
PETITIONERS’ REASONING TO REQUIRE NEW GTC MEETING 

 The Petitioners ask to be allowed to explain to the Court why they 

believe it is necessary to hold a new lawfully scheduled and noticed GTC 

Meeting to re-address the OBC vacancy based on the information provided in 

the flyers issued by Respondents and in the GTC Meeting Packet itself. 

!
1. The Respondents’ first flyer asked “How will we fill the [OBC] 

vacancy?,” even though there was an option to leave it vacant which the 

Respondents acknowledged was a Constitutionally sound option. 

!
2. A more expensive looking flyer said the cost of GTC meetings are 

$200,000 and that, “Tribal members are responsible to make educated 

decisions,” but omits important information about the true costs associated 

with Options A-E, including the cost of the average salaries of an at-large 

council member and an assistant for the remainder of the current term, not to 

mention benefits, office supplies, equipment, etc. 

!
3. Options A, B, C & D in the Meeting Packet don’t conform to the 

Election Law’s requirement that a primary be held 60 days prior to an 

election whenever there are sixteen or more candidates as were caucused at 

the GTC Meeting and as later listed on the Sample Ballot, and therefore 

Options A,B, C & D wrongly omit the cost of holding a primary. 

!
4. The true costs of Options A-E would likely have ranged closer to 

$700,000, far above the $200,000–$207,000 costs advertised to GTC by the 

Respondents’ flyers and published in the GTC Meeting Packet.  



5. Only the cost of Option F was accurate in the Respondents’ flyers and 

in the GTC Meeting Packet, since the cost of leaving the OBC position 

vacant was simply the cost of the GTC meeting itself. 

!
6. The GTC Meeting video shows that when Petitioner Dodge tried to ask 

about these discrepancies in her privileged question after being recognized by 

the OBC Chair, the Chair allowed another GTC member to shout Dodge 

down and did not allow Dodge to ask her privileged question afterward. 

!
7. Given that the GTC Meeting was adjourned without GTC adopting any 

of the options listed and that a new GTC Meeting must be held to re-address 

the OBC vacancy, none of the monetary amounts listed in the Meeting Packet 

are accurate any more and all of them are far more inaccurate than Option F. 

!
8. Options A and B, to hold the caucus at the GTC Meeting and hold the 

election on December 13 or November 22, 2014, respectively, both 

mentioned the Respondents’ intent for “a polling place to be set up on the 

Oneida Reservation and in Milwaukee.” Yet, Option D, to “fill the vacancy in 

the regularly scheduled Special Election in July of 2015,” made no mention 

of including the SEOTS polling site despite the Chief Counsel’s Opinion in 

the GTC Meeting Packet that, “Based on the litigation regarding the Special 

Election for the Judiciary positions, and consistent with electing [OBC] 

members, it is recommended that if a Special Election is called that polling 

places be scheduled on the Reservation as well as in Milwaukee.” 

!



9. In BC Resolution 08-28-14-A regarding the delayed Judiciary election 

the Respondents asserted their ability to make a “one-time exception to the 

conduct of the Special Election [that] shall include polling sites in Oneida 

and Milwaukee,” therefore it’s troubling that they omitted from Option D any 

mention that the SEOTS polling site would be included in the July 2015 

Special Election if GTC opted to fill the OBC vacancy at that time. 

!
10. Considering the Election Law, if the July 2015 Special Election was 

held on Saturday, July 11, 2015, it would allow time for a primary to be held 

at least 60 days prior on Saturday, May 23, 2015 (if necessitated by the 

Election Board’s approval of 16 or more candidates), which would allow time 

for a new caucus to be held at least 45 days prior on Saturday, April 4, 2015.  

!
11. Petitioners argue that Saturday, April 4, 2015, allows sufficient time for 

the Respondents to not only issue a packet that accurately reports the true 

cost difference between voting to leave the OBC position vacant as opposed 

to filling it via the July 2015 Special Election but also gives Respondents 

sufficient time to draft an amendment to the Election Law and allow GTC to 

vote whether to include the SEOTS polling site in all Tribal elections. 

!
12. Therefore, Petitioners ask the Court to order that the current Stay be 

maintained on any Special Election to address the OBC vacancy until such 

time as Respondents lawfully schedule, notice and conduct a GTC meeting to 

consider accurate information about the costs of two options: 

 (A) Leave the OBC position vacant. 

 (B) Address the OBC vacancy during the July 2015 Special Election.


