
MEMORANDUM TO REAlER 

The text of the attached copy of the recommendation and summary of evidence for the 
proposed finding against Federal Acknowledgment of the Samish Indian Tribe has been 
annotated to shov. the primary sources of evidence upon which the report is based. 
This addition to tte report has been made at the request of Evergreen Legal Services, 
attorneys for the Samish, to assist them in preparation of comments and evidence in 
response to the proposed finding. 

Branch of Federal Acknowledgment 
December 1983 
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Te~hnical Note 

The references cited and the sources listed are the most important and directly pertinent 
out of the total body of materials which could be cited. The research files may contain 
additional documents or materials which relate to a particular point. Sources are 
frequently too numerous to permit complete citation. The reader is also advised that 
any given statem :!nt is intended to be understood against a general background of 
knowledge about the case and the history of the area, and not solely on the basis of 
the cited source. Th·e list of sources therefore includes many items intended as general 
sources, not all 0:' which are cited specifically in the text. 

Each item in the list of sources has been given a number which is used as the means 
of citation in the text of the original report. In order to provide additional background 
or more detailed information about sources for a particular statement, some additional 
sources have been added to those in the original report. These appear following the 
last page of the (original report. No sources have been added which were not used in 
the research for the original report. 
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IN REPLY REFER TO: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20245 

Tribal Government Services - FA 
OCT 27 1982 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

AS5 istant Secretary - Indian Affairs 

Deputy Ass ist an t Secretary - Indian Affairs (Opera tiO~ 
Recommendation and Sum nary of Evidence for Proposed Finding Against 
Feceral ACknowledgment of the Samish Indian Tribe, Pursuant to 25 eFR 
83 tformerly Part 54) 

1. RECOM MEI-JDA TION 

We recommend that the Samish Indian Tribe not be acknowledged as an Indian tribe 
entitled to a :~ovlernment-to-government relationship with the United States. We 
further recomnend that a letter of determination be forwarded to the Sam ish and that 
a notice of the proposed findings that they do not exist as an Indian tribe be published 
in the Federal l~~ister. 

2. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 

The aboriginal Samish were one of the Coast Salish tribes of Puget Sound, with 
territory cente-ed on Guemes and Samish Island, and including neighboring islands and 
portions of the:: mainland shore to the east. The economy was primarily based on 
saltwater fishing of various species. The Samish aboriginally consisted of several 
autonomous winter villages, which usually consisted of one or more multi-family 
households. The households were often resident in a single very large multi-family 
dwelling constr llcted and owned jointly by the heads of the families. Family and 
household were often as important units of cooperation and action as the village itself. 
Intermarriage between village and tribes was the norm, as least by the higher social 
class, creating !i()cial ties for fishing rights and security against artack.(21,22,32,38) 

Leadership was not highly formalized but was exercised by influential men in the 
context of part .. cular situations. There were strong rank or class distinctions between 
families. "Trib,!s," as the term has been applied to groups in this area, were linguistic 
and cultural uni ts, closely linked by kinship ties and residence in a common area. They 
were clearly de::ined and named in the traditional culture.(2l, 32., 38) 

Samish populati:m was reduced to a single large village on Samish Island by the 1840's (21) 
by exposure to disease and raiding from more powerful tribes to the north. Population 
estimates of 15() to 200 during this time period are probably somewhat low. (78) 

Earliest record~!d Samish contact with Europeans was in 1792, but this contact was (22,24) 
limited to trade until the early 1850's, when extensive white settlement of the Puget 
Sound area began. White settlement in the immediate Sam ish area did not begin, 
however, until t'1e late 1860's. (37) 
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I")mmediately e,3.st of the Samish were the Noowhaha. Some of the descendants of this 
group were enrolled in Samish organizations formed in the twentieth century. The 
Noowhaha wer~ o:tten referred to by whites in the historical record as "Stick Samish," 
and even occc~sionally misidentified as "Samish." They were, however, clearly a 
distinct group, spc;~aking a different language from the Samish. They were primarily a 
river or forest group rather than a saltwater tribe, as the Samish were. The term 
"Stick" is deriled from Chinook jargon and refers to their inland, literally "forest" 
rather than saltwater, character. Linguistically, the Noowhaha, speaking Puget Sound 
Salish, were more closely related to the Upper Skagit, while the Samish, speaking 
Straits Salish, 'I.'ere closer to the Lummi, the neighboring tribe to the north. Both of 
the terms Noovrhaha and "Stick Samish" will be used in this report. (9,21,22,41) 

The Samish are:i was ceded to the U.S. in the Treaty of Point Elliott, which was signed 
in 1855 and ratified in 1859. This was one of the series of treaties with Western 
Washington Indi.ans negotiated by Governor Isaac Stevens to open the way for 
extensive whitt; settlement. The treaties provided for several temporary reservations, (8,19,36 
with the expec:a.tion that all of the Indians would eventually be removed to a single 75-81) 
large reservation at Tulalip. This expectation was never fulfilled. Temporary 
reservations were established in Lummi territory just to the north of the Samish, and 
in Swinomish territory, just to the south. These were eventually made permanent. 
Another reservation, on the Samish river, in or next to the Samish, was apparently 
contemplated blt never established.(1l2,1l3) 

Although the Sc.rnish are not mentioned in the final draft of the treaty, they were part 
of the treaty n~gotiations and were clearly considered to be covered by the treaty. 
The Lummi chief was considered to have signed for them. (9,75-8) 

Under the treaty, it was expected that the Samish would go to the reservation in 
Lummi territory. Except for a brief period, however, they resisted moving into 
another group's territory and remained as an independent group in their home area. 

In 1875, the viUage at Samish Island was abandoned, apparently under pressure of (27) 
increasing whitl~ settlement in the area. A new village was established on the 
northwest corner of Guemes ISland. Earlier Samish villages had existed on Guemes. (21) 
The new village" hereinafter referred to as "New Guemes" to distinguish it from 
earlier Samish vWa.ges, was established on two homesteads. These homesteads were 
obtained under the Indian Homestead Act of 1875, and totaled about 232 acres. They 
were taken out \vitr.! the assistance of white settlers.(l81-2) 

Although the law intended individual family settlements, and the two homesteads were 
in the names of two individual Sam ish, the Samish established what was in effect a 
traditional village. A large multi-family house, perhaps 60 by 500 feet, was built, 
straddling the cUvision line between the two homesteads. The house was communally 
built and owned in traditional fashion by the nine heads of families which composed (28, 32) 
the basic units of the house. The majority of the permanent residents were drawn 
from two big kin units, one based on the Edwards family and one based on the family 
of Harry Whulholten. This accoltnted for six of the nine owners. The other three were 
part Samish, kinsmen of the other families, but probably raised in other tribes into 
which their mod'e!rs had married. (21) 
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The village had a permanent population of about 55, but had as many as 100 residents 
at one time. The larger population reflected other, related, Samish and part-Sam ish 
tha t moved h and out. After the village was established, part of the Whulholten 
family returnE~d to their home area on Samish Island. While residents sometimes lived 
elsewhere anC there may have been a few Samish living on the Lummi Reservation or (21,25) 
elsewhere, the village was the primary center for the tribe in this period. The 
economy of t>-.e village was based on fishing and wage work for whites. Several big (l, 12,28) 
potlatches, sp'lnsored by village leaders, were held. The last one was in 1884. Lesser 
ceremonies WE~re noted in the local press as late as the 1890's. 

The New GUEmes village continued the earlier Samish reluctance to move onto 
reservations. The village is viewed by the anthropologist Wayne Suttles as a means of 
retaining the traditional culture in the face of increasing white pressures on Indian 
land and economy., (22) 

Harry Whulholten and Syitslanowh, whose descendants formed the Edwards family, (21,28, 

were among the most influential Samish leaders of the village. Their leadership 32) 

probably followed more or less the traditional informal pattern. There is nothing to 
indicate the devel,:>pment of a formal Samish chieftainship in post treaty times. 

The Noowhaha, like the Samish, were supposed to go onto the Lummi Reservation. 
Although they WE~re induced to move there for a short period around 1867, they (75, 76) 

resisted efforts te) move them and generally remained off-reservation. At least five (52,53, 
Indian homestt!ads for Noowhaha were filed, but only one is known to have been 95(96) 

successfully pErfected. Some Noowhaha eventually went on:to the Swinomish Reser-
vation, probab . .y after 1890, while others moved upriver to join the related Upper (42,106) 

Skagit, with wh()m they had kin ties. The last clear reference to the group, to a "Stick 
Samish Tribe," is in 1886, although several clusters of "Stick Samish" show in the 1900 (225) 

Indian Schedule of the Federal census. 

The New Gue:Tles village ended about 1900, probably declining gradually. Some (179,180-

seasonal and perhcLps ceremonial use of the land may have continued, until the land 183- 6 ,148 
was all sold. fviost of the land was sold between 1907 and 1910. Suttles attributes the 150 ,50, 

village decline to different preferences by the younger generation, physical decline of 14 7) 
the big house a.nd perhaps difficulty in making a living at that location. Rights to (22) 

important fishing grounds were lost around 1900, and restrictions on fishing increased (32) 
in that same period. Another cause was probably the expiration of the trust period on 
the homestead J anci, which would have expired around 1901. 

Many of the Sa mish moved onto the Swinomish Reservation. Important leaders like (148,150, 

Charlie and Dic< Edwards and George Cagey were already resident on that reservation154 ) (104, 

in 1900, and received allotments in 1905. Others from the village, from the120 ,243) 

Whulholten family, had been allotted in 1885, although some at least did not take up 
residence until considerably later. Some Samish remained off-reservation, in areas 
nearby, for another 10 to 20 years before moving onto the Swinomish Reservation. (66 ( 106) 

Besides the Samish:, the Swinomish Reservation in the early twentieth century included 
substantial num:>ers of Swinomish, Lower Skagit, and Kikiallus, plus a few Noowhaha (23, lOB) 

and others. ThE~ Sa.mish, Lower Skagit and Kikiallus are groups nearby the Swinomish, 
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within whose territory the reservation is located. The composition of the reservation 
community is llost commonly referred to in terms of these four tribes. 

There were marriages between pioneer men and Samish and Noowhaha women during(3, 28,106 
the first ten years of heavy white settlement in their areas, i.e., between 1870 and 
18&0, and even some marriages to early pioneers in the preceding decade. Some of the 
descendants cf such marriages merged back into the Sam ish and other Indian(25, 39,40 
communities IX reservations. Others remained living in white communities and44,148, 
married non-Irclians almost exclusively, retaining few ties with their Indian relatives i11222) 
Indian commu1ities or reservations. Many such Sam ish and Noowhaha descendants, 
along with sorre descendants of pioneer marriages with members of some other tribes, 
later participated in organizations formed in 1914 and 1926 to pursue Samish claims. (56,147,16~ 

Movements to seek redress for unfulfilled treaty claims in Western Washington began 
soon after 130~. These movements form the key background to formal organizations(54,106, 
involving the Samish descendants and other people which carne into existence after the 107) 
Samish moved to the reservations. In 1913 or 1914., the Northwest Federation of(98) 
American Indians was organized to push for fulfillment of treaty claims. This 
organization had local branches on most reservations and for most tribes. They were 
instrumenta' in getting the Indian Office to authorize a survey of homeless and 
landless lndiam;, conducted by Charles Roblin between 1916 and 1918.(106,107) 

The Anacortes Branch of the Northwest Federation was established in 1913 or 1914 by(28,90) 
Sarsfield J. Kclvanaugh, a Samish descendant born in 1862. Despite the branch's name, 
it apparently represented Samish interests in the Federation, although no actual docu­
mentary statement of this was found. According to oral history, it was a combination(242) 
of Noowhaha and Samish, although there was also a Noowhaha representative in the(18) 
parallel organization of Upper Skagit Tribes. The Anacortes Branch was not a(56,222) 
reorganization elr :10rmalization of the pre-1900 Samish tribe. Samish and Noowhaha 
descendants were instrumental in forming the group. It is not clear what role Samish 
leaders from tr.e reservations or other Sam ish members of Indian communities played 
in the formatiol1 of the organization or its activities in the first six or seven years. 

Claims bills we-re introduced as early as 1918. In 1921 the Tulallp agency received(218) 
instructions to "neet with tribal representatives to help in formulation of tribal claims. 
The meetings and council of representatives were dominated by the Northwest (46,59, 
Federation chapters. Sarsfield Kavanaugh, head of the Anacortes Branch, was active 111) 
in these meetin:~s. (4,61, 62) 

In February 192.5, legislation was enacted which allowed various tribes signatory to the(63,64) 
Stevens treatie~ and some non-signers to sue before the Court of Claims. The agency 
called a series Jf meetings to appoint delegates to choose an attorney. A meeting of 
the ''band of the Sa.mish tribe and descendants of same" chose Kavanaugh (Anacortes), 
Charles Edwards pnd Annie Whulholten Lyons (LaConner, i.e., Swinomish Reservation), 
and Joe Cagey (Marietta, i.e., Lummi Reservation) as delegates.(205) 

At a meeting in 19:26, it was "agreed to have a tribal organization." This organization(l89,199) 
agreed in 1927 to form a joint organization with a parallel organization representing (190,191) 
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the Sw inomish, to better pursue their aims and "further cooperation between the 
tribes." This :;fOllP, which met occasionally between 1926 and 1935, was essentially 
concerned with claims related matters such as raising funds for the attorney and 
especially conducting an enrollment. (166-8, 202, 203) 

The Samish organization did hold a meeting in 1930 in connection with the Super in- (200) 

tendent's requ~:st for representatives from the four Swinomish Reservation tribes to be 
elected to a bus:lness council for the reservation. A meeting was held and two 
representative:; sent to a meeting to select council representatives. George Cagey (207) 

was elected the Samish representative. Sam ish leaders were active previously to this 
in reservation-wiele formal organizations such as the Northwest American Society. 
They also participated in the formation of a Swinomish Reservation government under 
the Indian Recrganization Act in 1935, and George Cagey was elected to the first 
Swinomish Senate that year. (see p. 12) 

The Samish ca~;e before the Court of Claims was brought in 1926 as part of a combined 
action titled The Duwamish, et al Tribes of Indians v. the United States. The decision 
was rendered in 1934. Damages of $71,496 were awarded. Since this was offset by 
claimed Federal expenditures, the case was dismissed. The Sam ish were considered to (209) 

ha \' e incurred damages for the loss of 14 houses. No award was made for lands lost. 
Appeals were denied in 1935. 

Another group active at this time and subsequently was one that called itself variously 
the Mitchell Bay or the San Juan Islands Indians. The two names appear from the 
record to refer to the same collection of individuals. One large family which is listed 
on the Roblin roll as Mitchell Bay Indians also appears on Samish enrollments of 1926-7 
and the early 1930's, and many of them or their descendants appear on the Samish roll 
in 1953 and on -:he current roll. A t the same time, a member of the -family was listed 
as a leader of t re San Juan group in 1925 and 1949.( 92,135) 

There was evid\~ntly a San Juan Islands Branch of the Northwest Federation and a San (46,64) 
Juan Islands group participated in the Duwamish case. The authorizing legislation 
specifically mentioned them as a non-treaty tribe. The court held they were not 
abor iginally a separate and distinct tribe but were derived from other tribes who had (29) 

had villages in the Islands. Roblin in 1919 commented on a "Mitchell Bay Tribe," 
greatly mixed.1.dth Vancouver Island and Alaskan Indians and composed of "mixed- (106) 

bloods and a few full-bloods. 1I The Indian Claims Commission denied the San Juan 
Islands group standing to sue on the grounds that they were derived from the Lummi (33) 

and Samish trib.!s a.nd therefore covered under those claims. A separate group calling 
itself the Mitch,!ll l~ay Tribe of the San Juan Islands still exists currently. 

There is no indication that the Sam ish organization formed in 1926 continued to 
function after 1935. No documentary record of a Samish organization or other group 
between 1935 and 1951 was found and no documentary evidence of one was submitted 
by the petitior er. Samish representatives are not listed in BIA and Northwest 
Feder~tion of A11erican Indian records which were examined for this period. (loa) 

In 1951, a new :>rganization was formed for the purpose of pursuing the Sam ish claim 
before the India "I Claims Commission. It was conceived as the direct successor to the 
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"organization fermed in 1926. Like that organization, its membership was a mixture of 
Indian descend,mts of Samish, Noowhaha and other Indian background, and some 
Sam ish and No()whaha members of reservation communities. However, where the 
earlier organization's leadership and active participants were domina ted by reservation (193,222) 
Indians, the no 1-reserva tion Indian descendants played a much more prominent role in 
the new organization. This was particularly true after the 1960's. An open conflict 
between the D.'O elements in 1975 led to the formation of a short-lived "Aboriginal 
Samish" organi;:ation by the reservation Indians. (83,84,187,193,222) 

The 1951 orgar ization, like the 1926 organization, enrolled individuals known to be of (193) 
Stick Samish (Noowhaha) descent and was, similarly, conscious of the distinction. In 
1977 there was a short-lived attempt by a few Noowhaha reservation members to form 
a separate Noowhaha tribe and seek recognition. (222,233) 

The Samish oq;anization formed in 1951 initially sought Federal recognition in 1972.(73,74) 
A documented petition was first submitted in 1975, and a revised petition under 
25 CFR 54 (nov. part 83), was submitted in October 1979. 

In 1974, the U.~~. v" Washington (Boldt) decision affirming treaty fishing rights brought 
the question of unrecognized groups to the fore. The Samish, who were not parties to(140) 
the original sui t~, petitioned in 1974 to intervene, along with four other unrecognized 
tr ibes. In 19i9, Boldt ruled against the five, holding that none was a political 
continuation of or political successor-in-interest to the treaty signers and further that 
only recognized tribes were entitled to exercise treaty fishing rights. On appeal, the 
Circuit Court held that Federal recognition was not a prerequisite to the exercise of 
treaty rights. Reexamining the evidence, it held that the five intervenors had not (141) 
maintained suf::icient political and social cohesion to constitute Indian tribes and 
therefore were not entitled to exercise treaty fishing rights. The Supreme Court 
declined to revi·~w the case. 

The present-day organization membership includes individuals of distant Samish 
ancestry as well .as individuals of other Indian blood. The membership does not form a see p.13 
community. Interaction among members is limited and members have few if any 
Samish experiences. At least 50 of the current Sam ish members are enrolled in other 
North American Indian tribes. (see p. 26) 

The petitioner i:; presently governed by a constitution and bylaws which were approved 
by the membership on June 29, 1975. According to this document, eligibility for (197) 
membership is based on being of Indian blood and on a federally prepared roll of the 
Sami:sh Indian t-ibe to be dated June 1, 1975. The cited roll does not exist. No 
explanation was given concerning how eligibility has actually been determined during 
the past seven y ~ars in the absence of the specified roll. 

The current mernbership roll includes approximately 590 members. Forty-two percent (173) 
of the membershIp have been unable to satisfactorily document their descent from an 
Indian ancestor Il.Tho can be reliably identified to be Samish. In fact, a sizeable portion 
of the number have been determined to be descendants of other historical Indian 
tribes. (see p. 22) 
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"'Of eight former 11sts submitted by the petitioner, almost all appear to have been(see p20) 
prepared for some purpose other than as a record of the group's actual membership. 
They vary cor siderably in terms of size and composition from each other, as well as 
from the currE:nt roll. 

Dual enrollment is permitted under the group's present constitution; however, the 
petition has sra.ted that members currently maintaining membership in other tribes 
will have to rr,ake a decision regarding their affiliation when Samish is acknowledged. 
There are many individuals enrolled with other North American Indian tribes who are 
eligible for mEmbership with the petitioner based on their Samish ancestry. However, 
only 50 current S2Lmish members are now dually enrolled (predominantly at Swinomish 
and Lummi). ilased on available evidence, it is not possible to predict whether any of 
those now enroJled elsewhere would relinquish their membership in favor of Samish if 
Samish were fE~deral1y recognized. 

EVALUATION OF THE SAMISH PETITION BY THE CRITERIA IN PART 83 (FOR­
MERL Y PART 54) OF TITLE 25 OF THE CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

Summary Evah~l.tion 

Included in 25 CFR 83 (formerly Part 54) are seven criteria which petitioning groups 
must meet before acknowledgment can be extended. The Samish were unable to meet 
three of the se/en criteria. 

83.7(a) A statement of facts establishing that the 
p,etitioner has been identified from historical times 
until the present on a substantially continuous basis, 
as "American Indian," or "aboriginal." A petitioner 
shall not fail to satisfy any criteria herein merely 
because of fluctuations of activity during various 
years. 

The Samish, that is the community centered at the Samish Island village and 
subsequently the New Guemes village, are identified as a tribe by the Federal 
Government un:H approximately 1900. 

The Samish are identified as a tribe in Federal Government documents as early as (232) 

1853. They are referred to frequently in journals, drafts and other historicalC9, 112-13 
documents concerning the 1855 Treaty of Point Elliott, although not mentioned in, nor 
signatory to, th~ final draft. They are clearly considered in subsequent agency reports 
and similar do :uments to have been covered by the treaty and to be under the 
jurisdiction of the Office of Indian Affairs. (75-8) 

The existence o·f an Indian community at Samish Island and subsequently at "New(l, 11,12, 
Guemes" after .. 875 is occasionally noted in local newspapers, as well as in subsequent 14) 
local histories referring to this period. Until recently, maps showed an "Indian village"(14, 25) 
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at that locatbn. Local references are to the "Indian rancheria" on Guemes, the 
"Guemes Indialls," and to "Tom Sam's Rancheria." Local white citizens helped the New 
Guemes Indian:. obtain homestead land for the new village. 

No clear identIfications of a Samish group were found between 1900 and 1920, 
although subsequent Federal statements imply that some kind of Samish group was 
distinguished within the Swinomish Reservation in the period. 

No distinct ofJ·-reservation community or other group of Samish was identified by 
Indian Agent Charles Roblin in his survey of off-reservation Indians and claimants to 
Indian status b(~tween 1916 and 1918. (l06) 

No clear Feder al .identification as Samish of the Anacortes Branch of the Northwest 
Federation of J!.merican Indians from its formation in 1913 or 1914 to 1920 was found, 
al though it is )ossible that such exists. Although no unambiguous reference to the 
organization as Samish is found between 1921 and 1924, the Indian Affairs office 
probably dealt with the group, or its representative Sarsfield Kavanaugh, as Samish in 
that period as ~Iclrt of its work with representative groups to formulate treaty claims. (46) 
The identifica tl()n was as a group representing Samish interests as far as proposed 
Ie gisla tion to se ttlE:~ treaty claims, but not as a tribe. (63, 64 ) 

Beginning in 1921, the local Indian Agency, under instructions from Washington, called 
meetings to locate representatives of Western Washington tribes to help formulate 
their claims il1 connection with proposed legislation. These meetings and the (46,59-64) 
subsequently elected group of representatives were dominated by the Northwest 
Federation brarC'.he:s which were generally organized by tribal background. This group 
was evidently a:cepted as a valid representative in 1925 to appoint delegates to hire (205) 

the lawyer for the Samish claims. The Samish organization formed in 1926 was dealt 
with as being representative of Samish interests between 1926 and 1935 in connection 
with the· Duwan~sh case, even though a joint organization was formed in 1927 with the 
Swinomish group. (66-69, 88, 92, 93) 

The Samish participated in the Duwamish case on the basis of the 1925 legislation (29) 

authorizing the suit, although the legislation refers only to signatories of the Point 
Elliott Treaty and not individual tribes. The Court did determine that the Samish were 
covered by the treaty and on that basis allowed them standing in the case. It made no 
other determinations on the character of the groups as they were at the time of the 
suit. One plain·:i.ff!, San Juan Islands, was rejected as not representing an aboriginal 
entity. 

Tribal distinctions within the Swinomish Reservation are indicated by the Super-(200,207) 
intendent's request .in 1930 for separate "band" representatives. No such provision was 
made in the lrdian Reorganization Act constitution adopted in 1935 nor was it 
discussed in correspondence concerning preparation and adoption of the constitution. (132,133) 

No evidence wa! found of identification of a distinct entity of Samish Indians between 
1935, following the dismissal of the Duwamish case, and the formation of the current 
Samish organization in 1951. No representatives are noted at Northwest Federation 
meetings or BIA meetings concerning hunting and fishing issues in this interval.< 81,87,100,246-7) 
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The presently DetHioning organization, formed in 1951 in connection with the Samish 
claim before the Indian Claims Commission, has been identified as a Samish entity of 
one kind or another by the BIA and other Federal agencies, various Indian organiza­
tions, and to a limIted degree by State agencies. 

Although the local BIA agency has dealt with the Samish organization primarily in 
connection with the Samish claim, from time to time it has dealt with them as a(48, 58, 71) 

representative of Sam ish interests in some other matters. It has never dealt with 
them as repres entative of Samish interests on the Swinomish Reservation. They were 
classified as cl n()n-reservation group and as unrecognized, but were occasionally (105) 

consulted with or provided limited assistance. The Sam ish were one of the groups to 
whom "blue car ds" were issued by the agency in 1953, identifying them as "recognized (43) 

members of tn!aty tribes." They were also consulted in connection with a proposed 
Western Washir.gton termination bill. (55) 

The Public Hec.lth Service in 1971 informed the organization that its members were 
eligible for serlfices from the Indian Health Service. The determination was based on 
the Indian Claims Commission finding that the Samish had been participants in the 
Point Elliott Treaty. (114) 

The Indian Claims Commission in 1958 stated that the Samish were an "identifiable 
tribe of Indians: 1'1 and, therefore, had standing to bring the claim for aboriginal Sam ish 
land before the Commission (see detailed discussion under criterion d. The Commis­
sion denied that the petitioning group was a valid representative of the Noowhaha, 
stating that the~e was no evidence of a formal tribal merger. (34-5) 

Anthropologist Wayne Suttles, who conducted extensive research on Samish culture 
and history to early 20th century, identified the group in 1979 as the "biological 
descendants and cu,ltural and political heirs" of the aboriginal tribe. (239) 

The Samish or:~ani.zation was included in the Washington State Governor's Indian 
advisory council .in 1971 and 1973. (70,79) 

The Samish organi.zation formed in 1926 was identified as Indian by other such 
organizations and a Samish organization was a member of the Northwest Federation of 
American Indians. 

The Samish wen~ members of the Intertribal Council of Western Washington Indians, a 
group of recogni:z:ed and unrecognized Indians active in the 1950's. They have been 
members of the Small Tribes Organization of Western Washington (STOWW) which was 
formed in 1967, and the Affiliated Tribes of Northwest Indians (ATNO, which are 
organizations 0:: both recognized and unrecognized groups. They were granted 
membership in the Northwest Indian Fish Commission, an intertribal organization, in 
1975. They hav~ been members of the National Congress of American Indians (NeAl) (86) 
since at least 197'4. NCAI, ATNI and STOWW have endorsed Sam ish recognition. The (45) 

Samish were given invitational fishing rights by the recognized Suquamish tribe in 1978 
and those of 1/8 or more Indian blood were permitted associate membership on 
Swinomish Reservation for purposes of fishing. (115,212) 
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.'lFour resoluticns from recognized tribes supporting recognltlOn for the Samish have 
recently been submitted by the petitioner. Resolutions submitted were passed by the 
Squaxin Island TrIbe in May 1981, and by the Jamestown K1allam, Sauk-Suiattle, and 
Suquamish trices in late September 1982. 

The Swinomish Reservation government opposed Samish recogmtlOn in 1976 and (146) 

continues to t~~ opposed, feeling that the group is recognized through them. The 
Tulalip Tribes 1as also opposed Samish recognition. (89,136,137) 

The Samish tribe, i.e., those associated with the Samish Island and the New Guemes 
villages, were recognized, as well as identified, as a tribe under Federal jurisdiction 
after the trea':y signing in 1855. It is not clear, however, whether they were still 
considered unde:r Federal jurisdiction as a recognized group in the latter part of the 
19th century, ,i:fte~r the General Allotment and Indian Homestead Acts were passed. 
One 1890 statement declared that off-reservation Indians in the area were not under (117) 

Indian agency, Llrisdiction. Allotments were granted to Sam ish on Swinomish Reser-
va tion in 1885, 1902 and 1905. During this period, the Federal Government did not 
treat off-reser'ration Indian descendants living in white communities as Indian. (68,227) 

There is no evidence of Federal recognition of a distinct Sam ish tribe after 1900. The 
Samish on Sw tnornish Reservation after this point were considered one of the 
component "bands," although from time to time treated as a distinct group within the 
reservation. 

Although Tulaljp agency jurisdiction was extended to off-reservation Indians in 1913, 
there are no c.tations of an off-reservation Sam ish group between 1900 and 1950. (54,82) 
Thus there is nc) indication of recognition of the off-reservation samish and Noowhaha 
Indian descendants involved in the Anacortes Branch of the Northwest Federation or (227-8,69, 
the samish, Nlx)whaha and other Indian descendants involved in the organization 238) 

formed in 192E. The Samish are only cited on lists of groups under the Tulalip 
jurisdiction in the context of lists of tribes covered under the original treaty. Other 
identifications l)f a Samish group in this period refer to organizations formed for 
claims purposes (69,245,246) 

The Bureau declined a request from the organization in 1967 that the unoccupied (188) 
Ozette reservation be given to the Sam ish and denied a request from the group for (73,74) 
recognition in 1972. A BlA study commission in 1975 also recommended against 
recognition on the basis of lack of evidence of exercise of political authority and of 
provision of senices and recognition of rights by the Federal Government.(l19) 

In summary, the- Sa.mish group which was considered signatory to the Point Elliott 
Treaty was identifi«~d as a tribe and recognized as a separate tribe until no later than 
1900. Those SalTlish from the Indian community existing up to that time that joined 
the Swinomish cor Lummi reservations were recognized subsequently only as parts of 
those reservations. Other entities identified as Sam ish by the Federal Government and 
others after that point were created primarily to pursue legal claims. Much of the 
membership of these organizations was of Noowhaha or other non-Sam ish ancestry. 
The Northwest=ed,eration branch and the 1926 Samish organization both explicitly 
considered them:;elves as combinations of Samish and Noowhaha. 
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l'lLimi ted evide lce of identification of a Samish entity was found for 1900 to 1920, but 
it is believed further research would produce additional evidence of identification of 
such an entity at least by local or other Indian sources. No identifications of a Samish 
entity were found between 1935 and 1950. 

We conclude therefore that various entities of one kind or another have been 
repeatedly identified as Samish since aboriginal times and that they meet the 
requirements of criterion a. 

83.7 (b) Evidence that a substantial portion of the 
petitioning group inhabits a specific area or lives in' 
a. community viewed as American Indian and distinct 
from other populations in the area and that its 
members are descendant of an Indian tribe which 
historically inhabited a specific area. 

The aboriginal Samish tribe consisted of several autonomous villages, linked by kinship 
ties and common territory, identity and language. The number of villages was reduced 
to two by the eal"ly 19th century, one on Guemes Island and one on Samish Island. 
Some time in ti'l,e 1840's, the Guemes village residents joined the Samish Island village, 
so that at the 'ti.m~~ of the signing of the Treaty of Point Elliott, the tribe consisted of 
a single large viUage.(21) 

The village at :)amish Island continued to function until 1875, resisting attempts by the 
Indian agency tor the Lummi Reservation to have the Samish move onto that (8,19) 
reserva t10n. In tiha t year, the Samish Island village was abandoned and the "New 
Guemes" viHa~;(! (::stablished at the northwest corner of Guemes Island, on land (21) 
homesteaded by two village members. The new village consisted of a single very large (28) 
multi-family p .. cmk house, of traditional style, although some small buildings were 
subsequently buIlt.. Three of the nine owners" i.e., heads of family sections, were 
individuals of n')1'l-5amish identity, leading the anthropologist Suttles to refer to this as 
an "almost unique" village unit. All of the three were part Samish, probably children 
of Samish women who had married into neighboring tribes. (21,32) 

The New Guemes Village ended around 1900, probably through a gradual process. The (40,179 
largest number of residents moved to the Swinomish Reservation, where some had 180,183- 5 
received allotments as early as 1885. A few remained off-reservation at other (66) 

locations for a number of years further. There were a few Sam ish or part Samish at 
Lummi at this time: and some additional ones from the Swinomish Reservation married (120,154) 
into that com m uni ty in the following 20 years. Thus after about 1900, there was no 
longer a separate, distinct community of Samish Indians. 

The survey of non-reservation, "unattached" Indians of Western Washington, conducted 
by the Office (If Indian Affairs between 1916 and 191&, by Charles Roblin, listed a 
number of off-'eservation communities of varying degrees of social cohesion and 
distinctness. Nc, Samish or Noowhaha (Stick Samish) community was listed by Roblin. (106) 
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The Samish 011 the Swinomish Reservation participated extensively in reservation-wide 
formal organiz:ations which became increasingly important after 1910. A t the same 
time, the coHection of portions of four tribes was increasingly becoming a single 
community if te~rms of informal social ties. Thus Samish were members of the (39,206, 

Swinomish Reservation Indian club in 1917, and in 1918 petitioned together with other216,218 
Swinomish R(~servation residents in an undifferentiated petition requesting exam i- 244) 
nation of treaty claims of Swinomish Reservation Indians. The traditionalist smoke-
house religious group on the reservation included prominent Samish, while others were 
member.s of the more progressive Northwest American Society, both intertribal but 
reservation-limited organizations. Samish voted extensively in balloting to accept the 
IRA on Swine mish Reservation, adopt a constitution, and elect the first Swinomish 
Senate in the 1930's. Although there was progressively greater integration, tribal 
interests witt.in· the reservation have aligned from time to time along tribal lines, 
principally in relation to claims efforts in the 1920's and after 1950.(222, 237,240-1) 

The composition of the formal Samish organization created in 1926, based on the lists (164-9) 
of those enrolled .in 1926-27 and in the 1930's, was well outside any concept of a tribal 
community. The majority of the membership were Indian descendants of Samish, 
Noowhaha or I)ther Indian background from family lines which had maintained few if (25,39 ,4C 
any social th~s with members of Indian communities. A large percentage were 44) 
residents of Canada, of unknown social ties with reservation Sam ish or with non­
reservation In:lian descendants. With one or two exceptions, the leaders and most 
active participmts were reservation Samish, some of whom were prominent within the (189-91, 
Swinomish Reservation community. There was also a small element of reservation 199-203) 
Noowhaha that WE!re active participants. 

The 1926 organi2:ation cannot be considered a formal merging of the Sam ish and 
Noowhaha tribes, although it evidently saw itself at the time as a combined (18,57 
organization. Active participants did include a few Noowhaha from Indian commu- 204) 
nities and some Indian descendants of Noowhaha baCkground. There were, however, 
also Noowhaha frClm Indian communities included in a parallel organization, the "Allied 
Tribes of the Upper Skagit." The Noowhaha had a specific delegate in this 
organization and this organization specifically represented Noowhaha claims in the 
Duwamish cas~:. (80, 93) 

According to oral history, the Anacortes Branch of the Northwest Federation had also (242 
been a combin.!d Samish-Noowhaha organization, a "merging of the two Samishes"· In 
this period alS(I, there were Noowhaha in a parallel organization of tribes of the Upper 
Skagit. (18,237) 

Thus the organi.zation created in 1926 was not a tribal community but an organization 
of people of diverse background and with limited functions. Its character was that of 
an organization enrolling individuals to participate in an anticipated claim. It was, 
further, part 0 f a wider process of "sorting out" of claimants between various tribal 
claims organizcLtion of the period. (189, 199,222) 

The present-day Samish organization membership includes individuals of distant 
Samish ancestry as well as others of distant Noowhaha and other non-Sam ish Indian 
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ancestry. The group has been unable to retain a distinction from surrounding 
communities. Marriage outside the group appears to be the rule and is considered 
acceptable. (1,122,222) 

The samish r'~siding on the swinomish and Lummi reservations are socially part of 
their respective communities. Reservation Sam ish have only limited ties to Sam ish 
organization rnembers outside of their respective reservations. Reservation and non­
reservation Sarnish as a group do not constitute a community. Non-reservation Samish 
individuals ha ve few ties to other Samish organization families. Interaction among 
members is limited and members generally know few if any of the other families on 
the current Smnish list. In some situations, Samish members wilJ indicate they know 
some of the ether families on the samish membership roll but they do not know if 
these fami1ie~ are -samish. Contact with other samish families is frequently non­
existent or lirr ited to an occasional contact at an annual Samish meeting. (39,222) 

Some distincti:Jn i.s made between the reservation members and the "Anacortes bunch," 
a general term for the off-reservation Indian descendants. In recent years there has 
been political conflict between the two elements over the question of maintaining a 
blood degree r'!qui:rement for membership, and over control of the counci1.<45,83-4,187,193,222) 

Members of tre Samish organization do not appear to be group-oriented. Not only do 
most members generally refrain from attending formal Samish activities, they also do 
not have a hir,h level of knowledge of Sam ish affairs, can relate few if any Sam ish 
activities and can personally relate few if any Sam ish experiences. The commonly 
cited source oj information for samish activities or Samish family events is the group's 
newsletter. (193,222) 

Considerable evidence exists that the Samish do not form a community and have not 
for some time. A 1926 list of 53 members paying membership dues is the earliest (164) 

known samish ; ist or roll of members. A review of all known Sam ish membership rolls 
and lists of dues paying members since the first enrollments in 1926 indicates that 
there has been a great deal of fluctuation in the membership of Sam ish organizations 
during this 55 year period. 

Many member~i on earlier Samish membership rolls do not appear, nor do their 
descendants appear, on the current roll. Approximately one-third of the "1926-27 (165) 

Enrollment Information List" of 365 Samish members, for example, are not on the 
current roll although some of these families are still evident in the surrounding 
communities. The current roll also reflects a large number of family lines that do not (179) 
appear on any ()f the earlier Samish membership rolls or lists. In addition to the 
potential members who descend which derive from members on earlier rolls, there also 
appears to be a potential for several hundred additional members who are descendants 
or other relativ~s ctf current members. 

The character e~f the current group was affected by the elimination of the blood 
degree requirement in 1975. Samish membership became available to many individuals (197) 
not previously considered members. These individuals may have had little or no prior 
contact with ot:1er Samish individuals or with the group. One member of 1/16 Sam ish 
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.'lIndlan blood, :[or example, stated although her mother actively attended Samish 
meetings in previous years, she is not active and her children of 1/32 Sam ish Indian 
blood are not active and never have been and do not know much about the Sam ish. 
Another memh(~r stated her grandmother told her to enroll in recent years although 
"we're not much Indian." Many regard themselves as of Indian ancestry rather than as 
Indian. (222) 

The Samish petitioners submitted a list of addresses for members and concluded that 
74.3 percent 0:' the enrolled Samish lived within a 60-mile radius of Samish Island. An 
effort to verity a sample of the addresses indicated that as many as 150 may be 
inaccurate. Therefore, the listed submitted cannot be used as a valid determination of 
geographic di!;tribution. A Samish representative states some of the addresses 
provided were not actually the residences of the member himself, but addresses for a 
relative since these were members who change residences frequently. In order to 
maintain contact with the individual, the addresses for relatives are used. The Samish 
representative ;;uso offered to provide addresses for members who could not be located 
by the Federal ACknowledgment staff. Since the mailing addresses provided by the 
group in respo~se to our request were already the petitioner's second submission, a 
third update was not requested. Field investigation indicated, however, that indi­
viduals at the addresses provided in some cases were also unable to provide accurate 
addresses for t "'lese members. Some individuals indicated that the member had never 
lived at that 10:4t10n, was deceased, or had never heard of the member. 

Consequently, materials submitted in the petition and independent research by the 
AcknOWledgment staff did not substantiate the high degree of geographic concen­
tration claimed by the petitioner, notwithstanding the fact that geographic distri­
bution by itself cannot be used to establish a claim that members maintain tribal 
relations. No c:ore group or cluster of Samish members was evident around which 
Samish activities revolve. 

Field research and documentary evidence does not support the presence of a cohesive 
community with a core group or cluster of members around which Sam ish activities 
revolve. We conclude that a substantial portion of the petitioning group does not now 
constitute, and has not constituted for at least seventy years, a community of 
American Indians which is distinct from other populations in the area. The petitioner, 
therefore, does not meet the criterion in 25 CFR 83.7(b). 

83.7(c) A statement of facts which establishes that 
the petitioner has maintained tribal political influ­
ence or other authority over its members as an 
autonomous entity throughout history until the 
pr~esent. 

Samish tradi tior.c:u leadership, like the Puget Sound Salish tribes in general, was not 
highly formalizE~d. Leadership was exercised in the context of particular situations, 
such as potlatches and other group ceremonials, warfare, and reef-net fishing. 
Leadership in tr.E$e situations was often exercised by different men. There were no 
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formally constituted offices, such as a village chief, although one man might be more 
influential thal\ others within a village. There were, however, clearly distinguishable 
influential individuals who acted in these contexts, usually men of material wealth, 
possessing inhl~ritl~ spirit powers, drawn from the highest social class. (21,28,32,38) 

There is no in<iica,tion that more definite chiefs emerged among the Samish even under 
the influence of European contact. There is good evidence of the continuance of more 
or less tradit,ona.l leadership patterns among the Samish throughout the period of 
existence of t le Samish Island village and the New Guemes village. Oral testimony 
indica tes tha 1 Harry Whulholten and Syi tslanowh (Edwards) were both important 
leaders. Both were said to have organized potlatches, which would have required 
effort by the c!I'1tire village. Both men owned reef-net fishing areas and headed fishing 
crews, in the traditional manner. Both were reputed to have had important spiritual 
powers. (21,22,2tl,32,222) 

There are no dearly documented dealings by outsiders with named Samish leaders. 
There is documentary record of several potlatches, as well as some other instances of 
group ceremonial activity. Whulholten and Syistlanowh are from the two large (21,32, 
extended families which formed the core of the New Guemes village. The two 181-2, 
homesteads on which the village was established were taken out by one man from each 
of these two fc.rniIy groups. Whulholten and Syitslanowh both probably died in the late 
18901s, just be10re the dissolution of the village. 

The Samish, including influential Samish individuals, participated extensively in com­
munity-wide S'N'inc::>mish Reservation institutions after they moved to the reservation. 
Important Samish leaders such as Charlie and Dick Edwards and George Cagey were (2,150, 
already resencLtion residents by 1900. Others, such as Bob and Billy Edwards, 243) 
evidently remained primarily off-reservation as late as the 1920's,(27,66,106) 

George Cagey was president of the Swinomlsh Reservation Indian Club in 1917. (206) 
Samish leaden were included in a general petition in 1918 from the Swinomish (218) 
Reservation to press the claims of Swinomish Reservation Indians in general. Samish 
leaders were a,;:tive in the Northwest American Society, an improvement organization (39,214, 

organized in 1924, and in the traditionalist smokehouse religious movement. Both216,244) 
activities func-:ioned reservation-wide at about the same time. At the request of the (22) 
superintendent, the Samish elected a specific tribal representative to represent the 
Swinomish Reservation samish on the reservation business council in 1930. This (207) 

reflects the cOltinuation of some tribal distinctions with the reservation community in 
the 1930's, blt not the existence of a distinct samish community within the (39) 
reservation. It also reflects the samish acceptance of a single governing body for the 
reservation as it whole. The Sam ish participated extensively in the organization of the 
reservation under the 1934 Indian Reorganization Act, including the adoption of a 
constitution an,j the first elections. George Cagey was elected to the first swinomish 
Senate. (209,217,:219) 

Thus between the dissolution of the New Guemes village around 1900 and the 
organization oj the swinomish Reservation government under the IRA in 1935, the 
political activi ty ()f the samish as a tribal political community gradually decreased, 
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corresponding to the increased merging of the Samish from the former Indian 
community at \lew Guemes into the Swinomish Reservation community. Some leaders 
survived from the previous era, with a more or less traditional, informal leadership(2,15,28, 
character. The succeeding generation of Samish in the Indian community who were 32) 
identified as kade::-s tended to play more formal organizational roles in the recognized 
tribe. 

Indian commur ity Samish who were regarded as leaders tended to function formally or 
informally in Swinomish Reservation community institutions, and less formally as(22, 28,32 
leaders of the Swinomish Reservation segment of the Samish. There was perhaps 222) 
initially some carryover of the latter role to Indian community Samish who were 
resident at Lummi or to the few who continued living nearby off-reservation. The 
reservation cornmunity institutior.s were increasingly important after 1920, and there 
is little indicc,tion of a consistently functioning Sam ish tribal political unit, even (39) 
within the Swinornish Reservation, after that point. Even this degree of identified 
Samish leadership is less clear after 1935, as the generation born off-reservation died 
out. 

The Anacortes Branch of the Northwest Federation of American Indians, founded 
about 1914, cannot be considered 'as a formalization of Samish tribal organization. Its 
character, likl:: other Northwest Federation branches, was a vehicle for pursuing(lB,56,14i 
claims. There ~s no evidence that Samish leaders from the Indian communities played 237(242) 
any particular "ole in the first years of the organization, up to 1921. The leader was a 
Samish Indian descendant. There were also some Noowhaha descendants in leadership{ 28 ,46) 
roles. 

The Samish organi;~tion formed in 1926 similarly cannot be considered to have been a(l89-91, 
formalization of traditional Samish political organization though the organizers stated 199-203) 
they "agreed to have a tribal organization." As discussed above, its membership did 
not form a tribal elr other kind of community, but was highly diverse, with many non- (164-9) 
Samish. The ol"ganization was clearly formed in response to claims activities coming 
to a head in that year, focused on the filing of the Duwamish case. Virtually all of its(l8,205) 
recorded activi t.ies had to do with claims. Its relationship to the Anacortes Branch of 
the Northwest Federation, which continued, is not clear. 

Although Samish leaders from the Swinomish Reservation appeared to playa dominant 
role in this orgcIlization, there is no evidence to show that the Samish and non-Sam ish 
Indian descendants and residents of Canada, who made up the majority of the enrolled 
membership, w:!re followers of these leaders except in the narrow context of the 
organization. Leaders from Swinomish Reservation such as Charlie Edwards, Tommy 
Bob and George Cagey were officers or were influential in the organization.{56,147,199-204,242) 

The last record:!d actions of the Samish organization were in 1935, the year in which(204) 
the Duwamish c ppeal was dismissed and the year in which the first Swinomish Senate 
under the IndicIl Reorganization Act, was elected. There is no evidence that any 
formal organizc,tion existed between this time and the formation in 1951 of a new 
organization to pursue the Samish claims before the Indian Claims Commission.{ 16,82(100) 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement SMI-V001-D004 Page 18 of 49 



17 

The current s:lmish petItlOner is the organization formed in 1951 for the purpose of 
pursuing the samish claim before the Indian Claims Commission. The character of the 
membership, like that of the earlier samish organization, is outside any concept of a 
tribal community, including part of the reservation samish from Swinomish and Lummi 
reservations, Canadians, some of whom may be members of Canadian bands, and large 
numbers of bo1h Samish and non-Samish Indian descendants. There is no evidence that(193,222) 
the large majc\[" ity of the membership has had any significant contact with or role in 
the choosing of this leadership. Similarly, there is no evidence that the membership 
participated Oi· contributed to the decisions formulated by the council. Present or 
recent Samish organization officials have been at the same time, or nearly the same 
time, officials in the swinomish and Lummi reservation governments. (101-3) 

The initial activit.ies of the samish organization were predominantly concerned with(193,198) 
pursuit of the Samish claim, e.g., hiring lawyers and expert witnesses, and enrolling 
potential partidpants in the expected payment. In the past ten years, much of the 
activity has been concerned with attempting to establish a wider governmental 
character and !ieeking Federal recognition as a distinct tribe. The organization from 
time to time has pursued other efforts, such as attempting to assert tribal fishing 
rights and esta)lish a tribal fishery, seeking to acquire a land base, and participating 
with other WE~stern .Washington groups in efforts to defeat termination, prevent 
limitation of Indian fishing rights, and similar causes. ' 

The Indian Claims Commission determination in 1958 that the Samish were nan 
identifiable trihe of Indians" did not constitute a determination of the maintenance of 
continuity of ~Iolitical organization since aboriginal times. The strongest language(34,35) 
used by the Commission is that the Samish "have continued to perpetuate their 
identity as a tr ~bal entity into contemporary times." The purpose of such findings was 
to establish sta 1ding to bring a claim, i.e., that the group is identifiable as connected 
with the abori~;jnal entity for which the claim is made and has group, rather than 
individual, claims to pursue. Claims Commission findings concerning Western (231) 
Washington clalrns, judging by an examination of other Commission findings in the 
samish area, usl!d the term "identifiable tribe" when the claim was for an entity which 
formed a single autonomous unit in 1855. Thus the term was used for the Samish who 
had been reduc~d to a single village. The Commission used the term "identifiable 
group" for case!; like the Lummi, where in 1855 there were several closely related but 
autonomous villages. 

In summary, a :leclrly functioning political organization for the Sam ish existed only 
until approximately 1900, i.e., until the dissolution of the traditional New Guemes 
village. Separate Samish politicial organization gradually ended as the Sam ish 
increasingly mer ged into and participated in the Swinomish reservation community and 
its political institutions. Some traditional leaders and leadership patterns initially 
carr ied over intci the new context, before gradually changing by the 1920's. 

The samish organizations formed in 1914 and 1926 were almost entirely for the 
purposes of cl,Lims. Although Samish leaders from the reservation community 
participated in and were Leaders in the 1926 organization, the membership of the 
organization vastly exceeded any concept of a tribal community. The majority of the 
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I'l membership were Samish or non-Samish Indian descendants who did not form a 
community. Therefore, tribal political influence cannot be said to have been exercised 
through this ol"ganization. 

No evidence elf any tribal leadership or political activity of any kind was found 
between 1935 and 1951. The Sam ish organization formed in 1951, which is the present 
petitioner, ha:; functioned primarily for claims purposes and not in a broader political 
sense, and has a similar broad character to its predecessor, vastly exceeding any 
concept of a tribal community. 

We thus concludl~ that the Samish have not met the criterion of continual tribal 
political existence under 25 CFR 83.7(c). 

83.7(d) A copy of the group's present governing 
document, or in the absence of a written document, 
a, statement describing in full the membership cri­
teria and the procedures through which the group 
currently governs its affairs and its members. 

The current gc.verning document of the Sam ish Indian Tribe consists of a constitution 
and bylaws approved by the membership on June 29, 1975. Article II of this document 
deals with the ;equirements for membership. (197) 

Two earlier versions of the present constitution and bylaws exist; the first, approved in{192,194, 
1951, and a subsequent revision dated 1965. An even earlier Samish document is said 236) 
to have existed about 1926-27; however, this document could not be located by the 
petitioner or hy Acknowledgment researchers. A set of bylaws for the combined 
Samish-Swinorr ish organization of 1927, which is referred to in minutes of that 
organization, c)uld not be located either. (189,190,191) 

A comparison between the membership requirements found in Article n of the current 
governing document and those found in Article III of the 1951 and 1965 documents 
shows a signi:J icant change from a more restrictive and traditional concept of 
membership to the rather loose and ill-defined concept of membership which is present 
now. 

Blood degree vs: source document 

A 1/16 Samish Indian blood degree requirement was apparently used from 1951 until 
1975 as the ba:iiS:for determining eligibility for membership. This requirement was 
replaced in 19i'5 by the current membership statement which specifies "persons of 
Indian (emphasis added) blood whose names appear on the membership roll of the 
Samish Indian Tribe to be dated June 1, 1975, as prepared by the Secretary of the(236) 
Interior •••• " This wording apparently grew out of a change to the 1965 constitution 
proposed by the group in 1974 and submitted to the Agency for comment. Among 
other things, the 15'74 proposed criteria cited a non-existent January 1, 1942 census of(195) 
the group. The: I\gency recommended the membership article be revised as quoted 
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.'labove. The Samish accepted the Agency's recommendation word-for-word and (91,197) 

approved the constitution on June 29, 1975. Neither the 1942 census nor the 1975 (236) 

Samish roll cited exists nor are they known to have existed in the past. Notwith-
standing this, ':he organization has continued to certify the eligibility of new members 
during the pas: seven-year period. 

Certification (~: S.amish membership 

Prior to 1965, the Samish elders and the council were responsible for certifying 
membership e. igit>ility and the resultant membership roll. With the adoption of the 
1965 documen ts, however, the elders were constitutionally omitted from the certifi­
cation proces~, IE~aving the determination of eligibility in the hands of the tribal 
council which has tended to be composed increasingly of persons whose Samish 
ancestry has n)t been documented for acknowledgment purposes. The council elected 
on June 29, 1575, when the current constitution and bylaws were approved, included 
only one member (descendant) from an established Samish family line. The balance of 
the ten-memb€:r council consisted of six descendants of three Stick Samish (Noowhaha) 
families, two from one family of Mitchell Bay Indians, and one member whose Indian 
ancestry is not now established. (235) 

Dual Enrollmerlt: Provision 

The enrollment of Samish members in other North American Indian tribes was 
prohibited by t1e constitution and bylaws until 1975. In 1975, they were rewritten to 
permit concurrent membership. The change in thinking on this criterion seems to be 
consistent with the relaxation of membership standards which occurred at the same 
time. 

Conclusion 

While the grou~ has technically complied with 83.7(d) of the regulations by providing a 
current governing document which describes membership criteria, it must be pointed 
out that the SalTlish organization has not adequately explained how eligibility is in fact 
being determined, given the fact that rolls cited do not exist and tribal elders are no 
longer constitutionally required to certify membership eligibility. 

83.7(e) A list of all known current members of the 
group and a copy of each available former list of 
m.embers based on the tribe's own defined criteria. 
The membership must consist of individuals who 
have established, using evidence acceptable to the 
Secretary, descendancy from a tribe which existed 
historically or from historical tribes which combined 
and functioned as a single autonomous entity. 

In accordance \/ith the regulations, a list of the petitioner's current membership as 
well as eight fonner lists were submitted. Considerable fluctuation exists among the 
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lists suggesting a general lack of stability in membership as well as a lack of 
continuity bet,l,Ie€~n the organizations represented. The following is a discussion of the 
current list and significant former lists. 

Evaluation of ,:un"ent list 

A list of the group's current members was submitted with the petItion. This list, 
labeled "EnroLment Record - Samish Indian Tribe of Washington," bears a handwritten 
notation "As of 10-1-72" and is further described by the petitioner as being a list which 
was initially approved by the Samish council in 1975 and was updated as of 9-22-79.(173) 
Based on this list, the group's total enrollment for acknowledgment purposes is 590. 
The bulk of this list (111-499) appears to have been prepared at one time, possibly in 
the mid to la':e sixties. It was apparently updated again in the early seventies, at 
which time Ii' names were added, all but one of which had Canadian addresses. 
Thirty-three more names were added October 20, 1975, according to U.S. v. 
Washington testimony and exhibits, to bring the total to 549. The additional 41 
members need,~d to bring the membership up to the current figure of 590 appear to 
have been add€'d since that time. 

The constitutional authority for enrolling all members is shown as "Article 3 of Tribal 
Bylaws." Artide 3 apparently refers to the membership provision found in the 1951(192) 
and 1965 gov'~rning documents rather than the current 1975 constitution which 
discusses membership under Article II. The most recent birth date in the entire list is 
October 1, 197~, which suggests that little enrollment of minors is taking place. 

The list clead)' includes descendants of non-Samish Indian ancestry as well as other 
Indians whose ancestry has not been established. In spite of extensive research 
conducted by t 1e petitioner and research conducted by the Acknowledgment staff, 42 
percent of the Samish membership are still unable to satisfactorily document their 
Samish Indian ance'stry for acknowledgment purposes. Thirty-two percent of th~ total 
membership have, in fact, established their ancestry to be that of Stick Samish 
(Noowhaha), So:>homish, or Mitchell Bay Indians rather than Sam ish. 

The group's chairman indicates that when federally acknowledged, they plan to take in 
50 new members from Mitchell Bay and an equivalent number from Canada. (222) 

Evaluation of former lists submitted 

The eight former lists of the group's members include four from the 1926-27 period, 
two dated ca. 1930, and two from the early 1950's, specifically 1951 and 1953. Three 
statements can safely be said to apply to most of the former lists submitted: 

1) no o:)nsistent membership criteria appear to have been used In 

determining membership; 

2) almcIst all former lists were prepared for a purpose other than as a 
record of the group's general membership, thus their composition and 
size vary considerably; and, 
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3) most lists include a substantial number of members whose ancestry 
has not been established as Samish for acknowledgment purposes or 
whl)se ancestry has been established as being that of other Indian 
tribes. 

1926-27 per ioe.. Most of the lists from the 1926-27 period were clearly related to the 
group's participat.ion in the Duwamish claims case. The largest of these lists was(l65) 
entitled "1926.'27 Enrollment Information," and was recently prepared from informa-
tion found on hdividual enrollment questionnaires submitted for claims purposes in the 
1926-27 period. 

Approximately 19 percent of the 365 persons on this list appear to be members or 
ancestors of CL rrently petitioning families whose Sam ish ancestry can be satisfactorily 
documented. One-third (33%) are believed to be Canadian families that are no longer 
present in the current membership. The remaining members appear to be individuals 
of Stick Samish (Noowhaha), Snohomish, Mitchell Bay, and other Indian ancestry who 
are present in lhe current membership but do not appear on the 1953 roll. (171) 

1930 period. lhe earliest officially-prepared roll submitted by the petitioner is said to(236) 
have been prepared by Samish tribal officers, ca. 1930. This roll was divided into four(l69) 
geographically identified parts, apparently based on member'S residency. The chart 
which follows shows the geographic distribution of the 268 members found on this roll. 

Roll prepared by tribal officers ca. 1930 

Geograph~: identification 
LaConner and Samish 
Anacorte:i 
B/C (Britsh Columbia) 
Mixed 

No. Members 
51 
77 

114 
26 

268 

% of Total 
Membership 

19% 
29% 
42% 
10% 

100% 

Approximately 15 percent of the 268 persons on the 1930 roll appear to be members or 
ancestors of documented Samish families that are still present in the current 
membership. Essentially the same Canadian and other non-Samish families are on this 
roll and in roughly the same proportions as were present on the 1926-27 roll. The 1930 
roll, however, a.ppears to lack any representation from two of the largest Samish 
families on the current and earlier rolls. These two families, by themselves, account 
for 34 percent of the total current membership and 59 percent of the 1953 
membership. 

1950 period. The Jlists submitted from the early 1950's support a conclusion that the 
group was organized for claims purposes. The petitioner describes the earliest of 
these lists, a handwritten list dated ca. 1951 by virtue of the first entry, as being a list 
of monies received from "tribal members who had voluntarily paid the Samish Tribal (170,236) 
Assessment ... used to pay attorneys' fees, travel, and other administrative costs." No 
attempt was made to evaluate this list since numerous duplications were noted in the 
members' name:; as well as the numbers which had been assigned to them. 
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~;The April 15 1953 list includes approximately 250 enrolled members "who had(l71) 
established thdr right to membership to the satisfaction of the Council and Elders •••• " 
The petition states that this list was prepared in response to a request for a 
"ver tiied ••. rol! to facilitate ••. issuance of 'Blue Cards' to Samish members for ••• Trea ty 
fishing and hunting rights." Though cards were subsequently issued by the Agency, no 
information is available to show what type of evidence, if any other than the council's 
statement, wa~; used to establish the Samish ancestry of members listed. (236) 

It appears tha~ this list, while offered as a former roll, was initially prepared and 
certified by the council and the elders using far more restrictive membership criteria 
than seem to h3.ve been used at any other time in the group's history. The 1953 list is 
significantly different in its composition from all other lists because it is composed 
primarily of descendants of documented Samish lines (8396) and descendants (15%) of 
one large Stick Samish (Noowhaha) line which is present on all other lists. Canadian 
lines, which were previously included, are no longer present and do not reappear in 
subsequent list;,. Other Indian descendants, present on former rolls but absent here, 
reappear in gre3.ter numbers in subsequent rolls along with a few new lines. 

Enrollment For 11S 

Forms used by the group for enrollment purposes have invariably included questions 
concerning clai 11S being made by the applicant/enrollee and the act or treaty under 
which these claims are being made. Based on available evidence, answers to these 
questions have generally been "such claims as are embraced in the Point Elliott Treaty 
of January 22, 1855." Though the current Sam ish membership application (revised 
June, 1981) ask:; these same questions relating to claims, an accompanying instruction 
sheet now forlTlally advises the applicant to respond with the following state­
ment: "The Sanish Indian Tribe claims fishing and hunting rights, water rights, land, 
minerals, and timber" and "We make these claims under the 1855 Treaty of Point 
Elliott." 

" ••. Tribes own dt~fined criteria ...... 

Under the strictest interpretation of the regulations, it is not possible to determine 
whether the list of current Samish members is "based on the tribe's own defined 
criteria," because the group's approved constitution contains a membership section' 
which cites a no")-existent roll as the basis for determining eligibility. However, since 
the constitution apparently intended to base membership on an official roll to be 
prepared by the Secretary of the Interior of Sam ish Indian descendants, genealogical 
research has b~~m aimed at proving descent from ancestors who can be reliably 
identified as Samish Indians. 

Deter mining tr it: ~ ancestry 

The process of d.!ter"mining tribal ancestry has been difficult for numerous reasons: 

o The earliest membership rolls of the group begin about 1926 and were 
prepared by the group for claims-related purposes. 
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o No oHicial Federal, state, or local rolls were found which included members 
of th~: gr'::>up, or their ancestors, as a group and identified them as Samish.(l52-9, 161) 

o No F<:deral, state, or territorial census records were found which enumerated 
members of the group as a group. When individual members or their 
ancest,::>rs did appear in the census listed as Indian or half-breed, it was 
almost always without tribal designation. (7,148-151,160) 

o Most of the published sources which identified individual members as Indian 
did nc t specif y tr ibe. 

o Appli(;(itions and other forms used by the group to collect ancestry informa­
tion Vflen:~ considered unreJiable for purposes other than descent since they 
had bc~~n prepared for the purpose of asserting the group's claim being Sam ish 
in the courts. In a number of cases, these were the only source of evidence 
for ScLrnish ancestry. In particular, the enrollment applications of the late 
twent .. es included individuals not of Sam ish ancestry and, therefore, cast 
doubt on their value as evidence. The enrollment goes well beyond any 
conception of a Sam ish community that might have existed at that time. The 
Samish enrollment in the twenties was part of a larger process of segregation 
of cJa.mants into different tribal groups, with the Snohomish, the Swinomish, 
and perha.ps others, simultaneously reviewing applicants and does not appear 
to have- been a process of setting down the known membership of an existing 
group. 

o There was a tendency on the part of some informants and previous research­
ers to presume an individual's tribal ancestry based on his place of birth, his 
residence" or his tribal affiliation at the time. A number of verifiable 
inaccuracies have been found. 

The following is a discussion of some of the specific sources used by the Acknowl­
edgment staff t:> establish Indian ancestry in this case. 

Rolls prepared hy the Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Descendancy rolls. Though no official descendancy roll currently exists for the 
Samish, work is in progress on such a roll as a result of a favorable decision by the 
Indian Claims Com mission on Docket 261. A preliminary draft of the roll being 
prepared by th€ Puget Sound Agency was provided to the Acknowledgment staff and (163) 

evidence gathered :for use in preparing the roll, as well as other Agency files relating 
to the Samish, v'ere also made available. 

Schedule of Cl3.11am Indians of the State of Washin ton 1926. The Schedule of 
Clallam Indians~ prepared by Walter F. Dickens then Superintendent of the Tulalip 
Indian Agency) pursuant to the Act of Congress of March 3, 1925 (43 Stat. L. 1102), 
lists the 1,225 persons who applied to share in the payment to be made to Clallam (162) 

Indians as a n:sult of the Act (Dickens, 1926). Although applicants listed are 
predominantly of Clallam Indian ancestry, blood derived from other Indian tribes was 
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also noted. lhis schedule is considered a valid source of tribal ancestry information 
and is genera'ly relied upon by enrollment personnel at Puget Sound Agency when 
making determInations regarding the ancestry of Western Washington Indians. 

Roblin Roll an9 supporting affidavits, 1919. In 1916, Charles E. Roblin was instructed 
by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs "to investigate and report on (the) unenrolled 
Indians of Western Washington." In Mr. Roblin's own words, (107) 

''Tr is matter arose as follows: For many years Thomas G. 
Bis10p and the 'Northwestern Federation of American Indians' 
had made claim that there were many thousand Indians in 
welitern Washington who had never shared in any of the benefits 
derived from any of the treaties of early days and who were 
entitled to some (sic) recognition by the Government and some 
remunt:ration for lands taken from them, either in the shape of 
an:lUotment on the Quinaielt Reservation, or by the payment 
of the cash equivalent of such an allotment. These were 
supposed to be 'Indians' who were not enrolled at any agency on 
the coast. Mr. Bishop made several trips to Washington on 
behalf .of these homeless Indians, and was advised by the Office 
tha": there were no rec.ords in the Office showing who these 
Indians were and that there was no foundation for a request to 
Congress for relief for them. In 1916 Mr. Bishop urged the 
Off..ce to have an enrollment made of these Indians, so as to get 
such information in the record. The Office agreed to have such 
an emrollment made, with the distinct understanding that such 
an E~nrollment would not be a recognition of any claims made by 
the Indi.ans; but an endeavor to have the record show what their 
clai:Tls were (Roblin, 1926)." (107) 

Roblin's report to the Commissioner was supported by all original applications, Roblin's 
handwritten nctes of testimony taken and affidavits subsequently signed by the 
aifi ants , as well as by any supporting information or papers he had been able to 
collect. (Roblin, 1919) (106) 

Considerable weight has been assigned to testimony taken by Roblin and the affidavits 
which were sub~eqllently signed and submitted in support of his Schedule of Unenrolled 
Indians of Wes:ern Washington. A number of the persons he interviewed are the 
"original ancest::>rs" of the petitioner's family lines or are members of their immediate 
family. Since t'1esce people had nothing to gain by identifying their ancestry as anyone 
tribe over anothe:~r, their testimony and affidavits are considered to be objective. 

Although Roblin took affidavits from numerous persons who identified themselves as 
being of Samish or Stick Sam ish ancestry, he did not identify them as such on the roll (178) 
which he submi tted as part of his report. Instead, they were included under one of 
some 40 other tri.ba.! designations. The petitioner did not provide and Acknowledgment 
researchers could not find a satisfactory explanation concerning why Roblin had not 
used Samish or ~;tick Samish as separate categories. 
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Census record:i 

No population records, Federal, state, or territorial, could be found which enumerated 
the members and a.ncestors of the Samish Indian Tribe as a separate group as it is said 
to have existed in the historical past.( 7,148-151,160) 

Only a few I=erSI:>ns could be found in the Indian schedules of the 1900 Federal 
population census identified as Samish individuals or as having parents with Samish 
bloodlines. In the general schedules 'of the Federal census, as well as in the territorial 
censuses, mem::>ers and their ancestors were identified as "Indian II or "half-breed,1I bUt(148-51) 
without refere1ce to the type of tribal blood or affiliation. No state census records (7) 

are known to ,~xist for the period following statehood (1&89-present). No separate 
Indian census rolls of the Samish appear to have been prepared by the Bureau at any 
time. (152-9, lSI, 226) 

Use of census records as evidence of Sam ish tribal ancestry in this case was limited to 
a very few instances where members or their ancestors appeared in the Indian 
schedules of the 1900 Federal population census identified as being of Sam ish ancestry. 
In general, howevE~r, the principal use of census records was as a tool for validating 
genealogical in::()rrnation obtained from other sources. 

Other sources 

Although nume'l:>us other sources were also used, the degree to which they could be 
relied upon as evidlence of tribal ancestry was largely dependent upon the nature of the 
individual document or source itself. 

One of the frequently Used sources was probate records, especially early ones involving 
intestate estates a.nd the determination of heirs. Another valuable source was the 
research notes and writings of anthropologists familiar with Indians of the Pacific 
Northwest. Other sources used included, but were not limited to, testimony from the 
Duwamish case a.nd Docket 261 from the Indian Claims Commission, testimony given 
for proving homestead claims, school applications, early correspondence to and from 
the Bureau, and some affidavits. Determinations were based on a preponderance of 
the best evidence available whenever possible. 

Descent from the historical tribe 

Based on genealogical evidence available at this time, 42 percent of the petitioner's 
membership are unable to satisfactorily document Sam ish Indian ancestry for acknowl­
edgment purpos~s. Of this figure, 22 percent have, in fact, been determined to be of 
Stick Samish (Noowhaha) ancestry, three percent of Snohomish ancestry, seven percent 
of Mitchell Bay ancestry; 10 percent are presently of undetermined Indian ancestry. 
Fifty-eight percent were determined to be of Samish Indian ancestry. 

Stick Samish ancestry does not meet the criterion in 83.7(e) because the Samish and 
Stick Samish were not "tribes which historically combined and functioned as an 
autonomous unit." Most of the Stick Samish descendants enrolled in the 1926 and 1951 
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<"organizations "lad no historical connection to the Sam ish tribe. Only a very small 
portion of those now enrolled have historical social ties through intermarriage. (see p. 4,12-16) 

Based on our r'~search, it seems highly unlikely that more than half of those who are as 
yet undeterminE~d could be expected to produce new evidence which would support a 
determination clf Samish ancestry for them. It should be pointed out that, in order to 
arrive at the percEmtage calculations cited above, credit has been given for any Samish 
Indian ancestry which could be documented by reliable/acceptable sources. In 
instances when~ some evidence was present to indicate Samish as well a.> Stick Sam ish 
(Noowhaha) ancestry, the family was counted as Samish. 

At least 69 per :ent of the group's membership descend from marriages which occurred 
in the 1860's and '70s between Indian women and pioneer white men, whose descen­
dants were assimilated at a very early date, and subsequently have had no significant 
degree of inter:Tlarriage with other Indians. 

Conclusion 

Although the group's membership is clearly of part Indian ancestry, it is a collection of 
descendants Wl-CI are of Samish, Stick Samish (Noowhaha), Snohomisn, Mitchell Bay, 
and other IndiCII cLflcestry. Combined with poorly defined membership criteria, the 
presence of SUC) a large number of non-Sam ish members indicates some other concept 
of an Indian tribe than that anticipated in 83.7(a-g) of the regulations. The group is, 
therefore, determined not to meet 83.7(e). 

83.7(f) The membership of the petitioning group is 
cc'mposed principally of persons who are not mem­
bef's of any other North American Indian Tribe. 

A conservative estimate of the number of members on the Sam ish roll who are now 
enrolled in othE:r North American Indian tribes is 50 (9 percent of the total samish(108,236) 
membership). This figure includes seven members whom the petitioner has indicated 
are enrolled in a Canadian tribe. Most of the dually-enrolled members are evenly 
distributed between the Swinomish and Lummi reservation tribes. 

The group's constitution and bylaws (approved in 1975) permit Samish members to(197) 
maintain membership in other Indian tribes. Earlier versions of the constitution, 
however, prohibi ted such concurrent or dual enrollments. (192 f 194) 

Dual enrollment is also acceptable under the present Swinomish and Lummi constitu­
tions regardless clf the Samish acknowledgment status. Membership requirements for 
these reservation tribes, however, are such that currently unenrolled samish are 
unlikely to be able to qualify for membership. 

The enrolled membership of the petitioner does not include all of the persons enrolled 
at Swinomish and Lummi who are known to have Samish Indian ancestry, nor does it 
include a number of other families that were active during the claims period of the 

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement SMI-V001-D004 Page 28 of 49 



27 

.'ltwenties, or who have appli.ed to share in Docket 261 distributions to be awarded as a(164-9) 

result of the 1 ~ 58 decision by the Indian Claims Commission. (163) 

Based on the evidence available at this time, it is impossible to predict whether 
Samish descendants who are now enrolled in other reservation and non-reservation 
tribes would n!linquish these memberships in favor of membership in an acknowledged 
Samish tribe. Some Indians who are maintaining membership in Sam ish as well as 
another reserva.tion tribe have indicated that they are subject to a good deal of 
harassment for claiming their status as Samish Indians.(222) 

Conclusion 

Based on the present low level of dual enrollment found among the members of the 
Samish organiza.ti()n, the petitioning group is determined to b€' composed principally of 
persons who are not members of any other North American Indian tribe and, therefore, 
meets 83.7(f). 

83.7(g) The petitioner is not, nor are its members, 
the subject of congressional legislation which has 
expressly terminated or forbidden the Federal rela­
tionship. 

The Samish Indian Tribe does not appear on current lists of "Indian Tribes Terminated 
from Federal SIJpervision" or ''Terminated Tribes Restored to Federal Status" prepared223-4) 
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The group has not been the subject of congressional 
legislation which expressly terminated a previous Federal relationship. Although the 
group's name WeLS included in a rough draft of termination legislation prepared by the 
Bureau in September 1953, the draft was marked "For Discussion Purposes Only" and it (54) 
was not even ena.cted into law. The Samish are, therefore, determined to meet 
Section 83.7(g) of the regulations. 
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Relative to Group Distribution and Utilization d Natural Resources 
JI.rnong Puget Sound Indians. Report in Docket 132, before the Indian 
Claims Com mission. 
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40 

41 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

31 

Rtberts, Natalie 1'\. 
1975 l\ History of the Swinomish Tribal Community. Ph.D dissertation, 

Un;iversity of Washington. 

Skagit County Historical Society 
1977 Ska.git County Oral History Pre ser va tion Project, transcripts of 

interviews with Stella Long, Eva Mathews Lemaister, Helen C.P. 
l.oop, Bessie C.F. Rogers, Marion and Worth Knapp and Edna 
Breazeale. Various dates. 

Suttles, Wayne P, 
n.d. The Nuwhaha. Unpublished ms. Pet. A. 

c.1946-50 Field Notes on Samish and Noowhaha. Pet. A 

United States v. Washington 
1975 Transcript of Proceedings in United States of America, et al v. State 

o:f Washington, et. al., Civil No. 9213, United States District Court, 
Western Distr ict of Washington. October 28, 1975, Volumes I and n. 

Washington Pione'~rs Project 
1936 Text and Interview with S.J. Kavanaugh. Washington State Library. 

Other UnpublishecLDocuments 

Affiliated Tribes oJ Northwest Indians 
1976 R'esolution 1976-7. Pet. Exh. 179. 

Alexis, Char les, er al 
1921 Petition of Representatives of Northwest Federation of American 

bdians and also Legal Representatives of Various Tribes. December 
10. Pet. A. 

Bishop, Thomas 
1920 LE~tt~;!r to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. May 11. NARS 40972 

1 no Tul. 307.1. 

Bi tney, Raymond H. 
48 1953 Letter from Superintendent, Western Washington lndian Agency to 

N,ary McDowell, Secretary, Samish Tribal Council. September 30. 
Pet. Exh. 94. 

49 

50 

51 

Bristow, Edward 
1902 

1903 

1903 

Letter from Agency Farmer, Swinomish Reservation to Charles 
Buchanan, Agency, Tulalip Agency. Junt' 5. FRC-S Tul. Box 104. 

L,~tter to Buchanan. February 10. FRC-S Tul. Box 104. 

L\~tter to Buchanan. July 7. FRC-S Tul. Box 104. 
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Brown, William J. 
52 1891 Letter to C.C. Thornton, Indian Agent, Tulalip. March 12. FRC-S, 

rule Box 8. 

53 1893 Letter to Thornton. December 12. Pet. A. 

Buchanan, Char Ie s 
54 1914 Annual Report, Tulalip Agency. NARS Microcopy MIOIl. 

Bureau of Indian ~.ffa.irs 
5S 1953 Rough Draft of a Bill to Provide for Termination of Federal Super­

vision of Western Washington Tribes. September 15. Pet. Exh. 190. 

Cladoosby, Mary A.nn 
56 1979 ~.ffidavit. October 10. Pet. Exh. 54. 

Collier, John 
57 1934-

Deselle, W.J. 
58 1959 

Dickens, Bertha 
59 1921 

Dickens, W.F. 
60 1920 

61 1922 

62 1923 

63 1925 

64 1925 

Downes, J. Kevin 

:_etter to Dan (sic) McDowell. date missing. Pet. Exh. 80. 

Letter from Acting Superintendent, Western Washington Indian 
,\gency, to Mary M. Hansen. October 22. Pet. Exh. 117. 

':ranscript of Meeting of Executive Committee of the General 
Council. December 12. NARS 51087 1919 GS 013. 

Letter from Super intendent, Tulalip Agency to Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs. October 11. Pet. Exh. 50. 

Letter to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. February 15. NARS 51087 
1919 GS 013. 

Letter to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. January 29. NARS 51087 
1919 GS 013. Pt. I. 

letter to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. March 26. Pet. Exh. 57. 

letter to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. June 27. N ARS 51087 
1919 GS 013, pt. I. 

65 1974 Letter to Secretary of the Interior Rogers C.B. Morton. August 14-. 
EFA .. 

Duclos, August F. 
66 1929 Letter from Agent, Tulalip Indlan Agency to Commissioner of Indian 

.Affairs. Pet. A. (March 16) 
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67 

68 

69 

1929 

1929 

1930 

Evans, Daniel 
70 1971 

33 

Super intendent, Tulalip Agency to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 
May 13. Pet. 

Letter to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. July 27. FRC-S Tul. 063. 

Letter to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. January 20. BFA. 

Letter from Governor of Wa,shington State to Mr. Roger Hansen. 
]uly 1. Pet. Exh. 150. 

Felshaw, George M. 
71 1964 Letter from Superintendent, Western Washington Agency to 

Wendell P. Hatch, Chairman, Samish Indian Tribe. September 17. 
Pet. Exh. 135. 

72 1967 

73 1972 

74 1972 

Finkboner, C.C. 
75 1867 

76 1871 

Fitzhugh, E.e. 
77 1856 

78 1857 

L.etter to Thomas McDowell, Chairman, Samish Tribe. Pet. Exh. 143. 

\,J'ernorandum from Area Director, Portland Area Office. January 21. 
P'SA 060 Sa mish. 

:_etter to Margaret Greene, Chairman, Samish Tribe of Indians. Pet. 
.[975. 

Report to Thomas J. McKenny, Superintendent of Indian Affairs, 
Washington Territory. May 13. NARS Microcopy M5, Roll 12. 

L1etter to E.C. Chirouse, Sub-Indian Agency, Tulalip Reservation. 
August 29. Pet. Exh. 23. 

Report to I. J. Stevens, Superintendent for Indian Affairs, Washington 
T<~rritory. December 19. NARS Microcopy M5, roll 10. 

Eeport from Bellingham Bay Agency. June 18. In Report of the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs for 1857. 

Governor's Indianl\lfairs Task Force 
7CJ c.1973 Information sheet on Washington Governor's Indian Affairs Task 
- Force, Urban and Non-Reservation Committees. Pet. Exh. 175. 

Gr ifiin, Arthur E. 
80 1925 Letter to W.F. Dickens, U.S. Indian Agent, Tulalip Agency, Enclosing 

Gross, F.A. 
81 1947 

jl~;reement with the Upper Skagit Indians. Received March 23. 
1\ ARS 51087 1919 GS 013, pt. I. 

Letter from Super intendent, Tulalip Agency to Art Humphreys. 
J:Lnu.ary 27. FRC-S Tul. Box 288, folder 417. 
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82 ~ 1950 Memorandum for the files. March 14, 1950. FRC-S Tul. 921.1. 

Hansen, Kenneth 
83 1975 Le1ter to Robert Wooten, Chairman Samish Tribal Council. July 13. 

84 1975 

PSA Samish 065. 

Letter to S.A. Lozar, Superintendent, Western Washington Agency. 
:July 13. PSA Samish 065. 

Hansen, Mary Mc Dowe 11 
85 1954 Letter from Secretary, lnter-Tribal Council of Western Washington 

~ndi.ans. May 18. Pet. A. 

Har jo, Susan 
86 1976 

Hillaire, Joseph 
87 1954 

Joe, Andrew 
88 1929 

Letter from Communications Director, NCAl to Robert Wooten, 
Chairman, Samish Tribe. February 26. Pet. Exh. 176. 

Letter from Chairman, Centennial Committee, Western Washington 
lnter-TribcJ Council, to Lyman Kavanaugh. October 25. Exh. SA-15, 
:::::ivil 9213, U.S. District Court for Western Washington. 

Letter to August Duclos, Superintendent, Tulalip Agency. April 5. 
::let .. A. (FRC-S Tul. 063-072) 

Jones, Stanley G. 
89 1982 ::"etter from Chairman, The Tulalip Tribes to Kenneth Smith, 

. ~.ssi.stant Secretary - Indian Affairs. March 19. BFA. 

Kavanaugh, S.J. 
90 1917 

Lozar, Stephen 
91 1974 

Lummi, et al 
92 1925 

93 1933 

Letter from President, Anacortes Branch of the Northern Branch of 
the Northwest Federation of Amer ican Indians. May 23. (in Roblin 
.. 919) 

Memorandum from Super intendent, Western Washington Agency to 
Area Director, Portland Area Office. O::tober 1. PSA Tribal Ope 
(1£;4.1 Samish. 

Attc1rney's Contract Between Certain Tribes and Band of Indians in 
the State of Washington and Arthur E. Griffin, of Seattle, 
Washington. December 17. NARS 51087 1919 GS 013. 

httorney's Ccntract Between Certain Tribes and Bands of Indians in 
the State of Washington, and Arthur E. Griffin, of Seattle, 
Uashington. March 21. NARS 51087 1919 GS 013. 
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M~ritt, E.B. 
94 1919 Letter fro m Assistant Commissioner to Otis O. Benson, Super in-

1:endent, Taholah Indian School. 

McTaggart, Edward 
95 1886 Letter to William A.J. Speaks, Commissioner, General Land Office, 

Washington, D.C. July 2. Pet. A. 

96 1914 

Neal, Lucas C. 

Letter to Charles Buchanan, Superintendent, Tulalip Indian Reser­
vat.ion. Received July 12. Pet. A. 

97 1945 Chief Clerk, Tu1alip Agency to Rickey Barnes. October 31. 

Northwest Federation of American Indians 
98 1914 ::::opy of Constitution. February 1914. NARS 51087 1919 GS 013. 

99 

100 

1925 

1933-4/ 6 

vlinutes of a Meeting of the Advisory Board. October 3. Pet. Exh. 
Iln. 

ivllnutes of January 15,1933, July 5,1939, June 15,1945, July 3,1945 
and January 8, 1946. FRC-S Tu1 090, Box 290, Pet. Exh. 73. 

Puget Sound Agency 
101 1960-80 Tribal Officials. PSA 1306-10(e) Tribal Officials. 

102 1962-82 

103 1962-82 

Rhodes, Don 
104 1913 

Rifenberry, B.D. 

Directory of Tribal Government Bodies. PSA. 

Swinomish Tribal Officials. PSA File 1306 10 (a). 

Letter from Swinomish Agency Farmer to Commissioner of Indian 
hffairs. December 9. Pet. A. 

105 1973 ldt,er from Acting Superintendent, 
M.argaret Greene, Chairman, Samish 
December 13. Pet. 1975. 

Tulalip Indian Agency to 
Indian Tribe of Indians. 

Roblin, Char les 
106 1919 

107 1926 

Report of Special Agent to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 
January 31. (Transmits Schedule of Unenrolled Indians of Western 
Wasr.lington, Roblin's handwritten notes of testimony taken and signed 
a f:fidavits prepared from these notes, as well as mise. papers 
g,lthered.) BFA. 

Letter to W.F. Dickens, Superintepdent, Tulalip Agency. May 10. 
BFA. 
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Rudd, Pat 
108 1974 Memorandum to Enrollment Officer, subject Re-cap of Research 

Made Concerning the Members shown on the Samish Tribal Roll, 
November 29. PSA. 

Simmons, Michael? I I -
109 1854 Report to Governor Isaac Stevens. May y' Partial copy. Pet. Exh. 

9. 

Simmons, Michael 
110 1857 Report to L J. Stevens. May ll. NARS Microcopy 5. 

Steve, Henry, et al 
111 1921 Resolution at a Meeting at Tulalip Agency, December 10, 1921, 

:',ndorsing Passage of HR 2423. NARS 51087 1919 GS 013. 

Stevens, Isaac 
112 1854 

113 1855 

Stitt, C.S. 
114 1971 

Suquamish Tribe 

:~,ecords of the Proceedings of the Commission to Hold Treaties with 
~:he Indian Tribes in Washington Territory and the Blackfoot Country. 
December 7. NARS RG 123, F 275, Pet. Exh. 3. 

Dra:ft Articles of Agreement and Convention at Mukilteo, Point 
Elliott. NARS RG 123, Pet. Exh. 5. 

Lener from' Director, Portland Area, Indian Health Service to 
Roger P. Hansen, Secretary, Sam ish Tribe of Washington. 
December 15. Pet. Exh. 153. 

l1S 1975 Iwitational Fishing Agreement Between Suquamish Tribe and Samish 
Tr ibe. Pet. Exh. 173. 

Swinomish Tribe 
116 1926 Minutes of a Meeting of the Swinomish Tribe. March 20. Pet. 1975. 

Talbott, Wilson H. 
117 1890 Letter from Indian agent to Patrick Halleran. June 10. Pet. A. 

Thompson, Morris 
118 1974 Letter from Commissioner of Indian Affairs to J. Kevin Downes. 

November 21. BFA. 

ThreeStars, Peter P. 
119 1980 l\i,emorandum to Area Director, Portland Area, from Superintendent, 

PUiget Sound Agency, re Documentation - Samish Ackow ledgment 
Petition, August 20. PSA. 

Tulalip Agency 
120 1&83-1910 Allotment Ledger. FRC-S Tul. Box 334. 
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122 1901-04 

123 1907-18 

124 1911-19 

125 1924 

126 1927 

127 1929 

128 1934 

129 1941-50 

37 

Birth aI'1 Death Certificates and Reports. FRC-S Tul. Boxes 469-
lL71. 

Correspondence Regarding Allotment Claims. FRC-S Tul. Box 334. 

Marr iage Registers. FRC-S Tul. Box 472. 

Heirship Ledger. FRC-S Tul. Box 334. 

S,uperintendent's Annual Report. NARS, Microcopy MIOll. 

Super intendent, Letter to Brewster Humphrey. March 1. Pet. 

hgency Farmer, Tulalip Agency to August Duclos, Super intendent. 

list of Eligible Voters on the Swinomish for LR.A. election. 
November 17. FRC-S Tul. Box 477. 

School Census Cards, FRC-S Tul. Box 330-332. 

Tulalip Indian Age)cy 
130 1929 Letter from Agency Farmer to Superintendent August F. Duclos. 

131 1934 

132 1935? 

133 1936 

134 1946 

Tulalip Tribes 
135 1949 

136 1975 

137 1982 

United States 
138 1855 

P,prLl 6. FRC-S Tul. 090, Box 270. 

R ele,ase to the Newpapers of the Northwest. July 10. FRC-S Tul. 
090, Box 270. 

Land Acquisition Program. Tulalip Jurisdiction. FRC-S, Tul. Box 
478. 

SJperintendent's Annual Report. NARS Microcopy MI011, roll 156. 

List of Official Committees of the Swinomish Indian Senate, as of 
Wa.rch 22, 1946. FRC-S Tul. Box 483. 

Minutes of Regular Meeting of the Tulalip Board of Directors. 
A:)ril 5. Snoh. 

R~so.lution No. 555-16 Board of Directors of the Tulalip Tribes of 
Washington. November 8. BFA. 

R~soJ!ution 1197-16. June 17. BFA. 

Treaty with the Duwamish, Suquamish, etc. (Treaty of Point Elliott). 
1:~ Stat. 927 (1859), reprinted in Charles Kappler, compo and ed., 
lnjian Affairs, Laws and Treaties, Vol. II, Government Printing 
Office. 1904. 
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United States C01gress 
139 1925 I\ct of February 12, 1925. 43 Stat. 886,1925. 

United States v.~rashlngton 
140 1979 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decree re Treaty Status of 

Intt:~rvenor Duwamish, Samish, Snohomish, Snoqualmie and Steilacoom 
Tribes. March 23, 1979. Civil No. 9213, U.S. District Court for 
Western Washington District. 

141 1981 

Upchurch, O.c. 

Decision of U.S. Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, April 20, 1981, in 
3.ppeals No. 79-4447 and 79-4472. 

142 1935 Super intendent, Tulalip Agency to Ernest Hutchinson, Secretary of 
State, Washington State. FRC-S Tul. 307.3. 

Van Rosswick, A.'-:". 
143 1974 IViemorandum from Acting Portland Area Director to Commissioner 

o:f Indian Affairs. November 1. BFA. 

Weddell, John R.~t al . 
144 1974 Memorandum for the Record. June 6. BFA. 

Western Washingt:m Agency 
145 1976 l~otes on visit by Margaret Greene. March 12. PSA 065 Samish. 

Wilbur, Tandy, Jr. 
146 1976 1.etter from Chairman, Swinomish Tribal Community to Thomas S. 

Wilson, Frank 
147 1975 

Censuses 

Bureau of Census 

Kleppe, Secretary of the Interior. February 12. BFA. 

Testimony Presented on Behalf of Intervenor Samish Tribe, Direct 
Examination of L. Frank Wilson. October 26. U.S. District Court, 
Western Washington District, Civil No. 9213. 

148 1880 Federal Population Census. RG29 Records of the Bureau of Census. 
t'-IARS, Microcopy T9, rolls 1397-8. 

149 1880 Federal Population Census, Soundex, Washington. NARS, RG 29, 
Microcopy T777. 

150 1900 Federal Population Census. NARS, RG 29, Microcopy T623, rolls 
1744, 17lJ.9, 1750 and 1753. 

151 1900 Fe:dera1 Population Census, Soundex, Washington. NARS. RG 29, 
lv[i.cn)copy T 1 077 . 
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CjJshman \genq 
152 1885-1940 Indian Census Rolls. NARS, Microcopy M595, roll 93. (1910-20) 

Taholah Agency 
153 1885-1940 Indian Census Rolls. NARS. Microcopy M595, rolls 566-569. (1930-39) 

Tulalip Agency 
154 1885-1940 Indian Census rolls. NARS. Microcopy M595, rolls 582-3, 588.(1885-1910,1927-9) 

155 1934 Tulalip Tribal Census. April 1. BFA. 

156 1935 Tulalip Tribal Census, Supplement. January 1. BFA. 

157 1940 Lummi Reservation. Census Roll. January 1. BFA 

158 1940 Swinomish Reservation. Census Roll. January 1. BFA. 

159 1940 Tulalip Reservation. Census Roll. January 1. BFA. 

Washington Terrb:>ry 
160 1887 \Vashington Territorial Census and Assessment Rolls, Counties of 

Island, Jefferson, Skagit, Snohomish and Whatcom. Washington State 
Library. 

Western Washing10n Agency 
161 1950 Tulalip Tribes Inc., Tribal Census Roll as of December 28. BFA. 

162 

Rolls 

Clallam Indians 
1926 ~;chedule of Clallam Indians of the State of Washington enrolled by W. 

F. Dickens, Superintendent, Tulalip Indian Agency. May 22. 

Puget Sound Agency 
163 1980 Draft list of eligibles for Samish Judgment Docket 261, attachment 

10 memorandum to Area Director, Portland Area, from Superin­
tendent, Puget Sound Agency, August 20. PSA. 

Samish Indian Trite 
164 1926 ~.amish Tribal Membership Fee, list of yearly fee paid for 1926. Pet. 

165 

166 

167 

1926/27 

1927 

1927 

Exh. 62. 

[nro 11m ent Information, recently pre pared from enrollm ent question­
raires submitted for claims purposes in 1926-27 period. Pet. A. 

Dona tion for Hear ing, year of 1927. Pet. Exh. 62. 

Dona tions for Questionnaire Blanks. Pet. Exh. 62. 
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168 /l 1930 

169 1930 

170 1951 

171 1953 

172 1975 

173 1979 

Swinomish Tribe 

40 

Ledger ••. showing receipt of tribal dues. 2-21+-1930. Pet. Exh. 67. 

List It ••• prepared by Samish tribal officers in ca. 1930," Petition pp. 
12.3A-I. (Arranged in four geographical categories) 

List of tr ibal members who paid Samish tr ibal assessment. Hand­
written, earHest date 7/15/51. Petition pp. 124F-R,T. 

List of members enrolled as of 4/15/53, attached to 4/20/53 reso­
.lution of council and officers, as submitted to Western Washington 
Agency. PSA. 

E.ru"ollment Record - Samish Tribe of Washington. Exh. SA-79, Civil 
nJl3, U.S. District Court for Western Washington. 

l:'nrollment Record - Samish Indian Tribe. Initially approved in 1975, 
updated 9/22/79. (current roll). Pet. 

174 1935 Swinomish Tribal Community Base Membership Roll as of June 1, 
1935 with corrections. PSA. 

175 1979 

Tulalip Tribes 
176 1935 

]77 1979 

DreLft of new roll for Swinomish Tribe. March 30, 1979 and supple­
ments. PSA. 

Tu1.alip Tribes of Washington Base Membership Roll as of January 1, 
1935, corrected to February 1, 1965. PSA. 

Dra.ft of new roll for Tulalip Tribes as of 9-30-79 and supplements. 
PSA. 

Unenrolled Indians 
178 1919 Schedule of Unenrolled Indians of Western Washington. Prepared by 

Char les E. Roblin, transmitted by letter of January 31 from Roblin to 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 

Land Records 

Char les, Martha 
179 1909 

180 1910 

Deed from Martha Charles of Port Gamble, Kitsap County, to W. V. 
'~'eLls, of Anacortes, Skagit County, Washington, Lot 7, Sec. 26, 
T36N, RIE, WilJiamette PM, March 10. Pet. A. 

Deed from Martha Charles of Port Gamble, Kitsap County, to H. C. 
Harney of Anacortes, Skagit County, Washington, SWv.., SEv.., Sec. 26, 
T36N, RIE, Wl4J,amette PM, March 4. Pet. A. 
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G~eral Land Of Lee 
181 1876-1881 I-l.omestead application records of Sam Watchoa t for Lots 6 and 7 and 

:;W}f., SEX., Sec. 26, T36N, RIE, Wi~mette PM; Application 112503. 
11/5/1876; Final Certificate 111337. 8/23/1881. General Land Office, 
Olympia, Washington Territory. Pet. A. 

182 1876-1881 liomestead application records of Bob Kitholanoch for Lots 1, 2, and 
:I and SEY4, NEX., Sec. 35, T36N, RIE, WiuJamette PM; Application 
11:2502, 1+/5/1876; Final Certificate 111336,8/23/1881. General Land 
Office, Olympia, Washington Territory. Pet. A. 

Kitholanoch, Bob and Lucy 
183 1906 Mongage from Bob Kitholanoch and Lucy, his wif~, both of Guemes 

1,land, Skagit County, Washington, to William Payne, Lots 1, 2, and 3, 
and SEX., NEYc., Sec. 35, T36N, RIE, WiJ.M;tmette PM, June 4. 
(5atisfied 6-13-1908). Pet. A. 

184 1908 

185 1908 

Watchoat, Sam 

Deed from Bob Kitholanoch and Lucy, his wife, to Victor McConnell, 
all of Guemes, Skagit County, Washington, Lot 1, Sec. 35, T36N, RIE, 
Vf:iJJ[Fmette PM, June 4. Pet. A. 

Deed from Bob Kitholanoch and Lucy, his wife, to Victor McConnell, 
all of Guemes Island, Skagit County, Washington, SEX., NEYc. and Lots 
2 and 3, Sec. 35, T36N, RIE, WiJJb.mette PM, June 8. Pet. A. 

1 R6 1904 L'eed from Sam Watchoa t to Martha Childs, granddaugh ter of 
g ~,antor, both of Guernes, Skagit County, Washington, Lot 7 and SWYc., 
S::x., Sec. 26, T36N, RIE, WilJbrnette PM, July 2. Pet. A. 

Documents of Sam!:'ih Organizations 

Abor iginal Samish Tribe 
187 1975 Resolution No. 1. September 19. With list of signers. PSA 1306-

lO(b) Resolutions, Aboriginal Samish. 

McDowell, Thomas R., et al 
lR8 1967 Letter from Samish Council to Superintendent, Western Washington 

Asency. May 31. Pet. Exh. 142. 

Samish and Swinomish Tribes 
189 1926 Minutes of Joint Meeting of Swinomish and Samish Tribes. 

N)Vember 6. Pet. 1975. 

190 1927 Meeting of Samish and Swinomish Tribes. February 5. Pet. 1975. 

191 1927 Meet.ing of the Samish and Swinomish Tribes. January 29. Pet. 1975. 
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S~mish Indian Tribe 
192 1951 +9:HThe Rewritten and Amended By-Laws of the Samish Indian Tribe. 

193 

194 

195 

196 

197 

1G8 

199 

200 

201 

202 

203 

1951-81 

1965 

1974 

1974 

1975 

1977-80 

Samish Tribe 
1926 

1930 

1930 

1932 

1933 

October 28. Pet. p.1l81'.-E 

Minutes, resolutions and attendance sheets for council meetings, 
annual meetings and general tribal meetings for 1951-5, 1957-8, 
1%1-8, 1970-1, 1975-81. Pet. Exhibits, Pet. A., PSA 1306 12, Tribal 
Meetines, Samish. (includes attendance lists and lists of council 
memberS') 

Draft of Rewritten and Amended 5y-Laws. June 27. Pet.p.1l9A-G;llS. 

Proposed Constitution of the Samish Indian Tribe of the State of 
Washington. August 10. BFA. (attached to Lozar 1974, #91). 

Resolution of the Samish Indian Tribal Council. October 10. BFA. 

Constitution of the Samish Indian Tribe of the State of WaShington. 
:June 29. Pet. 

Newsletter. June 1977 and August 1980. PSA 102 01a(2) Mirsion 
Correspondence, 1306 12 Tribal Meetings, Samish. 

Minutes of a Special Meeting of the Samish Tribe. February 5. Pet. 
Exh. 62. 

Minutes of a Meeting of February 24. Pet. Exh. 67. 

Minutes and List of Expenses for 1930. June 19. Pet. Exh. 68. 

List of Those Present at Meeting Held January 22. Pet. Exh. 70. 

\,IUnutes of a Meeting Held March 20. Pet. Exh. 34. 

Samish Tribe of Indians 
204 193; 4 :~.es.:>lution of Samish Tribe of Indians, Upper Skagit Samish Band. 

,;pr.il 8. Pet. Exh. 79. 

Wood, Lucy, et al 
205 1925 Certifica te of Council of Samish Band and Descendants Appointing 

Delega tes Authorized to Choose a La wyer. March 27. N ARS 51087 
J919 GS013. 

Swinomish Reserv?tion Community Documents 

Plaster, Frank and George Cagey 
206 1917 Letter from Presidents of the Lummi Reservation Indian Club and the 

~winomish Reservation Indian Club to Cato Sells, U.S. Indian 
Commissioner. November 26. Pet. A. 
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>l 

Sampson, Martin J. 
207 1930 ,vlinutes of a Meeting Held at Swinomish Reservation, March 1, 1930 • 

. =RC-S TuI. Box 270 063-072. 

Swinomish Indian S,enate 
208 1954 :;winomish Indian Reservation Names of Original Allottees. July 11. 

])y committee of the Swinomish Indian Senate. July 11. FRC-S RG 
:~1, U.S. District Court of Western Washington, Docket C-139, Vol. I. 

Swinomish Indian Tribal Community 
209 1936 I-Jorninating petitions for election to Swinomish Senate. February and 

M.arch. FRC-S Tul. Box 483. 

210 

211 

212 

213 

1950 

1954 

1976 

1979 

Ordi.nance No. 10 re Adoption of New Members. March 13. FRC-S. 
RG 21 U.S. District Court, Western Washington, Docket 139, Exhibit 
D-W. 

Pt~tition from Adult Members of the Swinomish Indian Tribal 
Oommunity Opposing Legal Action Brought Against the Swinomish 
Indian Tribal Community Senate. FRC-S RG 21 U.S. District Court 
cf Western Washington, Docket C-139, Vol. I. 

5 winomish Indian Senate Resolution 76-5-1, Adopting Ordinance No. 
~3, Associate Membership. May 18. PSA 1306 lO(c) Swinomish. 

i\mendment to Ordinance No. 33 and Resolution No. 79-4-594. PSA. 

Swinomish Reservation 
214 1928 f..Hnutes of a Meeting Held on the Swinomish Reservation on 

February 21, 1928. FRC-S Tul. 090 Box 270. 

Swinomish Reservation, et al 
215 1925 Certificate of Indians of Swinomish Reservation, Members of the 

[t'Wamish and Suquamish Tribe and other Allied Indians in Washington 
Territory, selecting delegates authorized to hire an attorney. 
March 27. NARS 51087 1919 GS 013. 

.~ 16 
Swinomish Tribe 

1926 

1935 

Petition from Indians of the Swinomish tribe to W.F. Dickens, 
SJperintendent, Tulalip Indian Reservation. April 20. FRC-S Box 
271t. 

Petition from Adult members of Swinomish Tribe of Indians re 
Constitution and By laws under Indian Reorganization Act. June 21. 
r\ARS 9764B 1936 Tui. 067. 

Wilbur, Charles, et al 
218 1918 Letter to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. March 7. Pet. A. 
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WHbur, Tandy 
219 1936 

220 1947 

Willup, Pat, et al 

44 

Letter to O.e. Upchurch, Superintendent, Tulalip Indian Agency. 
With list of those voting in Swinomish Indian Senate election. 
March 9. FRC-S Tul. Box 483. 

Letter from Chairman, Swinomish Tribal Community to J.H. Hendry, 
Cushman Indian Hospital. October 3. Pet. Exh. 86. 

221 c.1940 Petition from Indians and Residents of the Swinomish Indian Reser­
vation re fishing Rights in reservation waters, to F.A. Gross, Super­
intendent, Tulalip. FRC-S 921, Box 302. 

222 Field Data 

Research trips were conducted in Anacortes, Washington, on the Swinomish and Lummi 
Indian Reservations and elsewhere in the Puget Sound region between June 21 and 
June 28 and betv.e~en July 25 and August 9 for the purpose of verifying and adding to 
the information s Jbrni tted in the petition. 
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Alfureviations 

BFA 

FRC-S 

GS 

NARS 

Pet. 

Pet. A 

Pet. 1975 

PSA 

RG 

Snoh. 

Tul. 

Bra 1ch of Federal Acknowledgment 

Fede'ral Records Center, Seattle 

Gel'1 €:raJ Ser vice 

National Archives and Records Center, Washington, D.C. 

Samish Petition of October 1979 

Male-rials Submitted as addenda to Samish petition 

Sarrish Petition submited 1975 

Pug et Sound Agency, E vere tt, Washington 

Reco·rd Group (all archives and records center references are to Record 
Gro JP 75, Bureau of Indian Affairs, unless ctherwise cited.) 

Materials submitted with Snohomish petition for acknowledgment 

Tule,Up Indian Agency 
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I'l ADDITIONAL S0URCE MATERIALS AND REFERENCES CITED (12/83) 

Branch of Tribal l~elEt tions 
223 1981 Draft List of Indian Tribes Terminated from Federal Supervision. April 1. 

224 1982 Draft list ot' Terminated Tribes Restored to Federal Status. February 15. 

Buckley, Patrick 
225 1886 LettEr from Indian Agent to James D. Atkins, Commissioner of Indian 

Affairs. January 23. Pet. A. 

Dagg, Gosta E. 
226 1976 Unsigned oath re Western Washington Agency's review of Membership List 

of Sanish Tribe submitted to U.S. District Court June 1, 1976. June 11. BF A. 

DuClos, August 
227 1929 Letter from Superintendent, Tulalip Indian Agency to William Dunstan. 

January 29. FRC-S RG 75. Tulalip Agency 921. 

228 1929 Letter to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. July 9. Snoh. 

Gunther, Erna 
229 1923 Ethncgraphic Notes and Papers. File 2-14, Book II and III. University of 

W ashi ngton Archives. 

230 1938 Ethnographic Notes and Papers. File 3-4. University of Washington 
Archives. 

Indian Claims Com :nission 
?31 1974 Comrrission Findings. Coast Salish and Western Washington Indians V. 

Garia 1d Publishing, Inc. (reprinting of Commission Findings of Fact and 
Opinions) 

Jones, De. L. Floyd 
232 1853 Report from Lt. De. L. Floyd Jones, Steilacoom Barracks. September 1. 

In Indian Affairs on the Pacific. Pet. Exh. 2. 

News Tribune 
~33 1977 Indians Seek Tribal Status. April 21. News Tribune, Tacoma. 

Sam ish Indian TribE~ 
:-'3L. 1980 Cross Reference Roll. August 15. 

1975 NoticE! of Officers of Samish Tribal Council as of June 29, 1975. June 
30. Puget Sound Agency files. 

Samish Tribal Coundl 
."!36 1979 Petiti,)n for Federal Acknowledgment of the Sam ish Indian Tribe. Vol. I. 

Petiti,)n Narrative and Related Documents. October 9. BFA. 
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Sampson, Martin J. 
237 1954 TestiTtony and Supplemental Affidavit of Martin J. Sampson. June II. 

FRC-S RG 21, U.S. District Court of Western Washington, Docket C-139, 
Vol. l. 

Scott, Hugh L. 
238 1922 Repo·:t on the Tulalip Agency, Washington. Submitted by Hugh L. Scott, 

MembE!r, Board of Indian Commissioners, to George Vaux, Jr., Chairman. 
Augw;t 25. BFA. 

Suttles, Wayne P. 
)39 1979 Letter to John A. Shapard, Director(sic), Federal Acknowledgment Project. 

SeptembE!r 28. Pet. 

Swinomish Tribe 
)40 1953 Minu1 E!S of Tribal Council Meeting of April 27, 1953. FRC-S RG 21, U.S. 

241 

District Court of Western Washington, Docket C-139, Vol. 1. 

1953 Transcript of Trial in Swinomish Court of Indian Offenses. May 16, 1953. 
FRC-S R.G 21, U.S. District Court of Western Washington, Docket C-139, 
Vol. 1. 

Tom, Isadore and Emma Smith 
.42 1982 Interdew re Samish and other subjects. April 21. Pet. A. (tape). 

Tonner, A. C. 
43 1897 Lette~ fr'om Acting Commissioner, Indian Affairs, to D.C. Govan, agent, 

Tulalip Agency. Pet. A, Exh. 234-430. 

Tulalip Indian Agel1'cy 
'44 1928 Lette~ from Superintendent to Commissioner of Indian Affairs. February 23. 

Upchurch, O. C. 
45 1936 Lette~ from Superintendent, Tulalip Agency to George L. Harris. March 

. 46 

7. P~t. Exh. 51. 

1940 Lette~ to Chester Williams. April 22. (Exh. 49, Snoqualmie petition) • 

1944 Lette:' fr'om Superintendent, Tulalip Agency, to Commissioner of Indian 
Affairs. March 7. FRC-S RG 75, Tulalip Agency, File 1943-5, Tulalip 
Tribe, Box 479 
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