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Land Policy in Finland: Public Land )
Development Still Standing Strong, Even | @i
on Brownfield Land

Eero Valtonen and Heidi Falkenbach

Abstract Finland is a country where planning and other land policy are quite strictly
separated both in the legislation and in the practice. Within this context, the public
land development approach, where the municipality acquires the land, approves the
land use plans, services the land with infrastructure and sells/leases the serviced
building plots for private development, has been used as the standard approach for
the development of previously undeveloped land. During the recent decades, this
approach has also been increasingly employed to redevelop large previously devel-
oped sites. This chapter discusses the redevelopment of Penttildnranta in Joensuu,
Eastern Finland. This redevelopment case has taken place on an old sawmill site. The
case illustrates how the Finnish institutional framework, with the strong reliance on
the public land development approach, offers limited alternatives for municipalities
to facilitate the development by other approaches than public land development if the
owner of the site is uninterested in developing the site. The analysis of the estimated
costs and incomes of the Penttildnranta project plan highlights how these kinds of
brownfield redevelopment projects increase the need for more comprehensive debate
and discussion on the financial risk-taking by the municipalities with the public land
development approach.

1 Land Policy in Finland

In this book, land policy is defined as ‘the sum of governmental interventions that
influence the rights and obligations of landowners, usually in pursuit of social,
economic, or ecological political aims’, combining the elements of both planning
and other land policy (referred to in Finnish as maankdyttopolitiikka). In Finland,
planning (i.e. the policy of determining how the land can be used, kaavoitus) and

E. Valtonen (<)
The University of Manchester, Manchester, UK
e-mail: eero.valtonen @manchester.ac.uk

H. Falkenbach
Aalto University, Espoo, Finland
e-mail: heidi.falkenbach @aalto.fi

© The Author(s) 2025 91
T. Hartmann et al. (eds.), Land Policies in Europe,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-83725-8_6


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-031-83725-8_6&domain=pdf
mailto:eero.valtonen@manchester.ac.uk
mailto:heidi.falkenbach@aalto.fi
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-83725-8_6

92 E. Valtonen and H. Falkenbach

other land policy (i.e. other measures with which the municipality advances its
spatial aims, maapolitiikka) are often treated as separate. This separation is inherent
in the Land Use and Building Act (LUBA), the main legislation regulating land
policy. It is also present in practice, where the two parts of land policy are often
administratively separated and are carried out by individuals with different educa-
tional backgrounds. Whilst LUBA regulates planning relatively explicitly, in terms
of both process and content, other land policy is regulated much more generically
and vaguely. Thus, municipalities can quite freely set the aims of their other land
policy and the implementation of the policy through instrument choice.

Land policy in Finland is mostly formulated and implemented on the municipal
level due to the characteristics of the Finnish planning framework and the strong polit-
ical and fiscal autonomy of municipalities. The Finnish land use planning framework
is inherently plan-led, consisting of several layers of spatial plans. The state govern-
ment only provides national land use guidelines but no spatial plan. Below the state
level, there is a regional plan (maakuntakaava) prepared and approved by the regional
council and two main layers of plans prepared and approved by the municipality:
a local master plan (yleiskaava) and a local detailed plan (asemakaava). All these
plans are legally binding land use plans. However, their legal effects are different.
The only legal effect of a regional plan and a local master plan is that they must be
taken into account as guidance when a lower-tier plan is prepared.’

The legal effect of a local detailed plan is that a building permit must be given to
a development project that is in conformance with the local detailed plan and must
be refused if it is not.> In practice, no significant development in Finland can happen
without a local detailed plan allowing the development. The municipalities have the
independent right to initiate, prepare and approve local detailed plans, whereas other
stakeholders (including landowners and other levels of government) can partake in the
process through participatory processes or through plan appeals as defined in LUBA.
Notably, the right to appeal only concerns plan approvals. The municipal decisions of
not initiating the planning process for a particular area or not completing the planning
process to the stage of plan approval are not decisions that can be appealed. Along
with the extensive rights to control development in their jurisdiction, municipalities
also have responsibilities. An approval of a local detailed plan makes the municipality
responsible for implementing the plan-related infrastructure and public areas, such
as streets and parks.’

1 A local master plan can also have the legal effect of defining the conditions for a building permit
if it has been specifically mentioned in that plan. As this plan is approved by the municipality, it
does not affect the fact that land policy in Finland is mostly formulated and implemented on the
municipal level.

2 LUBA allows the municipality to discretionarily approve minor deviations from the local detailed
plan. In addition to being in conformance with the local detailed plan, a development project
must meet several generic technical requirements (provided in LUBA), applying to all buildings
developed in Finland, to receive a building permit.

3 According to LUBA, these infrastructures must be provided when the implementation of the
private uses in the plan makes their provision necessary. However, the municipality does not have to
provide these if it would be unreasonable in terms of the financial conditions for the municipality.
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In the other land policy, the municipalities advance their autonomously set aims.
These typically include: (1) Actions to encourage plan implementation, as the plan-
ning framework only provides the landowner the right, but not the responsibility to
implement the planned development, (2) actions to ensure cost recovery or value
capture, to enable financing of the plan-related infrastructure and public areas, and
(3) actions to promote social and environmental aims, such as provision of social
housing. The Finnish land policy toolkit offers a broad variety of instruments enabling
both passive and very active land policy approaches (Krigsholm et al., 2022).

In particular, it provides for public land development (Valtonen et al., 2017a), in
which the municipality acquires the land to be developed, prepares and approves the
land use plans, services the land with infrastructure and finally sells or leases the
serviced building plots to (private) developers. Indeed, the public land development
approach has been widely used for the development of undeveloped (greenfield) land
and increasingly used in (brownfield) redevelopment contexts, as well (Krigsholm
etal., 2022; Lonnroth et al., 2024; Valtonen et al., 2017a; Viitanen et al., 2003).* The
case we discuss in this chapter illustrates the dilemmas, tensions, and policy debates
when this approach is applied to brownfield redevelopment.

2 Redevelopment of Penttiliinranta in Joensuu

The Penttildnranta case is a redevelopment project of a 33-ha vacant sawmill site
located close to the town centre of the municipality of Joensuu in Eastern Finland
(see Fig. 1). According to Statistics Finland (2024), the number of households in
Joensuu at the end of 2023 was around 43,000 and in the urban agglomeration, whose
central municipality is Joensuu, around 67,000.% In 19835, the number of households
in the agglomeration was around 46,000, of which just above 25,000 were attributed
to Joensuu. In the recent decades, both Joensuu and the agglomeration have been
growing with an average annual growth rate of 1.4% for Joensuu and 0.5% for the
rest of the agglomeration, but since 2016, the latter—excluding Joensuu—has seen
the number of households decline in every year but one. This leaves the majority of
the recent growth accounted to Joensuu, while its surroundings are shrinking.

Within this context of constant but rather modest growth in the number of house-
holds, with Joensuu outpacing the rest of the urban agglomeration, the municipality
of Joensuu had to deal with the land use problem of how to facilitate the redevelop-
ment of the vacant and derelict sawmill site in the prime waterfront location close to
the town centre. As the site had been in the sawmill use for over 100 years, it was
generally assumed that the land would be contaminated and that any development
of the area would require remediation actions.

4 Unfortunately, accurate statistics are not available on the extent to which the public land
development approach is used in Finland.

3 Due to the nature of the statistics, they can slightly underreport the number of households as they
do not include homeless households or separate different households sharing a dwelling unit.
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Fig. 1 Penttildnranta in Joensuu, Finland (map: Kleiner, Jehling 2024, Aerial Imagery Provider ©
Esri, Maxar)

The land was owned by Bonvesta, a subsidiary of the global forest industry corpo-
ration UPM. After the sawmill had closed in the late 1980s, the municipality had
made several attempts to initiate the redevelopment of the site over a period of
20 years. As these negotiations with the landowner had not resulted in any concrete
decisions to develop the site, in 2008, the municipality purchased the whole site,
with the liabilities related to the potential contamination, for the purchase price of
one euro. In the project plan the municipality prepared in 2008 after acquiring the
site, the cost of remediating the contaminated land to allow redevelopment of the
area was estimated to be 21.2 million EUR in the 2008 price level (City of Joensuu,
2008). Thus, the real acquisition price of the site could be argued to be 21.2 million
EUR instead of one euro, as Bonvesta (and eventually UPM) could probably have
been made responsible for the costs of the land remediation.
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Table 1 The estimated costs Million EUR (in 2008 price level)
and incomes for the
municipality in the Land remediation 21.2
Penttildnranta case. Source: Technical infrastructure 12.8
City of Joensuu (2008) —
Service infrastructure 3.7
Incomes
Building plot sales 34.2

In the project plan, the municipality set an aim to develop around 175,000 m?
of mostly new residential floorspace with some retail and office floorspace. This
target was set to meet the population target of around 22,00-33,00 inhabitants set
in a master plan covering a broader neighbourhood, which Penttildnranta is part of.
The estimated completion time in the project plan was 25 years and included several
local detailed plans® to be prepared and approved to allow redevelopment of different
parts of the site. The costs of remediating and servicing the area with infrastructure,
as well as the expected building plot sales incomes, are summarised in Table 1.

Excluding the opportunity cost of capital, the estimated costs and incomes indi-
cate a deficit of 3.5 million EUR when all costs are taken into account. If the service
infrastructure costs are excluded, the project becomes just about profitable, with a
profit of 200,000 EUR. Looking at the cost and income estimates, it can be deter-
mined why the private landowner, a subsidiary of the publicly traded forest industry
corporation, was not keen to develop the area. The estimated land value increment
after the remediation costs would have been 13 million EUR, which equals around
38% of the gross development value (GDV).” However, as LUBA makes private
landowners responsible for participating in the municipal infrastructure provision
costs benefiting them, it is expected that the landowner would have had to contribute
to the public infrastructure provision too.

As the developer obligations in Finland are practically always defined in a volun-
tary agreement between the municipality and the developer, it is impossible to
provide a fully accurate estimate of what the landowner would have had to pay.
If we assume, following Falkenbach et al. (2021), that the municipality would have
been happy to capture 50% of the land value increment after the land remediation
costs, the landowner’s profit would have been 6.5 million EUR (around 19% of
GDV). Although this figure is slightly higher than a typical real estate development
profit, 15% of GDV (Ratcliffe et al., 2021), a land development project with an
estimated timeframe of 25 years is quite far from a typical real estate development
project. Also, the simplified calculation above does not account for the cost of capital

6 These were amendments to the existing local detailed plan as the area already had a legally binding
local detailed plan allowing the existing industrial use. Once an area has a legally binding local
detailed plan any local detailed plans for such an area are regarded as amendments in the Finnish
planning system.

7 The estimated value of the building plots.
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over the 25-year project time. Considering the opportunity cost of capital, the project
would most likely have been unattractive for a private profit-seeking actor.®

From the municipality’s financial perspective, the attractiveness of different
approaches depends highly on whether it would take the capital costs related to
public land development into account. Had the municipality selected the alterna-
tive approach and agreed to capture the assumed 50% of the land value increment
after the land remediation costs, the income-cost balance would have been negative
6.3 million EUR after the technical infrastructure provision and negative 10 million
EUR after the service infrastructure provision. Thus, to avoid the additional risks
related to the public land development approach, the municipality would have had
to pay a significant price in terms of lost land value capture. However, the actual
capital invested in the project would have been only 16.5 million EUR (including
service infrastructure) compared to 37.7 million EUR in the public land develop-
ment approach. From these figures, it can be derived that the capital costs, which
are not accounted for in the simplified calculation above, are significantly higher
in the public land development approach.” To the authors understanding, it is still
relatively common that municipalities do not take these capital costs into account
when evaluating their land development projects. The Penttildnranta case demon-
strates how very sensitive the financial incentives for public land development are to
the assumptions made on the opportunity cost of capital.

3 Penttilinranta Actors

As in any development project employing the public land development approach in
Finland, the most important actor of the Penttildnranta case, has been the munic-
ipality. In every development project in Finland, the municipality is the planning
authority whose approval is needed before any significant development can happen.
Before the detailed planning and implementation of the project started, the private
landowner was also an important actor. Its continued reluctance to engage in the
development of the vacant contaminated site was the catalyst for the municipality to
decide to use the public land development approach.

As also typical in the public land development approach, after the municipality had
acquired the land, it had effectively three roles in the project: the planning authority,
the landowner, and the land (but not building) developer. To implement the project,

8 The calculation of internal rate of return (IRR) would require assumptions on the timing of the
cash flows. If assuming land remediation takes 4 years (as in the project plan) and only changing
the timing of land sales and related land use fee payments, the IRR for the private developer would
vary from 27%, in the case all land sales occurred and fees would be paid at the end of year 4, to
2.4%, in the case the land sales would take place evenly during project years 4-22 as in the project
plan.

9 Again, calculating an IRR requires many assumptions. If following the project plan and assuming
land sales to occur evenly over the project years, the IRR would be 0.09% if excluding the costs of
service infrastructure and — 1.0% if including the costs of service infrastructure.
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the municipality created a separate project organisation with a project manager and
a steering group with representation from different departments of the municipality.
However, there were no special arrangements for the formal decision-making related
to the project. To the authors understanding, creating a specific project with a project
manager coordinating different activities related to planning and development, but
without authority to deviate from the usual decision-making processes of the line
organisation, is relatively typical in Finland in large-scale development projects like
this.!”

The other main actors involved in the project after the land acquisition have been
the numerous private building developers who have acquired serviced building plots
from the municipality after the completion of the land development. This is the
typical role of private developers in projects utilising the public land development
approach in Finland. Some private developers to whom a building plot or plots have
been reserved already at the planning stage have been involved in the preparation of
the local detailed plans. This has been an emerging approach in Finland to arrange
the preparation of the local detailed plans in large-scale public land development
projects (Valtonen et al., 2017a). In addition to private developers, some building
plots have been sold to providers of social/affordable housing.'!

In addition to the above-mentioned main actors in the projects, there have been
various other actors involved in the project, including providers of different technical
utilities. As usual in Finland, these utility providers, independent of whether they are
owned by the private or public sector, must cover their investments and operating
costs by user charges. Thus, although the role of these providers is significant from
the perspective of the developed properties having working utilities, the costs or
incomes of these actors are not significantly relevant to the municipality from the
land policy perspective as they are not part of the public cost recovery or land value
capture in Finnish land development.

4 Institutional Perspective

In Finland, the approval of a local detailed plan, as the requirement for any significant
development, is a legally binding decision regulating how land can be used. As the
landowner was uninterested in changing the use of the site, there was no pressure
to amend the local detailed plan from the landowner. After acquiring the site, the
municipality had a dual role in the planning process. It was the planning authority
preparing and approving the main regulation that affected its opportunities as the

10 Unfortunately, there is no reliable data on how common this form of project organisation is.

! There are several formats of social/affordable housing in Finland. Usually, the developer of social/
affordable housing can receive subsidies from the state (The Housing Finance and Development
Centre of Finland 2024). The most common format of social/affordable housing in Finland is a
residential property owned and developed by a public or private registered provider with a lower-
than-market interest rate loan from the state. These properties must be kept, for a specified time, in
rental use with controlled rents, and the residents have to be selected by social criteria.
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landowner to use the land. This is a typical situation in the public land development
approach not only in Finland but in every country that has planning control by the
local authority that also conducts public land development (Candel & Paulsson, 2023;
van der Krabben & Jacobs, 2013; Woestenburg et al., 2019).

Finnish municipalities can generally decide their land policies without any direc-
tion from the other levels of the government. There is no legislation or other formal
higher-level policies on when the approach can/should be used or not. The use of the
public land development approach is promoted as the best practice for the develop-
ment of greenfield land by the Association of Finnish Local and Regional Author-
ities (AFLRA), an advocate for municipalities (AFLRA, 2024a). Many Finnish
municipalities actively engage in public land development.

4.1 Institutional Advantages of Public Land Development

There are some important institutional factors that incentivise municipalities to use
the public land development approach in Finland. These incentives apply, to some
extent, to the Penttildnranta case. First, there is an economic incentive related to the
public cost recovery. In Finland, the municipality becomes liable for providing public
infrastructure in the area after the approval of the local detailed plan, regardless of the
ownership. In the public land development approach, the municipality can capture
close to 100% of the land value increment to cover these costs.

The high share of the captured value increment is significantly supported by
LUBA, which gives municipalities quite an open-ended mandate to use the compul-
sory purchase for the coordinated development of the municipality. Furthermore, the
Act on the Redemption of Immovable Property and Special Rights excludes most
of the value increase related to the planning decision from compulsory purchase
compensations. When the compulsory purchase legislation is combined with the
strong planning position of municipalities provided by LUBA and their strong role
in the land markets, the cost of greenfield land for development remains quite
modest (Lonnroth et al., 2024). Thus, in the context of greenfield land, the economic
incentives for municipalities to use public land development can be significant.

As the calculations above demonstrate, the situation changes in the context of
brownfield land, at least after accounting for the opportunity cost of capital. However,
the institutional limitations of the alternative options can still make these options
better from the risk-profit perspective. In addition to the direct economic incentives,
the public land development approach includes several other advantages (Valtonen
etal., 2018; van der Krabben & Jacobs, 2013). One of the most important advantages,
generally in Finland and also in the Penttildnranta case, is the stronger control of plan
implementation. LUBA provides quite limited means for the Finnish municipalities
to control the implementation of the private building plots in the local detailed plans
if they do not want to pursue this by first acquiring the land. In the next section, we
discuss these limitations in more detail.
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4.2 Institutional Limitations of the Alternative Approaches

In the Penttildnranta case, the municipality effectively had two alternative policy
routes it could have considered had it not followed the public land development
approach with voluntary land acquisition: (1) public land development through
compulsory acquisition of the land or (2) development of privately owned land with
either negotiable or non-negotiable developer obligations.'?

As mentioned above, Finnish municipalities have quite extensive rights to acquire
land by compulsory purchase for the coordinated development of the municipality.
Thus, the municipality could have decided to acquire the land by compulsory
purchase without the liability for contaminated land. However, in such a case, it
is not certain if it could have ultimately avoided the land remediation costs as the
pollution of the area had occurred before the Environmental Protection Act came
into force in 2000. According to Luntinen (2002), the remediation responsibility is
not completely clear in these situations. Even if this approach had been successful
in forcing the landowner to cover the costs of land remediation, it is probable that
the process would have taken quite a significant time due to the legal complexity and
uncertainty.

Generally, when the land of any other landowner than the municipality is devel-
oped, LUBA makes the landowner liable to partake in covering the public infrastruc-
ture costs. The primary method to facilitate this, according to LUBA, is a negotiable
land use agreement (maankdyttosopimus). These agreements are considered volun-
tary agreements that fall within the general contractual freedom in Finland. LUBA
explicitly states that these agreements are not limited by the restrictions for the non-
negotiable developer obligations in LUBA. Within this context of the highly flexible
land use agreements, the usual practice in Finland is to determine the landowner
contributions in terms of the estimated value of the building right the landowner
receives in the local detailed plan, not in terms of estimated or realised public infras-
tructure provision costs the plan causes to the municipality (e.g. Falkenbach et al.,
2021, 2023)."3 However, municipalities do use rough infrastructure cost estimates to
assist with decisions to enter land use agreements, as well. As it is responsible for
providing the infrastructure, the municipality usually carries the risk related to the
infrastructure provision costs when the land use agreements are used.

As negotiable voluntary contracts, land use agreements only work when the
landowner is interested in developing its land, which was not the situation in the Pent-
tilinranta case. Thus, the chances of reaching a land use agreement with terms that
would still be competitive against the public land development approach regarding

12 1 UBA also allows the municipality to designate a specified area as a special development area
with several special arrangements, such as non-negotiable developer obligations that do not have
to follow the stringent restrictions that such obligations have to follow in other areas. According
to Falkenbach et al. (2021), this land policy instrument has been very rarely used. Their findings
suggest that reasons for this include the perceived complexity of the process and the unclarity
regarding the incentives for landowners to develop within the procedure.

13 The share of value increment is usually quite close to 50% (see e.g. Falkenbach et al. 2021, 2023).
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the land value capture and cost recovery potential or the municipality’s financial risk
exposure were not high.

If a land use agreement cannot be reached between the landowner and the munic-
ipality, LUBA provides municipalities with a non-negotiable developer obligation
that they can impose. This development charge (kehittimiskorvaus) is regulated in
LUBA with great detail. The most important limitations with the scope of the charge
are that (1) it cannot cover service infrastructure costs and (2) it cannot exceed 60
per cent of the estimated land value increment caused by the local detailed plan.

Arguably, the greatest limitation to the applicability of the development charge is
that it becomes due only after the landowner has (1) applied and received a building
permit or (2) sold the land. This limitation makes the development charge quite a
risky land policy instrument as the revenue streams from the development charge are
completely conditional on the future decisions of the landowner. This would have
been the situation in the Penttilinranta case as well had the municipality decided to
go through this approach. If the landowner had not developed the site two years after
the approval of the local detailed plan, LUBA would have allowed the municipality
to impose a reminder to build (rakentamiskehotus) on the building plots in the plan.
If the landowner had not developed a building plot subject to the reminder to build
three years after receiving the reminder, the municipality would have automatically
received the right to use compulsory purchase for the acquisition of the building plot.
Had it decided to use compulsory purchase, the municipality would have become
the landowner, but many years later than in the public land development approach.
As mentioned above, it still could have even ended up paying the land remediation
costs, due to the timing of the polluting activity.

It can be concluded that the institutional framework, with a strong reliance on
municipal land ownership, placed the municipality in a position where it was chal-
lenging to facilitate the development by any other means than the public land devel-
opment approach. It most probably was the municipality’s only effective option. It is
unclear if there could have been a route to realise the development without the munic-
ipality taking the land remediation costs. However, it is quite clear that the alternative
routes would have made the development process longer, more complicated and more
uncertain as it would have involved dealing with a landowner reluctant to develop.
There could have also been lengthy litigation over the contamination remediation
liabilities between the parties.

5 Reflection on the Land Policy Debate

The discussed case is well representative of the land policy in Finland. The public land
development approach is widely used, traditionally in the greenfield development
context but nowadays increasingly in brownfield redevelopment, too (Krigsholm
et al., 2022; Lonnroth et al., 2024; Valtonen et al., 2017a; Viitanen et al., 2003). The
Penttildnranta case is one of the projects where the approach has been used in this
emerging context. What makes this case atypical is that the municipality did not own,
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directly or indirectly, the brownfield site in question. Instead, the municipality bought
the site and all its environmental risks. There are many brownfield areas in Finland
where the public land development approach has been used out of necessity, as the
municipality already was the ultimate owner or polluter of the site. For example,
in the capital city of Helsinki, there are several former industrial harbour areas that
have been redeveloped. However, these areas were mostly owned and occupied either
by the municipality or municipal agencies or companies, making the municipality
eventually liable for the environmental remediation (City of Helsinki, 2008a; 2008b).

In a broader policy debate perspective, outside the academia, the discussion of
the extent to which the public land development approach should be employed or
the financial risks the municipalities are exposed to while employing it has been
mild at best. One strong contributor to the absence of such debate is undoubtedly the
AFLRA which quite strongly recommends using public land development to secure
the effectiveness of land use planning, building plot supply, and financial viability
of infrastructure provision (AFLRA, 2024a). Thus, the motives and practices of
conducting public land development often largely avoid scrutiny in the Finnish policy
discussion.

The Penttildnranta case is not controversial from the property rights and market
intervention perspective as both parties were willing to act voluntarily. The private
landowner wanted to sell the site and related environmental liabilities, and the munic-
ipality wanted to acquire them. However, the use of the public land development
approach in this case highlights the question that has been debated elsewhere but
not that much in Finland; to what extent should public money be used to imple-
ment these kinds of risky redevelopment projects, especially when it involves taking
the land remediation liabilities from a private business that has polluted the land?
For example, in the Netherlands, there has been a notable shift towards private land
development after the financial troubles many municipalities faced with their public
land development projects in the aftermath of the 2007-2008 Global Financial Crisis
(van Oosten et al., 2018; Woestenburg et al., 2018). Such questioning of public land
development has not really emerged in Finland. This is most probably related to the
compulsory purchase legislation and the strong planning position of the municipali-
ties keeping the land acquisition prices of greenfield land relatively low, even in the
areas of the highest growth (Lonnroth et al., 2024). Furthermore, the quite highly
decentralised fiscal system of Finland'* probably has a role to play in stifling the
debate and discussion of the financial risks involved in the public land development
approach as the municipalities are less reliant on public land development revenues or
state grants (Gotze & Hartmann, 2021; Valtonen et al., 2017b). As the Penttilédnranta
case demonstrates, these questions become much more difficult to avoid when the
public land development approach is used in the brownfield redevelopment context
instead of greenfield development.

14 According to AFLRA (2024b), on average, around one half of the municipal revenues come from
the local taxes, including municipal income tax, corporate tax and property tax.
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There is a fine balance between the acceptable financial risk of urban redevelop-
ment and the need to facilitate development when private market actors are uninter-
ested in developing the area. As the Penttildnranta case demonstrates, in the Finnish
institutional framework, it can be challenging, if not impossible, for a municipality
to find any other way than the public land development approach to facilitate devel-
opment in these situations. As the whole planning and development system is so
inherently built around the idea of the public land development approach, many
alternative approaches, such as public—private joint ventures that are common else-
where (de Paula et al., 2023), are very rare in Finland. It is interesting to see if this will
change in future when brownfield redevelopment will presumably become a more
and more common context for Finnish land development. It will also be interesting
to see whether some new land policy instruments, such as compulsory land readjust-
ment (Gozalvo Zamorano & Muiioz Gielen, 2017; Muifioz Gielen & Mualam, 2019),
will emerge, allowing municipalities to facilitate development more effectively when
the land is owned by a landowner reluctant to develop.

To conclude, the Penttildnranta case highlights how Finnish municipalities have
very limited alternatives for the public land development approach when dealing
with land use problems resulting from the reluctance of the landowner to develop.
As these problematic situations tend to take place in brownfield contexts with high
up-front land remediation costs, this exposes the municipalities to significant finan-
cial risks. Due to the environmental pressures to favour brownfield redevelopment
over greenfield development, Finnish municipalities will presumably find themselves
increasingly in situations similar to the Penttilidnranta case. If the institutional frame-
work remains as it is, the public land development approach, which arguably has
served Finnish municipalities well in greenfield development, will stand strong in
the brownfield redevelopment context, too.
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