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REGIONAL DIRECTOR’S REPORT RECOMMENDING PROCEDURES
ON REMAND

AND



AMENDMENT TO REQUEST TO LIMIT DISCLOSURE OF

CONFIDENTIAT, INFORMATION

AND

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO SUBMIT ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS

Introduction

On December 11, 2006, this Board issued an order accepting a joint (if possible) or
separate reports recommending procedures on remand of this matter from the U.S. District Court
for the Central District of California, to address whether additional briefing should be conducted
on the issue of Appellants’ standing to challenge the Pacific Regional Director’s decision to
acquire 6.9 acres in trust for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians (“Tribe”), in light
of documenis that were inadvertently omitted from the adwministrative record (the “supplemental
record documents”). The Board also invited the Appellants and the Tribe to file responses to the
Regional Director’s request to limit digclosure of certain supplemental record documents that
contain information protected from disclosure under Section 304 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. On January 12, 2007, the Board granted an unopposed motion by the Regional
Director for an extension, until February 2, 2007, for the parties to comply with the Board’s
December 11, 2006 order.

In the Regional Director’s view, additional briefing is not necessary to the Board’s
reexarvination, in light of the supplemental record documents, of its February 3, 2006 order (42
IBIA 189) dismissing this appeal for lack of standing. There are only a few supplemental record
documents for the Board to consider on remand and the patties have already submitted
approximately 92 pages of briefs (excluding declarations and exhibits) on the issue of standing,

including 54 pages by the Appellants and other citjzens groups originally parties to this appeal,



33 pages by the Tribe, and 5 pages by the Regional Director. The Appellants believe that
- additional briefing is necessary, however, and therefore the Regional Director is submitting this
separate report.

In addition, the Regional Director is hereby amending his request to limit disclosure of
confidential information. Following the completion of consultation under Section 304 of the
National Historic Preservation Act on January 25, 2007, the Regional Director has released two
additional supplemental record documents, in redacted form, to the Appellants and the Tribe.

Finally, at the request of the Appellauts, and over the objection of the Tribe, the Regional
Director moves for leave to submit for the Board’s consideration additional documents
consisting of approximately 1,300 pages of public comment letters favoring or opposing the
placement of land in trust status for the Tribe. The grounds for this motion are described below.
L | REGIONAL DIRECTOR’S PROPOSED PROCEDURES ON REMAND

The issue that the Board is being asked to address on remand is whether, in light of a
small number of documents that were inadvertently omitted from the administrative record
originally certified to the Board, the Board perceives any reason to digturb its order of February
3, 2006 dismissing this appeal for lack of standing. As described more fully in the Regional
Director’s filing to the Board on November 30, 2006 (at pages 4-6),' a large majority of the
additional documents that the Regional Director submitted to the Board on remand were
included in the BIA’s original submission to the Board, and are not supplemental.

The comparatively few supp].emental record documents consist of: (1) an, architectural

report and two archaeological reports and related correspondence; (2) notice letters pursuant to

! The filing was captioned “Response to Appellants® Report Re Procedures on

Remand Pursuant to 43 C.F.R. 4.316 and Petition to File Supplemental Record Documents and
Request to Limit Disclosure of Confidential Information.”
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25 C.F.R. § 151.10 requesting comments from state and local governments on the potential
.impacté of placing the subject 6.9 acres in trust; (3) general correspondence, including requests * .
by the County of Santa Barbara for extensions of the comunent period on the Tribe’s application;
- (%) comment Jetters expressing support for or opposition to the Tribe’s 6.9 acre land-into-trust
application; and (5) two video recordings of local meetings.

As the Board may determine on its own without further briefing from the parties, these
few supplemental record documents support the Board’s decision to dismiss this appeal. The
Regional Director understands that, having congidered the supplemental recotd documents, the
Tribe has arrived at the same conclusion. Moreover, issuance of the Board’s next order
rega.rding standing without additional briefing from the parties would be consistent with the
district court’s directive that the remand proceeding be completed “at the earliest feasible time.”
See Court’s Order of October 6, 2006, in Preservation of Los Olivos, et al. v. Department of the
Interior, et al., No. CV-06-1502 AHM (CTx) (C.D. Cal.). If the Board nonetheless orders
additional briefing, the Regional Director respectfully requests that the parties be ordered to
confer and to jointly propose a briefing schedule.

IL. AMENDMENT TO REGIONAL DIRECTOR’S REQUEST TO LIMIT
DISCILLOSURE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

As an amendment to the Regional Director’s requcst'to limit disclosure of confidential
information under 43 C.F.R. § 4.31(d), the Regional Director is hereby submitting redacted
copies of two documents (Letter from the Aéting Regional Director to the State Historic
Preservation Officer (Sept. 23, 2002) and Gibson’s Archaeological Consulting, “Inventory and
Assessment of Historic Properties” (Aug. 10, 2000)) that were initially withheld from the
Appellants and Tribe when the supplemented administrative record was submitted to the Board.

Complete copies of these documents were provided under seal to the Board at that time. After
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consultation under Section 304 of the National Historic Preserx}ation Act with the Advisory
Council on Historic Préservation, the Secretary determined that these documents could be
redacted as indicated and disclosed. See E-mail from Tom McCulloch to Erika Martin Seibert
(Jan. 25,'2007), Exhibit A, hereto. Redacted copies of these documents have already been
produced to the Appellants and Tribe pursuant to 43 C.F.R. § 4.31(d)(2) and for theijr
‘consideration in their respective responses to the Regional Director’s request to limit disclosure
of confidential information.
III. MOTION FOR LEAVE TO SUBMIT PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS

The Regional Director now also moves for leave to submit approximately 1,300 pages of
public comment letters regarding the Tribe’s activities on its lands and/or efforis to place lands in
trust. The Regional Director makes this motion at the request of the Appellants, over the
objections of the Tribe, and in the interests of providing the Board with the complete record of
comments predating the Regional Director’s decision to acquire the subject 6.9 acres in trust and
potentially related to the Tribe’s 6.9 acre application underlying this appeal. Most importantly,
regardless of whether the Board decides that the documents ought to be included in the record on
appeal, the documents on their face do not support Abpellants’ claims to have standing in this
appeal and hence briefing regarding their effect on the Board’s order of February 3, 2006
dismissing this appeal is not necessary. Even if the public comment letters are to some degree
relevant to the Tribe’s 6.9 acre application underlying this appeal, the letters are both irrelevant
and immaterial to the single legal issue that i.'s currently before the Board -- Appellants’ standing.

The public comment letters were not previously submitted to the Board because they
were determined largely or entirely to relate to projects separate from the 6.9 acre application,

including a 1.8 acre land-into-trust application and a casino expansion project on the Tribe’s



current reservation. As reflected in correspondence attached hereto as Exhibit B.? the issue of
whetber to submit the public comment letters to the Board along with the supplemental record
documents was carefully considered by the Bureau. The issue was also discussed among all of
the parties and the parties agreed that, subject to the Appellants’ and Tribe’s independent review
of the comment letters, the letters did not need to be included.
Having reviewed the comment letters, the Appellants now contend that they

bear directly on the standing issues before the IBIA in, at least two

important respects: (1) they generally demonstrate that the

Regional Office of the Pacific Region of the Bureau of Indian

Affairs (BIA) is in the practice of soliciting comments directly

from the community members and groups such as POSY and

POLO as well as comments from applicants in connection with

fee-to-trust applications and (2) the BJA substantively considers

such comments from the community and community groups in

deciding such fee-to-trust applications and collaborates with the

applicant in connection with managing public comment.
Letter from John Rochefort to Thomas Blaser (Jan. 8, 2007), Exhibit C, hereto. In response to
the Appellants and in opposition to inclusion of the public comment letters in the record on
appeal, the Tribe argues that the Regional Director did not consider the comments when making
his decision regarding the 6.9-acre parcel and that, while the Bureau does not turn away

upsolicited comments from the public, neither does the Bureau solicit them. See Letter from

Brenda Tomaras to Thomas Blaser (Jan. 10, 2007), Exhibit C, hereto.

¢ Letter from Daniel Shillito to Brenda Tomaras and Nanciec Marzulla (Nov. 8,

2006); Letter from Lisa Gilford to Danie] Shillito and Judith Rabinowitz (Nov. 13, 2006);
Memotrandum from Clayton Gregory to Thomas Blaser (Nov. 17, 2006); Memorandum from
Thomas Blaser to Clayton Gregory (Nov. 30, 2006); Letter from Amy Dutschke to John
Rochefort and Roger Marzulla (Dec. 5, 2006). The two memoranda between Clayton Gregory
and Thomas Blaser are being provided to give context to the patties’ initial agreement not to
include the public comument letters in the record on appeal and no broader waiver of any
privilege is intended.
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In order to assist the Board to determine whether and, if so, how these public comment
letters ought to be considered in the context of this appeal, following is a brief explanation of the
origin of these comment letters and their association with the Tribe’s efforts to place lands in
trust and other tribal activities. The above-referenced letters by the Appellants and Tribe at
Exhibit C hereto, and the Regional Director’s response to those letters that follows, should
obviate any need for briefing on the issue of the impact of the public comment letters on the
Board’s February 3, 2006 order dismissing this appeal for lack of standing. If, after
consideration of the parties’ respective positions, the Board is nonetheless inclined to consider
the public comment letters in the context of Appellants’ standing, the Regional Director
respectfully requests an opportunity to brief both the relevance and materiality of the documents
to Appellants’ standing.

The Tribe’s 6.9-acre application that is being challenged in this appeal was submitted to
the Bureau on November 8, 2000. Pursuant to 25 C.F.R. § 151.10, the Bureau solicited
comments on the application from state and local governments (but not the general public) in
April 2001. The Tribe updated its application on May 6, 2002 following the discovery of the
remains éf a historic, intact Chumash village site on the subject 6.9 acres. Later, on May 29,
2002, the Tribe separately applied to have an additional 1.8 actes placed in trust, which
application was withdrawn. Also, during April and May 2002, the Tribe received comments on a
casino expansion project that it was planning to conduct o its current reservation. Some of the
persons who responded to the Tribe regarding the casino expansion project sent copies of their
comments to the Buréau. However, that project was unrelated to the Tribe’s applications to
place Jands in trust. See Letter from Brenda Tomaras to Jim Haynes (May 14, 2002), Exhibit D,

hereto.



The public comment letters that the Regional Director is secking leave to submit to the
Board were generated between April and July 2002 and were not solicited by the Bureau.
Appellants are simply wrong that the letters demonstrate that the Burean is in the practice of
- soliciting comaments from community members and groups such as Appellants, or that the
Bureau did so in this case. Indeed, a large proportion of the comments are form letters that were
- copied from newspaper advertisemients posted in local newspapers by a citizens group, Santa
Ynez Valley Concerned Citizens. An example of these letters is attached hereto as Exhibit E.
These form Jetters state in pertinent part, “I am a citizen of the Santa Ynez Valley located in the
County of Santa Barbara. Iam writing to request that you decline the May 29, 2002 application
by the [Tribe] to annex 1.8 acres of newly acquired land to the Reservation . . .. The recently
announced casino expansion plans only serve to magnify the problem.” Many other comment
letters express support for the Tribe's 1.8-acte application, the Tribe’s proposed casino
expansion project, and/or the Tribe’s efforts in. general to place lands in trust. On their face, the
public comment letters pertain largely or entirely to the separate 1.8 acre application, which the
Tribe has withdrawn, and/or the unrelated casino expansion project on the Tribe’s current
reservation.

Notwithstanding that the public comment letters were not solicited by the Bureau and that
they relate to other projects by the Tribe, the Burcau acknowledges that they may be relevant to
the Tribe’s then-pending 6.9 acre application to the extent they indicate opposition to or support
for the Tribe’s efforts in general to place land in trust. In addition, while the Bureau does not
solicit public comments, the Bureau also generally does not turn cénunents away and simply
considers them to the degree merited. The record reflects that the Burean read and categorized

the public comment letters, and that it found two of the letters to be noteworthy because they



were submitted by celebrities whose comments Iinight attract media attention. See Enclosures to
Letter from Daniel Shillito to Brenda Tomaras afnd Nancie Marzulla (Nov. 8, 2006) at Exhibit A.
In the spirit of 25 C.F.R. § 151.10 (“If the state &’r local government responds within a 30-day
period, a copy of the comments will be providcci. to the applicant, who will be given a reasonable
tune in which to reply . . . .”), the Bureau also :I?dfrwarded the public comment letters to the Tribe
for its consideration. Unlike the comments that fthe Bureau solicited from the state and local
governments, however, the Regional Director clJJd not discuss the public comment letters in his
letter of decision on the Tribe’s 6.9-acre applicaficion.

The consideration that the Bureau gave tb the public comment letters is really beside the
point at this time, howevet, because while the cffomment letters are potentially relevant to the
Tribe’s 6.9-acre application to some degree, thejiy are completely itrelevant to Appellants’
standing as a threshold jurisdictional matter. A ialaintiff cannot manufacture standing for himself
or herself simply by submitting comments (m.ucjh less unsolicjted comments) on an agency
action. In this case, Appellants do not even allefge that they or their members submitted the
comment letters. '

In sum, the public comment letters arc atg best marginally relevant to the Tribe’s 6.9 acre
application underlying this appeal and they are t;k)tal.ly irrelevant and immaterial to Appellants’
standing, which is the only issue now before tb,eiBoar.d. It would therefore be reasonable for the
Board to exclude the letters from the record on 4ppeal. The Regional Director requests,

however, that they be included in order to avoid? a dispute over the completeness of the record.



Dated: February 2, 2007
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Respectfully submitted,

AN A

Daniel G. Shillito

Thomas A, Blaser

Attorneys for Pacific Regional Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

RE: Preservation of Los Olives and Preserveiﬁon of Santa Ynez v. Pacific Regional Duector
Bureau of Indian Affairs !

I, the undersigned, declare that: |

I am a citizen of the United States, over Ithe age of eighteen, and am not a party to this
. litigation. On February 2, 2007, I scrveﬂ the

“REGIONAL DIRECTOR’S REPORT RECOMMENDING
PROCEDURES ON REMAND
AND
AMENDMENT TO REQUEST TO LIMIT DISCLOSURE OF
CONFIDENTIAAL INFORMATION
ND
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO SUBNl/IIT ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS”

via FAX (excluding enclosures) and FEDERAI!, EXPRESS, addressed as follows:

U.S. Department L)f the Interior
Office of Hcannés and Appeals
Integior Board of Indian Appeals
801 N. Quiney Stteet MS-300-QC
Arlington, V1rg1.nha 22203
Telephone: 703-235-3816

Fax: 703-235-3199

and by placing a true copy enclosed in a sealed |enve10pe via REGULAR MAIL (excluding
enclosures), addressed as follows: :

John M. Rochefort | Attorneys for Preservation. of Los Olivos

Lisa Gilford . and Preservation of Santa Ynez
Weston, Benshoof, Rochefort, . Telephone: (213) 576-1000
Rubalcava & MacCuish, LLP  Fax: (213)576-1100

333 South Hope Street, 16" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Brenda L. Tomaras [ Attomeys for Santa Yu ez Band of Chumash,
Tomaras & Ogas Mission Indians

10755-F Scripps Poway Parkway ! Telephone: (858) 554-0550

Sutte 281 : Fax: (858) 777-5765

San Diego, CA 92131
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Roger J. Marzulla i Attormeys for Santa Ynez Band of Chumash

Nancie G. Marzulla Mission Indians
Marzulla & Marzulla i Telephone: (202) 822-6760
1350 Counecticut Avenue, N.W, Fax: (202) 822-6774
Suite 410 :
Washington, DC 20036 j
Seth P. Waxman | Attorneys for Santa Ynez Band of Chumash
Jonathan E. Nuechterlein ; Mission Indians
Wilmer, Cutler, Pickering, Hale & Telephone: (202) 663-6000
Dorr, LLP : Fax: (202) 663-6363
2445 M Street, NW

Washington, DC 20337

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed this 2™ day of February, 2007.

Tﬁomas A. Blaser
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"Tom McCulloch” To: <erika_sd'iben@nps‘gov>

<tmceulloch@achp.gov cc: "Javier Mhrques” <Jmarques@achp.'gov>
> Subject: Section Slb4 withholding request '
01/25/2007 02:00 PM

EST

Ms. Erika Martin Seibert f
National Reglster Archaeologist :
National Park Service ;
Washington DC f
Erika, pursuant to Section 304 af the Nationail Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) the National Park Service -
has consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) about the Bureau of Indian
Affairs’ (BIA) intention to withhold select information Lbout a significant archaeological site because
release could cause significant invasion of privacy onf harm the historic praperty, or impede its use as a

traditional religious site by practitioners. I

| .
Since the information was developed as part of the BIA's compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, the
ACHP's regulations (36 CFR Part 800.11(c)) require|the Secretary of the Interior to consult with the ACHP
in making decisions to withhold or release this information. Based on the material we have reviewed, and
discussions with you, we do not object to this information being withheld from public disclosure.

If you have any guestions, do not hesitate to call me! at 202-606-8584,

Sincerely, Tom McCulloch

Tom McCultoch, Ph.D., R.P.A. ;
Archaeologist -
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Washington DC 20004

202.606.8554
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

oV 17 2003 - memorandum

Federal Express 8484 6497 3573
DATE: |

REPLY TO
ATTN OF: Regional Director, Pac:lﬁc Region, Burcau of Indian Affairs

SUBJECT: Case No.: CV-06-1502 AHM (CTx) and IBIA Docket No. 05-50-A .
TO: Thomas Blaser, Ofﬁcc of the Solic,ito‘r, Diviéidn of h)_dian Affa‘irs, MS-645 6-M[BI

As you know, our Regional Solicitor, Dan Shillito, recently scnt a Ietter to the Santa Yn,ez Band of
Chumash Indians in the above referenced appeal requesting that the Tribe avd its attorney review .
 their records for conument Ietters during the penod of 2002 for one or more land dcquisition

" applications. :

On November 8 2006 and November 14, 2006, we 1ecelvcd by Federal Express the requcstcd
information. from the Tribe:. The first package coiitained 342 pages and the second contained 958
pages. As Mr. Shillito explamed to the Tnbe these cominent letters Wcrc not ingluded in: the |
adruinistrative rccord that was onglnally submltted to the IBIA We dstetmmed their existence
after it was noted that the BIA‘ﬁIe for the 6.9 : acre apphbanon contained correspondencc to the
Tnbc and mtemal niémog i at referenced thie comment lettets Because the correspondcncc was

mamtamed in BIA s 6.9 acre file; Wwe felt that the commcnt letters could rclatc to sald apphcatlon '

Based on our prehmmaxy 1ev16W of the letters we bchevc that they entlrely lelate to an J. 8 acre land
acquisition application submitted by the Tnbe in January of 2002. The BIA issued a Notice of

~ Application for the 1.8 acre application on May 29; 2002 which initiated a 30-day comment period.

By letter dated December 8, 2004, the Tribe later withdrew the 1.8 acre application.

We ask that you also review the commcnt letters and advise as to whether or not you think any of
the Tetters should be included in the record in the subject litigation and the related administrative

appeal. . ‘
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR
Pacific Southwest Region
2800 Cottage Way
Room E-1712

IN REPLY
REFER TO: Sacramento, California 95825-1890

November 8, 2006

Brenda L. Tomaras

Tomaras & Ogas

10755-F Scxipps Poway Parkway
Suite 281, .

San Diego, CA 92131

Nancie Marzulla

Marzulla & Marzulla

1350 Connecticet Avenue, N.W.
Suite 410

Washington, DC 20015

Re:  Preservation of Los Olivos, et al. v. Department of the Interior, et al., No. CV-06-
1502 AHM (CTx) (C.D, Cal.)

Dear Ms. Tomaras ahd Mg, Marzu]la-

The Burcau of Iudmn Affalrs (BIA), Paclﬁc Reglonal Office, is conipleting assembly and
orgamzatxbn of the’ Admm tive: Record in'the above-captionéd appéal of 1 [ :
determinatioi 1o acqun‘e 6.9 actes in trust for the Santa Ynoez Band of Mission Indmns (Tribe).
Based on information in, the BIAs records, there is a subset of docurnients (dcscnbed in, greater
detail below) that the BIA has niot located, and which poten’nally relates to this acquisition. We
believe that the BIA transmitted copies or possibly even originals of thése documeuis to the
Tribe and/ot to Ms. Tomaras, who we understand handled the Jand-ipto-trust application at issue
and represented the Tribe in the appeal of the BIA’s approval of the application. to the Interior
Board of Indian Appeals {IBIA)., Hence, we are politely rcquestmg that you review your files
and oommunlcate and coordinate with your client regarding review of the Tribe’s files.

If the documents ate located, please send them to the Pacific Regional Office, to the aftention of
Terisa Draper; Realty Specmhst Please be sure to include any and all transmittal letters

' associated with the documents.. Please also prepare and retain a copy of the docuiments for the
Tribe, uniess and until the BIA confirms receipt of the documents and detcmnnes that they arc

not relevant to this appeal.

As mentioned zbove, in the process of preparing the Administrative Record for certification to
the district court, the BIA found that a Compact Disk containing over five thousand pages of
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documents, many of which were duplicates, had been provided to the IBJA only in electronic
form. In order to prepare a complete and well-organized Administrative Record, it was
necessary for the BIA to review its files and incorporate paper copies of these documents where
appropriate into the record. In the course of doing so, the BIA located correspondence with the
Tribe and internal BIA mernoranda from 2002 that identify 2 number of comment letters from

' mmid- to late-2002 regarding one or more land-into-trust applications by the Tribe. Degpite its
best efforts, the BIA has not Jocated these comment letters and the BIA’s records indicate that
copies {or perhaps originals) may have been sext to Ms. Tomaras and/or to the Ttibe. We also
believe that it is likely thar these records were shared with the Tribe in the spirit of 25 C.F.R.
§ 151.10, which provides applicants an opportunity to réceive and reply fo the comments of the
state and local governments. '

The land-into-trust application for the 6.9 acres was submitted to the BIA in 2000, In May 2002,
the Tribe submitted another land-into-trust application for 1.8 acres, which we understand was
ultimately withdrawn. It is most likely, therefore, that the comment letters from maid- to late-
200 relate to the 1.8 acres and not the 6.9 actes. Nonetheless, the BIA seeks to confirm this by
reviewing the coxiunent letters-from 2002. We are enclosing the correspondence and internal
memoranda that desecribe the comment letters. As described in these documents, the
overwhelming majority of the comment letters appear to be either form letters submnitted in
response to newspaper advertisements that included an examplo form letter, or cornment letters

in support of the Txibe’s efforts to place land in {rust. ' -

Please do not hesitate to call me if you ot the Tribe has any questions.

Sinceraly,
el W AL,
, Daniel Shillito
- Regional Solicitor

Enclosures -

cc:  Vincent Armenta, Chairman, Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians
John M. Rochefort, Esq.
Terisa Draper, Realty Specialist, BIA-PRO
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July 19,2002
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash indians

P.O.Box 517 _
Santa Ynez, California 93460
Attention: Ms. Lanta Ray
Daar Ms, Ray,
 Enclosed are spproxitsately 100 cominents ftom the citizens of Santa Ynez, Solvang and
near by communities regarding the Tribe’s Fée-to-Trust applications. '

Sincerely,

~

o
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" IN REPLY HEFER XX

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFEAIRS
' BOUTHERN CALIFORNA AGZNCY
2008 IOWAAVENUE. SUITE 101
. PIVERSIDE, CALIFORMA 925072471
PHONE (509) 276-5624 R (808) 278-6641

- LIPS

MEMORANDUM

Dete:  * August2, 2002

To: Reglonal Director, BIA, Pacific Regional Office, Sacramento, CA
| From: Superintcndaﬁt — Southern, Cailfornia Agency

Subject: Proposéd Trust Acquisition by the Santa Yiez Band of Missjon Indlanis

To date the Southern California Agency has raceived appmximateiy 750 comment jettars
that wers gcucmtad bya tiewspaper ad published an July 10, 2002 by the “Santa. Ynez
‘v'alley Concam:d Citizens”™ group.

What addmonally atlracted ooy attention to this volutninous pubnc responsa wag that oit

it3, thies® were 2 that should be noted. These 2 people are media.
I ,Ronaereﬁ,ashowbumness gosmp col"
mured te!r.viszon news anchor man, Who W

The Fce-TD-TrDSt pmonnel have been wadking cosz with the Telbe on thm issue, and is
sending thetn'al} 6f the cornments for their response. The Tribe has platiied a pubhc
relations camipaign to address the concerns of the Incal community.

Virgil Townsend
Superintendent
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MEMO TO FILE | | T s/oz/02

SANTA YNEZ COMMENT LETTERS

Atotal of 120 comment [etters were recsived on ‘7&7!02, which were forwarded to the
Tribal tepresentative, Sharon Redthundar at PRO, and Brepda Tomsras of California
Indian Lagal Services, All subssquent mail has béen forwarded to the sbove pamcs

The FT'T Office received 126 comment letters on 7/22/02, the majosity of the cammenE

~wére in the form ofanewspaperadwhichwas mailed to the Santa Ynez Tribe.

- On 7/29/02, 194 comment letters wera teceivad by the Smmhu:n Califomia Apency

(SCA) FTT Office. A large majority of these commients were registered in the form of m
open lettar that was posted ini the Tuly 10, 2002 issue of the Sante; Ynez Vallsy.
Newspaper. Thit ad was paid for by the “Sarits, Ynez Valley Concemed Citizens”
declening their opposition fo any tribal davalopment in the conomumity.

On 8/1/02,309 comments were z'eccwcd by‘thc SCA FTT Office. The majomy of
comments were mgstered on the July 4“ ZDUZnswspapet advertisement.

On 8/2/02, 14 cornments wer= recewed 'by the SCAFTT Oﬁ'lcc for a Tumning tatal of 764

comments to dste. .
2

Jim Haynes.
Realty Sp:nmhst
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N REPLY AEFER ‘to:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRR ' -
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AGENCY .
2038 [OWA AVENUE, AUITE 101

RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 82507-2471
PHONE (908} 376-8824 FAX (909) 2766641

Novembc_r_ 19, 2002

Mr, Vincent Armenta, Chairman
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indiatig
P.O. Box 517

© Santa Ynez, Californiz 93460
Artn: Laurg Ray

Dear Mr. Amnenta:

Enclosed for your records are a total of 262 letters of support for yaur pending Fee.To-
Trust applications. that we have received in our office. Also anclosed art 13 letters of
Opposition to any Tribal Jand acquisition for the Santa Ve Bard of Mission Indians
If you have any questions, do not hesitsta to call me at (909) 276-6624, Extension 227.

Si_ncerely,

Realty Specialist

PP —— e A — 1 R

Enclognre:
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| November 13, 2006

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel G. Shillito, Regional Soligitor Tudith Rabinowitz, Esq,
United States Department of the Intetior U.8. Department of Justice
Office of the Solicitor Indjan Resourcea Section.
Pacific Southwest Region _ 301 Howard Street -

2800 Cottagé Way, Room E-1712 Suite 1050

Sacramanio, CA 95825-1890 ' Saz, Francisco, CA 94105
(916) 978-5694  (415) 744-6476 |

' Re Preservation of Los Olives, et al. v, Department of the Interior, ef al.
' No. CV-06-1502 (C.D.Cal) |

Dear Couiisél'

. lam counsel for Pre.smvatxon of Los Olivos and Prescrvzmon of Santa Ynez
("POLO/POSY") in their action against dis Department of Tnterior; along with Mark
'Rochefort of this office. [ write in response to Mr. Shillito's Jettsr of November 8, 2006,
a copy of which I have attached for your gonveniende. You will néte that it appears that
. we did not receive the entite letter. AltHough the fax we received cousisted of three
pages including the cover sheet, the secand page of the letter begins mid-scntence and at
least a pomcm of a paragraph is missing. The leticr also mentions a set of enclosures we
did not receive. Would you Jindly send us a4 complete document, including the
referenced enclosures, at your earliest convenience?

While we will reserve full comument until after we have had a chance 1o

- review the entire letter, we have several preliminary concems. about the govemment’s
continued difﬁcﬁlt‘y in assembling a complete Administrative Record in this mater which
we wish to address at this time. - First, from what we have of the letier, it 2ppears that the
missing docwments comnsist entirely of comment letters from 2002 concerning the Tribe’s
Jand to trust zpplications.” It is unclear whether these commment letters relate to the Tribe’s
application for the 6.9 acre parcel, the 1.8 acre parcel, or both. Would you plcasc
confirm whether our understanding of the missing waterials and what they pertain to is

333 SOuTH Hoes STREET » SIXTEENTI FLOQR ~ LAS AN«‘FLES CA 90071 = TEL 21§ 576 1000 & FaX 213 576 1100

2801 TawNSGATE ROAD, 514iT2 217 » WESTLAKE VitLace, CA 31361 * TEL 505 497 9474 * PAX A0S 497 5R04

A7aTL uwywhbesunsel com
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Daniel G. Shillito, Regional Solicitor
Judith Rabinowitz, Bsq.’

November 13, 2006

Page 2 - |

correct? Does the BIA have any astimate of the pumber of documents mzssmg from its
records at this time? :

Second, it is ¢ritical that POLY/POSY be kept completely apprised of the
circurastances under which the materials referenced in the letter came to be missing from
the BIA’s records. We understand from the letter that the government speculates that
original comment letters may have been inadvertently provided to the Tribe’s counsel
pustant to 25 CF.R § 15).10, and the BIA appears not to have Kept any coples. We
will need more detail concemning the citcumstances surrounding these missing materials.
In additiem, we will need to be apprised of the means by which the BIA can assure us that-
all missing materials hive been returned, unaltered and oomplete

Finally, given the contmued 1rrcgulazmes wﬂh the Adrpinistrative Record
POLO/POSY will need to be informed as to.the process by, which the BIA is now
reconstructing the Record and how it is going about detcnmnmg what wx]] be presented
to the IBIA. Mr. Shillite’s letter indicates that the BIA is going to review these
documents and determine thﬂﬂ' relevance 1o this. appcal .This. is’ ipconsistent with the
government's prior rcprcscntatons that it would present ‘che entize documantaly record
regarding the Tribe's. 6.9 acre parcel land to trust applmatxon to the IB IA. Please conﬁnn
that the BIA intends to stand by its representations to. the District Court and deem all of
the missing materials relevant to the appeal unjess, of course; they relate solely to the
Tribe's 1.8 atre land to trust apphcahon or some. wholly ancillary matter to thé 6.9 acre -
land to trust application and were not considered by the Regional Director of the Pacifio
Rezion in connection with the 6.9 acre fma to trust appl;catmn

Thank you i in advance for your prompt attention to thesc matters

Lisa Gilford
~ WESTON, BENSHOOF,
ROCHEFORT, RUBALCAVA & MacCUISHLLP
LG/chb :
Enclosure

W)
Wesran BEnstone _
Rocteom RuesaLcava MacCuisH or
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Page 3

ce:  Vincent Armeata, Chairperson (with enclosure)
Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians
P.Q. Box 517 ,
Santa Ynez, CA 93460

cc: Tcnsa Draper, Realty Specialist (wnh enclosure)

Departruent of the Interior
Pacific Region

Bureau of Indian Affairs

650 Capital Mall, Suite 8~500
Sacramento, CA 95814

cc:  Brenda Tomaras (with enclosure)-
Tomaras & Ogas
10755-F Seripps Poway Parlcway
Suite 28]
San Diego, CA~ 92131

cc:  Nancie Marzulla (with enclosure)
Marzulla & Marzulla
1330 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 410
Washington, DC - 20015

3787811

415 744 6475 P.6a5

NI : )
'.\X P*J WesToN Densroor
Kocrararr Rusalcawa MacCuma o
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR
Washington, D.C. 20240

IN REFLY REFER TO:

MEMORANDUM

To: Regional Dﬁectof, Pacific Region, Bureau of Indian Affairs

From: Thomas A. Blaser, Attorpey-Advisor, Branch of Trust Responsibility, Division of
Indian Affairs - | \ ( <

Date; - November 30, 2006

Re: Pre_servaric'm of Los Olivos et al. v. Department of the Interior et al.; No. CV-06~

1502 AHM (CTx) and IBIA Docket No. 05-50-A

This memorandum isin response to your memorandum, datcd November 17, 2006, regarding the
above-referenced appeal. You asked me to review approximately 1,300 pages of comment letters
submitted to you by the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (“Band”) and advise you on -
whether any of the Iet’ters should be included in the adrrumstl ative record concermng the Band’s
apphca’uon to place 6 9 acies m triist. ' : : :

A few of thie comment lettcrs do relate to the Band’s 6 9 acre Iand~1nt0—trust appllcatton, and 1hcy '
were identifi ecT in your ‘Notice of Decw on on the apphcatlon However your realty staff - )
maintained cop1es of these commient lettets and your staff has already inchided them w1th the
supplemental record documents for filing with the IBIA. Bascd on my review of the remaining
comment letters and after oonsultauon with the Department of Justice, counsel for the
Appellants, and counsel for thé Band, I bave determined that the i remaining comiment letters
should not be included in the administrative record. They relate to a separate 1.8 acre land-into-
trust application or a proposed casino cxpansion, or otherwise do not merit inclusion in the
administrative record

Counsel for the Band and Appellants have been informed about all of the foregoing and they
consent to this approach for purposes of the BIA’s filing of the supplemental record documents

to the IBIA. However, they wish to review the comment letters that the Band submxttcd to yoi to
determine whether they think any additional letters ought to be included in. the a.dmzmstratxve
record. If the Band or Appellants think that any letters ought to be included, they will move the
IBIA. to accept them into the record. Therefore, please prepare copies of the comment letters that
the Band submitted to you and transmit them to the following persons as soon as possible:



John M. Rochefort "~ (Attomeys for Preservation of Los Olivos &
Lisa Gilford : | Preservation of Santa Ynez)
Weston, Benshoof, Rochefort,
Rubalcava & MacCuish, LLP
333-South Hope Street, 16™ Floor
"Los Angeles, CA 90071

Roger J. Marzulla (Attorneys for Santa Ynez Band)
Nancie Marzulla '

Marzulla & Marzulla

1350 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Suite 410

Washington, DC 20015

Thank you for your assistance. Please have your staff call me at 202-208-5811 if you have any
questions.



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
Pacific Regional Office

(N REFLY REFER TO: o 2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, California 95825
LZC 05 2683 DEC 11 2006

i ohn M. Rochefort
Weston, Benshoof, Rochefort

- Rubalcava & MacCuish, LLP

Marzulla & Ma.rzulla

u-q,.

A%

333 South Hope Street, 16™ Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

L

Roger J. Marzulla

1350 Connechicut Avenue, N.W. -

Suite 410 '
Washmgton, DC 20015

Dear Messrs John M. Rochefort and Roger J Marzudla:

Pursuant to a request made by Thomas A Blaser, Aﬂomey—Adwsor, Dnusmn of Indlan

Affa.u's we are transm1ttmg cop1es of the comment letters subnnttcd 0 ou 'fﬁc
Santa Ynez Banc_l of Chumasl; Indlan& This transmittal is made in ;'e

CV-06-1502 ABM (CTx) and IBIA Docket No. 05-50-A. -

Sincerely,

Enclosure -

gexThgtias Blaseffwféut encIosum
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ROCHEFORT RUBALCAVA MACCUISH ve

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Famary 8, 2007

213y S768e101
mrochalen@wbicounse! com

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAJL

Thomas A. Blaser, Esq.

U.S. Department of the Iuterior
Office of flie Solicitor '
1849 C Street, N.W.

#6513 |

Washington, D.C. 20240

'Re: Santa Ynez Conce

1 ed Citizens, st al. "«“.‘Paciﬁc_Re i nal Director
Bureaw of Indian Affaits, IBIA. Docket No. 05-50-4; Preservation of Los

Olivos, ot al, v. United States Department of Interior, et al.

 Case No CV-06-1502 (AHM)

Dear Mr Bla.ser

o This letter confirms the tequest on behalf of ‘our clients, -Pfé:sén}aﬁo'n of
Santa Ynez (POSY) and Prescrvation of Los Olivos (POLO),

thiat the documents

‘transmitted, at your instance, to the: and to Roger Marzulla by the Acting Regional
Diregtor of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Pacific Regional Office on December 5, 2006,
be included in the supplemental administrative record certified to the Interior Board of

Indian Appeals in the above-entitled matter.

POSY and POLO rcspectﬁﬂljr submit that the foregoing documents bear

- directly on the standing issues before the IBIA. iz,

at least, two important respects: (1

they generally demonstrate that the Regional Office of the Pacific Region of the Burcau
of Indian Affairs (BIA) is in the practice of soliciting cormments directly from the
community members and groups such as POSY and POLO as well as comments from
applicants in counection with foe-to-trust applications aad (2) the BIA gubstantively

congiders such comments from the cormrminity and commumity EroUps in deciding such
foe-to-trust applications and collaborates with the epplicant in connection with managing

publiccomment.

333 SouTH Hopr STRAET = SexTEENTH FLOOR * LOS ANGRLES, CA 90077 = TEL 213 376 1000 # paX 213 576 {100

2801 TOWNSGATE ROAD, SWITE21S * WesTLakE VILLAGE, CA 51361 * TEL 805 497

RORAT |
. wnerw wheounsel.com

Y474 ® FAX S05 4a7 4804
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Thomas A. Blaser, BEsq.
January 8, 2007 =
Page 2

N Thank you and we look forward to receiving your decision in compection
with our Tequest to include the foregoing documents within the supplemental record
certified to the IBIA. ' o

IMR/mdy .
co;  Nancie Marzulla, Esq. (Via fax and first class mail)
Brenda Tomaras; Esq, (Via fax and first class mail)

VWES'TDN BENSHOOF

RoCHEEORT RugalCava MAGCUBH wr

ATTORNETS AT LA
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TOMARAS & OGAS, LLP

10755-F ScRIeps Poway PARKWAY #281 » SANDRG0, CALIFORNTA 92131
"TEERFHONE (858) 354-0850 = FACSIMILE ($S8) TT7-5765 » WWW.MIOWLAW, CuM

Kathryn A. Ogas : kagas@mtowlaw.com
Brenda L. Tomaras ' btomaras@mtow]law.com

January 10, 2007

VIA FACSIMILE and U.S. MAIL

Thomnas A. Blaser, Esq.

11.S. Department af the Interjor
Office of the Soljcitor

1849 C Street, N.W. #6513
Washington, D.C. 20240

Re: Sonter Ynez Concerried Citizens, et al. v. Pacific Regional Director, Buredu of Tndian
Affairs, TBYA No. 05-50-A; Preservation of Los Oltvos, et al. v. United States Department

of Interior, et al., Case No. CV-06-1502 (AHM) -

_Dear Mr. Blager:

This Istter shall sérve as the Santa. Ynez Bapd of Chumash Mission Indians’ (“Tribe”)
response to Mr. Rochefort's January 8, 2007 letter requesting that cértain form comment letters
pertainifig to & separate fes-to-trust application be iricluded it the supplemental 1ecord for the 6.9
acte matter. Please be advised that the Tribe opposes such an inclusjon since it is the Tribe’s |
understanding that such documents were ot ju fact consideted hy the Regional Director whcn
‘making his decision regarding the 6.9 acre parcel, and therefore are not properly part of the
administritive record, As wa are all aware, proceedings under the AP A arc based upon the
administrative record, which is comprised ot those documents considered by an agenvy when
making a detexmination or ruling. Should ali documents submitted to the Bureau by either a
particular tefbe, or a'third party concerning a particular tribe, regardless of the fact that such
documents in no way pertain to the application or matter under consideration by the Board, be
included in an administrative record, the Board would be faced with records that wero
completely unmanigeable because of the reams of irrelevant documents included.

Fuirther, the Tibe respectfully disagrees with the premise of Mr. Rochefort’s assessment
of why the docurmients are important. Whila the Bureau of Indian Affairs may not turn away
commentd smibmitted by the public pertaining to a particuler fee-to-trust application, neither does
it actively solicit such comments. The 151 regulations are clear ~ it is the State and local
governments who have a right to comment and whose comments are solicited by the Bureau.

=l 1

SHAHNIN : crany ctaco ar:TT  foor/ar/To



TLetter to Thomas Blaser
Re: POLO/POSY v. U.S. Department of Interior
Page 2

Tho Tribe of courae defers to the Department’s determinatjon of what is properly in the

record, but felt that some response to the Appellants’ request was necessary Thank you for your
consideration.

Very Truly Yours,
TOMARAS & OGAS, LLP

N e
\\\f_)/umdaf [ometng..

Brenda I.. Tomaras

ce via facsimile;

John “Mark” Rochefort, Esd.
Nancie Marzulla, Esq.

Jon Nuechterlein, Esqg.

~r <imi-d
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" CALIFORNIA INDIAN LEGAL SERVICES

» , X
" , 609 South Escondido Bouleva.rd
) : o S Escondido, CA 92025
. ' : Phone (760) 746-8941 € Fax (760) 746-1815 : , , ‘
' o www.calindian.otg i . " :
Directing Attorney _ " ' L - Staff Attorneys . S
Laura Y. erandn . ' . . Lise J. Cartoni . )
_ : . S Deirdre M. Daly
Senior Staff Attumey ' : Demi}vé2 mojgg;ﬁabd
m 4. Ogas
Lawrencé R. Srifham Devon L. Reed
Brenda Tomaras
Joanne Willie Newton

May 14,2002

4 544 Frwanding the May 8, 2002 City of

; ﬁnﬁenﬂeﬂcrs Asiwe chscussed th
uryer reserva on and m no wa

RS

A letter ad mrnénts received by the Bu e_a.'-‘ for the 6.9:
forwarded from the. Trbe hcuﬂy If you bave any ﬁmhe queshons please call me at (7 60) 746-
in. this matter

8941, extension 122 , Thank you for your time and cons1derahon
) Smccrely, '
Brenda L. Tomaras oo
Staff Attorney ' o -

N LI
3 . DRV .
.

- ¢
! _;i"?{,.‘ PR
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* 14 July 9, 2002 Santa Ynez Valley Extra Edition

Citizens of the Santa Yoez Valley; here are the Fam ‘
1. The Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians (The Tribc) bas bought morc Jand to anncx to their rescrvation. Thcy have bought in cxcess of 10
acres on the North and Seurh sides of Highway 246 berween The Reservarion and Highway 154, -

2. Applications for Annexation (Fee o Tiust) have been subniteed to the Burean of Indian Affairs (BIA) fot apprmral to increase the stze of the

Reservadon.
3. Anncxation will allow the Tiibe to build anything withou regard 1o imypaces or inconvenience to the su.rround.mg community.
YOUR COMMUNITY.

4. Anncxation gives the Teibe the z:‘ght to develop land withour following local o Cou.my Building Ordinances. An.ncxauon will forever remove
this land from any exrernal guiddlines and alléw the Tribe o continue to devclop eversized, out of characrer strucrures.

S. The Tribe has indicated their willingress to build their own waste qeatment plant on the Rescrvadon. Thls faﬂlllty could thresren  dhe ;mtcr
resources used by valley residents, and the Gtizens of Solv:mg.

6. The annexatian of more Jand reduces County tax révenue used to pay for mads, schools, police, erc. Thc Tnbe pays NO property taxes vo the
County and NO State Sales Taves, but continues to use your County fesources.

7. EXERCISE YOUR PERSONAL RIGHTS BY SENDING THE LETTER BELOW THIS AD, OR WRITE YOUR OWN LE’I‘I'ER TO
THE BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS. DON'T DELAY, DO IT TODAY.

8. WE CAN MAKE A DIFFERENCE. THIS IS NOT A “DONE DEAL”. ANOTHER COMMUNITY IN CALIFORNIA IS SUING
THE BIA. WE CAN, TOO, WITH YOUR SUPPORT AND EFFORT.

9. DON'T GIVE IN'TO THESE UNFAIR AND UNCHECKED ACTIONS THAT THREATEN YOUR PERSONAL RIGHTS AS
CITIZEN , ,

10: WE MUST ACT NOW...YOU MUST ACT NOW...S_AVE OUR VALLEY-

- Here is what you must do:

-~ 1.By August I 2002, you must send z letter 20 the Burcan of Indian Aﬂ':.u-s exprassing your opinions ngard.mg the apnexation of more land to the
Reservation. The end of the public comment. peried is Augpst 5, 2002.

. 2. Cut out the letter in. this ad or write your owa pefsanal lettar and send jt to the Burean of Indian Affairs. Send a copy o[ymu Jetter or a copy of the
_ letter in this ad to the poople listed below

3. If you want to write your own lettet; please do so, but please, do it.
4. Without yonr input, the Burean of Indian Affairg conld grant the annexation of more Jand to the existing Rescrvation.

5. Ifyou bave an email facility; send copies of your lettess to all public officials with cmail addresses. This is very effective. Let thes hear from you,
and express your opinions.

6. Ifa legal remody to this problem is in che future, we will necd your financial support. ‘Ib those of you who hawe contribured io thc past, we thark
you. Some of you have Been very gencrous. Your kindness is what has allowed us to keep everyone informed.
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5. ifyou have an email facility; s'r:.i'd'ﬁoliiés oi-‘ your leiters
+ aod exXpross your opinjogs. ;. s
6. If 2legal romedy o dhis pmblé.m.g the fiutuie; we yill need your En:mdnl support.
you. Sﬁae of you have-been very penerons. Your kindnes !'B?Z:t has allowed s to keep everyone i

7. The Tebo has wilimiied
decitions regarding ladian

10 Adverise,
aming, etc,
A

L.

ESemment offical expressing o fe

"

wnh the commupniiey md’ﬂ‘cir'"r‘i'ggﬁ!‘ﬁ'

/ fommon

-poptlation rich in the capacity to wark ;oée:h:i_ vo U benefidiat fuoie, To date, the Trihalleadership Biax exhibited 2non.

S _luiy 4,2002 -

! newly acquired land to the

local furisdiction end Jocal tax rolls.. ; ¢ Tiibe should porchays and develop landswithout mgard |
to any local 6r éouny building ordimanest" All other deveopors minst live within the puidefines ‘crcared 1a serve the

]

Ms. Jim Haynes ek o '
. Burcaw of Indion Affsies

. 2038 Jown Avenne, Suiwe 101
. Riverside, Califotnia 82507

D'—‘“"M-‘-H‘J”’c-“ U
- I:maciti_ze.nofﬂ.lcl

decling shie May 29, 2002 application by thE Sanes Y0t Baind f Mitsion Indivi {"The Chortsh) to nnnez 1.8 sk of
Riserrtioe, Lcman - ) 8 pimee 3

unchedked devefopment occurting 5n e}
smagnify the problem, cteate Further

"k.nt_only serve m

Xpuncion IvE ™0
Léadership vo work

ve frapacts ;nqgempuf;mmwﬂﬁmeume'rpm

s,

5 purchdse, Gom ind ciemlvpm] property; T appors removal nfpropm.-t;lv from.
i blacantly uirfuir that the 4

While I'supporr anyonds n?
. AT

good The tibe shorld net be-givey the right to ighors thoss ordinagices that promect nifall, and the resenpeck of
this Valley? We share this Valley; 1 Sommuinity of emraordinary nacural beany; an unparficfed quality of lifs, and Iy

cooperative and insensitive attimde; praferring %0 impose theitvision upon the preater enity. Their
d anid out of chaiacter with the rurounding comminiry. The significant,

U.qtd rach ome xx the |zvel of éooperation i improved, annemtion ar,

whit Gtae is oot in the best mtm ofthe
community. I repectfally requssr that .

you deny their application for annczavién,

Sancory,
Your ngmml’é hete; ’ * B . q -
Your’ Prinwed 'N:uu.e .h:n:
Adi.in.'sn '
Yy . ,
City Seare Zip Code. :
| . . ’

Hon. Diane Feinttein, Unjted Smtes Senaze

Hon. Lois Capps, Upited States Hose of Reprezenmzrives
Hon. Blron Galleply, United States House of Represeatatives
Hon. Gale Norten, Secrerary of the Department of the Interior
Heo. Gray Davis, Govemar of Calffornia

This Ad Paid For By The Samta Ynez Valley Concerned:

Do

' "““l exércising yeur tighes,

. Riverdide, CA 92507

" Washington; D.C." 20510

L-4

! . . ’ ' \. . €
to 2l public officials with erhail addresses., This in very effective. Let them heaz from you,
T those of yon who habe conmibured in the past, we thadlk
! fortmed, R .

sway puf:;f;ic opinion in their direction and to coptiibote to vanous u!mp:ugn funds that mflnence

Where o Send your Leters!
M Ji Flanés

© Blretin Ofludtan.Mﬁ_Lr Tairs

- 2038 Towa Ave ;' Suire 101

" U $endtir Diane Feinseein
" 331 HaivScttate Office Building

- email; soontoi@irinmnictiseninc gir

U.S. Rep. Lois Capps
22~ Congressionil Distict

- 1118 Longworth House Building
‘Washington, D.C. 20515
U.S. Rep: Elton Gallegly

" 23" Congressional Distriet
2441 Raybum Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Gale Norwon, Intetior Secretary
U.S, Department of the Inzesior
1849 C. Street N.V.
Washington, D.C. 20240

email: Galo Nogon@ice.dol. g

Gov. Gray Davis
Stare Capirto]  ~

- Searamenta, CA 95814
_l:mxu".' BRI o e gy

izeng i

8end coniributions 10: Post Office Box 244, Santa Yoez, Califorhisa 93460
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