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Because Appellants have established a likelihood of success on the merits, 

injunctive relief is necessary to prevent the casino from becoming a fait accompli 

before this Court rules. Nothing Appellees argue supports a contrary conclusion.  

A. Appellants moved as soon as they could establish irreparable harm.  

The standard for irreparable harm “is particularly high in the D.C. Circuit.” 

Save Jobs USA v. Dep’t of Homeland Sec., 105 F. Supp. 3d 108, 112 (D.D.C. 

2015). “To warrant emergency injunctive relief the alleged injury must be certain, 

great, actual, and imminent.” Coalition for Common Sense in Gov’t Procurement v. 

United States, 576 F. Supp. 2d 162, 168 (D.D.C. 2008) (citation omitted). Further, 

the injury “must be beyond remediation.” Chaplaincy of Full Gospel Churches v. 

England, 454 F.3d 290, 297 (D.C. Cir. 2006).   

Grading and site preparation do not meet this Circuit’s standard. See e.g., 

Sierra Club v. United States Army Corps of Engineers, 990 F. Supp. 2d 9, 39 

(D.D.C. 2013) (concluding that plaintiffs did not establish that pipeline 

construction would be “permanent or irreversible”). Given that the Tribe (at 7) 

does not consider any of its construction activities to constitute irreparable harm, 

had Appellants filed earlier, the Tribe would have objected that its grading and site 

preparation did not meet this Circuit’s irreparable harm standard and that full-scale 

construction was not imminent, just as the Tribe now argues (at 12-13) that 

Interchange construction is not imminent because it needs one final approval.  
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2. Appellants could not have known that irreparable harm was “certain, 

great, actual, and imminent” until the Tribe had (1) secured construction financing; 

and (2) received approvals for the UIC and the Interchange construction. The Tribe 

argues (at 5-6) that Appellants knew by September that construction would not be 

delayed by financing, but Appellants are not privy to the Tribe’s financing 

arrangements. Moreover, when the Tribe announced that it had secured financing 

on December 8, 2015, it called it “a monumental step both for the Cowlitz Tribe 

and for the Authority as developer and manager, as we can now proceed with the 

development.” Mar. 2, 2016 MacLean Decl. ¶ 10 (emphasis added).   

The Tribe (at 5) also complains that Appellants waited until after wastewater 

and Interchange approvals were obtained to request relief. But Appellants had to 

wait until they could establish that their injury was “certain, great, actual, and 

imminent.” If the Tribe does not like that “delay,” blame rests with the Tribe and 

the NEPA contractor, AES, who recommended to the Secretary that she segment 

her review process to “reduce[] the responsibility of federal agencies for 

compliance with local environmental procedural requirements (such as SEPA or 

County ordinance).” AR123001-04; AR122785.1 The Secretary adopted their 

recommendation to “simplify[] the approval of the trust acquisition by reducing the 
                                           
1 Documents are attached to Suppl. MacLean Decl. ¶¶ 6,7. See generally 
AR122978-123260; AR033841-922 for AES’s collaboration with the Tribe 
without BIA oversight. See 40 C.F.R. § 1506.5(c) (requiring “responsible Federal 
official” to “furnish guidance and participate in the preparation”). 
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number of ancillary approvals required.” AR122785. Thus, their strategy may have 

made the Secretary’s path to “approval” easier by segmenting her trust decision 

from Clean Water Act and Interchange permitting, but it also segmented 

Appellants’ injury, preventing Appellants from seeking injunctive relief earlier.  

3. If the Tribe had been genuinely concerned about injunctive relief, it 

could have been forthcoming about construction plans. It was not. The Tribe cites 

(at 3) to its June 22 “notice,” but that email vaguely states that the Tribe “may 

move forward with some construction.” Mar. 2, 2016 MacLean Decl. ¶ 7 

(emphasis added). It was clearer on another point, however: “we are no longer 

obligated to provide notice regarding our timing or plans for the property.” Id. 

And when Appellants asked for information in September, the Tribe only 

said that “the work currently underway includes grading and site prep, to be 

followed by excavation and later construction of the gaming facility and tribal 

buildings.”2 Id. ¶ 9. The Tribe did not inform Appellants of any of the specific 

construction activities it now references (at 4-5). And because the casino site is 

located in the middle of the 151-acre parcel of sloped agricultural land, 

construction activities were not readily visible, which is why Appellants stated in 

                                           
2 While the Tribe’s construction contractor invited Mark McCauley to review plans 
before site preparation commenced, Iyall Decl. ¶ 6.b., Ex. A, the Tribe refused to 
give Appellants detailed information when they requested it. 
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September: “We do not know if the planned casino is under construction or 

whether it is some lesser or temporary structures.” Id. ¶ 8.  

The Secretary curiously cites (at 10) to the Tribe’s Environment, Public 

Health, and Safety ordinance (EPHS), but the EPHS only underscores Appellants’ 

dilemma. Section 4(A) of the EPHS requires the Tribe to appoint a Tribal 

Enforcement and Compliance Officer (TECO) “before any gaming facility 

construction commences….” JA2479. The Tribe did not appoint a TECO until 

December 18, 2015, and did not provide Appellants notice of the TECO until 

March 2. Iyall Decl. ¶¶ 6.c, 6.d. Ultimately, the Tribe’s unwillingness to provide 

specific information regarding its activities prevented Appellants from being able 

to establish injury that was “certain, great, actual, and imminent” earlier.  

B. An injunction will prevent further irreparable harm. 

The Tribe claims (at 7) that Appellants are not being irreparably harmed, 

while simultaneously arguing (at 8), “there is no way that the parties can be 

returned to the status quo ante.” The Tribe’s position appears to be that since 

Appellants have already suffered some harm, why not allow construction to 

continue until injury is complete? But far more construction will occur. The casino 

is not built; the Parcel has not been paved over with parking lots; wetlands have 
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not been converted into detention basins; roads have not been relocated; and the 

UIC has not been built.3 See e.g., Mar. 2, 2016 MacLean Dec. ¶ 10.   

The Tribe argues (at 8) that the construction has no impact on the character 

of area because it is “not destroying a pristine agricultural environment.” The 

Secretary similarly contends (at 8) that the construction yet to come will not cause 

“substantial additional harm to aesthetic interests” and that “the parcel does not 

qualify for protection under the federal Farmland Protection Policy Act.” These 

comments ignore the transformative nature of the Tribe’s development and cannot 

be seriously credited.4  

Moreover, the Tribe’s claim (at 9) that water impacts are settled is false, 

precisely because the Secretary made her trust decision before the Tribe sought 

Clean Water Act approvals. See supra, Section A.2. That is why the EIS does not 

evaluate the Tribe’s plan to inject treated wastewater and sewage into the ground 

above the sole source drinking water aquifer for Clark County. Thus, it is curious 

that the Secretary argues (at 11) that concerns that the UIC will not meet or exceed 

applicable standards are contrary to the record, because there is no record on this 

                                           
3 This Court and the district court plainly have jurisdiction to order the Tribe to 
take remedial action.  
4 The Parcel did not “revert” to agricultural zoning, as the Secretary suggests (at 7). 
The County redesignated the land as agricultural in 2012. 
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issue.5 And for the Tribe to fault (at 11) the County for not following the EPHS 

process when it did not notify the County of its existence until March 2 (after the 

County informed the Tribe that it was in violation of the EPHS) is disingenuous. 

See supra, Section A.3.  

The Secretary (at 13) is also incorrect that Appellants do not allege harm 

from the Interchange construction. The Gilberts, for example, allege harm from the 

increase in impervious surfaces, stormwater detention and discharges to surface 

water from the Interchange, which will eliminate groundwater discharge in the 

entire area. Gilbert Decl. ¶ 13. Weber alleges that the Interchange will decrease 

natural discharge and increase contaminated UIC recharge. Weber Decl. ¶ 13.  

The Secretary’s and the Tribe’s dismissive treatment of Appellants’ 

environmental and jurisdictional concerns in their oppositions is simply the 

continuation of a long-standing problem. AES contempt for Appellants’ 

environmental (and other) concerns during the NEPA process, as well as its cozy 

relationship with the Tribe, are evident in its internal comments it shared with the 

Tribe. When a commenter raised jurisdictional concerns about the project, for 

example, AES commented, “Yeah, that is the nice thing about it becoming Indian 

land, it removes it from the civil jurisdiction of locals.” AR101726. And when 

                                           
5 The Tribe also argues (at 11) that there is no evidence that the UIC will harm the 
aquifer, even though Eric Weber submitted an expert report documenting such 
harm to EPA. 
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questions about the adequacy of the Troutdale aquifer to meet the Tribe’s water 

needs were raised, AES dismissed those concerns: “This is [Clark County Public 

Utility]’s problem since we do not specify how CPU is going to find the water.” 

AR101753; see also AR101685. When questions were raised about the project’s 

consistency with the State’s Growth Management Act, AES wrote, “Consistency is 

the hobgoblin of small minds.” AR101725. 

AES moved from dismissive to derisive in response to concerns raised about 

the effect of discharged wastewater and stormwater on the unnamed stream that 

runs through the Gilberts’ property and its habitat: “important habitat for what, 

teenagers seeking hormonal readjustment?” AR101727. When a commentor raised 

a question about cultural resources on the Parcel, AES responded, “OK, what a 

moron, but tell him.” AR101736. And when asked whether the Secretary failed to 

consult with Grand Ronde regarding cultural resources, AES commented, “Ask 

them if they are maintaining that the site is a culturally important potato field.” 

AR101743. Neither AES nor the Tribe took seriously Appellants’ environmental 

and jurisdictional concerns—concerns that are now playing out as a consequence 

of the construction.  

The Secretary takes a different tack, arguing (at 4) that Appellants’ 

environmental injuries “are not part of the merits claims … raised on appeal.” But 

of course they are. Construction would not occur but for the Secretary’s trust 
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decision; as the Tribe acknowledges (at 7-8), the trust acquisition “pav[ed] the way 

for the Tribe to develop its property.” Appellants also argue on appeal that the 

Secretary violated various statutes, including the APA and NEPA, by relying on 

unconfirmed enrollment numbers to inflate the Tribe’s economic need. County 

Brief (Oct. 9, 2015) at 27-38. Appellants contend that the Secretary’s 

unquestioning reliance on the Tribe’s representations of economic need and 

expanded membership to exclude reasonable alternatives from consideration 

violated NEPA.6 If, as AES states, “the majority of the Tribal members are 

scattered and not in Clark County to be able to take advantage of either 

governmental programs or the strengthened Tribal Government,” then the 

Secretary’s blind reliance on the Unmet Needs Report, which the Tribe calculated 

on a per capita basis, violated NEPA’s alternatives requirement. AR123071. 

C. The balance of the equities favor Appellants. 

The Tribe’s purported economic need does not outweigh Appellants’ injury. 

Compare New York v. Shinnecock Indian Nation, 280 F. Supp. 2d 1 (E.D.N.Y 

2003) (enjoining casino construction because environmental harm to communities 

vastly outweighed harm to tribe from a delay in casino development). The Tribe 

                                           
6 Appellants argue that the Secretary’s failure to address their questions regarding 
the Tribe’s enrollment expansion—i.e., how that expansion affects her authority, 
the potential for fraud, manipulation of the NEPA alternatives review, and abuse of 
the trust process—violated the APA. See Supp. MacLean Decl. ¶ 4. By failing to 
provide any explanation regarding this issue, Appellants have been denied the 
opportunity to address legal deficiencies in her reasoning (if any) before this Court. 
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argues (at 16) that it needs revenues to fund services and programs for its now 

“nearly 4,000 members.” But there is no immediacy to that need; to the extent that 

individual members are in crisis, they may avail themselves of generally available 

Federal and state programs. Ultimately, “[t]he primary beneficiary of the project is 

the Cowlitz Tribe as a corporate body, not the individual tribal members.” 

AR101701. And the Tribe can take advantage of other economic opportunities, 

including gaming. The Tribe’s gaming compact authorizes it to lease 1,125 slot 

machines to other tribal casinos, allowing it to generate gaming revenues before (or 

in lieu of) opening any casino. Supp. MacLean Decl. ¶ 3; see also id. ¶ 5. 

In any case, the Tribe concedes (at 15) that it “understood and accepted the 

risk that this Court might reverse the District Court’s decision.” In other words, the 

Tribe knows that this Court can stop construction. The Tribe claims (at 15) that the 

risk of reversal is a very different risk than an injunction, but fails to explain why 

that is so—in either case, the result would be the same. The equities favor stopping 

construction now, rather than when the Court issues its final opinion.   

D. The public interest favors an injunction.  

The Tribe asserts (at 18) that the public interest would be disserved by an 

injunction because, it says, IGRA has established a policy in favor of tribal gaming 

and because a court should “not delay implementation of agency action.” Both of 

those theories are derivative of the Tribe’s flawed arguments on the merits. As 
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explained in the parties’ briefs, gaming in these circumstances is inconsistent with 

IGRA. And the public interest would hardly be promoted by accelerating the 

implementation of agency action that is contrary to law. 

E. The Court should not require Appellants to post a bond. 

This Court has the discretion to decide whether to require a bond: “The court 

may condition relief upon a party’s filing a bond or other appropriate security in 

the district court,” Fed. R. App. P. 8(a)(2)(E) (emphasis added). It should not 

require one here for two reasons. First, a court may “dispense with the security 

requirement, or . . . request mere nominal security, where requiring security would 

effectively deny access to judicial review.” People of State of Cal. ex rel. Van De 

Kamp v. Tahoe Reg’l Planning Agency, 766 F.2d 1319, 1325-26 (9th Cir. 1985); 

see also Cronin v. U.S. Dep’t of Agric., 919 F.2d 439, 445 (7th Cir. 1990) (noting 

that “a number of environmental decisions . . . waive the requirement or allow the 

posting of a nominal bond”). Because Appellants cannot post the requested bond, 

requiring one would effectively deny them a meaningful remedy if they prevail. 

Second, “the likelihood of success on the merits” is a factor that “tips in favor of a 

minimal bond or no bond at all.” Van De Kamp, 766 F.2d at 1326. 

CONCLUSION 

For the forgoing reasons, Appellants respectfully request that the Court 

enjoin further construction until such time as it rules on the pending appeal. 
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Cowlitz Indian Tribe Casino Resort DEIS
Master Comment and Response List

A005-23

The commentator states that the site trip generation estimates need to be better understood and accepted by the County.  
At this point in time, the County is not comfortable with the estimates contained in the DEIS including those for the casino 
facility, the hotel, the event center, and employment trips.  For example, the study relies heavily on the Shingle Springs 
Complex traffic study for trip generation estimates.  However, it is the County’s understanding that Shingle Springs is 
presently in litigation regarding those same trip generation estimates.  In addition, the study has made limited use of actual 
traffic counts from existing suburban location complexes on the outskirts of large population centers.  The Tulalip complex 
north of Marysville, Washington could have been used in the analysis, but was not.

Trip generation has been further refined and checked with real time traffic counts from Washington casinos.  
See revised section     and Appendix     .

AES-Bill

A005-24

The commentator states that with respect to trip generation estimating for the site, County staff suggests a phased 
approach as part of the final development review process for the proposed development.  In phase 1 of the process, the 
applicant would work with the County and WSDOT to develop a trip generation profile for the site.  Once all parties agree 
upon that estimate, the analysis team could begin the phase 2 work which would include the modeling analysis, and 
mitigation work.

No response required, the County is talking about final development review under the MOU.

AES-Bill
Th tator states that ltiple peak hours need to be considered in the traffic impact stud These peak hour Multiple peak hours are considered

A005-25

The commentator states that multiple peak hours need to be considered in the traffic impact study.  These peak hour 
scenarios include the PM peak hour of the background traffic, the peak hour of casino bound traffic, and the peak hour of 
event center bound traffic.

Multiple peak hours are considered.

AES-Bill

A005-26

The commentator states that some of the alternatives require the vacation of some portions of existing public roadways 
and rights-of-way.  Road vacations require the approval of the Board of County Commissioners and such actions are 
legislative and can not be predetermined.

No response required

AES-Bill

A005-27
The commentator states that the comments described above are based on County staff review.  Comments from other 
jurisdictions, such as the WSDOT, need to be considered by the applicant.

No response required
AES-Bill

A005-28

The commentator states that there is a high erosion risk due to soil type and surface water level.  Surface water drains into 
“Unnamed Stream” that feeds East Fork Lewis River, and McCormick Creek, which are both polluted.  We need evidence 
that mitigation will be adequate, such as upstream and downstream monitoring to ensure private wells are protected.

No response required

AES-Bill

A005-29
The commentator states that there will be impact on private well owners because of additional pumping by CPU?  There is 
a history in 1995 of water level decline in groundwater wells due to municipal water draws.

This is all CPU's job to address
AES-Bill

A005-30
The commentator asks if the CPU already has water rights to meet its need or will it need Department of Ecology 
approval?  What would be the timeframe? Impact if not granted?

This is all CPU's job to address
AES-Bill

A005-31
The commentator states that erosion could drain sediment and pollutants (fuel, grease, etc..) into waterways, further 
degrading water quality.

See section    for a discussion of stormwater impacts
AES-Bill

A005 32
The commentator states that decreased recharge, and increased run off due to impervious surfaces is of concern due to 

lnerab lit f adjacent streams and watersheds
See section    for a discussion of stormwater impacts

AES BillA005-32 vulnerability of adjacent streams and watersheds. AES-Bill

A005-33
The commentator recommends water quality monitoring during the construction phase and casino operation for nitrates, 
bacteria, VOC’s, and temperature.

See section    for a discussion of construction water quality impacts
AES-Bill

A005-34

The commentator states that data from older, primary care patients indicates 10.9% have at-risk gambling behaviors per 
study in AM J of Geriatric Psychiatry 2005jan: 13(1).  This is a potentially large issue given the aging population and 
suggests intervention of one additional counselor will be woefully inadequate.

No response required

AES-Bill-Jen

A005-35
The commentator asks if there be full medical coverage for employees and tr bal members or will area hospitals have to 
absorb more unfunded clients?

Mohegan Sun provides fully paid medical, dental, vision and prescription drug coverage for all full-time 
employees AES-Bill-Jen

A005-36
The commentator states that health impact really only looks at crime…Will there be increased need for mental health and 
chemical dependency services for casino customers?  More bankruptcy, more poverty?

General socioeconomic impacts are discussed in section 4.7 including effects to bankruptcy rates, and social 
effects.  Also see section 4.10 for a discussion of effects to public services. AES-Bill-Jen

A005-37
The commentator states that other County staff are reviewing operational and technical data.  The focus of the following 
review is the functional classification of affected roadways under each alternative.

No response required
AES-Bill-Kelly

A005-38

The commentator states that NW 319th St. west of I-5 is currently classified as a Rural Major Collector on the County’s 
Arterial Plan Map.  The average daily traffic projections for Alternatives A – D range from 31,050 to 39,050 trips per day in 
2010.  Based on the design criteria in Table 40.350.030-2 in the Unified Development Code, these projected volumes 
would require a six-lane roadway, either a Parkway Arterial or a Principal Arterial.  The future classification of NW 319th St. 
should be considered in the roadway’s design, including intersection spacing, grade, centerline radius, access and sight 
distance.

No response required

The commentator states that traffic on La Center Road east of I-5 will increase to about 14 000 tri s er day under Not true  first of all alternative E would not be res onsible for an  si nificant increase in traffic on La Center 

A005-39

, p p y
Alternatives A to E.  Analysis of this roadway should be based on the design criteria for a Minor Arterial (M-2cb).  La 
Center has proposed that the area adjacent to La Center Rd. be included in their urban growth boundary this year.

, p y g
Roads.  Secondly, and more importantly, increased traffic on La Center roads is not consistent with a projected 
66% drop in card room traffic. AES-Bill-Kelly

A005-40

The commentator states that La Center has also proposed that some areas west of I-5 interchange be included in their 
urban growth boundary.  NW 31st Ave. is currently classified as a rural major collector.  Projected ADT volumes in Table A-
2, if correct, would not warrant more than a rural minor collector classification.  Any re-alignment proposals should take 
into account the current road classification as well as the future urban standard.

No response required

AES-Bill-Kelly

A005-41

The commentator states that Pioneer St. east of I-5 is classified as an urban collector.  Every alternative shows daily 
volumes in 2010 that exceed the design volumes for a collector.  For Alternative E, a six-lane Parkway or principal Arterial 
would be required.  All other alternatives would require at least a four-lane Minor Arterial.

Think they mean alternative D, not E.  Additionally, these figures do not include their own projected drop in card 
room traffic

AES-Bill-Kelly

A005-42

The commentator states that for alternatives A to D, the PM peak hour volumes given for I-5 between La Center and 
Ridgefield exceed the nominal capacity of an interstate with tow-lanes in each direction.  For Alternatives A to E, the PM 
peak hour volumes show I-5 south of the Ridgefield interchange will exceed 4,000, which is the nominal capacity of a two-
lane interstate.  No mitigation to these mainline highway segments was proposed.

No response required

AES-Bill-Kelly

A005-43
The commentator states that no mention is made of the project’s impact to groundwater recharge and subsequent loss of 
seepage to wetlands and streams.

Refer to discussion of impermeable surface effects and effects to groundwater generally
AES-Bill-Kelly
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005-4 The number of Tribal members in the vicinity of the proposed project is very small compared to the total population of the 
area.  The commentator asks who will benefit from the project.

The primary beneficiary of the project is the Cowlitz Tribe as a corporate body, not the individual tribal members. 
The Tr be will utilize the funds to operate a tribal government AES-Bill

005-5 The commentator states that gambling is addictive and has many negative impacts on the individuals and the community.
Comment noted, see section 4.7 for a discussion of gaming addiction

006-1 The commentator is opposed to the proposed project being located in Clark County in general and at the Alternative A site 
in particular. No response required

006-2 24% of the casino profits from the first seven years will be taken out of the area to investors in Seattle and Connecticut, 
which would not benefit the Cowlitz Tribe nor the local community. Comment noted

006-3 The commentator states that it would be better to locate the casino in the Vader-Winlock area, which is within the Tribe's 
aboriginal lands.  The commentator believes that Mr. Barnett has prevented this site from being considered because he 
has less to gain personally from it. Comment noted

006-4 The commentator states that the Tr bal members in Clark County have a median household income similar to others in the 
count It is unclear how this project will benefit the needy members of th Tri i e c

The primary beneficiary of the project is the Cowlitz Tribe as a corporate body, not the individual tribal members. 
T b ill tili th f d t t t ib l t AES Bill

Comments From Marilyn Watson (Log #006)

county.  It is unclear how this project will benefit the needy members of the Tribe in other counties. The Tr be will utilize the funds to operate a tribal government AES-Bill
006-5 The commentator states that the average income of the casino workers mentioned in the DEIS ($28,000 per year) is 

$5,000 per year below the average yearly income in Clark County, and most of the casino workers will be making less 
than $25,000 per year.  This will economically disenfranchise the casino workers.

You can't simultaneously maintain that you are paying too much creating a labor shortage, and too little 
economically disenfranchising workers AES-Bill, Jen

006-6 The commentator states that the traffic impacts to the I-5 interchanges at Woodland, La Center, and Ridgefield, and the 
interstate bridge have not been addressed.  The traffic impacts to 259th Street in Ridgefield have also not been 
addressed. Actually they were, read the damn document AES-Kelly

007-1 The commentator is opposed to the proposed project. No response required
007-2 The commentator states that no local residents would be interested in working at the casino. No response required
007-3 The commentator states that the low-income employees hired by the casino would require low-income housing in the 

area, and would put pressure on the local school system.  This would result in higher property taxes.
Since approximately 90% of the employees would already be area residents, and it is expected that the majority 
of the 10% in migration would be the higher paid employees, no increase in the demand for low-income housing 
is expected AES-Jen, Bill

008-1 See comment number 006-1.
008-2 See comment number 006-2
008-3 See comment number 006-3
008-4 See comment number 006-4
008-5 See comment number 006-5
008 6 S t b 006 6

Comments From John Robson (Log #007)

Comments From Barbara Hort (Log #008)

008-6 See comment number 006-6

009-1 The commentator is opposed to the proposed project for practical, legal, economic, and moral reasons. No response required

010-1 The commentator states that the DEIS is inadequate,  is biased in favor of the proposed casino alternatives, and 
minimizes significant impacts. No response required

010-2 The commentator states that the DEIS underestimates the traffic impacts to the I-5 bridge, which is currently near 
capacity. See revised traffic assessment, also new appendix, new study from Parsons

010-3 The commentator states that the average income of the casino workers would be less than the average income of Clark 
County residents.  The casino workers would not be able to afford local housing and would qualify for food stamps.

Not true, see impacts assessment section 4.7 AES-Bill
010-4 The commentator claims that the casino would import foreign workers for the casino, as happened for the Mohegan Sun, 

which would impacts housing, school systems, transportation, and social service agencies. Not true, local labor should provide 90% of labor force, see Hovee assessment AES-Bill
010-5 The commentator claims that the socioeconomic section of the DEIS attempts to come to a predetermined conclusion, 

understating significant impacts. No response required AES-Bill

011-1 The commentator is not opposed to the proposed project at the La Center site. No response required

012-1 The commentator is not o osed to the ro osed ro ect as lon  as it meets the re uirements stated in the DEIS.  The 
Comments From Bill Weeks (Log #012)

Comments From William Giberson (Log #011)

Comments From George Austin (Log #010)

Comments From David Garner (Log #009)

pp p p p j g q
casino would bring money into the area that is now being spent in Reno. No response required

012-2 The commentator is in favor of the proposed project site and the project's benefits to Tribal members. No response required
012-3 The commentator states that the mitigations proposed in the DEIS are acceptable and sufficient. No response required

013-1 The commentators support the proposed project. No response required

014-1 The commentator is opposed to the proposed casino project and believes that there are other methods of bringing jobs, 
entertainment, and money to the local area without the impacts associated with gambling centers such as gambling 
addiction, prostitution, crime, pornography, alcoholism, and drug addiction. No response required

015-1 See comment 005-1
015-2 See comment 005-2
015-3 See comment 005-3
015-4 See comment 005-4
015-5 See comment 005-5

016-1 See comment number 006-1.
016-2 See comment number 006-2

Comments From Waunda and Shanon Petty (Log #013)

Comments From Claudine McKague (Log #014)

Comments From John D. Tippetts and Karen K. Tippetts (Log #015)

Comments From Pam Kimsey (Log #016)
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433-46 The commenter states that the DEIS minimizes the growth-inducing effects of a casino development.  The commenter 
states that the casino development will have an impact on the rural, undeveloped character of the region.  The commenter 
states that the DEIS statement that the project would not induce unplanned growth is unsupported.  The commenter states 
that the DEIS should address the growth-inducing effects for similar projects in Washington or comparable locations such 
as the Tulalip Tr be’s casino development.  Point to new Hovee study and rewritten growth inducing effects section AES-Bill

433-47 The commenter states that the DEIS cites the Clark County Growth Management Plan (GMP) as stemming unwanted 
growth.  The commenter states that wastewater treatment plant growth is undesirable and specifically prevented in the 
GMP.  The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with the GMP.  The commenter states that the DEIS treats 
the Proposed Project’s inconsistency with the GMP as acceptable but leaves it to the GMP to determine whether other 
development is desirable.

Consistency is the hobgoblin of small minds, the existing water problems in the EFLR are predominantly caused 
by the La Center sequencing batch reactor plant dumping large amounts of poop in the river.  Conversion of the 
plant to a membrane bioreactor plant would improve water quality.  the GMP might regard the incease in 
capacity as growth inducing, that is a tradeoff for the positive effects on water quality, AES-Bill

433-48 The commenter states that Exhibit 27 contains comments on the indirect effects which describe how the DEIS analysis is 
arbitrary and capricious and contrary to NEPA.  The commenter also refers to Exhibit 33 for additional comments on 
indirect effects. Comment noted, point to revised indirect effects section which is supported by the additional Hovee analysis AES-Bill

433 49 d l dd T i433-49 The commenter states that cumulative impacts are not adequately addressed.  The commenter discusses the definition of 
cumulative impacts.  The commenter states that the scope of the cumulative analysis is limited to Clark County which is 
arbitrary and capricious.  The commenter states that limiting analysis to Clark County is inconsistent with indirect effects 
which include both Clark and Cowlitz County.  Run thru how you define the scope of cumulative effects analysis again, say we did it right AES-Bill

433-50 The commenter states that the cumulative and indirect impact analysis is too narrow and will affect the region.  The 
commenter states that traffic impacts (pollution, accident risks, drunk driving, and other impacts) will have cumulatively 
significant effects throughout the I-5 corridor.  The commenter states that social impacts including problem and 
pathological gambling will also have a regional impact.

Respond with the trip distribution model, say that because of that we have revised the air pollution conclusions, 
guess what, because of increased size of the area they are no longer significant, AES-Bill

433-51 The commenter states that the DEIS does not address the impact of past projects as required by NEPA.  The commenter 
states that the DEIS does not catalogue or analyze the impact of planned or ongoing development projects including: 
multiple private sub-division or other residential developments; the Woodland Wal-Mart; the Heron Gate Industrial 
complex; and the Salmon Creek Commercial Center, which includes the Salmon Creek Wal-Mart at I-5 and 205.  The 
commenter states that these projects will have impacts on traffic, schools, housing, and other environmental and 
socioeconomic factors.  The commenter states that these developments should be considered for decision makers to 
evaluate the impacts of the project.  The commenter refers to Exhibit 33 for additional examples of cumulative projects 
which should be considered. Yeah, point to how they were included in the revised analysis AES-Bill

433-52 The commenter states that the DEIS fails to adequately analyze the cumulative effects of reasonably foreseeable future 
activities associated with the Proposed Project including commercial development adjacent to I-5 and other types of 
development discussed in the indirect effects comment 433-51.  The commenter states that NEPA regulations 

k l d th i t d lik lih d f h i t i th NIGC NEPA P d M l § 3 1(G)acknowledge the existence and likelihood of such impacts in the NIGC NEPA Procedures Manual § 3.1(G).
Under indirect and growth inducing, discuss how handled there with the new studies

433-53 The commenter states that the DEIS fails to analyze the cumulative, direct, and indirect impacts of designating the site as 
an Indian reservation.  The commenter states that a Tr be can obtain and develop additional land under less rigorous 
standards when land is in reservation status vs. simple trust land.

Not an environmental subject, legal determinations and policy matters not under the EIS, and future land 
acquisitions would be under same NEPA standards whether on or off reservation AES-Bill

433-54 The commenter states that the cumulative analysis is flawed because the DEIS bases the analysis on the assumed 
implementation of the Clark County GMP but the Proposed Project does not comply with the GMP policies, land use, or 
zoning designations.  The commenter states that the DEIS assumes that expansion of the UGA and not development of 
the casino is the factor that will induce growth.

Only partly true, we assume development of the casino will induce growth, but without expansion of the UGA it 
would not be allowed AES-Bill

433-55 The commenter states that the cumulative impacts analysis is inconsistent in that it states that the project will have no 
impact on additional urban development while the project will impact the area’s economic base and property values.

Comment noted, see revised indirect and growth inducing, they seem unable to differentiate between the two AES-Bill
433-56 The commenter states that there are multiple Indian casinos proposed for the greater Portland area which should be 

evaluated through a programmatic EIS and in the cumulative effects analysis.
Give the response again, we did it right, but since you asked, these are the existing, these are proposed, these 
are the effects AES-Bill

433-57 The commenter states that the BIA did not adequately address comments raised during the scoping process or EA 
comment period, including comments to consider a reasonable number and variety of alternatives as requested in Exhibit 
36, Exhibit 37, and Exhibit 38.  The commenter states that alternative sites exist including sites within the Tribe’s historic 
land base.

See revised discussion of alternatives, see appendix assessment of alternative sites to the north, cross 
reference to purpose and need, revised purpose and need section based on the economic development plan AES-Bill

433-58 The commenter states that the DEIS fails to address issues that were raised on cumulative and indirect effects that were 
raised on the EA and during the scoping process (Exhibit 38 and Exhibit 39).  The commenter states that the DEIS does 
not sufficiently analyze cumulative or indirect effects and limits the geographic scope of these effects.

Both have been revised, refer to them, but make clear we were right in terms of the scope all along
433-59 The commenter states that the DEIS does not adequately address the impacts on the community character of the La 

Center area and does not address the comments descr bed in the scoping report. see revised section 4.7 including "quality of life"
433-60 The commenter states that the DEIS fails to address comments from the City of La Center that growth rates are incorrect 

which could affect the impact analysis on the surrounding community. growth rates for La Center were revised, see appropriate section AES-Kelly
433-61 The commenter states that the DEIS analysis is not objective, balanced, and comprehensive and has not addressed 

concerns raised throughout the NEPA process.  The commenter states that a new DEIS should be issued.
Comment noted, the BIA has determined that issuing a new DEIS would not further the purposes of NEPA
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433-62 The commenter states that socioeconomic impacts are not accurately portrayed.  The commenter states that the 
Proposed Project would have devastating consequences for the region and on that basis the Tribe’s request should be 
denied.  The commenter states that concerns have been raised since the beginning of the DEIS process regarding effects 
to card room operations and the La Center community (Exhibit 36, Exhibit 37, Exhibit 38).  The commenter states that a 
report prepared by ECONorthwest concludes that the socioeconomic impacts in the DEIS are underestimated due to 
deficiencies in data and methodology error (Exhibit 37).  The commenter states that another report prepared by 
ECONorthwest for the City of La Center, shows that the Proposed Project would cause gaming taxes paid to the City to fall 
66 percent.  The commenter states that the DEIS fails to consider negative effects to surrounding communities from lost 
business and added burdens on local government.  The commenter states that according to a report prepared by 
ECONorthwest (Exhibit 28), the impacts of a similar project in the Toledo/Vader/Winlock would be better absorbed by the 
local community and would likely pass the two part determination test

refer to Hovee's analysis of the various ECONorthwest reports AES-Bill
433-63 The commenter states that the DEIS traffic analysis has data gaps, and a narrow trip generation and distr bution analysis 

scope (Exhibit 39).  The commenter states that the DEIS traffic study underestimates traffic impacts, is inadequate, and 
must be redone to comply with NEPA. Actually trip generation was validated by additional study of Washington casinos, see appendix       . AES-Kelly

433-64 The commenter states that the traffic analysis in the DEIS is based on incomplete and inaccurate data.  The commenter 
states that the traffic study: does not adequately explain how peak hour estimates were derived; relies on gaming floor 
square footage which minimizes traffic estimates; assigns trips based on a regional population which underestimates 
impacts; relies on trip generation from casinos that have different characteristics; lacks a queuing analysis; uses 
inconsistent lane configurations and peak hour factors between scenarios; underestimates background traffic volumes on 
auxiliary roads; ignores approved and planned developments; and does not address pass-by traffic that will arrive due to 
the I-5 location.

1. Peak hour estimates were "real timed" using State of Conn vetted info from Mohigan, 2. Gaming floor square 
footage does not minimize estimates and these estimates were confirm by a second study (see above), 3. 
Above you say impacts will be regional, why not use regional pop for trip distr bution? 4. refer queing analysis 
question to Chuck but assume that the jpeaking factors didn't call for it, 5. since different alternatives would have 
different lanes constructed, and the uses for alternative D are different gving different peak hour factors this is 
appropriate, background traffic is probably actually over estimated since model does not take into account 
reductiong from loss of 66% of the business in the La Center card rooms, 6. added in all developments within 
transportation plan, 6. trip generation does include by-pass traffic, on eof the advantages of using a gaming floor 
square foot model AES-Kelly

433-65 The commenter states that the BIA narrows the scope of the traffic analysis to the casino, hotel, and events center and 
does not include reasonably foreseeable impacts of the restaurants, RV Park, offices, cultural center, elder housing, retail 
facilities, and prospective future acquisitions of additional trust land that the Tr be may pursue.  The commenter states that 
the traffic analysis trips should be based on the traffic drawn from the major metropolitan Vancouver/Portland area to 
account for a major regular source of traffic and the address the peaking and surging that occurs when events are held at 
the Clark County Fairgrounds and/or the Clark County Amphitheatre.  The commenter states that the traffic analysis 
underestimates impacts and that the traffic analysis must be redone.

Impacts of all this other stuff is included, except we haven't come up with phony future tr bal land acquisitions, 
refer to trip distr bution analysis, this traffic stuff was all included, point out that WashDOT l ked the study

433-66 The commenter discusses the background of the MOU.  The commenter states that the MOU was not designed to 
address the development as it is sized in the DEIS and would not mitigate impacts to the community. Comment noted

433-67 The commenter discusses Federal law regarding gaming on Indian lands.  The commenter states that the BIA is using the Not actually true, MOU has nothing to do with satisfying IGRA, is background for EIS, also demonstrates the 
MOU in the DEIS to show why IGRA has been satisfied.  

y , g y g , g ,
enforceability of mitigation AES-Bill

433-68 The commenter states that the DEIS cannot rely on the MOU because it is currently in litigation.  The commenter 
discusses the litigation pending involving the MOU. No response required

433-69 The commenter states that conflicts with local zoning and land use designations are not adequately addressed in the 
DEIS.  The commenter states that NEPA requires more careful scrutiny of land use impacts when a federal project will 
override or conflict with local zoning.  The commenter states that the DEIS contains general and conclusory statements 
about land use impacts.  The commenter states that DEIS statement that the project is not inconsistent with the County’s 
long-range plans is incorrect.  The commenter states that the MOU would not change or reduce land use conflicts.  It is kind of hard to say their position is supported by the expansion of the La Center UGA, why don't we take 

that tack? AES-Bill/Kelly
433-70 The commenter states that the Proposed Project is in direct conflict with the County’s long-range plans for the La Center 

Site and would not be permitted under the County’s existing designations (Agriculture and Industrial Urban Reserve).  The 
commenter states that the Proposed Project directly conflicts with the current zoning designation of the La Center Site 
(Agricultural 20 and Urban Reserve 20).  The commenter states that the DEIS does not acknowledge that casinos are 
specifically prohibited under Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial zones.  The commenter states that the Proposed Project 
will have direct, immediate, and long-term incompatibility effects with the land uses at the La Center Site and adjacent 
lands.  The commenter states that the Proposed Project violates the requirements and planning policies of the GMP 
governing the transition from industrial to urban land use, which include: 1) reclassification as part of an UGA, 2) rezoning 
to an appropriate industrial zoning classification, and 3) retention of the industrial zoning designation for a minimum of ten 
years before transitioning to other urban uses.

Yeah, that is the nice thing about it becoming Indian land, it removes it from the civil jurisdiction of locals.  
Therefore all this rocedural stuff is ina licable AES-Billp pp

433-71 The commenter states that Proposed Project directly conflicts with the land use (Mixed Use) and zoning (Business Park 
and Urban Holding-40) regulations of the Ridgefield site.  The commenter states that casino hotels and housing would not 
be permitted under current zoning regulations.  Commenter refers to Exhibit 33 for additional comments. Yeah, that is the nice thing about it becoming Indian land, it removes it from the civil jurisdiction of locals.  

Therefore all this procedural stuff is inapplicable
433-72 The commenter states that DEIS does not adequately consider impacts to wetlands from the Proposed Project.  The 

commenter states that the DEIS does not adequately set forth how the project will comply with federal permitting 
requirements under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Direct them to the appropriate sections, plus provide the overview report as an appendix AES-Pete

433-73 The commenter states that wetlands on the La Center site may be rated too low.  The commenter states that wetlands are 
classified as Category 4 but are not isolated and are larger than one acre.  The commenter states that if classified as 
Category 3, wetlands would impose a development constraint with a buffer requirement of 100 feet.  The commenter 
states that wetland buffers for all alternatives may be too narrow.  The commenter states that the two isolated wetlands on 
the La Center site would l kely be regulated by the state. Direct them to the appropriate sections, plus provide the overview report as an appendix AES-Pete

433-74 The commenter states that the Ridgefield site analysis does not contain adequately detailed descriptions of the wetlands 
on site.  The commenter states that defining impacts to a tenth acre is misleading as the wetland boundaries are 
estimated and no formal delineation was conducted by the Corps. Comment noted AES-Pete
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433-75 The commenter states that impacts to wetlands may be evaluated incorrectly.  The commenter states that there is no 
significance criteria provided in Section 3.5 or 4.5 of the DEIS regarding biological resources.  The commenter states that 
it is not clear how the significance of impacts was determined or how obtaining the proper permit from the Corps would 
reduce the impacts to less than significant. No, permitting itself is the significance threshold AES-Pete

433-76 The commenter states that the DEIS does not adequately characterize wetlands and the associated impacts.  The 
commenter gives an overview of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  The commenter states 
that the DEIS does not address in Section 5.2.4 how the project under any alternatives would comply with the Guidelines 
of the permit.  The commenter states that the DEIS does not discuss how the Proposed Project will comply with the Corps’ 
public interest review.  The commenter states that the mitigation in Section 5.2.4 stating the Tr be will comply with all terms 
and conditions of the permit is inadequate and mitigation should be more fully descr bed.

Refer to your summary of compliance process, we do not have to have the permit before going final with the 
EIS, however, I am concerned that if we cannot get a nationwide permit we will have a hard time with the no 
practical and reasonable alternatives part of of the (b) (1) a,  AES-Pete

433-77 The commenter states that the DEIS does not adequately descr be the quantitative and qualitative impacts to water quality 
from the Proposed Project.  The commenter states that the water quality analysis lacks information about the effects of 
stormwater and wastewater that will be generated including baseline information about receiving and groundwaterstormwater and wastewater that will be generated, including baseline information about receiving waters and groundwater 
in the vicinity of the site. Refer to Fishman report AES-Pete

433-78 The commenter states that the DEIS does not emphasize that the East Fork Lewis River is a Class AA extraordinary water 
as classified by the Washington Department of Ecology (DOE) and an impaired river warranting Category 5 water quality 
classification.  The commenter states that the unnamed tributary receiving discharged wastewater and stormwater has 
important habitat value and serves a recreational and aesthetic role at Paradise Cove State Park.

OK, mention in FEIS, important habitat for what, teenagers seeking hormonal readjustment? AES-Pete
433-79 The commenter states that the groundwater in the area is at shallow depth and the Proposed Project will draw water from 

an aquifer recognized as depleted by the DOE and EPA.  The commenter states that the DEIS does not discuss that EPA 
is considering listing the aquifer as a Sole Source Aquifer which could create restrictions on groundwater development in 
the region. But the project is not proposing to draw groundwater from the site AES-Bill

433-80 The commenter states that the project will cause permanent channel erosion and significant erosion downstream.  The 
commenter states that the DEIS does not quantify stormwater impacts.  The commenter states that the DEIS does not 
offer detail about the capacity of stormwater facilities or how compliance with CWA stormwater permit would reduce levels 
significance. OK, this all goes back to the EPA questions on the site, need to fully develop this AES-Bill/David

433-81 The commenter states that the DEIS does not contain a description of how the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) will 
be constructed to achieve predicted effluent restrictions.  The commenter states that the DEIS does not provide 
calculations as to how long the reservoir will detain untreated effluent in the event of a WWTP malfunction.  The 
commenter states that the DEIS does not present a quantitative analysis of how the affected culvert will receive an 
increase in wastewater and stormwater T ter states that the t qualif for NPDES permitincrease in wastewater and stormwater.  The commenter states that the WWTP may not qualify for NPDES permit 
coverage due to: 1) limitations on the ability of the East Fork Lewis River to receive additional fecal coliform and 2) the 
seasonal nature of the unnamed tributary which has zero flow during certain times of the year.  The commenter states that 
discharging to the unnamed season stream during zero flow would violate DOE mixing zone requirements. The culvert will not receive any wastewater, point out that NPDES permit would be issued by EPA since the 

discharge point is on trust land, so therefore mixing zone requirements would not be applicable AES-David
433-82 The commenter states that the FPPA must be addressed in a new DEIS.  The commenter gives an overview of the 

Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA).  The commenter states that “Land Value” determination was not added to the total 
score on the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating worksheet which could affect the significance of the score.  The 
commenter states that no explanation or methodology is presented for how the BIA arrived at the points for each criteria in 
the Site Assessment scores in Table 3.9-3 of the DEIS.  The commenter states that the sites are protected through the 
County’s Ag zoning which could increase the fourth criteria in Table 3.9-3.  The commenter states that the BIA should 
reevaluate all Site Assessment criteria.  The commenter states that the BIA does not provide evidence of contacting 
NRCS to obtain a site value determination.

See what Paul Garcia did here, there is no way this is prime or unique farmland so it shouldn't be a problem, we 
don't have to give them the methodology anyway,  just cite the regs, they tell you how to score, the question is 
did Paul contact NRCS? AES-Kelly

433-83 The commenter states that the DEIS does not follow the Endangered Species Act (ESA) process for evaluating effects to 
ESA-listed species.  The commenter states that the BIA does not take a “hard look” at the impacts of the project on ESA-
listed and other sensitive species under NEPA.  The comment provides an overview of the ESA.  The commenter states 
that the DEIS has not addressed the need for formal consultation. Yeah, We need to demonstrate that formal consultation has been initiated AES-Pete

433-84 The commenter states that the East Fork Lewis River contains several ESA-listed salmonids and other species including 
the: Lower Columbia River Chinook (threatened), Lower Columbia River Chum (threatened), Lower Columbia River 
St lh d (th t d) d S th t W hi t /C l bi Ri C h ( did t ) Th t t t th t thSteelhead (threatened), and Southwest Washington/Columbia River Coho (candidate).  The commenter states that the 
East Fork is nesting and foraging habitat for resident and wintering bird including the bald eagle (threatened).  The 
commenter states that the site is less than 2 miles from the Ridgefield National Wildlife Refuge.  The commenter states 
that the site is within a flight path for avian species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and that the species 
utilize the site’s wetland areas. Comment noted AES-Pete

433-85 The commenter states that the there is no documentation that substantive consultation required by the ESA has taken 
place.  The commenter states that there is no concurrence from FWS provided in the DEIS, that there will be no adverse 
effects from the Proposed Project. True, we need to initiate before the FEIS AES-Pete

433-86 The commenter states that the Biological Assessment (BA) does not address bull trout occurring in the Lewis River basin.  
The commenter states that the DEIS identifies appropriate habitat for three ESA-listed plants on the La Center Site but the 
BA does not mention any listed plants.  The commenter states that the FWS list should be re-verified.

Yeah, but the bull trout is all upstream, list should be reverified and plant species discussed AES-Pete
433-87 The commenter states that there is no evidence in the DEIS of a species list request from the NOAA Fisheries as required 

by the ESA.  The commenter states that there is no evidence of consultation between the BIA and the NOAA Fisheries.  
The commenter states that the NOAA has jurisdiction over the listed anadromous fish in the East Fork Lewis River and the 
Salmon Creek drainage.  The commenter states that there is no evidence of initiation of formal consultation with the FWS.

Yeah AES-Pete
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433-225 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section, states that the DEIS discusses the historic use of the sites by 
the Cowlitz Tribe along with other native peoples.  The commenter states that it is not clear from the discussion whether 
the sources cited rest on the work on Beckham and Ray which the City of La Center claims has been previously rejected.  
The commetner states that it is not clear whether being outside of the area of exclusive use of the Cowlitz Tr be satisfies 

Excusive use is note required for reservation proclamation, Kelly discuss how the background stuff was cleaned 
up AES-Kelly

433-226 The commenter, referring to the HRA La Center Site Report in the Cultural Resources section, states that four lithic flakes 
were encountered during survey and testing.  The commenter states that it is not clear whether these were recorded as a 
site/isolate with DAHP to formally document the find.  The commenter states that no formal evaluation of the significance 
of the deposit was made and so assessment of project effects could not be made at this time.

Comment noted AES-Kelly
433-227 The commenter, referring to the HRA La Center Site Report in the Cultural Resources section, states that the HRA Report 

recommends that for any development planned along the north boundary of the parcel along the creek terrace, additional 
archeological work would be required to determine the significance of the cultural materials.  However, the SHPO 
concurrence letter dated December 10, 2003 agrees with HRA’s recommendations of “no historic properties affected”.  
The commenter states that this suggests that either the cultural are considered to be insignificant or that theThe commenter states that this suggests that either the cultural mater a s are considered to be insignificant or that the 
project would avoid the area of the find altogether.  The commenter states this usage is confusing and should be clarified.

Tell them it is not a site, and not eligible for listing on the NRHP AES-Kelly
433-228 The commenter, referring to the HRA La Center Site Report in the Cultural Resources section, states that paragraph 3 

notes that an abandoned farmstead, another farmstead, and a residential lot are found within the project area, but there is 
no discussion as to whether these structures are of historic age (older than 50 years).  The commenter states if they are of 
historic age, then they should be inventoried, evaluated, and discussed for project effects.

Check and make sure, but they are not eligible and I am pretty sure not over 50 years old AES-Kelly
433-229 The commenter, referring to the AES Ridgefield Site Report in the Cultural Resources section, states that a historic 

complex was noted and evaluated in the report.  The commenter states it is not clear whether this site was formally 
inventoried on a DAHP inventory form.  The commenter states it should be clarified whether the other structures noted Check and make sure, but they are not eligible and I am pretty sure not over 50 years old AES-Kelly

433-230 The commenter, referring to the AES Ridgefield Site Report in the Cultural Resources section, states that the proximity of 
the potentially-eligible Kapus Granary, located 200 feet to the west of the proposed project according to the report, may 
mean that consideration of indirect project effects would be appropriate for this resource. I doubt it, comment noted AES-Kelly

433-231 The commenter, referring to the AES Ridgefield Site Report in the Cultural Resources section, states that there is no 
determination in the DEIS by DAHP (no historic properties affected).  The commenter states if a determination has been 
made is should be included, if not, such a determination should be made.

Yeah, we need to draft up a letter from BIA to the SHPO and get it in the record AES-Kellg
433-232 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section, states that all references to the Washington Office of 

Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP) should be changed to Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation (DAHP) to reflect current usage.

Comment noted, although if we are refering to old correspondence we should refer to whatever is on the 
letterhead AES-Kelly

433-233 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section, states “two farmsteads, one abandoned, are located within 
the project site” (3.0 Affected Environment).  The commenter states additional detail is necessary, such as: “Neither of 
these farmsteads are of historic age based on xxxx”.  The commenter states discussion would be appropriate since these 
could potentially be cultural resources.

OK, what a moron, but tell him AES-Kelly
433-234 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section, states that follow-up discussion on the four identified artifacts 

would be appropriate. Give me a break AES-Kelly
433-235 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section, states that the comment in Section 3, Affected Environment, 

“both adjacent studies reported negative findings” is incorrect.  The commenter states that the AINW 2004 documented an OK, correct AES-Kelly
433-236 The commenter, referring to Section 4.0, Environmental Consequences, La Center Site, states that they cannot determine 

Project effects for this Alternative without knowing whether the farmsteads are NRHP elig ble or not.  The commenter 
states that the SHPO concurrence letter dated December 10, 2003 may have been referring only to the archaeology 
component, which is not clear.

ECONorthwest doesn't get to determine project effects, BIA does and the SHPO concurrs or not, the damn 
farmsteads are not NRHP eligible under any criteria so no effect. AES-Kelly

433-237 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section, states that development could affect cultural materials found 
along the streambed.  The commenter states that while the observed four flakes do not likely constitute a significant 
resource, HRA suggests that potential associated deposits  still exist in the  and would need to be tested if this SHPO concurrs with finding of no effect AES-Kellyresource, HRA suggests that potential associated deposits may still exist in the vicinity and would need to be tested if this SHPO concurrs with finding of no effect AES Kelly

433-238 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section 4.0, Environmental Consequences, Ridgefield Site, states that 
potential indirect effects of the Alternative to the adjacent potentially eligible Kapus Farm granary should be evaluated and 
discussed if appropriate. Comment noted AES-Kelly

433-239 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section 4.0, Environmental Consequences, Ridgefield Site, states that 
SHPO concurrence should be discussed if this has been obtained. Need to descr be where the 106 process is for Alternative E AES-Kelly

433-240 The commenter, referring to the Cultural Resources section 4.0, Environmental Consequences, Ridgefield Site, states that 
the text should be revised to state: “no sites were encountered during the course of field survey” to “no significant 
resources were encountered…” The commenter states that one historic resource was encountered during survey but was 
recommended as ineligible. OK, fix this AES-Kelly

433-241 The commenter, referring to the Socioeconomics section, states that there is no discussion of sources or methodology for 
the conclusion that noise, traffic, light, and glare affect public perception of quality of life and property values for high-end 
residential properties.  The commenter asks why this does not apply to all property types.

Because noise, light and glare do not seem to affect values for light or heavy industrial properties for example AES-Kelly
433-242 The commenter, referring to the Socioeconomics section, states that the housing discussion focuses on availability and 

does not discuss affordability.  The commenter states that all housing discussions are on a County wide basis.  The 
commenter states that the DEIS also states that “Increased business in the area from Alternative A is l kely to increase 
values for undeveloped properties rather that decrease values”.  The commenter states that there is no discussion as to 
whether this would affect housing prices and thus affordability. Comment noted AES-Bill
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434-10 The commenter states that the DEIS should state the need for each of the three proposed actions.  A range of reasonable 
alternatives should be developed for each of the three proposed actions based on the described need.  The commenter 
notes that the DEIS failed describe what need would be satisfied through the issuance of a reservation proclamation, or 
provide any alternatives to the reservation proclamation.  The commenter states that the only conclusion that can be 
drawn is that the preferred alternative was chosen to maximize revenue.

There is nothing wrong with maximizing revenue, revenue needs are based on the Tribe's economic 
development plan

434-11 The commenter states that under NEPA, the BIA must provide a clear basis for the range of alternatives evaluated in the 
DEIS.  The commenter describes the required range of alternatives as defined in the Department Manual. Comment noted

434-12 The commenter states that because the need statement provided in the DEIS is so broad, a range of reasonable 
alternatives cannot be developed. OK, we narrowed it based on comments on the DEIS and the Tribe's economic development plan, thank you AES-Bill

434-13 The commenter notes that the DEIS fails to consider any alternative within the homelands of the Cowlitz Tribe, which is 
described as the area along the Cowlitz River.  The commenter states that it is unreasonable for the DEIS not to consider 
this alterative as the needs statement identifies the general need for a reservation and land base, which could be pursued 
at alternative sites within the Cowlitz Tribes homeland.  The commenter states that the location of a poss ble casino and 
resort development near Vader would comply the Department’s Guidelines for Reservation Proclamation as factorsresort development near Vader would comply with the Department’s Guidelines for Reservation Proclamation, as factors 
which form the basis of a proclamation recommendation include whether the land is located within the Tribe’s aboriginal 
territory. See revised alternatives dicussion based on the revised purpose and need AES-Bill

434-14 The commenter notes that ancestors of the Cowlitz Tr be did not historically inhabit the Lewis River area, and that any 
contact with the area was intermittent and transient.  The commenter states that a facility within the Vader/Toledo area 
would be at the heart of the Cowlitz Tr be’s homelands as evidenced by the tr be’s historical connection to the St. Francis 
Xavier Mission and Cowlitz burial grounds near Mayfield Lake. Comment noted

434-15 The commenter states that the development of a facility in the Vader/Toledo area would be more accessible to Cowlitz 
members for services and employment opportunities than a facility located in La Center as the majority of Cowlitz tribal 
members are located to the north of Clark County in Lewis, Pierce, Thurston and King Counties.  The commenter notes 
that the area near Toledo/Vader, Washington is where the Cowlitz tribe chose to create Elder housing and where most of 
their important tr bal functions are held.  The commenter states that if the Tribes administrative offices, and health care 
and elder housing facilities are all moved from their present locations near the Toledo/Vader area to La Center, it would be 
more difficult for Cowlitz members to receive government services.  The commenter notes that the DEIS fails to describe 
how moving tr bal facilities away from the majority of tribal member satisfies the needs stated in Section 1.2 of the 
document.  Additionally, the commenter notes that the DEIS fails to describe whether or not the senior care facility located 
at St. Mary’s would be moved to the housing site of the La Center casino.

Comment noted, it is not proposed to move the senior care facility AES-Bill
434-16 The commenter states that the earnings from a casino facility located in Vader, Washington would be sufficient to meet 

th t t d d Th t id d i ti f t i l th t l d i l t d i
Interesting, but not sufficient to meet needs as the Tr be gives them, not proper for BIA to define need anymore 
th it ld b t d fi th d f th G d d t ib l l t f bl ith th h flthe stated need.  The commenter provides a description of two economic analyses that conclude a casino located in 

Vader would generate sufficient revenue to satisfy any unmet economic need of the Cowlitz Tr be.
than it would be to define the needs of the Grand Ronde tribe, also lots of problems with the cash flow 
projections of the ECONorthwest study AES-Bill

434-17 The commenter states that the DEIS fails to meet NEPA regulations requiring that cited information in the DEIS be 
reasonably available for inspection within the time allowed for comment.  The commenter states that because the DEIS 
relies on documents which the BIA has indicated are proprietary or only available through a Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA), the DEIS incorporates by reference many documents that are not reasonably available for inspection.  The 
commenter notes that the BIA cannot rely on documents that are withheld from public inspection to form its findings and 
conclusions.  The commenter provides a list of documents that are referenced in the DEIS but unavailable to the public.  
The commenter descr bes several attempts that were made to obtain the June 3, 2005 letter from AES, and the BIA that 
lead to the conclusion that the letter would only be available through a FOIA request.  The commenter states that a FOIA 
requested document could not be produced and reviewed adequately within the time allowed for comment.  The 
commenter notes that the Grand Ronde Tribe commented on the issue of unavailable documents that are cited in the 
DEIS at a meeting, and they were directed by George Skibine to obtain the documents from Representative Brian Baird 

ffi Th t t t t t t t i t f R t ti B i ’ ffi

WE NEED TO STRAIGHTEN THIS OUT!!!! Take their list and make sure that it is all available, including notes 
of phone calls etc.  Their insistence that we buy them copies of standard reference works is absurd though. AES-Bill

434-18 The commenter states that the DEIS and Section 106 review should contain an assessment of how the project would 
impact cultural resources significant to Grand Ronde, as tribal members have historically lived along the Columbia River.

Ask them if they are mantaining that the site is a culturally important potato field AES-Kelly
434-19 The commenter states that the BIA failed to consult with Grand Ronde during the Section 106 process, despite the tr bes 

historic ties to the Columbia River and established consultation presence at Fort Vancouver and other projects near La 
Center and Ridgefield. The commenters states that this is a violation of the National Historic Preservation Act.  The 

t t th t th DEIS t t th t th j t t diti l f th M lt h hi h i fcommenter notes that the DEIS states that the project area was a traditional use area for the Multnomah, which is one of 
the antecedent tribes of Grand Ronde.  Therefore, the commenter believes that consultation with Grand Ronde should 
have occurred. Ask them if they are mantaining that the site is a culturally important potato field AES-Kelly

434-20 The commenter states that contrary to claims made in the DEIS, the Cowlitz Tribe did not historically inhabit lands in or 
around La Center.  The commenter states that the Cowlitz Tr be’s intermittent and transient use of the area does not 
amount to what the DEIS falsely claims was “joint use.”  The commenter provides an overview of the historical overview of 
recorded tr bes in the project area, and notes that the Cowlitz tribe’s historic lands were located north of La Center with the 
southernmost boundary near Kelso/Longview.  The commenter states that the DEIS mischaracterizes the findings made 
by the ICC in Plamondon regarding Cowlitz homelands.  The commenter suggests that the BIA should conduct a more 
thorough study of the La Center area in consultation with other tribes to accurately determine the historical background of 
the project area, and correct mistakes made in the DEIS. Comment noted, but since this doesn't change the impacts, no we won't do further corrections, see corrections 

made AES-Kelly
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478-26 The commenter suggest that the DEIS should have discussed the preliminary findings of the Total Daily Load study of the 
East Fork of the Lewis River, as well as the impact of the proposed development on the East Fork of the Lewis River in 
light of this study, and the impact of the study on the proposed development. Refer to Fishman study AES-Pete

478-27 4 4.3-1 4.3 The commenter claims that in the I-5 culvert discussion, no discussion exists of the carrying capacity of the 48” culvert, 
how a 25-year storm event was defined, mosquitoes that a genuine wetland would generate in the middle of the 
development, and the 48” culvert on the northeast corner of the site was not discussed.  The commenter suggests that 
these issues are discussed. Refer to Appendix F on grade and drain AES-Pete

478-28 4 4.3-3 4.3 The commenter claims in the discussion of discharging treated wastewater, the unnamed stream is no longer referred to 
as a “seasonal stream”, the release of up to 500,000 into the stream is not examined, and the NPDES permit’s 
requirements should be examined in great detail.

Pete, we need to expand discussion of the permitting process, also we can lay out what standards are available 
without saying that EPA will or will not use them AES-Pete

478-29 The commenter claims that transformation of the seasonal unnamed stream along the west/northern boundary of the site 
into a perennial stream would cut off the access of the commenter’s (adjacent) property to the western portion of the 
property.

478 30 4 f478-30 4 4.3-3 4.3 The commenter asks concerning the discussion of the discharge of treated wastewater:  What are the impacts/mitigations 
of making the unnamed seasonal stream perennial?  What are the impacts of the particulates would be flushed into the 
East Fork?  What are the impacts of the debris that would be flushed into the East Fork?  What are the impacts and 
mitigations of increased flows during those times of the year when the stream is normally dry, and when the stream flow is 
over the capacity of the undersized 48” culvert?  In addition, the commenter claims that improved habitat due to “increased 
shading” can only be said by someone who has never seen the stream, downstream of the culvert under I-5, and 
upstream of the culvert for part of the streambed, the entire stream is in deep shad all of the year, and this is clearly not 
analyzed. Refer to Paul Fishman  study AES-Pete

478-31 4 4.3-4 4.3 The commenter claims that in the discussion of DOE water quality standards for Class A reclaimed, the language “will 
abide” is misleading.  In addition, the commenter asks what will be done with there may be restrictions on the discharge of 
wastewater?  How will the need for recycled water during restricted periods be accomplished?  What is to be done with the 
discharge?  What is the plan for the times that the sewage treatment plan goes offline or is out of tolerance? Can the 
seasonal stream be converted to a perennial stream under the NPDES permit?

OK, will you settle for must abide? Go ahead and give any information we have on the start of the NPDES 
permitting process AES-Pete

478-32 4 4.3-4 4.3 The commenter disagrees with the statement that the development of Alternative A would improve water quality in the 
unnamed stream on-site, since there is no science brought to bear on this assertion.  The commenter suggests that the 
DEIS should analyze the total load of contaminants place into the unnamed stream and the East Fork.  In addition, the 
commenter asks whether contaminants in a given volume of water may filter out to the unnamed stream’s bed/banks or 
the East Fork’s bed/banks?  What the effect would be on the temperature of the water?  Whether the total amount of 
contaminants would be particularly harmful to wildlife? Refer to Fishman study AES-Pete

478 33 4 Th t t th t th i t th Cl k C t f dditi l 500 000 ll d b i478-33 4 4.3-4 4.3 The commenter suggests that the impact on northern Clark County of an additional 500,000 gallons per day being 
removed for the aquifer, should be analyzed and discussed in the DEIS, since according to Appendix G, Figure 5, the 
water level in northern Clark County has been dropping at a rapid pace for the last 10 years. This is CPU's problem since we do not specify how CPU is going to find the water AES-Bill-Jen

478-34 4 4.3-5 4.3 The commenter asks in regards to the discussion of impermeable surfaces, why Wetland Cn is not mentioned?  Why it is 
assumed that space is equivalent to pastureland in terms of percolating water into the ground?  Why it is assumed that the 
same gallons of water can percolate into the ground when the speed of the water increases from increased impervious 
surface space? 

1. The clays on site are fairly impermeable 2. Vegetative swales and wetlands utilized for retention will increase 
permeability through reduced slopes and runoff velocity AES-Pete

478-35 4 4.5-4 4.5
The commenter claims that in the discussion of barriers to fish in the unnamed stream, there is no 8-foot waterfall, no 
concrete riprap lining, the stream does not have a steep gradient except for the waterfall, and the commenter asks why the 
DEIS didn’t analyze the condition of and the impacts to the unnamed seasonal stream and East Fork of the Lewis River? refer to new BA and to Fishman study AES-Pete

478-36 4 4.5-4 4.5 The commenter claims that in the discussion of potential impacts from stormwater discharges, no mitigation was 
discussed for the change from the seasonal to perennial stream, no significant discussion was made for the reduction of 
temperature, and contradicting statements exists of the significance of these impacts.  In addition, commenter states that 
Salishan-Mohegan LLC, who controls the property, could implement the mitigation measure of removing grazing cattle 
from the property today.  See revised discussion and Fishman report AES-Pete

478-37 4 4.5-4 4.5 The commenter claims that in the discussion of primary wastewater treatment for Alternative A, the specific community 
sewer treatment plant was not disclosed. The existing La Center POTW which is a sequencing batch reactor AES-Bill

478-38 4 4.5-7 4.5 The commenter claims that in the discussion of Alternative B encroaching on palustrine emergent wetlands, no mitigation 
measures are discussed an the destruction of Wetland Cn, which is claimed to be a necessary mitigation measure in the 
DEIS.  In addition, the commenter is confused about the elimination of Wetlands An, Bn and Cn under Alternative B, when 
they are required to mitigate under Alternative A. Refer to new overview report AES-Pete

478-39 4 4.5-13 4.5 The commenter claims that in the discussion of wastewater service for Alternative D, a sewer line is not available to the 
site from the City of La Center municipal wastewater system, and the commenter asks what the consequences are of the 
sewer line not being available? See the discussion in 4.10 under alternative D AES-Bill

478-40 4 4.10-2 4.1 The commenter claims that the 750,000-gallon reservoir that would provide onsite water storage is not shown on any of 
the plans in the DEIS.  It is a closed tank inside the water treatment facility, see appendix G

478-41 4 4.14-46 4.14 The commenter suggests that in the discussion of development of an on-site water supply well system, water supply 
deficits in the CPU system need to be fully explained. I don't think so, I don't see the relationship AES-Bill

478-42 The commenter suggests that the FEIS analyze and discuss in detail whether a Section 401 Water Quality certification can 
be issued, since the issue was not covered in the DEIS. It is a matter for EPA to determine, point to our responses to EPA concerns AES-Pete

478-43 The commenter asks where the DEIS examines and provides guidance on the “antidegradation policy” as found in WAC 
173-201A-070?

Any NPDES permit issued to the Tribe would be issued by the USEPA and accordingly would be under their 
guidelines and standards AES-Pete

478-44
The commenter suggests that the DEIS consider an alternative where all wastewater and stormwater are routed to an 
existing wastewater treatment plant and discharges to the unnamed creek and East Fork of the Lewis River are avoided. What existing plant? Ridgefields?  Since out of Ridgefield UGA not practical AES-Bill
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[Federal Register Volume 74, Number 206 (Tuesday, October 27, 2009)]
[Notices]
[Pages 55250-55255]
From the Federal Register Online via the Government Publishing Office [www.gpo.gov]
[FR Doc No: E9-25731]

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

[Docket No. FR-5317-FA-01]

Announcement of Funding Awards for the Native American Housing 
Block Grant Recovery Act Competitive Program

AGENCY: Office of Native American Programs, Office of Public and Indian 
Housing, HUD.

ACTION: Announcement of funding awards.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

SUMMARY: In accordance with Section 102(a)(4)(C) of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development Reform Act of 1989, this announcement 
notifies the public of funding decisions made by the Department in a 
competition for funding under the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009 (``Recovery Act'') Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) 
for the Native American Housing Block Grant (``NAHBG'') Program. This 
announcement contains the consolidated names and addresses of the award 
recipients under the NAHBG Recovery Act Program.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For questions concerning the NAHBG 
Program awards, contact the Area Office of Native American Programs 
(ONAP) serving your area or Deborah M. Lalancette, Office of Native 
Programs, 1670 Broadway, 23rd Floor, Denver, CO 80202, telephone number 
303-675-1600. Hearing or speech-impaired individuals may access this 
number via TTY by calling the toll-free Federal Information Relay 
Service at 800-877-8339.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The NAHBG program provides grants to Indian 
tribes or tribally designated housing entities authorized by one or 
more tribes pursuant to the Native American Housing Assistance and 
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (``NAHASDA''). Funds can be used for 
NAHASDA-eligible activities including acquisition, new construction, 
rehabilitation of affordable housing, site improvement, development and 
rehabilitation of utilities and infrastructure, utility services, 
conversion, demolition, financing, administration and planning, 
improvements to achieve greater energy efficiency, mold remediation, 
investments that leverage private sector funding or financing for 
renovations, and energy retrofit investments.
    The awards announced in this Notice were selected for funding in a 
competition announced in a NOFA posted on the Department's Recovery Act 
website on May 27, 2009, (http://www.hud.gov/recovery). Applications 
were scored and selected for funding based on the selection criteria in 
that notice. The amount appropriated in the Recovery Act to fund the 
NAHBG Recovery Act Competitive Program was $242,250,000.
    In accordance with Section 102(a)(4)(C) of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development Reform Act of 1989 (103 Stat.1987, 42 
U.S.C. 3545), the Department is publishing the names, addresses, and 
amounts of the 102 awards made under the national competition in 
Appendix A to this document.

    Dated: October 16, 2009.
Sandra B. Henriquez,
Assistant Secretary for Public and Indian Housing.

Appendix A--Recovery Act Native American Housing Block Grant Awards

------------------------------------------------------------------------
       Name of applicant         Amount  funded    Project description
------------------------------------------------------------------------
                              Alaska Region
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Akiachak Native Community,           $2,000,000  Construct 7 Homes.
 George Peter, President, P.O.
 Box 70, Akiachak, AK 99551,
 (907) 825-4626.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Aleutian Housing Authority, Dan      $1,052,033  Construct 2 Homes in
 Duame, Executive Director, 520                   Sand Point and
 E. 32nd Avenue, Anchorage, AK                    rehabilitation of 15
 99503, (907) 563-2146.                           mutual help homes in
                                                  Unalaska.
Arctic Village, Jonathan John,       $2,000,000  Construct 6 homes.
 1st Chief, PO Box 22069,
 Arctic Village, AK 99722,
 (907) 587-5523.
Asa'Carsarmiut, James C.             $2,000,000  Construct 2 homes and
 Landlord, 1st Chief, PO Box                      access road,
 32249, Mountain Village, AK                      rehabilitate 12 homes.
 99632-2249, (907) 591-2814.
AVCP Regional Housing                $5,000,000  Construction of office
 Authority, Ronald B. Hoffman,                    building.
 President, CEO, P.O. Box 767
 Bethel, AK 99559, (907) 543-
 3121.
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Baranof Island Housing               $2,000,000  Construct 2 fourplexes.
 Authority, Bart Meyer, PO Box
 517, Sitka, AK 99835, (907)
 747-5088.
Bristol Bay Housing Authority,       $4,000,000  Construct 5 homes each
 Dave McClure, Executive                          in Chignik Lake and
 Director, 111 West 16th Ave.,                    Port Heiden.
 Suite 400, P.O. Box 3310,
 Dillingham, AK 99510, (907)
 842-5956.
Chilkoot Indian Association,         $1,906,866  Construct 1 four-plex
 Gregory Stuckey, Tribal                          and 3 single family
 Administrator, P.O. Box 490,                     homes.
 Haines, AK 99827, (907) 766-
 2323.
Cook Inlet Housing Authority,        $5,000,000  Construct 55
 Carol Gore, President/CEO,                       homeownership units in
 3510 Spenard Road, Anchorage,                    Anchorage.
 AK 99503, (907) 793-3000.
Ketchikan Indian Corporation,        $2,000,000  Construct 12-unit
 Norman Arriola, President,                       Senior Housing
 2960 Tongass Avenue,                             Project.
 Ketchikan, AK 99901, (907) 228-
 5233.
Metlakatla Indian Community          $2,000,000  Install utilities and
 Housing Authority, Karl Cook,                    construct 4 duplexes.
 Chairman, P.O. Box 8,
 Metlakatla, AK 99926, (907)
 886-6500.
Pribilof Island Aleut Community      $2,000,000  Construct 6 homes and
 of St. Paul Island, Patrick                      rehabilitate 25 homes.
 Baker, Executive Director,
 2050 Venia Minor Rd., St. Paul
 Island, AK 99660, (907) 223-
 8754.
Tlingit-Haida Regional Housing       $4,000,000  Construct 17 unit
 Authority, Blake Kazama,                         Senior complex in
 President, P.O. Box 32237,                       Saxman, Alaska.
 Juneau, AK 99803, (907) 780-
 6868.
Village of Venetie, Ernest           $2,000,000  Construct 6 homes.
 Erick, 1st Chief, P.O. Box
 81119, Venetie, AK 99781,
 (907) 849-8212.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
    Total for Alaska Region....     $36,958,899  .......................
------------------------------------------------------------------------
                        Eastern Woodlands Region
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Akwesasne Housing Authority,         $3,000,000  Expansion of Sunrise
 Retha Herne, Executive                           Acres--20 additional
 Director, 378 State Rt. 37,                      rental units.
 Hogansburg, NY 13655, (518)
 358-9020.
Aquinnah Wampanoag Tribal            $1,895,855  Rehabilitate 25 homes.
 Housing Authority, Jane A.
 Greene, Housing Administrator,
 PO Box 479, Chilimark, MA
 02535, (508) 645-2711.
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Bad River Housing Authority,         $2,000,000  Green House Project 1.
 Joe Bresette, Interim
 Executive Director, PO Box 57,
 Odanah, WI 54861, (715) 682-
 7111.
Bay Mills Indian Community           $2,000,000  Energy Efficiency Rehab
 Housing Authority, Cheryl                        Project.
 Parish, Executive Director,
 3095 S. Towering Pines,
 Brimley, MI 49715, (906) 248-
 5524.
Bois Forte Band of the               $2,000,000  16 units of rental
 Minnesota Chippewa Tribe,                        housing.
 Kevin Leecy, Chairperson, PO
 Box 16, Nett Lake, MN 55772,
 (218) 757-3261.
Choctaw Housing Authority, Eric      $2,988,987  Construct 32 rental
 Willis, Executive Director, PO                   units.
 Box 6088, Choctaw, MS 39350,
 (601) 656-6617.
Fond du Lac Band of the              $2,629,550  Assisted Living
 Minnesota Chippewa Tribe,                        Project.
 Karen Diver, Chairperson, 1720
 Big Lake Rd., Cloquet, MN
 55720, (218) 879-4593.
Grand Portage Housing                $2,000,000  West Village Rental
 Authority, Gale Carlson,                         Housing Development
 Executive Director, PO Box                       Project.
 303, Grand Portage, MN 55605,
 (218) 475-2277.
Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa        $2,000,000  Construction of 16
 and Chippewa Indians, Derek                      units.
 Bailey, Tribal Chairman, 2605
 N West Bay Shore Dr.,
 Peshawbestown, MI 49682, (231)
 534-3538.
Hannahville Indian Community,        $1,516,850  Expansion of Elderly
 Kenneth Meshigaud,                               Complex.
 Chairperson, N14911
 Hannahville B1 Rd., Wilson, MI
 49896, (906) 723-2294.
Ho-Chunk Housing and Community       $3,000,000  New Housing
 Development Agency, Mark                         Construction,
 Butterfield, Executive                           acquisition and
 Director, PO Box 730, Tomah,                     rehabilitation.
 WI 54660, (608) 374-1245.
Houlton Band of Maliseet             $2,000,000  New Housing
 Indians Housing Authority,                       Construction.
 Aaron Greenlaw, Executive
 Director, PO Box 13, Houlton,
 ME 04730, (207) 532-7638.
Keweenaw Bay Ojibwa Housing          $1,974,968  Beartown Subdivision--
 Authority, Eddy Edwards,                         New Home Construction.
 Executive Director, 220 Main
 St., Baraga, MI 49908, (906)
 353-7117.
Lac Courte Oreilles Housing          $3,000,000  New Housing
 Authority, Jean Thayer,                          Construction.
 Executive Director, 13416 W.
 Trepania Rd., Hayward, WI
 54843, (715) 634-2147.
Lac du Flambeau Chippewa             $2,000,000  Green Rehabilitation.
 Housing Authority, Gary Smith,
 Executive Director, PO Box
 187, Lac du Flambeau, WI
 54538, (715) 586-3348.
Lac Vieux Desert Band of Lake        $1,996,338  Construction of
 Superior Chippewa, Anthony                       Community Center and 9
 LaBine, Executive Director, PO                   new homes.
 Box 466, Watersmeet, MI 49969,
 (906) 358-0344.
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Leech Lake Housing Authority,        $3,000,000  New Housing
 Marlene Mitchell, Executive                      Construction.
 Director, PO Box 938, Cass
 Lake, MN 56633, (218) 335-8280.
Little River Band of Ottawa          $2,000,000  New Housing
 Indians, Larry Romanelli,                        Construction.
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 Ogema, 375 River St.,
 Manistee, MI 49660, (231) 723-
 8288.
Little Traverse Bay Bands of         $2,000,000  Little Murray Road
 Odawa Indians, Ken Harrington,                   Housing Development
 Chairman, 7500 Odawa Circle,                     Project.
 Harbor Springs, MI 49740,
 (231) 242-1402.
Lower Sioux Indian Housing           $2,000,000  Construction of 6 new
 Authority, Karen Bogan,                          homes.
 Housing Director, PO Box 308,
 Morton, MN 56270, (507) 697-
 6412.
Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina,      $4,000,000  Housing Rehabilitation.
 Jimmy Goins, Chairperson, PO
 Box 2709, Pembroke, NC 28372.
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, Cedric      $2,000,000  Infrastructure for 50
 Cromwell, Chairperson, 483                       new homes.
 Great Neck Rd. South, Mashpee,
 MA 02649, (508) 477-0208.
Match E-Be-Nash-She-Wish Band        $2,000,000  Build 5 to 7 new homes.
 of the Pottawatomi, David K.
 Sprague, Chairman, PO Box 218
 Dorr, MI 49323, (616) 681-8830.
Menominee Indian Tribe of            $3,000,000  Renovation of 131
 Wisconsin, Lisa Waukau,                          units.
 Chairperson, PO Box 910,
 Keshena, WI 54135, (715) 799-
 5114.
MOWA Band of Choctaw Housing           $960,000  Nine units of Single
 Authority, Craig Taylor,                         Family Housing.
 Executive Director, 1080 Red
 Fox Rd., Mt. Vernon, AL 36560,
 (251) 829-5000.
Narragansett Indian Tribe of         $2,000,000  Rehabilitation of
 RI, Matthew Thomas, Chief                        Elderly Housing
 Sachem, PO Box 268,                              Project.
 Charlestown, RI 02813.
Nottawaseppi Huron Band of the       $2,000,000  New Housing and
 Potawatomi, Laura Spurr, 2221                    Infrastructure.
 11/2 Mile Road, Fulton, MI
 49052, (269) 729-5151.
Oneida Tribe of Indians of           $3,000,000  Energy Efficiency
 Wisconsin, Rick Hill,                            Project.
 Chairperson, PO Box 365,
 Oneida, WI 54155, (920) 869-
 4000.
Pleasant Point Reservation           $2,000,000  New Housing
 Housing Authority, Reuben                        Construction of
 Cleaves, Executive Director,                     Affordable Housing.
 15 Elders Way, Suite 201,
 Perry, ME 04667, (207) 853-
 0900.
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi           $2,000,000  Housing Community
 Indians, Matt Wesaw,                             Center.
 Chairperson, PO Box 180,
 Dowagiac, MI 49047, (269) 782-
 8998.
Red Cliff Housing Authority,         $2,000,000  New Housing
 Raymond DePerry, Executive                       Construction.
 Director, 37645 New Housing
 Rd., Bayfield, WI 54814, (715)
 779-3744.
Red Lake Reservation Housing         $3,000,000  New Housing
 Authority, Jane Barrett,                         Construction.
 Executive Director, PO Box
 219, Red Lake, MN 56671, (218)
 679-3368.
Sault Ste Marie Tribe Housing        $3,000,000  Housing Rehabilitation.
 Authority, Joni Talentino,
 Director, 154 Parkside Drive,
 Kincheloe, MI 49788, (906) 495-
 5555.
Seneca Nation Housing                $3,000,000  New Construction of 15
 Authority, Wenona Scott, MPA,                    housing units.
 Executive Director, 50 Iroquis
 Dr., Irving NY (716) 532-5000.
Sokaogon Chippewa Community,         $1,885,661  New Housing
 Arlyn Ackley, Chairperson,                       Construction.
 3051 Sand Lake Rd., Crandon,
 WI 54520, (715) 478-7500.
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Stockbridge-Munsee Community of      $2,000,000  New Housing
 Wisconsin, Robert Chicks,                        Construction.
 President, N. 8476 He Con Nuck
 Rd., Bowler, WI 54416, (715)
 793-4387.
White Earth Reservation Housing      $3,000,000  New Housing
 Authority, Robert Durant,                        Construction.
 Executive Director, 3303 Hwy
 59, Waubun, MN 56589,
 (218) 473-4663.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
    Total for Eastern Woodlands     $85,848,209  .......................
     Region.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
                         Northern Plains Region
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Northern Arapaho Tribal Housing      $1,596,000  Construct 12 single-
 Authority, Patrick Goggles,                      family units.
 Executive Director, 501 Ethete
 Road, Ethete, WY 82520, (307)
 332-5318.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Northern Cheyenne Tribal             $3,000,000  Upgrade water system
 Housing Authority, Lafe                          for 14 families and
 Haugen, Executive Director,                      rehabilitate 75 single-
 P.O. Box 327, Lame Deer, MT                      family units.
 59043, (406) 477-6419.
Oglala Sioux (Lakota) Housing        $4,000,000  Construct 18 single-
 Authority, Paul Iron Cloud,                      family units and
 CEO, P.O. Box 603, Pine Ridge,                   develop sites for
 SD 57770, (605) 867-5161.                        future housing.
Salish & Kootenai Housing            $3,000,000  Construct 8 duplexes
 Authority, Jason Adams,                          (16 units).
 Executive Director, P.O. Box
 38, Pablo, MT 59855, (406) 675-
 4491.
Sicangu Wicoti Awanyakapi            $4,000,000  Develop infrastructure
 (Rosebud) Corp., Amos Prue,                      for 85 new home sites.
 CEO, P.O. Box 69, Rosebud, SD
 57570, (605) 747-2203.
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Utah Paiute Housing Authority,       $2,000,000  Rehabilitate 88 units.
 Jessie Laggis, Executive
 Director, 665 North, 100 East
 Cedar City, UT 84721, (435)
 586-1122.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
    Total for Northern Plains       $17,596,000  .......................
     Region.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
                            Northwest Region
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Cowlitz Indian Tribal Housing,       $2,624,865  Project 1 is for
 Mr. Larry Coyle, Executive                       construction of a
 Director, PO Box 711, 107                        wastewater treatment
 Spencer Road, Chehalis, WA                       facility for a 36 unit
 98532, (360) 864-8720.                           housing development
                                                  near Toledo, WA
                                                  (98591)
                                                 Project 2 is to provide
                                                  infrastructure (roads,
                                                  sewer, and water) for
                                                  a planned 31 unit
                                                  housing development in
                                                  Toledo, WA (98591).
Suquamish Tribe, Mr. Leonard         $1,902,448  Project 1 is for
 Forsman, Tribal Chairman, PO                     construction of 8
 Box 498, Suquamish, WA 98392,                    homes including a
 (360) 394-8400.                                  neighborhood
                                                  playground.
                                                 Project 2 is for
                                                  construction of 2
                                                  elder units, provide
                                                  infrastructure (road
                                                  and sidewalks)
                                                  improvements, and
                                                  rehabilitate a
                                                  community center.
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Coos, Lower Umpqua & Siuslaw         $1,998,800  Project 1 is for
 Tribe, Ms. Wendy Williford,                      construction of 4
 Tribal Council, 1245 Fulton                      duplexes (8 units) in
 Ave., Coos Bay, OR 97420-2895,                   Qaxas Heights near
 (541) 888-2853.                                  North Bend, OR (97459)
                                                 Project 2 is to acquire
                                                  and rehabilitate 4
                                                  units (2 duplexes or 1
                                                  4-plex) near Florence,
                                                  OR (97439).
Coeur D'Alene Tribal Housing         $2,000,000  Construction of 12 3-
 Authority, Ms. Cielo Gibson,                     Bedroom Housing Units
 Executive Director, P.O. Box                     & Underground Cistern
 267 Plummer, ID 83851, (208)                     for Rainwater
 686-1927.                                        Harvesting at
                                                  Gathering Place
                                                  Subdivision.
Colville Indian Housing              $3,000,000  Construction of 27
 Authority, Ms. Elena Bassett,                    homes and a Community
 Executive Director, P.O. Box                     Center.
 528, Nespelem, WA 99155, (509)
 634-4767.
Kalispel Tribe of Indians, Mr.       $1,034,542  Construction of 6
 Glen Nenema, Tribal Chairman,                    Housing Units (1 2-
 P.O. Box 39, Usk, WA 99180,                      BDR, 3 3-BDR, and 2 4-
 (509) 445-1147.                                  BDR homes).
Lummi Indian Housing Authority,      $3,000,000  Construct 36 Apartment
 Ms. Diana Phair, Executive                       Units.
 Director, 2828 Kwina Road,
 Bellingham, WA, (360) 312-8407.
Port Gamble S'Klallam Housing        $1,679,763  Construction of 14 new
 Authority, Ms. Teresa Lange,                     affordable Rental
 Executive Director, 3200                         Housing units.
 Little Boston Road, N.E.,
 Kingston, WA 98346-0155, (360)
 297-6275.
Puyallup Nation Housing              $3,000,000  Construction of 10
 Authority, Ms. Annette Bryan,                    (ten) Housing Units,
 Executive Director, P.O. Box                     Community Building,
 1844, 2806 East Portland Ave.,                   Site Amenities, and a
 Ste 200, Tacoma, WA 98404-                       Maintenance Building.
 1844, (253) 573-7956.
Quinault Housing Authority, Ms.      $2,000,000  Construction of 18 new
 Tina DeLaCruz, Executive                         affordable Housing
 Director, P.O. Box 160,                          units on lots at Qui-
 Taholah, WA 98587, (360) 276-                    Nai-Elt Village
 4320.                                            subdivision.
Confederated Tribes of Siletz        $2,935,000  Construction of 16 new
 Indians, Ms. Delores Pigsley,                    apartments (8 at
 Tribal Chairperson, P.O. Box                     Lakeside Village and 8
 549, Siletz, OR 97380, (503)                     at Gwee Shut Road).
 444-8340.
Squaxin Island Tribe, Mr. Brian      $1,196,160  Construction of 2 six-
 Thompson, Planning Director,                     unit Apartment
 10 S.E. Squaxin Lane, Shelton,                   Buildings at Slocum
 WA 98584, (360) 432-3907.                        Ridge III Multifamily
                                                  Housing Project.
Yakama Nation Housing                $3,000,000  Housing repairs and
 Authority, Mr. James Berg,                       improvements for at
 Executive Director, P.O. Box                     least 64 low-income
 156, Wapato, WA 98951-1499,                      families.
 (509) 877-6171.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
    Total for Northwest Region.     $29,371,578  .......................
------------------------------------------------------------------------
                         Southern Plains Region
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Absentee Shawnee Housing             $2,677,572  Rehabilitation
 Authority, Sherry Gleckler,                      approximately 50 homes
 Executive Director, PO Box                       in our low rent
 425, Shawnee, OK, 74802, (405)                   program. New
 273-1050.                                        construction of 5
                                                  homes (including 1
                                                  handicap accessible
                                                  unit).
------------------------------------------------------------------------
Cherokee Nation, Chad Smith,         $5,000,000  Three activities: (1)
 Principal Chief, PO Box 948,                     Construction of
 Tahlequah, OK, 74465, (918)                      utility and related
 456-0671.                                        infrastructure to
                                                  support 30 house sites
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                                                  at ``Redbird'' site;
                                                  (2) construction of
                                                  utility and related
                                                  infrastructure to
                                                  support 26 house sites
                                                  at the ``Fairfield''
                                                  site; and (3)
                                                  construction of 15
                                                  energy efficient
                                                  houses at the
                                                  ``Redbird'' site for
                                                  eligible applicants.
Cheyenne-Arapaho Housing             $3,000,000  Rehabilitation of
 Authority, Reggie Wassana,                       community building;
 Executive Director, 2100 Dog                     renovations of 71
 Patch Road, Clinton, OK,                         tribal elder's homes;
 73601, (580) 331-2401.                           and Acquisition of
                                                  three (3) homes for
                                                  low-income tribal
                                                  members.
Choctaw Nation Housing               $4,000,000  Construction of 32, 1-
 Authority, Russell Sossamon,                     bedroom, single family
 Executive Director, PO Box G,                    rental units for the
 Hugo, OK 74743, (580) 326-7521.                  low-income elderly (4
                                                  locations, 8 units
                                                  each location: Durant,
                                                  Hugo, Talihina, and
                                                  Idabel, OK).
Citizen Potawatomi Nation, John      $2,745,831  Development of
 A. Barrett, Chairman, 1601                       infrastructure elder
 South Gordon Cooper Drive,                       housing complex and
 Shawnee, OK 74801, (405) 275-                    construction of 10
 3121.                                            duplexes (20 unites).
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Iowa Tribe of KS and NE Housing      $1,983,000  Construct ten (10) home
 Authority, Brad Campbell,                        ownership units and
 Executive Director, PO Box 68,                   the infrastructure
 White Cloud, KS, 66094, (785)                    units for qualified
 595-3380.                                        applicants.
HA of Peoria Tribe of Indians        $2,000,000  Construction of 14 low
 of Oklahoma, Claude Landers,                     income residential
 Executive Director, 3606                         rental units in three
 Sencay Avenue, Miami, OK                         duplexes and two
 74354, (918) 542-1873.                           single family
                                                  residences.
Muscogee (Creek) Nation, A.D.        $5,000,000  Elderly Housing
 Ellis, Principal Chief, PO Box                   Construction for 24
 580, Okmulgee, OK 74447, (918)                   units within existing
 756-8700.                                        complex.
Seminole Nation Housing              $2,000,000  Roads, water lines and
 Authority, Thomas McGeisey,                      electrical
 Executive Director, PO Box                       infrastructure for
 1493, 101 S. Hitchite Avenue,                    Econtuchka Estates
 Wewoka, OK 74884, (405) 257-                     that will result in 15
 6604.                                            single family
                                                  residences, 50 multi-
                                                  family residences, and
                                                  a recreational/
                                                  wellness center.
Tonkawa Tribe, Donald                $1,937,804  Rehabilitate 74 low-
 L.Patterson, President, 1 Rush                   income homes to
 Buffalo Road, Tonkawa, OK                        include energy
 74653, (580) 628-2561.                           efficient appliances,
                                                  windows, water saving
                                                  devices, and handicap
                                                  accessibility.
Wichita Tribe Housing                $2,000,000  Construction for
 Authority, Ben Hatfield,                         fourteen (14) new
 Executive Director, 1 Coronado                   energy-efficient
 Circle, Anadarko, OK 73005,                      housing units
 (405) 247-7470.                                  construction and
                                                  acquisition/payoff of
                                                  three (3) duplexes.
Wyandotte Nation, Leaford            $1,717,490  Energy efficient new
 Bearskin, Chief, 64700 E.                        rental construction of
 Highway 60, Wyandotte, OK                        twelve (12) single-
 74370, (918) 678-2297.                           family units and two
                                                  (2) duplex units for
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                                                  low to moderate income
                                                  tribal members.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
    Total for Southern Plains       $34,061,697  .......................
     Region.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
                            Southwest Region
------------------------------------------------------------------------
All Mission Indian Housing           $2,000,000  New construction of 8
 Authority, Dave Shaffer,                         single-family homes, 2
 Executive Director, 27740                        on each member
 Jefferson Avenue, Suite 200,                     reservation for
 Temecula, CA 92590, (951) 760-                   Cahuilla, Torres-
 7390.                                            Martinez, Santa Rosa,
                                                  and La Jolla.
Bear River Band of Rohnerville       $2,000,000  New housing
 Rancheria, Leonard Bowman,                       construction of 9
 Tribal Chairperson, 27 Bear                      single-family
 River Drive, Loleta, CA 95551,                   homeownership units
 (707) 733-1900.                                  (Tish Non Village) on
                                                  land located
                                                  immediately adjacent
                                                  to the Rancheria and
                                                  purchased with Tribal
                                                  funds.
Bishop Paiute Tribe, Monty           $1,998,580  Rehabilitate and
 Bengochia, Chairperson, P.O.                     modernize 31 homes on
 Box 548, 50 Tu Su Lane,                          the reservation.
 Bishop, CA 93514-8058, (760)
 873-3584.
Chico Rancheria Housing              $1,758,000  Acquisition of 3 rental
 Corporation, Heath Browning,                     housing units.
 Executive Director, 585 East
 Avenue, Chico, CA 95926, (530)
 343-4048.
Fort Bidwell Paiute Indian           $2,000,000  Housing Rehabilitation
 Community, Aaron Townsend,                       of 15--2 & 3 bedroom
 Chairperson, P.O. Box 129,                       homes and 5--2 bedroom
 Fort Bidwell, CA 96112, (530)                    apartments located on
 279-6310.                                        the reservation.
Greenville Rancheria of Maidu        $2,000,000  Construction of 7
 Indians, Kyle Self,                              single-family homes.
 Chairperson, P.O. Box 279,
 Greenville, CA 95947, (530)
 284-7990.
Isleta Pueblo Housing                $2,000,000  New Construction of 20
 Authority, Edward Torres,                        New Homes located at
 Executive Director, P.O. Box                     the Sunset Hills III
 760, Isleta, NM 87022-0760,                      subdivision.
 (505) 869-4153.
Karuk Tribe Housing Authority,       $2,936,850  Rehabilitate &
 Sami Jo Difuntorum, Executive                    modernize 30 single
 Director, P.O. Box 1159, Happy                   family homes at Happy
 Camp, CA 96039.                                  Camp.
Laguna Housing Development &         $2,000,000  New construction of 18
 Management Enterprise, William                   rental housing units.
 Sommers, Executive Director,
 P.O. Box 178, Laguna, NM
 87026, (505) 552-6430.
Manzanita Band of Diegueno           $1,965,662  Purchase and install
 Indians, Nelson Pinola,                          ten (10) manufactured
 Chairperson, P.O. Box 1302,                      homes for low- and
 Boulevard, CA 91905, (619) 766-                  moderate-income
 4930.                                            persons on the
                                                  Manzanita Reservation.
Mescalero Apache Housing             $3,000,000  Housing Rehabilitation
 Authority, Alvin Benally,                        of 34 units in Pena's
 Acting Executive Director,                       Subdivision.
 P.O. Box 227, Mescalero, NM
 88340, (575) 464-9235.
Modoc Lassen Indian Housing          $2,000,000  Moderate rehabilitation
 Authority, Phil Bush,                            of 8 tribal housing
 Executive Director, 401                          units and 31 rental
 Peninsula Drive, Suite 6, Lake                   housing stock units.
 Almanor, CA 96137, (530) 596-                   Replacement of 4
 4127.                                            housing units.
                                                  Purchase and
                                                  installation of 3 new
                                                  modular housing units
                                                  on vacant lots in an
                                                  existing subdivision.
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Nambe Pueblo Housing Entity,         $2,000,000  Infrastructure
 Christine Brock, Executive                       including streets,
 Director, 11 West Gutierrez,                     curbs, and gutters for
 P.O. Box 3456, Santa Fe, NM                      the Buffalo Range
 87510, (505) 455-0158.                           Housing Subdivision
Ohkay Owingeh Housing                $2,000,000  Rehabilitation of 22
 Authority, Tomasita Duran,                       traditional adobe
 Executive Director, P.O. Box                     homes occupied by low
 1059, Ohkay Owingeh, NM 87566,                   or moderate income
 (505) 852-0189.                                  (LMI) homeowners and
                                                  residents in the
                                                  historic Ohkay Owingeh
                                                  plaza area.
Pinoleville Pomo Nation, Leona         $375,511  Construction of 6 new 4-
 L. Williams, Tribal Chair, 500                   bedroom, 2-bath homes
 B. Pinoleville Drive, Ukiah,                     for low-income Tribal
 CA 95482, (707) 468-3835.                        citizens.
San Felipe Pueblo Housing            $2,000,000  Infrastructure for 100
 Authority, Isaac Perez,                          acre affordable
 Executive Director, P.O. Box                     housing sub-division
 4222, San Felipe Pueblo, NM                      on the Pueblo of San
 87001, (505) 771-9291.                           Felipe.

[[Page 55255]]

 
Susanville Indian Rancheria            $799,236  Infrastructure
 Housing Authority, George                        improvements including
 Baker, Executive Director,                       road extension and
 P.O. Box 970, Susanville, CA                     utilities, street
 96130, (530) 257-5033.                           work, a storm drain
                                                  system, water system,
                                                  sewer system,
                                                  electrical system and
                                                  erosion control to
                                                  support new home
                                                  sites.
Taos Pueblo Housing, John              $579,778  Construction of new
 Mirabal, Executive Director,                     Taos Pueblo Housing
 P.O. Box 2570, Taos, NM 87571,                   Office Building.
 (575) 737-9704.
Yerington Paiute Tribal Housing      $2,000,000  New Housing
 Authority, Ralph Rogers,                         Construction of 7
 Executive Director, 31 West                      units in the Willows
 Loop Road, Yerington, NV                         Court Subdivision.
 89447, (775) 463-2225.
Zuni Housing Authority, Michael      $3,000,000  New Housing
 Chavez, Executive Director,                      Construction of 12
 P.O. Box 710, Zuni Pueblo, NM                    homes (Phase III) of a
 87024-0710, (505) 782-4564.                      master-planned
                                                  community.
------------------------------------------------------------------------
    Total for Southwest Region.     $38,413,617  .......................
------------------------------------------------------------------------
        Grand Total............    $242,250,000  .......................
------------------------------------------------------------------------

[FR Doc. E9-25731 Filed 10-26-09; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4210-67-P
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HUD No. 15-018
Elena Gaona
(202) 708-0685

FOR RELEASE
Wednesday

February 18, 2015

HUD ANNOUNCES MORE THAN $650 MILLION IN INDIAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS

WASHINGTON - The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development today announced more 
than $651 million to 586 Native American tribes in 34 states (see list below). Indian Housing Block 
Grant (IHBG) allocations are distributed each year to eligible Indian tribes or their tribally designated 
housing entities for a range of affordable housing activities.

IHBG funds primarily benefit low-income families living on Indian reservations or in other American 
Indian and Alaska Native communities. The amount of each grant is based on a formula that considers 
local needs and housing units under management by the tribe or designated entity.

"Our nation is at its best when everyone has a fair chance to thrive," said HUD Secretary Julián Castro. 
"These funds will support the innovative work Native American tribes and families are doing to build a 
more prosperous future. Our partnership with these local leaders today will create better housing 
opportunities, more robust economic development and stronger communities tomorrow."
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Housing News

https://www.cowlitz.org/index.php/resources/housing/61-housing-news[3/17/2016 11:13:58 AM]

Energy and Weatherization 
Cowlitz Tribal Housing has a strong weatherization program for qualifying tribal members and other natives. Some
 area restrictions apply.

 

Mortgage Assistance 
Low income tribal members may receive help with mortgage payments for up to 6 months.

 

Well and Sewer Repair or Replacement 
 By coordinating with Indian Health Service, we are able to bring clean water and sanitary living conditions to
 members in need.

 

Standard Rental Assistance 
In Time of need, low income tribal members may receive help with monthly rent up to 6 months

 

Student Rental Assistance 
Our most popular program, student rental assistance provides help with monthly rent for low income full time
 students.

 

Elder & Disabled Rental Assistance 
 Qualifying low income Elders and disabled tribal members may receive help with rent.

 

Home Owner Counseling 
We can assist members through the home buying process. When members are ready to apply for a home loan, we help
 find the lowest interest rate possible. Down payment assistance of up to $20,000.00 can be available for those who
 can close the loan.

How Do I Know if I Qualify for Assistance? 
Qualification for services is based on family size and household income.

Call 360-864-8720 for information or to request an application

Foreclosure Help from CITH

Foreclosure proceedings are an issue in many tribal households. Just like the rest of the nation, our Cowlitz Tribe has
 members suffering from layoffs, and BAD LOANS! One option being used more and more is: Throw in the towel on
 your huge mortgage and start over at today’s home prices. We can help you clean up your credit and purchase a
 home at TODAY’S prices. CITH was able to buy a few homes in various counties for our Home Ownership Program with
 an ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) grant. Our carpenters have done some remodeling and minor
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Looking for Scholarships?

https://www.cowlitz.org/index.php/resources/education/310-education-2[3/17/2016 11:13:07 AM]

Evergreen State College: http://evergreen.edu/scholarships/home.htm

Indian Health Service (IHS) Scholarship Program: http://www.ihs.gov/scholarship/

Intertribal Timber Council: http://www.itcnet.org/about_us/scholarships.html

Jack Kent Cooke Foundation: http://www.jkcf.org/scholarship-programs/young-scholars/

National Academy of American Scholarships (NAAS): http://naas.org/

The National Center for American Indian Enterprise Development: http://scholarships.ncaied.org/

Native American scholarship search/link:   http://www.educationcorner.com/native-american-
scholarships.html

National Indian Education Association Student Resources: http://www.niea.org/Students.aspx

Northwest Archivists: Http://northwestarchivists.org/nacr-scholarship

Northwest Indian Housing Association (NWIHA) Scholarship: http://nwiha.org/youth-scholarship-
program/

theWashBoard.org:   http://thewashboard.org/login.aspx

Udall Undergraduate
 Scholarship:http://www.udall.gov/OurPrograms/Scholarship/AboutScholarship.aspx

University of Washington Daniel Iyall Native American Teacher Education Fellowship:
 http://education.uw.edu/alumni-and-friends/iyall

Washington Indian Gaming (WIGA) Scholarship: http://www.washingtonindiangaming.org/wiga-
college-scholarship.aspx

Washington State University Memorandum of Understanding Member Scholarships available at the
 Pullman, Tri-Cities, and Vancouver Campuses:  http://native.wsu.edu/tribal-
liaison/scholarships/MOUscholarship.html

Washington State University Scholarships: http://admission.wsu.edu/scholarships
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