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COMES NOW the Plaintiff, pro Se, with this Response in Opposition to Defendant’s
‘Motion for a Protective Order’ to prevent Discovery prior to summary judgment by this
Court,

In their Motion for a Protective Order, the government cites their three basic
arguments concerming Mootness, Jurisdiction, and the Agency followed its regulations; and in
addition promotes the arguments to this Court the subjects of Requests for Dhscovery and
Admissions be proven to “exist”, be “essential” and “relevant”, and not place “undue burden

or expensc” on the defendants, or the courts.
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Plaintift contends in this Response the subjects of the Requests for Discovery and
Admigsions “exist:, are “essential’ and “relevant” and without this Court denying detendant’s

" Plamtiff

Motion for a protective order, this
contends through this Discovery and Admissions, this Court can expedite its judgment
concerning defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment and have clear information, very
necessary criteria for making its decisions in this casc, and in doing so, can save this Court,
and courts all over the Umted States of North America time and expense.

Plaintiff's Request for Discovery and Admissions, as attached to Defendant’s Motion,
concerns various discussions engaged in by Defendants which are supposed to bring about a
situation where Adams “will not receive further citations”. See at 11, Defendant’s
Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment - (“In the instant case, the
allegations of plaintiff’s comptaint do not give rise to a reasonable expectation that he will be
subject Lo the same alleged “injury” in the future. inasmuch as another Rainbow family
member (Jett Kline) has demonstrated a willingness to sign permit applications on behalf of the
group, it is possible that future Rainbow gathenngs will proceed with valid permits or, at a
minimum, that the signature requirement will not be placed in 1ssue.”).

Defendants’ Motion for a Protective Order indicates they are stll “engaged i
discussion™ with persons whom they consider to be “other Rainbow members.” Tn effect, the
Forest Service is “negotiating” with other persons with Mr. Adams’ Rights on the table.
Surely such discussions are relevant to Plaintiff’s Complaint if they stand to resolve the issues
therein, as the government has alleged.

L

Defendant’s case relies on its three point arguments, presented in defendant’s Motion
for Summary Judgment, in this unusual legal move for a protective order to prevent a reply to
Plaintiff’s request for Discovery and Admissions. Defendants have moved to dismiss plaintiffs

complaint on grounds that:

(1) the complaint is moot because the gathering for which plaintiff sought a
permit is over, (2) any challenge to the constitutionality of the noncommercial



S . .

group use regulation is barred by Ninth Circuit precedent, and (3) there can be
no disputc that the I'orest Service followed its regulation in denying plaintiff's
permit application.

Plaintiff has challenged these arguments in his Complaint, and in his Response to Defendant’s
Motion for Summary Judgment; and Plaintiff challenges further in this Response relevant to
this Motion for a Protective Order.

A, Mootness

1, The Idaho Gathering Incident is pot over. Defendants contend, because the actual
physical assembly which plaintiff applied to attend is over, therefore the situation and
circumstances have passed and no longer “live”. Plaintiff has answered in his Response to
defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment, and adds additional “evidence”, as defendant has
requested in this Motion for Protective Order!.

In fact, the 2001 Gathering is still ongoing, however constrained at this point, in the
[orm ol administrative processing, 1.¢. final billing, Final Report, and year round monitoring to
assure that seeding, road work, and other clean-up cfforts are successful. These aspects of
Forest Service involvement need completing before the entire “Rainbow Gathering Incident”
process 1s truly over, This concurs with Forest Scrvice procedure at other Gatherings,
wherein a “Delegation of Authority” authorizing the Incident Team includes the directive to
issue a Final Report. Sce Attachment A, Delegations of Authority for Shawnee 2001 and
Pennsylvania 1999, In the current case, Idaho 2001, these adnnimistrative functions are not yet
completed, thus, in a real sense, the Gathering Incident is not yet over.

In a recent phone conversation with Mary Strandberg, Forest Service personnel in the
Lowman District Ranger’s office, stated to Plaintiff that the final billing was yet to happen,
and a final report was being completed; and that any questions on the billing should be
directed to the Incident Command Team, which was handling the billing, Furthermore, the

Lowman District’s recent confirmation that the Incident Team is still involved, is a clear

1See Footnote, defendant’s Motion for Protective Order ( see 1.2 pg 5..)
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indication that the “incident” is not closed. See Attachment B, Follow-up confirmation Fax to
Mary Strandberg,

2. Adams could still be cited or billed and sued for this “Gathering”, In February 2001,
Adams was convicted of a citation, and when it came time for sentencing, the U.S. Attorney’s
sought to bill Adams, but the Court ruled that Adams was not hable in that circumstance, But
even after the Magistrate’s pronouncement, the Forest Service nevertheless persisted and
issued Adams the bill for the 2000 gathering?. Only after several letters by Adams, and
Attorney Brian Michaels, acting on behalf ot’ Adams in that instance, did the Forest Service
retract that bill, but still indicated an intent to re-issue a revised bill. Adams is still in legal
“liability” danger from that event until the billing i1s complete. See Attachment C, pg 2, 3 -
Letters between Ranger Havig and Adams concerning billing,

‘The same sort of circumstance applies in this case in Tdaho Gathening 2001, wherein
Mr. Adams could be still cited for participation and/or could still be subject to billing and
possible Forest Service suit agamst lim. Tf the Forest Service were to nll Mr. Adams, and
Mr. Adams rcfuses to pay, then the Forest Service could determine, by their discnmination
and discretion, to pursue a suit against Mr. Adams. [n this potential circumstance, the final
billing procedure could continue, as in Montana, for a long time. Thus Adams is not out of
legal danger in this case in Tdaho 2001 until a Final Report is written assessing all the
circumstances. Because Adams filed an application and becausc he has continued his
involvement through this case, in effect, he has been participatling in this Gathering, and this
participation continues today; anyone who 1s a spectator or participant is liable for citation.

3. Application for event mcluded ¢lgan-up/restoration. In addition, it is clear from
Plaintifi"s application, that the permit sought was intended to include the completion of
restoration, See Complamt, Attachment No. 6, Plaintiff’s Application, pg.3 (“End: July 7,
2001 plus cleanup/restoration™). The event in question extends until the cleanup/restoration is

28ee Attachment C, pg 1, Bill - Letters between Ranger Havig and Adams concerning billing.



completed, only after which the final bill and Final report ¢an be completed. 'This could be
years away, in consideration of any further restoration costs. Whether Adams gets any of this
“billing”, the Timeline of the Gathering extends until the Final Report is produced.

Therefore, these issues are not moot, relevant to Discovery and Admissions, from
these aspects, as well as arguments presented in plaintiff's Complaint and Response to
defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment
B. Jurisdiction.

Defendant’s Motion for Protective Order, denies this court has junsdiction. This court
clearly has Jurisdiction as being the first Federal Court to ever take up the issue of the “as
applied” challenge of this regulation. There is no “Ninth Circuit precedence” concerning the
“Constitutional application™ of this Regulation, by Forest Service, Sec Black v. Arthur, 18 F.
Supp. 2d 1127 (D.Or.1998), aff'd, 201 F.3d 1120 (9th Cir. 2000), at 1548 111,

We cmphasize that no specific application of the challenged regulation is before
us here, This case does not present, and we do not decide, whether the Forest
Service's group permitting process has been or will be unconstilutionally
applied to the Rainbow Family.

See also Plaintiff’s Response to Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss or For Summary Judgment,
pe. 3,5, 12

1ssues of Applied Constitutionality werc brought up m 11.8. v, Adams in Montana
2000, by defendant Adams, pro Se, but werc not addressed by the Court, as thc Magistrate
chose to rule on only three prime 1ssues: (1) was Adams present on national forest, (2) were
there more than 74 persons present, and (3} was a permit granted. see LS. v. Adams, Mt.
Dist. (2001).

This Federal Court is the first Court (o undertake “Judicial Review™” of an Application,
In Montana 2000, Adams was the Girst person to apply and be refused under this regulation, in
the entire Forest system. Mr. Adams vear 2000 application was in regards Lo a similar
“Rainbow-style” Gathering, but was denied as “not valid”. 1n 2007 in Idaho, “Electric Ed”

Tunis, and Mr. Adams were the second and third applications ever denied by declaring them



“incomplete”™. Mr. Kline’s application, “on behalf of his group” also was denicd. Electric Ed
and Mr. Kline declined to challenge the Forest Service decisions.

It is significant that Mr. Adams 1s the only person ever to file for judicial review of his
apphcation. And Mr. Adams petitions for redress of grievance have been ignored and not
considered, in fact, deliberately ignored by Forest Service, even though the ideas and
“alternatives” brought up in the phone conference are idcas and “alternatives’ suggested by
Mr. Adams 15 his petitions to the Forest Service. Denial of access to this agency of Mr. Adams
petitions is 8 subversion of his civil rights to petition. See White v. Lee (9th Cir, Sept. 27,
2000)“The First Amendment also guarantees the right "to petition the Government for a
redress of gnevances."™).

This court atso has Jurisdiction in review of agency processes, in Civil Rights, See 42
U.S.C. Section 21, Section 1483 - Civil action for deprivation of rights, Se¢ also 42 U.S.C.
21, Section 1981 - Equal nghts under the law,

This court has jurisdiction to determine if Forest Service’s failed m its duty to ensure
Adams received due process and whether l'orest Service acted “in accordance with the law.”
or whether Forest Service acted in “arbatrarily in a constitutional sense”. See County of

Sacramento et al v. Lewis,  US.  (1998), No. 96-1337.

We have emphasized time and again that "[t]he touchstone of due process is
protection of the individual against arbitrary action of government,"” Wolff v.
McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539, 558 (1974}, whether the fault lies in a denial of
fundamental procedural fairness, see, e.g. | Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 82
(1972)

Similar issues were dealt with in Hell’s Canyon, Robertson cf al v. Methow Valley Citizens
Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989),

3Electric I:d has yet to receive formal notice on his application’s status - See “Electric Ed”
Affidavit, pg 2, Attachment C., - Planlifl’s Response to defendant’s Motion for Summary
Judgment.



"arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance
with the law." Morongo Bard of Migsion Indians v. Federal Aviation Admin.,
161 F.3d 569, 573 (5th Cir. 1998) (quoting 5 U.5.C. § 706(2)(A)).

This Court clearly has jurisdiction to obtain Discovery that will elucidate Plaintiff's claims
concerning the agency’s abuse of discretion.

Furthermore, the breadth of Discovery is addressed in Herbert v. Lando, 441 133, 177
(1979):

The Court has more than once declared that the deposition-discovery rules are
ta be accorded a broad and liberal treatment to effect their purpose of
adequately informing the litigants in civil trials. Schlagenhauf v. Holder, 379
U.S. 104, 114 -115 (1964); Hickman v. Taylor, 329 U.8. 495, 501 | 507
(1947). But the discovery provisions, like all of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure, are subject to the injunction of Rule 1 that they "be construed to
secure the just, speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action,"

And, the “religtous liberty” involved in Plaintiff”s proposed use, is further cause to
examing the government’s actions m this matter. See Thomas v. Review Board of Indiana
Emplovment Security Div., 450 U.8. 707, 717 -718 (1981) (citing Sherbert v. Verner, 374
U.S., at 404 ), [476 U.S. 693, 707}

“A g | burde lgious L . nsulated f L
because it is indirect,”.. (emphasis added)

This is further supported by Supreme Court rulings in Bowen v, Roy, 476 U.S. 693 {1986)
and Lyng v_Northwest Indian Cemetery Prot. Assn., 485 U.S. 439 (1988).

Standards of Review for this case, and for this Court to determine whether this
Discovery and Admissions, 15 “essertial” and ‘relevant’ and whether it could help settle issues
concerming defendant’s motion for summary judgment, can also be found it Bowen v, Roy,
476 U.S. 693 (1986). (“The "good cause" standard created a mechanism for individualized
exemptions. If a state creates such a mechanism, its refusal to extend an exemption to an
wstance of religious hardship suggests a discrimmnatory intent. Thus, as was urged in Thomas,
to consider a religiousty motivated resignation to be "without good cause” tends to exhibit
hostility, not neutrality, towards religion.”, “Thomas and Sherbert may be viewed "as a

protection against unequal treatment rather than a grant of favored treatment for the members



of the religious sect"). In those cases, therefore, it was appropriate to require the State to
demonstrate a compelling reason for denying the requested cxemption.™).

Standards of Review, cases and civil rights statues give this court clear jurisdiction in
deciding for plaintiff™s right to discovery and request for adnussions,

C. PlaintifT disputes that Forest Service followed iis regulation,

In their Motion, Defendants’ claim “there can be no dispute that the Forest Service
tollowed its regulation in denying plaintiff s permit application.” However, the opposite is
true, and this Discovery and Admissions will bring clarity for this Court.

In following “its regulation”, the Forest Service follows a trail from the First
Amendment of the Constitution, various Civil Rights Acts and Regulation, to the Federal Land
Management Act of 1976, a number of other acts and laws, directives and policies of the
Secretary of Agriculture®, et. al., and finally to this Regulation 36 CFR 251.

Courts have been clear that, as long as no “radical” actions have to be taken by the
governmental agency, then, persons requiring access (in this case) Lo national forest lands
should be granted access hike every other citizen, even if an “exemption” or “accommodation”
is required to facilitate this. Even the Regulation in question, appears to acknowledge this by
including in its language the directive that Forest Service officials “shall ofTer an alternative™.

Moreover, Courts are particularly clear that if such “exemptions” are granted to one
religion, or those persons of one sect within a religion, then similar “exemptions™ should be

granted Lo all others, including “non-members”. See Perry v. LAPD 9th Cir. No. 9655545
(1997), See also, Plaintill's Response to Defendants” Motion tor, Summary Judgment, pg. 4,

4%ee Attachment D, Secretary Veneman'’s recent Civil Rights policy statement, quoted in part;
“USDA employees are among the finest public servants, committed to ensuring that every
customer and colleague is treated with fairness, equality, and respect. As your Secretary, | am
firmly committed to ensuring USDA's compliance with civil rights and equal employment
oppertunity for everyone regardless of race, color, national origin, gender, religion, age,
disability, sexual orientation, marital or family status, political beliefs, parental status, or
protected genetic information. There is no principle more important. We must comply with
every aspect of our Nation's civil nights laws. To do otherwise 1s simply not acceptable and
will not be tolerated.”



[botnote 8, and pg., 14, footnote 24, The failure to similarly extend such exemptions, or
accommodations, to various sects, and various sects within religions, or in this case, various

kil

individuals and groups within the “umbrella name”, “Rainbow Family”, is a failure of due

process.

Plaintiff’s Request for Discovery and Admissions is required to elucidate the Agency’s
unequal treatment of similarly situated individuals, i.¢., various ‘attendees’ at Rainbow-style
Gatherings, and other similarily situated assemblies i.e. Earth First etc.. The government has
offered an “alternative” or “accommodation™ to some individuals, whom it regards as
“members” ol “Rainbow Family” (a different set or sects), so they may access national forest
for ‘religious hiberty”, but at the same time has demed a similar “accommodation to the
Plaintiff Adams. This is a denial of Duc Process based on an ‘arbitrary action”, upon the part
of Forest Service 10 prevent Adams from expressing his “viewpoint’ and ‘religious liberty™ on
national forest land.

This Request for Discovery and Admissions can open the door for this Court to sec
that Forest Service had access Lo a readily available “alternative”, at the time of Adams’
application, that would have “accommodated” Adams’ access to national forest lands, in
accordance with his Creed and in accordance with Forest Service regulations and policies,

The discovery and admissions will reveal that the Forest Service has offered such an
‘alternative” to persons who have been similarly cited like Adams, namely, Ms. Joanne
Freedom, AKA Kalb, and Mr. Garrick Beck.® In fact, this “alternative” has been readily
available since the induction of this version ol this Regulation in 1995, This “alternative’ has
been withheld from Adams, even while being “offered’ and used by Forest Service in other
situations where similarly situated individuals as Adams have assembled on national forest
land. See Plaintiff’s Response to Motion for Summary Judgment, Attachments D, E, F.

Defendants, in their Reply to plaintiff's Response to defendant’s Motion for Summary

3 Also forest scrvice has offered “self-designated contact” to another Circle of Tndividuals
called ThanksGiving Council, another “set” or “sect’ - Rainbow Family. See Attachment G, pg
10, para. 2.



Judgment, objected to the use of a newspaper exhibit (Attachment B), concerning Tribal
Elders appcaring at the Gathering, with Federal Mediator Doug McConnaughy, to Council
with Rainbow Gathering attendees, imcluding Adams. Defendants called this newspaper exhibit
“hearsay”. On a video tape of this same circumstance, this Federal Mediator states clearly that
he has come o the Gathering to speak to the gathered peoples, and that he was “authorized by
the Forest Service™, to reach an ‘accord’. See Attachment H, Cold Mountain, Cold Rivers, -
Videotape of Shoshone-Bannock Mediation (June 27, 2001). He was to return the following
Friday to continue discussions®. When Plaintiff brought this up, during the phone hearing
before this Court on June 29, 2001, the government attorneys replied that they knew nothing
concerning Mr. McConnaughy. This effort to mediate an “accord’, could have been another
way to “offer” an “alternative”, or “accommodation”, to the Circle of Gathering Altcndees,
and to Mr. Adams as an individual present at this Circle. However, when this offer of
mediation was not acknowledged, in effect denied, by the Defensc Attorneys on June 29th,
2001, Adams was denied another alternative, the opportumty 1o reach ‘an accord’ concerning
his application.

Clearly, only Adams is selectively being deprived of an equal opportumty. Plaintiff
respectfully requests this Court review this video tape, to witness this negotiator offering an
‘accord”, a potential “exemption”, however, it was never ottered by the only “authonzed
officer” capable of making an offer, due to the Delegation of Authority: Tncident Commander
Jowers,

1. DISCOVERY and REQUESTS FOR ADMISSIONS

The government contends further that Plaintiff must “show that the evidence sought
exists” and that it is “relevant™ and “essential” to the Motion for Summary Judgment. See
footnote 2, Memorandum in Support of Defendants Motion. .., (Nov. 14, 2001}, p. 5.

A. “Evidence™ “exists”

© The same day as the phone hearing, Junc 29, 2001,

10



In their Motion for 4 protective order, Defendants admit that “the Forest Service has
continucd to engage m discussions with other Rainbow Family members..”, the subject of
Adams request for Admissions and Thscovery., This admission supports the fact that the
sought after evidence ‘exists’,

The existence of this evidence is further established by affidavits from two individuals
who have been involved in said “discussions”, Mr, Beck and Ms, Freedom AKA Kalb.” See
Attachment E Affidavit, Notes of Garrick Beck, and Attachment F, Affidavit of Joanee

Freedom {(AKA Kalb).

“On this call were John Watts, Counsel, Senate Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources, majority staff, Frank (Gladics, Professional Staff, Senate
Commiitee on Energy and Natural Resources, minority stafl} Callr Draly,
Legislative Assistant to Sen Larry Craig, (R) Tdaho; Kira Finkler, Counsel,
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, majority stafl, Tina
Terrell, Legislative Affairs Specialist, U. 5. Forest Service; Malcolm

Jowers, Incident Commander, Law Enforcement, UJ.S. Forest Service, Anne
Melle, Assistant Director for Law Enforcement, U 8. Forest Scrvice; and eight
individuals who attend Rainbow Gatherings.”

The existence and continuation of these discussions i1s additionally supported by reference in
recent Internet communications by Forest Service special agent, Ann Melle, of the Washington
Oftice and “Non-Commercial Group Use Committee”. See Attachment 1, Anne Melle e-mail
(Nov. 7, 2001) Melle's statements corroborate the phone conference reported in the Beck and
Freedom affidavits. Special Agent Ann Melle is the “supervisor” of Non-Commercial Group
Use Coordinator, Malcolm Jowers, who is a named Defendant in this casc.

Also, on submitted Video Tape®, Mr. McConnaughey confirms he had been in
discussions with Jeft Kline, Garrick Beck, others, confirming the ‘existence’ of these

discussions going on prior to the Hearing on the 29th; and presumedly continuing today.

7 Beck and Freedom identify themselves not as “members” or as “representatives” of
“Rainbow I‘amily”, but rather as “individuals who attend Rainbow Gatherings.”. S¢e Aftidavits
- Attachment E& F.

BGee Attachment



1. Timeline exists. Thesc “ncgotiations”, i.e. discussions, have taken place, primarily
from November 2000, continuing throughout the Gathering in question, and continuing today,
with an appearance by Ann Melle and Carolyn Squires al ThanksGiving Council, on
November 24, 20017,

PlaintilT considers these conferences a form of “negotiations”. After all the government
has indicated that “other persons”™ will stgn permits and this will clear the way legally for
Adams to access the national forest without citation; if true, this legal arrangement has been
made 1o relative “secret”, and without Adams consent, will or representation._See, at [1,
County of Sacramento ¢t al. v, Lewis et al (1998) U.S.8.C. No. 96—1337.(“[(1]0 State shall | . .

deprive any person of life, iberty, or property, without due process of law,").
B. Discovery is “Essential” and “Relevant™.

Cases, to be settled by Courts, must be seen in the “light”1. Apency must give to
courts the best and latest information, and to the public. Adams and similarly situated
individuals, those of similar Creed to Adams, should have the same civil rights as any other

persons.!! Adams, as an individual should have equal right for his petition to be heard,

YSee Attachment (G, pg 10, para. 2, “Gonzo™ Affidavit, concerning “self-designated contact™ -
“the I'S is willing to accept a self-designated signer in (ull realization that the whole group has
not designated them as an authorized representative;”

10 " The generation that made the nation thought secrecy in government one of the
instruments of Old World tyranny and committed itself to the principle that a democracy
cannot function unless the people are permmited [489 U.S. 749, 773] to know what their
government is up to." 1d., at 105 (quoting from The New York Review of Books, Oct. 5,
1972, p. 7} (See U.S, Dept. of Justice v, Reporters Comm., 489 U.8. 749, 771 -72 (1989).)

IThe Civil Rights statue itself contains words plaintiff finds repugnant; and should be changed
by some Court, however, as it reads, Adams has as much rights as any “white citizen” - 42
.5.C. Section 1981 (01/05/99) - Liqual rights under the law: (a) Statement of equal rights

All persons within the junsdiction of the United States shall have the same right in every State
and Territory to make and enlorce contracts, to sue, be parties, give cvidence, and to the

full and equal benefit of all laws and proceedings for the security of persons and property as is
enjoyed by white citizens, and shall be subject to hike pumshment, pains, penalties, taxes,
licenses, and exactions of cvery kind, and to no other.(emphasis added).

12



without necessity of being part of any “organization”, non-profit or otherwise, or part of any
“group” {at [13] - Perry v. LAPD. 9th Cir. No, 9655545 (1997)

Adams should have his civil rights. See USC 42, Chapter 21, Section 1983,

Plaintiff reminds the Court, he has submitted various affidavits and documents where
similar situated individuals, engaged in peaceable assembly for purposes of expression, were
granted a permit without a designated signer, or any signer other than the issuing District
Ranger (see Response to Motion for Summary Judgement, Attachment I, Earth First permit,
etc..) . Plaintitt has submitted other evidence of assembhes of 75 or more persons have been
granted ‘accommodation”, an ‘allernative™ or “exemption”; c.g., permits signed by persons
“under duress” or with other disclaimers, which the Forest Service accepted despite their
knowledge concerming the nature of “Rainbow Gatherings”, that “no one can act as an agent
or representative’, and their specific knowledge that the signers in question were in no way
“designated to sign on behalf of” those gatherings.

The government, then, has excluded Adams and those of a similar Creed, from the
benefits available (o all; they have refused to “accommodate’ Adams to exercise his Creed in
the national forests. Regardless of whether Adams 15 or is not considered a “member’ of the
“Rainbow Family’, the government has offered an exemption to some altendees (certain
“sects” or ‘adherents”; L.e. Jeff Kline, Garrick Beck, and ThanksGiving Circle) while denying
the same to Adams. This is a violation of due process. See Perry v. LAPD, 9th Cir. No.
9655545 (1997) at [13]: ("government regulation may nol favor one spcaker over another.”
“The government's argument that prohibition of expressive speech can iurn on a person's
membership in a non-profit organization fails.”).

The requested discovery and admissions will substantiate Plaintiff’s clatms concerning
his inequitable treatment under the regulations, and will establish the existence and avatlability
of an “alternative” that would have casily accommodated s “religious liberty” and expressive
activity.

C. “Undue burden and expense™.

13



Tt is Plainiifl, not Defendants, who has endured an “undue burden and expense™ in this

case. This is a case of “religious hardship” imposed on this plaintiff for many years, without

“good cause”. Adams has engaged in a costly legal struggle for many years, and has endured

being discriminated against, labeled as an “outlaw”™ (his spiritual Creed being declared
“illegal™), his actions, seeking a “law unto himself”.

The Discovery etc., requested by Adams, if it supports what Mr, Beck and Ms.

Freedom, and others have stated in their “affidavits”, then this will establish that the Forest

Service has offered an ‘alternative” or “exemption” to others, which shows that it exists. By

reason of due process, what is available to one person should be made available to all.

Fmployment Div., Dept. of Hluman Resources of Oregon v, Smith, 454 US| at
884. As we noted n Smith, in ¢ircumstances in which individualized
exemptions from a general requirement are available, the government "may not
refuse to extend that system to cases of "religious hardship’ without compelling
reason.” imd. quoting Bowen v, Roy, 476 U.S., at 708 (opinion of Burger,
C.J).""Thus, religious practice is being singled out for discriminatory
treatment, See Bowen v. Roy, 476 U S, at 722",

1. This Request lor Discovery and Admissions will reveal the Forest Service
could have legally followed its Regulation through offering an *alternative” or
“accommodation”,

Rainbow-style Gathering, as co-conceived through practice by Adams and other

similarly situated individuals who attend, i.e. gather, at the Gathering, are special and unique.

According to Adams’ Creed, he enters national forest, finds a “reasonably remotc™ area, to

peaceably assemble with other individuals, in a place called “Home”, a “sacred place”, wheren

a spiritual “Family”, like a rainbow of many colors, races and cultures, can mix and mingle in

prayer, worship, expression, Adams, in applying, is seeking access to reserve a site for
purposes of a peaceable assembly; entirely reserved for purposes of specific expression,
worship and petition, even though it is open to the public, on national forest land, i.c.
Rainbow-style Gathering according to Adams viewpoint,

See 1L.S. A, v. Mclver, (9th Cir., No. 9830145):

14



“We are mindful that a person can have a reasonable expectation of privacy in a
hotel room, a cabin, or an enclosed tent on public lands. See, e g, United
States v. Gooch, 6 F.3d 673, 677 (9th Cir. 1993) (holding that a person has a
reasonable expectation of privacy in a teni pitched in a public camp-ground). In
Katz v. United States, 389 UJ.8. 347, 351-52 (1967), the Supreme Court
explained that what a citizen "seeks to preserve as private, even in an area
accessible to the public, may be constitutionally prorected. " (emphasis added)

This does not interlere with the Government stewardship of these public lands. Nothing can
be more private than spiritual, religious worship, and an assembly for same, like any other
“church™ i.e. “spiritual family” or “friendship™ i.e. “fellowship” “even in an area accessible to
the public”, “may be constitutionally protected”.

After over 30 years of legal struggle, an “accommodation” could be made, an
“alternative” offered, that is both acceptable 10 Adams (i.e., within the constraints of his
Creed), and acceptable to the Forest Service (i.e., would not create havoe or ‘radically alter’
agency Regulation or Policy). See also Bowen v. Roy, 476 U.S. 693 (1986). See Lyng v.
Northwest Indian Cemetery Prot. Assn., 485 11.5. 439 (1988), concerning protections
afforded to Individuals under the Free Exercise Clause (quoting United States v [ee),

Religious beliefs can be accommodated, but therc is a point at which

accommodation would "radically restrict the operating latitude of the
legislalure."™ 455 U S | at 259 [476 U 8. 693, 703] (emphasis added)

This Discovery and Admissions, will reveal this “accormmodation” requires no “radical”
change in the application of this Regulation, nor in a re-interpretation of the Regulation, as in
U8 v, Linnick, 9th Cir,, (1998).
This accommodation has always been available and has always been part of the

“written record’; it has always been available for the authorized officer or District Ranger to
“offer’, however, it was not offered in the present case, merely on the discretion of the
‘authorized officer’, Special Agent Malcolm Jowers, The Government must now provide
“good cause’ for Adams, within his Creed, not receiving an “exemption”.

Further guidance is provided in Lyng v. Northwest Indian Cometery Prot. Assn., 485
U.S. 439 (1988), at 1L
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We conclude then that government regulation that indirectly and incidentally
calls for a choice between securing a governmental benefit and adherence to
religious beliefs is wholly different from governmenial action or legislation that
criminalizes religiously inspired activity or inescapably compels conduct that
some find objectionable for religious reasons, ™ (emphasis added)

The Constitution does not permit government to discrimirate against religions
that treat particular physical sites as sacred, and a law prohibifing the Indian

respondents from visiting the Chuimney Rock area would raise a different set of
constitutional guestions. Cf Bowen v, Roy, 476 U8, at 724 (emphasis added)

Nothing in our opinion should be read to encourage governmental insensitivity to
the religious needs of any citizen. [485 U.8. 439, 454] The Government's rights to
the use of'its own land, for example, need not and should not discourage it from
accommodating religious practices like those engaged in by the Indian
respondents. Cf Sherbert, 374 U S, at 422 -423. (emphasis added)

“see post, at 475, ... that some sincerely held religious beliefs and practices are
not "central" to certain religions,”” ... the dissent's approach would [485 U.S. 439,
458] require us to rule that some religious adherents misunderstand their own
religious beliefs. We think such an approach cannot be squared with the
Constitution or with our precedents, and that it would cast the Judiciary in a role
that we were never intended to play.”

The Distriet Court Opinion, in U8, v, Kalb noted the “Rainbow Family” is similar to Native
Americans!2 Tn fact, there are many similarities and dis-similarities!? to many cultures: Irish,
Hebrew, 1lindu, African, Moslem, Christian, Pagans, etc., however, under due process and
non-discriminatton, this “Tribe” of Adams’ Creed, should have equal protection and rights, the

government could easily be “solicitous’ toward Rainbow Gatherers. 14

12 The Rainbow Family appears to base much of its organization and activities on the ways of
the American Tndians or Native Amenicans as they are sometimes called.” Sec Opinion, U.S v,
Kalb, Beck and Sedlacko, Crim. No{s) 99-0074ME, 99-0075ME and 99-0076ME (W.D.
Penn, 2000}

I35 Video Attachment H, plaintiff has submitted the entire Council, if the Court watches, it
can discern “simlarities and differences’ between three dastinct cultures, Indigenous
Amencans, Rainbow Gatherers, and Forest Service.

14 See Bowen v. Roy, 476 1).8. 693 (1986): “Tt is difficult to see how the Government could
have been more solicitous. Such solicitude accords with "the policy of the Uniled States Lo
protect and preserve for American Indians their inherent right of freedom to believe, express,
and exercise the traditional religions [485 U.S. 439, 455] of the American Indian . .
mcluding but not limited to access to sites, use and possession of sacred objects, and the
freedom Lo worship through ceremonials and traditional rites," American Indian Religious
kreedom Act {AIRFA), Pub. L. 95-341, 92 Stat. 469, 42 U.S.C. 1996."
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Adams has been subjected to years of “prior restraint”, with years of “abusive
cgregious official conduct”, which can be said to be “arbitrary in the constitutional sense” The
Forest Service has used this Regulation and others in a scheme for years in depriving Adams
of a simple exemption within this regulation, in its application, which would have ceased
hundreds of court cases, thousands of dollars of court costs, an “undue burden™ on courts, the
Government and to various Defendants and Plaintiffs,

This Court can stop the Forest Service (“from abusing | their] power, or employing it
as an instrument of oppression.”) Adams has been “violated by executive action”, and (hese
Forest Service discretionary pohcy decisions concerning not ‘accommodating” Adams those of
a Creed similar to Adams, with a simple change in application of the regulation; these actions
by this agency ("can properly be characterized as arbitrary, or conscience shocking, in a
constitutional sense.") See County of Sacramento et al. v. Lewis et al. (1998) U.S.5.CC. No.
96-1337

Plaintift Adams, another individual, whether he considers himself not a “member” or
not, should not be denied being offered an “alternative”. Sec Bowen v. Boy, 476 U.S. 693

{1986) at footnote 19,

“An exemplion adopted by Congress to accommodate religious  beliefs such as
appellees’ would not violate the First Amendment's Establishment Clause. See
Sherbert v. Vemner, 374 U.S. 398, 409 -410 (1963}

CONCLUSION
Plaintiff asks the Court to direct the defendants to answer the Request for Discovery
and Admissions, based on these arguments, to allow Plaintiff the opportunity Lo become fully
apprised of how his rights may or may not be effected through said “discussions™. This
information 1s “essential” and “relevant” to seltling these issues, brought forth by plaintiff, and
necessary to be brought into the “light” for this Court, to decide, apart from the “dark”.
(Schlagenhauf'v. Holder, 379 U.S. 104 (1964), at IV. - ("that the deposition-discovery rules

are t0 be accorded a broad and liberal treatment,” Hickman [379 U.S. 104, 115] v. Taylor,

17



supra, at 507, to effectuate their purpose that "civil trials in the federal courts no longer need
be carried on in the dark " id., at 501.™).

Your Honor, this PlamtT respectfully requests this court deny Defendant’s Motion for
a Protective Order. Prevent further harm to Adams’s reputation and suppression of his rights,
use this Discovery to bring to light the Forest Service’s application of this regulation an
Adams and these Gatherings of those persons similar situated to Adams and those of his
Creed i.e. Rainbow Family-style Gatherings” and then Rule in plamtiff’s favor in issue ol the
issue of defendant’s Motion to Dismiss, or, n the Altemative, for Summary Judgment,

Also concerning Court Notice to pro Se Litigant, which plaintiff did not receive from
Couut at first mailing. On November 7th, 2001, This Court sent this Notice, to Adams via
mail. Adams received this letter on November 13, 2001, Notice to pro Se Litigants, as
required by Ninth Circuit. Defendant’s have stated they have no objection to plaintiff filing
“supplement his response to defendants’ dispositive motion.”

Plaintiff respectfully requests this Court accept plaintiff's “Supplemental Response to
Defendants” Motion for Summary Judgment”, See seperate “Supplemental Response”.
Plaintiff also confirms to this Court per defendants’ request, if this Court denies defendants’
Motion for Protective Order, he has no problem with defendants’ requested “thirty days”
extension for response to Request for Discovery and Admissions.

Respectfully submitted,

DATED THIS November 30, 2001,
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United States Forest Shawnuee 30 Iwy 145 South
Department of Service Mational Harrisburg, IL 62946
Agriculture Forest ) 615-253-7114

- N TTY 618-253-1870
File Code: 1230 Date: September 21, 2001
Route To:

Subject: Delegation of Authority
To:  Malcolm Jowers, Incident Commander, National Incident Team

You are delegated authority to manage the Rainbow Family Regional Gathering, which will
oceur on the Shawnee National Forest during September thru October 2001, You have the
authority and respensibility to prepare for and manage this event within the framework and
guidelines of the law and Forest Service policy and direction set forth in this letter. Additional
mformation will be made available as needed to further clarify your authority and
responsibilities. You and your team are authorized to begin working on the event immediately.

Your primary performance objectives and guidelines are as follows:

Event Management — Manage this event proactively as a noncommercial group use activity
under special use authorities and the Noncommercial Group Use regulations. Mobilize the
nceded resources to manage the event effectively and efficiently, Pursue a Noncommercial
Group Use permit with an operating plan. Internal and external relationships and
communications are extremely critical and wiil have to be established and maintained throughout
the course of the event, including key Forest Service personnel, cooperating Federal, State, and
local agencies, as well as members of the Rammbow Family. All actions must be well
documented and a final report will be required.

Human Resources — Ensure that the safety of employess, assigned personnel, the public, and
event participants are considered throughout the course of the event. Incident personnel will
follow established Department ot Agriculture guidelines regarding Civil Rights. '

JInformation — Provide for internal and external information exchange through the

implementation of a communication plan. Ensure that agency cooperators, local officials, and
the public are kept informed on the progress of the evenl. Manage media contacts within the
framework of established ageney policy.

Community Relations — Establish and maintain strong community relations. Private
landowners, permittees. businesses and the local community are of special concem due Lo their
proximity to the Gathering and their potential for being impacted. T expect your team o work
with the community and to identify their potential issucs and concerns. You should work with
the leaders of the Gathering o minimize social impacts. This event is taking place in a rural
sparsely populated arca of Hlinvis. Limited law entorcement and emergency services pose
special chatlenges. Consider these faclors as you plan for the event. Avoid imposing agency red
tape on our neighbors and cooperators whenever possible. Consult with key contaets al the
Ranger District and the Supervisor’s Office: we have a long-standing refationship with the

Caring for the Land and Serving People Prnleet g1 Recyeled Fapar “

ﬂl—[ﬁd’_fn m_eu+ A Y pases



rJ

Community and may be able to help in many situations. [t is also expected that the Team will
cooperate with State, county and local agencies and organizations in managing the event.

Resource Protection — We will provide vour team with the expertise of resource specialists and
coordinate with representatives of the Rainbow Family to develop an operating plan and a
rehabilitation plan that is intended to provide protection of sensitive sies during the Gathering
and the rehabilitation of the site when it is concluded.

Resource concerns related to this gathering are as follows:

Water Quality — All waste pits. latrines, kitchen structures, or other improvements must be
approved in advance by the District Ranger or Acting.

Natural Areas and Botanical Resources — Leisure City Barrens Natural Area is approximately
one mile south of the gathering site. Thi'-: arca is closed to camping. equestrian use and fires.

Vehicle use — Vehicle use is rea_u[aled by Forest Order 08-01. copy attached.

Costs — Managu thie event within the established Program of Work. Ensure that -1ll operations
are cost-effective, efficient and justifiable., Forest personnel working in support of the incident
will apply charged-as-worked principles and use job code RWSUOS set up by the Shawnee
National Forest. Forest personnel assigned to the Incident will require pre-approval by the
Incident Commander or the Forest Supervisor before charging the Incident job code.

The 2001 Rammbow family Gathering will likely bring between 700-1200 visitors to our general
area. It is critical that the Team be proactive working with Rainbows, other local, State and
Federal Agencies, and the local community.

The Team’s assignment will fast until mid-October 2001, During this period, your Incident
management Téam will be unavailable for other assignments, Y ou are not responsible for initial
attack fire incidents.

The location of this event at this time is One Horse Gap Lake on the Elizabethtown Ranger
District. During the event, you will report directly to me. 1f I am unavailable, my normal acting
schedute will be used for this event. Nick Giannettino, Disirict Ranger on the Elizabethtown
Ranger District will be the Forest laison assigned to the Team. The Team’'s performance rating
will be based on adherence 1o the accomplishment of the direction sct forth in the delegation of
authority.

ORREST M

Forest Supervisor
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(814) 723-5150; FAX, (814) 726-1463

File Code: 27C0/5300/1230 ‘ Date: Jupe 10, 1899
Route to; : : '

Subject: Delegation of Authority, 1999 Rainbow Family Garhering, R-9

To: William C. Fox, Incident Commander, Natcnal Ineidenr Command Team

You we hereby delegated authority to manage the 1999 Rainbow Family National Gathering, which will
cegur on the Allegheny Natiopal Forest dumng Jume apd July of 1999, You have the authordry and
responsibility 1o prepars for and manage this event within the framework and guidslines of the law,
Forest Service poliey and direction set forth in this letter. Additonal information will he made available
a5 needed to further clarify your authority and respansibilides. You and your team are authorizad to
berin worldng on the avent (gathermg) immediately.

Your primary performance objectives and guidslines are as follows:

1. Event Management - Manage this event proactively as a notcommereial group use activity under
special use authoriries and the Noncommercial Group Use regulations. Mobilize the nesded resources o

manage the event effectively and efficienily. Pursue a Noncommercial Group Use Permit with an.
operating plan. Infernal and external relationships and communpicadons are exuwsemely crideal and will |

have o be established and maintzined throughout the course of the event, including key Forest Servics
personnel, cooperating Federal, State and local agencies, as well as members of the Rainbow Family, Al

acuons must be well documented and a final documentation package, including recommendatons for
————

“manaZement af futire Rainbow Family National Gatherings, Wil be necessary.

2. Humag Resources - Ensure that the safecy of employees, assigned parscnpel, the public, and event
parncipants are considered throughout the course of the gathering. Incident persodbel will follow
eswablished Department of Agriculture guidelines regarding Civil Rights.

3. Inrormation - Provide for intermal and external informmation exchange through the implementation of a

communication plan. Ensure that the agency cooperators, local officials and the public are kert
informed on the progress of the event Mapzge media contacts within the framework of sstablished
agency policy. :

4. Communitvy Relarigns - Establish and maintein strong commupity seladoms, Privare landowners,
permigees, concassionaires and the local community are of special concern due m their proximity to the
Gathering and their potential for being impactad. I expect your team to wark with the community and to
identify their potental issues and concems. You should wark with the leaders of the Gathedng to
minimize social impacts. Consuit with key conzets at the Ranger District and in the Superviser's Office;
we have 2 Jong-standing reladcnship with the community and may be able o help in many simadons. It
is also =xpected of the Team to couperate with Stats, counry apd local agencies and organizadoos in
managing the avenr

[
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3. Resource Protection - We will provide your tgam wirth the expertse of resource specialists and
coordinate with representatives of the Rainbaw Family, to develop an operating plan and a rehabiliradon
nlan that will provide for protection of sensitive sites during the Gathering, and of the rehabilitation of the
site when it is conciudad. I have partcular concern for management of water quality, archeologic and
historic rescurces, litter, garbage, human wastes, fire prevention and wildlife resources The Forest will
gather needed surface water quality samples taken pre-, during and post event

§. Costs - Manage the avent within the established Program of Work., Any adjustments to the POW will
5e agresd upen in advance. Enswre that all operations are cost-effective, efficient. and justfiable.
Forest personnel working in support of the incident will apply charged-as-worked principles and use the
Incident NFS Management code. Forest personnel assigned to the Tncidenr will require pre-approval by
the Incident Commander before charging to the Incident management code.

" _The 1999 Rainbow Family National Gathering will lkaly bring between 15,000 and 25,000 visitors to .
our general area. ITis critcal that the Team be proactve in working with the Rainbows, other local, Sute
and Federal agencies, and the local community.

The Team’s assigmment will last uptl mid July, During this time period, your Ineident Management .
Teamn will be unavailable for other assignroents, You are not responsible for inidal atmack fire incidents.

The location of the event is at Bear Creel; on the Marienville Ranger Digmict ‘During the event, you' will ..

rzgort direcdy to me. If I am upavailable, Dale Dunshie, will serve as my Actng. The Team's™

performance rating will be based on adherence o and accomplishment of the directon set forth in this
- celegation of anthoriry. ° ' ‘ Sl . R

JOFN E. PALMER .
Forest Superviser - - _ | | Date o0/ 2 &
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From: peaceway

Sent: 20 Novemnber 2001 11:28

To: 'District Ranger Waiter Rogers'; 'Boise NLF_, Forest Supervisor'
Subject: Howdy re Information 2001 "Annua! Rainbow Gathering”

Barry Adams, pro Se
November 20, 2001 Box 8574

Msia. Mt. 59807

msg/fax 406 825 0044

District Ranger Walt Rogers,
Lowrnan District
Boise National Forest

Howdy Ranger Rogers,

{ contacted Boise nationat Forest information and "CIiff" said 1o call your office. This date in a phone
conversation, Mary Strandberg, of your office, upon my requests, informed me that you are in the process of
compteting a Repart an this year's Annuat "Rainbow Gathering” or as your website states "2001 Rainbow Family
National Gathering”. Mary said | would have no problem requesting and receiving a copy of this Report upan its
completion. I am now requesting for same, and | much appreciate the "no hassle™ request and receive process.

When | asked concerning the Restoration work i.e. seeding and other work and the billing for such, she said
this 15 also in process and the Incident Cormmmand Team is bandling the billing, and { would have {o contact the {.C.
Team for this information.

This continued involvement of the 1.C. Tearn seems to be & departure from other year's invoivement in the
process. Usually the District Ranger handles the Restoration, and the Billing process.

| would certainly would like to have the information as to who on the {.C. Team specifically | shoutd contact.
As you can see | have cc this to Incident Commander of this year's Gathering and National Non-Commercial
Group Use Co-ordinator
Maicolm Jowers,

This ThanksGiving Weekend, Forest Service, Mr, Jowers representative Ann Melle and Carolyn Squires of
Region 9 office are intending to meet with persons, potential attendees of "Gathering 2002" to take place in the
Great Lakes Region.

Mr. Jowers has offered "self-designated contacts” can apply for special use for assemblies of 75 or more on
national forest lands. This is the process Electric Ed Tunis and "Marken" met in your office on June 12, discussed
and offered "orally’ to volunteer to be for the 2001 Gathering. Electric Ed and myself, then in “writing” applied in
this same manner,

Marken has regularily contacted you and you have kept him informed as to the process of the Restortion and
Clean-up; in effect continuing to act as a 'seif--designated contact'.

My understanding. from Marken, is the bill for Seeding amounted to $184, which has been paid by a check
from some volunteer individual from Boise. Marken also has informed me that your office performed other work on
Restoration and a bitl is in the works from some outfit your office contracted with; and a bill is forthcoming.

Flease keep me infarmed, | certainly appreciate it, and | am looking forward to reading and commenting
upan the Final Repor. | would hope the Report would include the reporting of some of the effects caused by the
pumper truck pumpimg water by the thousands of gallons from Bear Creek nearest to the Gathering Site, and the
Forest Senvice riding their horses up and down in the streams and through these streams.

The effect of pumping thousands of gallons of water cut of Bear Creek, the protected habitat of the Wild
Salmon, 80 as to place water on the road ta keep the dust down certainly had 1o be environmentally destructive. |
would hope your report would include reasons why the pumping had to be done at all, let alone right at and on this
protected Creek, so sensitive. The horses being ridden in the streams, which has been recorded, also was
emvirpnmentally destructive. It would have seemed a sign lowering the speed limit would have help keep the dust
down, and waterways were available some distance from Bear Creek, less sensitive, if such were needed.,

Thank you for information you are sending, please keep me informed.

Fage 1
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in respect,
Barry Adams

¢e (email) to Malcolm Jowers

Page 2
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£ United States

@\f Department of
Agriculfure
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Forest Beaverhead-Deerlodge P.O. Box 238
Service . National Forest Wisdom, MT 59761
Wisdom Ranger Disfrict (406) 689-3243

Barry Adams
F.Q. Box 8374
Missoula, MT 39307

Dear Barry;

Flie Code: 6570
Date: March 5, 2001

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

RRR# 7099 3220 0004 01936 2647

Please find enclosed a Bill for collection issued to the Rainbow Family. This bill represents the

following expenses:

o  51639.39- work done by the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest road crew. None of
the roadwork as specified within the rehabilitation plan given to you on July 6, 2000 was
completed at erther the Saginaw or Miner Creek sites.

* 55,890 - Invasive weed monitoring cost over the period 2000-2004. This will include
monitoring the parking sites associated with the Rainbow Gathering. This extra
monitoring work will oceur whether or not we have to actually treat any new weed
infestations so this cost is a guaranteed extra expense to the district.

Worksheets showing how we arrived at the costs are attached.

Please send your remittance in the enclosed envelope to the San Francisco address by the due

date,

If you have any questions, please give me a call at (406) 689-3243.

Sincerely,

et 25

y
LCUF DENNIS HAVIG
Distnet Ranger

CC: Janette Kaiser — Beaverhead-Deerlodge $.0.

Bill Fox - RO

Enclosures

Caring for the Land and Serving People
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= Tinited States Forest Beavehead-Deerlodge P.0. Box 138
)-‘5 Department of Service National Forest Whdom, MT 59761
Agriculture Wisdom Ranger District 406 68%-3243

Kile Code: 65301
Date:  March 26, 2001
Mr. Barty Adams .
P.O. Box 8574 .
Missoula, MT 596G1

Mz, Brian Michaels
Attormey at Law
259 E. Fifth
Eugene, OR 27401

Gentlemen,

T am writing in regard to a Bill for Collection dated 2/5/2001, pumber AB01020310608, for
roadwork done by the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest and for future invasive weed
monitoring. The amount of the bill was $7,529.39 the cover letter was signed by Mr, Scott
Lentz.

On February 27, 2001 Barry Adams calied my office in Wisdom and pointed out several
concerns with the Bill for Collection.

Mr. Adams asked if the contract number on the bill indicated the existence of a contract. Mr.
Adams was concerned with the due date of the bill and he stated that he should not be given the
bill since he was not an agent or representative for the Rainbow Family.

1 did some further checking on February 27, and determined that a mistake had been made on the
Bill for Collection. No contract existed; the contract number on the bill was from the Madison
District and that placing a contract number on the bill was done in etror, Further, Mr. Adams
was to receive a full 30 days to pay the bill. 1 called Mr. Adams on February 27 to tell him that
the bill described above was void, and that a corrected bill wouid be sent.

Please consider this a formal written notice that bill mmber AB01020310008 has been
cancelled. In addition, please be advised that T am preparing a response to your March 8, 2001,
letier.

Sincerely,

1. -
pt,r#'ﬂw

DENNIS HAVIG
Eristrict Ranger
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

Civil Rights Policy Statement

President Abraham Lincoln founded the United States Department of
Agriculture m 1862 to serve the people of this Nation, Today, nearly
150 years later, USDA employees are among the fincst public servants,
committed to ensuring that every customer and colleague is treated
with fairness, equality, and respect.

As your Sccretary, 1 am firmly committed to ensuring USDA's
compliance with civil rights and equal employment

opportunity for everyone regardless of race, color, national origin,
gender, religion, age, disabilily, sexual orientation,

marital or family status, political belicfs, parental status, or
protected genetic information,

There is no principle more important. We must comply with every
aspect of our Nation's civi] rights laws. To do otherwise
15 simply not acceptable and will not be tolerated.

As public servants, we cannol be effective without being fair. We
cannot be responsive without being respectful. We cannot

deliver programs and services without being sensitive to the human
issucs that arc so much a part of our work,

Our adherence to these principles also requires a swift, reasonable,
and credible process for addressing and remedying

deficiencies. Tt must also include consistent education and outreach
to ensure civil rights are protected, our laws are

enforced, and discrimination in any form is prevented.

This mst be our passion and our vision, We must continue to strive
for a workplace and society that are inclusive and

respectful of differences, while working toward unity and harmony.
Our actions must always speak louder than words,

) ‘H’ﬁ(bpj P ﬁ:u./-*— D
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With your help and commitment, and using our collective best efTorts
across every agency and every office, we can reach

new heights. Together, we can create a better workplace for all
employees, and a Department that delivers programs and

services 1o all people [airly and with integrity and equality.

['look forward to fulfilling this vision -our goals -together.
/s/Ann M. Veneman

Ann M. Veneman

Secretary

AN EQUAL QPPOQRTUNITY EMPLOYER

-~ Restore the Larth! Restore the People! —
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Garrick Beck
930 Baoa Street # 10
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Ph./Px.: 505-820-7764

Noverriber 14, 2001
To Whom it May Concem:

1, Garrick Beck, make the following declaration and declare under penalty of perjury
that this declaration is true and correct.

| have been an attendee at annual "Rainbow Gatharings” held on National Forest
Systern lands since 1872, attending all but two of the annual events.

| have participated in detailed discugsions concemning the operating logistics of these
events with Forest Service officers in eighteen of these annual gatherings, and
humerous smailer regional gatherings.

| gave testimony during the 1986 trial (US v. lsraal, Arizona) through which
regulations introducing & permit process for such assemblies were found
unconstitutional.

[ served as a legal research assistant during the 1088 trial (US v. Rainbow, Texas)
through which another set of regulations introducing a permit process for such
assemblies was also found unconstitutional.

| attended two meetings at the U.S. Forest Service Headquarters (September 1883
and April 1989) between USFS officials and Rainbow attendees where alternative
forms of reguiatory processes were the primary agenda focus, to discuss what types
of process would satisfy essential governmental concerns and at the same time not
interferg l;vith the fundamental Constititionally protected rights of individuals'
assembly.

in 1995 the Depl. of Agriculture introduced another set of regulations for "Nion-
commerciat Group Use" on U.S.F.8. system lands which hag since been the subject
of numerous Federst Courl Cases.

! have continued steadfastly to aeek resolution of this impasse through discussion
and conference with LU.S. Forest Service administrators. These discussions have
included meetings with the Forest Service's Incident Commander (New Mexico, May
1998), with representatives from the Incidant Command and F.S. Law Enforcement
{Mentana, June 2000), with members of the Forest Service Region Five
Headquarters {Utah, June 2001) and with the F.S. incident Commander and a
representative from the Forest Service's Non-Commercial Group Use Committee
(idaho, June 2001.)
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At all of these meetings i, or other gathering attendees, specifically brought up the
option thaf the Forest Service could, at its discretion, as deacribed in the regulations
(36CFR 251.54 (h) (2)) "offer an alternative” to the designated signature
requirement.

By way of briaf explsnation, the regulations seem 10 require that a group of
individuale in order t¢ scquire a penmit for non-commercial assembly must organize
a process by which to designate a signer who will represent them on the permit,
Insofar as certain groups might choose to assemble to demonstrate, in part, that
human soclety can peaceably and reasonably exist without any intemal “official™
processes, this would seem to preciude any such groups from éver obtaining a
parmit without fundamentalily altering their choaen creed.

Therefore, we (myself and other attendees) offered the proposal that an individual
citizen voluntear could - as an individusl, not necessarily designated by the group -
come forward and i out the application paperwork as a contact person, thereby
fulfiting the Forest Service's "resarvation dask™ need for someone {o reserve the
space for a particular event, and also fulfllling the Forest Servica's significant need to
have a way to contact both the group and individuals within the group who were
taking responsibility for processes relating to public health or safety (i.e. water
gystems, traffic and parking, healthcare, cleanup and rehab, efc.).

Most importantly, the Forest Service and Rainbow Gathering participants set up a
meeting in Santa Fe, New Mexico in November 2000 where representatives from
F.S. Law Enforcement. Administration and the incidert Commander met with elght
Rainbow attendeeas o discuss compromise altarnatives to the unresolvad situations
both in the courts and in the fleld. At that meeting alao, very specifically the above
suggestion was agsin tenderad as a solution by the Rainbow participants.

In atl of these meatings that alternative was verbally rejacted by the attending Forest
Service members.

In June of 2001, in ldaho, preceding the annual Rainbow Gathering there, Barry
Adarmns and Ed Tunis submitied to the U 5. Forest Service applications for a permit,
which used the Individual Contact Person alttemnative described above. They told me
they did this in the hope that the Forest Service would accept this altemative version
of the regulation's process, and believing that the Forest Service officers, under the
terms of the regulation had the discretion o do so.

These applications weave rejected - not becausa of public health, safety or
environmental concems - but because they were deemed incomplete.

Mr. Adams has sought judicial review for the rejection of his application.

On October 5, 2001 1 was a padicipant in a taleconference call at the raquest of
several Senate Staffers to the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee,
Subcommittes ror Public Lands and Forests. The telaconference Included John
Watts, Counsel, Sanate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, majority staff;
Frank Gladics, Professional Staft, Senate Commitiee on Energy and Natural
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Resources, minority staff; Calll Daly, Leglslative Assistant to Sen_ Lany Cralg, (R}
idaha; Kira Finkler, Counsel, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources,
majority staff; and Tina Terrell, Legisiative Affairs Speciaiist, L. S. Forest Service.
On the call as well were the U.S. forest Service Inciient Commander, Malcoim
Jowers and the U).5. Forest Service Assistant Director for Law Enforcement, Anne
Malle and eight Rainbow participants.

The purpose of the call, as | understood it, was to seek rosolution to the ongoing
conflicts between the Foreat Service and Rainbow participants, and eapacially to
soek and discuss "common grourndd” where the objectives of everyone could be met.
The Staffers had all been briefed extensively on the background of the situation by
both the Forest Service and Rainbow participants.

OF all the various hopeful ideas preaented during the almost-two-hour-call, the single
most cantral suggestion was that the Forest Service would now accept that a "Self
Designated Contact Person” could submit a valid application; that a psrmit could be
issued to "individuata Assembling at such-and-such Event” - not 1o only an
organization, but to the "individuals;” and that a "Self Desighated Contact Parson (of
persane)” could be the signer on an actual permit itself, atong with the appropriate
Forest Service officer,

This is very posaibly where Rainbows and Forest Service administrators wili come to
common ground in the future, but it stems directly from Banmy Adams and Ed Tunis's
submitted application for Special Use Authorization in June of 201, and it indicates
that the Forest Service vas had and does have the discretion to grant a pemnit given
an application of thet sort.

| would be available 1o expand on any of the events | have outiinedt here, or to
provide further detailed information on any of these described meetings or
conference catls.

I thank you for youg time In reading this.
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Courts to Conference to Council

The Continuing struggle between the New World Order and the New World Culture
*The fmes ase changin’ and if we change with the times, we will succeed ”

Since the instailation of the "Rainbow Regs” in 1995 there have been numerous
disputes-at-law (court cases) over the validity of the reguiations, and over many of the
regulations’ particular demands, and over many of the regulations’ lack of proper
safeguards for public rights.

In three instances the courts or the US Attorneys have given or conceded positions in
favor of the peoples’ rights. And there are a dozen or more “occupancy and use” cases
currently pending all over the country, including one on appeal to the US Supreme
Court, and while any of these might result in an overturning of the regs’ constitutionality,
as of yet all the lower courts have held the regs valid—given the three improvements or
re-interpretations we have won in certain circuits (regions) in the course of these cases.

Specifically these small victories have been: 1. In US v. Linick the courts ruled that the
Forest Service cannot just add terms and conditions in the vague “public interest’ to any
group use permit. 2. In Black v. Arthur the government proclaimed that the regs did
protect individual's liability because signers or holders could not incur any liabilities
beyond their own actions. 3. In US v. Kalb the government conceded that there was
access to the courts for judicial review of both outright permit denials and contested
permit conditions; altho the regs were unclear about this, the gov't. position is now that
judicial review exists at both leveis.

Still these same courts and others have so far held that the process of the regulations
are valid. As a result the rainbow assemblies (gatherings) are declared illegal events
and authority for managing -from the public officials’ perspective - is shifted from
resource and recreation administration to the law enforcement division. In recent years
the Forest Service has established a Group Use Group (Non-commercial Group Use
Committee} to head up their operations.

Because of the events’ “illegality” this enforcement division has had increasing ability
and support to impose “occupancy and use” tickets, “infrastructure” (building or
constructing any temporary facilities) tickets, traffic and parking tickets, checkpoints,
roadblocks, searchas, property impoundment, and - for those bold enuf to speak up
about the unfairness of this - “interfering” tickets.

| believe that it is reasonable to assume that this enforcement division has had - or still

has - more forceful measures in mind than those listed above if the courts continue to
support the regs, and the rainbows continue to refuse to comply with them.

[atR :‘C,k- &%’k ”
e . pachmedt= £



@ @

sometimes they have figured it out and understood us.

In any case, here we are again for the umpteenth time at the roundtable trying to come
up with some sort of way that we can be us, and the gov't. be who they are.

Here are the current suggestions from the recent conference. Personally | think we did
pretty well finding ground where we can be ourseives, keeping to our beliefs and non-
structured nature, and still land within what the government considers legal standing.

One. The fs accepts that someone can sign an application or permit as a “Self
Designated Contact Person” and not as an agent for a group, or a selected
representative of a group. Just as a citizen volunteering to work as a contact for the fs to
introduce them to people who might be working on parking, or medical, or cleanup, or
water use, or any of the numerous other jobs that come with large public assemblage.

This is the offering of an alternative — which the regulations indicate the fs should offer
— but which up until now they have steadfastly refused to consider.

Two. The fs agrees that the contact person(s) has no liability other than for acts they
themselves might personally commit. So while a Self Designated Contact Person does
have a responsibility to serve as a contact between the fs and other people, he or she
or they incur no additional liability nor do the individuals of the group create a
representative or agent relationship with that person(s).

Three. The fs agrees that the “Holder” named on the permit may be listed as
“Individuals Assembling At Such-or-Other Event” or “Individuais Who Gather in such
and Such Meadow Over the Fourth of July,” or “Individuals Attending Such-or-Other
Event,” and not an organization or group that exists anytime before or after the
assembly takes place. Meaning, in our case that a permit would not be made out to
“Rainbow Family® or any such non-organization.

Four. The fs will look into ways to do their funding process without utilizing a
“Declaration of Emergency” which has every time aroused fear and trembling in the
local regions where gatherings have occurred. Maybe they can do this. They couldn’t
promise so, but they did say they understood how that declaration arcused public fears.

Five. It was requested that the fs cease poisoning the press and media with outrageous
claims about gatherers — and that both sides cooperate at public and town meetings to
reduce fear and rumors in local areas.

Six. The fs agrees and understands that it must work with the people, starting in the
region and then, after a site is selected with the people actually on the land from seed 10
cleanup...and not with some people far away by telephone or however else: that it is the
circle of peaple on the land who are the responsible individuals with which the fs must
co-ordinate.



Twelve. Good Luck. The Senate Staffers wished us all that. And they noted that they
thought there was a lot a talk going in the right direction toward a common ground
where conflicts of the past could be aveided. But they did say clearly to both sides that if
these processes got off track and folks on either side felt that the others

weren't doing their part of the process that they would want to hear about it.

To me that means that if we can live with and work with the process as we were talking
about it, and if the fs continues its brand of harassment and intimidation that we will
have an open ear with the Senate Committee who might then decide to take any
number of actions on our behalf, possibly including budgetary review, or issuing
directives o the fs, or eventually even holding formal public hearings.

There were actually a number of considerations brought up: there was talk from the fs
about opening a link with a.g.r. for communications between rainbows and fs — or
some other method perhaps; there was a discussion about C.A.L.M. working with State
and local heaith officials and fs law enforcement being less involved in this area;

there was a suggestion by the fs that applications for site(s) be given to the fs as early
as Dec. 1* and that an application could be for an area, or region and not necessarily
for a single spacific site— this was responded to by the rainbow participants who
indicated that this kind of discussion was entirely in the hands of the people who would
be at TG council, and the folks who would be working with the site selection and
scouting process after that.

My own overview is that between the concessions we have won in court and the
concessions granted in discussion we have come a long way from the miserable way
the regs were written. And | don't think we are going to wind up in a better situation than
this uniess the U.S. Supreme Court decides to rule ultimately in our favor—but even if
that were to happen, it ain't going to happen fast, certainly not before July 2002. And
without some sort of compromise we are going to face much more aggressive
enforcement than we have seen before. This is as good a resolution as we are likely to
get. There are a lot of unspecified details—which is good, because it means we are
going to have to work out a lot of this on the land with the people really involved on a
day-to-day basis.

| have no doubt that even if this course succeeds that we are going to face endless
disagreements over particulars of land use and activities, but that has ever been so, that
people and authority are in some degree of push and pull between them. | am not naive
enuf to believe that simply coming to common ground is going to resolve all our
difficulties with the fs, but | do believe that this route is far better than the escalating
conflict in which we have been holding our own for many years, but in which we stand a
great chance of losing very badly.

Anyone acquainted with the situation knows that there are people within the gov't.
hierarchies who would like to see us trashed, “driven into the sea,” run off the map,
roads closed, court orders for site closure, evacuation, large scale amrests, property
impounded, families separated, etc. Don’t anyone be naive enuf to think that there



aren’t arguments being put forth in the corridors of power for that kind of imperial
approach to our gatherings.

Similarly, anyone acquainted with the situation knows that there are people within the
gov't. hierarchies who support our gathering assemblies, admire our land use and
cleanups, defend our rights to assemble and who believe that we offer an excellent
educational opportunity for young people, especially, to come to know and appreciate
our public forest lands.

There has been an ongoing debate between these sides within the offices of
officialdom. But the overali court rulings upholding the regs have set the stage for the
enforcement side to rule the day, and get their way fully and forcefully, unless some
other program or process steers a course toward some other direction.

Qur mission is to hold open the door to the mountains so the people can come to the
Circle, the Community, the Fourth of July Silence, and the Celebrations. If we come to
believe that we are meant to fight a battle with the feds we will get diverted from making
all the good things that the gathering is about. We need to be able to put our efforts
toward making the positive things of the gathering come true...that's where our power
lies, not in spending more and more of our time and effort sustaining a conflict with a
powerful, and sometimes very violent force. Qurs, ultimately is the peaceful way.

That's the way we can best preserve our own culture. There are forces outside us that
very much want us to continue the conflict, because that may be the very best way to
change and destroy us. By coming to a workable livable compromise situation we
diffuse those powers and we gain a continuity of our own culture and the ability to grow,
expand and gather in harmony and peace.

| realize we have covered a lot of murky and difficult ground, but there is a way out of
the swamp...and it is going to depend on the people at thanksgiving council, and the
process that continues on from there. God Biess, and....Good Luck.

Garrick BO—QA

October 200

State of New Mexico
County of Senta Pe
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November &, 2001
To whom it May Concemn:

1, Joanea Freadom, make the following declaration that | have voluntarily sttended two mestings
with the Forest Service in concarn for the permit process and declare that this declaration is true
and correct,

In November 2000 a meeting was set up betwaen the Forest Service and individuals who attend
Rainbow Gatherings. This meeting was held in Santa Fe, New Mexico where Forest Service
representatives Robin Pogue, Law Enforcement, U.S. Faorest Service; John Twiss, U.5. Forest
Sarvice Administration; and Bill Fox, Incident Commander, Law Enforcement, U.S. Forest Service
sat down with paople who attend Rainbow Gatherings to discuss the permit issue. | was ona of
thosa people.

At this sit-down we discussed alternatives to the F.S. permit process. The permit reguirement
forces the gathering to become something it is not by insisting upon a group-designated signer to
raprasent all. Rainbow Gatharings are not hierarchal and have no leaders so no one can be
designated to sign a permit to represent everyone. The permit procass, as it stands, finds us in
legal situations both in the courts and on the land, The Forest Service can offer an altemative if
the user doas not fall into the standard category. They have the option to do this as described in
their regulations (36CFR 251.54 (h) (2)) "offer an altemative” to the designated signature
requirement.

At the Santa Fe meeting the Rainbow Gathering attendees offered allernatives that can work. A
resarvation desk system with a contact person alternative was one of the solutions. The attending
Forest Service mambers said they would take this information back 1o D.C. and see what they
could do as they did not want to rewrite their regulations.

Ta find a solutian to this prablem for the 2001 ldaho Rainbow Gathering Bamy Adams and
Electric Ed Tunis, prior to the gathering, filed applications for a parmit to the U, $. Forest Service
using the individual Contact Person altemative. In accordance with the F.S. option to offer an
alternative both applications were submitted and hope was the F.5. would accept them. Both
these applications were rejected because of the signature and Mr. Adams is seeking judicial
review of the rejection of his application.

Since the gathering in ldaho the situation has been brought to the attention of the Senate
Agriculture and Natural Resources Committee. A teleconference call, at the request of saveral
Senate Staffers to this committee, was held an October 5, 2001.

On this call were John Watts, Counsel, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources,
majority staff, Frank Gladics, Profassional Staff, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural
Rasources, minority staff, Calli Daly, Legislative Assistant to Sen. Larry Craig, (R) ldaho; Kira
Finkler, Counsel, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, majority staff; Tina
Terrell, Legistative Affairs Specialist, U. 5. Forest Service, Malcolim Jowers, Incident Commander,
Law Enforcement, U.S. Forest Service; Anna Melle, Assistant Director far Law Enforcement, U.S.
Forest Service; and eight individuals who attend Rainbow Gatherings.

This call was the latest meeting to find a resolution to the permit conflicts between the Foreast
Service and the Rainbow Gathering, to find a workable solution. Both the Forest Service and
some Gathering participants had briefed all the Staffars extensively on the background of the
situation.

SHackmen T F
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Staphen Johgart
106 Worden Ave.

Ann Arbor, Ml 48103-4032
734-761-4243

Novembar 29, 2001
To Whom it May Cancern:

I, Stephen Johgart (a.k.a. Gonzo), make the foliowing daclaration and declare under
penalty of perjury that this daclaration is true and carrect.

On Friday, November 23 and Saturday, Novembear 24, 2001 | was an attendee at the
activity referred 10 as the Rainbow Family Thanksgiving Councll. | volunteered to take
notes as the people in attendance sat in circle and discussed iasues relating to
Rainbow Gatherings, and in particular the Rainbow Family of Living Light Warld Peace
and Healing Gathering 2002,

Ann Melle and Carolyn Williams took part in the Saturday circle, representing the U.S.
Forest Service.

The 10 pages of nutes are exactly tha words | typed during the Goungil circles; thay
have not been adited. They repreaent my summary of many hours of statements and
varbal interchange; they are as accurate as | could make them under the
gircumetances.

Stephen Johgart
Ann: Arbor, Michigan

X -
My Comntisston Expires June 19, 2006
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Friday, Novembar 23, 2001

The Spirit who brought us together was asked 10 heip guids us, and thanks were offerad to the Mother
Eanth who provides us with life.

Agenda:

~Banking Coungil

P.O. Box

“Offica”

+Sead camp supplies

«Phong andfor Info line
“Computer lssues

«Spring Councli

+Boout Councll

+Seouting

Love

~Foresl Service discussion
*Parmit 1Issue

=Shitters - Alternatives to siit trenches
“What Is Thankegiving Councli?
+Bhantl Sena

Danking Coundll - Three Wiscongin individualg hava bean doing Wisoonsin bank toward the Annual
tiathering, per consensua at Wisconsin Aegional. $100 designated for Thanksgiving Council {which is to
decide ite ues). 5144 designatad for scouting. $156 remaina for othar ugs, |.e. Cifice, Howdy Folks.
Consensus ranched that the same 3 Individuals serve sa banking councll for the Anhual Gathering, until
Spring Counall anfy. Gonzensus that P.O. Box 3213, Madizon, Wi 53704 be the Annuat Gathering F.O.
box, under the name Ralnbow Family of Living Light Werld Peace and Haaling Gatharing 2002

Spring Councll - Scouls generally decide Spring Colmeil site. Public land is preferred, but not mandatory.
Discussion revolves arpund dutes of 2nd or 8rd weakend inJurne (Jund 7 - @ or June 14 - 18). Dates
discussion tabled until Saturday,

Eeoouts are ellegedly masting Aptil 15 at the USGE map library in Stavens Point. There was much
discussion of whether to agres ta meeting at Stevens Point or whethor to leave the gite TBA, Discussion
ot setting up & soout "base cam” a few days ahaad of the 15th. Viehicles are in short supply in Madison;
folks with vahicies, with or without scout experiance, are sought. Consansus reaffirms the date ot April 15.

Congensus that Thanksgiving Council would ke to ses a Wab site established which is spaciticaity
dasignatad Rainbow Gaihering 2002, This Wab site, if established, should maintaln ks Web presenca
after the Gathering. Since noona at this counci! velunteersd to be a webrnaster of this sita, this consenaus
is only as a desire 10 sas euch A Web site astablished if someone is willing to do i,

Forest Service attendance discussion. Statamant that wa need to be aware that the buresucracy would
like to 586 us never have a Gathering again; aithough it I3 fine to Iry 1o be cooperative and avoid
antagonism, we need to remember thet basis fact. Blatemeant that the government works for us, and wa
need to work toward making things work that way. There are things the Forest Service could do with us, |
we cotld work that out. Howavar, even those who would like to work with us werk for the bureaucracy
which would Iike to wipe us out.

Alihough Ann Malle wilt represant the governimen bureaucracy, it ig very imporant thet we remember that
wa &t Thanksgiving Counell do not rapresent anyona oise, we represent only oureelves ag individuals in
counetl.
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A ligt of questions was posted on the Internet which wara suggestions for what we might want to ask Ann
Makig when sha arrivas, The llst of guestions was read aloud for discussion. Problams ware ralsed with the
worgding regarding “legallzing the Gatharing” and with issues the Farest Service might like to discuss with
“‘tha Ralhbaw Famlly™ | as opposed to with those of us attending Thanksglving Councll. Problems were
raised with the negaltive ione of the quastions, and a suggestion was mada 1o include some positiva
guastions regarding whal the FS can do to assist in, for example, site selection.

The letter from Ann Melle 1o Thankegiving Councll atendeas (posted to the Web) was read aloud.
Dinner was announced,

Statement that in conskieration of the new lgsues the government has to deal with in the wake of
September 11, It should be clewr that wa shoukd ha Al the bottom of the list of issnes tha govemment has
1o worry about.

Seturday, November 24, 2001
Faather pagsed - aftempt at summary of some of ihe comments:

Staterment that it ig important to ba awara of language as a medium of communication. When language
becomes abusive and confrontational, communtcation coasos.

Discussion of tape racording. Request tor notification if anyona is racording, and for coneensus that
racarding la OK. Conssnsus blacked. Comments that recordinge and videotaping is dangarnus. Need for
recording questioned. There wil) be no taplng.

Thanks given to the Spirlt for bringing us logethar. Invocation of the Spldt ta Joln us here, Thanks to
brothars and sisters for being here. Keap In mind thal wotrds are only words; wa nisad 10 saek the
meaning. Argumarnts can gat to bacome aboul the argument and not the tssue Thia is i be our vislon of
what ¢an happen 1o tha famity. Lal's keap the spirit of peace and ¢ooperation, and keep our disaussinn
positive.

Comment on the feather. We can all apask on sech lssue if he feather dances around and doesn't
bacome a lead balloon,

Carotyny, the Forest Service resource pareon, siates that she hopas wa trust that she will keep things teal.
She Is hare 1o try 1o make the Gathering a poaltive evert.

Heartsong. More heartsong.

Gonoern for the way the media Initally agdresees the igsue, Deslre exprassed for unblased madia
raporting. Concern glgo axprassad over iba gencral stewardshlp of forests.

Importance of respest 10F tha 1sather was siressad, 10 avold the loudest voloes dominating the circle.
Muora heartsong.

Lang experience with Gatherings and ragionais and relations with the Forest Service has shown that the
vasl inajority of Forest Barvioe agents have been good to work with. The lack of diferentiation among
many Aainbows between "Foresl Service" and *law anforcemant” was stressed; the Forest Service is not
synonymous with law enforcement. Forest Service law enforcement has been sxparienced as harrassing;
past prelarence for wortking with sherit? ie expressed, bacause FS LEOs don't take otimas at Rainhow

Baricusly.
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Itis & good sign thal the F8 Law Enforcement has ser 4 representative to meet with us here, and that
they are willing to subject themselves to whatever might occur hare. Tha fact that they have agresd to
magt with us without weapons shows daep respact for us

Hope that averyons can converss I a respectiul and civil lone, Thus, this is the way 1o do things.
Maore haarteang.

Aalnbow is just & bungh of individuata. All of us could be arrested and Rainbow would siill happen. We are
dlt hare to try 1o preserve what makss tha land such g jawal. The othar jewal ie that we have tha right 10 frea
apaach, free assembly, and the right 15 axpreas our religions as we aee i, Daglra to work togather with
other communities and members of our larger community. The Bill of Rights gives ue fraedom of
agaambily. We i 10 show the world what fresdom of assembly maans.

There sre two basic trutha found in attendiby Rainbow Gatherirgs: Freadom of speechiassembly and
fraadom o exprass religion. One of the great lagsons of Rainbow is the variety of religlons and how thoy
all draw from the power of myth. Description of the magic of July 4 at a Gathertng. Our famity will ba coming
Ipgethar in the Western Great Lakes regkon, and may we atlempt to meke this as frea from impadimenta &3
poesible. and that we lake care of necessities approprintely.

Coftae grinding reflection on sloguence.,

Reflection from a Christian parapactiva of whal I wil mean when thls workl pagses away amnd Heavan iz
manifested on the Earth. Rainbow i the bast rapresantation of the harmony and peace that this may
mean. Tha big struggle coming may be between the *public Interest” and “speclal Interests”. Can we as
Rainpow be an instrurmant of taking the govarhment, tha public servants, 10 sarve the public?

The United Nations Declaration of Rights, Arldla 18, also affirms fresdom of assembly.

A majorty of ue under Rainbow try 1o manifest ha rights of peaceable assembly delineated by
Amendrent 1, Article 1, Rainbows ara alf about raspaecting the forest; we gather on land that hag already
been logged and/or setthsd, we would naver gathar on fand where our baing thara would cause a
parmanent negative impact. The Gatheting s & roliglous experiehice In that we ol can go there 1o
reconnact with whatever spirituality we seek. As in any group of 20,000, thare are some problems, but the
number is low in comparison with other groups of similar gize. Discomlort axprastsd with Forest Service
balng part of inner clrcle.

Feather protess addreasad; plaasae respact the faather and more Impottant. the parsan hading the
feather.

Quasgtion ebout what Is the big desa about an individua! signing a permit as an iIndividual, as long as itls
spacifically as an individusl. Forest Sarvice overwhalimingly deals with people that abuses the iand; some
distinction must be made betwaen those people and peopis who gather with respect for the forest. Hope
expraessd that the Gathering become a parthership instesd of a powar strupgle.

Mord hearisong.

Commant regarding the nature of Rainbow bhaing individuala ee¢h teking responelbility for himsail and
herself, That is what makes Fainbow unigue. It is not due to antipathy toward the Forast Servioe that we do
not sign & permit; i is dus to what makes Rainbow vaiuable to thoss who Giather making deeignating
someone who represents gach of us, and thus implicitly mekes the group reaponasible for the Individuals,
in not possible without changltng the core of what we are doing. Comment about freadom of peaceable
gesambly not only meaning peateable 1o each other, bt to the Mother Earth as well.
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The majotity of raports localfy from Rainbow are positive regarding the axpariatca that has coourred. Wae
cara for the Earth and do & goad job of .

From July 1 - July 7, ona thing is cartain: there will be a Rainbow Gathering. The Forast Service and Law
Entorcemant will be there. This I8 a givan. Some of us Rainbows are embarragsing and some are not,
Acknowladgement that Forest Service repy are daing thalr jubs, desire expressed for them to perform
their jobe with as little frouble &5 possible, and wilhout harrassrmant rom the indlvidual speaking. We wiil
not be free of conflict; no human congragation s frag of conflict, nor should that ba strivén lor...conflict
produces growth, But we can striva to minimize any destructiveness of that corllicl. We *are” gll related,
whathar wa lika It or hot.

Appraciation expressed for the Earth from the parspective of First Nations, those who wers hera batore
tha Europasan forafathara Tha parmit 1S 1 big lasue: no matter how long wa councll, spenker will not be in
sgreement with tha parmit proceas or signature on permit,

Siratch break.
Ann Maella made her pregentation.

Ann gave soma background of her position. She manages the Uniform Offiear Patrol Program. First
(3atharing was Nevada, then relurned for Oragon and has worked the rest since then. Was involved with
formation of the Incident Command Team. Sha is here fo share some firgt-hand Information with this
group, some of who may be participating In the Nalional Gathering. She and Carclyn wre hare reprasanting
the Foreet Sarvice, and ig hera ta prasent the Eorest Service position.

Reguest made for Ann's persanal heartsong regarding Reinbow. Sha parsonally balleves thal 4 edlulien
can be achiaver relating 1o this impesse. One reason sha agks to altend Aainbow Gatherings le that she
has 50 much fun. She bedieves Gatherngs should go on, and that there are many good thinge that
hagpen at Gatherings. She went on to share some of the "ugly underbelly” of Hainbow. She epends a lot
of time talking with people at Gatherings. More and mare, peopla she tatka to den't like the direction
Gatharlngs are going, due 1 varlous disrespactiut ang iresponsible acts by aome individuals who are
attending tha Gatharings. She belleves the Forest Service has attended enough Gatherings to know
what the Bainbow attendeas can anxd cannot do. Sha hag hegrd from many people that they are glad Law
Enforcement is thera. As publio servents, FS Law Enforcamant is responsible for representing the whole
public. Their job is 10 balence averyona's Interests. Nobody who I8 involved with the forests thinks the FS
is dolng everything right.

Copies of the pemit application and regulation wore passed out. She wanrt over the parmit in detall. There
tends to be confusion over what pans of the regulation applies o noncommersial Usas ve. commarcial
uses. Only noncommercial use apphes 10 Rainbow. Thare have basn over 500 noneommercial permits
isgusd, including 5 or mora to Rainbow Famlly events. Other groups includs family rexmlons, weddings,
ehureh groups, Boy Scouts, eic. Ragulations have been in effect since 1985,

Eatly proposal (Sec. 251.54), written or oral, is required. Concern exprassed regarding announcing the
gite eatly leading & lot of folks 1 show up sarlisr than is healthy for the forast. It probably, eccording to Ann,
is best 1o do the early proposal process orally, &0 1nat It ¢an ba dane In a low-key way. Contact person's
name |s required, incliding hame of peraon who will sign permil. Once this proposal |s regelved, FS will get
back with info on why the site may or may nat be appropriate. Specific ahe not nacessary, several potantial
sites would be fine, or even & state or reglon.

Onca feadback has been received, the wiitlen application can be submitted. Ones written application l&

received, F5S has 48 hours 10 respond (including weekends), Application must be reccived at leagt 72
hours prior to the event.

5
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If the application is eccapted, a permit is Issued. The permit will be 1o the group, which can be the speacific
event and alt \ha Individuals on the land, not 1o 8 specilic Individual.

Liabitty. The signer does not have legal liabitity as an Individual. Permit doas not have lagal #ftect unti
both the holder and the FS sign the permit,

Confldentiality: Regulaticns allew canfidentiality of irformation during preapplication process. Probien in
Aatnbow 18 that applicants are everybady; how ls Information kept confidentiai from the applicants
themaslves?

Under the reguiations, since we are gathering a6 individuals, each parson as an individuat is linbla o &
citation for gatharing on Forezt Service land in & group of »74 without special uee authorization.

Congtitutionality’ Thers are 3 brarches of government, thase who maka tha laws, thoee who administer
the lawe, and those who imarprat the laws. The Suprame Court has artablished that the govemment may
contral the tima, place, and mannor of protectad activities. Meny Rainhow attendess who have been clted
and who have gone before the courts have challenged, along with thair own oltatione, the constituticnality
of the reguiation. The courts have upheld the regulation. The regulation Is not going 10 go away, tha
Giathering will be required 10 have a permit.

Since 19986, tha Chiet of the Forest Service has astablishad the Recreational Group Use Committaa to
overses activitles tafling uridar the regulation, Last year, dua to continused noncompliance by people who
attend PBainbow Gatherings, the Foreet Service decided they need people who underatand how Rainbow
Gatherings work 10 oversaa managing the Gatherings. The Incident Command Teem was astablishad, an
intardiscipiinary group of Law Enforcement, Resaurce Planning, eic, Regarding the amergency
daclaretion, it Is daclared for effective agministration of the procsss. Emergency declaration may or may
not be used in the futire dapanding on whether it s the most efficiant way o administer the situation.

The Chiaf of tha Forest Service has directad that the tncident Command Tearn doeal with noncompliant
groups by contacting the group once they have reachad 75 and raminda them of the pormit procees, i no
permit ig forthcoming, thay are notitied that they olther nesad 1o acquire a permit or reduce alze to lege than
75 people; if the situation continuas, the group is informed thay must laave the site; I thare I3 still ne
permit, tha group fallz under the same regulalions that the genural publie %all under when using the forest
{i.e. Tires. struclures, watar Inas, infrastructurs); If the ccoupation continues, the roads will be blocked and
ohly pacpla whe are antering to remove things from tha slie.

Paviiioh rescue break.

To continue. Peopla insida wilt cantiniia to be encouraged to leave. If sl the people on the land are not
able 12 be removed, the *geheral public regulations” will continue to be enforced. Everyone who Is
present when the avent is ehut down can ha cited for gathering on Foreet Servica land in a group of =74
without special use autharization.

Addressing the questions: Will the Foreet Service acknowledge that the Rainbow Famlly ls an organization
and does not have laaders (what Is a leader)? What matters to the Forest Bervice is whether »74 people
are gathering, Il dosan’t matter whather they are an organization or not.

Will the FS guaraniee nat ta declare the Gathering an amergency? F& will guarantee neither to daclare nor
ta not declars the Gathering an ameargancy.

Will the FS |zsum joint atatemants to the press with the tamity? No. It is neoessary for the FS to
acknowlegige that somea bad things happen in corjunclion with Getherings, though thay ara a small
percentage of all activitias at Gatherings. It would be unfair to just indicale thal everything will be
wonderful. Guestion: How about the FS informing the Gathering in soma tashion what informetion has
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bean provided 1o the kocal family?

5 would be hapby 1o work with the family to nolity sotebody of maetings with the community. FS cant
invita farmily to meetings with other Law Enforcament. Statement: +5 requastad parmizsion to egtablish a
bulietin board at info at one Gathering, and was deniad permission. Responas: That (a8 bacayge the FS
warted 1o post legal natices so they could go 1o cournt and stete thay provided legal notice. Hequest made
that meetings be hakd joinly with the F8 In local communitiea to asddreas Iaaues. A variety of anecdotas
regarding town meatings and problems with the town meetinge were recounted, in particular town
meatinga a1 which Rainbow Gathering attendeas were denied participation sither due to nonnotification or
not baing aliowsd to speak when they attanded. Much back and forth regarding accuracy of tha
Information the FS gives local communitias priot to Gatherings ang the problems that Inaccurate
information can ceuse. Statement by Carolyn that past activities are done, we can't fix theny; we can make a
beginnlng toward better cooparation next year. Garrick Back and Jeff Klgin have offered the following
procase i nobody alen wants to sign the parmit (1L 18 preferrad that Thanksalving Councll or the group that
ars focalizing the Annua! Gathefing next vear include a parson on the tand who will sign a permit), Jelf
Klein will sign the parmit Under the signaturs wil be incicated the statement thal the pereon is seif-
designated, Doss the contact parson become an agent of the group? Everyonae who is on the land is
bound by the requirements of the permit. That person is the go-between between the group and the
Forast Service.

Fealher passad - soma attampted summary of some comments:

Question; What i the time frame for making notice? The minimuwmn i 72 hours prior to 75 peopte being on
the Gathering #ite. The pre-natioe should be as scon as possible. In what area? Regarding the Annual, it is
Gbvious, thera are lots of people. Regarding regicnals, it 75 paople are oountod, the permit is requirand.
Asfar as what la the area, It's & gray arta,

Permnit issue I8 actuslly an attampt to wipe out the Rainbow movamant. [t changes it from & gathering fo 8
fortival,

A lot of people who participae In Rainbow still consider this permit regulation unconstitutional, The
harrasement in enforcemant of the regulation is uncalled for. What is the point of coming to a meeting to
compromise and bring & pronouncemant sat in slone of how thinks will be?

It seams a kind ullimatum has been presented. Appraciation was spoken for Ann and Carglyn coming 10
axposs thamsalves 1o tha controversy. But: It dosen't epem that any dess of compromise has been
prasantad. The Constitution Is not a secred documant; k was written by people 227 years ago to attempt
to establlsh a more reprassntative govemment than existed previously. Our dght to Qather Isn't granted
by the Constiwition; It axists, and the Constitution acknowledges that, The lasues wo are dealing with
have 1o be dealt with on a pollcy level; Ann doesn't have the authority to change the policies she is hired
to enforce, This is & long-tarm issue.

An understanding was exprassad that this council cannot represent the Rainbow Family on the land; thus,
all wa can do hera is hava a diglog. Ouestion raised: Can the F5 post in a Reinbow-freguented public
forum, AGR presented ag an example, any oommiunity outreach eventa the F8 (s planning? Also, why the
averfiights and clandaesting aurvaillance? Alss, wnal iz the problem with slit irenches, which are approved
for military uaa? Also, speak more 1o the selt-designated contact and why the regulations cannol be
changed to rafiect the self-designated contact status.

In the inlerest of making the Gathering satar, siop jamming the CALM radios, or ¥ you're not golng to,
pleass coma up with a naw tape to jam the radlos with. Alec, pleass stop going Mo the community with
the message that the Rainbaw Gatherlng |s a big drug panty: it causas problams with the iocals coming out
looking for a hieavy drug avent, and benaving in ways which cause problams for the Giathening. Parmit
issue; Can a person volunteer 1o be a contac! person rather than a representative? Answaer: Although a
place of paper ¢an be taplad 10 the applicetion, the application must still ba signed. Problem with latting

.1
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the govemimani know esrly whare the Gathering will be allows the fedieral govammant to do bad PR in the
region or local area. Harrassmant: Na Indication from LEOS that harrassment will diminlsh. Town mestings:
Speaker would iike the opportunity to address the town meetings first, to infort them of nagative (P10
thay may nead to addragss, We {don't knew whe the spaaier refera to) will giva tha local media published
Info from past Gatherings, FS doesn't need {0

Where can we find the Police Standard of how vivlations of tha parmil is supposed to ba written up? The
whola thing makes me nervous on a constitutional basis. We have the lowest crime rate per caphta in a
group our size of any orgenization, Question: 1| you are ou there working with 74 other people working
the Qatharing, would you sign a permil making you liabla for their acts?

Dinner will be served. There I8 cheasa in the agucs; vegane please notify us so we can get you a meal
without the oo,

How do theae regutations manags ¢ supetsads tha Constitution? Ann: The Constitution contalns the
saparalion of powers. The people elsct Congress to make laws; tha exacutive branch mplemants the
laws, 1ha courts Inlarpret the laws, in particular a6 10 whaether thay are constituilonal. Congress pasaad a
saries of laws relaling 1o the Forast Service, Including passing on 1o the Secratary of Agriculture the
authority to st up regulations. Tha Rainb:ow has taken several regulations to court raguesting an
interpratation as to constitutionality. The courts, with some specific exceptions in pans of tha regulation,
have upheld tha conetitutionatity of the reguiation. Tne case is now appealed ¥o the Supreme Court, and it
is awalting cartiorar (whether the case will be heard).

What if wa don't go past the proposal stage? [t will &l not be an authorzed Gathering. The reascn for
looking at proposed sites |s to facilitate getting the permil signed in the first place, to avoid setbacks or
denials In gefting the permit approvsd,

i wan! to 3ea compromise; | feel we've been given an ullimatum. it's golng to happen. Speaker will not sign
a permit or authorize anyone alse 1o sign a germit,

Speaker hag a problem trusting what thar FS reps say, betause of paet actions and ectiona toward othar
forasl usera. If tha parmit is signed il may mess up caseas in process.

if a peraon gigna the parmi, and x amount of damage is done, who s llable® Ann: The group of individuats
is responsible for any resource damage, but the Farest Service will deal with the apecific individuals for
damage caused by that specific individual. If nobody signs the permit, who is responsible? Tha individuals
who commit the acts. Howaver, the Galharing will not be aliowed without a permit,

The question we hava to ask ourscives is: Is this parmil legal? Thug far the calrts have found this permit to
be (agat. The crux of the problem is with those who make the laws. The solution may raguire that some of
us get Into tha legislative branch that makes the laws.

Mag the Foroet Sarvice ever censidered coming in and building a kitchen, 108 when thay're not on duty, ab
they can have fun whila they'ra there? Ann: One of the frustrationa of no permit means the FS folks can't

do more to parficipate becaise ii's an Megal evant, and the government employess can't participate in an
iHegal svent.

Althaugh tha regulations may be legal, ethically and morally these Gathetings are not Hiegal.
The dinnar was awesomel
Speaker believas that wa have a right to bs out there. The Constitution pives that right. Everyone ie

welcome. if you want to be a Rainbow, you can be a Rainbow. Why can the F8 reps not sign the parmit?
Tha FS reps arg not thore 1o participat, they ere there to conduct their officiat dutles.

?
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Appreciation expressed lur Ann and Carolyn coming 1o hear what we had to say and listen to the mageive
disagreement we have wilh them. That's a great first step. As to the parmilt, thasa permits have besn
around for & long time. Contact pareons hava chosen themseives through the years, 65 solf-designated
cortact parsons (net (aballed as such, bul In practice that's what they did}). All the planning was done in
coopearation with the FS when law enforcement didn't have any regulation fo enforce. We are in the end
fighting ovar & symbol, eome colored Ink on a piece of papet. Some lolke, knowing they will incur the
hatrad of others, have some up with this self-designated contaot person concept. The self-designated
contact would sign ateting that hefshe is not signing as a representative of the Rainbow Famlly, not
committing anyone alse to any obligation due to the signatura, | i= just a signature ae an Individual. We
won't know  wa're wrong until wa fry.

This regulation appaers to be dasignad specifically (© give this group hall, 1i appears this uitimately will be
solved by the courte, | don't sae any letup on the hippie litestylo because soclety as a whole Juet doesn't
get it Thare s a conflict between two prasaniations ot the "sall-designated signer” rule: Ann appesrs to
have said thal tha sall-desgnated signer obligates the group 1o abide by the permlit; the previous speaker
indicatad that the signer only obiigates him/Aeresl§ 1o ba B contact persen. If this regulation can ba shown
hefore the Supreme Court 1o be targetad at ohs group, it shauldn't have a chance of baing upheld.

Thate keap baing eomments on haw good the refationship with the Forest Service used to ba: what
happened 1o ohange 17 Are there any potential sress of compromise? And why does the FS go into areas
with an attitude of hysterlia? Ann: There hae always bean an sgrosment on an operating plan, thaugh it
wasnt gigned. The operating plans have atways worked pretly well. The Law Enforcement declslon didn't
a6t up tha ragulations; the regional officers and the Chief of the Forest Service and the line oftlcers
praseed for and satablished the regulationa. The reason the regulation was put forward was that the line
Cfficars andd the Chisf said that the old system wasen't working, and 2 new method of adminigiration neeads
10 be astablished. One problem we've had In the past was LEOs baeing harassed by Gatherers, which has
gone down in recent yeare.,

When resource personngl ware Incident commanders, hey were satisflad with everything except the law
anforcamant parsonnel. Regarding the permit iseua, Ann kaeps getiing around o takking about “you
peopla® agraeing to this parsen eigne the permit, implying that we have designated that pargon. Tha
person who signa "signe as an agernt of tha holder” eccording to the back of the application for permit. No
oana who signs |3 an agent of anyans glge gt this eouncil. Wnan Law Enforcerment says thal without a
gignaturs, jolks working toward the Gathering cannot consult with ressurce personnel, it lsto the
detriment of tha forast. The anly thing hindering cooperation Is the signature issus. Thera Is no such
thing as a dasignaied slghee and ha one is willing 10 make such a thing axist

Propazal for cooperation orlginally given to & maeting in Sania Fe was read, and a copy offerad 10 Ann and
Carolyn.

A biriet aary history of FS-Rainbow interaction was spoken.

The simple solition to this is 1o eliminats the requirament for o signature, If the Forest Service wante o
issuse a permit, that's fing. Thera s more to this signature requiremant than cooparation. it Is about control,
Tha only way the bureaucracy could come after Ralnbow was as "the rest of the people”, sinca we ara the
people peaceably assembled.

A message waa convayaed from “some others™ Any further communloation from the Forest Service to the
“farnily as & whole® shouid ba by way of tha Usenet newsgroupr alt gathering. rainbow. Communications
with the attomeys should be diracted through the U.S. Attorney. Ann asked if the reader was acting as an
agent for anyone else. Responss was that the reader is conveying information for acme other people.

It was requested that pecpie be allowad to communicate with rescurce pergonnal 1o work with the issues
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where the FS and those working loward & Gathering can usefully cooparate, with the goal of making the
Giathering & sale and haalthy Gathering. Ann; An oral proposal can be given, and FS can work with
| whoever would like to work with the F8 up unti the time & permit would be requirad. Also, her comment
regarding the group agreeing to a designated signer was oftered as a compromiee, giving some control
over who signs, not as a dictate...a person can stif just stand up and self-designate as e signer.

What authority must the sef-designated signer hava? The signer serves in the contact capaolty, and wag
agreed oh by the group, As an attempt to reach out io what has been sald regarding Rainbow having no
raprasentatives, the FS is willing 0 accept a self-designated signer In full raafization that the whots group
has not deeignated them aa an suthorizad representative; that parson would be a designated contact
parson. Can that contact exist without a siynatura? No,

Wk

Thanks o Reinbows who have managad to hang on for this councll. Hopefully we can keep working, even
if we dont get what we want out of this counctt, 1owara making a successful Gathering happen. The
Gathering is a nonhetrarchical thing; it wil o on with or withowt the congant or advice of this council. No
one can be compalled to sign; na one can be banned from signing. K seams allly that just because some
one person has agread 1o sign for ro one elee, the Gatharing suddenly i5 jegal. How can wa do all that is
neaded toward making the Gathering happen, and then have [t all fall apart 72 hours before the Gathering
dua to ne signature?

g\

Even though this has been a iong day, this council meeting was 1o tind out whare wa a1 stand, and | think
wa'va ascompliahed that.

(~=

 There seems 1o be a problem hat is somaons signe, it jeopardizes the whole legal and ethical movie
S Wl it be passible for council 10 work out @ stelement repregenting curselves as Individuals in council?

Thanks to Ann and Carolyn for coming, and {o cveryone else, Tor eubjecting themaelves for all this. it is
diaappointing that the Forest Service cama to the council with no intention of compromisa.

LRy,

Your (F5) Chigf in Washingion is clearly a very powerful Chief, but claarly he [s not a wise one, bocause he
does not sae that any signature will be given under durass.

3

The people who Gather are not poor powerless people; we have shawn powar i cour cases, In standing
ur 1o the Army, in refuging to ba ralled over. Alt respect for the Governmarnt I lost with this bogus meeting
where the Governmant comes and says that if you sign, we'ra geing to target you selectively, and if you
dont sign, we're golng to clte you sslectively, We have a lot of powar. Thara are two ways 10 get rid of
powet: they tan slit our throats, of thay can gonvinee us to glit our own throats. Don't hang onto the big
Rainbow Gathering for dear life; the Graat Spirit will dictate how all s resolved.

et

Have you come io the ponciusion yourssives that there is no way thet o valld signature can be put o a
permit? The Family council will not assent 1o & reprasaniative who signs a permit. thue in the ayes of those
ot us In this councll that signature will ba Invald. There are several groups, of trlbes. which clalm the name
‘7 ot Rainbow Farnly. If one of thosa tribes consensed to sign & parmit for the Annual Gathering. how would
! that be binding on the othar ribes? Tha anawar Ann has been told I8 that i is obvious that the group that
eists on the land at that time 18 more than that tribe, and the only peseiit we can issus is for that whols

group.

/ Reinbow is made of many tites; # 15 not a single tibe. To ¢lasaity It ag @ singie entity minimizes the
O difterances.

Consansus was proposed that Jeff Klein reprasents us as a councl as & parmit aighve. Consdnsus wes
/ / plocked by numerous individuale. Gonsensug was proposed that anyone be allowed o represent us.
Consensua wan again biogked by numerous individuais. it was noled that we have no authority to ban Jeft
of anyona elsa YoM signing A permit as an individual, but that we pointedly do not authorize his signature

10 Mrchment™ &
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be on our pehalfl. Appreciation expressed again thal Anh and Carolyn wera willing to come and share
information with us. Acknowledgement that they are here to gonvay information 10 s aboui a siupid
reguiation, that they did not make up the slupkl regulation.

Thig group is an anarchist group. We are al totally reaponalble for our own aotions, and only our own
actions. When we deal with the Forest Bervios, we are dealing with a very complax and powerful
organization, the U.5. Government. The signature is the one thing that is required. No legal basle has
been shown how the signatures affects any individusl responsibilitias. An analogy could ba drawn to the
Government's treatmant of Natlva tribes, where the Government obiainad signatures on treaties, and
then broke evary ane of those troatiss. When we sign a permit with the LL8. Govemment, we are by
nature setting up some sort of representative organization. Signing such a permit damages tha vary basia
of what Rainbow is. Signing a parmit would be not only signing away the concapl of fresdom, but signing
away nur fraedom ftaalf.

Given the expariance historically with the US Governmonht keeping its promises, the racord is not good. At
this juncture, | have severe resarvations about this permit issuo, but | think it iz an issue that has fo be deall
with &t a policy level,

This whole permit thing has been overdocused-on. An issue is raisad ragarding potential sits gelecton.
Wolld the Forest Service have some suggastions regarding where a suitable site with meadows, parking,
ard watar would ba? The feeling was axpresssd that the isaue has not been {ocused on enough.

AND requests that we look at the same criteria the FS locks at in datermining an appropriate shs, as
delinsatad In the handout she passed arcyund. She expressed thanks for sharing our feslings with har iy a
respactiul way. Sha apologizes o those lat down becauge hey thought she was coming with proposals
for compromisa on tha regulation lasus. She also spologizes to those who feel she and Carolyn just came
hera to deliver an ulimatum. She was trying 1o be Lp frem, complete, and acourate, and fo present the
sifuation In tha Forest Service openly 50 that those who work toward s Qathering have the Irdormation
they need a3 they move forward. Contact Information will be provided. Kaap In mind that Ann and Malecim
and Carolyn are working togethar as part of the Noncommercial Giroup Use Committes, 2o any
communication with any one of them will be shared. Contact information for Jeff and Carrick will alse be
provided.

Cuiagtion ralsad regarding why, if the elle, a8 Indicated by Ranger Walt, waa the lsast Impactable site in
Idaho, was the parmit dented? Ann: First, # wae reprasentsd 10 the FS that the site was just Spring
Councll. Tha question was then ralsed wheiher it was battar to move the group or I8 them remain where
they were, and we dacldad ta have them stay whare they were.



ATTACHMENT H - Cold Mountain, Cold Rivers videotape:
Shoshone-Bannock Mediation (June 27, 2001).

This tape documents a Circle and Council, held at “l1daho Annual Rainbow (athering”,
June 27, 2001

On the video are Indigenous American Tribal Eiders of the Snoshone-Bannock,
Shoshone-Paiute Elders, Federal Mediator Doug Mc(onnaughy, a couple of hundred Rainbow
Gathering individual attendees, plus plaintiff Barry Adams (representing himself), and Forest
Service District Ranger Walt Rogers, other forest service, and forest service Law Enforcement
Officers, mounted and armed with weapons, There were approx. 2,000 or more other attcndees
at this Gathering at this time, not present at this Circle.

This videotape is an amazing view into the way three different cultures - Forest Service,
Indigenous Tribal People, and Rainbow Tribal People peaceably assemble in Circle and Council,
Rainbow-style; i.e. in Respect - listening and speaking.

Plaintiff would hope this Court would find time lo watch and listen to the entire tape,
however, plaintiff has marked off the “relevant” and “essential” sections, of this videotape, in
support of Plaimiff’s Response to Defendant’s Molion for a Protective Order.

0:00:00 - Tape begins

1:04:40 - Federal Mediator introduction.

1:05:20 - Federal Mediator and Adams - Jeff Kline, Garrick Beck are named.

1: 08:55 - Federal Mediator speaks.

1:10:00 - Federal Mediator Doug McConnaughy and Barry Adams, in this exchange Doug
identifies he is in “discussions™ with Jeff Kline, Garrick Beck, fohn Buffalo, and Barry
Sacharow - four persons who have attended Gatherings.

1:11:50 - Federal mediator says “Forest service has authorized me to reach an accord.”

1:13:00 - Barry Adams, plaintift speaks concerning his proposed Peace Resolution.

1:19:15 - Federal Mediator states, “Barry, perhaps it is time for your peace resolution.”

1:20:00 - 1:40:50 - Barry Adams, speaks, another gentleman named Felipe speaks, Federal
Mediator speaks, another gentleman named Durwin, and Elder Lionel, s nephew
Terry, another Triba! Elder, and so on, until ncar the end of videotape. It ts during this
sharing that the Federal Mediator indicates he wall return on June 29, 2001 (didn’t
happen).

1:41:12 - Short interview of Ranger Walt Rogers.

1:41:54 - Tape ends,



AFFIDAVTT

STATE OF MONTANA
88
County of Missoula

1, Susann Bradford, bemng first duly sworn on cath, statc:

I. 1 work for Cold Mountain, Cold Rivers, a nonprofit environmental and human rights group
based in Missoula, Montana and incorporated i the State of Montana.

2. On June 27, 2001, 1 was operating a camcorder for Cold Mountain, Cold Rivers in Bear
Valley of Boise National Forest at the site of the annual “Rainbow Gathering” to document
activities of public interest, and 1o disserminate information about activities concerning citizen
access to public lands and related environmental and cultural impacts.

3. In the main meadow of the gathering site, around 3pm, T witnessed the arrival of several
tribal members of the Shoshone-Bannock and Shoshone-Paiute Tribes accompanied by
persons who later became known 10 me as federal mediator Doug McConnaughey and several
Forest Service agents, including Sharon Sweeney and District Ranger Walter Rogers. As thiy
entourage entered the main meadow of the gathering, an informal “circle” was called together
in the “main circle” area (o hear the tribal members’ concerns aboul the site of the gathering,

4. 1brought a video camcorder to this circle and documented it in its entirety.

3. After returming to Missoula, I provided two un-edited VIS copies of this original footage
to Barry Adams, al his request, for possible use in a civil rights claim, These tapes arc cntitled
“Rainbow 2001, 6-27-2001, Shoshone-Bannock Mediation™.

The foregoing is sworn to be true under penalty of perjury of the laws of the United Statcs and
is signed this _ day of November, 2001 at Missoula, Montana.

va—wm%///‘ﬂﬁ e )

‘Euﬁann M. Bradford
Box 7941, Missoula, MT 59807

Onthis 50 dayof Nov o -W’ e ,2001, before me, a notary public, personally
appeared 5‘,.\[ perere M SO e anWH to me to be the person whose name is
subscnbed to the within instrumeny, and acknowledged to me that {s)he executed the same.

T SEAN Dyt

Natary Public for the
S State of Montana
S Residing at: mifj v
) My commision expires; ¢ )‘- l[ {2

ﬁ"/')ﬁCL\th‘f_ H
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AmMelle.himl . .lttp:;y-“ww_grcullak.csrainbow.m'g//\rmMc:ﬂu.hl.:

I've been asked 10 try to post any information directly to groups rather than to individuals,
so please forgive me if this is posted incorrectly or cross-posted.

Thank you to those who have shared your thoughts with us regarding the invitation
extended to the Forest Service to attend the Thanksgiving Council. Thank you cspecially to
Fric who has extended his hospitality to us. Given the continued invitation but also
cognizant of the concerns expressed, 1 wanted 1o let you know our current plans.

We will have two people attending. The first is a recreation special uses stafl person from
our Regional Office for the WI/MI/MN area. She has been asked by the Regional Forester
tor that region to be the coordinator/point of contact for next year's gathering. She wilt be
working closcly with the region's line officers and our national coordinator Malcolm Jowers
{who cannot attend due 10 family commitments).

The second is myself. T am a special agent (law enforcement officer) for the Forest Service,
supervise Malcolm Jowers in his current capacity as the coordinator of non-commercial
group use activitics for the Forest Service, am a member of the Chief's NCGU Committee,
and have been involved with five prior national gatherings. | also participated in the recent
conference call with Garrick, Karen, et al and so can speak to that discussion,

As people have cxpressed a concern about having some group time without FS presence,
our current plans arc to only attend all day Saturday. We will be staying at a hotel off-site,
Hopefilly, this will provide the freedom desired, yet give ample opportunity throughout the
day on Saturday for good discussions. As 1 expect not 10 be placed in any enforcement or
unsafe situation, and out of respect for Eric's wishes regarding his private home, [ will not
have any weapons with me,

I hope these plans are ok,
We look forward to seeing all of you at the Council.
Ann Melle

US Forest Service
amelle@fs fed us

loi't 4#9(;ém¢t7l_ ,f"' qujgs' 01711/25 T1:5¢
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(hv way uf Gonzo)

From: "Ann Melle/ WO/USDAFS" <gonzo@a. >
Date: Wed Nov 7, 2001 1:16 pm
Subjeci: Thanksgiving Council

‘Genzo and Racchi - We Lthank you again for your invitation to atiend C
. Thanksgiving Councii. Malcolm Jowers would normally attend this on t
gnqency's behalt, however he has family commitments for the Holliday.

‘ThcrLfore, I'll be attending the Council. RBlso attending with me w
ia regional recreation stalf person from our Region 9 in Milwaukee, wh
‘been desiynated by the Regicnal Forester as their point of contact fo
‘piann1nﬁ for next years Natilonal Gathering., Although I can't speak [
rher, 1 would like te attend as much of the "meeting™ part of the Coun
;I can, so that we can continue working towards a succassful cooperati
;gathering. I'll plan on arriving Thursday afrerioon and leaving Sund

~fmerning, but would appreciate any other feel you have of when group

diggussion time may ooour., I've heard that the council will be at a
private residence, and would appreciale it if you could send me any
directicns and information on the overnight legistics. I would welc
any input or idsas you all have in advance of any questions or concer
Lhink Council participants may wish to have us address, so that we ca
az informative as possible.

Thank you!

Ann Melle
UsSDA - Forsst Service

Washington, U.C.

.5, Please feel free 1o repost this ta AGR 1F you wish.

AuthOr
Ocean Son,g,

Replles
5096 Re: Thanksgiving ! C vunm}

”‘--};Dﬁﬂ#‘e.
Wed 1
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned Barry Adams, certifies that on the 1st day of December, 2001,
I caused to be personally served via Federal Express, a true copy of the foregoing:
PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO FOR A
PROTECTIVE ORDER; and SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO DISMISS; SUMMARY JUDGEMENT; AND
PLAINTIFEF'S STATEMENT OF DISPUTED FACTS.

upon:

STUART E. SCHIFFER

Acting Assistant Attorney General
THOMAS E. MOSS

Intermin United Slates Attorney
ALAN BURROW

Asgistant United States Attorney
THOMAS W. MILLET

AMANDA QUESTER

United States Department of Justicc
Civil division, Federal Programs Branch
P O. box 883

Washigton, D.C, 20044

Telephone: (202) 514-3489
Facsimile:; (202) 616-8202
Attorneys for the Federal Defendants




