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requires hard work at local, regional and national level, but also cross-cutting efforts between the European 
institutions. 

Peter JEPPSSON (Sweden – cf. Powerpoint presentation) referred to the shores of the Baltic Sea and their 
unspoiled environment. The Baltic Master II project focuses on elimination of threats to the sensitive Baltic Sea 
environment. The elimination of these threats is an important action to contribute to and safeguard the 
investments made in the prosperity and safety of the Baltic Sea Region. The Prestige accident was a traumatic 
experience for the entire European Union and especially for the people of the region that was direct hit. No one 
is sheltered from such a catastrophe. Maritime traffic is growing, and the largest oil tankers in the Baltic Sea 
today transports three times more oil than was spilled from oil spill disaster caused by the ship wreckage of 
Prestige, which implies that accidents could be three times more serious than that enormous disaster. The Baltic 
Sea is calm and cold, which makes it even harder to break up the pollution. 

All oil spills involve political responsibility. The European Union must help to limit the risks by supporting a 
regional and local approach, especially as the oil spills always have a local impact. The management of 
pollution, accidental or in the event of discharging, is carried out by different national authorities, whose action 
must be harmonised better. Initiatives for improved cooperation between the port authorities have been tested 
in the Baltic Sea area, and returned the investment within a few months. Along with these practical 
achievements, the political Committee of the Baltic Master II adopted an agreement on three areas: coasts, seas 
and ports.  In these areas, regional cooperation and the human factor are of paramount importance. 

Pierre KARLESKIND (Brittany) indicated that the Erika IV working group, sought by Jean-Yves LE DRIAN, 
President of the CPMR and of the Region of Brittany, was launched in 2010. If the EU seas are generally safe, 
new problems arise with for example the gigantic container ships and maritime risk will always exist.  Other, 
older problems remain, and efforts should not be relaxed. In the absence of news relating to a maritime 
accident, the subject of maritime safety often unfortunately falls into the background. The Regions are the first 
victims of pollution and should act as a permanent incentive. The Erika IV group is part of this and is 
especially interested in questions relating to the implementation of the Erika III package, social issues and those 
regarding the human element, maritime surveillance and tackling pollution with the question of tugs in the 
Channel, recognition and compensation for environmental damage.  On this last issue, progress is possible to 
improve the situation governed at international level. 

Justyna BARTNICKA (Poland) reminded participants that for 10 years, the importance of maritime safety has 
grown steadily with the Erika I, II and III packages. Many things can still be accomplished concerning 
degasification/discharges, oil spills and the human factor (which can be linked to the European Social 
Agenda).  For the Polish presidency, the priorities are the issues of the amendments adopted as part of the 
STCW convention to ensure a minimum level of training, and those of respecting the living and working 
conditions onboard vessels. Following disasters such as Deepwater, prevention policies should be improved. 
Reactions should also be better coordinated. With CleanSeaNet, EMSA is responsible for managing traffic flow 
in European waters.  The role of the offshore industry on environmental performances must be taken into 
consideration in order to improve the security of rigs.  

DISCUSSION 

Frédéric MONCANY de SAINT-AIGNAN (French Maritime Pilot Association) asked Maximilian 

STROTMANN to clarify the European Commission’s intentions concerning the organisation of port services 
and maritime pilotage, on which the European Parliament has twice rejected proposals from the European 
Commission.  

Maximilian STROTMANN (DG Move, European Commission) indicated that there is currently no proposal 
prepared on port services.  The European Commission plans to open a debate on the organisation of ports in 
order to identify areas where an agreement is possible. 

THEMATIC SESSION 1 – THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT OF POLLUTION AND THE 
ISSUE OF COMPENSATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE 

Damien PERISSE (CPMR) indicated that the Erika IV initiative aims to analyse several policy areas, including 
compensation for environmental damage in the event of pollution.  Debates on this issue were revived 
following the Deepwater accident.  The European Commission’s proposals concerning environmental damages 
in the event of accidents relating to oil rigs could inspire other initiatives for a global remedy to environmental 
damages in European waters resulting from other types of accidents. 

Mark SAWYER (World Maritime University - cf. PowerPoint presentation) indicated that maritime traffic has 
increased by 20% in 2011 in the Baltic Sea and that this increase is expected to continue until 2017. The risks are 
also increasing, especially in shallow water areas. Baltic Master II has helped to take initiatives to reduce and 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1820_cost_of_oil_spills_sawyerfinal_rev_b_3.pdf
http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1829_20111201_peter_jeppsson_4_-_parliament_opening_a.pdf
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better analyse environmental risks. As a reminder, the Exxon Valdez cost 3.5 billion dollars, the Prestige 600 
million Euros.  Two studies are underway on the cost of oil spills on the basis of scenarios of vessel collisions 
off the coast of the Region of Blekinge. By increasing the budgets of clean-up operations and waste recovery, 
the costs of cleaning the sand and the consequences for tourism and other leisure activities would be less.  

Carmen BELL (CEA - cf. PowerPoint presentation) indicated that the implementation of the ELD took several 
years to its achievement and that some Member States have just completed it in 2010.  Following the Directive 
the insurance industry has developed several products with a focus on onshore risks but not for offshore risks 
like oil rigs. The delivery of insurance provided by the ELD market is heterogeneous depending on the stages 
of the markets: In major markets like Germany, Spain, France and Italy various products are available whilst in 
developing countries like Eastern Europe products are to a larger extent still in a development phase as 
environmental liability insurers become more familiar with the ELD legislation. Offshore risks are dealt in 
highly specialised policies offered by marine and/or energy lines of business. But such policies have not yet 
been tested by EU legislation requiring the restoration of an offshore environment to baseline condition as 
required by the ELD.   

Bernard TETTAMANTI (CEA - cf. PowerPoint presentation) stressed the differences in regulatory, 
geographical and technical contexts between the areas in which offshore risks operate. An accident on an oil rig 
for example can lead to multiple categories of losses, i.e. personal injuries, damage to third party property, 
interruption of commercial activities, environmental damage, or loss of third party revenues (fishermen, 
hotels), but all damage is not covered. Each insurance policy has its own policy terms, conditions and 
exclusions as agreed in an insurance contract based on the assessment of the underlying insured risk.   

The issue of amending the ELD to offshore risks would be to introduce a new liability which is hardly possible 
to quantify due to the relatively unknown properties of biodiversity contained in marine offshore territories. 
The most significant enhanced responsibility (of an ELD extension) would be the obligation to remedy damage 
to marine waters (e.g. primary remediation requires to return damaged natural resource to baseline condition). 
Applying these obligations to a dynamic environment such as marine waters would be rather difficult due to 
the inability to quantify the precise damage caused to biodiversity for certain ELD measures. The ability to 
quantify the precise damage is a key issue for insurability.  

It is also impossible to completely cover all types of liability due to the limits of external factors like EU 
solvency legislation and interests in demand. 

An “isolated” EU legislation will also not annul the risk of accidents caused in nearby third countries. 

The CEA believes that the ELD is best reserved for onshore risks and that the European Commission’s 
proposals to extend the scope of the Directive to pollution caused in marine waters would create overlaps with 
existing legislations and could lead ELD insurers to re-assess the risks covered in their policies. For the CEA the 
issue of offshore oil pollution is a global concern which should be addressed at the international level rather 
than at EU level.  

Katharina STANZEL (Intertanko - cf. PowerPoint presentation) highlighted that fundamental differences exist 
between the risks associated with and compensation available for tanker and ship source spills versus spills 
from offshore installations. This should be taken on board when addressing the issue of environmental 
damages. Intertanko brings together over 75% of independent tanker owners and operators and has observer 
status at the International Maritime Organisation (IMO), the International Oil Pollution Compensation Fund 
(IOPC), OECD and CNUCED. It aims to be a responsible and respected industry partner, assisting these 
organisations with their work, in order to be able to influence legislation, reduce accidents etc. 

The track record of tankers has significantly improved since the oil spills of the late 70s and whilst the transport 
of oil has increased, spills have decreased both in number and volume of oil spilled. A differentiation needs to 
be made between shipping, which always has a transport element, and offshore installations that are associated 
with risks in a fixed location. In addition, the magnitude of potential spills varies significantly with the Erika 
spill amounting to ca. 20,000m3 of oil spilled while the estimated release from the Macondo Well was in the 
order of 780,000m3 of oil over three months.  While there is no international legislation covering offshore 
installations, which tend to fall under national jurisdiction, shipping as a global trans-border activity is 
regulated extensively. There are for example international regulations and conventions covering aspects of 
pollution prevention (MARPOL), preparedness and response (OPRC) as well as liability and compensation for 
losses (Civil Liability & IOPC conventions and potentially the Bunkers and HNS Conventions).  A fundamental 
principle of the liability and compensation conventions is that of strict liability, also known as the ‘polluter 
pays principle’. In general, the ship owner therefore pays for pollution damages to third parties, even if there is 
no fault on his part. The objective is not to point the finger at the polluter but to compensate the victims 
without the need for lengthy court action to establish who was at fault.  International conventions also help to 
avoid litigation.  

http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1822_erika_4_-__k_stanzel.pdf
http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1821_carmen_bell-bernard_tettamanti-cea_presentation_cpmr_event_1_dec_2011.pdf
http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1821_carmen_bell-bernard_tettamanti-cea_presentation_cpmr_event_1_dec_2011.pdf
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By way of example in the case of oil spills from tankers (not other vessels), three levels of compensation are 
therefore available in ratifying states: the owners’ liability is covered through third party liability insurance 
under the Civil Liability Convention, if additional damages arise, the IOPCF, funded by cargo owners, 
provides additional cover and finally a third tier of compensation is available under the Supplementary Fund 
where this has been ratified. Ceilings are fixed in the Conventions and periodically reviewed. They currently 
stand at ~104 million Euros for owner’s liability under the CLC Convention, ~234 million Euros under the 
IOPCF and ~866 million Euros for all three tiers if the Supplementary Fund were to come into play.  

Damien PERISSE (CPMR) indicated that whatever the origin, pollution affects the Regions’ coasts. The 
CPMR’s approach does not aim to stigmatise the carriers, but to take an interest in progress in the prevention 
of damage and in the issue of oil platforms in order to generate a wider debate.  

Antidia CITORES (Surfrider) considers that the Erika and Prestige are now an old nightmare that has been 
forgotten by decision-makers. However, it is difficult to draw up new legislation without a recent major 
catastrophe.  Regular discharges and regular oil spills, like those that occurred recently in India, Denmark and 
even that which happened in New Zealand, generally passed unnoticed. Significant pollution continues to 
occur regularly. 

One difficulty concerns the recognition of environmental damage, which is very limited or impossible for 
several reasons. The IOPCF offers the possibility to compensate economic and environmental damages in a 
limited way. This is quite unsatisfactory and does not include oil rigs. Indonesia proposed steps forward at 
international level, in vain. The idea of a European fund (COPE) was drafted during the Erika II package, but 
was not successful. The waste Directive could serve as a basis for the recognition of environmental damage, but 
the progress recognised by the courts, particularly by the European Court of Justice (ECJ) was voluntarily 
annulled during the review of the Directive. 

The ELD does not cover environmental damage in marine waters. As part of its review, environmental damage 
could be extended to oil platforms, without specifying whether it concerns onshore or offshore. This would 
help open a door to include damage caused by ships. In addition, precise knowledge of the initial state of the 
environment is necessary. Some states are lagging behind in this review. 

Other initiatives could be taken to improve maritime safety. Flags of convenience are causing many oil spills. In 
Brest (France), a ship from the Marshall Islands is now on trial. Progress on the coordination of Coast Guard 
functions would be useful. Finally, better enforcement of legislation to avoid oil spills is necessary as remedy 
alone is not a solution. 

Alexandra VAKROU (DG ENV, European Commission - cf. PowerPoint presentation) indicated that EU 
legislation was primarily developed to cover pollution, discharge, chemical waste and the protection of the 
different environmental. The 2000 Water Framework Directive has enabled an integrated approach limited to 
coastal waters and there has been no specific response for seas and oceans, so in 2002 the European parliament 
and Council asked the Commission to respond to this gap. The "Marine Strategy" Framework Directive was 
subsequently prepared and adopted in 2008, and concerns the protection of ecosystems, the integrated 
management of human activities and the promotion of maritime systems at regional and national levels. 
Following this framework directive, conventions have been signed: Barcelona for the Mediterranean, Bucharest 
for the Black Sea, Helsinki and OSPAR for the North Sea and the Atlantic. These conventions provide for the 
definition of special measures to limit the negative effects of pollution. 

Three types of environmental damage are identified within the scope of the ELD: protected areas, water and 
land. Damage to water is related to the Water Framework Directive but there are gaps in the definition within 
the WFD that does not allow account sufficiently for marine water damages. The European Commission’s 
proposal on offshore platforms is intended to expand the definition of damage to include damage to marine 
waters. The definition of the "operator" is also important to consider the concept of ownership, of license to 
explore and to operate, i.e. drill. This is being linked to liability and subsequently responsibility in Article 7. 
Operators must demonstrate their financial capacity to operate and ability to assume their responsibilities if an 
accident happen. The operators should also demonstrate that they have sufficient means to demonstrate their 
financial security. 

Eero AILIO (DG ENER, European Commission - cf. PowerPoint presentation) indicated that the catastrophe 
in the Gulf of Mexico enabled the situation and offshore safety to be assessed, in light of the risks in the event 
of an accident in EU waters. On several occasions, accidents have only just been avoided in Europe and the first 
objective is to prevent incidents from occurring. The second is to reduce accidents when prevention has not 
been sufficiently effective and to improve provisions concerning liability. 

On the prevention of accidents, he was asked each member state to appoint an independent public service 
authority competent in environmental safety. Planning of the risks and operations should help anticipate the 
risks, like a checklist for pilots. The CEA referred to the difficulties of developing a product for the risks of 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1823_eero_ailo-_lo_-_2011_12_01_ep_lepage_offshore_ea_-_1_december_2011.pdf
http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1824_alexandra-vakroumsfd_eld-short_2dec2011.pdf
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offshore activities given the limited information available. A database is currently being developed to address 
this finding. Financial insurance is an important element in prevention. The present work intends to impose a 
technical and financial capacity for operators to take responsibility for accidents. Sharing risks is also an 
interesting element. If a fund is created, it would enable better compensation for victims, but would be less of 
an incentive for the industry. Concerning compensation for traditional damage, the context differs from one 
country to another. Harmonisation is necessary but it is difficult to act at regional level only. Studies will be 
launched in 2012 on these last two issues. 

DISCUSSION 

Andrew BARDOT, representing the International Group of P&I clubs thanked speakers for their interesting 
and informative presentations. He noted that it was unfortunate given the issues under consideration that the 
scheduling did not permit a presentation by the IG addressing the EU and International Convention regimes in 
place. IG clubs insure liability of over 90% of oceangoing tonnage and compensation for pollution and 
environmental damages are key components of the cover provided. The IG system provides the very highest 
and widest range of compensation for losses and damages arising from maritime incidents. Offshore energy 
risks are not pooled within the group but are coved by some of the IG member clubs and reinsured outside the 
group pool and reinsurance programme. He noted in particular the technical papers submitted by CPMR. 
Whilst not wishing to detract from their efforts to inform, the papers do contain a number of confusions and 
misunderstandings and paint an incomplete picture in relation to the EU and International liability and 
compensation regimes which need to be addressed and clarified before proper consideration can be given to 
the matters addressed in this session. The in force Bunker Convention and the pending Wreck Convention are 
both key measures overlooked in the papers.  And there are misunderstandings in relation to the operation and 
approach of the International Oil Pollution Compensation Funds in relation to environmental damage. The IG 
would follow up on these issues with CPMR.  

Mr Bardot made several key points: Firstly as an observation, there has been repeated reference to numerous 
post Erika and Prestige incidents the inference being that the problems highlighted by those incidents have not 
gone away. He referred to the spill data in the Intertanko presentation which demonstrates a downward trend 
year on year. And the improvements are due in no small part to international and EU measures which should 
be applauded. The International Convention system provides comprehensive and effective compensation for 
marpol and environmental damages and its widespread adoption facilitates insurability of the underlying 
liabilities.  The IG fully supports the International Convention system and exhorts ratification by states.   The 
conventions individually and collectively ensure that where damage by shipping occurs it is governed by 
uniform rules which channel liability to an identifiable entity/s and ensure claimants receive prompt 
compensation. Implementation of the conventions obviates the need for disparate regional regulation and 
legislation. But it is of course dependant on states ratification of the conventions and the solution here lies in 
States’ hands. Were the Erika or Prestige incidents to reoccur today and providing states had ratified the CLC 
and funds conventions there would be more than sufficient compensation available. Coastal regions are in a 
strong position to lobby national governments to ratify the International Conventions 

The timeframe for full implementation of the Erika 3 directives continues into 2012. We submit it is premature 
to be considering revisiting issues addressed. As Max Strotmann observed there must be a focus on 
implementation. The issues arising in relation to liabilities stemming from offshore production and exploration 
are very different and distinct from those in relation to maritime transportation liabilities as indeed the US has 
acknowledged in its review following the Deepwater Horizon incident.  Different regimes apply and the spill 
risks are of totally different orders of magnitude. Review of the arrangements relating to the offshore sector 
should not be used as a springboard to unnecessarily reopen the liability and compensation regimes relating to 
maritime transportation. 

Damien PERISSE (CPMR) indicated that, in light of the timing, it has in fact not been possible to offer the 
opportunity to speak to all interested organisations.  The CPMR is available to discuss the different points of 
view with regard to environmental damage and other issues. 

Christophe MARQUES (Brittany) indicated that the liability is always limited except in the event of specific 
misconduct. There is never any obligation to reimburse all damages. Nowadays, the ecological damage cannot 
be fully repaired. With regard to the assessment of the damage, there is no major intellectual problem. An 
estimate by the insurance sector for personal injury is possible, and there is no reason why environmental 
damage cannot be estimated. Currently, it is a matter of working together on developing a set of rules for 
greater foresight. The alternative is to revert to the decisions of judges in the interpretation of the texts. 

Carmen BELL (CEA) estimated that personal injury and environmental waste are different and difficult to 
compare. If personal injury may be based on statistics, it is difficult to assess the offshore damage to the 
environment. 
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Antidia CITORES (Surfrider) indicated that with the IOPCF, liability is limited. There was little demand for 
reasonable restoration. The ceilings are increasingly inadequate to cover the amounts for loss of use, disuse, or 
adversely affecting the countryside. The advocated objective is to reach either a channelled compensation to 
guard against the erosion of liability by sharing risks internationally, or a liability based on the American 
system that helps to integrate the responsibility of all actors in the chain. 

Andrew BARDOT (P&I clubs) indicated that the concept of unlimited liability in practice is not possible (as 
CEA pointed out), as underwriters cannot provide cover. The International regime governing oil pollution 
from ships establishes very high limits of $1.1 Billion. Global coverage could be improved by States ratifying 
international conventions and the liabilities and limits established in the conventions will enable insurers to 
make compensation to claimants and in most cases they will receive full compensation. In the case of the 
Prestige, international compensation was not sufficient to compensate all claims. However since then the 2003 
Supplementary Fund Protocol has entered into force and the limits have increased substantially to $1.1 Billion.  
The limits should be reviewed periodically and reassessed if necessary. 

Alexandra VAKROU (DG ENV, European Commission) indicated that the ELD does not provide a ceiling or a 
liability limit. Industries have tools to cover the risk they face. The situations in the Member States are diverse. 
Currently, in eight states, ceilings are set and the authorities intervene to enforce obligations. In addition, all 
companies do not operate to the same standards. However, methods must be adapted for all situations. 
Nowadays, in the event of an oil spill, a significant portion of the costs are generated by the litigation itself 
(particularly lawyers’ fees). Despite the studies, there are many unknowns about the environmental 
consequences. Moreover, we can sometimes be faced with a situation that we have never faced before. The 
European Commission’s proposals aim to address most problems. 

Damien PERISSE (CPMR) thanked the speakers and participants, and indicated that these contributions 
would be taken into consideration in the next stages of the work. 

THEMATIC SESSION 2 – MARITIME SURVEILLANCE AND POLLUTION CONTROL 

Pierre KARLESKIND (Brittany) opened the session. The tracking of ships and their identification are at the 
very heart of the system with Radar, AIS and LRIT mechanisms for tracking and identification. The objectives 
are the development of information sharing through improved coordination and the gathering of information 
by SafeSeaNet but also the development of CleanSeaNet to identify polluted areas. It is thus necessary to 
coordinate European, national and regional resources. The Region of Brittany is implementing projects within 
its territory, and is participating in initiatives such as the ARCOPOL project across the Atlantic area. EMSA 
regional centres, places of refuge and the establishment of a European coastguard should also be considered. 

Corine LOCHET (Region of PACA, MAREMED project leader - cf. PowerPoint presentation) indicated that 
the Mediterranean is an area chronically polluted by discharges. As part of the MAREMED project, elected 
representatives from coastal areas showed a strong willingness to respond to pollution and to participate in the 
development of an integrated maritime policy. MAREMED brings together within the CPMR 13 Regions of the 
Mediterranean. The integrated approach of the project enables six policy areas to be addressed: policy 
governance, integrated coastal zone management, fisheries, data management and interoperability, pollution. 
Oil spills are part of several of these policy areas. 

An exercise to tackle pollution is expected in Cyprus in the second half of 2012, organised by MAREMED in 
partnership with the REMPEC and DG ECHO during the Cypriot EU Presidency of the Council. The two days 
of practical simulations are intended to provide lots of training in methods to tackle and evaluate pollution. 
This training should enable all the MAREMED partners to be taken into account. This is also intended to draw 
the attention of the European Union to the need to allow regions to prepare themselves for protection against 
accidental pollution in the framework of the next programming period 2014-2020. In addition, it is 
recommended to establish transnational preparations in areas where several countries may be affected by the 
same pollution (currentology). 

Pollution in Lebanon for example became a problem for one European state (Cyprus) in five days.  

Leslie ANGUS (Shetland) referred to the Braer disaster in his Region in 1993, where a single-hull tanker ran 
aground in a narrow channel despite the request that dangerous vessels be prohibited. Human error was the 
cause of this accident. 100,000 tonnes of oil were spilt, causing damage to wildlife, flora and fisheries which 
was interrupted for 8 years. If all vessels had been prohibited in this area, there would not have been a 
problem. The channel is still open, and winds can reach 130 km/h.  The British authorities are reluctant to close 
the channel while the IMO supports this idea. Following the accident, a tug was put in position but with 
budget cuts, its continuation is threatened. In addition, a pipeline will need replacing shortly in the area and 
new drilling should be carried out which could lead to accidents. Regarding platforms, the same risks are faced 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1825_corine-lochet-cyprus_pilot_action_maremed2.pdf
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as those that happened in Mexico. A better equipped fund than the IOPCF would improve the functioning of 
the international system. 

Eva LJUNGKVIST (Sweden - cf. PowerPoint presentation) noted that the Baltic Master II project “On-land 
response to oil spills” is based on regular meetings between people and a specific improvement result. In 
spring 2011, a study showed that several of the Swedish coastal municipalities now have an oil contingency 
plan. The goal is that every coastal community around the Baltic Sea will have an accepted oil contingency plan 
that is exercised regularly by 2020. 

Oil spill incidents are rare and difficult to predict, which complicates the implementation of plans that are 
updated and known to any organisation. 

During the process of oil contingency planning four work processes have been identified. Furthermore, 
experiences from exercising the plans are summarised to provide advice and support to others. All the 
experience from both planning and exercising are concluded in a guide. The guide is available both in paper 
and digital formats as well as a film on DVD. 

One of the main reflections inherited from Baltic Master II is that the readiness and ability to carry out cross-
border operation from land organisations needs to be strengthened. Here you can find good examples of sea 
organisations with their agreements i.e. HELCOM and BRISK. 

Sweden, for its part, must look closely at a national incident commanding system. Here you can find good 
examples of the neighbours around the Baltic Sea. 

Jean-Louis COLSON (DG MOVE, European Commission - cf. PowerPoint presentation) reminded 
participants of the elements concerning shipping in the EU and internationally and the role of EMSA, which in 
particular manages the maritime surveillance systems, and makes specific means of intervention (including 16 
vessels, present in all Community waters) permanently available to Member States. Several surveillance 
systems have been established at European level, including SafeSeaNet and LRIT, which is the world's most 
important system in the sector. The IMO has agreed that from now on EMSA should manage the International 
Data Exchanges (IDE) system on behalf of the international community, a task that was previously assumed by 
the American Coast Guard. European surveillance tools are used differently in Member States, and some use 
them in the framework of court proceedings. The ongoing reform of EMSA contains elements relating to a rise 
in its tasks in response to pollution, such as for example, the possible use of CleanSeaNet to identify the source 
of pollution that does not originate from ships, the use of pollution response vessels in cases of pollution 
attributable to oils rigs in particular, and the creation of regional agencies in EMSA. 

At the moment, the Erika III package and the European framework in general is one of the most successful 
frameworks in the world, even though it is sometimes challenged, particularly by the IMO.  

DISCUSSION 

Frédéric MONCANY de SAINT-AIGNAN (French Maritime Pilot Association) asked about the Commission’s 
work progress on the production of a standard form for all Member States for the mandatory reporting of 
abnormalities detected by marine pilots on ships in European waters according to the Directive 2009/16  

Jean-Louis COLSON (DG MOVE, European Commission) indicated that the Directive concerned requires a 
report, and allows the European Commission to adopt other obligations, in particular the establishment of a 
homogeneous form. The Member States are not favourable. The European Commission will not adopt 
secondary legislation but will monitor the implementation of the Directive. 

Damien PERISSE (CPMR) asked about the tugs situation in British waters, and if the European Commission 
has been challenged on the subject, especially on the issue of harmonisation of the function of Coast Guards at 
European level. 

Leslie ANGUS (Shetland) indicated that following the British government's decision to close the towing 
station in Shetland, a local campaign was carried out and the decision was finally taken to keep it open. In 
parallel, the British government wants to end some offshore towing operations, particularly in areas around 
Shetland and the west coast of the United Kingdom, which are vulnerable areas. 3 months of extra reflection 
were requested and lobbying was carried out by Members of Parliament. 

Jean-Louis COLSON reminded participants that the European Commission was questioned, but that the issue 
of sea rescue is not within the jurisdiction of the European Union. The directive on accident investigation, 
however, requires States to have plans for dealing with accidents and to provide adequate means of 
intervention. In the White Paper on Transport Policy, the EC indicated that studies would be launched on the 
Coast Guard issue. The goal is not to create a European body but to reflect on the exchange of best practice 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1828_colson-maritme_surveillance_and_pollution_control.pdf
http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1827_eva_ljungkvist_bmii_bryssel.pdf


Page 8 

among existing national coast guards. It may be possible to develop coordination in some areas and a pooling 
of resources. Provided that the EC is aware of the issues of sovereignty, questions need to be asked. 

Katharina STANZEL (Intertanko) indicated that discussions on this subject are held at the international level, 
particularly in the scope of the IMO. REMPEC and CEDRE are examples that speak for themselves, and it 
would be interesting to address the issue within the framework of Baltic Master II. 

Eva LJUNGKVIST (Sweden) indicated that the idea is interesting, and that in a context where each country 
has its command structure, it is necessary to identify the necessary contacts in order to act effectively. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Peter JEPPSSON (Sweden – cf. Powerpoint presentation) thanked everybody for the fruitful seminars and 
discussions during the day. He also underlined the importance of strengthened cooperation and personal 
relations in the area of maritime safety. It is vital to address these issues from a local and regional perspective, 
but to do so the EU needs to secure that funding for the local and regional authorities is available. Peter 
Jeppsson also informed all participants about the newly established Region Blekinge initiative Baltic Maritime 
Science Park (BMSP). BMSP will enable clustering of stakeholders within maritime safety area and coordinate 
results from various initiatives taken within this field. 

Damien PERISSE (CPMR) indicated that this seminar is just one step in the Erika IV process, which will 
continue to involve the Member Regions of the CPMR and to generate discussions with the European 
institutions and all stakeholders concerned. 

http://www.crpm.org/pub/agenda/1817_20111201_peter_jeppsson_-_parliament_closing_a.pdf

