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1 Introduction 
This report provides a short overview of training materials and workshops that were developed 
under the WP9 – Chemical safety and chemical threats of the EU SHARP Joint Action. It 
includes information about training material, workshops description and evaluation of the 
workshops.  
 
The training material was prepared based on the results of Fact-finding questionnaire, which 
was sent to many of the organizations involved in SHARP. There was a section on training 
and participants were asked to: suggest gaps in their country which would benefit from further 
training, rank a list of training topics by importance, suggest additional topics not covered in 
the list, indicate which forms of training material would be most useful. Some gaps in chemical 
capacity which require further training were suggested: multisectoral cooperation and 
coordination, recovery/remediation, communication, clarity of responsibilities, routine 
surveillance, and decontamination. A list of training topics was ranked by importance by 19 
questionnaire participants (they represented 14 countries and 17 organisations within 
Europe):  

• Recovery from chemical incidents: 67 % very important 
• Risk assessments: 67 % very important 
• Public health management of chemical incidents: 58 % very important 
• Existing mechanisms/materials for chemical incident preparedness: 50 % very 

important 
• Plans for preparedness/response to chemical incidents and Hazard 

characterisation: 50 % very important 
• Hazard characterisation: 50 % very important 
• Surveillance of chemical incidents: 42 % very important 

 
Questionnaire participants suggested also some additional topics like detection of chemicals, 
decontamination of exposed persons, practical guide models, accessing or establishing a 
virtual poison centre, strengthening collaboration, sampling strategies and risk assessment 
practices. Respondents also indicated which forms of training material they would find most 
useful: live exercises/scenarios, case studies of chemical incidents, interactive activities, e-
learning materials.1 

1.1 Aims and objectives 
The main aim of this report is to present training and exercise material and workshops which 
were prepared with the aim to strengthen preparedness and response to the range of chemical 
threats to health. This report will include short overview of all training and exercise material 
that was prepared for the workshops with further information what should be prepared also in 
the future.  

1.2  Milestones  
This report meets milestones M32 (WP9 Training and exercise materials), M34 (WP9 
workshops) and MS36 (Training and exercises report) of Work Package 9: Chemical Safety 
and Chemical Threats of the EU SHARP Joint Action, as set out in the Grant Agreement. The 
EU SHARP Joint Action has received funding from the European Union, in the framework of 
the Third Health Programme (2014-2020). The Strengthened International Health Regulations 
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and Preparedness in the EU (SHARP) project aims to strengthen preparedness in the EU 
against serious cross-border threats to health, and support the implementation of the 
International Health Regulations (2005). 

2 Training and exercise materials    
The training and exercise material was developed under JA SHARP WP9, in collaboration of 
following institutes: 

• National Institute of Public Health, Slovenia and  
• UK Health Security Agency. 

 

2.1 Training material  
Training and exercise material presented in this section was used in 2 two-days-long 
workshops (in June and in October 2022). Learning outcomes of the presented training 
material are to understand: 

• the different sources of chemical, 
• the public health response to chemical incidents, 
• the role of Competent Authorities in the identification, risk assessment and 

management of chemical incidents, 
• the key stakeholders likely to be involved in the investigation of a chemical incident, 
• how to apply key procedures for the alerting and notification of chemical incidents, 
• how chemical incidents might differ from other emergencies, 
• the purposes of chemical incident preparedness, 
• the type of information that should be considered in a chemical incident preparedness 

plan, 
• the legal provisions for the transport of chemicals,  
• the hazards of transporting chemicals by different modes and measures to reduce the 

risk to health and environment, 
• provide examples of good practice in multi-sectoral cooperation in dealing with the 

health aspects of chemical events and emergencies. 
 
Training material covers following topics: introduction – chemicals and chemical incidents, 
international health regulations (IHR) overview and requirements for chemicals, chemical 
incident preparedness, chemical incident response, risk assessment of chemicals, 
multisectoral preparedness and response to chemical emergencies, and recovery of a 
chemical incident. 

2.1.1 Introduction – chemicals and chemical incidents 
The training material of this topic should reach the following learning objectives: to understand 
the physicochemical properties of chemicals and different sources of chemicals, to understand 
the chemical incidents, to understand the public health response to chemical incidents, to 
understand the role of Competent Authorities in the identification, risk assessment and 
management of chemical incidents, to be familiar with key stakeholders that may be involved 
in the investigation of a chemical incident, and to understand and apply key procedures for 
the alerting and notification of chemical incidents.  
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The introduction part covers chemicals (physicochemical properties, sources of chemicals, 
transport of chemicals, toxic and public health effects of chemicals), chemical incidents (WHO 
definition, the health effects of chemical incidents, chemical health hazards etc.), list of 
databases and resources (IHR Spar, UK chemical hazards compendium etc.), and different 
case studies (Beirut).  

2.1.2 International health regulations (IHR) overview and requirements for chemicals  
The main aim of this training material is to understand the international health regulations and 
to understand the requirements for chemicals. In this part the IHR and EU decision on serious 
cross-border health threats are presented, and also WHO publication about IHR and Chemical 
events. There is also a list of core capacities required under the IHR for chemical events and 
examples for the application of the decision instrument (Annex 2 of IHR).  

2.1.3 Chemical incident preparedness 
The learning objectives of this training material are: to understand how chemical incidents 
might differ from other emergencies, the purpose of chemical incident preparedness and the 
type of information that should be considered in a chemical incident preparedness plan. The 
training material contains more information about chemical incidents, general information 
about planning and preparedness and some specific information about planning and 
preparedness on country level and about chemical preparedness plan. At the end an example 
is also presented, covering more details about the content of chemical preparedness plan: 
description of the site, nearby receptors, a map of the site and nearby receptors, chemical 
inventory (principle chemical hazards), initial risk assessment and public health actions, and 
a list of key contacts in the case of an incident.  

2.1.4 Chemical incident response 
Training about chemical incident response contain information about public health response, 
public health response to a chemical incidents and risk assessment. There is also some 
information about personal protective equipment, decontamination, shelter-in-place and 
evacuation, communication and health register.  

2.1.5 Risk assessment of chemicals  
Training material contains all information about the risk assessment process, from hazard 
identification to hazard characterization, exposure assessment and risk characterization. 
There is some additional information about risk assessment in case of cross-border incidents. 

2.1.6 Multisectoral preparedness and response to chemical emergencies  
The training material about multisectoral preparedness and response to chemical 
emergencies covers the UK perspective (legislations, risk registers, emergency plans, 
COMAH sites, off site plans and IRS sheet, JESIP – example of a multisectoral strategy) and 
Slovenian perspective (legislation, role of civil protection and Administration of the Republic 
of Slovenia for civil protection and disaster relief, notifications centres and organisation of the 
Protection, Rescue and Relief Forces). Moreover, there are also two example incidents and 
explanation of multisectoral cooperation in case of chemical incident in Buncefield and in 
Salisbury/Amesbury. 
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2.1.7 Recovery of a chemical incident  
The training about recovery of a chemical incident contains information about recovery (what 
is recovery, objectives of recovery, source-pathway-receptor model, sampling and monitoring 
etc.), recovery process and national recovery plans. 

2.2 Exercise material  
The exercise material is developed interactively with a lot of questions for participants, with 
the main aim of involving participants in discussion. First there is set of different case studies, 
then a fictional chemical incident scenario and finally another incident that occurred more 
recently in Slovenia is presented. 

2.2.1 Chemical incidents: Case studies  
A selection of example case studies of chemical incidents with many questions for participants’ 
involvement is presented in this exercise material: Beirut Port, Lebanon; Warrenpoint, UK; 
Tianjin, China; Methanol outbreak, Czech Republic; Dangerous waste management facility, 
Slovenia; Thermal insulation plant, Slovenia; Strong smell near Austria border, Slovenia.  

2.2.2 Chemical incident scenario 
This training material goes through a fictional chemical incident scenario, where available 
information on the scenario is provided, followed by questions based on other training 
material. There is also part which goes through the IHR annex 2 decision tool, and where 
participants should decide whether the incident described should be designated as a Public 
Health Emergency of International Concern (PHEIC) or not.  

2.2.3 Chemical incident in MELAMIN Kočevje, Slovenia 
In May 2022 there was a chemical incident in Melamin d.d. Kočevje in Slovenia. In this 
interactive exercise we presented the incident through all stages: prevention, preparedness 
and IHR requirements, event / chemical incident, detection and alert, response and recovery. 
Additionally, we explained the role of surveillance and multi-sectoral cooperation in a chemical 
incident Melamin, Kočevje. Second part of this presentation was interactive, where 
participants were asked different questions: questions about the incident, IHR Annex 2 
questions, lessons learned and situation in their own country.  

3 Workshops 
Within MS34 (WP9 workshops) we organized two 2-day-long workshops (one in June 2022 
and one in October 2022) with the aim to strengthen preparedness and response to the range 
of chemical threats to health. Both workshops were organized online with the aim of reaching 
a larger number of participants. The workshops focused on interactive activities using 
examples of real incidents.  
The workshops were organized in collaboration of JA SHARP WP8 and WP9, in collaboration 
of following institutes: 

• Institute of Public Health of Serbia “Dr Milan Jovanovic Batut” (WP8), 
• Robert Koch Institute (WP8), 
• National Institute of Public Health, Slovenia (WP9), 
• UK Health Security Agency (WP9),  
• Public Health Wales, UK 

 
where WP8 was responsible for technical support of the workshop and WP9 for the content. 
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The training was aimed at junior or mid-career public health professionals with a role in 
assessing/ managing human health risks associated with chemical incidents and/or 
exposures. It was designed for people working across sectors at a competent authority dealing 
with chemical safety at a country-central level (Ministry of health, National public health 
institute or other). The participants should have basic knowledge of chemical incidents before 
participating at the workshop. By completing this workshop participants should be able to 
understand the principles to improve chemical safety capacity. 
 
The both workshops covered following topics:  

• the different sources of chemicals, 
• the public health response to chemical incidents, 
• the role of competent authorities in the identification, risk assessment and 

management of chemical incidents, 
• the key stakeholders likely to be involved in the investigation of a chemical incident, 
• how to apply key procedures for the alerting and notification of chemical incidents, 
• how chemical incidents might differ from other emergencies, 
• the purposes of chemical incident preparedness, 
• the type of information that should be considered in a chemical incident preparedness 

plan, 
• the legal provisions for the transport of chemicals and the hazards of transporting 

chemicals by different modes and measures to reduce the risk to health and 
environment,  

• provide examples of good practice in multi-sectoral cooperation in dealing with the 
health aspects of chemical events and emergencies. 

 
Additionally, workshop included best practices in implementing the International Health 
Regulations (IHR) and complying with Decision 1082/2013/EC: 

• essential public health services capacities and functions, 
• preparedness of EU member states to cross-border chemical health threats, 
• continuity planning, 
• intersectoral collaboration, 
• surveillance, alerting and notifying of cross-border chemical health threats, 
• the rapid risk assessment of chemical health threats, 
• public health response and safety when dealing with/responding to potential chemical 

health threats, 
• improving access to information on roles and responsibilities of the Commission and 

other EU organizations. 

3.1 Advanced workshop on chemicals 1   

3.1.1 General information  
First “Advanced workshop on Chemicals” was held online on 6th and 7th of June, 10am to 3pm. 
We used ZOOM platform2 and Mentimeter3 for interactive part of the workshop. All together 
there were 27 participants first day and 22 participants second day, some of them participated 
also in interactive exercises. 
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Figure 1. Online training in ZOOM, presenter Tom Gaulton, UK. 

3.1.2 Audience  
Here are gathered some general information about the audience that we received through 
Mentimeter3. Participants were from 7 different countries, from Belgium, Slovenia, Estonia, 
Serbia, Latvia, Lithuania and Portugal. We received 19 responses for the question “Which 
organisation/ country are you from”: 

• Sciensano/Belgium 2x 
• Slovenia 3x 
• Ministry of Social Affairs of Estonia 2x 
• Institute of Public Health Serbia 2x 
• Head of chemicals management of Latvia State Environmental Service  
• Lithuania 2x 
• Lithuania National Public Health Centre under the Ministry of health 4x 
• Health Emergency situations centre of the Ministry of Health, Lithuania  
• Directorate-General of Health in Portugal  
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Figure 2: Example of use of Mentimeter for interactive part of the workshop   
 
9 participants have already been involved in chemical incident, other 7 have not been involved 
yet. The participants hoped to get out from the workshop following things: 

• Knowledge. 
• Learn something new from best practices/ case studies. 
• Listening to the experiences from another countries, best practices. 
• To get others expirations, to get more news. 
• Extension of the knowledge on the topics. 
• New insights and ideas to improve work of environmental inspectors and experts. 
• Fast response plan, and how Health Care Ministry should be involved. 
• New information on this kind events management, preparedness. 
• Learn more about the risk assessment. 
• To improve my knowledge in chemicals and their danger, reaction in solving problems 

of accidents. 
• To understand chemical incidents, its preparedness and response. 
• Actions in the case of materials of unknown origin inter institutional operation.  
• More information about chemical incidents.  
• Exchange of experience and knowledge. 
• Consensus good practices from experiences international colleagues. Maybe new tips 

and international exchange.  

3.1.3 Agenda  
 
Tables 1 and 2 present the agenda of the workshop, where first day focused on training, and 
second day focused on interactive exercises.  
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Table 1. Agenda of day 1 of first Advanced workshop on chemicals  
 
Day 1: 6th of June 2022, online  
Time (approx.) Content Responsible Partner/ 

Speaker 
10:00 – 10:10 Welcome and Introductions  Tom Gaulton 
10:10 – 10:20 Overview of the workshop and of Day 1 Tom Gaulton 

10:20 – 10:40 Introduction – Chemicals and Chemical 
Incidents 

Anja Jutraž 
Tom Gaulton  

10:40 – 11:00 IHR overview and requirements for 
chemicals 

Anja Jutraž 

11:00 – 11:15 Break  
11:15 – 11:35 Chemical Incident preparedness Anja Jutraž 

Matej Ivartnik  
11:35 – 12:00 Chemical incident response Tom Gaulton 

12:00 – 12:50  Lunch  
12:50 – 13:20 Risk assessment of chemicals Matej Ivartnik 
13:20 – 14:50  Example Case Studies  

Questions on incidents to review day’s 
material 
Go through IHR Annex 2 

Tom Gaulton  
Matej Ivartnik  
Anja Jutraž  
Katarina Bitenc  
Majda Pohar 
Nina Pirnat 
Darko Mehikič 

14:50 – 15:00  Review and End of Day 1 Tom Gaulton 

Table 2. Agenda of day 2 of first Advanced workshop on chemicals  
 
Day 2: 7th of June 2022, online  
Time (approx.) Content Responsible Partner/ 

Speaker 
10:00 – 10:15 Review of Day 1 and Overview of Day 2 Tom Gaulton 
10:15 – 10:45 Multi-sectoral cooperation in a chemical 

incident 
Tom Gaulton 
Matej Ivartnik  

10:45 – 11:15 Recovery of a chemical incident Tom Gaulton 
Matej Ivartnik 

11:15 – 11:30 Break  
11:30 – 12:30 Interactive exercise part 1 

 
Tom Gaulton  
Matej Ivartnik  
Anja Jutraž  
Katarina Bitenc 
Majda Pohar 
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Nina Pirnat 
Darko Mehikič 

12:30 – 13:30  Lunch  
13:30 – 14:30 Interactive exercise part 2 Tom Gaulton  

Matej Ivartnik  
Anja Jutraž  
Katarina Bitenc 
Majda Pohar 
Nina Pirnat 
Darko Mehikič 

14:30 – 15:00  Review of Day 2 Tom Gaulton  
 
Training and exercise material is presented in detail in Chapter 2.  
 

3.1.4 Results of interactive part of workshop 1 
 
We used online tool Mentimeter3 for the interactive part of the workshop. We pose the 
participants some questions, and they answered by clicking on the selected correct answers 
or by entering text.  
 
The main results of our questions are in Annex 7.4. 
 

3.2 Advanced workshop on chemicals 2 

3.2.1  General information  
Second “Advanced workshop on Chemicals” was held online on 12nd and 13th of October, 
10am to 3pm. We used ZOOM platform2 and Mentimeter3 for interactive part of the workshop. 
We received 153 registrations, although all together there were 83 participants first day and 
67 participants second day, most of them participated also in interactive exercises. 

3.2.2 Audience  
Participants came from 14 countries: Austria (1), Belgium (3), Croatia (3), Netherlands (1), 
Greece (2), Ireland (16), Latvia (1), Lithuania (10), Malta (2), Portugal (29), Serbia (2), 
Slovenia (6), Spain (1), UK (2), and Taiwan (1). Additionally, there were also some participants 
from ECDC/EU (1) and WHO (2). The most participants were from Ireland, Lithuania and 
Portugal. Slovenia and UK organized the workshop, therefore there were less participants 
from these two countries.  

Table 3. List of participants   
 

Nr Country Organisation / Department Organisation web address 

 Austria Klinik Favoriten 4. Med. Abteilung www.gesundheitsverbund.at 

 Belgium Federal Public Health Departement https://www.health.belgium.be/en 
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 Belgium Sciensano 
Chemical and physical health risks 

 www.sciensano.be 

 Belgium Federal Health Service / Crisis 
management 

https://collab.health.fgov.be/Pages/Home.as
px 

3 Croatia Croatian Institute for Public Health https://www.hzjz.hr/ 

 ECDC/EU   

 Netherlands FIPRA International https://fipra.com 

2 Greece General Secretariat for Civil 
Protection 

www.civilprotection.gr 

15 Ireland HSE, Department of Public Health www.hse.ie 

 Ireland European Commission, The 
European Health Emergency 
Preparedness and Response 
Authority (HERA) 

ec.europa.eu 

 Latvia    

9 Lithuania National Public Health Center under 
the Ministry of Health (Klaipeda, 
Vilnus and Telsiai department) 

https://nvsc.lrv.lt/ 

 Lithuania National public health surveillance 
laboratory 

https://nvspl.lt 

 Malta  Ministry for Health/ Department for 
Health regulation 

health.gov.mt 

 Malta Infectious Disease Prevention and 
Control Unit within the Health 
Promotion and Disease Prevention 
Directorate 

https://deputyprimeminister.gov.mt/en/health
-promotion/idpcu/Pages/introduction.aspx 

2 Portugal Public Health Department 
www.arsnorte.min-saude.pt 

 Portugal Unidade Local de Saúde da Guarda - 
Unidade de Saúde Pública https://www.ulsguarda.min-saude.pt/ 

2 Portugal ARSLVT, IP - ACES Lezíria 
 

 Portugal Unidade de Saúde Pública do ACES 
Póvoa de Varzim/Vila do Conde 

https://bicsp.min-
saude.pt/pt/biufs/1/10020/Pages/default.asp
x 

 Portugal Unidade de Saúde Pública Pinhal 
Interior Norte - ARS CENTRO 

https://bicsp.min-
saude.pt/pt/biufs/2/20021/2060582/Pages/d
efault.aspx 

 Portugal Northern Lisbon Public Health Unit https://bicsp.min-
saude.pt/pt/biufs/3/30028/3000048/Pages/d
efault 

 Portugal Public Health Unit of Guarda - Local 
Health Unit of Guarda  

 Portugal ACES Médio Tejo - ARS Lisboa e 
Vale do Tejo  

 Portugal Public Health department 
 

 Portugal USP ACES Baixo Vouga 
 

 Portugal Public Health-Lezíria 
 

2 Portugal Ministry of Health/Regional Health 
Administration/Public Health Unit https://www.arscentro.min-saude.pt/ 

 Portugal USP - ACeS Algarve Barlavento. ARS 
Algarve  

 Portugal ACES Grande Porto IV 
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2 Portugal Administração Regional Saúde do 
Norte, IP https://www.arsnorte.min-saude.pt/ 

 Portugal ACES Pinhal Interior Norte, USP Vila 
Nova de Poiares  

 Portugal ACES Dão Lafões/Public Health Unit https://bicsp.min-
saude.pt/pt/biufs/2/20022/2090183/Pages/d
efault 

 Portugal Departamento de Saúde Pública da 
ARS Norte www.arsnorte.min-saude.pt 

 Portugal Public Health Unit of the Baixo Vouga 
Health Center Grouping - Regional 
Health Administration of the Center 
Portugal www.arscentro.min-saude.pt 

 Portugal Northern Region Public Health 
Department  

 Portugal Moinhos Public Health Unit, Heatlh 
Center Grouping of South West, 
Regional Health Administration of the 
Lisbon and Tagus Valley 

http://bicsp.min-
saude.pt/pt/biufs/3/30025/Pages/default.asp
x/ 

 Portugal UNIDADE DE SAÚDE PÚBLICA – 
ANTÓNIO LUZ | ACES AMADORA, 
LISBON 

https://bicsp.min-
saude.pt/pt/biufs/3/30014/3113303/Pages/d
efault 

 Portugal Regional Health Administration of 
Lisbon and Tagus Valley - Public 
Health Department https://www.arslvt.min-saude.pt/ 

 Portugal ARSLVT - Lisbon Regional Health 
Administration https://www.arslvt.min-saude.pt/ 

 Portugal Public Health Unit - Central Lisbon 
 

2 Serbia Institute of Public Health of Serbia 
www.batut.org.rs 

6 Slovenia  National Institute of Public Health of 
Slovenia https://www.nijz.si 

 Spain University Clinical Hospital Lozano 
Blesa and University of Zaragoza 

http://www.hcuz.es/web/guest;jsessionid=2E
28F66FEE71166FD61BB66BC26EF725 
https://unizar.es/ 
https://mmpysp.unizar.es/ 

2 UK UK Health Security Agency  
 

2 WHO  
 

 Taiwan Taiwan Centers for Disease Control 
https://www.cdc.gov.tw/ 

 
We also received some general information about audience through Mentimeter. Only 28 
participants answered the question “Which organisation/ country are you from”, as probably 
they were getting used to the online tool (later we received more responses through 
Mentimeter). Based on the answers participants were from following countries: 

• Slovenia (e.g. National institute of Public health) 5x 
• Portugal (e.g. Lisbon, Public health unit Moinhos, Ministry of Health/ARS Centro/ 

Public Health Autority, DSP Norte, local public health unit) 11x 
• Ireland (e.g. Public health Ireland West, HSE) 4x 
• Belgium (e.g. FPS – Health, Brussels) 3x  
• Greece – Civil protection Greece  
• Serbia – IPHS  
• Lithuania, Ministry of Health 
• Taiwan 
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Figure 3: Example of use of Mentimeter for interactive part of the workshop   
 
We received 32 responses for the question “Have you been involved in any chemical 
incidents?”, where 6 people said yes, 26 people said no.   

 

Figure 4: Have you been involved in any chemical incidents?   
 

We received 27 answers for the question “What do you hope to get out of today?”:  
• Learning more on preparedness for chemical incidents 
• Knowledge 
• new learning 
• To improve my knowledge in chemical incidents 
• Be prepared to act in a chemical incident 
• Awareness of Chemicals and education 
• Learning 
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• To meet experts 
• Improve knowledge on dealing with incidents 
• New knowledge. 
• knowledge 
• Knowledge on this area 
• learn or refresh knowledge on preparedness of chemical events 
• Learning more about chemical threats 
• Learn more about this subject 
• Improve knowledge on chemical incidents 
• Be more aware and informed on chemical incidents and share the info to my 

organisation 
• Improve knowledge in chemical incidents 
• Overview on chemical incidents 
• knowledge about the best practices 
• leaning more how to deal with chemical incident 
• Learn about risk assessment of chemicals 
• Knowledge about chemical incidents, and how to be more prepared to deal with them. 
• To learn more on recovery of a chemical incidents 
• deepen knowledge 
• bridge knowledge of chemical threats and practical action to reduce risks and harm 

3.2.3 Agenda  
Tables 1 and 2 present the agenda of the workshop, where first day focused on training, and 
second day focused on interactive exercises. 

Table 4. Agenda of day 1 of second Advanced workshop on chemicals  
 
Day 1: 12nd of October 2022, online  
Time (approx.) Content Responsible Partner/ 

Speaker 
10:00 – 10:10 Welcome and Introductions  Tom Gaulton 
10:10 – 10:20 Overview of the workshop and of Day 1 Tom Gaulton 

10:20 – 10:40 Introduction – Chemicals and Chemical 
Incidents 

Anja Jutraž 
Tom Gaulton  

10:40 – 11:00 IHR overview and requirements for 
chemicals 

Anja Jutraž 

11:00 – 11:15 Break  
11:15 – 11:35 Chemical Incident preparedness Anja Jutraž 

Matej Ivartnik  
11:35 – 12:00 Chemical incident response Tom Gaulton 

12:00 – 12:50  Lunch  
12:50 – 13:20 Risk assessment of chemicals Matej Ivartnik 
13:20 – 14:50  Example Case Studies  Tom Gaulton  
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Questions on incidents to review day’s 
material 
Go through IHR Annex 2 

Matej Ivartnik  
Anja Jutraž  
Katarina Bitenc  
Majda Pohar 
Nina Pirnat 
Darko Mehikič 

14:50 – 15:00  Review and End of Day 1 Tom Gaulton 

Table 5. Agenda of day 2 of second Advanced workshop on chemicals  
 
Day 2: 13th of October 2022, online  
Time (approx.) Content Responsible Partner/ 

Speaker 
10:00 – 10:15 Review of Day 1 and Overview of Day 2 Tom Gaulton 
10:15 – 10:45 Multi-sectoral cooperation in a chemical 

incident 
Tom Gaulton 
Matej Ivartnik  

10:45 – 11:15 Recovery of a chemical incident Tom Gaulton 
Matej Ivartnik 

11:15 – 11:30 Break  
11:30 – 12:15 Interactive exercise part 1 (Slovenian 

case study Melamin) 
 

Matej Ivartnik  
Anja Jutraž  
Katarina Bitenc 
Majda Pohar 
Nina Pirnat 
Darko Mehikič 
Tom Gaulton  

12:15 – 13:15 Lunch  
13:15 – 14:15 Interactive exercise part 2 Tom Gaulton  

Matej Ivartnik  
Anja Jutraž  
Katarina Bitenc 
Majda Pohar 
Nina Pirnat 
Darko Mehikič 

14:15 – 14:30 Review of Day 2 Tom Gaulton  
 
Training and exercise material is presented in detail in chapter 2.  

3.2.4 Results of interactive part of workshop 
We used online tool Mentimeter3 for the interactive part of the workshop. We pose the 
participants some questions, and they answered by clicking on the selected correct answers 
or by entering text.  
 
The main results of our questions are in Annex 7.5. 
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3.3 Evaluation of workshops  

3.3.1 Advanced workshop on chemicals 1 
 
We received 17 answers (of 27 participants on the first day and 20 participants on the second 
day). The evaluation results are presented below (evaluation form is available in Annex 7.4).   
General evaluation of the workshop was really good (Q1): all participants strongly agree or 
agree that the slides were easy to understand, that the presenter presented the information in 
clear and logical manner and that the training technology was easy to use. The content was 
appropriate / relevant to most of the participants (11 strongly agree, 5 agree, 1 neutral). The 
only concern was the length of the workshop – 9 participants strongly agree and 7 participants 
agree that the length of the workshop was appropriate and 1 participant was neutral.  
 

 

Graph 1: General evaluation of the workshop (Q1)  
 
All participants, who answered the evaluation form (16 participants), said that they would 
recommend this training to others too (Q2). 
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Graph 2: Answers to the question “I would recommend this training to others” (Q2) 
 
Participants found following aspects particularly useful (Q3):  

• Practical notes. 
• It was useful practice questionary. 
• Examples. 
• Systematization of all information, which facilitates the learning process; clear 

messages and everyone’s good mood. 
• Yes, the examples and the use of the Annex 2 of the IHR applied to Chem incidents. 
• I found the horizontal / overview presentations as well as detailed case-studies useful, 

particularly those of cross-border nature. 
• The examples of real situations. 
• List of clickable references in the slides; concrete case studies. 
• Interactive work. 

 
Participants would like the following issues to be covered in the future courses/ workshops 
(Q4):  

• Medical issues.  
• Materials of unknown origin.  
• Cross-border aspects.  
• Learn more about chemicals and their impact on health.  
• More technical insights on chemical incident management specific aspects: dry vs wet 

decontamination (reactivity with water), evacuation vs shelter, antidotes stockpiling, 
adequate PPEs, sampling … 
 

Participants added following comments and suggestions for improvement (Q5):  
• Day 1 was very helpful! A big thanks to the organizers and speakers for all the 

information and your preparation and availability. Much appreciated! 
• Excellent work. Many thanks for sharing your examples and experiences. 
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• The site with all chemical events and would be useful for everyone. Specially to learn 
more about what was done to manage the situation. The mistakes done to avoid them. 

• Less time on prep & resp generalities, and more time on some chemical incident 
management specific aspects (cf question 8). Annex 2 on notification decision 
instrument was well illustrated, RRA template less. 

3.3.2 Advanced workshop on chemicals 2 – Pre-workshop survey  
 
We conducted a pre-workshop survey before the Advanced workshop on chemicals 2, where 
our main aim was to find out the level of understanding of the requirements to prepare and 
respond to chemical incidents, the level of the participants knowledge on different topics and 
their expectations of the workshop. We received 50 responses; the evaluation form is available 
in Annex 7.3.  
 
42% of respondents rate their understanding of the requirements to prepare and respond to 
chemical incidents as average, 46 % as not good or poor, and only 12% as good or very good.  
 
  

 

Graph 3: Understanding of the requirements to prepare and respond to chemical incidents (pre-
workshop survey Q1) 
 
Participants of the workshop were also asked to rate their knowledge about different topics 
(preparedness for chemical incidents, response to chemical incidents, risk assessment of 
chemicals, multisectoral collaboration in chemical incidents, cross-border chemical incidents, 
recovery from chemical incidents) before attending the workshop. On average their general 
knowledge was average or not good and poor, less people rate their knowledge as very good 
or good. They had the least knowledge about cross-border chemical incidents and recovery 
from chemical incidents before attending the workshop. We can conclude that the participants 
had only some basic knowledge on chemical Incidents before attending the workshop. 
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Graph 4: Knowledge on different topics (pre-workshop survey Q2) 
 
We also wanted to know what expectations of participants going into this workshop were. We 
suggested three different expectations and they rated them as follow:   

• Expand knowledge on chemical hazards: more than 30% of participants had high 
expectations on this topic and more than 10% had very high expectations on this topic. 

• Learn more about the processes involved with preparing for chemical incidents: more 
than 30% of participants had high expectations on this topic and more than 15% had 
very high expectations on this topic. 

• Learn more about the processes involved with responding to chemical incidents: more 
than 30% of participants had high expectations on this topic and more than 15% had 
very high expectations on this topic. 

 

 

Graph 5: Expectations of the workshop (pre-workshop survey Q3) 
 

3.3.3 Advanced workshop on chemicals 2 – Post survey  
 
We received 66 responses. The evaluation results are presented below (evaluation form is 
available in Annex 7.6).   
General evaluation of the workshop was really good (Q1): most of the participants strongly 
agree that the slides were easy to understand, that the presenter presented the information in 
clear and logical manner and that the training technology was easy to use. The content was 
appropriate / relevant to most of the participants (29 strongly agree, 9 agree, 2 neutral, 14 
disagree, 12 strongly disagree). The length of the workshop was appropriate – 31 participants 
strongly agree and 8 participants agree that the length of the workshop was appropriate and 
4 participants were neutral, 9 disagree, 14 strongly disagree.  



 

sharpja.eu 24 

Co-funded by the 
Health Programme of 
the European Union 

This document is part of the Joint Action 848096 / SHARP JA which has received 
funding from the European Union’s Health Programme (2014-2020). 

 

Graph 6: General evaluation of the workshop (Q1)  
 
Participants were also asked to rate their understanding of the requirements to prepare and 
respond to chemical incidents (Q2): 14 rate it as really good, 31 as good, 11 as neutral, 7 as 
bad and 2 as really bad.  
 

 

Graph 7: General evaluation of the workshop (Q2)  
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Participants were also asked to rate their knowledge (e.g., poor, not very good, average, good, 
very good) on the following topics: Preparedness for chemical incidents, Response to 
chemical incidents, Risk assessment of chemicals, Multisectoral collaboration, Reporting 
cross-border chemical incidents, and Recovery from Chemical incidents (Q4). Most of the 
participants rated their knowledge as average or good:  

• Preparedness for chemical incidents: poor 0, not very good 8, average 20, good 32, 
very good 5 

• Response to chemical incidents: poor 0, not very good 6, average 23, good 33, very 
good 3 

• Risk assessment of chemicals: poor 1, not very good 5, average 16, good 33, very 
good 10 

• Multisectoral collaboration: poor 0, not very good 6, average 22, good 29, very good 8 
• Reporting cross-border chemical incidents: poor 2, not very good 6, average 23, good 

29, very good 5 
• Recovery from Chemical incidents: poor 2, not very good 7, average 25, good 30, very 

good 1 
 

 

Graph 8: Knowledge about different topics (Q4)  
 
All participants, who answered the evaluation form (65 participants), said that they would 
recommend this training to others too (Q4). 
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Graph 9: Answers to the question “I would recommend this training to others” (Q4) 
 
Participants found following aspects particularly useful (Q5):  

• All was really good and useful 
• the effects of the contaminations 
• Everything was useful 
• Yes, case studies, theoretical part on recovery 
• The interactive elements. 
• I found the interactive component with Menti very beneficial 
• The interactive exercises 
• Very interactive 
• I liked the use of examples and case studies. 
• Learning on chemical events 
• case studies 
• Practical examples 
• All 
• Ali good thanks 
• The practical exercises 
• The case studies 
• yes, the examples 
• experience of case studies 
• Risk Assessment 
• Case studies 
• The case study was a good way to put the learned knowledge to use 
• Yes, Risk assessment 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

I would recommend this training to others

Recommendation of the workshop to others (Q4) 

yes no no answer



 

sharpja.eu 27 

Co-funded by the 
Health Programme of 
the European Union 

This document is part of the Joint Action 848096 / SHARP JA which has received 
funding from the European Union’s Health Programme (2014-2020). 

• The focus on source pathway receptor is key and it was good to be reminded of this. 
I'm from Ireland but that isn't a country listed on your options -can you update for 
tomorrow I know other colleagues joined from Ireland. I had to attend a meeting in the 
middle of the workshop so I missed out on chemical incident preparedness & 
response. 

• Case studies 
• Everything was useful 
• combination brief presentations and scenarios very useful. 
• Practical examples 
• Using Menti to interact with participants is really interesting. 
• The practical cases 
• for me all was useful 
• The interactive sessions were very useful to consolidate learning. 
• The different stakeholders involved 
• case studies 

 
Participants would like the following issues to be covered in the future courses/ workshops 
(Q6):  

• More details on intersectoral communication between the public and private sector 
• Some more information on particular chemicals 
• Greater focus on international collaboration 
• How to liaise with cross border countries 
• indoor air contamination 
• risk communication 
• More about chemicals and agents 
• Risk communication 
• A more detailed IHR reporting assessment through case studies. E.g., if there is a 

threat of international spread is highly complex with air pollution and involves the 
environmental faith of a substance, meteorological conditions and distance of the 
incident to the border.  Also, a risk communication workshop if it fits the scope. 

• More info on logistics for preparedness 
 

Participants added following comments and suggestions for improvement (Q7):  
• no, thanks all was good and interesting 
• The workshop was really useful, the recording should be widely available as an on-

demand on-line training (I understand this was already planned) - many experts would 
benefit from it in the future. Additional workshop(s) involving other stakeholders e.g., 
WHO department in charge of IHR or technical experts from the industry to present 
similar topics from their point of view - ideally an exercise involving experts presenting 
different stakeholders 

• Great course, very informative, thank you 
• Really enjoyed the workshop and think I have learned a lot! 
• Excellent exercise 
• Well done on clear presentations and excellent examples. 
• A bit more time on the theoretical part to prepare for case studies and perhaps live 

discussion not only through chat - a breakout room session if the time allows with 
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reconvening to discuss the answers from the groups. It would allow for more discussion 
as well as "meeting" the other experts more closely 

• No, everything was great, and very informative. 
• I liked it and will recommend to fellow health professionals 
• workshop answers should focus on initial risk assessment rather than final outcome 

when further details are available -or both phases of response 
• If these slides are being distributed, this will not be an issue, but I wish the slide with 

recommended readings/additional material could have been left up a bit longer. 

4 Summary and Conclusion 
To conclude, the workshops were well received and the responses to the surveys were all 
very positive. Workshop 1 asked participants to rate the workshop and the responses were 
overwhelmingly positive and almost every participant said they would recommend the training 
to others. Recommendations were taken into account and used to amend the material for 
Workshop 2. Workshop 2 asked participants to complete both a pre- and post- workshop 
survey, to see if the workshops changed their opinions. In the pre-workshop survey, 42% of 
respondents rated their understanding of the requirements to prepare and respond to chemical 
incidents as average, 46 % as not good or poor, and only 12 % as good or very good. The 
same question was asked in the post-workshop survey and 22 % rated it as very good, 48% 
as good, 17 % as neutral, 11 % as not good and only 3 % as poor. This shows that the 
workshops had a positive impact in the understanding of participants relating to the response 
to chemical incidents. The remaining questions mirrored the survey for workshop 1, where 
responses to the questions were again very positive and complimentary (most responses were 
good or very good) and again almost every participant said they would recommend this 
training to others.  
 
It is hoped that participants will bring their new knowledge back to their country. We shared 
the training materials with the participants after the workshops and it will be available also for 
others at the SHARP JA website once it is submitted to the coordinators.  
 
The training material prepared for the workshop was comprehensive, covering different topics, 
from basic to more advanced: basic information about chemicals and chemical incidents, IHR 
overview and requirements for chemicals, chemical incident preparedness and response, risk 
assessment of chemicals, multisectoral preparedness, and recovery of a chemical incident. 
Additional value of the workshops was presented case studies and interactive chemical 
incident scenarios, which participants found the most useful. 
 
In the future following topics should be added to the training material: presentation of different 
stakeholders and their role in the incidents (also involving different stakeholders and 
presenting their point of view), more details on intersectoral communication between the public 
and private sector, some more information on particular chemicals and materials of unknown 
origin, more about international collaboration (cross-border aspects), indoor air contamination, 
logistics for preparedness, medical issues (e.g. more about chemicals and their impact on 
health), more technical insights on chemical incident management specific aspects (e.g. dry 
vs. wet decontamination (reactivity with water), evacuation vs. shelter, antidotes stockpiling, 
adequate PPEs, sampling).  
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Participants also pointed out the need for the document of gathered information about all 
recommendations for readings and additional material/ literature which could help them to 
improve their knowledge. Moreover, workshops could be improved by being face-2-face or 
adding break-out rooms, where participants could have live discussions and exchange their 
knowledge. This would enable them to meet also experts from different countries and to make 
connections for the future collaboration.  
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7 Annex 

7.1 Announcement of the workshop on the SHARP JA website  
https://sharpja.eu/category-events/strengthening-eu-preparedness-and-response-to-chemicals-threats-to-health/  
 

 

 

 

https://sharpja.eu/category-events/strengthening-eu-preparedness-and-response-to-chemicals-threats-to-health/
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7.2 Invitation to the Workshop 1 
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7.3 Invitation to the Workshop 2 
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7.4 Results of interactive part of workshop 1 
 
DAY 1  
“Have you experienced a large-scale chemical incident in your country?” 

• Yes 10x 
• No 5x  

 
“Describe the incident (include the source-pathway-receptor)” 

• The company where tires burned 
• A forest fire in Pedrogao Grande in 2017 
• The same company of tires  
• Large fire in a large warehouse of car and truck wheels in Sesena, Toledo, four years 

ago 
• Source: combustion gases; pathway: air inhalation: receptor: inhabitants of the area  
• Train accident in Wetteren (2013) – source: acrylonitrile (+combustion products) – 

pathway:direct air exposure + soil/water/surroundings contamination – receptor: train 
workers – responders – nearby residents  

• Fire, people living in area (buildings), first responders etc. Air would be contaminated, 
probably also fire-waters. Evacuation from surrounding area, shelter in place for other.  

• Explosion of fuel tank pathways – smoke; near tank workers, public, buildings 
• Source – tire fire. Air polluted by combustion products, especially dioxins from livestock 

pastures and cow’s milk; pathway – inhalation, food; receptor:  
 
“Explain what was the response and what could be done to avoid this incident happening 
again” 

• Firefighters, environmental protection agency, public health centre, municipality, food 
sectioning 

• Reduce the number of stored tires, ensure safe storage  
• Evacuation of nearby residents, information 
• Response: 1) fire brigade & medical aid (incl. anti-cyanures kits made available) 2) bio 

and environmental monitoring & waste management. What could have been done: 
better transport safety / train 

• Firefighters putting out fire, provision of health care, evacuation, risk communication 
• Inspections, preventive measures to avoid fire again. Distribution of masks among the 

vulnerable population, evacuation of population for few days  
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Figure 5: Example of use of Mentimeter for interactive part of the workshop. 
 
DAY 2 – Multi-sectoral cooperation in a chemical incident 
“What labels would you experienced to be on the containers containing the chemicals? (What 
hazards would cause symptoms experienced by exposed individual?)”  

 

Figure 6: Correct answers (blue square) for the question “What labels would you experienced to be on 
the containers containing the chemicals?” 
 
We received following answers:  

• 6 - Toxic, 5 - corrosive, 8/9 - health and environmental hazard, 1 - explosive, 2 - 
Flammable, 7- harmful 

• 5 - Corrosive, 7 - harmful, 2 - flammable 
• 1 - explosive, 2 - flammable, 5 - corrosive, 7 - harmful, 8 – health hazard 
• 1 - explosive, 2 - flammable, 3 - oxidising, 5 - corrosive, 7 - harmful, 8 – health hazard 

9 - environmental hazard 
• 6 - toxic, 3 - oxidising, 2 - flammable 
• 2 - flammable, 3 - oxidising, 5 - corrosive, 7 - harmful, 8 – health hazard 
• 8 - Health hazard, 5 - corrosive, 7 - harmful  
• 3 - Oxidising, 1 - explosive  
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Initially we marked as correct one’s only 3 - oxidising, 5 - corrosive, 7 - harmful, and 9 – 
environmental hazard shown on Figure 4, but we agree with audience that some others should 
be correct too.  
 
“What would you expect to be contained in the preparedness plan at this Port?” 

 

Figure 7: Answers to the question “What would you expect to be contained in the preparedness plan 
at this Port?” 

 
As it is shown in Figure 5, correct answer was “all of the above”: Major chemicals 
stores/transported on site, hazards posed by chemicals, contact numbers for chemical 
experts, initial steps to take following on incident). We received 10 correct answers.  
 
For the question “How would you coordinate response with your neighbouring countries? What 
would have been done differently?” we received following answers:  

• EWRS information, connections of governmental authorities and experts. 
• Cooperation between national operational coordination centres. Using of recently 

developed cooperation plans. 
• Both groups for chemical accidents (of both countries) should be connected and after 

that communication. 
• Through ministry of foreign affairs. 
• Let them know what happened, ask to warn all involved authorities to be ready, warn 

civilians if necessary. 
• Fast international notification: set communication & data exchange platform, ideally 

cross-sectoral; consider share of capacities; coordinate action & communication. 
• Cooperation with coordination centre.  
• Informing in accordance with the procedure laid down.  
• Lack of production of small and large farmers’ farms (vegetables, cereals, livestock), 

water pollution, human health disorders. 
 
DAY 2 – Recovery of a chemical incident 
“Suggest what could have been done differently to avoid this incident from occurring?” 
Possible answers: 1. Ensure proper labelling of containers; 2. Check containers were 
adequate and undamaged upon arrival; 3. Chemical inventory is present on site; 4. Store 
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water-sensitive chemicals indoors; 5. Staff have up-to-date training. Correct answers were 2 
and 4.  

 

Figure 8: Possible and correct (red) answers to the question: Suggest what could have been done 
differently to avoid this incident from occurring?” 
 
Participants answered as follows:  

• 2 
• 1,4,5 
• 1,2,3,4,5  
• 2,4 
• 2,4 

 
“How would this incident have been handled in your country? What would have been done 
differently?”  

• Share information with other countries as quickly as possible and set up 
communication, warn people as soon as possible with suggestions how to handle 
situation 

• Consider defence capacities and international help mechanism (e.g. RescEU) 
• Don’t forget longer term exposure monitoring and psychological support for exposed 

population  
• More expert checks on site – to prevent this situation  
• 1. Public health experts’ advice immediately; 2. intersectoral cooperation (food, 

drinking water, environment); 3. civil protection included  
 
 
DAY 2 – Interactive exercise  
“What could be some potential long-term effects of this incident? Would discovery of the 
additional leak change the response?”  

• Contamination, health issues. 
• If related to water, situation will affect the size of the mixing zone. 
• Involve food safety actors and plan longer term inspection/monitoring campaigns. 
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• Environmental monitoring would be carried out (water, fish, plants), potentially people 
would apply for the detection of contaminants in their biological media (blood, urine) 
and then we would have to prove whether they are actually harmed. 

• Long term effect will be water and environment contamination, and long-term health 
issues. Additional leak means that all the systems should be double controlled in the 
future. 
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7.5 Results of interactive part of workshop 2 
 
DAY 1 Presentation “Case study: Chemical incidents”  
We used Mentimeter through the presentation about different case study. We received all 
together up to 50 responses. 
 
Case study 1: Beirut Port, Lebanon 
First questions focused on risk assessment of the incident: what is the source, what is the 
pathway, what are receptors etc. 
 
“What is the source?” (29 responses) 

• Explosion 9x 
• silos explosion 
• Chemical explosion 7x 
• The building storing the chemicals 
• fireworks 
• plant storing fireworks 
• Fire near chemicals 
• Explosive chemical 
• Explosives 
• Chemical 3x 
• ammonium nitrate 3x 
• fireworks + ammonium nitrate 
• amm nitrate and products 
• CO2 
• Particles 
• Inhalation, skin, eye 
• inhalation 
• Methanol 
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Figure 9: What is the source? (Case study Beirut) 
 
For the question “What is the pathway?” we received 36 responses: 5 said ingestion, 23 skin 
contact, 35 inhalation, and 20 eye contact. 
 

 

Figure 10: What is the pathway? (Case study Beirut) 
 
For the question “When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be 
the sensitive receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)? We received 38 
responses: 27 said port workers, 10 staff/customers of local businesses, 16 nearby residents, 
15 emergency responders and 29 anyone in the vicinity of the blast.  
 

 

Figure 11: When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be the sensitive 
receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)? (Case study Beirut) 
 
For the question “Who would you expect to be involved in the response to this incident in the 
first hour?« we received 41 responses: 13 said National Public Health Agency, 41 First 
responders (police, firefighters, paramedics), 21 Port Authority, 10 Environmental Agency, 7 
Volunteers. 
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Figure 12: When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be the sensitive 
receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)? (Case study Beirut) 
 
For the question “What are the implications for the port« we received 28 responses: 

• Disruption of travel / trade 
• Transport hub 
• Evacuations, loss of shipping lines 
• water contamination 
• Destruction of the port 
• National Disaster 
• stop of working, casualties, money lost 
• shut-down, repair costs 
• Life losses 
• Closure, inability to operate pending recovery 
• Economic consequences 
• All activity stopped, contaminated site 
• Need to divert incoming vessels international implications Consider contamination of 

vessels leaving 
• disruption 
• Injuries in personnel 
• Disruption of services and mass casualty 
• Evacuation, protect people 
• Economic, environmental 
• restriction of port work 
• Investigation of improper storing of chemicals 
• Environmental contamination 
• breakdown, economic consequences 
• Social consequences: fear 
• Evacuation and first aid. 
• food contamination from air 
• loss of business 
• Health services disruption due to mass casualty 
• Reputation damage 
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• evacuations, environmental contamination, social and psychological consequences, 
resettlement 

• evacuate people, inform what happened 
• Report the incident to the proper authorities. Possible water contamination.  

Environmental contamination. Inaccessibility access as a port 
• Mental health 
• It disappears 
• clothes contamination and transport contaminant elsewhere 
• Water contamination 
• evacuations, environmental contamination, social and psychological consequences, 

resettlement 
 

 

Figure 13: Example of use of Menti, Case study Beirut 
 
We asked participants also questions related to IHR Annex 2, for the case study Beirut.  

Table 6. Answers to the question about IHR Annex 2 for the case study Beirut  
 
Question  Yes  No  Total number 

of answers  
1.Is the public health impact 
of this event serious 

40  0  40 

2.Is the event unusual or 
unexpected?  

40 3 43 

3.Is there a significant risk of 
international spread?  

17 26 43 

4.Is there a significant risk of 
international travel or trade 
disruption? 

36 6 42 
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Case study 2: Warrenpoint, UK  
First questions focused on risk assessment of the incident: what is the source, what is the 
pathway, what are receptors etc. 
 
“What is the source?” (30 responses) 

• Fumigant 9x 
• Aluminium phosphide 9x 
• AlP 
• phosphine gas 3x 
• chemical 
• Fire 
• phosphine 
• Aluminium phosphate plus water 
• the cargo ship fumigant 
• Chemical contaminated grains 
• Phosphine 2x 
• Inhalation 2x 
• Ship crew 
• First responders 
• Contamination 
• Yes 
• No 
• Better regulations for alcohol production 2x 

 
For the question “What is the pathway?” we received 34 responses: 1 said ingestion, 10 skin 
contact, 34 inhalation, and 13 eye contact. 
 

 

Figure 14: What is the pathway? (Case study Warrenpoint) 
 
For the question “When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be 
the sensitive receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)?« we received 37 
responses: 13 said port workers, 32 ship crew staff, 9 emergency responders, 19 anyone in 
the vicinity and 4 residents.   
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Figure 15: When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be the sensitive 
receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)? (Case study Warrenpoint) 
 
For the question “What are the implications for the port?” we received 24 responses, which 
are listed below:  

• Closure: damage control 
• psychological, financial, operational 
• Interrupted distribution. 
• shut-down of activity 
• environmental contamination 
• Being closed for some hours 
• disruption of work due to evacuation 
• Work disruption 
• Appropriate decontamination 
• Nothing special. Updated SOP s. 
• Temporary disruption for decontamination 
• need for isolation, cleaning a temporary stop function 
• closure, evaluation 
• Temporary closure workers off 
• Interruption to normal activity while ship remains in port 
• Closure 
• Test the quality of the air and only open when all is okay 
• work disruption, close 
• environmental contamination 
• Closure 
• health danger 
• short stop of work 
• Bad publicity 
• 5 days not working, evacuate area, reallocate persons, health and Ambiental 

contaminity 
• SOP 
• less fumigant administered 
• strong control of fumigation process and procedures 
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• training of the staff 
• Proper training 
• better control, and training 
• no 
• unexpected 

 

 

Figure 16: Example of use of Menti for the question What are the implications for the port? (Case study 
Warrenpoint) 
 
For the question “What could have been done to prevent this incident from happening?” we 
received 19 responses, which are listed below:  

• Proper storage. 
• Better trained and aware staff 
• Better training 
• check that the cargo is properly closed 
• Update procedures, training of personnel 
• better procedure control 
• Proper storage 
• Review of procedure 
• better training 
• ship crue security information 
• Better train staff 
• Compliance with safety standards and SOPS. Close the cargo door! 
• SOPs for safe management of fumigant/cargo 
• allow more time between fumigation and transport 
• Review the procedures 
• training and procedure control 
• Proper training 
• phosphine measurements on the site and use of suitable PPE 
• Review of procedures, formation/training 
• use of PPE 
• training and monitoring of compliance to sop 

 
We asked participants also questions related to IHR Annex 2, for the case study Warrenpoint.  
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Table 7. Answers to the question about IHR Annex 2 for the case study Warrenpoint 
 
Question  Yes  No  Total number 

of responses 
1.Is the public health impact 
of this event serious 

19 12 31 

2.Is the event unusual or 
unexpected?  

25 7 32 

3.Is there a significant risk of 
international spread?  

4 29 33 

4.Is there a significant risk of 
international travel or trade 
disruption? 

5 29 34 

 
Additionally, we asked participants a couple of questions about the situation in their country. 
First, we wanted to know whether they have experienced a large-scale chemical incident in 
their country. Majority, 21 participants said no, and only 6 participants said yes. Further they 
described this incident and listed also source-pathway-receptor (we received 14 responses): 

• quimical ship cargo burning at the docks near by a residence city 
• prolonged large fire in illegal landfill plume from burning waste (types not known) 

airborne receptor - local residents, changed as wind direction varied; responders; 
• large fire, PM10, public in surrounding 
• Accidental release of chlorine gas in spa centre 
• Cargo train fell over and leaked chemicals in the neighbouring town 
• Carbon monoxide - inhalation - local residents 
• 8t of Hg spilled due to a direct bomb hit - source: Hg, Hg fumes and later compounds 

pathway - potentially inhalation and later ingestion *soil and water pollution) 
• Large forest fires 
• Explosion in firework factory, air pollution, workers and neighbour 
• public health risk assessment & communication; interagency response to incident; 

required liquid nitrogen to stop burning; few close residents voluntarily moved; 
• Risk assessment and environmental monitoring 
• Multiple chemicals 
• itself flammable 

 
Moreover, we asked them to explain what was response in described incident and what could 
be done to avoid this incident happening again. We received 12 responses:  

• evacuated the local residents 
• Evacuated local town and cleaned the surrounding area. The trains had to drive at 

reduced speed while the local infrastructed was renovated 
• dedicated fire brigade team response in 15 min and isolation perimeter with good clima 

conditions. Protective measures and lessons learn 
• First responders there in minutes, fire put out in some hours, there was no information 

about chemical stored (they burned in fire) store them online 
• alert local responsible 
• Take attention how to handle chemicals 
• Civil Protection, Health emergency first responders, Advise of neighbourhood to stay 

indoor 
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• Provided information to the population about the risk and danger 
• Risk assessment and environmental monitoring for residual pollution 
• Multiple chemicals: sodiumcyanide, ammonnium nitrate, sodium carbide 
• Initial nitrocellulose fire and water then reacting with chemicals to produce explosive 

compound, 
• Poor storage practice 

 
Case study 3: Tianjin, China   
First questions focused on risk assessment of the incident: what is the source, what is the 
pathway, what are receptors etc. 
 
For the question “What is the source?” we received 21 responses:  

• multiple chemicals 
• All the chemicals stored 
• nitrocellulose 
• All the quimics and the water 
• hazardous and flammable chemicals 
• Chemicals 
• chemicals stored in place, chain reactions 
• Bad chemical practice 
• mutiple chemicals 
• hazardous chemicals 
• stored chemicals 
• chemicals 
• Sodium cyanide, ammonium nitrate, sodium carbide 
• began with nitrocellulose, then spread to flammable chemicals 
• Chemicals 
• Self ignition of nitrocellulose 
• stored chemicals and the plume 
• Multiple chemicals 
• Bad reaction to accident 
• Sodium cyanide, ammonium nitrate, carbide 
• Explosive chemicals 
• Multiple chemicals 

 
For the question “What is the pathway?” we received 29 responses: 2 said ingestion, 17 skin 
contact, 27 inhalation and 20 eye contact.  
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Figure 17: What is the pathway? (Case study Tianjin, China) 
 
For the question “When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be 
the sensitive receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)?« we received 28 
responses: 6 said port workers, 2 said staff/customers of local businesses, 10 said nearby 
residents, 10 emergency responders, and 27 anyone in the vicinity of the blast.  
 

 

Figure 18: When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be the sensitive 
receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)? (Case study Tianjin, China) 
 
For the question “Who would you expect to be involved in the response to this incident in the 
first hour?« we received 29 responses: 6 said National Public Health Agency, 11 said Local 
Authorities, 29 said First responders (police, firefighters, paramedics), 17 said port authority, 
5 environmental agency, and 1 volunteers. 
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Figure 19: Who would you expect to be involved in the response to this incident in the first hour? (Case 
study Tianjin, China) 
 
For the question “What are the implications for the port of Tianjin?« we received 18 responses 
which are listed below:  

• destruction of the infrastructures 
• How did this happen?! 
• looks like it was destroyed 
• massive destruction of infrastructures 
• Economic, environmental 
• deaths 
• Need for reconstruction 
• economical, lives lost, stop of operating, infrastructure destroyed 
• Evacuation 
• Environmental contamination. 
• Reputation damage, Trade disruption, Loss of workforce, Damage to infrastructure, 

Investigation and fines potentially 
• Economic 
• there is no port anymore 
• elevated economic impact 
• environment contamination 
• Rebuilding of the port 
• Sounds like they were cutting corners. 
• Long term economic loss, trade disruption, reputation, mental health of workers and 

nearby residents 
• chemical contamination of environment 
• Damage on all levels of society 
• Litigations and Insurance claims 

 
We asked participants also questions related to IHR Annex 2, for the case study Tianjin, China.  
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Table 8. Answers to the question about IHR Annex 2 for the case study Tianjin, China 
 
Question  Yes  No  Total number 

of responses 
1.Is the public health impact 
of this event serious 

31 0 31 

2.Is the event unusual or 
unexpected?  

26 3 29 

3.Is there a significant risk of 
international spread?  

11 16 27 

4.Is there a significant risk of 
international travel or trade 
disruption? 

21 3 24 

 
Case study 4: Methanol outbreak, Czech Republic    
First questions focused on risk assessment of the incident: what is the source, what is the 
pathway, what are receptors etc. For the question “What is the source?” we received 25 
responses:  

• Methanol 23x 
• methanol contaminated alcohol product 
• illegal producing of alcohol 

 
For the question “What is the pathway?” we received 29 responses: 29 said ingestion, 0 skin 
contact, 1 inhalation and 0 eye contact.  

 

Figure 20: What is the pathway? (Case study Methanol, Czech Republic) 
 
For the question “When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be 
the sensitive receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)?« we received 29 
responses: 5 said schoolchildren, 26 adults, and 6 older adults.  
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Figure 21: When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be the sensitive 
receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)? (Case study Methanol, Czech Republic) 
 
For the question “What specialist advice and resources would be required to assess the risk 
to public health?« we received 31 responses: 28 said poison specialist/medical toxicologist, 7 
epidemiologists, and 16 outbreak investigation teams.   
 

 

Figure 22: What specialist advice and resources would be required to assess the risk to public health? 
(Case study Methanol, Czech Republic) 
 
For the question “What could have been done to prevent this incident from happening?” we 
received 21 responses:  

• Education 
• Education 
• Quality control 
• better market control 
• test of the product 
• Restricted access to methanol 
• strong control 
• Better control of drinks on the market 
• Quality Control 
• enforcement - seizure of counterfeit products 
• Fiscalization 
• monitoring quality control 
• Better rigor at quality control 
• quality control 
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• Market control and education 
• High Control 
• prohibition of beverages with high percentage of alcohol/methanol 
• Control alcohol mark 
• Restricting access to dangerous products 
• Better control on the market by the authorities 
• Band methanol 
• higher prices of methanol then ethanol 

 
We asked participants also questions related to IHR Annex 2, for the case study Methanol, 
Czech Republic.  

Table 9. Answers to the question about IHR Annex 2 for the Case study Methanol, Czech Republic 
 
Question  Yes  No  Total number 

of responses 
1.Is the public health impact 
of this event serious 

27 0 27 

2.Is the event unusual or 
unexpected?  

20 9 29 

3.Is there a significant risk of 
international spread?  

24 6 30 

4.Is there a significant risk of 
international travel or trade 
disruption? 

3 23 26 

 
DAY 1 Presentation “Case study: Chemical incidents, Examples from Slovenia”  
 
Case study 1: Dangerous waste management facility 
For the question “What advice would you give to public?” we received 22 responses.  

• evacuate the premises 
• evacuate 
• stay home, close windows 
• Keep home avoid smoke inhalation 
• evacuate and stay safe 
• shelter, stay inside, close windows, don’t go to see the fire 
• Stay far from the incident 
• stay safe 
• stay connected (check radio/internet) 
• Use PPE for responders 
• stay at home, close the windows 
• evacuate 
• step away 
• Stay in house, close windows 
• Stay indoors, windows closed 
• wait from authorities’ information 
• close the windows, stay home 
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• Stay away from scene 
• Shelter indoors with windows and a/c switched off 
• Stay indoor 
• shelter - say at home, close the windows 
• Evacuate the area and stay at home 
• what was stored, what danger is present... 
• is it dangerous, what hazard, is it safe to walk outside? 
• what kind of chemicals are burning and for how long? 
• What chemicals are there and in what quantities? 
• What vulnerable groups live nearby? 
• How many people expected in the area? 
• Weather conditions 
• the scale, type of material burning (if there is hazardous waste) 
• what amount and type of chemical were storage? 
• public health, environment specialists through press 
• management of facility, field laboratory 

 
For the question “What information would you like to have?” we received 12 responses.  

• Who is on fire? 
• what is happening, if we should take any precautions 
• is it poisonous? 
• nature of source (chemicals involved) 
• How long are the preventive measures for? 
• What happened, why 
• what precautions should have 
• Direction of the smoke 
• What happened, how fire happened, what is burning, is there poison in air 
• what should I do? 
• The chemicals involved? The health risks 
• Public health authorities 
• the site (HSE manager) 
• Storage manager, owner 

 

 

Figure 23: Example of use of Menti for the question What information would you like to have? (Case 
study Dangerous waste management facility) 
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For the question “Who could provide you with needed information?” we received 18 
responses: 

• Police 
• Tv, radio, FB 
• The owner 
• first responders, workers 
• Civil protection 
• Public health authorities 
• Owners of premises 
• Emergency plan for site 
• Public health institution 
• v, police, local authorities 
• the owners and locals 
• public health authorities 
• waste site management, first responders 
• firefighters 
• the owner and also the civil protection 
• The site (HSE manager/system) 
• The owner of the place 
• Management 
• public health, environment specialists through press 

 
We also asked participants questions about risk assessment of the incident: what is the 
source, what is the pathway, what are receptors etc. For the question “What are the possible 
paths of exposure?” we received 23 responses: 3 said ingestion, 6 skin contact, 22 inhalation 
and 8 eye contact.  

 

Figure 24: What is the pathway? (Case study Dangerous waste management facility) 
 
For the question “Which groups could be most exposed?« we received 23 responses: 5 said 
workers, 7 nearby schoolchildren, 11 nearby residents, 5 elderly residents, 11 emergency 
responders and 18 anyone in the vicinity of the blast.  
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Figure 25: Which groups could be most exposed? (Case study Dangerous waste management facility) 
 
For the question “Which organisations should conduct the risk communication to the public?« 
we received 23 responses: 1 said Every organization should communicate for its field, 19 said 
The selected organization should conduct joint communication, 3 said All organizations 
involved should communicate for all areas and 1 said All of the above.   
 

 

Figure 26: Which organisations should conduct the risk communication to the public? (Case study 
Dangerous waste management facility) 
 
 
Case study 2: Thermal insulation plant   
We didn’t ask any questions in Mentimeter.  
 
Case study 3: What’s the smell?  
We asked the participants the same question before providing them all information (when we 
told them only the basic information) and after we provided them all information (all details 
about the event). The responses were different, as shown in table 10: most of the participants 
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found the incident a public health concern and said it is a chemical incident before knowing all 
information and after hearing all information they said that the event was not a public health 
concern and a chemical incident. 

Table 10. Answers to the questions about public health concern and chemical incident for the Case 
study What’s the smell? 
 
Question  Yes  No  Total number of 

responses 
Is this event public health concern? 
(before providing all information) 

16 1 17 

Is this event public health concern? 
(after providing all information) 

20 9 29 

Is this event chemical incident? 
(before providing all information) 

1 13 14 

Is this event chemical incident? 
(after providing all information) 

9 8 17 

 
For the question “Could/would you give any advice on health protection to public?” we received 
13 responses: 

• Use PPE 
• shelter in place 
• Stay inside, close windows. 
• Shelter indoors 
• Do not go out 
• Be informed via health authorities 
• Stay home, close windows 
• close windows, stay inside 
• shelter indoors 
• Stay at home 
• Use mask, stay at home 
• stay home and close windows 
• use mask, stay home 
• stay away from smell 
• Wait for information 

 
For the question “What other actions would you suggest?” we received 6 responses: 

• Use mask if outside. 
• Consultation with doctor, after emergency 
• If you feel unwell seek medical advice 
• Establish contact line for those who inhaled the fumes and have symptoms 
• don’t panic, call poisoning centres 
• drink potable water (bottled), if symptoms talk with your doctor 

 
At the end we asked them to tell us what they think went wrong in this event: “If anything – 
what went wrong?”. We received following answers:  

• communication 
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• lack of communication between the plant and the public health officers 
• lack of communication from Austria in light of likely detection of smell beyond borders 
• Communication 
• Lack of information 
• communication 
• No Information by the industry 
• communication 
• Communication 
• lack of links for international communication 
• no communication (civil protection) or by EWRS mechanisms 

 
DAY 2 – Interactive part – Chemical incidents  
 
Chemical incident scenario 1: Case study Melamin, Kočevje  
In this section we received on average 36 responses.  
First questions focused on collection of information. For the question “What information would 
you like to have about the chemical incident and who should provide you with needed 
information?« we received 23 responses: 

• what should I do? information from public health authority 
• What kind on chemicals is on the leak? 
• The owner of the incident. 
• Description and location of incident, what media involved, source, pathways, receptors 
• What: health risks Who: the site manager 
• what chemical, what weather, how many exposed, how many in could be exposed, 

people in terrain doing a response will give you information 
• how to proceed, do we need to have any special precautions, are we in danger. the 

information should be provided by the owner and public entities 
• which chemical in question and how to proceed 
• what kind of products were being produced in that facility; for how long its burning; the 

owners 
• Chemicals involved 
• what chemicals are present - the company; time of incident; people on site; numbers 

dead/injured - emergency /first responders; what are first responders wearing, any 
symptoms; what advice has been given so far to people in area 

• What happened, which chemicals are included, what contingency plans are in place, 
which responders are on site, how many injured. 

• The source of chemicals and pathways 
• What's in the surrounding area 
• nature of the chemicals, amounts on site; from site owner 
• Chemical stored on site/ Copy of site safety plan. Owner/management of the plant. 

Numbers of people on site. Any vulnerable groups, e.g., health care. Weather 
conditions - met. 

• Time of incident, what chemicals are involved, are there people, owner is the one with 
info 

• What are the substances? Where are they and how much is there? What are the 
exposure pathways? Who is being, or has been, exposed? Are there any sensitive 
receptors? 
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• Type and quantity of chemicals on site, toxicological properties, scale, number of 
people present/potential receptors 

• Access the site plan with the risk assessment. Weather and forecast. Local hospital 
and road infrastructure. 

• Local authority gives info about local community 
• What kind of chemicals, it is very dangerous or not? 
• chemicals involved, quantities, casualties / exposure, weather, immediate response 

activities, receptors 
• what kind of chemicals, the amount, the weather prevision? 
• Managers of source 
• First responders 

 

Figure 27: Example of use of Menti for the question What information would you like to have about the 
chemical incident and who should provide you with needed information? (Chemical incident scenario 1 
– Melamin, Kočevje) 
 
We asked participants also who they think would be most exposed and we received 27 
responses:  

• workers 
• factory workers 
• Factory workers. 
• workers 
• plant workers, first responders 
• workers, locals, and rescue teams 
• Factory workers, anyone in the vicinity, emergency responders 
• workers of the company, residents, first responders... 
• Anyone in close proximity, including workers 
• workers, personnel in proximity 
• humans 
• workers 
• Workers 
• 1st responders 
• anyone in the surrounding area 
• first responders, workers, people in place of accident 
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• First responders 
• workers, responders 
• Who is working in this fabric? 
• Environment 
• The workers in this environment 
• workers 

local residents, possibly first responders, then different at later stages of incident 
• The workers on site. The emergency responders. The local residents depending on 

the direction of the plume. 
• Workers, first responders, 
• workers, persons close to vicinity, 
• Anyone on site or near the site of explosion 
• the workers and the first rescue staff and the fire department team 
• Workers, anyone residing in near proximity, first responders 
• everyone who are nearby, first - workers 
• Economic loss, contamination: water and soil, food chain contamination, mental health 

 
We also asked them what could be some potential long-term effects of this incident and 20 
responses were:  

• environmental damages 
• Loss of employment 
• contaminated groundwater 
• drinking water exposure 
• environment pollution 
• psychological aspect 
• need for reconstruction and cleaning the area 
• soil contamination 
• Pollutant residue in undetected areas 
• Reputational damage 
• Contamination of water supply 
• Air pollution 
• Closure and loss of production in plant. Contaminated environment 
• trauma, mental health, water contamination, depending on chemical bioaccumulation 

of harmful substances 
• Environment exposure 
• Societal impact with anxiety, fear. Economic consequences with loss of jobs. Health 

effects. 
• environmental damage 
• contamination of environment, economic factors, public concern 
• distrust by the population of similar industries 
• environment contamination in distance out of affected aria 
• Contamination of food chain. 
• respiratory problems; water chemical contamination; 
• Social impact 

 
We asked participants also questions related to IHR Annex 2,  
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Table 11. Answers to the question about IHR Annex 2 for the Chemical incident scenario 1 
 
Question  Yes  No  Total number 

of responses 
1.Is the public health impact 
of this event serious 

24 3 27 

2.Is the event unusual or 
unexpected?  

30 0 30 

3.Is there a significant risk of 
international spread?  

4 27 31 

4.Is there a significant risk of 
international travel or trade 
disruption? 

4 26 30 

 
Last group of questions focused on lessons learned and situations in different countries. We 
received 13 responses to the question “How could the response to this Melamin incident be 
improved in the future? / What would you do differently in your country?«:  

• SOP revised 
• Improved SOP of procedures 
• Do more than needed to prevent such disasters 
• Not permit planning of such industries within built up areas. 
• Improve awareness and protocols around alerting public health early in incident 
• bet on prevention measures 
• Safe location of storage. 
• tighter security measures apply to this industry 
• Revise the SOP of notification centre so that public health agency is notified directly 
• To know SOP and all procedures, maybe better education 
• Communication, and control of compound use 
• Promote safer chemical alternatives. 
• improve surveillance of this type of industries 
• promote exercise to be able to act quickly 
• Reduced amount of chemicals stored on site 
• Appeared to be a very good response and consistent with UK approaches 
• Advice would be precautionary based upon risk assessment 
• multidisciplinary plan in conjunction with civil protection, security forces, health 

 
Participants provided 12 advices which they would give to the public in their country:  

• don't live near industries 
• Stay away from the area; not to panic 
• Same recommendations as yours :) 
• Stay inside, close windows and wait for more information from competent authorities. 
• Don't panic!! 
• There was advice, in Croatia, to stay at home for people near border until we all know 

what happened 
• stay home! please! 
• limit outdoor activities 
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• Shelter in place (except if any at immediate risk of further explosion); if medical 
symptoms consult your doctor; don’t travel to the affected area 

• shelter in place with windows closed, monitor the news/official information regarding 
the safety of water if using PPE use only contamination masks 

• Shelter unless advised to evacuate. 
• precautionary advice based on risk assessment 
• in Portugal a lot of people likes watching things burn 
• Here we are not like UK (people will panic). We need a good communication team to 

avoid alarmism. Stay at home 
• Yes, there are notional and cross sectoral plans in place, in coordination with local 

authorities 
 
Some questions also focused on preparedness plans. We wanted to know if there are any 
preparedness plans for chemical incidents in existence, at the level of the country, municipality 
and company. We received 13 responses: 

• Yes  
• Regional Emergency plans in place 
• public bodies do not have it, but companies do 
• yes, major emergency planning at national and regional; specific plans relating to 

Seveso sites; 
• Chemical industries are obliged to have a preparedness plan for chemical incidents 
• At local level, we have Emergency Protection civil Plans in each municipality 
• at national level, in Portugal, I don't know if we have any of this 
• Yes, there is a plan for the oil production company. The plan is om the municipality 

level at first, but later if the issue is series goes to the country level. Lithuania 
• UK COMAH sites. 
• Yes, for companies and national plan in case of emergency, CRO 
• in PT companies that have chemicals stored are obligated to have an emergency plan 
• yes, there is a national and cross sectoral plan i, Belgium that coordinates with local 

authorities 
• yes. public health centre plan, municipality plan 
• yes, i think... 
• yes, exist 

 
We also asked if it is defined in the plan which organizations must be involved and if these 
organizations are also included in preparedness planning process, and we received 11 
responses:  

• yes, for both. Lithuania 
• yes 
• in PT, yes 
• UK - yes 
• yes, for Portugal 
• yes 
• Lithuania yes 
• Yes, interagency roles are described in both national and regional plans. 
• Yes, depending on the situation other organisations can be included or lead on the 

reaction to the incident 
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• Yes, each entity participates in plan writing 
• Yes, CRO 
• Lithuania - YES 
• Glasgow 15 mas provavelmente desorientado 
• Yes Lithuania 

 
We also asked questions about involvement of public health sector (institute / agency) in 
response to chemical incidents in different countries. Results are presented in the table 12.  

Table 12. Involvement of public health sector (institute / agency) in response to chemical incidents in 
different countries; Chemical incident scenario 1 
 
Question  Yes  No  Total number 

of responses 
Is public health sector 
(institute/ agency)  involved 
in response to chemical 
incidents in your country? 
 

24 2 26 

Is public health sector 
(institute / agency) involved 
in response to chemical 
incidents in case of cross-
border accidents? 
 

14 4 18 

 
Chemical incident scenario 2  
In this section we received on average 32 responses. We asked participants different 
questions after providing some information.  
 
Question: Who would you expect to be involved in the response to this incident in the first 
hour? 
Responses: 19 
Answers: health surveillance (13), diagnosis and treatment (12), risk assessors (11), clinical 
toxicology (9), meteorologists (7), environmental epidemiologists (6), geographic information 
system GIS (6), exposure modellers (4), biological and environmental monitoring (3), 
statisticians (0). 
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Figure 28: Who would you expect to be involved in the response to this incident in the first hour? 
(Chemical incident scenario 2)  
 
We asked them also some questions about risk assessment of the incident: what is the source, 
what is the pathway, what are receptors etc. “What is the source?” (22 responses) 

• Chlorid Acid 0 
• Dichloroisocyanurate 1  
• Smoke from the fire 6 
• Decomposition products from the chemicals 5 
• All of the above 13  

 

Figure 29: What is the source? (Chemical incident scenario 2) 
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For the question “What is the pathway?” we received 25 responses: 2 said ingestion, 19 skin 
contact, 24 inhalation, and 15 eye contact. 
 

 

Figure 30: What is the pathway? (Chemical incident scenario 2) 
 
For the question “When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be 
the sensitive receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)?« we received 25 
responses: 8 said port workers, 14 nearby schoolchildren, 9 nearby residents, 11 elderly 
residents, 11 emergency responders, 9 nearby hospital patients and 18 anyone in the vicinity 
of the blast.  
 

 

Figure 31: When considering receptors (those affected by the incident) who could be the sensitive 
receptors (those who would be more at risk than others)? (Chemical incident scenario 2) 
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For the question “What would be the advice you would give to the public in your country?« we 
received 16 responses:  

• Shelter 
• stay inside 
• Stay inside 
• limit outdoor activities 
• Stay inside and close windows. 
• Stay inside, close windows and doors. Evacuate if too close to the incident 
• Protect your respiratory system 
• wear PPE and long sleeves 
• Stay home, close windows 
• follow communications on radio/internet 
• Shelter indoors. Close windows. Listen to local news 
• Stay at home. 
• stay on place of your residence, close windows, listen for information in media 
• Stay at home, close the windaws. Do not go outside 
• Shelter in place; do not go to the affected area; close doors and windows; block 

ventilation; seek medical advice if unwell 
• Stay at home, close windows. 
• Evacuate, protect nearby water infrastructure 
• Stay indoors, close windows. Check news for more information 
• stay indoors and wear mask when going out 

 

 

Figure 32: What would be the advice you would give to the public in your country? (Chemical incident 
scenario 2) 
 
We also asked participants what labels would you expect to be on the containers containing 
the chemicals? (What hazards would cause the symptoms experienced by the exposed?). All 
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together we received 22 responses, which were as follows: environmental hazard (20 
responses), health hazard (18), harmful (17), toxic (16), explosive (16), flammable (14), 
oxidising (9), corrosive (7), compressed gas (1).  

 

Figure 33: What labels would you expect to be on the containers containing the chemicals? (What 
hazards would cause the symptoms experienced by the exposed?) (Chemical incident scenario 2) 
 
We also asked participants what would they expect to be contained in the preparedness plan 
at this port. We received 25 responses, mostly they said that all of the mentioned things: major 
chemicals stored/ transported on site, hazards posed by chemicals, contact numbers for 
chemical experts, initial steps to take following an incident. 

  

Figure 34: What would you expect to be contained in the preparedness plan at this Port? (Chemical 
incident scenario 2) 
 
For the question “How would you coordinate the response with your neighbouring countries?  
What would have been done differently?« we received 11 responses:  

• Contact the Nation Environmental Agency 
• Early communication 
• warning as soon as possible 
• bilateral exchange on EWRS with affected countries 
• Ask for liaisons of their crisis response teams and health officials to keep them up to 

date on the situation and work together 
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• Advice neighbouring country via IHR national contact point of the incident asap 
• contact international colleagues via focal point 
• Give as much info as possible. 
• Inform what happened as soon as possible 
• IHR reporting, communicate with designated agencies in the neighbouring countries 
• After risk assessment, I will share thru EWRS; the national level will share data and 

information 
• keep authorities updated at all times 
• ask for cooperation if needed 

 
We also asked participants to suggest what could have been done differently to avoid this 
incident from occurring. We received 21 answers. Most of them chose option Staff have up-to 
date training (18 responses), and Check containers were adequate and undamaged upon 
arrival (17 answers), some of them chose options Ensure proper labelling of containers (14), 
Store water-sensitive chemicals indoors (14) and chemical inventory is present on site (10).  

 

Figure 35: Suggest what could have been done differently to avoid this incident from occurring 
(Chemical incident scenario 2) 
 
For the question “How would this incident have been handled in your country? What would 
have been done differently?« we received 10 responses:  

• In my opinion, in Lithuania, all steps will be the same. 
• I think it was handled as well as they could with the information they had 
• would there be any discussion about evacuation of areas that cloud is predicted to 

arrive at? 
• Similar steps 
• The same steps 
• similar steps 
• See site, so a lot of tourist. How to inform all of them? 
• Contamination to food chain. 
• environmental damage 
• Poisoning of local fish, loss of profit for fisherman 
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• Reputational damage to company 
• Reputational damage to company. 
• Possibility of long term and indirect exposure. Investigate, get information- act upon 

them. You can ban food use or temporally stop water supply, not same with air... 
 
For the question “What could be some potential long-term effects of this incident? Would 
discovery of the additional leak change the response?« we received 10 responses:  

• Contaminated food chain. 
• food poisoning, drinking water contamination 
• environmental contamination 
• contamination of water courses 
• Food and water contamination 
• Health hazard, direct and indirect 
• Contamination 
• I don't think it would change the response; maybe try to isolate the container that 

exploded 
• Environment monitoring longer time 
• Environmental damage and chemicals may be banned or restricted to avoid similar 

incidents to happen in the future, monitoring of the environment 
• Contaminated food chain, economics problems for fisherman 
• Tighter restriction to own such products 
• impact in tourism 
• Surveillance of industries that own potentially hazardous chemicals 
• Reputational damage to company 
• Explore alternative chemicals 

 
We asked participants also questions related to IHR Annex 2,  

Table 13. Answers to the question about IHR Annex 2 for the Chemical incident scenario 2 
 
Question  Yes  No  Total number 

of responses 
1.Is the public health impact 
of this event serious 

21 0 21 

2.Is the event unusual or 
unexpected?  

18 0 18 

3.Is there a significant risk of 
international spread?  

16 0 16 

4.Is there a significant risk of 
international travel or trade 
disruption? 

15 3 18 

Conclusion: Could this 
incident be classed as a 
Public Health Emergency of 
International Concern 
(PHEIC)?  

16 0 16 
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7.6 Evaluation form (Workshop 1) 
 
Q1. From the scale below, from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree), tick the answer 
that indicates your level of agreement: 
 
 Strongly 

Agree 
1 

Agree 
2 

Neutral 
3 

Disagree 
4 

Strongly 
Disagree 
5 

The slides were easy to understand      
The presenter presented the information 
in clear and logical manner      

The training technology was easy to use      
The content was appropriate/relevant to 
me      

The length of the workshop was 
appropriate      

 
 
Q2. I would recommend attending a training to others: 

 
 Yes   No 

 
Q3. Are there any aspects which were particularly useful? 

 
 

 
Q4. I would like the following issues to be discussed in a future training course: 

 
 

 
 
Q5. Do you have any other comments or suggestions for improvement?   

 
 

 

7.7 Evaluation form (Workshop 2, Pre-workshop survey)  
 
Q1. Please rate your understanding (e.g. from 1-5) of the requirements to prepare and 
respond to chemical incidents 

 
Q2. Rate your knowledge (e.g. poor, not very good, average, good, very good) on the 
following topics: 

o Preparedness for chemical incidents  
o Response to chemical incidents 
o Risk assessment of chemicals 
o Multisectoral collaboration  
o Reporting cross-border chemical incidents  
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o Recovery from Chemical incidents  
 

Q3. Please describe your expectations (e.g. very low, low, neutral, high, very high) going 
into this workshop of the following: 

o Expand knowledge on chemical hazards 
o Learn more about the processes involved with preparing for chemical 

incidents   
o Learn more about the processes involved with responding to chemical 

incidents   
 

7.8 Evaluation form (Workshop 2, Post-workshop survey)  
 
Q1. General evaluation of the workshop: From the scale below, from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 
(strongly disagree), tick the answer that indicates your level of agreement: 

1. The slides were easy to understand 
 

2. The presenters presented the information in a clear and logical manner 
 

3. The training technology was easy to use 
 

4. The content was appropriate/relevant to me 
 

5. The length of the workshop was appropriate 
 

Q2. Please rate your understanding (e.g. from 1-5) of the requirements to prepare and 
respond to chemical incidents 
 
Q3. Rate your knowledge (e.g. poor, not very good, average, good, very good) on the 
following topics: 

a. Preparedness for chemical incidents  
b. Response to chemical incidents 
c. Risk assessment of chemicals 
d. Multisectoral collaboration  
e. Reporting cross-border chemical incidents  
f. Recovery from Chemical incidents  

 
Q4. I would recommend this training to others: Yes/No 

  
Q5. Are there any aspects which were particularly useful? (free text response) 

 
Q6. I would like the following issues to be covered in future courses/workshops: (free text 
response) 

 
Q7. Do you have any other comments or suggestions for improvement?  
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