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Good morning Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee. Thank you for 
the opportunity to participate in today’s hearing.   
 
As a Coast Guard officer, I spent much of my career serving in the nation’s multi-mission 
polar icebreaker fleet, operating in both polar regions as well as supporting these operations in 
staff assignments ashore.  For most of my career, polar operations only occasionally involved 
the Coast Guard’s better-known “bread and butter” missions—an infrequent icebreaker search 
and rescue case, or building navigational aids on Alaska’s North Slope, for example.  Instead, 
most icebreaker operations in the past 30 years have supported defense logistics and an 
increasing demand for scientific research from a variety of governmental agencies. 
 
As the Subcommittee is aware, transformational changes in the Arctic are significantly 
challenging our national interests and eliciting the need to support them.  Energy development 
activities, increasing maritime transportation, continuing research needs, expanding tourism, 
environmental concerns, services for communities in Arctic Alaska and intensifying 
geopolitical issues are driving an Arctic “awakening” that we can’t ignore.  As the 
Commandant has repeatedly emphasized, these trends all affect the statutory responsibilities 
of the U.S. Coast Guard. 
 
I believe the Coast Guard has, within its resources, struggled valiantly to stay abreast of new 
Arctic challenges.  Seasonal deployment of Coast Guard cutters, boats, aircraft and 
specialized teams to Arctic Alaska have tested equipment capabilities and procedures and 
enhanced Arctic operational experience.  But the most critical—and effective—capability that 
the Coast Guard could apply to its expanding Arctic responsibilities is largely missing from 
the scene.  At a time of growing need, our polar icebreaker capabilities are steadily drifting 
into obsolescence.   
 
With only USCGC Healy in operational condition during the upcoming year, consequences of 
icebreaker disinvestment are beginning to emerge.  The Coast Guard has been unable to 
deploy an icebreaker for Arctic multi-mission purposes for over two years, and planned 
science missions for USCGC Polar Sea have had to be cancelled.  Perhaps most ominously, a 
Coast Guard icebreaker will not be available for critical U.S. Antarctic Program support two 
months from now, after the unexpected withdrawal of foreign contracted icebreaking services.  
When Healy is engaged in dedicated science support, or undergoing maintenance, the Coast 
Guard has no polar icebreakers for other Arctic or Antarctic missions or contingencies.  



  
These mission gaps will be somewhat mitigated in 2013, at least for the short term, when 
USCGC Polar Star is scheduled to return to service.  Although I was privileged to serve in 
both of the Polar-class ships, and am very proud of the 70 years they have collectively served 
the nation, the Coast Guard will nevertheless be depending on 1960’s technology that is 
expensive to operate and subject to the risk of additional failure.   
 
During the High Latitude Study, as we considered present and future Arctic demands on the 
Coast Guard, it became evident to me is that the Coast Guard’s lower-48 “footprint”—
geographically distributed logistics bases, boat stations, air stations and sector offices—would 
be an extremely expensive and inappropriate blueprint for needs in Arctic Alaska.  Moving 
sea ice, shallow coastal waters and permafrost make vessel mooring facilities, for example, 
very difficult to engineer.  Moreover, the seasonality of operational demand and long 
distances would also make fixed installations less efficient.   
 
Instead, a polar icebreaker patrolling offshore provides an ideal Arctic mobile base.  With 
helicopters, boats, cargo space, heavy-lift cranes, extra berthing, configurable mission spaces, 
and command, control and communications facilities, an icebreaker can respond to 
contingencies and be augmented with special teams and equipment as needed.  This is not to 
deny that some shore infrastructure would be needed.  But an icebreaker can move to where 
the action is, carry out Coast Guard missions, engage with local communities and other 
federal, state and local agencies, exercise response plans, and simultaneously provide a visible 
national presence. 
 
What is clearly called for is a continued level of icebreaker capability to accommodate the 
developing Arctic demand for Coast Guard services as well as fulfill the need for broader 
national sovereignty and presence.  We must maintain near-term capabilities, keeping Polar 
Star and Polar Sea available for polar operations, and move forward to build two new 
icebreakers that can meet future needs more effectively and more efficiently.  These are 
among the recommendations of the National Research Council’s 2007 report on icebreaker 
capability.  The subsequent High Latitude Study and Polar Icebreaker Recapitalization 
Analysis further inform the issue, and provide a sound basis for an icebreaker acquisition 
effort. 
 
A review of U.S. requirements would not be complete without examining how other nations 
are confronting developments in the Arctic.  Our declining polar capabilities place us 
distinctly in the minority.  The other four Arctic nations are actively acquiring new ice-
capable assets, most notably the multi-vessel building programs of Russia and our Canadian 
allies.  Non-Arctic nations, most notably China, are building icebreaking ships and have 
announced plans for increased Arctic involvement.  Even smaller nations, such as South 
Korea, South Africa and Chile, have recently acquired or are planning new polar ships. 
 
In summary, I believe that if the United States is to protect its Arctic interests and retain its 
leadership role in both polar regions, we must have the ability to be present in those places, 
today and in the future.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for considering these important issues and 
for the opportunity to be here today.	
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