
Memo of HELCOM RESPONSE workshop on capacity building in the Baltic 
Sea region 2016 (23 February 2016, Helsinki, Finland) 

As part of inter-sessional activity to revise Recommendations 28E/12 and 31/1 led by Finland (HELCOM 
RESPONSE outcome § 6.7) HELCOM RESPONSE workshop on capacity building in the Baltic Sea region took 
place 23 February 2016 09:00-15:30 in Helsinki, Finland at the premises of the Finnish Environment 
Institute (SYKE) (Mechelininkatu 34a, meeting room “Muuttohaukka”). Program is included as Annex 1. 

The Meeting participants consisted of delegations from DK, EE, EU, FI, LV, PL and SWE. The list of 
participants is included as Annex 2. 

The workshop programme consisted of presentations by the coastal countries and the EU on response 
capacity and how its adequacy is justified. DE was not represented but had sent written input to the 
workshop. Written national information, received as replies to a questionnaire, is included as Annex 3. 
Estonian questionnaire reply received after the meeting is included as Annex 4. 

The end of the workshop included discussion on revision of the HELCOM Recommendations 31/1 and 
28E/12 in light of the national information. 

The Chair thanked the participants for a good workshop and concluded as follows: 

― Despite similar traffic patterns the response capacity calculations for at sea response capacity     
differ beween countries in the region.  
― The differences in capacity calculations at sea are partly reflecting different coastal types and the 

resulting differences in cost of coastal clean up 
― The revision process should focus on the Recommendation 28E/12.  
― While some adjustments to Recommendation 31/1 could be justified, the current substance 

represents a good balance of regional interests. 
― The difference between response regions and the (bi-and trilateral) sub-regional agreements 

should be kept clear and the response regions should be specified in the Recommendation. 
― Response capacity for the shore and OWR should be covered but this needs separate work in the 

expert groups dealing with these topics and has been so far a difficult issue. 
― Clearer definitions of the three tiered approach, and the role of the response regions, could be 

considered. 
― The revision of the related regulations of the Annex of the 1992 Helsinki Convention, as well as a 

dedicated HELCOM high level meeting, could be considered for adopting certain elements of the 
regional response approach 

― The remaining countries (EE, LT, RU) would be invited to submit a filled-in questionnaire at 
RESPONSE 21/2016, others may wish to review and complement information in Annex 3 

― The RESPONSE 21/2016 could consider the establishment of a Correspondence Group on the 
revision of Recommendation 28E/12 result of which could be submitted for adoption by RESPONSE 
22/2016 (Autumn 2016). 



Annex 1 

From national to sub-regional targets on response capacity 

-HELCOM RESPONSE workshop on capacity building in the Baltic Sea region

23 February 2016 09:00-16:30 ,Helsinki, Finland, Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE), 
Mechelininkatu 34a, meeting room “Muuttohaukka” 

Provisional Agenda and Timetable 

9:00 Registration and coffee 

9:30 1. Welcome and introduction to the programme and aims of the workshop

10:00 2. Presentation of each Contracting party on the definition of the national response
targets:
Denmark
Poland
Germany

11:00 2. Presentations continue:
Sweden
Lithuania
Latvia

12:00 Lunch break 

13:00 2. Presentations continue:
Estonia
Russia
Finland

EU 

14:00 Coffee break 

14:40 3. From national targets to sub-regional targets – discussion  

(c.f. map of sub-regions based on HELCOM RESPONSE 20/2015 provided as background material) 

16:00  4. From targets to estimating the adequacy of the existing sub-regional capacities - new
workshop needed? 

16:30 Closing 



Annex 2: List of Participants 

Representing Name Organisation Email address 
Chair 
Denmark Torben Iversen Naval staff Pol.con.den@mil.dk 
Estonia Marit Mätik Estonian Ministry of the Interior marit.matik@siseministeerium.ee 
Estonia Priit Saar Police and Border Guard Board Priit.saar@politsei.ee 
European Union Asta Mackeviciute European Commission DG ECHO asta.mackeviciute@ec.europa.eu 
European Union Walter Nordhausen EMSA walter.nordhausen@emsa.europa.

eu 
Finland Heli Haapasaari Finnish Environment Institute heli.haapasaari@environment.fi 
Finland Jani Häkkinen Finnish Environment Institute jani.hakkinen@environment.fi 
Finland Kalervo Jolma Finnish Environment Institute kalervo.jolma@environment.fi 
Finland Patrik Liljekvist The Finnish Border Guard patrik.liljekvist@raja.fi 
Finland Markus Santasalo Finnish Environment Institute markus.santasalo@ymparisto.fi 
Finland Jorma Rytkönen Finnish Environment Institute Jorma.rytkonen@ymparisto.fi 
Germany No* no no 
Latvia Ojārs Gerke Latvian Coast Guard Service ojars.gerke@mrcc.lv 
Lithuania no no no 
Poland Maciej Grzonka Maritime Search and Rescue Service maciej.grzonka@sar.gov.pl 
Russia no no no 
Sweden Bernt Stedt Swedish Coast Guard bernt.stedt@coastguard.se 
HELCOM 
Secretariat 

Hermanni Backer Professional Secretary hermanni.backer@helcom.fi 

*Germany (Michael Akkerman/Havariekommando) submitted written input but did not participate in the WS itself.



Annex 3 

Marine pollution risk evaluations and related capacity calculations Questionnaire to the HELCOM RESPONSE Contacts 
(results 23.2.2016) 
NATIONAL RISK EVALUATION 

To which data is your national marine pollution risk evaluation based on (please mark with an x)

Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland 
a) Results of the
BRISK project X X X X X X 

b) Results of
national project(s)

X for 
HNS X X X X X 

c) Maritime traffic
statistics X X X X X 

d) Oil transportation
statistics X X X X 

e)Expert evaluation X X X X X X 
f)Political decision X 
g)HELCOM
Recommendation
31/1

X X X X X X 

Other 



Have you defined a value for the ”worst scenario” ? yes or no 
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland 
Yes (in line 
with BRISK) 

No No YES 
The goals are to be 
able to handle a spill 
of 10,000 tons which 
is equivalent to a total 
breakdown of a cargo 
oil tank on a large 
ship. The goal is to be 
able to handle this 
with national 
resources. 

Yes Yes. 

If yes, is the value (please mark with an x): 
a) same for
your whole
sea area

X X X no 

b) the
volume of
leaked oil

X X X (15.000 m³) X 

c) is time a
factor in the
worst
scenario

NO Yes yes 

Have you 
defined 
areas that 
need to be 
protected 
against 
marine 
pollution? 

Yes, all 
Marine 

protected 
areas 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes, the national oil spill 
contingency plan include a 
computerised map system that 
detail sensitive areas and habitats 
in need of special protection along 
the coast, called the Marine Atlas. 
The coastal states of Germany 
have developed a software and a 
system for data collection and 
storage of all the different kinds of 
data of the coastal states. The 
software connects the database, 
GIS text and photos in a multimedia 
user interface. The VPS system 
supports the contingency planning 
and the response by supplying 

Yes. 



information on among other things; 
contact details, organisational 
details, contingency routines, 
detailed photos of the entire 
German coastline, location of oil 
spill equipment, vessel details and 
flight routes, oil response manual, 
sensitive areas, accident reports, 
logbooks etc. 

Please (shortly) describe the worst scenario: 
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland 

Scenario Total loss of 
heavy fuel 
oil / crude oil 
from the 
biggest tank 
of the 
biggest 
tanker 
sailing from 
Latvian ports 
spilled in the 
Irbe Strait or 
Riga Bay 

There is a 
number of 
NATURA2000 
and other 
protected 
areas in 
Danish waters 
(mainly birds 
and seals). 

Total 
breakdown 
of one cargo 
tank on a 
large tanker 

The German worst case 
scenario is an incident 
with a 250.000 tdw 
tanker and a rapture of a 
wing tank with a 
capacity of appr. 15.000 
m³ of oil. 

Worst case is total 
outleak of two of 
cargo tanks of the 
largest oil tanker 
that sails in the 
area (GoF: 30000 
tonnes, 
Archipelago sea 
20000 tn and GoB 
5000 tonnes 

Have you defined the national response capacity based on the risk evaluations? 
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland 
No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

If yes which assets have been defined? 
At sea 
recovery 
vessels 

X X X X X 

Coastal 
recovery 
vessels 

In progress X X X 

High sea 
booms X X X X X 



Coastal 
booms  X X X X X    

Skimmers  X X X X     
Expertise  X  X X X    
Other, what? 

  

Alert time is 
only one hour 
for two of our 
response 
vessels 

the whole 
response 
chain, all 

vessels and 
command 

structures is 
handled 

within our 
own authority 

Yes 
(Emergency 
towing; HNS-

response) 

Alert time, tank 
capacity for 

recovered oil, 
command 
structure, 

sweeping area, 
km of 

booms/12h/24h 

   

 
Have you defined the sweeping area for the recovery vessels? 
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland     
according to 
Helcom Rec. 
31/1 

No As described 
in31/1 

No Yes yes     

 
Have you defined the needed amount of booms? according to Helcom Rec. 31/1__ 
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland     
according to 
Helcom Rec. 
31/1 

Yes Yes, approx 
twice 31/1 

Yes but need 
fore update 

Yes Yes.      

 
 
Have you defined the needed at sea storage capacity?  
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland     
No Yes Yes, 1500 m3 

at short 
notice 

Yes Yes 
(agreements 
with tanker 
owners) 

Partly: 
amount of 
needed 
storage 
capacity is 
defined, 
commercial 
tankers have 
not been 

    



contracted 
though 

Have you defined the time frame within which the pollutants should be removed from the sea. If yes, please describe 
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland 
No YES, 

accordingly to 
Rec. 31/1 

ASAP but up 
to 5000 tons 
within three 
days 

No Four 
multipurpose-
vessels on 
24/7 duty at 
sea. 

At sea: 3 
days during 
open water 
season, 10 
days in ice 
covered 
waters. 
Coastal 
areas the 
time in longer 
though 

Is your national response capacity in a level that is satisfactory when comparing to the risk? 
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland 
No No Yes, 

according to 
national risk 
assessment 
and BRISK 

Yes Yes At open sea: Yes.  
In 
archipelago/coastal 
areas: 
improvements still 
needed  

If not, do you use the risk evaluation as basis to define the additionally required capacity? 
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland 
Yes (based 
on BRISK) 

NOT YET Yes 

Do you take into account only in your national recovery vessels, booms, skimmers etc. or do you include the recovery capacity of the neighbouring countries or 
even whole Baltic area when considering the adequacy of the recovery equipment?  
Latvia Poland Denmark Sweden Germany Finland 
Yes we take 
into account 
capacities of 

Not in the 
response 
calculations, 

Primarily 
national 
capacities 

According to our 
calculated 
modelling we 

Yes, but 
subregional 
and 

Neighbouring 
countries’ at 
sea recovery 



the 
neighbouring 
countries, but 
they are not 
included in 
the national 
planning 
documents 

but there is 
an option in 
the National 
Contingency 
Plan 

(Tier 1 and 2) 
but also 
regional and 
subregional 
resources. 

have only 
national capacity 
since that has 
been an objective 
from our 
politicians up to 
2015. From now 
on we are 
allowed to take 
into account 
international 
assistance as 
well 

regional 
agreements 
are used as 
additional 
or back 
resources. 

capacity is 
taken into 
account when 
concidering 
the 
adequacy.  
For major 
accident (tier 
3) the
capacity of all
Baltic Sea
states is
considered

In addition Sweden answered: 

1. How has each Contracting Party defined the “target spill” i.e. what is the worst oil
outflow scenario of each country and to which data this value is based on?
When Sweden started projecting the new response vessels were to be able to meet the objectives the Government has set. The goals are to be able to handle a
spill of 10,000 tons which is equivalent to a total breakdown of a cargo oil tank on a large ship. The goal is to be able to handle this with national resources. Time
limit has not been defined.

2. How the national response capacity calculations have been made?
The calculation of this has been done with a mathematical model and in three different areas. These three areas are the Kattegat, the Baltic Sea and South East
of Gotland. Account has been taken of distance from the stationing and for accident area which has made that time has varied quite a bit by those three different
events. The model has also taken into account the capacity and storage space as well as the emptying cycle. Fighting has only handled during daylight. The
model has dealt with two different types of waste, light oil type crude and heavy bunker oil.

3. How national and sub-regional capacities can be linked?
There is bi-and trilateral agreement between Sweden and other countries in the region, for example. SweDenGer and there are ongoing discussions between the
other Baltic Sea countries on similar agreements.



Annex 4 

Marine pollution risk evaluations and related capacity calculations 
Questionnaire to the HELCOM RESPONSE Contacts 

Please send a filled in questionnaire by 17 April 2015 to Jani.Hakkinen@ymparisto.fi. 

Country: ESTONIA 
Contact person: Marit Mätik 
E-mail: marit.matik@siseministeerium.ee
Phone: +372 5886 1455

NATIONAL RISK EVALUATION 

To which data is your national marine pollution risk evaluation based on (please mark with an x) 
a) Results of the BRISK project – X
b) Results of national project(s) – X
c) Maritime traffic statistics – X
d) Oil transportation statistics – X (more and detailed information from Triin Vokk and Silver

Vahtra from Estonian Ministry of the Environment)
e) Expert evaluation  – X
f) Political decision – X
g) HELCOM Recommendation 31/1 – X
h) other: our own laws and other national documents, different risk analysis

Have you defined a value for the ”worst scenario” ? YES and NO (Additional remark – the „worst 
scenario” starts from the 10 000 tonnes of oil. It is described shortly in one of our laws (Laws of 
emergencies – emergency act ja extensive marine pollution). At the moment we have not defined a 
value for the “worst scenario” in details but we have defined in details a value of a crises scenario 
in crises risk analysis (emergencies risk analysis). Emergency scenario starts form the 50 tonnes of 
oil and goes up to 10 000 tonnes of oil. Also bad scenario is when all our ships are at one place for 
exercise and the accident happens in the other part of Estonia (for example “Puhas Meri 2015” were 
also participated three Finnish ships). 
If yes, is the value (please mark with an x): 

a) same for your whole sea area – X
b) the volume of leaked oil – X
c) is time a factor in the worst scenario – X

Have you defined areas that need to be protected against marine pollution? YES (Additional remark 
– it comes from emergency act and extensive marine pollution emergency risk analysis). It contains
almost all the coast, specially national parks and national conservation areas. Most vulnerable 
places are Muuga Bay, Tallinn Bay, Narva Bay, Paldiski Bay and Kopli Bay. 

Please (shortly) describe the worst scenario 
The worst scenario is when two maximum filled tankers crash together and their side tanks break 
and into the water can flows maximum 10 000 tons of oil. 

Have you defined the national response capacity based on the risk evaluations? YES (At the moment 
it is 2,4 km²/24 h and the calculation is made in one knots speed) 



If yes which assets have been defined? 
- At sea recovery vessels – 4 ships (2 in Police and Border Guard Board and 2 in Maritime

Administration), response capacity 2,4 km²/24 h
- Coastal recovery vessels [?]
- High sea booms – 2 km
- Coastal booms1 – different costal booms in total maximum 2,3 km and absorbent booms in

total maximum 1 km.
- Skimmers – 5 (open sea skimmers)
- Expertise – good co-operation with universities and different agencies.
- Other, what? – different marine pollution response containers, bird hospital and wash

containers etc.

Have you defined the sweeping area for the recovery vessels? YES 
Have you defined the needed amount of booms? YES (it comes from HELCM recommendations) Have 
you defined the needed at sea storage capacity? YES 

Have you defined the time frame within which the pollutants should be removed from the sea. 
If yes, please describe 
YES, maximum 72 h (in three days) 

Is your national response capacity in a level that is satisfactory when comparing to the risk? Our 
response capacity satisfies at the moment our minimal level of risks. Our main goal is to build our 
national vessels (Police and Border Guard Board and Maritime Administration) park up as 
multifunctional as they can be. 

If not, do you use the risk evaluation as basis to define the additionally required capacity? Yes we do, 
and according to the evaluation we need more multifunctional ships or we have to sign agreements 
with companies or neighbouring countries.  

Do you take into account only in your national recovery vessels, booms, skimmers etc. or do you 
include the recovery capacity of the neighbouring countries or even whole Baltic area when 
considering the adequacy of the recovery equipment?  
We’re counting Estonian capacity within our state and in its capabilities (4 vessels – two Police and 
Border Guard Board and two Maritime Administration vessels). In case of larger or even major 
accidents/disasters (more than 50 tonnes of oil) we are espousing foreign partners (for example we 
have agreements and MOU-s with Latvia, Finland and Sweden) 

- 1 naftareostus on lokaliseeritud  veepinnal kuni 2 300 meetri ulatuses, kasutades selleks
ranniku- ja kaldapoome;

- piirab kergete naftaproduktide reostuse levikut absorbentpoomidega veepinnal kuni 1000
m ulatuses;

- teostab raskete naftaproduktide kokku korjamist veepinnalt tehniliste vahenditega
tootlikkusega kuni 36 m³/h;

- tagab 50 kaasatava isiku varustamise isikukaitse- ja käsitöövahenditega 19 ööpäevaks.
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