August 26, 2011

Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors

105 East Anapamu Street 

Santa Barbara 93101

RE:  Fee to trust issues, 1400 acres, Santa Ynez:  I OBJECT TO ANY TRANSFER OF SANTA BARBARA COUNTY LAND INTO TRUST FOR ANY ENTITY THAT FUNCTIONS OUTSIDE LOCAL AND STATE JURISDICTION and the COMMUNITY PLAN.

Dear Supervisors,

On August 25, 2005 the Board of Supervisors filed a “Motion of the County of Santa Barbara for leave to intervene or, in the alternative, to file an amicus brief”  regarding the 6.9 acre fee to trust application by the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians.  In that letter the Board stated: The Residents of the County, who have asserted in their appeal both economic and environmental harm, will lose the protection of a public land use planning process, such as now required under County Planning laws and California’s Environmental Quality Act.” (page 5)

In 2004, Congressman Gallegly also wrote a letter to the Bureau of Indian Affairs noting harm to our community regarding fee to trust, as did the Office of Governor (Schwarzenegger) in 2005.  The Governor’s Office noted substantial impact to the State of California.

Given your concerns, the concerns of Congressman Gallegly, and the concerns of Governor Schwarzenegger on the 6.9 and 5.68 acres, I am sure that you realize the exponential negative impact allowing 1,400 acres into trust would have on our community.  Specifically, the proposed “Cooperative Agreement” presented to the County of Santa Barbara is unacceptable because it:

1. Disregards and disrespects the United States Supreme Court Decisions “Carcieri” and “Hawaii”.

2.  Allows the Santa Ynez Band unrestricted development.  Any “Agreements” with restrictions would require the approval of the United States Secretary of the Interior per a letter written by Daniel G. Shillito, Regional Solicitor of the United States Department of the Interior, on May 23, 2005. This letter states:   25 U.S.C. section 81 requires Secretarial approval where an “agreement or contract with an Indian tribe encumbers Indian lands for a period of 7 or more years…”

3. Ignores concerns of our community, the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, and the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan, eroding the County’s land use planning authority.

4.  Is an illegal violation of the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan.

5.  Guarantees no enforcement of restrictions because there is little to no oversight on land in federal trust.

6.  Does not conform to the environmental regulations promulgated by the Sate of California and County.

7.  Allows for unregulated and unrestricted development, including the possibility of a second casino.

8.  Could cause a catastrophic draw on our ground water.

9.  Would impact our freeways and highways with traffic gridlock through already strained areas, in addition to increased accidents and fatalities on highway 154.

10.  Would cause adverse individual and cumulative adverse effects on the State (as outlined by the Office of the Governor regarding fee to trust, 2005).

11. Causes a public safety nightmare as citizens lose their United States Constitutional rights on land in federal trust for an Indian tribe.

12.Causes a public safety nightmare because of jurisdictional confusion with law enforcement on land in federal trust and documented increased crime.

For all of the above reasons, I object to any land into trust or fee to trust.

Thank you for your time in this very important matter.

Sincerely,
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