
     1See Emergency Notice Regarding Ongoing Retaliation in Violation of this Court’s Orders,
filed November 15, 2004 (“Emergency Notice”).

     2As this Court will recall, Siow is the same BIA employee who was implicated in the unlawful
withholding of Ms. Patricio’s trust check. Id.

     3Cobell v. Norton, 224 F.R.D. 266.
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)

PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF FURTHER RETALIATORY ACTIONS TAKEN AGAINST
INDIVIDUAL INDIAN TRUST BENEFICIARIES

Plaintiffs hereby submit additional information demonstrating that Carmen Patricio

continues to be retaliated against by Norton and her unethical attorneys in violation of this Court’s

orders.  Shortly after Ms. Patricio filed her affidavit on November 15, 2004,1 she contacted Liz

Siow about the leasing of her allotments since she had just received her appraisal after almost two

years of delay.  See generally November 15, 2004 Patricio Affidavit, attached to Emergency

Notice.2 During the course of that conversation during the week of November 15, 2004 – almost

one month after this Court’s October 22, 2004 memorandum and order3 clarifying its orders

regarding contact with beneficiaries and almost two months after a series of hearings before this

Court regarding the Secretary’s feigned confusion about her legal obligations – Siow informed Ms.

Patricio that she “could not do anything with the land because of Cobell.” See Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 1



     4Ms. Patricio’s affidavit is corroborated by the affidavit of her cousin who participated in the
call with Siow and Ms. Patricio at the time Siow stated that she could not lease Ms. Patricio’s
trust land because of this litigation.  See Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 2.

     5Plaintiffs notified Spooner on November 15, 2004 that Ms. Patricio is protected by this
Court’s anti-retaliation order. See Plaintiffs’ Exhibit 3.

2

(February 22, 2005 Patricio Affidavit) at ¶7.4  

For the last three months, Ms. Patricio has lived with the constant threat of foreclosure and

eviction.  She has been unable to pay her electricity and other utilities.  At the same time, her

recently appraised allotment is valued at over $1,000,000.00.  This is the same allotment Siow

said she could not “do anything with” because of the Cobell litigation.  Siow never mentioned this

Court’s orders, never mentioned any notices or waivers and never advised her that she could – that

she should – speak with her attorneys. Id. at 8.  Ms. Patricio did not understand why her trust land

could not be leased notwithstanding her desperate need for funds.  It was only as a result of an

unrelated conversation with plaintiffs’ counsel in February that this instance of retaliation came to

be revealed and understood.

That Norton and her cohorts took affirmative action to ensure that Ms. Patricio could not

lease her trust land is not in question.  Nor is it a question that Ms. Patricio was told by Siow that

this litigation – that this Court – barred her from leasing her land within days of filing her affidavit

with this Court.  Most clearly, there is no question that Norton and her agents and employees

abused Ms. Patricio and blamed this Court for such abuse.  Finally, there can be no question that

the leasing of her trust allotment would materially improve her situation in many ways.  

It is unconscionable that the trustee-delegates and their counsel continue to retaliate against

the weakest members of the class.5  This Court recently found that:

The Court is offended that the individuals responsible for these acts would cite the
Court’s Orders as justification; but the perniciousness and irresponsibility
demonstrated by blaming the Court pales in comparison to the utter depravity
and moral turpitude displayed by these individuals’ willingness to withhold
needed finances from people struggling to survive and support families on
subsistence incomes. These actions, whether Interior ordered them taken or merely
turned a blind eye and allowed them to occur, are a testament to the startling
inhumanity of government bureaucracy.



See February 7, 2005 Memorandum Opinion at 7 (emphasis added).  Sadly, Ms. Patricio has again

confirmed that this Court’s findings are true and accurate.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF FURTHER RETALIATORY
ACTIONS TAKEN AGAINST INDIVIDUAL INDIAN TRUST BENEFICIARIES was served on the following
via facsimile, pursuant to agreement, on this day, February 24, 2005.

Earl Old Person (Pro se)
Blackfeet Tribe
P.O. Box 850
Browning, MT 59417
406.338.7530 (fax)

/s/ Geoffrey Rempel
_______________________
Geoffrey M. Rempel
































