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Workshop Report 
 

Introduction 
 

Canada and the United States have a remarkable, enduring and well-regarded bi-national 

relationship.  The economies, trade and cultures of these two countries are inter-dependent, 

and share the world’s longest undefended border.  These sovereign nations share multiple 

dimensions of defense collaboration and partnership, including a shared military alliance via 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), common defense from aerospace attack via 

the bi-national North American Aerospace 

Defense Command (NORAD) and a long-

standing bi-national ministerial body 

known as the Canada-U.S. (CANUS) 

Permanent Joint Board of Defense (PJBD).   

While political differences may 

occasionally arise, the future relationship between Canada and the U.S. will likely be one of 

greater collaboration and integration, as both nations identify and address common 

opportunities challenges, and concerns. 

The North American Arctic and Circumpolar North are strategically vital to both Canada and 

the United States.  Preserving and protecting these respective Arctic interests, including 

secure borders and ensuring safety and security in adjoining waterways and approaches to 

national territory, remains an important task but also a resource challenge for the U.S. and 

Canada. 

Historically a remote region largely inaccessible due to limited and expensive transportation 

options, affected by frozen and often dark landscapes, and populated by resilient people, 

the North American Arctic was principally defended via NORAD.  However, the corresponding 

maritime approaches were largely unsecured, as the barriers of sea ice created 

insurmountable difficulties for all but the most developed nations. 
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The North American Arctic region is experiencing remarkable environmental change, and, as 

a whole, the Arctic region is warming at twice the global rate. Rapidly evolving environmental 

factors include reduced sea ice, thawing 

permafrost, wildfires, diminished shore-fast 

ice, precipitation events, and increasing storm 

severity.  Current climate trends (from 

multiple accredited scientific sources, 

including the 4th National Climate Assessment 

volumes I and II, released by the U.S. White 

House in November 2017 and November 

20181) indicate that the Arctic maritime 

region is experiencing a significant decrease 

is sea ice extent and thickness (and thus 

“volume”) due to warming of both the atmosphere and ocean.  Researchers expect this 

diminishment to continue for decades, leading to a largely “ice-free” Arctic in the peak of the 

summer season.  

Associated with the warming of the Arctic Ocean and the adjoining Bering, Beaufort, and 

Chukchi Seas, are other changes in physical, 

chemical, and biological characteristics of the 

marine realm.  Arctic scientific communities 

continue to observe changes in ocean 

acidification, salinity, nutrient profiles, turbidity, 

and other factors, which, in turn, affect the plant 

and animals of the marine ecosystem.  

Arctic warming trends are projected to continue, 

affecting the maritime and coastal regions, 

terrain frozen a millennia is thawing, creating 

unique challenges for residents. Infrastructure, 

built upon previously frozen ground, is becoming damaged or destroyed, and erosion along 

coastal and riverine environments jeopardizes villages and other small communities.  Flora 

and fauna of the Arctic are undergoing significant changes in response to a warming 

environment. Invasive species, such as beaver and killer whales (Orca), are moving north 

into the Arctic, affecting resident species. 

While physical changes to the Arctic continue to manifest, individuals, organizations, 

industry and governments from both Arctic and non-Arctic regions are increasingly seeking 

to take advantage of the changing High North as diminishing ice is lowering barriers to 

                                                           
1 Reference: https://www.globalchange.gov/nca4 

 

Credit: NOAA and National Snow and Ice Center, Sept 2016 

Credit: U.S. Geological Survey 

https://www.globalchange.gov/nca4
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access.  As one illustration, due to the overall decreasing ice environment, many consider 

the Arctic as a “new ocean,” indicating a region now more readily accessed by a wider range 

of marine activities. 

If current trends in Arctic sea ice reduction continue, by the mid-2030s, Canada’s Northwest 

Passage and Russia’s Northern Sea Route will be more reliably open from mid-summer well 

into fall.  Many now forecast that by the late to 2030s, there is good potential that 

transpolar routes will be navigable by ice-hardened vessels, and/or vessels following in 

convoys behind icebreaking ships.  Such access could facilitate a significant change if 

commercial maritime traffic commences large-scale efforts to take advantage of the 

significantly shortened route connecting Europe and East Asia (compared to existing non-

Arctic routes). 

While a transpolar route, connecting Europe to East Asia, would be significantly shorter than 

current routes (e.g., through the Panama Canal or the Suez Canal), distance alone will not 

determine the transit routes used by commercial shippers, particularly for container or cargo 

vessels. Many other factors are in play, such as adherence to the International Maritime 

Organization Polar Code, availability of service ports and ports of refuge, the quality and 

frequency of marine weather forecasts, insurance requirements and costs, aids to 

navigation, search and rescue, the speed at which vessels can transit, among other factors. 

As access to the Arctic increases, so too has marine tourism and the number of ocean 

adventurers.  In particular, maritime travel through the Northwest Passage is likely to 

continue to increase as navigation 

through this spectacular region 

becomes easier with diminishing sea 

ice.  Two sailings of the Crystal 

Serenity (a large, roughly 1700 

person-sized vessel) in the summers 

of 2016 and 2017, demonstrated 

that large, non-ice hardened cruise 

ships can safely navigate through the 

Northwest Passage.  In light of 

popularity of sailing the Northwest 

Passage and other unique Arctic 

waterways, several cruise companies are now embarking on a program of fabricating 

smaller (approximately 300-500 person) “adventure class” ice-hardened vessels, purpose 

built for navigating such waters.  

Reductions in sea ice are decreasing the challenges associated with mineral extraction in 

the High North.  While studies and surveys continue to reveal considerable untapped 

Credit: Cruiseweb.com 
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mineral and petrochemical resources, easier access to the Arctic region provides increased 

incentive for industry to seek wealth. 

Indigenous peoples have inhabited the North American Arctic for millennia, and have 

created irreplaceable cultures and resilient communities, adapted to the harsh difficulties of 

the High North.  However, 

such resilience is 

challenged in new and 

unanticipated ways with 

increased cultural and 

material influences from 

lower latitudes and a 

physical environment that 

is less predictable in 

supporting traditional 

subsistence-based lifestyles. 

Over the past approximately four to five decades, Canada and the U.S. Federal governments, 

State of Alaska and Canadian Provinces in the Arctic region have enacted legislation and 

policies intended to correct and counter unfair policies and actions of the preceding century 

that detrimentally impacted indigenous Arctic residents of North America.  However, new 

questions arise about 

whether further legislation 

and policies are needed 

now and into the future, to 

help preserve and protect 

these communities from 

the array of new and often harmful influences from lower latitudes.  

Catalyzed by the changes in the physical environment and broader geopolitical 

considerations, interest in the Arctic is evolving.  While most Arctic nations seek to preserve 

the region as an area of collaboration and peace, competition may arise over the economic 

opportunities of an emerging Arctic. 

While the Arctic is not considered a zone of armed conflict, Arctic nations base military 

systems in the region for the purpose of national defense and homeland security.  Russia, 

for example, has deployed civilian and military infrastructure and systems to the Arctic, such 

as the S-400 Triumph anti-aircraft weapon and Bastion mobile coastal missile systems. The 

United States regional defense measures include an expanding number of 5th generation 

fighter jets (F-22s and soon F-35As) and anti-ballistic missiles in Alaska to protect against 

intercontinental missile attack.  In light of rising security concerns, U.S. Coast Guard 

leadership have testified before Congress of potential need to arm future icebreakers.   

Credit: University of Alaska Fairbanks 
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China’s declaration in creating a “polar silk road”, combined with its demonstrated actions 

seeking to use Arctic resources to “pursue its own interests” and investments in the region, 

set conditions for a potential power competition, not seen since the close of the Cold War.  

Other non-Arctic nations and the European Union are demonstrating interest in the Arctic, 

with activities principally oriented to scientific research, fishing, mineral deposits, tourism 

and marine transportation. 

In addition to competition among nations, State of Alaska and Canadian law enforcement 

note a rise of illicit activities, which take advantage of under-governed regions and limited 

security presence.  Maritime security and safety issues that exist in lower latitudes may 

eventually manifest in the Arctic maritime, which currently experience a minimal presence of 

Canadian and U.S. law enforcement.   Patrolling and policing for illicit human trafficking, 

illegal fishing, unregulated mineral extraction, and unsafe tourism practices is already 

difficult, and will likely worsen, as criminals see opportunities. Particularly worrying is the 

lack of understanding and ability to cope with increased marine traffic in vulnerable regions, 

such as the Bering Straits. These concerns extend to non-maritime areas as well, with 

economic zones and border regions largely unpatrolled and mostly unsecured.  As illicit 

activities likely increase, local residents are rightly worried and national interests associated 

with controlling respective sovereign spaces are accurately described as “at risk.” 

The sum of collectively addressing changing maritime defense, security and environmental 

dynamics across the North American Arctic argue for review and assessment of new and 

improved mechanisms for security oriented partnering complimentary to existing bi-national 

defense means between Canada and the U.S.  Accordingly, there is a growing strategic 

challenge for policy makers and operational decision makers is to better understand and 

adapt to changing dynamics of the physical and human terrain of the Arctic.  Quite simply, 

there is need to assess concerns and explore opportunities for new ways to collaborate 

between respective national organizations.  

There is also a need to consider new options for increased bi-national solutions, that if 

developed and implemented across respective Canada and U.S. Federal, State/Province 

and local levels in Arctic regions, can reduce associated security risks. Such approaches 

should seek to complement and not compete with existing bi-national national security 

mechanisms that have worked well in defending Canada and the United States.   

As an early catalyst to address these efforts, a collective group of academic researchers, 

industry specialists and government officials convened at Yukon College in Whitehorse, 

Canada in June 2017 in a unique effort to better understand current and emerging security 

challenges affecting the respective Canada and U.S. regional borders.  Led by Trent 

University at Peterborough Ontario, this multi-agency workshop initiated a focused dialogue 

on North American Arctic security.  However, due to other workshop agenda items, 

participants were not able to substantially advance this dialogue. 
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In follow-up, a core group from the June 2017 Whitehorse workshop formed a planning team 

to imagine, design, research details, invite participants and conduct a workshop oriented to 

understanding and assessing challenges and offering solutions for a comprehensive security 

approach, including defense, law enforcement and environmental security for the North 

American Arctic.  Accordingly, the “North American Arctic Maritime and Environmental 

Security Workshop” provided useful assessments and recommended solutions, which if 

taken, will likely reduce a range of associated rising risks to the Canadian and U.S. national 

interests, as well as the interests of each nation’s Arctic residents.  The following report 

describes these concerns and solutions in detail. 

 

 

Executive Summary of Conclusions. 
Canada and the United States could benefit from better understanding of the organizations 

and governmental agencies operating in the region and their respective responsibilities, as 

well as the current laws and regulations and associated parameters for information sharing.  

Gaining a shared understanding and prioritization of security risks and threats would help 

Canada and the U.S. create combined strategies for response, which should consider 

capability resource apportionment.  Sharing a common, (but user-defined) operational 

picture, and bi-nationally derived strategic guidance, would enhance the ability of Canada 

and the U.S. to address issues that arise, which threatens either (or both) nations’ security 

in the Arctic maritime approaches. 

Participants noted a critical priority to broadly share information and data at all scales: from 

the community to the federal levels and from the federal levels down to community.   

Additionally, there is a remarkable amount of Traditional Arctic Knowledge, derived across 

centuries of the human experience within the region, which is largely under-leveraged by 

government policy developers and operational decision makers.  Integrating such knowledge 

with knowledge secured from other sources is needed in order to gain improved and useful 

Arctic domain awareness and understanding. Without improved integration of such 

knowledge, gaining Arctic domain awareness and understanding will likely remain 

insufficient and incomplete.  

Several Canadian participants commented that Canadian laws prohibit sharing of some 

types of data and information and there would need to be an understanding of what can and 
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cannot be shared, in order to accomplish the broadest dissemination possible. Suggestions 

for possible ways of sharing included, building a bi-lateral open source arctic security 

network, which should be complemented by creating a “CANUS Arctic Security Framework.”  

Such a framework was viewed as important to gain improved “unity of effort” in achieving 

CANUS Arctic maritime domain awareness and associated security activity.   

Additionally, one of the more important findings of the workshop was the considerable 

agreement of establishing a bi-national CANUS Arctic security organization, focused on the 

Arctic maritime approaches, complementary/not competing with the existing NORAD-

USNORTHCOM-CJOC framework.  Participants suggested such an approach could be suitably 

directed at the ministerial level, via increasing the focus of existing (and long-standing) 

CANUS PJBD.  Participants realized that creating new infrastructure is extremely difficult, 

without a correspondingly large bi-national mandate.  As such, there were suggestions that 

starting small with a proof of concept “CANUS Arctic Security Office,” (provided with interim 

permissions and authorities) which enable integrated Arctic domain awareness, information 

sharing and dissemination, would be a potentially useful starting point.   

Workshop participants noted a considerable need to create bi-national training and 

exercises among Canadian and American security agencies.   While NORAD, USNORTHCOM 

and CJOC have successfully proven an ability to conduct bi-national training on military 

activities, the rest of the security community has little to no such experience.  The purpose 

of such training and exercises would be to increase ability to enhance environmental 

security, food security, decrease drug and human trafficking, and prepare for disasters. 

Workshop participants commented on the need to address cross-border issues, especially 

border disputes, as part of CANUS security exercises & training, which should include 

participation of multiple agencies in Canada and the U.S. 

Workshop participants addressed the importance of understanding the sparsity of resources 

available in the Arctic. A greater presence and improved mobility within the region is called 

for in light of increasing marine traffic and environmental change.   

Participants reported concerns about border incursions and unannounced vessel arrivals, 

and lacking customs and border screening across the Arctic.   As a start, providing local 

leaders enhanced vessel arrival announcements would help provide community awareness 

and preparedness. 

A theme echoed throughout the workshop regarded the tyranny of distance – the vastness 

of the Arctic region and the lack of easy access to Arctic communities. Participants 

recognized that the lack of infrastructure mandates that “you take everything you need with 

you when you operate in the Arctic.”  Some suggestions included military and security forces 

hardware needs, multi-use platforms, and mobile response centers (for crisis/emergency 

response).  Alaskan participants commented that Alaska needs an equivalent of the 
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Canadian Rangers (workshop planners note, the Alaska National Guard is trying to establish 

such a concept, but sufficient funding is remains “in work”). 

Following from the discussion about the need for resources, further recommendations 

addressed to the importance of highlighting CANUS Arctic security vulnerabilities in order to 

increase political will for security preventative measures in both Ottawa and Washington 

D.C. Many participants commented that demands in more populous areas draw funding 

away from the Arctic because of its significantly lower population.  Groups had inventive 

suggestions for raising awareness of the importance of the Arctic, via a range of media 

activities. 

Many participants also emphasized the importance of identifying and monitoring marine 

vessels of concern.  Although a system is currently in place, the resolution is not fine enough 

to identify country of origin.  Participants felt that it is important to improve vessel tracking to 

allow enforcement of laws. 

Other themes included creating a baseline of environmental data (suitably integrated with 

Traditional Arctic Knowledge) and shared so that communities and both nations will have a 

better understanding of changes that are taking place.  Supporting efforts to train and assist 

community members to observe report and enforce regulations so they can better protect 

themselves and their communities; and the need to mitigate current and anticipated 

disasters in the region. Finally, participants voted for the importance of leveraging 

public/private partnerships and of recognizing the importance of local perspectives and 

tapping the vast cultural knowledge in the region.  

Participants hoped that open lines of operational and strategic communication would be 

established at all levels: from individuals in communities up to the federal level for both 

countries and from federal down to individuals. Participants emphasized that it is necessary 

to understand Canadian restrictions on sharing information.  Many participants emphasized 

that lessons learned should also be shared to help others avoid mistakes. 

National strategies for Canada and the U.S. (CANUS) federal agencies drive policy and 

resource decisions. As strategies continue to evolve in the current U.S. and Canadian 

national leadership, knowledge-products, which capture insights and perspectives, and bi-

national collaboration, provide a unique opportunity to inform planners and policy makers 

alike as they revise and develop new federal strategies and policies in Ottawa and 

Washington D.C. for respective national actions in the Arctic. Equally important, such 

collaboration should include CANUS Arctic regional and tribal governments. In order to 

anticipate the impacts of changing environments and conditions, as well as changing 

responses to these influences, security needs to be considered in a broad and holistic 

fashion. 



 

 

 North American Arctic Marine and Environmental Security Workshop: 

 Assessing Concern, Advancing Collaboration 

 

 

11 

Underscoring all areas of weakness in CANUS ability to secure its maritime approaches in 

the Arctic stems from an overall lagging level of sustained commitment from Federal levels.  

Various departments and agencies in Washington and Ottawa have sponsored studies, 

strategies, initiatives, and papers, which in turn, address the importance of the Arctic and 

the need to secure respective national interests in the region.  However, sustained 

commitment to the region, particularly in securing respective national interests, remain 

lacking.   Contrasting this lagging level of sustained commitment, of course is the Arctic 

initiatives made by Russia and China.    

The economic strength of both Canada and the U.S. are capable of improving security of 

each nation’s respective Arctic regions in the face of growing great power competition within 

the region, but more concerted efforts to implement strategies and policies are needed, and 

likely, needed sooner than later. 

Workshop method 
The structure of the workshop was a collaborative exchange to share respective knowledge 

as presented in plenary panels and discussed in facilitated breakout groups, leveraging 

Delphi techniques to understand priority concerns from participants.   

The effort to plan, execute and report on this effort was shared among Canadian and U.S. 

(CANUS) operators and experts from government, academia, and industry. The purpose of 

the workshop was to increase awareness and understanding of the Arctic region and to 

identify and assess common security challenges and solutions for the North American 

maritime. The intended outcome was an assessment of shared security concerns (defining 

security broadly to include environmental and human security), gaps in security-related 

technologies, methodologies, policies and practices, and recommendations for solutions 

that, if implemented, would improve Arctic security.  Planners structured the first day of 

workshop as a series of plenary panel discussions and followed on the second day with 

participants working in breakout groups to expand ideas from the first day and to generate 

innovative new recommendations and solutions. 

Credit: ADAC 
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Workshop planning and construction. 
The Arctic Domain Awareness Center, a U.S. Department of Homeland Security Center of 

Excellence in Maritime Research, hosted by the University of Alaska partnered with expert 

Trent University and a number of Canada and U.S. researchers to conduct a CANUS 

“operator focused” workshop appropriately titled the North American Arctic Marine and 

Environmental Security Workshop: “Assessing Concern, Advancing Collaboration.” 

Planners conducted a uniquely oriented workshop at the Gorsuch Commons Conference 

Center, University of Alaska Anchorage from 18-20 September 2018.  The workshop was a 

collaborative effort between Canadian and American security operators, agencies, 

researchers, and strategists. 

  

 

The workshop planning team included professionals from the following institutions:  Trent 

University, University of Alaska Anchorage, University of Alaska Fairbanks, University of 

Waterloo, Arctic Domain Awareness Center (ADAC), Headquarters U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. 

Coast Guard Academy’s Center for Arctic Study and Policy (CASP), the Royal Military College 

of Canada, and the University of Idaho Center for Resilient Communities.  In preparation for 

the workshop, ADAC personnel compiled and distributed a literature review summarizing 

relevant research and reports. 

The purpose of the event was to gather Arctic-minded experts from Federal government, 

indigenous leaders in Arctic governance and tribal organizations, military and law 

enforcement operators, academics, and industry principally from Canada and the U.S. to 

collaboratively assess security and to provide solutions focused on the North American 

Arctic maritime region, including environmental and human security.  The workshop included 

expert plenary panels and breakout discussions to facilitate assessment and identify actions 

to mitigate risk and improve North American Arctic maritime and environmental security.   A 

principal focus of this workshop was to build on prior discussions and assessments (much of 

which was contained in a preparatory literature review), in order to create a framework of 

actions as a knowledge product that policy and decision makers can leverage.  Particularly 

important was that the workshop aimed not only to assess, but also to provide 

recommendations and solutions. 
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The workshop goal was to advance Arctic marine and environmental domain awareness 

through collaborative identification of the common security challenges and solutions 

important to regional security operators and the communities they serve.  ADAC researchers 

developed a compilation of broad security themes believed relevant to regional operators 

and CANUS policy decision makers alike through a comprehensive review of relevant Arctic 

maritime and environmental security literature.  This literature review guided planners to 

identify subsequent areas of key concern, and these shaped the design and content of 

panel discussions. 

Equipped by insights from the literature review, planners then identified and invited select 

participants from Canada and the United States with regard to their interest and 

involvement in Arctic regional marine and environmental security challenges.   As arranged 

in a series of plenary panels, these leaders, practitioners and experts provided their 

experiences and insights to provide participants an array of relevant knowledge to leverage 

in tailored breakout groups.  In the breakout groups, participants leveraged plenary group 

reflections and each group’s unique experiences to advance assessments, generate, and 

develop solutions. 

Approximately 80 people attended the workshop, which opened the evening of 18 

September 2018 with a welcome reception and workshop overview in downtown Anchorage.  

Commencing on the morning of 19 September 2018, planners devoted the workshop 

agenda to discussions by select plenary panel members composed of experts and operators 

within the following fields: 

 Arctic Security (which included defense): 

o Canadian and U.S. defense professionals. 

o Canadian and U.S. national level along with State of Alaska and Yukon Territory 

experienced safety and law enforcement professionals. 

o Waterways management services. 

o Select organizations to address nontraditional aspects (such as emerging 

“human factors”) affecting traditional security. 

 Science and social science research community. 

o Canadian and U.S. atmospheric and weather services, fisheries and wildlife 

management, and ocean and energy management services. 

o Canadian and U.S. national ice services. 

 Alaska Native and Canadian First Nations community leaders. 

Planners accordingly arranged the topics of discussion of the plenary panels in the following 

chronological order: 

 Strategic overview. 
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 Canadian Arctic:  Challenges and emerging concerns in coastal regions and maritime 

security. 

 U.S. Arctic:  Challenges and emerging concerns in coastal and maritime security. 

 Canadian Arctic:  Emerging patterns of environmental security in maritime and 

coastal regions. 

 U.S. Arctic:  Emerging patterns of environmental security in coastal and maritime 

regions. 

 A look from outside of North America: Applicable lessons? 

 A view from North American Arctic residents. 

 A concluding panel, appropriately titled “A look to the future, what can/should we 

expect?” 

Workshop planners and panel facilitators challenged panel members to provide their expert 

insights to address likely future challenges and potential solutions to security challenges 

within their area of expertise. 

Following plenary presentations and discussions, planners assigned workshop participants 

to one of six breakout groups organized to maximize diversity among group members.  Each 

breakout group included government, military, private sector, environmental, and indigenous 

leaders with a balance between Canadian and American participants. 

In the breakout groups, facilitators encouraged workshop participants to expand ideas and 

provide input on solutions and recommendations described in the various plenary panels 

and to develop practical solutions to the issues that they see now and anticipate in the 

future in the Arctic.  Over 100 recommendations and solutions were developed, and 

subsequently prioritized by workshop participants using Delphi methodologies.  The sum of 

discussions met workshop desired outcomes in deriving assessments of shared security 

concerns, gaps in technologies, methodologies, policies and practices – particularly as these 

shape the future of Arctic security. 

 

 

Opportunities, Concerns and Recommendations: as reflected by 

plenary panels. 
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Strategic overview panel: 

The introductory plenary panelists identified the remote nature and vast distances within the 

North American Arctic as a key challenge, compounded by a lack of funding and resources 

for regional security expenditures.  Panelists rightly surmised the North American Arctic is a 

strategic area for a new effort to catalyze forward thinking and enhanced CANUS 

collaboration.  Panelists collectively addressed how difficult it is for both Canada and the 

U.S. security agencies to resource security, particularly for remote regions such as the Arctic.  

Panelists noted that across the High North, complementing sparse populations is an acute 

lack of infrastructure to support security presence to provide border control, law 

enforcement, crisis response and to defend maritime approaches. 

From a defense view, panelists recalled how difficult it was for Canada and the U.S. to fund 

the North Warning System (NWS) in the 1980s, and noted the looming need to replace NWS 

with a next generation warning system.  Accordingly, concerted efforts need to commence 

now to 

realize 

replacing 

the NWS 

before the 

current 

system 

reaches 

obsolescence or fails.  In sum, panelists remarked on the lack of respective national funding 

for Arctic security and as a result, existing capacity within the region remains limited.  

Further, panelists noted that rising concerns and challenges to North American High North 

security needs might not be well understood by law enforcement and defense policy-making 

communities and legislative bodies in both Ottawa and Washington D.C. 

One panelist articulated a rising concern of divergence in politics between Washington D.C. 

and Ottawa, introducing doubt in commitment between capitals for shared security.   

National-level personalities and tension in the 

discourse of trade agreements between Ottawa and 

Washington may result in reduced intensity of 

CANUS collaboration (at least in the short term).  

However, remaining panelists and participants alike 

noted that while politics was affecting the recent 

spirit of collaboration between capitals, 

corresponding security policies have remained in 

place and most workshop participants concluded 

that shared concerns and a common view of 
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defending and securing the North American Arctic from outside threats preempt and 

supersede current strains in bi-national political discourse. 

Noteworthy were panelist recommendations in light of rising competition and risks to 

Canada and U.S. national interests that both nations should confer to create a “North-first” 

policy oriented according to Canada-U.S. bilateral advancement of “communication, 

cooperation, cooperation and investment” to better secure the North American Arctic.   

Further, panelists described needs to establish further CANUS mechanisms (complementing 

NORAD), purpose-built to foster information sharing and collaborative action to increase 

security, protect resources and improve safety in maritime approaches in order to cope with 

current and projected 

maritime activity across 

the region.  

Complementing the need 

for new mechanisms is 

the need for increased 

CANUS activities, such as 

joint operations in 

patrolling the Arctic 

maritime approaches 

during longer reduced 

ice/ice-free months. 

Uniquely challenging in the North American Arctic are the vulnerabilities of the Aleutian 

Islands (included in the Arctic region of the U.S. as defined by Congressional pronouncement 

in 1984) due to the already significant amount of maritime traffic that intersects the island 

chain on North Pacific great circle transits.  This remote and potentially hazardous 

environment already experiences more than 4,000 annual passages by large cargo vessels, 

and regional emergency response capability is exceptionally limited. 
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The panel acknowledged that the changing 

physical environment affects subsistence 

harvesting, culture, safety, transportation, 

and infrastructure of local communities.  At 

the same time, both economic and criminal 

activity have and are currently increasing in 

the high latitudes.  Drug smuggling and 

human trafficking are increasingly 

important threats, along with increased 

marine traffic.  Impacts from these activities 

are seen at the community level.  As well, 

health risks to Arctic communities are rising 

and emergency preparedness is viewed by many as slower than needed because of quickly 

advancing changes in the Arctic environment, including a combination of weather that is 

more violent, increasing storm surge, coastal flooding and erosion. 

Panelists commented that one important issue in the future would need to focus in “how” to 

mitigate risks.  Other urgent needs include improving charting in the North and investing in 

more hydrographic mapping to ensure the safety of marine traffic.  The panel identified 

resurgent and divisive geopolitics as a problem with Russia and China who are seen as 

potentially posing threats to peaceful geopolitical relations in the Arctic.   Panelists noted 

concerns that China appears to be seeking to create a special relationship with Greenland’s 

government in order to support Chinese desires to establish launch points into the Arctic in 

exchange for the hard currency Greenland needs to secure full independence from 

Denmark.   China’s ability to potentially gain proxy status as an Arctic power using Greenland 

(in close proximity to Canada’s eastern border in the High North) is unwelcome and 

worrisome, from both a great power vantage and from an environmental protection vantage 

in a region with a fragile ecosystem. 

Panelists recommended building upon existing collaborations and finding new ways of 

cooperating to increase security capacity and access to information, and to facilitate 

information sharing both among security agencies and bi-nationally.  Panelists 

recommended more funding and resources be directed towards the North American Arctic, 

including development of marine transportation system infrastructure, and communication/ 

Information systems technology.  Panelists recommended development of a consensus plan 

for long-term investment, partnerships between and among agencies and national 

governments, and increased joint exercises and operations between Canada and the U.S.  

Joint exercises will require constant updating due to rapid changes in environmental 

conditions associated with Arctic warming. 
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Moreover, Arctic warming and its impact mean that the nature of marine and environmental 

security in the Arctic is rapidly transforming.  Old scenarios and solutions may no longer be 

relevant.  This applies not just to the nature of potential disasters, but also to the way in 

which security actors respond.  Overall, the changing conditions of the Arctic Ocean and 

surrounding coastal regions advance the need for security and defense professionals to 

inclusively seek to account for environmental factors, in reducing risk to their own activities 

and to better accomplish their overall mission to secure and defend. 

While Arctic security has traditionally been left to defense actors such as the navy, armed 

forces or coast guard (U.S.), there is an increasingly important role for law enforcement and 

other security personnel in the civilian sector, for example, search and rescue, disaster 

mitigation and humanitarian aid due to wide-scale environmental threats.  This raises the 

question of the role of geopolitics in regional development and governance – will these 

become increasingly competitive, or tilt towards a greater degree of peaceful cooperation as 

Arctic states maintain the status quo, or become even more mindful of the common threats 

and need for regional stability? 

While all panelists pointed to the peaceful and cooperative nature of Arctic relationships, 

they also identified some of the real capacity challenges that might follow from climate 

change and its environmental consequences, the continued development of tourism and 

maritime activity, and the nature 

of geopolitical tensions between 

Arctic states.  Growing security 

and operational risks reference 

several primary themes that are 

changing and evolving at a rapid 

pace.  These include how to 

define the level of risk for a 

maritime incident in the Arctic, 

how to respond to challenges 

posed by increasing globalization 

and economic activity, as well as 

criminal activity, smuggling and similar challenges of policing. 

Panelists described how impacts associated with a diminishing ice environment are already 

affecting subsistence harvesting, culture, safety, transportation, and building in the Arctic 

region.  Villages are at risk from these changes, which are dramatically affecting the people 

of the region.  The opening of possibilities in the Arctic Ocean, especially as non-Arctic 

countries are investing in the region, raise questions about global impact.  From a CANUS 

perspective, one important issue will be how mitigate the risks.  While there is a general 
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awareness and some preparations in place, money and will are missing to take steps to 

prepare for change. 

There are urgent needs such as improving charting in the high latitudes and investing more 

in Arctic region hydrographic mapping – for both shipping and tourism safety.  While 

highlighting the lack of Arctic region hydrographic mapping is not a new topic, as marine 

traffic continues to rise across the Circumpolar North, there is rising risk of a significant 

maritime response operation to save hundreds of people (or even more) trapped on a vessel 

with a pierced hull from an uncharted obstacle. 

Indecision and delays in committing new icebreakers are not aligned with the rising security-

driven need to replace dated platforms and deliver new capacities as well.  While Canadian 

icebreaking capabilities are helpful to U.S., there is a need to better synthesize and visualize 

sea ice at any particular time, particularly with reference to the Arctic Council’s broader 

goals of enhanced Arctic marine safety, protecting Arctic people and environment and 

building Arctic marine infrastructure.  Canada and the U.S. must to continue to collaborate 

to these ends. 

For some security experts, however, the problem is inherently one of a resurgent and 

divisive geopolitical context, which will greatly stress collaborative efforts.  There is a 

potential disconnect between hope of Arctic exceptionalism and reality of the strategic 

geopolitics that were reignited in 2007.2  While collaboration seems to be normative among 

Arctic nations, maneuvering by Russia, in particular, is seen to be increasingly problematic, 

while China may also pose a threat to peaceful geopolitical relations in the Arctic Ocean in 

the future.  Whereas competition and potential for confrontation in and through the Arctic is 

certainly less than observed during the Cold War between nations allied via NATO and the 

Soviet Union, there is nonetheless a return of the potential for miscalculation, which could 

result conflict within the Arctic.     

In addition to threats arising from the strategies of great powers in the Arctic, there is a need 

to build community preparedness for natural and fabricated disasters and this means 

building connections between state and non-state actors, for example, between the Alaska 

Federation of Natives (AFN) and the U.S. military, to include the U.S. Coast Guard.  Through 

shared need in securing the Arctic, established security forces and indigenous communities 

in Alaska and Canadian coastal communities can increase efforts to share knowledge and 

improve preparedness and community resilience. 

Overall, however, the panel provoked discussion about the potential for cooperation.  

Building upon cooperation is essential from both a Canadian and American perspective.  

Security actors and agencies need to know more, have better access to information, and be 

                                                           
2 2007 saw the introduction of Russian Long Range Aviation, which included Russian Tu-34 “Bear” bombers using 

airspace across the Arctic region, reminiscent of provocative U.S.S.R flight profiles flown in the Cold War. 
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able to share this information among themselves and across the Canada-U.S. border.  This 

process may lead to solutions to the problems imposed by the new security environment.  

There was a consensus that this is where effort needs to be placed – toward cooperative 

security practices.   Such security practices need to better connect Washington to Ottawa, 

and include the State of Alaska, Yukon and Northwest Territories and Nunavut.  In such a 

context, the Arctic communities across this region need to be both supported by their 

respective State or territorial governments for localized law enforcement and emergency 

response, and connected to the respective communication forums in order to form a better 

network of security.  Such an integrated approach needs to be considered in respective 

national legislation, but likely needs to be advanced and refined via existing CANUS forums, 

such as the long-standing CANUS PJBD. 

As the opening panel reflected, the time is now to consider opening a new integrated 

mechanism for security measures that complement NORAD, and that existing frameworks 

chiefly intended for defense be strengthened into law enforcement activities that can 

provide improved safety, protect resources and secure the maritime approaches to the 

North American Arctic. 

Canadian Arctic:  Challenges and emerging concerns in coastal regions and maritime 

security: 

The second panel of Canadian security and defense experts expressed concern about the 

rapidly changing and dynamic security context in the North.  Panelists 

represented the security and defense sectors from the Canadian 

government, including the Department of National Defense (DND), 

Public Safety Canada (PSC) and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police 

(RCMP). 

Panelists told us that Canadian security agencies are very concerned 

about the need to manage a rapidly changing and dynamic security 

context in the North.  Challenges include identifying, coordinating and 

managing government jurisdictions and agencies responsible for 

northern security; identifying new security challenges and the nature of new environmental 

and marine threats; and building capacity in order to better coordinate responses to the new 

threat environment. 
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In general, this new threat environment is more focused upon the impact of climate driven 

effects on communities and the need to respond to major events and disasters.  The 

Canadian panel also echoed some of the 

concerns of the previous panel with 

regard to the problem of funding a new 

security architecture.  However, the panel 

felt that despite costs, such a new 

security architecture is essential.  The 

panel suggested that security co-

development and mutual understanding 

are key, both within and between 

Canadian and American jurisdictions and 

raised an important question – how do 

we find ways to (legally) share the right 

information between agencies and 

nations in a timely manner? 

This panel recommended using new technologies where there is increased transportation 

activity to drive down costs of monitoring, such as, new sensors for maritime domain 

awareness (MDA), space-based intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR), new 

long-distance radar and other tools to assist in domain awareness and understanding.  

In general, this new threat environment is understood to be less focused upon conventional 

defense activities – such as projecting and protecting Canada’s Arctic sovereignty - and 

more focused upon the impact of climate-driven effects on communities; the need to 

respond to major events and disasters; equipping responders appropriately; and providing 

response training.  Other related concerns include new approaches to gathering bathymetry, 

understanding and improving community resilience, and modeling the complexity of the 

whole of government operations. 

A broader application of technology would also assist in closing some of the gaps in security 

that challenge regional border management including air, land, rail, and maritime travel 

preclearance.  This group encouraged meaningful engagement with communities because 

human competence and knowledge in the region is key to providing “eyes on the ground.” 

Panelists agreed that any solutions to resolving regional security concerns must factor in the 

challenge of developing and maintaining cooperation between Canada and the U.S. 

including finding opportunities to work together to enhance mutual reliance.  Continuing 

dialogue will help maintain a level of engagement and build confidence that support will 

continue in the future.  Other recommendations included the establishment of “clear threat 

risk thresholds,” and the development of local or regional action plans to react to those 

thresholds.  The panel also recommended identifying funding to maintain capabilities and 

Credit: RCMP Workshop Presentation 
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defining what a joint response would look like, including incorporating communities and 

promoting community awareness. 

The Canadian delegation underscored the problem of resourcing capacities for a new 

security architecture.  Identifying areas of highest risk then resourcing on a sustained basis 

is key. 

For policing and civil security operations, meaningful community engagement and partnering 

with Arctic villages can help to provide security to the High North and gain information from 

a community that in turn can help protect the community.  This is particularly important as 

increased traffic and activity brings with it greater levels of contraband distribution and a 

greater impact on communities.  A broader application of technology would assist in closing 

some of the gaps in security, which challenge regional border management.  This might also 

include travel preclearance outside of the region including at air, land, rail, and maritime 

crossings. 

Foundational to resolving these concerns, however, is the problem of developing a better 

Arctic security architecture between Canada and the U.S.  This includes looking for any 

opportunities to work together to enhance mutual reliance between U.S. and Canada – 

especially in areas 

of science and 

technology 

exploration, 

development, 

interoperability, 

response 

capabilities.  Co-

development and 

mutual 

understanding are 

critical, both within and between Canadian and American jurisdictions.  This raises an 

important question, how do we find ways to (legally) share the right information?  Panelists 

observed that existing legislation and policies are constraints and obstacles to legally 

sharing law enforcement information affecting safety and security of the North American 

Arctic.  Accordingly, these panelists suggested advancing the need for a new authority to any 

CANUS bi-national dialogue to solicit and gain commitment to secure new authorities in 

CANUS law enforcement information sharing.  Such a bi-national dialogue was seen as 

necessary to petition U.S. Congress and Canadian Parliament for corresponding new 

authorities.   Panelists described a need for continuing dialogue on this matter, and 

expressed satisfaction in gaining a forum to discuss these concerns. 
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U.S. Arctic:  Challenges and emerging concerns in coastal and maritime security: 

Panel three participants were primarily from U.S. government security and defense sectors, 

U.S. academic, and industry research communities.  This panel also identified the problem 

of scale and resources, including the problem of geographical distance, weather patterns, 

and remoteness.  A key concern was the lack of infrastructure in the North, affecting both 

defense and law enforcement communities.  

The panelists expressed concern about the lack of understanding of the security context in 

Alaska.  Panelists suggested that there is a deep and ingrained problem communicating the 

importance of northern security resulting in a lack of appreciation of not just traditional 

security threats and environmental change, but also increasing instances of criminality.  The 

panel agreed that community resilience is reduced by human trafficking, drug trafficking, 

and organized crime, and Arctic security must be defined by the resilience of Alaska 

communities.  Human trafficking, drug trafficking, organized crime, and foreign actors 

coming ashore on U.S. Arctic territory seriously affect Arctic Community resilience.  In 

particular, heroin and fentanyl originating from the Far East undermine community resilience 

and inhibit Arctic residents’ ability to take advantage of opportunities. 

The panel recommended that U.S. security agencies work with community members at the 

community level and 

develop a real appreciation 

of the culture within 

northern communities.  

Traditional Arctic 

Knowledge, is a different 

knowledge system than 

science, but is crucial for 

domain awareness and 

understanding on a continuing basis. 

The panel described the need to enhance communication between U.S. Federal law-

enforcement agencies as many share too limited understandings on the Arctic.  Policy-

makers should develop a common awareness, understanding, terms of reference and 

mindset about the Arctic.  Such a rapprochement is necessary in order to develop a shared 

understanding of security needs, and to then plan and act accordingly.  This panel echoed 

the recommendation of the other panels for more emphasis on partnership, including a 

need to promote and continue combined and joint exercises such as the search and rescue 

(SAR) partnership collaboration. 

Panelists argued that common training and exercises between security forces should be 

undertaken to build trust and capacity. 
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Panelists described that a unified, multi-discipline, international center to jointly address 

these issues could be created with policy and information sharing capabilities which would 

be a suitable, and perhaps, ideal mechanism to synthesize domain awareness and an ability 

to coordinate actions.  Such an approach may help better address limited means, which 

constrain each agency in projecting responses into the Arctic.  Similarly, the panel advised 

reinforcing and expanding bi-national partnerships with NORAD to also include cyber and 

space domains. 

Common themes emerged in this panel with regard to the problem of scale and resources: 

including geographical distance, weather, and remoteness.  The key concern, however, was 

the lack of infrastructure capacity, with virtually no redundancy.  This is seen as a failure that 

will pose challenges for any response to a major security incident.3 

Another common theme raised by panelists was the issue of a lack of understanding of the 

security context of Alaska compared to the rest of the Unfed States.  Panelists suggested 

that there is a deep and ingrained 

problem of communication with 

regard to the importance of 

northern security itself.  As one 

panelist noted, the biggest 

challenge is communication, or 

“talking past one another,” seeing 

the U.S. as an Arctic nation because 

of Alaska, rather than seeing the 

U.S. simply as an Arctic nation.  The 

Arctic reflects U.S. policies and 

because of this, there is a need for 

a common language and mindset 

about the Arctic.  Moreover, there is 

an urgent need to break down the 

existing frameworks towards a more shared understanding and discussion, (and then to 

plan accordingly). 

All of this, as one panelist suggested, means that the biggest threat faced by the U.S. is the 

fact that there are real gaps in addressing the problems we have at hand now. 

A third theme identified by security experts was the need for safety and law enforcement to 

protect Alaska communities.   If better securing the U.S. Arctic is understood as a priority, 

                                                           
3     A related theme is the lack of basic supports for security actors.  Few key personnel cover large distances, and 
providing basics, such as housing for security personnel is difficult.  Overall, resourcing does not match need in 
almost all areas and for most agencies – for example, AK State Troopers, Coast Guard and defense agencies. 

Credit: USCG D17 Workshop Presentation 
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then U.S. and State of Alaska security agencies need to increase investment to work at the 

community level, with community members.  Two-way communication with Arctic residents is 

desperately needed as well as real appreciation and understanding of cultures within 

northern communities.  Similarly, the importance of Traditional Arctic Knowledge is critical 

as a tool of Arctic Domain Awareness.  Traditional Arctic Knowledge is a different knowledge 

system than science, but when integrated with science is particularly effective.  Panelists 

remarked that domain awareness is critically advanced by incorporating local observations 

on a continued basis. 

Complementing challenges were solutions offered by panelists.  Strategically, the current 

security challenges and limitations require that partnerships which are created and 

continued, for example, as the existing NORAD-U.S. Northern Command-Canada Joint 

Operations Command framework.  Panelists remarked bi-national defense and security 

should be strengthened in other domains (such as cyber and space) to complement the bi-

national strength in air defense. 

Panelists noted there is a similar need to promote the continuance of combined and joint 

exercises, as well as maintain existing search and rescue (SAR) CANUS partnership 

collaboration – the latter is a good ongoing success story.  Security actors are working on 

improving this via collaboration with U.S. (interagency) and Canadian partners.  These 

included greater degrees of cooperation with Canada and sharing of lessons learned among 

agencies across 

the region.  

Common training 

and exercises, for 

example, would 

build trust and 

capacity. 

Ideally, a unified, 

multidiscipline, 

international 

center to jointly address these issues, with the hopes of building a single entity that enables 

sharing of the necessary information across borders.  Overall, there was recognition of the 

importance of cooperation, knowledge sharing, and intelligence-led policy that reduces 

hurdles.  One important recommendation was to build a single multinational entity with 

proper policies and information sharing capabilities.  Such a mechanism would likely need 

respective bi-national policy agreement, and legislative support for resourcing. 
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Canadian Arctic:  Emerging patterns of environmental security in maritime and coastal 

regions:  

Panelists identified the rapid pace of environmental transformation of the Canadian Arctic, 

which due to permafrost thawing and changing hydro- and thermo-dynamics, is outpacing 

the design of new infrastructure. 

The changing environment affects all communities.  Changing conditions associated with the 

Arctic physical environment are making it difficult for both locally based security strategies 

and traditional subsistence lifestyles.  Panelists related sustainable Arctic communities are 

essential to overall northern security since they can provide critically needed infrastructure 

bases during emergencies and/or security events.  Another key message was that a 

dynamically changing environment requires more flexibility in planning as well as planning 

for stochastic events.  The 

panel also noted that 

resources and funding might 

not be readily available 

when specific change occurs 

and needs arise. 

Panelists identified a need 

to think innovatively with 

regard to technologies that 

can help offset 

infrastructure limitations, 

and to find reliable data for 

better prediction and 

situational awareness. 

Panelist noted that existing transportation networks in the High North are affected by a 

changing environment, due to thawing of permafrost on established year-round surface 

roads.  Roads and logistics infrastructure in coastal areas are degraded and disrupted via 

associated erosion.  Seasonal (ice) roads have proven effective for winter surface transport, 

but due to periodic winter thaws (a relatively recent phenomenon) and shorter overall 

seasons, these ice roads are less reliable means to provide essential services.  In places like 

the Northwest Territories, ice roads are essential for many of the communities, and support 

environmental security (as they protect underlying tundra).  An important concern posed by 

panelists was determining alternatives to safely moving fuel and other heavy logistics to 

resource extraction sites if changing conditions make ice road use an unsafe practice into 

the future. 

Panelists also noted the changing environment influences all communities in a number of 

ways.  Old hunting routes accessing food sources have become more difficult, affecting 

Credit: Canada Joint Task Force North Workshop Presentation 



 

 

 North American Arctic Marine and Environmental Security Workshop: 

 Assessing Concern, Advancing Collaboration 

 

 

27 

cultural identity as well as food security.  Overall, the sustainability of communities is at risk.  

Yet sustainable communities are essential to northern security – a case in point being the 

Canadian Rangers, community patrol groups – critical in patrolling northern territories.  

Nevertheless, environmental change challenges even these basic security practices.  

Panelists expressed serious concern about logistics needed to sustain communities and 

local security teams in the High North. 

For example transporting essential commodities, such as fuel, to remote Arctic villages 

across Canada is problematic, and this is especially troubling when these communities are 

relied upon by other security agencies to provide temporary infrastructure bases during 

emergencies or security events.  As noted, most panelists agreed there is a need for 

innovative ways of addressing problems of infrastructure and remote resourcing for security 

activities.   Panelists challenged the audience to address how do you design not just the 

roads in the Arctic, but the vehicles that are more efficient to drive on them. 

The conclusion is the more difficult it becomes to sustain communities in the Arctic, the 

more difficult it becomes for traditional locally based defense strategies to operate and 

achieve desired effects. 

Panelists remarked that Canadian Department of National Defense (DND) needs to better 

assess and account for its environmental footprint, and include environmental stewardship 

orientation for military activities, in order to promote positive perceptions of what DND is 

doing for Canadians in ways that are environmentally sustainable and socially and culturally 

responsible in the Arctic.  In recognition of this important relationship, in the Northern 

Territories policy makers and operational decision makers are expected to cooperate and 

respect Arctic communities and indigenous populations in order for the Canadian armed 

forces to undertake training activities and exercise in the Arctic region.  While more 

environmental stewardship training is needed for military exercises, activities and 

operations in the Arctic, attention is also needed to clean up prior military activities.  

Panelists noted a legacy of neglect is reflected in the leftover oil barrels and debris, much of 

which is only now being transported out of the North. 

This need for mutual respect and environmental stewardship is related to a larger Canadian 

Department of National Defense (DND) goal of operating with reduced fuel requirements for 

longer periods.  For reasons already noted, there is a real and perceived need for DND to 

minimize its environmental footprint and promote positive perceptions of what DND 

presence is doing for Canadians in ways that are environmentally sustainable and socially 

and culturally responsible in the North. 

Panelists noted it would add to the appeal of Canadian armed forces activities in the Arctic 

by finding ways to include scientific research collaboration where and when possible.  

Panelists referenced the example of the U.S. Coast Guard Icebreaker Healy’s partnership 



 

 

 North American Arctic Marine and Environmental Security Workshop: 

 Assessing Concern, Advancing Collaboration 

 

 

28 

with the U.S. National Science Foundation as a useful and appealing partnership between 

security and science communities, which could be emulated in Canada. 

From an environmental security vantage, panelists note traditional defense and law 

enforcement security 

communities are now advancing 

in understanding and creating 

plans and policies to account for 

the changing conditions of the 

Arctic region.  Panelists agreed 

that mechanisms which integrate 

these distinct communities (within 

an Arctic context) are necessary 

and will require Canadian inter-

ministerial cooperation as well as bi-national commitment. 

U.S. Arctic:  Emerging patterns of environmental security in coastal and maritime regions:  

Panel five panelists commented on the increased need for situational awareness, 

particularly in the area of marine systems and marine forecasting because they are critical 

areas of information needed by U.S. agencies to protect U.S. national territory and interests 

in the Arctic.  Panelists were primarily from U.S. government environmental sectors, U.S. 

academic, and industry research communities. 

Panelists argued that greater interagency and international collaboration and coordination 

are needed as regards the Arctic to improve information on weather and climatic conditions, 

to include gathering and sharing mechanisms on Arctic modeling and collection of 

environmental data, which could be aided by cooperative engagement programs for polar 

research. 

Scientific information includes data gathered during real-time operations and requires 

improved communications, seeking ultimately to gain continuous and instantaneous 

communications.  Accordingly, improved technologies and Arctic monitoring resources are 

needed to aid scientific understanding and to allow agencies associated with gaining 

environmental awareness in the Arctic to contribute their expertise to improve overall 

security of U.S. interests in the Arctic region. 

Panelists commented that the developing International Cooperative Exchange-Program for 

Polar Research is a useful multinational forum for military and security forces collaboration.  

In a North American context, creating mechanisms that integrate communities such as U.S. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. National Weather Service 

(NWS) and Canadian complementary agencies with U.S. and Canadian Armed forces, 

corresponding Coast Guard and law enforcement communities via an operational planning 
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and activities context would create synergies and collaboration on a scale of potentially 

remarkable value. 

As the Arctic’s physical environment becomes increasingly dynamic, more information is 

needed on weather and climatic conditions to gain domain awareness and understanding 

and to form the core of a new environmental security relationship to defense forces and 

security communities.  In particular, U.S. National Weather Service (NWS), as one 

operational arm of NOAA, routinely receives questions related to the ice forming or thawing 

in the High North.  NWS believes there is a need for collaborative (interagency, international) 

and coordinated answers to these questions.  At risk are large energy projects and marine 

environments – for example, a potential 15 billion barrels of oil in the Chukchi Sea and 

another estimated 8 billion barrels in the 

Beaufort Sea. 

The challenge of new approaches to 

decision making to enhance risk mitigation 

strategies from the changes in the physical 

environment was raised, and there was a 

consensus that the solutions must include 

enhanced information, communications 

and science to develop better situational 

awareness.  This means continuous, typical 

and atypical data transferred between 

industry and government as well as 

between governmental agencies and, 

importantly, Arctic communities. 

However, gathering information from all available sources also requires reconsideration of 

models for collection and analysis of data.  Scientific information includes an understanding 

of what we know and what can be gathered during real-time operations. 

It also requires excellent communication –moving to continuous and instantaneous, in order 

to enhance situational awareness and understanding of the overall physical domain.  

Situational awareness means understanding the larger landscape of risks and activities 

happening simultaneously – something that today is not always possible given the current 

state of technologies and Arctic monitoring resources.  As such, there is a need for greater 

levels of interagency and international cooperation and cooperative engagement programs 

for polar research. 

While strategically aligned with prior panels, members of panel five argued that bi-national 

agreement between respective counterparts could form into a collaborative mechanism via 

establishing Memoranda of Understanding, which arguably would be easier to achieve than 
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legislative action.  A key enabler of such an initiative would be a volunteer host, willing to 

accommodate representatives from other agencies and bi-national counterparts.  Using 

technologies to create an associated “virtual” network connecting willing agencies may 

prove a useful alternative and be readily achievable.  In any case, panelists suggested 

achieving a CANUS integrated Arctic maritime and environmental security mechanism could 

be started near term; by establishing a “proof of principal,” Arctic integrated maritime and 

environmental security “test bed.” 

A look from outside of North America: Applicable lessons?    

Panel six provided perspectives on Arctic maritime and environmental security from 

Norwegian and British panelists.  Panelists suggested and described the Scandinavia and 

the North American Arctic regions have somewhat different security needs.  Norway, for 

example, is a nation well integrated 

into the Arctic, with an economy 

dependent largely upon oil, gas, and 

fish extracted from the region.  The 

remoteness, lack of infrastructure 

and transportation networks that 

characterize the North American 

Arctic are less applicable to the 

European Arctic due to substantially 

larger development efforts and 

population footprint. 

There are major environmental and 

maritime security concerns in the 

Norwegian Arctic, driven by a diminishing ice environment and economic development in the 

Russian Arctic (enabled substantially with recent investments from China).   European 

panelists noted a central concern is the need for a better regulatory framework for the 

region.  Panelists noted there is increased concern in coping with Russia because it is more 

active and potentially aggressive, thus requiring greater degrees of surveillance and 

information.  Panelists remarked, with concern, that Nordic countries have witnessed 

increased Russian activity very close to their borders. 

The European panel reflected that the Arctic Council and NATO both serve important roles in 

maintaining broader relationships between Arctic states.  Panelists noted that reducing 

tensions with Russia, while maintaining relationships with other Arctic nations, are both 

considered critical tasks to reduce the likelihood of confrontation. 
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The panel also advocated the need for increased domain awareness (described as better 

understanding the physical environment and human activity), scientific monitoring, and 

enhanced maritime patrol capacity to protect assets, interests and resources, and to 

undertake multinational 

initiatives such as rescue and 

response activities.  Panelists 

related a need to maintain 

bilateral collaboration with 

Russia, in particular towards 

areas of oil spill preparedness 

and response, and search and 

rescue (SAR) exercises, within 

the framework of the Barents’ 

cooperation.  In sum, panelists 

argued there is a need for a 

strategy for suitably aligned 

cooperative ventures to keep conflict low, yet to have clarity on borders, secured by strong 

commitment to defense. 

Panelists identified the usefulness of agreements such as the International Maritime 

Organization’s Polar Code, and that such agreements will be more useful following 

ratification and enactment on by all the nations.  Similarly, panelists noted the Arctic Council 

provides an intergovernmental forum for discussion and policy-making, but it has few hard 

and enforceable regulations.  The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 

(UNCLOS) was noted as a potentially useful mechanism for reducing escalating tensions in 

competition for Arctic resources. 

In recognition of the need for greater situational awareness Norwegians, for example, have 

developed Barents Watch as a new domain awareness tool.  They are looking to develop 

and implement new satellite-based surveillance tools, which advance maritime domain 

awareness.  For example, land-based AIS stations on the west coast of Svalbard have been 

installed and Norway is considering mandating automatic identification systems for all 

vessels, not just those vessels of certain class or size, within national territorial waters.  

Norway is also engaged in acquiring additional watercraft for their Coast Guard to use in 

patrolling Norwegian waters in the Arctic to supplement overall domain awareness and 

maintain sovereignty.  Norway also plans to develop a new polar research vessel to monitor 

conditions in the Arctic. 
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Panelists opined that tensions are currently low in the Arctic, and cooperation is high, while 

also noting Russia keeps tensions low when it is to their advantage, but maintains capability 

to change such an approach 

when desired.  Panelists 

noted, cooperation with Russia 

is good when it serves a 

purpose – for example SAR, 

spill response and fisheries 

cooperation.  Similarly, 

cooperation on fishing in the 

central polar basin is an 

example of how cooperation 

works to keeping tensions in 

check.  Similarly, cooperation through the Arctic Council framework is essential, although 

Russia seems to work by its own rules; it keeps the level of tension low and works 

collaboratively when it serves its strategic goals. 

However, panelists warned Arctic cooperation is offset by Russian development and 

deployment of dual capacity missiles, long-range capacity missiles, and increasingly 

aggressive military exercises with targets on the Norwegian territory. 

While not an Arctic nation, the United Kingdom (UK) maintains interests in Arctic security, 

and recognizes the role of the eight Arctic states in their capacity as member states of the 

Arctic Council.  Multilateral forums are the arenas for the UK to engage in Arctic security, 

particularly NATO.  The UK sees itself as having a special relationship with Norway to 

conduct Arctic and cold climate focused military exercises in Norwegian locations. 

Similarly, the United Kingdom is involved in the North American Arctic, and undertakes 

defense exercises in the Canadian Arctic.  The panelists noted the U.S. and the United 

Kingdom also jointly conduct naval exercises in and near the Arctic and the UK participates 

through NATO to bolster alliance defense measures that contribute to the broader Arctic 

security. 

In sum, the European panelists’ views on Arctic security emphasized Russia as a concern 

and source of regional tension.  Panelists noted the important role the Arctic Council serves 

in maintaining and improving broader relationships between Arctic states, and in reducing 

tensions with Russia.   The European panel highlighted that NATO serves a critical role to 

deter and dissuade Russian aggression in the High North.  Unlike concerns expressed in 

North America, illicit activities across the European Arctic seemed to be less problematic 

from a law enforcement vantage.  Similar to North America, there is recognition of the need 

for increased domain awareness, scientific monitoring, and enhanced maritime patrol 

capacity to protect assets, resources and undertake rescue and response activities. 
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A view from North American Arctic residents:   

This panel provided workshop participants a remarkable discussion and served as a 

capstone forum to conclude an important series of panels on the first day of the overall 

conference.  Panelists were distinguished Alaska Native and Canadian First Nation leaders 

of significant and large organizations and industries and included mayors from U.S. and 

Canadian Arctic coastal communities. 

This broad ranging panel 

stressed the issue of 

environmental and maritime 

security at the local and regional 

scale with an emphasis on 

coastal regions.  There was 

some consensus, but useful 

diversity in the identification of 

challenges, needed solutions 

and a collaborative way forward. 

While not stated by the panelists 

themselves, it is important to 

note, there is a deficit of trust 

between Arctic residents in 

Canada and the U.S. of Federal and State/Territory authorities that predates the lives of 

many who participated in the workshop.  Positive legislative and policy decisions made in 

Ottawa and Washington D.C. to address and amend past policies towards Arctic indigenous 

peoples are overcoming this lack of trust.   The most significant concern expressed by the 

panelists was the need for defense and law enforcement teams to work together to conduct 

planning and coordination with local resident authorities for investments and activities.  In 

sum, the message was “listen, learn and sincerely follow-through on agreements ...in order 

to create improved understandings and the opportunity to realize a shared future.” 

Panelists shared their expert 

views of current and emerging 

concerns in safety, security 

and sustainability for the 

North American Arctic.  

Panelists related helpful 

solutions that would advance 

improved security across the 

Canadian and U.S. Arctic 

coastal and maritime regions. 
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Panelists challenged the workshop planners that “workshops about the Arctic should be 

conducted in the Arctic.”  There is great insight to accepting such a challenge, as 

discussions about the Arctic are always more effective if participants see and feel the 

uniqueness of the Arctic environment.  Panelists well remarked that it is logical to base 

planning efforts and research on a region, within the region.  Accordingly, conducting 

research-focused workshops about the Arctic, within the Arctic, should be the expectation.  

This allows researchers and policy makers the opportunity to directly interact and 

collaborate with local citizens and organizations.   

Underscoring the overall security concern of the North American Arctic is the role that 

residents provided.  They are the U.S. and Canada’s “Arctic sentinels” who ply territorial 

waters in search of subsistence and live along Arctic shorelines.  As citizens of Canada and 

the U.S., these Arctic residents provide local and place-based knowledge, contributing to 

local and regional domain awareness. 

Panelists noted that without these Arctic residents, both Canada and the U.S. would have a 

more difficult time securing the approaches and protecting sovereign interests in their 

respective Arctic territories.  However, without effective Arctic resident engagement and 

collaboration, Canadian and U.S. security and defense teams lose the ability to learn and 

gain from what these residents see and know.   Accordingly, panelists argued that local 

residents must be meaningfully engaged in decisions and activities affecting the region 

including military training, defense and security employment, data gathering, promotion of 

awareness, and design of and funding for regional economic development. 

Solutions to some of these challenges included the suggestion that security agencies work 

with communities to avoid disruption of local traditional economic activities, and to 

meaningfully include local community leaders in regionally oriented decision-making 

(Federal & State/Province).  Communities would benefit from improved bathymetry, 

hydrographic information and cross-border communication.  They should be involved in 

discussion concerning biodiversity, investment and infrastructure development, and have a 

greater presence in regional security and decision-making. 

A priority concern was the need to address rising number of unannounced visitors to Arctic 

communities.  Regional mayors related their desire for advanced notice of incoming vessels 

and a customs port of entry that would allow lawful screening of foreign visitors in order to 

legally enter into local communities.  Local authorities have related that in recent years such 

unannounced visitors have included French cruise ships, German sailboats and South 

Korean research vessels.  Enhanced notice of such vessel arrivals would provide 

communities the opportunity to prepare and assist these vessels and/or accommodate 

passengers. 
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There was a general concern that communities are facing new and unprecedented 

challenges with regard to changing environments and their impact on everyday life.  In 

particular, food species critical to subsistence lifestyles are increasingly threatened due to 

the effects of a diminishing ice environment.   

Input from the science community is needed to understand the specific causes and help 

create solutions.  For example, unexplained rising mortality in seals and seabirds was cited 

as profoundly affecting some coastal communities.  New illnesses in subsistence species 

are also affecting coastal communities.  For example, several Bering Sea villages are now 

experiencing avian cholera, which travels with migratory birds, but only recently has been 

seen as a health concern in the Alaskan Arctic. 

Panelists related concerns about the effects of increasing human activities in the Arctic on 

food sources, critical to subsistence lifestyles.  From pollution by marine traffic, to illegal 

fishing, to maritime and aviation activities that frighten marine mammals and increase their 

mortality rates, Arctic residents seek more effective protections for and regulatory 

enforcement of laws protecting Arctic species which in turn preserve subsistence lifestyles. 

Similarly, there is a need to consider traditional knowledge in policy and science and to 

undertake resource and regional economic development in balanced way.  For some 

participants communication was key – it is difficult for local communities to know what is 

happening, how development, jobs, and resources will be shared, and equally important, 

how communities are to participate in this new security environment without effective 

communication. 

Overall, panelist stated the priority must be to put communities first and to focus on their 

security needs through cooperative and holistic ways of working together.  In sum, these 

citizens of Canada and the U.S. need their concerns to be understood and are ready, willing 

and able to apply their skills and expertise to support improved security in the Arctic, but 

need to be approached respectfully and sincerely, with both cultural and historical 

sensitivity. 

A look to the future, what can/should we expect?    

This combined Canada-U.S. panel examined converging trends of traditional and 

environmental security, and attempted to project scenarios forward in the North American 

Arctic.  The panel served to inspire breakout groups for their onward actions that mitigate 

risk and improve security of the North American Arctic.  In looking forward, panelists advised 

to “follow the money” - where companies are investing and where government resources are 

going are key indicators of what the future may bring. 
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Panelists converged in opinions that increased human activities and an increasingly 

unpredictable Arctic physical environment will be more difficult to model and forecast with 

precision due to lack of data and increasingly dynamic conditions.  There is a real need for 

significant support of internationally coordinated sustained environmental observations.  

Current methods of forecasting are useful but they are limited in ability to predict long-term 

changes, especially when you cannot 

rely on projection of current trends 

when forecasting.  There are limited 

ice prediction data available and 

limited ability to identify unknown 

threats and unknown vessels. 

Increased demands for fish protein, 

mineral wealth and petrochemicals 

will continue to drive industry towards 

and to the Arctic.  Marine traffic will 

continue to rise, and with such traffic, 

increased concerns about safety and 

responding to disaster as more ships 

ply waters that remain poorly 

sounded.  All indications are that an Arctic future will include cruise ships and liquefied 

natural gas (LNG) transport, which means increased transits in complicated and 

unpredictable waterways such as the Northern Sea Route and Northwest Passage.  

Infrastructure is definitely 

a limiting factor; it is 

sparse and expensive to 

maintain making most 

activities, including 

communications in the 

High North, difficult. 

Panelists noted the need 

for more effective communication to explain why major investment in security is important.   

Better technologies and improved use of existing technologies, such as finding 

replacements for tracked support vehicles; advocating for an increased maritime surface 

presence for the United States Navy; and layering intelligence tools for added capacity could 

all be helpful.  There is a need for development of better assessment tools for long-term ice 

and climate predictions to aid safe operations.  The panel also recommended more research 

focusing on icebreaker operations in foreign waters.  Shared field exercises between 

Canada and the U.S., as well as the development of a shared lexicon concerning security 
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and arctic domain awareness, were important since every agency works with different 

definitions. 

Following infrastructure needs, there is a need towards integrating well-established 

Traditional Arctic Knowledge with current research-derived knowledge from the scientific 

community, and challenges of sharing (and understanding) available knowledge.  

Environmentally precise information is difficult to obtain for security, economic and transit 

purposes.  Integrating such traditionally derived knowledge with knowledge from other 

sources to policy in Ottawa and Washington, and operationally focused decision-makers is 

needed in order to gain improved and useful Arctic domain awareness and understanding. 

Sharing of information is challenged by current legislation in both Canada and the U.S., and 

yet a policy for the sharing of information (as previously discussed) is badly needed.   

Underscoring all areas of weakness in CANUS ability to secure its maritime approaches in 

the Arctic stems from an overall level of sustained commitment.  Various departments and 

agencies in Washington and Ottawa have sponsored studies, strategies, initiatives, and 

papers, which in turn, address the importance of the Arctic and the need to secure 

respective national interests in the region.  However, sustained commitment to the region, 

particularly in securing 

respective national interests, 

remain lacking.   Contrasting 

this lagging level of sustained 

commitment, of course is the 

Arctic initiatives made by 

Russia and China.  The 

economic strength of both 

Canada and the U.S. are 

capable of improving security of each nation’s respective Arctic regions in the face of 

growing great power competition within the region, but more concerted efforts to implement 

strategies and policies are needed, and likely, needed sooner than later. 

Panelists concluded their discussions by focusing the need to better anticipate the future for 

the Arctic by placing a comprehensive effort to understand the ‘human dimension.’ This 

includes understanding the drivers and scope towards the rapidity of transformational 

changes that are underway, not just environmental, but societal, economic and political 

across the North American Arctic and the overall circumpolar north. 

Plenary panel discussions:  Analysis. 
In total, workshop panels discussed and described a wide array of needs to improve CANUS 

safety and security across the North American Arctic.  Highlighting from among these 

remarkably rich discussions included needs: 



 

 

 North American Arctic Marine and Environmental Security Workshop: 

 Assessing Concern, Advancing Collaboration 

 

 

38 

 Resource vessels to exert national sovereignty into maritime approaches to Canadian 

and U.S. shorelines in Arctic.  Icebreakers and ice hardened vessels are needed to 

address lacking presence of U.S. and Canadian patrols within each respective EEZ; 

 Fully implement and enforce the International Maritime Organization (IMO) Polar Code in 

order to increase safety and reduce risk of environmental disaster resulting from a ship-

borne mishap; 

 Understand, characterize and communicate emerging “all hazards” security risks; 

 Resourcing personnel and equipment needed to secure border regions and ports; 

 Advance CANUS partnered security and defense exercises (between defense and law 

enforcement agencies); 

 Increase surveillance and sensor array in remote regions; 

 Establish and posture disaster response logistics; 

 Improve maritime charting; 

 Advance marine alerts and safety zones that better protect marine mammal sanctuaries 

from large vessel marine and air traffic; 

 Incentivize commercial interests to create civil-security-defense deep-water ports to 

support marine logistics, ports of refuge and maritime projection; 

 Investigate a new governance model...one which purposely increases collaboration 

between Federal, State/Territory and community leaders; 

 Establish improved communication protocols to increase community leaders’ awareness 

of maritime activities; 

 Create integrating mechanisms between maritime and environmental security 

communities...perhaps by starting with an “Arctic test bed” proof of principle; 

 Review approaches to improve integration of Traditional Arctic Knowledge with 

knowledge derived from academically derived research and the community of science; 

 Collaborate among various “Arctic organizational entities.”  The Arctic Council, Arctic 

Circle, Multinational Arctic Security Forces Roundtable, Arctic Coast Guard Forum, and 

Inuit Circumpolar Council (as an incomplete, but illustrative example), all conduct various 

meetings and operate within their uniquely established charters.  However, most are 

often unaware of each other and such lack of understanding creates opportunity of 

misunderstanding. 
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Facilitated breakout/discussion groups. 
As described, workshop participants were divided into six breakout groups whose diversity 

was maximized.  Groups were given the following guidance: describe actions that mitigate 

risk and improve security of the North 

American Arctic. 

 What are the “gaps, seams, 

and shortfalls” negatively 

affecting North American 

traditional and environmental 

security? 

 What are recommended 

actions to close the gaps, 

seams, and shortfalls? 

 What new collaborations will reduce risk and improve effectiveness between Canada 

and the U.S. at Federal, State/Territory and community levels? 

 What knowledge products are needed to enhance understanding and reduce risk in 

traditional and environmental security? 

 What are new technologies that can reduce risk in traditional and environmental 

security? 

 What new agreements, programs, training, exercises, planning initiatives, etc. can be 

offered to reduce risk, improve collaboration, and security? 

 How can the community of research be used to assist? 

Breakout groups expanded upon and delved into the recommendations and solutions 

discussed by plenary members on 19 September and the morning of 20 September.  They 

also developed new innovative solutions and recommendations.  Rich discussions among 

the participants yielded over one hundred solutions and recommendations.   

Facilitators and recorders documented the solutions and recommendations of each group 

on poster paper that was displayed on walls around the conference room.  Participants 

prioritized solutions and recommendations using the Delphi method.  Each participant was 

given three dots they used to 

vote for the most important 

recommendations and solutions 
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developed by all of the groups.4 As there were fewer Canadian participants at the workshop, 

each Canadian vote was weighted twice one vote of an American participant. 

After participants voted on those solutions and recommendations most important to them, 

the workshop planning team sorted solutions and recommendations into themes.  Those 

themes, the topics included in each theme, and the total and weighted scores are set forth 

in Table 1 below. 

 

Table 1 – Breakout Group Outcome 

Theme Solutions and recommendations 

Total 

votes 

Weighted 

total votes 

Develop an 

understanding of 

current structure 

 

30 45 

 Identify current and future risk    

 Identify and classifying threats   

 Share a common operating picture   

 Create a map of organizations and 

responsibilities (Canada and U.S.) 

  

 Develop strategic policy guidance    

 Define key contacts (Canada and 

U.S.) 

  

 Compare State of Alaska and Canada 

policies and regulations  

  

Information sharing 

and communication 

 
25 43 

 Build a bilateral open source Arctic 

security network  

  

 Research community shares data 

with communities 

  

 Operationalize communication 

pathways, all types including 

operational and strategic, incorporate 

lessons learned 

  

 Enhance communication between 

Troopers and residents 

  

 Assign an informal working group to 

share data 

  

 Create a Wiki/information network as 

a repository of visits, community 

perspectives 

  

                                                           
4 Participants could distribute their dots in any way they wanted: three votes for one solution, two for one and one vote for 

another or one vote for three different solutions. 
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Table 1 – Breakout Group Outcome 

Theme Solutions and recommendations 

Total 

votes 

Weighted 

total votes 

 Share information, increase 

situational awareness 

  

Joint exercises  25 32 

 Joint exercises to increase 

environmental security, food security, 

drug enforcement, disasters. 

  

 Joint exercises – need for multiple 

actors and to address cross-border 

issues. 

  

Sparsity of resources  24 32 

 US and Canada military and security 

forces hardware needs 

  

 Multi-use platforms/ mobile 

command posts 

  

 Resources are needed to have a 

physical presence 

  

 Need for increased presence and 

mobility 

  

 U.S. needs an alternative to the 

Canadian Rangers 

  

Raising 

awareness/Political will 

 
18 28 

 Political will is lacking to place the 

needed emphasis on the Arctic 

  

 Increased outside awareness is 

necessary to increase political will 

  

 Raise visibility of the Arctic to 

increase awareness 

  

Develop a CANUS 

NORAD-like 

organization for public 

safety and security (to 

potentially include 

shared approaches in 

law enforcement) 

 

19 27 

Vessel tracking Develop a finer-scale vessel tracking 

service available to communities 
15 22 

Baseline 

environmental changes 

 
10 17 

 Need to document and understand 

impacts of climate change across the 

region 
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Table 1 – Breakout Group Outcome 

Theme Solutions and recommendations 

Total 

votes 

Weighted 

total votes 

 Develop an environmental atlas of 

the region 

  

 Identify critical habitat areas   

Community training  11 14 

 Educate youth in the region to take 

the roles of observers and 

enforcement 

  

 Train communities to respond to 

disasters 

  

 DHS to partner with VPSOs to extend 

their impact  

  

Disaster mitigation There is a need to mitigate the 

increased risk of disasters 
8 13 

Leveraging commercial 

partnerships 

 
  

 Leverage commercial partnerships 3 4 

 Alaska Aerospace Development 

Corporation partnerships 
  

Value of communities  2 3 

 Federal recognition of value of local 

perspectives 

  

 There is untapped cultural 

intelligence 

  

 

 

Workshop Recommendations. 
During the breakout groups, themes addressed by plenary groups were expanded and 

deepened and new themes were developed.  Participants prioritized developing a baseline 

understanding of the current system. 

Credit: ADAC 
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It was readily apparent to workshop 

planners and facilitators that both 

Canada and the U.S. Federal agencies 

could benefit from an understanding of 

the organizations and governmental 

agencies operating in the Arctic region 

and their respective responsibilities, as 

well as the current laws and regulations 

and how they differ between nations.  

While broad knowledge of organizations exist, understanding is generally superficial and 

replete with inaccurate understanding of authorities and their mission scope. 

Additionally, there is a need to establish and maintain key contacts in each agency and 

organization, which should be readily available to aid information sharing.  A shared 

understanding and prioritization of risks and threats would help each country understand 

when, where and which resources should be allocated.  Sharing a common operating picture 

and strategic guidance would enhance the ability of Canada and the U.S. to address issues 

that arise. 

After developing a baseline understanding of the system, participants felt that the next 

priority would be to broadly share and 

integrate information and data at all 

scales: from the community to the 

Federal levels and from the Federal 

levels down.  As related previously, the 

circumpolar North has a remarkable 

amount of Traditional Arctic Knowledge, 

derived across centuries of the human 

experience within the region.  Integrating 

such knowledge with knowledge from 

other sources to policy and decision-makers in Ottawa and Washington, is needed in order 

to gain improved and useful Arctic domain awareness and understanding. 
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Several Canadian participants commented that Canadian laws prohibit sharing of some 

types of data and information and there would need to be an understanding of what can and 

cannot be shared to accomplish the broadest 

dissemination possible.  Suggestions for possible ways 

of sharing included creating a portal or other 

communication forums on which information could be 

posted, building a bilateral open source Arctic security 

network, and creating an informal working group.  One 

group suggested the operationalization of existing 

communication pathways.  Several groups commented 

that communications should include lessons learned so 

that others can avoid repeating mistakes. 

The third recommendation of the breakout groups was joint exercises among Canadian and 

American agencies.  The purpose of these exercises would be to increase environmental 

security, food security, decrease drug and human trafficking, and prepare for disasters.  

Groups commented on the need to address cross-border issues, especially border concerns 

(which should mitigate long-standing disputes), as part of the exercises and on the need for 

involvement of multiple agencies. 

Fourth in priority was the importance of understanding the sparsity of resources available in 

the Arctic.  A greater presence and mobility in the region is needed as marine traffic 

increases and environmental changes occur.  Participants reported cross-border incursions 

and vessel incidents that were not adequately policed.  This theme echoed comments by 

some plenary panel members on the tyranny of distance – the vastness of the Arctic region 

and the lack of easy access to communities.  Participants recognized that the lack of 

infrastructure mandates that “you take everything you need with you when you operate in 

the Arctic.” Presence and mobility require resources.  Some suggestions of needed 

resources included ALCOM hardware needs, multiuse platforms, and mobile command 

posts.  Alaska participants commented that Alaska needs an equivalent of the Canadian 

Rangers. 

Following from the 

discussion about the need 

for resources, the sixth 

recommendation was that 

the importance of the Arctic 

needs to be recognized in 

order to increase political 

would to increase resourcing 

of infrastructure and 
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activities to this region.  Many participants commented that demands in more populous 

areas draw funding away from the Arctic simply because of its lower population (which 

effectively counters the need for both Ottawa and Washington to view the Arctic as a region 

of growing strategic importance). 

Groups had inventive suggestions for raising awareness of the importance of the Arctic in 

both Canada and the U.S. populace at large.  Some examples were increased publications 

on Arctic strategic significance, highlighting the concerns of rising great power competition, 

and the disparity of U.S. and Canadian investments compared to competing nations in an 

Arctic context.  Other suggestions focused in media attention, such as developing a reality 

television program about subsistence whaling communities, or filming the lives of Arctic 

residents and presenting media program on subsistence lifestyles so that people living in 

lower latitudes could better relate to the 

challenges of difficult living in the Arctic.  

Adding to this discussion were comments 

such as creating an Arctic focused 

YouTube ™ channel. 

Many participants also emphasized the 

importance of tracking marine vessels.  

Although a system is currently in place, the 

resolution is not fine enough to identify 

country of origin.  Participants felt that it is 

important to improve tracking to allow 

enforcement of laws. 

Other themes that received votes from participants included creating a baseline of 

environmental data that is shared so that communities and both nations will have a better 

understanding of changes that are taking place; training community members to observe, 

report and enforce regulations so they can protect themselves; and the need to mitigate 

current and anticipated disasters in the region. 

Strategically, workshop participants converged on the need for greater partnering between 

nations to include States, Territories and local governments to achieve better security in the 

Arctic.  Workshop participants highlighted the need to establish and resource a 

comprehensive safety and security mechanism that establishes a network to share 

knowledge across agencies that provide environmental knowledge, defense and law 

enforcement.  While Canada and U.S. armed forces have a superb bilateral military defense 

framework; agencies responsible for safety, law enforcement and environmental security, 

lack a suitable complement.  Accordingly, the workshop “validated” both a need and desire 

to seek a framework for ways to establish such cooperation, perhaps by a proof of principal, 

or “Arctic test bed” construct.  In sum, there were considerable discussions towards creating 
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a “Combined CANUS interagency/inter-ministerial center” for Arctic safety and security.  

Although limitations in the example exist, several participants highlighted the U.S. Coast 

Guard led “Joint Interagency Task Force-South (JIATF-S) at Key West Florida (which 

coordinates counter drug operations in the Caribbean basin) as a suitable “starting point” in 

forming such an Arctic center. 

It became clear that while the existing CANUS “Tri-command” framework of NORAD-

USNORTHCOM-CJOC provides a useful defense construct in defending the North American 

Arctic, the dearth of CANUS Federal personnel to secure the maritime approaches, and 

control border regions and ports creates vulnerabilities and risks to respective Canadian and 

U.S. sovereign interests.  Establishing a CANUS coordination framework for safety and 

security in the Arctic, while not a 

substitute for real on-the-ground 

presence, can help coordinate 

actions to counter threats and 

address concerns in a more-

timely manner across this vast 

region. 

Mindful of the resources needed 

to achieve such a framework or 

center, participants discussed the construct of a virtual center, essentially a network effort, 

enabled by telecommunications.  Such a center, in any case, would need authorities and 

policy scoped to mission, while also creating local connectivity with communities across the 

North American Arctic.  In any case, such a solution could encompass many of the 

recommendations and solutions above, including developing an understanding of the 

current system and engaging in joint exercises. 

Finally, participants voted for the importance of leveraging public/private partnerships and 

of recognizing the importance of local perspectives and tapping the vast cultural knowledge 

in the region. 
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Workshop Conclusions. 
The discussion and recommendations of the plenary panel members during the first day of 

the workshop and the beginning of day two set the stage for rich discussions by breakout 

group participants of practical solutions and recommendations on day two.  Echoing the 

comments of several plenary panel members, 

breakout group members felt it was important to 

understand agencies, organizations and their 

mandates, current laws, practices, and operating 

procedures between Alaska/United States and 

Canada.  It is important to identify key contacts 

within each agency and organization so that 

communication can take place.  Participants also 

recommended that a common classification of risks 

and threats and a common operating understanding 

be established, as well as strategic policy guidance. 

From that base, participants hoped that open lines of operational and strategic 

communication would be established at all levels: from individuals in communities up to the 

Federal level for both countries and from the Federal level down to individuals.  Participants 

emphasized that it is necessary to understand Canadian restrictions on sharing information.  

Many participants emphasized that lessons learned should also be shared to help others 

avoid mistakes. 

A baseline of understanding and open lines of communication will result in enhanced 

cooperation and collaboration between Canada and the United States.  Practically, joint 

exercises to enhance environmental security, 

food security, and to address human and 

drug trafficking, and disasters should be 

undertaken.  To maximize effectiveness, 

exercises should include multiple actors and 

should address cross-border issues.  

Increased observations and enhanced 

monitoring of activities and enforcement of 

security issues would be most cost-effective 

and efficient if local residents are employed to conduct these activities.  Monitoring of 

marine traffic in the region should be upgraded so that better enforcement of laws and 

regulations can be realized. 

Participants recognized the lack of resources, infrastructure and physical presence in the 

region to support joint exercises, or to respond to disasters and human and drug trafficking.  

A lack of infrastructure mandates that any organization or individual conducting exercises in 
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the Arctic bring everything needed with them.  Sparse infrastructure and resources should 

be remedied, but will require recognition of the importance of the Arctic and the political will 

to allocate resources to the area.  A common theme in all discussions was the value and 

importance of the region, its peoples and resources, to other citizens living at lower latitudes 

but the lack of recognition of that value. 

Many of the above-mentioned recommendations could be accomplished by instituting a 

NORAD-like framework institution that would 

address public safety, maritime threats and 

other security issues.  Workshop 

participants commented that a new effort in 

creating such a mechanism is potentially 

difficult, as it may require legislation, policy 

and resourcing. 

However, as human activity increases in the 

Arctic...some form of a safety and security 

complement to the existing NORAD-

USNORTHCOM-CJOC framework was regarded as logical and useful.  Such a new framework 

should include connections with respective CANUS Coast Guards, law enforcement, and the 

agencies that understand dynamics of the changing physical environment of the Arctic.  

Such a framework should enable emergency response and crisis management at 

State/Territory and community levels. 

National strategies for Canada and the U.S. (CANUS) Federal agencies drive policy and 

resource decisions.  As strategies continue to evolve in the current U.S. and Canadian 

national leadership, knowledge-products, which capture insights and perspectives, and bi-

national collaboration, provide a unique opportunity to inform planners and policy makers 

alike as they revise and develop new Federal strategies and policies in Ottawa and 

Washington D.C. for respective national actions in the Arctic. 

Canada and the United States share a remarkable mechanism that is grounded in defense, 

but, if expanded, is capable of addressing security measures as described at the North 

American Arctic Maritime and Environmental Workshop.  Founded in 1940 to address the 

challenges associated with World War II, the CANUS Permanent Joint Board of Defense 

(PJBD) includes national chairs by political appointment, 

with DND and DoD as principal members, while adding 

the U.S. Department of Homeland Security and Public 

Safety Canada.  Based on membership, PJBD could be a 

useful forum to advance discussions from this 

workshop to ministerial-level decision makers. 



 

 

 North American Arctic Marine and Environmental Security Workshop: 

 Assessing Concern, Advancing Collaboration 

 

 

49 

Equally important, such collaboration should include CANUS Arctic regional and tribal 

governments.  In order to anticipate the impacts of changing environments and conditions, 

as well as changing responses to these influences, security needs to be considered in a 

broad and holistic fashion. 

Workshop planners offer sincere and profound thanks and appreciation to each panelist, 

panel moderator, breakout group facilitator and student fellow who collectively comprised 

quite a remarkable and expansive discussion.  Without question, the rich discussion and 

exceptional idea generation conducted at the North American Arctic Maritime and 

Environmental Security Workshop, exceeded planners expectations in creating a seminally 

rich body of material that will be analyzed and leveraged in the coming months, and 

potentially, years ahead. 

 


