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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 

CALIFORNIA VALLEY MIWOK TRIBE,  

et al.,  

 

Plaintiffs,  

 

v. 

 

KEN SALAZAR, et al., 

 

Defendants. 

 

 

 

 

Case No. 1:11-CV-00160-BJR 

 

Hon. Barbara Jacobs Rothstein 

 

 

DECLARATION OF SABA BAZZAZIEH IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO EXPEDITE 

CONSIDERATION OF THE INTERVENOR-DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS 

PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT 

I, Saba Bazzazieh, hereby declare: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice in the United States District Court for the 

District of Columbia and admitted to practice pro hac vice in the instant action.  I am a Partner at 

the law firm Rosette LLP, attorneys of record for the California Valley Miwok Tribe (“Tribe”), a 

federally-recognized Indian tribe and Intervenor-Defendant in the above-captioned matter.  I 

make this declaration in support of the Tribe’s Motion to Expedite Consideration of its Motion to 

Dismiss Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint For Declaratory and Injunctive Relief (“Motion to 

Expedite”). 

2. I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and would be competent to 

testify as to those facts if called upon to do so in a court of law. 

3. As a federally-recognized “Non-Compact” Indian tribe located in the state of 

California, the Tribe is an eligible recipient of the Revenue Sharing Trust Fund monies 

administered by the California Gambling Control Commission (“CGCC”), a state agency which 

serves as trustee of these funds for eligible California tribes (See CGCC List of RSTF Eligible 
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tribes, dated October 24, 2012, attached hereto as Exhibit A).  

4. On our around January 8, 2008, the Tribe initiated action in the Superior Court for 

the State of California, County of San Diego, Central District against the CGCC for improperly 

withholding the RSTF funds from the Tribe since 2005, as a result of its internal governance 

dispute.  (See California Valley Miwok Tribe v. The California Gambling Control Commission, 

37-2008-00075326-CU-CO-CTL) (“Tribe v. CGCC Action”). 

5. After two successful rulings from the California Court of Appeals (Fourth 

Appellate District), on April 26 2013, the San Diego Superior Court ruled against the Tribe and 

granted the CGCC’s motion for summary judgment, which occurred, solely due to the fact that a 

final ruling has not yet been issued in this matter (See Tentative Rulings in the Tribe v. CGCC 

Action, dated April 25, 2013, attached hereto as Exhibit B)(“the court finds that, because the 

[D.C. action] is still pending…the Commission is justified in withholding the RSTF funds.” p.3 

Opinion). 

6. In addition, not only have the Tribe’s federal grant funds been halted, pending 

resolution of the instant action, but so have their ability to challenge previously withheld federal 

monies in fiscal years 2010 and 2011.  Indeed, on April 3, 2012, the United States Civilian Board 

of Contract Appeals stayed the Tribe’s appeals for undistributed federal contract funds, “pending 

completion of the district court action.”  (See Order of the U.S. Civilian Board of Contract 

Appeals, dated April 3, 2013, attached hereto as Exhibit C). 

7. Consequently, the Tribe is now left with no recourse in any venue to attempt to 

retrieve either its federal or state monies to which it is entitled and had previously and 

appropriately received.  This has led to and continues to inflict debilitating harm to the Tribe and 

its citizens (See Declaration of Silvia Burley in Support of Intervenor-Defendant’s Motion to 

Expedite Consideration of its Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint, filed 

concurrently herewith). 
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8. Resolution of the outstanding federal and state monies owed to the Tribe can be 

had, from a legal standpoint, solely from a determination and decision issued by the Court in the 

instant action. 

9. Pursuant to the requirements of Local Civil Rule 7(m) of the Rules of the United 

States District Court for the District of Columbia, on June 28, 2013, I contacted counsel to 

Plaintiffs, Roy Goldberg, as well as counsel to the Federal Defendants, Kenneth Rooney, to 

notify them of the Tribe’s intention to file its Motion to Expedite in order to ascertain the parties’ 

respective positions on this filing. 

10. On June 28, 2013, Mr. Rooney represented that the Federal Defendants take no 

position as to the Motion to Expedite.  Also on June 28, 2013, Mr. Goldberg represented that the 

Plaintiffs would oppose the Motion to Expedite. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.   

Executed on this 5th day of July, 2013. 

 

 
Saba Bazzazieh 
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