NSB Mayor and Corporate President square off over Red Dog lands
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President-elect of NANA Regional Corp., Willie Hensley. photo by Steve Kakaruk

NSB forced us up against the wall on-
timing. So the NSB now claims that
they don't have time to review the
issue. They have had more time, staff,
lawyers and consultants on this than
we can count.

We had no choice once the referen-
dum failed but to go to the state for
nr;uulutiun. had directl

retrospect, we gone y
to you people we would not have had
to squeeze so much activity into the
last several months.

With respect to the timing of our
desire for detachment, now is clear for
all who understand the nature of the
realities of business and
politics. We simply could not rush for
our own borough without the
knowledge that we'd have business ac-
tivity and property to tax.

is became nearer a reality when
the state agreed to finance the road and
port at a profit to the state, This was
si into law the summer of 1985.

e did not know that we would have
) and the

this year. The reasons should be clear
to anyone:

1) Since the Red Dog Mine Pro-
ject is imminent we want our own

assembly and staff to be in a position
;ube;innmﬁoﬁngﬂwdcvemnm

in the earl of construction —
we don't feel comfortable with plan-
ing and being done in Barrow.

zoning
2) In spite of the NSB comments
to the contrary, the Red Dog Project
will have an affect in our Region.
The project will create economic ac-

ing by the borough in '
ith our villages in the areas of hous-
ing, social services and training. You
hear more on this in Kotzebue,
which no doubt will bear the brunt of
the increased demand for services.
3) The Northwest Arctic
, if by our elec-
torate, ma want to consider
viding some of the services at Red
Mine much as the NSB does at
of the road and port will enable the
borough time to deal with such sub-
| jor to the constructing of
facilities at the mine site itself.
In many respects our region is no
different than the North Slope

Bom:ﬂ that also wanted to
form ill'nhnrough:y' to Prudhoe
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as social environment.

There was no necessity for the NSB
to use the memorandum of understan-
ding as a vehicle to try to show that
reat harm was being done to the

. The MOU had nothing to do
with DCRA — that tin no
way was blessing that document. It
wuliglylveludefnrﬂmhm
and NSB to try a mutual effort.

There are some other allegations

ttullmcl;rliqu.?ﬂmmm
it appear.as if NANA was promoting
a period of total absence of planni
and zoning or environmental controls
on the Red Dog Mine.
o e o B8
context of negotiations on .
We knew it was a throwaway item and
we knew there was no way that NSB
regulations would be e at Red
Dog if it remained in the NSB. Indeed,
e e e soendint by oo
1 our
an:nboruu;h_ After all, it is our en-
vironment, our rivers and hunting
grounds that will be affected by the
development, not that of the people in
the North Sm.

Since the has the obligation of
considering all of this matter,
I would be remiss if I didn't state a
very important aspect of our concern
in the NANA region.

That is the issue of employment.
The NSB has downplayed — in fact,
denied — that they require substantial
NSB resident hire when issuing per-
mits to the oil industry.

One of the main objectives we have
in pursuing the Red Dog Project is
jobs. It is jobs that will help our

people pay the taxes we'll need to
operate the borough. We are concern-
edﬂuﬂ:NSHuﬂLwﬂiﬂths
for the project at the mine site, forc-
ing the project to hire NSB residents
rather NﬁHﬁl; =

This permit power was
used to require 7500 hours of work for

Slope people in the Endicott pproject,
for instance

Mr. Chairman, our area is unfor-
tunately highly on state-and
federal spending for our economy. We
are doi inuur'smertu
try to some ivale
economic activity illumrreggdm
will last long after we're gone —
something that will not be dependent
on state appropriation.

In looking at your constitutional and
statutory requirements, we feel that
this request for a boundary change
meets the law. We do not ask that you
consider the feelings of our people
with respect to the matter of use and

of that area — as well ¢

Thank you for all your considera-
tion on this matter.



