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S. 2670, KEEP THE PROMISE ACT OF 2014

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 2014

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:15 p.m. in room
628, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Jon Tester,
Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JON TESTER,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MONTANA

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will come to order.

Today we are holding a hearing at the request of Arizona Sen-
ators McCain and Senator Flake on S. 2670. The bill would address
an issue specific to Arizona, but one that could have broader impli-
cations for this Committee. It will affect the role of Congress with
regard to gaming compacts between tribes and States.

The Indian Gaming Regulatory Act affirmed the authority of
tribes to conduct gaming on the reservations. It specifically re-
quired States and tribes to negotiate gaming compacts. The Act
further requires the Department of Interior to approve or dis-
approve these compacts.

The Act provided no further role for Congress in this process. 1
think most of the members of the Committee would agree that is
a good thing.

The State of Arizona and the tribes within the State entered into
a compact, which was voted on and passed through a statewide
vote in 2002. Now, however, the tribes within the State and some
municipalities disagree on what the vote approved. Senator McCain
was highly involved in the drafting and the passage of both the In-
dian Gaming Regulatory Act and the Gila Bend Indian Reservation
Lands Replacement Act. These acts formed the basis of the issue
that S. 2670 would address.

We heard witness testimony on this issue earlier this year. And
now we have called the stakeholders back to discuss the specifics
of this legislation. We have also invited the Administration to get
their perspective. Welcome, Kevin.

Overall, this Committee wants to ensure that any action taken
on this specific issue doesn’t have broader impacts for tribes across
the Country.

Senator Barrasso, do you have an opening statement?
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BARRASSO,
U.S. SENATOR FROM WYOMING

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In the interest of
time, I will keep the statement brief. We will consider S. 2670, the
Keep the Promise Act of 2014, introduced by Senators McCain and
Flake. The complexity of issues involved in this issue should be
fully examined by the Committee.

I appreciate my colleague Senator McCain’s leadership on the
matter. I want to welcome the witnesses to the hearing today and
look forward to the testimony. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator McCain.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN McCAIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM ARIZONA

Senator MCCAIN. First of all, Mr. Chairman, in this busy last
week, I want to thank you for allowing time for this hearing. I ap-
preciate it more than I can tell you. This is a really huge issue in
my State, particularly in the Phoenix metropolitan area.

I was, with the late Senator Dan Inouye, heavily involved for
many months as we put together the Indian Gaming Regulatory
Act. We received witness after witness, particularly from various
States that had large Native American communities, that said,
look, we are all for Indian gaming. But we don’t want it on land
that is not contiguous to the Indian reservations. They said, we
want it to be fair to Native Americans, but we also want it to be
fair to the citizens of non-Indian Country that they can be assured
that Indian gaming casinos won’t show up in the middle of their
communities.

I can assure you, and I can assure the witness, it was never the
intent of Senator Inouye and I, through weeks and months of hear-
ings, to have air-dropped, no matter what rationale you are using
for it, because of some settlement, to have reservations that have
non-contiguous Indian gaming air-dropped in the center of a metro-
politan city without at least the people of that area being allowed
to vote on it, at least.

But the fact is, it was never the intent of the law, and what you
are about to do, Mr. Washburn, is to violate the intent of the law.
Quite often around here we hear about legislation and people talk
about the intent of Congress. I am telling you the intent of Con-
gress, because it was called the Inouye-McCain Act. And it was a
great Act. In light of the Cabazon decision, it was mandatory that
the United States Congress act.

I am proud of that Act, and I am proud of the benefit that it has
accrued to Indian Country. I am proud that there has been revenue
sharing between, as there is in our State of Arizona, between the
gaming tribes and the State of Arizona and the contribution they
have made. I never contemplated air-dropping in the middle of
Glendale, no matter what the rationale was for, an Indian gaming
operation.

So I want to make it clear, Mr. Chairman, what the intent of the
law was. Because I was one of the two authors.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator McCain and Senator
Barrasso, for your comments.
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Now I want to call up our first witness, Mr. Kevin Washburn,
the Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs at the Department of In-
terior. Kevin, you have been with us many times, we always look
forward to hearing the Administration’s thoughts on these issues.
The Committee knows you are busy. So we will try to get through
with your portion of the testimony as soon as possible. We will
have some questions.

We appreciate your time. Thank you for being here today. You
may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. KEVIN WASHBURN, ASSISTANT
SECRETARY—INDIAN AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR

Mr. WASHBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Mr.
Vice Chairman and Senator McCain. Thank you for having me here
today.

Maybe I shouldn’t be thanking you. This is a difficult issue and
I find myself nervous today, and I guess it’s because I never like
to disappoint my friends. There are no more passionate tribal lead-
ers in the Country that I know of that than Greg Mendoza and
Diane Enos. They are probably here in the room. And yet, we find
ourselves being asked to, being forced to provide our perspective on
this bill.

I have to tell you that I am not really happy to be here, but when
pushed, I will tell you what I think about this bill. I believe that
the Tohono O’odham Nation has an expectation of land in Maricopa
County or in Pinal or Pima County, and they have had that expec-
tation for nearly 30 years now, based on the Gila Bend Act.

And they came by that expectation righteously. We assured them
that we wouldn’t flood their lands in the San Lucy District back
in 1960 when we started working on a dam. And we proceeded to
do just that. We flooded those lands. And they came to Congress
and looked for a settlement, given the fact that their expectations
didn’t come out a they should have with regard to the dam.

So Congress enacted the Gila Bend Act and promised them land,
up to 10,000 acres in three counties in Arizona, central Arizona, so
long as it was not within an incorporated municipality. And that
was their expectation and that is the Gila Bend Act. Congress was
well aware of gaming at the time the Gila Bend Act was passed.
It didn’t include any prohibitions on Indian gaming. Indian gaming
was a robust industry by that time and the very next year it ended
up in the U.S. Supreme Court in the Cabazon case. Cases don’t just
arrive in the Supreme Court, they go through multiple levels before
they reach the Supreme Court.

So this was, again, well known to Congress. There had already
been hearings before Congress on Indian gaming and it was well
known at the time the Gila Bend Act was passed.

Then shortly thereafter, in 1988, Congress enacted the Indian
Gaming Regulatory Act, that Senator McCain spoke eloquently
about. This Indian Gaming Regulatory Act did not mention Tohono
O’odham and it indeed included a specific provision that allows an
exception to the prohibition on gaming after the enactment of
IGRA, on lands acquired after that time, included a specific provi-
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sion that essentially speaks right to the situation involving the
Gila Band parcel.

So Tohono O’odham had an expectation, a reasonable expectation
that this land, which was certainly thought to be for economic de-
velopment, that they would be able to game on this land.

I think a more practical perspective is also in order. I hear over
and over that gaming distributes resources unfairly because it cre-
ates tribes that are haves and tribes that are have nots. Despite
the popular conception, most tribes don’t have gaming. Most tribes
don’t benefit in any way from gaming.

Gaming was being strongly encouraged when the Gila Band Act
was passed. Ronald Reagan’s Department of the Interior was
strongly trying to get tribes to increase gaming, because that would
increase self-sufficiency for tribes. And when Ronald Reagan signed
the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act in 1988, he said he was sup-
porting the statute because he wanted tribes to be more financially
independent, more self-sufficient.

And I come over to this Committee all the time and I get beat
up because some members of this Committee think that the Ad-
ministration is not asking for enough money from the taxpayers for
Indian tribes. And maybe we aren’t. But this action by Tohono
O’odham to try to open up this casino is their effort to provide for
their own people. And it is clearly allowed by existing law. Cer-
tainly that issue has been litigated over and over. That is what
Judge Campbell, a Republican appointee, found when he looked at
this issue.

Let me add, too, that when gaming began in the Valley of the
Sun, the population of the Phoenix metropolitan area was in a
neighborhood of 2 million people. Today the metro area exceeds 4.3
million people. Surely there is enough room in this vast market for
another tribe to benefit from gaming, especially an impoverished
tribe. Last I checked, despite the recession and everything else that
has been going on, Phoenix is still one of the fastest-growing cities
in the Country. Again, surely in the fastest-growing cities, there is
an opportunity for a growing gaming market, and opportunity for
one more tribe to benefit from this vast market.

The promise referenced in the title of S. 2670 is kind of ironic.
It is not one that is known to me, and it certainly is not a Federal
promise. The Federal promise was to take land into trust for
Tohono O’odham anywhere in Pima, Pinal or Maricopa Counties, so
long as it was not within an already-incorporated area of a munici-
pality. In my mind, our trust responsibility demands that we keep
our Federal promises. We have broken a lot of treaties and we have
broken a lot of Federal promises to Indian people in the past. The
only promise by the United States that is at issue here today is the
one made in the Gila Bend Act. The only way the Federal Govern-
ment can keep its promise to the Tohono O’odham is for this Com-
mittee to reject this bill.

The Tohono O’odham property near Glendale presents an oppor-
tunity for another Indian tribe to share the wealth and open a new
part of this gaming market. In the tight fiscal environment, that
kind of economic development should be an imperative. Opening
this facility would help make President Ronald Reagan’s dream
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come true of using gaming to lift tribes out of poverty and help
make them more self-sufficient.

I will stand for your questions. Thank you, Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Washburn follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. KEVIN WASHBURN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY—INDIAN
AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Good afternoon, Chairman Tester, Vice-Chairman Barrasso, and Members of the
Committee. My name is Kevin Washburn. I am the Assistant Secretary for Indian
Affairs at the Department of the Interior (Department). I am here today to provide
the Department’s testimony on S. 2670, the Keep the Promise Act of 2014, which
is a bill that if enacted would prohibit Class II and Class III gaming activities on
lands, within a defined “Phoenix metropolitan area,” acquired in trust by the Sec-
retary of the Interior for the benefit of an Indian tribe after April 9, 2013, and until
January 1, 2027.

S. 2670 does not specifically identify a tribe or amend a particular law, but be-
cause of the subject matter of the bill, the Department concludes that this bill has
a similar effect as a bill introduced in the 112th Congress involving the Tohono
O’odham Nation (Nation) and the Nation’s 53.54 acre parcel in Maricopa County,
Arizona, which the Department has acquired in trust for the Nation pursuant to the
gilad]zengl Indian Reservation Lands Replacement Act (Public Law 99-503) (Gila

end Act).

Because S. 2670 would amend the Gila Bend Act in a manner that significantly
undermines the promises made by the United States in the Gila Bend settlement,
the Department opposes S. 2670.

Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands Replacement Act

The Nation is a federally recognized tribe located in southern and central Arizona.
It has approximately 30,000 enrolled members, and has one of the largest tribal
land bases in the country.

The San Lucy District is a political subdivision of the Nation. It was created by
Executive Order in 1882 and originally encompassed 22,400 acres of land. In 1960,
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) completed construction of the Painted
Rock Dam on the Gila River. Prior to construction, the Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) and the Corps assured the Nation that flooding would not impair agricultural
use of lands within the San Lucy District.

Despite these assurances, construction of the dam resulted in continuous flooding
of nearly 9,880 acres of land within the San Lucy District, rendering them unusable
for economic development purposes. Included among the destruction was a 750-acre
farm that had previously provided tribal revenues. The loss of these lands forced
a number of the Nation’s citizens to crowd onto a 40-acre parcel of land.

Congress first moved to remedy the plight of the Nation’s San Lucy District in
1982, when it directed the Secretary of the Interior to study the flooding and iden-
tify replacement lands within a 100-mile radius. After attempts to find replacement
lands failed, Senators Barry Goldwater and Dennis DeConcini, along with then-Con-
gressmen John McCain and Morris K. Udall, sponsored legislation to resolve the sit-
uation. In 1986, Congress enacted the Gila Bend Act to redress the flooding and loss
of the Nation’s lands.

The Gila Bend Act authorized the Nation to purchase private lands as replace-
ment reservation lands and directed the Secretary of the Interior to take up to 9,880
acres of unincorporated land in Pima, Pinal, or Maricopa Counties into trust for the
Nation, subject to certain other requirements. In addition, Congress mandated that
the land “shall be deemed to be a Federal Indian Reservation for all purposes.” In
the accompanying 1987 agreement between the federal government and the Nation,
the Nation gave up its right and title to 9,880 acres of land and approximately
36,000 acre-feet of federal reserved water rights.

Eventually, the Nation purchased a 53.54 acre parcel in Maricopa County, Ari-
zona, and requested that the Secretary acquire the land in trust pursuant to the
Gila Bend Act. On July 23, 2010, Assistant Secretary Echo Hawk issued a letter
to Ned Norris, Jr., Chairman of the Tohono O’odham Nation, stating that the Na-
tion’s request for the trust acquisition of this parcel satisfied the legal requirements
of the Gila Bend Act and that the Department was obligated to, and therefore
would, acquire the land in trust pursuant to Congressional mandate. This decision
was remanded to the Department by the United States Court of Appeals for the
Ninth Circuit for further consideration of the meaning of section 6(d) of the Act. On
July 3, 2014, I made a final agency determination on behalf of the Department to



6

acquire the parcel in trust for the Nation. The land was acquired in trust—as re-
quired by law—on July 7, 2014.

S. 2670

S. 2670, the “Keep the Promise Act” would prohibit Class II and III gaming on
any lands taken into trust for an Indian Tribe by the Secretary of the Interior, if
those lands are within the “Phoenix metropolitan area,” as defined in Section 3 of
S. 2670. The prohibition of Class II and Class III gaming on such lands taken into
trust for an Indian Tribe would retroactively begin April 9, 2013, and expire on Jan-
uary 1, 2027. S. 2670 would negatively impact the Nation’s “all purposes” use of se-
lected lands under the Gila Bend Act by limiting the Nation’s ability to conduct
Class II and Class IIT gaming on such selected lands.

Congress was clear when it originally enacted the Gila Bend Act in 1986, in which
it stated that replacement lands “shall be deemed to be a Federal Indian Reservation
for all purposes.” By this language, Congress intended that the Nation be permitted
to use replacement lands as any other tribe would use its own reservation trust
lands, namely “for all purposes” and presumably to include economic development.

The Gila Bend Act was intended to remedy damage to the Nation’s lands caused
by flooding from the construction of the Painted Rock Dam. The United States and
the Nation agreed to the terms of the Gila Bend Act, which included restrictions
on where and how the Nation could acquire replacement lands. S. 2670 would spe-
cifically impact the Nation’s Gila Bend Act by imposing additional restrictions be-
yond those agreed upon by the United States and the Nation 25 years ago. The De-
partment cannot support legislation that specifically impacts an agreement so long
after the fact.

While the purpose of S. 2670 would be to restrict the Nation from conducting
gaming on the 53.54 acre parcel in Maricopa County, Arizona, the effect of S. 2670
is even broader. It would seem to reach most or all of the remaining selectable lands
under the Gila Bend Act.

S. 2670 would also alter established law that prohibits gaming, authorized under
the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA), on lands acquired by the Secretary into
trust for the benefit of an Indian tribe after October 17, 1988, except in certain cir-
cumstances. The effect of this legislation would be to add a tribe-specific and area-
specific limitation to IGRA.

Finally, the bill would unilaterally amend Arizona’s tribal gaming compacts with-
out the mutual consent of the Tribes and the State. The language of the bill specifi-
cally and unilaterally modifies substantive terms such as Section 3(;)(1) (location of
gaming facilities on Indian lands), Section 17(c) (Amendments) and Section 25 (en-
tire agreement of the parties) in all of the Tribal-State Compacts in Arizona, which
were duly negotiated by the State and the Tribal Nations.

In the compacts, the parties themselves eliminated reliance on any statements or
promises made during negotiations, unless they were included within the four cor-
ners of the compact. Section 25 of the compacts provides that this is “the entire
agreement of the parties with respect to the matters covered by this compact and
no other statement, or promise made by any party, officer, or agent of any party
shall be valid or binding.” In other words, the promise to which the title of S. 2670
refers seems to be illusory.

We are further concerned that the provisions of S. 2670 may result in competitive
restrictions favoring one tribe over another. This is a longstanding concern in the
area of Indian gaming. In our April 25, 2003, letters to Governor Doyle of Wisconsin
and Chairman Frank of the Forest County Potawatomi Community, we refused to
affirmatively approve a proposed Class III gaming compact because we found a pro-
vision excluding other Indian gaming “anathema to basic notions of fairness in com-
petition and inconsistent with the goals of IGRA.” Letter from Acting Assistant Sec-
retary—Indian Affairs, Aurene Martin to Chairman, Forest County Potawatomi
Community, Harold “Gus” Frank (Apr. 25, 2003). This legislation would negate and/
or amend Section 3(j)(1) of the Nation’s Tribal-State compact, without the Tribe or
the State participating in the amendment and without regard to the agreement
reached between two sovereigns.

Historical Context with the Gila Bend Act and Indian Gaming

It is important to understand the historical context of gaming at the time of pas-
sage of the Gila Bend Act. When Congress enacted the Gila Bend Act in 1986, it
was well aware of the Indian gaming industry. By that time, Indian gaming was
already quite controversial. Indian gaming legislation was introduced in Congress
as early as 1984 and 1985. A good deal of litigation over Indian gaming had oc-
curred in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Indeed, cases had been fully litigated
through federal appeals courts with reported decisions by 1981. Federal litigation
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was proceeding in California, Florida, Minnesota and Wisconsin in the early 1980s.
In sum, gaming was spreading like wildfire across the country in the early and mid-
1980s.

Fostering Indian gaming was a public policy choice by the Reagan Administration.
President Reagan’s Department of the Interior strongly encouraged such develop-
ment in hopes that gaming would help poor tribes become more self-sufficient.

And though it was aware of gaming, Congress said nothing in the Gila Bend Act
that would prohibit Tohono O’odham from gaming on lands acquired under the Act.
Covered acquisitions, which were mandatory under that Act, included lands in Mari-
copa County.

After enacting the Gila Bend Act, Congress held hearings that ultimately led to
enactment of IGRA in 1988. In IGRA, Congress generally prohibited gaming on
lands acquired after its enactment. But Congress specifically included an exception
for lands taken in trust as part of a land settlement like those to be acquired under
the Gila Bend Act.

Given this course of action by Congress, the Nation would have had reason to be-
lieve that the United States had promised it land on which it could engage in gam-
ing in compensation for the lands flooded by the Corps in the San Lucy District.
And given that the Gila Bend Act and IGRA are laws enacted through a very public
process in Congress, none of these expectations developed in secret.

In the Gila Bend Act, Congress mandated the taking of land into trust for the
Nation to make a mandatory acquisition of land in Maricopa, Pima or Pinal County,
as long as the land was not “within the corporate limits of any city or town.” It is
the Department’s view that, the promise made in the Gila Bend Act would be bro-
ken by S. 2670.”

For these reasons, the Department opposes S. 2670. This concludes my prepared
statement. I am happy to answer any questions the Committee may have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Assistant Secretary Washburn. I
know that Senator McCain has a conflict with his Foreign Affairs,
I believe, so I will let him go ahead of me.

Senator McCAIN. Well, Mr. Washburn, you talk about impover-
ished tribes. Does that Tohono O’odham fit into that category, since
they already have three casinos?

Mr. WASHBURN. Yes, Senator, despite all that

Senator MCCAIN. In other words, you just falsely gave the Com-
mittee the impression as if the Tohono O’odham was an impover-
ished tribe without Indian gaming. They have three casinos, right?
Isn’t that true?

Mr. WASHBURN. I didn’t mean to give the impression that they
are not a gaming tribe, they indeed already are. But I will tell you
that their gaming is in Tucson and Phoenix is a much larger mar-
ket than Tucson.

Senator MCCAIN. Well, they are certainly not impoverished, Mr.
Washburn.

Mr. Washburn, you said that that was the intent that Indian
gaming not be located in incorporated areas, right?

Mr. WASHBURN. Yes.

Senator McCAIN. Isn’t that kind of technical, because it is in the
middle of the city of Glendale? Isn’t it sort of a technical—every-
thing around it is incorporated. It is not out in the desert.

Mr. WASHBURN. Senator, it was your bill. You wrote the lan-
guage. We are just applying it.

Senator MCCAIN. You know something, Mr. Washburn, that is a
pretty smart ass answer. And the fact is, I am telling you what the
intent was, okay? Now, we wrote the bill, and we wrote it so that
there would not be exactly what has happened now. And if you
want to interpret that way, fine. You can interpret how you want
to. I interpret it as not ever intending to have a gaming operation
in the middle of an incorporated area without the permission of the
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people, not only in Glendale, because as you said, this is a large
metropolitan area, but the people of the metropolitan area. They
should have a say in this.

You are not giving them a say in this. The city of Glendale has
been split on this in various ways.

So you are saying that one, that it is for impoverished tribes.
Clearly, by any measurement, this tribe is not impoverished. Sec-
ond of all, you say it was not the intent of the Act to be in incor-
porated areas. It is surrounded by incorporated areas, Mr.
Washburn. And I can tell you what the intent is, and I believe that
also it is your interpretation of the law versus my interpretation
of the law.

And I really appreciate your concern for impoverished tribes. I
have that same concern. The Tohono O’odham tribe isn’t one of
those. It isn’t one of those. They are doing very well with the three
casinos that they have already. And there are established casinos
within the Phoenix metropolitan area that this is going to impact.
That is why the other tribes are against such a move, which would
then impact their gaming operations and revenue. Has that been
taken into consideration in your decision, the impact on other Na-
tive American tribal gaming?

Mr. WASHBURN. As I said, Senator, this is a rapidly-growing
market. It continues to be one of the fastest-growing cities in the
Country. We certainly have a trust responsibility to all the tribes.

Senator MCCAIN. So it is up to you to decide whether an area
is fast-growing or not, as to whether, what guides your decision?
Mr. Washburn, that has nothing to do with the law.

Mr. WASHBURN. It is my responsibility to follow the law and fol-
low what Congress said. And what you said was, outside of any
municipality, incorporated municipality, anywhere in Maricopa
County. And that is what we read. And that is relatively clear.
That is what we determined and that is what the courts have
upheld. We believe that they are a tribe that has significant bur-
dens. They are one of the largest tribes in the Country, they have
roughly 40,000 members and they have a lot of land to try to take
care of with a modest revenue source.

Senator MCCAIN. Three casinos is a modest revenue source.

Mr. WASHBURN. Given their burdens, yes, Senator. This is not a
tribe with 30 people or 300 people, this is a very, very large tribe
with a lot of responsibilities. I can assure you, they can use more
revenues.

Senator MCCAIN. I am sure every tribe in America can use more
revenue.

So you are basing your decision as to what, are you saying they
are impoverished? Are you saying they are impoverished? Because
you said, you are referring to impoverished tribes. Are you saying
that this tribe is impoverished?

Mr. WASHBURN. I want gaming to benefit all tribes. But yes, 1
am willing to live with the fact that Tohono O’odham is an impov-
erished tribe. It has a large number of members and many of them
are living in very terrible conditions.

Senator MCCAIN. And are you aware of the gaming revenues
from the three casinos?
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Mr. WASHBURN. I have heard there are gaming revenues from
three casinos. I don’t have them in front of me as I sit here.

Senator MCCAIN. Do you know what they are, roughly?

Mr. WASHBURN. No.

Senator MCCAIN. So it doesn’t matter to you what, obviously
since you don’t know, it doesn’t matter to you what it is. So you
are making a judgment as to the economic condition of the tribe
without knowing what their revenues are. That is really, really
good, Mr. Washburn. I don’t have any more questions for this wit-
ness.

The CHAIRMAN. Assistant Secretary Washburn, the Department
approves Class III tribal-State gaming compacts. I believe that the
Department has approved the latest compacts between the State of
Arizona and the Arizona tribes. Do you know if the compacts cur-
rently in effect have any type of limitation of facilities in the Phoe-
nix area?

Mr. WASHBURN. They do not have any limitations as to the num-
ber of facilities in the Phoenix area.

The CHAIRMAN. You mention in your testimony the Department
does not support the bill, as it would undermine promises made by
the United States to the Tohono O’odham Nation and the Gila
Band Indian Reservation Land Replacement Act. I want you to de-
scribe, if this bill were enacted, could you describe the policy impli-
cations that it might have on future negotiations and settlements
between tribes in the United States?

Mr. WASHBURN. Well, the potential is that we will have tribes
feeling this is the same stuff, a different day, that we are just con-
tinuing in the mode of breaking treaties and breaking promises to
tribes. That is a tough situation to be in, because I had hoped we
were past all that and that we were working to live up to our
promises to Indian tribes going forward. So this would significantly
undermine the promise that we made to Tohono O’odham in the
Gila Bend Act and I think that would cause tribes to have great
pause in settling with the United States Government if it doesn’t
live up to its promises.

The CHAIRMAN. So you believe that the Gila Bend Act gave the
Tohono O’odham the authority?

Mr. WASHBURN. I believe it gave them the opportunity to take
land into trust anywhere in Pima, Pinal and Maricopa Counties
and with some caveats, one of the caveats being it couldn’t be al-
ready incorporated land. So they went out and bought land that
was not incorporated, but was in Maricopa County. And if we add
requirements to that, we have changed the promise, we have
changed the deal that we struck with Tohono O’odham.

Senator McCCAIN. Did that act refer, anywhere in it, any ref-
erence to gaming?

Mr. WASHBURN. It had no prohibition on gaming whatsoever.

Senator MCCAIN. Did it have any reference to gaming?

Mr. WASHBURN. It said that lands could be used for all purposes.

Senator MCCAIN. So it made no reference to gaming itself.

Mr. WASHBURN. All purposes encompass gaming.

Senator MCCAIN. I see.

The CHAIRMAN. Assistant Secretary Washburn, some of the wit-
nesses’ testimony that we are going to hear today talks about pos-
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sible violations in the Arizona tribal compacts, whether by the
Tohono O’odham project itself or by possible repercussions if the
Tohono O’odham project is allowed to proceed. What role does the
Department play in instances where the tribe or a State violates
provisions of the compact?

Mr. WASHBURN. Well, first of all, we approve those compacts. So
we stamped approval on those compacts. And those compacts
would, the provisions would be violated by this statute and would
change, again, the terms of those compacts. So there are potential
provisions for violations of gaming compacts. I am not sure what
the steps would be for the United States to take for those viola-
tions.

One of the compact’s terms was that this compact, the final
agreement for the parties on these issues, and introducing new
terms after everybody agreed that they have agreed on all the
terms, is definitely a change in the promise.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. Do you have any more questions, Senator
McCain?

Senator MCCAIN. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thanks, Secretary Washburn. We appreciate
your taking time out of your schedule to be here today.

We will give the staff a moment to reset the witness table. The
witnesses can come up at this time.

I want to welcome our second panel up to the witness table. We
will first hear from Governor Gregory Mendoza, the Gila River
Pima Maricopa Community. Then we will turn it over to Mayor
Jerry Weiers, City of Glendale. Welcome back, Mayor.

We will then hear from Gary Sherwood, Glendale city council-
man. And finally, we are going to hear from Chairman Ned Norris
of the Tohono O’odham Nation, and we welcome you back as well,
Mr. Chairman.

Thank you all for being here today. Governor Mendoza, we shall
start with you. Go ahead.

STATEMENT OF HON. GREGORY MENDOZA, GOVERNOR, GILA
RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY; ACCOMPANIED BY ALLISON C.
BINNEY, PARTNER, AKIN GUMP STRAUSS HAUER & FELD
LLP

Mr. MENDOZA. Good afternoon, Chairman Tester, members of the
Committee. Thank you for holding this hearing and inviting me to
speak in support of the Keep the Promise Act.

I want to start by saying that it pains me to advocate against
a sister tribe. But this is not a dispute with the O’odham people,
only with the leadership of the Tohono O’odham Nation, whose ac-
tions jeopardize every tribe in Arizona. Contrary to what Tohono
O’odham claims, this is not a fight about market share. It is about
preventing fraud upon tribes, local governments and voters.

Tohono O’odham likes to talk about the promises made between
their tribe and the Federal Government in 1986. But this bill is
about protecting the promise made to my community and to other
tribal governments. Our tribes relied upon the actions of the
Tohono O’'odham when we gave up our rights in 2002. While we
agree that Tohono O’odham should get replacement lands under
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the 1986 law, we also strongly believe that Tohono O’odham must
abide by the promise and commitments they made to us.

In 2002, Arizona tribes had to get approval of our compact from
the voters. In order to get this approval we promised the voters
that the number of casinos in the Phoenix metro area would not
increase until 2027. At the same time that Tohono O’odham helped
us win voter approval, they also were secretly plotting to build a
casino in Phoenix. That casino would be located right across the
street from a high school, and it is near homes and churches. This
is exactly what we promised the voters would not happen. Tribes
like mine gave up rights to build additional casinos. We also agreed
to limits on the number of gaming machines allocated to us.

We did this in order to get voter approval and to preserve the
tribal monopoly on gaming in Arizona. And we ensured that rural
tribes benefit from gaming.

Tohono O’odham doesn’t deny making promises, nor do they deny
knowing that their sister tribes gave up rights in order to limit the
number of casinos in Phoenix. They don’t deny that the compact
negotiations would have been vastly different if everyone knew of
their plans. Instead, they say they are winning in the courts. There
remains a dispute because they refuse to waive their sovereign im-
munity for claims of fraud.

We do not want to attack another tribe’s immunity. That is why
the bill merely provides for a temporary restriction on additional
casinos in the Phoenix area until the end of the existing compacts.
At that point, all parties can come together at the table and bar-
gain in good faith. Hopefully my community will be able to regain
the rights we gave away.

The Gila River Indian Community will weather this storm. But
most tribes in Arizona are not as fortunate. Rural tribes will suffer
the most from Tohono O’odham’s fraud. There are six rural tribes
that utilize gaming compacts to lease gaming machines to urban
tribes. Leasing these machines allows them to benefit from gaming,
even though their markets can’t support a casino.

Each year, these tribes receive more than $30 million to provide
basic services to their members. And the structure of the gaming
compacts create markets for a few rural tribes to operate small ca-
sinos. If gaming happens at Glendale, the State legislature will
likely eliminate that tribal monopoly. If this happens, urban tribes
will have no reason to lease gaming machines from rural tribes.
Patrons will stop traveling to reservations for gaming and instead
visit non-tribal casinos located in cities.

We have come to Congress because you are the only entity that
can provide swift action to preserve the promises made in 2002. In-
terior indicates it cannot resolve this matter because Congress,
through the 1986 law, mandates them to take the land into trust
for Tohono O’odham. This bill does not set that precedent. It is
common for Congress to pass bills that limit tribal gaming. In this
Congress alone, two bills have been enacted placing land into trust
for a tribe, but prohibiting gaming on those lands. The bill merely
restricts gaming on the lands until 2027, but does not eliminate the
uses of the land. There are a number of non-gaming activities that
Tohono O’odham could conduct.

For all of these reasons, I ask that you pass this bill. Thank you.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Mendoza follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. GREGORY MENDOZA, GOVERNOR, GILA RIVER INDIAN
COMMUNITY

Chairman Tester, Vice Chairman Barrasso and members of the Committee, I
want to thank you for inviting me to testify on behalf of the Gila River Indian Com-
munity (Community) regarding S. 2670, the Keep the Promise Act of 2014. Swift
enactment of this overwhelmingly bipartisan legislation is critical to protecting the
existing system of tribal gaming in Arizona. That system is now under threat be-
cause the Tohono O’odham Nation (Tohono O’odham or Tribe) has broken ground
on a casino project in the Phoenix metropolitan area that would unilaterally destroy
the commitment made byArizona tribes that there would be no additional casinos
in that area until 2027.

In July, the Committee heard extensive testimony about why the Keep the Prom-
ise Act 1s necessary to protect the future of Indian gaming in Arizona. There was
testimony about how Tohono O’odham used negotiations for the current tribal-state
compact in Arizona to advance a secret plot to open a casino in Phoenix while telling
the State officials and Arizona voters that there would be no more casinos in that
very area. The Committee also heard how Arizona’s desire to limit gaming in urban
areas was exploited by Tohono O’odham, which recognized that tribes like the Com-
munity agreed not to open new casinos in Phoenix. Now, we also know that Tohono
O’odham kept their plans secret for almost a decade while the State, local cities,
and Arizona tribes relied and invested millions of dollars based upon the commit-
ment of no additional casinos in the Phoenix metropolitan area.

By prohibiting gaming on tribal lands acquired in trust status after April 9, 2013
within the Phoenix metropolitan area until January 1, 2027, this bill maintains the
commitments and promises that were relied upon during negotiations of the current
gaming compacts for the duration of those compacts, which begin to expire in late
2026. It must be clearly understood that the bill does not prohibit Indian gaming
on the lands beyond the sunset date of January 1, 2027 and does not prevent lands
from being taken into trust status for Indian tribes. At its core, S. 2670 is a bill
that would protect the agreed upon system of Indian gaming in Arizona and would
prevent fraud from being committed upon tribes, local governments, and voters.
Tohono O’odham has been trying to open a casino far outside its aboriginal territory
and within the Phoenix metropolitan area since 2002 when it promised the State,
voters, and Arizona tribes that there would be no additional casinos in this area.
The promise is important because the voters of Arizona authorized a system of gam-
ing in 2002 when the tribes essentially obtained a legal monopoly on gaming in the
State, a monopoly that has benefited all Indian tribes in the State, gaming and non-
gaming. But in return, the voters wanted to set a hard cap of seven casinos that
would be in the Phoenix metropolitan and no more. Additionally, the voters wanted
certainty about the potential proliferation of gaming, and thought that they had
achieved that certainty by limiting gaming to Indian tribes on Indian reservations
as they existed at the time of their vote in 2002.

To be clear, no one is trying to prevent Tohono O’odham from acquiring replace-
ment lands pursuant to the 1986 Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands Replacement
Act (“Gila Bend Act”), Pub. L. 99-503. But, we do believe that such replacement
lands should be within the aboriginal territory of Tohono O’odham and that the
Tribe should not be able to utilize the 1986 law to violate the commitments and
promises relied upon during the negotiations of the existing gaming compacts in Ar-
izona.

Contrary to the testimony of Tohono O’odham, S. 2670 would not create liability
for the United States or constitute an unlawful taking that would trigger constitu-
tional protection because it is well within Congress’ plenary power over Indian af-
fairs to defend and protect the promises that tribes publicly make to obtain gaming.
There is no Fifth Amendment right for tribes to violate their own promises on which
other tribes and the State have relied. The Fifth Amendment does not curtail
Congress’s authority to protect the compacting process from broken promises and
misrepresentations. To suggest otherwise is disingenuous. S. 2670 was narrowly
crafted to preserve promises made during the negotiation of the existing tribal-state
compact and to clarify them in a manner that is consistent with federal precedent
related to the regulation of gaming on Indian lands.

We have come to Congress because you are the only entity that can provide jus-
tice in this situation. Congress allowed tribes to be sued for violations of gaming
compacts once they are signed. Unfortunately, Congress did not anticipate situa-
tions like this, where a tribe commits fraud during compact negotiations. Further,
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the Interior Department indicates that they cannot resolve this matter because Con-
gress, through the 1986 law, mandates them to take the Phoenix area land into
trust for Tohono O’odham.

We wish we did not have to come to Congress to address this matter, but we are
here because you are our only option.

The Keep The Promise Act Protects All Arizona Tribes

The policy objective of the Keep the Promise Act is simple, to preserve the exist-
ing model tribal-state compact that all Arizona tribes agreed to abide by and game
under. Arizona’s model compact is unique because it struck a delicate balance be-
tween the competing interests of the Governor, who wanted to stop the spread of
gaming in cities, and Tribes, who wanted tribal exclusivity for gaming. Under the
model compact the Governor agreed to tribes’ exclusive right to conduct casino gam-
ing provided certain conditions were met. These conditions include: (1) overall limits
on the number of gaming devices and casinos; (2) a maximum number of gaming
devices per casino; (3) specific limits on the number of casinos located in or near
Phoenix and Tucson; (4) revenue-sharing arrangements between rural tribes with
no casinos and tribes with casinos in urban markets; and (5) revenue-sharing ar-
rangements between the State and Arizona tribes.

Importantly, in return for rural tribes agreeing to limits on gaming in the Phoenix
and Tucson metropolitan areas, and for giving up an opportunity to seek off-reserva-
tion gaming near these lucrative markets, they are able to share in gaming reve-
nues generated in these markets through machine transfer agreements (i.e., lease
their machine rights to urban tribes). As a result, the rural non-gaming tribes re-
ceive revenues from gaming tribes located in the metropolitan markets. There are
six tribes in Arizona that currently benefit under machine transfer agreements:
Havasupai, Hualapai, Kaibab-Paiute, Navajo, San Juan Southern Paiute, and Zuni.
As tribes that struggle with severely limited economic opportunities, these funds are
essential to many of the rural tribes. Each year, these tribes receive a combined
amount that exceeds $30 million to provide basic services to their tribal members.
These tribes rely on stable machine transfer revenue and stand to be hurt the most
by Tohono O’odham’s proposal.

Although the impact of Tohono O’odham’s proposed casino will reverberate
throughout Arizona, it will be felt most severely by these rural tribes who depend
on revenue from transfer agreements that are only possible because through the
model compact. These rural tribes are concerned about the Tohono O’odham’s casino
because of another feature of the model compact that is commonly referred to as
a “poison pill.” This provision essentially states that if the tribal gaming monopoly
is disrupted in any way—i.e., if Arizona expands gaming to private non-Indians in-
terest—tribes may then operate casinos free of any conditions imposed upon them
by the model compact. If non-tribal gaming is authorized, then the existing caps on
facilities and machines will disappear and there will be no requirement or reason
for urban tribes to lease machines from, and share revenue with, rural tribes.

Rural tribes will not be the only tribes hurt if non-tribal gaming is authorized in
Arizona. Small market gaming tribes will also suffer because gaming consumers
would stop traveling to reservations for gaming, and would instead visit non-tribal
casinos, which will likely be located in cities.

Commercial gaming interests have been clamoring to expand into Arizona since
the 1990’s and have long targeted tribal exclusivity as an argument in favor of their
efforts. As Glendale Mayor Jerry Weirs told this Committee in July, “if gaming hap-
pens in Glendale, there will be a strong effort in the Arizona legislature to authorize
non-Indian gaming in the State.” It isn’t just a position held by Mayor Weiers.
There have been numerous bills introduced in the Arizona legislature in recent
years to authorize non-tribal gaming, as well as a steady stream of editorials and
articles calling for an end to tribal gaming exclusivity. The bottom line is that
tribes, Arizona citizens, and commercial gaming interests view Tohono O’odham’s
plan as breaking all Arizona tribes’ solemn promise not to open new casinos in the
Phoenix metropolitan area under the current model compact. The opening of the
Glendale casino will destroy Arizona tribes’ credibility among voters and lawmakers,
and will be used to justify the end of tribal exclusivity.

The Community will be negatively impacted if the Tohono O’odham opens up one
or more casinos in the Phoenix-metro area. If the Tohono O’odham is successful we
will have to make budget cuts that will impact our general welfare programs and
employment opportunities for our members. These cuts will be especially severe if
non-tribal gaming is also authorized. However, the Community will be able to
weather the storm far more easily than rural non-gaming tribes who rely most on
the current revenue sharing system.
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In contrast to all other Arizona tribes, Tohono O’odham has a strong incentive to
end the conditions under the model compact. Tohono O’odham maintains that it can
operate all of its casinos in Phoenix metropolitan area. If the Tribe successfully es-
tablishes one casino in the Phoenix area and subsequently moves the rest of its ex-
isting casinos to the area, it would not want market parity. Instead, it would want
to create large mega-casinos to dominate the market. Tohono O’odham can accom-
plish market domination if the limitations in the model compact regarding the num-
ber of gaming machines in each casino go away.

Given Tohono O’odham’s established gaming presence and its ability to unilater-
ally cherry-pick strategic locations in the area, it would have an overwhelming head
start in any race to establish new gaming facilities in the area should gaming ex-
pand to include non-Indian interests. Thus, it would be entirely in Tohono
O’odham’s interest to have the “poison pill” provision triggered and eliminate re-
strictions on tribal gaming altogether. Tohono O’odham would then be the only tribe
in Arizona able to compete with non-Indian gaming interests on equal footing.

Because Arizona law does not allow two-part determinations,! all other tribes
would have difficulty competing in this new market and would be forced to attempt
to relocate to the urban markets under dubious legal theories or face massive losses
in revenue. With Tohono O’odham dominating the Phoenix market, while at the
same time facing competition from non-Indian gaming interests, all other Arizona
tribes would either suffer drastic cuts to tribal member services, or could be forced
to shutter their gaming facilities altogether. The latter is especially true for the out-
lying small market tribes. Gaming competition among tribes would not increase;
rather, Tohono O’odham would become the sole winner among Arizona tribes.

The Keep The Promise Act Would Not Create Negative Precedent

The Keep the Promise Act does not jeopardize tribal sovereignty nor create nega-
tive precedent for Indian Country. Congress routinely creates laws that restrict the
ability of tribes to conduct gaming through several types of legislation. The Depart-
ment often supports these bills even though they include the explicit limitations on
an affected tribe’s right to game. Accordingly, any arguments that S. 2670 con-
stitutes dangerous precedent are inconsistent with common Congressional practice
and are without merit.

Congress has enacted these clarifications through statutes intended to shed light
on earlier legislation and settlements, prohibitions included in land-into-trust trans-
fers, and restrictions included in federal recognition and restoration legislation. In
2011, Congress enacted the Indian Pueblo Cultural Center Clarification Act, which
amended Public Law 95-232. The clarification repealed language in an early statute
and provided that lands acquired in trust for certain Indian Pueblos would be treat-
ed as Indian Country, except for the purpose of gaming under the Indian Gaming
Regulatory Act (IGRA), 25 U.S.C. §2701 et seq. Three years earlier, in 2008, Con-
gress clarified the Mashantucket Pequot Settlement Act to provide for the extension
of leases of the Tribe’s land but provided that “No entity may conduct any gaming
activity (within the meaning of section 4 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (25
U.S.C. 2703)) pursuant to a claim of inherent authority or any Federal
law . . . . on any land that is leased with an option to renew the lease in accord-
ance with this section.”). In 1978, Congress settled the Narragansett Tribe’s land
claims through the Rhode Island Indian Claims Settlement Act, which did not in-
clude a provision regarding gaming. 25 U.S.C. § 1701 et seq. Congress subsequently
amended the Rhode Island Claims Settlement Act in 1996 to unilaterally clarify
that lands acquired by the Narragansett pursuant to the Settlement Act “shall not
be treated as Indian lands” for the purpose of gaming under IGRA. 25 U.S.C.
§1708(b). The practice of amending existing agreements has persisted until today.

Congress has also passed numerous tribe-specific and area-specific laws to restrict
gaming in recent years. In 2012, Congress enacted Public Law 112-97 to provide
lands that would ensure flood and tsunami protection for the Quileute Indian Tribe.
The law transferred lands to the tribe in trust but stipulated that the tribe may
not use the land for any commercial purposes and may not build any commercial
or permanent structures on the land. This prohibition has the effect of preventing
the tribe from exercising its right to game on the land. Two years earlier, Congress
passed the Hoh Indian Tribe Safe Homelands Act, Public Law 111-323, which

11T3ASee Ariz. Rev. Stat. Ann. §5-601(C) (prohibiting the Governor from concurring in any
determination by the Secretary that gaming may be permitted on Indian lands within Arizona
under 25 U.S.C. §2719(b)(1)(A)); see also 25 U.S.C. §2719(b)(1)(A) (permitting gaming on Indian
lands acquired in trust after October 17, 1988 where the Secretary consents and the Governor
of the state in which the Indian lands are located subsequently concurs that gaming may take
places on the lands in question).
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transferred federal and non-federal land to the Hoh Indian Tribe. The legislation
specifically provided that “[t]he Tribe may not conduct on any land taken into trust
pursuant to this Act any gaming act1v1t1es—( 1) as a matter of claimed inherent au-
thority; or (2) under any Federal law . . .

This continues to be a consistent practlce of Congress and is one that the Depart-
ment has vocally supported in the past. This Congress alone, there have been two
laws enacted to place lands in trust on behalf of Tribes while simultaneously prohib-
iting the benefitting Tribes from using the lands for gaming. Public Law 113-127,
which placed Federal land in trust for the benefit of the Shingle Springs Band of
Miwok Indians stipulates that “class II and class III gaming under the Indian Gam-
ing Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. §2701 et seq.) shall not be permitted at any time on
the land taken into trust.” The Department testified in support of the bill despite
its prohibition on gaming. Separately, Public Law 113-134, the Pascua Yaqui Tribe
Trust Land Transfer Act, placed Federal land into trust for the benefit of the Pascua
Yaqui Tribe while stipulating that “The Tribe may not conduct gaming activities on
the lands held in trust under this Act, as a matter of claimed inherent authority,
or under the authority of any federal law . . . .

These examples demonstrate that it is appropriate and routine for Congress to
enact legislation to clarify earlier statutes and limit gaming pursuant to IGRA in
appropriate circumstances. Given the near universal opposition to the proposed
Glendale casino, the Keep the Promise Act will not create harmful precedent and
is in line with Congress’s role in legislating in Indian Country to accurately reflect
congressional intent. Rather, bad precedent would be created by allowing Tohono
O’odham to operate a casino that puts all other Arizona tribes at risk.

The Keep the Promise Act Does Not Create Liability for the United States

Tohono O’odham contends that S. 2670 would subject the United States to a Fifth
Amendment Takings Claim. This objection is premised on notion that when Arizona
tribes obtained IGRA compacts by promising not to attempt to use those compacts
to locate any additional casinos in the Phoenix area, the Fifth Amendment somehow
protects their right to violate that very promise. This could not be further from the
truth. It should go without saying that Congress does not abrogate gaming compacts
or affect a Fifth Amendment taking when it defends and protects the promises
tribes made publicly to obtain the compacts. Neither gaming compacts nor the Gila
Bend Act include an inherent right to profit from States’ and tribes’ detrimental re-
liance on a tribe’s promises during the compacting process. Simply put, there is no
Fifth Amendment right for tribes to commit fraud while violating their own prom-
ises. The Fifth Amendment does not limit Congress’ authority to preserve the integ-
rity of IGRA’s compact process from illegality.

Nonetheless, Tohono O’'odham argues that S. 2670 will give rise to a successful
takings claim against the United States, a claim that the Assistant Secretary was
not willing to embrace during his response to the Committee’s questions during the
July 2014 hearing. Such a claim would argue that S. 2670 constituted “regulatory
taking” by depriving TON of an economic use of its land and interfering with an
investment-backed expectation. As a threshold matter, the Fifth Amendment’s Tak-
ing Clause generally applies to federal actions that affect Indian property rights for-
mally recognized by Congress. See generally 1-5 Cohen’s Handbook of Federal In-
dian Law §5.04[2][c]. However, the Supreme Court’s opinion in Penn Central Trans-
portation Co. v. City of New York, 438 U.S. 104 (1978), established a multifactor
analysis for courts to consider when weighing a regulatory taking claim. The Penn
Central test has spawned different categories of regulatory takings but it is highly
unlikely that TON could successfully argue that S. 2670 fits into any one of these.

Penn Central requires an ad hoc factual inquiry based on three factors: (1) “the
character of the governmental action”; (2) “[t]he economic impact of the regulation
on the claimant”; and (3) “the extent to which the regulation has interfered with
distinct investment-backed expectations.” Lingle v. Chevron U.S.A. Inc., 544 U.S.
538-539 (alteration in original (quoting Penn Central, 438 U.S. at 124). Mindful of
Justice Holmes’s oft-cited admonition that “[glovernment hardly could go on if to
some extent values incident to property could not be diminished without paying for
every such change in the general lawl[,]” Mahon, 260 U.S. at 413, courts historically
have applied Penn Central’s inquiry stringently.

First, the character of the governmental action that would give rise to TON’s tak-
ing claim would likely weigh against an unconstitutional taking. S. 2670 was nar-
rowly crafted so TON may still use the Glendale Parcel for commercial gain or oth-
erwise, even if it cannot operate Class II or III gaming activities on the property.
The proximity of the Glendale Parcel to the Arizona Cardinals stadium will allow
Tohono O’odham to pursue a wide variety of lucrative economic development activi-
ties that will bring significant revenue. Viewed from that perspective, the legislation
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is more akin to a zoning regulation restricting a particular land use, which tends
to withstand a Takings Clause challenge. See generally Village of Euclid v. Ambler
Realty Co., 272 U.S. 365 (1926).

Moreover, here Congress is effectively regulating gambling in the public interest.
The Supreme Court has long recognized the regulation of gambling to be a tradi-
tional exercise of police power. See Lawton v. Steele, 152 U.S. 133, 136 (1894). And
under a much older Takings Clause regime, it has held that ““acts done in the prop-
er exercise of governmental powers, and not directly encroaching upon private prop-
erty, though these consequences may impair its use,’ do not constitute a taking
within the meaning of the constitutional provision, or entitle the owner of such
property to compensation from the state or its agents, or give him any right of ac-
tion.” Mugler v. Kansas, 123 U.S. 623 (1887) (discussing prohibition of alcohol). It
is of great consequence for purposes of this analysis that Congress has already
placed substantial limits on Indian gaming unless done in accordance with the
IGRA. If allowing gaming pursuant only to IGRA’s strictures is Congress’s baseline
approach, then S. 2670 is consistent with that public policy insofar as it closes a
loophole in IGRA that is only available to TON through its bad faith negotiations
with other parties.

Second, the economic impact of the regulation would clearly be significant but Su-
preme Court decisions have “long established that mere diminution in the value of
property, however serious, is insufficient to demonstrate a taking.” Concrete Pipe &
Products of Cal., Inc. v. Construction Laborers Pension Trust for S. Cal., 508 U.S.
602, 645 (1993). Indeed, the Supreme Court has noted that a diminution in property
value as high as 75 percent or even 92.5 percent may not be a sufficiently serious
impact. Id. at 645. Because the Glendale Parcel can be put to a range of other profit-
able uses, a court may well give less weight to the impact of precluding Class II
and IIT gaming activities. It is also relevant to this analysis that S. 2670 is tem-
porally limited so any economic impact on Tohono O’odham’s ability to use the Glen-
dale Parcel for gaming would terminate on January 1, 2027 when all Arizona tribal-
state compacts will need to be re-negotiated. Further, S. 2670 would not prevent
Tohono O’odham from developing a fourth casino anywhere outside of the Phoenix
metropolitan area. These points illustrate how the Keep the Promise Act was draft-
ed to avoid a permanent impairment of any economic development opportunities, in-
cluding gaming, so any action challenging the Keep the Promises Act would likely
fail to demonstrate a credible Takings Claim.

Third, it is unlikely that TON will be able to establish that its investment-backed
expectations rise above a “unilateral expectation or an abstract need,” which would
be critical to establishing a Takings Claim. Ruckelshaus v. Monsanto Co., 467 U.S.
986, 1005 (1984) (citation and quotation marks omitted). Several courts have recog-
nized that gambling is a highly regulated industry and that it is difficult to hold
reasonable investment-backed expectations in light of that regulation. See, e.g.,
Holliday Amusement Co. of Charleston, Inc. v. South Carolina, 493 F.3d 404, 411
(4th Cir. 2007) (holding no taking of slot machine property where South Carolina
banned video poker after 25 years of allowing it because “Plaintiff’s participation in
a traditionally regulated industry greatly diminishes the weight of his alleged in-
vestment-backed expectations”); Hawkeye Commodity Promotions, Inc. v. Vilsack,
486 F.3d 430, 442 (8th Cir. 2007) (holding multi-million “devastating economic im-
pact” of ban on TouchPlay machines to be “discounted” by “heavily regulated nature
of gambling in Iowa). Tohono O’odham was well aware of the inherent riskiness of
gaming ventures when they purchased the Glendale Parcel. This is likely why the
parcel was purchased and kept secret until a more favorable political environment
improved the likelihood of success for their scheme. The attenuated timeline of this
project epitomizes the highly speculative nature of gaming projects.

Again, it would be difficult for TON to argue that IGRA and the 2002 Compact
guarantee a right to game on the Glendale Parcel. The Gila Bend Act and its cor-
responding settlement agreement did not give Tohono O’odham a right to violate its
own subsequent promises in the compacting process. The Gila Bend Act is silent
with respect to gaming and it was also enacted two years before IGRA. Further, no
one can make the credible argument that by regulating Las Vegas style gaming and
making it subject to the Tribal-State compacting process, that IGRA constituted a
breach of contract or a taking of federally recognized tribes’ inherent right to game
on tribal lands. Congress could preclude Indian gaming altogether and has already
enacted IGRA to establish that tribal gaming is permissible only “if the gaming ac-
tivity is not specifically prohibited by Federal law,” 25 U.S.C. §2701(5), and it con-
tains several restrictions as to the location of gaming facilitates. All of that at least
arguably puts tribes on notice that Congress may at any time enact additional re-
strictions on tribal gaming. Moreover, the 2002 Compact—which was negotiated be-
tween the Tribes and the State of Arizona—could not estop Congress from altering
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IGRA. Cf. Sioux Nation, 448 U.S. at 410-411 (affirming Congress’s power to abro-
gate treaties with tribes). Simply put, “[t]he pendulum of politics swings periodically
between restriction and permission in such matters [as gambling], and prudent in-
vestors understand the risk.” Holliday Amusement, 493 F.3d at 411. Nothing in the
Gila Bend Act bestowed any absolute right to locate a casino on Indian lands in
Phoenix—much less did it enshrine a right to violate promises Tohono O’odham and
other tribes later made in pursuit of IGRA compacts with Arizona in 1993 and 2002.
IGRA, not the Gila Bend Act, defines the boundaries of Indian gaming authority,
and just as Congress enacted limitations on such gaming in IGRA, it can legisla-
tively protect the IGRA compacting process from the corrosive and profoundly desta-
bilizing effect of unkept promises made to obtain a compact.

In sum, there are considerable arguments against the viability of a Takings
Clause challenge to S. 2670 that stem from the narrow scope of the legislation, ar-
guments that the Assistant Secretary seemed to tacitly acknowledge when he re-
sponded to the Committee’s inquiries on the issue. The limited nature of the govern-
ment’s restriction, the continued economic viability of the Glendale Parcel, and the
highly regulated nature of gaming present significant barriers to a regulatory taking
claim.

S. 2670 Would Not Impact Pending Litigation

Tohono O’odham likes to tell Members of Congress to let the ongoing litigation
run its course before taking any action on this matter. However, the Tribe fails to
tell those very same Members that the courts are unable to adjudicate the essential
claims in this matter because Tohono O’odham refuses to waive its sovereign immu-
nity. Thus, S. 2670 would not interfere with ongoing litigation and Congress is the
only entity that can resolve this issue.

Two lawsuits were brought after Tohono O’odham announced its intention to ac-
quire lands into trust for an off-reservation casino in 2009. One lawsuit challenges
the Tribe’s ability to have the lands taken into trust status as an Indian reserva-
tion, and that lawsuit is near completion. The other lawsuit alleges that Tohono
O’odham wrongfully induced the relevant parties to enter into the compact and is
violating the compact. While the courts have been able to review certain claims with
respect to the express terms contained within the gaming compact, the courts have
been thwarted by Tohono O’odham from addressing the claims of fraud, misrepre-
sentation, or promissory estoppel because the Tribe asserted tribal sovereign immu-
nity with respect to those claims. Tribal sovereign immunity is a legal doctrine pro-
viding that Indian tribes are immune from judicial proceedings without their con-
sent or Congressional waiver. Congress waived tribes’ sovereign immunity in IGRA
with respect to claims for violations of a compact once the compact is signed, but
IGRA does not waive a tribe’s sovereign immunity for actions that occurred prior
to the signing of the compact. Since Tohono O’odham refused to waive its sovereign
immunity with respect to the claims of fraud, misrepresentation and promissory es-
toppel, which occurred prior to the signing of the compact, the court was unable to
consider those claims. It would be odd for a gaming compact to waive tribal sov-
ereign immunity in anticipation of acts of fraud and misrepresentation, or wrongful
inducement. Sadly, the 2027 Arizona compacts may require that very thing solely
as a result of the actions of Tohono O’odham here.

It is these court dismissed claims that S. 2670 seeks to remedy. And, in its May
7, 2013 order the Federal District Court for the District of Arizona found that al-
though evidence appears to support the promissory estoppel claim against Tohono
O’odham, the court had to dismiss the claim also because of the Tribe’s sovereign
immunity. 2 Promissory estoppel is where one party makes a promise and a second
party acts in reasonable and detrimental reliance on that promise. In that instance,
a court would normally be able to enforce the promise that was relied on regardless
of whether it was expressly stated in a contract. That’s exactly what happened in
this matter. Tohono O’odham made representations that there would be no addi-
tional casinos in the Phoenix area and the State and other tribes and voters relied
on the Tribe’s representations in deciding to give up rights to additional casinos and
gaming machines, approve Proposition 202, and sign the compacts approved by the
voters. And, because Tohono O’odham’s false promises preceded execution of its com-
pact with the State of Arizona, the conduct fell outside of IGRA’s waiver of sov-
ereign immunity. Neither IGRA nor any other law concerning governmental conduct
would necessarily anticipate fraudulent conduct by responsibly governments, tribal
or otherwise. Tohono O’odham has exploited that fundamental assumption and

2 State of Ariz. v. Tohono O’odham Nation,, slip op. at 26-27 (D. Ariz. May 7, 2013).
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shielded itself from judicial review of its conduct by refusing to waive sovereign im-
munity.

Tohono O’odham argues that it is unreasonable to expect it to waive its sovereign
immunity for what its Chairman referred to as frivolous claims. The court only
found that it could not reach the claims because of sovereign immunity, not that
they were without merit. Indeed, the court suggested otherwise when it stated that
evidence appeared to support the claims against Tohono O’odham, notwithstanding
its immunity from unconsented suit. To the contrary, it is precisely because those
claims would expose the wrongful conduct that Tohono O’odham must use sovereign
immunity as a shield. And, while it is common for tribes to grant limited waivers
of sovereign immunity, particularly for commercial reasons such as casinos, it is
hard to imagine waivers that would have expressly envisioned duplicitous conduct
grounded in fraud as part of a gaming compact; perhaps the State will require such
waivers of all Arizona Indian Tribes in the 2027 compacts in order to safeguard
against future conduct of this sort by Tohono O’odham. In the end, waiving sov-
ereign immunity is a political decision, and one that we respect. However, it is dis-
ingenuous for Tohono O’odham to refuse to waive its sovereign immunity in court
in order to prevent resolution of certain claims and then argue that Congress should
not resolve these same claims because they are being addressed in litigation.

S. 2670 comes at a critical time for tribal sovereignty and Indian gaming. In May,
the Supreme Court issued its opinion in Michigan v. Bay Mills, 134 S.Ct. 2024
(2014). The Court, in a 5 to 4 decision, ruled that the Bay Mills Tribe could assert
tribal sovereign immunity and avoid claims filed by the State of Michigan that
sought to close what it claimed was an illegal off-reservation in Vanderbilt, Michi-
gan. The Court stated at five different points in its opinion that Congress and not
courts are the proper venue to resolve issues where sovereign immunity has frus-
trated efforts to bring justice to parties that cannot maintain suit against tribes.
Perhaps most disturbingly, Justice Scalia, who voted in favor of several Supreme
Court decisions which cemented the doctrine of tribal sovereign immunity, explicitly
stated in his dissenting opinion in Bay Mills that those votes in support of sovereign
immunity were wrong and that he “would overrule” tribal sovereign immunity. Al-
though Bay Mills was certainly a limited victory for Indian Country, it also put a
spotlight on the fragile state of tribal sovereign immunity and the fact that the Su-
preme Court is one vote from limiting its application or eliminating it altogether.
Bay Mills illustrates that off-reservation projects such as those proposed by the Bay
Mills Indian Community and Tohono O’odham manipulated the process for obtain-
ing federal approval of tribal gaming projects and have used sovereign immunity as
a shield to protect fraudulent activity. From this perspective, S. 2670 is good policy
for Indian Country because it will address a narrow set of facts that exploit sov-
ereign immunity and will establish that conniving plots such as that pursued by
Tohono O’odham will not be sanctioned.

There remain certain issues that are pending in litigation, but those issues are
not related to the claims of fraud, misrepresentation and promissory estoppel. S.
2670 is intended to not impact any pending court case, but rather to address the
issues that the court has determined that it is unable to resolve. More, the Depart-
ment has also indicated that it cannot resolve the claims of fraud, misrepresentation
and promissory estoppel, and that it cannot resolve this matter because Congress,
through the 1986 law, mandates them to take the Phoenix area land into trust for
Tohono O’odham. Thus, Congress is the only entity capable of resolving this issue
and addresses issues that courts are unable to review.

For all these reasons, I respectfully ask that you pass this bill.
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SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY

This submission is intended to supplement the written and oral testimony submitted on
behalf of the Gila River Indian Community (“Community™} as part of the record for the
Committee’s September 17, 2014 Legislative [earing or 5. 2670, the Keep the Promise Act of
2014. 'The September 17" hearing constitted the second time in three months that the
Committee has heard testimony on the Keep the Promise Act. Despibe the presentation of
testimany by numerous witmesses and questioning fror: Members of the Committee, this
suppletnente] submission is intended to respend to questions that were not fully addressed.

The Keep the Promise Act would preserve tlie commitments that the Arizona tribes made
to the State of Arizona, when voters approved the existing tribal-state gaming compacts thraugh
Proposition 202. To secure the compact, which protects tribal exclusivity for gaming in Arizona,
the tribes promised the State of Arizona and the voters that there would be no additional casinas
in the Phaenix metropelitan arca until the ecompaels expire. The Toheng O’odham Nation
{“Tohone O edham” or “Tohona™) “took a lead rale in seeuring passage of Proposition 202,
and provided “major funding™ to the 17-tribe initiative that sought voter approval lor the model
compact on the basis that it would prevent the consiruction of edditional casines in the Phoenix

aren and permit “ane additionzl casine [] in Tueson.*?

A great deal has already been szid about the Keep the Promise Act. Tehona O'adharn
and the Department of the Interior testified in opposition ta the bill for several reasons, mest of

which were addressed at the hearing. This submission rebuts these objections that were not fully
discussed before the Committes,

The Agreement by Phoenix Area Tribes to Reduce Their Authorized Allotment of Casines
wag Intended to Prevent the Opening of Additional Casines in (hat Area

One topic Jeft unsettled from the September 17 hearing relates to Chairman Tester™s
inquiry as to why the existing tribal-state compaet in Arizona would include a2 geagraphic
restriction on gaming in the Tucson arca but not in Phoenix.”  Tohono O’odham represented
hefore the Committee that “the Nation's construction ofa casino will not violate the Compact,”®
and that the Keep the Promise Act would “re-write the tribal-state compaet” to establish o

! "rohono O'adham Mation, Tahone Oodham Natlon Gaming Enterprise and Desert Diamond Casing Issus
Brief, hitpfwww.tonatinn-nsr.gov/ndiGaming [ssue Bricfpdf (Exhibit A).

* “Vate Yes on Prap 2027, Arizonans for Fair Gaming & Indian Self-Reliance at  (Exhibit 13),

Yl ut 5.

* Page 72 of the Official Proposition 202 Ballal Materials references the limils on Tacility numbers ngreed
upon by each Arfzona wribe wid provides that, “[i]f 1he tribe is the Tahona G*adham Matien, and iC ke Irbe operites
four(4) paming facilities, then at Jeast one of the four (4) gamlng facilitles shall: (1) be at least fitty (300 mlles from
the existing puming facilitics of the tribz in the Tucsan metropalitan area . . . " [Exhibit C1.

§ drizona v. Tahano O ‘adlan Nation, 944 F.Supp.2d 748, 753 {D.Afz 2013),
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monopoly [ora few “wealthy tribes.”® These statements constitule a revisionist’s history of the

2000-2002 negetiations that culminated in the cxisting ibal-state compacl.

As negotiations began, Governar Jane IHull was patently clear that there wauld be no deal
and na tribal-state vompact unless cerlain policy goals of hers were met.” Key among these
policy goals was that the State wanted to Jimit the number of casinos overall and prevent the
construction of additional casinos in the metropolitan arcas, The governor’s desice wo el the
people that there wauld be no additional casinos in the Phoenix metropolitan area was explicitly
stated thronghout the negotiations,® Mare specifieally, the primary points of nepotiation
inciuded the number of facilities, the locatien of facilities, and the number of gaming deviees.”
The State was trying to limit the total number of devices per facility to roughly 1,000 machines
per facilily, and then by limiling the number ol Gecilities within ¢ach melropolitan area, to place
overall limits on the numbers of machines within cach metropolitan arca,

The Governor’s insistence on limiting the number of machines and facilities in the
metrapolitan arcas was partly driven by a desire {o ensure that there was a viable gaming market
rural gaming tribes. Because the principal markets in Arizona are the Phoenix and Tucson
ritarkets, the State sought 1o resirict the number of metro easines to help proteet the cusbomer
base for rural gaming tribes, ostensibly to reduce rural gaming tribes® temptation to try to locate
casinos in the metro areas. The State hired an economist to modal the metvo tmarkets, the rural
markets, and the compact proposals to ensure that the rural gaming tribes were protected.'! At
one poinl in negoliations, the Governor sought to pravent zaming on gll [ands not held in trust at
the time IGRA was enacled, which would have precluded olTreservalion gaming projects like
that at issue today. 1GRA provides for paming on these *after-acquired lands™ in limited
circumstancas'? but eertain tribes, ineluding the Navajo Mation, apposed this prohibition bhecause
they wanted to retain the option to game on after-acquired lands near the Navajo Reservation.
Ultimately, the Stale did not press for this prohibition, despite the fact that it would have all but
guaranteed no additional casinos in Phocnix and Tucsen, because Navajo and other rural tribes
insisted that their faeilities would be located in rural foeations away fram metrapalitan areas,
The State ultimately fell back on its initial position of seeking to aveid permitting the expansion
uf facilities in the Phoenix market, so it actively socught to identify how many casinos would be
in the Tueson and Phoenix markets."

By August 2000, the State was willing to increase the number of gaming devices in each
facility if the tribes weare willing to agree not to increase the number of statewide facilities. The
Stale felt that this concession was necessary to secure an overall reduction on the number of

& Tustimony of Chairman Ned Norris, Tohono O'odhan Nation, Eegislative Hearing an “The Keep the
Fromise Act of 2014 before the 5. Canun. on Indian Affirs, 113 Cong, 21 910 (September 17, 2014),

? Exhibit D, (LaSarte depa) at 29:7-30:10.

® xhibit T ([ant depa) 44;13-47;13; {Walker depa) 36:13-37:6; Ex. 9 (Dahlswrom depo) 288:2-12; (LaSarte
depo) 81:13-34:3

? Exhibit F {Hart depo) 31:9-25.

™ Exhibil G (Hart depo) 77:9-80:14.

" Exhibit H (Hart depn} 34:16-83:18; 169:10-170:6; (Bielecki depa) 76:7-77:22.

235 US.C. § 2719{a)-{b).

12 Exhibit ] (Hant depo) 197:20-192:16; (Landry depo) 54:10-15,
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facilities from the numbers authorized in the then-existing compacts because it would help
ensure that its demand of 1o additional facilities in Phoenix end Tueson would be met™
Because the State expressed concerns ahout the twa metropolitan markets in particular, the tribes
formed self-selected subgroups in each of those markets to negotiate among themselves and
develop the Arizona tribal positions with respect to the numbers of facitities and machines in
those markets. This was an internal inter-tribal effort to define and develop the tribes’ unified
position reparding those markets vis-3-vis the govemor, 14 Nepotiations reparding the Tucson
aren market were held among Tohang O'odham and the Pascua Yaqui Tribe, while negotiations
regarding the Phoenix market only included Salt River, Gila River, Ak-Chin, and Fort
MeDowell,

Tribal leaders in the Arizona Indian Gaming Association (*AIGA™), which represented
the interests af all gaming tribes in Arizona, agreed among themselves and with the State that
there would not be any additional casittos in the Phoenix metropalitan area beyond the seven that
were already being operated by Salt River, Gila River, Ak-Chin, and Fort wcDowell.'" Because
the AIGA tribal leaders agresd the compacls should authorize no additional casinos in (he
Phoenix metropolitan area, the Phoenix metro tribes each agreed that the new compacts weuld
reduce the maximum number of facilities sach Lribe could operale by one [acilily, as compared o
their then exisling compaets, This reduction is reflected in columns 3 and 4 of Section 3(£)(5) of
the 2002 Compact. 17 Column 3 of $ection 3{c)(6) denotes how mnany gaming feeilities each tribe
was authorized to aperate under the previous compacts while column 4 shows how many were to
be allowed under the newly agreed upon model compact, Based on the representations of
‘Tahono Ofodham (which are discussed further below?, the tribal leaders felt that the chart
illustrating the reduction in facilities was sufficiant to address the State’s concern that the
compact not authorize additional casinos in the Phaenix metrapolitan area. The four Phoenix-
market tribes made it clear in discussions with other tribes and the Stats that they aprecd w this
reduclion specifically for the purpose of ensuring Lhal the only existing cusinos in the Phoenix
market would be allowed under the compacts.”® The agreement by Phoenix area tribus 1o reduce
their autherized number of facilities was not just memorialized in the mode]l compact ilsel but
also in materials that promoted the compact in a sampaign to parer votor suppodt,”

With regard to the Tuesan area, the State told Pascua Yaqui and Tohone O"odham that it
also wanted no additional casinas in that market but Tohano O'adham was adamant that it be
allowed to retain its fourth facility. It was at this point that the State and tribal parties began
pressing Tohono O’odham about their insistence on rataining the right to build a fourth casino.
Slate negotialor Steve Hart told Tohono O*adham (hal, “[t]he Governor wants to see an overall

1* Exhibit J {[att depo.} 44:11-48:8,

'3 Exhibit K (Luna depo) 84:2-86:12; (LaSarle depo) 42:19-45:4; 59:12-65:24; (Walker depo) 87:22-88:14;
(Dahlstrom Yol. 2 depa} 273:3-275:20,

1 Lxhibit L (Maki] depo) 47:21-49:3, 219:13-220:12; (Lowis depo) 45;17-47:21; 57:15-61:8; {Lunn depo)
48:13-49:7, 51:25-52:18; B1:20-82:22, 93:4-04:10; {LaSarte depo) 129:7-20; (Hart depo) 92:22-93-13; (Biclccki
depo) 143:10-16.

"7 Exhibil € at 79.

' Ex, M (Landry} 52:15-53:7; Bx. 14 (Lewis) 53:4-56:2, §7:15-58:17; 95:5-11; Bx. 17 (Makil Vol 2)
164:21-166:1,

'* Exhibil B ut 5.
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reduction in the number of facilities. You guys [Tohono Codham] are stil] stuck ot four,
Everyons else has dropped a facility. We want no added facilities in Phoenix, and you've got
this anc added facility in Tucson, Wed like to gel rid of that.™*® Toheno O*odham argued that it
should be allowed 1o keep ils fourth facility beeause it was a hybrid between a miral and 2 metro
tribe and should be treated differently from other sielro tribes. 1L maintained thal it should have
the ability to have three large facilities in Tueson and be allowed to maintain one smaller
capacity, rural facility.

In an AIGA meeting, Tohono O*odhtam Chaitman Edward Manual stated that Tohono
Fodham intended to retain its three axisting facilities because of substantial investments made
into those casinos, and that retaining the right ta a fourth would allow it to put ancther casino in
the Tueson tnarket or in a rural localion pn its primary reservation to create jobs and provide
cconomic development. These statements wore alse made by Tohone O'adham’s representalives
in staff-level meetings.* The State repeatedly pressed Tohona Qodham 1o identify the possible
range of lacations where its unbuilt facility might be loeated if it were allowed to keep four
authorizations. Tohono O"odham’s representatives gave disingenuous answers that omitted West
Phoenix as a potential location even though Tohono had already initialed an active search to
acquire n casino site there. Tohono O edham assured the State’s negotiators that they would
put a “third facility in Tueson™ if Paseua Yaqui agread to allow that in the compact, and that if
uot, they would still need four casinn autherizations because in addition to their two Tueson
casinos, they would have “two rural facilities,” the existing one in Why and another *in Gila
Bend or Florence.”® State negotiator Steve Hart summed up the promises TON made this way:

The Tohono O*vdham Nation assured everyone, told everyone, agreed with the
other tribes, agreed with the governoer’s office that there would be tweo or perhaps
three faeilities in Lthe Tueson aren, o facility in Why that was 40 or so miles out, ar
50 miles out, and there was a potential for facilitics in Gila Bend and Flarence. 1f
the locations that they ore looking for are not these locations, then they’re doing
something that's different than they szid and promised.”

The State was persuaded by Tehono O”odham’™s rationale and allowed Tohone to retain
its fourth facility if it could reach an agreement with Pascua Yaqui. Pascun Yaqui initially
objected to the construction of ancther casino near its facilities in Tucson because of a fear that
an addilional facility would saturate the market and hurt Pascua Yaqui's business. Pascua Yaqui
and Tohono CG'odham eventually reached an agreement based on the stipulation that Tohono

® Exhibit N (Hart depo) 119:15-19.

* Exhibit O (LaSarte depo) 130:22-134:2,

* Gvidence nncavered during discavery in Stae of Arls. ot of, v Tohone O'odhant Natiei, Mo, 11-0096 (D.
Ariz. liled Feb, 14, 2011}, revenls thal Tehono G odham officials discussed Phoenix sren casine plans of least us
carly as May 2001 and that such plans were intentionaliy kept quiet in considemtion of the ongaing negotations,
The July 23, 2014 testimony af Salt River Frestdent Diane Enos provides an overview oF thls evidence, Sma
Tasthmony af Eresident Diane Enos Sait River Pimo-Maricopa fidion Comanniiv, Gversight Hearing on “Indian
Gawiing: The Next 35 Years, " bajbre tha 5. Comm. on Indign Affairs, 113" Cong. at 7-12 (Tuly 23, 2014).

o Bxhibit P (Man depo) 95:2-97:6,

* Bxhibit @ (Harl depa) 129:23-130:7.
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would be required to E]acc their fourth facility no closer than 5Q miles from any cxisting facility
in the Tucson market.”

Tohono &'adham never assecied any right or interest in negotiating for machine or
facility rights as part of the Phoenix market group, and never negaotiated for the right to locate
Facilities in the Phoenix market.”® If the Tohono Q’edham had intended to game in the Phoenix
market, that is something that the other tribes would have reasonably expected Tohone to raise in
ihe negotiations. This is particularly true given Governor HulPs ahsolute insistence on
preventing the expansion of gaming in the Phoenix market, and the existence of the Agreament in
Principle entered inlo among the iribal leaders, through which each leader expressly agreed "to
make a good faith effort to develop and maintain consistent positions regarding the terms and
issues at issue with the State of Arizona in compact nsgotiations.”’

However, intzrmal Tohona O*odham memaos reveal that Tohono had no doubt abaut the
reliance of Phoenix teibes and deliberately positioned itself to exploit the reduction in the
Phaenix market. One memo shows that on August 22, 2002, when TON was secretly looking for
a casino site in west Phoenix, those working on the search said that one casino logation they were
investigating was “way out there, but it's still in the Phoenix aren” and noted that under the terms
of the nepotiated 2002 Compact “everybody in the Phoenix area loses ane casine, which drops
them to what they currently have” because Governor Hull wanted no additional casines in the
Phoenix arca.

Therefore, the existing structure of gaming in Arizons includes and was based upon the
agrecment by Arizona tribes not to build additional casines in the Phoenix metropolitan area.
‘This is 2 message that Tohono 0" adham pravidad “major funding” for to persuade Arizona
voters, and onc that was negotiated over the course of many years. That Tehona O7edham was
aware of this message, heard and paid for its dissemination, and never said anything 1o rebut il
despite active plans ta the contrary revesls the depth of Tohono's deceit.

The Keep the Promise Act Does Mot Impose Any Greater Restrictions on Tribal Rights
Beyond Those Alrepdy Agreed Upon by the Tribes

It must be understood that the Keep the Promise Act docs not disturb pramises between
Tohono O”cdham and the United States that were made as part of the 1986 Gila Bend Act. Thal
act compensaled Tohono O'odham for lands fleoded as a result of a federal project and
established a mechanism for Tohono to acquire replacement trust lands. The purpose of the Gila
Bend Act is not in dispute but it is incorreet to suggest that the Act remains fully intaet todny, as
it was in 1986, When passed in 1986, the Gila Bend Act allowed Tohono O"odham (o acquirc
0,880 acres of land to be held in wust and used as a reservation. In 1988, congressional
enactment of the Indian Gaming Regulalary Act (“TGRA™) limited Tohona's inherent right to
game and imposed a federal regulatory system to administer gaming on [ands taken into trust
under the Gila Bend Act,  Tohono agreed to operate no mare than four easines when it entered

¥ Ex, R (Hart depo) 81:22-83:8; 93:25-97; (Ritchie depo) 28:5-21,

* Bxhibht § (Hart depo) 207:17-208:16; (Dahlsivom depo) 225:12-226:6; {LaSarte depa) 5%:12-65:24,
= Sae Agreament in Princlple, n copy of which is adached as Bxhibit T.

* Bxhihit U, $:7-21.
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into its initial gaming compact with the State of Arizona in the early 1990°s. This compacl
canstituted a second limitation on Tohona's ahility to use replacement lands 2cquired under the
Gila Bend Act. Althougl IGRA and the Gila Bend Act did nat place a limit an the number of
facilitics that Tohono G odham could operate, Tohono agreed to this limitation in the course of
zood faith negotiations. When the cxisting tribal-state compaets were negotiated in 2000-2002,
Tohono O’odham again restrivted its use ol Gila Bend Act replacement lands by apreeing to
machine limits and geographical restriclions on where its [bur casinos could be located. The
Department approved this compact and its restrictions on Gila Bend Act replacement lands in
2003. That appreval has nat been revoked.

To say that the Keep the Promise Aot's clarification as to the genpraphic restrictions in
these Department-approved compacts somehow breaks a federal promise to allow Tehene to
open casinos on any Gila Bend Acl lands ignores this history. The Department asserts that the
Gila Bend Act’s mechanism for Tohono’s acquisition of replucement lands is a solemn promise
that remains unmedified to this day but that is simply not trus. This position ignores the
federally sanctioned negotiations between Tohono Oodham and the State of Arizona, which
resulted in restrictions an tribal lond vse in exchange for gaming exclusivity in the State. The
Keep the Promise Act does not deprive Tohang O*adham of any rights that it had not already
modified aver the course ol nepotiating and acting in furtherance of IGRA-authorized compacts
since the early 1990%, Rather, the bill protcels the cammitments that Arizana tribes made to
each other and to so many Arizonans when they approved the curcent tribal-state compact based
on the promise of no additional casinos in the Phoenix melropolitan area until 2027. To justify
its opposition to the Keep the Promise Act, the Department decided that a 1986 commilmenl (o
place lands into tzust for Tohono O*odham that is silent with respect to gaming excuses any
dishonest means Tohono O'odham may have used during the course of the tribal-stnte compact
negotiations, even though many other Arizana tribes have expressed concerns that this
dishonesty and Tohono’s proposed casing, which enly iz possible because Toheno's bad faith
dealings, threatens Arizona tribes’ paming exclosivily and will negatively impact all tribes in the
state. The Department maintains its opposition to the Keep the Promise Act even though
Tohono O*odham publicly agreed to the gaming limitations il would codify,

Aside from tone, the position of the Department is not surprising. Assistant Sceretary
Whashburn’s September 17 hearing testimony made clear that he Is not only in the businese of
picking winners and losers when it conles to the scope of trikal paming in Arizona, but he is
apparently more qualified than the tribes and voters of Arizona whe have already made this
determination when il comes to making these policy decisions. What was surprising, however,
was the Assistant Sccretary’s willingness to reward the cynicism and dishonesty of one tribe ot
the expense of the other tribes in Arizona. Mevertheless, Assistant Secretary Washburn has made
it erystel clear in his advocacy for the Tohono O"cdham that he belisves some tribes are more
deserving than others, even if it hams rural Arizona tribes.

The Keep the Promise Act will Prodect Rural Arizona Tribes to whom the Unifed States has
a Trust Responsibility

The Department asserts that its trust responsibility to Tohono O'odham requires it to
oppwse the Keep the Promise Act but this position is inappreprinte and ignores the congruent
relationship that the United States maintaing with other Arizona tribes who rely heavily on the
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cirrent structure of gaming in Arizona. The responsibility thal the United States owes to other
Arizona tribes who benefit from the cxisting structure of gaming in Arjzona is largely
attributable to the faet that this structure was affinmatively approved by the Department in
2003.2* Irenically, the Department issued its approval of Tohone O'odham's compact with the
Staie of Arizona in the same Federal Repister notice that signaled federal approval of neary
identical compacts for the Ak-Chin Cammunity, Cocopah [ndian Tribe, Fort MeDowell Yavapai
Nation, Hualapai Indian Tribe, Iavasupai Indian Tribe, Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians, Navajo
Mation, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, Quechan Indian Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Tonto Apache Tribe, White Mountain Apache Tribe, and
the Yavapai-Apache Nation.*

However, the Department’s approval of these compacts does not somehow imbue the
Assistant Seeretary of Tndian Affairs with the expertise or authority to decide that the Phoenix
metropolitan area is large enough to sustain an eiphth Class 1T facility, as he contended before
the Committee. Despite Assistant Sceretary Washburn’s unfounded assertion that certain
Phoenix area tribes can withstand the competition, this completely disregards the other non-
meiro tribes that rely upen the stability of the cxisting structure, Putting aside any questions
rbaut Assistant Secretary Washburn's eredentials as en economist equipped to measure the
capacity of gaming markets to expand, he has simply ignored the social and fiscal benefits that
the Keep the Promise Act strives to protect for rural and nen-gaming tribes to which he owes a
trust responsibility. Other Arizona tribes, such as the Quechan Indian Tribe and the Hualapai
Tribe, havs vaiced Lheir support for measures aimed to protect the promise of no additional
easinos in the Phoenix metropolitan area until the existing compacts expire.”! These tribes fear
that a success by Tohono O odham will disrupt the current system under which all Arizona tribes
can benefit, even if they do not operate their pwn casing, The compacts ensure that non-geming
tribes share in gaming revenue through machine transfer agreements with urban tribes.
However, this delieate balance s dependent upen tribal cxclusivity, which is under ever
increasing pressure from non-tribal gaming interests who view Toliono O'adham’s scheme as
having destroyed the trust that justified the current monopoly.

The Department’s ageressive opposition to the Keep the Promise Act demonsirates its
failure to ensure that the existing tribal-state campaets are propeely administered and not
manipulated in a way that would hurt the majority of Arizona tribes for the benefit of just one.
Commenis made by Assistant Sceretary-Indian Affairs Washburm illustrates an inability to
understand the practical reality of his position, which mnount to acquicseence to deceptive plans
specifically caleulaled to exploit what were supposed te be “gaod faith” negotiations and hurt
other Arizona tribes for the sake of improved profit margins,

The Keep the Promise Act is Cansigtent with T.egislation that Alfects Tribal Gaming

# 19Motice of Approved Fribal-State Compacts™, 66 Fed, Reg, 5012 (Feb, 5, 2003),

Ll K.

N See Testimory of Chairwoman Sherry Counts, Hua!tz{'zm' Trike, Chversight Hearing on “Indian Gaming:
tha Nesat 25 Yoo before the 8. Comm. Qo Indian Affairs, 113™ Cong. (July 23, 2014} Stotement af President
Keeay Escalunii Sr., Guechurn fndien Tribe, Oversight Fearing on “Indiun Gaming: the Next 25 Years™ before the
S. Comm. On Indian Affiirs, 113% Cong. (July 23, 2014);
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One of the Department’s other stated reasons for opposing the Keep the Promise Acl is
that it would create a tribe and area speeific limiwtion in IGRA. The Department relies on this
convenient statement but this position declings to acknowledpe the universal application of the
Keep the Promise Act to all Arizona tribes, The Department also lails to acknowledge {hat
IGRA’s original text included carve-outs for tribes in Wiscansin and Floride.* In this context,
the Depariment's opposition sesns rooted in a distorted view of how Congress has regulated
paming since the day IGRA was enacted.

Morezover, ns has been stated in previous submissions to the Commnittee, Congress
routinely enacts and the Department consistantly supports legislation that eurtails gaming
opportunities for certain tribes in specific areas. Opposition to the Keep the Promise Act on the
basis of it creating a *rribe-specific and area-specific” limitation in IGRA cannot be squared with
the Department’s pervasive suppon of bills that would actually create such limitations but
without Ihe temporal limitations considered here.** The Department has clearly taken
inconsistent positions with regard to legislaticn that affects tribal gaming rights and therefore, its
unartfully stated opposition 1o the Keep the Promise Act should be disregarded,

The Keep the Promise Act Presetves the Exisfing Strueturs of Avizona Gaming and
Froteets the Capacity of Avizona Tribes to Provide for Their Communities

One of the justilications provided by Assistant Secretary-Indian AfTairs Washbumn to the
Committee for his opposition to the Eeep the Promise Act was the faet that Tohono O odham is
“impoverished” and needs the revenue that a fourth casina would generate. This position ignores
the reality that Tohono O’odham is already a successful gaming tribe with three existing facililies
and is on par with its sister tribe, Gila River, in terms of affluence and capacity to provide
services to members, According to Tohone O’edhary’s own promotional materials, Tohono
initiated “modern gaming™ on its lands with the opening of its first bingo hall in 1983.% The
first of Tohono's casino opened in 1993 and twoe more have opened since that time. In the carly
20005, Tehono O’ cdham claims that it “ook a lead role in seeuring passape of Proposition
202,” * whose official ballat materials ineluded the promise of no additional easines in the
Phoenix metropolitan area for twenty-five years. Tohono (’adham’s suceess has been so
consistent and long lived that its council first approved the issuance of per capita payments to
tribal members more than fificen vears ago in 1997, Today, Tohone O'cdham boasts the Deserd
Diamond Casino-Hotel, which it claims to be the largcst in the State; the Desert Dizmond
Casino; anul the Golden Hazgail Casino. In total, Tohono O ndham™s gaming revenue injecls gver
%25 million into Southern Arizona’s local ceonomy on an annual basis and brings in *a
respectoble percentage of the $1.8 billion generated” by Tndian gaming in the State,*

® 22025 US.C. § 2715(b)X2).

T See Testimony of Governor Gregory Mendoza, Gila River Indian Comnmity, Legislative Hearing on the
Keep the Promise Act of 2004 Befora the 5. Camm. an Indion Affates, 1147 Ceng. at 4 {Sept. 17, 2014).

* See Exhibit A,

= pd.

% See *Tohona O'odham Parly Time: Celebrating Three Decades o Gaming and Progress™,
hiipaiindtancannteymd sveredianemnvark com/20 140403 Aoheno-oodhant-pa ry-time-celehrating-three-decades-

guning-ond-progress-1 34293 (lest visited Sept. 28, 2014).
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Matwithstanding the theee decade long benefit that Tohono 07odham has reeeived from
raming, there remain many challenges for the community, as Chairman Norris pointed out in his
leslimony befors the Commiftes. It would be naive, however, to think that the “impoverished”
state of Tohona O*adhara, as pointed out by Assistant Secretary Washbum, somehow justifies the
construclion of a casine that would directly compete with Tohono's similarly situated sister
tribes. The 2010 Census Report shows that the Community and Tohona O*odham, both of which
operate three casinos, have similar demographics with regard 1o the percentage of households
headed by single mothers, percentage of househalds with incomes less than $10,000, percentage
of households that receive supplemental income, per capita income, and the percentage of
persons living in paverty.” The strikingly similar census statistics for these sister tribes
demonstrates that it is whelly inappropriate for the Department to ground its oppesition ta the
Keep the Promise Act in the fact that the bill would impact the ability of one tribe to boosl its
revenue. In reality, acquiescence to Tohone O’cdham’s scheme would cannibalize axisting tribal
facilities and reveniza sharing arrangements to simply shift resources from one sister tribe to
another. Morcover, the Department bas completely ipnored rural tribes in the state which are
much more impoverished than either Tohono (P odham or the Community.

Toliono 0'odham and the Community have hoth experienced the type of success that has
allowed the tribal governments Le slowly imprave the quality and breadth of services available to
tribal members. Howaver, the size of these conumunities, in tarms of both population and
geographic size, and the persisting presence of social ills, ranging from subslanse abuse and gang
aclivily 1o poverty and health disperities make it short sighted to oppose the Keep the Promise
Act baeause it would temporarily foreclose just one avenue of cconomic development to Tohano.
Realistivally, the opening of the proposed Glendale casino would not bestow any sort of tangible
benefit on Tohona OCodham for many years. The mere distance of the facility from Tohono
O'odham’s reservation would also foreclose any employment opportunitics for members living
there and would likely fores them to relacats to the Phoenix area before securing a job on site.
The location of the facility on the rural part of the reservation, as Tohono leadership suggested it
would do during the compact negotiations, would at lcast provide cmploymenl opportunilics for
tribal members and not forec them to leave hame for work. Instead, this facility would be
logated in the middle of Glendale and hope for enough profits to one day trickle down to Tohono
Crodham membership.

In closing, the Community thanks the Committee for the opportunity te submit this
additicnal information as parl of the record for the Seplember 17, 2014 lepislative hearing on the
Keep the Promise Act. We respectfully urge the Committes to consider the Keep the Promise
Act at its next Businass Meeting,

¥ See Gila River Indian Community and Tohono O'ndham Nation Census 2010 Demographics (Exhibit V).

*The index and exhibits attached to this testimony have heen retainad in the Committee files.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Governor.

Mayor Weiers? And I would ask, try to keep it to give minutes,
because Senator McCain has another meeting to get to, and I want
to get to him for questions.

STATEMENT OF HON. JERRY WEIERS, MAYOR, CITY OF
GLENDALE, ARIZONA

Mr. WEIERS. I will do the best I can, sir, thank you very much.

Good afternoon, Chairman Tester, Vice Chairman Barrasso and
members of the Committee. My name is Jerry Weiers, and I am the
mayor of Glendale, a city of 232,000, and the 72nd largest city in
the Country. Before becoming mayor, I served eight years in the
Arizona legislature.
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I am here today to discuss my personal views on a casino pro-
posed to be built in my city. I am required to state that my views
today do not represent the majority of the body of the council. My
views are not the official position of the council.

Like Senator McCain, I supported Arizona Proposition 202, the
2002 ballot initiative, which gave tribes the exclusive right to con-
duct gaming. One key aspect of that campaign was the clear prom-
ise repeatedly made to voters by tribes and State officials that
there would be no additional casinos in the Phoenix metro area.
When Governor Hall concluded compact negotiations in 2002 with
the 17 tribes, he publicly announced that under the compact, that
there would be “no additional casinos in the metropolitan Phoenix
area.”

Now, here is a voter pamphlet from the 2002 initiative campaign
that was widely distributed by the 17 tribes. The pamphlet told
voters that under the compact, “there will be no facilities in Phoe-
nix.” If you look at page 6, which I have highlighted here, major
funding for this pamphlet was provided by the Tohono O’odham
Nation, who I will respectfully refer to as the TO.

Understandably, the public was blindsided when Tohono
O’odham announced in January of 2009 it was going to open a Las
Vegas style casino on the 54 acre parcel within our city. At that
time I was serving in the Arizona legislature, and I met with
Tohono O’odham Chairman Norris, and I expressed my grave con-
cerns about gambling within our city. The council immediately
passed a resolution opposing the casino, because it would harm our
residents and their way of life.

Recently the city council voted four to three to repeal the 2009
resolution opposing that casino. This was done only after the Inte-
rior Department had already decided to create a casino reservation
on that parcel. We had no real choice; we could continue to fight
and hope for action from this body or give up. It is frustrating to
be a city of our size and have no voice on gambling pushed by a
tribal government that is more than 100 miles away. The public
has no right to object to gambling because of the narrow exception
in the 1988 Indian Gaming Regulatory Act that Tohono O’odham
is using that gives the Interior absolutely no authority to stop gam-
bling, even if it knows adverse impacts to nearby neighborhoods,
churches and the public school across the street.

Since the Interior has no authority to stop gambling, it has no
reason to ask the public for comments or investigate adverse im-
pacts. This is a polar opposite to the two-part exception in IGRA,
which is typically used for off-reservation casinos. It requires that
the Interior prepare for an environmental impact statement and in-
vestigate in great detail adverse impacts that a casino may cause.

What is more, for gambling to be allowed, the Secretary must de-
termine on the record that the casino “would not be detrimental to
the surrounding community.” And most importantly, the State’s
governor has the legal right to veto any casino project, regardless
of the Secretary’s decision.

But in our case, the public has no say. The State legislature has
no say. Our governor has no say, and the Interior has no authority
to stop it. For us, this means that the largest tribal casino in the
history of the State may operate on a 54-acre island in the middle
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of the Phoenix metro area without anyone investigating and ad-
dressing the adverse environmental and social impacts it will
cause, and without any Federal, State or local official deciding that
it can safely operate in the public’s interest.

What is more, my city may not be the last. Our sister cities real-
ize that unless Congress acts, they may be next. Under the 1986
Gila Bend Act, Tohono O’odham claims that it can create a new
reservation on land on more than 6,000 acres. It also claimed the
right to operate a total of four new casinos in the Phoenix metro
area. If Congress does not act, the entire Phoenix metropolitan
area must be prepared for more off-reservation casinos.

That is why many mayors and city council members have signed
a letter asking that Congress enact the Keep the Promise Act. As
a former State legislator, I know that if gambling happens in Glen-
dale, there will be a strong effort in the State legislature to author-
ize non-Indian gaming in all of Arizona. And that will have a dev-
astating effect on all the tribes.

I urge this Committee to move the Keep the Promise Act. The
bill is about preserving the promises made to tribes by tribes to
voters, protecting Phoenix metro cities from having unwanted gam-
bling within their borders. Thank you, Chairman Tester. I will be
happy to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mayor Weiers follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JERRY WEIERS, MAYOR, CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

Good afternoon Chairman Tester, Vice Chairman Barrasso and members of the
Committee. My name is Jerry Weiers. I am the Mayor of Glendale, a city of 232,000
and the 72nd largest city in the country. Before becoming Mayor, I served eight
years in the Arizona Legislature.

I am here today to discuss my personal views on a controversial tribal casino pro-
posed for my City. As Mayor, I am required to state that my views today do not
represent the majority of the body of the Council and my views are not the official
position of the Council.

Like Senator McCain, I supported Arizona Proposition 202, the 2002 ballot initia-
tive which gave tribes the exclusive right to conduct gaming. One key aspect of the
initiative campaign was the clear promise, repeatedly made to voters by Tribes and
State officials, that there would be “no additional casinos in the Phoenix-metro
area.”

When Arizona Governor Hull concluded compact negotiations with the 17 Tribes,
she publicly announced that under the compact, there would be—and I quote—"no
additional casinos in the Phoenix metropolitan area.”

[HOLD UP pamphlet] Here is a voter pamphlet from the 2002 initiative campaign
that was widely distributed by the 17 Tribes. The pamphlet told voters that under
the compact—and I quote—"there will be no additional facilities in Phoenix.” Page
6 of the pamphlet says that major funding for it was provided by the Tohono
O’odham Nation, who I will respectfully refer to as TO.

Understandably, the public was blindsided when TO announced in January 2009
that it was going to open a Las Vegas-style casino on a 54-acre parcel within our
City. No one gave us any warning. No one asked for our opinion. At that time, I
was serving in the Arizona Legislature and I met with TO Chairman Norris and
expressed my grave concerns about gambling within our City.

The City Council immediately passed a resolution opposing the casino because it
would harm our residents and their way of life. During the following five years, the
City was involved in two lawsuits to stop the casino, at enormous financial cost.

Recently the City Council voted 4-3 to repeal our 2009 resolution opposing the
casino. But this was done only AFTER the Interior Department had already decided
to create a casino reservation on the parcel. We had no real choice—continue to
fight and hope for action from this body, or give up. It is frustrating to be a city
of our size and have no voice on gambling pushed by a tribal government more than
a hundred miles away.
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The public has no right to object to gambling because the narrow exception in the
1988 Indian Gaming Regulatory Act that TO is using gives Interior absolutely no
authority to stop gambling, even if it knows of adverse impacts to nearby neighbor-
hoods, churches, and the 2,000-student public high school across the street, and
even though Arizona Governor Jan Brewer formally objected. Since Interior has no
authority to stop the gambling, there is no reason to ask the public for comments
or investigate adverse impacts.

This is polar opposite to the “two-part” exception in IGRA, which is typically used
for off-reservation casinos such as this. It requires that Interior prepare an Environ-
mental Impact Statement and investigate in great detail adverse impacts that a ca-
sino may cause. What’s more, for gambling to be allowed, the Secretary must deter-
mine on the record that the casino, and I quote, “would not be detrimental to the
surrounding community.” And, most importantly, the State’s governor has the legal
right to veto any casino project regardless of the Secretary’s decision.

But in our case, the public has no say, the State Legislature has no say, the Gov-
ernor has no say, and Interior has no authority to stop it, despite adverse impacts.
For us, this means that the largest tribal casino in the history of the State may op-
erate on a 54-acre island in the middle of the Phoenix-metro area without anyone
investigating and addressing the adverse environmental and social impacts it will
cause, and without any federal, state or local official deciding that it can safely oper-
ate in the public interest.

What’s more my City may not be the last. Our sister cities realize that unless
Congress acts, they may be next. Under the 1986 Gila Bend Act, TO claims it can
create reservation land on 6,626 more acres. And, T.O. claims a right to operate a
total of four new casinos in the Phoenix-metro area. If Congress does not act quick-
ly, the entire Phoenix metropolitan area must be prepared for more off-reservation
casinos. And that is why 8 Mayors and many more City Council members have
signed a letter asking that Congress enact the Keep the Promise Act.

As a former State legislator, I know that if gambling happens in Glendale, there
will be a strong effort in the Arizona Legislature to authorize non-Indian gambling
in the State. And that will have a devastating effect on all Tribes.

I urge this Committee to move the Keep the Promise Act. The bill is about pre-
serving the promises made by Tribes to voters and protecting Phoenix-metro cities
from having unwanted gambling within their borders.

Thank you. I am happy to answer any questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mayor Weiers. Councilman Sher-
wood?

STATEMENT OF HON. GARY SHERWOOD, COUNCILMAN, CITY
OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA; ACCOMPANIED BY HON. SAMMY
CHAVIRA, COUNCILMAN, CITY OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA

Mr. SHERWOOD. Good afternoon, Chairman Tester and Members
of the Senate Indian Affairs Committee. My name is Gary Sher-
wood, and I am a council member of the City of Glendale, Arizona.

On behalf of Glendale, I am here today with my fellow council
member and colleague Sammy Chavira. We are pleased to have
been given the opportunity to present Glendale’s official position on
S. 2670, the so-called Keep the Promise Act.

Let me be absolutely clear: the City of Glendale strongly opposes
enactment of this legislation. The city twice has adopted official
resolutions clearly expressing its opposition. And these resolutions
have been provided to the Committee.

In this opposition to S. 2670 and House Bill 1410, we have joined
our sister cities Peoria, Tolleson and Surprise, all of which have
long opposed this legislation. It is important to understand that
collectively, our cities represent the vast majority of the population
of Phoenix’s West Valley.

Our communities desperately need this economic development
and employment opportunities which the Tohono O’odham Nation’s
casino and resort project bring to our area. In Glendale alone, al-
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most 80,000 of the nearly 90,000 workers who live in Glendale
must leave the city for their employment. In other words, 88 per-
cent of the wage earners who live in our community must travel
elsewhere to work. Obviously, this job situation is a significant
problem in our community.

In the next 20 years, 65 percent of the growth in the Phoenix
metropolitan area will occur in the West Valley. The existing casi-
nos in the Phoenix area are overwhelming concentrated in the East
Valley, and the West Valley resort will be over 20 miles away from
the nearest of these existing casinos. There is no doubt that these
successful facilities will continue to prosper.

When I was first elected to the council in 2012, I knew we had
to do our homework on a project like this. So I was stunned to
learn that the prior Glendale administration had failed to make
any effort to learn more about this proposed project before it
rushed to oppose it. It was time to make decisions based on the
facts. At the direction of my colleagues, Councilman Chavira,
whose district actually borders the Nation’s reservation, Council-
man Ian Hugh, Councilwoman Norma Alvarez and myself, city
staff spent months carefully examining every aspect of the Nation’s
proposed development.

A minority of the Glendale City Council, including Mayor Weiers,
continue to maintain their personal opposition to this project. But
as President Reagan once said, “Facts are stubborn things.” The
facts showed that we had been misled, not by the Nation but by
the interests seeking to protect their overwhelming casino market
share. Based on this misinformation, the city clearly rebuffed the
Nation’s good faith effort to forge a mutually beneficial relation-
ship. I am proud that the city of Glendale has now opened a new
chapter with the Nation and has entered into an agreement that
will bring thousands of jobs and millions of dollars in direct benefit
to the city.

Today, the city of Glendale and the Tohono O’odham Nation are
bound by ties of friendship. I recently had the honor of partici-
pating in a historic groundbreaking ceremony with Chairman Nor-
ris, a member of the Nation’s legislative council, local and business
leaders and hundreds of supporters. Construction of the project is
now underway. This facility will be located next to our vibrant
sports and entertainment district, an area that is represented by
Council Member Chavira. We have talked to many business leaders
in this area, including leaders of two professional sports teams and
major hospitality developments, and they all support this West Val-
ley project.

I am sorry to report to the Committee that despite these benefits
and the unequivocal views of Glendale residents who in poll after
poll express overwhelming support for this West Valley resort, East
Valley casino interests are again trying to interfere. Over the last
several days, these casino interests have been using paid signature
gatherers to mislead Glendale residents into signing a petition that
challenges the city’s agreement with the Nation. As has been wide-
ly reported to the press, these paid signature gatherers have been
caught on tape lying to Glendale voters, suggesting that the peti-
tion is in favor of the West Valley resort. Thankfully, even Mayor
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Weiers has acknowledged that this dishonest publicity stunt will
not in any way affect the city’s agreement.

I share the sentiments of a long-time Glendale business owner,
who told me that this bill is more properly titled Keeping the Prof-
its Act of 2014. For all these reasons, the city respectfully urges
that the Federal Government should not interfere in our efforts to
improve the lives of our citizens. Do not destroy this valuable part-
nership between the Tohono O’odham Nation and our community.

Senator McCain, you did bring up a point about what this would
do to other Phoenix area casinos. Again, a good share of the growth
in the Valley of the Sun is going to take place in the West Valley
over the next 20 years. Currently there are seven casinos that are
considered in the metro Phoenix area. Six of them are in the far
East Valley with the one being a little over 20 miles away. So I
really don’t think that is going to be a concern.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify on this matter. I and
Councilman Chavira will be pleased to answer any questions that
you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sherwood follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. GARY SHERWOOD, COUNCILMAN, CITY OF GLENDALE,
ARIZONA

Good afternoon Chairman Tester and Members of the Senate Indian Affairs Com-
mittee. My name is Gary Sherwood, and I am a member of the City Council for the
City of Glendale, Arizona. On behalf of the City of Glendale I am here today with
my fellow City Councilmember and colleague Sammy Chavira. We are pleased to
present the City of Glendale’s official position on S. 2670, the companion bill to H.R.
1410. Let me be clear: despite what you have heard from our mayor, the City twice
has adopted resolutions which unequivocally state our opposition to H.R. 1410, and
now S. 2670.

This dangerous and wrongheaded legislation would prevent the City of Glendale
from benefitting from the economic development and desperately needed employ-
ment opportunities which already have begun to be generated by the Tohono
O’odham Nation’s planned development for its West Valley reservation. Make no
mistake, enactment of S. 2670 will have a unmistakably negative impact on the peo-
ple of the West Valley, people who were disproportionally hit by the economic down-
turn that began with the home mortgage crisis in the late 2000s. For this reason,
Glendale joins the other major municipal governments of the West Valley—the cities
of Peoria, Tolleson and Surprise—in opposition to this legislation. Together, our cit-
ies make up the overwhelming majority of the population of the area west of Phoe-
nix known as the “West Valley”.

To put our views in perspective, I want to share with you that the West Valley’s
ability to provide employment opportunities to our own people lags badly behind the
need. At a recent WESTMARC economic development forum it was noted that the
West Valley is home to 39 percent of the region’s population (and our population
is still growing)—but that only 24 percent of the jobs in our region are located West
Valley. A recent studyfinds that “51 percent of people who live in the region—Sur-
prise, Peoria, Glendale and other cities—work outside of it. . . . Of the total, only
about 35,000 of the 109,000 people surveyed both live and work in the Northwest
Valley.” West Valley jobs lag population growth, Arizona Republic (April 23, 2014).
This dynamic is particularly severe in Glendale. We can see from recent census re-
ports that of the 88,699 workers living in Glendale, 78,122 travel outside Glendale
for their employment. “On the Map,” 2011 Census. These numbers are staggering,
and underscore the West Valley’s desperate need for additional economic develop-
ment opportunities.

The City of Glendale is the proud home of the Arizona Cardinals football fran-
chise, the Phoenix Coyotes hockey team, and the spring training facilities for the
Los Angeles Dodgers and Chicago White Sox. The Tohono O’odham Nation’s project
is located near this area, and in our view will directly compliment the commercial
development that will surround it. When the Nation announced its plans for the
West Valley Resort in 2009, it immediately reached out to the City, even though
its land was outside Glendale’s city limits. The Nation also early reached out to
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other West Valley municipalities, and began a dialogue aimed at forging mutually
beneficial working relationships with all of us in the local community.

Our partnerships with the Tohono O’odham Nation are a shining example of what
is possible when an Indian tribe and local communities work together, hand in
hand, to bring positive economic development to fruition. The last thing our commu-
nities need is federal legislation which would intrude on our local decisionmaking,
throw our citizens out of work, and deprive our economies of hundreds of millions
of dollars in economic impacts. The specter of such legislation is all the more dis-
heartening to Glendale and our counterparts in other West Valley cities because it
is so clear that its main purpose is to legislate a monopoly for two other tribes who
operate gaming facilities in the East Valley way over on the other side of Phoenix.
As I have heard Peoria Mayor Barrett say over and over again, we are tired of see-
ing the buses that come every day to the West Valley to pick up gaming patrons
and take them back over to the other side of the Valley to spend their entertain-
ment dollars outside of their own local community. In the next twenty years, 65 per-
cent of the growth in the Phoenix metropolitan area will occur in the West Valley.
For these reasons, like the City of Glendale, the West Valley cities of Peoria, Sur-
prise, and Tolleson, each have taken formal action to oppose H.R. 1410/S. 2670, and
have expressed that opposition in writing to the Congress. See, Testimony of Hon.
Robert Barrett on Behalf of the City of Peoria, Arizona, Before the Subcommittee on
Indian and Alaska Native Affairs, Committee on Natural Resources, U.S. House of
Representatives (May 16, 2013); Letter of Bob Barrett, Mayor, on Behalf of the City
of Peoria, Arizona, to the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs; July 21, 2014 Letter
of Sharon Wolcott, Mayor, on Behalf of the City of Surprise, Arizona to the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs; July 17, 2014 Letter of Adolfo Gamez, Mayor, on Be-
half of the City of Tolleson, Arizona, to the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs.

Because the City of Glendale has taken longer than most of its sister cities to rec-
ognize the tremendous value of the West Valley Resort, it is important to provide
a bit of background on how we got here. I was elected to the Glendale City Council
in late 2012. At the time I must admit I was skeptical about the Tohono O’odham
Nation’s West Valley Resort and Casino proposal. The City had previously entered
into several hundred-million-dollar development deals that resulted in the City pay-
ing substantial subsidies to private interests. As a direct consequence, Glendale was
facing a huge budget crisis, and it seemed as if this project might be a drain on
the City’s already scarce resources.

Given this history, and my experience serving for decades on numerous boards,
commissions, and task forces in my community prior to my election to the City
Council, I knew we had to do our homework when considering massive economic de-
velopment projects like this one. So when I received my first briefings on this
project as a member of the City Council, I was stunned to learn that the prior Glen-
dale administration, which opposed the West Valley Resort, had engaged in no fact-
finding on the project and had refused to engage in any dialogue with the Nation
at all. This despite the fact that the Nation had made significant attempts to meet
City officials and despite the fact that over a dozen administrative and court deci-
sions had confirmed the Nation’s right to acquire the West Valley Resort land in
trust under its land claim settlement act and conduct gaming on the site.

Meanwhile, the other major cities in the West Valley had long ago accepted the
Nation’s invitation for dialogue, and as noted above these cities have since ex-
pressed formal support for the project. So in 2013, the City opened a formal dialogue
with the Nation on this project, and engaged on a nearly-six-month fact finding mis-
sion to carefully explore the pros and cons of this development. After receiving reg-
ular, detailed updates from staff over several months, the City Council formally
voted in March 2014 to begin formal negotiations with the Tohono O’odham Nation
in order to see whether we could reach agreement on the project. At that time, we
also formally voted as a Council to oppose H.R. 1410, a position that a majority of
our councilmembers already had expressed individually on numerous occasions.

While a few individual members of the Glendale City council, including Mayor
Weiers, have continued their misguided opposition to this project, they are in the
distinct minority, both in terms of the City Council and the West Valley. They re-
main out of step with the more than two-thirds of Glendale residents who have con-
sistently supported this project for the last five years. To put it simply, they are
entitled to their views, but these views are their own personal views, and do not
represent the official position of the City of Glendale. I fear that these individuals
have turned a deaf ear to the facts and instead have fallen prey to the misinforma-
tion being peddled by East Valley casino interests seeking to protect their market
share. This misinformation was on display this past July, when Mayor Weiers testi-
fied before this Committee in an oversight hearing on Indian gaming. Unfortu-
nately, Mayor Weiers used the opportunity to vigorously present his personal views,
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\()ivhlich were in direct opposition to the actual and official position of the City of Glen-
ale.

But as former President Ronald Reagan once said, “facts are stubborn things.”
When the majority of my colleagues on Council and I were presented with the facts
about the West Valley resort and casino it became clear that this project was right
for our community. Through this process, we learned a great deal, not only about
jobs and positive economic impact, but also about the history of the Nation’s plans
and gaming in Arizona. We examined, with open minds, the claims made by the Na-
tion’s opponents—claims that the Nation had hid its intentions from other tribes or
that the tribes had promised that there would be “no new casinos in Phoenix.”
When we looked at the facts, presented in administrative and court proceedings, we
found these claims totally lacking. Evidence presented in federal court showed that
East Valley casino interests and State legislators knew about the Nation’s rights
under its settlement act and in fact sought prohibitions on gaming similar to H.R.
1410/S. 2670 during negotiations over the gaming compacts. However, these market
protection prohibitions were rejected and were never incorporated into the compact
that the State of Arizona and all the tribes (including the East Valley tribes) signed.

In other words, East Valley interests are now seeking to obtain from Congress
through H.R. 1410/S. 2670 the prohibitions that they were unsuccessful in negoti-
ating back in 2002—at the expense of my community in the West Valley and in vio-
lation of the promises made to the Tohono O’odham Nation. These opponents have
spent lots of money and thrown every conceivable form of mud against the wall, but
none of it has stuck. H.R. 1410/S. 2670 is just the latest attempt to protect East
Valley casino market share. As a longtime Glendale business owner recently said
to me, this legislation is more properly titled the “Keeping the Profits Act of 2014.”

After careful examination of these facts, the City formally voted in July and Au-
gust to support the use of the Nation’s West Valley Resort property for gaming and
to enter into a formal agreement that provides significant mutual benefits to the
City for years to come. Under the uniform Arizona tribal-state gaming compacts, In-
dian tribes are required to share a portion of their gaming revenues with the State
of Arizona. However, unlike some gaming compacts in other states, there is no re-
quirement that this revenue go to particular communities. Instead, in Arizona,
while tribes must devote a portion of this revenue sharing to local communities, it
is up to each to tribe to determine which communities receive these grants. To my
knowledge, the agreement that the City has struck with the Tohono O’odham Na-
tion goes well beyond any other tribal gaming revenue grant or casino impact agree-
ment in Arizona in terms of direct benefits to a municipality. Under the agreement:

e The City will receive funding in excess of $26 million during the 20-year term
of the agreement;

e The City has already received an initial good faith payment of $500,000;

e Unlike development deals that the City has entered into in prior decades, the
City will not pay one dime to the Nation for construction costs, infrastructure
costs in and around the site, and municipal services such as water and waste-
water. Instead, the Nation will pay for all of these costs;

e The Nation will pay Glendale’s monthly standard fees and service charge rates
for commercial customers on the site.

More important to the City than these specified benefits, however, are the jobs,
economic impacts, and revenue sharing that the project is beginning to generate for
the West Valley and the State of Arizona.

I am sorry to report that despite these benefits and the views of Glendale resi-
dents (who in poll after poll express overwhelming support for the West Valley Re-
sort), East Valley casino interests are now paying signature gatherers to mislead
Glendale residents into signing a petition to challenge the City’s agreement with the
Nation. As has been widely reported in the press, these paid signature gatherers
have been caught on tape lying to Glendale voters, suggesting that the petition is
in favor of the West Valley Resort. Thankfully, even Mayor Weiers has acknowl-
edged that this dishonest publicity stunt will not in any way affect the City’s agree-
ment.

I recently had the honor of participating in an historic groundbreaking ceremony
on the project site with Tohono O’odham Nation Chairman Ned Norris, construction
and building development representatives, and more than 200 other tribal and mu-
nicipal leaders. I have not seen such a demonstration of regional cooperation since
we collaborated on building the Arizona Cardinals Stadium in Glendale more than
a decade ago. Construction on the West Valley Resort site is now underway.

I have met personally with representatives of the other major sports, entertain-
ment and retail industries in Glendale, including the Phoenix Coyotes, Arizona Car-
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dinals, Tanger Outlet Mall, the Renaissance Hotel, and many other restaurants and
businesses, all of whom have expressed support for the Nation’s project and the sec-
ondary benefits that it will bring to their franchises. We also have heard from other
developers who are excited about the West Valley Resort and who are now inter-
ested in investing in our community. In short, this project is already beginning to
pay dividends.

For all these reasons I respectfully urge Congress not to reach back from Wash-
ington, D.C. to interfere in our efforts to improve the lives of our citizens. Do not
crush the dreams of my constituents and those of my sister cities, who have waited
patiently for the jobs, investment in our community, and economic development
which this project already has begun to bring to the West Valley. We urge the Sen-
ate Indian Affairs Committee to see past the misinformation campaign waged by
East Valley casino interests which are pushing a false narrative in order to change
federal law and break a promise made by President Reagan and the U.S. Congress
to the Tohono O’odham Nation more than twenty-five years ago. Congress should
be doing everything it can to foster economic development and positive working rela-
tionships between tribal and local governments, not moving forward special interest,
market-protection legislation. The City of Glendale is asking you not to destroy this
valuable partnership between the Tohono O’odham Nation and my community. We
are emphatically urging this Committee to prevent H.R. 1410/S. 2670 from moving
forward out of this Committee, and urging the Committee to do everything in its
power to ensure that it does not become law.

On behalf of the City of Glendale, I want to thank you for this opportunity to tes-
tify on this matter, which is of such great importance to the City of Glendale. I and
Councilman Chavira would be pleased to answer any questions that the Committee
may have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Councilman Sherwood. Chairman
Norris?

STATEMENT OF HON. NED NORRIS, JR., CHAIRMAN, TOHONO
O’0O0DHAM NATION OF ARIZONA

Mr. NORRIS. Chairman Tester, Senator McCain and honorable
members of the Committee, good afternoon.

This is now the fourth time that I have come before Congress to
testify about this legislation. If enacted, it would commit a pro-
found injustice against the Tohono O’odham Nation and set a ter-
rible precedent for Indian Country. Although I do very much appre-
ciate the opportunity to provide our views on this bill, the Nation
is profoundly disappointed that Congress continues to entertain the
cynically-named Keep the Promise Act.

This legislation shows no respect for the clear terms of the 1986
settlement agreement between the Nation and the United States,
no respect for the contractual agreement between the Nation and
the State of Arizona in our 2003 gaming compact, no respect for
the Federal courts and administrative agencies which, in 16 deci-
sions, have reviewed the settlement, the compact, the law and
found in favor of the Nation, and no respect for the United States’
trust responsibility to the Tohono O’odham Nation.

At the heart of this matter, as I have testified previously, is the
fact that the Corps of Engineers destroyed nearly 10,000 acres of
the Nation’s Gila Bend Reservation in Maricopa County. In 1986,
Congress enacted the Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands Replace-
ment Act to compensate the Nation for the loss of its land and val-
uable water rights. An important part of this settlement is the
right to acquire replacement land that has the same legal status
as the destroyed land.

Most of our reservation land is located in remote, isolated areas.
Our population is one of the poorest in the United States, with av-
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erage individual incomes just over $8,000. As Congress clearly pro-
vided in 1986, the Nation will develop its replacement reservation
land to generate revenue for public services and employment for
our people.

In deciding to use our land for gaming, we relied on the plain
language of the Gila Bend Act, which promises that we can use our
replacement land as a Federal reservation for all purposes, the In-
dian Gaming Regulatory Act, which explicitly allows settlement
lands to be used for gaming, and our tribal-State gaming compact,
which the State and all Arizona gaming tribes negotiated and
signed and which explicitly allows gaming on new lands consistent
with the requirements of IGRA.

The Nation has had it with the constant misinformation and
rhetoric about back room deals and secret plots. These arguments
have been litigated and rejected by the courts. Here are the facts.
Not only is the Gila Band Act a public law that was the subject
of extensive hearings in the 1980s, its land acquisition authority
was explicitly preserved in the 2004 Arizona Water Settlements
Act, by which Gila River Indian Community secured its enormously
valuable water rights settlement.

Further, not only does the tribal-State compact clearly allow the
Nation to game on this settlement land in Maricopa County, it also
explicitly prohibits outside agreements which would change the
compact terms.

Our sister tribes have long benefited from the advice of numer-
ous experienced attorneys. The idea that these tribes have no un-
derstanding of the Nation’s rights under the plain language of the
Gila Bend Act, IGRA and the tribal-State compact is, as the United
States courts declared, “entirely unreasonable.”

The Gila River Indian Community, the Salt River Indian Com-
munity and the Tohono O’odham Nation are relatives and friends.
Our shared history is vitally important to the Nation. But these
tribes’ continued assault on the Nation’s rights has taken a toll. We
ask these tribes to carefully consider the damage their efforts are
causing, both in Arizona and in Indian Country generally.

Honorable members of the Committee, the Nation respectfully
urges that you put an end to this misguided, cynical legislation. It
breaks the promises made by the United States and in Indian land
and water rights settlements. It unilaterally amends the negotiated
terms of federally-approved tribal-State gaming compacts. Most of
all, it is a return to a dishonorable era of Federal Indian policy and
will leave a black mark on this Committee and this Congress’ leg-
acy.
Thank you. I would be pleased to answer any questions the Com-
mittee may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Norris follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. NED NORRIS, JR., CHAIRMAN, TOHONO O’ODHAM
NATION

My name is Ned Norris, Jr. I am the elected Chairman of the Tohono O’odham
Nation. The Nation is a federally recognized tribe with more than 32,000 members.
Our people have lived since time immemorial in southern and central Arizona where
our non-contiguous reservation lands—including our West Valley Reservation in
Maricopa County—are located. I thank Chairman Tester and the Committee for
holding a legislative hearing on H.R. 1410/S. 2670, and for giving the Nation an op-
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portunity to testify about this bill. If enacted, this legislation will effect a profound
injustice upon the Tohono O’odham Nation, one that will besmirch the United
States’ honor and set a terrible precedent for its relationship with Indian Country.
The Nation is deeply disappointed that Congress is even considering this legisla-
tion—a bill that shows no respect for the clear terms of agreements negotiated be-
tween sovereign governments, that would break the promises the United States has
made to my Nation, in a land and water settlement we all agreed to, and that will
re-open up water rights claims on the Gila River. I come before Congress, now for
the fourth time, to highlight the many problems with this legislation.

On July 23rd, during this Committee’s oversight hearing on Indian gaming, I sub-
mitted testimony describing the destruction of our Gila Bend Indian Reservation in
Maricopa County, the result of perpetual flooding caused by a dam built by the
United States Army Corps of Engineers. I also described the federal legislation en-
acted in 1986 to compensate the Nation for its losses and the Corps’ wrongdoing—
the Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands Replacement Act (Pub. L. 99-503). Because
I would like to focus my remarks today on the far-reaching, negative precedent that
this bill would set, I will only briefly summarize my prior testimony about the de-
struction and loss of property and water rights suffered by the Nation.

Historical Context: Destruction of Thenation’s Gila Bend Reservation and
the 1986 Gila Bend Act

In the 1950s, the Corps of Engineers built the Painted Rock Dam to protect large
commercial farms downstream from our Gila Bend Reservation, which at that time
contained about 10,000 acres of prime agricultural land. The dam caused perpetual
flooding of the reservation, destroying our homes and our farms, making the land
unusable, and forcing the residents to move to a 40-acre parcel known as San Lucy
Village. Our tribal members continue to live there today, well below the poverty
line, with multiple families crowded into small substandard housing. The Corps had
no Congressional authorization or tribal consent to flood our land, and the resulting
destruction constituted a taking of our property rights as well as a significant
breach of trust by our federal trustee.

In an effort to avoid litigation, Congress instructed the Department of the Interior
to search for agricultural replacement lands within a 100-mile radius of our flooded
reservation, but none could be found. As a result, in 1986 Congress enacted legisla-
tion that would instead compensate the Nation by providing the Nation the right
to locate and acquire replacement lands in Maricopa, Pima or Pinal Counties (where
our various reservation areas are located). In exchange the Nation was required to
relinquish its title to nearly all of the Gila Bend reservation lands and the water
rights appurtenant to it, and its legal claims against the United States. That settle-
ment statute, the Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands Replacement Act (Pub. L.
99-503) (Gila Bend Act), provided that the Nation’s replacement lands were to have
the same status as the lands that we lost, i.e., the replacement lands are to be treat-
ed as a “Federal Indian Reservation for all purposes.” 1d., § 6(d) (emphasis added).
The Gila Bend Act also made clear that Congress’ intention was to “facilitate re-
placement of reservation lands with lands suitable for sustained economic use which
is not principally farming.” Id. §2(4) (emphasis added). In addition, the United
States would pay the Nation $30 million, which was only a small fraction of the
value of our lost land and water rights.

As Senator DeConcini (one of the sponsors of the Gila Bend Act) noted on the
pending bill, “Over 3 years of work have gone into this settlement.[Plrofessional
staff of the House Interior Committee, as well as other staffs, have spent a great
deal of time on trying to develop a fair and reasonable settlement.” 132 Cong. Rec.
S14457-01 (October 1, 1986). Relying on the United States’ promises in this settle-
ment legislation, (which Act the Department of the Interior has described as “akin
to a treaty,” Tohono O’odham Nation v. Acting Phoenix Area Director, Bureau of In-
dian Affairs, 22 IBIA 220, 233 (1992)) the Nation executed a settlement agreement
in 1987, giving up our right to sue the United States and relinquishing our land
and water rights claims.

The Gila Bend Act Makes Clear That Our Land is a “Federal Indian
Reservation for All Purposes”—Including Gaming

At the same time Congress was considering the Gila Bend Act, it also was holding
extensive hearings on predecessor Indian gaming legislation that ultimately would
become the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, Pub. L. 100-497 (IGRA).! Two years

1See, e.g., Hrg. No. 98-46, on H.R. 4566 (June 19, 1984); H.R. 6390, Indian Country Gambling
Regulation Act (98th Congress); H.R. 4566, Indian Gambling Control Act (98th Congress); Hrg.

Continued
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prior to passage of the 1986 Gila Bend Act, the Department of the Interior testified
before the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee that 80 Indian tribes were
engaged in some form of gaming on their reservations. H. Hrg. No. 98-46, at 62
(June 19, 1984).2 The Nation (then known as the Papago Tribe) was one of these
tribes, having operated Papago Bingo on one of its reservations outside Tucson since
1984. Id., at 117.3

Given this history, and given the fact that the Gila Bend Act itself requires that
the settlement land acquired under the Gila Bend Act “shall be deemed to be a Fed-
eral Indian Reservation for all purposes,” there can be no serious argument that
Congress could not have foreseen that this land would be used for gaming. To the
contrary, Congress ensured that the replacement lands would have the same legal
status as the Nation’s destroyed Gila Bend reservation. In IGRA, Congress similarly
sought to ensure that lands acquired in trust after IGRA’s 1988 enactment date as
part of the settlement of a land claim would be treated equally to the pre-IGRA
claim lands they were intended to replace (i.e., the new lands would be gaming-eligi-
ble just as were the claim lands that were lost). As explained by former Interior
Secretary Salazar:

Certain lands that are acquired after IGRA’s passage in 1988 are treated under
the statute as though they were part of pre-IGRA reservation lands, and, there-
fore, are eligible for gaming purposes. . .Lands that are taken into trust for set-
tlement of a land claim, as part of an initial reservation, or as restoration of
lands for a tribe that is restored to federal recognition are also excepted from
the IGRA prohibition in order to place certain tribes on equal footing.

See Memorandum from the Secretary to the Assistant Secretary for Indian Af-
fairs, “Decisions on Gaming Applications” (June 18, 2010) at 2 (emphasis added),
available at http:/ /www.bia.gov/cs/groups/public/documents/text/idc009878.pdf.
Indeed, lands acquired pursuant to the 1986 Gila Bend Act are the quintessential
type of lands that IGRA intended to protect through the equal footing exceptions.
Under the Act, the Nation may acquire land to replace the acreage destroyed by the
Painted Rock Dam see Pub. L. 99-503 at Section 6(c) so that the replacement land
will have the same gaming eligibility status as the land it replaces.

The Nation’s West Valley Reservation

In keeping with the requirements of the Gila Bend Act, which limit the location
and the amount of replacement land the Nation may acquire, the Nation purchased
unincorporated land in Maricopa County located in the “West Valley” (an area west
of the City of Phoenix). The land is about 49 miles from the Gila Bend Reservation,
between the cities of Glendale and Peoria. Both the federal courts and the Depart-
ment of the Interior have determined that our West Valley land meets the strict
statutory requirements in the Gila Bend Act. In July the Department of the Interior
complied with its congressionally-imposed duty to acquire the land in trust, and it
is now a part of the Tohono O’odham Reservation. Letter of Kevin Washburn, As-
sistant Secretary—Indian Affairs, United States Department of the Interior, to Ned
Norris Jr., Chairman, Tohono O’odham Nation (July 3, 2014).

Although the Nation’s West Valley reservation is a significant distance (more than
twenty miles) from other tribal gaming operations in the Phoenix metropolitan area,

No. 99-55 Part I, on H.R. 1920 & H.R. 2404 (June 25, 1985); Hrg. No. 99-207, on S. 902 (June
26, 1985); Hrg. No. 99-55 Part II, on H.R. 1920 & H.R. 2404 (Nov. 14, 1985); H. Rep. No. 99—
488, to accompany H.R. 1920 (Mar. 10, 1986); Hrg. No. 99-887, on S. 902 (June 17, 1986); S.
Rep. No. 99493, To Accompany H.R. 1920 (Sept. 24, 1986); H.R. 3130, An Act to Prohibit
Granting of Trust Status to Indian Lands to be used for the Conduct of Gaming Activities (99th
Congress); S. 2557, Indian Gaming and Authorization Act of 1986 (99th Congress); Amendment
No. 3226, to H.R. 1920, 134 Cong. Rec. S15390 (Oct. 6, 1986); H.R. 1920, Indian Gambling Con-
trol Act—(99th Congress); S. 902, Indian Gambling Control Act (99th Congress); see also, Frank-
lin Ducheneaux, The Indian Gaming Regulatory Act: Background and Legislative History, Ari-
zona State Law Journal, Volume 42, Number 1, Spring 2010, 99.

2In contrast, prior to IGRA’s enactment, if Congress wanted to restrict or ban gaming on new
trust land, Congress explicitly included language to that effect. See, e.g., the Florida Indian
Land Claims Act of 1982, Pub. L. 97-399 (Dec. 31, 1982), the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo Restoration
Act, Pub. L. 100-89, Tit. I (Aug. 18, 1987) and the Alabama and Coushatta Indian Tribes of
Texas Restoration Act, Pub. L. 100-89 Tit. II (Aug. 18, 1987). If Congress had intended to im-
pose a similar restriction on the Nation, it would have done so explicitly in the 1986 Gila Bend
Act—but it did not. Just as important, the Nation absolutely never agreed to such a condition,
and no such condition exists in the 1987 settlement agreement signed by the Nation and the
United States.

3The Nation’s gaming establishment was discussed again in IGRA predecessor legislation
hearings before the same Committee in 1985. Hrg. No. 99-55 Part I, on H.R. 1920 & H.R. 2404
at 29.
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a few tribes with Phoenix area gaming facilities vigorously urge passage of S. 2670/
H.R. 1410. Early on they urged that the legislation was necessary because the Na-
tion’s actions violated the Gila Bend Act, the Nation’s tribal-state gaming compact,
and IGRA. When the federal courts rejected their claims, these tribes started to
shift to new arguments. Most recently, they claim that the legislation is needed to
prevent the Nation from violating some unwritten, back-room promise, and they fur-
ther argue that without the legislation, there will be no way to stop an explosion
of new gaming in the East Valley (the area east of the City of Phoenix). In fact,
these tribes vigorously oppose the Nation’s project because they have long enjoyed
a monopoly in one of the biggest gaming markets in the United States, and the sim-
ple fact is that they would prefer not to share that market. Based on these market
share concerns, they have urged the introduction and enactment of S. 2670 and its
companion bill H.R. 1410.

Their arguments having been rejected in every other venue, the proponents of
H.R. 1410/S. 2670 come to Congress as a last resort to ask it to enact legislation
that unilaterally inserts into the Nation’s tribal-state gaming compact a new restric-
tion which was never negotiated and to which the Nation never would have
agreed—a prohibition against developing our West Valley reservation the way we
have every right to do under the Gila Bend Act, the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act,
and our Secretarially-approved tribal-state gaming compact. This use of a unilateral
amendment to eviscerate our land and water rights settlement is unprecedented—
Congress has never in the modern era unilaterally abrogated either a settlement or
a tribal-state gaming compact. And it should not start now.

H.R. 1410/S. 2670 Is Dangerous Precedent

As discussed in more detailed elsewhere, the Gila Bend Act settles the Nation’s
claims for the unauthorized flooding of nearly 10,000 acres of its Gila Bend Reserva-
tion, providing for the purchase of replacement lands that will be treated the same
as the Nation’s lost reservation lands. In exchange, the Nation gave up it legal
claims against the United States, including its water rights claims, and title to its
Gila Bend reservation lands. H.R.1410/S. 2670 would fundamentally alter these
terms by no longer treating the Nation’s replacement land as a “federal reservation
for all purposes”—enactment of this legislation would mean that the replacement
land henceforth will be treated as “a federal reservation for all purposes except In-
dian gaming”.

In testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee on S. 2670’s com-
panion bill H.R. 1410 and its predecessor bill H.R. 2938, the Department of the Inte-
rior has twice opposed the proposed legislation in no small part because it unilater-
ally interferes with a federally-enacted settlement and a federally-approved tribal-
state gaming compact. See Testimony of Paula Hart, Director, Office of Indian Gam-
ing, U.S. Department of the Interior, Before the Subcommittee on Indian and Alaska
Native Affairs, Committee on Natural Resources, U.S. House of Representatives (Oc-
tober 4, 2011); Testimony of Michael Black, Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs,
United States Department of the Interior, Before the Subcommittee on Indian and
Alaska Native Affairs, Committee on Natural Resources, U.S. House of Representa-
tives (May 16, 2013) . The Department’s objections have remained consistent, noting
that:

H.R. 1410 would negatively impact the Nation’s “all purposes” use of selected
lands under the Gila Bend Act by limiting the Nation’s ability to conduct Class
II and Class III gaming on such selected lands. . .H.R. 1410 would specifically
impact the Gila Bend Act by imposing additional restrictions beyond those
agreed upon by the United States and the Tohono O’odham Nation 25 years ago.
The Department cannot support legislation that specifically impacts an agree-
ment so long after the fact. . .The effect of this legislation would be to add a
tribespecific and area-specific limitation to the IGRA.

Black Testimony at 2—3(emphasis added).

The Department further underscored its concern “about establishing a precedent
for singling out particular tribes through legislation to restrict their access to equal
application of the law.” Id. We understand that the Department of the Interior will
again testify at this hearing, and we trust it will raise the same concerns with the
Senate Indian Affairs Committee as it did with the House Natural Resources Com-
mittee.

In her testimony before the Committee, outgoing Salt River Indian Community
President Diane Enos argued that H.R. 1410 would not create a dangerous prece-
dent, and she insisted that that there are other examples of federal legislation simi-
lar to H.R. 1410. Testimony of President Diane Enos, Quversight Hearing on “Indian
Gaming: The Next 25 Years,” at 4-5 (July 23, 2014). But this is untrue, and each
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of her examples is demonstrably misleading. None of the legislation she identified
involved the kind of settlement agreement reached between the United States and
the Nation, where in return for giving up its destroyed reservation, the United
States agreed to take land into trust for the Nation and treat it as a “Federal Indian
Reservation for all purposes.” In fact, few of the statutes she cited involved any sort
of settlement agreement at all. For example, the Colorado River Indian Reservation
Boundary Correction Act, the Siletz and Grand Ronde Tribe acts, and the Indian
Pueblo Cultural Center Clarification Act all involved land grants by Congress with-
out the kind of contract and trust promises that are central to the Nation’s settle-
ment act and agreement. See Pub. L. 10947 (Aug. 2, 2005); Pub. L. 110-78 (Aug.
13, 2007); and Pub. L. 111-354 (Jan 4. 2011). Others, like the amendments to the
Rhode Island Indian Claims Settlement Act, concerned the ability of the State of
Rhode Island to prohibit gaming by multiple tribes when those tribes had agreed
to state jurisdiction as part of the original settlement. See Pub. L. 104-208; Narra-
gansett Indian Tribe v. Nat’l Indian Gaming Comm., 158 F.3d 1335 (D.C. Cir.
1998)). In contrast, H.R. 1410 would have Congress unilaterally amend an agree-
ment with a single Indian tribe that would eliminate legal rights that this tribe pos-
sesses. Finally, the amendments to the Mashantucket Pequot Settlement Act pro-
vided for additional benefits to the tribe (in the form of lease extensions) at that
Tribe’s request. See Pub. L. 110-228.

In short, amending settlement legislation over the express objection of the Depart-
ment of the Interior (which now holds title to the land) and the Nation (for whose
beneficial interest the land is held in trust) cannot even remotely be analogized to
“routine restrictions” on “legislation involving Indian land” or “revisit[ing] existing
statutes to clarify the party’s intent” as former President Enos urged. None of the
examples cited by the tribal proponents of H.R. 1410/S. 2670 are similar or even
relevant to the statutory provisions in S. 2670, which would fundamentally change
the terms of an existing land and water rights settlement reached by the Nation
and the United States some 25 years ago over the objections of both of the parties
to that settlement. H.R. 1410/S. 2670 thus serves as a powerful disincentive to
tribes that are considering whether or not to enter into settlement agreements.

Think of it this way. If H.R. 1410/S. 2670 is deemed acceptable for enactment,
then there also is no reason why Congress should not, at the behest of competing
water users, “impose additional restrictions beyond those agreed upon by the United
States and the [Community]” on the Gila River Indian Community pursuant to the
Arizona Water Settlements Act, Pub. L. 108-451, and no reason why Congress
should not pass legislation that “specifically impacts” the Salt River Pima- Maricopa
Indian Community Water Rights Settlement Act, Pub. L. 100-512. Such legislation
might, for example, impose additional unilateral restrictions on the manner of each
Tribe’s use of the water rights allocated under their respective settlement agree-
ments. The Nation has no doubt that if Congress were trying to unilaterally amend
either of these tribes’ settlements, these tribes would object as strenuously as the
Nation does to H.R. 1410/S. 2670.

Given the United States’ long, ugly history of unilaterally breaking its treaties
with tribal nations, this Congress should think long and hard about reviving that
dishonorable legacy with this legislation.

If Enacted, S. 2670 Will Create New Liabilities for the United States and
Destabilize Ongoing Water Rights Litigation

Because S. 2670 would deny the benefits that the United States promised to the
Nation in return for the Nation waiving its land and water rights claims (by pre-
venting the Nation from using its West Valley Reservation for economic develop-
ment and as a reservation for all purposes), it would effectively unravel the settle-
ment agreement embodied in the Gila Bend Act, giving rise to new takings and
breach of contract claims against the United States and upsetting active water
rights litigation.

Fifth Amendment Takings Claim

The U.S. Constitution provides that private property may not be “taken for public
use, without just compensation.” See U.S. Const., amend. V; Penn Central Transp.
Co. v. City of New York, 438 U.S. 104, 124 (1978). S. 2670 would take away the
Nation’s right, as confirmed by the court in the litigation brought by the Nation’s
opponents, to use its West Valley Reservation for gaming-related economic develop-
ment. See Forest County Potawatomi Cmty. of Wis. v. Doyle, 828 F. Supp. 1401, 1408
(W.D. Wis. 1993) (Indian tribe had a property interest in the right to game under
its Tribal-State compact). By interfering with the Nation’s investment-backed expec-
tations that it can conduct gaming on its West Valley reservation under its tribal-
state compact and thereby causing substantial economic harm to the Nation, S.



41

2670 would effect a taking that requires just compensation, and therefore exposes
United States to liability for substantial damages.

Breach of Contract

The Gila Bend Act provided that, in return for waiving its claims against the
United States and giving up title to its land and water rights on the Gila Bend Res-
ervation, the Nation could acquire replacement lands in unincorporated Maricopa,
Pima, or Pinal Counties that would be treated as a reservation “for all purposes.”
In 1987, the Nation entered into a settlement agreement—i.e., a contract—with the
United States in which it did indeed relinquish its claims and its land and water
rights in consideration for the United States’ promises in the 1986 Gila Bend Act.
S. 2670 breaches that agreement. It is settled law that when the United States en-
ters into a contract, its rights and duties under the contract are governed by the
same law applicable to contracts between private individuals. United States v.
Winstar Corp., 518 U.S. 839, 895 (1996). If S. 2670 is enacted into law, the Nation
will sue the United States for breach of this 1987 agreement. Damages will likely
be substantial, based on the fact that lost future profits from the Nation’s planned
gaming facility during the term of the compact would amount to hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, if not more.

Water Rights Claims

The legislative history underpinning the Gila Bend Act makes clear that a “major
component in [the tribe’s] valuation of the reservation is its as-yet unquantified
Winters right to the surface and underground flow of the Gila River, with a priority
date of 1882.” H.R. Rep. 99-851 at 8 (1986). Thus, when the Nation gave up its
right to the Gila Bend Indian Reservation, it also gave up its right to the water
rights appurtenant to it. The legislative history explains, “Expressed in terms of
practicably irrigable acres times 5.4 acre-feet, this right could amount to as much
as 32,000 acre-feet. . . [T]he tribe thus views the value of their land and its water
and any damage claims against the United States and third parties to be in excess
of $100,000,000.” Id., at 8-9 (emphasis added). In other words, the lost water right
alone was worth in excess of one hundred million dollars in 1986—certainly that
water would be worth even more today.

By unilaterally altering the terms of the settlement agreement, H.R. 1410/S. 1670
effectively reopens claims that were settled by the agreement, including the Nation’s
claims to nearly 36,0004 acre-feet of water per year and additional water rights-re-
lated damage claims against the United States and third parties worth in excess
of $100,000,000 (in 1986 dollars). Because the Gila Bend Reservation has an 1882
priority date, the Nation’s 36,000 acre-feet per year would have priority over the
vast majority of claimants in the ongoing Gila River General Stream Adjudication.
Litigation over the quantification and delivery of the Nation’s Gila River water
rights is ongoing, and this legislation therefore would destabilize the adjudication
of the water rights claims of thousands of municipal and private interests through-
out Arizona with junior priority dates.

H.R. 1410/S. 2670 Breaks the Court-Confirmed Promises Embodied in the
Tribal-State Compacts

Apart from setting dangerous precedent in the context of Indian land and water
rights settlements, H.R. 1410/S. 2670 also interferes with the mutually-agreed to
contractual promises that are embodied in the tribal-state compacts entered into by
the State of Arizona, the Nation, and the Gila River and Salt River tribes. Although
the proponents of H.R. 1410/S. 2670 attempt to re-write history by arguing that the
Nation made some “promise” not to conduct gaming in the Phoenix area, in fact,
as revealed in the litigation, the Gila River and Salt River tribes and the State of
Arizona: (1) were well aware of the Nation’s right to conduct gaming on its settle-
ment lands long prior to the signing of the 2003 gaming compacts, and (2) tried but
failed to insert language into the compacts to prevent tribes from gaming on after-
acquired lands (such as replacement lands acquired under a land claim settlement).

In the end, the tribes and the State explicitly agreed in the tribal-state compacts
they each signed that gaming on lands acquired in accordance with IGRA’s equal
footing exceptions would be permitted. A federal court has confirmed that “the Na-
tion’s construction of a casino on the Glendale-area land will not violate the Com-
pact” and that “gaming on that land is expressly permitted” by IGRA. Arizona v.

4The United States later determined that the 32,000 acre foot figure cited in the Gila Bend
Act’s legislative history was in fact too low, and filed a claim for 35,965 acre feet of water in
the Gila River Adjudication. See, Statement of Claimant, United States ex rel. Gila Bend Indian
Reservation Tohono O’odham Nation, No. 39-35090 (Ariz. Super. Ct. Maricopa County Mar. 25,
1987).



42

Tohono O’odham Nation, 944 F.Supp.2d at 753-54 (D. Ariz. 2013). H.R. 1410/S.
2670 would re-write the tribal-state compact to provide these wealthy tribes a mo-
nopoly that they tried and failed to obtain in good faith negotiations—and break the
promises made to the Nation.

1992-2001: The Nation informs Arizona, Gila River, and Salt River of its Rights
under the Gila Bend Act

Evidence presented in court showed that the Nation’s opponents were repeatedly
made aware of the Nation’s rights under the 1986 Gila Bend Act. During a recorded
July 15, 1992 meeting, the Nation explicitly informed gaming negotiators for the
State of its position that land acquired under the 1986 Gila Bend Act would be eligi-
ble for gaming. Arizona et al. v. Tohono O’odham Nation, CV11-0296-PHX-DGC,
7/15/92 Tohono/Arizona Reps. Mtg. Tr. 3. Later, in the mid-1990s, a representative
of the Nation informed the former president of the Salt River tribe (and key 2002
compact negotiator) of the Nation’s right to conduct gaming on land acquired under
the 1986 Gila Bend Act. Id., Antone Dep. at 76 (5/24/12). Finally, in 2001, one of
the Gila River tribe’s compact negotiators was informed about the Nation’s land ac-
quisition rights under the Gila Bend Act. Id., Supp. Resp. to Pl. First Set of Non-
Unif. Interrog. (5/14/12).

2001-2002: Arizona and Gila River Try to Introduce Compact Language to Prevent
Gaming on After- Acquired Lands During Compact Negotiations; the Tribes
Collectively Reject These Attempts

What is more, as the district court noted, the Nation presented evidence that the
State and Gila River “proposed during negotiations that gaming on after-acquired
lands be prohibited” but that this proposal “was rejected and not included in the
Compact.” Arizona v. Tohono O’odham Nation, 944 F.Supp.2d at 767. During later
compact negotiations, “some State legislators attempted to . exclude all gaming on
after-acquired lands precisely to avoid gaming on noncontiguous reservation land
such as the [Nation’s] Glendale-area land.” Id. These efforts also were rejected. Id.

2002: Gila River, Salt River, and Arizona Agree to Language in the Compact that
Expressly Permits Gaming on After-Acquired Lands

In the end, the State, Gila River and Salt River explicitly agreed in the final trib-
al-state compact that gaming would be permitted on any Indian lands that meet the
requirements of IGRA, including on “after-acquired lands” acquired under a land
claim settlement. See Compact at Section 3(G)(1), Proposition 202, A.R.S. §5-
601.02(I)(6)(b)(iii). The federal court found that the tribes “did not reach . . . an
agreement “ that would “prohibit the Nation from building a new casino in the
P(Iilé)e(rilix area.” Arizona v. Tohono O’odham Nation, 944 F.Supp.2d at 753 (emphasis
added).

2007: Gila River Proposes a Compact Amendment to Prevent Gaming on After-
Acquired Lands in Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal Counties

In 2007, following numerous failed attempts to protect its gaming monopoly, Gila
River proposed (unsuccessfully) a compact amendment to “preclude gaming on after-
acquired lands.” Lunn Dep. 72. Gila River’s proposal was limited to after-acquired
lands in Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal Counties—the same three counties in which the
Nation is permitted to acquire settlement lands in trust under the Gila Bend Act.

2009-2012: Gila River and Salt River Build Three New Casinos in the Phoenix
Metropolitan Area

Gila River and Salt River now claim that the tribes all promised that there would
be “no new casinos in Phoenix.” In support of this argument Gila River and Salt
River point to statements in 2002 by Arizona’s then-governor: “Proposition 202 en-
sures that no new casinos will be built in the Phoenix metropolitan area . . . for
at least 23 years.” But Gila River and Salt River themselves have gone on to build
three new casinos in the Phoenix metropolitan area. See, e.g., GRIC opens New Wild
Horse Pass Hotel and Casino, Gila River Indian News (November 2009, available
at  http:/ /www.gilariver.org [index.php | news | 849-gric-opens-new-wild-horse-pass-
hotel-and-casino); (“On Fri, Oct. 30, the Gila River Indian Community opened the
doors to its new 100,00 square foot Wild Horse Pass Casino”), New Vee Quiva Ca-
sino & Hotel ground breaking, Gila River Indian News (July 2012, available at
http: | |www.gilariver.org | index.php | july-2012-grin [ 2919-new-vee-quivacasino-a-
hotel-ground-breaking) (“The official ground breaking ceremony for the new Vee
Quiva Casino & Hotel commenced on June 7, 2012 in Komatke, District
6 . . . 'Quite frankly I'm very impressed with the contemporary and cultural ele-
ments that will be added into this new casino-hotel,” Mendoza said”); Casinos’ quar-
terly revenue fall eases, Arizona Republic (May 5, 2010, available at h#tp://
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wwuw.azcentral.com | business [ news /articles /| 20100505biz-casinos0505.html)

(“ . . . the Gila and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian communities . . . each

invested hundreds of millions of dollars to open new casino-hotels amid the reces-

sion”)

2012: Multiple Witnesses (including those representing Gila River, Salt River, and
the State) Contradict the “No New Casinos in Phoenix” Argument

Like its sister tribes Gila River and Salt River, the Nation explicitly stated at the
outset of negotiations that it did not wish to be bound by the statements of other
tribal leaders. In light of this fact, the court held that it “cannot conclude” that that
the Nation shared the views about gaming in Phoenix that other tribal organiza-
tions may have had. Arizona v. Tohono O’odham Nation, 944 F. Supp.2d at 766.
And as explained by witnesses not aligned with either side of the litigation, the con-
cept of “no new casinos in Phoenix” simply was never a theme or a deal point in
the negotiations over the gaming compacts and Proposition 202:

e W.M. Smith Dep. 32 (Cocopah Tribe representative) “Q. Do you recall the con-
cept of no new casinos in Phoenix ever being broached in the negotiations? A.
No.”

e Clapham Dep. 35-36 (Navajo Nation representative) “Q. There was not a single
event, to the best of your recollection, that could constitute a request for a tribe
to waive its rights to build a casino in the Phoenix area? A. There were discus-
sions about reducing the number of authorized facilities in exchange for transfer
of machine rights. But I don’t remember any specific request to deal with not
putting another facility in Phoenix.”.

e Ochoa Dep. 25 (Yavapai Prescott Tribe representative) “Q. So until this lawsuit
came about, though, you had never heard anybody talking about how Prop 202
would permit no new casinos in the Phoenix area and only one in Tucson? A.
Absolutely not. No. It wasn’t discussed at the meetings I attended.”

Even Gila River, Salt River, and the State’s own witnesses in litigation confirmed
that the Nation never promised not to conduct gaming in the Phoenix area. See,
e.g.

o Walker Dep. 43 (State representative) “Q. [Y]ou can’t point to any member of
the Nation or any of their lobbyists or lawyers who have ever specifically stated
that there would be no new casinos in the Phoenix area. Correct? A. Correct.”

o Severns Dep. 53-54 (State representative) “I have no recollection of a conversa-
tion in which [the Nation] mentioned they would or would not build [a casino
in Phoenix].”

e Lewis Dep. 44 (Gila River representative) “Q. [D]uring the negotiations, no one
from the Tohono O’odham Nation ever stated that the Nation would never game
in the Phoenix area?...A. I don’t recall any, right.”

e Makil Dep. 95 (Salt River representative) “Q. [Y]ou don’t recall any specific rep-
resentative of the Nation affirmatively stating that the Tohono O’odham would
not build casinos in the Phoenix area. Correct? A. No one ever said anything
to me.”

e Landry Dep. 43 (Salt River representative) “Q. During the negotiations, no one
from the Tohono O’odham ever specifically stated that the tribe would never
game in the Phoenix area, did they? A. That’s correct.”

e LaSarte Dep. 62-63 (Arizona Indian Gaming Association representative) “Q.
And at no time did the State ever ask the Tohono O’odham to agree never to
game in the Phoenix metropolitan area. Correct? . . . [A.] I do not recall any
discussions for or against the possibility of Tohono O’odham gaming in the
Phoenix metropolitan market[.]”

2012-2013: The Federal Court Rejects Gila River and Salt River’s “Promise”
Argument on the Merits
The Nation’s opponents have incorrectly claimed that the courts did not reach the
merits of the “promise” arguments. This is not true. The district court soundly re-
jected that argument—and not simply on sovereign immunity grounds as the pro-
ponents of this legislation claim. In fact, as the oral argument colloquy involving
Gila River’s lawyer (Mr. Tuite) reveals, the court found this argument totally uncon-
vincing:
MR. TUITE: The plaintiffs have alleged sufficient facts to show that the parties
understood and endorsed the concept that a fundamental premise of the com-
pact was the principle that the agreement would not result in new gaming fa-
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cilities being constructed in the Phoenix metropolitan area. The Nation now
claims, however, that the compact permits exactly what is alleged it cannot do.

THE COURT: Mr. Tuite, if that was a fundamental premise of this compact,
it would have been a real easy thing to say that in the compact, right?

MR. TUITE: Well, a lot of things in retrospect could be easy things to say. Yes,
Your Honor, that’s true. But we think there are, based on the allegations we
made, good reasons to think that the parties didn’t feel it necessary to spell that
out.

THE COURT: Well, that’s a pretty surprising idea, in my mind, for parties who
are represented by lawyers and who are negotiating a contract that will become
a compact that has an integration clause that says no other understandings or
agreements not in writing will be enforceable.

For somebody with that kind of a clause going into the compact saying this other
understanding is so fundamental that we don’t to have say it just didn’t make
any sense to me.

Arizona v. Tohono O’odham Nation, Tr. Mot. to Dismiss at 28:15—29:12 (em-
phasis added).

Most devastating to Gila River ’s and Salt River’s arguments was that section 25
of the very Compact that each Arizona tribe signed with the State includes an inte-
gration clause which explicitly provides that “This Compact contains the entire
agreement of the parties with respect to the matters covered by this Compact and
no other statement, agreement, or promise made by any party, officer, or agent of any
party shall be valid or binding.” (emphasis added). In other words, the parties
agreed in the compact that the words of the compact would trump any supposed
“side-bar” promises and that such promises would have no effect. Arizona v. Tohono
O’odham Nation, 944 F. Supp.2d . at 770-74. As explained by the court, because
“[tlhe fully integrated compact discharges any unwritten understandings,” id. at
774, plaintiffs’ claims seeking to enforce a promise that is not in the compact were
foreclosed on their merits. There is no basis whatsoever for Congress to overturn the
district court’s carefully considered conclusions at the behest of the losing litigants.

Concerns About Expansion of Gaming

During this Committee’s July 23 Oversight Hearing on Indian Gaming, concerns
were expressed about the potential of another Tohono O’odham casino being devel-
oped in the East Valley. These arguments are based on the worst kind of fear
mongering, and reveal that tribes pushing for enactment of H.R. 1410 and S. 2670
have run out of credible legal and policy arguments. In fact, the Nation has no other
eligible land in the Phoenix Valley, and it would be a practical impossibility to ac-
quire such land and undertake such an effort before our existing tribal-gaming com-
pact expires. What is more, we have repeatedly stated, again and again, that the
Nation has no such plans. Nevertheless, should even stronger confirmation be need-
ed to dispel these arguments, the Nation stands ready to work to address these con-
cerns.

Conclusion

Chairman Tester, Vice Chairman Barrasso, and honorable members of this Com-
mittee, thank you for giving the Nation the opportunity to testify at this legislative
hearing. It is our great hope that the United States Senate will reject a return to
the era of treaty-breaking, and that you will help Congress preserve and protect the
commitments the United States made to the Tohono O’odham Nation when it en-
acted the Gila Bend Indian Reservation Lands Replacement Act. By so doing, the
Senate will also ensure that the integrity of the tribal-state gaming compacting
process, as it has been set into law under the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, will
not be undermined by private special interest bills such as H.R. 1410 and S. 2670.
The Nation respectfully, and urgently, asks that you help ensure these bills do not
become law.
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SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY

INTRODUCTION

The Natfon respectfully submits this supplemeatal testirony ta address issues raised dudng
the Canurdtres's September 17, 2014 legisladve hearing on 8. 2670, the "Keep the Promise Act of
204", and asks that it be incheded in o tecoxd.

In this submission, the Maden addresses severl adscharsetedzations of the proceedings and
of the outrome of the liigaton the Gila River Indian Community and others have brought agzinst
the Mation. “The Nadon also submits information that well establishes the ninssive linbility this bill
will create for the United States if it becomes Loy, contrary to the eral tesfimony provided by the
Comumunity's Jawyer. Finally, the Nation was decply disturbed by the discussion — and the tanc af
the discussion -~ about whether the Mation is an impoverished teibe. The Mation hereby submits
most informaton shout the pervasive poverty and nnmer needs of ks people, and # sger suy sl
of the Cnvmpitiee thaf dowbis the realfty of the Hiived world rowditfons withiv which ta meny of B Nalios's mswhers
il dive to comve vésit the Mation for o first-Basd review.

Eacly of these issues are addrsssed o tara below,

THACCURATE AND MISLEADING STRIEMENTS CONCERNDYSG THE LIADILITY OF THE 1UNTED
SraTES TP TS BILL 15 ENACTED AND COMCERNING LXNGATION OVER THE FICTITIOUS
PROMISE

Civer the course of the last b eangresges there have been four hearings on this bill, its
compinion bill, and/er it predecessor bill. Tha Gila River Indiaa Covwtiunity, the primary
propoment of the logislation and by far the primary funding source For the effart to have It enpeted,
oriy wovw for the Brat time acnially appeared to testify on the logishtion. When i Bnally oublidy
pardcipared at thés hearing, the Sommunity's witness eppeared with legat counsel who sozwoered
almost all of the auestons Srected teavards the Commntty, md ueed the piatform oo make muliipie
Tegal mguments. Mo other witness was provided with the ssme eppozriaily to bring accompanying
gl /Btigation counsel.

The Committee asked the Cormunity about the fact that the Aduens wlbal-state gaming
compacts 4 #u¢ in fact prohibit the Nadar from gaming on its West Valley eservation or otherwise
contain #ay soet of “promise” oot ta gama i th greater Phounix area, Bacher than answer the
quesdon, Fovernor Mendozn deferred to his bwyer who provided & canvoluted wesponse based o
distucting misebersersrivations of the cormpact negetintions {in which she wes never persenslly
waleed) and based on mischamstenzations of cxremsive izpdon in which » fedzrl conrt has
wready spoken. Puntier, when the Committen aeked abaut the seitled crperution, reliance rad
salking izsbes pxised by the Deparmens rad the Nation in ove respective weitten stbmissions, the
Community’s Jawyer again provided 1 visw of the law whish s demensubly incorrect and thereby
misled the Conymittee on this important sue.
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T nddress these naccuracies and wischaracterizations, and to be fncluded In the tecord wirth
this supplemeatal testimony, the Nation subnes every ore of the sixteen court and sdministmtive
decisians isaued to date on the Nadon's proposad development on its West Valley reservation. As
these declsions confirm, the Madoa's efforts to abtain this ropfeseracnt lund aad wse it for gaming-
related eccnomic developrrent is enticdy dogel sod in keeping with Foth she fetler amd e dvieat of the
G Beod Indian Resorvation Lande Replacement Act, the Indiae Gaming Regelatory Act, and die
Nation's tahlstare geming compart. The Nation also submits for the tecosd the attached
seaternent fom former Solicitor Geaeeal of the United States Seth Waxenan, one of the Nation's
attorneys, in which the farmer Solicitor Gensral addresses the significant legal inaceuracies in the
Comeaunity's oral and written testimony,

THENATION'S IMPOVERISHED STATEHS IS BEVOND DISPUTE

In the Matiooks retmony bofere s Commikre dudng iy aversighi headng on Indien
g In Judy, e Meten described its sipsificant physiept shre nnd the stapgedng ecornoc needs
faced by o moke thas 32,000 members. However, during the Coommitted's Septamber lagislative
hearing on §. 2670, it was readity appasent that there remnins sipaifisant soofusion over these needs.
Accordingly, I will endeavor to provide sdditional context.

The Naten's noc-ceniguous restrvation lands in southere fod cepwal Adwoos entompass
vast rural deserr lands with 1 combined asen of more than 2.8 million ackes - approxdmately the same
size as the State of Conneeticut, ‘The Nation's main reservation stretches Gom the dexiean boxder
on the seuth neatly to Interstate 8 on the aeth, and lics in Pima, Pinal, and Madcopa Counties {the
latrar being the county in which Phoenis it located). Many of our menbuvs live in remote and
isolated nrede on our reseyvation in Acizoua.

‘Tha Medon's 10,000 nere G Bend Reservatdon was located i Maricope County near Gila
Bend, abomt ten miles aonk and fory siies west of tdhe nosthemnmaont pants of the Nation’s niain
toservation. Before the Gile Bend Reservation was destraped by the operation of the Faineed Rock
Darn & incdudsd some of the oely forthe pod produstive tands fand of cotyse very serior water dghis)
within the Nation's overall reseovmtion fand hace. The Naton's centsl arul district goveraments
overses moxe than 1,800 employees, prosiding all manaer of public servives, from education, child
welfare, fite, and public safety, to sanitation, corrections services, and eulturd protection. The
Nation's ufbdl enterprises employ mare Gan 2 thousand additional warkets,

Nanatheloss, beenuse of our Joeation, sconcmic development and seifsuffiviency have been,
aned congime o be, 20 onpring struggle. In sddiion, rhe Nation's raain zeservagon bosdess 75 mies
of the Internationa boundary with Meyion, whick epeares sipaificart edditonal erpense for the
Natiorn in el with border-rolated security, Hlega) immizration and drug trnflicking — expenses
that ace unique to the MNation, axceed 33 oafifion aswrlly, and ace not telmbersed by the federad
government. (These issues are complicated by the fact that more thany 1,500 of its members live on
the other side of the international bosder — 25 pou can imagine, no ons ¢onnilted with the Natdon's
ancestors whan the International border lisnes were deawn up between the United States and Mexica)
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Ins 2000, aléhough it was not equirad, the Nation submnitted to Iaterior with its West Valley
land feso-crost application a Report on the Maden's significans unmet econemic needs entided
*The Sute of the Tobono O'odisun Matna: 2 Resiew of Sociveconowic Comditloss asd Change by
the Tayior Policy Geoup™ | have attached ihis Repors for the nond. As noted W s Report,
hendreds of (Modknm members receive ditect emplopment through the Nudon's exdsdng gaming
Fecilitizs, and thousands more benefit indiresily thraugh gpovernment swployment, services, cad
prograns fundad by gamiog revennes. However, while these facilitics peendds and help to fund
signifieant esnployment and some oo-taservation development, given the stze of the Naton's
membeyship, the Maton's needs ame stfll signifieantly underserved.

Tlie Repars, as well as more racent consus data, shows very clerdy thae the Natlon condnues
te Jag fr behind both non-fadine populatons and athes Adxona 1wihex in terms of income, Bife
expeetancy, sducniion, foatizy honsing, and stable family househiolds.  For expmple, the average
$ncome per sapita for oibal mesnbhers on the Nation is welf below the avenge incemes of other
Indinos in Arfzons and across the Tinited Stares. Close to haif of g Madon's families Fve bekow the
poverly Yine (defined by the federal govemmunt in 2014 s $23,850 in anaual income for a fumily of
four), snd %1 percent live in overcrowded hames (ore than ane oecupant per room), Rates of
violent sclme are high and continue to inayease, Fewer than half of the Magon's stadents finish high
school; sbowt fourieen peccent of the Natdon's members have less thae a nlptbegeade education, aond
oniy sipht peroent have an assocdate’s dogzes or higher,

Tt is wur tebal government's solema duty 1o address these needs. Cur duty is made all the
more challknging by the Eact that, while aur reservation comprises vast trawis of land, dhe Netion
derivas no govammontal revene (o jicome or real propecty taxes, In conemst, nesrby
‘Yama Covaty, which comprises a geogmphic wren ooty slightly larger (3.3 mitlion aczes) than the
Tatlow's resevvation but which emplays vy 507 feeer {1,336 governmentsd workess, hes at s
disposal nearly #7152 miffon in anoval revenus, Toone shan 67 milliosn of which comes from tngest
“That s far in exeese of the revenos seaiible i the Madon fom aff ssutces-—gnd the Matian's
infiastrcture duficits ate vast by compastsont The per capit Income for Yume Connty's 200068
residents {826,928 in 2010) is more than three times that of tibal membess living on the Naton,
undecseoring baw futle it would be for the Natdon ta derive similar tax reveaues from its members,

+ Vs Griendy, A smin OSes of Mimmagemene and Burdpet.

2"The 2012 Anmual Heport for the Gila River Indisn Community coflens oven fregios cevane ey $254 srilfion i
gaming revedie spd $100 million in interzer and dividend income alone. Ser

huttp:/ ot pllasiver.og/pdfs /2013_ANIUAL KRIPORT_FINAL_pdi. Gila Rivor's membesship is basely hmif et
of the Naton's.

3 Yuma County, Aczpoa Office of Managenent and Pudgor.
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Gaming fas been ap absolucely vl source of govemments) revgone for the Natdon, As the
Tayior Policy Group Repork shows, thraglot the §990s and 2000s, with the halp af teverme from
the Tatea's gaming fdtities, succecdiag bl edminitindons have mads significant effnrts to dose
e extranrdinary maps Aoty cor membesa teragh b 17 b o vaton progers god
setvines, lockoding the Tohono (odiam Nuvsing Cave Authodty aod the Tobono Todhem
Cormrunity Joliege fhoth trifmliy-charneed enteqursed, five rovecatfon esnrers, wodd a foory sest
cliabysis centar, The Nation also has piet o prierity on public safety rad jusdee by coeating bts fiest fize
departnent, tipling the size of its pelice force, and by consmcting and stffing a Bve-courtroom
courthaue, the Tohone (Podham Jnstice Ceater, The Madon's garlng revenues alse have funded »
tribal coliegr and supported scholarships fipm that allowed mere than 2,808 of s cliizens w aend
roliege. Bus ax the Taylor Report dome tog oo t meeds are sl peofound.

I siverty we comtinve 1o face grest shallanges by achiaving eoonomic setfseffidency, and as
federal grants and Fanding wrSelfe 1o Trbe! natons soatinne 1o shriak, the thallenges only ooraase
&z the Taylos Policy Groap Repost shows, the gewdag-ralated Rciites the Medos Is aow
deweloping on its West Vailey Reseovadion will:

[Aldvance 8 number of federal policy objectives sicaultanconsly, innhiding general
stppoie for Indian self-datermingtios, specitic support for ezonomie develapment
rnd poverty reduction on Indiea sesyrvations, aod vitimate soclioston of te soudal,
heulth, and other cansequeaces of poweriy at Tobono Olodinm.

Repart at 6. The Toheno O'odham Nadon needs a way to provide for our government and our
people, withour relying on the federal government. The West Valley Resorr is a major component
of our strategy for achieving economic independence.

CONCLUSION

I hope this supplemental information is of use to the Cormumittee a5 it considers this badly
misguided legislatdon. Should the Committes have additional questians, I would be pleased o
answer them.

Attachments
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STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD BY
SETH P. WAXMAN, COUNSEL FOR THE TOHONO O’ODHEAM NATION,
TN RESPONSE TG TESTIMONY BEFORE
THE SENATE INDIAN AFFATRE COMMITYER
O SEFTEMEER 17, 2814
REGARDNG 8. 2670, THE “KEEP THE PROMISE ACT OF 2614"

October 1, 2014

{n September 17, 2014, Allison Binney of Alkin Gump Strauss Haver & Feld LLP
addressed this Committee on behalf of the Gila River Indian Community. Her inaccurate factual
assertions and her mistaken assessment of the legal cansequences of enacting the so-called
"Kecp the Promisc Act” compel a response. | thevafore submit this statemnent on hebalf of the
Tohono ' cdham Nation {“the Nation™) 7t order 1o ensure the sceurssy of the record and to
ke clace that the effect of enmeting 5. 2670 wonld be to expose the Unjted Statas 1o moaciary
tHability that, at 2 minivoum, could reach inta the many bundreds of millions of dolars.

I Pactual Misstatements About The Tribal-State Gaming Compact
And The Nation*s Plans

First, Ws, Binnsy’s testimony significanily mischarneterizes the stendard.farm gaming
campact approved by Arizana voters in 2002. The “chart” to which Ms. Binney referred in her
testimony does not “limit the mumber of facilities i the Phoznix area” or otherwiss “promise™
that there would be no new casinos in Phoenix.' That ehact, which Is attached to this statement,
does nothing mors than lisl sach gamine &ibe’s “Current Gaming Device Allocation,” the
aenber of “Addiionni Guming Devieas” each is parmitted under the compact, sud its “previous”™
and “revised” “Caming Facility Allocutien[s].” See Addendum {"Gaming Device Allocation
Table™), Asithe 11,8, Bistrict Court for the District of Arizona dstermined, the chart “says
nothing about gengraphic lacations or limilations, and does not mention the eities of Phoenix or
Tucson.™ Tndced, even ofter consideting all the extrinsin evidence related to the compact
negotiations put forward by the Gila River Indian Community, the cowrt concluded that none of
the tanguage in the Nation's campact “contain[s] o ban on new casines in the Phoenix area, and
its ferms canmod reasanably be recd to fncfude such a han, even in the lght of Plainelffs’ extcinsic
evidence.™” As the Assistant Secretary of Indian Affirs, who testificd before this Committze,
succinelly pul it, "he promise to which the ftle of 5. 2670 refers seems to be tHuzory.”

Xs. Binmey also asserted that the Nation “kept the same nmber of cesinos™ in the 2003
Compact “becanse they're not a Phoenix area wibe ™ Bat the Natlon's preservation of its right

1 See Binney Testimony, Legislative Hearing on 5, 2670, Keup the Promise Actof 2014, ut 1,02:30-11:49,
mvailable at hup v ndian senate govhearing Togislative-hearing-s-2670-kuep-promisc-aet-2014,

2 Arizona v. Tahone (' adhan Netton, 944 T, Supp. 2d Y48, 764 (D. Aric. 2013), ppeal dichered, Mo, 13-
16317 (%th Cic.).

¥ 1, at 774 (cmphasis added).
* Washbur Prepaned Testhuony 3,
! Binnay Tesdmory, Leglsistive Hoaring on 5. 2678, sugra aoke 1, a1 1 0{3-1010,
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to construct a fourth facility had nothing to do with any geographic classification. As the record
compiled in Gila River’s litigation against the Nation reflects, ofter Arizonn asked the fribes to
forgo rights they had under the then-existing compacts to build new faeilities, nine trihes—
ineluding tribes with facilitics outside the Phoenix area—did so, but six other tribes, including
the Mation, did not. The Mation retained its previous facility allocation because Arizona
propesed and the Nation accepted a compact provision limiting the location of one of the
Nation’s four facilities. That provision was approved by Arizona voters, and the Nation's plans
for the West Valley Reservation comply with it,

Second, Ms. Binney claimed that “in the negotiations and during ltigation, handwritten
notes have come out from Tohono O’ oditam’s representalives basically indicating that they
wculd . shut down the ather Lhree [Tueson-area] casinos and move them up 1o the Phosnix
area, ™t That siatement is wholly unsubstantiated. Indsed, no such plan exists or has ever
cxnslcd As the Nation’s Chairman testified before this Committee, “the Nation has no alher
tligible land in the Phoenix Valley. and it wounld be a practical fn{possfbﬂiry to acquire such land
and undertake such an effort before our exlsl:mg tribal-gaming compact expires. What is more,
[the Mation] ha[s] repeatedly stated, again and agpin, that the Mation has #o such plans? To
claim otherwise is entirely baseless.

18 Takings Claim

Ms. Binney’s cursory dismissal of the liability the United States would assume i S, 2670
were enacted was equally misinformed. [n response to a question frem Chairman Tester, Ms.
Binney contended that the Nation would not have & claim for compensation under the Takings
Clause becaunse the Nation would still be able to engage in ather “ecunnmlc nctivities” on its
Maricopa County parcel, sugh as building a “resort” ar “sports stadium. " The apparent
predicate for her conclusion—that the Govermment need only pey compensetion *“where
reaulation denics all ceonomically benefictal or productive use of land™*—is fundamentally
{lawed. While a regulation prohibiting all “esonomic activities™ on a parcel Is syfficient 1o
cstablish a taking, It is not the erly way to do so. The Mation’s claim under the Takings Clauss
would be govemned by the ardinary multi-factor “Penn Central™ test for regulatory takings,
which does not require, or even contemplate, a complete diminution in value.

The Mation will have a strong eleim under the Takings Clause if 8. 2670 is enacted.
Courts applying Pein Cantral weiph three factors in deciding whether a regulation “goes too far”
in restricting Jand use and thus amounts 1o a taking: (1) “the extent to which the regulation has
interfered with distinct Investmeni-backed expectations™; (2) “[t]he econemic impact of he

¢ Binnoy Testimony, Legislative Hearing on S, 2670, supra note 1, at 13:04:52-5;11,
7 Noris Prepared Testimony 13-14 (emplasis added).

® Binney Testimony, Legislative Hearing on S. 2670, supra note 1, at 1513:42-52.

® Eveas v, South Carofing Coastaf Conneif, 503 118, 1003, 1015 {1992).

19 Fingle v. Chewon U.S.A. Inc., 544 .8, 528, 538 (2005) (*Outside thase two rclatively narmw valcgorics
[per ze takings], regul lenges are govemed hy the siandards set Torth In Petie Central Traasp. Co. v
City of New York, 438 U, S 104 (19?8}“)
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regulotion ¢n the [property owner]"; and (3) “the character of the povernmental action.™! Each
factor is satisfied here,

First, 3. 2670 [rustrates the Nation’s reasonable, invesiment-backed expeclalions by
barring the Mation from using the West Velley Reascrvation for class 1T and class [N gaming,
which existing law entitles it o do,”® Not only does (he Nation®s compact with Arizans
expressly authorize such gaming, but as the Assistant Secrelary for Indian AfTairs acknowledged,
“the MNation would have had reason to belicvs that the United States had promised {the MWation]
land on which il could engage in gaming in compensation for the land flooded by the [Army]
Corps [of Engineers] ... [alnd given that the Gila Bend Act and IGRA are kaws enacted through
a very public process in Cangrass, nane of these expectations developed in sceret.™™ In rellance
on its vested lagnl rights, the Nation has invested enarmans time, money, and resourees to
acquire the Maricape County land, bring the trust acquisition proeess to conelusian, and design
the facility. Rarring gaming on this land until 2027—the cntire period the Nation's compact
remaing in effect—would vitiate these reasonable, invesimenl-backed expeclalions.

Second, 5. 2670°s econemic impast would ba severe. The law would deprive the Nation
of, at a minimum, many hundreds of millions of dollars of anticipated gaming revenues. The
Natlon's gaming operations are its central source of employment and funding for education,
health care, and housing. Without these revenues, the Motion will lose a eruciaf appartunity to
remedy the poverty, ill health, end unemployment that continue to plague its people.

Finalfy, the character of §. 267 is extraordinary. It renepes on the United States”
obligatian ta provide the iWation with reservation lands suitable for non-agricultural ecanomic
develapment {such ns parzing), and it does so by arbitrarily singling out the Nation's West
Valley Reservation while leaving untouched the gaming operations of every other tribe in the
Phoenix area,”* As the Assistant Secretary [or Indian Affuirs vxplained, the law’s ellect would

W Bapn Central Transp. Co. v. ity of New York, 433 ULS. 104, 124 (1978).

™ Class 1 geming on “Tndian lands,® inr.luding the Wation's West Valley Reservation, is directly autherized
by 1GRA. See 25 US.C.§ 2NIKLYL). Closs [0 gaming is cuthiorized by bath 1GRA and the Matlon's gaming
compact with Arizona. See Naton Compact §§ 3(a), 3, 2(s) 27 US.C, § 2NHBY1NB)M). Thers is no quastion
that 1he Mation's conbraetual inkerest i3 a propery rdght protected by the Takings Clause, As the Supreme Court has
explained, “[vlalld eontracts are progerty, whether the ebligor be o private Individoal, o municipality, a stalz, or the
Uhited Siates. Righls apainst the United States ansing out of 2 contract with it are pmwctcd by the Fifth
Amendnent.” Lynch v United States, 202 1.8, 571, 579 {1934); accord United Stetes Trusi Co, of N Y. v New
Jereey, 431 1.8, 1, 19 .16 (1977) ("[clontract rights are & form alpropesy™ Jor takings purpases); Civeags
Ciardens v. Umited Stodes, 331 F.3d 1319, 1320-1330 (Fed. Cir. 2003},

" Washhum Prepared Testimany 4.
" Gila River Governor Gregory Mendoza's testimany analogized S. 2670 1o generally applizable zoning
Iaws, which ordinarily do nat require o {on. See Mendeza Prepared Testimony 6. That analoay Is fnapt.

Generally upp[u:ahlc Tand-use restrictions do not ordinarily require compensation becausc they produce what is
called an “average reciprocity of ndvaniage” for all affeated landowners: put simply, “the benelit that cach
burdened cwner],] as in ordinary zoning ar historic districting[L] recelves frout tha simflar restriction of his
neighbors™ Disirict Intown Propy. Lid, P ship v Disirict of Columbia, 198 F.3d 874, 858 (D.C, Cir, 1999)
[williars, J,, cancuering In the Judzment (emphasis added)}; see Florida Rack Indus., Fie. v. United States, 1B F.3d
1560, 1570 {Fed. Cir. 1994) (zaning & “paredigmatic[]" illosiration of recipracity of advantage).

That description {5 inapplicable to laws, like 8. 2670, that single cut seme members of the communlity
while benefiting others. 5. 2670 does not enact o uniform bawn an casines in the Phoonds arce. Batier, it affects only
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be ta “add a tribe-specific and aren-specific limitation to IGRA.* Equally relevant, 5. 2670 has
inarguable retroactive effect. “The critical question™ in & Pens Cenral analysis *is what a
reasonable owner in lhe [challenger’s] position should have anticipated. »t URetroaclive
lepistation presents problems ol unfairness that are more serious than those posed by prospective
legisiation, becanse it can deprive citizens of legitimate expectations and upsat settled
transactions'" The MNation’s Maricopa County lond has alrendy been taken into trust os *a
Federal Indian Reservation for all purposes™® and ground has been broken for the new facility.
By preventing the Nation from gaming on reservation land that would otherwise bo gaming-
cligibled 5. 2670 "takes away or impairs” the Nation's “vested rights],] acquired under ezisling
Taws.™ " It thus works the type of fundamental unfairness that strikes at the heart of retroactivily
CONCErns,

In short, under well-established regulatory takings precedent, enactment of 5. 2670 would
expase the United States to liability in the {form of substantial just compensation. The Nation's
contracival and stalutory right to vse the land for gaming during the period the law is in effect is
of enormous monetary value® Gaming is by far the mast profiteble use of the Mation’s land,
and paming-eligible land is eonsiderably more valuable than land that is oot gaming-eligikle.
Because revenues fram the planned resort and facility would amount lo al least many hundreds
of millions of dollars over the life of the Nalion's compact, the compensation owed to the Nation
would be substantial, Muoreever, thal judgment would be pard out of the Treasury®—a vast
expenditure of taspayer dollars 1o insulate certain tribal gaming Interests in Arizona from
compatition.

II.  Additional Claims Arising From 8. 2670

In addition Lo the Nations strong takings claim, cnactment of S. 2670 would give rise to
several additional elaims against the United States.

the Nation's gaming-cligible rescrvation lend, leaving untouched other iribes® many Phoen:x—:'rea casines. See
VisitPhoenix, Casinas, available at hitptwww.visitphoenix comithings-to-dofentertai vafindex.aspx

The Takings Clause exists precisely ta address such laws: "ft prevents the public from loading upcn one
tndividual mare than his just share of e burdens of govemmenl, and says that when e sumenders ta the public
something mars and different from that which is exacted from other members of the publie, u full and jost
equivalznt shall be relurned o kim"™ Monengohefa Nevigation Co. v, United States, 148 105, 312, 325 {1853),

'* Washburn Prepared Testimany 4; see alve Washbun Testimony, Legislative Hearing on 5. 2670, stpra
nots 1, 81 22;30-47 (stating that the Mation had *a reascnable expectation that ... they would be able o gome on This
Tangd™).

8 Chancellor Manor v. United States, 331 F.3d 291, 904 {Fed. Cir. 2003)
7 Genern! Motors Corp. v. Rowein, 503 U.S, 181, 191 (1992),

'8 pub, L. Wo. 99-503, § 5(d).

"9 Sturges v. Carder, 114 L8511, 519 (1385).

® Sze Brows v. Legal Found of Wash., 538 U.S. 216, 237 (2003) ("pecuniary conipensation must be
measurad by [claimant's] net lossas™),

3 See Cphen's Handbook of Federal Indfan Law § 5.06(7], at 450 (2012 ed.}.
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A Bresch Of Contrack

It is settled lew that when the Untted States enters into a contract, its rights and duties
under the eontract are governed by the same law applicable to eantracts between private
individuals. 2 If'S. 2670 is enacted, it will breach the United States’ settlement agreement with
the Nation, embadicd in the Lands Replacement Acl.? The Act provides that, in return for the
Mation’s agresment to release its substantial claims against the United States for the destruction
of its reservation lands, any [and taken into teust for the Nation wit! be treated a3 an Indran
reservation “for all purpases.® Under the [ndian Gaming Regulatory A, tribes are ontitied to
engags in olase 1 gaming—and class HI gaming if, itke the Nation, they huve a tribal zaming
eoinpaei——an thelr reservotion land, nchuding land scquired 2fter 1984 as part ol a land-claim
settiemeny, See 25 1LS.C, §§ 2710, 2719, By prohibiting paming on the Matien's West Vailsy
Reservation, the legislation eontravenes the Act's express provision—and a key term of the
settlemnett—thet such trust land be treated as reservation land “for all purposes.” As the
Assistant Seeretary for Indian Affairs explained to the Committae, there is little question that the
enactment of 3. 2670 would repudiate the Gavernent's contractual commitment to the Nation:
“It is the I%cpartmcnt‘s view that, the promise made in the Gila Beod Act would be braken by
525707

The United Stefes will incwr sebstantial Hebiiity Tor (his brech, Under basie comraet
mineiples, the Nation would be entitled at a mininmem to expesiation damapes—the benefits B
would have expected o recoive had the breach not oczumed, ™ Here, these demagss would
irelude the kst future prafits from the Mation's planned g&ming Tacility untlf the year 2027,
when the Notion’s gaming compact and 8, 2670 expire” Those damagas could casily amount to
many hundreds of millions of dallars.

1. Breuch Of Trust

8. 2670 would also breach the United States” Wwust obligations to the Natlon. s the Lands
Roplacament Act, Congress unmistakably created a Aductary obligation with respest to the
geoperly ot Jasue here, The siatute requires the Secrefary of the Interior to “hold in trust for the
senefit of the Tribe amy land which the Tribe acquires [pursuant te the Act],” and speeifics that
this trust band “shall bc deomed to be 4 Federal Indian Reservation for afl purposes.™ The
statite’s vantext and purpose make ciear that the United States undertook this obligation in its
copeeity as a trustee in order to make amonds for ils previous breach of its fiduciary obligation to

o ¥tuhiodt Srates v, Winstar Carp., 518 115, 839, 805 (1996).

= gitla Pend Indian Reservation Lands Replazement Ast (LRA), Pub, L. Mo, 98-502, 100 Stat. 1798
{1985},

M Pub, L. Mo, 99503, § Gfd).
* Washburn Prepared Tosfimony 4,

¥ postomens (Soeond) of Canracty § 3438) {1981 300 afse Stockion . Water Dist. v Upited Statea,
FGI .36 1344, 1353 (Red. Cir. 2014).

¥ Sev, g, Anchor Sav. Bunk, FS8 v. Urited States, 597 F.3d 1336, 1361 {Fed. Cir. 2010); Brergy Copital
Corp. v. Unitzd Stares, 302 F.3d 1314 (Ted. Cir. 2002),

* b, L, No. 99-503, § 6(d).
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caore for the Metion’s trust lands. The LRA accordingly constitutes o “substantive soures of law
that cstablishes specific Gdueiary or other dutics,"?

The LRA and (he seitlement agreement can also “*[airly be interpreted as mandating
compensation for damages sustained as a result of a breach of the dulies™ they impose.“ This is
particularly clear because the LRA is a seftlement ““mandating compensation for damagys
sustained as a result of a breach of ™ earlier trust duties.”’ The United States accepted the LRA’s
obligations in order ta settle the Nation's claims “for the taking of tribal trust lands[,] for
payment of unjust compeansation for the flowage easement[,] and for breach of trust.™ The
LRA therefore not only presuppases, but embodizs, an abligation to compensate the Nation for
such a breach.

Put simply, the United States™ duty to act faithlully in the best interests of the Mation
cannot be reconciled with a decision to deny the Nation the replacement reservation lands o
which the Act expressly entitles it, and which the Natian relinquished its elaims against the
United States to obtaiin. As the Assistant Secretary for Tndion Affairs exploined before the
Committee, “the only promise by the United States that's at issue here taday 15 the one made in
the Gila Bend Act and ths only way the federal government can keep its promise ta the Tobono
C’odham is for this committes to roject this il Enaclment of 5, 2670 would thus cceasion a
breach of trust that would not only be prefoundly inequitable, but would also threaten the United
States* ability to reach settlements in the future with Indian tribes wha will justifiably fear that
the United States® word cannot be trusted.

¥ United States v. Mavajo Nation, 537 U.S, 438, 506 (2003); United States v. White Mountain Apachc
Tribe, 537 13.5. a5, 473 (2003 ).

8 Wavaja Nation, 537 U.S. 2t 506.

n !"{

2 H.R. Rep. 90-851, at 7; tee also Navaje Nation, 537 U.5. at 506.

¥ Washbumn Testimony, Legislative Hearing on S 2670, supre nate 1, a1 25:04-15.
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2002 Ballot Propositions Proposition 202 [

) PERIOMG MNCREASE, DURING THE TERM OF CURRENT GAMING CEVICE ALLGCATION SPECIFIED 1M E

THIS COMPACT, THE TRIBE'S CURRENT GAMING DEVICE THE TABLE WULTIPLIED BY THE PCPULATION ATWLST- =]

ALLOCATION SHALL BE ALTERJATICALLY |NCREASED MENT RATE [WITH ANY FRACTIONS ROUNDED UP TO =

{BUT NOT DECREASED) WITHDUT THE NEED TO AMEND THE HEXT WHOLE NUMBER}. >
THIS COMPACT QN EACH FIVEYEAR ANNIVERSARY OF (5] GAMIRE DEVICE ALLOCATION TABLE.

THE EFFECTIVE DATE, TO THE NUMBER EQUAL T2 THE
GAM NG DEVICE ALLOCATION TABLE

LISTER TRIBE ) 2) 3 W]
CLURRENT ADI:IIITION.FNL F'RE‘-I"[IQIJS R%Y!EIED
DEVICE ALLO. DEVICES FACILITY FAGILITY
CEFION ALLOCATION ALLOCATION

THE COCOPAH INDIAN TRIBE 45 70 2 2

FORT MOUAVE INDIAN TRIBE a5 an 2 2

QUECHAN TRIEE 5 arn 2 2

TONTD APACHE TRIBE a5 170 2 1

YEVAPALGFATHE MATIGH 475 arn 2 1

YENAPA-PRESCOTT TRIBE a5 an 2 2

COLORADD RIVER INDIAM TRIBES 475 370 2 2

SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE a0 23 3 2

WHITE MOUNTAIN APACHE TRIEE %) 40 3 2

AK-CHIN INGIAN COMMUNITY a7s 523 2 1

FT. MCDOWELL VAVAPAL NATION 475 523 2 1

SALT RIVER PIMA-MARICOPA INDIAN 700 230 3 2

COMMUMITY

GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMURITY 1440 1020 a 1

PASGLIA YAQLIL TRIBE ann 570 1 H

TOHON DTI0HAM NATION 1400 1020 a 1

SUBTOTAL Tars 38 2

NER-GAMING TRIBES [AS OF 51102}

HAVASUPAI TRIBE a7 2

HuALAPAI TRIEE 475 2

KAIBAE-PAMUTE TRIEE 473 2

HEOF| TRIBE 00 3

NAVAJD HATION 2400 4

$AN JUAN SOUTHERN FAILTE TRIZE 475 H

SUBTOTAL 5,200 15

STATE TOTAL 15575 55

(6} IF THE TRIBE IS WOT LISTED OM THE TABLE. THE
TRIBE"S CURRENT DEVICE ALLGGATION SHALL BE FOUR
E i &

tizit wera raprod d as submitted In the “for” and “against” arguments,
GENERAL ELECTION MowvEMEER 5, 2002

Spalling, g ~ ansd |
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Compiled Administrative and Conrt Decisions
Concerning the Nation's West Valicy Rescrvadon

DO Trust Declsion

1. | 20095430 Quinn Mremomasdon Cpining that the WVR property Is
cligihle under the GBIRLRA

2. | 2009-06-17 DOT Solicitor's Preliminary Title Qpinion

i | 2010-D7-23 Echohawk Trust Diecision Letter

4. | 2014-07-03 Washburn Tenst Decision Lotter

GRIC v US (Administrative Review of Trust Decision}

5. {10503 Bistriet Court Summary Jodgment Order

6. §20H3-05-20 ¥ Cireudt Decision
TON v. Glendale {(Anncxation)

T | 2011-05-0% Court of Appeals Hecision

B [ 2011-10-2¢ Supreme Couet Denial of Petition for Review
% | 2011.12-08 Supreme Court Fee Awnrd

10, | 12119 { Supesior Court Judgment

TON v. Azivoma {Aunexation Statutc)

11, | 2011-06-30 Distrier Court Summary Judgment Crder

12, | 2011-06-30 Districe Court Judgmant

Arizonav. TON

13 | 2011-05-15 Distniet Court Order on Motion to Disséss {Claims 5 and 63
Cladins 1,2, 3, and 7 In part}

14, | 20130597 Diserict Courr Surcmary Tudpment Oder (Al somiining drims
v brench of contract under Restarement § 201(%)

13. | 2013-06-25 District Conrt Summary Judgment Ozder (All remalning claims

incliding breash of coaleet under Restatement § 201023

16, | 20130625 District Cour: Judgment

The State of the Tohono O’odham Nation: A Review of Socioeconomic Conditions
and Change, by the Taylor Policy Group, attachment has been retained in the Com-
mittee files.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Chairman Norris, for your testimony.
Thank you all for your testimony. Senator McCain?

Senator McCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Norris, would you like to, for the record, supply the
amount of money or revenue that your casinos have gained for the
tribe on an annual basis?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, I will be happy to
give that some consideration, but I will not do that without the ex-
press authorization of my legislative counsel.
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Senator McCAIN. So you won't tell us how impoverished you are.
I got it.

I will provide for the record, Mr. Chairman, the hearings that
Senator Inouye and I had, including that where the attorneys gen-
erals, especially, of States that came and testified before our Com-
mittee, one of their great concerns was what would happen is ex-
actly happening now. That was one of the reasons why we had
great difficulty getting the support of governors and attorneys gen-
erals, because they said if we don’t look out, we are going to have
Indian gaming operations in the middle of our towns and cities. So
I would be glad to provide the record of the hearings and the con-
clusions and the statements that Senator Inouye and I made at the
time of the passage of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, which
clearly was designed to prevent a non-contiguous, middle of a met-
ropolitan area Indian gaming operation, for which the people have,
maybe their elected representatives have, maybe some like Mr.
Sherwood have changed their mind over time. But they have not
been able to make their will known as far as a very significant im-
pact not only in Glendale but in the entire West Side.

So Mr. Sherwood, out of curiosity, I think you used to be very
much opposed and even wrote articles in opposition to this. What
changed your mind?

Mr. SHERWOOD. Thank you for the question, Mr. Chair and Sen-
ator McCain. When I campaigned, I had campaigned against this
proposed, based on the information I had. And I had read quite a
bit of information on it. The thing that was distressing to me,
though, was that in the very beginning there was a half hour con-
versation, when the city first found out about this in April 2009.
That was the only conversation that the previous administration
had.

I was always quite upset by the fact that we didn’t have the dia-
logue, we weren’t doing very good in the courts. So when the new
council got seated in January 2013 and we took care of the hockey
arena situation, we turned our attention to the casino issue, which
again had been laboring for five years, and started having that in-
formal dialogue, and learned quite a bit more about the project
from the fact this could benefit us in many more ways than what
the gaming compact even called out for.

So those informal discussions led into formal fact-finding in the
November time frame, which led to negotiations in March. And
having gone through that and having voted on this a couple of
months ago to approve the project and to unequivocally set our-
selves against this legislation, and the benefits, certainly after talk-
ing to other developers, we have had several developers come to us
since this casino project was announced, wanting to develop on
land in Glendale city proper.

Senator McCAIN. Well, thank you. Chairman Norris, I have be-
fore me information that, I am not sure where it came from, but
it alleges that your annual revenue from gaming is $68,200,000.00.
Is that in the ballpark?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, as I stated before,
without the authorization of my legislative counsel, I am not at this
point able to disclose, agree or disagree with your information.
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Senator MCCAIN. So you refuse to tell this Committee, who is ex-
pected to support your effort to establish a casino, that you won’t
even tell me whether this is a correct or incorrect number,
$68,200,000?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, the courts have al-
ready made that determination on whether or not the Nation is
within its legal right to be able to establish. And our current com-
pact also authorizes it as well.

Senator MCCAIN. That is not in response to the question I asked,
Mr. Chairman. You refuse to give, to authenticate or disagree with
roughly $68,200,000.00 in revenue for your Nation? Is that correct,
you do not wish to give that information? Agree or disagree?

Mr. NoRRis. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, I am not agreeing
or disagreeing. What I am saying is——

Senator MCCAIN. Actually what you have done is refuse to an-
swer questions before this Committee. I am not sure why you
came.

Mr. Mendoza, is there a concern, Chairman Mendoza, President
Mendoza, is there a concern that there may be other loopholes such
as this exploited in using this precedent that other casinos would
be established in the valley?

Mr. MENDOZA. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, thank you for
that question. I have been hearing about this particular bill and if
it would create that precedent. In my mind, no. The Act has been
very consistent with congressional precedents. If you will allow me,
I will allow my attorney here to offer some specifics. Ms. Binney?

Ms. BINNEY. Thank you, Senator McCain. The concern that you
have is a legitimate concern, in that Tohono O’odham, if they are
able to build this Glendale casino, can actually shut down their
other three casinos in the Tucson area and move them up to the
Phoenix area. Basically using the same legal theory. That is why
the East Valley mayors are so concerned, because they thing the
sarﬁe thing that is happening in Glendale can happen in the East
Valley.

I think it was Congressman Gosar last time who brought a map
that showed 200 county islands in other parts of the Phoenix Val-
ley where the same thing can happen.

But more importantly, in the negotiations and during litigation,
handwritten notes have come out from Tohono O’odham’s rep-
resentatives, basically indicating that they would do such a thing.
They are aware that they have that legal ability, if they are suc-
cessful in Glendale, to shut down the other three casinos and move
them up to the Phoenix area. That is one of the biggest concerns
of the East Valley mayors.

Senator McCAIN. Well, Mayor Weiers, you find yourself in the
minority here. Maybe you can tell us how that happened, going
from the majority to the minority on this issue. I am sure it didn’t
have anything to do with a $26 million commitment over several
years.

Mr. WEIERS. Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, I don’t actually
know how I found myself in that position. I have been on a one
mind and one thought ever since this issue came up, when I was
in State legislature. I know in our campaign that people had ran
their campaigns stating certain views and certain beliefs. I guess
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I never really expected people to change their opinion. But I don’t
know exactly how we found ourselves, the same facts, the same
truths that were there two years ago are the same facts and truths
today. Nothing has changed. People’s opinions have changed and
how they have changed their mind because of those facts and
truths, I don’t know.

And sir, I don’t know if that is really the question that maybe
I should be asked, but I'm not exactly sure how we came to that
position.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, it bears repeating to all the witnesses in response
to some of the statements that the Constitution calls for the Con-
gress to have a special responsibility as far as Native Americans
are concerned. It is written in the Constitution. So although some
may view this hearing and our action as being unwanted inter-
ference, it is a specific Constitutional responsibility of the Congress
of the United States.

So Mr. Chairman, this is a very busy week. We will be leaving
tomorrow for quite a while. And you were kind enough to hold this
hearing for me, and I take that as a very special favor that you
granted me. I want to express openly and repeatedly my apprecia-
tion for your doing this. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you for those kind words, Senator
McCain. We always appreciate your commitment to the Senate and
to this Committee. And we thank you for your leadership on a
number of issues, including this one.

I have a few questions here, I will start with Governor Mendoza.
Governor, when it comes to tribal gaming in Arizona being success-
ful, could you talk about the kind of success that Gila River has
enjoyed because of gaming?

Mr. MENDOZA. Thank you for that question, Senator. Gila River
does enjoy the benefits from our casinos. We have been able to fully
fund for our students to go to college, any college in the world. We
have been able to provide funding for our public safety, police, fire,
our emergency management program. We are able to provide pro-
grams for our elders, our youth, housing, you name it. We have
been able to do a lot for our community. Again, we are very thank-
ful and blessed.

The CHAIRMAN. I commend you on your commitment to your peo-
ple. Education is one of my priorities.

You reference, when it comes to expansion of gaming, you ref-
erence a commitment made by the tribes in 2002 that there would
be no additional gaming facilities in the Phoenix area. In the cur-
rent gaming compacts, there is a specific limitation on the Tohono
O’odham from building a fourth facility in the Tucson area.

If the parties thought enough to put a Tucson limitation ex-
pressly in the compact, why wouldn’t the State include such a limi-
tation around Phoenix? Any insight into that?

Mr. MENDOZA. Thank you, Senator Tester. Senator Tester, I am
not an attorney. I am going to allow my attorney to answer that
for me.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think that is a good point that you are
not an attorney. I am not one, either. So Allison, since you are,
have at it.
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Ms. BINNEY. I think there is a little bit of confusion. It depends,
so in Arizona, it is different than in most other States. Most of
those State, the governors can just go and negotiate a compact di-
rectly with the tribes, enter into it. In Arizona, that is not the case.
The government had to get authority from the voters to enter into
compacts. So the voters voted on a model compact. I actually have
the proposition that the voters had there.

So Tohono O’odham does say, like, nowhere in the model compact
or the compact does it say, Tohono O’odham can’t go into Phoenix.
One, there was no need to say that in the compact, because no one
ever thought that would happen. But two, in all the negotiations,
which are the key part of what this bill is trying to address,
Tohono O’odham specifically said, their fourth casino would be in
the Tucson area or in a rural area. They never once indicated that
they would somehow go 100 miles up to the Phoenix area.

But I will say the proposition that has the model compact that
the voters actually saw when they voted to give the governor au-
thority, there is a chart in there. And in the chart it shows the
number of casinos that the tribes in Arizona were authorized to
build under the old compacts, and the number of casinos that the
tribes would be authorized to build under the new compact, the
model compact that the voters were voting on.

In the Phoenix area tribes, all are shown as giving up a right to
an additional facility that they had under the old compact. Tohono
O’odham, because they are not a Phoenix area tribe, kept the same
number of casinos, the right to build the same number of casinos.
So Gila River is shown as giving up an additional casino, right to
an additional casino. Salt River gave up a right to an additional
casino. Ak-Chin gave up a right to an additional casino. Fort
McDowell gave up the right to an additional casino and so did
Pascua Yaqui. Tohono O’odham didn’t have to give up the right to
an additional casino, because they weren’t in the Phoenix area.

So in our view, it is in the compact. Why else would these charts
be in here showing that the Phoenix tribes gave up rights to addi-
tional casinos and Tohono O’odham didn’t, if it wasn’t intended
that the whole goal of the compact was to limit the number of fa-
cilities in the Phoenix area?

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. If you don’t mind, Allison, I want to ask
you another question, since you are an attorney, since you know
the law. And I say this in the most friendly way. When I talked
to Chairman Norris, and I think it was referenced in one of your
testimonies, maybe it might have been Mr. Washburn’s testimony,
%boll{lt breaking ground on a facility already. So ground has been

roken.

If we were to pass this bill, would there be a takings issue?

Ms. BINNEY. No. And I thought it was interesting that Assistant
Secretary Washburn didn’t address this issue at all. Because he
was aware of it. And Senator McCain asked him about it last time.

The fundamental reason why is because this bill just provides a
temporary restriction on gaming activities on certain lands. That is
what IGRA does. The Indian Gaming Regulatory Act was passed
to restrict gaming on tribal lands. So if this bill is a takings, then
so is the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act. And that has been around
25 years and has been upheld again and again and again.
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The CHAIRMAN. So in one point, you are talking about policy that
prevents gaming activities that happen with IGRA. This is an ac-
tual physical construction, you don’t see that there is any difference
there. And I ask this because I don’t know.

Ms. BINNEY. Yes, and we actually when it came up in the last
hearing, Senator McCain asked it. We actually went and did a
thorough analysis. Because I will say, last Congress there were
some legitimate concerns raised about Tohono O’odham and we ad-
dressed them in this new bill. But we looked at it, and the other
reason why it is not a takings is because Congress does these types
of bills fairly frequently, actually, restricting gaming on lands. And
they can build a resort. They can build a new sports stadium. They
can do economic activities.

The CHAIRMAN. That is fine, thank you. Thanks, Allison.

Chairman Norris, a similar question to what I just asked Gov-
ernor Mendoza. You have gaming facilities, can you discuss what
benefits you have gotten from these gaming facilities and, while
you are in that vein, could you also discuss unmet needs that are
still out there by your tribe?

Mr. NoORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I too am not an attorney. I am the
elected chairman of my nation, and I have an obligation to speak
for my people.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. Norris. So I will do so. There are still third world conditions
that exist in my tribal community, and many tribal communities
nationwide. The Nation has had an enormous amount of benefit in
comparison to where we were prior to gaming. We have been able
to construct different facilities that were only dream facilities that
we were needing within our communities, to be able to provide the
necessary services. We have been able to create a government of
employees that are able to provide the necessary services that
many of our Nation’s members require. We have been able to pro-
vide scholarships to our members.

Prior to gaming, we had probably less than 300 members of our
Nation that acquired bachelor’s, associate’s, master’s and doctorate
degrees and some law degrees. Today we have graduated more
Tohono O’odham with those types of degrees, this many years later.
My council continues to allocate some $5 million toward scholar-
ship programs for our Nation.

So we have had an enormous amount of benefit from the results
of gaming. But we still have those third world conditions that con-
tinue to exist.

As far as unmet needs, Mr. Chairman, we know today that we
have 500 families that are homeless on the Nation. We know today
that there are many people within our communities that do need
housing. We know today that much of the roads that are within our
tribal communities that are being used and mis-used by the U.S.
Border Patrol because of the influx of border agents on our Nation,
really do a wear and tear on our roads. And they are primarily
BIA-IRR roads. So there is a need for us to work hand in hand
with the Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, to try
and address the roads conditions that are so needing to be ad-
dressed, to be able to deliver the services, to be able to enter and
exit our tribal communities nationwide.
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We have a reservation that is 2.8 million acres square in size.
We have some 80 villages within that geographical area. The res-
ervation is vast. The villages are remote. We have homes that do
not have running water. We have homes that do not have elec-
tricity. So there is a serious amount of unmet need in my tribal
community.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Chairman.

Mayor Weiers, you are a former State legislator, you worked in
city government as mayor, and I think you understand the actual
text of the laws and contracts and the weight that that carries with
those contracts and that text. In this case, there was a specific lim-
itation, correct me if I am wrong, on Tohono O’odham develop-
ments around Tucson but not Phoenix. With that said, if this limi-
tation on gaming in the Phoenix area was important, why was it
not included in the current contract or Prop 202?

Mr. WEIERS. Chairman Tester, all I can tell you is the knowledge
that I have of talking with one of the authors, Senator McCain. He
had told me point blank that there was never ever any intention
in their mind that this would ever be an issue. And I don’t believe,
quite honestly, that the average person, the non-attorney people,
would ever have thought something like this. I guess that is why
we have attorneys, to sit around and think of ways to get around
stuff.

But I don’t believe anybody ever believed that this was ever
going to be an issue. And it is an issue, and quite honestly, all this
bill is trying to do is just, let’s do what everybody said and thought
we were going to do, and then when that compact is over, we will
renegotiate. Chances are that we will probably end up with more
casinos in the valley, almost certainly.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay, thanks, Mayor.

Councilman Sherwood, your testimony discusses the impacts that
the agreement with the Tohono O’odham would have on the city of
Glendale, positive impacts. Could you talk about those benefits of
this development? And while you are on that, if there is a down
side that comes to mind, could you talk about that, too?

Mr. SHERWOOD. Thank you, Chair. Right off the bat, I can’t see
of any down side in the negotiations and the settlement agreement
that we concluded with the Tohono O’odham in August. They are
covering existing infrastructure, new infrastructure, water. It is not
costing the city a penny. How often do you get a development
where you don’t have to give in to anything?

In terms of the development, we were hurt pretty hard with the
downturn with our sports and entertainment. There were eight
funded projects that were to occur south of the University of Phoe-
nix stadium where the Arizona Cardinals play. One of them was
Mr. Bidwell’s CB101 project, before he started building. Those ei-
ther went into litigation afterwards or the developers pulled back.
Those are slowly coming back, but not near the pace that was ex-
pected.

So our sports and entertainment area, which has two profes-
sional sports teams, a large entertainment area along with some
retail, was hurt vastly by that. So when we have the mega events,
like when we have the Super Bowl next February, we don’t have
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anything to keep people in the area, so they go off into Scottsdale
and Phoenix.

A project like this resort will entice other development. In fact,
within weeks of us signing that agreement, we had two major de-
velopers, one that had done a large scale project in Phoenix, come
through and they were only interested in us now because of this
project. They were looking at land within the city of Glendale to
develop that would be real close to the sports and entertainment
area.

So yes, we are looking at a lot of development activity that will
directly benefit our city coffers. And then again in the deal that
was referenced earlier about the $26 million or so that we get di-
rectly into the general fund from the Tohono O’odham. In fact, we
have already received a check for $500,000, 10 days after the
agreement was signed. That helps a city that has struggled, as has
been widely reported, because of our past deals with some of the
sporting facilities that we have. It has sorely helped our commu-
nity.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. You talked about jobs. How many jobs?

Mr. SHERWOOD. Jobs, in terms of the operations, you are going
to see 3,000 jobs, 1,500 of them probably indirect, 1,500 direct in
terms of construction jobs. Right now it is scheduled for three
phases, the casino and then the attached resort and probably a
year later, another resort, based on how things are moving along.
So you are talking thousands of construction jobs over this project
that is going to take place over the next four years. But in terms
of actual jobs at the West Valley, I would say about 3,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Once again, I want to thank all of you for mak-
ing the trek to Washington, D.C. I know it is not easy and some
of you have made it twice. I thank you for that. And I mean that.
This is obviously an emotional issue and it is an important issue.

Note that the hearing will remain open for two weeks, and I en-
courage all stakeholders to submit written statements for the
record. I want to say that again, this hearing record will remain
open for two weeks. And if you are a stakeholder in this issue, I
would encourage you to write written statements for the record.

With that, once again, thank you all. This hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:22 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]






APPENDIX

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN INSALACO, MAYOR, CITY OF APACHE JUNCTION,
ARIZONA

Chairman Tester, Vice Chairman Barrasso, Members of the Committee, thank
you for the opportunity to submit my testimony on S. 2670, the Keep the Promise
Act. My name is John Insalaco and I am the mayor of the City of Apache Junction,
Arizona, which is in the Phoenix metropolitan area.

First and foremost I want to thank our Senators, Senators McCain and Flake, for
hearing our concerns and introducing this bill. And I thank you, Mr. Chairman and
members of this Committee, for acting promptly to further examine this issue.

While I have my own personal reasons for supporting this legislation, other Phoe-
nix area mayors and I are unified in a singular concern: until Congress affirma-
tively acts on this legislation, the Tohono O’odham Nation (TON) could open a ca-
sino near any of our cities within any of the more than 200 county islands within
Pima, Pinal and Maricopa Counties.

Just like in Glendale, this could happen without our consent, without our input,
and even without our knowledge. Without Congressional action, a single Wash-
ington, DC bureaucrat’s decision threatens to change our communities forever and
our local governments have lost control in fending off the unwanted proliferation of
gaming in our neighborhoods. That outcome is wholly unacceptable to our constitu-
ents, which is why we collectively ask that this committee quickly approve this im-
portant bill.

We represent communities that support tribal governments and the sovereign
rights of our Nation’s first peoples. While we may not see eye to eye on all issues,
we have a strong track record of collaborative efforts that have fostered successful
Government-to-Government relationships. Much of this collaboration is a direct re-
sult of the current compacts that promotes tribal governments and local govern-
ments to work together to address common issues. We appreciate and value the re-
lationships we have developed with our neighbors, and believe this sentiment is re-
ciprocated by many of the tribal governments throughout Arizona.

That’s why we were so surprised to learn of TON’s actions. We could not believe
that a government would surreptitiously acquire land for a new Phoenix area casino
even while promising Arizona voters that there would be no new casinos in the re-

on.

Unfortunately the deception did not stop in Glendale. According to TON’s attor-
neys, the tribe has the right to open even more casinos in the Phoenix metropolitan
area.

Like Glendale, many of the 200 county islands in Pima, Pinal and Maricopa coun-
ties are unfit for the development of major gambling establishments. These parcels
are in and around large residential neighborhoods, near schools, and near religious
institutions. In other words, the county islands are in precisely the type of neighbor-
hoods that Phoenix and Arizona voters decided were not suited for further casino
development.

The development of new casinos in the Phoenix metropolitan area—whether in
Glendale or in any of the other county islands in the metropolitan area—represents
a fatal breach of trust between the tribal governments who advocated for Arizona
Proposition 202 and the people of our state. When we heard the promise of “no new
casinos in the Phoenix area,” we trusted our friends and neighbors and took them
at their word. And in exchange for that promise, the voters of our state awarded
these tribes with the exclusive right to run casinos in Arizona.

Now the actions of one tribe have put this trust, and our longstanding working
relationship with Arizona’s tribal nations, in jeopardy.

TON’s decision to knowingly and willingly deceive voters forces us and many of
our constituents to rethink the promises that we have made to tribes as well. While
we do not have the authority to nullify the compact, the Proposition 202 compact
expires in 2027; and we now have to think long and hard about whether we should
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renew that agreement. It would be a shame if the cavalier actions of one tribe up-
ended a successful system that has benefitted all tribes in our state.

Even more troubling was the recent testimony of Assistant-Secretary of Indian Af-
fairs (AS-TA), Kevin Washburn, who clearly advocated on behalf of TON without
making any mention of, or demonstrating any consideration for, the impact that the
TON’s potential casino would have on the Tribal-State compact and our commu-
nities.

This Washington, D.C. bureaucrat presumed to know more about the voters’ in-
tentions than the voters themselves by claiming that the Phoenix gaming market
could afford to have more casinos, even though voters clearly wanted a cap on the
number of casinos in the area when they approved Proposition 202. AS-IA
Washburn casually dismissed voters expectations by stating that the parties “elimi-
nated reliance on any statements or promises made during negotiations, unless they
were included within the four corners of the compact,” while ignoring that all urban
area tribes except for TON gave up rights to additional casinos to meet State and
voter expectations and TON retained one additional casino by assuring State and
tribal negotiating parties that it would be located in the Tucson area or in rural
parts of its reservation.

AS-TA Washburn did not discuss or consider any of the fraudulent actions and
promises that the TON made to State negotiating parties, the general public and
other tribes during the compact negotiations and the tribes’ campaign to convince
voters to approve Proposition 202, when all the while it never intended to live up
to these promises. Further, how AS-IA Washburn chose to interpret the Gila Bend
Indian Reservation Lands Replacement Act has very direct consequences on our con-
stituents and other Arizona tribes, but his testimony showed no impartiality or con-
cern for non-TON interests, including the interests of other Arizona tribes. AS-TA
Washburn refuses to act as an impartial and responsible agency decision-maker, in-
stead leveraging his official position to serve as TON’s personal advocate and the
lives of our communities are now threatened by this agency action.

Despite years of trying to convince TON to act responsibly and attempting to rea-
son with the Administration, it has become clear that Congressional action is now
Arizona citizens’ only recourse to preserve our balanced and mutually beneficial sys-
tem. And the legislation under consideration today does just that.

S. 2670, the Keep the Promises Act, is a narrowly tailored bill that preserves the
agreement that was made with voters in 2002 by simply prohibiting new casinos
from being constructed in the Phoenix area until 2027, when the current compact
expires.

Equally as important is what the bill does not do. The Keep the Promises Act does
not prohibit TON from taking land into trust. It does not impact the tribe’s right
to acquire land under the Gila Bend Act. And it does not prohibit the tribe from
conducting gaming on newly acquired land after 2027. AS-IA Washburn falsely and
passive aggressively accused the “promise” of S. 2670 as being illusory.

In our eyes, this legislation is far from perfect because we would prefer that In-
dian reservations not be dropped within or city limits. But we believe the bill makes
adequate concessions, while preserving the rights and agreements made by our con-
stituents.

We hope you too will see this as a fair, moderate piece of legislation, and ask that
you move to quickly enact the bill.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our testimony today, and we look for-
ward to working with you to ensure the bill is enacted during the 113th Congress.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ADOLFO F. GAMEZ, MAYOR, CITY OF TOLLESON,
ARIZONA

As the mayor of the City of Tolleson, Arizona, a community within close proximity
to the Tohono O’odham Nation’s West Valley Resort, I offer my adamant opposition
to the S. 2670. My City was the first to unanimously pass a resolution in favor of
the Nation’s casino project. We have since been joined by the Cities of Glendale, Pe-
oria, and Surprise.

There is tremendous support for this project among my constituents as well as
throughout the West Valley. The Nation’s West Valley Resort represents a unique
amenity for our region that will attract new visitors, new businesses, and create
thousands of jobs—not just at the casino but across the West Valley.

The proposed legislation, S. 2670, seeks to stymie major economic development
thereby denying my constituents access to the greater prosperity. I urge you not to
allow this harmful bill to go forward.



67

As more than a dozen legal rulings have found, the Nation’s project complies with
all of the relevant federal laws and state compact, which is why the special interests
opposed to this project have pushed this legislation, to make up for their defeats
in court by rewriting the law in their favor. The arguments presented to the Com-
mittee by the Nation’s opponents during the S. 2670 hearing have all been ad-
dressed and rejected throughout judicial proceedings that span over five years.

The opposition continues to repeat these claims, but that doesn’t make them any
more accurate. The real intent of S. 2670 is to protect a few East Valley special in-
terests at the expense of the West Valley’s economic development.

I trust that you and the Indian Affairs Committee will make the right decision,
based on all the facts. Thank you for your time and consideration.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. LINDA KAVANAGH, MAYOR, TOWN OF FOUNTAIN
HILLS, ARIZONA

Chairman Tester, Vice Chairman Barrasso, Members of the Committee, thank
you for the opportunity to submit our testimony on S. 2670, the Keep the Promise
Act. My name is Linda Kavanagh and I am the Mayor of the Town of Fountain
Hills, Arizona.

Like other elected leaders of the Phoenix metropolitan area, I am very concerned
that the Tohono O’'odham Nation (TON) could unilaterally open a casino on a county
island located within our city limits.

The county islands located near my community are precisely the type of neighbor-
hoods that Phoenix and Arizona voters decided were not suited for further casino
development. Without Congressional action, a rich gaming tribe and a single Wash-
ington, D.C. bureaucrat threaten to change our communities forever and strip us of
our powers as local governments to fend off unwanted proliferation of gaming in our
neighborhoods. Because that outcome is wholly unacceptable to our constituents, we
collectively ask that this committee quickly approve the Keep the Promise Act.

Further, in approving tribal gaming in and upholding Arizona tribes’ right to have
casinos in 2002 voters were promised that there were would not be any new casinos
in the Phoenix area. All tribes except one have kept that promise. After TON’s long
kept secret came to light, we could not believe that a tribal government would se-
cretly look for land for a new Phoenix area casino even while promising Arizona vot-
ers that there would be no new casinos in the region. Unfortunately this deception
may not stop in Glendale. According to TON’s attorneys, the tribe has the right to
open even more casinos in the Phoenix metropolitan area. Now we must wonder if
the tribe will purchase or has already purchased land in our communities. It is be-
cause of the actions of one tribe that our longstanding working relationship with Ar-
izona’s tribal nations is now in jeopardy.

When we heard the promise of “no new casinos in the Phoenix area,” the voters
of our state awarded tribes with the exclusive right to run casinos in Arizona. The
current gaming compact will expire in 2027 and because of one tribe’s broken prom-
ise voters will have to think long and hard about whether we should renew tribal
gaming, or whether to only allow tribes to operate casinos. In 2027, if not sooner,
the central question to voters may be whether tribes should retain their exclusive
right when one tribe cannot be trusted.

Our concern for the future of Indian gaming in Arizona grew considerably after
hearing the September 17 testimony of Assistant-Secretary of Indian Affairs, Kevin
Washburn. Mr. Washburn clearly advocated on behalf of TON without making any
mention of how TON’s casino threatens Arizona, including other Arizona tribes. Mr.
Washburn seems to be in the business of rubber stamping Indian casinos, which will
only encourages tribes to adopt a cynical approach to expand gaming in our state.

Additionally, Mr. Washburn ignored discussion of the fraudulent actions and
promises that the TON made to State negotiating parties, the general public and
other tribes during the compact negotiations. Evidence of their fraudulent conduct
was the tribes’ campaign to convince voters to approve Proposition 202 on the heav-
ily advertised premise of “no new casinos in Phoenix” when all the while it planned
to purchase land in Glendale for the purpose of opening a casino.

It is clear that Mr. Washburn has chosen a way to interpret the Gila Bend Indian
Reservation Lands Replacement Act that has very direct consequences on our con-
stituents and other Arizona tribes. His testimony shows that he has no impartiality
or cori::ern for non-TON interests, including the interests of Arizona residents and
its tribes.

Despite years of trying to convince TON to act responsibly and attempting to rea-
son with the Administration, it has become clear that Congressional action is now
Arizona citizens’ only recourse to preserve our balanced and mutually beneficial sys-
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tem. S. 2670, the Keep the Promises Act, is a narrowly tailored bill that preserves
the agreement that was made with voters in 2002 by simply prohibiting new casinos
from being constructed in the Phoenix area until 2027, when the current compact
expires. Equally as important is what the bill does not do. The Keep the Promises
Act does not prohibit TON from taking land into trust. It does not impact the tribe’s
right to acquire land under the Gila Bend Act. And it does not prohibit the tribe
from conducting gaming on newly acquired land after 2027.
Although this legislation does not address the long term problem of off-reservation
gaming in Arizona, it does ensure that tribes live up to the commitments and assur-
ances they gave to voters during their campaign to get the exclusive right to have
casinos in Arizona. We hope you will see this as a fair, moderate piece of legislation,
and ask that you move to quickly enact the bill.
Thank you for taking my testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS BEAUTY, CHAIRMAN, YAVAPAI-APACHE
NATION

{in behalf of the Yavapat-Anache Nation, I appresiate the opportinity to provide written
testimony in support of 8, 2670, Keep the Promise Act of 2014, The Yavapai-Apache Nation
{“Natlon™} is & roral fribe Jocaled off3-17 near Camp Verde, Avizone, spproximately sixty silee nosth of
the Phoenix matropaiiten area. The Maticn has used i abiity theough gaming revenues from CHE
Castls Cosino-Hotel o develop itz commandties, provide eduontional, sooial snd economie sevvlees to
trital mescders end Tmmrove the quidity of 1ife bn the meseevition, With one 0F the most diverse
eetncrmis madets i the Verde Volley, the Nation also provides employment and other aconomic
bennfits to the suronnding coarntities,

T 2002, the Nation was a participant of the 17 Tribes Initiative in support of Proposition 202,
which resulted in new tribal-state geming compacts that have bevefitizd the tribes as well o5 the State of
Arivops. Participants of the 17 Tribes Initiative made certain promisen ta gain the support of the
Atizonn voters, inch:ding fhe pramise that no sdditionsl casings wattld ha built in the Phoeniy
mehopatitsn arcs Suring the 1omm of the compacts. The Toharsa O odhars Mation {Tobonn Ofodham®)
wax alen & partledpent i1 the 17 Tribes Initiatve end the promise that no sdditdonnl casies would be
bailt in the Phoenix metmpolina area during the term of the opmgracks.

‘The Matian was obviously shocked whee Tohono (' odhan: anncureed in 2009 e plan to build a
casing in Glandale, far from its reservation near Tucson, Move shocking is that Tehono D'odham was
secratly planning the Glendals ersing during the Propasition 302 campaign. Not only i Tobong
'adbam, violating its promise, 7t 3% also threatening the credibility of the other sixteen tribes involved in
the 17 Tribes Inftiative.

Furthermore, Tohono 07 pdbkant is threatenieg the seacessficl, but fmpile, tribai-strte poming
relattonship In Arizona. The kibes iy Avizans comenty-enfoy sxclustvity in the ogerntion of Class 11T
grening, That exciasivily Is jeopardized when contmoversial oif-reservaion casinos s proposudt S
from existing reservations. Such proposals Bl suppert foz pon-dndian commercial gaming within the
State, Tids poses a direct and inaninent threst to the eponomis viability of all Indian gaming operations
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in the State, especially the Nation’s small ruml gaming operation which would have to compats with
large commerejal guming entities.

In addition, a Tohona O’odham enstno in Glendale would significantly impact revenues the
Nation receives from its Cliff Castle Casing-Hotel, CUEF Castle Casino-Hotol relies on the Phoenix
metropolitan area for eppraximaiely fwenty-five percant of its busivess, Esrlier this year, the Nation
hired a reputeble economics firm familiar with the Arizona tribal ganslng Industry to conduct an
economic analysis of the impact of the proposed Tohano O°odham casine in Glendale on the Cliff
Castle Casino-Hotel, The analysis confimed that the praposed Tohona O*adham casing in Glendale
would negatively impaet the reveouss of Cliff Castle Casino-Hotel by seven to twelve percent. Under
Tohono O’adharn’s legal theory, Tohone O*adham could ereate additional now reservations and casinas
in the Fhocnix metropalitun area (it has rights under the paming compaet to four casines), which could
include northern areas of the metropolitan area even closer to Ciff Castle Casino-Hotel,

For these reasons, the Nation volced its opposition to Tohono Oodbam’s proposed Glendale
cesing in 2009, along with other Arizona Apache and Yavapai Tribes, in a guest editorial whick
appeared in the Arizona Republic’s March 13, 2002 edition and thraugh a lstter to then-Assistant
Secretary for Indian Affairs George Skibine dated April 27, 2009 (sttached), ‘The Nation®s pasition has
not changed, Assuch, I respecifully ask that you pass S, 2670,
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Az ladeer oF Bve Apsche 208 Yreapsl tibes In Advens, we newwiing in oppovitoe ts
the Tikono O'odham Matess ﬁ:wfﬁust applicnthm e wmﬁfiy 135 aces in
Dletdele, Arizora based an the Tobpno O'adhan MNador's iacended v of the land for the
doesloprmnt i & easine. Tinelised neo rosclatdons sdapted e 2ach, 0f tut counclls smiing
the seeons for ewe opposition.  Also miclased is aur gusse sditotinl which sppeared in the
Aglzia Repubiics March 33, 2009 wdition,

Tsh off oov profey wxepeies drovr signifomt paonege fom the Phocale
moerapeiing wes, Shoold e Tohane Dotz Mativy, witeh b Toedparived 8 ifes
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Tt fu 0f firther concom to o that the propaged CHendals cusing vislates promiscs that
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Whe-wnsld very souch sppwecide S oppeaolly o ey with yoen x reater dosdlove
patiang to shis applicatineg, W il gontack pane offie T the it S Beys to follow up
on Ul ruest.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SHERRY J. COUNTS, CHAIRWOMAN, HUALAPAI TRIBE

I am Sherry Counts, Chairwoman of the Hualapai Tribe. On behalf of the
Hualapai Tribe, I believe it is imperative to present this testimony to the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs following the Committee’s September 17, 2014 hearing
on S. 2670, “Keep the Promise Act” as introduced by Senators McCain and Flake.
This issue is one that has the Hualapai people very concerned. It is often said that
there is more than one side to every story. The Committee has only heard part of
the story and before acting; the Hualapai would like the Committee to consider
other aspects of what S. 2670 means to my people and why we ask Congress to pass
this legislation. I thank the Senate Committee on Indian Affairs for the opportunity.

The Hualapai Tribe is a federally recognized tribe located in rural northwestern
Arizona. Our land runs along the Grand Canyon and the Colorado River between
Kingman and Seligman, Arizona on historic Route 66, very scenic territory. We have
about 2,300 members with about 1,300 residing within our reservation. Now we rely
on tourism, ranching and arts and crafts to drive our local economy. Our closest
“city” is Kingman, Arizona, located about 50 miles to the west of our primary com-
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munity of Peach Springs, Arizona. This is where people go to purchase groceries,
gas, and clothing. Many of our youth travel the 50 miles to Kingman, one way and
each school day, to attend high school.

We do not operate a casino. Many years back, we did make an attempt to open
a small gaming facility, but we were not successful. Our facility was forced to closed
a very short time after we opened. In retrospect, our remote location as well as our
proximity to the large Las Vegas gaming establishments make the operation of a
successful gaming operation in our remote community unviable. However, the
Hualapai Tribe has a fully executed gaming compact with the state of Arizona. We
participate in gaming and receive gaming revenue through our Transfer Agree-
ments. Gaming revenue provides the Hualapai Tribe with additional resources to
pay for basic subsistence needs for our members. As a result, this issue is of critical
importance to us. Our story presents another facet of the dispute relating to the
Tohono O’odham Nation’s proposed West Valley Resort. Our story is one that is
often overlooked and perhaps misunderstood. Our story presents real facts and con-
siderations of the potential impacts the proposed facility has on one tribe in rural
Northwestern Arizona. As a result, we believe it is necessary, as a Tribe that poten-
tially faces perhaps the biggest of repercussions if the West Valley Resort is opened,
to provide our position and response on S. 2670 as well as to address some of the
issues and arguments raised during the Committee’s hearing on September 17,
2014.

Arizona Gaming—Delicately Balanced and Intentionally Limited by Design

Although the Hualapai Tribe does not operate a casino, we have a fully executed
Tribal-State Gaming Compact with the state of Arizona. Our former Chairwoman,
Louise Benson participated in the negotiations and discussions over the design of
gaming in 1999 that ultimately ended up on the Arizona ballots as Proposition 202
in the election of 2002. The compacts included in Proposition 202 were the result
of over two years of negotiations and are delicately balanced and intentionally lim-
ited gaming that benefits all tribes with at Tribal-State Gaming Compact as well
as the citizens of Arizona. The balance has worked for many years and is often cited
as the Indian gaming standard.

Gaming in Arizona, by design is limited in size, scope and growth. These carefully
engineered limits were discussed multiple times among the tribes, including the
Tohono O’odham Nation and with the Governor’s Office. Gaming in Arizona is lim-
ited as to the number of facilities, number of machines per tribe and per facility,
limited as to the types of games, and limited with regard to wager amounts. Plans
for responsible growth are also tied to changes in population so that growth would
be responsible growth and the markets would not be saturated. To get to this point,
every tribe had to be willing to give and make sacrifices for the benefit of all tribes.
The Hualapai Tribe sacrificed its facility allocations in order to transfer machines
to tribes in the metro areas so that we could benefit from gaming. We did this, not
knowing whether there would be a change in circumstances for us that would, at
some point, make operation of a facility for us a viable option. We all understood
the balance was necessary for all tribes with Tribal-State Gaming Compacts could
benefit from gaming. Now, the Tohono O’odham’s plans threaten to upset this bal-
ance.

In addition to specifically designed limits, there was a plan so that each of the
tribes with Tribal-State Gaming Compacts could benefit from gaming, from the
tribes located in high density urban locations, such as the Tohono O’odham Nation’s
land in the Tucson metropolitan area to the most rural of tribes, like the Hualapai
Tribe. To this end, Arizona tribes are classified into three categories: The Metro
Gaming Tribes, those tribes located near Phoenix and Tucson, the Rural Gaming
Tribes, or tribes located near areas with a population to support a gaming facility
such as those located in Globe, Yuma, Camp Verde, Payson, and Show Low. Finally,
there are the Non-Gaming Tribes also called the Transferring Tribes, which include
those tribes with tribal lands in remote areas and without the ability or population
to operate a casino. The Hualapai Tribe is a Non-Gaming Tribe. As a Non-Gaming
Tribe we lease our machine allocations to other tribes in the metro areas through
contractual agreements we refer to as Transfer Agreements. As a result of our
Transfer Agreements, we participate in gaming and receive much needed revenue.
We are able to use a resource we have by virtue of our Tribal-State Gaming Com-
pacts to benefit financially. The believe the viability of our Transfer Agreements is
potentially at risk due to Tohono O’odham Nation’s plans. Most Transfer Agree-
ments contain provisions that automatically terminate the Transfer Agreements if
the “Poison Pill” provisions of the Tribal-State Gaming Compacts are triggered, thus
removing all limits on gaming and thus eliminating the need for the Metro Tribes
to lease machines from Non- Gaming Tribes. Some Transfer Agreements also in-
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clude early buy-out provisions for the Metro Tribes to exercise if they need to termi-
nate a Transfer Agreement early. Obviously, an additional casino in the Phoenix
market will result in changes in market conditions that places the Transfer Agree-
ments at risk because the new facility may lead to the Arizona legislature legalizing
commercialized non-Indian gaming, which will definitely trigger the Poison Pill or
changes market conditions so that the Metro Tribes exercise the early termination
provisions of the Transfer Agreements. Either way, my Tribe, the Hualapai Tribe
bears the biggest burden of the outcome of this dispute. We will be eliminated from
the gaming industry and will lose much needed revenue. The Tohono O’odham Na-
tion’s proposed West Valley Resort has the potential to effectively change the face
of gaming in Arizona and tribes like mine, stand to lose the most.

Deception Then or Deception Now—Deception is Deception

In late 1999, before entering the negotiation process an Agreement in Principle
was developed for the Tribal Leaders to sign as evidence of the commitment to work
together in good faith. This document included language that specified that in the
event an individual tribal interest superseded the common goal, there would be full
disclosure. On January 7, 2000, Edward Manual, Chairman of the Tohono O’odham
Nation. In addition to the Tohono O’'odham Nation’s pledge through its tribal leader
on January 7, 2000, the Tohono O’odham Nation actively participated in negotia-
tions and later in the campaign to get gaming authorized by Arizona’s voters. Dur-
ing this process, the clear understanding and expectation and understanding of all
participating tribes was expressed multiple times, either in testimony to the state
legislature or in campaign materials urging support for Proposition 202, the initia-
tive that authorized Indian gaming in Arizona. The same understanding expectation
was also expressed and communicated by the Governor’s Office and the Secretary
of State through various press releases and in materials circulated to the voters.
More specifically, on April 8, 2002, David LaSart, AIGA Executive Director testified
before the Arizona Legislative Committee that Proposition 202 compacts, “include
the limitation of facilities in the Phoenix-metro area to the current number [7] and
allows the possibility for only one additional facility in Tucson.” In the voter infor-
mation pamphlet developed and circulated by the 17-Tribe Indian Self-Reliance Ini-
tiative to support Proposition 202, the voters were advised, “[ulnder Prop 202, there
will be no additional facilities authorized in Phoenix, and only one additional facility
permitted in Tucson.” The Tohono O’odham Nation was one of the 17 tribes that
provided funding to support Proposition 202 and that was used to pay for this voter
information pamphlet. In Governor Hull’s February 20, 2002 Press Release, she ad-
vised the residents of Arizona, the agreement reduced the number of gaming facili-
ties in Arizona by 25 percent and that there would be “no additional casinos in the
Phoenix metropolitan area and one additional casino in the Tucson area.” The Sec-
retary of State’s Voter Guide for the November 5, 2002 election contains consistent
information about Proposition 202 stating, “Voting ‘yes’ on Proposition 202 ensures
that no new casinos will be built in the Phoenix metropolitan area and only one in
the Tucson area for at least 23 years.” Despite all of Tohono O’odham Nation’s ac-
tive participation in the campaign process, the Tohono O’odham Nation is now say-
ing there was never a promise to limit the number of machines in the Phoenix
metro area. Their actions beg a few relevant questions. First, if there was never a
clear understanding and agreement that there would be no additional casinos in the
Phoenix metro area, why didn’t the Tohono O’odham speak up during the campaign
to advise all parties that they did not agree to the campaign promise that the nego-
tiated agreement meant that there would be no new casinos in the Phoenix metro
area? This statement was not a one-time statement; it was one that was made re-
peatedly on many different occasions by many different people, both verbally and
in writing. How 1s it that everyone from the Governor to the Secretary of State to
the other Tribal Leaders understood that the agreement that would be passed by
Proposition 202 meant there would be no new casinos in the Phoenix metro area
but Tohono O’odham did not?

Now, to support their new position, in written testimony submitted to the Com-
mittee, the Tohono O’odham refer to various 2012 depositions to support their posi-
tion that there was never a promise of “no new casino in Phoenix”. They include
excerpts from depositions of W.M. Smith, Clapham, Ochoa, Severns, Lewis and
LaSarte. See Written Testimony of the Honorable Ned Norris, Jr., Senate Indian Af-
fairs Committee Legislative Hearing on S. 2670, Keep the Promise Act of 2014, Sep-
tember 17, 2014. However each of these individuals state, they do not recall any
specific promise. (Emphasis added). Basic statement analysis of “I do not recall”
suggests the individual had the information at one time but simply does not remem-
ber it at the present time. Thus, the deposition excerpts only mean that at the time
the deposition was taken, the witnesses merely did not remember. It does not mean
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the promise of “No New Casinos in Phoenix” was not made. Multiple written docu-
ments, including the campaign materials, the Governor’s February 20, 2002 Press
Release as well as the Secretary of State’s Voter Information Guide from the No-
vember 2002 Election written contemporaneously to the event, quite clearly evi-
dence the promise.

Either the Tohono O’odham intentionally chose not to correct the record and al-
lowed misleading information to be provided to the voters in hopes their plans
would not be discovered or they subsequently changed their position and now deny-
ing that they agreed with the numerous statements made during the Proposition
202 campaign.

City of Glendale

The Tohono O’odham Nation then presents the City of Glendale as supportive of
their West Valley Resort. However, it wasn’t until the City of Glendale found itself
in financial turmoil that Glendale changed its position on the West Valley Resort.
Glendale’s motivation is purely financial and it can be argued that the Tohono
O’odham Nation bought their support. In various news articles, Councilman Gary
Sherwood, who testified before the Committee about the benefits of the proposed
West Valley Resort and elaborating what a great partnership the parties will enjoy,
is quoted as saying “We’re hunting for money.” Proposed West Valley Casino is Pit-
ting Valley Indian Tribes Against One Another, Monica Alonzo, Phoenix New Times,
February 6, 2014. Councilwoman Norma Alvarez has stated, “we’re so broke.” Glen-
dale City Council Begins Formal Casino Negotiations with Tohono O’odham Nation,
Monica Alonzo, Phoenix New Times, March 20, 2014. Following the decision to begin
formal negotiations with the Tohono O’odham Nation, the City of Glendale applied
for almost $800,000 in grants from the Tohono O’odham Nation. After years of op-
posing the Tohono O’odham Nation’s proposed West Valley Resort, “Glendale de-
cided to try and reach into the tribe’s pocket.” Glendale Applies for Nearly $800k
in Grants from Longtime Nemesis Tohono O’odham Nation, Monica Alonzo, Phoenix
New Times, June 16, 2014. Then in August 2014, the City of Glendale and the
Tohono O’odham Nation entered an agreement wherein the Tohono O’odham Nation
agreed to provide the City of Glendale at least $26 million over a 20-year period.
The agreement required the Tohono O’'odham Nation to make an initial payment of
$500,000 to the City of Glendale within 10 days of the agreement and annual pay-
ments of $1.4 million beginning 6 months after gaming begins. Glendale Council
Oks Casino Deal with Tribe, www.azcentral.com, August 13, 2014. According to the
written testimony of Councilman Gary Sherwood, the City of Glendale has already
received a “good faith payment” of $500,000. See Written Testimony of Gary Sher-
wood, Councilman, City of Glendale, Arizona to the Senate Committee on Indian Af-
fairs, S. 2670, September 17, 2014. To be direct, it is obvious that the support of
the City of Glendale was purchased. However, based upon the Tohono O’odham Na-
tion’s history, the City of Glendale should be concerned about what could happen
to their partnership with the Tohono O’odham Nation should the “poison pill” provi-
sions of the Tribal-State Gaming compact be triggered or if the Tohono O’odham Na-
tion changes its mind and denies that they ever agreed to a partnership with the
City of Glendale as they have with the other tribes.

Bureau of Indian Affairs Opposition to S. 2670 Filled with Misinformation

We listened in shock and despair to the comments provided to the Committee by
Assistant Secretary Washburn. Assistant Secretary Washburn works for the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, an agency with a mission to “enhance the qualify of life, to pro-
mote economic opportunity, and to carry out the responsibility to protect and im-
prove the trust assets of American Indians, Indian tribes, and Alaska Natives.” See
www.indianaffairs.gov | WhoWeAre. Yet, Assistant Secretary Washburn was advo-
cating for one Arizona tribe over the other tribes, including the Hualapai Tribe and
his testimony was completely inappropriate. As an agent of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, the Assistant Secretary is supposed to support all tribes. During his testi-
mony, he referred to the Tohono O’odham Nation as “impoverished” with significant
unmet needs. The Hualapai Tribe, like most Arizona tribes, struggles with the
same, if not more significant unmet needs. To be direct, a reference to unmet needs
should not justify the Assistant Secretary’s position in opposition of S. 2670. In fact,
if Assistant Secretary Washburn were considering unmet needs, his consideration
would have and should have considered the unmet needs of ALL of Arizona’s tribes.
In addition, Assistant Secretary Washburn made reference to the Phoenix market
being in a position to support an additional casino. However, he failed to identify
any source to support his testimony to the Committee that the Phoenix gaming mar-
ket can support another casino. Assistant Secretary Washburn did not present any
evidence that the market can withstand any additional machines. Those of us in the
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area who work with gaming at the local level are in the best position to determine
whether there will be an impact on the market. The act of opposing an additional
casino is evidence enough that the market is not sufficient in the Phoenix metropoli-
tan area to support another casino. Even if, for the sake of argument, the Phoenix
market could support another casino, the underlying issue addressed by S. 2670 re-
mains. Because the Assistant Secretary’s comments were so biased and presented
without support, we urge the Committee to disregard his position.

Possible Consequences—The Rest of the Story

The Hualapai Tribe has used our gaming revenue to build infrastructure in our
community and for the benefit of our members. We've constructed buildings such
as the Health Building and the Boys and Girls Club, among others. Our gaming rev-
enue assists tribal members in need of emergency food and shelter assistance, to
pay medical care when Indian Health Service is insufficient, to provide wood for our
elders during the harsh winter months. Several Hualapai members have received
scholarships, funded by our gaming revenue and have used the funding to pursue
higher education in hopes of creating a better future for our community. While we
have other revenue sources, the loss of our gaming revenue would have negative im-
pact that would not go unnoticed.

There is much chatter and finger pointing about this issue being an issue of
greed. We've witnessed storied painting the Tohono O’odham Nation as the victim
and the Gila River Indian Community and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community as the greedy villains wanting to eliminate the competition. Protecting
market share is of course part of the issue, however there are bigger issues involved
and at stake that a person unversed in the Arizona gaming industry may not under-
stand or be aware. The Tohono O’odham Nation’s plans place the Hualapai Tribe
at risk for losing our gaming revenue. As mentioned previously, our Metro gaming
partners may have motive to terminate our Transfer Agreements as a business deci-
sion. Further, our compacts do not continue indefinitely. At some point, the Arizona
Tribes will need support to continue being the exclusive providers of gaming in Ari-
zona. In 2002, the tribes made promises to the people of Arizona that no new casi-
nos would be constructed in the Phoenix metropolitan area. Whether the Tohono
O’odham Nation acknowledges they were an active participant in making those
promises or not, the written evidence is out there. If the West Valley Resort is con-
structed it potentially endangers our ability to negotiate for additional compact
terms both with the state of Arizona as well as with the voters. The Tohono
O’odham Nation’s plans make it extremely difficult for the Tribes to seek voter ap-
proval or even the support of the Governor for an extension of gaming beyond the
current compacts.

Each year, we closely monitor the Arizona legislative sessions to protect against
the racetracks and commercial gaming interests who have made attempts to expand
gaming off the reservation. In 2002, at the same time we were campaigning for the
passage of Proposition 202, there was an attempt to expand gaming to Arizona’s dog
and horse tracks. Each time there is financial strain in Arizona, the concept is
brought to the forefront. Part of our success at thwarting these attempts is due to
the fact that Indian gaming in Arizona benefits all tribes with a State-Tribal Gam-
ing Compact, including rural Non-Gaming Tribes and the fact that Arizona has en-
joyed the positive benefits of well regulated and limited gaming. We’ve also capital-
ized on the inability to trust and rely upon promises made by commercial and race-
track gaming as demonstrated in other jurisdictions. If the West Valley Resort is
constructed, the trust will be broken. Our ability to make promises people view as
trustworthy and reliable is gone; thereby placing limited Indian gaming in Arizona
on the path of extinction.

Of further concern are statements made by attorneys for the Tohono O’odham Na-
tion indicating their belief that they can repeat this process again; purchase land
under the Gila Bend Reservation Land Settlement Act in the Phoenix metropolitan
area, have the land placed into trust and open another facility, this time, perhaps
in the East Valley of the Phoenix.

The Hualapai Tribe, as a Non-Gaming Tribe stands to lose the most in this situa-
tion. The Metro Tribes will survive and adjust, however, the Hualapai Tribe stands
to lose our gaming revenue: that is the bigger but untold story. As Chairwoman of
the Hualapai Tribe, I cannot speak on behalf of the other Non-Gaming Tribes; how-
ever, I can share my concerns about the Tohono O’odham Nation’s plans.

S. 2670 Is Only a Time Out

In painting themselves as a poor impoverished tribe, who happens to be able to
pledge $26 million to the City of Glendale for their support, the Tohono O’odham
claims S. 2670 takes something from them. That is simply untrue. S. 2670 simply
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hits a “pause” button on their plans. It allows those who approved Indian gaming
in Arizona, the Arizona voters, to have a say in the process. This action is quite
appropriate. If at the end of the compacts, the voters want another casino in the
Phoenix metro area, then they can authorize one. However, a new casino shouldn’t
be forced upon the voters without their consideration of the full impacts, including
the impact to other tribes like the Hualapai Tribe.

Conclusion

As the Chairperson of Hualapai Tribe, I urge you to push S. 2670 forward. While
I would have preferred the matter to be resolved among the tribes in Arizona, it
is evident that we can no longer resolve this issue without Congressional interven-
tion. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT HART, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, HUNT
CONSTRUCTION GROUP

©On behalf of the constmction team for the Tohono CPodham Nation®s West Valley Resort and
Casino, { would like to offer comments on the projuct and the potentiad impacts of 5. 2670, the
subjece of your Committee's recent Jegislative hearing,

I reprosen Hunt Construction Group, onue of America's top commeorsial consuuztion
managrment/ genewnl contercring frms. We are currendy celebrating 70 yeass of construction
excellonse and 38 years of success in Arizonz. Tn parmership with PENTA Bofiding Group, we
are ihe ennstrugtion leads for the West Vallay Resoot,

We have a long history in the West Valley of Phoentx, Hunt Constructon warked on the
University of Phomix Sadium, hemne of the Atzona Cardingls and site of the 2015 Super Bowl.
Mote recently, we built the new St Joseph's Westgare Hospiral.

The West Valley Resort project has already broken ground and the sonstrucrion process is
undezway. More tma 3,500 constoedon jobs will be cresed during @uds process. These aes
Ligh-payiag, quality jobs that ase being Bcd pdmaily by local residents, The Mados wik spend
an gsimamd $405 meilinn over the course of the construciion process, the vsst mmjezity of
which wiil be spent in rhis commanisy.

The past Few years have been ineredilily difficult tmes for the construcrion industy in Arizona,
with the West Valley hit particalady bard. I can honesdy say that the West Valley Resortis one
of the few major economic developrieat projeets currently undesway In the region,

Under these condidons, passing a bill 0 take the shovels cut of cu hands would be o disaster
not just for Huag, buk for the entire consmuedon industey across the Phoanix Vlley, It would

mean fewer obs, slower growth, and bardsr times for theusands of families aed husinesses.
Thaere simply aren't alrersadvas that ¢an mateh the seals of the Nation's peojecs.

The Mation has follawed the rules evaty step of the way, and 1 ask the committee to side with
jobs and growth and oppose S. 2670, Thank you for your time and for providing the
opportunty be comment.

CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA
SEPTEMBER 29, 2014
Hon. Jon Tester, Chairman,
Hon. John Barrasso, Vice Chairman,
Senate Committee on Indian Affairs,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Dear Chairman Tester and Vice Chairman Barrasso,

On behalf of the City of Peoria, Arizona I write to express opposition to S. 2670
the job-killing legislation that attempts to break a promise of economic development
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for my community and the Tohono O’odham Nation. Our unanimous City Council
resolution opposing this legislation is a blatant attempt to preserve market share
of Native American Tribes on the other side of the Phoenix Metropolitan region. *

My Councilmembers and I have spent the past 5 plus years working with the
Tohono O’odham Nation and were pleased to celebrate the groundbreaking of the
West Valley Resort and casino in August. The development shares a border with
the City of Peoria and we are thrilled to have the project underway because of the
thousands of construction jobs and money that’s already being spent in our commu-
nity today because of the construction as well as the permanent jobs that will ulti-
mately be created.

I have personally taken vacation time from my employer and traveled to Wash-
ington D.C. to counter the misinformation and blatant lies being put forth by the
East Valley Tribes and their supporters. The fact is that Arizona and, in particular,
our West Valley region are growing. The majority of Greater Phoenix’s growth will
occur in Peoria and the West Valley so there is more than enough market share
to go around.

As local government leaders, I respectfully request that you consider our opposi-
tion to S. 2670. We are duly elected and have literally spent years talking with our
constituents and the Tohono O’odham Nation. Those discussions have now yielded
construction of the project and we oppose any effort that would eliminate these im-
portant jobs and set back our economic development.

Sincerely,
BOB BARRETT,
Mayor.

RESIDENT OF GLENDALE, ARIZONA
SEPTEMBER 26, 2014
Hon. Jon Tester, Chairman,
Hon. John Barrasso, Vice Chairman,
Senate Committee on Indian Affairs,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Dear Chairman Tester and Vice Chairman Barrasso, and all Honorable Senate
Committee members of the Indian Affairs Committee

I am asking the following informational research, facts, and opinion become part
of the Testimony for S. 2670 which is currently before your Committee.

I am a business partner with my husband in our own business as well as a
Facilitator of the Grassroots Tea Party Activists in the Glendale, Phoenix area. I
have been involved in the research of the West Valley Resort & Casino project since
it’s inception meeting with Tea Party members, citizens of Glendale, Phoenix, and
surrounding cities, conducting poll research of various businesses here in the valley
and have found the reception to be extremely favorable in support of the TO Nation
and the West Valley Resort & Casino. I was originally active in attending Glendale
city Council meetings in support of the TO Nation and continue to do so when I
have the availability of Tuesday night Council Meetings.

This support continues to be favorable in that the economic downturn across the
Country, and in particular in the City of Glendale, Arizona is not good. There have
been few new startups and a lot of store/restaurant closings in Glendale specifically.
There were many homes up for sale in City of Glendale which has slowed down a
little. The City of Glendale in a 54 decision voted and passed a Resolution in favor
of the TO Nation. I'm sure if Council member Ian Hugh, Norma Alveraz, Gary Sher-
wood, and Sammy Chavira were contacted they would be more than happy to pro-
vide a copy to all Senate Members of the Indian Affairs Committee. Be it known
that the Mayor was one of the No’ votes and as you will see down in the text of
my email, Mr. Weiers received a good bit of financial support in his 2012 Mayor
Candidacy from GRIC (Gila River Indian Community) Independent Expenditures.
There has always been a lot of money given to the City of Glendale in the past in-
cluding a brand new Fire Truck. Westgate City Center has about 4 very large elec-
tronic billboards in front of the Arena and in the Restaurant area all constantly
flashing/promoting GRIC Casinos. There are even a few of the Restaurants in
Westgate City Center that do off-track betting and Poker. The City of Glendale is
no stranger to Off-Track Betting establishments as well as Poker establishments in
the Bars within Glendale. There are at least 2 Strip Clubs, one to the east, and one

*The information referred to has been retained in the Committee files.
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to the west on Northern of the West Valley Resort & Casino project, one of these
exceptionally close to the City of Glendale City Hall. For anyone to complain about
a Casino being near a school, of which is not ‘close/near’ the school, more like an
approximate ¥2—%1 mile away to the south of the property where the Resort/Casino
is being built, is an oxymoronic statement. When one can travel just a little further
south down 99th Ave to Glendale Ave and go into Westgate City Center and go into
any restaurant/bar located there and be in the vicinity of gambling, drinking estab-
lishments, etc. The Casino is nothing more than an enlarged entertainment center
with restaurants, convention centers, and drinking establishments, nothing different
than what is in Westgate City Center or down the road going into Glendale down-
town district. Directly across the street from the Casino to the north is the city of
Peoria and restaurants, small businesses, etc. and they have no problem with the
Casino. In fact the City of Peoria has offered to provide Water to the location. Also
in the Resolution passed by Glendale Council, TO Nation has graciously offered to
provide quite a bit of money over the next few years and give the water usage to
the City of Glendale.

Also, to show just how the integrity of the Mayor is not, he has already, in my
and others opinion, violated the City Ordinance/Agreement with the TO Nation by
slamming them for a 2nd time at these hearings. He is going against the promise
and agreement passed by City of Glendale Council with the TO Nation/West Valley
Resort & Casino.

To reiterate a statement made to me face to face by Senator John McCain at a
Townhall meeting when I approached him after the meeting asking questions of
why is it ok for the State of Arizona to support the building ad financing of a Nav-
ajo/Hopi Casino—Twin Arrows in Flagstaff with no problem, promote GRIC Casinos
all over the place within Metro Phoenix, billboards, TV ads, and Radio Commercials
with no problem, yet condemn another Tribe truing to do the right and legal way
to use our American Free Enterprise system and create a beautiful Resort & Casino
and Convention Center—Senator McCain’s response to me was (he looked me
straight in the eye) and responded to me ‘My dear, it’s all about the money, It’s Al-
ways about the money!” and laughed.

Please continue to read what I sent on to Mr. Washburn and ensure that all of
this becomes part of the Testimony allowed within the allotted timeframe on S.
2670 * which is now before your Committee of the 113th Congress (2013-2014):
Keep the Promise Act of 2014. Comment: this so-called ‘Keep the Promise Act’ initi-
ated by GRIC is a sham, and a disgrace to all that is honest and free and all peoples
and tribes wanting to participate in the United States Free Market and Free Enter-
prise System.

Thank you.

Respectfully,

*The information referred to has been retained in the Committee files.
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FRANCIE L. ROMESBURG,
Grassroots Tea Party Activist Facilitator | Leader

The Heonorable lon Tester The Honorakle John Barrasso

Chalrtnan Wice Chairman

Cammittee on Indian Affairs Comimittee on Indian Affalrs

828 Hart Senate Ruilding 838 Hart Senate Building

Washington, D.C. 20510 Washington, [, 20510

Re: H.R, 1410/5. 2670 the Keep the Promise Act September 16, 2014

Dear Chairman Tester and Vice-Chalrman Barrasso:

As you know, a broad coalition of community and tribal [eaders, small business owners and
neighbors came togethar in 2002 to fight for Arizona’s nelghborhoods by approving new
tribal/state garing compacts that limited gaming to existing reservation lands. As & result, it was
naver the intent ta allow tribal gaming te eccur off aboriginal reservation lands and in the middle of
large urhan areas near neighborhoad schaals, places of worshlp and homes. Now, since some have
nagotiated in bad faith, and misrepresented the facts, the State of Arizona needs Congress to
intervene and set the record and intent straight,

H.R. 1410, the Keep the Promise Act of 2013, was approved by a super majority of the US. House
of Representatives, and is consistent with the promises repeatedly made to Arlzona voters when
they were asked to approve tribal gaming compacts in 2002, In addition, 5enatars lohn McCain
and Jeff Flake recantly introduced 5. 2670 the campanian bill to H.R. 1410. Today, bath bills are
awalting action in the Committee on Indian Affairs. While these bills would permit new lands to
come into trust they would prevent these lands from being vsed for gaming until the expiration of
existing cornpacts in 2027,

If not addressed in the near future, Arizona will set a dangerous precedent that will maks any
county island in the Phoenix Metrapolitan area vulnerable to purchase and development as a

casino reservation where fribal gaming was never intended to ocour,

We are requesting the Committee on |ndian Affairs to mark-up H.R, 1410/5, 2670 In the coming
waeks In order for tha full Senate to take action during this Cangress.

Thank you for your |eadership on this Important matter.

Slneerely,
Thormas Scheaf Jabin Lewis
Mayar, Litchfield Park Mayar, Town of Gilbert

Mark W, Mitchell Alex Finter r m
Mayor, Tempe Mayer, City of Mesa . J. “4in” Lane
Linda Kavanagh Eddie Caok Mavyar, City of Scottstale
Mavyor, Town of Fountain Hills Wice Wayor, Town of Gilbert

Bill Gates Sal BiClecio

Councll Disttlet 3, City of Phoankx Council District 6, City of Phoenlx

Jenn Daniels Vlrginla Korte

Council, Town of Gilbert Council, City of Scottsdale

Yvorne Knaack Bab Rivera

Council, Oty of Glendale Mayor, Town of Thatcher
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The Henomsile Jor Tester Femember 25, 2014
Chalrman

Sermze Comenites on Indian Affams
United Seates Senae

WasHington, [0, 20510

The Honomble fohn Barrasso The Honorabk: John Mo
Vice Chalrmen Unizod States Sexswe
Semae Covmines or Tndan Affzls Washingron, DL 30510
Vrdred Stares Senute
Washingron, TC 20510
Doz Senzeors:
€ Seprember 17, 2014, the Senate Committes on Indinn Affsdes held 2 Legltharive Hearing
on 8, 2670, Keep the Promise Aor of 204, which sddresses the propesal of the Fohons {radham
BMation to craafe & reservation and construet an Tndise gaming fasilivy in the Cliy of Glendale,
Ardzonz,
Craring that beavisg, Ty of Glandale Comnciinember Gary Sharwand reseified, The recond
of the hesring mfleens thar his restimany incloded rha following senement
bt sfirnamber Sheramod] bave mer peronaly with mpresenrarives of
the odher mafor spors, catertainment aad roeail induseries i Glendale,
Including the Phoenbe Coyores, Artrons Cardinals, Tanger Castles Mall, the

Remlssance FHored, and spny orher msmunans and boss , 51 of whom
have expreseed suppore for the Mation's project and the secondary benefits
thae it witl being to thelr franchies.

Tha Arizona Coyotes {formery the Fhoeniz Sayows) desire to repudinte sad olarify
that peion of Couolmember Sherwood's statemant which reflects thar this oxpaniastion
kas sxpressed suppornt for she Tohene (Yodham's project. Coniranyto this staerment, the
Coyeres buave nover sxpressed suppart for thes proposed groisct. Therofore, we requant that
a copyof this kuer be incorporated futo the Comunimes's Hearing Record fior the Seprember
17, 2014 Fensing on 5. 2670,

*The Uoyores apprecize the Conmittee 2nd Senstor MoCain many devades of
suppart for best invsrests of alf Indfan comunmities. The Coyotes bave enjoyed aloog and
saceessful refarionship with Indlan comsandrias in Avizona. Specifically, we have been
honored = many yems 1o bave the Giks River Indian Communicy as 2 very imporsane
sponsar of eur bome Arene. That relalbuship has arown such that the Coyotes and the
Gila River Indian Connwity have sotered ingo 2 Jong wnm forthe Arenavo heerthe
Coramsiniry’s bame, first Arans bearing 2 mejor professional spores franchise that bas been
named for an Indian communizy.

¥ submired,

Anthony LeBhne
Presidene 8 CED
Arizona Trywes Hockey Cub
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RENAISSANCE

GLENDALE HOTEL B TRA

Hon. Jon Taster, Shafman septamber 28, 2014
Sermie Dommbtten o tdisn Affoles

E3E Hart Senabe Offer Sutkiing

Wastinaros, UG 20580

Hon. John Rargse, Vice Chalrman
Senate Corrnittes on Indian Affzles
B33 Hart Sanate: Dffice Building
Washington, 1,0 20510

Ae: temistie Hamdng on 8. 2570, the Koop (w Pramise Ackof 2034
Bear Tacakore Toster et Rarrsssar

1 would five o offer comhiments regarding the Sendale Gby Cowwil's detision to suppori the Tohona Cladhem
Natlan's YWest Vally Resort, (o be mcluded in this esenrd for the feglslative hearing on 5, 2670,

| & the Genaral lanager of Renalssance Glendale Hotel & Spa, which ks logated naxt 10 the Westzate
Entertainmant DistAck in Glendala. 1am writing today In support of the Gty of Glendala and Its efforts to bring
aconomlc develupient and jubs to the Entectalimsnt District,

T rave stodied tha lisve Josely and | support the Council's decision, ] befave te Nation's srofecrwiifbe
nnaiive SORNORE davelonient thnt banafin e West Yatiey 2od tha Rerlmanie Glehdale Hutel It fack T iave
aiready Avvelopet a posites warldnk relathonsil: with the Hatinn, a5 feve many others In (he aoinmusinyg,

Az the pation has heEun moving forward, they bave already been reaching 248 10 tenmact with jocal bustnasses,
creating Jobs 2ol adding to the local economy,

Iask the Committee not to override the careful doclstnn made by our City Coundll | respactiully raquest that
you oppoas 5. 2640, which Wauld negatively Impast arenamic development in the Wast Valizy.

Thank you St teceiving anrnomments. Ploase o] foe ta tonkact me ifyou hise any questons.

?a;srftéif‘{suu,
€ Mﬂ_,r’ﬁ
L I{e‘ Graan |

General Managar
Renalssance @ltidale Hotel & Spa



Norma 5. Alvarez
Soiprimember Gootifo Biatiet
Cfica = the Oy Conch

Saprember 30, 2014

The Honorable Jon Tester Tha Honorable Jehn Barrasso

Chairman, Committes an Indian Affalrs Vice Chalrman, Committee on indian Affairs
United States Sanate Unitet! States Senate

B34 Hart Senate Office Building B33 Hart Senate Office Bullding
Washingtoa, B.C. 20510 Washington, D.C, 20510

[ear Senators Taste! and Bairasso;

please accept this letter #s my contribution to the legislative hearing on 5. 2670, which weuld hajt
tonstruction on the Tohano Fadham Natfon's West Valley Rescrt. | ask thet you apposs this Uill.

1 verite from the perspective of a Glendale resident, a former employee of the city of Glendale and
current Glendale City Counglimamber,

Gtendate was among the citfes hardest hit by the racessiot and s stil! far from recovered. We continue
to grapple with significant Ssral chalienges even #s wa slruggle to expand econemic deveiopment and
Job growth,

it-was in this context that sur Councll sxamined tha uniguz opporiunity presented by the Natlos's
project, It wi be the largest constructfon projectin the reglon and wili create thousands permanent
johs, as well as hundrads of millions of dallars In economic impacts each year.

It just dossn't make ary tetisa for Congress to Intervene to stop this project, espectally with 5. 2670, This
Tegislation vnilaterally amends the Nation's settlement with the fedaral gavemment to draw an arbfrary
line acress the state In a faghion that does more to protect the market share of speclal interests than
serve any public good,

#i's also verrikle desl fur Slendale hecause 5. 2670 would HE lesve pswith the Hation's fand fn
reservaiion status, whife proveraing the yroperty from being put 1o its highest and Gest use. The ondy
ones whe benefit undsr this Jaw are the outslde intarests iooking to preserve their market share,
These interests do not represent the West Valley, which overwhelming supports the casing project.
Please, don't et S, 2670 impose 2 dire burden on Glendale. Stap this Bl in its tracks and allew the
Mation to move forward with creating jobs in my community,

The promise that needs to he kept hare is the one made to the Tohono O'adham Naticn naarly 30 vears
ago. If you have any guestigns at all, I'd be more than happy to answer them,

Sincersly,

k/} Narma Afvares

D . C}% _}{ Counehimember, Ocatlio Disteict
.,

City of Glendale, Arizona
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PIMA COUNTY BOART OF SUPERVISORS
DISTRICT 3
130 WEST CONGRESS STREET, 11TH FLOOR
TUCSON, ARIZONA BST01-1 297
{520 724-R051
dislrictd @ pima. guv

SHARON DRONSON
CHAIR
Seplember 29, 2014
The Henorable Jon Tester The Honorable John Bamrasso
Chairman, Committea an Indian Affairs ‘Wice Chairman, Committes on indlan Affairs
United Stales Senate United States Senate
232 Hart Senals Office Building 238 Hart Sanate Office Building
VWashingfon, D.C. 20510 VWashington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senatars Tester and Barmassa:

As an elected official seving on the Pima County Board of Supervisors, | represent a vast reglon in
sauthern Arizona, including the majority of the Tehena O'odham Nation's reservation. Having sarved In
tiis position for neardy two decades, | have seen the positive changes gaming has brought to the Tohone
Crodham. [ also understand the challanges facing this community will take generations, end billlons of
doliars in funding, 1o fully address.

i found comments at the September 17, 2014 legislalive heating ragarding 8. 2570 very concerning. in
particular, ! was Eken adaoy at e (regimert of Assistant Secretzry of fnofan Affalrs Kevin Washburn end
his entirely accurate characterization of the Tohano C'odham Mation as an impoverished trike.

Dismissing the great needs that exist on the Tohona Cedham Mation is digingentious and is disrespectful
tn those tribal members that continue fo {ive in dire conditions.

The Tohone ('odham Nation has approximalely 32,000 enrolled members, making them the second
largest iribe in Ar2ona. Many of these individuals ve in isolated villages througheut the reservation—a
massive land base that covers 2.8 million acres. Even foday, In 2014, there are Tohone C'odham tribal
members that do not hava running watar, electricily, or refiabla roads Lo travel {o recaive heshth care,
educaticn, and other baslc needs. With litle =conomic apportunity, unemployment rates continue to be
four times that of ather communiiies in Arizona,

! would encourage mambers of the Senate that are considering this hill o travel to southem Arizona to
gee firsthand the third word living conditlons Nation members continue to live Tn - elrcumstances that
mest Arzonans snd Americens have naver 2een, let akone had Lo endurs.

Despite these challenges the Nation continues ta be an axcellant camtnunity parner to Fima Coundy, and
the =ritire region. Their commitment to public safely, educalicn, our delicate ecosystem, amd the health
and well-being of members is making a difference on the Nation, and In surmounding communities. In

olher words, indian gaming is working an the Natlon, exactly as it should under the Indlan Saming
Regulatory Act.

Please oppose S, 2670 as this bill wolld set a dangarous pracadent by unllaterally danylng the Nation
fights provided under tha Seftlament Agreement and 1GRA the Mation made with the Unitad States
govemiment nearly three decades ago.

| appreciate the oppartunty to provide additional infomation on this issue and ask that it be made part of
the official record of the September 17 hesring,

Sincaraly,

gﬂm@ﬂsoﬁ

Sharon Broneon
Chalr, PIma County Ecard of Bupervisars
Disirict 3
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September 24, 3014
ARIEONA
CARDINALS

The Hangrahie lon Yorterd, Chaitman
Serats St on indisn AR
Fab viar, Sesta Offion Eviiding
Trires) Stanizy Senete

Washington, BC 205102684

Ry hegishrtive Memring up 5. 2620, Reep the Promise Act of XA
Dear Senater Testar

W ara writing regzrin the above-rafuranced logiative hearing, il owieend ao Sadtember 12,
b L

Tl 9% Ieaving, Uity of Slemizle Coumiiosn GarySharweat testiiid thet e Adkom Taslimy
seppert tha sashos princt nder discession. Sae Testimony of Sovy Shatwotd, At poge &

Wa srewitng 1o <larify the record o thig subject: The Ardzona Cordinals do gt support this casing
project. We have made this position elsar ta the City of Glendale over the past four years and we have
nevar diseussed this subject with Mr, Sheswood. Any suggsstion to the centrary ls misleading,

W reguest that & iy of this lstter bra ficiudad in thiraflichal recomd of tha oaring.

Wary 2y s,

Bt e -~

Pavid M. Eaaaninger,z;;@;?

Arizona Cardingls Foutball Club LLC
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m Office of the Mayor

| s 16009 . Civic Center Plaza
MMIQL Burprise, AZ 85374-7470

ARIECHA
Ph: §23.222.1300
Fax: B23-222-1301
Han, Jon Tester, Chairman
Senate Oommiites on indian Affals
832 Hart Senate Office Suliding Seplember 30, 2014
Waehingion, 0.0, 20610

Hon. John Barrasso, Vice Chairman
Senate Commiittes on Indian Affairs
838 Hart Senate Office Building
Waghington, D.G. 20510

Dear Chaimman Tasfer and Vice Chairman Barrasso,

As Mayor of Surprise, Arfzona ! write to express oppostiion I 8. 267¢ and #s aftempt o
prevent my communily Fom enjoving the economic and enterfainment benefils
assotialed with gaming.

The entits Surprise City Council came aut In unanimous opposition to H.R. 1410, the
identical leglslation fo S. 2670 last year |, so this 1s an jssue that | am

well-varsed in. 8, 2670 boils down to an economic attack on the West Valley by Tribes
and thase who benefit from them on the other side of the Pheenix Metra region,

The West Valley Resort and Casine broke ground in August so we are not talking about
the theory «f job creation and investment. This legislation would have a real, direct
negative Impact in the form of sfiminating conatiustion jobs and the positive eccoomic
#npasis that ocour foday. Furthersmors, it would prevent thousands of ongeing jobs — at
the casine and resort but also in the form of vendors end service providers fo the
developiment.

| have a tremendous amaunt of respect for the wark of Gongress and the federal
govermnmsnt, but as a local elected [eader | have a duty and responsibillty fo represent
my constituents and therefore 1 agk that you refraln from interfering in the West Valley
Resort and casing. Please do not advance 8. 2670,

Bincercly,
XL bl

Sharon B. Weleott, Mayor
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‘Tha Hanarable Jon Tester, Chai
Senate tndlan Affairs Committes
Judga Jameson Feteral Boltding
29004 Ave N, Sule 201
Bilfngs, MT 50101

Septembar 29, 2014

Trear Fenator Testen:

Thank yow for chalring the bearing last week for 52670 otberwise khown as the Keep the Promisedct. Duting the
hearing you requestad aput in order to make a dedslon as to whethar the Senate Indian Affairs Commites should
pass this hill. 1wish to provide you my opinion In favor of this Bll. However, befare | make my case | miust Inform
vou that Lam an employes of the Gita River Indian Community, which 15 2 party that Is akso in faver of thls bl
Hawever, 1 am writing thks Iittar ta you as a private citlzen and my apinien should not be construed 45 the opinion
ofthe Gliz Rhver Indkan Coramunity,

Aswas extablished in the hearing the Tohono O edbam indle patian 15 seeking to bulld a casitie v Tand that is
ljarent to Eendaky, Ardaona, The hearlsg reveatad the feders! government atlowad the Tokono OFadiam to
clossify this iznd a5 partof thelr reservation tased on v taw ksown 2t the Giiz Bend indtas tands Replacement ALk
The Tebeno Oedham nstion Dlieuss Bhis law atlows them to sondurt goming on the fand adjacent to Glendaie.
Howesver, the Tohono O'adhs's nation's position does not teke inte scoount Sonpress’s posiion on gaming,
whlchwas stated in the Jadian Gaming Regulatony Act.

Section 2701 Findings {4) states In part that “The Congress finds thata principal goal of Fadaral Indien policy 1 ta
promute tribatl economk: devedopment”.  When the Indian Gaming Reguiatory Act was passed Congress was
Intending to pramote 1t bal econamic development by creating # closed system known as gaming that would
provida & sanstant stream of funding to indlan nations to atiow them 1o better core for thelr constituents. it did
rat intend fer ora tndian nather touse geming to Inorease I3 Junding st the expensa of ather indlan natichs.

if e Tohano Ofodham natisn ks allowed te conduct geming nert to Glendale, then they will increase thelr funding
steam 3t the cxpense of the Gila River indian Comratmity. The fila Rivey [ndisn Community’s fands do net extend
toGlendale, 501t cannot piace 2 casino nearby In order to comipete. its naprast caxdno, Vee Ouiva s confived on its
fand ten mites south of Glandaks and wit sutfer materfal losses as the plot of fand the Tohono Ofotham nation
seeks to explolt Is corsldered more favorable,

IFthee Senate Indlan Affalrs Cornmitiee chooses nat to pass $,2670 and allows the Tohone Credham Natlon to bulki
the csina then Congress” goal of promating tribal economic developmeant for the Glla Aiver indan Communtty
waould be adversely affected, Therefore, [ unge the Senate Indian Affairs Committee to pass 5.2670 Immediately,
Thank you foe considaring ey pstition

Fidi

-y

411 E_Agave RS,
Phoeni, AZ 85004
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September 10, 2014
The Honarable Jon Tester The Honorahle John Barrasso
Chairman Vice Chalrman
Committea on Indlan Affalrs Committes an Indian Affairs
838 Hart Senate Building B3K Hart Senate Building
Washington, D.C. 20510 Washington, D.C. 20510

Re: H.R. 1410/S, 2670 the Heep the Promisa Act
Dear Chairman Tester and Vice-Chairman Barrassa:

As yau know, a broad cozlitfon of community and tribal leaders, small business owners and
neighbars came together in 2002 to fight for Atizona's neighborhoods by approving new tribal/
state gaming cempacts that [imited gaming to existing reservation lands. As a rasulf, it was never
the intent to allow tribal gaming to occur off aboriginal reservation lands and In the middle of
large urban areas near neighborhood schogls, places of worship and homes, Now, since some
have negetiated in bad faith, and misrepresented the facts, the State of Arlzona needs Congress to
Intervene and set the record and intent siraight.

H.R. 1410, the Keep the Promise Act of 2013, was approved by a super majority of the U.S. House
of Representatives, and is consistent whth the promises repeatedly made to Arizora voters when
they were asked to approve triba! gaming compacts in 2002, In addition, Senators John McCain
and leff Flake racentiy Introduced S. 2670 the companion bill to H.R. 1410. Today, both bills are
awzlting action in the Committee on Indian Affairs. While these bills would permit new fands to
rome into trust they would prevent these lands from belng used for gaming until the expiration of
existing compacts in 2027,

I not. addressed in the near future, Arlzona will set a dangerous precedent that will make any
county island in the Phaenlx Metropolitan area vulnerable to purchase and development as a
£asino reservatlon where tribal gaming was never intended to occur.

We are requesting the Commlttee on Indiar Affalrs to mark-up H.R, 1410/, 2670 in the caming
weeks in order for the full Senate to take action during this Congress.

Thank you for your leadership on this important matter.

Sincerely,
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oo SALTRIVER
PIMA-MARICOPA INDIAN COMMUNITY
Mnssammmnomh\memaMn[&gmms:mm
oo (390 2525400  Faz (430] 3520558

Septewber 19, 2014

Kerbn Wadhhare

_gA.‘E I*S ‘.f i i, .!ﬁiv._
Depastreent of the Intefine
MISTAMIE

1849 € Fireat, N, W.

Washingion, D00, 20240

Rér  Posmage of LR, M0V, 267D, dhe Kedp the Promite Act, Will oot ellow for vy
inbie"inkings™ eluim

Bear Asmistent Secyreievy Washbura)

s Sepfoisber 17%, ihé Beante Cornmittpe: op Indian A s witl kolds heing on S.
RA70, this Kigept the Prosolse Ack (“KTFA™, “This kegisistion is identieal to FLR. 1418, which
tjomury tho savns e and paseed the Houss of Reproscutatives by vojoe vofe w year ago. ‘We
wiferabatd Haiyon will be Invited totostify at the beadeg, and respectiBly-reqmest that you
Gohsidet vk wiews regarding an argument that the Tobovo ("odham Nation {Netion®) rajseiif
£ oppsition fo the bil, wiichfa that, thie Wi witl reslt i the Nation filing 3 krwiiivegainst the
Uniited tares alioging remidatory tkings sl dsmages. Since-thisquention was ised in fre Tast
hearing on July-23%, we wanted 1o provide you with o seelysis of it

This lotter diseunses wity sooh o fvwsult would nef be susdetsful,
g G

Bacause this letter addresses n fuypothetiond guastion, the aralysis would befnch s
dopenidings on. tie possible outcarie of fiftare eveits. Tu Jistp the-dnalysia forused, I rely on fa¢
Faltowdng pssmmptions:

%:  The compact Bistion, pending hefre e Ninth Clievit Coutt of Appeals will be.
revolved . this Nafon™s favor, bt thé Tegal clalms thes were digmissed by Judge
Cppinptrall (o, mdsreyy itind, and promigsary estoppel) will not by weolved,
by copxt bafore the dakings Htigwtion begine,

2. A3the Hifior would be the plaintiff, ¥ woold have the buzdent of groving the
valldity of e cotpent in Hght of the fraud, misregisentation anil probdistory:
estopped eleiins, which will po longer be biotked by sovereign fmmudity, These



88

are much sfronger argumpents for the fedent) government weprestst e defesse of

3. Congress will pass KTRA hefore significant eonsirution Begink on this Glendsls
ausing, i

Discuszi

L Any takings claim wonld have fo-presteil w1 an inverss cendemmation. case for a
-partisl-regilitory -faking; which-is the umosi- difficult cafegory -of- taldags-cluim- o
Drove,

The Fifth Amendinent of ‘the T8, Conntindion probibits the povermment from talsing
private-property far public use without jnst compengstion, Thers ate four baiio-types of Gkings
elaims; {1y pormaneat physicul invasionof the properiy; (2) deprivation of all bensficial ecopomic
use.of the propedy; {3) exactionis such asimpact fees; and (4) partial rogaletory takings. Lingle »
Cheviog, DIEA, Me, 544 U.S. 528, 53830 (2005),

In ihis instance, passage of KTPA would oaly qualily in the fourds catagory, a pariial
regulatory taking, Although the Nation might trytoclein that the Clendals parcs] was parclased
with-tho inient of waing it for gaming eisd therefore 2 geming ban déprives the Watian of all
heteficial ecomomiie see; thiz Anpnanant wiuld fail. ‘The Clentale hargf sriuld be used for ali misdier
of cionomic vevelopmeat. Tt Wil be impossitie for! the Nation lo xxtablish that pitier ecoacindy
pies wodld be unprafitsble. Moceover; th prolibliion oa, gaming in the KTRA is nmorary g
only brsts uafil 2037, after which the Nation (and ofhier tribes) would notbetestricied by the XTPA,

T the MNation vword Lo fifikte.x cuse Jaiiting otepdutory taking: the tega! knatyeis would
Eoeesd inf two sieps. First, fize coutt wonid detwmine whether the gaming residction. in BTRA
comstitutes & f8king of & property dghe. EF the court found that a perfial regolatnry taiing lind
ooenmred A highly unlikely mewult), e court would detconine. the amount of jost comtpensating,
die by-assessing the value of the taking, The Nation winld face isurmauritsble bimdles in both
stafes,

. Easchnest of & gamiag mevtriction wonld not be considered a paxtial regelatory
taking undsr feders! takings jacbpradencr,

When evdluating pacticl regulstory telkings, courts nso 8 twio-part 1est. Férat, the eotict st
determine. whether the ‘plaintiff has aszerted “n copriizable Fifih Amendaipt propesty interest”
whick bag besn faken. MeGuire % United Stiges, 707 ¥3d 1351, 1362 {(Fed. Gir. 2043), Socond,.
if mieh a cogaizable property Tight exists, the court dataemines. whether the proparty was taken,
wsing the so-called Penn Goniral test, g setof factars established by the Supreme Courtiin Pern
Cerdral Tremspartotion C0. v. New York Gty 438 UL8. 104 {1978). The Mation woild sotmbet
sither g bF thess tequirements.
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A. mahkisx,mmnonwuuldﬂhga»xmm:mn gl — i ot A
wognicabls BiithAmendment propétty tight hevansethe tight b vadgiiete the
ixdbe, mad ibe land.

Whiss, evalimting whether @ cognieile propedty right wrsls, courts generelly Took for
Wmﬁamwﬁﬁﬂmgméﬁﬁ?wgﬂ asign, trannies or exclude.” Heorte.
WGW Bonek Jno n Enited Stoter, 559 P33 26,1236 (Fad. T 2012 {quoting Ehigin
United Spoe, D91 Bl 1334, 1342 [Fed, O 20000 Theyefors when 5 FlsioriE chame sl 8.
Teilation by infertired with Pushyess cozretons, the inteelimeny ot £o-tn The propetey HselE,
o to-he bysiess: See, o5, Tuba Mahoo! Res, e, v. Uinited Sittur, S04 F24 1577, 1381 (Ped,

~Ein 199&} {tnkmgs aie daniages o the.donition. an owder cieises ovet popety, sot-business

 Josssiay, There e siiatinns mmbmmlw:f [ 1% ] apm]ﬁgs'ﬁ:ﬁng

ummiugm  Sueh us a mindng conprony Tacing 2 1%, ‘which takes pway to

mmcrg:gnibsmﬂw Lu such cases, thenel; {hecluim gees to Gio reditction jy Ge
ecanmni:rvslne of the reat property,

In. iz Sibustion, However, the night {o contuet giniing on. the Glendule parce] s nat a
vengsty HgH which wuld even, bo sokd or frasfered 1 others;. ioeleed, the wight o .condum,
gaming un,ﬁzom comdd nnt even be transfecred fo aniiber Fadieg tibe, The. Glendale land
is eligibla for {buodmlhc«assump&mslim&abwe}mﬁymmtm fhe speralion nf
Vi; £hls Buad Act, wﬁiaﬁapg!ﬁs uniquely o e Matonn. The 4t 1o conduet ganditg'is hof
Shatest i r dodtvod fom e resl property st eme: Tt is abso signifjvent Gt e KiPAis o

%mmamemmmwwwm
the Phaanivxiie steags defined i the KIBitha TR oot onsinsvely based ontheNation
aodthiz Sibaom percel

Refgrdluii, the Nision wonldl stilk fxce the burden of praving thest the Tandd & elighhie for
garingat il 'imgmnﬂqsbwﬂusemeﬁmmmw&m plindifinany takings lawmoit ageinat.
he Upited States; ﬂmﬁﬂnﬂbcabhmammtmmmﬁymgvm@ claims of
mammwnmmmumm promiysory syl thet svere previously bemed by
s oottt Betash the Waion mised soveérelen immmmity ey adefiss, ‘I‘htﬁmmhmryeﬂopmlm
in partivalii, toifld giver the United States. a vecy tedng, atik 'on the Nation’s essertion tist
gantibg iszooyiiable property imterest,

Beguliis K11, <focs 5ot place auy siber restintio v the Naron's we of ite Glenilale
“laaf], e Nation vwenld havo fe othet basis for pielming o Jost property vight Thie takings chse
soild only provesd i the: Nation oistmed fher fh-right ) condint saming iv s property ekl and
et wrament-wordd £

B, Bvon igomisg b o propiocly xight, #woishbhe dififenlt for fid Nifiok 1o piove
it He riptitwos Gilax wedee the Femy Eongol st

Prite thie Matbon, afempied 1o establsh = copmzibie smoperly cight, it will Have'to show
that KTPA etmstituits & Fillhy doncodmen tiking of that peoperty #ight weider the Pens Casral
factora: (1) hé befindende. impoett on the claimant; (21 ths sxctent of imtarfererica with reasaimble,
irvestipeait ikl expoctationstand (3) the sharaster of the jwénsertal action. Penn. Cempal
438 L1S, ab 124, Bix gty unlikely, hﬂm&ﬁ@mﬁ&ﬁmmﬁm&sﬁatﬂhﬂ&mm
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factopy, Mindfol of Tosties Holmee's oft-cited admouiting thet “Jgloveszmert handly venldso oo
itto sbmg oot valusy invident {o property coyld nok be diminished withowr paying fox every
sush chnge in the- pentral IawL}™ Permn Conl O, w Mahom, 260U.8.393, 413 (1522), boast
histovicatiy bove applied P Comral s inquisy stefugently,

The v factor, soonenic fapact, {5 prrbaps she srongest foctor i e Nation’s faver that
theere Tu & tuking pndey Pen Cendrol, The differprce I 2evepet potentint batwesn the Glendals
St 20d re slteenative Taosarsares.casing st might bemeseingfil, Bet Sipreme Cot dérisions
heve “leng estublished ‘thit mere diminuton in #io valey of property; however sedonis, i
Jnsuffcient tn demumisteats o tidne” Copirers Pine & Producis of Cal, Jie, W Comiruction
Faaberers Pension, st for 5 Cal., 308 U3, 8&2, 545 (1993), Indeed, the Bupreme Cort has
nuwimataﬂmimmonmywpmyva!m a8 bigh a3 75% or evas 92.5%ntay natbe a safficienily
setions fmpact, KL 8t 645, Bewm{keﬁkndaleﬁtm&cw!d ‘bz put to u. mehe of ctbar
mmmalerpoﬁtablemammw&ﬁgw&lmmghuom,mpaﬂofpr&luﬂmgcm
T 2ud It gdming actiyider.

The second Guwlor, fverference wilk nvestnent-backed expecions, preserin & o,
TRyt detesminetion, ;mummmmmwwmwmmmmmmam
the muiose:of gauiing, and fie Nation Kas Juvested boll in M Tutobiase of dhe Jand aned iy s,
efors o olearmiltiple mwﬂ togaming. Thesopt would sl hayete detetmine, howeve,
ilwtber the Mation iny the xaoney with an. ohjestively reasonsble cxpecintion ihal gerning
Wm@mwﬂmmamm@m@wmm Al invesenenisare ridks,.
nf course, bat the. San' Lacy Distrist meeting recordingzdisbevered during the sompatt tigation
nlenrl}showﬂmﬂieﬂaﬁmmmywwmhmaﬁwmmmﬂm. ‘Tha Mation,
Hitly expacted that the $tste of Arizona ad other Tribew wonld sirenucusly oppassits cusine plins
o i prarioed., The Hot thet the Natinn hoped 7 would pevall is sot enpugh, sz the sonsis wonld.
vomimiden the easemibloncss of thevexpeciaiiins hased on anolijective evaluaiion of s regilatory
regime in place o tke Gne of the purchass, AfeGuire, 97 Fed, €1, 8t 441-43.

Thnder this somdssd, ke Netion wrald be upble 0 ame for Dvesgrentbacked
expegiaiiong that Tise abave a “unilaigral expectation or an absteact nepd™®  Rerchelshaur v
Monsanéo Cp., 457 U 5, 086, 1005 {1984) {cltatiorrend quptntion mesks sm:med} Bevert couds
heve reeognized tha ling:sahlghlyregzﬂamdbdummﬂﬁurtisd:ﬁiwhwwﬂ
remionable mmnf-mm expectations in lght of thet reguinfion.  See, e, Hollidgy
Agitistmant-Co, qf Chaleston, bis.  South Carolifia, 493 B3d 404, 411 (4th Cir. 2007) (bolding
oy taking-of sict machine property where Somh Caraling banned - vlrletrpokﬂ‘nf‘ﬂtﬁi yearg of
ellovdng it beotse “Plaiuions paricipslion iu g radionaBy regristed indusicy greatly dmiriskes
the weightof b alioged ivastttent-bavked expecintions?)s Hawkeye Conengdity Premtariois; }”*m.
v, Bliack, 436 E34 430, 442 (ih Gl 2007) (hoddtng onilii-ilion "devastating seanonk
nf bein om TowiPhiy rpaviines tn be “diseonmtad® by “heavily regalebed m&mnfgm&ﬁzbagan
s, In the Supreme Qourl's words on the anslogoug sepulstion af alaghniz

ﬁmm,vdmmmdmnfnthmmmnmmwmm
the tiws ofTha Staa didnot forbid the manefuinte of Intoxicating Hguors, Hutths
Stale did not fhemby glve any asturnce, of tome wnder an -obligation, that its
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Tegidiationwpfon that Subjetrwoidd remekn mghsaged. Indend, the supeevigion of
this public bcalth:tind the public morals is 8.goverrment] powes ordipuing in its
wafure; and to fo dedlt Wit as therspecizl exigencies:of themoment may Toguin;

i ﬁzﬂsmﬁé Topest Fepiklativg disorefion 35 allowied, and the discretion

Vodengst B started: weth umy mmoss! thap, the pover el
Miigler 1t Kapsas, 123134003, 559 {1387 nrerzal citsion snd quoteilon myeks omittsd).

Bexs, B woyld Be difficutt Sor the Matlon to mpoe et IGRA and the 2002 Commpagt
gmanieeafaﬁmnzh’ﬂtugmamﬁamm Cppprass could prockude udien gaming
slina;.lhw mmmmm‘bal gaiag 1s permiuible only “if the gauing activity iz aot
-speoiticaliy prohibbted by Federal dew 2 25-US:Cr-§ RI0TE5),-and -contsing Severd restrictipnn:as
mﬂmiocsﬂwa&famﬁugwm AIE pF fset yuts tribes. om moticn (Baf Congress muy b any
time enoct gddittonel restriclions oniribel gaming; Noreover, the 2002 Compact—which. was
nepptioted betwem, the Teibes aud the State of Arizova—could hot estop Concrass from.sitering
YGRA. Cf Stony Nesiim, 448 118, at 410413 (afffsnilng Congress's power w brogate beafiey
vl diber), Sirply:pit, (ke peaditue of saings perfodipily etween cesticgion dod
perigfusion in-vud obiare [oe grebiing], gnd prudent lnvestor vudersionid she tisk” Hoffidly
Ammerner, 497 50411, Momm&;ﬁﬁeﬁf&mm&m&ﬁzﬁ?ﬁiﬁm%wm&c
2042 oompact, incindiag the Mation, promilsed-votcrs thus £ the. compact were spypitsed Bithe
Wovemiber 5, 2002 iiliuGvs, Hhere would be “no-additional eaxinas in the Phoesiy-nietro ases
The Natlon sinply camtot pstalitidh it s guetenfead = right to coxduct gaming tm tha Glendale
pis)

Thg.fidrd foptoy, chawacter of The poverment asfion, jxihe fictor which cuts most sromply
sgpinst e Naften, Aparisl regultory taking "may mom tewdily be fiemd. whed the iilerfapence
with, propedy can be chameterized 28 a physical uvision by poveroment . . v Bian wvhen
ifteieronce mrises Bomaving-public pripadn sdftstiog o benefits and buirdeny of soohomic 156
wpmmmgm&."fmﬂswa},ﬁaﬂs at, 124, Tha tomponry resitivtion on
giming fn KTPA doss not come ciose fo A physirel invesionm. Rathor, 3t would be.considered 2
sWW@MMm#mmw%&pmmgm%M%w
‘wirdenlly moy otied lawor Hollidiap mient O of
Chmieaton . 5, Cargling, 463 5.3 404, 410@&20;?)@%%5!5!}*@%%%&
ovErmaw sestrictions b pakafug devives “depends uppn therfase pregilee that the sizte’s legitivate
mgnlstion of pambling constitites a taking™ ).

The Sefenth (ol Cowtof Appeilsundertook & sheifer anetysts with respert (n glawmm
$ledl by bar smers Who cladieed fhat 2 pew ordisancy havoing kit infoprs ouk fte el
profies smad sherafors aonatifuted malting, Goodpadery City of Indimprapolis, 736 T34 10680 (7th
G, 2813), The oot held thot the smoking b wes & “prototypiod cxempic™ of the edffustment
of benefity and taders of bosnomds fim to prombie the rommes good, and thevefors did ot
soastitats g fokinr, Y m 307475 The smnking B foft (e barowiers Fee io pleses ahy pe
o Desiiiees ezl mutming eddbBshmons Giad permitiod infoersmoking, fustny KTPA dllowyile
Nation @0 purme oy kiad of business exept romalng ostabilshmerss that pesmik gaming,

Thia freivviany Hifetaioe between Goadpnster and this sitution i that fhi Jost profits for the
- Matiprwould bejgraatid Ty thevlaims of Inse profits by Indisoegiclis ber awoers, “Thaundesdying
refioiple, however, reoming ihe same: govermment egolations Soquently bave pepstive effects on,
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pioperty valug, and “cily the most «xtreme egulatinne can oonstitnte tkings”  Nirst Enelich
Evangelica] Lutheran Chireh of Glendile v, Los AralesCitg, 482 T18, 304, 30530 (1987 see
wles MHE Fin Lid. Pikip v ity of Son Befaal, 714 £34 TUE, 112728 Gtk Ole. 2013) ois
dinfed, 134 B, O 900, 187 L. B3, 3 776 (U8, 3014) {Histing cnees hridivg that sepilsiions
resiilticie i praperty-vafus rethutions w 3o 435 de norensiitete takings). The Watlon will Gace
t@mwdoqiﬁ'ﬁmw%n showing {het The Pann Cuntrd facors Tavor o Ending thed KTPA is »
Teguiatory king.

Yoder HR, 1415, die Nadon mey sl wee the Blendaly peredd Fr commersinl g or
oilerwise, even i T samuotopamate Class Yoz T gatiog sctivides on the proparty undl 2027, Jo
ke words; fhe-prvaer “bundle®of properly: rights held-By the Nation withrespent tu-the land.
el igemisin infacd after adoption of tie KTPA. Viewed from that perspiective, fh lngislation i
there alifi to A soodeg vegulation restricdng & partionbr laod e, which deads 1 witstand g
"Bikings Slmusevhallenge. Soe generale Pllage of Buelid » dadder Really Lo, 270 1.8, 365
{1926 :

Fforenver,. oy, Congrass s regulating, garbling In the mblle terest. Tt is comiforming:
o Nation's behavior4o the “Erop- 2027 promiscs mmie e Matior, e Stite of Asisong el other
Tribad t0 e voters that feee- svealid be.“no-adgitional sasinps fnite Fhobniv- mpto Area” The
Suprethe Szt Bas kg retoguized therogulation of gambling to bew iradiondt exercise of polles
pawer, See Lowdon i Shields, Y52 TS, 159, 136 (1894), And mdera much clder Takings Clanse
repime, ithes hald that“'asts dons fn the proper axcreize of govermmental powire, atd siad divecty
encroaching upon, privite propecty, though theh eonseqmences may impely’ Hy iy’ do g,
oonstitte. 8 taking within-the ¥iitacing of the constittional provision, or entiflothe pwperofsnaly
Supperty to comppnssiion from the siate tr 19 agents, or give bim auy right of astion.” Migler v
Katrare, 123 TS, §23 {3887} (liseussing proldbition ofsleakol),

NE.  Evenif KTBArcomsElored o iakig, he Just comgenagton TON conkd recoverwonl
be it Ge greds.

Shauld she Flartiony cotwinbe s sovt Thaka propugy A exdstod angf that roguddlony taking
T it i cotick would sl heve to gelexming theamonntof st eompensation, Tost profits
fromn the easino would mit the meaqure of just compenastion.
To beglil with, BEPA imposes ooly a tebimurity muiristion’oe gamiag which pypives oo
Faraary 1, 2007, KOTPA § 47 Whons mgulstory teking fsSaown 1o bo temporuey, the tyoieal
meemeraf fHirgupensation i “he Tdrrentel valuzof ie property for the pedod of tho inkige”
Yitbey Nl Resources, 904 Fd 1477, 1580-81 Toitidg onses),

Mugoover, cousts Jo ot gensider- e Toss of valuz cougsd by the meguiatory Ykang L
safition, bt inshend consider ihe oiber “prafiable uses fo which theprogenty oould sl beput ™
First English, AB3UE, w1 331, As notad-wbove, Siene e Enany othertiess for the Glendujs pascel,
i {hose used srgliengtivgt considering STPA 10 e A toking af ll. Buf cveiifhe sivt eotisigers
hix inbon smponsy sking, wivdsven iFthe ot Insplicebly sejertd nontal value ge the mepsure
of justeompentation, the court will stzely fedncs fhe amovnt-of us compensatian by-the-amount
Hutthe Nadioncopld generate puttiop the land 1o athéresonomic neb,
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Tox ol ¥, thils redque fac situatine veould require duibier feduetion Tnjust sonpausation:
the facthat the Nedion could opea its casinn elsewliers, Even imder thetemporary takdng melysls,
thissnangt wold Hively findiat ge Mation conld eperate a fempory casing vn eliziie frod ot
Theis o thiag ctsizio 0 1 Glcadale marpol whnt TIPS tapives, Thiss, sy danige <fabn would-
Tiver 1o Tt voduend both Ty the spvanue thet tha Mattan conld genemts fom Glendale fidte! pitdn
oileruses and the ssvesme thet sacfher casing codd-gencrate.

Lonclosing

Any-takings slsin-filed-aguinst the- United-Siales by the-Natiomsas--reaule-oH KT RY
rngctment-wonid facs mamy fecy-sonots Randles ab gach stage of the snelysis. Opetafion of 2
‘caiitly 14 Hot Tikely ty 1 & cognizahle prondaty dght. Bven i gaming Is sonsidered & praperty
ight, KTRA. does net eonstityee s teling undes the Perm Canral test, Fven £ TPA is & talking,
tiRcjmitnampenssion would be resiricted by fhe temporary natuce of Siestaking, and By the mydad
afice ways{ha Wation 2olid penersie revere dniiny thépefiod of tie tiking, Ta 0, the gt
Sikely ontooraed is fint the conrtwould gwast nothing,

T bt B
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Gountiimaimber Dashes Bsfict
Segrernher 55, 2014 Oifios ot the Oty Gewscit

The Henoraldle Jor Tester The tongrabie John Barrasso

Chalrman, Pormimittes on Indian Affalrs Vice Chairman, Cotrviittee on Indlan Affelrs
United States Senate 538 Hart Senate Qffice Ruilding

838 Hart Senate Office Building Washington, B.C, 30510

Washingtan, D.C, 20510

Dear Saymatnrg Taster and Bartasyy

Pleass soceps this latter 25 my contribution 1o the jegislative hearing on 5 267G, which would hakt
censtruction an the Tohone Medham Nation's Wist Valley Resort. | ask that you oppase this bill.

[ write from the perspective of a lifetime Blendale resident; busineds owner tor 35 years, former City
Couneilmember from 1586-1591; 8 year former Board Member and Past Presldant of the Glendale
Unlon Nigh Schogt Bistrict; and current Glendale City Councilmembar.

Glendate was amang the sities bardest il by the reression and s st far from tecovered. We continue
%0 greppie with signicans Sscol chzfiengas even ox we struggle so expend reonomic development and

iob growth.

1 wan i this contaxt that eur Councl examined the unigue opportunity prasented by the Natien's
project. [twill i the [argest construstion prejict in the region and will coerte thovsands permanent
Jobe, as well a2 hundreds of millions of dellary In economic Impacts each year,

1t just dousn't make any sense for Congress 1o intarvana to stop this projact, especlally with S, 2670, This
legisiation unitaterally amends the Nation's sattlement with the federal gavzrnmant to draw an arbitrany

tine across the stats in 2 Fashion that do2s mara to protect the market sharg of spacial fntarests than
serve any publiz poad,

i€z sivo tervibl Seot for Slendale borause §. 2670 would sl lesves vawith the Naton's land In
reservation status, while preventing the propily from belng put fo #s highest and bast use, Theonly
onas wio denefi under this faw are the oulside Interests looRing te preserve thair market shere.

Thes« {riterssts do not represant the Wast valtey, which overwhelming suppods the casino project.
Plessy, dow izt &, 2678 Impose = dire hurden on Glendale. Stop this bill Wity tracks and allaw the
Nation to mave forwerd with creating jobs I my caranunity.

The prowmise that nerds 1o be ept hore s the ane made to the Tohone O'odism Nation nearly 30 years
age. if you have eny questions at all, I'd be more then Fappy o answer them,

Sincaraly,

i 25K

tan Huph
Counchimamber, Cactos District
City of Glendale, Adzona



Samuei U, Chavira Yipek Hstict
Councimember
Uetabec L, 2044 Otlins o the Gity Colined
The brorable Jon Tester The Harorabia John Barasso
Chairman, Sommittes on diay Atfates Yive Chalrman, Tomimitee or ndi £58hs
United Starey Jenpia thitent Stodes Tenade
£33 w507 Soigtia Hfice Buillding 238 Hort Sonnks {Hitre Butdig
Wasksngton, 0.4, XI550 Vasmington, 04, 20516

Deur Senators Tester and Barrasse!

vou have already heard fram my colleagiies o the Glandate City Councl, Mayar Welers and
Counciimamber Sharwoad, and | would ke to add my voles ter the record for the fagislziive hearing an
5. 2670, As yous bnnv, the ity of Glandaie Sully suppornts the Tohono O'adbam Natinn's West Valley
Resert % Caslho projack and nur oty offichally opposes this legishation.

Coratary (o tomvinnts From otbers, s SR ooty for this projert i baged oh the fins baffel thal it
prifert—and the sprmament wa ive nepetistes with the {Gtion—will spnificenily bamalil e
anptituents.

Avyeuroffact-finding and carefuf negotiatipm pracedad owr action, durlng which time wa exaringd i
relevant [awy, studied the potential impacts of the Natlon's proposzl, and the many cquit rulings in
favor of the Natian, b atfryr words, we looked at the fagts and concluded that the Nation has
conststesitly actad i good Falth and within thi: confines of the law, We alio fagnd that their project wil
generate significant ecancimis benefits For HUr tommuanity and the entire West Valley, sl st e cost W
ST FANPFIETS.

Dering Tiv pracess e aise reviowsd the mgmnenss of peafert ohponesis, Including many that wer
presanta belers Bis Domaiiee. We found (et fme and agein, thase sryumentsdd not bold up
stEaARy, o0t Eag been repestediy throws 6wt 0F tha cowts on eirmesRs,

i reprosunt the difstrict adiarent 1o the casing st and Sell to oosl pusitestss aad rasidents atouk this
project often. [oan say, withoul hesiation, thalr suppars {or s project T ovethaieing,  The pobiic
understands 3, 2670 e mthing more Pen spacis! interast kagfoation designed o aratecs the merket
sharg uTtwo Iibes iosated 4o e othar side of fie valtyy. They slso understand that IF 5. 2870 gesses, it
Wi Bave 2 massive aegutive impact on the West Vakey.

This is 2 peoject that has fliowed the faw ot avery step. i will bring fremendous econonic benefits to
tha Wae Vallzy, hes overwhelming pubiie supprt, and has aiready hegun by treate jobs. Now s not the
time to unrave! & the wosk that has been dose to make this soonomic davelopient profest a bensfit to
my Clty and the eatire West Valey, Plasse support jobs Rr Glendale sed adime 5, 3670

Tiank yau far shiz oppartanity to offer my parspectiie, would e happy to discuss this magter witk you
in mor g deted, and can ba vesched st 523-J30-2343 for any guestions.

s Sincerely,

W A7Ye’ S

Samuel Cliavira
Counifmamper, Yyoos Distriet
City of tilandala

The Committee received 517 signatories from the City of Glendale, Arizona who
oppose the Tohono O’odham Nation’s proposed casino in the City of Glendale. The
Committee also received 361 individuals letters from the Gila River Indian Commu-
nity expressing their opposition to the Tohono O’odham Nation’s proposed off-res-
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ervation casino in Glendale, Arizona and support for H.R. 1410. *The information
referred to has been retained in the Committee files.*

O
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