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Thank you, Mister Chairman and members of the committee. My name is Edward Saggan Itta. I serve as Mayor of the North Slope Borough. I am a whaling captain and hunter from Barrow, also a husband, father and grandfather. They say I’m an elder, but in my mind I’m still a young buck. I’m sure some of you know the feeling.
 I’m grateful for the chance to speak with you this afternoon, because the topic of federal regulation is one in which the state’s interests and the borough’s are almost in complete alignment. I think this fact has been largely overlooked in the noise of occasional moments of disagreement we may have. 
So I’d like to set the record straight by touching on three issues that are at the top of our list when it comes to development: NPR-A, Endangered Species and offshore development. And I should start by saying that —for us— resource development and economic development are one and the same. We don’t have commercial fishing or timber or much tourism. The economic development in our communities is all driven by oil and gas activity, so we are even more dependent on resource development than the state.
At the same time, North Slope residents understand that the cash economy and our subsistence economy are interdependent. As a whaling captain, I need my snow machine and it needs gas. So we need economic development in order to pursue our subsistence activities.
These are important realities for me as I think about the future of our communities along the Arctic coast. I worry about their economic future at the same time as I worry about the future of our bowhead whaling tradition. I ask myself, “Is there a way that the nation’s energy needs and the state’s revenue needs and our local economy and the ancient whaling practices that guide our Inupiaq culture can all be accommodated in the Arctic?”
I have decided that the answer is “Yes.” Together with the state and industry, we have already proven that multiple uses can be accommodated onshore. And we share the same frustrations over the roadblocks that now stand in the way of the few remaining new onshore prospects. The 1002 area of ANWR appears to be a lost cause, because environmental groups have successfully made it a rallying point for saving the polar bear and the caribou, of which there are only about half a million roaming around the North Slope.
You’d think that a petroleum reserve would have a somewhat lower barrier to entry, but what’s happening in NPR-A is starting to look like a stealth version of the ANWR experience. The bridge over the river channel to Conoco’s CD-5 development is the gateway to NPR-A from the east. That project went through a very difficult process that finally resulted in an agreement everyone could live with — the company, the community, and the regional and village corporations that have title to lands in the area. 
Then at the 11th hour, the Corps of Engineers stopped the project in its tracks by denying a final permit. I met with agency officials in Washington several times — from Secretary Salazar on down —trying to get CD-5 back on track. We didn’t immediately achieve our goal, but I do believe that Conoco will ultimately get access across that river channel. I just hope they’re willing to stick around long enough to see it through. 
But here is the real challenge: As a diverse group of stakeholders, can we work together closely enough so the CD-5 experience is not repeated? We cannot allow NPR-A to become another 1002 area, since it is the only remaining untapped North Slope acreage that has not been walled off by a refuge designation. The North Slope Borough can be an effective ally in this effort, but we really need to have better communication with the State. Attorney General Burns was in Barrow the other day to discuss how we can coordinate the message, but up until now the State’s interest in what we can bring to the table has been really low. Unless there’s a relationship through which we can craft an appropriate message, we are missing out on our best shot at future onshore development.
One way in which the borough is trying to help is through our involvement as a cooperating agency in the current process for creating a new Integrated Activity Plan for NPR-A. This is the context in which we’ve heard about this new type of designation called “wild lands.” The “wild lands” idea has the fingerprints of environmental NGO’s all over it, and it could lead to large areas of NPR-A being set aside for consideration as wilderness areas.  The Borough has never been afraid to engage in planning and permitting.  The kicker with wild lands is that any lands set aside for consideration will be managed as wilderness until a determination is made. We could end up with a lot of de facto wilderness area in NPR-A if that program goes forward. 
This is another one where all stakeholders need to have a united approach and a united message, which is only possible as a result of healthy and consistent communication. That’s how we will all know where the sticking points are for each stakeholder, and we can work together to accommodate our respective concerns. When we’re up against these powerful federal agencies, we have to do a lot more than blame and complain. We’ve got to play to our strengths by presenting a united front that recognizes the core concerns of industry, the State, the borough, tribal governments, and local residents. 
We create a united front by capitalizing on our areas of agreement. They are many, and by working on them side by side, we develop a level of trust that allows us to work through issues where we may not have complete agreement. 
We’ve done this on the North Slope with ESA listings. The borough and the North Slope’s regional corporation, ASRC, look at the world through different prisms, because our organizational missions are different. But we’ve recently been talking about the consequences of multiple species being listed in the Arctic.  
The ESA scenarios that may confront us are in fact pushing us onto common ground, although we sometimes we get there on different paths. When it comes to ESA listings, the borough’s mandate for community development makes us very nervous about the potential effects of listings on things like Kaktovik’s need to build a new runway. The agency promised us that the Critical Habitat area for polar bears would not include our villages, but when the maps were released, sure enough three of our villages were in the middle of critical habitat. 
ASRC is equally concerned about the likelihood of critical habitat designations stifling development opportunities. So we joined together in announcing our notice of intent to sue the government over the Critical Habitat Designation for the polar bear. And the regional tribal organization, ICAS, joined with us in this case, because we all share a deep concern for the future of our subsistence hunting activities under the thumb of federal regulators. It came as no surprise to us that, in early discussions of a polar bear recovery plan, the first item favored by most NGO’s was to limit the subsistence take of polar bears. 
So our regional government, our regional corporation and our regional tribal organization — which all come at issues from different directions — came together because of our underlying concern about something we all value deeply, namely, our subsistence traditions. 
I mention this because I see a parallel opportunity for industry, the State, the borough and others to come together so that Alaskans can benefit from offshore development and have a meaningful voice in federal decisions that will affect us all. 
For example, there is nothing preventing oil produced offshore from being tankered to market instead of processed onshore and fed into the pipeline. Tankering oil out of the Beaufort seems unlikely, due to geography, but the Chukchi is a different story. If it leaves by tanker, the State gets no economic benefit, fewer jobs are created here, and we’ve got tankers plowing through Arctic ice day in and day out. It’s a bad deal all the way around, and I’ve been promoting a federal requirement for pipelines to shore on all OCS oil production for the past two years. 
In fact, I developed a set of eight OCS policy points that I’ve been shopping around in D.C. since the spring of 2009. They are included in the handouts you should have. I’ve also been meeting with Pete Slaiby and the folks at Shell quite a bit, trying to sell them on these ideas. To Shell’s credit, they have engaged with us extensively, and we’ve now got agreement on a number of these policy points, including ocean discharge and baseline science. We recently signed a joint science agreement with Shell that will ramp up baseline science research in the Arctic, focusing on issues of concern to local residents. This program does not delay exploration, but it supercharges the science effort, which is in everyone’s best interest. A copy of that agreement is also in your packet.
Shell has come a long way toward addressing the most critical concerns of our communities. In fact, Pete has told me that he will work with us to reach our goal on most of the eight policy points. So I was disappointed when EPA did not issue the very last permit that is keeping Shell out of the water this summer. I lobbied the Assistant EPA Administrator last month in Washington on this, because I think Shell has earned the right to start their exploration program. 
If by any chance you ever heard me speak about OCS development during my first term as mayor, then what you’re hearing from me today may come as a surprise. You see, Pete Slaiby and I may disagree on plenty of things, but we have both decided that we can get closer to our respective goals by engaging and building trust than we can by duking it out in court or going our separate ways and leaving all the decisions to federal agencies. That is not in our best interest, nor is it in Shell’s. 
By the same token, the State and the borough may not agree on everything, but that is a reason for more dialogue, not less. When it comes to these big rulemaking processes on NPR-A or Endangered Species, or the OCS, we all lose if we are not working together. 
Where has the State been in these negotiations and rulemaking tussles? For all practical purposes, the State has not been an effective advocate, except to say they support development and oppose anything that slows the process. I do not make this comment to you casually, but after much consideration. And I am not only referring to the current administration as this seems to be the consistent message for a few decades.
It is not, however, realistic to talk exclusively about economics in the context of proposed development. Nor is it effective. And it sends a message that the State is not really interested in engaging. The federal government has an obligation to protect Alaska Natives. My suggestion is that the State broaden its vocabulary so it is talking about issues like OCS in comprehensive terms that include impacts to coastal communities. 
I want to point out to you a memo in the packet the Borough has provided.  The memorandum analyzes the ability of the State and the Borough to use the coastal zone management program to push back against critical habitat designations and other federal decision that impact our coastal regions.  I raise this issue because we cannot afford to ignore any tool that might be of use.  If the message is all about development it will fall on deaf ears.
You’ll recall how in the late ‘60s and early ‘70s, the State had an oil field at Prudhoe Bay, but no access for a pipeline. It took a meeting of minds among diverse interest groups to overcome that extreme challenge. Offshore development is different, but it again holds substantial challenges for a diverse collection of interests. Will the State willingly join together in pursuit of a common goal this time around? I hope so, because that’s how Alaskans will be able to get the best results across the board. We can create scenarios where multiple interest groups win, but they must be founded on mutual trust, which grows out of honest and continuous communication. 
Thank you very much for allowing me to speak to you today.
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