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Before getting to Second District Supervisor Brooks Firestone and his response to
our interview with representatives from POLO and POSY in issue # 4/6, we would be
shirking our duty if we allow what is happening to the Santa Barbara News-Press to
pass without comment.

The News-Press has been embroiled in what as far as we can tell has been a
management conflict. Editorial Page Editor (and now acting Publisher) Travis
Armstrong has had obvious and continuing editorial disagreements with former Editor
Jerry Roberts. While we don’t agree with Mr. Armstrong’s benign attitude towards, for
example, the Chumash Casino influence in the Valley, we see him as a forceful writer
who has challenged powerful local interest groups. Those same groups have organized
to take him, and the paper, on.

The News-Press is an increasingly unusual entity in that it is a large (circulation:
40,000+) daily newspaper not owned by a newspaper chain or publishing group. Wendy
McCaw is the sole owner, and as such has apparently angered the local political
establishment by allowing Mr. Armstrong free rein in editorializing against bureaucratic
lassitude at the city and county level. What upsets many is that Ms McCaw has
apparently encouraged Mr. Armstrong to editorially reprimand elected officials, some of
whom, like U.S. Representative Lois Capps, have been historically untouchable. We
say, good for her and good for him. That’s what newspapers are supposed to do.

A group of editors and writers at the News-Press handed in their resignations
recently because of some management missteps, and the incident offered an
opportunity for the political establishment to strike back. It has, by organizing “protests”
outside the offices of the News-Press, and cloaking those protests as “demands” to
bring back a “free press,” or to “rebuild the wall” that supposedly separates editorial
from news and opinion from fact, purportedly dismantled by Ms McCaw and Mr.
Armstrong.

Among the “protestors” were Santa Barbara City Mayor Marty Blum, Second District
Supervisor Susan Rose, and former Assemblywoman Hannah Beth Jackson – all of
whom had been skewered by News-Press editorials. Other instigators of the “protests”
were political functionaries, most of whom are on city, county, state, and/or federal
payrolls. And, who were they “leading?” The usual group of “angry” hangers-on whose
presence at any rally can always be counted upon and whose abilities to shout slogans,
show anger when cameras are near, and carry signs, are unparalleled.

By some accounts, the News-Press has experienced nearly one thousand canceled
subscriptions. That figure is probably inflated, but there have been losses, and that is a



shame. The Valley Journal experienced a similar attack on its freedom earlier this year
when local activists objected to a small bottom page quote and hassled two of our
bigger advertisers enough that they pulled their ads; we also lost a couple of distribution
spots. We’ve pulled through and we hope the News-Press does too – with its individual
ownership intact.

Now that the Teamster’s Union has entered the fray, the stakes have become even
higher. The Teamster’s have circulated a flyer requesting that subscribers cancel their
subscriptions to the News-Press unless and until the paper’s management agrees to its
union’s representation. We sincerely hope this attack against the News-Press by the
Santa Barbara political establishment and the Teamster’s Union is unsuccessful, and
that readers will see it for the power grab that it is.

Long live Freedom of the Press!

On To Brooks Firestone
Our lengthy discussion with members of POLO (Preservation of Los Olivos) and

POSY (Preservation of Santa Ynez) two issues ago (VJ # 4/6) dwelled upon the
disappointment of members of both those groups towards Second District Supervisor
Brooks Firestone’s vote not to appeal the Chumash annexation of a 6.9-acre parcel on
Highway 246 into tribal lands. Last issue, we carried a letter from Mr. Firestone
questioning the validity of the claim that he had indeed voted not to appeal, and Kathryn
Bowen’s response to that begins on page 4 of this issue. In order to clarify his position,
we had a conversation with Mr. Firestone via telephone, during which he stated, “Firstly,
and unequivocally, I am opposed to the annexation of 6.9 acres, and then a second
application of 5.8 acres. I think that would not be in the best interest of the county. I am
totally against the expansion of tribal lands through annexation.”

Which seems clear enough to us. He then explained how his vote not to appeal
came about: “I tried to convince my fellow supervisors,” Firestone says, “when the issue
first came up and we had a window of opportunity to appeal that annexation or not.” He
says he spoke as convincingly as he could and finally made a motion to appeal the
annexation. “Unfortunately,” he recounts, “I could not get a second.” Upon realizing
there was very little chance the Board of Supervisors would appeal, he thought “the next
best thing,” in terms of the interest of the county, would be a contract or some kind of
legal document that would ensure the tribe only used the land for that which they said
they would, which was as a park, a cultural center, and for some offices. “They had
claimed that was all they wanted to do,” Brooks says, adding that, “the obvious answer
to that was, ‘Go ahead and do it.’ Under normal circumstances,” he continues, “they did
not need to annex that land to do it. Well, they still wanted to annex the land.”

Brooks and Joni Gray were appointed as sub-committee co-chairs to see if a deal
could be worked out with the tribe. What the sub-committee came up with was a letter,
signed by tribal leaders, that indicated they would only use the land for the
aforementioned purposes and that they would agree to seek a more formal
understanding after a vote was taken. Based upon the contents of that letter and with
time running out, Brooks joined the now-unanimous majority and voted not to appeal the
annexation.

“That’s when I cast the vote,” Brooks says, “so technically, it is correct. I voted not to
appeal… Frankly, I had forgotten that it ever came up for a vote,” he continues,



“nevertheless, technically it can be said I voted against an appeal, although I was
always in favor of an appeal.”

POLO and POSY members say that letter carries no binding obligation on the part of
the tribe, and his vote not to appeal will make it difficult for them to prevail in their
appeal. Brooks agrees. “They are quite right,” he admits. “As it transpired, the tribe then
began to waffle on the terms of that letter. There was one more window of opportunity
when we could have joined the lawsuit against the annexation and the board came to
realize that the tribe had not dealt straight with us and were putting in other conditions
and clauses that would have allowed them to get out of their agreement. They had
really reneged on their agreement, and finally I was able to get a unanimous vote to join
in the lawsuit against the annexation.”

A judge, however, found that the Board of Supervisors did not have standing to join
in the lawsuit because it had not appealed when it could have. Since then, Brooks says
he has gone to Washington to the Department of the Interior and has made a case
against the annexation.

Another 5.8-acre annexation in Santa Ynez is coming up and again, it is not clear
what the Chumash plan to do with the property, but once it is annexed, it is outside any
planning or zoning process. Brooks calls that “an unfair competitive advantage relative
to the rest of the county.”

Will the Board of Supervisors vote differently this time? Brooks says he doesn’t
know, but thinks he’ll “have a whole lot better shot than I had before.” He admits the
tribe has “a lot of political clout” but doesn’t see how any supervisor “could possibly vote
in favor of annexation,” that there is absolutely no benefit to the county in any further
annexation.

“Anybody sophisticated about this whole debate,” Brooks sighs, “knows that I have
done everything I possibly could to interfere with the annexation. POLO and POSY
know that. I’m just getting frustrated that they’re not doing me any good and they’re not
doing their cause any good.”

The supervisor could not point to any court victory, but underscores that
communities are beginning to understand that annexation is not helping “a people,” but
a “business enterprise,” and holds out the probability that “the Chumash are not going to
prevail in this.”

Mr. Firestone is optimistic, he says, that the tide is turning against these tribal
annexations. “One by one,” he says, “communities have woken up to what the
implications of annexation are… From looking at the Indians as a people, I think the
majority of the country now looks at them as a business proposition. And a business
proposition that has unfair and extraordinary advantages, starting with the ability of
gaming, which nobody else is allowed, and going right through zoning, taxing, work
rules… They are laws unto themselves,” he concludes.


