Model negotiation on Northern Waters
On February 18 and 19, 2008, two teams of non-governmental experts met to discuss issues, identify possible solutions, and make recommendations concerning navigation in Northern waters to the governments of the United States and Canada. The following, agreed statement is the result of those deliberations.
Agreed recommendations

Recognizing the rapid and dramatic loss of Arctic sea-ice;

Recognizing that this will increase the maritime accessibility of the Arctic;

Recognizing that increased shipping will bring many benefits, and that the development of economically efficient, environmentally responsible, safe and secure navigation in Northern waters is in the interests of all countries;

Recognizing obligations under land claims agreements with indigenous peoples;

Concerned that increased shipping will bring heightened security risks, especially in the context of terrorism, nuclear proliferation, illegal immigration and drug smuggling;

Concerned that increased shipping will bring heightened environmental risks, especially in the form of oil spills and disruption of indigenous peoples and marine life;

Acknowledging the long history of U.S.-Canada cooperation, including within NATO, NORAD, the 1988 Arctic Cooperation Agreement, and the Arctic Council;

Acknowledging that the United States and Canada have previously cooperated to promote shipping through waters under national jurisdiction, namely the St. Lawrence Seaway, Great Lakes and Juan de Fuca Region, and that this has brought great benefits to both countries;
We respectfully recommend: 
1. That the two countries collaborate in the development of parallel rules and standards and cooperative enforcement mechanisms with respect to notification and interdiction zones in the northern waters of Alaska and Canada;
2. The implementation of the 2005 expansion of the NORAD agreement, which includes the sharing of all maritime surveillance in the area covered by that agreement, and that the two countries cooperate in the development of further surveillance capabilities;

3. Building from the Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act, that the two countries develop common navigation, safety and ship operation and construction standards;

4. That the two countries cooperate on the establishment of shipping lanes, traffic management schemes and oil spill response in the northern waters of Alaska and Canada;

5. That the two countries cooperate with respect to immigration and search and rescue concerns related to cruise ships;

6. That the two countries accelerate the acquisition of new icebreakers. The two countries should maximize burden sharing opportunities, following the models of the U.S.-Canada icebreaker agreement on the Great Lakes and the agreement on the resupply of Thule Air Base;
7. That the two countries step up their efforts to develop safety infrastructure, including search and rescue, in support of increased shipping in the northern waters of Alaska and Canada;

8. That the two countries make maximum use of their existing port state and flag state authority to promote safe, secure and environmentally responsible shipping; 
We further recommend:

9. That the two countries consider establishing a U.S.-Canada Arctic Navigation Commission to address their common interests in navigation, environmental protection, security, safety, and sustainable economic development. This Commission should include representation from indigenous groups directly affected by navigation. This Commission would follow the model of the International Joint Commission by acting as a recommendatory body. This Commission should operate within the framework of the already legislated bi-national research body, the Arctic Institute of North America;

We reaffirm that the 1988 Arctic Cooperation Agreement has been very effective in managing the legal disagreement concerning the Northwest Passage, while recognizing the challenges presented by rapidly changing ice conditions.

Additionally, the Canadian team of experts presented strong arguments as to why the United States should recognize Canada’s legal position that it controls the Northwest Passage. The changing Arctic environment raises new security concerns. In this context, the Canadian team argued that recognizing Canadian control of the Northwest Passage could substantially enhance North American security, without compromising U.S. interests elsewhere in the world. The U.S. team also pointed out that the U.S. position has strong arguments in its favour.
The two teams together respectfully request, without prejudice, that the U.S. and Canadian governments examine all of these arguments.

Finally, the two teams emphasize that time is of the essence and that the recommendations listed in points 1 to 8 be addressed expeditiously.
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