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Executive Summary 
 

The first exercise under the Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness 

and Response in the Arctic was hosted by Canada, and specifically organised by the Canadian 

Coast Guard as National Competent Authority for vessels source incidents. It was conducted in 

concert with the eight signatory nations to the Agreement, Denmark as represented in 

coordination with Greenland and the Faroe Islands, Iceland, Finland, Norway, Sweden, Russian 

Federation and the United States of America. Numerous individuals representing the 31 distinct 

agencies with specific responsibilities under the Agreement were in one manner or another 

involved in a fully functional, divided-event exercise, executed in real time (simulated date) 

across all time zones. 

A fully functional, divided-event concept was proposed as a means to address the newness of 

the Agreement and Operational Guidelines and to further develop familiarity between agencies 

which may had only limited interaction in the past. The concept provided scheduling flexibility, 

controlled realism, manageable costs, and importantly allowed for simple application of 

exercise objectives. A three-event or phased approach was designed to simulate the 

Notification of Parties, Phase 1, the Request for, development and receipt of Offers of 

Assistance, Phase 2, and finally the Movement of Resources across borders, Phase 3, conducted 

as a table top discussion of the requirements to facilitate such movements into Canada.  

The scenario:  

Grounding of M/T LUCKY/CFN5555, Simpson Strait East, South of Gjoa Haven, Nunavut, 

Canada 

Set in early September, a fictional tanker, travelling in the Simpson Strait, a remote 

centrally located waterway in the Arctic Ocean within Canada goes aground. Initially the 

incident did not involve any release of pollutants. However, subsequent events would 

lead to a requirement to escalate the response accordingly.  

The first phase initiated by the Canadian Government Operations Center, (GOC) in Ottawa, 

Ontario, Canada involving each of the other countries 24/7 operations centers was conducted 

on 12 May between the hours of 0800 -1030 EST. Similarly initiated by the Canadian GOC, and 

facilitated by the other countries operations centers and associated other agencies, the second 

phase was conducted on 28/29 May between the hours of 0800-1730 EST, terminated on the 

morning of the 29th. The third phase involving Canadian resources was conducted in Ottawa, 

Ontario, Canada on 19 June, 2014. 
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Main results 

Phase 1: Notification 

There was some variation in terms of preferred methodology for transmitting information as 

the result of each country’s internal notification/communications processes, in addition to the 

simple maintenance of accurate contact information. 

There was general consensus in maintaining multiple paths of communication, where Facsimile 

would remain the primary method of transmittal of information, followed by Email, followed by 

a phone call. A time allowance between methods of 10-15 minutes was suggested. 

Phase 2: Request, and Offers of Assistance 

While the tiered and multiple paths of communication are vital to ensuring communication 

occurs, the success rate of facsimiles sent and clearly received (4/9 sites) are not considered 

particularly high as a primary mode of communication.  This result suggests that retaining 

facsimile as the primary mode of communication requires cyclical (every three to six months) 

testing of the systems in place. 

It is recommended that the parties discuss an overall target in the range of 30 minutes per 

transmission mode. Exhausting all three modes, fax, e-mail and phone/voice should take no 

longer than 90 minutes to accomplish. 

Once received and acknowledged, requests for assistance are subject to internal assessment, 

an unspecified process which may vary from state to state, and is dependent upon the 

complexity of the request and availability of personnel on whose authority and knowledge an 

offer can be created.  No recommendations were suggested. 

Offers of Assistance were received from participating parties generally within the prescribed 

formats as indicated by the forms; however in all cases various elements of information as 

indicated by the Guidelines sec 2.3 were not included. This suggests that the Offer 

Communication form be reviewed to provide a closer link between the sec 2.3 and the 

proposed form.  

Of particular note, one offer of assistance included some private sector assets. This offer while 

operationally viable may be seen as more of a commercial solicitation and potentially better 

addressed through a contracting protocol.  

In terms of time lines, it is difficult to draw any conclusions on what constitutes appropriate 

periods of time to consider the request. In addition, because of time zone differences and the 
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variability of the national processes in place, it is suggested that at least a 24-48 hour period be 

allowed for. For time sensitive requests, such as countermeasures that have a narrow window 

of application, dispersants, in-situ burning etcetera, it is recommended that those timelines of 

application be clearly indicated at the time of the request. 

Phase 3: Facilitating the Movement and Removal of Resources across borders 

Overall, the temporary importation of consumable goods, equipment or service personnel 

during an emergency event can be accomplished without significant delay provided 

coordination between the lead department and Canadian Border Services Agency is facilitated.  

It is recommended that each nation reinforce or otherwise initiate a similar discussion within 

the context of Agreement and Guidelines.   

It should be noted that certain equipment or assets that may contain potential contaminants or 

are specifically regulated in Canada are also subject to further clearance although not strictly 

customs activities. Similar concerns regarding particular yet commonly available assets should 

be investigated.  

Other Results 

As is customary for Exercises, the design, implementation and evaluation process are also 

subject to learnings and/or results.  Of particular note Canada encourages establishing the 

design process very early in the cycle, and the adoption of the exercising format prevalent in 

the host country. 

The Canadian lead, design and evaluation teams would like to acknowledge and thank all 

participating individuals and agencies.  
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Figure 1 – Communications Web, Roles and Responsibilities within the Context of the 

Agreement  

 

 Correction: USCG Assistant Command, should read Assistant Commandant 
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List of Recommendations 
 

The following is a summary of recommendations stemming from the exercise. 

Phase 1 

1. There was general consensus in maintaining multiple paths of communication, where 

the following hierarchy and a time allowance between methods of 10-15 minutes was 

suggested: 

a. Facsimile would remain the primary method of transmittal of information, 

followed by; 

b. E-mail, followed by; 

c. A Phone call. 

2. That the Sample Form be amended to highlight the purpose of the transmission as this 

form is designed for both “Notification” and “Requests for Assistance”. 

3. That the contact lists be amended in accordance with the list provided in the detailed 

findings.  It should be noted that these changes were implemented prior to conducting 

Phase 2 of the exercise. 

4. To ensure accurate and timely contact information is available, a cyclical review or 

connectivity test should be conducted annually. A decision by all parties subject to this 

agreement, on the rotation of host nation for this test is required.   

Phase 2 

1. That retaining facsimile as the primary mode of communication requires cyclical (every 

three to six months) testing of the systems in place. It is recommended that the parties 

discuss an overall target in the range of 30 minutes per transmission mode. Exhausting 

all three modes, fax, e-mail and voice should take no longer than 90 minutes to 

accomplish. 

2. That the Offer Communication form be reviewed to provide a closer link between the 

sec 2.3 and the proposed form. 

3. Of particular note, one offer of assistance included some private sector assets. This offer 

while operationally viable may be seen as more of a commercial solicitation and 

potentially better addressed through a contracting protocol.  

4. In terms of time lines, it is difficult to draw any conclusions on what constitutes 

appropriate periods of time to consider the request. In addition, because of time zone 

differences and the variability of the national processes in place, it is suggested that at 
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least a 24-48 hour period be allowed for. For time sensitive requests, such as 

countermeasures that have a narrow window of application, dispersants, in-situ burning 

etcetera, it is recommended that those timelines of application be clearly indicated at 

the time of the request. 

5. The limited results suggests that retaining facsimile as the primary mode of 

communication requires cyclical (every three to six months) testing of the systems in 

place. 

6. In terms of time lines, it is unclear why clearly received facsimiles at 24/7 operations 

centers were not acknowledged within 30 minutes or less, however establishing a 

performance measure based solely on a first exercise is also not suggested. It is 

recommended that the parties discuss an overall target in the range of 30 minutes per 

transmission mode. Exhausting all three modes, fax, e-mail and voice should take no 

longer than 90 minutes to accomplish. 

Phase 3  

1. As recognised in the Agreement and Guidelines nothing in them is designed to 

contravene national systems, consequently, in Canada, the MERP is expected to be 

activated prior to the Agreement. Coordination of various elements of national systems 

with the Agreement and Guidelines, such as forms, and procedures is encouraged. 

2. Countries may wish to create a preliminary list of special response related situations or 

in the absence of such ensure the proper internal authorities are involved in the process 

at the earliest stages. 

3. More consideration should be given to the logistical process. More specificity on 

transport and logistics requirement on both sides would focus facilitation of the 

requests and offers of assistance. Significant logistical issues exist if request is not 

specific enough. There is a need to identify of primary point of entry land, air and sea.  

4. While the specify responsibilities and processes of each countries border authorities 

may differ somewhat, it is recommend that a national contact point, or the liaison role 

assist, in the facilitation of the movement of goods and personnel. 

Exercise Design and Conduct 

1. It should be recognised that there are a number of different ways in which to design and 

conduct an exercise; consequently it is recommended that each host select and execute 

whatever methodology they are most comfortable with. 

2. Each host nation is encouraged to establish the design process and team as early as 

possible and up to a year or two in advance, to allow for appropriate participation in the 

process. 
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3. The evaluation feedback was somewhat difficult to coordinate given the requirement to 

execute this remotely. A more frequent schedule of meetings or preparatory activities is 

suggested. 
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Post Exercise Activities 
 

The following activities and decision points are suggested for further development by the 

parties and there subject matter experts, National Competent Authorities. 

1. For signatory parties to adopt a policy of testing the communications linkages 

(connectivity test) in a cycle of 3 to 6 months, led by the country in which the Arctic 

Chairmanship resides.  Or in the alternative, establish a cycle by which hosts may be 

identified. 

2.  Amendments to the Guidelines via subject matter experts or National Competent 

Authorities. 

a. Convene a discussion on establishing reasonable time lines for transmission and 

receipt of transmissions. 

b. Convene a workshop (or alternative) to review the forms to better align the 

information requirements with the proposed formats. 

3. Encourage parties to convene their internal agencies to consider the entrance 

requirements for equipment and personnel as per phase 3 of this exercise. 
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Overview of Exercise Design, Objectives 
and Participation 

The Agreement  
The Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic 

was signed on 15 May, 2013 in Kiruna, Sweden.  Its serves largely to operationalise the broader 

International Convention on Oil Pollution Preparedness Response and Cooperation, of 1990 to 

which all Arctic States are party. The Agreement contains four Appendices which identify the 

required contact points and general Operational Guidelines to facilitate its operation. 

In recognition of Canada’s Chairmanship of the Arctic Council, 2013-2015, the Canadian Coast 

Guard undertook to host the first exercise under the auspices of the Agreement.  

Exercise Framework 
The proposed exercise framework was a function of the newness of the Agreement and 

Operational Guidelines, which involve parties who may not have worked together in situations 

that are somewhat unfamiliar.  

The proposed style or type of exercise was a “Functional” exercise, where tasks were grouped 

around a specific aspect of the response. Given this exercise was also the first within the 

context of the Agreement, the most appropriate starting point required the execution of the 

initiating or activation type tasks. Subsequent exercises may address the more in-depth 

operational coordination required. 

Canada, acting as Host Nation in collaboration with assigned persons from signatory or 

participating parties coordinated the overall exercise, evaluations and debrief. A project 

management approach, utilizing the Canadians Coast Guard’s National Marine Spills Response 

Exercise Program Design and Planning Guide was used in the overall planning, organizing and 

managing of tasks and resources. Costs for participation were borne by each nation.  

The exercise After Action Report will be tabled with the Arctic Council and lessons learned 

which may impact changes to the Guidelines will be submitted to EPPR as per the 

administrative provisions therein.  

Exercise Priorities 
The overall organisational objectives of conducting this exercise involved the introduction a 

new response procedure and the development familiarity between national competent 

authorities (in the execution of requests for assistance).  The following three priorities were 

chosen: 
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 Notification of Parties / Arctic States 

 Requests and Offers of Assistance; and 

 Movement and Removal of Resources across Borders 

Notification of Parties/Arctic States 

Section 1 of the Guidelines requires the party in which the incident occurs to initiate a 

notification of other parties to provide situational awareness to those states whose interests 

are affected or are likely to be affected. This entails the accumulation of information in a 

standard format and its conveyance to the other Parties “National 24 hour Operational Contact 

Points” (Appendix 2 of the Agreement). Acknowledgment from the receiving parties completes 

this response activity. 

 

Requests and Offers of Assistance 

Section 2 of the Guidelines outlines the manner in which requests for assistance are to be 

framed, acknowledged and replied to. In addition it allows for designation of a Liaison Officer as 

well as consideration of unsolicited offers of assistance.  Parties considering delivering the 

assistance are required to acknowledge and assess the request in accordance with section 2.3 

of the Guidelines. It is recommended that unsolicited offers not form part of the exercise. This 

entails the development of a request and the suggested supporting activities in section 2.2 and 

2.4 (Liaison Officers) of the Guidelines. 

 

Movement and Removal of Resources across borders 

Section 3 of the Guidelines outlines the processes which should facilitate the movement of 

personnel and equipment across borders. It is recommended that for the purpose of this 

exercise that this activity be limited to the identification of customs issues, points of entry, 

manifesting, immigration and diplomatic clearances from a Canadian point of view.  It is 

recommended that future actions be undertaken by each nation acting as a “receiving” nation. 

Differences in approach and documentation may be required. 

Degree of Realism 
A low degree is realism was suggested given the relative newness of the Agreement and 

Operational Guidelines. Further, it was not initially clear if each Arctic Nation/Party had 

communicated or fully integrated the elements of the Agreement into their response plans and 

processes.  This suggested that the exercise be announced, have a limited duration, occur 

within normal working hours (for the assisting Parties) and have a relatively slow pace. 
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Exercise Time lines – Divided Event Concept 
For a number of reasons a divided event exercise limited to the initial stages of an incident was 

recommended.   The primary reasons for this include: 

 Provision of scheduling flexibility to coordinate all Arctic States/Parties’ participation  

 The control of the degree of realism, and provision of opportunity for coaching. 

 The control of the human resources cost, and limitation of play to normal working 

periods. 

 The application of basic steps in the processes via simplification of exercise objectives 

and inputs. 

Consequently, each Response Activity was designed and executed as a distinct phase. 

Preliminary Estimate of Exercise Commitments 
As host nation with responsibility for management, design, execution and evaluation, the 

estimated level of commitment was as follows. 

Table 1:  Commitment Elements 

Element Time required & OPI 
(estimated) 

Contingency/ Issues Target dates 
(initial) 

Design 10 days – Design team  Jan 31 
Preparation 5 days - Design team  Feb 28 
Execution/Debrief 
– Phase 1 

3.5 days - Host 
0.5 day per Arctic 
States/Parties 

Scheduling coordination 
with participants 

Apr 15 

Execution/Debrief 
– Phase 2 

7 days  - Host, 
1 day per Arctic 
States/Parties 

Scheduling coordination 
with participants 

Apr 30 

Execution/Debrief 
– Phase 3 

3 days - Host 
1 day per participants 

Scheduling coordination 
with participants 

May 15 

Evaluation & Final 
Report 

5 days - Host  May 31 
 

Presentation to 
EPPR 

2 days - Host  June 2-6 

Estimated Effort - 
Design and Host 

35.5 days   

Estimated Effort - 
Participants 

1-1.5 days per    

 

The exercise activities were scheduled during the typical working “day” timelines for each 

operational centre. Since phase 1 and 2 activities were initiated by the Canadian Government 
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Operations Centre, operated by Public Safety Canada, significant flexibility was used to 

minimise impacts to the operations centres of the other Arctic States/Parties, including 

scheduling of the evaluators/controllers.  Each Arctic State/Party was expected to commit and 

fund their participation. 

Exercise Organisation and Participation 
The exercise organisation, planning and evaluation team membership has been included in 

Appendix A: Exercise Organisation, Scenario Script summary and Contact Lists. 

Event Scenario and Relationship to Exercise Priorities 
The scenario: Grounding of M/T LUCKY/CFN5555, Simpson Strait East, South of Gjoa Haven, 

Nunavut, Canada  

Figure 2 – General location of incident 
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Set in early September, a fictional tanker, travelling in the Simpson Strait, a remote centrally 

located waterway in the Arctic Ocean within Canada goes aground. Initially the incident did not 

involve any release of pollutants. The initial grounding was used as the basis for the notification 

of parties. 

Subsequent fictitious but typically applicable actions were presented to facilitate the scenario 

and provide input for the next phase of the exercise. The resultant scenario involved a 

continuous release of Marine Diesel Oil (ISO 8217) at a rate of 2.0 cubic metres per hour. 

Estimated over the course of approximately 30 days, a trajectory, fate of the product and a 

series of response challenges (objectives) induced a series of requirements used to create a 

request for assistance. Phase 2 of the exercise was based upon this evolving situation. 

Upon receipt of the various offers of assistance, Canadian authorities involved in the movement 

of goods and personnel undertook a table top discussion, based upon the entry requirements 

related to elements within those offers. Phase 3 was broadly based, but not necessarily limited 

to outputs of Phase 2. 

Evaluation 
The evaluation of the exercise was conducted by the assigned national competent authorities 

or representatives identified as Evaluators/Controllers.  As lead, the Canadian Coast acted as 

the primary author and editor of the report. 
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Results of Phase 1 – Notification 

Event Review - 12 May, 2014 
Phase 1 was initiated at 0800 hrs (Ottawa Time) by the Canadian Government Operations 

Centre, (GOC).   

Prior to transmitting the designed input Form #1, the GOC initiated a connectivity test, whereby 

a one page Facsimile cover sheet was transmitted to each Operations Center. While this cased 

some initial confusion it also identified some immediately correctable errors in the Facsimile 

numbers noted in Appendices of the Agreement.   

Upon conclusion of the connectivity test the formal distribution of the notification Form #1 was 

facilitated. The incident notification was transmitted via the following methods:  

a. Fax – a fax was sent to all countries 

b. Phone – those countries that could not receive the fax were contacted via phone 

c. Email – some countries requested the incident info via email 

Acknowledgment of the receipt of the notification was generally received within 30 minutes of 

a successful transmission.  

This phase of the Exercise was terminated at approximately 1015 hrs (Ottawa time). 

Assessment of Exercise Objectives 

Phase 1 – Main Objective 

To evaluate the receiving countries integration of the notification procedures, 

acknowledgement and further notification of internal national competent authorities processes 

or procedures. 

Overall Findings 

There was some variation in terms of preferred methodology for transmitting information as 

the result of each country’s internal notification/communications processes, in addition to the 

simple maintenance of accurate contact information. 

There was general consensus in maintaining multiple paths of communication, where the 

following hierarchy and a time allowance between methods of 10-15 minutes was suggested: 

1. Facsimile would remain the primary method of transmittal of information, followed by; 
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2. E-mail, followed by; 

3. A Phone call. 

And finally it was suggested that the Sample Form be amended to highlight the purpose of the 

transmission as this form is designed for both “Notification” and “Requests for Assistance”. 

Partial evidence was gathered in support of internal notification of this incident to the 

respective National Competent Authorities. 

Sub-Objectives: Summary 

Sub-objectives Evaluation Criteria 
Confirmation of initial contact information, 
and handling of information being received in 
English (the operational Language of the 
Guidelines). 

Validation of the telephone contacts 
Validation of receiving ops centres process. 
 

Identification of internal communications 
procedures for notification of the 
appropriate national competent authority 
within each countries process. 

Validation of internal distribution to 
appropriate national competent authorities. 

Confirmation of the acknowledgement once 
information has been received. 

Validation of acknowledgement procedure. 

 

Detailed findings 

Confirmation of Initial contact information 

Pre-exercise corrections to Appendix II: National 24 hour Operational Contact Points 

 
Country 

 

 
Required Changes 

Joint Arctic 
Command - 
Greenland 

Change ako@mil.dk to  ako-commcen@mil.dk  and mrcc-nuuk@mil.dk 
 
 

MRCC Turku, 
Finland 

Change 24 hr telephone  from 358 204 1000 to 358 294 1001 
Change Fax from 358 71 872 0109 to 358 294 1019 

Maritime Alert 
Centre, Iceland 

Change name to Icelandic Coast Guard / JRCC 
Change e-mail from sar@ihg.is to sar@lhg.is 

 

 

 

mailto:ako@mil.dk
mailto:ako-commcen@mil.dk
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Phase 1: Further corrections and validation of pre-exercise contact information 

 
Country 

 

 
Required Changes 

Joint Arctic 
Command – 
MRCC Greenland 

Use the ako-commcen@mil.dk email for the exercise instead. 
 
The correct fax number to use is 01 299 364099. 
 

MRCC Turku, 
Finland 
 
 

The preferred telephone number to use for the exercise is the 011 
3582941000 number.  
 
The preferred fax number to use is 011 3582941019. 
 

Maritime Alert 
Centre, Iceland 

The correct fax number to use is 011 3545452001. 
 
The correct email address is sar@lhg.is 
 

National 
Response Centre 
(NRC), USA 

The preferred fax number is 1-202-267-1322. 
 
The correct email address is nrc@uscg.mil 
 

Swedish Coast 
Guard, Sweden 

Canadian GOC could not reply to lc.krs@coastguard.se and was directed 
to use lc.krs@kustbevakningen.se  Note that Appendix II indicates the 
use of vb.krs@coastguard.se 

GOC Canada Should indicate the country code  or a complete international number 
string i.e. 01 613-991-7000 (24 hr contact point) 

 

Note:  International Calling Procedures require the originating country to dial an exit code, 

followed by the destination country code, followed by the local telephone or fax number. 

Exit code + Country Code + local number 

Handling of Information – Use of English as Operating language 

A follow-up call was required to clarify the exercise activity as received by the Russian 

Federation. The GOC (Canada) was able to provide a Russian speaking operator who facilitated 

the transfer of information. Unfortunately this is cannot be considered a standard operating 

condition of the GOC. 

 

mailto:ako-commcen@mil.dk
mailto:sar@lhg.is
mailto:nrc@uscg.mil
mailto:lc.krs@coastguard.se
mailto:use%20lc.krs@kustbevakningen.se
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Identification of internal communications procedures for notification of the 

appropriate national competent authority within each countries process 

Norway, United States, Sweden and Greenland confined their internal notification of their 

National Competent Authorities and other agencies requiring notification as per Appendix I of 

the Agreement and Section 12 of the Guidelines. Follow-up action is required in phase 2 of this 

exercise to validate the internal activation processes for this component of the exercise. 

Confirmation of the acknowledgement once information has been received 

Acknowledgement of receipt of the Notification was transmitted by all parties and received by 

GOC – Canada generally within 20 minutes of transmission. See Handling of information for 

single exception. 

Recommendations 
1. There was general consensus in maintaining multiple paths of communication, where 

the following hierarchy and a time allowance between methods of 10-15 minutes was 

suggested: 

a. Facsimile would remain the primary method of transmittal of information, 

followed by; 

b. E-mail, followed by; 

c. A Phone call. 

2. That the Sample Form be amended to highlight the purpose of the transmission as this 

form is designed for both “Notification” and “Requests for Assistance”. 

3. That the contact lists be amended in accordance with the list provided in the detailed 

findings.  It should be noted that these changes were implemented prior to conducting 

Phase 2 of the exercise. 

4. To ensure accurate and timely contact information is available, a cyclical review or 

connectivity test should be conducted. A decision by all parties subject to this 

agreement, on the rotation of host nation for this test is required.   
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Results of Phase 2 – Requests and Offers 
of Assistance 

Event Review - 28 May, 2014 
Phase 2 was initiated at 0800 hrs (Ottawa Time) by the Canadian Government Operations 

Centre, (GOC).  Following the protocol established as the result of phase 1, all parties were 

notified of Canada’s request for assistance via facsimile of the “Assistance Request Report” as 

recommended by the Section 11 (Forms) of the guidelines.  

Confirmations of receipt of the initial facsimile transmissions were initially received by only 4 of 

9 of the 24/7 operational contact points. Norway, Finland, Faroe Islands, and Iceland did not 

have any difficulties, while the return facsimile number was unreadable by the United States. 

Both transmissions to Greenland/Denmark and Sweden, failed. The two contact points within 

the Russian Federation were unresponsive1. 

In accordance with the recommendations of phase 1 of the exercise, the secondary contact 

protocol (e-mail) was initiated by the GOC (Canada) at approximately 0900 hrs (Ottawa time) 

for those parties failing to confirm receipt or to which the initial facsimile failed. The United 

States, Greenland/Denmark and Sweden subsequently received and confirmed receipt of the 

request for assistance.  

During the course of this part of the exercise countries undertook an assessment of their 

capacity to provide assistance as suggested by the request and in consideration of the limited 

incident specifics provided. Each party facilitated this process in their own manner and in 

accordance with their own internal authorities; consequently responses were received at 

various times, starting at about 1400 hrs culminating in the final offer being received the next 

morning, 29 May.  For the most part a “Response to Request for Assistance” form from each 

participating party was ultimately received by Canada. It should be noted that these timelines 

should not be taken as an indicator of the true effort due to the artificiality of the exercise 

conditions. 

Upon receipt of the offers Canada subsequently acknowledged receipt of the response via a 

“Receipt of Response to Request for Assistance” form. This form indicted that Canada would 

                                                      
1 Recent organisational changes enacted in the Russian Federation precluded their participation in this phase of 
the exercise. 
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respond to the offers of assistance upon consideration of all offers, and within 2 days of the 

artificial exercise timeline.  

“Acceptance of Assistance” forms were sent to all participating parties indicating Canada’s 

willingness to accept the assistance as offered and ultimately to end the exercise. A formal end 

of exercise facsimile was sent on 29 May to officially terminate phase 2. 

Assessment of Exercise Objectives 

Phase 2 – Main Objective 

To evaluate the receiving countries ability to receive and address a specific request for 

assistance. 

Overall Findings 

The process by which a country makes requests, and receives responses for assistance from the 

other arctic parties requires a particular communications “discipline” to effectively manage the 

information. The Guidelines were created with that in mind, and suggest a particular order of 

communications, which have been further reflected in the exercise. A more detailed process 

description has been included in Appendix B: Process Description. 

While it is generally understood that requests and offers should be clear, concise and as 

detailed as possible, it is worth noting that the templates provide only guidance and a minimum 

of expected information. Participating Nations should be free to add information as needed. 

Request for Assistance and Acknowledgment 

Request for Assistance is generated by the nation in whose waters the incident is occurring or is 

affecting. In the case of this exercise, Canada as host of the event acted as the initiating or 

requesting nation. Pre-established inputs based upon the incident scenario were produced and 

transmitted. 

The request was formally transmitted from the host nation, (by its pre-identified 24/7 

communications center) to the other pre-identified 24/7 Operations Centers (or equivalent 

RCC’s) in the prescribed format (Input Form 2: Notification/Assistance Request Report).  

While the tiered and multiple paths of communication are vital to ensuring communication 

occurs, the success rate of facsimiles sent and clearly received (4/9) sites are not considered 

particularly high. Considering the non-participation of two Russian Federation centers, the rate 

of success remains less than 60%.  This result suggests that retaining facsimile as the primary 

mode of communication requires cyclical (every three to six months) testing of the systems in 

place. 
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It is recommended that the parties discuss an overall target in the range of 30 minutes per 

transmission mode. Exhausting all three modes, fax, e-mail and voice should take no longer 

than 90 minutes to accomplish. 

 

Assessment of Request and Offer of Assistance 

Once received by a potential assisting nation, the request is expected to be internally 

distributed to the National Competent Authority and whatever authority has been assigned the 

responsibility to provide (or accept as the case may be) assistance. The Agreement identifies 

these agencies in Appendix II and III respectively.  No recommendations are suggested as these 

processes are considered internal to the state. 

After a sufficient period of time, which may vary depending upon the availability of personnel, 

complexity of the request etc. is allowed for; a potential assisting nation is expected to officially 

respond to the request. The response should indicate the description and source of assistance 

in sufficient detail to facilitate an assessment by the requesting nation. The Guidelines propose 

the use of an “Offer Communication (from Assisting Party to Requesting Party)” form in 

addition to the information requirements as indicated in Section 2.3.  

Offers of Assistance were received from participating parties generally within the prescribed 

formats as indicated by the forms; however in all cases various elements of information as 

indicated by the Guidelines sec 2.3 were not included. This suggests that the Offer 

Communication form be reviewed to provide a closer link between the sec 2.3 and the 

proposed form.  

Of particular note, one offer of assistance included some private sector assets. This offer while 

operationally viable may be seen as more of a commercial solicitation and potentially better 

addressed through a contracting protocol.  

It is difficult to draw any conclusions on what constitutes appropriate periods of time to 

consider the request. A further discussion may be warranted, but it is not unreasonable to 

suggest that at least a 24-48 hour period be allowed for. For time sensitive situations, it is 

recommended that those timelines of application be clearly indicated at the time of the 

request.  

Summary Tables of the request and offers of assistance is provided in Appendix B: Summary of 

Results – Request and Offers of Assistance (Spreadsheets) 
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Acknowledgements of Receipt of offer of assistance, assessment and decision 

The requesting party is then expected to acknowledge receipt of the offer, via a “Receipt 

Communication (From Requesting Party to Assisting Party)” form indicating the main contact 

points and when a decision to accept or reject the offer is expected. The request, offer and 

acceptance process is terminated once the requesting party assesses and makes a final decision 

on the offer; the guidelines suggest an “Acceptance Communication (From Requesting Party to 

Assisting Party)” form be used. 

As alluded to above, the nation receiving the aforementioned responses is required to assess 

the various offers of assistance within the context of its initial request. It should be recognised 

that this may also take a considerable amount of time, (ie. 24 -72 hours), to evaluate and/or 

sort through. 

Within the context of the exercise, Canada as host acknowledged receipt of all offers (input 

form 4 – Receipt Communication) indicating that a decision and subsequent response would 

follow after all other offers were considered.  

For expediency, and to inform phase 3 of the exercise, no detailed assessment was undertaken 

to validate the type or cumulative impact of assistance offered. Consequently, all requests for 

assistance were accepted, via Input Form 5 – Acceptance Communication as a means to 

facilitate the next phase of the exercise.  

Sub-Objectives: Summary 
Two administrative amendments were made to the detailed sub objectives to capture the 

interplay between 24/7 Operations centres and the specific forms as outlines in the Guidelines. 

The amendments did not affect any activity during the exercise and have been included to 

better describe and report on results. The amendments are indicated in bold, in the following 

table.  

Sub-objectives Evaluation Criteria 

Creation and transmission of a request for 
assistance. 

Host country to act as control function. 

Receipt of request for assistance Validation of communications process. 

Processing of request through national 
competent authorities, creation of the offer 
of assistance and transmission to requesting 
nation 

Validation of each countries internal process 
for reviewing and responding to a request for 
assistance. Documentation required. 

Transmission of Receipt of response to 
request for assistance, (Offer) 

Validation of the host countries ability to 
acknowledge receipt of original request. 

Acceptance of Offers Host country to act as control function 
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Phase 2 Sub-objectives: Detailed findings 

Creation and transmission of a request for assistance. 

During the design phase of this exercise it was noted that significant coordination and formal 

communication network is required between the Field Command (National Competent 

Authority, NCA), National Headquarters – Coast Guard (or other NCA) and National Marine 

Emergency Plan (Public Safety Canada) coordination to establish the appropriate escalation of 

resource requests to facilitate this Agreement. This finding may only apply to Canada, but may 

be considered for review in light of other nation’s internal processes. 

In addition, it should be noted that the information requirements, in particular identification of 

customs, immigration and entry authorities and preliminary financial considerations set out in 

the Guidelines Sec 2.2 should be more directly integrated into the Assistance Request Report 

Form. 

Each country is expected to ensure that the appropriate mechanisms, protocols are in place to 

escalate a response and requests for assistance in accordance with their own internal 

processes. 

The Assistance Request Report form be reviewed to include information suggested by the 

Guidelines sec 2.2. 

Receipt of request for assistance 

Transmission and Reception of Request: Communications Table Results 

Country Fax 
Time 

Stamp 

Country 
Fax 

Time 

Phone  
Time 

Email 
Time 

Comments 

Norway  8:11:00 
AM 

  8:42:00 
AM 

      

Finland  8:36:00 
AM 

  9:23:00 
AM 

    Finland asked if the GOC received a fax 
confirmation. GOC replied no.  

Russia   8:18:00 
AM 

        

Russian 
Emercom 

Fax did 
not go 
through.  

      Original fax did not go through.  Email sent 
at approximately 8:50am. 
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Denmark Fax did 
not go 
through.  

      9:16:00 
AM 

Denmark stated that they were not able to 
receive the fax. An email was sent at 
approximately 8:46am. The GOC called 
Denmark at 9:07am, who stated that they 
received the email. 

Faroe 
Island 

  8:05:00 
AM 

 8:25:00 
AM 

      

U.S.   8:25:00 
AM 

      9:40:00 
AM 

A reply was received that a phone number 
on the fax was not readable (it was 
unclear what was meant by this message). 
The U.S. requested that a PDF of the 
request for assistance be emailed instead. 
The email sent at approximately 8:41am. 

Iceland  8:08:00 
AM 

  10:29:00 
AM 

      

Sweden Fax did 
not go 
through.  

  8:26:00 
AM 

    8:59:00 
AM 

Issues were encountered attempting to fax 
the request for assistance.  The original 
fax that was sent was incomplete. A 
second fax attempt was initiated at 
8:27am.  The second fax attempt failed.  A 
PDF of the request for assistance was 
sent at approximately 8:50am.  

 

Each nation was expected to acknowledge receipt of the fax transmission, and those who did, 

did so within a range of 20 minutes to 1 hour, while in one case almost 2.5 hours had elapsed. 

Those nations who failed to receive the fax transmission or did not acknowledge it within the 

hour were subject to the designed secondary e-mail protocol. The secondary protocol was 

generally completed within 2 hours of the initial request notification. While the tiered and 

multiple paths of communication are vital to ensuring communication occurs, the success rate 

of facsimiles sent and clearly received (4/9) sites is not considered particularly high. Considering 

the non-participation of two Russian Federation centers, the rate of success remains less than 

60%.  This result suggests that retaining facsimile as the primary mode of communication 

requires cyclical (every three to six months) testing of the systems in place. 

It is unclear why clearly received facsimiles at 24/7 operations centers were not acknowledged 

within 30 minutes or less, however establishing a performance measure based solely on a first 

exercise is also not suggested. It is recommended that the parties discuss an overall target in 

the range of 30 minutes per transmission mode. Exhausting all three modes, fax, e-mail and 

voice should take no longer than 90 minutes to accomplish. 
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Processing of request through national competent authorities 

As previously noted in the overall findings, the process in which a request is considered, 

assessed and made into an offer of assistance is not specified in the guidelines, as it seen as an 

internal process. The focus of the guidelines is to provide a consistent mechanism to transmit 

and receive the offer.   

Transmission of Offers and Receipt and Acceptance by requesting (host) nation – 

Results Table 

Country Offer of Assistance  
(Offer Communication) 

Receipt of Offer 
(Receipt 

Communication) 

Acceptance of Offer 
(Acceptance 
Communication) 

Norway Norway received the 
Assistance Request Report, 
but requested further 
information about the 
resources.  Norway indicated 
that they were considering 
the request and it would take 
longer than the allotted 
exercise timeline. A formal 
offer was received on May 
29, 2014, at 3:52am Ottawa 
time.   

CCG Exercise control 
provided a note for GOC 
action, once the offer was 
received. 
 

No confirmation from the 
GOC that they sent an 
acceptance communication 
form to Norway. 

Finland Various offers of assistance 
were received from Finland 
at 10:40am, 10:49am and 
10:50am.  A fax confirmation 
received at 11:57am. 

Receipt Communication 
Form was sent to Finland at 
11:25am via fax and email. 
The reply stated that CCG 
is waiting for others to reply 
and that a formal response 
will be provided when all 
countries provide their 
information.    

Acceptance communication 
form was emailed and 
faxed at 2:18pm. 

Russia No reply or confirmation 
received to Assistance 
Request Report 

 Acceptance communication 
form stating that assistance 
was not required was sent 
at 2:27pm via fax and 
email. 

Russian 
Emercom 

No reply or confirmation 
received to Assistance 
Request Report 

 Acceptance communication 
form stating that assistance 
was not required was sent 
at 2:27pm via fax and 
email. 

Greenland 
/ Denmark 

An offer of assistance was 
received from 
Greenland/Denmark at 
12:28pm.  

Receipt Communication 
Form was sent to Denmark 
at 1:07 pm via email. The 
reply stated that CCG is 
waiting for others to reply 
and that a formal response 
will be provided when all 
countries provide their 
information  

Acceptance communication 
form was emailed and 
faxed at 2:18pm. 
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Faroe 
Islands / 
Denmark 

No further participation 
was expected from the 
Faroe Island 
representatives. 

Not applicable. Acceptance 
communication form 
was emailed and faxed 
at 2:18pm. For 
information purposes. 

U.S. An offer of assistance was 
received on May 28, 2014, at 
approximately 5:30 pm. 

CCG Exercise control 
provided a note for GOC 
action, once the offer was 
received. 

Acceptance communication 
form was sent via fax and 
email to the US on May 28, 
2014, at approximately 
5:38pm. 

Iceland An offer of assistance was 
received at 12:50pm. 

Receipt Communication 
Form was sent to Iceland 
at 1:07 pm via email. The 
reply stated that CCG is 
waiting for others to reply 
and that a formal response 
will be provided when all 
countries provide their 
information 

Acceptance communication 
form was faxed and 
emailed back to Iceland at 
approximately 2:00pm. 

Sweden An offer of assistance was 
received at 12:40pm. 

Receipt Communication 
Form was sent to Sweden 
at 1:17pm via e-mail. The 
reply stated that CCG is 
waiting for others to reply 
and that a formal response 
will be provided when all 
countries provide their 
information 

Acceptance 
communication form 
was faxed and emailed 
back to Iceland at 
approximately 2:00pm 

 

Note: A final notification that Phase 2 of the Exercise was terminated was sent to all 

participating nations.  

Offers of Assistance 

A summary of all Offers of Assistance is included in Appendix B:  Summary of Results – Request 

and Offers of Assistance (Spreadsheets) 

Receipt of Offers of Assistance 

As indicted by the table of results the Offers of Assistance were received from participating 

parties generally within the prescribed formats, however,  in all cases various elements of 

information as indicated by the Guidelines sec 2.3 were not included.  

Specifically: 

 In two cases; typed attachments and e-mails were used in lieu of the forms. The first 

case seemed to be one of simplicity; however, the lack of specific contact and 

clarification information would have resulted in significant follow-up being required. The 

second case involved an offer of assistance which included private sector assets. This 
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supplemental offer, while operationally viable, may be seen as more of a commercial 

solicitation and potentially better addressed through a contracting protocol. 

 

 It was also noted that a significant amount of information was couched in technical 

terms and trade name identification i.e. ROBoom, NOFI EP 350,  Lamor HBD, INCONUS 

VOSS, Harbor buster so it is imperative that such is well communicated. 

 

 Only two offers provided some financial information related to the costs associated with 

the offered assets. While the detailed description of the type of information required is 

identified in the Guidelines sec 2.3, the forms do not specifically indicate each element 

accordingly. 

 

These results suggest that the Offer Communication form be reviewed to provide a closer link 

between the requirements in sec 2.3 and the proposed form.  

All nations, except for the Russian Federation responded with proposed offers. There seems to 

have been a miscommunication within the context of the exercise related to the level of 

participation of 24/7 contact points and assisting agencies within the Russian Federation as the 

result of recent organisational changes. To avoid any confusion during the exercise, Canada 

notified the Russian Federation that sufficient assistance was offered from the other nations, 

effectively releasing the Russian Federation from further detailed participation. Improved and 

more frequent communication is required during the design and execution phases of exercises 

to mitigate this type of gap.  

It is difficult to draw any conclusions on what constitutes appropriate periods of time to 

consider the request. In addition, because of time zone differences and the variability of the 

national processes in place, it is suggested that at least a 24-48 hour period be allowed for. For 

time sensitive requests, such as countermeasures that have a narrow window of application, 

dispersants, in-situ burning etcetera, it is recommended that those timelines of application be 

clearly indicated at the time of the request.  

Acceptance of Offers 

Once received, offers of assistance must be evaluated by the requesting nation. Similar to the 

assessment of the request undertaken by potential assisting nations, an internal process 

executed by the requesting nation is suggested. For exercise purposes a preliminary review was 

undertaken, limited to components of the information provided (Forms) which would require 

clarification. No assessment was undertaken to validate the type or cumulative impact of 

assistance offered.  
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For purposes of the exercise and to facilitate discussion on phase 3, all offers of assistance were 

accepted in total.  

Recommendations 
1. That retaining facsimile as the primary mode of communication requires cyclical (every 

three to six months) testing of the systems in place. It is recommended that the parties 

discuss an overall target in the range of 30 minutes per transmission mode. Exhausting 

all three modes, fax, e-mail and voice should take no longer than 90 minutes to 

accomplish. 

2. That the Offer Communication form be reviewed to provide a closer link between the 

sec 2.3 and the proposed form. 

3. Of particular note, one offer of assistance included some private sector assets. This offer 

while operationally viable may be seen as more of a commercial solicitation and 

potentially better addressed through a contracting protocol.  

4. Because of the variability of internal nation processes, it is suggested that at least a 24-

48 hour period be allowed for in addressing requests for assistance. For time sensitive 

requests, such as countermeasures that have a narrow window of application, 

dispersants, in-situ burning etcetera, it is recommended that those timelines of 

application be clearly indicated at the time of the request. 

5. The limited results suggests that retaining facsimile as the primary mode of 

communication requires cyclical (every three to six months) testing of the systems in 

place. 

6. In terms of time lines, it is unclear why clearly received facsimiles at 24/7 operations 

centers were not acknowledged within 30 minutes or less, however establishing a 

performance measure based solely on a first exercise is also not suggested. It is 

recommended that the parties discuss an overall target in the range of 30 minutes per 

transmission mode. Exhausting all three modes, fax, e-mail and voice should take no 

longer than 90 minutes to accomplish. 
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Results of Phase 3 – Movement of 
Resources across Borders (Canadian 
Requirements) 

Background on Escalation of a Response in Canada 
In Canada, the Marine Event Response Protocol (MERP) is a multi-agency collaborative 

approach to emergency management. The protocol is designed to be triggered by events of 

security, political, economic, social, and environmental or other events of national interest. 

Typically, this protocol is expected to be initiated before external (international) requests for 

assistance are considered. Internally the need or request for assistance would be subject to 

exhausting many if not all domestic resources or to address a situation where domestic 

resources are not available i.e. specific countermeasure or special situation. As recognised in 

the Agreement and Guidelines nothing in them is designed to contravene national systems, 

consequently, in Canada, the MERP is expected to be activated prior to the Agreement. 

Coordination of various elements of national systems with the Agreement and Guidelines, such 

as forms, and procedures is encouraged.  

Event Review – 19 June, 2014 
Phase 3 was conducted in Ottawa, Ontario Canada at Canadian Coast Guard Headquarters. It 

was conducted as a table top discussion, to review the procedures for entry of goods, services 

and personnel into Canada. The following agencies (and their roles) were represented. 

Canadian Coast Guard (CCG): Exercise host and facilitator, who provided the background and 

summary of the first two phases of the exercise. (See Appendix C1) CCG is one of three 

identified National Competent Authorities, Assisting authorities and Administrative contact 

points for purposes of the Agreement and guidelines. 

Canadian Border Services Agency (CBSA): To provide the basic background and requirements 

for entry of goods and personnel into Canada.  

Public Safety Canada, Representative of the Government Operations Centre: To provide a 

summary of the Canadian Marine Event Response Protocol, the process for establishing 

strategic coordination for the whole of Government response to a significant maritime threats. 

National Energy Board: Observer and participant identified as a Canadian National Competency 

Authority, and Administrative contact point for incidents involving offshore oil platforms and 

pipelines. 
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United States Coast Guard: Observer and participant, providing insight into US activities 

associated with Phase 2 inputs. 

The format of the tabletop involved presentations (see Appendix C: Phase 3 - Presentations) 

from the CCG, CBSA and Public Safety representatives, followed by a discussion on the 

implications presented as the output from phase 2.  

Assessment of Exercise Objectives 

Phase 3 – Main Objective 

To evaluate the legal and procedural requirements to allow foreign resources to enter and 

operate in Canada as part of the provision of mutual aid. 

Overall Findings 

Overall, the temporary importation of consumable goods, equipment or service personnel 

during an emergency event can be accomplished without significant delay provided 

coordination between the lead department and Canadian Border Services Agency is facilitated. 

Key elements include:  

 Coordination between the Government Operations Centre, Canadian Border Operations 

Centre and the lead government department or Authority. 

 Appropriate arrival documentation and permits, depending upon the nature of the 

activity, or personnel. i.e. valid identification, admissibility criteria 

 For personnel, a letter or correspondence related to origin of the request, name, 

addresses, contact points and reasons for responding is also recommended.  

It should be noted that certain equipment or assets that may contain potential contaminants or 

are specifically regulated in Canada are also subject to further clearance although not strictly 

customs activities. The results from phase 2 indicated that wildlife rehabilitation equipment 

may be subject to such further clearance and/or inspection. Vessels, in particular, are subject to 

further clearance by Transport Canada, and Canadian Coast Guard.  Countries may wish to 

create a preliminary list of special response related situations or in the absence of such ensure 

the proper internal authorities are involved in the process at the earliest stages.  

Phase 3 – Sub-Objectives: Summary 

At the onset of the design for Phase 3, several sub-objectives were addressed as the result of 

the overall coordination and advice provided by Canadian Border Services Agency (CBSA) input, 

consequently only a general summary was provided. Also as noted in Phase 2, the use of the 

forms to facilitate the requests and offers was included in the discussion as they relate to the 

descriptions of the goods entering Canada. While not initially indicated in the sub-objectives, 
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the description of these goods is an important factor in obtaining the appropriate permits and 

clearance. 

Sub-objectives Evaluation criteria 

Establish western, eastern and northern 
points of entry 

Validation and identification of appropriate 
locations 

Determination of immigration requirements 
for specialised personnel, including proposed 
liaison officers 

Validation of immigration procedures and 
documentation required 
 

Determination of customs requirements for 
specialised equipment, including vessels. 

Validation of customs procedures and 
documentation required 

Establish exemptions and limitations if any 
on customs or immigration processes 

Produce a listing of conditions, if any 

Determination of any security issues Produce a list of concerns and conditions 

Determination of any DFAIT issues to address Produce a list of concerns and conditions 

 

The following is a summary of the main comments and inputs, as they related to the Offers of 

assistance and general discussion. 

Comments and assessment related to Points or Ports of Entry 

Specific items or comments 

 More consideration should be given to the logistical process. More specificity on 

transport and logistics requirement on both sides would focus facilitation of the 

requests and offers of assistance. Significant logistical issues exist if request is not 

specific enough. There is a need to identify of primary point of entry land, air and sea. 

There are numerous points of entry possible in Canada; consequently the selection of any 

specific points is more dependent upon the origin of the assistance, the mode of transportation 

and the requirement for staging. A brief summary of the options for air delivery includes: 8 

military airports and approximately 100+ other airports in addition to 10 specifically designated 

for commercial entry. There are an additional 200+ marine ports of entry (including the Great 

Lakes) in addition to 100+ Land based points. The main Arctic or near Arctic locations for both 

air and marine transport include Tuktoyaktuk, and Inuvik NT (limited marine) on the West Coast 

and Iqaluit NU, and Goose Bay and St. John’s NFLD.   

It is suggested that the lead agency utilise the liaison function to assist in the selection of the 

most appropriate points of entry in consultation with CBSA. 



 

Draft After Action Report Page 35 
 

Comments related to permitting, approval of the movement of assets and personnel, 

security and foreign affairs issues. (Specific comments are indicated by bullets) 

Legal and procedural requirements, over personnel were not areas of concern once proper 

clearances have been obtained (i.e. criminal records). Existing emergency services provisions 

can facilitate entry.  

CCG as the lead agency needs to explore what other agencies are needed to obtain clearance 

on commonly available equipment. 

While the specify responsibilities and processes of each countries border authorities may differ 

somewhat, it is recommend that a national contact point, or the liaison role assist, in the 

facilitation of the movement of goods and personnel.  

Specific items or comments 

 Specifically an emergency period is 0-30 days, but that may be extended up to 48 

months.  At longer periods, GST/HST applies (at reduced levels: 1/120th )  

 Of Arctic nations, Russia is only one with Visa requirements.  It does not typically take 

long for visa clearance. 

 RCMP and/or CCG can act as the authority to provide provisional clearance, in absence 

of a CBSA rep but in conjunction with pre-established clearance. 

 For equipment or assets (where the equipment was made is important) concerns over 

clearances for contamination (CFIA), and to determine any other specialist agency 

concerns i.e. communications equipment what agency do we need to talk to get 

clearance and permitting. 

 Notification and some regulatory applications for vessels entering Canadian waters are 

required by the Canadian Shipping Act, (i.e. application of the Vessel Traffic Services 

Zones regulations). 

 CBSA does not identify all permit requirements for other agencies. Lead Agencies 

(National Competent Authorities) would need to engage all possible agencies that could 

have permit/insurance/construction standard requirements. 

 Personnel under emergency service provisions would/may fall under territorial OSH 

requirements.  They may need a service / labour contract.  (Some follow-up may be 

required to determine application of Canadian Labour Code (CLC) and definition of 

“employee” under CLC II and territorial legislation). 

 Forms were found to be very general in light of section 2.3 under the guidelines 

(Recommend attaching section 2.3 answers to existing forms).  Equipment, vessels and 

personnel lacked sufficient detailed information on deployment requirements/logistics. 

(By the requesting country) 
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Comments on Information provided and other items 

 Very little costing data available. 

 Difference between how parties answered with respect to transportation: some 

containerize and expect transport, others will transport. Differences between military or 

commercial aircraft clearances and or landing locations should be reviewed. ( see 

previous Points of Entry discussion) 

 Use of forms not consistent 

 Further information on point of contact information requires specificity for use by the 

assigned liaison officers. 

 Potential gap in accommodations. May wish to investigate significant gaps and resource 

alternatives. There may be compliance issues with offering certain types of assets? 

 Primary resources: government versus private versus military 

 CBSA risk assessment is done at the time of the incident in coordination with 

Government of Canada for what screening needs to be done (eg. Radiation scan) 

 Need to consider scaling up early, sometimes in anticipation of a need.  Is Requesting 

Party willing to pay standby costs for something it may not use? 

 Looking for exemptions under Coasting Trade Act? 

Recommendations 
 

1. As recognised in the Agreement and Guidelines nothing in them is designed to 

contravene national systems, consequently, in Canada, the MERP is expected to be 

activated prior to the Agreement. Coordination of various elements of national systems 

with the Agreement and Guidelines, such as forms, and procedures is encouraged. 

2. Countries may wish to create a preliminary list of special response related situations or 

in the absence of such ensure the proper internal authorities are involved in the process 

at the earliest stages. 

3. More consideration should be given to the logistical process. More specificity on 

transport and logistics requirement on both sides would focus facilitation of the 

requests and offers of assistance. Significant logistical issues exist if request is not 

specific enough. There is a need to identify of primary point of entry land, air and sea.  

4. While the specify responsibilities and processes of each countries border authorities 

may differ somewhat, it is recommend that a national contact point, or the liaison role 

assist, in the facilitation of the movement of goods and personnel. 
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Assessment of Design and Conduct 

Assessment of Exercise Design and Conduct 
The following section provides an overview of the main elements of the exercise design and 

conduct; it is divided in three areas of interest: Design, Implementation and Evaluation. 

Design 

As lead or host, Canada through the Canadian Coast Guard employed the National Marine Spill 

Response Exercise Program (NEP) framework to develop the concept, and ultimately the 

detailed design surrounding this exercise. It should be recognised that there are a number of 

different ways in which to design and conduct an exercise; consequently it is recommended 

that each host select and execute whatever methodology they are most comfortable with. 

The design planning component was led and facilitated by the Department of Fisheries and 

Oceans, Canadian Coast Guard, one of three national competent authorities identified in the 

Agreement. The conceptual approach was first vetted in Canada and subsequently presented to 

the design team in a virtual meeting environment (remote teleconferences, electronic transfer 

of documents). The concept was presented with a strong emphasis on exercising the initial 

processes involved in the Agreement and within particular timelines. While this process was 

well received, each host nation is encouraged to establish the design process and team as early 

as possible and up to a year or two in advance, to allow for appropriate participation in the 

process. In some cases, differences in the budgetary planning cycles of the various 

organisations may limit certain types of interaction such as travel, resource allocation and 

coordination of other agencies not specifically identified in the Agreement.   

Implementation 

Implementing Phase 1 of this exercise required the coordination of the ten (10), identified 24/7 

operational contact points in real time, but simulating a future date. In addition, those ten 

operations centres were expected to convey information to the relevant internal National 

Competent Authorities, which depending upon the incident requires 1, 2 or 3 further 

notifications. The overall communications network has been summarized graphically in 

Appendix D. Maximum flexibility and a high degree of commitment are critical success factors 

in the conduct of such multi-location, multi-phase, multi-time zone, and multi-agency approach 

to exercising. During an incident the stress levels would only increase the critically of this 

element. And while the working language of the agreement and processes is English subtle 

differences in interpretation and utilisation of forms can result. An evaluator/controller was 

assigned in each country, to facilitate and record their observations. 
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Implementation of Phase 2, was initiated, and coordinated in a similar manner as phase 1, 

however the nature of the activity required more internal interaction aimed at creation of an 

offer of assistance and transmittal of same. Because no direction on internal processes is 

required or given by the Agreement and/or Guidelines, the conduct and timeline of this phase 

was not predetermined. Consequently, it was incumbent on each country to conduct and 

potentially evaluate this component as they saw fit. Again and similar to phase 1 an 

evaluator/controller was assigned in each country, to facilitate and record their observations. 

Phase 3 was implemented as a table top discussion of the primary stakeholders in the execution 

of the movement of resources from the assisting nations to Canada. The results of phase 2 were 

summarized to provide context to the discussion. Of particular note was the availability of a 

representative of the United Sates Coast Guard which provided some assistance in clarifying the 

US input from phase 2. Three presentations were given to set the stage for the discussion. No 

specific recommendations related to facilitating tabletop style discussions were suggested.  

Evaluation 

Evaluators from each nation were provided with an evaluation guideline in addition to the 

design elements, inputs and scenario background information, by which to control and assist in 

the evaluation of phases 1 and 2. Phase 3 was evaluated on the basis of discussing the sub-

objectives.  

The evaluation feedback was somewhat difficult to coordinate given the requirement to 

execute this remotely. A more frequent schedule of meetings or preparatory activities is 

suggested. 

The final report was drafted and finalised by the Canadian Lead in concert with input from each 

nation’s evaluator.  

As per the Agreement and Guidelines this report is to be shared with the appropriate National 

Competent Authorities, via the EPPR working Group of the Arctic Council, at its next meeting. A 

proposed presentation summary has been included in Appendix D2. 

Recommendations 
 

1. It should be recognised that there are a number of different ways in which to design and 

conduct an exercise; consequently it is recommended that each host select and execute 

whatever methodology they are most comfortable with. 

2. Each host nation is encouraged to establish the design process and team as early as 

possible and up to a year or two in advance, to allow for appropriate participation in the 

process. 
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3. The evaluation feedback was somewhat difficult to coordinate given the requirement to 

execute this remotely. A more frequent schedule of meetings or preparatory activities is 

suggested. 
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Appendix A – Exercise Organisation and 
Contact lists for all Phases 

Exercise Organisation 
The proposed exercise organisation is as follows: 

Title Individuals 
(Organisation) 

Responsibilities 
 

Exercise Owner: Canadian Coast Guard  Host nation and lead designer 

Exercise Manager: Larry Trigatti  Planning and staffing the exercise 
organisation 

Design Team: Larry Trigatti,  
Joanne Munroe 
International  
Planning Team 
Members – Appendix 
A 

 Development of incident Scenario 

 Identify challenges and 
development of the script 

 Determining the detailed design 
parameters  

 Preparing and distributing 
communication materials 

 Identifying and securing physical 
resources 

 Preparing exercise locations. 

Control Team: Larry Trigatti, 
Representative for 
each Arctic 
States/Parties 

 Initiating, maintaining and 
terminating play according to the 
planned scenario and script 

 Conducting the exercise so it stays 
focused on the original objectives 

Evaluation Team: Joanne Munroe 
Sergio DiFranco 
Representative from 
each Arctic State 
/Parties 

 Establish final evaluation criteria 

 Selection of evaluation technique 

 Train evaluation technique, tools 
etc. 

Participants/Organisations: Phases 1&2 Each 
Arctic States/Parties 
Operations centre, 
and relevant national 
authorities. 
 
Phase 3, Canadian 
Customs, Immigration 
and Foreign Affairs 

 React and conduct activities in 
accordance with Agreement 
Guidelines and/or existing national 
protocols as they are currently 
practised. 
 

 Participation in facilitated 
discussion with respect to 
identifying procedures for entry 
into Canada. 



 

 

representatives and 
Observers. 

 

Control and Evaluation Team Physical Organisation 

 

 

Control 
Leader -

CDN Gov't 
Ops Centre

Norway

•Center for 
Emergency 
Response

Iceland

•Maritime Alert 
Center

Greenland 
Denmark

•Joint Arctic 
Command

Finland

•Rescue 
Coordination 

Center - Turku

Russia

•Rescue 
Coordination 

Center & 
EMERCOM

United 
States

•National 
Response Center

Sweden

•Coast Guard 
(Duty Officer)



 

 

International Planning Team Members 

 

CANADA 
 

CANADIAN COAST GUARD  

 

Joanne Munroe 

Senior Response Officer 

Environmental Response, Central and Arctic Region   

520 Exmouth Street  

Sarnia, ON   N7T 8B1  

Tel: (519) 464-5126 

Joanne.Munroe@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

 

 

Pamela Rizzo  

Senior Policy Analyst, Preparedness and Response 

National Strategies  

200 Kent Street 

Ottawa, ON   K1A 0E6 

Tel: 613-998-1510 

Pamela.Rizzo@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

    

 

DENMARK (representing Greenland and the Faroe Islands)  

 

Nils Westergaard 

AKO-OP005@mil.dk 

 

Greenland 

 

Kim M. Mikkelsen 

Major - Branch Head Plans 

Joint Arctic Command  

Aalisatut Aqquttaat 47 

Postbox 1072 

3900 Nuuk 

Tel: +299 364006 

Cell: + 299 542793 

ako-pl001@mil.dk 

 

  

mailto:Joanne.Munroe@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
mailto:Pamela.Rizzo@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
mailto:AKO-OP005@mil.dk
mailto:ako-pl001@mil.dk


 

 

FINLAND  
 

Ms. Heli Haapasaari 

Senior Adviser, Section Head for Marine Pollution Response 

Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) 

P.O.Box 140, 

FI-00251 Helsinki 

Tel: +358 40 179 3050 

heli.haapasaari@environment.fi 

 

 

ICELAND 
 

Mr. Snorri Greil 

Icelandic Coast Guard  

Snorre.Greil@Ihg.is 

 

Mr Gottskálk Friðgeirsson  

Environment Agency of Iceland 

gottskalk@umhverfisstofnun.is 

 

 

NORWAY 
 

Mr. Ole Kristian Bjerkemo 

Senior Adviser 

Norweigan Coastal Administration  

Headquarter, Department for Emergency Response 

Tel:  07847 

Office: +47 3303 4818 

Mobile: +47 9704 2640     

E-mail: ole-kristian.bjerkemo@kystverket.no 

Website: www.kystverket.no   

 

 

RUSSIAN FEDERATION  
 

Mr. Ivan Panichkin  

Deputy Head of Division of International Agreements  

PanichkinIV@minenergo.gov.ru 

 

Mr. Igor Vodjannik 

Ministry of Energy, Russian Federation  

VodjannikIA@minenergo.gov.ru 

 

mailto:heli.haapasaari@environment.fi
mailto:Snorre.Greil@Ihg.is
mailto:gottskalk@umhverfisstofnun.is
mailto:ole-kristian.bjerkemo@kystverket.no
mailto:PanichkinIV@minenergo.gov.ru
mailto:VodjannikIA@minenergo.gov.ru


 

 

 

SWEDEN 
 

Bernt Stedt 

Räddningstjänstchef / Head of Response  

Kustbevakningen HK/Coastguard HQ 

Box 536 

37123 Karlskrona 

tel +46455 353453 

mobil: +46709 153555 

bernt.stedt@kbv.se 

 

UNITED STATES  
 

CDR Tim Gunter   (primary USCG exercise representative)  

U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters 

Office of Marine Environmental Response (CG-MER) Chief, International Spill Coordination 

Division (CG-MER-2) 

2100 2nd St. SW, STOP 7363 

Washington, DC 20593-7363 

Tel: (202) 372-2264 

Tim.A.Gunter@USCG.mil 

 

LCDR Amy Marrs 

U.S. Coast Guard Pacific Area 

Response Operations Planning (PAC-53) 

Coast Guard Island BLDG 50-4 

Alameda, CA 94501-5100 

Tel: (510) 437-2937 

Amy.G.Marrs@uscg.mil 

 

Mr. Mark Everett 

U.S. Coast Guard Seventeenth District 

Planning and Force Readiness (Dx) 

709 W 9TH ST 

Juneau, AK 99802-5517 

Tel: (907) 463-2804 

Mark.Everett@uscg.mil 

  

mailto:bernt.stedt@kbv.se
mailto:Tim.A.Gunter@USCG.mil
mailto:Amy.G.Marrs@uscg.mil
mailto:Mark.Everett@uscg.mil


 

 

 

Notification Table for Phases 1 and 2 
 

Country 
 

Information Ops Centers, 24/7    
Appendix II of Agreement 

Assistance Authority 
Appendix III of the 

Agreement 
Canada Department: 

Name of entity: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Public Safety Canada 
Government Operations 
Centre 
011 +1-613-991-7000 
011+1-613-996-0995 
GOC-COG@opscen.gc.ca 

Fisheries and Oceans  
Coast Guard - HQ – Program 
Requirements 
011+1-613-993-7728 

Greenland, 
Denmark 

Department: 
Name of entity: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
2Email: 
Other: 

 
Joint Arctic Command  
299 364000  
299 364029  
ako-commcen@mil.dk  and 
mrcc-nuuk@mil.dk 

 
Joint Arctic Command  
299 364000  
299 364029  
ako-commcen@mil.dk and 
mrcc-nuuk@mil.dk 

Faroe Islands, 
Denmark 

Department: 
Name of entity: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

 
MRCC Torshavnradio, Faroe 
Islands  
298 351300  
298 351301  
mrcc@mrcc.fo 
Sat C Telex 492 888 021 

 
The Faroese: Landsverk 
298 290 867 
298 340 801 
lv@lv.fo 

Finland Department: 
Name of entity: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

 
Rescue Coordination Center, 
MRCC Turku 
358 204 1000  (358 294 1001) 
358 71 872 0109  (358 294 
1019) 
mrcc@raja.fi 

 
Finish Environment Institute 
(SKYE) 
358 20 610 123 
358 9 5490 2478 
oilduty@environment.fi 

  

                                                      
2   E-mail for Greenland contact changed as result of planning meeting. 

mailto:ako-commcen@mil.dk
mailto:ako-commcen@mil.dk


 

 

Country 
 

Information Ops Centers, 24/7    
Appendix II of Agreement 

Assistance Authority 
Appendix III of the 

Agreement 
Iceland Department: 

Name of entity: 
 
 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

 
Maritime Alert Center3 
(changed to Icelandic Coast 
Guard Operation Center/JRCC) 
 
354-545-2100 
354-545-2101 
sar@lhg.is (SAR@LHG.IS) 

 
The Environment Agency of 
Iceland 
 
 
354 591-2000 
354 591-2020 
ust@ust.is 

Norway Department: 
Name of entity: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Kystverket/Norwegian Coastal 
Administration 
Center of Emergency 
Response 
47 33 03 4800 
47 33 03 4949 
vakt@kystverket.no 

Kystverket/Norwegian Coastal 
Administration 
Center of Emergency Response 
47 33 03 4800 
47 33 03 4949 
vakt@kystverket.no 

Russian 
Federation 

Department: 
Name of entity: 
 
 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

 
SMRCC, State Maritime rescue 
coordination center of the 
State Marine Pollution 
Control, MPCSA, Salvage and 
Rescue Administration of the 
Russian Federation 
7 495 626 10 52 
7 495 623 74 76 
od@smrcc.morflot.ru 
Telex: 411369 SMT RU     
Inmarsat: (870) 772 291 490 

Ministry of Transport of the 
Russian Federation 
 
 
 
7 (495) 626 1000 
7 (495) 626 9128 
info@minitrans.ru 

Russian 
Federation 
(Cont’d) 

Department: 
 
 
 
Name of entity: 
 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

 
 
 
 
National Emergency 
Management Center of the 
EMERCOM of Russia 
(499) 449-94-43; (499) 449-97-
13 
(499) 449-94-43 
ncuks@mchs.gov.ru 

The Ministry of the Russian 
Federation for Civil Defense, 
Emergencies and Elimination of 
Consequences of Natural 
Disasters (EMERCOM of Russia) 
 
 
7 495 626-35-82 
7 495 624-84-10 
emercom@mchs.gov.ru 

                                                      
3 Name change suggested for Maritime Alert Center as result of planning meeting. 

mailto:sar@lhg.is


 

 

 

Country 
 

Information Ops Centers, 24/7    
Appendix II of Agreement 

Assistance Authority 
Appendix III of the 

Agreement 
Sweden Department: 

Name of entity: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

 
Swedish Coast Guard 
46 317279100 
46 31 297395 
lc.krs@kustbevakningen.se 

 
Swedish Coast Guard 
46 45535400 
46 455105 21 
reistrator@coastguard.se 

United States Department: 
Name of entity: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

 
National Response Center 
(NRC) 
1-800-424-8802 
1-202-267-1322 
 
online reporting: 
http://www.nrc.uscg.mil/nrch
p.html 

US Department of State 
 
1 202 647-1512 
1 202 647 1811 
 
United States Coast Guard 
National Command Center 
1-800 424-8802 
1-202-267-1322 
ncc@uscg.mil 

 

  



 

 

Contact Table for Phase 3 
 

Organisation Information  Role and/or 
Authority 
Represented 

Canadian Border 
Services Agency 

Department: 
 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Emergency Management / 
Operations Branch 
Margaret Cameron 
613-948-9733 
613-941-9866 
margaret.cameron@cbsa-
asfc.gc.ca 

Customs and 
Immigration, Entry into 
Canada 

Canadian Border 
Services Agency 

Department: 
 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Emergency Management / 
Operations Branch 
Lauralee Finnagan 
 
 
Lauralee.finnagan@cbsa-
asfc.gc.ca 

Customs and 
Immigration, Entry into 
Canada 

National Energy 
Board 

Department: 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Emergency Management 
Don Logan 
403-299-3676 
403-292-5503 
Don.logan@neb-one.gc.ca 

National Competent 
Authority for pipeline 
and offshore 
development 

Public Safety 
Canada 

Department: 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Senior Ops Officer, PSC GOC 
Canada 
Denis Guitor 
(613) 991-6050 
 
Denis.guitor@opsen.gc.ca 

Coordinator of GOC 
Activity, and 
representative for 
Marine Emergency 
Response Plan 

Canadian Coast 
Guard 

Department: 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Environmental Response, 
Strategies 
David Tinley  
(613) 990-3031 
 
David.tinley@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

Headquarters 

 Department: 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 

Environmental Response, 
Strategies 
Pamela Rizzo 
(613) 998-1510 
 

Headquarters 



 

 

Other: Pamela.rizzo@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

Organisation Information  Role and/or 
Authority 
Represented 

 Department: 
 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Environmental Response, 
Regional Superintendent - 
Pacific 
Phillip Murdock 
(604) 270-3273 
 
Phillip.murdock@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca 

Regional 
Representative - Pacific 

 Department: 
 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Environmental Response, 
Central and Arctic  
Joanne Munroe 
(519) 464-5126 
 
Joanne.munroe@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca 

Regional 
Representative – 
Central and Arctic and 
Lead Evaluator 

 Department: 
 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Operations/Environmental 
Response 
Sergio DiFranco 
(613) 991-3478 
 
Sergio.difranco@dfo-
mpo.gc.ca 

Operations 
Representative and 
National Evaluator 

 Department: 
Name: 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 
Email: 
Other: 

Environmental Response, 
Strategies 
Larry Trigatti 
(519) 383-1890 
 
Larry.trigatti@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

Headquarters, Lead 
designer and Facilitator 

 

  



 

 

Detailed Contact List – Other Participants/Observers 
 

Phase Name & 
Country 

Telephone E-mail Role  

1 & 2 Denis Guitor 
Senior Ops 
Officer, PSC GOC 
Canada 

(613) 991-6050 Denis.guitor@opsen.gc.ca Coordinator of 
GOC Activity 

3 Carrey Kenny, 
CBSA, Canada 

(613) 946-0089 Carrey.kenney@cbsa-
asfc.gc.ca 

Border Services – 
exercising coord 

 Kim M. 
Mikkelsen, 
Major - Branch 
Head Plans, 
Greenland 

+299 364006 ako-pl001@mil.dk  

 Lt Cdr Frank 
Thorsen, 
Greenland 

 ako-pl002@mil.dk  

 Lt Marchen 
Schmidt 

 ako-pl006@mil.dk  

 



 

 

Detailed Contact list – Control and Evaluation Teams 
 

Name & Country Telephone E-mail Role 

Larry Trigatti, 
Canadian Coast 
Guard, Canada 

01 (519)383-
1890 

Larry.trigatti@dfo-mpo.gc.ca Exercise Lead 
and Control 

Joanne Munroe, 
Canadian Coast 
Guard, Canada 

01 (519)464-
5126 

Joanne.munroe@dfo-mpo.gc.ca Evaluation 
team lead, all 
phases 

Pamela Rizzo, 
Canadian Coast 
Guard, Canada 

01 (613)-998-
1510 

Pamela.Rizzo@dfo-mpo.gc.ca Evaluation 
team, all 
phases, 
Control Phase 
3 

Sergio Difranco, 
Canadian Coast 
Guard, Canada 
 

01 (613) 991-
3478 

Sergio.Difranco@dfo-mpo.gc.ca Evaluation 
team, phase 1 
& 2 

Andre Dormelh 
Energy Secretariat, 
Circumpolar Affairs 
and Energy Division, 
Canada 

01 (613) 996-
0740 

Andre.dormehl@international.gc.ca  

Nils Westergaard, 
Greenland, Faroes & 
Denmark 

 AKO-OP005@mil.dk Evaluator 

Kim M. Mikkelsen, 
Major - Branch Head 
Plans, Greenland 

+299 364006 ako-pl001@mil.dk  

Ms. Heli Haapasaari, 
Senior Adviser, 
Section Head for 
Marine Pollution 
Response, Finland 

+358 40 179 
3050 
 

heli.haapasaari@environment.fi  

Mr. Snorri Greil, 
Icelandic Coast 
Guard 

 Snorre@Ihg.is  

Auðunn Kristinsson, 
Project Manager and 
POC 

 Audunn.Kristinsson@lhg.is Evaluator 

Mr Gottskálk 
Friðgeirsson  

 gottskalk@umhverfisstofnun.is  



 

 

Environment Agency 
of Iceland 

Mr. Ole Kristian 
Bjerkemo 
Senior Adviser 
Norwegian Coastal 
Administration 

+47 3303 4818 : ole-
kristian.bjerkemo@kystverket.no 

Evaluator 

Mr. Ivan Panichkin  
Deputy Head of 
Division of 
International 
Agreements , 
Russian Federation 

 PanichkinIV@minenergo.gov.ru  

Mr. Igor Vodjannik 
Ministry of Energy, 
Russian Federation 

 VodjannikIA@minergo.gov.ru  

Bernt Stedt 
Räddningstjänstchef 
/ Head of Response  
Kustbevakningen 
HK/Coastguard HQ 

+46455 
353453 

Bernt.Stedt@kustbevakningen.se  

CDR Tim Gunter   
(primary USCG 
exercise 
representative)  
U.S. Coast Guard 
Headquarters 

(202) 372-
2264 

Tim.A.Gunter@USCG.mil Evaluator 

LCDR Amy Marrs 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Pacific Area 

(510) 437-
2937 
 

Amy.G.Marrs@uscg.mil  

Mr. Mark Everett 
U.S. Coast Guard 
Seventeenth District 

(907) 463-
2804 
 

Mark.Everett@uscg.mil  

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix B – Phase 2 Data 

Process Description – Requests and Offers of Assistance 
The following is a more detailed description of the process required to request and obtain 

assistance. For specific references refer to the Agreement and Operational guidelines. The main 

steps in the process include: 

1. Request for assistance 

2. Assessment of the request 

3. Offer of assistance 

4. Acceptance of Offers 

5. Next Steps – Liaison Officers and Movement of Resources (outside of scope of the 

exercise) 

 

1. Request for Assistance: (led by requesting nation) 

i) An Assistance Request Report (ARR) Form is generated by National Competent 

Authority in conjunction with Authorities entitled to request assistance. 

ii) The ARR Form is transmitted by the Requesting Nations 24/7 Operations Center to 

the 24/7 Operations Centers of the other Nations. Upon receipt of the request the 

receiving Nations are expected to provide acknowledgment, by amending the ARR 

Form and transmitting it to the requesting nation. 

2. Assessment of Request: (led by assisting nation) 

i) National Competent Authorities and Authorities entitled to render assistance are 

notified by the 24/7 Operations centers of the assisting nations to begin the 

assessment of the request. 

ii) Assisting nations may seek clarification on any component of the request; 

consequently some back and forth transmission of information may be required. 

Communications between countries should continue at an Ops center to ops center 

fashion. 

3. Offer of Assistance: (led by assisting nation) 

i) The request assessment is completed by the assisting nation, who then generates an 

Offer Communication (from assisting party to requesting party) Form. The OC form 

is then transmitted by the assisting nations 24/7 Operations Center to the 

Requesting nations 24/7 Operations Centre. 



 

 

ii) The requesting Nation is then required to acknowledge receipt of the offer through 

a Receipt Communication (from requesting party to assisting party) Form 

transmitted via the 24/7 Operations center. National Competent Authorities and 

Authorities entitled to accept assistance are informed accordingly. 

iii) Note: Multiple offers of assistance may occur simultaneously, consequently 

requesting nations need to indicate a proposed deadline of accepting or declining 

the various offers. 

4. Acceptance of Offer: (led by requesting nation) 

i) This assessment is completed by the requesting nations; National Competent 

Authority in conjunction with the Authority entitled to accept assistance.   The 

assessment culminates in the creation of an Acceptance Communication (from 

requesting party to assisting party) Form. The AC form is then transmitted by the 

requesting nations 24/7 Operations Center to the assisting nations 24/7 Operations 

Centre. The assisting nations 24/7 operations are expected to contact the 

appropriate authority to provide assistance in accordance with their internal 

protocol. 

 

5. Next Steps: Identification of Liaison Officers and Movement of Resources 

i) At this point in time the Requesting and Assisting Nations are expected to identify 

and provide Liaison Officers and to facilitate the movement of identified resources 

across borders.  

Note: This step is outside the scope of the Phase 2 of the exercise. 

 

 



 

 

Figure 1 Flow diagram of typical event scenario 

  



 

 

Summary of Results – Requests and Offers of Assistance 
 

 

Requested Resources Country Summary: 

Offers of Assistance

Norway USA Sweden Finland Denmark Iceland

Boom/Barriers 1.       50 000 metres of 1m deep 

boom (152,400 ft. of 36 in boom)

Immediate/On-scene (port of entry 

to be determined)

12 units - NOFI EP 350 

(4*25 metres)

17,000 ft. of 45" 

inflatable Ocean 

Boom (Party 1)

2400 m RoBoom 

(1.2m) 200 m per 

piece

5000 m Lamor HDB 

1500 (1500 mm) 200m 

per reel, 25 reels 

(party 1)

200 m (2.0 m) 

Inflatable

300 m off-shore 

(Norlense) see 

vessel

large amount offered 

-Unknown quantity 

(Party 2)

2500 m Expandi 4300 

Boom (1.0m) 500m 

per piece

1600 m HDB 1500 (8 

reels) (party 2.1)

Crew of 4 persons to 

coordinate handling 

and operations

200 m HBD 1500 (1 

reel) (party 2.2)

800 m HBD 1500 (4 

reels) (party 2.3)

400m HBD 1500 (2 

reels) (party 2.4)

2.       5 000 metres fire retardant 

boom, and associated equipment 

for potential in-situ burning 

operation.

Recovery Systems – 

Sweep system

3.       For MDO fuel type Immediate/On-scene (port of Entry 

to be determined)

4 units CB2 (Harbour 

buster)

INCONUS VOSS 

equipment (Party 1)

sweep for light oils 

(see vessel 

specifications)

20 floating tanks with 

25 cubic metre 

capacity each

Brush Skimmer LFF 

100 (Lamor) see 

vessel

4 units CB4 (Harbour 

buster)

1 Instructor for CB2/4 

units

Wildlife 

rehabilitation 

Equipment  & 

Expertise

4.       Request for assistance to set 

up wildlife rehabilitation and 

provide expertise.

15 September, Location to be 

determined)

Wildlife rehab 

equipment (Party2)

Temporary 

Accommodation

5.       Mobile camp for 50 persons To be determined

Vessels & Crews 6.       Hydrographic support Immediate/On-scene (port of entry 

to be determined)

Hydrographic 

Support (party 4)

7.       Three ice class tugs 2 - 250ft Buoy 

tenders (party 1)

Nordica or Fennica 

(party 3)

Icelandic CG Vessel 

"Por" has storage 

capacity for skimmer

8.       Ice breaker for 15 days NoCGv Svalbard 2 - Icebreakers (party 

1)

1- Ice class 1A for oil 

recovery

option: Kontio  hull 

class 1B (party 3)

Shoreline 

Assessment 

Expertise

9.       2-3 person crews 01 October/To be determined 2 Persons - SCAT Can provide 

personnel (Party 1)

1 person (Party 4)



 

 

 

Resources Requested Resources Offered

Assisting Party/Organisation Contact Points

1. NCA Duty Officer vakt@kystverket.no 0047 33034800

2

3

4

5

Type of Assistance Attachments or 

Specifications 

provided

Questions/Clarificati

ons

Requesting Party Assessment

Training Required Compliance Release Transportation Power supply or 

technical assets

Other

Type Provided by?

Boom/Barriers 1.       50 000 metres of 1m deep 

boom (152,400 ft. of 36 in boom)

12 units - NOFI EP 350 (4*25 metres) yes no impact air Military aircraft no special 

requirements

n/a Clarification required to address 

aircraft clearances and entry 

requirements

2.       5 000 metres fire retardant 

boom, and associated equipment 

for potential in-situ burning 

operation.

Not available

Recovery Systems – 

Sweep system

3.       For MDO fuel type 4 units CB2 (Harbour buster) yes recommended no impact air Military aircraft no special 

requirements

n/a

4 units CB4 (Harbour buster) yes recommended no impact air Military aircraft no special 

requirements

n/a

1 Instructor for CB2/4 units no impact air Military aircraft n/a

Wildlife 

rehabilitation 

Equipment  & 

Expertise

4.       Request for assistance to set 

up wildlife rehabilitation and 

provide expertise.

Not Available

Temporary 

Accommodation

5.       Mobile camp for 50 persons Not Available

Vessels & Crews 6.       Hydrographic support Not available

7.       Three ice class tugs Not available

8.       Ice breaker for 15 days NoCGv Svalbard no impact sea Self transport Typical? n/a Clarification required to address 

vessel clearances and entry 

requirements

Shoreline 

Assessment 

Expertise

9.       2-3 person crews 2 Persons - SCAT no impact air Military aircraft n/a

General Comments



 

 

 

 

Resources Requested Resources Offered

Assisting Party/Organisation Contact Points

1. USCG CDR JoAnne Hanson

2. EPA Mike Faulkner

3. DOS Mike Zlomek

4. NOAA Liz Kretovic

5. BSEE David Moore

Type of Assistance Attachments or 

Specifications 

provided

Questions/Clarificati

ons

Requesting Party Assessment

Training Required Compliance Release Transportation Power supply or 

technical assets

Other

Type Provided by?

Boom/Barriers 1.       50 000 metres of 1m deep 

boom (152,400 ft. of 36 in boom)

17,000 ft. of 45" inflatable Ocean 

Boom (Party 1)

amount is TBD, 

equipment is spread 

out

Further staging of equipment is 

required.

large amount offered -Unknown 

quantity (Party 2)

Not specific to request.

2.       5 000 metres fire retardant 

boom, and associated equipment 

for potential in-situ burning 

operation.

Not Available

Recovery Systems – 

Sweep system

3.       For MDO fuel type INCONUS VOSS equipment (Party 1)

Wildlife 

rehabilitation 

Equipment  & 

Expertise

4.       Request for assistance to set 

up wildlife rehabilitation and 

provide expertise.

Wildlife rehab equipment (Party2) Nature of equipment not clear

Temporary 

Accommodation

5.       Mobile camp for 50 persons Not Available

Vessels & Crews 6.       Hydrographic support Hydrographic Support (Party 4) TBD Vague

7.       Three ice class tugs Not Available

8.       Ice breaker for 15 days 2 - 225ft Juniper class with limited 

Icebreaking capacity -Buoy tenders 

(Party 1)

Shoreline 

Assessment 

Expertise

9.       2-3 person crews Can provide personnel (Party 1)

1 person (Party 4)

General Comments Contact points via National 

Response Center. No Clarification 

provided.



 

 

 

Resources Requested Resources Offered

Assisting Party/Organisation Contact Points

1. SCG lc.krs@kustbevaknin

gen.se

46 317279100

2

3

4

5

Type of Assistance Attachments or 

Specifications 

provided

Questions/Clarificati

ons

Requesting Party Assessment

Training Required Compliance Release Transportation Power supply or 

technical assets

Other

Type Provided by?

Boom/Barriers 1.       50 000 metres of 1m deep 

boom (152,400 ft. of 36 in boom)

2400 m RoBoom (1.2m) 200 m per 

piece

Instructions provided air unknown hydraulic power pack 

required

Costs provided = $14 

000 cdn 

Location of stockpile not clear

2500 m Expandi 4300 Boom (1.0m) 

500m per piece

Costs provided = $16 

500 cdn

2.       5 000 metres fire retardant 

boom, and associated equipment 

for potential in-situ burning 

operation.

Not Available

Recovery Systems – 

Sweep system

3.       For MDO fuel type sweep for light oils (see vessel 

specifications)

Wildlife 

rehabilitation 

Equipment  & 

Expertise

4.       Request for assistance to set 

up wildlife rehabilitation and 

provide expertise.

Not Available

Temporary 

Accommodation

5.       Mobile camp for 50 persons Not Available

Vessels & Crews 6.       Hydrographic support Not Available

7.       Three ice class tugs 1- Ice class 1A for oil recovery yes No - self crewed May Impact sea Self transport crew relief in 14 

days, estimated $76 

000 per day

Clarification required to address 

vessel clearances and entry 

requirements

8.       Ice breaker for 15 days Not Available

Shoreline 

Assessment 

Expertise

9.       2-3 person crews Not Available

General Comments



 

 

 

 

Resources Requested Resources Offered

Assisting Party/Organisation Contact Points

1. Finnish Environmental Institute DO Jari Rintamaa oilduty@ymparisto.fi

2. Finnish Contractor: Lamor LTD 2.1 

Finland Porvoo, 2.2 USA Milford CT, 

2.3 England South Hampton, 2.4 

China Beijing

Mr. Rune Hogstrom rune.hogstrom@lam

or.com

358 20 765 0100

3. Arctia Shipping LTD DO Mr. Heikki 

Leikkonen

heikki.leikkonen@ar

ctia.fi

385 46 876 7150

4

5

Type of Assistance Attachments or 

Specifications 

provided

Questions/Clarificati

ons

Requesting Party Assessment

Training Required Compliance Release Transportation Power supply or 

technical assets

Other

Type Provided by?

Boom/Barriers 1.       50 000 metres of 1m deep 

boom (152,400 ft. of 36 in boom)

5000 m Lamor HDB 1500 (1500 mm) 

200m per reel, 25 reels (party 1)

not suggested no impact air unknown included reel dimensions 

provided 4000 kg

1600 m HDB 1500 (8 reels) (party 2.1) LPP 14  3 units 

available costs 

190000 euros/unit

Costs 520000 euros Commercial entity

200 m HBD 1500 (1 reel) (party 2.2) LPP 14  15 units 

available costs 

190000 euros/unit

costs 65000 euros Commercial entity

800 m HBD 1500 (4 reels) (party 2.3) costs 260000 euros Commercial entity

400m HBD 1500 (2 reels) (party 2.4) costs 130000 euros Commercial entity

2.       5 000 metres fire retardant 

boom, and associated equipment 

for potential in-situ burning 

operation.

Not Available

Recovery Systems – 

Sweep system

3.       For MDO fuel type Not Available

Wildlife 

rehabilitation 

Equipment  & 

Expertise

4.       Request for assistance to set 

up wildlife rehabilitation and 

provide expertise.

Not Available

Temporary 

Accommodation

5.       Mobile camp for 50 persons Not Available

Vessels & Crews 6.       Hydrographic support Not Available

7.       Three ice class tugs Not Available

8.       Ice breaker for 15 days Nordica or Fennica (party 3) Commercial entity

option: Kontio  hull class 1B (party 3) Commercial entity

Shoreline 

Assessment 

Expertise

9.       2-3 person crews Not Available

General Comments Offer may be construed as a 

commercial solicitation, under 

review.



 

 

 

 

Resources Requested Resources Offered

Assisting Party/Organisation Contact Points

1. Joint Arctic Command - MRCC 

Greenland

LtCdr. Nils 

Westergaard

ako-op005@mil.dk 299 36 40 00

2

3

4

5

Type of Assistance Attachments or 

Specifications 

provided

Questions from 

Form: Summary

Requesting Party Assessment

Training Required Compliance Release Transportation Power supply or 

technical assets

Other

Type Provided by?

Boom/Barriers 1.       50 000 metres of 1m deep 

boom (152,400 ft. of 36 in boom)

200 m (2.0 m) Inflatable included no impact air C-130 - Royal Danish 

Air Force)

included 4 containers 

10x10x10 ft.

Clarification required to address 

aircraft clearances and entry 

requirements

Crew of 4 persons to coordinate 

handling and operations

no impact air C-130 - Royal Danish 

Air Force)

accommodations 

required

2.       5 000 metres fire retardant 

boom, and associated equipment 

for potential in-situ burning 

operation.

Not Available

Recovery Systems – 

Sweep system

3.       For MDO fuel type 20 floating tanks with 25 cubic 

metre capacity each

no impact air C-130 - Royal Danish 

Air Force)

1 container 10x10x10 

ft.

Wildlife 

rehabilitation 

Equipment  & 

Expertise

4.       Request for assistance to set 

up wildlife rehabilitation and 

provide expertise.

Not Available

Temporary 

Accommodation

5.       Mobile camp for 50 persons Not Available

Vessels & Crews 6.       Hydrographic support Not Available

7.       Three ice class tugs Not Available

8.       Ice breaker for 15 days Not Available

Shoreline 

Assessment 

Expertise

9.       2-3 person crews Not Available

General Comments



 

 

Resources Requested Resources Offered

Assisting Party/Organisation Contact Points

1. Icelandic CG Strike Team

2

3

4

5

Type of Assistance Attachments or 

Specifications 

provided

Questions from 

Form: Summary

Requesting Party Assessment

Training Required Compliance Release Transportation Power supply or 

technical assets

Other

Type Provided by?

Boom/Barriers 1.       50 000 metres of 1m deep 

boom (152,400 ft. of 36 in boom)

300 m off-shore (Norlense) see 

vessel

2.       5 000 metres fire retardant 

boom, and associated equipment 

for potential in-situ burning 

operation.

Not Available

Recovery Systems – 

Sweep system

3.       For MDO fuel type Brush Skimmer LFF 100 (Lamor) see 

vessel

Wildlife 

rehabilitation 

Equipment  & 

Expertise

4.       Request for assistance to set 

up wildlife rehabilitation and 

provide expertise.

Not Available

Temporary 

Accommodation

5.       Mobile camp for 50 persons Not Available

Vessels & Crews 6.       Hydrographic support Not Available

7.       Three ice class tugs Icelandic CG Vessel "Por" has 

storage capacity for skimmer

crew competence Clarification required to address 

vessel clearances and entry 

requirements

8.       Ice breaker for 15 days Not Available

Shoreline 

Assessment 

Expertise

9.       2-3 person crews Not Available

General Comments Offer communication not used, 

however offer is relatively simple.
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Maritime Event Response Protocol 

(MERP)

2014

1

Canada’s Approach to Marine Security

 No single federal department or agency is responsible 

for maritime security in Canada

 Canada’s multi-agency approach to marine security 

reflects the Government of Canada’s approach to 

emergency management: whole of government, 

collaborative, addresses all hazards

2



 

 

Maritime Event Response Protocol

 Strategic coordination protocol for a whole of 

government response to a significant maritime threat or

event affecting Canadian national interests.

 Promotes coordination

 Utilizes existing and complimentary authorities, 

capabilities and capacities

 Identifies triggers

 Provides interdepartmental strategic planning process 1



 

 

MERP TRIGGERS

 The event could be injurious to the security, political, 

economic, social, environmental or other national interests of 

Canada;

 More than one federal department or agency has become 

involved in response;

 The required response to the event is beyond the capability 

or capacity of the Primary Department(s); and/or

 At the discretion of the Primary Department(s), or the Privy 

Council Office.
5



 

 



 

 

 

  



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 

 




