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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY*

The aim of this study is to compare and map the current status of intergovernmental maritime cooperation
in the Baltic Sea region (BSR). The report also aims to study the overall maritime risk development of the
Baltic Sea on how to take civil security issues into account. This report describes the current trends of civil
security systems in the BSR maritime cooperation as well as the main challenges of the field. Particularly,
focus is in oil spills as this has been identified as a major maritime risk in the region.? The sinking of M/S
Estonia in September 1994 is still the most disastrous civil security crisis in Finnish history. The ship with

989 people was en route from Tallinn to Stockholm over-night. In total, 852 persons died.

There are in the Baltic Sea area also other threats and risks than “traditional” maritime accidents and
natural disasters. Despite the fact that the Baltic Sea has not been directly involved in any dangerous
terrorist incident, in today’s ever more complex and interdependent world the risks of intentional attacks
can no longer be ignored. Terrorist risk related to maritime transport has been evident within the BSR, too.

The involvement of governments in maritime security cooperation is clear and strong in the BSR. There are
some 85 million people living in this region. It is rather usual to define the BSR to include the Baltic Sea and
its shores, but for civil security issues it is more practical to use the definition “macro-region” which can be
defined to contain all the members of the Council of Baltic Sea States: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany,
Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia and Sweden. From these member states only Iceland is
geographically outside the proper Baltic Sea maritime region and normally not included in the Baltic Sea
region. For practical reasons, Russia is participates in cooperation predominantly through the Leningrad

and Kaliningrad regions.

! This case study represents one of the Regional Organizations (RO) compiled in the context of the Analysis of Civil
Security Systems in Europe (ANVIL) Project. The ANVIL Project aims to map the variety and similarities in Europe’s
regional and civil security structures, practices and cultures and investigate how variety affects the safety of Europe’s
citizens. The results give policy stakeholders a clear overview over civil security architectures and EU-added value to
the debate concerning “not one security fits all”. The ANVIL project is funded by the European Commission within the
Seventh Framework Programme. Read more at www.anvil-project.net

? Based on the approval of the International Maritime Organization of implementing these systems, a formal safety
assessment study was carried out by the VTT Industrial Systems in Finland. The study focused on the risk of ship-to-
ship collisions and “generic vessel types representing the gulf traffic were defined and various predicted collision
frequency estimates were computed for the different vessel types based on the predicted traffic image for the years
2010 to 2015." The study used extensive classifications both concerning potential collisions and the various types of
tankers. The study used computer modelling in order to create a prevailing traffic scenario of the Gulf of Finland for
the years 2010 to 2015. It raised also the issue of the risk of head-on collisions between vessels using one of the two
main traffic lanes and other vessels heading in the opposite direction using the other main traffic lane or the coastal
fairway. The risk however turned out to be only marginal as compared to the estimated overall risk of collisions in the
main traffic lanes.


http://www.anvil-project.net/
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Baltic Sea has been for centuries one of the most travelled sea areas in Europe, and the region has
experienced changing tides between cooperation and conflict. It has divided and it has connected.
However, the modern risks facing the Baltic Sea states are more complex and intertwined with civic society
than before. In other words, the risk picture has changed from traditional threats and dangers to modern
types of risks.® At the same time, the definition of security has moved from traditional, military oriented

“hard security” towards more civil oriented “comprehensive security”.*

The most important, potential risk sources in the Baltic Sea region (BSR) can be listed as follows: risks
resulting from the supply of energy resources, natural and man-made disasters (such as storms,
environmental degradation and maritime traffic accidents resulting often from the bad weather conditions’
and even, as Professor Glenn E. Schweitzer from the US National Academies has put it, “super-terrorism” —

complementing symbiosis between organized crime and terrorists.®

This paper seeks to look at the effectiveness and efficiency of the maritime civil security cooperation and
other related civil security arrangements in the BSR. It includes the identification of areas for civil security
and multi-level maritime cooperation. There has been a general view that the most dangerous potential
cross-border risks generated by maritime traffic in the BSR are oil spills, both on the coast and at sea, and
therefore, many effective countermeasures are made against that danger. This report aims to map and
explain also other intergovernmental and civil society arrangements for cross-border and cross-sector

maritime cooperation, primarily at regional but also at national and local levels.

2. ANALYTICAL DIMENSIONS

2.1 Cultural and historical aspects of Baltic Sea Maritime Cooperation

2.1.1 The establishment of the Baltic Sea Maritime Security Cooperation

3 Hovden, J. 2004. "Vulnerable Society”, The Norwegian Experience, presentation at the Eurobaltic seminar, 9.9.2004,
Trondheim, Norway.

* For instance the Finnish crisis management system and its objectives concerning civil security have been developed
after the Cold War from the preparedness to overcome extreme situations, a total war included, towards a more
peace-time oriented crisis management which is based on the comprehensive security concept.

> SITRA. 2002. Riskien hallinta Suomessa — esiselvitys, (Managing risks in Finland — a preliminary review) Sitran
raportteja, 2002, SITRA, Helsinki, pp. 15-18.

e Schweitzer, G. 1998. Super-terrorism; Assassins, Mobsters and Weapons of Mass Destruction, Plenum Publishing,
1998.



The Baltic Sea maritime cooperation in the field of civil security can be defined to be launched from
surveillance cooperation between Finland and Sweden in 2000. This was based on the model of
Surveillance Co-operation Finland-Sweden (SUCFIS). From the early stages the goal was to have a holistic
approach to cover prevention, preparedness and response, to reach the full cycle of crisis management and
civil security.

The idea of SUCFIS was that multinational cooperation is considered the best way to ensure an efficient
maritime situational awareness. In 2008 an initiative was taken by these two countries to enlarge the
cooperation for encompassing all countries around the Baltic Sea. A basis for a new cooperation system
was established in March 2009, during a conference hosted by Finland in Helsinki, when Finland, Sweden,
Denmark, Germany, Estonia and Lithuania signed a letter of intent (LOI). Building upon the lessons learned
from SUCFIS, the new system named SUCBAS (sea surveillance information exchange and co-operation
within the Baltic Sea) soon began operations. In September 2009 the SUCBAS cooperation was joined by
Poland and Latvia. During the first period of SUCBAS operations, sharing of information was confined to
manual exchange of reports only, but by 2012 all eight SUCBAS countries implemented automated

solutions to support establishment of a sustainable multinational maritime situational awareness system.’

Sea surveillance cooperation in the Baltic Sea aims at improving the information exchange and therefore
enhancing the maritime security area in being “beneficial to the maritime safety, security, environmental
and economic matters by sharing knowledge in sea surveillance between the relevant authorities of the
participating nations”. The concept is based on the technical approach of existing sources and procedures
using common standards and distribution principles with a design having low impact on the autonomous
national systems.® SUCBAS has multiple objectives such as exchanging of maritime information, enhancing
maritime situational awareness and supporting national authorities regarding environmental hazards and

support authorities conducting maritime law enforcement and border control.

Until recently, collaboration between the different services operating in the maritime domain in the Baltic
had been fragmented at the best. The maritime rescue service in one nation might share information with a
maritime rescue service of another nation, likewise the navy of one nation might share information with
the navy of another nation. However until the implementation of SUCBAS only in very rare cases would

information be shared across borders.

’ SUCBAS. 2013. Website: http://www.sucbas.org/
8 .
Ibid.
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Figure 1. SUCBAS information shared among national governmental institutions (SUCBAS, 2013,
www.sucbas.fi)
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The SUCBAS organisation is composed of the SUCBAS Steering Board (SB), supported by the SUCBAS
Coordination Group (CG), and the two branches of the SUCBAS Technical and Operational Group. In
December 2011, the SUCBAS partners moved to a higher level of cooperation as an automated exchange of
information was taken into use. As a result, the participating countries can share data automatically in real

time about potential risks detected in the Baltic Sea.’

Besides the SUCBAS cooperation there is a parallel and partly complementary cooperation platform called
MARSUR (Maritime Surveillance). This started as a result of a directive by the EU defence ministers in 2005.
Following this, the European Defence Agency (EDA) launched the Maritime Surveillance project (MARSUR)
in 2006. The aim was to create a network of the existing naval and other maritime information exchange
systems to promote better situational awareness. The contracting parties were Belgium, Cyprus, Finland,
France, Germany, Great Britain, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Spain and
Sweden. The added value of the MARSUR cooperation is a better and faster exchange of information by

using secured Internet connections and thus enhancing interoperability with minimal changes to the

° Beckh, J. 2012. Article on SUCBAS & MARSUR Networking — There is no “One cooperation fit's it all”, in European
Security and Defence, December 2012.



individual national systems.*°

2.1.2 The evolution of the Baltic Sea Maritime cooperation

Throughout its turbulent history the Baltic Sea has played a controversial role being that of a bridge and a
barrier between Eastern and Western Hemispheres. The Baltic Sea region faces fewer natural disasters of
geologic origin but increasing amounts of hazards caused by demanding weather conditions. Additionally,
because of low population density, the BSR countries in the field of civil security are dependent on
information technologies and communications. This increases challenges for rescue services to overcome

vulnerability and to maintain resilience of crisis management and emergency response.

Most of the countries taking part in the active maritime civil security cooperation are members of the
European Union: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden. Besides these
EU countries, Norway belongs to the group of Nordic countries and has a very close relationship with the
European Union. Russia takes also actively part in this cooperation both within the intergovernmental and
non-governmental context. Also Russian enterprises are actively operating within the field of Baltic

maritime cooperation and are as such seen as players in civil security (see section 2.2.2).

2.1.3 The member characteristics of the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation

All these cooperating countries in the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation are also producing civil security in
terms of taking part in prevention, response and consequence management of risks related to maritime
traffic and its other activities. They are also all consuming this security while taking active part in the socio-
economic interaction of the region. Countries taking part in the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation could also
be described based on cultural and historical perspectives. Nordic countries (except Iceland) Denmark,
Finland, Norway and Sweden are closely connected with the centuries long Nordic traditions and decades
of free trade area. The three Baltic countries Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania share both a geographical but
also a long cultural-historical context. Poland and Germany are both Central European countries and also
strongly connected to the Baltic Sea traditions. Russia and Germany represent federal states whereas all
the others belong to the unitary state model. Poland, Germany and Russia have bicameral assembly system

whereas all the others have unicameral assembly as a composition of their parliament.*

1% Beckh, J. 2012. Article on SUCBAS & MARSUR Networking — There is no “One cooperation fit's it all”, in European
Security and Defence, December 2012.
1 CBSS. 2006. Study on Citizens’ Participation in the Baltic Sea Region, 2006.



The financial resources for maritime cooperation are much smaller in the three Baltic countries than in the
comparatively affluent countries at the north, west, and south-western rim of the Baltic Sea. So even if the
interest to protect the Baltic Sea area would be similar in all contracting countries, the fact is that affluent
countries spend more. For instance, HELCOM (the Helsinki Commission) has difficulties as the contracting
countries are not sharing the financial contributions equally. Finland is contributing double the amount of
finance compared to Sweden and Denmark whereas Latvia and Lithuania are well behind with their
financial contributions when compared to neighboring Estonia. It is worthwhile to note however, that the
36™ Meeting of the HELCOM heads of delegation discussed this issue at their draft budget estimate for
2013-2014 and touched upon the issue of reaching equal shares of financing (see table 2 below). Particular
emphasis was paid on the situation with Latvia as it seemed the country has no possibilities to increase its
share of the HELCOM budget until 2013. There has also been increasing pressure on Lithuania to meet the

expectations of the other contracting parties regarding the financial terms.

Table 1. Member state characteristics (EUROSTAT 2013a, CBSS Study on Citizens Participation in the Baltic
Sea Region, and the CIA World Factbook 2013." Original table made by and derived from Dr Simon John
Hollis, a study on the CBSS in Anvil project.)

Permanent Members of Population Area | Regime Type GDP

BSR maritime (m) (sq km) Government Executive Democratic Index (€m)

cooperation Power™

Denmark 5.58 43,094 Parliamentary | Government | Full 9.52 | 240
Monarchy democracy

Estonia 134 45,228 Parliamentary | Government | Full 7.61 | 16
Republic democracy

Finland 5.40 338,145 Parliamentary | Government | Full 9.06 | 189
Republic /President democracy

Germany 81.84 357,022 Parliamentary | Government | Full 8.34 | 2593
Federal democracy
republic

Latvia 2.04 64,589 Parliamentary | Government | Full 7.05 | 20
Republic democracy

Lithuania 3.01 65,300 Parliamentary | Government/ | Full 7.24 | 31
Republic President democracy

Norway 4.99 323,802 Parliamentary | Government | Full 9.8 | 416
Monarchy democracy

Poland 38.54 312,685 Parliamentary | Government/ | Full 7.12 | 370
Republic President democracy

Russia (x) 142.50 17,098,242 | Parliamentary | Government | Full 3.92 | 2504
Federal /President democracy
republic

Sweden 9.48 450,295 Parliamentary | Government | Full 9.5 | 388
Monarchy democracy

'2 EUROSTAT 2013a. Available from:
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/product_details/publication?p_product_code=KS-GL-13-001
3 CBSS. 2006. Study on CitizensParticipation in the Baltic Sea Region, 2006.
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(x) Russian data was derived from the CIA World Factbook 2013"

2.1.4 The cultural milieu of the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation

According to the World Value Survey for 2005-2007 there is a clear distinction between countries taking
part in the Baltic Sea maritime and its civil security cooperation. The World Value Survey puts the Nordic
countries Denmark, Finland, Sweden and Norway into the group of post-industrial European countries
characterized by an average degree of secular-traditional values and also somewhat higher than other
comparable countries in terms of self-expressions values. The Baltic countries Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
are in the group of industrial countries characterized by a high degree of survival values. For instance,
Estonia ranks especially high on secular-rational values but considerably lower than comparable countries
in terms of self-expression values. Latvia is characterized by an average degree of secular-rational values
and also considerably lower than other comparable countries in terms of self-expression values. Lithuania is
characterized by average degree of secularism and self-expression.” Lithuania is in mid-rank on secular-
rational values but very much lower than other comparable countries in terms of self-expression values.
The other Baltic Sea maritime cooperation countries, namely Germany, Poland and Russia have all different
characteristics. As mentioned before, Germany and Russia represent federal systems. However, Germany is
clearly in the post-industrial pool of countries with a high degree of self-expression values whereas Russia is
clearly in the group of industrial countries with a very low degree of self-expression values (-1.42). Poland
represents a Catholic country with characteristics of both industrial and post-industrial countries which

have a relatively low degree of secular-rational values but also low degree of self-expression values.

Referring to a study Civil Protection Systems in the Baltic Sea Region by Christer Pursiainen, Sigrid Hedin and
Timo Hellenberg, the countries of the Baltic Sea region have rather different foundations for their civil

security mechanisms (see table 2 below).

Table 2. Comparing the Baltic Sea Region countries and their civil protection systems'® (Pursiainen, Hedin,
Hellenberg, 2005)

% CIA The World Factbook. 2013. Available from: https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
factbook/geos/rs.html

> For the statistical date see http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/wvs/articles/folder published/article base 111 [last
accessed 15 November 2012].

16 Pursiainen, C., Hedin, S., Hellenberg, T. 2005. Civil Protection Systems in the Baltic Sea Region, Eurobaltic
Publications, 2005.
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Centralized/ Use of voluntary Use of private Civil-military

Decentralized | organisations rescue services cooperation
Denmark | Flexible High High High
Estonia Centralized Medium/ Low High

Increasing

Finland Flexible High Rather Low Medium
Germany | Decentralized High Medium Rather high
Latvia Centralized Rather low Low Rather high
Lithuania | Centralized Rather low Low Rather high
Norway Flexible High Medium High
FPoland Flexible Medium Medium Medium
Russia Centralized Low Low High
Sweden Decentralized High Low Medium

The countries described above (table 2) have different civil security systems when it comes to indicators
such as centralized/decentralized, use of voluntary organizations, use of private sector resources or civil-
military cooperation. Centralization here means that both the planning and operational activities, including
training, are coordinated and mostly organized by the central national maritime surveillance authorities,
such as the Coast Guard, the Ministry of Defence or the Ministry of Environment. Decentralization refers to
a model where the regional and municipal authorities have considerable legal responsibility for maritime
cooperation, its planning and implementation. The second variable refers to the question of whether the
use of NGOs and voluntary maritime entities, such as the WWF or voluntary fire brigades (coastal
cooperation), is an integral part of the official maritime cooperation system. The private sector and public-
private cooperation will be addressed in the following chapter but the basic question here remains,
whether private rescue services play a role in maritime cooperation and whether they can be seen as a
substitute or subcontractors to the public entities. Civil-military cooperation refers here to the question of
whether the defence forces are connected to peacetime maritime cooperation activities (and surveillance
in particular) and if so, to what degree, and how?"” This study was conducted as a part of a series of reports

on the Eurobaltic Civil Protection Project during 2002-2006.'%

2.2 Legal/institutional aspects of Baltic Sea maritime cooperation in civil security

2.2.1 The current legal basis of the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation

There are several ways of organising the intergovernmental legal and institutional framework for maritime

v Pursiainen, C., Hedin, S., Hellenberg, T. 2005. Civil Protection Systems in the BSR, Eurobaltic Publications 3, 2005.

® The Eurobaltic project was part of the wider Eurobaltic Programme for Civil Protection in the BSR. While the
project was partly financed by the European Union BSR Interreg IlIB programme, it is also part of the activities of
the civil security working body in the CBSS) The Swedish Rescue Services Agency (SRSA) led the project, and the
whole network included over twenty partners from all the BSR countries, including civil protection authorities,
regions, and municipalities, scientific institutions and non-governmental organisations.

10



cooperation. In the BSR this is done via traditional bilateral agreements, multilateral arrangements such as
SUCBAS and via major regional organisations such as HELCOM and the CBSS. There are also some

differences in what kinds of risk conceptualization the national policies are based on.

According to the HELCOM report the main factors leading to accidents during 2004 were human factors (39
percent) and technical failures (20 percent).” For example, in the case of a catastrophe on a ferry in the
Baltic Sea, many dimensions of sea transport, environmental safety and regional security systems would be
severely affected. It proved that measures for improving maritime safety and civil security should be based
on a solid legal framework and that the social conditions (coherence) among the participating countries in
the region could be very much correlating and linked with legal issues. Civil security cooperation in the
BSR has generated numerous multilateral and bilateral agreements between the BSR countries to tackle oil
spills and other emergency situations, supported by the annual meeting of the director generals of civil

protection.

2.2.2 The current institutional framework of the BSR maritime cooperation

The current institutional framework model of the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation can be defined mostly
based on nationally organised activities and there is no clear (single) supranational authority. In addition to
bilateral cooperation and to the more or less institutionalised project networks, civil security cooperation
also takes place in multilateral institutions. The most important international organisations present in the
BSR maritime cooperation, in which civil security issues are dealt with, are namely, the EU, NATO, the UN,
the regional councils, and the Council of Europe.

Multilateral agreements for Baltic Sea maritime cooperation in civil security issues are made within the
Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) and the Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS) and also in the framework of the
European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR). HELCOM has been an important cooperation
body since 1974. Despite the fact that the main tasks of HELCOM are in protection of the environment, it is
concerned also with ships' traffic and navigational safety (see more in Anvil working paper on HELCOM).”
The main task of the commission is to protect the marine environment of the Baltic Sea from all sources of
pollution. There are ten contracting parties (nine Baltic Sea coastal states and the EU). The riparian
countries Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Sweden have jointly
pooled their efforts in HELCOM, which is working as an environmental policy maker for the Baltic Sea area

by developing common environmental objectives and actions. It serves also as an environmental focal point

® HELCOM. 2006. Maritime Transport in the Baltic Sea. HELCOM report 27/2006.
*® HELCOM. 2013. See website: http://www.helcom.fi/

11
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providing information about the state of/trends in the marine environment. HELCOM produces
recommendations of its own to ensure that HELCOM environmental standards are fully implemented by all
parties throughout the Baltic Sea and its catchment area. As such, it exists as a coordinating body,

ascertaining multilateral response in case of major maritime incidents.?

CBSS? is an overall political forum for regional inter-governmental cooperation. The members of the
council are the eleven states of the BSR as well as the European Commission. The states are Denmark,
Estonia, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia, Sweden. The council consists
of the ministers of foreign affairs from each member state and a member of the European Commission. The
presidency of the council rotates among the member states on an annual basis. The role of the council is to

serve as a forum for guidance and overall coordination among the participating states.

CBSS has one of its most important tasks as to “create a safe and secure region”. Civil security belongs to
the five long-term priorities of the CBSS. There exist several specialized CBSS-related networks and
structures within its field: well-developed cooperation, mostly in the field of law enforcement, including
cross-border crime-related networks of police, border guard, prosecutors and tax administrations. These
law enforcement sectors cooperate also across the sectors with each other, which brings added value for
regional cooperation. There is also a civil protection network, based on cooperation between national

rescue and crisis management authorities.”

Protecting human life, the environment and critical infrastructure have become important issues within the
European Union. The European Union issued in 2009 the Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR)**. The
document lists four overriding objectives, to make the region an environmentally sustainable place, a
prosperous place, an accessible and attractive place and a safe and secure place. The strategy consists of
several priority areas, of which one focuses on maritime safety and security. The overall goal of the Priority
Area on Maritime Safety and Security is for the BSR “to become a leading region in maritime safety and
security”. This objective is pursued through a political dialogue and through a number of flagship projects.
Denmark and Finland serve as priority area coordinators for this priority area on behalf of the other EU
Member States around the Baltic Sea. The task is jointly headed by the Finnish Transport Safety Agency
(TRAFI) and the Danish Maritime Authority. From the creation of the strategy in 2009 the task was,

*! See HELCOM websites: http://www.helcom.fi/ The latest version of the Convention:
http://www.helcom.fi/Convention/en_GB/convention/

*? CBSS website: http://www.cbss.org/CBSS-The-Council/the-council

%3 CBSS website: http://www.cbss.org/Civil-Security-and-the-Human-Dimension/creating-a-safe-and-secure-region
** General description of the strategy: http://www.balticsea-region-strategy.eu/pages/what-is-the-eusbsr. On that
page also the EUSBSR Communication by the Commission 23. March 2012 is available for viewing and loading.

12
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however, handled by the Danish Maritime Safety Administration until October 2011 and by the Ministry of

Transport and Communications of Finland until the end of 2012. »

2.2.3 Decision making process

The decision making process within the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation in the field of civil security is based
on numerous inter-governmental, inter-agency and non-governmental platforms, forums, and agreements.

These contracts are partly parallel and somewhat inter-connected arrangements.

The major decision making mechanisms coordinating the civil security are the European Union, the Council

of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) and the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM).

2.2.4 Activities related to civil security

Many different civil security organisations described above are also engaged in maritime safety, security,
and environmental law enforcement activities at the national level in the Baltic Sea region. One part of this
civil security cooperation from the point of view of preventing sea pollution and conducting response

measures in case of oil spill prevention is described briefly below.

Denmark
Already for the past decade, the Admiral Danish Fleet under the Ministry of Defence has been responsible

for the control of oil and chemical pollution in the open sea in Denmark. Prevention of marine pollution and
responses at sea and in shallow waters near the coasts has been divided between the Defence Command
and the Naval Operative Command. In addition, the Admiral Danish Fleet is responsible for national
contingency arrangements at sea. The regional and local councils have the responsibility of combating
pollution on the shores. The Danish Emergency Management Agency (DEMA) can under special
circumstances assist the local authorities in the job. The municipalities are responsible for combating
pollution in harbours and ports. The Danish Law for the Protection of the Marine Environment stipulates that
oil drilling and production companies must develop their own contingency plans and provide their own
equipment. The navy possesses four spill response vessels and DEMA has eleven bases of equipment for

near and on-shore response.

> See Danish Maritime Authority website: http://www.dma.dk/Policy/EUStrategyBalticSeaRegion/Sider/default.aspx
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Estonia
In Estonia, the Border Guard Board with its structure units organizes the detection and handling of sea

pollution. It is also responsible for the necessary equipment. The board's task further includes the
detection and handling of pollution at Peipsi, Limmi and Pihkva lakes. The localization of oil pollutionin
coastal areas is the duty of rescue services (also the limiting of pollution and its diffusion), but the final
handling of pollution is the task of local administrations. In case of pollution on the mainland, the primary
reaction comes from the rescue services. After the prevention of further leakage and diffusion, the
obligation of handling the pollution is passed either to the Road Administration, the Railway
Administration, the Environmental Inspectorate, or the local administration. The port authority is in
charge of oil spills in ports or terminals. A sensitivity atlas showing the Estonian shoreline and its
sensitive ecological and socio-economic areas is available.

Usually, three to four very small oil spill accidents happen every year in Estonia. In 2003, a Maltese
tanker ship with thick crude oil arrived in Estonia. After a while, oil was seen in the water and the
unloading was stopped in order to check the problem. The captain of the tanker declared that no oil was
leaking and unloading started again until new oil was seen in the water. Both the captain and the harbour
authorities sent down divers who discovered that the hull had been poorly mended. Altogether 300 tons of
oil was spilled. Estonia did not have enough equipment for the clean-up and technical assistance was
received from Finland. The clean-up operation took approximately one month but all the oil was cleaned
up and no damage was caused to the environment. The responsible shipping company is being prosecuted

to compensate the cleaning costs of the Estonian government.

Finland
A number of authorities have the legal obligation of collaborating in oil destruction measures.

According to the "Act on the Prevention of Pollution from Ships" (1979/300, Section 31), the Frontier
Guard, the Finnish Defence Forces, the Finnish Maritime Administration, the Finnish Institute of Marine
Research, police, the state provincial offices, and the Finnish Road Administration have a duty, when
requested, to provide executive assistance to the authority responsible for ship oil and chemical
damage prevention measures. If the prevention measures require, the above-mentioned authorities
should promptly start the prevention procedure even before a request for executive assistance has been
made. The governmental Decree on Ship Oil Damage and Chemical Damage Prevention has laid down
provisions on a cooperation plan. The regional environment institute formulates the required plans in
cooperation with the above-mentioned authorities.

The Ministry of the Environment is responsible for the management and control of oil and chemical spill
response in Finland. The Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) is the governmental marine pollution
combating authority. SYKE has the responsibility of responding to major incidents and to those that take

place at open sea. SYKE is also in charge of the equipment and maintains 13 depots. SYKE can provide
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international assistance. The municipalities are responsible for combating pollution within the municipal
limits. The coastal regional rescue services have to provide emergency response in the areas they cover.
The rescue services authorities respond to oil spills and, together with the local authorities, create a joint
contingency plan. The regional environmental centres also advise local municipalities about pollution
preparedness and response. Three coastal areas have developed regional contingency plans, and there is also
one plan for the inland waterways. Finland has started a project where volunteers can sign up for duty in case
of an oil accident. Until now, 10,000 people have signed up. The training includes, among other things, training

on collecting oil and the functioning of the Coast Guard.

Germany
In Germany, oil spill response is shared between the federal government (Federal Waterways and Shipping

Board of the Ministry of Transport) and the federal coastal ldnder of Bremen, Hamburg, Niedersachsen,
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein. In case of a spill, a national response group that
includes the Ministry of Transport and the concerned land/ldnder is created. After the Pallas disaster
experience in the Wadden Sea in 1998, these partners founded the Central Command for Maritime
Emergencies Germany (Havariekommando) in 2002. It is responsible for all heavy maritime disasters and
carries out cleaning operations both offshore and on shorelines. All ports and harbours have to have their
own response resources and create contingency plans. Bundesanstalt Technisches Hilfswerk (THW)® is a
disaster-management organisation of the federal government. Its main tasks are technical assistance in
disaster response inland in Germany and in humanitarian aid activities in foreign countries, but its
resources can be used also in maritime accidents and natural disasters. The total personnel resources
consist of 60,000 technical professionals and a permanent staff of 850 persons. They can use some 6,000

vehicles of different type.

Latvia
The National Oil Spill Contingency Plan (NOSCP) of Latvia was adopted by the cabinet of ministers in

March 2004. Within the framework of contingency planning, critical infrastructure maps and accident risk
assessment calculations were used. Oil spill drift and weather forecast modelling has been in place. The
National Chemical Spill Contingency Plan of Latvia (2004) has also been adopted. Latvia has bilateral
cooperation agreements at state level with Lithuania since 2001, Sweden (2002), Estonia (2001) and
Hungary (2004). In Latvia, oil is transported by rail, by road and in pipelines. Oil is also transported at sea, and
transit harbours are located in Riga and Ventspils. A wind from the south might imply pollution in case of

an accident in a refineryor the Butinge oil terminal.

%% See the websites: http://www.bund.de/DE/Behoerden/B/Bundesanstalt-THW/Bundesanstalt-Technisches-
Hilfswerk.html , http://www.thw.de/EN/Homepage/homepage node.html
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The Coast Guard service has response stations in the three largest Latvian ports: Riga, Liepaja and
Ventspils. In case of a major pollution event leading to a national emergency, the State Emergency
Commission shall be activated under the Ministry of the Interior. The State Fire Fighting and Rescue Service
under the Ministry of the Interior, in cooperation with the local municipalities, are responsible for
shoreline and beach clean-up. Portauthorities are responsible for response operations in port areas.

The Latvian response capacities are based on the mechanical recovery technology. The use of chemical
agents, such as dispersants, is not foreseen in the marine environment. The Latvian Coast Guard service does
not have special vessels for oil spill contingency purposes. In case of an oil spill, coast guard cutters, equipped
with booms, skimmers and floating rubber bags, will carry out the response operations. Regular exercises
are carried out to maintain response readiness and knowledge. Up to now, the Coast Guard has not

carried out real oil spill contingency operations.

Lithuania
The ministries of the environment and transport share the responsibility for preparedness and response to

oil pollution incidents in the Baltic Sea, the Curonian Lagoon and the Klaipeda Seaport water area. The
Sea Rescue Coordination Centre has been given the operative responsibility at sea. Within port and
terminal territories, the port and terminal authorities are responsible for combating oil spills. The
Ministry of the Environment develops and implements the National Contingency Plan in Case of Qil Spills at
Sea, which also includes the Nemunas River basin. The fire and rescue services are involved in clean-up
operations on land. Most of the oil spill response equipment is located in Klaipeda.

During the past years a number of international and regional exercises have been arranged together with
Poland and the Russian Federation (Kaliningrad region). Below are some examples of exercises: Galadusys
in 2000 was the first international exercise conducted in Lithuania. The JTF (joint task forces) of Lithuania
and Poland were involved, and the main goal of the exercise was to improve cooperation between Poland
and Lithuania in case of oil spills on trans-boundary inland waters (lakes and rivers). Nemunas in 2001
was an exercise for the Lithuanian Fire and Rescue Services in order to improve mutual cooperation in
dealing with oil spills in the basin of the Nemunas River. Varniai, in 2002, was an exercise with a traffic
accident involving an oil spill. JTF of Lithuanian Fire and Rescue Services participated in order to improve
mutual cooperation in dealing with oil spills oninland waters. The cross-border exercise in Kaliningrad in
2004 involved the Kaliningrad and Lithuanian fire and rescue services. The main goal was to improve

cooperation between Russia, Lithuania and other Baltic countries in dealing with trans-boundary oil spills.

Norway
The ministries of the environment and of fisheries are responsible for the laws related to acute oil

pollution in Norway. The Norwegian Coastal Administration works with emergency spill response at sea

and on shore, and has 15 depots along the coast. Private, municipal and governmental contingency plans
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have been developed and have been merged into a national emergency response plan by the Norwegian
Coastal Administration. Among other things, the plans show sensitive objects and areasalong the coast. In
case of a major pollution incident, the state is responsible for the preparedness plans.

The maritime municipalities have oil spill groups that include local parties, the harbour-master and the
fire/police chief. In case of a major accident, the government can provide equipment, material, vessels
and personnel. Concerning pollution, the municipalities have to be prepared to handle smaller acute
pollutions which take place within their borders and which are connected to normal activities. This

preparedness also includes the shoreline. The local fire service has a central role in the operating phase.

Poland
The Ministry of Infrastructure is responsible for oil spill contingency plans and response. The Ministry of the

Environment is responsible for contingency planning and oil spill response on land, including beaches and
shorelines. The responsibility for maintaining preparedness for marine environmental threats and pollution
combating activities is delegated to the Maritime Search and Rescue Service - SAR. The responsibility for
organizing and supervising oil spill combating operations lies within the Maritime Administration. Three
maritime offices are located in Szczecin, Slupsk and Gdynia. Rescue operations at sea, on the seashore and
in harbours are conducted according to the national contingency plan. The plan has been prepared and is
updated by the SAR service, although the chief-commandant of provincial headquarters of the State Fire
Service must accept it. A map showing national parks and sensitive areas exists.

In the event of a risk of seashore pollution, the chief-director of the Maritime Office notifies the local
authorities, which are responsible for the response activities. The governors of the provinces and the heads
of the county administration in their capacity of the leading institution for combating any disaster on land
use the resources of the State Fire Service. Also other entities involved in the National Fire Fighting and
Rescue System can be used to reduce the consequences and to eliminate the effects of pollution. These
entities include Voluntary Fire Service Units, the Harbour Rescue Service, the Coast Guard, civil protection
and crisis management resources, the National Inspection of Environment Protection, human resources
organized by municipal administrations, as well as bulldozers and tanks of private companies. The
responsibility for rescue operations involving oil spills combated on land, in rivers and lakes, as well as on
beaches and harbour waters, lies with the State Fire Service. Technical equipment for dealing with oil spills at
sea is spread along the Polish coast. It is stored on SAR vessels and in coastal SAR stations. Equipment for
combating oil spills in harbour waters is available at the port and shipyard rescue service bases.

Every county headquarters of the State Fire Service has its own resources for dealing with oil spills. There are
trained personnel who operate the equipment and take an active part during an oil spill combat operation.
The Province Centre for the Coordination of Rescue has the authority to dispose of needed rescue

equipment from fire brigades all over the province. Although the State Fire Service has at its disposal large
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numbers of materials and equipment, this does not meet its needs fully. The equipment consists of hand
tools and protective clothing, boats, booms, pumps, skimmers, transport equipment, reservoirs for collected
oil, and also natural and synthetic absorbers. There are operational agreements with the pollution

combating services of Germany and the port of Kaliningrad.

The Russian Federation
The State Marine Pollution Control, Salvage and Rescue Administration (SMPC- SRA) (the Ministry of

Transportation) is the main responsible body for the response to marine pollution incidents. The response
at sea in the Baltic region has been delegated to the Baltic Salvage & Towage Company by the SMPCSRA. The
concerned local administration is responsible for shoreline clean-up. Ports, oil terminals and harbours
possess oil recovery equipment. In Kaliningrad, students are taught to work with the clean-up of oil spills.
The skills are regularly trained during exercises. Examples of incidents are Antonio Gramsci in 1987 and

Volgoneft 263 in 1990.

The Emergency Control Ministry of Russia (EMERCOM) has responsibilities also in the area of maritime
safety. It is obliged to work out and implement the state’s duties in the field of civil defence, protection of

population and territories against emergencies.

The National Crisis Management Centre is the daily management body of the Russian Unified System of
Prevention and Elimination of Emergency Situations. The centre was established in 2008. The establishment
and development of the crisis management centre has been based on the growth of the task range of
EMERCOM and the enhanced use of new technologies as well as on the increase of interdepartmental

interaction efficiency.

Sweden
According to the Swedish Civil Protection Act (2003:778) the Coast Guard is responsible for oil spills at sea.

When the oil reaches land or an oil spill happens on land, the municipality (rescue and fire service) is
responsible. The Coast Guard alerts municipalities when there is a significant oil spill at sea. In Sweden, the
municipality is responsible for the clean-up, and the coastal municipalities are supposed to develop oil spill
protection plans.

In the Baltic Sea, the Swedish Coast Guard cooperates with the Finnish Coast Guard and the Finnish
Environment Institute. There is also cooperation with Estonian, Russian and Lithuanian counterparts. In
its work the Coast Guard uses vessels and aircraft. There are five depots storing combat equipment for oil
spill accidents in Sweden. Two of the depots have equipment for international assistance. A tool in
combating oil spills is the environmental atlas. This atlas has existed for over 20 years and covers the
coastal areas in Sweden. In the atlas it is possible to display different phenomena, e.g. Natura 2000 areas

and other sensitive areas. In addition, methods on conducting a clean-up are presented. Additional

18



information is also connected to the map, for instance photos and text describing the shoreline. The atlas is
used at national, regional and local levels. The atlas aims to help municipalities increase their planning and
emergency preparedness and is to be used when a municipality is faced with an oil spill or chemical
pollution. During an oil spill, data can be used to get an overview of an area, to facilitate the allocation of
resources and to help in the prioritisation process. Another project has been to create a clean-up manual,
which was ready for distribution to the municipalities in September 2005. This manual includes lessons

learned from earlier incidents.

2.2.5 Crisis management cycle

The on-going crisis management cycle is well established in the Baltic Sea region. This is ensured by
multiple overlapping bilateral and multilateral arrangements described in this study. Regular exercises and
exchange of information further enhance the current situation. As most of the countries of the region are
members of the European Union, the EU has a clear interest to enhance the current crisis management
cycle of the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation. See for example the paragraph on The European Union
Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR) and the Baltic Sea Maritime Functionalities (BSMF) flagship
project in section 2.5 below. However, again as before, the EUBSR is still not a needed holistic and

permanent financial instrument but another intergovernmental mechanism.

Moreover, the EU as part of EU Flagship Project 14.3 concerning civil protection, is providing additional
resources. It will result in more accurate estimations of threats and risks, as regards especially floods, forest
fires and nuclear and radiation safety. The action plan of the EU strategy for the BSR describes the study as
follows: “The Flagship project 14.3 will result into a macro-regional risk/hazard/scenario assessment and
facilitate the development of disaster prevention strategies for the Baltic Sea Region. It will enhance
cooperative and inter-operative capabilities as well as enhance macro-regional identity of the competent

civil protection authorities and beyond”.”’

2.2.6 Crisis management approach

There are variable sources and reasons for the crisis management approach in the BSR, for instance:
collisions of ships, industry in many ways, water pollution from road and railway traffic, export of oil

products, oil refineries, oil pipelines, and local oil accidents. To manage these multiple risks, training,

>’ EUSBSR Action Plan from December 2010, EU Commission Brussels, SEC(2009) 712/2.

19



manuals, equipment and exercises are constantly needed. The Baltic Sea coastal countries have
substantial resources to effectively respond to pollution at sea in the region. For instance, HELCOM has
access to a fleet of more than 45 oil-combating ships on standby located around the Baltic Sea. These
vessels are able to reach any place in the region within several hours of being notified of an oil spill
accident.”® One could argue however, that only by earmarking available vessels preparedness is not

efficient.

Two cases in point when a coherent multinational crisis management approach was needed in the Baltic
Sea maritime cooperation were the collisions of the "Baltic Carrier" in Groensund 2001 and "Fu Shan Hai" in
2003. In March 2001, a freight ship and an oil tanker collided east of the Danish island Falster. This
collision led to an oil spill which demanded cross-organisational cooperation and understanding.
Improvisation was needed to find solutions for gathering and depositing oil and polluted materials. Despite
this challenging task the overall impression is that the response was performed satisfactorily. During the
incident Denmark received international assistance, since German and Swedish environmental units
participated in the response and provided material. EU observers were also sent to the site. However,

some problems and technical defects were revealed during the response.

Firstly, there was a need to have access to numerous manual resources. Secondly, the equipment at hand
was not able to collect the heavy, high viscosity oil. Consequently, new solutions had to be found and an
evaluation of existing technical equipment was needed. The need for improved cross-organisational
planning was also displayed. In the evaluation® of the incident three recommendations were made. The
first recommendation was to establish a general plan describing tasks and operational phases in a control
operation following pollution at sea. The second proposal was to prepare a separate risk analysis for the
waters around Denmark. The analysis would be used to judge if necessary equipment is available. The last
recommendation concerned the need for more training: Exercises and education in the handling of larger
and/or longer lasting mishaps and disasters should be given higher priority with all operational authorities.

In 2003, the "Fu Shan Hai" accident in the Bornholm Straits caused damage on a small group of islands
called Ertholmene, 10 nautical miles north of the main island. The incident also affected Sweden. The main
problem was that there was no proper machineryon Ertholmene that could be used to clean up the oil, and
the spill had to be cleaned up using manual labour. When the response was evaluated, it was stated that
the work organisation was successful during that operation. What did not work so well were, firstly, the

insufficient Swedish weather forecasting and spreading model for oil, and secondly, the fact that oil spill

% Ibid.

2 Norberg, G., Larsson, L-E., Hermansson, T. 2003. South East Skane Rescue Services, and Magnus Holmvqist,
Southern Military District, “Training Course for Operational Personnel in the field of oil spill response on land and in
rivers and lakes”, Karlskrona 13-14 September 2003 (From the report Cross-Border Risks in the Baltic Sea Region,
Lessons to be learned, Timo Hellenberg & Sigrid Hedin, Eurobaltic Publications, 2006)
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combating and clean-up plans had not been elaborated for southeast Skane. The lack of plans implied
that the rescue services' information concerning the responsibility and role of the municipalities was

insufficient.

2.3 The relations between the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation and citizens, governments and
stakeholders

2.3.1 Citizens

What are the relations between governments, citizens and various NGOs in the field of maritime
cooperation at the BSR? Firstly, it is worthwhile to note that it is dominated by several multi-layered
national subsystems. There are also voluntary, private etc. organizations, which are transnational and
internationally connected together through multiple bilateral and multilateral ties. While describing the
Baltic Sea system is challenging, it is also a somewhat frustrating task. Dealing only with the ten BSR
countries” national (and continuously changing) maritime cooperation systems introduces us into a jungle
of administrative bodies, declarations and non-governmental organizations. Added to this, the
intergovernmental organizations and transnational bodies operating in the field of civil security and
maritime cooperation further complicate this picture. This situation was widely studied and illustrated by
Christer Pursiainen, Sigrid Hedin and Timo Hellenberg in 2005 within the Eurobaltic Project (see figure

below):

Figure 2. Baltic Sea cooperation in the field of civil security®® (Pursiainen, Hedin, Hellenberg, 2005)
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30 Pursiainen, C., Hedin, S., Hellenberg, T. 2005. Civil Protection Systems in the Baltic Sea Region, Eurobaltic
Publications 3, 2005.
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As can be seen from figure 2, the current cooperation model is comprehensive and multi-disciplinary. As
Pursiainen, Hedin and Hellenberg have noted, illustrating the picture of any country’s civil security system
would become rather complex, as all individual ministries and agencies are usually responsible for planning
and issuing the necessary measures for civil security within their own respective field of administration.
This stems particularly in the field of maritime cooperation where the distinction between essential
concepts such as maritime vs. coastal, rescue vs. prevention or for instance emergency vs. crisis are all

inter-connected.

The communication and information about maritime cooperation with the citizens has been mainly under
the responsibility of the Baltic Sea countries themselves. There are several communication channels both
within the national agencies involved as well as multinational organizations providing their part to the
regional maritime cooperation, such as CBSS and HELCOM. Moreover, there are websites/social media
portals maintained and updated by private foundations such as the BSAG and John Nurminen Foundation
mentioned in this report. Consequently, the citizen’s role is increasing within the Baltic Sea maritime
cooperation. This can be seen in the overall awareness of risks and their consequences, for oil spills in
particular. More action and fewer high level declarations are required, and the political landscape is
changing towards more favourable maritime cooperation which involves the citizens’ councils, associations

and even schools.

2.3.2 Relations between the BSR maritime cooperation and governments

The involvement of governments in the maritime security cooperation is clear and strong in the BSR. There
are some 85 million people living in this region.> It is rather usual to define the BSR to include the Baltic
Sea and its shores, but for civil security issues it is more practical to use the definition “macro-region” which
can be defined to contain all the members of the Council of Baltic Sea States: Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Russia and Sweden. From these member states only
Iceland is geographically outside the proper Baltic Sea maritime region and normally not included in the
Baltic Sea region. For practical reasons, Russia is participating in cooperation predominantly through the

Leningrad and Kaliningrad regions.

In the Baltic Sea region, societies are increasingly vulnerable and dependent on critical infrastructure, such

as modern telecommunications, roads and railway networks, harbours, airports and water systems. In

3 European Commission. 2013. Maritime Affairs. European Atlas of Seas. Available from:
http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/atlas/seabasins/balticsea/long/index_en.htm
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order to better understand current disaster reduction mechanisms and means used to prevent threats from
being realised, it is important firstly to clarify the various risks at the intergovernmental, national and local
levels. This task is demanding, as the risks are changing rapidly and constantly, demanding continuous
monitoring and improvement of our performance in tackling them. The most remarkable sea accident
of recent times in this region was the sinking of MS Estonia on 28. September 1994. This signature
disaster proved the importance of cooperation between the states and rescue services, and exposed some
flaws in the maritime safety arrangements. After this dramatic accident many improvements of technical
construction norms and surveillance standards were ordered, as well as training requirements on all

passenger ships enhanced.*

2.3.3 Relations between the BSR maritime cooperation and stakeholders

It is not so long ago when the Baltic Sea was a confrontation area in the Cold War, and before it a battle
area of continuous wars between East and West, most recently the Second World War. However, the
region has also been for many centuries a common cultural and economic area. The most famous was the
Hanseatic League ** which covered the whole macro-region and maintained communication lines to many

far-away places in the world.

Today, the Baltic Sea is one of the most important passages for trade and tourism between the Nordic
and Baltic countries. It has gained in importance due to the enlargement of the EU and to the boost to
Russia’s economic development. The economic crisis in 2008 temporarily halted the increase of

transports which now are yearly totalling ca 840 million tons.

Table 3. Structure and dynamic of Baltic Sea maritime transports: cargo handling (million tons).>*

2 MS Estonia with 989 people was en route from Tallinn to Stockholm over-night. She sunk in 50 minutes after taking
on water from the opened bow door. The ship was in international waters but near Finnish territory, and therefore
Finland was responsible for the international rescue operation. In total, 852 persons died. See e.g. Tuomas Forsberg —
Christer Pursiainen — Raimo Lintonen — Pekka Visuri (eds), Suomi ja kriisit. Vaaran vuosista terrori-iskuihin
(Gaudeamus, Helsinki 2003), pp. 221-240.

** The Hanseatic League was a commercial and defensive confederation of merchant guilds and their market towns
that dominated trade along the coast of Northern Europe. It stretched from the Baltic to the North Sea and inland
during the Late Middle Ages and early modern period (c. 13th—17th centuries).

% Breitzmann, K-H. 2012. Baltic Maritime Transport — tense relationship between logistics and environmental
regulations. Baltic Institute of Marketing, Transport and Tourism at the University of Rostock, Seminar of the Pan-
European Institute, Turku 25.10.2012.
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1988/89|1992/93(1994/95| 2000 2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2011: precrisls

maximum (%)
Germany 53 40 50 53 52 58 58 50 55 54 93,1
Denmark® | 93 93 99 a7 100 110 106 91 87 92 83,6
Sweden 118 | 117 | 126 | 159 178 | 185 | 188 162 180 | 177 94,1
Poland 52 44 52 48 55 52 49 45 60 58 111,5
Finland 67 71 87 92 | 100 |11 | 115 93 109 | 114 98,3
Russia 30 12 15 38 141 174 | 175 171 177 186 106,3
Estonia 9 12 15 40 47 45 36 38 46 48 106,7
Latvia 43 28 39 52 60 61 61 60 59 67 109,8
Lithuania 21 15 13 23 26 29 36 34 38 43 119,4
Total 487 | 432 | 496 601 | 758 | 830 | 825 744 | 811 839 101,8

* including North 5ea Ports; until 1995 national statistics

Source: Baltic Institute Rostock using EUROSTAT, national statistics, ports
Oil transports from Russia have increased drastically with the opening of the new Russian oil
terminals. The Gulf of Finland, in addition to the Danish Straits, forms the narrowest and shallowest
waters in the Baltic Sea. It is one of the most heavily trafficked sea areas in the world. According to
the Helsinki Commission — Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission (HELCOM), over 2,000
passenger or cargo ships sail the Baltic at any time. This has increased the area’s risk level.*
Both freight traffic as well as passenger traffic are in constant increase. Some of the most intense traffic
takes place in the Gulf of Finland, in between the shores of Finland, Estonia, Russia and Sweden where the
passenger traffic has for a long time provided an easy way of transport. In the year 2005 the traffic
comprised in total 40,000 vessels, and the traffic volumes have been roughly at the same level.*® The heavy
passenger traffic of the immense ferries in the narrow archipelago routes has compelled the ferry
companies as well as the coast guards to prepare the traffic for the harsh weather conditions, especially in
the winter time, of the Baltic Sea whereas the other types of risks such as terrorism have not been taken

into account as a very probable threat.

The Baltic Sea area has been covered by land-based AIS stations since 1 July 2005 making the Baltic the first
region in the world capable of real-time monitoring of ship traffic. The shore-based AIS network provides

the maritime safety authorities with a monitoring tool for supervision, risk analyses, search and rescue

* Nikula, P., & Tynkkynen, V-P. 2007. Risks in Oil Transportation in the Gulf of Finland — ”Not a Question of If — But
When”, CIVPRO Working Paper 2007:7.

*® HELCOM. 2009. Maritime Transport in the Baltic Sea. HELCOM report 27/2006. See also HELCOM, Ensuring safe
shipping in the Baltic, report 2009. Available from:
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/OtherPublications/Ensuring safe shipping.pdf
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(SAR) operations, port state control, security and other safety-related tasks to ensure safe navigation.”’
Still, there is continuously need to improve the surveillance of ship traffic as some cases showed, e.g.
maritime security cases such as the hi-jacking of M/S Arctic Sea in 2010 and an unclear armament cargo of

M/S Thor Liberty in 2011.

Figure 3. Ship traffic routes in the Baltic Sea®®
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An example of wider stakeholder cooperation in Baltic Sea maritime cooperation was the project known as
Poseidon, Preventing Terrorism in the Baltic Sea Region, which was co-funded by the European Commission
DG JHL and many public and private participating entities in 2008-2009. The project was coordinated by the
University of Helsinki and it was selected as a best practice model in the field of CBRN threat studies by the
European Commission’s Working Party on Counter-terrorism. The project was a combination of applied
research and assessments, inter-governmental (Finnish-Swedish) table top exercise and final dissemination
of guidelines and policy recommendations. It included studies and exercises to prevent and cope with a

terrorist attack on a passenger ferry in the Baltic Sea, which was not earlier considered as a potential target

3 HELCOM. 2009. Maritime Transport in the Baltic Sea. HELCOM report 27/2006. See also HELCOM,
Ensuring safe shipping in the Baltic, report 2009. Available from:
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/OtherPublications/Ensuring_safe shipping.pdf

3 HELCOM. 2009. Maritime Transport in the Baltic Sea. HELCOM report 27/2006. See also HELCOM,
Ensuring safe shipping in the Baltic, report 2009. Available from:
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/OtherPublications/Ensuring_safe_shipping.pdf
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area for terrorists. The project showed clearly how much regional and cross-sector cooperation are needed
in case of maritime terrorism® and how challenging it might be to pool quickly sufficient capacities to solve

this kind of multidimensional situation.

2.4 The role of private sector in Baltic Sea maritime cooperation

Private entities have traditionally had a strong role in shaping and initiating the Baltic Sea maritime
cooperation. One reason is history which has always changed the existing regimes by leaving the final
leverage and responsibility on those people who are directly dependent on the sea and related industries
such as fishing, tourism and seal hunting. Today, the private actors are not only initiators of micro level
projects but also play an essential role in transnational projects. The definition of “private” actor is often
based on multiple regulations concerning their participation. One could make a rough definition of eligible
private actors as the following: private enterprises and profit-oriented associations, private foundations
and non-profit oriented enterprises, and thirdly, system and service providers which can be anything

between individual experts or large companies.

The common denominator between the Baltic Sea arrangements to engage the private sector in maritime
cooperation seems to be the overall desire for optimal administrative and technological solutions. Besides
administrative solutions, two essential pathways need to be taken into consideration when trying to clarify
the unused resources to tackle the changing tides of modern crisis management. On one hand, the
awareness raising of first responders i.e. citizens themselves, and on the other, the private public
partnership initiatives on critical infrastructure protection, which maritime cooperation is part of. However,
addressing the private sector remains a challenge also in the BSR, not because there would be too many
projects and social initiatives to participate but because the business cycle of quarterly reports differs
somewhat from what public agencies are used to. The best argument to engage the private sector in these
initiatives is the increasing multi-lateralization i.e. need for new standards for interoperability to tackle
interdependency. When the private sector focuses on prevention and preparedness instead of just relief
and reconstruction there are evident costs savings.”” This has been elaborated further by analyzing

(Hellenberg, T. 2002) those countries and corporations which have invested in proficient integrated disaster

3 Hellenberg, T, Visuri. P. 2009. On the Project Poseidon - Maritime Security: http://www.hellenberg.org/page3.aspx
and research report Preventing Terrorism in Maritime Regions. Case Analysis of the Project Poseidon. Edited by Timo
Hellenberg and Pekka Visuri. Aleksanteri Papers 1:2009:

http://www.helsinki.fi/aleksanteri/julkaisut/aleksanteri papers.html

* Hellen berg, T. 2008. Changing Tides of Modern Crisis Management - Towards New Partnership Initiatives on Critical
Infrastructure Protection and Resilient Societies?, CIVPRO COLUMN OF THE MONTH — February 2008.
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management systems and by doing so see returns in their investments. For instance, case examples of

companies such as Anheuser-Busch and Intel are encouraging. *!

When considering new partnership initiatives to tackle the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation, one should
raise the following questions: Why some corporations are getting contracts and why others not? And what
about the transparency in the current public-private partnership (PPP) contracts? Instead of creating new
conceptualizations for outsourcing of government liabilities for their citizens’ safety or obligatory crisis
management operations for private sector, one should consider the PPPs as a long-term option, with
mutual interests matched with clearly identified results. From the public policy point of view, public-private
partnerships should be seen as an opportunity for cost-benefit results and as an alternative for
centralization of the rescue/emergency response capacities. During a time of ever-shrinking civil security
budgets the question of partnership between governmental and private spheres has not been an issue.

Could the same mathematics apply within civil security and maritime cooperation as well?

A growing trend in the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation is a kind of public-private partnership which is often
channelled and facilitated by private foundations. For instance the John Nurminen Foundation was created
in 1992, and since 2004 it has been focusing on environmental work to improve the state of the Baltic Sea.
There is currently a well-established division of work between the international financing institutions and
the John Nurminen Foundation: the foundation can benefit from its “flexibility, independence and fast
approach to implement the first aid mission”.*> Organisations such as HELCOM can cover the holistic
approach and generate an often-needed platform for policy-makers’ participation. These two levels can
work as complementary forces and support each other. Another example is the Baltic Sea Action Group
(BSAG) which is an independent non-profit foundation founded in 2008 in Finland. Its work “is based on
constructive cooperation with authorities and the private sector” and the BSAG like many similar
foundations underlines the importance of studies and interaction with academia. It also highlights the

constructive cooperation “among all levels of society” which resembles the new kind of approach to border

crossing threats and risks.*

The BSAG, like the John Nurminen Foundation, has teamed up with intergovernmental organisations such
as HELCOM. It states that it “follows the HELCOM's Baltic Sea Action plan (2007), focusing on problems

concerning agriculture, maritime activities and hazardous substances.” In February 2010, the BSAG

a Hellenberg, T. 2002. Challenging Disasters, Natural Disaster Reduction in the Context of Intergovernmental
Relations, 2002, Kikimora Publications, pp 72.

*2 John Nurminen Foundation. 2013. website. Available from: www.johnnurmisensaatio.fi

* Baltic Sea Action Group. 2013. website. Available from: www.bsag.fi
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together with the Finnish president and the prime minister organised a Baltic Sea Action Summit which
gathered together heads of state and more than 140 companies and organisations around the Baltic Sea.

The BSAG process continues to work on new commitments in St. Petersburg in spring 2013.*

Besides the foundations and intergovernmental platforms, there are a few private corporations and
associations which have been active in promoting the vulnerability of the Baltic Sea region and the risks of
maritime traffic in particular. Baltic Sea maritime cooperation involving the private sector happens through
formal cooperation agreements (national level), consolidated praxis (foundations), funding mechanisms (EU
funding) and political dialogue (forums such as CBSS and HELCOM). Both for-profit and non-profit oriented
enterprises take part in this cooperation. However, to the best of our knowledge, there are no specific
conventions existing on maritime cooperation with the private sector with regard to prevention,
preparedness and response to crisis. The closest one is the “polluter-pays” principle of HELCOM but this is

based on an inter-governmental context, not public-private agreement.

2.5 Relations with the European Union, United Nations and other regional organizations

After recent waves of eastern enlargement, the EU has finally generated a borderless socio-economic
maritime region in the Baltic Sea, gearing its growth from mounting energy transportation and logistical
highways. However, thus far, there has not been political will to shift decision-making power in this area
from the national to supra-national levels, though there is a significant amount of coordination and
networking between the EU and the BSR countries” civil security authorities. However, international
cooperation in the field of civil security and maritime cooperation particularly has to be supported by
political decisions in the BSR if it is to be effectively furthered (Pursiainen, Hedin and Hellenberg, 2005). The
motivations could be functional, economic and/or ideological. Recent developments in enhancing EU civil
security mechanisms with respect to civil security can be seen as proof that there is some measure of
political will to reallocate national resources to the EU, although civil protection per se traditionally and
ultimately has remained the responsibility of the member states.”” The February 2001 resolution “On
Strengthening the Capabilities of the European Union in the Field of Civil Protection” paved the way for a

more systematic maritime cooperation in the BSR.

The European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA) is one of the EU's decentralised agencies taking part in the
Baltic Sea maritime cooperation. EMSA provides technical assistance and support to the European

Commission and member states in the development and implementation of EU legislation on maritime

44 .

Ibid.
3 Pursiainen, C., Hellenberg, T., Hedin, S. 2005. Civil Protection Systems in the Baltic Sea Region, Eurobaltic
Publications 3, 2005.
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safety, pollution by ships and maritime security. It has also been given operational tasks in the BSR in the
field of oil pollution response, vessel monitoring and in long range identification and tracking of vessels. The
political landscape develops along with crisis situations. This was true also in the case of the setting up of
EMSA in 2003 which was clearly in the fallout from the Erika (1999) and the Prestige (2002) accidents and
their resulting oil spills. These incidents resulted in huge environmental and economic damage to the
coastlines of Spain and France. They also acted as a reminder to decision-makers that Baltic Sea countries
needed to invest in better preparation for a large-scale oil spill, i.e. above-and-beyond the resources

available at individual member state level.

The European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR) is another essential instrument of the EU in
this field. It was issued in 2009, and there have been many common projects in the field of civil security
with the CBSS. The Baltic Sea Maritime Functionalities (BSMF) is a Flagship Project of the EUSBSR Priority
Area on Maritime Safety and Security (no 13). It aims to develop information sharing environment for the
maritime domain in the coastal countries of the Baltic Sea Region through connecting existing concepts and
streamlining them with already functioning operations of national entities as well as presenting good

practices in the management of the national surveillance entities and their cooperation.*®

The aim of integrated maritime surveillance in the European Union is to generate a situational awareness of
activities at sea impacting on maritime safety and security, border control, the marine environment,
fisheries control, trade and economic interests of the EU as well as general law enforcement and defence
so as to facilitate sound decision-making. Maritime situational awareness is the effective understanding of
activity associated with the maritime domain that could impact security, safety, the economy, or
environment of the European Union and its member states. It assists the authorities responsible for
monitoring and surveillance activities in preventing and managing in a comprehensive way all such

situations, events and actions related to the EU maritime domain.*’

3. THE QUALITY ISSUE
3.1 Effectiveness

The undefined operational environment and multiple civil society stakeholders of the Baltic Sea result in

*® CBSS. 2013. CBSS Russian Presidency 2012-2013. Available from: http://www.cbss.org/Civil-Security-and-the-
Human-Dimension/baltic-sea-maritime-functionalities

* EUR-LEX. 2009. Communication from the Commission to the Council the European Parliament, the European
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions - Towards the integration of maritime surveillance
Available from: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2009:0538:FIN:EN:HTML
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the fact that the effectiveness of the maritime cooperation per se cannot be estimated as such. However,
there are some examples which can be assessed and used to draw conclusions of the current situation in
this field. Also the number of accident and emergency situations and their historical development in the

Baltic Sea can highlight the current status of effectiveness of the maritime civil security cooperation.

Figure 4. Number of accidents in the Baltic Sea, 2000-2007*® (HELCOM, 2009)
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While every year there are more vessels plying the waters of the Baltic Sea, the occurrence of ship-to-ship
collisions, one of the most serious types of accidents at sea, has decreased since 2005, especially in such a
busy traffic area like the Gulf of Finland. On average there are about 120 accidents per year within the
Baltic region. The ship-to-ship collisions have decreased, despite an increase in the ship traffic. This is
clearly a result of intensified cooperation and technological improvements in maritime safety. The traffic
separation schemes and ship reporting systems introduced in the Baltic have had a positive effect on the
safety of navigation and might have contributed to the reduced number of collisions in recent years,
especially in the Gulf of Finland. Currently the most common type of accidents are groundings, accounting
for almost a half of all the reported cases in 2007, when there were only 15 ship-to-ship collisions. That is
50 percent less than in 2005 and 2006. Most of the accidents usually occur in the south-western Baltic

Sea.* However, as we can see in figure 4 above, there is a marked increase in traffic volumes compared to

*®* HELCOM. 2009. Ensuring safe shipping in the Baltic, report 2009. Available from:
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/OtherPublications/Ensuring_safe_shipping.pdf
* HELCOM. 2009. Ensuring safe shipping in the Baltic, report 2009. Available from:
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/OtherPublications/Ensuring safe shipping.pdf
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pre-2004. This means the amount of shipping has increased significantly and thus the risk potential (not

necessary probability) as well.

Oil spill prevention and preparedness to manage disasters is a vital part of bilateral and multilateral
cooperation based on the existing everyday needs and risks in a society. Oil spillage is a particular type of
accident, integrated into the sphere of international activities and mostly it has to be solved by means of
international cooperation. It is also a special type of risk as having impact both on seawaters and
seashore, not to forget the inland waters and river banks. The risk of oil spills is named as the
highest potential risk factor among BSR civil security and civil protection authorities interviewed for this

study.

Figure 5. Oil tankers in the Baltic Sea®
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Transportation of oil and other potentially hazardous cargoes is growing steadily. A HELCOM study in 2009
forecast an increase of 40 percent by 2015 in the amounts of oil being shipped on the Baltic. In 2007 it
reached the level of 170 million tons. The use of much bigger tankers is also expected to increase. There

will be then more tankers which can carry 100,000-150,000 tons of oil.**

> HELCOM. 2009. Reinforcing oil spill response capacity in the Baltic, Helsinki 2009. Available from:
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/OtherPublications/Reinforcing_QilSpill_Resp_Capacity.pdf
> HELCOM. 2009. Reinforcing oil spill response capacity in the Baltic, Helsinki 2009. Available from:
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/OtherPublications/Reinforcing QilSpill Resp Capacity.pdf
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There are no important oil pipelines or off-shore gas/oil stations in the Baltic Sea. The only long distance gas
pipeline is the twin Nord Stream natural gas system which went into service in 2011. Both lines together are
due to transport around 1.9 trillion cubic feet of Russian gas each year to Germany and consumers in
Western Europe for at least 50 years. The assessment of environmental preconditions was done in great

depth and also scientifically studied.>

3.2 Efficiency

Measuring efficiency is a challenge as the Baltic Sea maritime cooperation is not based on a single
organisational framework or budgeting.”® However, efficiency could be described also from overall
capacities used for civil security and maritime cooperation. The civil protection and emergency
management capacities of the Baltic Sea countries are suffering currently from shrinking state budgets. One
could perhaps ask whether public-private partnerships could finally emerge as an unused resource to tackle

the growing new threats of natural and man-made origin?

It is important to note, however, that addressing the private sector remains a challenge in the Baltic Sea
maritime cooperation and civil security in particular. This is a result of different concepts and definitions of
efficiency. For the private sector, efficiency means here primarily financial indicators (i.e. for instance what
is the alternative cost of investing in civil security projects in maritime traffic) whereas for the public sector
it can mean other indications such as the volume (and satisfaction) of end users taking part in civil security

activities, awareness raising campaigns, vocational training, voluntary work and applied research projects.

3.3 Legitimacy

The issue of legitimacy in preventing and responding to Baltic Sea maritime emergencies has been high on
the agenda in most of the BSR countries. One of the reasons for the heated discussion is the fact that
maritime traffic is considered as the greatest potential risk factor for the vulnerable Baltic Sea area. The

narrow ship lanes and shallow waters increase the probability for collisions and groundings. Particular risk

> Leppdnen, J-M. 2011. The Environmental Impacts of the Nord Stream Gas Pipeline in the Baltic Sea. SYKE Marine
Research Centre, Helsinki 2011. Available from:
http://lp.ncdownloader.com/EBook1/?g=Leppanen%20Nord%20Stream%20Pipeline%20pdf

> While it is hard to describe the overall budget used for Baltic Sea maritime cooperation in civil security, there are
some positive examples such as the BalticSea portal and its EfficientSea project. The project has been funded by the
EU and contracting countries Finland, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Poland and Estonia. It had 17 partners from 6
countries, started in 2009 and ended in 2012. The budget was 8 million euro and the EU covered 75% of the costs.
See: http://www.itameriportaali.fi/en GB/
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areas in the Baltic Sea are in the Gulf of Finland, the Archipelago Sea and the Quark, all of which have
specific ecological value, but also serve as crossing paths for heavy maritime traffic, particularly between
Helsinki and Tallinn. These characteristics together with other kinds of risks, for instance, terrorist attacks
on vessels carrying oil, would have severe civil security consequences for people, property and

environment in the region for decades to come.

According to the Eurobaltic Project Report on Cross-Border Risks at the Baltic Sea Region (Hellenberg &
Hedin, 2006), there are several advantages which are in favour of cross border cooperation to secure
legitimacy and transparency within the BSR region. On the plus side is that the fleet sailing in the Baltic Sea
is generally modern. Additionally, transportation by way of single hull vessels is a thing of the past and,
importantly, legislation around transportation is strict. Finally, there is a better information flow and
possibilities of identification of ships and oil spills. Satellite pictures and the monitoring by aircraft and

vessels have, for instance, improved the control of Baltic Sea traffic.

4. CONCLUSION

This report has defined the current status of maritime cooperation in the BSR from the civil security
perspective. The study has clearly indicated that the risk of an oil spill is regarded as the highest cross-
border factor among the civil security authorities of the Baltic Sea countries. The oil spill risk is seen
not only as potential, but also unavoidable, which makes it one of the crucial elements of sustainable
community preparedness and response measures within the region. For instance, during an oil spill
exercise in the Stockholm archipelago it became obvious that the oil spill management systems differ
between the Baltic Sea states and that the structure mainly depends on whether there is a centralised
or a decentralised organisation of the fire and rescue services. Also the role of other bodies, e.g. the
Coast Guard, differs. In Russia, Estonia and Latvia, centralised crisis or emergency commissions are
established. In Finland, the Fire and Rescue Service is responsible on land, while the Finnish Environment
Institute is responsible at sea. In Germany, the Central Command for Maritime Emergencies Germany
(Havariekommando) of five lander and the federal state are responsible in case of a collision at sea and

also for oil spills at sea and on shore.

The greatest potential transport risks within the BSR are derived from growing energy transportation
traffic, namely natural gas and oil. The EU’s external dependence and, at the same time, vulnerability to
energy is rapidly increasing. Though the Union has very limited scope to influence energy supply conditions,
it can effectively manage the risks related to energy transport, particularly in sea corridors. Regardless of

the usage of high-end technology and a stable business environment, the EU energy transits at the Baltic
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Sea are facing physical risks (transfer of demand, geopolitical crises, natural disasters), economic risks (price
fluctuations), social risks (social disruptions), environmental risks (global warming) and terrorism. The
terrorism risk related to sea transport is clearly evident within the BSR but it has yet to be studied properly.
This is particularly true of some sub-regions of the Baltic Sea, e.g. the Baltic Proper and the Sound, where
the narrow and shallow straits cause additional risks. In upcoming years the maritime traffic, for instance
the amount of transported oil, is forecast to increase substantially. The oil transit by shipping within the
Gulf of Finland is seven times greater than 10 years ago. In 2000, the oil cargo through the Gulf of Finland
was 40M tons, in 2006, 140M tons and by the end of the decade it reached the level of 190-200M tons. Sea
transportation essentially uses larger vessels and, although this means less traffic, the risk potential for a

large scale accident will grow.

Common civil security and crisis management concepts could be an optimal area of BSR intergovernmental
cooperation and capacity sharing, promoting confidence across borders, and ultimately improving common
response on common risks, in other words, societal risk resilience. The BSR could (and should) play a role of
providing an example of moving from critical infrastructure protection towards societal resilience and
citizens’ safety. This would provide citizens of the region comprehensive safety across their borders and
enhance mutual trust towards our common survival kit targeted to respond to the greatest megatrend of
the 21* century: the balancing of domestic safety risks and external security threats; something which the
Baltic Sea has witnessed over centuries but which could prove lethal if not recognized and faced with
proper survival strategy and power. The EU policy on critical infrastructure protection (CIP) is a case in point
when considering the common concept for Baltic Sea civil protection. The CIP policies and related research
programmes such as the FP7 Security Programme deal often with low probability but high consequence
attacks and risks, both natural and manmade in their origin. The BSR is not a region traditionally viewed as
a potential for terrorism, but of possible natural and technological hazards. These can include the potential
for terrorism. Therefore, the most appropriate starting point in risk mapping in the BSR is the EU’s
endorsed all-hazards approach. This approach promotes the generalized conception that regardless of the

origin of the disaster the recovery mechanisms can be very much alike.

We can say that in the Baltic Sea countries, the traditional military and counter-terrorism threat assessment
(and response) mechanisms face administrative and operative challenges in adapting to new asymmetric
multidimensional threats. Not accidentally, the CIP processes are regarded also globally as administrative
and technological challenges. This thinking would multiply the real threats as it neglects the fact of how
political the whole issue actually is; what is defined as critical obligates certain investments and pre-
emptive policies to be implemented and budgeted. In CIP the bottom line is balancing between judging the

acceptable level of risk, invested protection policies and freedom of citizens.
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In years to come, small and innovative states such as Estonia are facing opportunities along with challenges
of big countries in arranging citizens’ safety and societal resilience. They are striving to pave the way for
societal resilience and citizens’ safety instead of top down models of critical infrastructure protection and
securing vital functions of society. One might call this as a fortress dilemma, how to manage and encourage
people, taxpayers, the real first responders as an asset in comprehensive societal security, instead of a

burden to be protected by governmental agencies?
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ANNEX I: CODED DATA

ANVIL PROJECT

MAPPING PROTOCOL - WP3 (BSR maritime cooperation)

2.1.1

CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL ASPECTS OF RO

DEALING WITH CIVIL SECURITY

The establishment of the RO

4
g2 anvil-

Analysis of Civil Security
Systems in Europe

YES
DEGREE
Qf:_ High/Medium/Low SOURCE

Is the formation of the RO related to the EU
or other RO?

no | Medium

2.1.2

The evolution of the RO eventual
membership enlargement and current
membership

Does the RO have observers/associate
members with a different status with respect
to (founding) pMS?

no

2.1.3

The member characteristics of the RO

Are RO's pMS also EU members?

no

2.1.4

The cultural milieu of the RO

Recall the scores of each pMS with regard to
the World Value Survey parameter on
industrial/post industrial attitude:

There is a dominant attitude among pMS?

no | Medium

There is a great variance among pMS?

Yes | High

2.2.1

Has any cultural feature of the region
influenced in a substantial way the RO
characters and activities? It may relate to
language, religion, history, as well as deep-
rooted crisis experience(s) which impacted
the whole region.

LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL ASPECTS OF RO
DEALING WITH CIVIL SECURITY

The current legal basis of the RO

Cold War and Soviet
Yes | High Union

DEGREE
High/Medium/Low

SOURCE

Have any major changes in the legal basis
framework occurred since the 1990s?

no

Does the statutory basis rely on a single law?

no

Does the statutory basis rely on fragmented
statutory provisions?

no
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Have there been any major changes,
occurring over time, in the legal framework
regulating crisis management?

Yes

Are there any major changes foreseen in the
future?

no

several HELCOM, CBSS
etc

2.2.2

The current RO institutional framework

Are there ad hoc ruling bodies (i.e. RO
presidency, secretariat, councils/assembly of
member states representatives, etc)?

no

Are there permanent ruling bodies inside the
RO?

Yes

Does the representation mechanism involve
all pmS?

no

Do the observers/associate members support
the RO by financing it?

no

Do the observers/associate members support
the RO by providing crisis management
assets?

no

Do the RO agencies have a degree of
autonomy?

no

Is there a division of responsibility?

Yes

Are there specific agreements, programme,
budgets devoted to civil security?

Yes

low

Have there been any major changes,
occurring over time, in the legal/institutional
framework?

no

Are there accountability arrangements?

no

such as SUCBAS, DG meeting

of Civil Protection

Some modest funds to
Secretariat of Helcom, CBSS
and so forth

2.23

Decision making process

Is unanimous agreement required from all
partners?

no

Is there an agreement required by national
parliaments through a formal legislative
procedure?

no

Is the decision making prevalently
intergovernmental?

Yes

Is the decision making prevalently
supranational?

no

2.24

Activities related to civil security

Is there a kind of prioritization among threats
considered by RO?

Yes

QOil spills, collisions

Are there activities related to prevention?

Yes

Exercises, monitoring
systems, information
exchange

Are there activities related to preparedness
(regular exercises, exchange activities,
research projects/funding, efforts in terms of
standardisation, joint procurement, joint
planning and common risk mapping,
formation of experts networks)?

Yes

as above + training

Are there activities related to response?

Yes
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Does the RO operate at operative level and

manage executive activities? Yes | SUCBAS
Does the RO operate at political level and
conduct consultation activities? Yes | HELCOM, CBSS
Is there a different approach with regards to
prevention, preparedness and response? Yes
2.2.5 | The crisis management approach
But adhoc and based
Does the RO use members’ civilian/military on multiple
assets for responding to a crisis? overlapping
Yes | agreements
Does the RO use its own assets? no
Is there a coordination mechanism of these
assets? Yes | Helcom

23.1

Does the RO develop a lessons-learned
process or best-practices?

THE RELATIONS BETWEEN RO AND pMS
CITIZENS, GOVERNMENTS AND
STAKEHOLDERS

Citizens

Yes

DEGREE

High/Medium/Low

SOURCE

Do citizens somehow know of the existence
of this regional cooperation?

Yes

Does the RO enjoy support?

Yes

Does the RO somehow
communicate to/inform citizens of
the countries involved?

Yes

Is there a main method used by the RO across
the region for informing the public on an
emerging/unfolding crisis?

no

Is there cooperation on common crisis
communication systems?

Yes

Are there central reliable website/social
media or mobile application to update
citizens on relevant crisis issue/security
information?

Yes

Problem is that there are
several and overlapping

2.3.2

Relations between RO and pMS governments

Are governments committed to the RO (i.e.
by commitment resources, by participation of
high-level policy makers to related fora, by
the frequency of meetings, by the declaration
issue by governments regarding the RO)?

Yes

High

Do governments provide strategic and policy
guidelines to the RO with respect to civil
security?

Yes

High

Do governments supervise RO activities?

Yes

Medium

Are governments influenced by RO
regulations/strategy/activities (i.e.
documents/strategies/policies make explicit
reference to RO frameworks/activities)?

Yes

High
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Do national parliaments play a particular
role?

Yes

Low

Have governments used RO mechanisms for
civil security (i.e. transnational disaster, major
disaster beyond the capacity of the country,
etc.)?

no

Do governments delegate specific functions
to the RO?

no

Does the RO contribute to the information
sharing/awareness of in the pMS with respect
to civil security?

Yes

SUCBAS

233

Relations between RO and stakeholders

Does the RO have direct relations with
stakeholders?

Yes

High

Does the RO have relations with
regional/provincial/local stakeholders?

Yes

Medium

Do stakeholders have expectations toward
the RO’s role on civil security?

Yes

High

Does the RO contribute to the
education/information
sharing/awareness/training of stakeholders?

THE ROLE OF PRIVATE SECTOR IN
MAINTAINING CIVIL SECURITY

Does the RO cooperate with profit-oriented
and non-profit organizations in the private
sector?

Yes

Yes

Low

DEGREE
High/Medium/Low

Medium

Are there any conventions or agreements
existing on cooperation with private sector
organizations with regard to prevention,
preparedness and response to crisis?

THE RELATIONS WITH THE EU, UN AND

OTHER RO

Does the RO have relations with the EU
and/or related institutions (i.e. European
Commission)

Yes

DEGREE
High/Medium/Low

High

Does the RO have representatives/officers in
EU institutions?

Yes

Low

Are there funding or coordination
mechanisms between the RO and EU
institutions?

Yes

Medium

Does the RO, formally or de facto, act as a
means to harmonise national legislation with
the EU acquis?

no

Does the RO, formally or de facto,
act as a mean to implement EU
regulations/strategies/policies?

Yes

Low

Is there any relation with UN with regards to
civil security issues?

Yes

Low

Is there any relation with NATO with regards
to civil security issues?

Yes

Medium

SOURCE

SOURCE

EU Strategies and financial
instruments

Indirectly via contracting
parties i.e. States

Used to be more during
Interreg programmes

Very difficult due that there
are no single RO here!

Only via research and
information exchange
NATO Pfp exercises at the
BSR, monitoring
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3.1

Are there relations with other RO studied by
WP3?

THE QUALITY ISSUE

Effectiveness

Yes

High

DEGREE
High/Medium/Low

HELCOM, CBSS

SOURCE

Has there been any
review/evaluation/scrutiny of RO by pMS
and/or EU?

Yes

High

Has there been any professional/political
inquiry over crisis having RO involvement?

No

Constant review and
studies conducted

3.2

Efficiency

Have there been any changes in the budget's
amount?

Yes

High

Are budget details publicly available?

Yes

Low

Is the budget for regional cooperation
generally uncontested?

Yes

Is there a source of controversy among and
within pMS regarding the budget?

Yes

Is pMS' contribution to the budget
proportionate to their benefits of the
cooperation?

no

Is there a permanent budget for “cold phase”
cooperation (preparation, prevention)?

no

Is there asset sharing and/or asset
procurement through the RO which may be
related to efficiency?

no

Does the RO have the goal to enhance
efficiency of national civil security systems
(i.e. by improving standardization and/or
interoperability of assets)?

Yes

low

Contributions vary but in
increase

somewhat

available

very difficult to measure due
that too many actors

33

Legitimacy

Do countries use the regional cooperation
mechanism in place when crisis occur?

Yes

low

Do countries by-pass the formal mechanisms
and contact each other bilaterally or
informally?

Yes

Medium

Do countries by-pass the regional
organization in favor of more overarching
ones, such as the EU?

Yes

Medium

Are there cases where RO involvement in
crisis management have strained political
relations between pMS or undermined the
legitimacy of a national government?

no

Use but seen as a last resort
if national mechanisms fail

This is the normal standard
of cooperation
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