Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: kelly gray <dailylawma@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 4:05 PM

To: SupervisorCarbajal

Cc: sbcob; Farr, Doreen; Adam, Peter; Lavagnino, Steve; Wolf, Janet
Subject: August 20 BOS Agenda Item #2 - Chumash / Camp 4

| have been a resident of the Santa Ynez Valley since 1997. | am very concerned about the potential loss of the
County's control over water (and other) resources that are both located under and flow under the property
known as "Camp 4" owned in fee by the SYV Band of Chumash Indians. A "Fee to Trust" application
regarding Camp 4 was filed by the Chumash in July....after the Tribe asked the Board of Supervisors to engage
in "government to government™ discussions.

Is the County prepared for the Chumash to assert control over the water...in perpetuity?

Can the County afford the litigation costs it would be forced to incur defending the water rights of the non-tribal
members of the County?

These are not frivolous questions. The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians is asserting a legal claim to
their ground water supply, asking that pumping for down-stream water delivery be prevented.

Thank you for your consideration of this email.
Respectfully -

Kelly Gray

Kelly B. Gray



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: Marvin Johnson <jandm@silcom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 4:58 PM

To: sbcob

Cc: SYV Concerned Citizens

Subject: August 20, 2013 meeting RE: Dialogue with Chumash Tribe about annexation Camp 4

to reservation

| am writing as a concerned homeowner in Santa Ynez Valley asking you to refuse the request
of the leaders of the Chumash tribe for dialogue regarding Camp 4 annexation. | have lived in
the SYV over 30 years and STRONGLY OBJECT to the annexation of this large acreage. It would
remove the property from local government control and from private citizens input allowing
the tribe to develop this land in any way they desire. | feel this is potentially very harmful to
the rural character and beauty of our unique valley. | feel the efforts by the Chumash to
annex this land to their reservation is wrong when | consider all the possible negative impacts
to the valley as a whole and to all the rest of the SYV residents as well as the local government.

Please DO NOT agree to enter into a dialogue with the Chumash tribe about the annexation of
Camp 4. This could open the door for them to gain favorable leverage towards their goal of
annexation of private land by having their efforts recognized by a local government entity. |
have no objection to the Chumash tribe developing Camp 4 as private property under the rules
and regulations of local government, but | do object to them annexing the property to the
reservation and developing it without input from local government and private citizens.

Sincerely,

Jane Johnson

1329 Calzada Avenue
Santa Ynez, CA 93460
(805) 688-2006



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: Richard&PamelaHarris <riverock@silcom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2013 1:45 PM

To: SupervisorCarbajal

Cc: Wolf, Janet; Adam, Peter; Farr, Doreen; Lavagnino, Steve; sbcob
Subject: August 20th Meeting re: Preferential dialogue with SY Chumash Indians

Dear Supervisor Carbajal,

| am writing regarding the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians (Santa Ynez Band) continuing effort
for special preference in their desire for dialogue with the County regarding their intent to take 1,400 acres into
federal trust.

Fee-to-trust is a federal issue. Congress has established a process for this through the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
and consequently anything negotiated with the County would not only be meaningless, it would show special
treatment in favor of the Santa Ynez Band and discrimination to any other property owner in the community.

As you know, placing land into trust denies our County or community any oversight with respect to future
development.

The use of "fee to trust” has gone way beyond its original intent and is being abused. Obviously the "need"
which was inherent to this antiquated provision is not applicable to this case.

| do not deny any developer, which at this point the Santa Ynez Band must be considered, the right develop
their privately owned properties within the guidelines that any other individual or company would be required
to follow, but when attempts are made to skirt the process, that infringes on my rights with respect to safety,
quality of life and property value and it is purely prejudicial.

Please consider my concerns, and cancel the August 20th meeting that you have arranged to discuss a special
dialogue with the Santa Ynez Band.

Thank you for listening.
Pamela Harris

3001 Calzada Avenue
Santa Ynez CA 93460
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Dear Chairman Carbajal and Board of Supervisors:

| am writing regarding the proposed meeting on August 20, 2013 to determine whether
to proceed with a government-to-government discussion with the people currently
operating a casino in the Santa Ynez Valley.

| know that by now you are familiar with the letter from the State of California Governor's
Office dated August 26, 2005 stating the well-researched historical reasons why fee-to-
trust applications were not to be accepted in this state, unlike in many other states. This
letter made the very clear statements regarding the LACK of any cohesive

"government" among the various villages in the Valley. The people were obviously from
many different places as there also was no linguistic common thread either. Thus to say
that the people looking to be called by a single "tribal" name has, to date, not been
verified, only claimed.

By having a "government-to- government" meeting is to unwittingly validate something
that perhaps is not true and, certainly, flies in the face of history. The research clearly
makes this evident and | am not sure It would be wise for Santa Barbara County to
ignore the historical facts.

Yes, unconstrained development across a small two lane street from San Lucas Ranch
would be devastating to the agricultural operation that has been producing products for
almost a century. Property value would also be negatively impacted but we are not the
only ones to be affected by major development by a “foreign" government. You may not
be aware of this but the local people applying for the Fee-to-trust status on Camp 4
have been investigating how to obtain "historic" water rights to water in the Santa Ynez
Valley, including presumably the water in Lake Cachuma that feeds the entire county.
An accounting of this effort has been published in the University of California's Hastings
College of the Law in the summer of 2013.

The Camp 4 property sits over the largest aquifer in the valley and has the largest well
pumping 1400 gallons per minute. | know this because my family drilled that well and
another one across the road many years ago. | know the property well as we owned it
for many decades. Drawing down that water supply for major development whether
houses or resorts and golf courses will negatively impact all surrounding properties and
it is fairly clear that there is no intent to be mindful of the needs of others.

Beyond that, this report states a new philosophy of merging creeks with underground
aquifers that may or may not be connected. Thus, any water source “from Malibu to
Monterey" could potentially be swept up in ground-breaking legislation taking total
control of all for our water thereby devastating our state economy due to tens of
thousands of acres being made valueless due 1o lack of water. California's water law is

EAST HIGHWAY 154
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quite different from other states and one's property lines set the water rights in most
cases.

Thus, it is my opinion that to hold any discussions that are described as government-to-
government is to set in motion a whole variety of undesirable consequences. To treat
one group of people differently than another is discriminatory and not to be tolerated
these days. | appeal to your understanding of what is good for the County and all its
residents and ask you to cancel the August 20 meeting and decline to participate in any
"government-to-government" discussions until that time when you can establish that you
are, in fact, dealing with a legitimate government instead of just a claim.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter.

Sincerely,

Q""‘“ L ’0{?”“:%//
Nancy Crawford-Hall :

Managing Member
San Lucas Ranch LLC

EAST HIGHWAY 154
MAILING ADDRESS: PO. BOX 338, SANTA YNEZ, CA 93460
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August 13, 2013

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
Attn: Mike Allen, Clerk of the Board

105 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: August 20, 2013 Board of Supervisors Meeting Agenda Item: “government
to government dialogue between the County of Santa Barbara and Santa Ynez
Band of Mission Indians (“Tribe™).

Dear Clerk of the Board:

Please find enclosed one original and seven copies of a letter addressed to the Board of
Supervisors for their August 20, 2013 meeting. Please enclose these letters in their Board
Packet for their review.

Sincerely

Santa Ynez Valley Resident

Sent via Federal Express, next morning delivery.



August 13,2013

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
Attn: Salud Carbajal, Chair

105 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: August 20, 2013 Board of Supervisors Meeting Agenda Item: “government to
government dialogue between the County of Santa Barbara and Santa Ynez Band of

Mission Indians (“Tribe™).

Dear Chairman Carbajal and the Board of Supervisors:

To put it succinctly, I am writing you today to urge you to “table” any Board action that would
officially open a government to government dialogue between the County of Santa Barbara and
the “Tribe” In support of this request; I would like to bring to your attention the following:

Attached you will find a letter from the Office of California Governor Schwarzenegger to the
United Sates Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs; dated August 26, 2005 regarding
the fee-to-trust acquisition application by the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians for 5.68 acres
of land in the Santa Ynez Valley.

The letter is signed by Peter Siggins, Legal Affairs Secretary. The Honorable Judge Peter Siggins
is currently an Associate Justice on the California 1* District Court of Appeals.

Please read the attached letter in its entirety for a detailed explanation of the reasons the
Governor’s Office opposed the Trust Acquisition many of which are centered on an inability of
the Tribe to justify their claim to be the sovereign government of the Chumash People.

In particular, please see page 4 where the following is stated:

“Further, while the Tribe seeks to justify the acquisition as a re-acquisition of the Chumash
cultural group’s aboriginal territory, it has not demonstrated either a political entitlement to
that territory or, assuming such an entitlement was established, that an acquisition of this nature
is essential either to its existence as a tribe or its ability to function”.

The letter goes on to state on page 3:

“The aboriginal political configuration of the Chumash linguistic territories, in which the Santa
Ynez Valley was variously under the control of up to 50 independent tribal entities, was itself
obliterated during the Mission era.”

“Though the Unites States has subsequently compensated individual Indians for lost lands in
several acts (see, Aboriginal Title: The Special Case of California, supra, at pp 400-415), the
purpose of those enactments was not to recognize sovereign title by any government or title



by any individual Indians. Instead, their purpose was to foreclose possible claims of aboriginal
title altogether (Id at 419).”

“Thus, subsequent to California’s admission to the Union, the United States not only did not
reserve any lands otherwise ceded to State sovereignty for the sovereign use of any tribe of
Indians, but it did not recognize non-sovereign titie to any such iands by individuai Indians
or groups of Indians”.

And on Page 6:

“Simply put, in pre-contact times there was no Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians or any
single independent political entity constituting a collection of many different villages in the
Santa Ynez Valley”.

And on Page 9 the letter states in its CONCLUSION:

“For the foregoing reasons, the Governor’s Office opposes the Trust Acquisition at this time and
requests the Bureau deny the Tribe’s proposed Trust Acquisition. This acquisition does not seem
justified under the requirement of, or in accord with the intent underlying the IRA” (Indian
Reorganization Act).

The fee-to-trust application for the 5.68 acres was never granted by the Department of
Interior.

Again, I urge you to review the Governor’s letter and consider its findings. I believe that the
findings cited in this letter regarding the 5.68 acre fee-to-trust application and the subsequent
recommendation to deny the application by the Governor’s Office, would apply to any and all
subsequent applications by the Tribe such as the current 1400 acres of agricultural land (known as
Camp 4) which is now in process. Additionally, the Santa Ynez Band has made clear their intent
to take the additional 1400 acres out of “Williamson Act” and has filed with the County of Santa
Barbara to do so.

While a 3" District Supervisor to Tribal leader dialogue is encouraged, an official “government to
government” dialogue would give the Tribe unwarranted status and powers that would result in
unintended consequences, such as encouraging a legislative act to take land in to trust, and
furthermore be in direct conflict with the position of the Governor’s Letter dated August 26, 2005
— a position that remains unchanged. Please be reminded that the county is a subsidiary of the
State and should act accordingly.

In closing, let me be clear that this is not my argument rather it is the findings and conclusions of
the State of California Governor’s Office in 2005 and is presented for your consideration and
further review.

Singgrely,
’bﬁ\/{k

Santa Ynez Valley Resident
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Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: Stacey Glasgow <sglasgow@gazos.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 9:14 PM

To: SupervisorCarbajal

Cc: sbcob; Steve Kiss

Subject: OPPOSED - to annexation of Camp 4 and OPPOSED to any negotiations between the

BOS and the tribe regarding Camp 4

Dear Supervisor Carbajal,
| am writing this letter to OPPOSE two items:

1) Annexation of Camp 4 to the Chumash Reservation
2) Negotiations between the BOS and the tribe regarding Camp 4

Thank you,
Stacey Glasgow

Buellton, CA
(805) 708-3747



Alexander, Jacquelxne

From: Steven Battaglia <steve@battagliare.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 3:03 PM

To: sbcob

Cc: Gretchen Battaglia; jo@battagliare.com

Subject: Chumash application for fee to trust transfer of Camp 4

To the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors,

| wanted to express my concerns and urge you not to provide any support, approvals, or even
official dialogue with the Chumash Tribe as government to government, for the Tribe’s application
to take the “Camp 4” property off our county tax roles and annex the property into their
reservation. | object to the tribe taking this property into Trust for the following reasons.

1.

Annexation of the land will irrevocably take this property off the county tax roles and
deprive local agencies of the funds that they need to support the community. Although the
tribe has made sporadic donations to local agencies | don’t believe that it comes close to
covering the cost to our fire department, police department, and other agencies that
support and respond to the needs of the Tribe and Casino. Therefore, the cost of the
increase in services to our community as a whole is left to the rest of us tax payers to

pay. Again, this is a never ending cost to the county its taxpayers that can not be
reversed.

. Annextion of the land will irrevocably remove local control for the planning and

development of the property. Once the property is part of the tribe, the board of
supervisors and citizens of the Santa Ynez Valley will no longer have any input to help ensure
that they property is developed in harmony with the rest of the Valley. There will be no
zoning controls to ensure the use will be compatible with neighboring properties. There
will be nothing stopping the tribe from erecting enormous unsightly buildings, using the
property for noisy industrial uses, or expanding their gaming to this site. Even if we have a
promise from the current tribal leaders, there is nothing to stop subsequent tribal leaders
from developing the property with buildings and uses that are incompatibly with the
peaceful Santa Ynez Valley. This property is one of three Gateways to the Santa Ynez
Valley and we can’t afford to lose control of it.

. The tribe has stated that they want to develop homes on the property that will blend in the

community. If their proposed use is fitting with the community, there is no reason that
can’t leave the property on the tax roles and develop it as any other developer would. If
there intent is to develop something that is not compatible with our community then they
would have to annex it. This simple fact gives me great concern.

| think this will set a bad precedence for the tribe annexing non-contiguous property to
Reservation. If this is permitted, then the Tribe would be free to remove their other lands,
hotels, and office buildings, from the tax roles and re-develop and run them without any
local control or input.

Again, | urge you to oppose this annexation on behalf of the residence of the Santa Ynez Valley and
Santa Barbara County as a whole.

Best Regards,



Steven R, Battaglia

2138 Creekside Dr
Solvang, CA 93463



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Supervisors:

Victor G Zilinskas <victorgzilinskas@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 15, 2013 1:05 AM

sbcob

Camp 4

| oppose entering in to any negotiations with the Chumash tribe to alter the legal status of Camp 4. That
property has to remain farm land and not subject to uncontrolled development by the Chumash. 1 will oppose
the re-election of any supervisor that votes for or acts in favor of changing that property to tribal territory and
will actively support any supervisor or candidate that opposes such attempt. Victor G Zilinskas, Attorney At

Law, Santa Barbara.

Sent from my iPad



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: Alexander Power <ampower@silcom.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 1:43 PM

To: SupervisorCarbajal

Subject: August 20th Agenda

Please, dear Supervisor Carbajal, CANCEL and reject the dialog with Chumash re 1400 acres into Federal
Trust.

The Chumash Santa Ynez Band are rich and modern enough to comply with Santa Barbara County regulations
for future development of this parcel, without taking shelter from them by their devious scheme to claim to be
some sort of elite. sovereign body, enclaved among us neighboring, but "lesser" US citizens !!

Thank you. Alexander M. Power
Solvang



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: Barbara Shuler <shuler@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 4:34 PM
To: sbcob

Subject: CHUMASH CAMP 4

Newspaper reports of the Chumash attempts to annex the Camp 4 property has alarmed us all in the vicinity. It
has since been brought to our attention that The Board of Supervisors is meeting with Tribal Leaders. This is
alarming in that it appears to initiate a "government to government" dialogue regarding private property. As you
well know, this is not the proper process.

We have been advised of the following:

1. Legally, a tribe has ‘government to government’ status only when dealing with tribal properties, ie a
reservation, an annexed property. Camp 4 is not tribal property. It is privately owned (by the Chumash
tribe) land, just as our home properties are privately owned by us. The tribe does not have a legal base
for requesting a ‘government to government’ discussion with the county on this privately owned land.

2. To be able to annex (remove from county jurisdiction and become tribal property) Camp 4 through a
“legislative (in Washington DC) procedure” (which the Chumash have been attempting for some time
now), the Chumash tribe must be able to show they have local governmental support for this
annexation. To date, all local governmental bodies (city councils, county groups) that have been
approached by the Chumash have refused to support the annexation. We are told that if the BOS
agrees to dialogue with the Chumash a congressman stands ready to submit legislative proceedings for
annexation of Camp 4.

The Chumash have already illustrated the type of neighbors they are, with strong arm tactics and threats being
used to block access to stepping onto their property. This is property that previous owners have allowed free
access to neighbors for hiking and walking. This has ended with the current ownership. One can only imagine
what would happen if they were to annex it into a "sovereign nation™. There is no evidence that any
consideration would be given regarding pollution, (environmental, light, and/or noise), traffic generation,
events, commercial activities, and over development. It is only within the confines of current oversight by our
elected officials that this land will conform to Valley standards.

Camp 4 is the gateway into the scenic splendor of the Santa Ynez Valley. Let's hope that our elected officials
will truly represent the people of the valley and not just a well funded entity looking to avoid oversight.



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: BobZeman@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 8:15 PM
To: sbcob

Subject: Fee to trust

| am opposed to the Chumash proposal of annexing the land under fee to trust. Once the Indians move onto this land,
they will be exempt from income taxes on dividends received from the tribe. As a CPA, all of my clients pay income taxes
on dividends received. But | do not have any Indian clients. Also, the improvements made on the property will be exempt
from property taxes forever.

This is not fair to other taxpayers.

By approving this annexation, you are approving a separate tax system for a small group.
Bob Zeman



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Supervisor Cabajal:

Byron Countryman <bec@cargolaw.com>

Thursday, August 15, 2013 10:04 AM

SupervisorCarbajal

Wolf, Janet; Farr, Doreen; Adam, Peter; Lavagnino, Steve; sbcob

Request for postponement of August 20th Meeting regarding dialogue with the Santa
Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians (Santa Ynez Band)

Please postpone the above referenced meeting, the results of which adversely affect the rights of landowners
and taxpayers throughout the entire county, as well as wrongfully remove land from county tax rolls. Stated
intentions for land use relative to fee-to-trust are unenforceable and therefore meaningless.

Respectfully,

Byron Countryman
Jami Countryman

Cc: Supervisors Doreen Farr, Janet Wolf, Peter Adam, Steve Lavagnino, Santa Barbara County Clerk of the

Board



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: Doneen DellaValle <drdellavalle@verizon.net>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 2:42 PM

To: sbcob

Subject: camp 4

Dear Santa Barbara County Supervisors,
I am writing to you to express my opposition to the transfer of Camp 4 from County jurisdiction.

As You know, the Board of Supervisors is not authorized to grant “fee to trust” transfers and that the intent of the
tribal leadership in initiating a supposed “government to government” dialogue regarding Camp 4 is solely to
facilitate a legislative process for placing the Camp 4 property in trust. I, along with many other concerned citizens
of the Santa Ynez Valley have voiced concerns about this very issue.

The Board is well aware that the tribe does not have a legal basis for requesting a ‘government-to-government’
discussion with the county on Camp 4 since this is “privately” owned land by the Chumash organization. They
continue to state that they want to annex this land so that they may provide better housing for tribal members living
on the reservation. The Chumash may develop that land for tribal members’ residences at any time since they own
the land. Any attempt to annex this land is only an effort to circumvent the state and county regulations that all
citizens need to comply with, and to avoid paying taxes and fees that are required of all citizens.

Legally, a tribe has ‘government to government’ status ONLY when dealing with tribal properties, which Camp 4 is
not. Additionally, to annex Camp 4, remove it from county jurisdiction and have it become tribal property, the
Chumash tribe must be able to show they have local governmental support for this annexation. To date, all local
governmental bodies including the city councils, and county groups that have been approached by the Chumash,
have refused to support the annexation.

| am opposed to the transfer of Camp 4 from County jurisdiction and believe there is no compelling reason whatsoever for our County Board of
Supervisors to relinquish this element of the property and tax base.

Sincerely,
D. R. DellaValle
Solvang, CA

805-693-9922



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: Jane Overbaugh <janeokr@wildblue.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2013 11:59 AM

To: sbcob

Subject: FW: Camp 4

From: Jane Overbaugh [mailto:janeokr@wildbue.net]

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2013 11:55 AM

To: 'SupervisorCarbajal@sbcbosl.org'

Cc: 'dfarr@countyofsb.org'; 'jwolf@sbcbos2.org"; ‘peter.adam@countyofsb.org'; 'steve.lavagnino@countyofsb.org'
Subject: Camp 4

Dear Supervisor Carbajal,

It disturbs me greatly that you would elect to place discussion of this item on the August 20 Board agenda when it is quite
clear that your colleague, Supervisor Farr, is opposed to the tribe's effort to take this land, which is in her disctrict, into
trust. | could understand your actions if the tribe was interested in taking land into trust in the middle of Montecito,
Carpinteria or the east side of Santa Barbara instead of in a district you do not represent. But, having lived in SB for 25
years before moving up here, | suspect your constituents would be very unhappy if you were opening a dialogue about
such activity in their neighborhoods and, for that reason | feel quite confident that you would not be doing it. As you know,
there is significant opposition to the tribe taking this land into trust due to the significant negative impact that it will have on
many aspects of life in this valley. If the tribe's stated goal is to build housing on this land, | feel confident they could do
that without taking the land into trust. They could adhere to zoning requirements and go through the same process we all
do to build a home. They did not pay the amount of money they did for this land simply to build housing. Their latest quiet
move to apply to the BIA for fee to trust consideration tells me that they may be saying housing now but their long range
plans can include many things that will destroy the quality of life in our valley and bring more revenue to the tribe. It is
mindboggling to think that the actions of a tribe of roughly 200 members can have such a major impact on the lives of
thousands of people who live in the Santa Ynez Valley. It is equally mindboggling that the county would do anything to
further discussions that would result in this land being taken out of local control.

| ask that you please cancel this agenda item or, at the very least, significantly postpone this discussion until a more
appropriate time.

Thank you for your consideration,

Jane Overbaugh



Alexander, Jacquelyne

From: Kate Bennett <kate@katebennett.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2013 8:57 PM
To: SupervisorCarbajal

Cc: sbcob

Subject: please cancel or postpone this meeting

Supervisor Carbajal, Chair of the Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors, has placed on the AUGUST 20th
Board of Supervisors agenda an item regarding the Santa Ynez Band of Mission Chumash Indians and
dialogue regarding government to government discussions. Chairman Armenta has stated his purpose of
taking the 1,400 acres into federal trust, and has also claimed entitlement to lands from Morro Bay to
Malibu.

Unfortunately, even well meaning intentions by the County can be used against them as tribal
governments suggest that discussions are participation and cooperation with the tribal governments
purpose's. This occurred in P.O.L.O.'s 6.9 litigation.

Many community groups in the Santa Ynez Valley, and in Montecito and Santa Barbara, are requesting
that Supervisor Carbajal cancel, or at the least postpone/continue this meeting.



	13-00559pc Kelly Gray.pdf
	13-00559pc Marvin Johnson.pdf
	13-00559pc Pamela Harris.pdf
	13-00559pc San Lucus Ranch.pdf
	13-00559pc Santa Ynez Valley Resident.pdf
	13-00559pc Stacey Glasgow.pdf
	13-00559pc Steven Battaglia.pdf
	13-00559pc Victor Zilinskas.pdf
	13-00559pc Alexander Power.pdf
	13-00559pc Barbara Shuler.pdf
	13-00559pc Bob Zeman.pdf
	13-00559pc Byron Countryman.pdf
	13-00559pc Doneed Della Valle.pdf
	13-00559pc Jane Overbaugh.pdf
	13-00559pc Kate Bennett.pdf

