. The sustainability of the funding base can be ensured 
when the funding level is predictable, budgeting practices are transparent and 
measures are coordinated with the funding for them. Sustainability firstly requires 
that all appropriate levels of general government have a common view of the 
threats that our society should be prepared to face, what measures should be 
taken to build the necessary response and who is responsible for the individual 
actions. At the same time, it must be determined how much the maintenance of 
security of supply will cost the Finnish society and how these costs will be covered 
in the long term. 

At the moment, the objectives of security of supply are not coordinated with 
the resources allocated to the purpose. The Government Decision on the 
Objectives of Security of Supply (568/2024) sets out the priorities for security of 
supply but it does not take a stand on the costs of the necessary measures or on 
how the measures should be prioritised if the sustainability of the funding base so 
requires. 

The decision on the objectives of security of supply sets out security of supply 
requirements for individual government branches, and the branches must use the 
operating expenses of government agencies to meet those requirements. 
However, on some occasions, the government agencies have not even allocated 
funds to functions that are of critical nature. For this reason, the National 
Emergency Supply Agency has used the assets of the National Emergency Supply 
Fund to finance development projects, procurement and other day-to-day 
expenses that are the responsibility of different authorities. For example, salaries 
of the public officials of the National Cyber Security Centre Finland have been 
covered from the assets of the National Emergency Supply Fund. The National 
Emergency Supply Agency has also interpreted the definition of security of supply 
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more broadly than what is stated in the Security of Supply Act (1390/1992). For 
example, it is debatable whether the Virve radio network, established to facilitate 
communication between the authorities, is so vital to security of supply that it 
should receive funding from the National Emergency Supply Fund without any 
consideration. 

Resources allocated to security of supply measures are not monitored in the 
government branches. Likewise, the security of supply objectives promoted with 
different appropriations are not specified in the state budget. Therefore, the 
funding for security of supply is not transparent in such a way that the 
sustainability of the funding base could be appropriately ensured. 

Risks of the National Emergency Supply Fund’s companies 
remain hidden 

Measures have been taken to develop the organisation and administrative model 
of the National Emergency Supply Agency since the outbreak of the COVID-19 
pandemic. The development work has supported the cost-effective use of the 
funds and assets of the National Emergency Supply Fund. In particular, the 
National Emergency Supply Agency is continuously optimising the practices of 
material preparedness in a manner that ensures the availability of materials 
regardless of the anticipated duration of the disruption and that minimises the 
costs of stockpiling, for example, by preventing material losses. Decisions 
independent of the National Emergency Supply Agency and ambiguities in the 
responsibilities of different authorities have meant that the purchases of 
stockpiled materials have not always been scheduled in an optimum manner. 

Chief Executive Officer plays a key role in the administrative model of the 
National Emergency Supply Agency. Since 2020, the Chief Executive Officer has 
decided on all guidelines of the agency except for the rules of procedure and 
financial rules. For example, the Agency’s Board of Directors is not involved in the 
companies’ ownership steering in the same way as Boards of Directors in general. 
Moreover, the responsibilities specifically assigned to the Board of Directors in the 
State Budget Act (423/1988) concerning the organisation of risk management in 
the National Emergency Supply Agency have not been realised. In the guidelines 
determined by the Chief Executive Officer, overall risk management, like 
ownership steering, is the responsibility of the Chief Executive Officer. 

The absence of company-specific ownership strategies and the concentration 
of ownership steering have weakened the effectiveness and transparency of the 
companies managed by the National Emergency Supply Agency. Furthermore, the 
risk management of the individual companies is the responsibility of each 
company’s Board of Directors, which means that the overall picture of the 
financial situation and risks of the National Emergency Supply Fund has remained 
incomplete. For example, the changes made to the Navidom agreements 
safeguarding the security of supply of liquid fuel transports have increased the 
debt burden of the shipping companies. This has increased the risks of the state 
owner. However, the risks to the companies’ operations have not been regularly 
reported to the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, which steers the 
National Emergency Supply Agency. 
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Public funds can be used to promote security of supply 
objectives 

In strengthening the funding base for security of supply, it is essential to ensure a 
sustainable level of funding in relation to the objectives set and to optimise the 
costs of material preparedness. Security of supply objectives can also be promoted 
alongside the main objectives when public funds are used for different purposes. 

In the decisions on stockpiling, consideration is already given to the 
safeguarding of production capabilities, delivery reservations and substitute 
materials. From the perspective of the availability of materials and cost 
management, it is essential to strengthen national production chains. The reform 
of the Act on Public Contracts currently under way may strengthen cost-effective 
preparedness as the proposed amendment would allow the use of contractual 
terms and conditions ensuring security of supply. The continuity of official 
processes is often based on products, services and infrastructure that are critical 
to security of supply. The volume of central government procurement amounts to 
EUR 5 billion each year. When appropriately targeted, the procurement would 
ensure the operating capacity of security of supply actors and thus make our 
society better prepared for disruptions in a cost-effective manner. 

Finland’s membership in the European Union and NATO strengthens national 
preparedness. At the same time, they create new obligations and requirements as 
well as cost pressures in the field of maintaining security of supply that are difficult 
to anticipate. Funds from the EU’s security and preparedness programmes have 
been channelled to preparedness in individual Member States. EU’s preparedness 
projects in Member States also support national preparedness and strengthen the 
financial prerequisites and competence of national actors in the field of security 
of supply. Cooperation in NATO has already strengthened the market position of 
market-based security of supply actors. In this way, it has ensured the existence 
of production critical to military security of supply in Finland. 

The European Union’s preparedness union strategy strengthens the 
preparedness by security and design applicable to all EU policies. The 
preparedness by security and design directs actors to take into account in advance 
aspects of resilience and preparedness in different projects. A similar built-in 
thinking would support the coordination and cost-effective funding of measures 
supporting security of supply as attention would already be paid to the 
preparedness and security of supply impacts of government grants when the 
grants are awarded. In order to safeguard Parliament’s budgetary power, the 
material objectives of security of supply should be highlighted in the explanation 
and context of the budget item concerning the appropriation. 

Recommendations of the National Audit Office 

The National Audit Office has taken into account the rationale included in the 
Government proposal to Parliament for the Acts on Safeguarding Security of 
Supply and the National Emergency Supply Agency, and the Act amending the Act 
on Strategic Reserves (HE 145/2025). The National Audit Office also recommends 
that 
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1. the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment should steer the budgeting 
of the National Emergency Supply Agency by describing the suitable uses of 
the National Emergency Supply Fund’s assets so that it can be ensured that 
the assets are allocated to their statutory purpose; 

2. the National Emergency Supply Agency should specify the internal control 
and risk management of its administrative model so that the implementation, 
monitoring and oversight responsibilities are appropriately separated; 

3. the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment should ensure that in its 
company-specific ownership strategies, the National Emergency Supply 
Agency has set business and return targets for the companies and identified 
the material risks arising from them; 

4. the Ministry of Finance should direct ministries to take into account the 
impacts of the grants on security of supply if they are considered as material;  

5. the Ministry of Finance should direct ministries to present the key security of 
supply objectives in the explanation and context of the appropriation item. 
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