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2. Introduction 

Under the Arctic Environment Protection Strategy and the Arctic Council, the Arctic countries 
have agreed on a “framework for taking early cooperative action on emergency prevention, 
preparedness and response in the Arctic.”  The Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and 
Response working group (EPPR) was established by the declaration on the protection of the 
Arctic environment signed June 14, 1991 in Rovaniemi, Finland, as a network for information on 
Arctic accidents and for facilitating co-operation among the Arctic states in the areas of 
emergency prevention, preparedness and response. 

This document, previously referred to as the Arctic Guide, was developed by EPPR and has been 
maintained to provide a way to keep the Arctic countries informed on EPPR arrangements and to 
identify contact information and available resources.  EPPR’s role in the overall scheme of 
supporting sustainable and responsible development in the Arctic region has brought with it a 
renewed dedication for “getting it right,” particularly in light of the quickening pace of change in 
the Arctic’s climate, and the realization that worst case scenarios can and do happen. 

In 2010, over a period of 87 days more than 4 million barrels of oil was released into the Gulf of 
Mexico.  This accident, known as the Deepwater Horizon event, happened 5000 feet below the 
surface and 45 miles offshore in the Gulf.1  In 2011, a magnitude 9 earthquake struck the East 
Coast of Japan and its accompanying series of tsunamis left over 18,500 people dead or missing 
and devastated an entire region.  The tsunami caused a severe nuclear emergency at Fukushima 
Dai’ichi.2  These two events, more than any other, moved the emergency response community to 
consider the consequences of severe events—to focus on safety practices as a first line of defense 
against uncontrolled spills and nuclear incident prevention, and to assess readiness and ensure 
response capabilities. 

Propelled by concerns that the consequences of warming trends in the Arctic’s environment 
would bring to the forefront increased risks of emergency situations, as well as by a new 
appreciation of the severity of possible hazards from natural and man-made sources, the Arctic 
Council moved swiftly to enhance international collaboration in these areas.  To improve Search 
and Rescue cooperation among Arctic nations the Arctic Council approved the Agreement on 
Cooperation on Aeronautical and Maritime Search and Rescue in the Arctic (Arctic SAR 
Agreement) during the 2011 Nuuk Ministerial meeting, the first ever international agreement 
entered into under the auspices of the Arctic Council.  (See Section 6 and Annex 1 for more 
information on relevant agreements and conventions.) Improving oil spill prevention, 
preparedness and response cooperation was also a top priority for the Ministers during this 
meeting.  The Arctic Marine Oil Spill Preparedness and Response Task Force was established 
“to develop an International Instrument on Arctic marine oil pollution preparedness and 
response, and call[ed] for the Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response (EPPR) and 
other relevant working groups to develop recommendations and/or best practices in the 
prevention of marine oil pollution.”  The Arctic Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response 
Agreement was signed on May 15, 2013 in Kiruna, Sweden.  EPPR developed the operating 
guidelines for the Agreement and will maintain the guidelines document. 

                                                      
1 National Incident Commander’s Report: MC252 Deepwater Horizon at 3 (October 1, 2010) 
2 International Atomic Energy Agency Report to the Member States, IAEA International Fact Finding Mission of the Fukushima 

Dai-ichi NPP Accident following the Great East Japan Earth Quake and Tsunami, June 16, 2011  
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In response to the high priority that the Ministers’ place on preventing, preparing for and 
responding to emergencies in the Arctic region, EPPR reviewed its activities and ensured they 
were aligned with the Ministers’ renewed mandate.  As a result of the review and to support the 
Nuuk Ministerial mandate, EPPR developed the “Recommended Practices Prevention in the 
Prevention of Marine Oil Pollution in the Arctic” project (RP3) to address prevention of 
accidental oil spills in the Arctic region.  Results from the RP3 project were presented at the 
2013 Ministerial meeting.  EPPR will continue to focus on prevention and address 
recommendations captured in the RP3 report.  EPPR will also collaborate with the Arctic 
Council Task Force created to develop an Arctic Council action plan or other arrangement on oil 
pollution prevention. This Task Force, formed by the Ministers in May 2013 in Kiruna, Sweden, 
is charged to present the outcomes of its work and any recommendations for further action at the 
next Ministerial meeting in 2015.  

3. Purpose 

The purpose of this document is to provide broad information on activities in the Arctic that pose 
a risk for a disastrous release of pollutants into the Arctic environment, discuss the 
responsibilities of the Arctic states regarding emergency prevention, preparedness and response 
programs and activities and to list contact information for access to Arctic state emergency 
prevention, preparedness and response resources. 

Although EPPR is not a response organization, it facilitates response through collaborative 
activities of Arctic Council nations.  Consequently, this document does not have the same formal 
basis or structure as the operational manuals in existing multi-or bilateral agreements, or the 
operational guidelines managed by EPPR for the oil spill agreement.  EPPR is, however, actively 
engaged in addressing operational response gaps identified through its ongoing analysis, or as 
assigned by Senior Arctic Officials (SAOs).  Additionally, EPPR is a venue for emergency 
experts from Arctic Council nations to engage in collaborative activities to mitigate risks, and in 
robust exchanges of information on preparedness and response. 

As a part of its collaborative activities, EPPR works in concert with other Arctic Council 
working groups to improve and protect the environment.  As an example, EPPR collaborates 
with the Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME) working group on implementing 
outcomes from the Arctic Marine Shipping Assessment. EPPR also contributes to analyses and 
data collection activities for projects led by PAME, the Sustainable Development Working 
Group and the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program. EPPR also cooperates with other 
relevant international organizations including the International Maritime Organization. 

4. Brief Description of Risks in the Arctic  

The eight Arctic states have each identified activities in their Arctic region which they consider 
present environmental risks due to location and operation.  The risks vary from country to 
country, as not all commercial activities conducted within the territory of an Arctic nation take 
place within the Arctic region.  Each of the Arctic states completed an individual risk assessment 
based on the 1998 EPPR document, Environmental Risk Analysis of Arctic Activities, Report 

No. 2.  Outcomes from those assessments are found in Annex 2, along with an explanation of the 
assessment process. 
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A key consideration in environmental risks is the increase in human activities in the Arctic 
region.  Increased human activities are anticipated to have a greater impact on ecosystems in the 
Arctic, including in those areas where there has been no human activity at all or activity was 
limited to traditional use.  Special attention and special measures need to be considered to 
prevent and prepare for potentially significant pollution events in order to reduce risks for such 
areas or minimize possible impact from pollution. 

The risks identified in the assessment matrices in Annex 2 are associated with three broad 
activity categories:  oil and gas exploitation, nuclear operations and the handling of hazardous 
materials.  Military activities are not assessed as they are not within the mandate of the Arctic 
Council.  The identified risks present the potential for environmental emergencies of such scope 
as to have a transboundary impact and may thus involve foreign assistance or cooperation.  
Transboundary is defined as crossing at least one national or international political border.  
Quantification of these risks establishes the basis for planning and maintaining effective 
emergency prevention, preparedness and response programs. 

The activities and associated risks are briefly described below. 

  

 
“Fishing Boat, Ilulissat” by Kristine Riskaer. Creative Commons BY license. 
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Oil and Gas Exploitation, Transportation and Storage 

 Oil and gas exploration presents the risk of losing well control resulting in the discharge 
of oil or release of gas and the potential for fire. 

 Oil and gas production presents opportunities for accidental oil spills or release of gas 
from both land and sea during transfers and shipping. 

 Major transportation routes of bulk petroleum products carry the risk of discharges and 
releases from accidents. 

 Oil pipelines have the potential to discharge oil. 

 Oil depots present the threat of accidental releases from storage or during off-loading.  

 At sea loading facilities present the threat of accidental releases while engaging in on-
loading activities, especially in the absence of protective booming. 

Nuclear Operations, Transportation and Storage 

 Threats of radioactive material releases are associated with nuclear power plants, other 
nuclear operations, activities and sites such as nuclear waste storage facilities/sites. 

Hazardous Material Operations, Handling and Storage 

 Hazardous material storage and waste sites carry the risk of accidental releases of 
hazardous materials, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), chlorine, oxides and 
heavy metals. 

 Bulk transportation of hazardous materials carries the risk of release due to accidents.    

 Arctic-based mining presents the risk of accidental release of tailings containing heavy 
metals as well as the release of other hazardous materials. 

 Abandoned and sunken vessels have the potential to leak oil, radioactive material, and 
other hazardous materials.  

 Pulp mills have the potential for episodic chemical releases.  

 Petroleum/chemical storage tanks and landfills may present groundwater contamination 
risks.  

Gaps in Scientific Knowledge 

As reserves of conventional crude oils are being depleted, the petroleum industry has shifted its focus to 
non-conventional petroleum sources such as bio-fuels and reserves of oil sands bitumen, the extraction of 
conventional petroleum reserves located under greater ocean depths, and land-based reserves trapped in 
rock and shale. New technologies are making the extraction of these conventional and non-conventional 
petroleum reserves economically viable, but may also increase the risk of spills and environmental 
impacts. Scientific knowledge for spill response often lags behind the rapid application of new petroleum 
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extraction technologies. For example, there is much to be learned about the physical and chemical 
properties of diluted bitumen and other heavy crude oils and how environmental influences can affect the 
fate and behaviour of diluted bitumen in the event of a marine spill. The majority of products have not 
been studied to determine how they behave in the marine environment and to assess whether the various 
products have common or dissimilar behavioural characteristics. Effective spill countermeasures need to 
correspond to the specific chemical and physical properties of the spilled product.  Additional research 
studies are required in order to develop a broader understanding of a wider range of types of oil products 
that will be transported in the near future.  This new information will facilitate a better understanding of 
the potential impact that these products can have on marine ecosystems and support the selection of the 
appropriate spill response technologies and countermeasures to protect the marine and coastal 
environments. 

Emerging Priorities in Arctic Countries  

As EPPR countries examined planned Arctic activities some emerging risks were noted.  These 
risks are developing, in part, as an outcome from economic changes and scientific research 
within EPPR countries.  Risk associated with oil and gas production, tourism, shipping and 
mining were identified as activities that are increasing in occurrence and may need to be 
evaluated.   A brief description of those risks are listed below. 

Offshore drilling – is characterized by stationary sources in specific geographic areas, creating 
the potential for release of unknown quantities of oil which could occur as a result of a blowout.  
Rigs may also contain hazardous material and noxious liquid substances which can pollute the 
marine environment.  Vessel traffic is anticipated to increase as future oil exploration, 
development and production occurs. 

Pipelines – traverse great distances, are primarily land based, and have the capacity to transport 
large volumes of crude oil, natural gas, jet “A” fuel, gasoline and diesel fuel.  Pipelines may 
cross state/country boundaries which could create transboundary events.  

Tourism – activities include cruise ship tours, charter tour companies, recreational vessels and 
sport fishing.  Pollution incidents could occur from any of these types of activities resulting in a 
release/discharge of oil, hazardous material and/or noxious liquid substances.  Search and rescue 
of passengers and/or crew could also be a significant challenge. . 

Shipping (both hazardous and non-hazardous cargo) – Ships not carrying oil or hazardous and 
noxious substances (HNS) as cargo also pose a significant threat.  This category of vessel is 
referred to as non-tank vessels (NTVs).  It includes freighters, cruise ships, cargo ships, etc.  
NTVs may carry hazardous materials other than oil and may traverse sensitive ecological areas. 

Mining - risks include the accidental release of tailings containing heavy metals as well as the 
release of other hazardous materials as a part of mining processes.  While these activities 
typically do not impact a large area, the countries should be aware of and prepare for pollution 
prevention actions. 
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5. Organization and General Responsibilities of Emergency 
Prevention and Response Programs 

General Observations 

In any Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response program the following points should 
be addressed: 

 Identification by title of the person in charge of emergency response; 

 Identification of key organizations and their specific roles, including the role of 
indigenous people; 

 Definition of relationships among the organizations and identification of leaders for 
specific actions; 

 A description of outside organizations who could be called on for additional assistance; 

 Description of the roles, responsibilities and authorities of government and industry. 

Main Organizations 

The main organizations with responsibilities for, and who are partners in, the emergency 
prevention, preparedness and response process are the national governments, the local 
authorities, the local community, special interest groups, and industry.  Depending on the 
specific national policy of the governments involved, the following activities highlight the 
responsibilities and roles that these organizations may undertake. 

National governments – have the overall responsibility for ensuring or organizing and 
maintaining an adequate level of preparedness throughout the country by providing guidelines 
for regional and local authorities and industry and initiating coordinated response plans at the 
national, regional and local levels.  National governments should also ensure that adequate 
resources have been provided to the local communities for their responsibilities regarding 
emergency response.  National governments also exercise regulatory authority and oversight of 
industrial activities aimed at preventing accidental releases of harmful substances into the 
environment. 

Local authorities – are responsible for protecting the public and the environment by developing 
emergency awareness and preparation programs.  They can encourage local participation through 
meetings and contacts with industry officials and community leaders.  They are also responsible 
for establishing a climate of cooperation and for coordinating emergency and other public group 
participation.  Local authorities may include state, province, district, city or town officials.  Local 
authorities may also exercise regulatory authority and oversight of industrial activities for the 
purpose of minimizing the potential for and protecting people and property from the harm of 
accidental releases. 

The leaders of local communities – should represent the concerns of their community.  These 
leaders may include leaders of indigenous peoples, community groups, environmental groups or 
associations, leaders in the business and education communities, and non-governmental 
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organizations.  Their responsibilities include communicating with local authorities and industry 
leaders on issues important to their community and providing feedback to the community 
constituents about the plans and programmes being developed.  It is also the local community’s 
responsibility to mobilize local support and participation in the emergency planning process and 
to train their constituents on the details of the plan.  Local leaders and members of the 
community also play an important role in reporting the occurrence of releases and bringing these 
to the attention of local and national authorities. 

The responsibilities of industry (vessel and facility owners) – are to develop work strategies to 
reduce the risk of accidental releases of harmful substances from abnormal conditions and 
emergencies that can be reasonably anticipated.  They are also responsible for developing 
programmes to inform the public and to create a well-informed community capable of effective 
participation in emergency response programmes.  Industry is also responsible for establishing 
close working relationships with the emergency response agencies in the local communities, and 
for keeping them informed about established safety measures and the occurrence of releases with 
the potential to harm the public, the environment or property. 

General Differences in Responsibilities 

While in some nations, prevention, preparedness, and response is the primary responsibility of 
the government, in other nations these responsibilities are assigned to the vessel or facility 
owner.  In these nations, the national government requires owners to establish programs for the 
prevention of oil, hazardous materials or radiological materials release; develop contingency 
preparedness plans and exercises for response to releases; and assume responsibility for response 
to releases from their vessels or facilities. 

National, International and Other Governmental Organizations 

In addition, national, international, governmental and non-governmental organizations have an 
important role to play in Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response.  These 
organizations may play various roles including notifying of accidents, disseminating information, 
and promoting and supporting implementation of programs.  

Trends  

Emerging trends in emergency prevention, preparedness and response programs which Arctic 
nations may want to consider when improving their existing emergency management systems 
include: 

 All hazards approach to emergency management recognizes the importance of a unified 
approach which takes into account all risks and develops comprehensive plans for 
addressing the prevention or mitigation of the risks, and preparedness and response 
measures within an integrated response system involving multiple levels of government.  
Plans focus on the roles and responsibilities of the various agencies in responding to 
different types of risk, and the roles and responsibilities of each level of government. 

 Technology is increasing as a tool to improve communications and situational awareness, 
in addition to contributing to worker safety and enhanced response capabilities.  Voice, 
video and data communications technology, including social media, improve the speed 
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and accuracy of information flow during the emergency.  Emergency organizations can 
issue updated situation reports to the public and responders; responders can communicate 
with each other, crisis operations centers or data analysis centers. 

 Increased emphasis on international cooperation is driving the need to harmonize systems 
across national borders, to enhance participation in joint exercises and training, and to 
define standards or certification methods by which the technical proficiencies in one 
nation are recognized in another. 

Developing technology, improving the application of technology, expanding international 
cooperation, and developing an all hazards approach are all methods being implemented in 
various ways in Arctic nations. These developments and lessons learned are shared in EPPR and 
are an important component of information exchange in the working group.   

Country Responsibilities 

Emergency management responsibilities in the Arctic states share some organizational 
similarities, but they are not identical.  Differences in the size of Arctic nations, the types of risk-
generating activities taking place within their borders, the extent of national territory lying within 
the confines of the Arctic, governance structures and regulatory models, are among the primary 
factors influencing the organization of Arctic nation emergency programs.  A brief description of 
the organization of responsibilities, points of contact, notification procedures and 

 

“Strange comings and goings in Elliot Bay”, by Dave Nakayama. Creative Commons BY license 
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communications systems, emergency equipment and facilities readiness and other relevant 
information is found as a part of the individual countries information discussed in Chapter 10.  

6. International, Multilateral and Bilateral Agreements and 
Conventions 

National governments have long recognized the importance of mutual assistance and 
international cooperation in preparedness and response.  In recognition of this principle, Arctic 
nations have engaged in international cooperation through a variety of international agreements 
and arrangements which address emergency prevention, preparedness and response, resulting in 
a rich history of international cooperation manifested in the wide spectrum of engagement in 
EPPR’s activities:  information exchanges, exercises and training, publications and special 
projects. 

Increased focus on international cooperation in the Arctic region is evidenced by the two 
agreements negotiated through the auspices of the Arctic Council: 

1. Agreement on Cooperation on Aeronautical and Marine Search and Rescue in the Arctic 
(Arctic SAR Agreement) entered into under the auspices of the Arctic Council in 2011; 

2. Agreement on Arctic Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response signed on 
May 15, 2013 in Kiruna, Sweden.  EPPR developed the operating guidelines for the 
Agreement and will maintain the guideline document. 

Each of the Arctic nations participates (at differing levels) in international, multilateral and 
bilateral agreements.  Agreements cover at least part of the Arctic region and pertain to 
emergency prevention and preparedness activities.  Annex 1 is a matrix that includes the 
principal agreements, conventions or arrangements which Arctic Council member states rely on 
to support emergency management cooperative activities.  The matrix lists the title of the 
agreement, the common name when applicable, a brief description of what it covers and 
identification of the Arctic nations involved.   

7. Role of Indigenous Peoples 

The effects of environmental emergencies in the Arctic regions can be dire on the way of life of 
the indigenous peoples due to their traditional close association with and dependence on natural 
resources.  Indigenous peoples are especially vulnerable to ecological, environmental, social, 
economic, cultural and spiritual impacts of oil spills and other accidents. 

Because they comprise the majority of the local population in many areas of the Arctic, 
indigenous peoples may be the first to observe and to respond to environmental changes and 
emergencies in their localities.  They, as well as non-indigenous local residents, should be 
trained in response planning and measures in order that they can take the crucial first steps in an 
emergency situation before additional responders can reach the area. 

Examples of training initiatives could include: 

 Basic emergency preparedness training including concepts, simulations, communications 
and planning; 
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 Oil spill response training including planning, assessment of a spill, hazardous materials 
risks and handling operations, deployment of equipment for containment and protection, 
oil recovery, shoreline clean up and safety at the spill site; 

 Evacuation training including planning and immediate response simulations; 

 Community response training addressing such issues as coordination and cooperation 
between community response groups, working as a team, and clarifying responsibilities. 

Indigenous people’s traditional, ecological and local knowledge are irreplaceable components of 
preparedness and response plans. 

By utilizing local resources in responding to emergencies, indigenous peoples and communities 
are involved as allies in providing their abilities and knowledge in planning and responding as 
part of the solution, and the initial response time is reduced in most cases.  Respect for land 
claims, subsistence rights and practices and provisions for indigenous people’s employment are 
also factors for consideration in applying local resources. 

Communicating and coordinating with indigenous peoples regarding industrial or development 
activities and response plans can be an important factor in avoiding and mitigating accidents and 
environmental emergencies.  An example could be a shipping company communicating with 
indigenous peoples prior to voyages into remote Arctic communities or their subsistence areas or 
areas adjacent to those areas.  Timing can be mutually agreed upon to serve both the company’s 
purposes and aboriginal hunting activities that may be impacted by ice navigation. 

The APELL (Awareness and Preparedness for Emergencies at the Local Level) part of the 
United Nations Environment Program process can also be used as an instrument for cooperative 
measures among authorities and indigenous peoples.  APELL has been developed in response to 
several major industrial accidents.  It is based on the need to develop tools to assist communities 
to deal with technological or man-made disasters.  The objectives of the program are to create or 
increase community awareness of local potential hazards and to develop cooperative plans to 
respond to emergencies that these hazards may cause. 

8. EPPR Cooperation Projects and Information Sharing 

EPPR strengthens cooperation and coordination on prevention, preparedness, and response to 
emergencies through practical projects to improve emergency capabilities in the Arctic region 
and by sharing information or conducting technical exchanges.  EPPR is the Arctic Council’s 
forum for cooperation on Arctic emergencies, providing a platform for addressing operational 
issues and gaps through full-fledged and pilot projects and for technical exchanges on 
circumpolar emergency policies, trends, risk analysis, prevention, preparedness, response, and 
mitigation strategies and technologies, operational organizations, communication systems, and 
sharing the results of research on emergency issues, techniques and operational capabilities.  In 
short EPPR serves as the Arctic Council’s emergency information network. 

Real world issues are primary drivers for establishing EPPR’s work of improving prevention, 
operational readiness and response during Arctic emergencies.  EPPR reviews experiences from 
non-Arctic events such as the Deepwater Horizon accident and the accident at Japan’s 
Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant to determine if lessons learned are applicable to Arctic 
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responses.  EPPR is also addressing the international preparedness and response gaps that exist 
from previous reviews and assessments and that are identified in the EPPR 2011 document, 
Arctic Emergencies: Current and Future Risks, Mitigation, and Response Cooperation.  The 
process of selection and examples of EPPR projects that support the continuum of Arctic 
emergency management collaboration are briefly described below.  

EPPR Projects 

EPPR follows a disciplined process to guide the selection of its projects and activities.  To 
determine its projects and activities, EPPR first looks to its mandate to ensure they fall squarely 
within its mission, which is to address Arctic emergency prevention, preparedness and response.  
Next EPPR is guided by specific mandates issued by Arctic Council ministerial declarations or 
direction from the Senior Arctic Officials (SAOs).  EPPR’s mandate and ministerial guidance are 
reflected in its strategic plan of action which is available on EPPR’s website.  In turn, the 
strategic plan of action informs EPPR’s two-year Work Plan which is usually updated at each 
biannual meeting of the working group.  Every project proposal must point to one or more of 
these sources to support the approval of the project or activity.  Similarly, EPPR’s other activities 
are vetted to ensure consistency with these principles. 

EPPR’s work plan generally includes projects and activities related to episodic oil and HNS 
pollution and radiological emergencies.  The work plan is a living document and is updated at 
each EPPR meeting.  The work plan is appended to the report of the meeting and the documents 
are posted on the EPPR website. 

 
“Trans-Alaska Pipeline” by Carl Chapman. Creative Commons BY license. 
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9. Conclusion  

This document was developed and has been maintained by the Arctic countries as a part of the 
“framework for taking early cooperative action on emergency prevention, preparedness and 
response in the Arctic.”  It reflects some of the events that have impacted the world and how 
those events have affected EPPR activities.  The ongoing process of identifying gaps, finding and 
implementing “fixes” and sharing information among the Arctic countries will continue to be a 
part of EPPR activities.  Future work by EPPR and other working groups of the Arctic Council 
will be communicated via the EPPR website, as appropriate.  A list of EPPR information and 
contacts can be found on the Artic Council website at: 

 Links and Contacts:  http://www.arctic-council.org/eppr/links-contacts/  

 EPPR Chair and Secretariat:  http://www.arctic-council.org/eppr/links-contacts/eppr-
chair-and-secretariat/ 

10. Country Information 

The following sections provide a “by country” breakdown of information that includes, as 
appropriate, type of risks, risk evaluation, organizational responsibilities, involvement of 
indigenous people, notification and communications systems, emergency equipment and 
facilities readiness and agreements.  Each country contributed their input as a part of the 
information sharing activities encouraged by EPPR. 

A current list of the National contacts can be found on the Artic Council website. 

 EPPR Heads of Delegation:  http://www.arctic-council.org/eppr/links-contacts/heads-of-
delegation/ 

  

http://www.arctic-council.org/eppr/links-contacts/
http://www.arctic-council.org/eppr/links-contacts/eppr-chair-and-secretariat/
http://www.arctic-council.org/eppr/links-contacts/eppr-chair-and-secretariat/
http://www.arctic-council.org/eppr/links-contacts/heads-of-delegation/
http://www.arctic-council.org/eppr/links-contacts/heads-of-delegation/
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10.1 Canada 

10.1.a Risk Assessment Area 

For purposes of the risk assessment, the Canadian Arctic region covers the Northwest Territories, 
Nunavut, Yukon and the waters of Hudson Bay, James Bay, Quebec north of 60.0 degrees latitude and 
Ungava Bay. 

10.1.b Type of Risk 

Oil and Gas 

• Exploration both onshore (loss of well control) and offshore (loss of well control and heavy 
metals associated with drilling muds) 

• Spills from pipelines 
• Fuel/oil marine transportation 
• Areas of potential emerging risk: Central Mackenzie Valley (Shale oil and gas), Beaufort 

Sea/Delta, Eastern Arctic offshore, Arctic Islands Nunavut 

Mining 

• Current operating mines: 
o Yukon: 3 metal mines 
o NWT: 3 metal mines & 3 diamond mines 
o Nunavut: 2 metal mines 

• Proposed new mines: 
o Yukon: 9 metal mines 
o NWT: 3 metal mines & 1 diamond mine 
o Nunavut: 6 metal mines 

• POL spills or heavy metal release 

Vessel Traffic 

• Tanker traffic involved in community re-supply where transportation, off-loading and storage 
on site can lead to accidental releases of fuel oil 

• Traffic related to industrial activities involving tankers and large vessels carrying both marine 
diesel and bunkers 

• Activities such as tourism and fishing. 

Infrastructure 

• Storage of fuel and other hazardous materials (e.g., tank farms) in support of communities and 
industrial activities 
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10.1.c Risk Evaluation 

Oil and Gas 

• Many of Canada’s oil and gas reserves in the Canadian Arctic are currently uneconomic to 
develop, but longer shipping seasons and new shipping routes are likely to increase the 
competitiveness of both existing and planned resource development 

• Exploration activity carries a low probability of petroleum product release but would result in 
high impact if a release occurred; metals in drilling muds could result in chronic releases with 
low impact 

• Production facilities have a low likelihood of release and would result in relatively lower 
impact than exploration activity 

• Ship source spills have a low risk; a major spill would result in high impact in the Arctic 
context. 

Mining 

• The Arctic has vast mineral deposits 
• Mining activities are presently regulated and present a low probability of release with a low 

impact except in the immediate area 

Vessel Traffic 

• The Arctic marine environment remains largely under-serviced and hazardous for marine 
navigation. Melting sea ice will result in longer shipping seasons and new shipping routes. The 
Northwest Passage southern route has already been navigable for a record seven consecutive 
summers (2006 to 2012), although variability is expected to remain. Changing shipping routes, 
greater variability in ice movements and unpredictable weather increases the risks from marine 
transportation. In 2012, Nordreg reported 331 voyages for certain large vessels in Canada’s 
northern waters from 119 voyages in 2002, representing an approximate 278% increase over 
the past 10 years. 

• Tourist interest in the North is also booming, with the number of cruise ship voyages in the 
Arctic up from 50 to 250 between 2004 and 2007, and is expected to continue increasing. 

Infrastructure 

• Melting permafrost reduces the soil’s load-bearing strength and stability, increasing 
deterioration, maintenance costs, and the risk of accidents and environmental emergencies on 
roads, ports, tanker terminals, industrial facilities, and communities. 

• The failures of ice roads could leave communities dependent on aviation for all their supplies 
• Community resupply activities could result in spills with high local impacts but would 

represent a limited impact in the Arctic context. The risk is mainly derived from storage 
facilities. Approximately 395,000 metric tonnes of oil product is transferred in the Arctic 
annually (2011).  

10.1.d Organizational Responsibilities 

• Northwest Territories and Nunavut: Eight agencies are signatory to the “NWT/NU Spills 

Working Agreement” which summarizes which agency is designated to take the lead in any 
given spill incident, ensuring that adequate spill response and follow-up is occurring. Agencies 
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party to the agreement include Transport Canada, Canadian Coast Guard, Aboriginal Affairs 
and Northern Development Canada, Environment Canada, National Energy Board, Inuvialuit 
Land Administration, Government of the Northwest Territories, and the Government of 
Nunavut. 

• Yukon: The Letter of Understanding Concerning Government Response To Spills In The Yukon 
identifies 12 signatory lead agencies that have a mandate in the event of a spill. Lead agencies 
ensure the spill is mitigated appropriately and can take enforcement action if necessary. 
Signatory agencies include the Yukon Department of Environment and several other 
departments, and two federal agencies: Environment Canada and the Department of Fisheries 
and Oceans. 

10.1.e Involvement of Indigenous People 

• Indigenous peoples organizations are/can be signatory to the Spills Agreements 
• Canadian Coast Guard and the territorial governments provide first response training to local 

community members where response equipment in place 
• Local communities participate in the preparation and updating of sensitivity maps and 

shorelines clean up guides  

10.1.f Notification procedures and communications systems 

The polluters of any waste substance deposited in arctic waters are required to immediately report this 
occurrence to the agencies identified at the national contact points. On land, protocols for spill reporting 
may exist for industrial operations, defining what would constitute an immediately reportable spill. If no 
such protocol or reporting requirements are applicable to the undertaking at hand, all spills are to be 
immediately reported. 

A lead agency will be identified and that agency will notify and update all interested parties in accordance 
with national and international agreements. 

10.1.g Emergency equipment and facilities readiness in place 

The Canadian Coast Guard maintains depots of oil spill response equipment in Tuktoyaktuk, Hay River, 
Iqaluit and Churchill. First Response Units are currently located in 19 Arctic communities. 

10.1.h Bi- and Multilateral Agreements 

• Canada/US Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan  
• Canada/Denmark Agreement  
• Canada/US Joint Inland Pollution Contingency Plan 
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10.1.i International Agreements 

• OPRC 90 
• OPRC/HNS 2000 (Not ratified) 
• MARPOL 73/78 
• ECE Convention 92  
• Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 
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10.2 Denmark/Greenland 

10.2.a Risk assessment area 

All of Greenland is considered as within the Arctic for purposes of the risk assessment.  

10.2.b Type of risks 

Oil and gas 

 Exploration drilling has taken place offshore West Greenland, in 2000, 2010 and 2011 (during the 
ice free summer season). Similar operations can be expected in the future. 

Shipping activities 

 Shipping activity – especially cruise ship activities during summer period – is increasing. Cruise 
ships usually explore remote and poorly measured fjords and waters, which increases the risk 
even more. 

 Shipping transiting through Greenland waters and conducting port calls in general carries a 
substantial quantity of bunker oil. 

10.2.c Risk evaluation 

Oil and gas 

 Possible accidental discharges of hydrocarbons impacting ocean and land. The probability of an 
exploration drilling blow-out is low; the magnitude of impact from such an accident can be high. 

Shipping activities 

 Increased shipping activity around Greenland is a potential threat to the environment. Cruise 
ships are visiting remote areas during the summertime carrying a substantial quantity of bunker 
oil. 

10.2.d Organizational Responsibilities 

Regarding oil/gas exploration activities: 

All licensees acting under the Greenland Mineral Resources Act are responsible for developing and 
maintaining emergency response and preparedness systems for all aspects of their operations. It is the 
licensee’s responsibility to identify and manage the potential hazards associated with their facilities and 
operations; conduct risk analysis of those hazards; and eliminate, reduce and manage the risks in order to 
protect the public and regulated company personnel and the environment, the safety and security of the 
facilities and the protection of property. 

The Greenland Bureau of Minerals and Petroleum is in charge of controlling the licensee’s performance, 
including conduct of inspections. Joint Arctic Command is the first point of contact in case of an 
emergency.  
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For shipping and cruise ship activities:  

Greenland Command (outside 3 nautical miles)/Department of Domestic affairs, Nature and Environment 
(marine environment, within 3 nautical miles). 

Traditional fishing and hunting are the principal activities for small Inuit settlements along the small 
Greenlandic community. These areas are experiencing increased growth in the areas of trade, potential oil 
and gas industry, fishing, scientific research and tourism. During the Arctic summer a large number of 
cruise ships carrying thousands of passengers are operating in Greenland waters along the entire ice free 
area from the National Park in the Northeast around Cape Farewell, Canada’s Ellesmere Island in the 
Northwest. Cruise operators are warned of the risks against operating alone and are advised by the Danish 
Maritime Authority to operate in pairs when in remote areas. Their activities are closely monitored when 
in Greenlandic waters. 

Although the Joint Arctic Command headquarters (JACMD HQ) is generally responsible for oil spill 
recovery in the open ocean (outside the territorial waters to the outer line of the Greenland Economical 
Zone) this obligation is vested with the local Greenlandic government and the operators for all off shore 
activities in case of an accident – much as the case was with BP in the Gulf of Mexico. Even though the 
JACMD HQ is responsible for oil spill recovery in the open ocean, the HQ maintains limited oil spill 
response equipment for harbours and shallow waters. In case of an oil spill accident at sea, equipment has 
to be flown in from Denmark. 

In addressing the emerging challenges in the High North, JACMD HQ actively monitors the commercial 
activities in the waters off Greenland. Reporting systems are mandatory for SOLAS ships (merchant 
vessels/cargo ships above 300 tons in international routes and all passenger ships). Also, GREENPOS, a 
mandatory ship reporting requirement for ships in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ), is used in 
conjunction with the Long Range Identification and Tracking (LRIT) system. The Danish Maritime 
Authority has also suggested the Arctic nations support implementation of a mandatory Arctic code on 
the conduct and equipment of ships via the International Maritime Organization (IMO). 

10.2.e Brief description on how to request assistance  

All initial contacts of requests of assistance to be forwarded to Joint Arctic Command, who will direct the 
request to appropriate authority. 

10.2.f Involvement of Indigenous People  

Oil/gas exploration activities:  

Stakeholder meetings are conducted. Conducts meetings with indigenous peoples and other stakeholders 
concerning oil and gas exploration activities and local municipalities are involved in national contingency 
plans. 
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10.2.g Emergency equipment and facilities readiness in place 

Oil/gas exploration activities: 

The licensee is required to set up an emergency response system, including equipment and facilities, to be 
approved by the Greenland Government. The location of the equipment is planned according to the 
specific location of the exploration drilling activity. 

Danish stocks of equipment available for pollution that takes place within the Greenland EEZ. 

10.2.h Bi- and Multilateral Agreements 

 Canada/Denmark Agreement (CANDEN) 
 Copenhagen Agreement  
 HELCOM Convention 

10.2.i International Agreements 

 OPRC 90  
 OPRC/HNS 2000 
 MARPOL 73/78  
 OSPAR Convention  
 ECE Convention 92  
 Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 
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10.3 Finland 

10.3.a Risk assessment area 

For purposes of the risk assessment, the Finnish Arctic region is the entire provincial district of Lapland.  

10.3.b Type of risk 

Release of hazardous chemicals (including oil) 

 Oil harbour and terminal in Kemi and in Tornio  
 Sea routes to Kemi  
 Roads and railroads from Kemi  
 Steel production at Tornio  
 Liquefied petroleum gas terminal in Tormio 

10.3.c Risk evaluation 

The Gulf of Bothnia is shallow with complicated sea routes. From Kemi harbour chemicals are 
transported to industrial and energy plants by train or by lorry. Probability of an accident during 
transportations can be estimated low. Presumable magnitude is low except in the sea routes high. 

Steel production is located close to the river Tornionjoki flowing to the Gulf of Bothnia. Tornionjoki 
flows along the Finnish – Swedish borderline. There is a potential for explosion accidents and fires as 
well as release of hazardous materials. However the probability of an accident is low. 

Also the foreseeable magnitude is in principle low. Liquefied gas used in Tornio’s steel production poses 
a high magnitude risk. 

Over Kemijoki there are several hydroelectric plants with dykes and reservoirs. In case of dam breakage 
high magnitude floods are possible. 

10.3.d Organizational responsibilities 

Responsible authorities for land based accidents, including rivers and lakes, are the Ministry of the 
Interior, The Regional State Administrative Agencies (district level) and the regional rescue services (22 
in Finland). 

In maritime accidents involving spill of hazardous material the Finnish Environment Institute SYKE 
(national) and the regional Centers for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment (district 
level) take the leadership. 

In case of radiation incidents the Finnish Centre for Radiation and Nuclear Safety (STUK) takes the main 
responsibility for contacting International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Regional Rescue Services are 
responsible for rescue operations outside of the nuclear power plant. 

According to the Rescue Act several authorities and public institutions such as the Finnish Defence 
Forces, the Finnish Border Guard, the police, the authorities under the health- and social security sector, 
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the environmental sector, the agricultural and forestry sector and the transport and communication sector, 
the Finnish Centre for Radiation and Nuclear Safety (STUK), the Finnish Meteorological Institute and the 
Civilian Service Center are, in case of a major accident, obliged to participate in rescue interventions. 

Notifications and requests for assistance from other countries are received through national points of 
contact which are active 24 hours a day. Replies as well as Finland’s requests for assistance are in 
principle sent directly by the competent authority. 

According to Finland’s rescue agreements with Sweden, Norway, and Russia assistance can be requested 
directly at district or local level. A competent district authority in one country for instance can address his 
request directly to his counterpart in the other country as agreed in the appropriate agreement. 

10.3.e Involvement of Indigenous People 

Indigenous people are considered well integrated into Finnish society. 

10.3.f Notification procedures and communication systems 

For land accidents the UN/ECE Accident Notification System is used. For maritime accidents the 
POLREP Pollution Reporting System is used in case of spill of hazardous material. For nuclear accidents 
notification and further measures comply with Notification Convention 1989 and Assistance Convention 
1986. 

For notification and request of assistance special forms have been adopted to ensure correct information. 
To utilise this preference is given to facsimile communications. Information is forwarded to competent 
authorities through national contact points. 

Agreements between Finland and its neighbouring countries Norway, Russia, and Sweden include some 
special rules of procedure with forms drawn up accordingly. Contact points and communications are the 
same, but also immediate contacts between appropriate district and local level authorities are possible. 

10.3.g Emergency equipment and facilities readiness in place 

General rescue organisations consist of Regional Rescue Services. Plants also have their own fire 
brigades. Several authorities are co-operating according to contingency plans. In case of a serious 
emergency, joint resources of participating municipalities operate under the command of the Rescue 
Director. 

Fire brigades are equipped according to the risks in the respective municipalities’ territories. Plans for 
joint interventions are adopted. Coastal municipalities have basic oil response equipment. The nearest oil 
booms for open sea operations are available in the city of Oulu. Coastguard has adequately equipped 
vessels for open sea operations. 

For providing assistance for another country, units will be assembled from Regional Rescue Services and 
other assisting organisations with adequate expertise or equipment. Decision about assistance will be 
made by the ministry even out of office hours. 
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When Finland provides assistance, the units are normally coming outside the Finnish Arctic. Bearing the 
title Finn Rescue, there is a special command based on the Regional Rescue Services’ specially trained 
professionals, up to 280 men. Units are qualified for firefighting, rescue interventions, medical aid, 
disaster assessment, and response to harmful emissions. Transportation possibilities for Finn Rescue are 
limited. Small groups are ready to depart in a day. Normally arrangements take from one to two days. 
Operation on site is possible for a couple of weeks. As a rule, costs will be charged. 

10.3.h Bi- and multilateral agreements 

 Copenhagen Agreement 
 Helsinki Convention / HELCOM 
 Agreement between Finland and Russia in cooperation in combating pollution of the Baltic Sea in 

accidents involving oil and their harmful substances. 

10.3.i International agreements 

 ECE Convention on the Transboundary Effects of Industrial Accidents, Helsinki 1992. 
 International Convention For The Protection Of Pollution From Ships As Amended By 1978 

Protocol (MARPOL 73/78). 
 OPRC 90 
 OPRC/HNS 2000 (not ratified) 
 Convention on Early Notification of a Nuclear Accident (Notification Convention) 1986 
 Convention on Assistance in Case of a Nuclear Accident or Radiological Emergency (Assistance 

Convention) 1986  
 Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 
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10.4  Iceland 

10.4.a Risk assessment area 

All of Iceland and adjacent seas (200-mile fishing zone) is included in the Arctic for purposes of the risk 
assessment.  

10.4.b Type of risks 

Oil 

 Most major terminals are on the south-west corner of Iceland, as well as most major oil depots. 
 Transportation of oils to smaller terminals and storage tanks in harbour areas around the island. 

Chemicals 

 Handling and transportation in limited amounts to factories and communities, mainly located at 
the south-west corner of Iceland. 

Natural hazards 

 Earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, snow avalanches and flooding create risk for pollution. 

10.4.c Risk evaluation 

Oil 

 At sea, the major potential risk is due to general cargo ships carrying up to 1500 tons of HFO. To 
a lesser amount, oil transportation at sea poses risks. Increased traffic of oil tankers en route 
between North America and north of Norway is an increasing risk to the coast of Iceland. 

 Historically, the largest accidental releases from oil storage depots have been from snow 
avalanches falling on storage tanks. This risk has diminished but cannot be excluded. Earthquakes 
are also regarded as a potential risk. The snow avalanches are mainly confined to western and 
eastern part of the country, whereas the most severe earthquakes occur in south and north. 

Chemicals 

 The use of dangerous chemicals in Iceland is very limited and could volume-wise only have 
impacts on a local scale. 

Natural hazards  

 Some natural hazards, such as large eruptions, have impacts on a regional and global scale; 
however, it is unlikely that anthropogenic and long lasting pollution caused by such events would 
have more than local effects. 

  



25 
 

10.4.d Organizational Responsibilities 

 Marine: In Iceland there is a 24-hour hotline for spills, operated by The Icelandic Coast Guard 
that is responsible for maritime surveillance. The Environment Agency of Iceland is the 
responsible authority for the prevention, preparedness and response to pollution incidents outside 
harbour areas, but each harbour authority is responsible to respond if the spill occurs within its 
demarcation. Further information on marine emergency response is provided on the web page 
http://ust.is/the-environment-agency-of-iceland/ Land 

 On land: Local Fire Departments are responsible for responses to spills occurring on land. 
 Threat to human lives: National Civil Defence has a 24-hour hotline and is responsible for 

responding if there is any threat of major disasters including danger of threat to human lives. 

10.4.e Emergency equipment and facilities readiness in place 

Iceland has a variety of oil response equipment, mainly for domestic use. A new Coast Guard vessel has a 
300 m ocean boom, skimmers and heated tanks on-board. Iceland also has a fixed wing aircraft, a Dash 8 
Q300 with surveillance radar (Elta 2022), side looking radar (MSS 6000), EO/IR Imaging Sensors and 
AIS. 

10.4.f Bi- and Multilateral Agreements 

 Copenhagen Agreement (between Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden) about 
Cooperation concerning Pollution Control of the Sea after Contamination by Oil or other Harmful 
Substances. 

10.4.g International Agreements 

 OPRC 90 
 MARPOL Convention 
 OSPAR Convention 
 UNCLOS  
 Intervention 69 
 Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and their 

Disposal  
 ECE Convention 73/78 
 Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 
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10.5 Norway 

10.5.a Risk assessment area 

Svalbard, Jan Mayen and a small area south of the Arctic Circle are included to embrace the Saltfjellet-
Svartisen National Park and the whole municipality of Rana to comprise the Norwegian Arctic region for 
purposes of this risk assessment.  

10.5.b Type of risks 

Oil 

 Exploration drilling will occasionally take place in the Norwegian Sea and the Barents Sea south 
of Bear Island. Production of NLG and condensate started from Snøhvit north of North Cape in 
2007. The condensate is shipped to US and Europe. Production start-up at Goliat is planned to 
take place in 2014. In recent years there have been several oil and gas discoveries in the 
Norwegian and Barents Sea. 

Shipping 

 There is increased shipping activity around Svalbard, which can be a threat to the fragile 
environment. Norway has established a ban of HFO on the east coast of Svalbard. In the summer, 
a number of cruise liners call at several ports in the area and those vessels carry a substantial 
quantity of bunker oil. The transportation of oil products from Russia along the Norwegian coast 
is slowly increasing. 

10.5.c Risk evaluation 

Risk assessments indicate that shipping activities generally have significantly higher environmental risk 
than petroleum activity. The total risk in this area is deemed to be lower compared with other areas in the 
Norwegian sector. The risk of an accident as a result of drilling is relatively low, the magnitude of the 
accident can on the other hand, be high in the case of a blow-out. The risk of an incident from the 
production of condensate is considered as low. The future production of oil may increase the possibility 
for oil spills. Regarding shipping activities around Svalbard, experience shows that incidents occur from 
time to time. A spill of 2-300 tons of heavy fuel oils in that fragile environment could have a long term 
effect on the environment. The highest risk is estimated from the transport of oil products. The risks have 
been evaluated through research work (e.g., Management Plan for the Barents Sea) and other reports. 
These reports are regularly updated. 

10.5.d Organizational Responsibilities 

If a pollution incident should take place and be of such magnitude that assistance from other Arctic 
countries should be necessary, the responsible body will be The Norwegian Coastal Administration 
Authority (NCA), which is subsidiary to the Norwegian Ministry of Transport and Communication. NCA 
is the focal point for all pollution incidents except radiological accidents. 
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10.5.e Emergency equipment and facilities readiness in place 

There are 16 governmental main depots and 29 supplementary depots of oil pollution response equipment 
along the Norwegian coast. One of them is established on Svalbard. If requested and permission given, 
equipment can be ready for shipment within a few hours. Equipment is also permanently installed on 
different Coast Guard vessels in the area. 

10.5.f Bi- and Multilateral Agreements 

 Copenhagen Agreement 
 Joint Contingency Plan for Combatment of Oil Pollution in the Barents Sea between Norway and 

the Russian Federation. 
 NORBRIT Plan Agreement between Norway and United Kingdom on procedures to be followed 

during joint Norway/United Kingdom counter pollution operations at sea. 
 Bonn Agreement 

10.5.g International Agreements 

 OPRC 90 
 OPRC/HNS 2000 
 MARPOL 73/78 
 OSPAR Convention 
 ECE Convention 73/78 
 Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 
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10.6 Russia 

10.6.a Risk assessment area 

The Arctic boundary runs west from the Finnish border along the Arctic Circle and includes all of the 
territory north of a boundary line which angles slightly southward just west of Usinsk. The boundary then 
follows along the Nizhnyaya River west across Siberia and then along the Vilyuy and the Alden rivers, 
continue west across Magadan and crosses the Zaliv Shelikokohova just south of Taygomos. The 
boundary crosses the Kamchatka Peninsula and runs just north of the Karaginskiy Island. 

10.6.b Type of risks 

Oil spills in Arctic seas. There are significant drilling activity in the Barents Sea, and shipping activity in 
the Arctic. 

10.6.c Risk evaluation 

Probable oil outflows 300 t/. The risk of an accident as a result of drilling and shipping activity is 
relatively low. 

10.6.d Organizational Responsibilities 

The Russian contingency organisation for combating emergency oil pollution at sea comes within the area 
(national level) of the Marine Pollution Control and Salvage Administration (MPCSA) which is part of 
the Ministry of Transport of Russian Federation. In the Arctic Seas area MPCSA has delegated the 
contingency functions to the Regional Salvage Departments (Murmansk and Far East). 

10.6.e Brief description on how to request assistance 

Any pollutant discharge, by a vessel or detected by the Master of a vessel navigating the Northern Sea 
Route shall be reported promptly. 

In the western part, up to the meridian 125 E - West Marine Operations Headquarters (WMOH), located 
at the port of Dikson; and in the eastern part, E of the meridian 125 E - East Marine Operations 
Headquarters (EMOH), located at the port of Pevek. 

To request assistance the Masters of vessels should communicate with the State Maritime Rescue 
Coordination Centre (SMRCC) or its bodies (MRCC) in Murmansk, Arkhangelsk and Tiksi and 
Vladivostok.  
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10.6.f Emergency equipment and facilities readiness in place 

Large depots exist in Murmansk and Nakhodka (Vladivostok). Additional depots are being formed in the 
Arctic ports. 

10.6.g Bi- and Multilateral Agreements 

 The Russian-Norwegian agreement on cooperation in combating emergency oil spills in the 
Barents Sea (1994). 

 The Russian-USA agreement on cooperation in combating emergency oil spills in the Bering and 
Chukchi Seas (1989). 

 HELCOM Convention 

10.6.h International Agreements 

 MARPOL 73/78  
 ECE Convention 92  
 OPRC 90 (not yet ratified) 
 OPRC/HNS 2000 
 SAR Agreement (2011)  
 Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 
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10.7 Sweden 

10.7.a Risk assessment area 

All of the provincial district of Norrbottens Lan that lies south of the Arctic Circle. 

10.7.b Type of risks 

The risk with the highest probability of occurrence is release of oil or other harmful substances from 
shipping in the Gulf of Bothnia. Around 4 million tons of oil and 2 million tons of chemicals are 
transported every year. 

Dam breakage causing release of oil and chemicals is also a risk. 

Mining activities take place on several sites. 

10.7.c Risk evaluation 

Accidents from shipping cause releases from time to time. However, the probability of a major spill is 
considered to be low. 

The probability of a severe accident in mining is estimated to be very low. 

Several rivers have their outflow in the Gulf of Bothnia. Along those rivers there are many power plants 
with dams and embankments. In case of serious floods, there is a risk of dam-breakage. The consequences 
would be a very huge pollution of the Gulf of Bothnia coming from several industries also situated along 
those rivers. The probability for a dam-breakage, however, is considered to be very low. 

10.7.d Organizational Responsibilities 

The overall responsibility for the above mentioned accidents lies under the Ministry of Defence. For land 
accidents (as well as for lakes and rivers), the Swedish Civil Contingency Agency has the responsibility 
on a national level and the municipality (fire brigade) for the local. The Country Administration plays a 
coordinating role between the national and the local level and is also responsible for measures after a 
radiological accident, the Swedish Radiation Protection Institute has the national responsibility. For spill 
accidents at sea the Swedish Coast Guard has the national and the local responsibility. The Ministry of 
Defence, the Swedish Coast Guard, the Swedish Civil Contingency Agency, the Country Administration, 
and the Swedish Radiation Protection Institute have 24-hour contact points. Domestic SOS-centers 
coordinate between Swedish rescue activities for all accidents on land within Swedish territory. 

No special role has been addressed to the indigenous people. The above mentioned authorities have 24-
hourscontact points. Besides this there are certain alarm centers for all domestic land accidents (SOS-
centers) which also play a coordinating role between Swedish rescue activities. 
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10.7.e Requests for Assistance 

According to agreements with all the riparian states to the North of the Baltic Sea, requests for assistance 
from or to abroad can be done directly by the responsible national agency or in some cases also by the 
actual regional or local Agency. The Swedish Civil Contingency Agency is responsible for reponding to 
accidents on land and the Swedish Coast Guard responds to maritime accidents. 

10.7.f Emergency equipment and facilities readiness in place 

Swedish Civil Contingency Agency has been ordered by the Government to be prepared to assist, on short 
notice, the UN’s organisation for the coordination of catastrophe aid. This state of preparedness makes it 
possible to assist in various types of operations and adequate equipment has been designated. For oil 
spills, the Agency has containerized beach cleaning equipment which can be provided within days, 
depending on logistic facilities. 

The Swedish Coast Guard has adequate oil spill response equipment for near shore and sea operations, 
however, only limited equipment is specially designed for oil spill response in ice.  

10.7.g Bi- and Multilateral Agreements 

 HELCOM  
 Copenhagen Agreement  

10.7.h International Agreements 

 Intervention Convention 69/73 
 MARPOL 73/78  
 UNCLOS 
 BASEL Convention 1989 
 OPRC 90  
 OPRC/HNS 2000  
 Notification Convention 1986  
 Assistance Convention 1986  
 OSPAR Convention  
 Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 
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10.8 United States of America (USA)  

10.8.a Risk assessment area 

All US territory north and west of the boundary formed by the Porcupine, Yukon, and Kuskokwim rivers, 
including their watersheds; all contiguous seas, including the Arctic Ocean and the Beaufort, Bering, and 
Chukchi Seas, and the Aleutian Island chain. 

10.8.b Type of risks 

Release of oil and noxious liquids from: 

 Exploratory Drilling at 
o Liberty Prospect 
o Beaufort Sea 
o Chukchi Sea  
o Cook Inlet 

 Production at  
o Endicott Oil Field 
o Colville Oil Field  

 Trans-Alaska Pipeline (Prudhoe Bay to Port of Valdez)  
 Increased human marine activity in the Arctic and Bering Strait  
 Release of oil and hazardous materials from mining  

Shipping: 

Transient and travel long distances along coastlines; carry oil, hazardous materials and noxious liquid 
substances as cargo, and with its operating systems. 

Offshore drilling: 

Stationary sources in specific geographic areas; potential for release of unknown quantities of oil could 
occur from a blowout; rigs may also contain hazardous material and noxious liquid substances; vessel 
traffic is anticipated to increase as future oil exploration, development and production occurs. 

Pipelines: 

Cross great distances; primarily land based; capable of large volumes of crude oil, natural gas, Jet A fuel, 
gasoline and diesel fuel. 

Tourism: 

Activities include cruise ship tours, charter tour companies, recreational vessels and sport fishing; 
pollution incidents could occur from any of these types of activities resulting in a release/discharge of oil, 
hazardous material and/or noxious liquid substances; search and rescue of passengers and/or crew could 
also be a significant factor. 

Seafood processors: 
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Large number of facilities in Alaska; located near condensed community populations; manufacturing 
processing includes the use of anhydrous ammonia; could be accidently released due to equipment failure 
or human error. 

10.8.c Risk evaluation 

Release of oil: 

Possible accidental episodic discharges of oil and noxious liquid substances impacting land, rivers, and 
ocean. Activities have a low probability of occurrence with high magnitude of impact, with the exception 
of fuel oil transport, which has a low probability of occurrence and a low magnitude of impact. 

Release of hazardous materials: 

Releases of chemicals and/or tailings should a settling pond levee lose its integrity are possible. Such 
accidental episodic discharges of chemicals and/or tailings have the potential of impacting rivers and 
ocean. This activity has a low probability of occurrence with a low magnitude of impact. 

Risk is a function of both the likelihood of a release, and the severity of the consequences. Risk is greatest 
where a release is most likely to occur and the consequences would be most severe – the least where 
releases are highly improbable, or even if one were to occur, impacts would be minor. 

Past incidents alone are not an indicator of risk. The risks of spills of crude oil or oil products are always a 
possibility when oil is transported or is part of a vessel’s operating system. Environmental conditions 
such as high seas and ice put vessels at higher risk for causalities. 

Lack of personnel and equipment near a remote drilling site may slow containment and collection of oil 
or hazardous materials. Aging equipment, parts needing repair, human error, extreme environmental 
conditions, and natural disasters also increase the risks of an incident. In a general sense, the risk of a 
potential terrorist attack in Alaska is not nearly as high as many other parts of the nation but should not be 
overlooked as a potential risk. 

10.8.d Organizational responsibilities  

The U.S. Coast Guard has primary coordinating responsibility for oil spill response for the coastal zone. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has primary responsibility for all inland areas. U.S. 
Department of Interior, Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE) is responsible for 
safety and environmental oversight and regulation of offshore oil and gas operations, permitting and 
inspections for offshore oil and gas operations, including oil spill response. The U.S. Department of 
Transportation Office of Pipeline Safety and, in Alaska, the Bureau of Land Management are the key 
agencies working with the intergovernmental Joint Pipeline Office (JPO) providing comprehensive 
oversight of oil and gas pipelines in Alaska, most notably, the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS). The 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Division of Spill Prevention and Response is the lead 
state agency. 

The National Response Framework and its specific spill response National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) provide for a coordinated response to discharges of oil and releases of 
hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants. The Framework provides for a national response 
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organization that may be activated in response actions. Responsibilities among the federal, state, and local 
governments are specified along with descriptions of resources that are available for response. 

The National Response Framework requires an incident command system that specifies responsibilities of 
state agencies and municipalities; federal agencies; operators of facilities; and private parties whose land 
or property may be affected. Pre-designated On-Scene Coordinators are organized by region into a three 
tiered response capability: a Type 1 indicates highly complex event of national interest; a Type 2 event is 
a highly complex event of regional to national interest; a Type 3 is a non-routine event of local interest; 
and Type 4 indicates a routine response. Regional and Area Plans contain detailed, localized information 
on the potentially hazardous facility, nearby environmentally sensitive areas, emergency response 
equipment and personnel, and information regarding local emergency response capability. At the local 
level, committees develop local emergency plans and procedures. 

Federal and state laws require industry performing offshore drilling operations to prepare response 
contingency plans which are approved by BSEE prior to operations. Those responsible for the discharge 
or release are responsible for containment and clean-up and contaminated debris disposal, including 
associated costs of restoration and damages. Industry has organized cooperatives for oil and chemical 
emergencies, pooling response equipment, expertise and resources. 

For assistance from the United States Government, contact the U.S. Embassy in your country. The 
Department of State (DOS) will coordinate the U.S. response, activating via the National Response 
Center Federal agencies. DOS also ensures that notification is given to U.S. state governments and to any 
foreign governments which may be potentially affected by the incident. 

10.8.e Involvement of indigenous people 

Indigenous people participate in Local Emergency Planning Committees and SubArea Committees which 
plan and prepare for response including identification of emergency response equipment and exercising 
response. In a response, indigenous people are contacted in accordance with State and Area Contingency 
Plans. Additionally, cooperatives such as Alaska Clean Seas hire indigenous expert advisors. 

10.8.f Notification procedures and communication systems 

The National Response Center (NRC) is the sole federal point of contact for reporting oil and chemical 
spills. The NRC operates 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year. The NRC also has an On-Line 
Reporting Tool. This tool provides users of the internet the ability to easily submit incident reports to the 
NRC. In addition, the tool will transmit an email containing the report number back to the Reporting 
Party. The On-Line Report Tool is available at http:www.nrc.uscg.mil. The NRC does not accept reports 
that are emailed or faxed to the NRC. 

In addition to gathering and distributing spill data for Federal On-Scene Coordinators, the NRC serves as 
the communications and operations center for the National Response Team, which is chaired by EPA. 
The NRC has implemented an on-line query system that makes oil and chemical spill data available via 
the World Wide Web. http://www.nrc.uscg.mil/nrchp.html.  

  



35 
 

10.8.g Emergency equipment and facilities readiness in place 

Industry is required to have response equipment on scene, with the quantity and type based on the 
operation and facility. Should additional equipment be needed in an incident, a tiered response is 
activated according to the regional or area contingency plan and the facility’s response plan, allowing 
access to equipment and resources maintained by local government, other non-government organizations, 
state agencies, and Federal government. Equipment lists are maintained in regional and area plans as well 
as facility response contingency plans. 

Industry has formed cooperatives to pool resources, capabilities, and personnel. Alaska Clean Seas, Cook 
Inlet Spill Prevention and Response (CISPRI) Alaska Chadux Corporation are industry response 
cooperatives which maintain response organisations. Alyeska, as operator of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline, 
has equipment staged along the pipeline with significant response resources located in Valdez. 
CHEMTREC, a national industry funded cooperative, provides technical assistance for chemical 
emergencies. 

Specialized federal assets exist for response. These assets include the National Strike Force which is made 
up of three rapid response teams of trained personnel and specialized equipment for responding to oil or 
hazardous materials incidents. The teams are trained to provide technical assistance, equipment, and other 
resources to augment local response efforts. Navy salvage teams, scientific support teams, public affairs 
teams, and animal rescue organizations are specialized assets that are also available to assist local 
response efforts. A National Strike Force Coordination Center assists coordinating the use of these assets 
and in locating other spill response resources for both response and planning. 

The U.S. Department of Energy can also provide radiological emergency response assets (personnel and 
equipment) to support environmental monitoring and medical response in the event of a radiological 
emergency. These assets are not located in the Arctic and may be requested through the International 
Atomic Energy Agency’s Response and Assistance Network (RANET) or through the US Department of 
State. 

10.8.h Bi- and multilateral agreements 

 U.S./Canada Joint Contingency Plan (Beaufort Sea Annex for common Arctic areas).  
 U.S./Russia Joint Contingency Plan: “Joint Contingency Plan Against Pollution in the Bering and 

Chukchi Seas.” 
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10.8.i International agreements 

 MARPOL 73/78 
 OPRC 90  
 OPRC/HNS 2000 (not ratified) 
 Intervention Convention 69/73 
 Salvage Convention 89  
 Convention on Early Notification of a Nuclear Accident 
 Convention on Assistance in the Case of a Nuclear Accident or Radiological Emergency 
 SAR Agreement 
 Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 
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ANNEX 1 - International, Multilateral and Bilateral Agreements 

As discussed in Section 6, the Arctic nations are actively engaged in international cooperation in the areas 
of emergency prevention, preparedness and response.  This list of agreements shows the commitment the 
Arctic nations have to ensure an effective response should one be necessary.  International agreements 
and conventions are listed first, and are then separated by “oil, gas and hazardous substances” and “search 
and rescue” categories.  Multilateral and bilateral agreements listings follow.  The information about each 
instrument includes the agreement title, common name (when identified), a brief description of the 
agreement and a list of the countries participating in the agreement.  While other nations may be party to 
some of the agreements only the Arctic Council nations are listed in this matrix. 

For additional information on the level of participation, refer to “Arctic Emergencies: Current and Future 
Risks, Mitigation, and Response Cooperation, Appendix 1, EPPR (2011) (http://www.arctic-
council.org/eppr/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/EPPR_ARCTIC_EMERGENCIES-22SEP20111.pdf). 

Oil, Gas and Hazardous Substances Including Nuclear and Radiological Materials 

International Convention Relating to Intervention on the High Seas in Cases of Oil Pollution 
Casualties, (1969) and Protocol Relating to Intervention on the High Seas in Case of Pollution 
by Substances Other Than Oil (1973) 

 It aims to confer power on the Coastal State to intervene on the high seas in the event of 
pollution, casualty, threatening to damage or damaging its coastline or related interests. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE 

International Convention for the Protection of Pollution from Ships 

 (MARPOL 73/78) 
 It aims to eliminate marine pollution by oil and other harmful substances, and sewage and 

garbage originating from ships, thus, except as noted below, it exclusively addresses prevention. 
Certain valuable areas are designated MARPOL-Special Areas. The Arctic Area has not yet been 
designated as such an area. MARPOL Regulation 37 requires ships to have oil pollution 
emergency plans. It is the only MARPOL provision which has a response element to it. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 
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United Nations Convention of the Law of the Sea (1982) 

 (UNCLOS) 
 It has a very wide scope providing a framework within which the other conventions and 

customary laws work. In the area of EPPR it deals with cooperation, contingency planning and 
assistance. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE 

International Convention of Salvage (1989) 

 Global convention on maritime salvage. It governs consequence management for shipping 
accidents by providing incentives for salvage operations to minimize damage to human health, 
marine life and resources in coastal or inland waters or adjacent areas. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 

Agreement Between Denmark, Estonia, the European Community, Finland, Germany, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Sweden (1992)  

 (Helsinki Convention) 
 It provides for protection of the marine environment of the Baltic Sea from all sources of 

pollution through intergovernmental co-operation. The governing body of the Convention is the 
Helsinki Commission, known as the Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission 
(HELCOM). 

 Signatories: DK/GL, FI, RU, SE 

Convention on the Transboundary Effects of Industrial Accidents (1992) 

 (ECE Convention) 
 The Convention applies to prevention, preparedness and response of industrial accidents likely to 

cause trans-boundary effects, including accidents caused by natural disasters; provides for 
international cooperation concerning mutual assistance, research and development, information 
exchange, and exchange of technology related to such accidents. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 

International Convention on Oil Pollution Preparedness, Response and Cooperation (1990) 
and Protocol on the Preparedness, Response and Cooperation on Pollution Incidents by 
Hazardous and Noxious Substances (2000) 

 (OPRC 1990 and OPRC HNS Protocol 2000) 
 It covers two of the areas in EPPR´s purview but also discusses contingency planning, training 

and cooperation in research programmes. 
 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 
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Basel Convention (entered into force 1992). 

 Regulates the transboundary movements of hazardous and other wastes applying the “Prior 
Informed Consent” procedure whereby shipments to and from non-Parities are illegal unless there 
is a special arrangement. The Convention also obliges its Parties to ensure that hazardous and 
other wastes are managed and disposed of in an environmentally sound manner. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 

Convention on Early Notification of a Nuclear Accident (1986) and Convention on Assistance 
in the Case of a Nuclear Accident or Radiological Emergency  

 (Notification Convention and Assistance Convention) 
 The two conventions create the necessary systems for notification and radiological assistance that 

can be provided to support a response to a nuclear accident or incident. 
 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 

Convention on Nuclear Safety (1994) 

 It commits participating states operating land-based nuclear power plants to maintain a high level 
of safety by adhering to international safety standards. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 

Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent Fuel Management and on the Safety of Radioactive 
Waste Management (1992) 

 It applies to safety and management of spent fuel and radioactive waste resulting from civilian 
nuclear reactors and applications; to spent fuel and radioactive waste materials that military or 
defence programs have transferred permanently to civilian programs or when declared as spent 
fuel or radioactive waste; and to planned and controlled releases of liquid or gaseous radioactive 
materials into the environment from regulated nuclear facilities. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 

Agreement on Arctic Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response (signed on May 15, 
2013 in Kiruna, Sweden) 

 It strengthens cooperation, coordination and mutual assistance among the Parties on oil pollution 
preparedness and response in the Arctic in order to protect the marine environment from pollution 
by oil. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 
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Search and Rescue 

International Convention on Maritime Search and Rescue (1979) 

 It encourages neighbouring states to enter into regional arrangements for search and rescue 
operations; encourages states to make arrangements for adequate SAR services in their coastal 
waters, to include pooling resources, and establishing search and rescue coordinating centers, 
outlines common operations procedures to be used; and encourages nations to expedite rescue 
vessels from another party to enter into the nation’s territorial waters. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 

Agreement on Cooperation on aeronautical and Maritime Search and Rescue in the Arctic 
(2011) 

 (Arctic SAR Agreement) 
 It strengthens aeronautical and maritime search and rescue in the Arctic region by delineating 

SAR regions for which each Arctic Council nation is responsible, identifying the competent SAR 
authority and aeronautical and marine rescue coordination centers for each country, providing for: 
the establishment of the SAR Convention and Chicago Convention as the basis for conducting 
search and rescue operations in the Arctic; prompt response to a call for assistance; mutual 
assistance from other parties to the Agreement; procedures for entering the territory of another 
party to the agreement; and cooperation to facilitate search and rescue operations 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, RU, SE, US 

Joint Arctic Nation Activities under the Arctic SAR Agreement 

 The Russian Federation is cooperating with Norway on the establishment of a joint search and 
rescue (SAR) center within the jurisdiction of Norway. Because of the many incidents involving 
ships in their region, the two countries are joining forces and resources to jointly improve SAR 
capabilities as a way of implementing the SAR agreement.  

 Signatories: NO, RU 
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Multilateral agreements 

Agreement Between Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden on Information and 
Cooperation in Response to Pollution of the Sea by Oil or Other Harmful Substances  

 (Copenhagen Agreement) 
 Agreement to cooperate concerning response to oil or other harmful substances at sea. The 

agreement also covers aerial surveillance issues and cooperation in research and development. 
The agreement was signed in 1971 and the latest revision is dated 1993. Areas of agreement are 
the coastal waters, territorial waters and other waters within the respective fishing zones, 
continental shelf and economic zone boundaries.  

 Signatories: DK/GL, FI, IS, NO, SE 

The Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic  

 (OSPAR Convention) 
 The OSPAR Convention is the current legal instrument guiding international cooperation on the 

protection of the marine environment of the North-East Atlantic. The OSPAR Convention entered 
into force on 25 March 1998. 
Contained within the OSPAR Convention are a series of Annexes which deal with the following 
specific areas:  

o Annex I: Prevention and elimination of pollution from land-based sources; 
o Annex II: Prevention and elimination of pollution by dumping or incineration; 
o Annex III: Prevention and elimination of pollution from offshore sources; and 
o Annex IV: Assessment of the quality of the marine environment. 

 Signatories: DK/GL, IS, NO, SE 

Bonn Agreement  

 The Bonn Agreement is the mechanism by which the North Sea States, and the European 
Community work together to help each other in combating pollution in the North Sea Area from 
maritime disasters and chronic pollution from ships and offshore installations; and to carry out 
surveillance as an aid to detecting and combating pollution at sea.  
The Bonn Agreement Counter-Pollution Manual sets out: the agreed General Strategy; the 
Specific Policies agreed on many issues; the agreed approaches on Response operations; the 
arrangements for joint Exercises; the agreed arrangements for Reporting; and the agreed 
approaches on Surveillance.  

 Signatories: DK/GL, NO, SE 
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Bilateral agreements 

Canada/Denmark Agreement for Cooperation Relating to the Marine Environment (with 
Annexes, 26 August 1983) 

 It applies to the prevention, reduction and control of pollution of the marine environment 
resulting from activities within the area covered by the Agreement. Identified in Article I(a) as: 
“Areas of responsibility”, unless otherwise provided by any annex to this Agreement for the 
purpose of that annex, means, with respect to Canada, those areas of Nares Strait, Baffin Bay and 
Davis Strait lying between Canada and Greenland west of the dividing line established by the 
Agreement between the Government of the Kingdom of Denmark and the Government of Canada 
relating to the delimitation of the continental shelf between Greenland and Canada, signed at 
Ottawa on December 17,1973;2 with respect to Denmark, those areas of Nares Strait, Baffin Bay 
and Davis Strait east of the above-mentioned dividing line; and areas resulting from any 
subsequent delimitation as may be agreed between the two Governments. 

 Signatories: CA, DK/GL 

Canada/United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (2003) 

 It provides a coordinated system for planning, preparedness and responding to harmful substance 
incidents in the contiguous waters. The purpose of this plan is to outline and define the roles and 
responsibilities of the various players who would participate in the cleanup efforts of a marine 
pollution incident occurring in the contiguous waters between Canada and the United States. A 
requirement of the Canada-U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan is to conduct joint 
regional exercises to ensure that a response would be conducted as effectively and efficiently as 
possible. 

 Signatories: CA, US 

Canada/US Joint Inland Pollution Contingency Plan (2009) 

 (The “Inland Plan”) 
 It sets forth cooperative measures for dealing with a release of a pollutant along the inland 

boundary of a magnitude that causes, or may cause, damage to the environment or constitutes a 
threat to public safety, security, health, welfare, or property. The Inland Plan may also facilitate 
the provision of assistance in the event that only one country is affected, but the polluting incident 
is of sufficient magnitude to justify a request for assistance from the other country. 

 Signatories: CA, US 
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Canadian/US Search and Rescue Agreements (Canusnorth Beaufort Sea Operation 
Supplement to the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan) (December 6, 2007) 

 It establishes an international marine pollution contingency plan for the Canada-United States 
contiguous waters, to implement the provisions of OPRC (1990); provides a coordinated system 
for planning, preparedness and responding to harmful substance incidents in the contiguous 
waters; facilitates coordination of response and establishes procedures for consultation. It does 
not apply to radiological incidents which are covered under the Canada/United States Joint 
Radiological Emergency Response Plan  

 Signatories: CA, US 

Agreement Between the Government of the Republic of Finland and the Government of the 
[Union of Soviet Socialist Republics] Russian Federation on Cooperation in Combating 
Pollution of the Baltic Sea in Accidents Involving Oil and Their Harmful Substances (1990) 

 The Parties to this agreement shall provide for each other assistance in combating and salvage 
activities related to accidents involving a significant spillage of oil or other harmful substances, or 
a threat of such a spillage. On the basis of this agreement assistance may also be provided in case 
of a pollution incident involving a vessel of either of the Parties taking place outside the response 
regions of the Parties. 

 Signatories: FI, RU 

Action Programme on the Reduction of Pollution and the Implementation of the Protection of 
the Marine Environment in the Baltic Sea and in Other Areas Close to the Common Borders of 
the Republic of Finland and the Russian Federation (1992)  

 The action programme focuses mainly on planned actions to reduce emissions from several 
sources. However, the programme also includes one article about immediate information on 
accidents, exceptional actions and response measures affecting the environment 

 Signatories: FI, RU 

Agreement between The Kingdom of Norway and The Russian Federation concerning 
Cooperation on the Combatment of Oil Pollution in the Barents Sea (1994) 

 It promotes practical joint activities, in which the oil pollution protection authorities from the two 
countries share experience and hold joint exercises both in Norway and in Russia on a regular 
basis. 

 Signatories: NO, RU 
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Agreement between Norway and United Kingdom on procedures to be followed during joint 
Norway/United Kingdom counter pollution operations at sea  

 (Norbrit Plan) 
 It provides for joint measures to combat pollution and salvage operations at sea; governs joint 

coordinated response to the threat of, and the actual pollution events in the zone extending 50 
miles on either side of the median line separating the UK and Norwegian continental shelf; and 
furthers the Bonn Agreement with bilateral cooperation. 

 Signatories: NO 

The Russian-USA Agreement on Cooperation in Combating Emergency Oil Spills in the Bering 
and Chukchi Seas (1989) 

 It provides for coordinated and combined responses to pollution incidents in the Bering and 
Chukchi Seas to develop appropriate preparedness measures and systems for discovering and 
reporting the existence of a pollution incident, provide the means to institute prompt measures to 
restrict the further spread of oil or hazardous substance; and provides a mechanism by which 
adequate resources may be employed to respond to an incident. Under the agreement the two 
countries meet on a biannual basis 

 Signatories: RU, US 

Joint Contingency Plan of Russian Federation and the United States on Oil Spills Combating in 
Bering and Chukchi Sea (updated in 2011) 

 This plan provides for coordinated and combined responses to pollution incidents in the Bering 
and Chukchi Seas. The objective of the plan is to develop appropriate preparedness measures and 
systems for discovering and reporting the existence of a pollution incident, provide the means to 
institute prompt measures to restrict the further spread of oil or hazardous substances, and to 
provide a mechanism by which adequate resources may be employed to respond to an incident. 
Under the agreement the two countries meet on a biannual basis. 

 Signatories: RU, US 

Memorandum of Understanding and Cooperation Between the State Marine Pollution 
Control, Salvage, and Rescue of the Russian Federation and the United States Coast Guard 
(updated in 2011) 

 Establishes a common understanding and sets forth a shared intent and a basic framework to 
cooperate in oil spill and hazardous materials release preparedness and response with particular 
emphasis on: sharing and cooperatively pursuing scientific and technical information, research 
and development, specialized subject matter expertise, experience-based knowledge, training, and 
exercises. 

 Signatories: RU, US 
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Annex 2 - Risk Assessment Matrices 

The risk analysis conducted by each state is based on the qualitative methodology set forth in the 
EPPR publication, Environmental Risk Analysis of Arctic Activities, Report No. 2 (1998) at pages 
2-10 (Risk Analysis Report No. 2).  It defines risk thus:  “Risk involves the occurrence or 
potential occurrence of some accident consisting of an event or sequence of events.  The event is 
defined by its complete description, such as a motor vehicle accident occurring under given 
circumstances.  For each event that occurs, there are several types of ensuing consequences.  For 
example, in a motor vehicle accident, the consequences may include death, a variety of injuries, 
property damage, and other possible effects.”  All discussions of risk in this document are 
governed by this definition. 

 

Table A summarizes the activities that Arctic countries identified as creating a risk (or threat) of 
transboundary environmental impacts.  Arctic Council policy excludes military activities from 
consideration in this risk assessment.  The Table also indicates the category of risk, which for the 
purpose of this analysis, is identified by a numerical value of 1-4 for the activities identified by 
each Arctic nation as taking place within their territory.  The category of risk is a function of the 
probability of occurrence and the magnitude of the threat, with 1 representing the highest risk 
and 4 representing the lowest risk.  One type of activity might be listed as having more than one 
entry in the risk category because the activity may take place in more than one location and 
under different circumstances.  The risk functions associated with each numerical value are: 

 

Category 1 – High probability of occurrence and High magnitude of threat (of greatest concern) 

Category 2 – Low probability of occurrence and High magnitude of threat 

Category 3 – High probability of occurrence and Low magnitude of threat 

Category 4 – Low probability of occurrence and Low magnitude of threat (of least concern) 

 



TABLE A 

Country 

ARCTIC ACTIVITIES AND THREAT PROFILE 

 

Hazardous 
Material as 
Defined by 
the UNECE 
Convention 

Hazardous 
Materials 

Waste 
Sites 

Nuclear 
Power 
Plants 

Other 
Nuclear 

Sites 
Oil & Gas 

Exploration 
Oil& Gas 

Production 
Oil 

Pipelines 

Oil 
Harbours/ 
Terminals 

Major 
Transport 

Routes 
Oil/Haz 
Sub. In 
Bulk 

Abandoned 
Vessels Mining 

Closed 
Government 

Facilities 
Other 

Activities 

              

Canada     2 4  4 4  4   

Finland 2 & 4 1       4      

Greenland     2   4 4     

Iceland              

Norway     2 2 2 2 2     

Russian 
Federation  4 2 2  1  1/4   1  1 2 

Sweden        2/4 3  2/4 3  2 4 

United 
States     2 2 2  4  4   

1 Finland reported on two different facilities producing hazardous materials with two different levels of risk. 
2 The Russian Federation noted the risk of chlorine pollution, explosions, and fire from a wood sorting and loading plant and a gas condensate plant.  There are six Category 1 
activities in the Russian Arctic stemming from Oil and Gas Production, Oil Harbors & Terminals, Mining Activities, and Other Activities. 
3 Sweden reported on chronic as well as episodic pollution resulting from mining activities.  The Category 2 risk level shown is associated with chronic pollution at the facilities. 
4 Sweden identified the rupture of dams as a threat with transboundary potential. 
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Ranking of Risks to the Arctic Environment 

This section updates the information concerning the ranking of risks contained in the Risk Analysis 
Report No. 2 at p. 34, and revises Table B, therein.  The analysis in the original report and here are the 
same:  the revised Table B ranks the risks resulting from activities occurring in the Arctic based on the 
risk analysis and any identified gaps in coverage by multilateral, regional, bilateral and national 
instruments to cover the threats to the environment from the activities.  The category coincides with the 
ranking derived from consideration of the probability of occurrence and magnitude of threat identified for 
each activity.  Activities listed first in a given category list do not necessarily pose a greater threat than an 
activity of the same ranking listed further down the list.  In addition, Category 2 and Category 3 activities 
may pose very similar levels of risk to the environment.  In the case of Category 2 threats, a given activity 
may have a low probability of occurrence and a high magnitude of threat, whereas for Category 3 threats, 
an activity may have a high probability of occurrence with a low magnitude of threat. 

The nature of the Category 1 threats has not changed significantly since the last analysis was conducted in 
1998.  As an example the oil storage facility at Polyostrov Tagyar “Caiergalsky” is no longer identified as 
a Category 1 threat.  The Krasnoyarsky Kraj Port, Dudinka fuel storage facility has taken its place.  
However, the legally-binding Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and 
Response in the Arctic signed by Arctic States on May 15, 2013 contributes to closing the gap in 
instruments covering preparedness and response for oil and gas exploratory activities.  The Agreement 
will also improve procedures for combating oil spills in the Arctic.  Member countries could use the 
information in Table B to consider taking adequate mutual action amongst themselves or within existing 
bilateral and multilateral arrangements covering the Arctic region to better protect the environment in the 
identified areas.  Additionally, member nations are improving preparedness and response posture through 
increased participation in regional exercises to validate emergency capabilities. 
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TABLE B 

Category 1 – Episodic Threats to the Arctic Environment 
Threat Activity Country Gaps in Instruments 

Oil and Gas Production –
Episodic Releases of Oil 
and Gas 

Poluostrov Yamal Oil and 
Gas Extractor 

Russian Federation  

Oil Harbors/Terminals – 
Episodic release of oil, 
black oil (1160 tons fuel 
and lubricants 

Krasnoyarsky Kraj Port, 
Dudinka fuel storage 

Russian Federation Prevention 

Mining –  
Episodic release of 
chlorine, heavy metals, 
oxides; Fire  

Norilsk nickel plant 
production of non-ferrous 
metals, south part of 
Taymyr Polyostrov 

Russian Federation Preparedness & Response 

Mining –  
Episodic releases of heavy 
metals, propane, butane; 
Fire 

Nadezhdenskyj 
Metallurgical Plant, south 
part of Taymyr 
Polyostrov, Norilsk City 

Russian Federation Preparedness & Response 

Other Activities –  
Episodic releases of 
chlorine pollution; Fire 

Wood sorting and loading 
plant, south part of 
Taymyr Polyostrov, 
Igarka City 

Russian Federation Preparedness & Response 

Other Activities – 
Episodic releases of gas 
condensate; explosions; 
Fire 

Gas condensate (fuel 
lubricant) shop, lower 
Enisey River, Gulf of 
Kara Sea, Dudinka City 

Russian Federation Preparedness & Response 

 
Table C summarizes the Category 2 episodic threats to the Arctic environment.  Reported current 
gaps in coverage by international, multilateral or bilateral arrangements concerning Category 2 
episodic threats are radioactivity from nuclear powered vessels ( the Russian Federation 
identified nuclear powered vessels), and in other activities, the rupture of dams (Sweden 
identified rupture of dams).  The 1998 Category 2 summary identified prevention and 
preparedness gaps in oil and gas exploration; preparedness and response gaps for radiation 
hazards from nuclear powered vessels; a prevention gap involving flooding hazards caused by 
the rupture of dams; and a gap in the prevention of accidents for mining activities. 
 
The legally-binding Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and 
Response in the Arctic signed by Arctic States on May 15, 2013 contributes to closing the gap in 
instruments covering preparedness and response for oil and gas exploratory activities.  The 
Agreement will also improve procedures for combating oil spills in the Arctic.   
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TABLE C 

Category 2 – Episodic Threats to the Arctic Environment 
Threat Activity Country Gaps in Instruments 

Oil & Gas Exploration Onshore drilling at 
Mackenzie River Delta 

Canada  

Oil & Gas Exploration Offshore drilling at 
Beaufort Sea – planned 
wells 

Canada  

Hazardous Materials as 
defined by UNECE 
Convention on 
Transboundary Industrial 
ACC 

Liquefied petroleum gas 
terminal at Tornio  

Finland  

Oil & Gas Exploration Offshore exploration in 
the Davis Strait 

Greenland  

Oil & Gas Exploration Offshore drilling in 
Barents and Norwegian 
Sea 

Norway  

Oil & Gas Production Production & drilling of 
production wells at 
SnØvit, Goliat, Nome 

Norway  

Oil Pipelines SnØvit Pipeline Norway  
Oil Harbours Hamerfest, MelkØya, 

Honningsvå, 
Kirkenes/BØkfjorden 

Norway  

Major Trans-routes of Oil 
and Hazardous 
Substances in Bulk 

Shipment from SPM at 
the oil fields 

Norway  

Major Trans-routes of Oil 
and Hazardous 
Substances in Bulk 

Bulk transport of oil to 
Svalbard (800-1500 tons) 

Norway  

Major Trans-routes of Oil 
and Hazardous 
Substances in Bulk 

Bulk transport of coal 
from Svalbard (Max fuel 
350 m3) 

Norway  

Major Trans-routes of Oil 
and Hazardous substances 
in bulk 

Tankers with crude oil 
products from Murmansk 
to Europe and USA 

Norway  

Major Trans-routes of oil 
and hazardous substances 
in bulk 

Tankers with LNG from 
MelkØya  

Norway  

Other Shipping Cruise traffic to and 
around Svalbard (up to 
10000 m3) 

Norway  

Other Shipping Trawlers in Barents Sea Norway  
Oil Harbours & 
Terminals 

Lulea Sweden  
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Category 2 – Episodic Threats to the Arctic Environment 
Threat Activity Country Gaps in Instruments 

Oil Harbours & 
Terminals 

Pitea Sweden  

Other Dam rupture Sweden Prevention 
Nuclear Power Plants Kolskiy Poluostrov 

Nuclear Power Station 
Russian Federation  

Other Nuclear Sites Shore of Barents Sea 
vessels powered by 
nuclear reactors 

Russian Federation Preparedness  

Oil & Gas Exploration Exploratory drilling at 
Liberty Prospect 

United States  

Oil & Gas Exploration Exploratory drilling at 
Beaufort Sea 

United States  

Oil & Gas Exploration Exploratory drilling at 
Chukchi Sea 

United States  

Oil & Gas Exploration Exploratory drilling at 
Cook Inlet 

United States  

Oil & Gas Production Colville Oil Field United States  
Oil & Gas Production Endicott Oil Field United States  
Oil Pipeline Trans-Alaska Pipeline United States  

 
No gaps in coverage for Category 3 transboundary episodic threats to the Arctic environment 
were reported in the current risk analysis (Table D).  In 1998, gaps in preparedness concerning 
Offshore Drilling and Oil and Other Hazardous Substances were reported. 
 

TABLE D 

Category 3 – Episodic Threats to the Arctic Environment 
Threat Activity Country Gaps in Instruments 

Major Trans-routes of Oil 
& Other Hazardous 
Substances in Bulk 

Roads, Railroads, and 
Harbours 

Sweden  

 

Table E identifies the current Category 4 activities.  Gaps in prevention, preparedness or 
response have been identified for Mining Activities, Radioactive Waste Sites, and Oil Harbors 
and Terminals.  The 1998 Category 4 summary identified preparedness and prevention gaps for 
Hazardous Waste Site (radioactivity), Nuclear Power Plant and Hazardous Materials as defined 
by UNECE, and prevention, preparedness and response for an abandoned vessel. 
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TABLE E 

Category 4 – Episodic Threats to the Arctic Environment 
Threat Activity Country Gaps in Instruments 

Oil & Gas Production Norman Wells Oil Field Canada  
Oil Harbors & Terminals 
< 1000 T 

26 Coastal communities Canada  

Major Trans-routes of Oil 
& Other Hazardous 
Substances in Bulk 

Transportation to coastal 
communities 

Canada  

Mining Activities Mary River Iron Ore, 
Bafin Island 

Canada Prevention & 
Preparedness 

Hazardous Materials as 
defined by UNECE 
Convention on 
Transboundary Industrial 
ACC 

Steel production at Tornio Finland  

Oil Harbors & Terminals 
A)< mil T or B) > 1000 T 

Kemi Harbor Finland  

Oil Harbors & Terminals 
A) < mil T or B) > 1000 
T 

Tornio Harbor Finland  

Oil Harbors & Terminals 
B) > 1000 T 

19 Oil Harbors or 
Terminals 

Greenland  

Mining Activities Kiruna Mine Sweden Prevention 
Mining Activities Gallivare/ Malmberget Sweden Prevention 
Radioactive Waste Sites Kolskiy Poluostrov 

Special Factory long term 
storage of radioactive 
waste; storage of radiate 
ionized sources 

Russian Federation Preparedness  

Radioactive Waste Sites Kolskiy Poluostrov 
Nuclear power Plant 
storage of low-active 
hazardous material 

Russian Federation Preparedness  

Oil Harbors & Terminals 
A) < mil T or B) > 1000 
T 

Nenets Regions, Barents 
Sea Varandej Oil 
Terminal 

Russian Federation  

Major trans-routes of oil 
and other hazardous 
substances in bulk 

Northern Sea Route – 
increased use of ice 
breakers 

United States  

Major trans-routes of oil 
and other hazardous 
substances in bulk 

Bering Strait route – 
increased human marine 
activity 

United States  

Mining Activity Several locations United States  
 




