s N
‘

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

Summary Under the Criteria and Evidence for

Final Determination For Federal Acknowledgment
of the

Chinook Indian Trnibe / Chinook Nation -
(formerly: Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc.)

Prepared in response to a petition submitted to the
Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Indian Affairs
for Federal acknowledgment that this group exists
as an Indian Tnbe.

APPW Feo/
(Date)

Tichads| (oo

Deputy As igtant Secretary - Indian Affairs

s

Deputy Commissioner of Indian Affairs

CIT-V001-D007 Page 1 of 247



United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D007 Page 2 of 247



- N
; N,

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction
List of Abbreviations and Acronyms
Bases for the Final Determination
Administrative History
1. Administrative History of the Proposed Finding
2. Administrative History for the Final Determination
Overview of the Proposed Finding
1. Relationship of the Summary under the Criteria to the Technical Reports
2. Conclusions in the Proposed Finding
3. Petitionar’s Response to the Proposed Finding
4. Third Party Comments
General Issues Raised by the Petitioner in Response to the Proposed Finding
BIA Responses to Issues
Third Party Comments
1. Quinault Indian Nation Comments
BIA Responses to Issues
2. Linda C. Amelia Comments
BIA Responses to Issues
3. Miller Comments
BIA Responses to Issues
4. Miscellenecus Other Comments

BIA Responses to Issues
Summary Conclusions under the Criteria (25 CFR 83.7 (a-g))
Map

Charts

CIT-V001-D007 Page 3 of 247



ANA
AS-IA
BAR

~ BIA
CIT
CIT/CN
CN
CT
Ex.
FD
ICC
PF
RG
STOWW

Summary

INTRODUCTION

Administration for Native Americans

Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS USED IN REPORT

Branch of Acknowledgment and Research, Bureau of Indian Affairs

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc. ¢the Petitioner, prior to January 10, 1998)

Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation (the Petitioner)
Chinook Nation, Inc.

Chinook Tribes, Inc.

Documentary Exhibit submaitted by the Petitioner
Final Determination

Indian Claims Commission

Proposed Finding

Record Group

Small Tribes Organization of Western Washington

Summary Under the Criteria (the AS - 1A’s decision)

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-V001-D0O07 Page 4 of 247



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

BASES FOR THE FINAL DETERMINATION

This Final De:ermination (FD) is based on a consideration of both the evidence
supporting the Proposed Finding (PF) and new evidence and arguments submitted by the
petitioner and third parties in response to the PF. The FD is based on all of the evidence
before the Department. Therefore, this FD should be read together with the PF Summary
Under the Crirenia (PF Summary) and the Historical, Anthropological, and Genealogical
Technical Reports which were prepared for the PF. In compliance with the Assistant
Secretary - Indian Affairs’ (AS-1IA) February 2000 directive (65 FR 29, p.7052), the
documentation submitted by the petitioner and third parties for the FD has been
summarized i charts rather than in technical reports.

ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY

1. Administrative History of the Proposed Finding. The Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) received a documented petition for Federal acknowledgment from the Chinook
Indian Tribe, Inc. (CIT) on June 12, 1981. The Branch of Acknowledgment and
Research (BAR) conducted an “obvious deficiency” (OD) review of the petition and sent
a letter dated March 18, 1982, outlining deficiencies in the petition. The group submitted
a revised petition in July 1987. The BIA issued a second OD review letter dated
November 1, 1988. The petitioner continued to research and revise its petition, and to
correspond frequently with the BIA for technical assistance. The petitioner sent a letter
on August 13. 1992, requesting that its petition go on active consideration. The CIT
petition was flaced on active consideration on January 28, 1994.

A Chinook Tribal Council Resolution dated January 10, 1998, formally changed the
name of the petitioning entity to the “Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation” (CIT/CN).
This resoluticr had two primary purposes. One was to clarify a joint resolution between
the Chinook Iridian Tribe and the Chinook Nation of June 19, 1982, in which “the leaders
of the Chinock Nation lawfully and officially resolved . . . that the Modern Day ‘Chinook
Indian Tribe’ was the Political Successor in Interest to all matters of the Chinook Indian
Tribe (or Chinookan Peoples).” By the 1982 resolution, the petitioner clarified that the
two names, Chinook Indian Tribe and the Chinook Nation, had been used
interchangeably (both internally in its minutes and other documents, and externally by
others) in describing the Chinook Indians. The second purpose of the January 10, 1998,
resolution was to state that the “Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc.,” was a non-profit corporation
owned by the Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation. To better distinguish the non-profit
organization rom the petitioner, the tribal council adopted the name Chinook Indian
Tribe/Chinook Nation. The name “Chinook Indian Tribe” and acronym “CIT” were used
throughout the PF to define the petitioner. In compliance with the group’s resolution and
letter of explanation, this FD will refer to the petitioner as the Chinook Indian
Tribe/Chinook Nation (CIT/CN) or ‘petitioner.’

The Federal acknowledgment regulations were revised effective March 28, 1994, By a
letter dated April 21, 1994, the petitioner chose to continue the acknowledgment process
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Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

under the previous regulations published in 1978, as allowed in the revised regulations at
83.3(g). Pursuant 10 25 CFR §83.9(f), the AS-1A was to publish a PF in the Federal
Register within one year of a petitioner being placed on active consideration. However,
this same regulaticr allowed the AS-1A to extend the period for up to 180 days upon a
showing of due cause 10 the petitioner. By letter dated February 24, 1995, the AS-1A
extended the time tor publishing a PF to June 27, 1995. On March 21, 1996, the AS-1A
exercised the authcrity delegated to her by the Secretary of the Interior under 25 CFR
§1.2 in 290 DM &, and waived the requirement to publish a PF within the time-frame of
the regulations by showing good cause. This waiver was issued under the 1994
regulations §83.10(2), which provides that the AS-IA can suspend consideration of a
finding for good cause, specifically naming administrative problems as being good cause.
The AS-1A extended active consideration of the CIT to July 31, 1996. The AS-1A’s PF
against Federal ackiowledgment of the Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc. was published in the
Federal Register or. August 22, 1997.

2. Administrative History for the Final Determination. The CIT/CN reconsidered its
previous decision t¢ proceed under the 1978 regulations, and in February 1995 asked if
the BIA would allow the CIT/CN to have its petition evaluated under the 1994
regulations. However, before the BIA responded to this request, the CIT/CN attorney
informed the BAR that the CIT/CN had decided to continue under the 1978 regulations.
Therefore, the PF was conducted under the 1978 regulations. On December 31, 1997, the
CIT/CN asked for “an opinion of whether or not the BAR would allow the Chinook
Indian Tribe’s petition for Federal acknowledgment to proceed under the ‘New
Regulations’ of 1994.” The BIA considered this request, but advised, by a letter dated ‘
March 13, 1998, that it could not evaluate the CIT/CN final determination evaluation
under the 1994 reviszd regulations because (1) the petitioner had twice affirmed that 1
wished to proceed under the 1978 regulations, (2) an evaluation under either set of
regulations would ul'imately produce the same results, and (3) a change {at that late date,
which was after the publication of the PF] would neither reduce the research burden on
the Government’s researchers nor provide benefits for the administrative process of the
petition (BIA 3/13/1998). The AS-1A upheld this position in May 1998 (AS-1A
5/29/1998). In this FD), as an alternative basis for acknowledging CIT/CN, the AS-1A
concludes that he erred in denying the request to proceed under the 1994 regulations.
Therefore, this final cetermination of the CIT/CN petition was evaluated both under the
1978 regulations and under the provisions of the 1994 regulations concerning petitioners
who have demonstratzd previous Federal acknowledgment.

In a letter dated December 17, 1997, the BIA granted the petitioner’s request for an
extension to the comment period to June 15, 1998. In the absence of specific provisions
in the 1978 regulations, the time frames and procedures in the 1994 regulations were
used to provide an appropriate guide to extend the comment period. The BIA granted the
petitioner a final 45 day extension to respond to the PF, after the CIT/CN had shown
good cause, thus bringing the closing date for comments to the PF to July 30, 1998.

The BIA received third party comments from CIT/CN member Linda C. Amelia on July
22, 1998, and from the Quinault Indian Nation on July 28, 1998. CIT/CN member Edna

Miller, and her husband Vince Miller, submitted a number of comments between March
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Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

25, 1998, and Apnl 10, 1998. The BIA also received some other letters which supported
the CIT/CN pztition or repeated Chinook family histories, but these letiers were not
substantive in nature, and did not address the criteria. The petitioner submitted its
response to the PF on July 30, 1998. (See the appendix for a list of reports and exhibits
submitted by the petitioner). Out of ime comments were received on September 4, 1998,
July 19, 2000 and July 25, 2000.

The petitioner’s reply peniod to respond to comments by third parties closed on October
17, 1998.

OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED FINDING

1. Relationship of the Summary under the Criteria to the Technical Reports.
Decisions on acknowledgment of Indian tribes are made by the AS-1A under the
authority delegated to him by the Secretary of the Interior. The Branch of
Acknowledgrnent and Research (BAR), under the Office of Tribal Services (OTS) within
the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), reviewed the documented petition, initiated research
relative to analyzing the documented petition, and then made recommendations to the
AS-IA. The BIA researchers prepared the PF Summary, or recommended decision, with
three technical reports. These technical reports presented the analysis and evaluation of
the evidence “hat the petitioner submitted and that the BIA gathered during the evaluation

process.

The PF Technical Reports (Historical (HTR), Anthropological (ATR), and Genealogical
(GTR)) described the evidence that was considered. The fact that a particular document
was cited, discussed, or described in a technical report showed that it was evidence which
was considerzd, but did not mean that it was evidence relied upon to support the decision.
Commenters in this case often misstated how evidence in the record was evaluated or
weighed by the Government by saying that the decision maker “relied upon™ a single
piece of evideace (as if it were sufficient in itself) to come 10 a specific conclusion, when
in fact, severil, often numerous, pieces of evidence in combination were weighed to
reach the conclusions. M

A PF considers a broad variety of evidence that is presented in a petition. The BIA
reviews and considers all materials submitted by the petitioner and by third parties, as
well as material obtained by BIA researchers. The administrative record includes all of
the materials considered in reaching a determination, whether specifically cited or not, in
a technical report or decision, and whether in support or not, of the decision itself. These
practices are clarified here because some of the comments tended to misstate how
specific evidence was handled in the PF evaluation.

Similarly, the listing of an item, whether an original, primary document or a secondary
source, in the bibliography or “List of Sources” that accompanies a PF or FD does not
necessarily mzan that the AS-1A “relied upon” that item to support his conclusion. The
“List of Sources” provides citations for all items considered or reviewed in the technical
reports, whether or not they were utilized for the Summary under the Criteria, and
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whether or not the statemenis made in the item were unconditionally accepted by the AS-
JA. The appearance of a book title or document in any bibliography does not mean that
the AS-IA “relied upon” that document or book, but only that the AS-1A considered
either the entire or some portion of that document or book. Every item discussed in the
technical reports 15 included in the “List of Sources.” even if the item was specifically

repudiated in the finding.

The PF Summary under the Criteria, which was the decision signed by the AS-1A’s
decision, described how the evidence available to date was weighed to determine if the
criteria were met. In most cases a decision 1s based on a substantial body of evidence,
derived from a variety of sources, rather than a single document. The PF Summary did
not specifically describe every piece of evidence relied upon, but summarized how the
evidence did or dic not meet the criteria.

The ltimate responsibility for making acknowledgment decisions for the Department of
the Interior lies with the AS-1A.

2. Conclusions in the Propesed Finding Under the Mandatory Criteria. The AS-1A
found that the CIT/CN met cniteria (d), (e), (f), and (g). The PF also determined that the
historical Chinook Tribe was identified through 1855 and perhaps 1873, but that the
petitioner failed 10 meet criteria (a) since 1873. The PF found petitioner met (b) through
1880, and criterion (<) through 1855, but failed to meet (b) since 1881, and (c) since
1855. Readers should consult the PF which detailed how the evidence available at that
time was insufficient to show that the petitioner met the criteria.

The petitioner met criterion (d) in the PF because it submitted a copy of its governing
document and membership requirements.

The petitioner met criterion (e) because the BIA determined approximately 85 percent of
the petitioner’s members on its 1995 membership list, which was certified by the
Chinook council, descended from either the Wahkiakum, Willapa, Kathlamet, or Lower
Band of Chinook or the Clatsop tribe of Indians who were treated with the Federal
Government in 1851. The other 15 percent of the membership descended from Rose La
Framboise, a métis voman, who by birth, adoption, or the customs of the day, appeared
to have been considered one of the Chinook.

Although approximalely 5 percent of the petitioner’s members were also enrolled in the
Quinault tribe, the PF found that the petitioner was principally composed of persons who
were not members of any federally acknowledged North American Indian tribe. The
petitioner’s constitution did not address the issue of dual enrollment in federally
acknowledged tribes. The PF concluded that the petitioner met criterion (f).

The PF found that the petitioner met criterion (g) although a small percent of its members
were the subject of congressional legislation that had expressly terminated or had
forbidden the Federal relationship. Congress passed an act in 1954 to terminate the
Federal trust relationship to the “tribes, bands, groups, or communities of Indians located
west of the Cascade Mountains in Oregon,” and specifically stated that the act applied to
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the “Chinook, ’ “Clatsop,” and “‘Kathlamet.” Since the Clatsop Tribe was always
identified as a historical tribe or band south of the Columbia River in Oregon, the
petitioner’s m2mbers whose Indian descent was exclusively from the historical Clatsop
tribe would nct receive Federal services because of their status as Indians. The
legislation afficted only about 3 percent of the petitioner’s members who traced their
Indian ancestry exclusively to the historical Clatsop Tribe. This prohibition did not apply
to the members of the petitioning group who had mixed Chinook and Clatsop ancestry.

In accordance with the regulations, because the petitioner failed to meet three of the
mandatory criteria (a, b, and ¢), the AS-1A determined a proposed finding against Federal
acknowledgment of the Chinook petitioner.

3. Petitioner’s Response to Proposed Finding. The Final Determination takes into
consideration all materials in the administrative file at the time of the PF and all the

" materials submitted by the petitioner and third parties, and located by BIA researchers,

since the issuarice of the PF. These latter materials consist primarily of comments
received during the public comment period from Quinault, and individual CIT/CN
members, which the BIA did not consider to be part of the official CIT/CN submissions.
All of these materials were evaluated and are now part of the administrative record.
These comments to the PF are described in more detail below.

By cover letter dated July 30, 1998, CIT/CN submitted their response to the Proposed
Finding. This response included a summary argument “‘Chinook Indian Tribe’s Final
Submission in Support of Petition for Federal Acknowledgment - Discussion on Prior
Federal Recognition and Application of Principle to Chinook Tribe and Errors in Bar’s
Preliminary Determination” (Petitioner 1998), by the petitioner’s attorney Dennis J.
Whittlesey, and attached Exhibits (Exhibits A to T), some of which included brief reports
and analysis by the petitioner’s researcher, Stephen Dow Beckham. The response also
included hundreds of pages of exhibits (Exhibits 793 to 1307) which were cited in
Beckham’s reports. Tim Tarabochia, who was the chairman of the Chinook petitioner in
1998, submitted a report “Update and Evidence of Continuing modern Community
Activities and Decision Making since the BAR Chinook Site Visit in 1994 (Petitioner
1998). The petitioner did not respond to the comments from third parties in the final

phase of the comment period.

4. Third Party Comments. The Quinault Indian Nation (Quinault) submitted a three
page letter from Richard Reich, Attorney for Quinault Indian Nation to AS-IA Kevin
Gover, and a copy of the Quinault Enrollment Report, which listed the 1998 membership
of the Quinault Indian Nation (Reich to Gover 7/28/1998). The BIA also received
comments froimn two members of the CIT/CN: Linda C. Amelia and Edna Miller. Each
of the arguments and evidence submitted by these third parties are discussed in detail in
this FD. The E1A also received a few letters of support or other comments from third
parties that were not substantive in nature and did not provide evidence that addressed
the criteria. They are briefly outlined in this finding.
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GENERAL ISSUES RAISED BY CIT/CN IN RESPONSE TO THE PF

1. Introduction. The petitioner’s final submission for acknowledgment repeatedly
raised issues that did not address the historical facts of the case so much as the perceived
unfaimess of the administrative procedures, the purported personal bias of individual
researchers (not the arguments they made in the technical reports), and the veracity of
assumptions made about 25 CFR Part 83.8 in the 1994 regulations, which reduces the
scope of evidence required of petitioners proving continuous tnibal existence :f they show
previous Federal acknowledgment.

The CIT/CN summanzed its objections to the AS-1A’s PF against Federal o
acknowledgment by stating that:

(1). . . there has been unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment of the
Tribe whick must be taken into account by BAR in making a final
assessment of the Chinook Petition for Federal Acknowledgment and (2)
that the Chinook Tribe qualifies for Federal recognition under the facts
and existing Federal law, contrary to BAR's erroneous determination to
the contrary” (Petitioner 1998, 1).

" As part of its argument, the CIT/CN response focused on the issuance of mdividual
allotments at Quinault Reservation to Chinook descendants, principally as a result of (
Halbertv. U.S. (Haibert). The CIT/CN response to this issue again focuses on
“unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment.”

BIA Response. The petitioner was evaluated under the 1978 regulations which did not
have a provision for unambiguous previous Federal acknowledgment, based on the
petitioner’s election under § 83.8 of the 1994 revisions. (See both Administrative History
and Prior Federal Acknowledgment discussion above).

The Halbert litigation was discussed in the Proposed Finding (PF HTR, 41-49), including
in the context that the petitioner asserted that “{t}he Chinook Indian tribe played an active
role 1n this litigation” (PF HTR, 41, Ftn 6; PF Summary, 6).- The submissions by CIT/CN
do not change the analysis of Halbert as discussed in the PF. However, in this FD, the
AS-1A again reviewed the Halbert case, and finds that the PF unduly constricted the
holding of the Suprerne Court, and failed to take into proper account certain testimony in
the district court which has bearing upon the Federal Government’s attitude towards the
Chinook allottees.

In sum, the district ccurt decision in 1928, affirmed by the Supreme Court in Halbert v.

United Stares, 283 U.S. 753 (1931), interpreted the Executive Order expansion of the size

of the Quinault Reservation in 1873 to be for the use of the Upper Chehalis, Lower

Chehalis, Cowlitz, Chinook, and Shoalwater Bay bands, and concluded that they were )

entitled to allotments on the reservation under the Act of March 4, 1911. That act K

directed the Secretary of the Interior to make allotments on the Quinault Reservation to -
“other tribes of Indians in Washington who are affiliated with the Quinaielt and Quileute
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tribes in the treaty” of 1855-1856. Descendants of the “remnants” of those “other tribes”
could be allotted if they continued associating and affiliating with the Quinault Indians
and associated and affiliated bands of the reservation.

The issue befcre the Supreme Court in Halbert was the entitlement to allotments of
persons who were members of the Chehalis, Chinook and Cowlitz tribes, but not
residents of th2 Quinault reservation. While the Supreme Court did not rule directly on
the status of the Chinook Tribe, it did hold that those of the plaintiffs who alleged they
were members of the Chinook Tribe were eligible for an allotment by virtue of their
membership in that tribe. Thus, the Supreme Court did identify the Chinook Tribe as a
Tribe “affiliated with the Quinault Tribe,” as required by the 1911 statute authorizing the
allotments, Act of March 4, 1911, ch. 246, 36 Stat. 1345, and a member of this tribe was
thus eligible for allotment on the Quinault Reservation, even though the prospective
allottee was not a resident of that reservation. Halbert v. United States, supra, 283 U.S.,

at 758-760 (1631).

According to the Record of the cases filed with the Supreme Court, the Halbert litigation
began in the United States District Court for Western Washington in 1928. While the
plaintiffs alleged that they were “members of the Quinaielt Tribe of Indians, and reside in
the State of Washington within this District,” they also alleged descent from a tribe allied
with the Quinault. E.g., Complaint, 44 1, 11, Pickernoll v. United States, No. 307 E (W.D.
Wash.) in Record, Halbert v. United States, Nos. 141-154, O.T. 1930, p. 93. However,
there was extensive testimony taken concerning the other bands of Indians living on the
Quinault Reservation: Special Allotting Agent Charles E. Roblin testified that:

The tribal council called by him in 1919 was not a tribal council of
Quinaielt Indians, but a tribal council of the Indians living on the
Quinaielt reservation; that in his work he has been most particular
to differentiate between the Indians of the Quinaielt tribe and the
Indians of the Quinaielt reservation; that his records show that

there were 64 adult Indians of the Quinaielt reservation present at
that tribal council; that he does not think that it would be necessary

for members of the Lower and Upper Chehalis, or Chinooks
entitled to allotment on the Quinaielt reservation under the
Executive Order of 1873 and the Allotment Acts, and regardless of
whether or not they are members of a particular band to seek the
recognition of the Quinaielt tribe before being allotted; that his
previous testimony was not based on the assumption that only
members of the Quinaielt tribe have the say about allotment of
land on the Quinaielt reservation; that it is not his belief that
Indians whose names appear on the Quinaielt census roll for
allotment, but who live at Bay Center, or elsewhere, would be
required to appear before the Quinaielt tribal council for
recognition before being allotted; and the same condition
prevailing except that the applicant’s name did not appear on the
census roll of the Quinaielt Agency, it would be necessary for him
io show recognition once existing by the tribe to which he claimed

- 7 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D007 Page 11 of 247



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary vunder the Criteria

membership; that is, it would be necessary for him 1o show he was
a member and recognized as such, of some one or several, of the
tribes entitled to allotmenis on Quinaielt reservation ***

Testimony of Charles E. Roblin, R., Halbert v. United Siares, Nos. 141-154, O.T. 1930,
pp- 448-449. Emphasis supplied. 1t is clear here that there was a recognition of Chinook
individuals participating in the government of the Quinault Reservation, and that the
governing body ovzr that reservation was not composed exclusively of Quinault Indians.
This underlines and affirms the understanding of Congress that the purpose of the 1911
allotment statute was to provide allotments for all persons on that reservation who were
members of tribes cffiliated with the Quinault. The statute speaks in terms of the
entitlement 1o an allotment stemming from membership in an “affiliated tribe,” and not
just that of the ones named in the statute This also was what the district judge understood,
for in parsing the terms of the 1911 allotment statute he held it to include members of the

Chinook Tribe:

Itis not unlikely that the words “in Washington™ were
inserted because of the Chinook, who * *** claimed the territory
on the north side of the Columbia river from the mouth to Grays
bay, 1 distance of about fifteen miles, and north along the seacocast
as far as the northern part of Shoalwater Bay,” (Handbook of
American Indians, Bureau of American Ethnology, Bulletin 30,
Part 1, page 272)***.”

It 1s, however, more reasonable to conclude that the word
“treaty” 1n the Act was used in the broader sense including the
written treaty and the negotiations in the preceding February. So
constued the Chehalis, Cowlitz and Chinook, who were upon the
treaty ground, were affihated with-both the Quinaielts and
Quillehutes in the treaty. While perhaps not full brothers with them
in this matter they can be said 10 have been affiliated with them in
the treaty without straining the words of the Act.

Halbert v. United States, No. 229-E (W.D. Wash., Nov. 28, 1928)(Cushman, }.), R.
Halbert v. United Stcies, Nos. 141-154, O.T. 1930, pp. 332, 336-337. The Supreme
Court affirmed this understanding, holding that the predicate for an allotment was
membership in a tnbe affiliated with the Quiault, one of which was the Chinook. While
not a direct judicial recognition of the Chinook, the Supreme Court recognized the
important rle which the Chinook Tribe, or Band, played in the 1911 statutory scheme.
This conclusions is reinforced by the reference in the 1911 statute to “members” of the
subject tribes. Obviously, there had to be a tribe of which to be a member.

2. BAR Failed to Apply the 1994 Regulations Regarding Prior Federal
Acknowledgment. The petitioner states that the BIA’s denial of its request to be
evaluated under the “more liberal 1994 revised regulations” constituted a ““denial of equal

protection under the law.” (Petitioner 1998, 4). x

BIA Response. The revised Federal acknowiedgmém regulations, 25 CFR Part 83,
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became effective March 28, 1994, and included provisions at § 83.8 that reduced the
evidentiary requirements for peutioners that had unambiguous previous Federal
acknowledgment. As previously discussed in the Administrative History section of this
summary, the petitioner twice chose to be evaluated under the 1978 regulations, which
did not include the previous Federal acknowledgment provision. The question is whether
the 1994 regulations can be applied to this petition by the Assistant Secretary. Barring
prejudice to the petitroner, the Assistant Secretary is vested with discretion and may
apply these regulations. Whether the 1994 regulations are applied or not, the burden on a
petitioner remiains substantially equal. Moreover, even under the 1978 regulations, the
Assistant Secretary cannot ignore the passage of two legislative acts that unequivocally
recognized the Chinook Tribe.

According to the preamble 1o the 1994 regulations, the revisions “‘reduce the burden of
evidence for previously acknowledged tribes to demonstrate continued tribal existence.
The revisions, however, still maintain the burden of evidence for previously
acknowledged tribes to demonstrate continued tribal existence.” Final Rule, Procedures
Jor Establishing That an American Indian Group Exists as an Indian Tribe, 59 Fed. Reg.
9280, at 9282 (Feb. 25, 1994). The change is procedural, not substantive. It does not
prejudice petitiorier or hamper the consideration of the data presented. Even under the
1978 regulations, a statutory recognition is definitive, and must be honored by the
Executive Branch. This is apparent in the case of the Mexican Kickapus, who petitioned
for recogniticn but were considered to have been already recognized by Congress, and
their petition was dismissed as moot. The 1994 revisions did not change the standard of
proof for ackaowledgment and did not change the requirements of the seven mandatory
criteria. In the case of the legislative recognition here, it does mean that Congress has
already spoken on the question, and the Department of Interior cannot undo this, so this
overtakes and pretermits any discusssion of previous executive recognition. Moreover,
in the discussion of previous Federal acknowledgment in the preamble to the 1994
regulations, the Department noted that “petitioncrs that were not recognized under the
previous regulations would not be recognized by these revised regulations™ (59 FR
9282). For these reasons, both the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA 3/13/1998) and the
Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs (AS-1A 5/29/1998) informed the petitioner that the
conclusions of the Proposed Finding would not have been different if the petition had
been evaluated under the 1994 regulations and that the evaluation of the petition for a
Final Determination “is not prejudiced by requiring you to continue under the 1978
regulations, per vour original choice. . . .” (AS-1A 5/29/1998). The AS-1A, upon further
consideration, now finds that the PF did not give proper weight to the Congressional
pronouncement. The reevaluation of the legal effects of statutory recognition compels
reversal of the PF in this respect. For reasons best known to itself, the petitioner never
identified or presented the two legislative recognitions. The AS-1A, however, remains

bound by them.

3. The Statutory Recognition of the Chinook Tribe. There is no dispute that the
Executive Branch of the United States Government recognized the Chinook Tribe by its
treaty negotiations with it in 1851 and 1855. However, Congress has also, in an
unequivocal and unambiguous manner, later explicitly recognized the Chinook Tribe by
legislation. Such a legislative recognition is definitive. Congress has not repealed,
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amended, or in any other way abrogated this Congressional enactment.

There exist two express statutory references to the historic Chinook Tribe, in 1912 and
another i 1925. The statutes affirmed the treaty relationship established in the 1851
Treaty of Point Tansey, not ratified, and the similarly still-born treaty negotiations of
1855. Notwithstanding this, members of the Chinook Tribe received services from the
Indian Service throughout the 19th century. See H. Doc. No. 517, 60th Cong., 1st Sess.
6-10 (1908). As a result of persistent advocacy by the Chinook and other tribes whose
treaties had not been ratified, the 1913 Fiscal Year appropriation provided “that there be
paid to the Lower Band of Chinook Indians of Washington the sum of twenty thousand
dollars, to be apportioned among those now living and the lineal descendants of those
who may be dead, by the Secretary of the Interior, as their respective rights may appear
*** 7 Actof August 12,1912, ch. 388, § 19, 62 Stat. 535. This grant was made on
account of the fact that “the Lower Band of Chinooks ceded an extensive country north
of the Columbia River and were to be paid $ 20,000 and given certain rights and
privileges on the ceded lands” under the unratified Point Tansey Treaty; “the
Government thereafler, and while they were pending before the Senate, appropriated the
lands ceded by the Indians, the treaties or agreements should be considered and treated
by Congress as having the force and effect of a ratified treaty.” S.Rep. No. 503, 62nd
Cong., 2d Sess. 2, Z (1912). The 1912 statute was a constructive ratification of the Point
Tansey Treaty, but passed by both houses of Congress. Partly as a result of this statute,
the Department enrolled many of the Chinook for the purposes of distributing the monies

appropriated.

More significantly, the 1925 statute came about because there was a perceived feeling
“that some of these tribes, at least, may be entitled to further payments under the positive
contracts made in the treaties with the Government. *** The [House] Committee [on
Indian Affairs] feel[s] that they have been very shabbily treated by the Government, and
that they should have an opportunity to have their equities properly presented to the
Court of Claims.” Accordingly, the Act of February 12, 1925, ch. 214, 43 Stat. 886,
authorized “that all :laims of whatever nature, both Jeagl and equitable, which the
Muckelshoot, San Juan Islands Indians; Nook-Sack, Suattle, Chinook, Upper Chehalis,
Lower Chehalis, and Humptulip Tribes or Bands of Indiansor any of them (with whom
no treaty has been made), may have against the United States shall be submitted to the
Court of Claims, with right of appeal by either party to the Supreme Court of the United
States for determination and adjudication, both legal and equitable, and jurisdiction is
hereby conferred upon the Court of Claims to hear and determine any and all suits
brought hereunder and to render final judgment therein.”

This latter statute clearly denominates the Lower Band of Chinook Indians, or Chinook
Tribe, as one recognized by Congress. The 1925 statute recognizes the Chinook Tribe as
a party plaintiff in whose favor the United States explicitly waives its sovereign
immunity for a case before the Court of Claims. The use of the present-tense verb “may
have” is a plain ackncwledgment that the Chinook Tribe existed in 1925. Congress has
not passed subsequent legislation that would effectually abrogate the 1925
acknowledgment.
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There is a major consequence flowing from the express statutory recognition. The statute
is not only prima facie evidence, it is also the substance of that which is being sought to

be proved.

Finally, there is nothing in the PF or in the responses indicating any voluntary
abandonment of the tribal relationship by Chinook individuals, and an.Indian tribe’s
recognition by the Federal Government “can only be changed by treaty stipulation, or a
voluntary abandonment of their tribal organization.” The Kansas Indians, S Wall. 737, at
757 (1867). Because no such “treaty stipulation” or other statutory change exists, and
because, as discussed below, there has been no voluntary abandonment, the recognition
stands. :

4. Allotments on the Quinault Reservation. The CIT/CN petitioner declares “The
Issuance of Allotments at Quinault to Chinook Members in the 1930's Constitutes

~Unambiguous Prior Federal Acknowledgment” (Petitioner 1998, 8). CIT/CN presents a
summary of the “process by which members of Indian tribes may acquire individual trust
lands for their personal use” established by the General Allotment Act, enacted February
8, 1887 (Petitioner 1998, 7-8). In the PF, the petitioner discussed obtaining allotments on
Quinault as dzmonstrating activities of a tribal entity. Their second argument in the
response to the PF asserts that “the allotment process for reservation allotments is that an
applicant be ¢4 member of a tribe or band for which the applicable reservation was
created” (Pet:tioner 1998, 8). [emphasis in original]

BIA Response. The AS-1A disagrees with the petitioner’s assessment of the distribution
of Chinook allotments on the Quinault Reservation. The history of Chinook participation
mn allotments on the Quinault Reservation was throughly discussed in both the Historical
and Anthropoiogical Technical reports of the PF (PF HTR, 32-44; PF ATR, 38-44).
Although the Chinook ultimately were given allotments under the Executive Order, the
absence of an express reference to the Tribe falls short of an unambiguous prior Federal
acknowledgraent.

5. Executive Order of 1873. The CIT/CN presents this Executive Order of 1873 as part
of the history of allotments on the Quinault Reservatien, and also arguing its
interpretation in Halbert (Petitioner 1998, 12, 14).

When the [Quinault Indian] Reservation ultimately was created by the
Executive Order of November 4, 1873, President Ulysses S. Grant stated
that he intended “to provide for other Indians in that locality’ by
‘withdrawing lands from the public domain ‘for the use of the Quinaielt,
Quillehute, Quit, and other tribes of fish-eating Indians on the Pacific
Coast.” . .. A total of 220,000 acres was set aside for the Reservation
(Petitioner 1998, 12). [emphasis in original].

The Chinook Tribe was among the tribes specifically identified in that
dialcgue as requiring special accommodation through an enlarged

reservation during consideration of reservation expansion between 1863
and 1873 (Petitioner 1998, 12; citing to Halbert v. United States, supra,

- 11 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D007 Page 15 of 247



Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria
283 U.S. a1 757). [emphasis in original] fro

BIA Response. The 1873 Executive Order was discussed in the Proposed Finding (PF
HTR. 22, 41-42). The PF concluded under criterion (a) that the Chinook had been
identified as an American Indian tribe until 1855 and perhaps through 1873. The 1873
Executive Order expanded the size of the Quinault Reservation. It did not explicitly
mention the Chinook, but can be considered 10 have referred to them as one of the “fish-
eating” Indians of the Pacific Coast. While the AS-1A also finds the Executive Order to
be persuasive evidence going to critena (a) and (c), it is not sufficient to constitute
unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment.

6. 1911 Allotment Act. CIT/CN presented a legal retrospective on the topic of pre-
Halbert allotments on the Quinault Reservation. CIT/CN said that allotments made on
Quinault before 1907 were pursuant to the provisions of the General Allotment Act, and
that the “tribes which were affiliated on the Reservation by the Executive Order” had
“difficulty in obtaining allotments” (Petitioner 1998, 13). The petitioner quoted the
Allotment Act of March 4, 1911, as having directed “the Secretary of the Interior to make
Dawes Act allotments on Quinault Reservation -- ‘to all members of the Hoh, Quileute,
Ozette or other triyes of Indians in Washington who are affiliated with the Quinaielt and
Quileute tribes in he ireaty.”” (Petitioner 1998, 13). [emphasis in original]

CIT/CN interpretec the 1911 Allotment Act (Petitioner 1998, 14), stating elsewhere (and
retrospectively) that the Chinook Tribe was found by the Supreme Court in the Halbert
litigation to have been one of the tribes specifically legislated by the 1911 Allotment Act
as entitled to Dawes Act allotments at Quinault Reservation. CIT/CN asserted that “the

" BIA itself affirmatively opposed a further allotment act in 1913 naming the Cowlitz
Tribe as entitled tc those allotments with the formal assertion that the tribe was already
covered by the 1911 Act and no further legislation was necessary” (Petitioner 1998, 37).

BIA Response. Although in theory presented as part of its discussion of previous
unambiguous Federal acknowledgment of the Chinook tribe, many of the arguments
pertained more directly to the topic of land nghts on the Quinault Reservation which was
addressed extensively in the PF (PF ATR, 41-43).

A
From the historical perspective, the issue discussed from 1911 to 1913 was whether the
Chinook tribe was one of the unspecified "tribes of Indians . . . affiliated with the
Quinault and Quileute tribes in the [1855] treaty,” and whether its descendants had a right
to allotments on Quinault under the 1911 Act. The issue was not whether a federally
acknowledged Chinook tribe existed in 1911 which held tribal nights on Quinault. The
AS-IA finds that the reference in the 1911 Act to “members” of the subject tnibes, in
combination with the ultimate judicial finding that the Chinook Tribe was one of the
subject tribes, is persuasive evidence that the petitioner meets criteria (a) and (c) as of the
date of the Act. However, this statute falls short of an unambiguous prior Federal

recognition.

7. Halbert Litigation. The petitioner asserts that “{i]t is beyond question thatin 1931 (
the Chinook Tribe was unambiguously recognized as an Indian Tribe with L
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Federally-proiccted rights at the Quinault Reservation, and this recognition was
confirmed by the Supreme Count in the Halbert Litigation” (Petitioner 1998, 17).

BIA Response. This argument 1s discussed above. The AS-IA disagrees that a Chinook
- tribe was unambiguously recognized and that this recognition was confirmed by the
Supreme Court.

The following quotation from the Cowlitz Final Determination is the BIA’s response to

Dennis J. Whittlesey’s arguments about the Halbert decision in the Cowlitz petition.
Though lengthy, it best summarizes the Supreme Court’s decision, lays out the
petitioner’s arguments, and corrects some misstatements concerning BIA policies. It is
not meant to bz a legal brief or a discussion of how Halbert was implemented.

The Supreme Court defined the questions to be resolved as follows:

The plaintiffs are all of Indian blood and descent, but none is a
full- blood Indian. Some are members of the Chehalis, Chinook
and Cowlitz tribes, and the question is presented whether these
tribes are among those whose members are entitled to allotments
from lands within the Quinaielt Reservation. Many do not
personally reside on the reservation, and we are asked to decide
whether this defeats their claims. Some are the issue, either
children or grandchildren, of a marriage between an Indian woman
and a white man, and whether this is an obstacle to allowing their
claims is a further question (Halbert et al. vs. United States 2).

The Supreme Court then affirmed that the district court applied the correct rules
for deterrnining eligibility for allotments.

* * * * * * *

The district court analysis of all plaintiffs in the case focused on whether they
lived in Indian settlements and were associated and affiliated with other Indians,
even though their tribe was scattered. In contrast, the Ninth Circuit required
residence on a reservation to obtain an allotment and specifically declined to
discuss “the rights of the appellees based upon their Indian blood or tribal
relations.” Halbert, 38 F2d 795, 798 (9™ Cir. 1930).

The Supreme Court ruled that the "Chehalis, Chinook and Cowlitz tribes are
amorg those whose members are entitled to take allotments within the Quinault
Reservation" (Halbert, 283 U.S. at 760). The Court concluded that the district
court applied the appropriate law in requiring membership for allotments on
Quinault. The Supreme Court did not rule that there was a government-to-
gove iment relationship between the Cowlitz and the United States, nor did the
Court rule that the Cowlitz were a tribe in 1911 or in 1931. The Court did not
rule that any of the plaintiffs were members of the Cowlitz Tribe. Thus, the
Suprzme Court ruling does not establish a date of last unambiguous federal

_13_
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recognitior. (Cowlitz FD 63-65). o
The Supreme Court concluded:

. . . that the Chehalis, Chinook and Cowlitz tribes are among those whose
members are entitled to take allotments within the Quinaielt Reservation,
if without allotments elsewhere. The Circuit Court of Appeals held
otherwise 11 some of the suits and in this we think it erred (Halbert et al.
vs. United biates 5).

The statement regarding the Cowlitz also applied to the Chinook. The Supreme Court
did not directly rule that the Chinook was a tribe at that time or that any of the plaintiffs
in Halbert were members of a Chinook Tribe. The focus of the case in the Federal
district court was the eligibility of persons under the 1911 allotment act who were
members of the fish-eating tribes and who were therefore entitled to allotments as tribal
members, i.e., continuing to associate with the Quinault and affiliated bands. In Halbert,
the Supreme Court did recognize the Chinook Tribe existed, and that its members were
entitled to allotments on the Quinault Reservation. It is not necessary to decide whether
this was an unambiguous recognition under section 83.8(a)(3), because the 1925 Act was
such a recognition. The decision does show a Federal identification of the Chinook by
Federal authorities under section 83(a)(1). That is why it was necessary to resort to the
Supreme Court Record of the Halbert case in order 10 understand the facts which the
Supreme Court was confronting with when it decided Halbert, and the extensive
discussion of that case, supra, demonstrates that the Supreme Court in 1930 and 1931
was aware, as Congress had been in 1911 when 1t passed the Shoalwater Bay Allotment
Act, that there was an entity known as the Chinook Tribe. This alone, though, is not an
unambiguous prior Federal recognition.

8. Post-Halbert Land Allotment Activity on Quinault Reservation. The petitioner’s
response discussed post-Halbert land allotments under two separate headings:
“Post-Halbert Allotment Process” and “Post-Halbert Case Law” (Petitioner 1998, 17-20).
Most of the discussicn under the first heading dealt with thesresults of the Halbert
decision, and the issuing of allotments to hundreds of Chinook following that decision.
They argue these allctments showed unambiguous recognition by the Department of the
Interior during 1931-1934 by virtue of their membership in the Chinook tribe.

The second heading dealt with post-Halber: case law, and reviewed other Federal court
decisions regarding the question of affiliation under the Treaty of Olympia and the legal
rights of affiliated tribes on Quinault. The CIT/CN uses this discussion by the court as
yet another example of previous unambiguous Federal recognition of the CIT/CN.
However, a last date of previous unambiguous Federal recognition need not be
determined under th: 1978 regulations. Nor, as stated above, does Halbert explicitly
hold that there was ¢ federally recognized Chinook tribe between 1855 and 1931,
although the Tribe’s existence was acknowledged over and over again, and the United
States Congress felt that its members, as tribes affiliated with the Quinault, were entitled
to timber allotments on the Shoalwater Bay Reservation.

m——
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BIA Response. The Halbert decision and its consequences in relationship to the
petitioner were discussed at length in the PF. (See PF HTR, 38-44 and PF ATR, 90,
128). The evidence dggs not support the petitioner’s assertions that the allotments were
evidence that a Chinook tribe was federally recognized.

9. The Wahkiakum Fishing Rights Litigation. CIT/CN cited Wahkiakum Band of
Chinook Indians v. Bateman, et al. (Wahkiakum) as evidence that the Chinook tribe was a
tribe with “Federally-protected rights at the Quinault Reservation, and that this
recognition was confirmed by the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in
the Wahkiakum Litigation” (Petitioner 1998, 20). [emphasis 1n original]

BIA Response. The Wahkiakum litigation was discussed in the PF:

Anotaer organization of Chinook descendants was formed in the 1970's
unde;- the name of the Wahkiakum Tribe of Chinook Indians. In 1978,
some of these Chinook descendants initiated a fishing rights suit in
Federal district court in Oregon which became known as Wahkiakum
Bana of Chinook Indians v. Bateman (Petition 1987, 291). The following
year, the Chinook Indian Tribe contracted with the plaintiff's attorney to
share one- third of the cost of this litigation (CIT 7/14/1979). A Cowlitz
organization and the Wahkiakum plaintiffs also each paid one-third of the
costs. The district court ruled against the Wahkiakum Band's fishing
rights claims. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the district
court's decision in 1981, ruling that the Band had neither a treaty right nor
an aboriginal right to fish in the Columbia River. Although it found that
the Chinook had been affiliated with the Quinault by the Executive Order
of 1873, the Court held that the fishing rights of Chinooks were limited to
rights which accompanied an allotment on the Quinault Reservation
(Court of Appeals 1981, 178-181) (PF HTR, 80).

Neither the district court nor the Ninth Court of Appeals ruled that the Chinook or
Wahkiakum bands were tribes. The court ruled that the rights of the Chinooks were a
result of the Executive Order of 1873, which entitledthem to allotments on Quinault. (If
the individual had an allotment on Quinault, that relationship with Quinault gave the
‘individual fishing rights.)

10. Williams v. Clark. CIT/CN cites “742 F.2d 549 (9™ Cir. 1984), or Williams v Clark,
as an example of litigation in which the courts ruled that the Quileute tribe “has
junsdiction over the [Quinault] Reservation,” and that the court “implicitly found that all
of the affiliated tribes retain jurisdictional rights at the Reservation” (Petitioner 1998, 21-
22). The petitioner therefore concluded that the Chinook, as one of the “affihated tribes,”
was unambiguously recognized as an Indian tribe.

BIA Response. This case involves only the right of a Quileute tribal member under
Section 4 of the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) to devise his allotment on the Quinault
Reservation. It provides no support for CIT/CN’s argument that the Chinook was
unambiguously recognized as an Indian Tribe. The Court specifically did not consider if
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other tribes also have jurisdiction over the Quinault Reservation for IRA §4 purposes
(742 F2d at 555). The Interior Department believes that, notwithstanding the presence of
allottees who are rnembers of other tribes, the only tribe that has jurisdictional authority
of the Quinault Reservation is the Quinault Indian Nation. The court in Williams did not
unambiguously recognize CIT/CN as a tribe.

11. BIA ldentification of Chinooks in the 1950's, 1960's, and 1970's. The petitioner
argues that “BlA identification of Chinooks in listings in the 1950's, 1960's and 1970's of
ribes with which 1t maintained formal relations constitutes unambiguous prior Federal
acknowledgment.” The petitioner then cited to examples in the original petition which -
they claim showed that the BIA included the Chinook in lists of tribes with which the
BIA dealt on an official level. The petitioner refers to two other letters in 1953 in which
the Chinook Tribe was listed as one of the addresses (Petitioner Ex. 360, 337, and 362).
The petitioner then asserts that the BAR either ignored or discounted this evidence in the

PF (Petitioner 1998, 22).

The petitioner cites as new evidence, Exhibit G: A List of Tribes and Tribal Officers,
Portland Area Office” dated March 13, 1963, and Exhibit H: a **Directory of Tribal
Officials Portland Area” dated September 1975. The petitioner argues that these two
documents show that the BIA recognized the Chinook tribe in 1963 and 1975
respectively (Petitioner 1998, 23). The petitioner cites Margaret Greene, et al. v.

" Babbiu, et al. (Samish) as evidence that “[o]ne component of the Samish case was the
fact that the tribe had been identified as a tribe in various lists published by the BIA”
(Petitioner 1998, 23). The petitioner then concludes that the 1963 list (Petitioner Ex. G)
may fall within the category of a group that the BIA dealt with in some manner, but that
the 1975 BIA publication is “evidence that Chinook was agiong the Indian groups which
had formal organization approved by the Department,” and that “[i]t is difficult to
imagine that the BIA today can deny that Chinook fell within that category as of 1975, in
which case there 1s a prima facie case that the Chinook Tribe had some formal
relationship with the BIA as of 1975” (Petitioner 1998, 20).

B1A Response. The BlA analyzed these exhibits as possible evidence that the Chinook
had a government-to-government relationship with the Fedéral Government in the 1960's
or 1970's. However, neither of these records can reasonably be construed to mean
acknowledgment of a tribe by the Federal Government. The 1963 list is not on BIA
letterhead paper, has no author or compiler listed, and does not include a purpose. It
cannot be determined whether the Portland Area Office created or simply received the
list. The only identifying mark on the three pages is, “Received Mar 15 1963
Washington State Library.” Six groups identified on the list were not federally
recognized tribes in 1963. Since then two of the groups, Jamestown Clallam and
Snoqualmie, were acknowledged as tribes through 25 CFR Part 83. This appears to be a
list of groups with vhich the Portland Area Office had contact and has bearing on criteria
(a) and (c), but it is not an official acknowledgment of tribal status.

The 1975 “Directorv of Tribal Official Portland Area” which was prepared by the Office (
of Tribal Operations, BIA, Portland Area Office is a telephone and address book. It v
includes contact information for BIA employees, federally recognized tribes, groups
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identified as ‘claims organizations,” and groups that are not federally acknowledged
irbes (Petiioner Ex. H, 11, 19, et al.).

The “Chinook Nation Non-reservation” is listed on page 19 as the official title of the
Chinook Indians. Four officers of the group are listed with a statement in the remarks
section that there ere 900 members. Under “organization,” is the statement; “General
Council - Orgznization not recognized.” Under “meetings,” is the statement: “Annual
and other meetings as called” (Petitioner Ex. H, 19). The plain language of the document
indicates that inclusion of the Chinook does not denote an official recognition or
acknowledgment that its group was a tribe under Federal law.

Neither alone nor together do these two documents submitted in response to the PF
demonstrate that the Chinook Tribe had a formal relationship with the BIA in either 1963
or 1975. Neither of these documents nor similar ones submitted with the original petition

provide adequate cvidence of unambiguous prior Federal recognition.

12. Enumeration of Chinooks on B1A Census Schedules. The CIT/CN petitioner
argues that enumeration of individuals on BIA census schedules shows the identification
of individuals with Chinook ancestry as a tribal group [within Quinault Reservation} and
constitutes unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment (Petitioner 1998, 25). Attached
is Exhibit I, a report by Stephen Dow Beckham titled: “B]A Identification of Members of
the Chinook I1dian Tribe in BIA Census Records in the 1930°s.”

In his Exhibit ] report, Beckham states that “[t}he B1A in the decade of the 1930s
enumerated members of the Chinook Indian Tribe--by the tribal designation ‘Chinook,’
‘Quinaielt-Chinook,” ‘Quin.-Chinook,’ and *Chinook-Cowlitz’ in the annual Indian
Census Rolls™. (Petitioner Ex. 1, 1). According to Beckham, it was in response to the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs’ instructions to “‘continue to carry Chehalis allottees on
the Chehalis census rolls; the Chinook allottees on the Chinook census rolls, and the
Cowlitz on the census rolls of that tribe,” that the subsequent 1933 census provided
specific information on ‘members of the Chinook Indian Tribe.”” The petitioner’s
exhibits 829 and 830 are copies of the 1933 census and the list of names added to the
census by authornity of the Indian Office, respectively.« To substantiate his claim that the
Government singled out the Chinook as a federally recognized tribe, Beckham then

asserted:

The E1A thus developed sixteen categories of data on members of the
Chincok Indian Tribe and entered it onto the Indian Census Roll

forms. ... It was clear that in 1933 the BIA was dealing with the Chinook
Indian Tribe and had made considerable effort under “INDIAN OFFICE
AUTHORITY” to compile this data. The 1933 Indian Census Roll is
unequivocal evidence of a federal relationship carried out by the BIA.
Further, the BIA affirmed the “ward” status of every person enumerated
on the 1933 census roll (Petitioner Ex. 1, 2). [emphasis in original]

Exhibit ] inciudes a list of 313 names extracted from a 57 page report of the allottees
“[a]dded By Indian Office Authority and Decision of the United States Supreme Court”
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(Petitioner Ex. 839). [The BIA found 317 names, a figure that will be used in the rest of
the analysis.] Beckham says the census records show that the BI1A 1dentified these
individuals as memnbers of the Chinook tribe through 1939 (Petitioner Ex. 1, 1, 2).
Beckham also clairns that in addition to these [317] individuals the 1933 Indian Census
Roll included “other individuals identified as Quinaielt” [Now spelled Quinault], but who
were actually Chinook, as shown by the “enrollments” prepared by McChesney and
Roblin (Petitioner Ex. 1, 2). However, his list of “[317] members of the Chinook Indian
Tribe” included the name of only one man, Antone Brignone, who was identified as
“Quinaielt.” Beckham’s st in Exhibit I did not include family relationships or
residences or other information that would be helpful in 1dentifying a Chinook entity in

1933.

This exhibit also ircludes summaries of letters from Superintendent Nicholson of the
Taholah Agency, written between 1932 to 1934 to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs
(CIA), asking for guidance in recording the Agency’s censuses. Beckham quotes the
CIA’s instructions to *“continue to carry Chehalis allottees on the Chehalis census rolls;
the Chinook allottees on the Chinook census rolls, and the Cowlitz on the census rolls for
that tribe” (Petitioner Ex. 1, 1, citing Ex. 867 [sce Ex. 936, BIA letter 11/28/1934, which
quotes BIA 1/23/1933]). 1t appears that Beckham uses this and subsequent instructions
10 “keep a census of the tribes occupying the reservation. . . . The rolls should be
maintained separate and distinct from those of the Quinaielt Indians” (Petitioner Ex. 1,
10, citing Petitioner Ex. 936 [BIA 4/4/19343) as an argument that the Chinook were a
separate tribe. Beckham also quotes a letter to the C1A, in which Nicholson asked if the
agencies were supposed to “compile a separate census for each combination of mixed-
blood [sic] Indians, as the Quinaielt-Chehalis, Quinaielt-Chehalis--Chinook Tnbes, ctc.”
(Petitioner Ex.1, 1; Fetitioner Ex. 867).

BIA Response. Beckham repeats the same arguments throughout the response to the
Proposed Finding: that identification of individuals as Chinook descendants is equivalent
to unambiguous previous Federal acknowledgment of a Chinook Indian Tribe, and that
the allotting of Chinook descendants at Quinault Reservation denotes Federal
acknowledgment of a Chinook Indian Tribe. Beckham seems to subscribe to a theory
that both critenia (a) and (b) are met with any reference to individuals as being of
Chinook descent. The BIA does not agree with Beckham’s interpretation of the evidence

or of the regulations.

The petitioner did nct provide any useful analysis of the residences of the Chinook
descendants identified in the 1933 census. The petitioner did not provide any useful
analysis of interactions between the Chinook allottees at Bay Center and Dahlia who
were named on the 1933 census, and other Chinook descendants who were not among the
Quinault allottees. The BIA analyzed the 1933 Quinault Indian census to determine
whether the individuals identified as Chinook (or identified as Quinault but of Chinook
descent) could have been part of a Chinook Indian community at Bay Center into the
1930's and/or part of a Chinook community or communities existed at Dahlia-Altoona-
Brookfield, or elsewhere along the Columbia River. The underlying questions to be
answered were: Do the Chinook on the Quinault Reservation represent all of the Chinook
Indians and do the Chinook on the census represent the petitioner? The analysis in this
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section is based on the 1933 census of the Quinault Reservation, as submitted by the
petitioner in Exhibit 829, and the list of names added to the Quinault Reservation by the
authonty of the Indian Office and the Supreme Court decision in Exhibit 830. This
section is alsc intended to correct Beckham's misstatements about the 1933 census.

Beckham’s assertions in Exhibit | presume that (1) the individuals identified as
“Chinook,” “Juinaielt- Chinook,” “Quin.-Chinook,” and “Chinook-Cowlitz” on the 1933
census were rnembers of a Chinook Indian Tribe, a separate and distinct political entity,
and (2) that the petitioner’s membership descends from the individuals identified on the
Quinault census. The AS-IA concludes otherwise. First, the identifications as
Chinook-Cow!litz, etc. are ancestral categories, not tribal membership. Second, following
Beckham’s analysis would lead to the conclusion that the “Chinook,” “Quinaielt-
Chinook,” “Quin.-Chinook,” and “Chinook-Cowlitz” were all separate tribes. Second,
many of the individuals on the Quinault census as having Chinook descent are not |
ancestral to the petitioner.

13. BIA Administrative Supervision over Chinook Members Through the 1940's,
The CIT/CN petitioner argued that the BIA’s monitoring school attendance, recording
births and deaths, and issuing allotments to Chinook individuals at Quinaulit constituted
unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment. (Petitioner 1998, 28, and Petitioner Ex’s.
L, M). Beckaam argues that the school records show previous unambiguous
acknowledgrient in the 1930's and 1940's because ““[t]he enumerations of Chinook
children in BIA schools are confirmation of the recognition of the tribe” (Petitioner Ex.
L, 2). Beckham also argues that “[n]on-Indian children did not attend Bureau of Indian
Affairs schools ror did children of non-federally recognized tnbes” (Petitioner Ex. L, 1);
therefore, because children identified as “Chinook,” *“*Chin.-Quinaielt,” “Q-Chin.” and
“Quin.-Chin.”" attended Indian schools, they must have been members of a federally
recognized uibe. '

Under the same argument Beckham also cited Roblin’s notes on unenrolled Indians as

evidence that some of the children of Chinook descendants attended Puyallup, Chemawa

or Carlyle Irdian schools in the first two decades of the 20" century (Petitioner Ex. L, 1).
4

Much of Exhibit L is a report created by Beckham in'which he abstracted information
from some of the specific census cards in the petitioner’s exhibits (817, 818, and 820),
which named the school and included an allotment number on the Quinault Reservation
(Petitioner Ex. L., 2). Some of Beckham’s abstracts were annotated with allotment
numbers that were not on the actual census card for the child (which must have been
obtained from other records).

BIA Analysis of Exhibit L. In preparing this final determination, the BIA reviewed and
analyzed all 113 “Permanent School Census Cards” for children under the junsdiction of
the Taholah Agency between 1931 and 1948, as found in Exhibits 817, 818, and 820.
Thirteen caids represent duplicate or triplicate references to the same students, leaving a
total of 100 students represented. The records cited in the response to the PF do not
support the petitioner’s argument for prior Federal recognition.
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To better understend the purpose of the school census, it is necessary to describe the
information-to be completed on each form. The BIAs analysis is based on the actual
photocopies of the 113 school census cards, not on Beckham’s abstracts. Each school
census card lists the child’s name, degree of Indian blood, gender, and account or
allotment number. and date of birth. In most cases, the source for the date of birth is
shown as the “Tribal census” (Petitioner Ex. 817, 1). The card does not name the child’s
tribe or state that the child belongs to a tribe. However, the card does have a blank space
for the tribe of both the fathérand the mother. Most cards also have an addréss for at
least one of the parents. The year(s) attending school, the school name, and grade level
for the child, ““miles to public school,” and attendance reports were also recorded on the
card. Almost half of the children have a number such as “Q123" or “A123" in the field
for “account or allotment number.” This indicates that the school census cards are
records of students who are under the junisdiction of the Taholah Agency based either on
their degree of Indian blood or on their membership or allotments on the Quinault

Nation.

Most of the cards have “Quinaielt Census” typed on the upper right of the card, but
others have “Taholzh,” “Bay Center,” “Quinaielt-Chinook,” “South Bend,” or the name
of a school typed on the same area. Since these terms are a mixture of geographic
locations, census references, and Indian ancestry, it is not clear if this is part of a filing
system, part of an enumeration scheme, or had some other purpose. These terms do not
indicate the school census records were segregated by tribe.

Although the school census records do not show that there was a Chinook tribal entity
with a government-to-government relationship with the Federal Government, they do
provide some useful information about some of the petitioner’s members or other
Chinook descendarts. For example, the school censuses show the residential distribution
in the 1930's and 1940's of some of the families who have Chinook ancestry. The BIA
found at least 100 residences identified in the school censuses. Where no residence was
specified, this repoit used the name of the school attended as a substitute in order to
determine the residence of the individual. Five student census cards did not show either
residence or school attended. Some students attended more than one school, but only the
residence or the first school attended was included in this report. Fifteen students were
residing in Bay Center, 10 were in South Bend, 4 were in Ilwaco, and 1 at Chinook, for a
total of 30 in all of Pacific County (Petitioner Ex. 817, 818, 820). There were 19 students
in schools in Wahkiakum County: 2 at Pillar Rock, 8 at Dahlia, 7 at Altoona, and one
each at Cathlamet and Brookfield (Petitioner Ex. 817, 818, 820). Twenty-one students of
Chinook descent were living in a number of locations in Grays Harbor County, including
Taholah (11), Quinault Lake (3), Aberdeen (5), Oakville (1), and Westport (1). Taholah
School was operated by the Quinault Tribe and was on the Quinault Reservation. Ten
other children of Chinook descent lived in other areas of Washington State, 14 lived in
various towns in Or=gon, and 1 lived in California. Fifteen of the total of 49 students
from Pacific and Wahkiakum counties were living in the small towns of Ilwaco,
Chinook, Dahlia, Altoona, Cathlamet, and Brookfield along the Columbia River.

The parents of the school children were variously identified as Chinook, Quinault-
Chinook, Chinook-Cowlitz, Quinault-Chinook-Chehalis, Chinook-Chehalis, Quinault,

- 20 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D0O07 Page 24 of 247



Chinook: Finzl Determination - Summary uwnder the Criteria

*S.1.” [Squaxin Island], “Soquamish,” and Quinault-Clatsop. Others of the parents did

not have a trioe identified, but there was a fraction (ranging from 1/32 to 7/8). or “full” in
the blank for tribe indicating that the individual’s blood degree. Others did not have any
tribal affiliation cited or any blood degree listed and the remaining parents were
identified as white. About 21 children in the school records appear 1o be on the
membership list of the CIT/CN. About 50 of the children on the school records are not
on the CIT/CN’s 1995 membership list or in petitioner’s genealogical records which were
compiled in the early 1950's. Therefore, these school census records include children of
Chinook descent who do not appear to have been associated with the petitioner.

The BIA did rot question that the petitioner descended from Indians or from the
historical Chinook tribe. The BIA agrees with the petitioner that the records show that
some children of Chinook descent attended Indian schools. The school census records
submitted in the response to the PF, standing alone, doe not provide conclusive evidence
that Chinook descendants attended Indian schools because they were members of a
Chinook tribal entity. The AS-1A does conclude, however, that in light of the 1925
statutory acknowledgment of the Tribe, the records weigh against any voluntary
abandonment of tribal relations. Although Beckham’s report also does not show
conclusively that the children of Chinook descent who attended Indian schools or were
identified as Indian children in public schools were a part of the Chinook tribe that may
have existed in the 1930's or 1940's, the AS-1A concludes that 1t is likely that some such
children were part of the Chinook Tribe.

Only 27 of the 100 students enumerated on school census cards found in the petitioner’s
Exhibits 817, 818, and 820 show the attendance of children in 1931-1933; the vast
majority begin recording attendance in 1934, the year the Johnson-O’Malley Act passed
into law. It appears that the majority of the school census cards recorded the number of
students who participated in the benefits of the Johnson-O’Malley Act, and the schools
that they attended. Thus the school censuses provided the basis for the annual report that
would tngger the Federal monies to the participating schools. In other words, the
permanent school census cards recorded the attendance of Indian children in order to

rcimburse the public schools for educating Indian children.
A

BIA Analysis of Exhibit M. In Exhibit M, titled “BIA Monitored Attendance of
Children of the Chinook Indian Tribe in Public Schools in the Years 1931-48,” the
petitioner’s researcher argues that children were identified as members of a Chinook
tribe because the school census records show that they had Chinook descent and that they
had land in trust. The first argument is that by repeatedly using the terms “Chinook,”
“Chin- Quinaielt,” in the school census records, the BIA “recognized these individuals as
Chinooks and monitored the attendance of Chinook children in schools” (Petitioner Ex.
M, 1), although he also noted that the B1A “sometimes erroneously” identified some
members of the Chinook Indian Tribe as Quinault. Beckham seems to be equating the
BIA’s paying school tuition for Indian children [presumably Chinook children] in public
schools, in perticular three school districts (Dahlia, Tokeland, and Bay Center) in *“the
homeland of the Chinook Indian Tribe,” with recognition of a Chinook tnbal entity
(Petitioner Ex. M, 1).
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The second argument 1n Exhibit M is that the “Permanent School Census Card records
and the unequivocal identification of Chinook children as holders of trust land under the
General Allotment Act are prima facie evidence of federal acknowledgment of the
Chinook Indian Tribe in the years 1931-48 ” (Petitioner Ex. M, 2). To support this
argument, Beckhain asserts that the “allotments under the General Allotment Act of 1887
were made to members of federally-recognized tribes,” and that the Chinook Indians
obtained allotments on Quinault Reservation under the *‘Dawes Act Section One”
between 1907 and 1934.

Much of Exhibit M is a senies of brief summaries of the information on 69 school census
cards, including the student’s name, vears attending school, an allotment number for 57
of the students, anc sometimes a parent’s name. Beckham also included some
annotations to the zbstracts, such as a mother’s maiden name, current residence or an
allotment number, without citing a reference for the annotations.

First, the regulatiors do not call for prima facie evidence, which is a legal term for
evidence that is accepted as true until other evidence contradicts it. To show prior
Federal acknowledgment, the petitioner must show unambiguous Federal
acknowledgment. The school census card records are not unambiguous. On the other
hand, these records certainly can be evidence that CIT/CN meets criteria (a) and (c).

The AS-1A finds that the school census cards show Chinook descent for some of the

students who were under the jurisdiction of the Taholah Agency. With the possible {
exception of some of the LaFramboise descendants, the BIA did not question the
petitioner’s descent from the historical Chinook tribe in the PF (PF GTR, 14-17). The

listing of ancestry on the school census cards implies that the BIA then considered the

Chinook to be a tribal entity, although not necessarily one recognized as having a tribal

organization. This js an example of a substantially continuous identification under

section 83.7(a)(1) which the PF correctly maintained not to be recognition per se. But it

is evidence, which rust be considere_d, and has been considered in petititioner’s favor for

this FD.

14. BIA Recorded the Vital Statistics of “Chinook Tribal Members” 1930's to 1948.

The CIT/CN argued that during the 1930's to 1948, “the BIA was recording the names

and tribal affiliation of various Chinook members as part of its trust responsibilities to

those Indians” (Petitioner 1998, 30). This argument cited for support Beckham report

entitled “BIA Recorded Vital Statistics Data on Members of the Chinook Indian Tribe

1930s-48" (Petitioner Ex. N). Beckham asserts that the BIA’s register of vital statistics at

Taholah Agency corfirms “BIA recognition of the Chinook Indian Tribe in that decade”

(Petitioner Ex. N, 1). The remainder of the report consisted of abstracts from 28 entries

in the birth and death registers of the Taholah Agency, and two abstracts from the 1937

census schedule of unreported births of individuals who were identified as Chinook or

Quinault or Quinauli-Clatsop, etc. and cited in letters to the Commissioner of Indian

Affairs (Petitioner Ex. 931, 935). The petitioner included photocopies of several pages

from the registers in Exhibit 824 (exhibit number was transposed in several instances as (
“842") and 4 pages of the 1937 Indian census which recorded the previously unreported
births for the years 1934 and 1935 (Petitioner Ex. 831, 832).

- 22 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D007 Page 26 of 247



Pl

Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

Some of the information in Exhibit N and the supporting exhibits is new evidence to be
considered fcr the final determination. The abstracts included the name and birthdate of
the child (or death date of the deceased), the parents’s names and the child’s “tribe”
which was recorded in the register (Petitioner Ex. N). The actual register of vital
statistics for “he Taholah Indian Agency included much more information on each of the
individuals, including the full name, occupation, birth place, and “Census No.” of both
the mother and father of the infant as well as their residence. The “Census No.” field for
the father or mother had either a number such as “Q654," which is the Quinault allotment
number, or the name of a tribe, such as Puyallup, Hoopa, Quinault, Chinook, etc., or
white. The f eld for the tribe of the child was then a combination of the tribes of the
parents if the parents were from different tribes, or the tribe of the parent that was Indian
if one parent was white. Statistics for the child also included blood degree, resxdence
and the date ‘he birth was reported to the agency (Petitioner Ex. 824).

Beckham also states that the BIA in the 1930's misidentified some individuals as
“Quinault” when other records clearly documented the individual as members of the
Chinook tribz (Petitioner Ex. N, 1). The register lists Chinook as the tribe for four
children and for seven of the decedents between the years 1930 and 1948.

BIA Analysis. The PF did not directly address the issue whether the vital records
maintained by the BIA constituted evidence of previous Federal acknowledgment.
However, it did discuss the fact that Chinook descendants were among the beneficiaries
of court decisions by which descendants of historical tribes were entitled to
compensation.

From the 1910's to the 1950's, the Congress and courts ruled that
individual descendants of the historical Chinook band or bands had rights
to compensation for aboriginal Jands and to allotments of land on the
Quinault Reservation, but these decisions and the identification of
individual beneficiaries of these decisions were not based on the
identification of an existing tribe or col]ectivci entity (PF Summary, §).

The PF, however, fails to take into account the explicit statutory reference in 1925 to the
Chinook Tribe. The BIA recorded the births and deaths of the Indians under the
jurisdiction of the Taholah Agency. The vital statistics included persons of Chinook
descent or their parents who were allottees on Quinault or members of federally
recognized tibes, or both. This is shown by the fact that vital records registry listed the
Quinault allotment number of the individual or his parents. The birth and death registers
list the individuals by surname (all of the “A” surnames in the same section, all of the
“B” surnames in the next section, etc.) and then in chronological order by the date of the
event. The register is not arranged by tribe, but by the name of the individual and the

date of the event.

The vital records submitted for the Final Determination, standing alone, do not
demonstrate that the individuals were members of a federally recognized Chinook tribe.
However, in light of the 1925 Act, the records support not only a finding that the Federal
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Government deal! with these individuals as Indians under the jurisdiction of the agency,
but also a finding that the BIA knew them 10 be part of the Chinook Tribe. While the
vital records represent only a small fraction of the petitioner’s ancestors, Exhibit N does
provide some evidence that the BIA recognized that a Chinook tribe existed between

1930 and 1948.

15. Continuing BIA Actions on Behalf of the Chinook Tribe. In this section of the
petitioner’s response to the PF, they argue that BIA provided services to members of the
Chinook trnibe thal “extended to virtually every aspect of life for the Chinooks”(Petitioner
1998, 30-31). In support of the claim that these services and actions were taken on behalf
of a Chinook tribe, the petitioner submitted a Stephen Dow Beckham report “in
supplement to the extensive recitation of such activity in the original Chinook Petition”
(Petitioner 1998, 0. and Ex. O).

Beckham summarizes “twenty-four types of action,” enumerated on pages 35 to 70 of the
1987 petition, which he asserts illustrated that the BIA exercised a trust responsibility for
“members of the Chinook Indian Tribe.” In his new report, he listed actions which the
BIA took regarding “members of the Chinook Indian Tribe” such as paying taxes *“for
non-trust lands in such communities at Dahlia, WA,” paying medical bills and attorney
fees, enrolling individuals on the Indian censuses and the Roblin roll, making loans
against revenues in accounts, providing advice on wills and estate settlements, and

" providing other services. The remaining 28 pages of the report present a series of
abstracts of letters and other documents, which were included in the petitioner’s exhibits,
arranged in chronological order under the topics, presumably to demonstrate their claim
that the BIA had a trust responsibility with the “Chinook Indian Tribe:” “BIA Agents
Met with Chinook Indian Tribe Members in SW Washington™ [7 exhibits dating between
1906 and 1934), “31A Agents Assumed Trust Responsibilities for Members of the
Chinook Indian Tribe” [170 “sample” exhibits dating between 1914 and 1963}, and “BIA
Participated in Issuance of Blue Cards for Fishing Rights of Members of the Chinook
Indian Tribe” [3 exhibits dating 1952 and 1954].

The Proposed Finding. The PF HTR, pages 32 to 51 discussed the kinds of records
which the petitioner now says were evidence of prior Federdl recognition. These
documents, which are either the same as those submitted in the petitioner’s response, or
are the same type as those now submitted, did not provide evidence that the Chinook
Indians were federally acknowledged. The PF HTR, thoroughly discussed the
compilation of the Roblin and McChesney rolls, the enumerations of Indians on Federal
censuses, individual school records, fishing rights and “‘blue cards,” and other services
provided by the BIA. The conclusion that these records did not constitute Federal
acknowledgment of a Chinook tribe were summarized in the PF Summary:

Although the Federal Government did not recognize a Chinook tribe

during the 20th century, it produced lists of descendants and provided

some descendants with allotments or services. The lists produced by

Charles McChesney in 1906 and 1914 were lists of descendants entitled to ('
compensatior,, while the lists produced by Charles Roblin in 1919 -
included separate lists of unenrolied Chinook and Shoalwater Bay Indians.
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These: were not rolls of an existing tnbe. A Federal district court in 1928
held that Chinook descendants were entitled to allotments of land on the:
Quinauit Reservation. Before this decision, the allotting agents of the
Offic: of Indian Affairs had allotted Chinook descendants residing on
Shoalwater Bay, but not those on the Columbia River. The court referred
to the Chinook and Shoalwater Bay as separate bands in its interpretation
of the 1873 expansion of the reservation. After Chinook descendants were
allotted at Quinault, the Indian Office ofien referred to them as Quinault
Indians. Some Chinook descendants attended the Government's Indian
schocls, but they did so because of their degree of Indian ancestry, not
because the Indian Office recognized a Chinook tribe. Some descendants
received “blue cards” from the BIA, but they did seo because, as allottees,
they ‘were listed on the Quinault roll. Thus, these actions did not
constitute Federal recognition of a Chinook tribe (PF Summary, 6).

BIA Analysis. Agains, the PF failed to take into proper account both the reference in the
1911 Act to “members” of the tribes subject to the legislation (later determined to include
the Chinook Tribe) and the 1925 Act’s reference to the Chinook Tribe. Thus, while the
documents submitted by the petitioner and summarized in Exhibit O, standing along, do -
not prove pricr unambiguous Federal recognition, they do constitute evidence that a
Chinook trib2 was dealt with by the BIA in the first half of the 20th century.

16. The Acknowledgment Regulations Contradict Statutory Guidelines for
Determining Tribal Existence. The petitioner here states that the acknowledgment
regulations contradict provisions of the Indian Reorganization Act (JRA), apparently
because it sezs the Chinook allottees as one of the tribes of the Quinault Reservation as
Federal acknowledgment of the petitioner as a tribe (Petitioner 1998, 31-33). The
petitioner cites to Halbert, and other litigation, and to Exhibits P, (a Department of
Commerce publication: Federal and State Indian Reservation and Indian Trust Areas),
and Q, (a 1945 letter from the superintendent at Taholah Indian Agency stating that the

Nisqually Tribe had submitted a constitution for review as evidence). The petitioner also
compares the petitioner’s evidence to the practices and histories of some of the federally

recognized tiibes “such as (a) Quinault and Nisquallywhich had no formal organization
into the 1920s and 1940s and Tulalip and Muckelshoot which are nothing more than
“tribes” which were manufactured under the IRA” (Petitioner 1998, 33).

BIA Response. The petitioner reacts arguments that are discussed elsewhere in this
report. Neither of the documents in Exhibits P and Q offer new evidence that the
petitioner wes seen by outside observers, by scholars, or by the BIA as a Chinook tribe.
They do not offer evidence that the Chinook allottees at Quinault were a tribe.

17. Community and Social Interaction Demonstrates Continuing Tribal Existence.
The petitioner claims that social interaction between the different communities where the
Chinook lived is demonstrated by a report in Exhibit R by Beckham. The petitioner says
that the repon: shows where the Chinook lived between 1900 and 1940, and that other
documents such as newspaper accounts and letters show “the Chinooks maintained close
social interaction within their tribal group” (Petitioner 1998, 34). Exhibit R is primarily
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composed of abstracts of newspaper articles and letters from BIA superintendents dating
from as early as 1607 to the 1950's. The majority of the newspaper articles date 1o the
1920's, with a few dated as late as 1958. They are arranged in chronological order by
residential areas described as: South Bend-Bay Center-Naselle; Cathlamet; Dahba-
Brookfield- Altooni; and Chinookville-Chinook-llwaco.

BIA Response. The BIA analysis of this issue is discussed at length under Criterion (b)
in this Final Detgrmination’s Summary Under the Criteria. The newspaper accounts are
listed in the charts for critena (a) and (b).

18. The Destruction of Chinookville. The petitioner asserts that BAR staff members

“erroneously came 10 the wrong conclusion regarding the reasons for the abandoament of

Chinookville between 1880-1900" (Petitioner 1998, 35, and Ex. S). The petitioner’s

submission for the ‘inal determination stated that the abandonment of Chinookville was

due 10 erosion and “force of nature along the shores of the Columbia River and not

collapse of an Indian community due to some loss of tribal identification. The BAR

conclusions in this regard simply are wrong” (Petitioner 1998, 36). In support of this

statement, Beckham submitted a report entitled *“Destruction of the Townsite of

Chinookville” (Petitioner Ex. S). This report briefly summarizes the history of

Chinookville, from its days as the Chinook village “Quat-samts” to its brief stint as the

county seat of Pacific County to its demise with the encroachment of McGowan and

erosion by the Columbia River. Beckham quoted a history of place names in Pacific

County [copy not included], which stated: “By the 1880's nearby McGowan [
overshadowed the older settlement and erosion was rapidly removing buildings from the ‘
shrinking river bank. Erosion vanquished the old town site during this century . . .”

(Petitioner Ex. S, 2). The report concluded with a statement that the Chinooks who had

lived at Chinookville moved to “other Chinook communities,” and advised the BIA to

refer to the census enumerations of 1870 and 1880 and “the special reports for the 1900

and 1920 decennial census in the appeal documents of the Chinook Indian Tribe”

(Petitioner Ex. S, 3).

The Proposed Finding. The PF briefly mentioned the demise of Chinookville in two
places in the Technical Report, commenting that it ceased tcexist between 1880 and
1900 and that the B1A had no information on when or why it ceased to exist (PF ATR, 8,
58). Chinookville was also mentioned in the PF Summary:

There were some pioneer-Chinook families living permanently in
Chinookville at the time of the 1880 Federal census. Before the 1900
census, and probably soon after the 1880 census was recorded, the village
of Chinookville ceased to exist. Some of the descendants of the pioneer-
Indian families that had lived in Chinookville in 1880 moved to other
locations in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties by 1900, as well as to other
parts of Washington state. In Pacific County, for example, Ilwaco became
a place where several descendants of the Petit and Pickernell families
resided. One important destination for these families between 1880 and
1900 was the coast where Dahlia, Altoona, and Brookfield (in this
summary, the three locations are collectively labeled “Dahlia’) are

- 26 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D0O07 Page 30 of 247



T

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

Chinook: Final Determination - Summary under the Criteria

locatec!, along the north bank of the Columbia River in Wahkiakum
County (PF Summary, 14).

BIA Analysis. The PF made no conclusions regarding the abandonment of Chinookville.
The PF did not state that the residents of Chinockville abandoned tribal relations when
Chinookville was abandoned. The PF concluded that a social community continued at
Bay Center urtil about 1920, but that 1880 was the last year that the petitioner, as a
whole, met the requirements of criterion (b). The new documents clarify the sequence of
events that lead to the loss of the town site.

19. The Chincok by Clifford Trafzer. The petitioner argues that BAR’s reference to a
publication The Chinook by Clifford Trafzer was given too much weight in evaluating
their petition. They have submitted a letter from Mr. Trafzer to Tim Tarabochia, then
chairman of'the CIT/CN,; stating that he was not an expert on Chinook history and that
his book was not 1o be taken as anything more than a historical reference for high school
level readers (Petitioner Ex. T). Trafzer stated: “'Your people should be recognized by
the federal government, and it 1s negligent on the part of the government to deny you
recognition, particularly based on my book which has many limitations . . .” (Petitioner
Ex. T; Trafzer 2/6/1988).

BIA Analysis. As one of the few sources about the Chinook in modern times, it would
have been improper not to have read and evaluated this book under criterion (a) as
evidence that an outside observer wrote about the Chinook in 1990. Reliance upon
Trafzer was not critical in coming to a conclusion that the CIT/CN did not meet the
mandatory criteria. In fact, Trafzer’s book was quoted in the PF Historical Report as
evidence that a Chinook Indian group (or groups) existed in the 1950's, 1970's and as late
as 1990 when his book was published (PF HTR, 5, 7, 54). Trafzer concluded, *‘the
Chinook no longer are a unified tribe” (Trafzer 1990, 99-100 cited in PF HTR, 81), a
point which was only cited once in a lengthy Technical Report. His letter reiterated his
conclusions about a lack of political unity. However, the PF also concluded that “He
identified three contemporary groups of Chinook in the 1980's: The Chinook Indian
Tribe Organization; the Wahkiakum Chinook; and the Chinook on Shoalwater Bay” (PF
HTR, 81). Trafzer’s book was only one of many sourtes used to evaluate the CIT/CN
petition. Additional discussion on this issue can be found under the comments for
criterion (a) and (c). '

A perceived negative comment by Trafzer about Chinook’s lack of political unity is not
the basis for the PF or FD conclusion regarding criteria (a) and (c). Rather, the PF found
that the petitioner did not carry its burden of proof and provide sufficient evidence to
show identification of a group, and to show political authority within that group.

THIRD PARTY COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED FINDING

Quinault Indian Nation Comments
Quinault Indian Nation (Quinault) submitted a response to the CIT/CN PF on July 28,
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1998. The Quinault comment focused on three issues: (1) Quinault’s contention that the
Chinook petitioner was composed of members of other federally recognized tribes, i.e.
Quinault Indian Nation, and that it was in fact a splinter group of the Quinault,’ (2)
CIT/CN’s request to be reviewed under the 1994 regulations, and (3) a request under the
Freedom of Information Act for all materials, affidavits, and surveys submitted by the
petitioner in response to the PF, quoting the petitioner’s claim that it was “previously
unknown and of real significance to the tribe’s final submission,” as well as BAR’s
correspondence, notzs, and other communications relating to the CIT/CN comment
period between August 11, 1997, and July 30, 1998. This last issue included comments
on the length of time that the CIT/CN had in preparing its petition, and the Quinault’s
need for adequate t:ine to review the petitioner’s and third parties’ comments. The BIA
complied with the FOIA request in a letter dated December 23, 1998, and copies of the
requested materials which were mailed on January 1, 1999. The FOIA request itself does
not address the mardatory criteria; therefore, this FOlA issue will not be addressed
further in this final determination.

Quinault Issue # 1. On the first issue raised, that the petitioner was composed of
members of the Quinault Nation and was a splinter group of the Quinault Nation,
Quinault referred to ijts 1996 submission in which i1t “noted that over 60% of the Quinault
Nation’s membersh:p possesses Chinook ancestry,” and based on this description of the
Quinault membership, suggested that a BAR review of the Quinault and Shoalwater Bay
membership Jists would show that most individuals with “significant Chinook ancestry”
were already enrolled in either the Quinault Indian Nation or the Shoalwater Bay Indian
Tribe. Quinault contended such a review would show that “in addition to other
deficiencies in the Chinook petition identified by the BAR, the petitioner was in effect a
“splinter group” (Quinault 7/28/1998, 1).

To help the BIA determine the extent to which the Chinook petitioner’s membership was
composed of individuals who were members of federally recognized tribes, as called for
in 25 CFR § 83.7(f), Quinault enclosed a copy of an “Enroliment Report” dated July 15,
1998. The Quinault stated that this report is “a copy of its current membership roll that

A3

* In this section, the Quinault also stated that the Department denied the Quinault access to the
petitioner’s membership rolls. This claim refers to the Quinault’s April 2, 1996, request under the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) for “all records and correspondence compiled, received or responded
1o regarding the petitions for acknowledgment by the Chinook and Cowlitz petitioners . . .” (BIA
6/11/1996). The BIA responded to this request on June 11, 1996, stating that there were 14,782 pages of
Chinook materials, but that “"We must, however, withhold under law the genealogical portions of the
petition, the membership lists and parts of membership applications with privacy materials in them. These
protections of privacy materials are provided under FOIA exemption (6)” (BIA 6/11/1996). The
Quinault’s appeal of this decision was denied by the Department’s FOIA office on November 11, 1996.
Subsequently, Quinault sued the AS-IA, er al., concerning the withholding of privacy materials in both the
Cowlitz and Chinook petitions. In October 1998, the U.S. District Court upheld the Department’s decision
under FOIA 10 withhold nembership lists and genealogies submitted by the Cowlitz and Chinook
petitioners. The history of the allegations, appeals, and court decisions are described in detail in the
technical report of the Final Determination to acknowledge the Cowlitz Indian Tribe (FD Technical
Report, Cowlitz, 2-4). Since publication of the Cowlitz FD, the Quinault lost their appeal before the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals cn July 27, 2000 (Quinault Indian Nation v. Deer, Unpublished Slip Opinion,
7/27/2000, No. 98-36231 (D.C. No. CV-97-5625-RIB)).
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includes the full name of all Quinauit tribal members, their maiden names where
applicable, their year of birth, and sex.” There are 2,323 names on this report. The
Quinault sent a copy of its 1998 “Enrollment Report” to the CIT/CN petitioner, citing to
arequirement in § 83.10 (1) of the 1994 revised regulations.

BIA Response. There are two separate points to be addressed in this first issue: the
degree and effects of dual membership, and the question of whether the petitioner is a
“sphinter group” of the Quinault Nation. Under the topic of “Scope,” the 1978
regulations state: “Nor 1s this part intended to apply to splinter groups, political factions,
communities or groups of any character which separate from the main body of a tribe
currently ackiowledged as being an Indian tribe by the Department™ (§ 83.3(d)).

The question of members of the CIT/CN also being enrolled members of the Quinault
was addressed in the PF, which stated that although neither the petitioner’s constitution
nor its membzrship ordinance addressed the issue of dual enrollment, the petitioner was
aware that some of its members were also members of the Quinault Nation (PF GTR,
46). The PF 10ted that the BIA did not have a 1995 or current Quinault tribe
membership 'ist, but had used a 1992 printout of “all people on agency file” from the
Olympic Peninsula Agency of the BIA. The analysis of the petitioner’s membership
records and the Quinault’s records at various periods since the 1950's showed that at
various times between 1953 and 1995, between 5 and 7 percent of the petitioner’s
members were enrolled in the Quinault tnbe (PF GTR, 46-48). Based on this evidence,
the PF concluded that the petitioner was principally composed of persons who were not
members of any federally acknowledged North American Indian tribe; therefore, it met
criterion 83.7(f).

For the final determination, the BIA compared the names and ages on the 1998 Quinault
“Enrollment Report,” with the names and birthdates on the 1995 CI1T/CN membership
list which included 1,566 people (PF GTR, 34). Although there were some slight
discrepancies between the ages given in the “Enrollment Report” and the birthdates in the
CIT/CN membership list, the BIA found 126 names on the C1T/CN membership list that
were likely to be the same names on the “Enrollment Report.” Therefore, only about 5
percent (126 of 2,323) of the Quinault membership appears to be on the CIT/CN’s
membership list. On the other hand, slightly more than 8 percent (126 of 1,566) of the
CIT/CN membership appear to be on the Quinault’s “Enrollment Report.” These figures
do not represent a significant portion of the petitioner’s membership or of the Quinault
Indian Nation's membership.

The BIA alsc compared this list of names to the Chinook ancestral lines which were
submitted by the petitioner in the “Blue files” and discussed in the PF (PF GTR, 9,
37-39). This comparison found that the 126 individuals represented descent from 13
different Chinook ancestral lines cited in the 22 “Blue files.” There is no indication that
the 126 names represent a single family or family line. In some instances, some of the
siblings in a family are on the petitioner’s membership list, but one or more siblings in
the same family are on both the CIT/CN membership list and the Quinault “Enrollment
Report.” An analysis of dual enrollment of these family lines by band/tribe was made in
the PF (PF GTR, 48). The following table shows which families and which bands had
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descendants in both the 1995 CIT/CN membership and the 1998 Quinault “Enrollment
Report.” Because of marriages between families lines, the individuals may descend from
more than one ancestral line; therefore, the number enrolled will not total 126, which 1s
the number of names that appear on both the CIT/CN membership list and the Quinault
“Enrollment Report.”

1998 DUAL ENROLLMENT

BAND ANCESTRAL LINE NUMBER ENROLLED
- Lower Band Ducheney [Peers] 5
Lower Band Ducheney 5
Lower Band Ducheney [Lucier] 1
Lower Band Ero/Durival/LaFramboise 17
Lower Band Ero/Duriva] [Margaret Ero] 8
Lower Band Aubuchon [including Petit] 3
Lower Band Ahmoosemoose 1
Lower Band/Wahkiakum Mallet/John 40
Lower Band/W:1liapa Hawks/Anna Hawks/Nellie Secena 32
Lower Band/K athlamet Bailey ]
Lower Band/Clatsop Pickernell 9
Lower Band/Chehalis Charlie/Matel 3
Kathlamet George Skamock 11
Willapa Telzan/McBride 12

This table shows that the individuals who appear to be enrolled in both the CIT/CN and
the Quinault Nation primarily descend from 4 ancestral lines (Ducheney, Ero/Durival,
Aubuchon, and Ahmoosemoose) from the Lower Band of Chinook or from 5 ancestral
lines (Mallet/John, Hawks, Bailey, Pickernell, and Charlie/Matel) that include both the
Lower Band of Chirook and other Chinookan Bands of Wahkiakum, Willapa, and
Kathlamet Indians or of the Clatsop and Chehalis tribes. Perhaps as many as 23 of the
126 individuals descend from ancestral lines with exclusive descent from either the
Kathlamet or Willapa bands. Each of the bands and ancestral lines represented in the
charts of the 1981 and 1987 dual enrollment are also represented in the above chart
showing dual enrollirent in 1998. This distribution by band or ancestral line is fairly
even between the baads. If the petitioner did represent a splinter group of the Quinault, it
does not appear to be based on band or family lines. ‘

The BIA also evalualted the list of 126 names who appear to be dually enrolled, by place

of residence for possible patterns which might indicate a splinter group of the Quinault
Nation. The residences were taken from the information on the CIT/CN membership list.
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RESIDENCES OF PERSONS. DUALLY ENROLLED IN CIT/CN AND QUINAULT NATION

TOWN COUNTY STATE TOTAL NUMBER
Bay Center Pacific WA 21
South Bend Pacific WA 15
Long B=ach Pacific WA 2
Naselle Pacific WA 3
Raymond Pacific WA 11
Chinook Pacific WA 1
Ocean Park Pacific WA 2
Cathlamet Wahkiakum WA 4
Rosburyg Wahkiakum WA 4
Taholah Grays Harbor WA 17
Hoquiax Grays Harbor WA 6
Aberdeen Grays Harbor WA 9
Elma Grays Harbor WA o1
Ocean Shores Grays Harbor WA 1
Montesano Grays Harbor WA 2
Tumwater Grays Harbor WA 1
Humptulips {River?] |Grays Harbor ?] WA 1
Tacoma Pierce WA 2
Vancouver Clark WA 3
Gig Habor Mason WA 1
Marysviile Snohomish WA 1
Olympia Thurston WA ]
Quilcer.¢ Jefferson WA 2
Sequim Clallam WA 1
Seattle King WA 1

About half of the individuals who appear to be dually enrolled are in Pacific County (55)
Wahkiakum County (8). This two-county area is considered to be the traditional
Chinook territory and the same area where about 22 percent of the CIT/CN membership
lives today (PF ATR, 137). This table shows that 38 individuals live in Grays Harbor
County, which is just north of Pacific County, and which includes the Quinault
Reservation.

This table also shows that 12 people live in other counties throughout Washington State.
Thus, a total of 119 of the persons who appear to be dually enrolled are living in
Washington State. In addition, three others reside in Oregon, two in Alaska, one in
Texas, and one in California. Four individuals with CIT/CN membership numbers did
not have addresses, and two names on the CIT/CN membership list were identified as
“deceased.” There does not seem to be any pattern suggesting a splinter group based on
residence. There was no information presented which indicates that the 126 individuals
was a politicz] faction or voting bloc of the Quinault Indian Nation.

It is the function of the Federal Acknowledgment Process to determine whether a
petitioner for acknowledgment descends from a historical tribe and has continued to exist
as a separate political entity from historical contact to the present. The acknowledgment
regulations do not require a petitioner to consist of all of the descendants of a historical
tribe. That some Chinookan descendants are members at Quinault is not a bar to
recognition of a separate group of Chinookan descendants which established that it has

- 37 -

CIT-V001-D0O07 Page 35 of 247



Chinook: Final Deiermination - Summary under the Criteria

maintained a sepa-ate political entity from historical contact 10 the present, or that it t
separated from other Chinook or part Chinook entities in the past and has continuously ‘
existed to the present. ‘

The Quinault Nation did not dispute the ample evidence in the petition which identified
the petitioner’s ancestors as members of the Lower Band of Chinook, the Willapa Band,
the Wahkiakum Band, and the Kathlamet Band of Chinook, or the Clatsop Tribe. The PF
technical reports evaluated considerable, rehiable evidence which described how the
petitioner’s membership descended from each of the bands (PF GTR, 47-49; PF ATR,
35- 50, 135-139). The Quinault did not show that the CIT/CN petitioner’s membership
was principally composed of members of the Quinault Nation, the Shoalwater Bay Indian
Tribe, or any other ‘ederally recognized tribe.

The second point claimed by the Quinault Nation under this issue, that the petitioner is a
sphinter group of the Quinault Nation, 1s not supported. The Quinault Nation cited no
specific evidence cf a splinter group, merely that some of the members of the Quinault
Nation also have descent from the Chinook Indians and that some of these are members
of the petitioner.

Quinault Issue #2. The second issue raised by the Quinault concerns the CIT/CN

petitioner’s request 1o be considered under the 1994 revised regulations rather than the

1978 regulations. T"he Quinault Nation supported the Department’s decision to proceed

under the 1978 regulations. {

BIA Response. As discussed above, the AS-1A, as an alternative basis for
acknowledgment, finds that the 1925 Act constitutes an unambiguous prior Federal

recognition.

Quinault Issue #3. The Quinault comments also included a request under the FOIA for
a complete copy of the Chinook petitioner’s response to the PF and other records which
the BAR had accumulated during the response to the PF pernod.

BIA Response. The July 28, 1998, FOIA request was answered 1n a separate letter from

the BIA Office of Management and Administration on December 23, 1998, which

released a large body of records, but denied release of the petitioner’s membership lists

and genealogical records as records of an extremely personal nature. That is, documents

under FOIA exemption 6, which exempts information such as “‘personnel and medical

files and similar files the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted

invasion of personal privacy” from release (5 U.S.C.§ 552(B)(6)). Prior to this final

FOIA response, the Quinault sued for access to the protected records, arguing that it

needed the records to respond to the PF. On October 9, 1998, the U.S. District Court at

Tacoma upheld the Federal Government’s decision to withhold the material under FOIA

exemption 6 (Quinault Indian Nation v. Gover, Docket No. C97-5625RJB). This ruling

was affirmed in the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit on July 27, 2000

(Quinault Indian Na/ion v. Deer, Unpublished Slip Opinion, 7/27/2000, No. 98-36231 -
(D.C. No. CV-97-5625-RIB)). In an opinion filed July 27, 2000, the Ninth Circuit '
affirmed the district zourt’s favorable decision as recorded in the transcript of the
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October 19, 1998, hearing. (See Attached)
The Linda C. Amelia Comments

Ms. Linda C. Amelia, a member of the CIT/CN, submitted her “testimony in support of
Chinook recognition” dated June 10, 1998, which was received by the BAR on July 22,
1998. The Amelia comments, which she said were based on “oral history and a summary
of documentztion about my family that is attached” (Amelia 6/10/1998, 1) focused on
four i1ssues. They are (1) the “political climate” between the CIT/CN Council, and the
petitioner’s aitomey, and herself, (2) the contributions of her Chinook and Kathlamet
ancestors and their “social ties with among one another from Bay Center to Cathalamet
to Chinook Point,” (3) questions concerning the validity of a statement in the BIA’s PF
that Paley Temaikemae, Chief Comcomly’s daughter was also Cowlitz, and (4) a
recommendaion that AS-IA appoint an “outside unbiased reviewer” because the
Quinault “attack™ on the Chinook ‘recognition” had harmed the Chinook petition. Ms.
Amelia’s comments also included an appeal to the Assistant Secretary to reverse the
negative PF for one in favor of the Chinook.

The Amelia comments included about 70 pages of affidavits and exhibits, including a 2-
page affidavit dated May 9, 1998, relating her personal knowledge of her family’s
Chinook ancestry, a 7-page affidavit affirming her lineal descent from Chief Comcomly
and other Chinook ancestors, and exhibits A 10 F. Ms. Amelia stated that she had
submitted these comments directly to the Chinook Council, but that no action had been
taken on thern (Amelia 6/10/1998, 1).

Amelia Issue #1. Ms. Amelia asserts an unspecified “political climate” between the
petitioner’s council, the CIT/CN attorney, and herself which caused the attomney to try to
discredit her statements or contributions to the petitioner’s efforts (Amelia 6/10/1998, 1).

BIA Response. The PF Anthropological Technical Report referred briefly to a
controversy over the 1994 election of Tim Tarabochia and Jean Schaffer, resulting in a
recall vote initated by Linda Amelia in 1996 (PF ATR, 169). This may be the source of
the “politica climate” Ms. Amelia referred to in her comments on the PF. Comments
from individual members of the petitioner are accepted, whatever the attitude of the
petitioner’s council or attorney, and those comments will be considered on their merits

relevant to the mandatory criteria.

Amelia Issue #2. The Amelia comments included a statement about the evidence the
petitioner and Ms. Amelia had presented regarding her father’s family [the
Mallet-Spririger and Scarborough lines] and their “involvement in Chinook govemance,
cultural and social activities” (Amelia 6/10/1998). Much of Ms. Amelia’s affidavit,
dated May 9, 1998, refers to her descent from Chinook ancestors and their participation
in Chinook tribal governance through Chief Comcomly, who died in 1830 (PF ATR, 1),
and through family leaders and elders. “I1 have learned from oral history about my family
that some believed they need not ask anyone else when our heads of family made
decisions” (Amelia 5/9/1998). Stating that her Chinook ancestors lived at Chinook Point
and Cathlamet, and that they frequently visited the Bay Center area to visit collateral
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relatives or attend rieetings and gatherings, Ms. Amelia added that she had seen evidence
of this in family documents “‘indicating that visits were made in the 30’s, 40's & 50's to
Bay Center to meet with certain members of our Tribal Council at that time. For BAR to
say we had no contact or lost contact with one another is ludicrous” (Amelia 5/9/1998).
The commenter also states: “I have direct personal knowledge that Chinook governance
acknowledged heads of familics in terms of discussions of land claims, fishing, social
functions and other matters when decisions were made in those times” (Amelia

5/9/1998).

The commenter supporied these claims with an affidavit dated December 16, 1997, and
its attached exhibits, including an undated [ca. 1985] and unsigned draft affidavit by
Stephen Dow Beckham “used in htigation in an effort to get our ancestral lands returned
at Chinook Point also known as the Scarborough Donation Land Claim No. 37;” a 1937
newspaper article, “*Sarah Scarborough Recalls Cathlamet in Pioneer Days;” a 1957 letter
to Washington State Representative Mrs. Julia Butler Hansen regarding the land claims
of the Scarborough heirs; undated [ca. 1957] and unsigned “Statements in Support of Bill
For the Relief of the Heirs at Law of James Allan Scarborough and Ann Elizabeth
Scarborough” reciting Scarborough land claims; two newspaper articles from the 1970's
about Charles D. and Edwin Scarborough; and correspondence from Mrs. Julia Butler

Hansen.

“Much of Linda C. Amelia’s December 15, 1997, affidavit stated family relationships and ‘
traditions of anistocratic heritage because of its descent from Chinook “royalty.” Ms. [
Amelia’s interpretat:on of the Scarborough heirs’ pursuit of compensation for the
Donation Land Claim, which included Chinook Point (Scarborough Hill), as *‘unrefutable
[sic] evidence that the direct Chinook ancestors of Chief Comcomly have never wavered
in their personal belief that they are the “Chinook” guardians of their spiritual
homelands™ (Amelia 12/16/1997). '

The 1997 affidavit also makes assertions that her father and grandfather made numerous
trips to Bay Center to visit their Petit relatives, and that her father kept strong ties to his
Cathlamet “roots.” She also stated,
A}
When I accornpanied him and my mother on trips to Bay Center, we would get
oysters, crab and attend family meetings where Chinook business was discussed.
These discussions related to general Chinook tribal “politics,” allotments, timber
matters, fishing and family events such as reunions and funerals (Amelia
12/16/1997).

BIA Response. The Amelia comments seem to be addressing two of the mandatory
criteria: (b) community, and (c) political influence or other authority over its members.
The PF found that the petitioner clearly met criterion 83.7(b) from 1811 to 1854, and that
there was some evidernice that the petitioner, as a whole, met the criterion for community
through 1880. The PF also concluded that there was some evidence of a social
community continuing at Bay Center among the Lower Band of Chinook until about
1920 (PF Summary, 23). Therefore, the petitioner or commenters needed to provide
evidence of social community from 1880 to the present.
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The PF also found that the petitioner met 83.7(c) from 1811 to 1855, but did not meet it
from 1856 to the present (PF Summary, 36). “The four decades following these
unsuccessful treaty negotiations are almost barren of evidence of Chinook tribal political
activity or leadership. As early as 1870, the local superintendent of Indian Affairs
claimed that the Chinook had no chief” (PF Summary, 27). Although there was some
evidence of eén Indian community at Chinookville into the 1880's and of Chinook
descendants living in Ilwaco, Dahlia, and Bay Center, there was no available evidence to
show that there were leaders who exercised political authority over the group as a whole
or in the several settlements, or that the Chinook descendants influenced these purported
leaders (PF Summary, 27).

The petitioner made vague claims that leadership among the Chinook Indians was
provided by heads of families. However, it provided “few, if any, specific examples of
this kind of Izadership” (PF Summary, 28). Family heads were not named and their
activities were not described. The petitioner provided very little evidence of informal
leadership on the part of non-family heads in the first half of the 1900's (PF Summary,
30). Therefere, documentary, contemporary evidence submitted in response to the PF
that named other family heads for the other leaders, and detailed their activities and the
extent of the:r influence would have been very beneficial to the petitioner as a whole.
Each of the zffidavits and exhibits in the Amelia comments were reviewed by the BIA to
determine hcw the activities of the Mallet-Springer and Scarborough families could
possibly show the continuance of political authority or influence.

Amelia Exhibit A. The 1985 draft affidavit (not signed or notarized) of Stephen Dow
Beckham described his educational background, his publications, his role as an expert
witness in claims litigation, and his role as a consultant to the Chinook. He then listed
the sources ke used to prepare a genealogical chart of the Scarborough family, and a
description cf the Scarborough land obtained through the Oregon Donation Act of
September 27, 1850. Beckham stated “Ann Scarborough was a full-blooded Chinook
Indian and the daughter of the Chinook Indian chieftain, Comcomly,” but did not cite a
specific source for this information (Amelia 6/10/1998, Ex. 1: Beckham 1985, 5). The
rest of the affidavit described what happened to this property after the deaths of Captain
and Mrs. Scerborough. g

BIA Response. Beckham’s 1985 affidavit did not name or describe any leaders of a
Chinook tribe or how or whether the Scarborough heirs in the 20® century interacted with
any such leadership that may have existed. The Scarborough heirs’ pursuit of “Relief for
the Heirs at lLaw of James Allan Scarborough and Ann Elizabeth Scarborough” in the
1950's is not evidence of tribal leadership because it appears to concern a single family
rather than a number of family lines.

Beckham’s 1985 affidavit referred to Chinook ancestors who lived in the decades before
1854, a time when there was clear evidence that there was a Chinook tribal entity.
Beckham’s summations of the probate proceedings and land transfers during the 1850's
and 1860's dc not provide evidence of a Chinook social community or of Chinook tribal
political influence or authority in either the 19" or 20" centuries.
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Amelia Exhibit B. A 1937 newspaper article recalling Cathlamet in pioneer days stated
that Mrs. Sarah Scarborough remembered James Bimnie and other pioneer settlers;
however, she made no mention of a Chinook tribal entity in Cathlamet or of Chinook

leaders.

BIA Response. Only two passing phrases in the article “Indians trading salmon for
blankets” and “strange doings in the Indian lodges™ indicated that there were Indians at
Cathlamet in the mid-to-late 1800's. Those two phrases do not constitute evidence of a
tribal entity continuing at Cathlamet in the late 1800's, or of tribal authority or influence
during that same tirne period.

Amelia Exhibit C. A 1956 newspaper article titled, “When Is an Indian Not an Indian?”
refers to the status of the Chinook Indians in regards to fishing and hunting rights. The
article was in the rzcord for the PF and was cited in the PF HTR, 60, as McDonald 1956.
The article referred to a day-long picnic at Fort Columbia State Park for members of the
Chinook Tribe at vhich their attorney, Malcolm S. Mcl eod, explained a brief he had
recently received regarding their claims case. McLeod said that there had been a
continuous line of chiefs since 1795, but did not name them. Comcomly was mentioned
as one of the leaders in early years. Jack Petit of liwaco was cited as presiding over the
1956 meeting, and the caption with the picture of Roland Charlie, of Tokeland said he
was “president of the Council of the Chinook Tribe.” No other leaders, past or present
were named in the article, nor were others involved in the “Chinook Tribe” named.

BIA Response. This article has some value in that it implies there was a Chinook group
in the mid-1950's, but does little to demonstrate the continuous existence of a tribal entity
after 1880 (or 1854) until the 1950's, or of political authority or influence from 1854 1o
the 1950's. This article did not provide new evidence of a tribal entity.

Amelia Exhibits D-1 1o D-12. According to Ms. Ameha, these documents came from
the personal files of Mrs. Julia Butler Hansen, former Washington State Representative,
whose mother had been Mingo Amelia’s school teacher, and who was familiar with the
Scarborough heirs’ ¢laims relating to Donation Land. The exhibit includes copies of
letters from 1955 and 1957 from Marie J. Scarborough, “Acting Secretary” or “Secretary
& Representative” of the Scarborough heirs, which recited the history of the Scarborough
family, James Allen Scarborough’s Oregon Donation Land, and unsigned statements
describing the land transactions by Charles D. Scarborough, Edwin J. Scarborough, and
the family attorney Richard L. Merrick. Exhibits D-1 to 12 also includes letters to
Senator Warren Magnuson and Senator James E. Murray regarding Senate Bill S.2002,
“For the relief of the of the heirs of James Allan Scarborough. . .’ and two newspaper
articles (one undated article, presumably from the early 1970's about Charles D.
Scarborough, and a 1974 obituary for Edwin J. Scarborough).

BIA Response. While these records clarify some Scarborough family relationships and
introduce the staterient that “Paley Temaikami” was the daughter of Comcomly, they
primarily repeat the Scarborough heir’s claims to land at Scarborough Head in Pacific [
County, Washington. None of the records describe an Indian settlement at Cathlamet or
elsewhere along the Columbia River after 1855. The newspaper accounts about
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Scarborough descendants in the 1970's recount tales of the pioneer settlers, Jost gold
ingots, and tae death of Edwin J. Scarborough in 1974. Neither article provided
contemporary evidence of a tribal entity in the 1950's or 1970's or of Scarborough family
Jeadership ir. issues beyond obtaining a settlement for the purchase of family owned
property, which had been obtained as Oregon Donation Land.

"Mrs. Hanser’s June 10, 1983, statement declared that her family and the Amelia-

Scarborougk-LeClair families lived in Cathlamet, and listed from her personal
knowledge the parents and grandparents of Roy Amelia. The statement did not describe
a tribal entity that may have existed in her lifetime, or provide evidence of political
influence or authority by the Scarborough family or any other Chinook families or
individuals in the 1900's.

Amelia Exhibit F. A February 2, 1954, letter to Charles E. Larsen from the
Commissioner of Indian Affairs, Glenn L. Emmons regarding a “proposed western
Washington terminal [sic/ bill to the Chinook Indians” and Chinook Indians who were
allotted on the Quinault Reservation and “now enrolled on the Chinook tribal roll
prepared for the purpose of sharing claims.” This letter was in the record for the PF and
is cited in the PF HTR, 67 as BIA 2/2/1954. Mr. Larsen is not named as the leader of a
Chinook group in this letter, nor are other members of the Chinook group named.
However, other documents cited in the PF referred to Charles Larsen as the secretary of
the Chinook Tribe, Inc. in 1954. The letter references rolls prepared for claims purposes
and the interests of allottees on Quinault in relation to the claims. This letter provides
some evidence of a Chinook community and of Chinook tribal authority or influence.

Amelia Exhibit F-1. January 19, 1994, letter from Donald E. Mechals, chairman of the
Chinook Tribe of Indians to Ada Deer, AS-1A, briefly explaining the history of the
Chinook anc citing scholars who have studied their culture. This letter also summarizes
the Halbert case, the proposed Western Washington Termination Bill, and Indian Claims.

BIA Respornise. All of these topics in Exhibits F and F-1 were discussed in detail in the

PF (PF HTR, 12, 32-34, 44, 67-68; ATR 13, 97, 125, 151). Neither of these letters sheds
new light on a Chinook Tribal entity that may have ekisted in the 20th century. None of
these documents showed significant social ties between the Chinook descendants at Bay

‘Center and Dahlia-Brookfield-Altoona. These documents do not show the Scarborough

family members in close or frequent contact with relatives or other Chinook descendants
at Bay Center. Other than occasional references to Chief Comcomly, these records did
not show Scarborough descendants in tribal leadership positions, either formal or
informal. None of these documents show social ties between the Indians at Cathlamet
and the Indiins at Bay Center as asserted by the commenter,

Amelia Issue #3. The Amelia comments also questioned a statement in the PF which
attributed sorne Cowlitz ancestry to the wife of James Scarborough. Ms. Amelia asked
what documentation was used to support the claim of Cowlitz ancestry to her ancestress,
“Paley Temaikamae, Chief Comcomly’s daughter” and stated, “] have never heard this
from any of ray elders who are now deceased. Also, I have never personally reviewed
any documetation to support that statement” (Amelia 6/10/1998, 1-2). In an affidavit
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dated December 16, 1997, Ms. Amelia identified herself as a lineal descendant of Chief
Comcomly and other Chinook Indians and referred to attached exhibits which supported
her claims. These exhibits are discussed above in connection to Issue # 2. Although
most of these articies related to some of the Scarborough family history, they did little to
document the parentage of Paley Temaikamae. The first of these documents to name
Paley Temaikamae as the daughter of Comcomly was one of the ca. 1957 statements of
the heirs regarding land claims. The two Tacoma News Tribune articles (one dated April
8, 1974) about Cherles D. Scarborough and Edwin J. Scarborough, grandsons of Captain
James Allan Scarborough, name the captain’s wife as Paley Temaikamae, a daughter of
Comcomly.

BIA Response. The Anthropology report included this one paragraph on'the
Scarborough family.

One of the Chinook Indian women listed by Gibbs whose family continuously
lived in Chinook country was Am-e-a-wauk (a.k.a. Ann Elizabeth), the wife of
James Scarborough. James and Ann Elizabeth lived together on the Columbia
River at Scarborough Hill, near the Indian village of Chinookville. They both
died at relatively young ages, but their children continued to live in the area and
their descerdants tended to marry Indians from other tribes. Some of the
Scarboroughs were closely tied to the Cowlitz Tribe, since Ann Elizabeth also
had some Cowlitz ancestry. There were also some Scarboroughs who affiliated
with the Lummi Tribe (PF ATR, 26).

The ATR referenced as its source a census made by George Gibbs in 1851. The
petitioner sent both a photocopy of the 1851 census and an annotated transcript of it
(Petitioner Ex. 439, The actual census reads: “Census of the Chinook tribe of Indians
residing on lands owned by them and lying on the Columbia River below the mouth of
the Cowelitse taken January 1851.” Gibbs then listed the name of the head of the family,
the usual place of residence and the number of males and females in each household by
age group. After listing the Chinook heads of house, he added “Chinook women,
married to whites,” end their usual places of residence, but did not include the number of
residents in each household. One of the Chinook women mérried to a white man was
“Scarboro” residing at Cape Disappointment. Neither her Indian name nor her baptismal
name was shown or this report. However, the annotated transcript submitted with
Petitioner Ex. 439 included the editorial comment: “[Mrs. Scarborough = Am-e-a-wauk
(Ann Elizabeth, Ketz-lut-sin) (died 8 July 1852), who married James Allen Scarborough
(who died in July, 1854). They were married Oct. 30, 1843, Fort Vancouver.
Scarborough was ship captain for the Hudson’s Bay Company]”

The unidentified annotator did not cite a source for this additional information about
“Scarboro.” However, it appears to be gleaned from several entries in Catholic Church
Records of the Pacific Northwest by Warner and Munnick, and the statements in the
McChesney and Ronlin rolls. The Church records identified the wife of Captain
Scarborough as either “Paley Temaikamae” or “Ann Elisabeth,” a “Tchinouck” or
“Chinook,” Indian woman (Munnick and Warner 1972). In some instances, the
compilers quoted thz original Church records, which identified Scarborough’s wife as
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Ann Elisabeth. but then added in brackets “[Paley Temaikamae],” indicating this
information was added by the compilers. None of the references in the Catholic Church
records stated that she was the daughter of Comcomly.

On the other hand, there is conflicting information in the 1906, 1913, and 1914
McChesney rclls and accompanying statements which identify the mother of Edwin
(Edward) Scarborough as Keta-Lut-Sin, a Lower Chinook woman who was from Chief
Chenamus’ tribe (McChesney 1906, Statement #50). Edwin was orphaned at a young
age and did nct remember his mother’s name, but another Lower Chinook woman,
Catherine Dawson who was over 80 years old, provided McChesney with the name
Keta-Lut-Sin (McChesney 1906, Statement #50). Neither Edwin Scarborough nor
Catherine Dawsson identified Keta-Lut-Sin as a daughter of Comcomly, or as being of
Cowlitz descent. Edward Scarborough’s 1919 application for enrollment in Quinault
states that his mother’s Indian name was “Um Na Wak” (Roblin 1919, M1343, Roll 2,
Frame 338). A 1913 statement to McChesney by Robert Scarborough, a son of Edward
Scarborough “& half blood Indian of the Lower Chinook tribe says that Edward’s mother
was Ameawak, “a full-blood Lower Chinook Indian and that she lived during her whole
life on or near Chinook Beach on the lower Columbia river” (McChesney 1913
[Petitioner Ex. 197]). Robert Scarborough did not attribute descent from Comcomly or
from the Cow 11z 1o his grandmother, Ameawak.

The James Scarberough family was found in Lewis County, Oregon Territory (now
Washington State) on the 1850 census. Unfortunately, the census enumerator simply
listed his wife as “Mrs. Scarborough, age 40, Indian.” Children named James, age 11,
Indian; John, age 7, Indian; Edwin, age 3, Indian; and Mary St. Clair, age 7, [white or
Indian?] were in the household (U.S. Census 1850, p. 58, #140).

As can be seen from the records that were contemporary to the lives of Mrs. Scarborough
and her children, she was identified variously as Paley Temaikamae, Ann Elisabeth, Um
Na Wak, and Keta-Lut-Sin. In 1913, a grandson attributed the name ““Ameawak” to his
grandmother Scarborough. However, although none of these sources identified her
parents, they all identified her as a full-blood Chinook woman. Attributions of descent
from Comconily began in the 1950's. M

- The Proposed Finding GTR, mentions the Scarborough family in several places, but does
not attribute Cowlitz ancestry to the wife of Captain James Scarborough, nor does it
attribute descent from the Chinook chief, Comcomly. All of the statistics in the Proposed
Finding GTR, include Mrs. Scarborough as a member of the Chinook tribe and some of
her descendarits are members of the petitioner’s group. It appears that the one sentence
in the Proposed Finding ATR, which says Ann Elizabeth was part Cowlitz is in error.
The report should have said that the Cowlitz lineage came through Ann Elizabeth’s
daughter- in-law, Sarah Ferron. However, the error is not significant to the analysis and
does not affect the finding that the petitioner descends from the Chinook tribe of Indians.

Amelia Issue #4. Another issue in Ms. Amelia’s comments centered on her “personal
opinion” that the Quinault Nation, whose blood quantum and allotment policies showed
that “[the Chirook] are clearly considered by them as their tribal ‘enemies’,” had
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“attempied to exercise a great deal of influence to BAR and attempted to personally
encourage Ada Deer 10 render a negative decision from BIA” (Amelia 12/16/1997, 3).
Ms. Amelia recomimended that the AS-1A appoint an “outside unbiased reviewer”
because she perceived Quinault’s attack had somehow harmed the Chinook petition.

BlA Response. The commenter provided no evidence to support her personal opinions
about the political d:fferences between the Quinault Nation and the Chinook. The
Quinault Nation’s stance on the Chinook petitioner is discussed in the PF, (PF
Anthropology, 38-39, 56, 129) and 1ts comments on the PF are evaluated elsewhere in
this report. There 1s no evidence that the Quinault “influenced” AS-1A Deer, or any of
the BAR staff. Both the petitioner and the Quinault met with the BAR on separate
occasions 1o discuss the acknowledgment process.

The Miller Comments

Vince Miller, and his wife Edna M. Miller, who 1s a member of the CIT/CN petitioner
submitted several comments between March 25, 1998, and April 10, 1998. These
submissions will be identified as “Miller [and date of letter]” in this response. Some of
the submissions included requests for information under FOIA, which were answered
separately (BIA 5/29/1998).

Miller March 25, 1998, Comments. On March 25, 1998, the Millers submitted several
pages of a book called Black Robes and Indians on the Last Frontier, by Sister Maria
Hma Raufer, O.P., ebout St. Mary’s Mission at Omak, near the Colville Reservation in
north-central Washington. The text appears to be a letter to the President of the United

States from “We, the older Indians and Chiefs of the Colville and Okanogan tribes. . . ”

that recites the mistreatment of the Indians by the whites. Also included in this

submission were two pages from an unidentified source, quoting an 18th century

Delaware Indian in the northeastern United States who was also decrying the

untrustworthiness of the white men (Miller 3/25/1998).

a——

BIA Response. Neither of these sources mention a Chinook tribe. Neither of these
sources respond to the questions raised in the PF regardmg ¢riteria (a), (b), and (c) for the
decades after 1855 until the present.

Miller April 4, 1998, Comments. The April 4, 1998, Miller comments included 30

pages of a report by Stephan Dow Beckham called: “Without Statutory Authority: The

Termination of the Chinook and Cowlitz Tribes” which the commenter said was

submitted with the Chinook petition in 1987. However, this source did not appear in the

BIA’s bibliography cr in the list of documents in the Chinook petition. This report does

not appear in the list of documents cited in the petitioner’s letter to the BIA in 1988

asking for a review [obvious deficiency letter) of the petition (CIT 9/5/1988). The date

on the Beckham report is August 16-19 1987; therefore, it was written or completed after

the petitioner’s two submissions in March and June 1987. However, the report itself

appears to be new evidence to be considered for the final determination. (/:‘ .

BIA Response. Termination of western Washington tribes was discussed in both the
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anthropological and historical reports of the PF (PF Anthropology 119-123; History 53,
59, 60-68, 71). There are several citations to original documents in the 1987 Beckham
report, but if there was a bibliography, the commenter did not submit it with the report.
The BIA compared the citations in the 1987 Beckham report to the list of documents in
the BIA’s bibliography to the PF and found that most of the documents cited in the
Beckham report had been evaluated in the PF.

The report “Without Statutory Authority” did not provide new evidence that was not
_ covered in the PF.

Miller April 9-10, 1998, Comments. This submission consists of eight pages of
materials froir a variety of sources-that were faxed to the BAR on April 9 and 10, 1998.
The first page was a hand-written note from Vince Miller which repudiated the BIA’s
actions in 1861, and decried the veracity of a book by Trafzer which had been used as

one of the sources for the PF.

Also included in these comments was a FOIA request for “an administrative hearing
concerning my family’s Indian rights being taken by omission of my tribe, the
CHINOOK, rom the Federal Register List of Recognized Tribes.” [Emphasis in the
original] This appears to be related to a statement made in Greene v. Babbirt, which
Miller quotes as saying that “removal of the Samish tribe of Washington was simply a
“Jow level clerk’s mistake in 1969.” The Miller comments also included a typescript of a
1861 petitior. from the citizens of Oregon and Washington for appropriations to
compensate the “tribes and remnants of tribes” for their lands, one page of the 1880
Washington State constitution, a copy of the Article 111 of the Ordinance of 1787
regarding the nights of Indians, and one page from an unidentified source regarding
Indian claims litigation.

BIA Response. Miller’s comments criticize The Chinook by Clifford E. Trafzer for a
statement on page 13: “Northwestern Oregon and southeastern Washington grow very
cold in the winter. During those months, the Chinook, who inhabited the region for
hundreds of years, . . .” which the commenter interprgted as meaning that nortiwesr
Oregon and southeast Washington were adjacent to one another. It appears that there
was a typogiaphical error that was not caught by the editors of the book. “Southwest
Washington” describes the Chinook territory. The other Miller comments centered on
Trafzer’s failure to properly identify the people in photographs on page 26 and 102 of
The Chinook. However, as explained above in the section on Trafzer’s book, the BIA did
not rely on this book to define the traditional Chinook terrtory and the incomplete or
incorrect identifications of the photographs has no bearing on the identification of a
Chinook tribal entity that may have continued to exist from historical contact to the
present. The alleged errors by Trafzer which were cited by Miller were neither relied
upon by the Department in the PF nor cited in the BIA’s Technical Report.

The Miller request for an “administrative hearing” under FOIA is confusing. There is no
provision for an “administrative hearing” under FOIA. Nor were benefits taken away
form the Millers. The Miller FOIA request “for any documents in the BAR having to do
with the decision not to place the Chinook Indian Tribe on the Federal Register list of
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recognized tribes” "vas answered 1n a letter to Mr. and Mrs. Miller dated May 29, 2000,
from the Office of Management and Administration. That letter stated:

We regret to inform you that there are no such documents in this office. The first
list of federally recognized tribes was published in the Federal Register in 1979.
There is no evidence that the Bureau of Indian Affairs (B1A) considered putting
the Chinook Indian Tribe on that list. There is no evidence that the BIA made a
conscious d:zcision to exclude the Chinook Tribe at that time (B1A 5/29/1998).

The commenters did not submit any evidence to support their assertions that the Chinook
tribe had been omited by error from the list of federally recognized tribes. There is no
need to respond further to the FOIA request in this Final Determination.

The Miller comments 1dentified one of its submissions as a “Citizens Petition to the

Commissioner of Indian Affairs” reporting the conditions after a negotiated treaty on

Clatsop Plains with the Indians “‘residing on the Lower Columbia and on the coast at the

mouth of the Columrbia River, consisting mainly of Chinook, Clatsop and Tillamooks.”

This copy of the citizens petition is not signed, nor is there a list of the citizens who were

petitioning for appropriations “to compensate the tribes and remnants of tribes.”

However, it appears 10 refer to the tribes affected by the 1851 Tansey Point Treaties. The

treaty and the relationship between the Clatsop Indians and the Chinook Indians are

discussed in the PF ATR, pages 23 to 32. The copy of the 1861 petition in the Miller ‘
comments does not add to the understanding of who was involved in the treaty
negotiations or who may have been considered to be part of a Clatsop or Chinook tribal

entity that may have continued after the treaty.

The submissions lateled “enclosure 2" and “enclosure 3" are copies of sections of the
Ordinance of 1787 and the Washington State constitution that pertain to Indian rights.
“Enclosure 4" is one page from an unidentified source with a brief outline of the history
of the Chinook land claims in the early 1900's (Miller 4/9-10,1998). None of these
enclosures provided evidence that the petitioner was identified as a tribe or was a tribe.

The Millers also periodically submitted miscellaneous pagesfrom unidentified sources
and letters descnbing the general mistreatment of the Indians by the Government. Those
documents do not address the criteria or show that the petitioner has continued to exist as
a tribal entity.

Miscellaneous Other Comments

Other parties comments on the PF. These letters did not contribute substantive
arguments or evidence. One such letter was from Jonetta Leitka, Chairperson of the Hoh
Tribal Council, which expressed the Hoh tribe’s support of the Chinook petition and the
lack of resources for small tribes, but did not submit any documents or substantive
evidence to show that the CIT/CN petitioner maintained tribal relations from historical
times to the present (Leitka, received at BIA 9/10/1997). It may be considered as
evidence in meeting (3) in that in that a federally recognized tribe recognizes the
petitioner as a Chinook tribe.
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Mr. James E. Carty sent a letter outhining the history of his family who were among the
early setters cf Ridgefield, Clark County, Washington, and a reported Chinook village
site near the mouth of Lake River. Although Mr. Carty referred to several letters and
documents, none were included in his comments and none of his comments addressed the
seven mandatcry criteria (Carty 9/12/1997).

The BIA also received two letters from Bent Thygesen, an anthropologist from Oregon
who did field work among non-Indian salmon gillnet fishermen on the Columbia River
between 1976 and 1979 (Thygesen 11/3/1997; 2/9/1998). After reviewing the finding
and treaty doruments, Mr. Thygesen concluded that he had no new information to
contribute to the finding: *“The petition and the supporting evidence already include what
I know about their commumity and political leadership” (Thygesen 2/9/1998).
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SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS UNDER THE CRITERIA
25 CFR 83.7 (a-g) |1978]

CRITERION A

83.7(a) A statement of facts establishing that the
petitioner has been identified from historical
times until the present on a substantially
continuous basis, as “American Indian” or
‘“aboriginal.”

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding (PF) found that the “evidence showed outside identification of a
historical Chinook tribe or band until 1855, or perhaps 1873, and identification of several
organizations of Chinook descendants since 19517 (PF Summary, 8). Because the
evidence did not show external identification of the petitioner from 1855 1o the present
on a “substantially continuous” basis, the Chinook petitioner did not meet criterion (a).

In order to meet criterion (a) for the Final Determination, the petitioner needed to provide
evidence, at least, of external identifications of it as an entity between 1873 and 1951.
According to the 1678 regulations, acceptable evidence could consist of repeated
identification of the 2rcup by Federal authonties; or evidence of longstanding
relationships with State governments based on identification of the group as Indian; or
evidence of repeated dealings with a local government in a relationship based on the
group’s Indian 1dentity; or evidence of identification as an Indian entity in courthouse,
church, or school records; or evidence of 1dentification as an Indian entity by
anthropologists, historians, or other scholars; or evidence of repeated identification as an
Indian entity in newspapers and books; or evidence of repeated identification and
dealings as an Indian entity with recognized Indian tribes or national Indian

organizations.

Comment

In its response to the Proposed Finding, the petitioner submitted arguments by its
attorney and researcher and copies of historical documents. The petitioner did not
specifically identify or label the new exhibits that it considered relevant to criterion (a).
The historical documents took the form mostly of copies of the correspondence of
Federal officials frern the National Archives and copies of articles from local
newspapers. The petitioner provided selections from local newspapers such as The
Raymond Herald, South Bend Journal, Cathlamet Columbia River Sun, and other
publications in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties in southwestern Washington and
northwestern Oregcr.
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In general, the new exhibits either referred to individuals, rather than 1o a group as
required by the regulations, or referred to individual Chinook descendants who were
allotiees on the Quinault Indian Reservation, an enuty different from the petitioning
group. The petitioner has provided some new evidence thal some individuals were
identified as Chinook descendants. However, those identifications of individuals were
not identifications of a Chinook Indian entity. Some of the exhibits submitted for the
Final Determination had previously been evaluated 1n the Proposed Finding, while many
others were new documents which added little information to issues which had been
described and evaluated in the Proposed Finding. However, the AS-1A finds that the PF
failed to take nto account adequately the 1911 and 1925 statutes referring to the Chinook
Tribe. When evaluated in light of these enactments, the evidence establishes a
reasonable likelihood that CIT/CN meets criterion (a).

Identification before 1873. The Proposed Finding concluded that, *“[t]he United States
Government recognized the Lower Band of Chinook Indians by negotiating a treaty with
it, and with scveral other bands of Chinookans, in 1851.” It also noted that, “[1]n 1855,
the Government made another attempt to negotiate a treaty with the Chinook and other
tribes” (PF Summary, 5). Although the Senate refused to ratify the 1851 treaty and the
Chinook refused to sign the 1855 treaty, the lack of a ratified treaty does not alter the
conclusion thet the Government identified Chinook bands or a Chinook tribe by
negotiating with them or with it.

The Proposed Finding noted that a historical Chinook tribe may have been identified, by
implication, oy the Executive Order that expanded the Quinault reservation in 1873 (PF
Summary, 6, 3). A Chinook tribe was not explicitly mentioned by the Executive Order of
1873 (Kappler 1:923), but can be considered to have been included by the reference to

the other “fich-eating tribes” of the Washington coast. A Federal district court

interpreted the 1873 Executive Order in such a way in 1928, as did a Federal appellate
court in 1981 (HTR, 41-42, 80). Accepting this construction leads to the conclusion that
the Government, by implication, identified a historical Chinook tribe or remnant thereof
in 1-873.

.- N . .
It was not necessary for the petitioner to respond to these conclusions and it has not
explicitly done so. Since no new information has been submitted or discovered to alter

- the conclusions of the Proposed Finding, the conclusion stands that a historical Chinook

tribe was, or historical Chinook bands were, identified by external observers until 1873.

Identification 1873-1900. The petitioner has submitted several recollections of pioncer
settlers, inciuding an account of Ralph C.A. Elliott in a 1901 newspaper article
(Petitioner 12x. 1032), a 1921 newspaper article on Indian life in western Washington at
the time of settlement (Petitioner Ex. 1060), a 1922 article by pioneer Arthur Skidmore
(Petitioner £x. 1061), a manuscript about the settlement of Ilwaco attributed to Catherine
Herrold Troeh (Petitioner Ex. 796), and a 1952 deposition of Emma Millett Lucier
(Petitioner Ex. 854). A third party submitted a 1983 letter from Julia Butler Hansen
which provided a brief summary of the history and genealogy of the Scarborough family
(Amelia 1598). Both the Lucier deposition and a 1917 article by Skidmore which was
almost identical 1o his 1922 article already were in the petition documentation. Lucier’s
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1953 1estimony, rather than her 1952 deposition, was cited in the Historical Technical
Report for the Proposed Finding (HTR, 25; see also 52).

The reminiscence of Ralph Elliott, who arrived in Cathlamet in 1855, mentioned other
pioneer settlers and two chiefs, but did not describe or identify tribes (Petitioner Ex.
1032). The article did not say that a band of Chinook Indians still existed in Cathlamet
or Skamokawa in 1901 when the newspaper was published. The 1921 article was a very
general historical description of Indian life at the time of settlement rather than an
identification of a tribe (Petitioner Ex. 1060). Skidmore’s 1922 article also was more a
historical account than contemporaneous observation that offered very general statements
about Indian culture rather than an identification of a specific tribe (Petitioner Ex. 1061).
These documents do not add to the discussion of 19th century tribes in the Proposed
Finding and do not 2xtend the identification of historical tribes past 1873. Troeh’s
manuscript described one family’s settlement at Ilwaco in 1882, but did not identify a
tribe continuing to exist at or after that time (Petitioner Ex. 796). Genealogical and
historical information about a single family, such as the Scarborough family, is not an
identification of an [ndian entity (Amelia 1998).

The petitioner submitted a brief manuscript by Professor Stephen Dow Beckham on the

Chinook descendan:s who appeared on the 1900 Federal census. Beckham’s discussion

of the 1900 Federal census, in the petitioner’s Exhibit K, makes no reference to the

discussion of the 19C0 census in the Historical Technical Report prepared for the (-
Proposed Finding. 3eckham asserts that the 1900 census *“confirms” that “three primary ‘
Chinook communities existed” (Petitioner Ex. K, 6). By this he means not that

contemporary census cnumerators identified such “communities” in 1900, but that a

modern researcher can do so. Beckham lists 97 Indian households on the 1900 census in

two counties in Washington State, and says that 76 households and 272 individuals were

Chinook (Petitioner Ex. K, 11-32). The Historical Technical Report noted the presence

of 333 descendants of the 1851 historical Chinookan bands and 91 ancestors of the

petitioner in 1900, either on the Federal census in 90 households in three counties of

Washington and Oregon or on the Indian census rolls of four Indian agencies (HTR

25-30, Tables 1 and 2). .
The 1900 census evidence submitied in Exhibit K was considered and analyzed for the
Proposed Finding. The issue of whether Chinook communities actually existed in 1900
is an issue considered by criterion (b). Criterion (a) asks only whether outside observers
identified an Indian group which consisted of members or ancestors of the petitioner.
Beckham lists Chinooks and other Indians without noting whether they were ancestral to
the petitioning group. Beckham lists people considered by the petitioner to be Chinook
descendants, not people identified on the census as “Chinook” or as “Indian.” In 1900,
the census enumerators listed some of these individuals as Indians, but did not refer to an
Indian community cr group. The petitioner’s Exhibit K does not show otherwise.
Because the census listed individuals and made no explicit reference, or implied
reference, to an Indian group, this census classification of some individuals as Indians ,
does not meet the requirements of criterion (a). &

Identification, 1900-1925. The shortcomings in the evidence for 1873-1900 is overcome
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by the several identifications of the Chinook. The petitioner submitted four newspaper
accounts of 1907 and 1908 from the South Bend Journal and the Columbia River Sun of
Cathlamet that reported on proposed Congressional bills that offered 10 pay
compensation to descendants of the “three bands of Indians living in the state of
Washington along the lower Columbia River” -- the Lower band of Chinooks, the
Wheelappa band of Chinooks, and the Wahkiakum band of Chinooks (Petitioner Ex.
1038, 1039, 1041, 1043: quote from Petitioner Ex. 1039). '

The 1907 artic’e in the South Bend Journal, referred to the individual beneficiaries, rather
than to the tribzs, who would receive payment of compensation (Petitioner Ex. 1038).
The 1908 article in the South Bend Journal reported that Secretary of the Interior
Garfield had denied the contemporaneous existence of these bands and raised doubts
whether anyone existed to receive awards for the Wahkiakum and Wheelappa (Petitioner
Ex. 1041). These articles did not identify contemporary leaders or organizations.

The petitioner also submitted two 1910 articles from the South Bend Journal that
mentioned the efforts of Indian Agent Johnson to take a census of Indians (Petitioner Ex.
1051, 1052). The articles referred to Indians generally rather than to a specific
contemporary iribe. Statements about Indians in Bay Center or “on the bay” were not
necessarily identifications of a Chinook Indian entity, and the articles and the agent may
both have been referring to Indians who belonged to or were affiliated with the federally
recognized Shoalwater Bay Reservation. The petitioner also submitted some
documentation about the payment to individuals of funds due to the lineal descendants of
the historical Chinookan bands (Petitioner Ex. 813, 886-892). These per capita payments
were made to individual heirs and that the identification made by the claims payment was
of a historical band in 1851, not of a contemporary Indian entity in 1914,

The petitioner submitted a brief manuscript by Professor Beckham on the Chinook
descendants who appeared on the 1920 Federal census. Beckham’s discussion of the
1920 Federal census, in the petitioner’s Exhibit J, makes no reference to the mention of
the 1920 census in the Historical Technical Repont prepared for the Proposed Finding.
Beckham asserts that the 1920 Federal census showed that two settlement areas, Bay
Center and Dahlia, “were distinctly Indian” (Petitioner Ex. J, 1). Beckham lists 68 Indian
households 01 the 1920 census in two counties of Washington State, and says that 65
households with 270 individuals were Chinook (Petitioner Ex. J, 7-23). The Historical
Technical Report did not include a comprehensive survey of Chinook descendants or
ancestors of the petitioner on the 1920 census.

Some of the - 920 census information in Exhibit J is new evidence. The issue of whether .
Chinook communities or “distinctly Indian” settlement areas actually existed in 1920 1s

an issue considered by criterion (b). Criterion (a) asks only whether outside observers
identified an Indian group which consisted of members or ancestors of the petitioner.
Beckham lists people considered by the petitioner to be Chinook descendants, not people
identified on the census as “Chinook™ or as “Indian.” This evidence shows that in 1920
the census enumerators listed some of these individuals as Indians.

Beckham notes that the census enumerator in 1920 “identified part of the village [of Bay
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Center] as ‘Indian Town’” (Petitioner Ex. J, 2). The six “Indian” households listed as
“Indian Town” in Bay Center constituted only a small percentage (6 of 68) of all the
households of Chirook and other Indian descendants identified by Beckham on the 1920
census. The six households in “Indian Town” were a minority (6 of 23) of the Chinook
and other Indian households identified by Beckham in Bay Center itself. Of the five
families represented in these six households, only two have descendants in the
petitioner’s membership. Thus, although the census enumerator’s reference to “Indian
Town” was an idertification of an Indian group, it was not an identification of the

petitioner as a whole.

The AS-1A finds thet this evidence alone, while suggestive, would be inadequate to
support a positive finding on criterion (a). However, when this evidence is evaluated in
light of the 1911 and 1925 statutes addressing the Chinook as then-existing tribe, it is of
sufficient weight tc meet criterion (a) through this period. It must be remembered that,
especially from the official end of the Indian treaty-making in 1871 until the passage of
the Indian Reorganization Act in 1934, all tribes were subjected to a xenophobic and
systematic effort to strip them of their tribal status and assimilate them into the general
population as individuals. This, it is hardly surprising, and not probative 1o any
significant degree, that the records of that time do not refer consistently to the Chinook
Tribe. This is particularly true given the Government’s inexcusable failure to ratify its
treaty with the Chinook and its neglect of the Chinook thereafter. We should not be
deterred by the fact that this policy had effect, nor should we strain to implement the
failed and discredited assimilation policy by being rigid in our evaluation of the available
evidence.

Identification, 192% - present. The petitioner submitted a Jarge number of documents
from the 1920's and 1930's relating to the Quinault reservation and to individual
members of the Quinault tribe or allottees on the Quinault reservation who had Chinook
ancestry. However, an identification of a Quinault tribe or of Quinault members was not
an identification of the petitioner as an Indian entity that was separate and distinct from
Quinault. An identification of individuals as having Chinook ancestry is not necessarily
an identification of a Chinook Indian entity. )

The petitioner submitted several pages of vital records from the Taholah Agency for the
period from 1925 to 1931 (Petitioner Ex. 828), and about 22 pages from the period from
1941 to 1947 (Petitioner Ex. 824). The only individual in the records from 1925-1931
who was “Chinook” died at Yakima and had no known connection with the petitioner.
Other individuals who were of the “Quinault” tribe are known from other records to have
had Chinook descent, but this record did not identify a Chinook entity. Some of the
individuals listed i the records from 1941-1947 were noted as having Chinook tribal
ancestry, or ancestry from the Chinook and other tribes (e.g., Chinook-Cowlitz).

The petitioner submitted documentation from 1930 to 1939 about the census roll of the

Quinault Reservation (Petitioner Ex. 825-9, 833, 866-8, 934, 944,993, 998). This

documentation about the Quinault census identifies a federally recognized tribe rather (
than the petitioner. The census rolls may have identified the ethnicity of some
individuals as Chincok, but this did not identify the petitioning group as an entity. Most
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of the ndividuals Iisted as Chinook on the Quinault census are not ancestral 1o the
petitioner.

Some of the Irdian agency correspondence submitted by the petitioner showed that in the
first years after the Halberr case Superintendent Sams was unsure how to list the new
allottees on the Quinault census or roll. This correspondence was discussed in the
Historical Technical Report (HTR, 49). The evidence shows that, despite this period of
confusion. Sams did report in 1933 that there had “never been . . . a census roll of the
Chinook Tribe” (Petitioner Ex. 944). The Historical Technical Report noted that the
superintendent’s inquiry on this issue was resolved in 1934 when the Indian Office
provided nstractions that the census rolls were to be made by reservation and not by
tribe (HTR, 49). In 1940, the superintendent at the Taholah Agency noted that there was
a Quinault cenisus but no Chinook tribal roll (HTR, 49).

Beckham'’s discussion of allotments on the Quinault reservation, in the petitioner’s

- Exhibit D, makes no reference to the analysis of allotments in the Historical Technical

Report preparad for the Proposed Finding. Beckham notes that individuals of Chinook
descent received allotments on the Quinault reservation both prior to and after the
Halbert decis:on of the Supreme Court in 1931, Beckham makes no explicit argument
that the evidence in Exhibit D meets criterion (a), but implies that the BIA identified a .
“Chinook Indian Tribe” by allotting its “members.” The evidence shows only that Agent
Roblin judged the merits of individual cases of people who claimed Chinook descent and
were not enrolled at Quinault or another reservation. The evidence described in the
petitioner’s Exhibit D does not identify any error in the B1A’s research. However, the
1911 Act’s reference to “members” of the affected tribes must be given effect. The
allottees in the 1930's were eligible by virtue of being “members” of the subject tribes.
Viewed in this light, this allotment evidence weighs in favor of a finding that C1T/CN
meets the requirements of criterion (a).

The petitioner submitted three newspaper articles from 1925 and 1929 and fourteen
letiers by the local Indian superintendent between 1927 and 1930 which related to
disputes over fishing rights in the Columbia River. Although most of this documentation
is new, a considerable amount of evidence on this issie was contained in the record for
the Proposed Finding. The identification of the participants in these disputes was
discussed in the Historical Technical Report (HTR, 52). This litigation centered on the
alleged rights to fish in the Columbia River of a fishing crew of Quinault members led by
George Charley, a member at Quinault and resident of the Shoalwater Bay Reservation
who sometimes was referred to as the chief of the Shoalwater Bay Indians. The
Historical Technical Report had observed that when George Charley testified in these
court proceedings about 1929 he said that he was a Quinault and a Chehalis. In his
testimony, Charley referred to Chinooks and Chinook fishermen as “they” rather than as
“we” (HTR, 52). George Charley does not have descendants in the petitioner’s

membership.

The correspendence of Superintendent Sams about the fishing rights litigation between
1927 and 1930 (Petitioner Ex. 902-5, 907-9, 911-2, 977, 986, 989, 994-5) described
George Charley’s fishing crew as consisting of 40 to 50 Indians from Quinault and Bay
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Center who were enrolled or allotted at Quinault, but he named no specific individuals
except for Charley znd his sons. Sams said that Charley and members of his family were
all born and reared at Georgetown [Shoalwater] Reservation and allotted on Quinault
Reservation, and were considered *“‘duly enrolled members” of the Quinault Tribe
(Petitioner Ex. 903) Although Sams sometimes referred to plaintiff George Charley and
his crew as “Chinook Indians,” the context of these letters makes it clear that Sams
asserted fishing rights on behalf of members of the Quinault and Shoalwater Bay

Reservations.

The petitioner submirted some newspaper articles, from 1925 and 1927, relating to the
efforts of Chinook descendants to begin a claims case against the United States. These
claims efforts had been described in the Historical Technical Report from other
documentation (HTR, 44-46). Two of these articles contain evidence of an identification
of a group or entity by an outside observer required by criterion (a).

An article from the South Bend Journal in March 1925 (Petitioner Ex. 1096) described a
multi-tribal meeting regarding potential treaty claims. The article referred to “Pacific
County Indians,” thus grouping individuals of different tribal ancestry together by their
geographical location. The article mentioned individuals of known Chinook or Clatsop
descent, but did not describe them as representatives of a Chinook entity.

" An article from the Cathlamet Columbia River Sun in April 1925 (Petitioner Ex. 1099),
by contrast, said that “[tJhe Chinook Indians expect to hold a meeting for the purpose of
arranging business affairs” to present to the lawyer who would represent them in their
claims case. Althouzh this description was vague, and did not name any individuals who
can be linked to the petitioner, this brief mention at least implied the existence of a group
of Chinook descendants as of 1925.

An article from the Raymond Herald in February 1927 (Petitioner Ex. 1120) more clearly
1dentified a Chinook claims entity. This article reported that about **100 members of the
Chinook Indian Tribe” attended a meeting at South Bend concerning the claims suit
against the United States. According to the newspaper, people came to the meeting from
as far as Portland and the Quinault Reservation. This article ‘explicitly referred to a group
of Chinook descendents in existence in 1927, and thus meets the requirements of
criterion (a) for 1927.

An article contemporaneous with the claims activity of the late 1920's provided a vague
description which implied the existence of a Chinook entity at this time, but, by placing it
at Bay Center, did not clearly identify it as an entity which included the majority of the
petitioner’s ancestors, who lived elsewhere. In a brief notice of an “Indian Queen”
contest in 1926, the Raymond Herald stated that a local entrant had *‘the support of the
Chinook Tribe of Bay Center” (Petitioner Ex. 1110). In a 1930 letter about an individual
enrollment matter, Superintendent Sams observed that one of George Charley’s
grandchildren had been “bormn at Bay Center in the Indian village at that point” (Petitioner
Ex. 991). Since the identification of the village was at the time of the child’s birth, it
would have been at scme time prior to 1930,
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The litigation brought in the Court of Claims pursuant to the 1925 statute, resulted in the
Chinook Tribe taking nothing. Duwamish Indians v. United Siares, 79 Ct. Cl. 530 (1934).
However, the Court of Claims did not dispute the standing or right of the Chinook Tribe
to be a party plaintiff, although it did disallow another tribe from doing so. Duwamish,

- supra, 79 Ct. C1., at 560. The Court made specific reference to the 1912 grant-in-aid

statute 1n the course of its discussion of the merits of the Chinook claim. Duwamish,
supra, Finding XX1X, 79 Ct. Cl., at 556-560, 608.

. Because the Proposed Finding found that the “evidence showed outside identification . . .

of several orgamzations of Chinook descendants since 1951” (PF Summary, 8), it was
not necessary for the petitioner to have responded with evidence relating to this time
period, except, perhaps, to show the continuity of its identification consistently from one
of those organizations or to show that identifications of apparently separate organizations
were essentially identifications of a single tribal entity. Given the conclusion of the
Proposed Fincing, it is not necessary to discuss new evidence submitted by the petitioner
for the years since 1951 in any detail.

The petitioner submitted documents to show that a BIA superintendent dealt with
Chinook organizations in order to allow them to bring a claims case against the
Government before the Indian Claims Commission. The petitioner’s exhibit of meeting
minutes of September 22, 1951 (Petitioner Ex. 1005), was already in the record for the
Proposed Finding and had been discussed in the Historical Technical Report (HTR, 55).
That documer.t showed that the superintendent had identified a Chinook group in the
process of helping it obtain the required approval by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs
of its contract with an attorney in order to present its case to the Indian Claims
Commission. Chinook organizations were also identified by newspaper accounts of their
meetings in 1953 (Petitioner Ex. 1158-9, 1162-3), 1956 (Petitioner Ex. 1164, 1166-7),
1957 (Petitioner Ex. 1169), and 1958 (Petitioner Ex. 1174). This evidence of the
identificatior: by external observers after 1951 of claims organizations of Chinook
descendants is consistent with the conclusions of the Proposed Finding.

The petitioner submitted a letter from Professor Clifford E. Trafzer about the use of his
book, The Chinook, in the Proposed Finding (Petitioner Ex. T). The letter was written
not to the B14, but to the petitioner’s chairman, Timothy P. Tarabochia, inreply to a
letter from Tarabochia about the Proposed Finding. Trafzer expressed his dismay to
learn, from Tarabochia, that the “BIA is using my book to deny The Chinook Tribe
federal recognition.”

The Proposed Finding said, in its evaluation of criterion (a), that, *“Trafzer concluded that
‘the Chinook no longer arc a unified tribe.” He identified three contemporary groups of
Chinook in the 1980's: the Chinook Indian Tribe organization, the Wahkiakum Chinook,
and the Chinook on Shoalwater Bay” (PF Summary, 7). Trafzer’s reply to Tarabochia
states: “‘On tae issue of ‘unified tribe,” what I meant by this statement was that there have
been several Chinook groups historically based on village and area leaders. No one
Chinook leader could speak for all Chinooks. . . . Neither the Chinooks at Shoalwater
Bay or Quinault can speak for the Chinook people who remained on their sacred lands
along the Cclumbia” (Petitioner Ex. T).
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~ Trafzer’s book was cited on only one page of 41 pages of the Summary under the
Criteria. The negative finding was not based on his book. Since the Proposed Finding
emphasized the lack of identification of a Chinook entity between 1873 and 1951 (PF
Summary, 8), Trafzer’s identification of three contemporary Chinook groups in the
1980's was not the rzason the petitioner failed to meet criterion (a).

Summary Conclusion under Criterion (a)

The petitioner did not provide new evidence of identifications of a Chinook Indian entity
between 1873 and 1924. However, the 1911 and 1925 legislation affecting the Chinook
as a conlemporary 'ribe and the activity proceeding the 1911 legislation is sufficient to
provide the requisite identification through 1925. In the alternative, the AS-1A concludes
that the 1925 Act is an unambiguous prior Federal recognition and that CIT/CN therefore
meets the requiremeants of criterion 83.7(a) through 1925.

The petitioner has provided examples to show that some of its ancestors were identified
in 1925 and 1927, that its members were declared eligible for allotments on the Quimault
Reservation in the "~ 93()'s, and that i1s ancestors in 1951 and the following years were
identificd as a group or groups bringing claims on behalf of a historical Chinook tribe
against the United States. That evidence is sufficient to show that a Chinook entity was
identified on a “‘substantially continuous” basis between 1927 and the present. The
identifications of Chinook organizations between 1951 and the 1970's were of
organizations which did not appear to include the petitioner as a whole and do not have
clear continuity with the petitioner’s organization.

The PF did not sufficiently acknowledge the effect of the 1911 and 1925 legislation on
the question of tribal recognition by the Federal Government. The two statutes constitute
a statement by the United States. There was tribal organization, as the district court in
Halbert recognized. and, in fact, the petitioner was faced with a bewildering and
confusing response every time the BIA was approached on the question of tribal
recognition. At first, the Chinook were told by the BIA that they were not recognized,
and the only way fcr them to obtain recognition was to set up a tribal government. But
when the Chinook 1equested the BIA to assist them in instithiting such a tribal
government, the Tribe was told that they were not eligible for such assistance, because
they were not a recognized tribe. See Chinook Historical Technical Report, pp. 32-33,
44-45, 48-49, 54-6&. This put them into an insoluble dilemma, and the responsibility for
the fact that there was not a tribal government should be squarely placed on the shoulders
of the BIA, which gave the Tribe little assistance and displayed the BIA’s own ignorance
of the law as to the recognition of tribes.

The AS-1A concludes that the petitioner meets criterion 83.7(a).
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CRITERION B

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 descendants of an Indian
tribe which historically inhabited a specific area.

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding (PF) for the CIT/CN petitioner concludes that the petitioner meets
criterion 83.7 (b) from 1811 1o 1854, based on the continuing existence of distinct
Chinook Indian villages. Using a combination of evidence to show people lived in
village-like settings and maintained distinct cultural patterns, it also concludes that, from
1854 to about 1920, there was evidence that a community of Chinook Indians who had
intermarried with Chehalis Indians and whites, lived along the shores of Willapa Bay,
particularly in the town of Bay Center and on Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation. This
Bay Center community met the requirements for community found in criterion (b) under
the regulations; however, this community did not incorporate the entire Chinook
population cla:med as ancestors by the petitioner. Significant portions of the petitioner’s
ancestors lived in other communities along the Columbia River, 25 to 45 miles to the
south and southeast of Bay Center. The PF found little evidence that the Chinook people
living on the Columbia River and those in or near Bay Center formed a community under
the regulatiors.

Data from the 1880 Federal Census was used to demonstrate that many Chinook
descendants, including those who were permanent residents in Bay Center, were fishing
side by side i1 Chinookville, a village which was almost exclusively inhabited by
Chinook Indians. The year 1880 was the last year for which there was sufficient
evidence demonstrating that the petitioner, as a whole, met the requirements of criterion
83.7(b). The petitioner submitted new evidence duririg the PF comment period to
support a revised finding of continuous, significant social interaction between the Indians
living in Bay Center and the Chinook descendants concentrated in Dahha or Ilwaco on
the Columbiz River to the South to 1950. The evidence of political organization, joint
Jegislation, and social interaction from 1950 to the present is also sufficient to show that |
the petitioner, as a whole, met criterion 83.7 (b).

Comment

The “Guidelires for Preparing a Petition for Federal Acknowledgment as an Indian
Tribe,” which were published by the Branch of Acknowledgment and Research (BAR) in
December 1978, and were provided to every petitioner at that time, state the following

regarding 83.7 (b):
In this section the petitioning group should demonstrate that a sizeable
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number of its members live close enough to each other to meet, associate,
and-conduct tribal business on a regular basis, and that they do so. One
way the petiiioner can establish this is to show that there are social and
religious activities and meetings of organizations which are attended
entirely or predominantly by members of the group.

As shown in the PF, the geographical evidence presented in the petition was sufficient to
meet the criterion from 1811 to 1854, since the majority of the Lower Band Chinook
Indians continued tc live in Indian villages with named leaders. After 1854, however, the
evidence was less clear in this regard. The Bureau requested additional information from
the petitioner when it stated in its obvious deficiencies letter:

It 1s important to improve the description of the historical community to
reflect the full criterion (see above), by supplementing the residence data
and analysis presented with information indicating that a distinct
community existed. It is especially important to improve the description
of the post-1900 period (BIA 11/1/1988).

The petitioner failed to provide for the PF additional evidence as requesied by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs in response to that letter. The PF provided a detailed overview of the
evidence previously submitted by the petitioner for the historical period prior to 1900. In
response to the PF, the petitioner has now provided evidence , primarily in the form of
newspaper accounts of visiting, which demonstrated that they meet criterion (b) until
1950. Moreover, the petitioner has provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate that it
meets criterion (b) aiter 1950, including the modern period.

The petitioner’s researcher argues that because the petitioner was previously
acknowledged, it does not have to show continuous existence of a community under the
regulations. The revised regulations published in 1994 in fact do make such a provision.
The petitioner, 1mtia'ly chose not to proceed under the revised regulations, which
decrease the scope o evidence required under criteria (b) and (c) for petitioners which
can establish that they were previously acknowledged. In this FD, the AS-1A concludes
in his discretion that the 1994 regulations should be applicable here, because of the
unambiguous statutory recognition of the Chinook, as discussed above, and therefore §
83.7(b) 1s satisfied.

Census Data, 1900 and 1920. The petitioner submitted an exhibit entitled “Discussion of
Prior Federal Recogrition and application of Principle to Chinook Tribe and errors in
BAR’s Preliminary Determination.” A second title page for a document identified it as
“Chinook Indian Tribe: Communities Documented in the Federal Decennial Census of
1920.” The petitioner made the same claim on the title page for the report on the 1900
census.

The petitioner’s discussion of the 1900 Federal census, in the petitioner’s Exhibit K
(Petitioner Ex. K, 1-7), makes no reference to the discussion of the 1900 census in the
Proposed Finding or the Historical Technical Report. It lists 97 Indian households on the
1900 census in two counties in Washington State, and says that 76 households and 272
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individuals were Chinook. The Historical Technical Report noted the presence of 333
descendants of the 1851 historical Chinookan bands and 91 ancestors of the petitioner in
1900, either on the Federal census in 90 households in three counties of Washington and
Oregon or on the Indian census rolls of four Indian agencies (HTR 25-30, Tables 1 and
2). In addition to an analysis of Chinook descendants on the 1900 census, the Historical
Technical Report included an analysis of the census data which considered only those
Chinook descendants who also were ancestors of the petitioner’s members.

The Proposed Finding and Historical Technical Report identified clusters of Chinookan
descendants cni the 1900 census in the Bay Center, llwaco, and Dahlia areas (HTR,
25-30). The Proposed Finding found evidence of the existence of an Indian community
at Bay Center at this time, but inadequate evidence of distinct Chinook communities
elsewhere. The Historical Technical Report demonstrated that no census enumeration
district was predominantly Chinook (HTR, Table 3), and found limited evidence of
predominantly Chinook neighborhoods (HTR, 29).

The petitioner’s discussion of the 1920 Federal census (Petitioner Ex. J, 1-6), makes no
reference to the mention of the 1920 census in the Historical and Anthropological
Technical Reports. It ignores the discussion of distinct settlement patterns in Bay Center
and Dahlia in the decades of the 1910's and 1920's in the Anthropological and Historical
Technical Reports. It lists 68 Indian households on the 1920 census in two counties of
Washington State, and says that 65 households with 270 individuals were Chinook
(Petitioner Ex. J, 7-23). 1t Iists Chinooks and other Indians without noting whether they
were ancestral to the petitioning group. The Historical Technical Report did not include
a comprehensive survey of Chinook descendants or ancestors of the petitioner on the
1920 census. That report’s survey of the 1900 census demonstrated, however, that
Chinook descendants were living in northwestern Oregon and on several Indian
reservations 11 Washington and Oregon, not just in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties of

Washington State.

In Exhibit J, Beckham says that the 1920 Federal census shows that two settlement areas,
Bay Center and Dahlia, “were distinctly Indian” (Petitioner Ex. J, 1), but does not define
what made a settlement “distinctly Indian.” He also notes that the census enumerator in
1920 “identif ed part of the village [of Bay Center] as'‘Indian Town’” (Petitioner Ex. J,

.2). Beckham asserts that the 1920 Federal census showed that “Chinooks continued to

reside in their aboriginal homeland” (Petitioner Ex. J, 1) . The Anthropological
Technical Report concluded that, “[t]he 1920 census provides information that supports
the continuing existence of concentrations of Chinook Indians in Bay Center and Dahlia’
(ATR, 86). The Historical Technical Report made the point that the 1920 census
identified an ““Indian Town” section of Bay Center (HTR, 31).

b

The evidence and argument in Exhibit J is consistent with the conclusions of the
Proposed Finding that there was “some evidence that the Indians at Bay Center
maintained a separate geographical community until about 1920” (PF, 16), and that there
was “evidence that some of the Chinook descendants may have been living in an
exclusive (or nearly exclusive) settlement at Dahlia” (PF, 14) before the 1930's. The
evidence frori this census strengthens the conclusion that an area of majority Indian
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residents (14 of 19 households) existed in Dahlia Precinct in 1920 (Petitioner Ex. J,
16-20). The Proposed Finding noted that the population of Chinook descendants living at
Dahlha about 1910 represented only a small percentage of all Chinook descendants, and
that an exclusive settlement there was insufficient by itself to demonstrate that a
substantial portion of the Chinook were part of a social community at that ime (PF, 15).
While this additional evidence from the 1920 census does not show that a majonty of the
petitioner’s ancestors lived in majority Indian areas at that time, it indicates that the
Chinook lived in substantial numbers in certain geographical settlements.

Residential patterns on the 1900 and 1920 censuses do not show that the petitioner’s
ancestors were so clustered that social interaction as a distinct community can be
assumed on the basis of geographical evidence alone. Data about residential patterns,
absent actual evidence of social interaction, is insufficient to show that the petitioner’s
ancestors in these various areas in 1900 and 1920 interacted as a distinct social
community or comimunities. This census evidence provides a context for understanding
other evidence about the petitioner, but this geographical evidence by itself does not meet
the requirements of criterion (b).

Possible Social Interaction. Beckham argues that the “numbers” of Chinooks in Bay

Center, Dahlia, and Chinook- Ilwaco “were sizable and sufficient to sustain tribal

relations” (Petitioner Ex. K, 6). He also argues that these “communities” and Cathlamet,

were ‘“‘connected by water transportation” and were “within one day’s travel or less of ,
each other” (Petitioner Ex. K, 6; also Ex. J, 1). Rather than providing evidence of actual ‘ {
social interaction and social activities by ancestors of the petitioner, whether in one ’
settlement area or between settlement areas, Beckham’s argument is limited to

suggesting the possibility of social interaction because of the number of Chinook

descendants living in a single geographical area, and the possibility that Chinook

descendants residing in separate geographical areas could have visited each other by

steamboat or ferry. The Proposed Finding put the petitioner on notice that it would need

to provide “‘evidence that demonstrates social interaction that involves a substantial

portion of the group’s members” (PF, 9). These arguments that social interaction would

have been possible among the petitioner’s ancestors in 1900 and 1920, standing alone, do

not meet the requirements of criterion (b). M

Social Interaction Shown in the Newspaper Articles. Beckham’s report restated the PF’s
conclusions, Fortunately, the new submissions provided enough information for the BIA
to address this deficiency.

A BIA analysis of the newspaper articles collected by the petitioner does show that the
Bay Center Indian community between 1910 and 1950 was distinct from the white
community. The pztterns of social interaction documented among named individuals at
Bay Center show that those Chinook with Indian ancestry were involved in social
activities that generally did not include the white population (other than spouses) before
about 1940, even though barriers to social interaction between whites and Indian
descendants were slowly eroding throughout the 20th century.

ST

The BIA rescarchers have attempted to consider the information submitted by the
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petitioner, most notably the newspaper articles, and combine it with the data submitted
for the Proposed Finding to determine if there was interaction among the three
communities :dentified both in the Proposed Finding and in the petitioner’s submissions.

General Comments on the Newspaper Article. The newspaper articles fall into two
categories, news and small town gossip columns. The latter category consists of short
columns which report the goings-on in small communities within the papers circulation
area. Bay Center had long-running columns in the Raymond and South Bend papers.
Dahlia had a column n the Columbia River Sun published in Cathlamet. These columns
reported on births, weddings, illnesses, visiting, parties, dances, and honor rolls. They
included sporadic coverage of economic transactions and occasionally ramed who fished
together and where they went.

The Indian beckgrounds of individuals was treated differently in news stories and gossip
columns. Gossip columns generally did not reveal Indian ancestry especially before
1925. 1In 1925, with the onset of claims, the identification of Indians appeared to occur
more often. The gossip columns would indicate Indian ancestry or race if the editors
found it was relevant to the story. News stories were more likely at all times to identify
individuals as Indians, especially if they were in trouble.

New evidence that demonstrates community 1900 through 1950 at Bay Center. The PF is
altered by evidence submitted by the petitioner and analyzed on a data base created by
the BIA anthropologist. The PF had put the petitioner on notice that they did not meet
criterion (b) after 1920 due to lack of sufficient evidence, and that even before 1920, as
early as 1880, these communities associated with the petitioner’s ancestors may have
been separate and distinct communities. Thus, the BIA suggested to then chairman Tim
Tarabochia that he search the community news or gossip columns in the small Jocal
newspapers in southwestern Washington for news of the petitioner’s ancestors in hopes
that reports on visiting, socializing, moving, funerals, weddings, and other activities and
events such as notices of tribal or council meetings, would list the specific names of
individuals and show them acting together in a distinct Indian community. Mr.
Tarabochia responded to this request and the petitioner submitted some 150 short
newspaper articles (almost all gossip columns) from 1910 to the 1990's. More than 1,000
mentions of individual names are contained in these articles.

The BIA anthropologist analyzed these documents’ and has found that Bay Center clearly
was home to & distinct Indian community of off-reservation Chinook descendants
ancestral to the current petitioner (hereafter called “Chinook descendants’) to the 1950's.
This community drew people from a small region surrounding Bay Center and included
individuals living in Raymond, South Bend, Nahcotta, Oysterville, the Pacific Ocean
beaches, Tokeland and some rural locations nearby. The new evidence to support the
existence of community under (b) are described below:

2 This involved identifying the individuals, their family relationships, ages, backgrounds, permanent

residence, etc.
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1. Newspaper articles from the local small towns including Bay Center,
Raymond, and South Bend show a network of interacting individuals, almost all Indian
descendants, many of whom are ancestral to the current petitioner. Atthough never
identified as “Indians” in the social columns, the Indian social sphere of interaction was
predominately dist:nct from the white social sphere of interaction. The newspaper
articles show that the distinction between Indian descendants and non-Indians decreased
from 1920 to0 1950. From 1906 10 1935, social events were typically attended either by
Chinook descendants who are ancestral to the petitioner and their spouses or by
non-Indians. Reservations Indians were not named attending social events with the
petitioner’s ancestors during this time. After 1935, attendance at various functions
increasingly included both Chinook descendants who are ancestral to the petitioner and

pon-Indians.

2. The petitioner submitted letters from the BIA agency official overseeing the
trust fund accounts of some the petitioner’s ancestors. These accounts were set up to
contain the trust money earned from timber allotments on Quinault Reservation. The
agent’s response to requests for disbursements from these funds always included a
paragraph justifying the disbursement. 1n many of these letters, the agent referred to the
high degree of acculturation of the allottee to justify the disbursement. This apparently
indicated, according to the agent’s reasoning and perspective, that the allottee was
unlikely to squander the money and become a ward of the state in the future. The
presence of a white husband or father was viewed as a positive factor. Thus, many of the
letters, especially to the elderly and less acculturated allottees, were quite paternalistic
from the modern perspective and blocked the cestui que trust from his or her trust funds.
The agents treated tke Bay Center allottees with comparative largess and in many cases
released entire trust Junds of several thousand dollars to them to buy homes, boats and
automobiles, while at the same time disbursing only small amounts under $300 to
individuals living 01 Quinault or elderly individuals living a partial subsistence lifestyle.
These documents provided evidence that the petitioner’s ancestors were treated distinctly
from reservation Indians.

3. The tone of some early news articles and of two articles concerning
automobile accidents, one involving drinking, implicd ridicule and provides evidence
that social distincticns were being made between the Chinook descendants and whites.
Unlike the social columns, the news stories would repeat several times in the body of the
story and in the headlines that the individuals involved were Indians.” These same
individuals were not identified as Indians in the social column. The disrespectful tone of
articles from earlier vears gave way in about 1910 to a relatively benign treatment in
virtually all of the newspapers. Elsewhere, the use of double meanings and other verbal
devices tended to blunt outright racism. This tone provided some corroboration that
social distinctions were being made in the greater Bay Center community unti} 1930.
These distinctions predicate racial discrimination that underlies the kind of separate
social sphere found 11 Bay Center at least until 1930.

3 A ribal designation such as “Chinook™ was not used.
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Evidence thal corroborates these findings that a distinct community of Chinook
descendants lived in and around Bay Center between 1906 and 1950 was considered
during the Proposed Finding. That evidence includes:

1. Tre Cemetery records for Bay Center were analyzed in the Proposed Finding.
They corroborate the above evidence which points to a distinct Indian community in Bay
Center which included some people in outlying communities. The Bay Center cemetery
Jlayout shows segregation between the Indian descendants buried there and the whites.*
The cemetery can be viewed as laid out in a fan shape, the hinge of the fan being the
entrance gate to the cemetery. The Chinook descendants were buried on the perimeters
of the cemetery; the whites were buried in closest proximity to the entrance. The
individuals buried on the large Indian fringe are the same people named in the newspaper
gossip columns and were part of the Indian descendant social network. This, therefore,
corroborates the finding that a distinct social network existed in and around Bay Center.

2. Alsco analyzed for the PF was a hand drawn map which showed the Chinook
descendants primarily living in clusters in two areas along with whites. This same
phenomenon was noted in the 1920 census, although the clustered populations had
decreased. The existence of historical neighborhoods would have encouraged the
development of relationships that lasted even after the people moved from the
neighborhood or from Bay Center. This evidence also corroborates the finding that a
distinct social network existed.

Evidence for community for the petitioner as a whole (Bay Center/Dahlia/Chinook). The
regulations rzquire petitioners to demonstrate that they form a community (b) as a whole.
The Proposed Findings also requested information concerning the relationship between
the people living at Cathlamet/Dahlia, liwaco/Chinook, and Bay Center during this

century.

The possible existence of two separate distinct settlements of Chinookan
descendants (Bay Center and Dahlia) from about 1900 to 1920 presents a
problem for the petitioner with regard to the maintenance of social
comrnunity. This is not because of the existence of two settlements per se,
but because there is insufficient evidence available at this time that the
Chinookan descendants in those two settlements constituted a single social
comurnunity. With regard to the issue of social community, the petitioner’s
ancestors must be evaluated as a whole. Given that the ancestors of the
petitioner’s members are from both Bay Center and Dahlia, it must be
demonstrated that they existed continuously as a single social community
from the time of first sustained contact with non-Indians to the present (PF
Summary, 17).

* For the sake of accuracy, it should be noted that two Asian individuals appear to be buried in the
Indian descencants’ section. However, the newspaper coverage of social activities describes only one
occasion when an Asian individual socialized with them.
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The petitioner subrnitted limited analysis of the new materials which would demonstrate
that there were social activities which brought together individuals from the various
communities, spec:fically from the geographically distinct communities of Bay Center,
Dahlia/Cathlamet and llwaco/Chinook noted in the PF. The cross-regional interactions
noted in this analysis focused on two family lines.

Cathlamet/Bay Cenier Axis. There were kinship ties between the Amelia and Barichio
families in Cathlamet and the Barichio/Calhoun families in Bay Center. These two
socially active families were mentioned on several occasions in the newspaper articles
about social life in Bay Center. Newspaper clippings detail that Mingo Amelia
(Springer-Scarborough family line) from Cathlamet visited Gray’s Harbor and Willapa
Bay in 1920, Astoria in 1920 and 1921, and his “‘aunt” Lena Barichio Calhoun (Millet
family line) in South Bend (near Bay Center) in 1923 and 1924. In 1941 he and his wife
visited Dewey Barichio in Raymond (also near Bay Center). His sister, Mermiss, was
documented as visiting only Astoria four times between 1919 and 1920. Afier she
married Paul Zollnzr (Ero relations), they lived in Cathlamet and documents show them
visiting the Paul Petits (Aubichon family line) in Bay Center.

The Barichio’s were also a Cathlamet family of Chinook descent of the Millet family line.
Frank Barichio established a grocery in Bay Center and had three daughters who would
eventually marry a Brignone (family line unknown, although a Paul Brignone had marrned

" Frank Barichio’s sister, Ellen®), Paul Petit (Aubichon family line), and a Reischman. He ,
also had a son Dewey Barichio, who was married to a Chinook descendant from the {
Pickemnell-Ero family line.

Mingo Amelia (also a Millet), Mermiss Amelia Zolner, and Lena Barichio Calhoun have
descendants in the modern CIT/CN membership. The newspaper articles disclose that
these related families® in Cathlamet and near Bay Center actively visited back and forth.
Approximately 125 individuals in the current petitioner belong to the family lines
represented in this visiting (Millet). They are also allied through Paul Petit to the
Aubichon family line. Paul Petit had close relatives in the liwaco area.

The Dahlia/Chinook Axis. All newspaper articles mentioniig Dahlia concern the
activities of the Ducheney family line, particularly the Elliotts, Henrys and Petersens.
Although visiting between these families and relatives at Gray’s River and Skamokawa
and other visits to Astoria and Portland were documented, only one article in which
Ducheneys were mzntioned referred 1o Bay Center.” This was a 1932 article in the
Raymond Herald. [t stated:

* Mermiss and Mingo Amelia’s mother Ellen (Barichio) Brignone Amelia. She first married a man
named Paul Brignone ¢rd second, Frank Amelia.

® In many previous cases, the BIA has assumed that connections exist and information is exchanged
among closely related individuals.

7 “Bay Center Personals™ in Raymond Herald, 5/6/1932.
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Mrs. Inez Webber and daughter Miss Christensen accompanied by Chester
Griffin, all of Los Angeles visited Mr. and Mrs. Paul Petit and family last
week. Other guests at the Petit home last week were Mrs. Kjos and
daughter of Seattle, Mike McDonald of Seattle and Catrell Jones of
Altoona, Washington.

This appears to be a group of age cohorts, including some cousins, originally from the
Columbia River communities of Dahhia, Cathlamet, and Altoona. Paul Petit’s wife, Mary
Elizabeth Barichio (Millet family line), daughter of Frank Barichio, who was born near
Cathlamet and had family there with whom there were close contacts. Mrs. Inez Webber
was also raised on the Columbia River at Dahlia. She was in the Peers/Ducheney family
line. Mrs. Kjos was Paul Petit’s sister Florence. Catrell Jones was from Altoona, also on
the Columbia. Chester Griffin and Mike McDonald could not be identified. The Jones
family was also a Ducheney family line. Although it is unclear why this group has
gathered during the first week of May 1932, they sharc an affiliation with Wahkiakum
County, and they were similar in age, all having teen-age children. Only Catrell Jones
still lived in Wahkiakum County in 1932. The others lived in Seattle and Los Angeles.

No documentation was found in the submitted articles that would show that the Elliotts
visited socially with either Bay Center Chinook families or other Chinook families on the
Columbia. Thneir documented visiting, although extensive, was almost always to
communities located on the Columbia, such as Astoria, Cathlamet, Altoona, etc. and to
Portland. Even these visits however, were among members of the Ducheney family line,
and did not extend to the Barichios, the Millets, Henrys, Aldens, Jones and other families
living in this area. The families they visited with were named Miles, Olmsted,® Peterson,
Heiner, and Henry. All are Ducheney lines. The Ducheney line has 320 descendants in
the modern petitioner. This visiting on the part of the Elliott family did not crosscut
different Chinook family lines. ‘

It may be that the Ducheneys did visit extensively with non-Ducheney Chinook living on
the Columbia River, but no documentation was submitted 10 demonstrate such interaction.
The Ducheneys became involved in the land claims and attended meetings after 1950 in

Bay Center. N

1880-1900: The lingering effect of primary kinship relationships existing in 1880 afier the
end of Chinookville. The Proposed Finding found evidence that a2 Chinook village had
persisted until 1880 at Chinookville on Baker’s Bay on the Columbia River, but no
evidence that the village existed for any length of time afier 1880 (PF, 14, 23, 27-28). The
petitioner’s aitorney calls this finding a serious error because it did not conclude that
Chinookville *‘was destroyed rather than voluntarily vacated as an abandonment of tribal
community” {Petitioner 1998, 35). The Proposed Finding included no statement about
any voluntary abandonment. It simply stated that between 1880 and 1900 “the village of
Chinookville ceased to exist” and that families there “moved to other locations” (PF, 14).
The petitioner’s researcher agrees with this statement. Historian Beckham attributes the

8 Olmsted could not be identified.
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destruction'of Chir.ookville to the natural “massive erosion” of the Columbia River which
“washed away” the old village in the 1880's (Petitioner Ex. K, 4; see also Ex. S).

For purposes of criterion (b) of the regulations, what matters is not how Chinookville was
brought to an end, but whether its permanent residents moved together as a group to a new
location and whether its seasonal residents continued to gather seasonally at a new
location. Beckham simply asserts that Indians at Chinook and liwaco on Baker’s Bay
were “direct successors to Chinookville” (Petitioner Ex. K, 5). The petitioner does not
show that the same families from Chinookville continued to live together after 1880.

A comparison can be made to show where individuals lived when the 1880 Federal
Census was taken v/ith where they or their close relatives lived when later Federal
Censuses and Indian schedules were taken. The newspaper articles submitted by the
petitioner have been used above to define a network of Chinook descendants after 1906.
They also help trace where individuals moved in the first half of the 20" century and with
whom they interactzd.’ Individuals who had lived in Chinookville, some closely related
through kinship, moved from Chinookville to other communities, primarily Bay Center
and Ilwaco.

Close family ties between parents, children and siblings would not have severed
immediately. Peoplz generally maintain ties to close kin until they die,'® and this
assumption should be applied in this case. For example, the Ducheney and Petit families
had lived in Chinookville. Some members of these families moved to Bay Center and
others to Columbia Fiver communities from Chinookville. For example, Petit siblings
lived in Bay Center and in Ilwaco. Additionally, individuals moved with their spouses
after marriage, somelimes separating from their siblings or natal families. From the
Columbia River area to Bay Center, leaving close relatives behind. For example, Alex
Lucier lived at Bay Center and his sister Mary Ann lived in Dahlia. Margaret Ero married
John Pickernell and they hived in Bay Center, while her relatives lived in or near Dahlia.
The BIA can not determine the actual number of such ties with the time and resources
currently available. The petitioner also only submitted a compilation of anecdotal
compilations drawn from the documents submitted for the Final Determination. However,
it would seem likely and the anecdotal evidence supports the contention that close
relatives would have remained in continuous contact following the diaspora from
Chinookville for another generation, allowing the petitioner to meet criteria (b) to 1910.

Other fragmentary evidence was submitted. The two Elliott store ledgers provide
evidence that two or three Bay Center individuals who are ancestral to the current
petitioner visited the Columbia during the fishing season. These citations are sparse and
do not indicate a pattern of regular visiting nor whether the Bay Center visitors were
actually interacting with other Chinook who were located year-round along the

® Federal censuses are not available after 1920. .

% The assumption thzt first degree kin (parents, grandparents, children and siblings) maintain contact
has been used in 2 number of past acknowledgment decisions.
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Columbia.'!

After 1920, the effect of lingering kinship ties between people in Bay Center, llwaco and

Dahlia, based on close kin ties and common residency in Chinookville before 1880 can no
longer be assumed to exist. These relationships were based on close familial ties between
primary kin in Chinookville or in or among the other Columbia River communities which

were predominantly Chinook.

Affidavits, Interviews, Questionnaire Responses provide corroborating evidence that the
petitioner meets (b) 1900 - 1950. The petitioner submitted affidavits, interviews and
responses to a “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaire.” These documents (Exhibits 1287 through
1307) corroborate the BIA anthropologist’s analysis of the newspaper articles for this
Final Determination and the analysis under (b) in the PF. Many of these documents were
difficult to utiiize because the birthdate and residences of the respondent were not
included. However, contextual information in the documents allowed the BIA researcher
to make conclusions concerning the general time and place of events and to
cross-reference these materials with genealogical records also submitted by the
petitioner."?

While the collection of documents by itself can not be used to meet criterion (b), when.
combined with the newspaper articles, and other interview material, it does tend to support
the petitioner’s meeting (b) from 1906 to 1950, despite the clear growing social distance
among the petitioner’s ancestors after 1900.

These interviews and affidavits must be weighed in light of the way they were
admimstered. Marion Lomsdalen’s interview of April 27, 1978 (Ex. 1294), is valuable
not only because of its depth and length, and the competence and knowledge of the
interviewers, but also because it predates the acknowledgment petition and process. Mrs.
Lomsdalen did not have specific knowledge about the 25 CFR criteria. The Elder’s
Questionnaires, which were sent to members after the issuance of the PF, contain an

Introduction that put the respondent on notice that:

Specific information provided in this questionnaire is important in
combezting the Bar [sic] contentions: '
1) the Chinook Indian Tribe ceased to function as a community about 1880;

and
2) the Chinook Indian Tribe ceased to exercise political authority over its

11 This evidence is insignificant. Because the Columbia river communities were bustling with economic

activity during this time period, other records, perhaps industrial records of canneries, railways, shippers,
or other industrizs may have documents of interest, as may certain U.S. Government agency records, such
as the Bureau of Fisheries or the Post Office.

2 A February 11, 2000 directive (“Changed in the Intemal Processing of Federal Acknowledgment
Petitions” Federal Register, vol. 65, No. 29, 7052) from the AS-1A 1o the BIA prohibits the kind of in-
depth analysis, which characterized previous petition findings.
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213

members about 1870.

It would be impossible to measure the effect, if there were any, this notice may have had
or not had on the respondents. Nevertheless, many of these documents contain relevant
information and appear to be useful in providing background for interpreting other
documents submit.ed by the petitioner. In general, these documents demonstrate the
gradually decreasing number of Chinook social ties from the earlier generations, when
entire social netwcrks were comprised of Chinook people, to the most recent generations,
when the only Chinook ties are to close relatives.

For example, Mrs. Lomsdalen’s description of her life as a child on a homestead “up
Necmah” at the beginning of the 20" century shows an on-going Bay Center Chinook
Indian community where individuals continued to speak Chinook or a Bay Center dialect
(apparently Chehalis), collect medicinal herbs, make baskets, attend Shaker Churches,
cook and eat traditicnal foods and most importantly interact with a long list of other
Chinooks on and o1 the reservations, including the Petits, Luciers, Charleys, Nelsons,
Pickernells, Millets, Franks and others. Mrs. Lomsdalen says that in the early 1900's
“Im]ost of the Indizns we mingled with was Bay Center, because our Uncle, see in them
days you had to go cn boats and things and our Uncle would come up bhere and we’d go
down there, and thern days we never got roads or anything, and never got, like to go to
Chinook, around.” As a child, Mrs. Lomsdalen sometimes attended Shaker ceremonies
~and after church porlucks. Clearly, Mrs. Lomsdalen, who was bomn in 1898 had many
experiences with Chinook people as a child during the first decade of the 190Q's. ;

A woman from Cathlamet who was a small child in 1918, said that the Indians and non-
Indians were socially segregated at school:

In grade school at Cathlamet... Those of us with Indian heritage pretty much
stayed together...as we were picked on..and pointed out by other class
mates..one of myv good friends was Eleanor Akers, and Mingo Amelia...his
dad smoked out salmon..He was the best “smoker” in town..using the old
methods."

This woman describzd the different “Indian communities” in Wahkiakum County:

My mother took me on the boat ““Julia Bee” down to Altoona. . . . 1
remember how when the boat came in the whole Indian village would

'3 From the “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaires” (Exs. 1296-1306).
% Mrs. Christiansen was born in 1913.

*5 Luella Messinger Christiansen, “Interview for the Purpose of Tribal Elders Questionnaire” November
4,1997 (Ex. 1293).
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come 10 the dock to see what was going on...and who was visiting.'¢

She continued later in the interview:

All our lives we spoke of the areas of Dahlia, Elliot Landing, Altoona as
the Ind:an villages...it was always this way, when I would go on the
boat...the people would meet the boat...they lived right on the water front,
except at Pillar Rock, up on the hill a little, the houses were really small. 1
saw srnoke coming out of the smoke stacks. "’

Her description of these places implies distance between herself and the residents of these
Indian communities, whom she refers to as “they.”"® She observed these communities but
did not live ir one. She does not differentiate between “Indian” and *Chinook.” Her
father disapproved of her mother’s becoming involved in tribal affairs:

When 1 was really little mother went just once to a tribal meeting...it must
have been in/1918/[. M]Jy dad was mad at her for going...they had a rowe
[sic] atout it...mother said I just want to go once to see what itisall
about..that was the last time as far as [ know. My dad { . . .] didn’t want
mother to get involved.

Mrs. Christiansen was born fifteen years after Mrs. Lomsdalen was born. Mrs.
Christiansen lived in Dahlia on the Columbia River and Mrs. Lomsdalen lived near Bay
Center. Their experiences are surely individual. However, in the context of the entire
record, their stories illustrate the gradual decrease in the number of Chinook social ties
that many of the petitioner’s ancestors experienced when they moved away from the
predominant Chinook communities and began to interacted daily with non-Indians in
school, at work or in their neighborhoods.

Catherine Troeh was a girl in the late teens and early twenties. She describes how the
Indians in Ilwaco were crowded from their geographical and social position after whites
settled there between 1880 and 1900. She states:

A3

[W]ith the entry of the Kansans and the Finnish People, the Indians were
gradually “pushed” to the Back Street. At the upper end of the town on the
Back St. lived my Great Grandmother, Amelia Petit, next door her son
Herbert and some of the Family. Across the Street lived Kate Brown

16 Luella Messinger Christiansen, “Interview for the Purpose of Tribal Elders Questionnaire” November
41997 (Ex. 1293).

17 {1 nella Messinger Christiansen, “Interview for the Purpose of Tribal Elders Questionnaire” November
4,1997 (Ex. 1273).

8 1n fact, du-ing the fishing season, it may be that large numbers of non-Chinooks found employment in

the canneries. The tone of many of these interviews, affidavits, and questionnaire responses imply that the
petitioner's anczstors were distinct from not only whites but also reservation residents.
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(Indian) and John Hawks(Indian). My Grandmother Catherine Petit
Colbert had a staunch personahity, she was called for Jury duty in South
Bend many times, her house extended from the Front St. to the Back St.
she would riot move, and held her head high."”

The next generation of respondents describe their young lives in the 1920's and 1930's.
Like Mrs. Christianisen, they relate that they may have visited a Shaker Church rarely
during a funeral or may have heard a parent describe the Shaker Church. They say that
they visited the reservations infrequently and viewed the Shoalwater Bay people “up the
Bay” from a social distance. They indicate that many sought education.

For example, Oma Woodcock, Myrtle Woodcock’s daughter, was born in 1916 and her
description of her social life between 1925 and 1935 dovetails with the social life
described by the BIA anthropologist’s analysis of newspaper articles submitted in the
petitioner’s response. She states, “‘almost all of our social interaction was with Chinook
families living around South Bend, WA. and Bay Center, WA.”? She describes “dancing
in homes and parties, [and] picnics,” She visited Shoalwater and Quinault Reservations.
She sometimes stayed in individual’s homes in Bay Center for as long as a week or
overnight. The people she visited include the Calhouns, Clarks, Hawks, Wains, Lusciers,
Gracey, Petits and Barnichios in Bay Center, and the Walkowskis, Johnsons, Reeds, Olsons
and Olivers in South Bend.” Although her predominant social set was in Bay Center and
nearby South Bend, she also says that she visited the Scarboroughs in Cathlamet and she
remembers that the Eros visited the Johnsons®.

Another of Myrtle Woodcock’s daughters, Myrtle Jean Woodcock Little, born in 1923,
also describes her Chinook social set at Bay Center including not only relatives but also
friends. The word for friends in Chinook jargon is “Tillicums,”

We had many Chinook friends. 1 grew up in the lower end of Alta Vista in
South Bend. We had a lot of Chinooks in our area. They were: Leda
Clark Reed family, Edna Clark Olsen, Dora Clark Robinson, Elizabeth
Pickernel Johnson. The Calhouns and the Baileys. They were all close

neighbors but above all ‘Tillicums™”.2 N

Mrs. Little describes her social life in a later period. During the 1930's and into the
1940's, she visited in nearby Bay Center. “Our social circle centered around those who

9 Catherine Herrold Troeh, “Answers to Elder’s questionnaire,” October 8, 1997.
2% Oma Woodcock, “7ribzl Elder’s questionnaire,” n.d. but circa 1997.

21 These are the same individuals who define the Chinook social set whose activities are described in the

newspaper articles.
22 Mrs. Little’s mother’s maiden name was Johnson.
23 Myrtle J. Woodcock Little, “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaire,” December 12, 1997.
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were Chinooks.”™* She describes that life,

We had many Chinook friends and neighbors and 1 have listed their names
on another page. We had very strong bonds of friendship and we helped
each other in any way we could. We visited in each others homes. We had
picnics, parties and dances in each others homes. We made quilts during
the winter months. In the deep depression Ferrill Johnson had a large truck
and waould take us out to logged off country to pick will black berries. This
was part of our native culture and it was very special to us. It provided
many quarts of canned berries for winter...””

Mrs. Little lists some 42 individuals as “Chinook friends and family Chinooks.” She does
not include the Shoalwater Reservation people in her list. None listed are Charleys or
James, two of the predominant families at Shoalwater Bay. However, she states later in
her interview "“We also visited Shoalwater friends. The Charley and the James family.
My brother married Ruby James.””® Mrs. Little distinguishes between “Chinook friends”
and “Shoalwater friends.” This statement falls in line with the analysis of the newspaper
articles. That analysis found that the Shoalwater Reservation residents were not actively
involved in the Chinook social set defined by the activities covered in the articles.”’

Mrs. Troeh in Ilwaco on the Columbia had a Swedish grandfather, and she had many ties
into that comraunity and into the Chinook community in Ilwaco. She implies that she
escaped obvious discrimination in Ilwaco and sometimes played with wealthy white
children in the mid-1920's. However, she also indicates that her older relatives did
experience direct discrimination based on their apparent Indian heritage at the same time.
She relates what happened when she was a nursing student in 1930 in Portland:

While we were in training at St. Vincent’s Hospital in Portland 1930-1933,
word came about the allotment i1ssue. My Aunts who were teaching in
Portland, moved to the residential Hotel called The St. Andrews, to be near
my S ster and me. There was a great deal of argument in the family about
signing up, especially from [my] Aunt. . . .because of her dark complexion.
She excused herself as being French Canadian which she was. Otherwise
she could not have held her position in the School. She finally signed the
papers which released the rest of the Family.?

74 Mynle J. 'Woodcock Lintle, “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaire,” December 12, 1997.
® Myntle J. Woodcock Little, “Tribal Elder’s Queétionnaire,” December 12, 1997.
2¢ Myrtle J. Woodcock Little, “Tribal Elder’s Questionnaire,” December 12, 1997.

27 This further supports the contention of the PF that it may not be assumed that the people fishing under
the Charley’s leadership may be assumed to be Chinook ancestors of the petitioner.

28 Catherine Herrold Troeh, “Answers to Elder’s questionnaire,” October 8, 1997 (Ex. 1292).
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Mrs. Troeh tells how her aunts in the 1930's visited the Bertrands in Taholah or “possibly
Bay Center.” She does not indicate that she visited. She says that she knew of the
Charleys, a Shoalwater Bay family who have no descendants in the current petitioner,
who spent the summers in llwaco fishing. No other individuals living in the vicinity of
Bay Center are named by Mrs. Troeh, and her interview does not indicate that she
personally had mteraction with Bay Center Chinook. Charles Mechal’s interview also
mentions many of the individuals (Sunds, Mechals, Petits) who were living in llwaco or
Altoona in the 192('s, but he does not discuss people living in Bay Center or Dahlia. In
addition, most of the individuals both Mr. Mechals and Mrs. Troeh mention are relatives.
Their interviews do not contain new information which would show Bay Center and
Ilwaco Chinooks interacting during the 1920's and 1930's. The sum total of their
interviews would seem to indicate that the number of contacts with Chinooks who were
not part of one’s own families had typically diminished.

Visiting before 1940 was longer, perhaps because of traveling difficulties. Tim
Tarabochia states:

My mother and father used to sell their fish to Sammy Pickernell for years

in Bay Center. My mother (and father) stated before that Lydia and James

Goodell used to take off an visit Lydia’s Indian relatives in Bay Center.

Sometimes they would be gone about 2 weeks. . . .They used to have to

catch a boat from Dahlia to Chinook or llwaco and go up through Willapa

Bay by another boat to Bay Center. There were no roads in Brookfield, i
Pillar Rock or Dahlia unti] about 1948. All travel was by boat. Some by ‘
Horse on trails. ¥

The decrease in Chinook contacts is described especially by those Chinook who had
moved to Portland, Seattle or other Northwest locales. Many only visited relatives during
the summer to fish.*> One woman who grew up in the 1930's in Aberdeen, Washington
says that she visited in Bay Center *‘lots of relatives and friends of my mother,” rather than
saying that she visiled her own friends. She says that she attended the “pioneer Picnic™”!
in Bay Center each summer. She traces her connections to the Chinook community at
Bay Center through her parents. She does not describe them as connections of her own.*
The Great Depressicn and gas rationing in the 1940's significantly cut into the amount of
visiting her family ‘was able to do.

For example, one man describes how the death of his Chinook mother cut him off from
his Chinook family. About growing up in Portland after her death, he says,

% “Declaration...of Timothy P. Tarabochia, In Support of Chinook Indian Tribe Petition For Federal
Acknowledgment” July 25, 1998. Tim’s grandmother was born in 1895; his parents in the teens.

3% “Affidavit of Chief Cliff Snider”, Nov. 22, 1997.
1 This picnic is for the descendants of early white settlers. (
*? Beatrice Disney, “Questionnaire,” n.d., perhaps date of fax Oct. 8, 1997.
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1 then sort of lost my Indian connection but I did continue to visit my
uncles who moved to Skamokawa and my cousin Phyllis in Eden Valley.”®

As a young adult in the 1940’s, this man reconnected with his Indian heritage:

Then it was five years at Oregon State where I acquired the mickname of
“Chief Floating Feather” as a split end receiver. My Indian identity was
reestablished. . . I spent 31 years coaching and teaching at three different
high schools two of them had Indian names. (Molalla and Clackamas).
Upon ray retirement the community renamed the Clackamas Football
Stadium “Chief Snider Field.”*

In the 1960's, he says that he visited relatives on the Quinault Reservation. By the 1970's,
this man had tecome involved in the Chinook Indian Council. By the 1950's, the
interviews describe interactions with other Chinooks who are not immediate relatives as
rare and remarkable. Their entrée to other Chinook, for many of those interviewed, is
through their parents and grandparents, rather than their own personal experiences.

1953 - Present. The Proposed Finding did not find that evidence had been presented to
show that the petitioner met (b) after 1980. This finding extends that date to 1950. The
petitioner argued that, the petitioner met (b) in 1953, based on residential patterns alone.”
They claimed that a very large percent of the 1952 membership lived in Chinook
“aboriginal territory.” The percentages claimed by the petitioner appear to be inaccurate.
Even if one accepts that roughly one-third of the petitioner’s members continue to live in
Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties, this is not a pattern that in itself demonstrates that the
petitioner meets criterion (b).

The PF suggested a number of research avenues the petitioner could follow including
demonstrating that “‘the petitioner’s members associate with each other on a regular basis;
that the social interaction is across family lines; that the members interact with each other
more commonly than they do with outsiders; that the social interaction in significant and
involves mos: of the membership,” and so forth.>

Then Chairman Timothy Tarabochia in July of 1998, submitted a packet of information
_entitled “Update and Evidence of continuing Modern Community Activities and Decision
Making since the BAR Chinook Site Visit in 1994.*7 This packet of information
included documentation concerning the activities of the petitioner since 1994, but did not

33 “Affidavit of Chief Cliff Snider,” Nov. 22, 1997, p. 4.
3% “Affidavit of Chief Cliff Snider,” Nov. 22, 1997.

33 PF Summary Under the Criteria, p. 20.

36 PF Summ ary Under the Criteria, p. 21.

37 There are no exhibit numbers on this submission.
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include significant documentation concerning 1950 to 1994. The documentation included
a few thumbnail sketches published in the petitioner’s newsletter, “Tillicums.” Many of
the activities appear 10 be a result of Chairman Tarabochia’s push to better organize the
CT and enhance governance. Newsletter articles ran on their new enrollment and election
rules; news of births, deaths and marriages, reports of CT meetings and profiles of their
counci] members. However, a dearth 6f Community participation, small groups allying
themselves to make their voice heard, and obscure modes of decision-making, do not
necessarily show a lack of community, as many communities, both Indian and non-Indian,
function the same vway today. Moreover, the Tribe was sufficiently organized during this
period to pursue its claim before the Indian Claims Commission, and participate in the
preparation of a judgment role, although the claim has not yet been paid. Further, the tribe
has pursued this petition since the late 1970's and created a tribal roll, all of which
requires social interaction to some degree.

Evidence not accepiable 1o demonstrate (b) for the petitioner at Bay Center and for the

petitioner as a whole (Bay Center/Dahlia/Chinook). Other evidence indicates that the

Charley family, which has no descendants in the current petitioner, was probably not a

part of the Chinook descendants’ social sphere defined by the coverage in the gossip

columns and the cernetery layout. Although the activities of George and Roland Charley

and other members of that family received significant press coverage during the 1920's

when Charley led a fishing dispute and litigation over fishing rights at the Columbia’s

mouth, there was still no evidence that the forty or so individuals referred to in news ‘
articles and court testimony in the 1920's, overlap to a significant degree with the Bay t\
Center social network sphere defined above, which is ancestral to this petitioner.

The Iist of individua's testifying in the litigation included two men from Ilwaco who have
descendants in the curtent petitioner. These men were elderly and testified about
witnessing fishing at Peacock Spit and in the early days, rather than actually fishing
themselves in the 1920's.  Several Charley’s and others living on the Shoalwater Bay
Reservation also testified. The Charley family lived at Georgetown, across Willapa Bay
and the Willapa River mouth from Bay Center. This was a reservation at the time, and it
still exists as the Shoalwater Bay Tribe, a federally recognizid tribe.

Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (b)

Evidence submitted by the petitioner in response to the Proposed Finding supports

continuous significant social interaction between the Indians living in Bay Center and the

Chinook descendants concentrated in Dahlia or Ilwaco between 1880 and 1950. The

social interaction in the 1930's and 1940's appear to be based on relations that were

established during earlier periods. However, it rests primarily in the older generation. As

people who had been closely connected as children and young adults in Chinookville or

Bay Center died, the succeeding generations interacted less often and intensely until the

community of Chinock descendants became indistinguishable from the rest of the

population. The evidence which is available from 1880 to 1950 1s sufficient to show that ,
the petitioner, as a whole, meets criterion 83.7b) for that time period. However, after (
1950, the evidence of social interaction consists mostly of tribal efforts to pursue legal and ‘
political objectives. Despite the petitioner’s failure to respond more effectively to the AS-
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1A’s concerns regarding the post-1950 period, the AS-1A nevertheless finds evidence of
social interaction at a level sufficient to meet criterion 83.7(b) has been presented by the
petitioner.

As an alternative basis for this positive determination, the petitioner was previously
recognized in the 1925 statute. Under 25 C.F.R. § 83.8(d)(2) there 1s only the necessity to
show a present community. The PF found that the Bay Center community did meet the
requirements of community in 83.7(b), and the tnbe’s current organization to pursue its
legal and political objectives is adequate to meet criterion 83.7(b).

CRITERION C

83.7(z) A statement of facts which establishes that the
petitioner has maintained tribal political
influence or other authority over its members as
an autonomous entity throughout history until
the present.

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding (PF) found that a historical Chinook tribe or bands maintained
tribal political influence over its members as an autonomous entity through the treaty
negotiations of 1855. It also found that the evidence did not show that the petitioner was
an entity that had maintained such political influence since that time. While there was
some evidence of Jocal leadership at various times, the evidence did not show that any
leaders had exercised political influence over the petitioner’s ancestors as a whole.
Therefore, the petitioner did not meet critérion (c) from 1856 to the present (PF
Summary, 36).

In order to meet criterion (c) for the Final Determination, the petitioner needed to provide
evidence to show that it has been a continuously existing entity that has evolved from the
historical Chinook tribe, and that it has maintained pdlitical influence or authority over
its members since the treaty negotiations of 1855.

Comment

In its response to the Proposed Finding, the petitioner submitted arguments by its
attorney and researcher, and copies of historical documents. However, the petitioner did
not make a specific argument of how the evidence showed that it met criterion (c). Nor
did the petitioner specifically identify or label the new exhibits that it considered relevant
to criterion (¢). The historical documents submitted by the petitioner took the form
mostly of copies of the correspondence of Federal officials from the National Archives
and copies of articles from local newspapers.

In general, new evidence or new information about political processes and political
influence ameng the petitioner’s ancestors is sparse in the new exhibits. The new

- '71 -

CIT-V001-D007 Page 75 of 247



Chinook: Final Detcrmination - Summary under the Criteria

documentation is not directed at the time periods for which the Proposed Finding noted a
lack of evidence, or at the issues raised by the Proposed Finding about the lack of
evidence of political influence within the petitioning group over time. Most of the new
exhibits describe the activities of the Federal Government. The pétitioner’s new exhibits
focus on correspondence by the superintendent of the Taholah Agency during the late
1920's and early 1530's about fishing and allotment litigation relating to the Quinault
reservation, and meetung minutes from the 1950's relating to the claims case on behalf of
the historical Chinook tribe against the United States before the Indian Claims

Commission.

Political Influence tefore 1856. The Proposed Finding concluded that, “[t]he evidence
that the petitioner’s Lower Band of Chinook ancestors continued to live in exclusive
Indian villages until at least 1854 was sufficient to demonstrate that the petitioner met
criterion (c) (PF Surnmary, 27). That finding assumed that “exclusive Indian villages”
maintained traditional patterns of political authority. The Proposed Finding also
concluded that the cvidence that Chinook headmen had “negotiated treaties with the
Government in 1851 and 1855” was sufficient to demonstrate that the petitioner met
criterion (c) for that time period (PF Summary, 27). That finding concluded that the
Government ascribzd political authority and sovereignty to Chinook bands by negotiating
treaties with them. That finding also assumed that the authority of leaders to conduct
treaty negotiations was evidence of the existence of political influence and authority over
a historical village, band, or tribe.

Political Influence, 1856-1925. The Proposed Finding concluded that, “[t}he four
decades following these unsuccessful treaty negotiations are almost barren of evidence of
Chinook tribal political activity or leadership.” It added that the available evidence “does
not demonstrate that there were leaders who exercised political authority over the group
as a whole in the late-19th century. . . .” The Proposed Finding specifically noted the
lack of “‘any examples of political activity or leadership by Chinook descendants living
aJong the Columbia River. . ..” (PF Summary, 27).

The petitioner’s new evidence for the period between the 1850's and 1920's consisted of a
few reminiscences of pioneer settlers. These accounts provide little first-hand '
observation and mostly contain historical generalities about the Indians and Indian
culture that existed at the time the non-Indian settlers arrived in the area. One account
did name two historical chiefs. These articles did not provide any specific accounts of
Chinook tribal political activities, or even specific references to Chinook tribal leaders
during the late-19th century. '

This is not particulerly surprising, and is not fatal to.the petition, for several reasons.

First, the petitioner points out that political organization for the Chinooks, even prior to

1855, was based more in family groups than in central tribal chiefs, and one would not

expect them to depert from that pattern in the post-treaty era. Second, after the 1851 and

1855 treaty negotiations, the United States thought its business done with the Lower

Chinooks, displaced them from their ancestral lands, and ignored them until the early ‘
1900's, save the Executive Order of 1873. Third, the United States was pursuing a '
systematic policy o’ attempting to destroy the influence of traditional tribal leadership.
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Under these circumstances, the AS-1A will not ask too much in the way of documentary
evidence of pclitical influence. Most telling, though, is the fact of Federal legislation
concerning the Chinooks in 1911, 1912, and 19125, and the considerable congressional
attention to the Chinooks at the turn of the 20th century. Given the nature of Federal
Indian policy in this period, it seems most unlikely that such legislation was in response
to individual Chinooks acting alone, or the simple largesse of the United States. Far
more likely 15 that the organized and persistent entreaties of the Chinook leadership,
whether formzlly empowered or otherwise, resulted in these congressional responses.
Significant tco is the ongoing social interaction among the communities of the petitioner
found above n this FD. Therefore, the AS-1A f'mds the evidence adequate to meet
criterion 83.7(c) through 1925.

As an alternalive basis for this finding, the AS-]A also finds that the unambiguous prior
Federal recogmtion of the petitioner in the 1925 Act is conclusive on this issue, and the
petitioner meets criterion 83.7(c).

Political Influence, 1925 - present. The Proposed Finding and Anthropological

Technical Report credited George Charley, chief of the Shoalwater Bay Reservation,

with leadership of some Indians living in Bay Center as well as on the reservation during
the 1920's. George Charley died in a fishing accident in 1935. The new exhibits
submitted for the Final Determination add little of substance to what was known of
Charley’s activities from the documentary record for the Proposed Finding. His activities
were described in some detail in the Anthropological Technical Report (PF ATR, 30,
93-96).

The petitioner has provided documentation of political Jeadership and influence almost
exclusively about George Charley. This evidence consists mostly of the correspondence
of the superintendent of the Taholah Agency who was advocating and helping to prepare
litigation on behalf of George Charley and his fishing crew, plus some clippings of local
newspaper articles about that litigation. The correspondence of Superintendent Sams
made it clear that he was working to protect the alleged fishing rights in the Columbia

‘River of the fe derally recognized Quinault and Shoalwater Bay Indians, many of whom

lived in Bay Center, not the fishing rights of off- rese?vanon individuals of Chinook
ancestry.

The Proposed Finding noted that it could not substantiate the petitioner’s contention that
the Chinook had formed a formal organization in June 1925 (PF Summary, 29). No
contemporaneous evidence supports that claim. Chinook descendants did meet, however,
in April 192 to choose representatives to sign a contract with an attorney to bring a suit
in the Court of Claims, as recently authorized by Congress. A new exhibit shows that a
Cathlamet newspaper was aware that such a meeting would be held. No other new
exhibit refers to any political activity or organization until 1931, when president Myrtle
Woodcock presented a resolution about the claims case to the Commissioner of Indian

Affairs.

The Proposed Finding reported that the record contained no contemporaneous evidence
that meetings: of Chinook descendants were held between 1931 and 1951, though the
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petitioner maintains that such meetings were conducted. Nor was there contemporaneous
evidence to suppor: the claim that Myrtle Woodcock had been president of an
organization during those years. There is some evidence of the existence of 2 Chinook
claims organization in the vears between 1925 and 1931, though there is no evidence
describing how a political process within a group of Chinook descendants actually
functioned prior to 1951.

The AS-1A concluces that the PF insufficiently analyzed the claims organizations. They
were not merely paper creations of lawyers wanting to recover large contingent fees
when the claims were won. They were transitional political groups, which gave an
opportunity for the Chinook people to coalesce around a central goal. Although at first
voluntary organizations, they were only open to persons who could show a degree of
Chinook blood, and they all proved to be precursors of the formalized, complex, political
organization the petitioner now reflects. Moreover, the Chinook’s first, rather
rudimentary organization was not confined to claims, but were also involved 1n health
issues, union organizing and fishing issues. Chinook Historical Technical Report, p. 47,
Chinook Anthropolagy Technical Report, pp. 93-97. Clearly the Chinook were looking
to improving their vielfare by improving their organization. After passage of the 1946
Indian Claims Commission Act, there was a formal “Chinook Tribal Council,” formed in
1951, which split into two factions in 1953. Chinook Historical Technical Report, pp.
55-57; Chinook Anthropology Technical Repor, pp. 98-100, 103-114. Although the two
" groups were at first concerned primarily with the claims case, the constitutions adopted
by the two factions ‘were governmental in nature, and were not confined to pursuing
litigation. Chinook Historical Technical Report, p. 59. For example, the Chinook Tribes,
Inc., concerned itself with the handling of human remains and artifacts, and expressed an
interest in further archzlogical investigation of their past. Chinook Historical Technical
Report, p. 61; Chincok Anthropology Technical Report, pp. 126-129-. This activity has
continued to the present-day, although now the focus is on tribal recognition. In
organizing to suppoit their claims, the Chinook grew from an embryonic political entity,
mobilizing its memters and their resources for a group purpose, and even the internal
factionalization provided in 25 C.F.R. § 83.7(c)(1)(v) has not been absent. Coupled with
the overarching fact that the Chinook were legislatively recognized on two occasions, the
political influence criterion, section 83.7(c), has been met in‘the judgment of the AS-1A.

The Proposed Finding concluded that a formal Chinook organization was created in 1951
soon after a petition had been submitted to the Indian Claims Commission (PF Summary,
30). It also found that the Chinook council split into two organizations by 1953. This
split lasted until 1953. The petitioner has submitted a number of documents relating to
these two groups during the 1950's. For the most part, this evidence was considered for
the Proposed Finding and was described in some detail in the Historical and
Anthropological Technical Reports. This documentation confirms that organizations
existed and held meetings during the 1950's.

Clifford Trafzer, the author of The Chinook, expressed his shock and “outrage” to hear
the petitioner recoun: that it had received “a negative finding based on a misinterpreted
statement found in my short survey of Chinook people” (Petitioner Ex. T). The
Summary under the Criteria for the Proposed Finding did not specifically cite Trafzer in
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its evaluation of criterion (c), so reliance on Trafzer’s book was not the reason the
petitioner failed to meet criterion (c) in the PF.

The Proposed Finding said, in its evaluation of criterion (a), that, “Trafzer concluded that
‘the Chinook no longer are a unified tribe.” He identified three contemporary groups of
Chinook in the 1980's: the Chinook Indian Tribe organization, the Wahkiakum Chinook,
and the Chinook on Shoalwater Bay” (PF Summary, 7). Trafzer’s reply states: “On the
issue of ‘unmified tribe,” what 1 meant by this statement was that there have been several
Chinook groups historically based on village and area leaders. No one Chinook leader
could spcak for all Chinooks. . .. Neither the Chinooks at Shoalwater Bay or Quinault
can speak for :he Chinook people who remained on their sacred lands along the
Columbia” (Petitioner Ex. T).

Summary Conclusion under Criterion (c)

The record for this case lacks specific examples of an internal, informal political process
among the petitioner’s ancestors, or of political leadership or influence over the
petitioner’s ancestors as a group between 1855 and 1925. The congressional actions
directed at the Chinook in 1911, 1912, and 1925 indicate the influence of a political
entity that pursued tribal political and legal objectives from the turn of the 20th century
until 1925. The unambiguous prior Federal acknowledgment embodied in the 1925 Act
provides an zdditional, alternative basis for concluding that the petitioner satisfies
criterion 83.7(c) through 1925.

A claims organization existed in the late 1920's and early 1930’s that pursued the legal
and political objectives of the petitioner as a group. The claims organizations were
transitional tribal governing bodies, and the evidence shows an evolving political
structure, which, paradoxically, is confirmed by the factional split between 1951 and
1958. There is evidence for the years between 1951 and 1970 that two organizations

_were active 1o pursue a claims case, agains providing a structure that pursued the group

political and legal goals of the tribe. An examination of their organic documents show
that the clains groupings were concerned with matters of wide-spread interest affecting
the community as a whole, and were not merely instrumentalities for the pursuit of
claims. During recent decades the petitioner has had.a formal political organization.

Therefore, the available evidence demonstrate that the petitioning group, at present, and
continuously since the years immediately after 1925, has exercised political influence
over its members from historical times until the present. For this reason, the evidence is
sufficient to show that the petitioner meets the requirements of criterion 83.7(c).
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CRITERION D

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 criteria and the procedures through
which the group currently governs its affairs and
its members.

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding concluded that the petitioner met criterion (d). The petitioner
submitted a certified copy of its constitution which was dated June 16, 1984. The
constitution described the membership criteria, the election of officers, the duties of the
officers and genera. membership meetings. The petitioner also submitted a membership
ordinance dated June 20, 1987, which replaced Section 2 of the 1984 constitution.

Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (d)

The AS-1A concludes that the petitioner meets criterion 83.7(d).

CRITERION E

83.7(e) A list of all known current members of the group
and a copy of each available former list of
members 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. ‘

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding (PF) found that the petitioner had submitted a membership list
dated July 8, 1995, which was certified by the CIT/CN council as being accurate and

complete. There were 1,566 names of living members on the list. The petitioner also
sent membership lists dated 1953, 1981, 1983, 1987, and 1994.

The PF concluded that approximately 85 percent of the 1995 membership list descended

from either the Wahkiakum, Willapa, Kathlamet, or Lower Band of Chinook or the ’
Clatsop tribe of Indians who were treated by the Federal Government in 1851. It also (o
found that 15 percent of the petitioner’s membership descended from Rose LaFramboise, SR
a métis woman for whorn there was conflicting information regarding her parentage and
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Chinook descent. The PF also concluded that although she may not have been Chinook
by descent, that she was connected through her in-laws to the Chinook families, and lived
near other Chincok descendants. She appeared 10 have been accepted as a part of the
Chinook community in which she lived. However, the PF also stated that the
descendants of Rose LaFramboise did not meet the group’s own membership criteria, and
suggested that the petittoner submit evidence to establish her Chinook descent or i
evidence that the council had resolved the conflict between the enrollment ordinance and

the group’s actual practices.
The PF concluded that as a whole, the petitioner met criterion (e).

Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (e)

The petitioner did not provide an up-date of its 1995 membership list; however, it still
meets this criterion. Should the petitioner become acknowledged, it will need to make
current its membership list by removing the names of any deceased members, adding the
names of the children born since 1995, and making any other minor corrections that may

be necessary.

The petitioner submitted notes from Charles Roblin’s interviews in 1917 with members
of the LaFramboise, Ero, and Durival families. However, none of these notes identified
the parents of Rose LaFramboise, or provided evidence not already reviewed in the PF.
The petitioner did not submit evidence of council action regarding adopting these Rose
LaFramboise descendants or otherwise clarifying its actual membership practices.

Although there is still a question about the actual Chinook descent of Rose LaFramboise,
the Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation has provided sufficient evidence that its
membership as a whole descends from the historical lower Band of Chinook, the
Wahkaikum, Willapa or Kathlamet bands of Chinook. The AS-IA concludes that the
petitioner as a whole meets criterion 83.7(e).

CRITERION P

83.7(f) The membership of the petitioning group is
composed principally of persons who are not
members of any other North American Indian

tribe.

Proposed Finding

The Proposed Finding concluded that 5 percent of the petitioner’s members were enrolled
in the Quinault tribe. However, the petitioner was principally composed of persons who
were not members of any federally acknowledged North American Indian tribe.

Therefore, the petitioner met criterion 83.7(f).
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Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (f)

The Quinault Indian Nation submitted a copy of a 1998 enrollment report listing the
members of that tnbe. The BIA compared the names on the enrollment report with the
petitioner’s membership and found that slightly more than 8 percent of the CIT/CN
membership were also members of the Quinault Nation. There is no evidence that the
petitioner is principally composed of members of a federally recognized tribe. The
petitioner’s constitution did not address the issue of dual enrollment in federally
acknowledged tribes.

The AS-IA concludes that the petitioner meets the requirements of criterion 83.7(f). This
conclusion does not suggest in any way that the fact that some of the petitioner’s
members are allottees on the Quinault Reservation vests in the petitioner any
governmental authority whatsoever over the Quinault Reservation. Tribal authority on
the Quinault Reservation is vested exclusively in the Quinault Indian Nation.

CRITERION G

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

Proposed Finding

In 1954 Congress pzssed the western Oregon termination act that applied to all historical
tribes and their individual members prohibiting the establishment of a Federal
relationship. Because the Claisop Tribe was identified as being south of the Columbia
River, in western Oregon, a Federal relationship with members of the petitioning group
that descend solely from their Clatsop ancestors are prohibited from receiving Federal
services because of their status as Indians. This prohibition did not apply to the members
of the petitioning group who have mixed Chinook and Clatsbp ancestry. It affects only
about 3 percent of the petitioner’s membership.

The Proposed Finding (PF) concluded that because the petitioner claimed to be the
successor to the Lower Band of Chinook of Washington State, and because a large
majority of its memters traced their Indian ancestry to that historical tribe or band, the
petitioner, as an entity, was not the subject of congressional legislation which has
expressly terminated or forbade the Federal relationship. Thus, with the reservation that,
if acknowledged, a few of the petitioner’s current members who trace their ancestry only
to the historical Clatsop Tribe would be forbidden Federal services as Indians, the PF
concluded that the petitioner met criterion (g).

Summary Conclusion Under Criterion (g) [

The Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation provided evidence in that it has not been
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terminated by congressional legislation and with the exception of the 3 percent o the
membership who are exclusively Claisop descendants, the petitioner’s membership has
not been forbidden a Federal relationship. The AS-1A concludes that the petitioner meets

criterion 83.7(g).

FINAL DETERMINATION

The AS-1A therefore concludes that the petitioner meets all seven of the criteria and
should be federally acknowledged. Were it not for the efforts of the BAR and others in
the Depaniment, the AS-1A could not have made a positive determination on this petition.
BAR’s efforts 10 organize and analyze the disjointed presentation of information by the
petitioner made an orderly review by the AS-1A possible. The petitioner exhibited a
misunderstanding of the nature of unambiguous prior Federal recognition, and its
submissions afler the PF were in large part unresponsive to the concerns expressed in the
PF. Were it nct for the acts of Congress in 1911, 1912, and most importantly, 1925, it
would not have been possible to make a positive determination on the evidence
presented. The strength of the genealogical information developed and analyzed by BAR
was also a telling factor. Thus, the petitioner’s criticism of BAR were unfounded; but for
BAR’s efforts, a positive determination would not have been possible. The evidence on
criteria (a), (b), and (c) was spotty and ambiguous for certain periods, and in the
judgment of the AS-1A, it was sufficient only when read in light of the three acts of
Congress noted above, and especially the 1925 Act.
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CRITERION (a) - A statement of facts establishing that the petitioner has been identified from historical times until the present on a substantially
continuous basis, as “American Indian” or “aboriginal” (25 CFR 83.7(a) [1978]).

Note: When revised acknowledgment regulations were adopted in 1994, the petitioner chose 10 be evajuated under the original reguiations adopted in 1978.

Summary of the Evidence: The Proposed Finding (PF) found that the “evidence showed outside identification of a historical Chinook tribe or band unti] 1855, or perhaps 1873, and
identification of several organizations of Chinook descenéants’since 1951.” It also found that the evidence did not show external identification of the petitioner from 1855 (o the present on a
substantially continuous basis. Therefore, the Chinook petitioner did not meet criterion (a). In order 1o meet criterion (a) for the Final Determination, the petitioner needed to provide '
evidence, at least, of external identifications of it as an entity between 1873 and 1951. According 1o the 1978 regulanions, acceptable evidence could consist of repeated identification of the
group by Federal authorities; or evidence of longstanding relationships with State governments based on identification of the group as Indian; or evidence of repeated dealings with a local
government in a relationship based on the group’s Indian identity; or evidence of identification as an Indian entity in courthouse, church, or schoo] records; or evidence of identification as an
Indian entity by anthropologists, historians, or other scholars; or evidence of repeated identification as an Indian entity in newspapers and books; or evidence of repeated identification and
dealings as an Indian entity with recognized Indian tribes or national Indian organizations. The petivoner did not specifically identify or label the new exhibits that it considered relevant 1o
criterion (a).

The petitioner has provided some new evidence that some individuals were identified as Chinook descendants. However, those identifications of individuals were not identifications
of a Chinook Indian entity. Several of the exhibits submitted for the Final Determination had previously been evaluated in the Proposed Finding, while many others were new documents
which added litde information to issues which had been described and evaluated in the Proposed Finding. In general, the new eXhibits either referred to individuals, rather than 1o a group as
required by the regulations. or referred to individual Chinook descendants who were allotiees on the Quinault Indian Reservation, although the Indians of the Quinault reservation were an
entity different from the petitioning group. The petitioner has failed to provide new evidence of identifications of a Chinook entity from 1873 to 1924, The petitioner has provided examples
of identifications of a Chinook claims entity in 1925 and 1927. That evidence, however, does not identify a Chinook entity on a “'substanually continuous” basis from 1927 10 1951,
Therefore, the evidence in the record does not show that the petitioning group has been identified as an Indian entity “from historical umes until the present” on a “substantially continuous™

basis.
Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / A nalysis Conclusion
1792- PF Summary. 4 Historical ravelers identified historical bands of The conclusions of the Proposed Finding In its response 1o the Proposed Finding, the Historical Chinook bunds
1850 Chinook Indians stand unless revised by new evidence. petitioner did not need to provide additional were identified by external
PF HTR, 7-14 evidence that historical bands of Chinook Indians observers prior 10 the
were identified prior 10 the 1850’ 1850's.

i\w/' "'w"{ ’\3,‘ b. J
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1851-1835

PF Sumimuary, 3

PF HTR, 15-20

The United States ncgotiated treatics in 1351 with
the Lower Band of Chinook and other bands of
Chinookan [ndians. In 1835, the United States
attempted to negotiate a treaty with the Chinook and
other tribes.

The conclusions of the Proposed Finding
stand unless revised by new evidence,

In tts response 10 the Propused Finding, the
petitioner did not need 1o provide additional
evidence that historical bands of Chinook Indians
were identified by treatv negotiations prior to 1853.

Historical Chinook bands
were identified by the
Governiment in 1851 and
1853.

nd.;
probably
refers to
1850's-
1920's

Letter from Julia Butler
Hansen to “Whom It May
Concern,” 6/10/1983
(Amelia 1998)

Letter from Julia Butler Hansen, State representative,
provides genealogical information on members of
the early Amelia, Scarborough, and LeClair families.
Hansen states that her mother was Mingo Amelia’s
school teacher. This is a briet summary of the
history and genealogy of the Scarborough tamily.

Samish amended FD 1993, 4, and
Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that
criterion (a) requires the identification of
an entity or group, not just tndividuals.

Although Tiansen was a State representative, this was
a private letter regarding what she knew of the
history and genealogy of her triends and former
neighbors. [t has individual genealogical data, but is
not the identification of a group. Mingo Amelia was
born in 1896, and his son was born in 1920. This
was not an official state recognition of a Chinook
entity in the early 1900's or when Hansen wrote the
statement in 1983,

Information about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

1855-
1870's

Newspaper article from
Skamokawa Eagle,
Wahkiakurn County
10/24/1901 (Ex. 1032)

Pioneer Ralph C.A. Elliott, b. 1826, recalls his
arrival in Cathlamet in 1853, where he met James
Birnie, who had a little store “and who had great
influence with the Indians.” Raiph and his brother
John took up donation land claims and settled at
Cathlamet. They knew Chief Skamokawa and Chicf
Quillis, who lived by hunting and fishing. Other
pioneer settlers are named, and a few Elliott family
members.

Elderly non-Indian residents of the aren
... recall the Choctaws as a constant
presence in the community (Jena
Choctaw PF 1994, 2-3), but also see the
principal applied in identification ot an
[ndtan entity by Federal authoritics
concerning claims: “Although it included
the HPL. .. it was a Potawatomi
descendancy claims roll and not
excliusively a description of the HPL”
(Huron Potawatnmi PF4)

This pioneer requmscence does not add to the
tindings of the Proposed Finding that there were
bands of Chinook and other Indians in Pacific and
Wahkiakum counties in the mud-1800's. This article
does not name the tribes Quillis and Skamokawa
belonged to or name any other members of the tribes,
so it i not clear what enuty was identified as having
existed in the mid-19th cenwury. The article does not
sy that a band of Chinvok Indiuans sull existed in
Cuthiamet or Skamokawa in {901 when the artcle
was written. This article does not change the
findings of the PE.

[nformation which does ot
identify an [ndian eauty
does not meel criterion {a}

Before
1880

Newspaper article
[handwritten on copy:
Raymond Herald. Pacific
County, 12/22/1921]
(Ex. 1060)

-Article, “Bush Writes About the Indians.” by L.L.

Bush. Very general descripuon of [ndian life in
western Washington when the pioneer settlers
arTived. States that the Indians were very friendly
with the whites, and quickly assumilated. “{do not
recall seeing a blanket Indian as late as 1880 The
only specific mention was, “The last of the very old
Indians of Shoalwater Bay died last week, over at
Taholah, the widow of Deaf George..."" [ age thought
to be close to 100]

1

m{urun Potawatomi PE, 4).

Eldertly non-Indian residents of the area
... recult the Choctaws as a constant
presence in the community (Jena
Choctaw PF 1994, 2-3), but ulso see the
principal applied in identification of an
[ndian entty by Federal authorities
concerning clatms: “Although it included
the HPL. ..t was a Potawatomi
descendancy claims roll and not
exclusively a descripton of the HPLY

This articte inade reterence o Chinook relations with
ploneers during white settierment of the Washington /
Oregon arex. This article was very generally written.
[t referred to a histerical Chinook tribe, but not o a
Chinook tribe continuing to exist in 1921,

This article provides a
vague identification of 4
historical entity at the time
of Lewis and Clark, but
does not extend an
identification of a historweal
tribe beyond the mid-19th
centuty.

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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County [handwritlen date,
7/28/1922) (Ex. 1061)

Not new evidence: see
similar article (1917) 1
Peutioner’s PF Ex 78

domestic life for the Indians in the 1870 1n very
general terms. Says that the Indian population has
been reduced from 200-300 10 two or three dozen.
Names only Bob "Solikie,” a “Satsop Indian” and a
resident of Georgetown Reservation. Says that, “The
Indians that lived here belonged 1o several tnbes, bui
principally the Chinooks, Saisops and Chehalis
tribes...”

presence in the community (Jena
Choctaw PF 1994, 2-3), but also see the
principal applied in idenufication of an
Indian entity by Federal authonues
concerning claims: “Although 1t included
the HP1. .. it was a Potawatomi
descendancy claims roll and not
exclusively a description of the HP™
(Huron Potawatomt PF, 4)

very general terms the historical Indian culture of
Pacific County. It referred to the Chinook tribe in
the past tense. 11 did not describe any of the current
{1922] population as continuing to live in tribal
relations. Bob “Solikie” 1s likely to have been Bob
Silackie, the Clatsop Indian who was among the
1881 assipneces at Shoalwater Bay Reservation
{Georgetown). See the PF Anthropological
Technical Report, Table 2 [p.45).

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Yssue / Analysis Conclusion
1860~ Manuscript aunibuted to Story of the Colbert House in Ilwaco belonging 1o Samish amended FID 1995, 4. and This is a secondary source that is helpful in showing Information about
E5 Catherine Herrold Troch the descendants of Aubichon and Mary Anne, the Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that wher a family of Chinook descent left Chinookville individuals does not meer
corcerning Colbert House cousin of Comcomly, Chinook. Includes a history of | criterion (a) requires the identification of | and moved to llwace. It confirms the time period criterion (a)
in liwaco, WA, but last Hudson Bay Company in the area and the family’s an enlity o1 group, not Justindividuals when old Chinookville was abandoned, and where at
page of story says Betsey move to French Prairie, OR, where they stayed until least one family went, but it does not identify a
Trick and Charlotte Davis 1866. Talks about in-laws and neighbors at French Chinook tribe after 1880.
of Hwaco furnished the Prairie, and a daughter and son-in-faw Petit who
information (Ex. 796) moved to Chinookvilic in 1866 10 set up a store. An
Aubichon granddaughter, Catherine, moved 1o )
Ilwaco in 1882, began to build their house, using
lumber from the SI Fouse at Chinookville. This
information was furnished by Betsy Trick and o
Charlotie Dawis, grand-daughters of Catherine Petit o
Colbert who was born in 1853 in Butteville, marmied
in ‘Astoria in 1870, moved to Chinookville in 1872,
and then to Hwaco in 1882, where they built the
house described in the article
1873 PF Summuary, 8 The Proposed Finding noted that a lstoncal The conclusions of the Proposed Finding A Chinook tribe was not explicitly mentioned by the | By implication, a hisiorical
Chinook tribe may have been identified, by stand unless revised by new evidence Executivé’Ordér of 1873, but can be considered 10 Chinook tribe was identfied
PFHTR, 21-22,41-42, 80 implication, by the Executive Order that expanded have been included by the reference to the other by the Government in 1873,
the Quinault reservation in 1873 “fish-eating tribes” of the Washington coast.
See PF HTR, 21-22,41-42, 80.
1877- Newspaper article, Article, “The Indians of Yesterday,” by Arthur E. Elderly non-Indian residents of the area This was not a contemporaneous identification from | This article provides a
1900's Raymond Herald, Pacific i Skidmore, a local 50-vear resident, describes .. recalb the Choctaws as a constani the 19" century, but a secondary source describing in | vague idenufication of u

historical entity ca the
1870's, but does not extend
an identification of 4
historical tribe beyond the
late-19th century. This
article does not meet
criterion (a).

R
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S4.

[ssue / Analysis

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Conclusion ;
1880's cu Deposition of Emma Millett | Emma Lucier, b. 1863, daughter of Sam Millett Some of the [third party] comunents Infornation from a member or ancestor ot the [nformation from a member ‘
Lucier, 4/24/1952 (Ex. 854) | [1833-1913}, was born at Kelso when her father was | which mentioned the ‘identity” of the petitioning group is not an identification by an or ancestor of the
fishing on the Cowlitz. Sam was a Kathlamet [ndian | petitioner referred to the petitioner’s own | external obsecver. This deposition cites no specific petitioning group does not
Not new evidence; see and was born on the Columbia River. Describes seif-identification, not to identtication by | dates, but from the mention of “*betore McGowan's meet the requirements ol :
Petitioner’s PF Ex. $30. Chinook “fishing around McGowan, WA, betore external sources under 83.7(a) (Matche-¢- | operations™ and Mr. Russell, it is probably referring criterton (a). |
See also: Luscier’s 1953 D.J. McGowan began his operations™ and *'[ saw be-nash-she-wish FD 1998, 7-8). to atime ca. 1880, Sam Millett died in 1913, This i
testimony in Ex. 606 [cited members of the Chinook Tribe working in the does not identify an [ndian entity in 1952 when the [nformation about
in PF as Luscier 1953}, oysters at Brucepoint.” Says she “knew Mr. Russell depusition was made, but 1s a recollection of individuals does not meet ‘
who paid the Indians for oysters with guns, dishes, Luscier's youth. criterion (4). :
hardware and traps.” “Many Indians were workiny I
at Willapa harbor, consisting of Chinook and See PF Historical Technical Report (HTR), 25, 52. ‘
neighboring tribes.” No dates given.

1880's ca. | Anonymous, undated, Brief account of the history and demise of N/A This article makes no mention ot who resided at Information which does not
reference article on Chenookville, which was located on the Columbia Chinookville in the late 1880's or statement that the identify an {ndian entity
Chenookville (Ex. 1134) River. “By the 1880's nearby McGowan Chinook Indians continued to live there does not meet criterion (a).

overshadowed the older settlement and erosion was

rapidly removing buildings trom the shrinking

beach.”
nd., Photograph of St. Mary's This photograph includes several people, but no one | N/A The PF Anthropological Technical Report, 62, refers | This photograph does not
ca. 1900 Church, McGowan, WA is named, and therefore it is not known whether thess to the petitioner’s assoctation with the Shaker meet criterion (a).

(Ex. 797)

Not new evidence; see
Peutioner’s PF Ex 208,

people are the petitioner’s ancestors. A hand-written
note on the photo says, “St. Mary's Church.

Chinooks [¢an't read] side Church 1880-1920." The

handwriting does not appear 1o be contemporary
the photograph, McGowan was at Scarborough's
!

Hand nlaas tha M H
280, QU0 G W8 LOWUmMSia &

Point and Point Ellice, near the village of
Chinook([ville}, Pacific County.

Church at Bay Center, but the petitioner did not
provide records from St. Mary's Church or other
sources 1o identify a community of Chirook [ndians
who aitended St Mary’s. 3ince this phoio does not
provide names of individuals, (t cannot be
detenuned drat Uity piciure [epresenls e ancesiors
of the petitioner. Even if all were ancestors, they
were only a fraction of all ancestors. This
photograph does not ideatify a Chinook entity.

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

lssue / Analysis

Conclusion

1900

Peutioner’s Exhibit K.
Beckham, 190K Census”

PF HTR, 25-30

PF HTR, Tables 1-3
Census 1900 {Federal
Pupulation Census,

microtiim T-623, RG 29,
National Archives)

In Extibit K, Beckham asserts that the 1900 Federal
census “confirms’ that “three primary Chinook
communities ¢xisted” (p.6). By this he means not
that contemporary census enumerators identified
such “commumues” in 1900, but that a modern
researcher can do so. Beckham lists 97 Indian
households on the 1900 census in two counties in
Washington State, and says that 76 households and
272 individuals were Chinook (p.11-32).

The Historical Technical Report noted the presence
of 333 descendants of the 1851 historical Chinookan
bands and 91 ancestors of the petitioner in 1900,
either on the Federal census in 90 househoids in
three counties of Washington und Oregon ot on the
Indian census rolls of four Indian agencies.

Samish amended FD 1995, 4 held that
evidence was not “relevant to eriterion (a)
because it deals with the identificaton of
individuals, while criterion (&) requires
external identification of the group’s
Indian idenuty.”

Huron Potawatomi PF 1995, 4, and
Maich-e-be-nash-she-wish PF 1997, 5.
accepted as evidence of an identification
of an Indian entity the explicit statements
on the 1880 census that “Here Ends thie
Indian Village, or Hamlet - of the
‘Patowatamses of Huron’,” or that
individuals were listed as residents of an
“Indian Colony.”

Beckham's discussion of the 1900 Federal census, in
Exhibit K, 1gnores the discussion of the 1900 census
in the Histoncal Technical Report prepared for the
Proposed Finding., The 1900 census evidence
submitted in Exhibit K was considered and analyzed
for the Proposed Finding. and is not new evidence
Beckhum hists Chinooks and other Indians without
noting whether they were ancestral 1o the petitioning
group. Beckham lists people considered by the
peationer to be Chinook descendants, not people
dentitied on the census as “Chinook” or as “Indian.”
In 1900, the census enumerators listed some of these
individuals as Indians, but did not refer to an Indian
community or group. The petitioner’s Exhibit K
does not show otherwise.

Becuuse the census lisied
individuals and made no
explicit reference, ot
tmplied reference, to an
Indian group, this census
classificaiton of some
individuals as Indians docs
not meet the requirements
of criterion (a)

12/27/1907

Newspaper article, South
Bend Journal, Pacific
County (Ex. 1038)

“Bills for Indians / Would Reimburse Indians {or
Lands Taken ... Fortunes for Local Siwashes if Bills
Pass -- Considerable Inierest Shown.” Senator
Fulton introduced three bills for final settiements
with Lower Band of Chinook, Wheelapa, and
Wahkiakum bands of Chinook for lands ceded by
Indians in the unratified treaties of 1851, No names
of leaders or members of the bands in 1907, and no
mention that there are tribes or bands existing in
1907. The article only mentions “beneficiaries.”

A descendancy roll, prepared by the
Michigan Agency, BIA, as the result of a
1978 decision on the Indian Claims
Commission, was completed in 1984
Although it included the HPI [Huron
Potawatomi Inc J it . ..
Potawatomj descendancy claims roll and
not exclusively a description of the HPI”
(Huron Potawatomi PF, 4).

was d

See the PF Historical Technical Report, 32-38, fora
discussion of these claims bills. This newspiiper
article doet noradd new information that would
show bands or a tribe of Chinook existed in 1907.
This article does not name any leaders or members,
or provide evidence that the beneficiaries of the bills
were part of a continuing tribal entity.

Because this article refers 10
historical tribes, rather than
o contemporary tribes o
groups, it does not meet
criterion (a) for 1907

177 /1908

Newpaper article, Columbia
River Sun, Cathlamet,
Wahkiakum County

(Ex. 1039)

“Money for Indians”. “Senator Fulton has
introduced three bills which are of great interest 16 a
number of people residing in Wahkiakum and
Pacific counties. These bills provide for final
settlement with three bands of Indians living in the
state of Washington along the lower Columbia
river.” The rest of the article is essentially the same
as the 12/27/1907 article in the South Bend Journal
|Ex. 1038}

A descendancy roli, prepared by the
Michigan Agency, BIA, as the result of u
1978 decision on the Indian Claims
Commission, was completed in {984
Although it included the HPI [Huron
Potawatomi Inc.}it. . .
Potawatomi descendancy claims roli and
not exclusively a description of the HPI”
(Huron Potawatonmu PF, 4}

wus a

l’
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The anicte implies that @ number of people in Pacific
and Wahkiakum counties would benefit from these
bills. but does not name them or any organization
that might represent them (such as a tribe). See the
PF Historical Technial Report, 32-38, for a
discussion of these claims bills. This newspaper
article does not add new information that would
show bands or a tribe of Chinook existed in 190%
This article does not name any leaders or members,
or provide evidence that the beneficiaries of the bills
were part of a continuing tribal enuty.

Because this article refers 1o
historical tribes, rather thun
o contemporary tribes oy
groups, it does not meet
critenion (a) for 190%.
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1/28/1908

Newspaper article, South
Bend Journal, Pactfic
County (Ex. 1041)

“Chinook Claim Basetess / Garfietd says Agreetment
to Buy Their Land Never Rautied™: Secretary
Garfield reported to Congress that there was no
foundation for claims by the Neu-Que-Clah-
Wasauck band of Chinook of Oregon or the
Wheelapa and Waukiakum bands of Chinook in
Washington. He said “all those [ndians ... have died
or intermarried,” except the Chehalis who have a
reservation.

A descendancy rotl, prepared by the
Michigan Agency, BIA, as the cesult of a
1978 decision on the [ndian Claims
Commission, was completed in 1984,
Although it included the HPI [Huron
Potawatomi Inc.}it. .. wasa
Potawatomi descendancy claims roll and
not exclusively a description of the HPL”
(Huron Potawatom: PF, 4).

This article may have little appiicability to the
petitioner. The Proposed Finding found that about
82 percent of the CIT/CN membership descends
from the Lower Band of Chinook. Only about

4 percent of the membership descends from Willapa
ancestors #and about 8 percent from Wahkiakum and
Kathlamet ancestors (PF Genealogical Technical
Report, 17-18, 21). See the PF Historical Technical
Report, 32-38. for a discussion of these claims bills.
The Secretary denied the contemporaneous existence
of these Chinookan bands.

Because this article did nut
idznuty contemporary
Indian groups or entities, it
does not meet criterion (a)
for 1908.

2/13/1908

Newpaper article, Columbia
River Sun, Cathlamet,
Wahkiakum County

(Ex. 1043)

“Money for [ndians”: Congressiman Cushman
introduced a bill to provide payment “to the Indian
tribes designated for lands transterred to the
government” [by unratified treaties of 1851]): the
Lower Band of Chinook, Wahkiakum and Wheelapa
bands.

A descendancy roll, prepared by the
Michigan Agency, BIA, as the result of a
1978 decision on the [ndian Claims
Commission, was completed in 1984,
Although it included the HPI [Huron
Potawatomi [nc.] . ..
Potawatomi descendancy ctaims roll and
not exclusively a description of the HPL”
(Huron Potawatoan PF, 4).

wis d

See the PF Historical Technical Report, 32-38, for a
discussion of these claims bilts. Thts article does not
add any new information that shows a Chinook tribe
or band continued to exist in 1908, No leaders or
members arz narmed or referred to in the article.

Because this article refers to
historical tribes, rather than
10 contemporary tribes or
groups, it does not meet
criterion (a) for 1908.

T15/1910

Newspaper article
[handwritien on copy: South
Bend Journal, 7/15/1910)

0

* H. H. Johnson, [ndian Agent in charge of all
Indians in Southwestern Washington, was here
Thursday on his way to visit the [ndians down the

bay.” He expects an increase in the Indian

population.

Grand Traverse Band PF 1979, 4, tound
that criterion (1) was not met by evidence
that Federal officials took a census of
Ottawa and Chippewa Indians in 1908
which soecifically included the Traverse

Band ot Indians.

This article is not specific to the Chinook but refecs
to all Indians in southwestern Washington. “Down
the bay” could refer to the Bay Center and Witlapa
Bay arcu. A gencral reference o Indians is notan

iAo f _ s
IGCRUGCALISH O a spedihic tiunan ety ot group.

Because this article does not
identity an Indian entity it

i does not meet criterion ().

7/122/1910

Newspaper arucle
[handwritten on copy: South
Bend Journal, 7/22/1910)
(Ex. 1052y

Anonymous items in “Bay Cenire” columa. Agent

Johnson from the Puyallup (ndian School “was here
Friday and Saturday taking the census.” The second
item menions Adam Hawks an Indian, who died at

Taholah was brought to 8C foc burial

Grand Traverse Band PF 1979, 4, found
that criterion (a) was not met by evidence
that Federal ofticiads took a census of
Ottawa and Chippewa [ndians in 190%
which specifically included the Traverse
Band of Indians.

Sumush amiznded FD 19935 4, and
Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that
criterion (a) requices the identificadion of

an entity or greup, not just individuuls

These two items trom the South Bend Journal

(Ex. t051, 1032) show that the Indian Agent was
taking a census of [ndians living at Bay Center.
Although this contirms what was already shown in
the Proposed Finding, o provides no new evidence of
the identification of a separate Chinook tribe or
enlity, except pechaps for the federally recognized
Shoalwater Bay tribe, which is not the petitioner.
The second et does not mention the tibe of the
deceused and refers w0 an individual rather than to an
entity.

[nformation about
individuals does not mect
criterion (a).
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Beckham, 71920 Census”
PF HTR, 31

Census 1920 {Federal
Population Census,
microfilm T-625, RG 29,
National Archives]

census showed that two settlement arcas, Bay Center
and Dahlia, “were distinctly Indian” (p.1). This s
Beckham’s judgment as a modern researcher. not the
Jjudgment of a contemporary observer in 1920,
Beckham lists 68 Indian hiouseholds on the 1920
census in two counties of Washington State, and says
that 65 households with 270 individuals were
Chinook (pp.7-23). Beckham notes that the census
enumerator in 1920 “identified part of the village |of
Bay Center] as ‘Indian Town'” (p.2).

The Historical Technical Report made the point that
the 1920 census identified an ““Indian Town" section
of Bay Center (PF HTR, 31). The Historical
Technical Report did not include a comprehensive
survey of Chinook descendants or ancestors of the
petitioner on the 1920 census.

evidence was not “relevant 1o critericn (&)
because it deals with the identification of
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
external identification of the group’s
Indian identity.”

Huron Potawatomi PF 1995, 4, and
Match-e-be-nash-she-wish PF 1997, 3,
accepted as evidence of an identification
of an Indian entity the explicit statements
on the 1880 census that “Here Ends the
Indian Village, or Hamlet - of the
‘Patowatamies of Huron’,” or that
individuals were listed as residents of an
“Indian Colony.”

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

Center nself.

ExhibitJ, 1gnores the mention of the 1920 census in
the Historical Technical Report prepared for the
Proposed Finding. Some of the 1920 census
information in Exhibit J is new evidence. Beckham
lists Chinooks and other Indians without noting
whether tMey were ancestral 1o the petitioning group.
Beckham hsts people considered by the petitioner to
be Chinook descendants, not people identified on the
census as "Chinook” or as “Indian.” This evidence
shows that in 1920 the census enumerators listed
some of these individuals as Indians.

The six “Indian™ households listed as “Ind:an Town”
in Bay Center constituted only a small percentage (6
of 68) of all the households of Chinook and other
Indian descendants identified by Beckham on the
1920 census. The stx households in “Indian Town”
were a minority (6 of 23) of the Chinook and othes
Indian houscholds identified bv Beckham in Bay

CIT-V001-D0O07 Page 90 of 247

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
92271914 | Leuer from Supt. 1o C1A Superiniendent at the Taholah Agency comments on | A reference 10 @ historical tribe 18 not an The 1914 claims payment was a per capita pavment Information about
(Ex. 813) an individual application for a fishing lease under the | identitication of a contemporary entity 10 the descendants of the historical bands of individuals doesnot neet
regulations of the Quinault Reservation. He notes Chinook. Payments were made to individuals jather criterion {(a)
that the individual applicant has applied for a share Match-e-be-nash-she-wish PF 1997 4. than 0 an Indian entity. The identification by the
of the funds to be paid 1o descendants of the held that: “The Taggart Roli which was claims payment was of a historical band in 1851, not
“Chinook band of Indians.” prepared by the BIA in 1904 as a of a contemporary Indian entity in 1914,
consequence of the Potawatomi claims
suil was nol, per se, an idennficaton of The 1914 annuity payment was discussed in the PF
the Allegan County Indian settlement, HTR, 4, 32-38.
although the members of the settlement
with Potawatomi ancestry were included
on i.”
1920 Petitioner’s Exhibit J: In Exhibit J, Beckham asserts that the 1920 Federal Samish amended FD 1995, 4, held that Beckhamn's discussion of the 1920 Federal census, in | This census classification of

some individuals as Indians
does not meet the
requirements of

criterion (a).

Although the census
enumerator’s reference to
“Indian Town” was an
identification of an Indian
group, it was not an
identification of the
petitioner as a whole
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S -

Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

N

Conclusion

LI/1171922

Per capita payment form for
Rose Gricks and related
documentation (Ex. 886-
892)

Voucher for per capita payment [Ex.886] to Rose
Gricks as a lineal descendant of the Lower Chinook
band. Letter by Superintendant Sams, 11/7/1922
[Ex. 887] suys that payment is due Gricks as “heir of
Mary Kelly and Judith D. Piers, deceased, for
inherited shares of per capita payment....”

A reference to a historical tribe 1s not an
identitication of a contemporary entity.

Match-¢-be-nash-she-wish PE 1997, 4,
held that: "The Taggart Roll which was
prepared by the BIA in 1904 as a
consequence of the Potawatomi claims
suit wis not, per se, an wdentitication of
the Allegan County [ndian settlement,
although the members of the settlement
with Potawatomi ancestry were included
onit.” '

The 1914 claims payment was a per capita payment
to the desceadants of the historical bands of
Chinook. Payments were made to individuals rather
than to an [ndian enuty. The identification by the
claims payment was of a historical band in 1851, not
of a contemporary [ndian entity in 1914 (or 1922).

The 1914 annuity payment was discussed in the PF
HTR. 4,32-38.

-
Information about
individuals does not meet
criterton (a).

10/8/1924

Letter from Taholah Agency
to C.B. Fitzgerald (Ex. 869)

Letter from Taholah Agency stating that there were
719 Indians “on Quinault,” but that less than 130
lived on the reservation, with the others scattered at
Bay Center, Seattle, Tacoma, Portland, and all over
the northwest. The agent does not have their
addresses. There are 490 “unattached Cowlitz
Indians™ under his jurisdiction, also scattered.

Snohomush PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomish} peutioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Resecvation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Burcau and other documents tn different
historical periuds do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. . . .

This report included Chinook descendants and many
non-Chinook individuals enrolled at Quinault.
References to the Quinault Reservation do not equal
references to the petitioner. The only specific tribe
mentioned as “unattached” is the Cowlitz. This
report does not give the same distinction to the
Chinook. This artcle is not evidence of the
idenditication ot a Chinook tribe at Bay Center or the
Columbia River or elsewhere.

[nformation which does not
identify an [ndian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

[ntormation about
indtviduals does not meet
crizerion (a).

1925-1931

Vital records (Ex. 828)

Three pages of births occurring between 1923 and

1928 “to parents Enrolled at Jurtsdiction,” and seven
ages with a cover sheet labeled: “Taholah Indian
y Unatigehed Indians, Deaths, exclusive of

109& F . tOYe
JAGLD HUNC T LU

deaths through 1931]. The actual heading for euch
page says: "State: Washington, Reservation:
Unenrolled Indiang, Agency or Jurisdiction:
Taholah,” but the next line says they are the deuths
of gnrolled [ndians {emphasts added|. The form for
the births and deaths is essentally the same: it lists
the individual's name. date of birth (or death),
whether a live birth (or age at death), gender, tribe,
ward of the government (yes or no), degree of Indian
blood, at jurisdiction where enrolled, or other
junisdiction, or elsewhere off reservation

Wil idoicy:

.

i I I
Line Cutily, tiviuues

Snohonush PE 1983, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomuish] petitioner, and the
ancesiors of ihe currens membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohonush tibe
Lascd o tie Tuiaitp Reseivauon. Thius
identitications of the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in diffecent
historical periods do not constitute
wdegttfication of the petitioner. .. "

An identification of an entity must apply
to the petitioner

The only individual in these records who was
“Chinook” died at Yakima. There is no known
connection between him and the petitioner. Others
who were of the “Quininlt” tribe are known trom
otiter records to have had Cninook descent. lLhree
Quinault children were born at Bay Center and four
of the Quinault deaths were ut Bay Center. At best
the designations ot Unattached, enrolled and
unenrulled are ambiguous. [t may mean that they are
atiotted, but not residents of the reservation,
Reterences to Quinault Reservation [ndians are not
synonymous with references to a Chinook tribe or to
the petitioner. This record does not identify a
Chinook tribe.

Information which does not
identify an [ndian snuty
does not meet eritecion {a)

Intoemation about
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

37131925

Newspaper article
[handwrtiien va copy: Scuth
Bend Journal, Pacific
County, 3/13/1925]

(Ex. 1096)

Anonymous article, “Indians Ask Federal Treaty
Ratification: Representatives Attend Meeting at
Marysville; Will Hold Big Tribal Meet /sic] in
Chehahis in June.” Mentions Jocal sepresentatives
Wilham Bailey and Samson Oliver of South Bend
who represent Pacific County Indians at the
Northwest Delegation of Indians Conference held at
Marysville, WA, where they, among others, have
started “perfecting their claims under the old
“Stevens” treaties. The article also announces an
upcoming meeting at Chehalis where the claims will
be presented. “Itis expected that practically every
member of the local tribes will be present at that
meeting.” Victor Johnson, principal of the school al
Tulalip, and his sister Myrtle Woodcock were
specifically mentioned. “A cash settlement was
made with the Chinook tribe in 1913, but 1t was
unsatisfactory to many of these because thev claim,
more of the tribal fund was withheld than
dispensed.”

“A descendancy roll, prepared by the
Michigan Agency, BIA. as the resultof 2
1978 decision on the Indian Claims
Commssion, was completed 1n 1984,
Although it included the HPI [Huron
Potawatomi Inc.at ...
Potawatomi descendancy claims roll and
not exclusively a description of the HPI”
(Huron Polawatomi PF, 4)

was g

The same principal applies 10 a
newspaper artcle that apphics 10 a
descendancy roll, if the anticle refers 1o
individuals in a geographical area that
includes Indians from other tribes,
including federally recognized tribes, 1t
cannot be assumed that the article refers
10 the peutioner.

The articte driefly reports a previous multi-tribal
meeting regarding claims and announces that the
Indians of Pacific County will be attending the next
nmieetng 10 pursue their claims. This appears to be a
mulu-tribal claims meeting. not a Chinook tribe
meeting. This article does not state that William
Bailey und Sampson Ohver and Victor Johnson and
Myrile Woodcock represent the Chinook tribe, or
that they were among the claimants in the 1913 case.
However, the 1914 annuity list shows Victor
Johnson and Myrtle J. Woodcock as recipients of
payment 10 the Lower Band Chinook, and from this
and other evidence that William Bailey was a
Clatsop descendant. Sampson Oliver was a non-
Chinook brother-in-law of Woodcock.

See also, PF HTR, 44.46, which discussed a similar
announcement of a newly formed claims
organization.

»

This report of a multi-tribal
meeting did not identify «
specific Chinook entity. and
therefore does not meet
Criterion (a).

4/9/1925

Newspaper article,
Columbia River Sun,
Cathlamet, Wahkiakum
County (Ex. 1099)

Anonymous articie, “Chinook Indians Afies
Alloiments,” says “The Chinook Indians expect 10
hold a meeting for the purpose of arranging business
affairs” 1o present o the lawyer who will represent
them in their claims case. “The meeting will be at
Bay Center.”

83.7(a)(6) | 1978]): evidence 1o be relied
upon includes “identification as an Indian
entity in newspapers.”

This article announces a claims organization

meeting. It does not name any leaders, so the group
cannot be linked speaifically 1o the petitioner. Its
reference 10 “arranging” business affairs may refer to
a new organizaton rather than a continuing one. 1t
provides only tentative evidence, at best, that the
people at Cathlamen were likely to have an interest in
a Chinook c¢laims meeting at Bay Center.

See PFHTR. 44-46, for an analysis of the claims
meeunys in thes era. The Proposed Finding noled
that a quarter-center after this claims activity the
Indian Clarms Commussion in 1958 accepted a
petition {from a “newly organized” Chinook group
(PF Sununary, 7).

This is a vague
identification of a group of
Chinook descendants in
1925

7

S

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-V001-D0O07 Page 92 of 247




Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (a)

S0 -

Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

[ssue/ Analysis

Conclusion

6/26/ 1925

Newspaper article, South
Bend Journal, Pacific
County [handwritien date,
6/26/1925} (Ex. 1101)

Similar to an llwaco
newspaper article of the
same date; see Petitioner's
PF Ex. 431 [cited in PF as:
[lwaco 1925].

See ulso: PF HTR, 52.

Anonymous article, “U. S. Prohibits Canby Seining,”
clatms that the salmon seines on Peacock Spit violate
the prior rights of gill-netters of the lessee of Sand
Point and are endangering hurman life. “Members off
the Chinook tribe of Indians, headed by Chiet
George Charley have been operating the grounds in
the interests of J. J. McGowan and Sons, salmon
packers.”

Snohowish PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomish] petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinet from the historic Snohounsh irnibe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identitications of the histonc tribe 1n
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. . ..

Thus artele’s reference t a Chinook tribe can be
assumed o be 4 reference to the federally recognized
Shoalwater Bay tribe, since George Charley was a
member and leader there. He was allotted at
Quinauit
concluding thag it was an identitication of an off-
reservation Chinook group. See the PF HTR, 52, for
an unalysis of identifications of George Charley as a
Chinook leader in the 1920's. The PF HTR noted
that during fishing rights litigation, “In his testimony
Charley referred to Chinooks and Chinook fishermen
as ‘they’ rather than "we'” (PE HTR, 32).

This article provides no basis for

This 1s an identification or'a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petittoner
To the extent that it refers o
some ancestors of the
pentioner’s members. il s
not an identitication of the
petitioner as a whole. This
article does not meet
criterion (a).

9/11/1925

Newspaper article, South
Bend Journal (handwritten
date, 9/1H/1925] (Ex. 1104)

See also: PFHTR., 32.

Anonymous article, “George Charley Makes Big
Hauls in Columbia; He May Go East,” refers to
Chartey as the Chief of the Willapa Bay Indians. [t
says that he und his sons “together with a number of
other local [ndians have been making drag seine

Pacific County.” He will probably make a visit to
Washington. DC, to check the status of the treaties
“under which he operates.”

hauls on Peacock Spit.”” Charley was also called “the
hereditary monarch of what is now the greater part of

Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomish} petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinet from the historic Snohomush tribe
bused on the Tulalip Reservation
identifications of the historic tribe tn
Bureau and other documents in ditterent
historical pertods do not constitute
identitication of the petitioner, . . ."

Thus

This article’s reference to the Willapa Bay [ndians
can be assumed to be a reference to the tederally
recognized Shoalwater Bay tribe, since George
Charley was a merber and leadec there. He was
allotted at Quinault. This article provides no basis
for concluding that it was an 1dentification of an off-
reservation Chinoox group. Chinuuok descendants
along the Columbia River apparently are excluded
by areference to Willapa Bay Indians. Thus the
whole petitioning group is not included in this
reference. See the PE HTR, 52, for an analysis of
identfications of George Charley asa Chm(mk

ieader in the i920's.

OMRITons

Taholah

Lartar fenm Sunt
e

Agency, to Col. TJ McCoy
in Wyoming (Ex. 870)

Not new evidence; see
Petitioner's PF Ex. 323.

lnn.-r h-/w-v (‘ ene rha
wloays e

Chehalis, bkokomn\h Cowluz Squaxin [stand.
Quinaielts, Quileutes, and Chinooks in his
jurisdiction live very much the way the whites do,
and did not participate in the habits of the plains
Indians ... names some leaders and the kinds of
houses they lived in, but does not mention o Chinook
leader.

reference to the specitic petitioning
group

A reference (o a historical tribe 1s not an
identification of a contemporary entity.

oot vlr\ f‘m! ’I‘l \A f‘m

Indmm to partictpate in a “Last Great (,ounui at lht_
Philadelphia Exposition in 1926 {sec McCoy's letter
10/6/1925, Ex. 871]. This letter provides no
identitication of a contemporary Chinook tribe or
leaders. This 1s a generie discussion of the
descendants of the historicul tribes within the
agency’s territory.
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This 15 an 1dentitication of a
federally recognized wribe
rather than the petitioner

To the extent that it refers o
some ancestors of the
petitioner’s metnbers, 1t
not an wdentification ot the
petitioner as a whole. This
article does not meet
critecion (a).
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Indian cuiture does not
identify a specific Indian
entity, and theretore does
not meet criterion (a).
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Rule / Precedent

Issue / A nalvsis

Conclusion

1W6/1925

Leter from Col. T. 3.
McCoy 1o Supt. Sums,
Taholah Agency (Ex. 871)

Letter inviting Indian leaders to participate in “Last
Great Council, and Historical Spectacle, Winning the
West” at the Sesquicentennial International
Expositon in Philadelphia

Same principle as seen under crierion
(b): The petiuon documentation inclades
references to the petitone s
p:lrllL‘lpalh)n AN dn U(gzmi’/ullun, in
commemorative events and pow-wows
Parucipation in public events such as
these. however, does not clearly function
us more than merely symbolic
identification of the group or orgamzanon
as Indian. 1t 1s not evidence in iself of
actual cultural beliefs or social
organization (Duwamish PF 1996, 10).

Thus 1s notan idenufication of 2 Chincok entity by
an external observer, but arequest from the

manaper / producer of a “Wild West Side-Show™
who wis contacting the various Indian agents (o
obtain individuals (0 parlicipate in the performance.
There 1s no evidence in the record that anyone
representing @ Chinook entity, or the petitioner,
participated,

A letier which does not
identfy an Indian entity
does nol meet Crierion (a).

4/2/1926

Newspaper article
thandwriten note: Rayrond
Herald, 4/211926)

(Ex. 1110)

Newspaper article, “Nina Calhoun Enters Indian
Queen Contest,” mnciudes the statement that, “Miss
Calhoun has the support of the Chinook Tnibe of Bay
Center.” Notes that Miss Calhoun and Myrtle
Woodcock were in Raymond soliciting votes.

Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and
Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that
criterion (a) requires the identification of
an entity of group, not just individuals

Although this articie is about an individual, it
contains a vugue reference 10 a “Chinook Tribe.”
Since Myrtle Waoodcock s mentioned in the article,
this may be u reference to a contemporary claims
organization in which she participated.

Bay Centet incfuded only @ portion of the
petihoner’s uncestors at this time, so a reference o
an Indian entity in Bay Center was not an
identification of the pentioner as a whole.

This article makes a vague
identification of an Indian
entity in 1926, To the
extent that 1t refers to some
ancestors of the petitioner’s
members, it 1s not an
identification of the
petitioner as a whole,

]

i‘v“n..,«..u)’
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Dute Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Lssue / Analysis Conclusion
17271927 Letter tfrom Supt. Sams 0 Letter from Sams contending that the Quinauit and Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that In this letter, Superintendent Sams expressed his This s an identification of
CIA (Ex. 912) Chinook tribes fished in the Columbia River before “the {Snohomish] petitioner, and the concerns for the tishing rights of the federally federally recognized tribes

and since the Quinault treaty of 1856. “There are ancestors of the current membecship, are recognized Quinault and Shoaiwater Bay tribes in his | rather than the petitioner.
from 40-50 [ndians, the majority enrotled with the distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe | jurisdiction. Elsewhere, George Charley was To the extent that it refers to
Quinaielts, who are in the habit of fishing tn the based on the Tulalip Reservanion. Thus identified as the chief of the federally recognized some ancestors of the
Columbia under the leadership of George Charley.” tdentitications of the historic tribe in Shoalwatgr Bay [ndians. This article provides no petitioner’s members, il s
The crew is hired by McGowan Cannery. Names Bureau and other documents in different basis for concluding that it identified an off- not an identification ot the
Charley's sons and refers to “other Bay Center historical periods do not constitute reservation Chinook group. See the PFHTR, 52, for | petitioner as a whole, This
indians,” all of them being enrolled and allotted on identification of the petitioner. an analysis of identifications of George Charley as a letter does not meet
Quinauft Reservation. Says a number of Indians Chinook leader in the 1920's. Thus letter was not a criterion {a).
residing on Quinault fish with George Charley description of the petitioner.
Reports that the [ndians have not been atlowed to
fish the grounds. Sams urges the U.S. Assistant
Attorney to “exert himself to the utmost to prevent a
loss of these fishing grounds to the Indians™ which
would cause a great hardship for the 50 [ndians and
their tamilies.

2/18/1927 | Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Indians Pow-Wow at South 83.7(a)(6) [1978]: evidence 10 be relied Ths article explicitly refers to a group of Chinook This article identified o

Raymond Herald, Pacitic
County (Ex. 1120)

Bend: U. S. To be Sued tor Taking Lands,” says that
about " 100 members of the Chinook Indian Tribe”
attended, including about 15 full-bloods, and many
“half-breeds” and many young people “dressed in the
latest mode who were almost unable to understand
the guttural Chinook that their elders were enjoying

~usifty again i iheir pow-wow.” LL. Bush {non-
[ndtan] of Bay Center attempted to run the meeting.
and aurted o Chairman and secrewry, but “general
discussion sutted the real Americans better.” George
Charley of Tokeland insisted on set fees for the
untimbered and timbered lands. “Old John Klip,”
once of Willapa harbor but now of Taholah. also
spoke. Peopie came trom as far as Portland and the
Quinault Reservation. “Arthur Griffin {attorney]
handling the claims ot 19 wibes in the state was
present Lo interview the old umers.”

upon includes “identification as an Indian
entity in newspapers.”

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

descendants. The basic topic of the meeting was
claims for Chinook lands. The description implies
that this was a meeting of Chinookan people.
Attendees, however, were not exclusive to the
petitioner. Other evidence does not establish
continuity between this claims organization and the
peiltioning organization. This description is of a
contemporary group. not necessarty ot a
conunuously exisung group.

The two tndividuals mentioned, George Charley and
John Klip [Clipp], are known trom other sources to
have been among the original allottees at Shoalwater
Bav Reservation. Charley called himsett Chehalis,
while Clipp was a Chinook -Chehatis Indian. The
chairman and secretary of the meeting are not
named. For a discussion of these claims activities,
see the PF HTR, 46.

group of Chinook
descendants, although not
necessarily the petitioning
group, 1n 1927,
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Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Leter from Supt. Sums
ClA (Ex. 977)

Letter from Superintendent Sums concerning
McGowan cannery suit “against George Charley and
a large number of our Quinault Indians to enjoin
them from fishing on the Columbia River.” Sams is
defending the rights of 40-50 Quinault Indians to fish
on the Columbia River, despite a restraining order by
McGowan. He refers 10 the Quinaults’ right 10 fish
as per the “memorandum decision rendered by Judge
Cushman in the case of Agnes Elliott et al. vs U.S.”
He asks for assistance in protecting the Indians’
treaty rights, and says it requires immediate

attention.

Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomish] petitioner. und the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tibe
hased on the Tulalip Reservation Thus
identifications of the historic tribe 1n
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitule
identificatuon of the petitioner. . .

This letier applied 1o the federzlly recognize

Indians of the Quinault and Shoalwater Bay
reservations who fished on the Columbia River under
George Charley, who was enrolled at Quinault and a
resident and leader at Shoalwater. This article
provides no basts for concluding that it identified an
off-reservation Chinook group. See the PF HTR, 52,
tor an analysis of identificanons of George Charley
as a Chinook leader in the 1920's

References to Quinault Reservation Indians are not
synonymous with references 1o a Chinook tribe or to
the petitioner.

This is an identification of a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitioner

To the extent that it refers o
Ssome ancestors Of the
petitioner’s members. 1t s
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a).

1/15/1928 | Telegram from Mason and William Mason and W_J. Garfield {leaders of the An identification of an entity must apply The only two names on this telegram are the two A document which does not
Garfield 1o U.S. Senate Quinault Indiansj claim BIA attorneys “are working 10 the petitioner. imen named by Sams in 1925 as Jeaders of the identify the petitioning
(Ex. 900) for outsiders, and against the tribe.” They ask the Quinault [see Ex. 870], who are protesting further group as an Indian enuty
Senate to tell the BIA attorneys to work for the atlotments on Quinault Reservation. Their telegram does not meet criterion (a)
interests of the tribe only. “These people asking does nol identity a Chinook Indian entity.
allotments are white or almost white people.” v
1/16/1928 § Letter from Supt., Taholah Letter from Superintendent at Taholah concerning Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that This letter does not appear 10 pertain to the This is an identificaton of 4

Agency, 10 ClA (Ex. 899)

executive order dated April 27, 1927, for allotting
land in Shoalwater Reservation to “certain children
and any other Indians entitled to allotments
according to the Act of 2/8/1887." Says that due to
the sale of timber lands, there is $15,150 in an
account for the Indians. He explains that, since the
reservation was set apart for the Georgetown Indians,
all of whom except three or four children “were
allotted on the Quinault Reservation, it would appear
that there are no Indians entitied 1o this money.” The
rest of the letter discusses allotments for the
grandchildren of George Charley, one of the original
Georgetown Indians. He had maintained tus
residence at Georgetown all his hie

Note: The letter ends abruptly: the second page ot
Ex. 899 does not match the {irst page of the leuer.

“the [Snohomish} peutioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinet from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic uribe in
Bureau and other documents in ditferent
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. .. .”

An idenufication of an entity must apply
to the petitioner.

petitioner. It concerns allowing and distributing
funds to Indians at Shoalwater/Georgetown
Reservation. George Charley is clearly shown to be
a resident of Georgetown and allotied there. His
grandchildsen mentoned in the letier are not in the
petitioner’s membership, The petinoner has not
shown how atlotments on Georgetown Reservation
demonstrate the exisience of a Chinook tribe in the
1920's. This lenter references individual members of
a federally recognized tribe, not the petitioner.

federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitoner. A
document which does not
refer to the petitioning
group does not meet the
requuements ot

criterion (a)
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Description

Rule / Precedent

[ssue / Analysis

Conclusion

Supt. Sams responds to the telegram of 1/15/1928
[Ex.900] by saying it is without toundation and
unjustified. Attorneys representing the U.S. put torth
every effort and he and Roblin attended the trials and
furnished all the evidence they could against the
efforts of the plainuffs to get allotments on Quinault.
The Quinault tribe was divided on the question of
whether or not the parties were entitled to allotments.

An identification of an entity must apply
to the petitioner.

This letter does not identity a Chinook Indian entity,
even it other documents would indicate that some of
the potential Quinault allotiees were of Chinook
descent.

See the PBHTR, 38-44, for a discussion of the
allotments on Quinault, 1905-1933.

A document which does not
identity the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (w).

Date Form of Evidence

172411928 | Letter from Supt. Sams to
CIA (Ex. 901)

1/26/1928 | Letter from Supt. to CIA

(Ex. 902)

Letter from the Superintendent asking that Mr.
Smiley, who works at the Agency and is an attorney,
be authorized to handle the case ot George Charley
tnvolving rights of members of Quinault Resecvation
to tish at Peacock Spit in the Columbia River.

Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomish] petitioner, and the
ancestors ot the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications ot the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in differeat
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner

This letter reters to a federally recognized tribe,
Other evidence shows that George Charley was
enrolled at Quinault and living on the Shoalwater
Bay Reservation. This letter does not mention a
Chinook tribe. References to Quinault Reservauon
[ndians are not synonymous with references to the
Chinouk tribe or to the petitioner.

This is a reference o a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petitioner
To the extent that it reters to
an ancestor of a few of the
petitioner’s members, it is
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a).
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2/3041928,
2/16/1928,
2/21/1928,
8/10/1928

Letiers from Supt. Sams o
ClA (Ex. 903, 904, 905.
907)

Summary of McGowan v. George Charley, eral. in
the Superior court of Pacific County for & permanent
restraining order against fishing at Peacock Spit in
Columbia River. Sams says that the land north of the
Columbia River was occupied by Chinook Indians,
“but it can easily be proved that a lurge number of
Indians from the Georgetown Reservation and the
Quinaielt Reservation have peen accustonied 10
going to the Columbia River each season” to fish and
sell their fish to McGowan’s cannery. They fished as
far up the river as Dahlia. George Charley and his
Indhans |specifically sons Mitchell and Rotand} “who
are representative of the various other Indians 1o the
number of about 50,” have been in the habit of
fishing in the Columbia for the past 30-40 years
Superintendent Sams described the fishing crews
lead by George Chatley as varying some each year,
but that the Charley family and a “number of other
leading Bay Center Indians fish each year and they
gather with them as many other Indians as they can
use, most of whom come {rom Taholah in the
Quinault Reservation.” Sams says Charley and
members of his family were all born and reared at
Georgetown and have been allotted on Quinault and
have maintained their tribal relations at all times and
are considered duly enrolled members of the
Quinautt Tribe. “The Indians who now fish there are
in part of the biood of the Chinook Indians as well as
Quinault and therefore there is an admixture of the
Chinook-Quinault in the present Indians who are

now fishing....” [Ex. 903]

Snohomish PF 1953, 9 concluded that
“the [ Snohomush] pentioner. und the
ancestors of the current memberstup, ure
distinct from the kistoric Snohomish ribe
based on the Tulalip Reservanon. Thus
identifications of the histonic ribe in
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not consutute
identification of the petitioner.

Andentification of an entity must apply
to the peutioner.

The Supenintendent was not describing a Chinook
tribe that was fishing on the Columbia, but was
defending the rights of Quinault Indians, some of
whotn may have had Chinook descent, who were
accustomed to fishing on the Columbia River. Other
than the Charley family, who were Shoalwater Bay
{Georgetown] Indians allotted on Quinault, no other
fishermen were named. This letter summarized
Sams’ view that the some of the Indians who fished
un the Columbia (specifically George Charley’s
crew) had a trust relationship based on being alloued
on the Quinauh Reservation. The petitioner did not
submit any of the court records from the Pacific
County Superior Court, which may name other
members of the fishing crew. It cannot be assumed
that the crew was included ancestors of the petitioner
when the Superintendent of the Agency clearly said
that a “large number” were Georgelown and
Quinault 1pdians who were fishing with George
Charley. This is anidentification of members of a
federally recognized tribe. References to a federally
recognized tribe are not synonymous with references
1o a Chinook tribe or to the petitioner.

The letters in Exhibits 904, 905, and 907 repeat
much of the same information and all pertain o
Gearge Charley and the lawsuit, not to the petitioner.

See also the PF HTR, 52, tor addiional discussion of

this topic

This 1s an identification of a
federally recognized ribe
rather than the pelitioner. -«
To the extent that it refers 1o
some ancestors of the
pettioner's members. 1 s
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole.

These letiers do not meet
crienon (a).

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

The Superiniendent reports on the decision of Judge
Cushman on the Quinault v. McGowan suit. The
court found that [ndians could fish in their usual
sites, even if they were outside of their reservation,
Refers to William Mason as the son of Chief
Taholah and the Quinaults usually fishing on the
Chehalis River. Explains that Attorney McCutcheon
did not want to pursue the question unul he had read

the brief prepared by Mr. Smiley of Taholah Agency.

Sams wants an attorney assigned who will work on
these cases.

Snohomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomuish] petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute

identification of the petitioner. .. .7

This letter refers to a case about the fishing rights of
Indians of the Quinault Reservation. [t does not
name participants in the case and does not provide
evidence that it ceters to the peutioner. A reference
to a federally recognized tribe is not synonymous
with a reforence to o Chinook tribe or to the
petitioner.

A document which does not
identity the petitioning
group as an [ndian entity
does not meet criterton (a).

Date

11/2/1928 | Letter trom Supt. to CIA
(Ex. 908)

11/9/1928 | Letter from Supt. Sams to

CIA (Ex. 909)

Letter from Sams concerning getting DOJ to institute
a suit against the Columbia River Packing Co. Sams
wants to insure that Quinault [ndians can fish on the
Columbia as far upriver as Dahlia. Says that the
Indians have been greatly darmaged by their being
deprived of fishiny for their livelihood. “They have
had to scatter about over the country and earn their
living the best way they could.”

Snohomish PE 1983, 9, concluded thut
“the [Snohortsh] petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute

identification of the petittoner. ...

This letter cefers to a case about the fishing rights of
[ndiuns of the Quinault Reservation. [t offers no new
evidence that George Charley represented a Chinook
tribe or that the superintendent at Taholah was
supporung the efforts of a Chinook tribe. A
reference 1o a federally recognized tribe is not
synonymous with a reference to a Chinook tribe or to
the petitioner.

This is an identification ot a
federally recognized tribe
rather than the petttioner

To the extent that it reters
some ancestors ot the
petitioner’'s members, 115
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a).

11/24/1928

Letter from Supt. to CIA
(Ex. 910y

This letter lists the participants in Halbertv. U.S.
Sams tells the CIA there are 61 typed pages in the
memorandum handed down in th, :
FEo o

ceurt found for plainti

Lhane cacecl *The cones hae laid o
broad ruling that the Indians of the Cowilitz, Chehahs
and Chinook tribes and other bands . . . are entitled
to allotments on Quinault. This witl open the door (0
more [ndians for allotments of land than there ts land
to be gtven out.”

Nearly halt of the individuals named in this sutt have
either direct descendants or collateral relatives in the
modern CIT/CN membership. Howzver, these
descendants are onty a small perceniage of the
petitoner’s current membership

Samish ameanded FD 1995, 4, and

|
Duwamish PF 1996 3 4,

roup, tiot just individuals,
Cll Tyl B 0N 3
Specifically, Duwamich DT I026, 2
noted that evidence did not meet
criterion (a) because [Special Agent}
Roblin’s [1919] report identiticd
individuals rather than a tribal entity.

[n this particular fetter, the superintendent named
individuals who participated in the suit, not a tribul
enLly.
was discussed ia the Proposed Finding Historical
.
H

e T e Y 16 S F TP
1063 13 DO A w CVILCRCS, as tnis niugation

Tehinear Repuih i lawge pati, Hus lciler icpoils
Sams’ version of the court’s opinion rather than any
identification by the superintendent himself. The
court did not identity a contemporary Chinook tribe

See the PE HTR. 41-42 for a sununary of Halbert v,
'S See also the PEHTR. 31, 44-45 and 49

See also the discussion ot Halberr v. U.S. in the
context of unambiguous previous Federal
acknowledyment in the Cowlitz FD, 38-39, 47, 48,
55, 61-66

|

Information about
individuals does not meet

aale i
filcrion waj.
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analvsis Conclusion
P 12/31/1928] Leticr from Supt. Sams o Superintendent Sams uppeals for help in securing the | A reference 1o Inchans in general s not a This is & peneral discussion of fishing rights of the A document which does not
CIA (Ex. 911) Indians’ fishing rights and getting the Indians | reference to the specific pettioning Indians in the area. and does not mention the identiry the petitioning
together (o create a fund to pay for an auorney. It group Chinook. group as an Indian entity
includes a general discussion of fishing practices on does not meet criterion (&).
the Columbia, but does not refer 10 a Chinook tribe.

LS S o
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

{ssue / Analysis

Conclusion

1929 ca.

Petitioner's Exhibit D:
Beckham, "Allotment Act”

PF Summury, 6, 8

PE HTR. 25, 31-32, 38-44,
149

BIA 1907-1933 [Allotment
Ledger at BIA Agency,
Hoguiam, WA

Index to Quinault allottees
at BIA Agency, Hoquiam,
WA. Copy in BAR
Historian's files.

Peutioner’s PF submussion,
“Allotment Program,
Quinault Reservation,” by
Beckarn, including a partial
list of atlottees.

In Exhibit D, Beckham notes that individuals of
Chinook descent received allotments on the Quinault
reservation prior to the Halbert decision of the
Supreme Court in 1931, Beckham mentions a few
tndividual cases and cites a 1929 document,
produced after the District Court decision of 1928,
which provides a list of 29 individual allottees (p.2-
3).

The Historical Technical Report described in detail
the allotment of Chinook descendants on the
Quinault reservation both before and after the
Halbert decisions of 1928 and 193 1. The analysis in
the Historical Technical Report was based on the
complete allotrnent ledger, and an alphabetical index
of all 2340 allottees, at the BIA Agency in Hoquiam,
WA. The analysis of allotments in the Historical
Technical Report was based on a database which
included 468 allottees of Chinook descent (see PF
HTR. 42).

28 of the 29 individuals listed by Beckhum in
Exhibit D, and all of the individual cases, were
included in the database used tor the Historical
Technical Report. However, one of Beckham's
individual cases, Antone Brignone, does not appeur
1 D F

an the index of Qu allonees In

R
allotrments, the Historical Technicai Report included
only individuals who had been included as Chinook
descendants on one ol the McChesney or Roblin lists
of 1906, 1913 1914, or 1919 Because 12 of the 29
individuals listed by Beckham did not appeuar on one
ot those lists, 17 of the 29 should have been included
in the analysis ot allottees in the Historical Technical
Report. Becuause 15 of those 17 individuals were
included in that analysis, Beckham has wdentified 2
additional Chinvok allottees.

Snohomish PE 1983, 9, concluded that
“the [Snohomish] petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct trom the historic Snohomush tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
tdentification of the petitioner. .. ."

Samish amended FD 1993, 4 held that
evidence was not “relevant to criterion (4}
because it deals with the identitication of
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
external identification of the group's
Indian idennty.”

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

Beckham's discussion ot allotments on the Quinault
reservation, in Exhibit D, tgnores the analysis of
aliotments in the Historical Technical Report
prepared tor the Proposed Finding. The lists of
allottees provided by Beckhamn, both in Exhibit D
and in a sybmission tor the Proposed Finding, are
incomplete lists of the allotted Chinook descendants.
Also, Beckham lists Chinooks without noting
whether they were ancestral to the petttioning group.
[ncluding the 2 additional allottees identified by
Beckham, together with the 468 allottees identitied
for the Proposed Finding, would not change the
BIA's analysis of Quinault allotments in any
meuningful way. The evidence and the anatysis in
the Historical Technical Report are more compiete
and more thorough than the evidence and analysis in
the materials submitted by Beckham.

Beckham makes no explicit argument that the
evidence in Exhibit D meets criterion (a), but implies
that the BIA idenutied a “Chinook Indian Tribe” by
Beckhum uses the
petitioner’s name as if it was used in the historical
documentation, although it was not. He writes as if
the BIA had maintained a list of Chinook tribal

Beckham tyrores the

atlotting its “members.”

mebers, although it not
finding of the Historical Technicai Report that. pnor
to Halbert, the BIA allotied Chinoox descendants on
Shoulwater Bay but not on the Columbia River, and
thus did not wdentty them as a single entity.
Beckham ignoces the finding of the Historical
Technical Report that, after Halhert. the BIA did not
ratntain a separate list of a Chinook tribe but listed
Chinook allottees on the census roll ot the Quinault
reservation, and thus did not identify a group of
Chinovok as distinct from the Quinault.

The evidence described in
the petitioner's Exhibit [
does not identify any error

[ inthe BIA's research that

would require a change
the BIA's analysis of the
data on allotments.
Exhibit D does not provice
any basis for changing the
conclusions about Quinauit
allotments in the Proposcd
Finding.

The allotment evidence
described in the petitivner’s
Exhibit D does not
constitute an identification
of the petitioner as a whole
as a Chinook group in
existence 4t the time those
alfotments were made
Therefore. this alfotment
evidence does not meet the
requirenents of

criterion (a).
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
17471929 Leuer from Supt. 1o CIA Letter from the superintendent with a list of trust Duwamish PF 1996. 3, noted that The BIA finds that only about 26 of the 250 names Information about
(Ex. 979) patents issued since February 1928. Roughly evidence did not meet criterion (a) on the list appear in the 1950's era genealogies individuals does not meet
alphabetical, the 7-page list does not name & tribe or because {Special Agent] Roblin’s {1919] subnuied with the peauon. Of this number, only criterion (a).
residence of any of the names report identified individuals rather than a | about 10 individuals actually have descendants or
tribal enttty themselves appear on the merbership list. This hist A documeni which does not
of patents 1ssued in 1928 does not name the tnbe of identify the petitioning
the individual, does not show a tribal entity. and on group as an Indian enuty
the whole does not pertain 10 the petitioner or its docs not meet criterion (a).
4ncestors.
See the PF HTR, 41-44, for analysis of the
alivtments on Quinault.
5/6/1929 Letter from Supt. Sams to Letter from Superiniendent Sams lisung reservations | An identification of an enuty must apply Because this Jetter listed reservations, it did not A document which does not
CIA (Ex. 8§79} in the junisdicuon of the Taholah Agency. 10 the petitivnes. idenufy a Chinook tribe. This Jeuier did not identify identity the petitioning
“Georgetown or Shoalwater Bay, a few familics of any of the pentioner’s ancestors. Georgetown group as an Indian entity
Quinaielts live on this reservation. The Georgetown Indians were listed as under the jurisdiction of does not meet criterion (a).
Indians have been taken into the Quinauht Tribe and Quinault, but a reference 10 a federally recognized
have allotments on the Quinault Reservation. They iribe 15 not synonymous with a reference to a
have lost their identity as Georgetown Indians.” Chinook t#be ot 10 the petitioner,
8/16/1929 | Newspaper aricle An anonymous article suimmarizing a meeting of the | A reference to Indians in general is not a Apparently. George Charley was one of the speakers | A generic reference to focal

[handwritien on copy: South
Bend Journal, 8/16/1929)
(Ex. 1125)

pioneers of Pacific County held at Bay Center, which
elected officers and heard a report by a local
historian. Included a section: “Asks Aid for Indians
- Chief George Charley, head of the Indians who are
seeking to establish under an old wreaty their right 1o
fish. . . made an eloguent appeal for the sympathy of
his hearers in their fight.” Charley told how the
Indians of early days had heiped the pioneers and
now the Indians needed their help.

Note: The article er.ds in mid-sentence; the rest of
the article on p. 8 of the newspuper was not included.

reference 10 the specific petitioning
group.

A reference 10 o historical tribe is-not an
identification of a contemporary entity

R—

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

at the Jocal historical society mieeung. This article

does not mention a conternporaneous Chinook tribe
Thus was a general appeal for help to the Indians in
the wiea. This article does not provide new evidence |
that the Chinook were identifiec as a distinct tribe in |
the late 1920’y |

Indians does not idenufy a
specific Indian entity, and

I therefore does not meet

criterion (a)
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rute / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
9/14/1929 | Letter from Supt. Sams to Letter from Superintendent Sams on pending cases Sachomish PF 1983, 9, concluded that No [ndians were named by Sams, but the letter This is an identification of
CIA (Ex. 986) of Quinauit and Quileute [ndians' rights to tish. “the [Snohomush] peutioner, and the indicates he was concerned about the Quinault and federally recognized tribes

Complains that the attorneys had not worked with the | ancestors of the current membership, are Qutleute [ndians who were enrolled at Quinault, His | rather than the petitioner. A
Indians who were to give testimonies, that the old distinct trom the historic Snohomish tribe | reterence to the old [ndian witnesses did not say that | document which does not
Indians were widely scattered. “However, we have based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus they were Chinook Indians living in tribal relations. identify the petitioning i
heard of two or three old Indians and white people identitications of the historic tribe in Reterences 10 Quinault Reservauon Indians are not group as an [ndian entity }
who know about conditions as they existed at the Bureau and other documents in ditterent synonymous with references to the Chinook tribe or does not meet criterion (1.
time of the treaty ..."" [They are in the vicinity of historical periods do not consutute to the petitioner,
Chinook, Cathlamet, and llwaco.] tdentification of the petitioner. .. .

1/6/1930 Letter from Supt. Sams o Letter from Superintendent Sams about two cases: Snchomish PF 1983, 9, concluded thut The witnesses and their tribal atfiliattons were not This ts an idenutication o:

CIA (Ex. 989)

George Charley v Baker's Bay Fish Co. and George
Charley v. McGowan. The agency took 35 witnesses
to Tacoma who were well acquainted with the
fishing on the Columbia. [The witnesses were not
named in this letter, but one was 102, while the
others were in their 90's.] Sams says that they
testified that the Quinault and Quileute fished on the
Columbia and that that was substantiated by
published accounts. He asks for the CIA’s assistance
in getting the War Department to allow the [ndians
to have access to cross over its lands to the river.

“the [Snohomish} petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct trom the historic Snohomish tnbe
bused on the Tulalip Reservation, Thus
identitications ot the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner, ...

An identification of an entity must apply
to the petitioner.

named in this lettec. The superiniendent specifically
referred o the Quinault and Quiteute’s rights to fish
on the Columbia, but made no mention of a
contemporary Chinook tribe or band.

The PF ATR, 94, listed seven people of Chinook
descent who were witnesses in the George Charley v
Buker's Bay Fish Co. case. See Petitioner’s PF

Ex. 150 which identified them as: Johny Johns and
Jumes Julius, Chinook; Margaret George V2 Quinault
and Y2 Chehalis; Alex Luscier, part Chinook, part
Lower Chehalis: Emma Millett Luscier, Y2 Chinook
and ¥ Cowlitz; James A. Petit and William AL Elliont
l/4 Qumdull Thx: Appcl[a[e court bnet did not

allottees of Shoalwaler Bay Reservation, atong wn[h
George Charley.

tederally recognized tribes
rather than the petitioner.
To the extznt that it reters o
some ancestors of the
petitioner’'s members, 1t 3
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. Thus
letter does not meet
criterion (a).

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a)

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Date

- 210 -

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Letter fiom Supt. Sams to
CIA (Ex. 991

Letter from Superintendent Sams concerning an
application for enrollment of five children of a
daughter of George A. Charley. The letier includes
an observation that one of the children (sge not
given) “was born at Bay Center in the Indian village
at that point.”

Match-e-be-nash-she-wish FID 1998 §.
and Houma PF 1994, 3, accepted
identifications of Indian settlements, by
whatever nanie. as 1dentifications of an
Indian entity.

This leter 1dentified an Indian entity in the form of
an Indian village at Bay Certer. Since the
identification of the village v at the ume of the

child's birth, 1t would be ut some time prior to 1930,

The Proposed Finding concluded that an Indian

community extsted at Bay Center until at least 1920.

Bay Center included only u poruon of the
petitioner’s ancestors at this ime, so a reference to
an Indian enuty in Bay Center was not an
identification of the petitioner as a whole.

This letter identiflesan
Indian settlement, probabiy
during the 1920's. To the
extent that it refers 1o some
ancestors of the penioner’s
members, it 1s not an
identification of the
petitioner as a whole

12111930

Letter from Supt. Sams 1¢

ClA (Ex. 993)

Letter from Superintendent Sams concerning the
problem of 1aking an accurate census of the Ind:ans
in the jurisdiction. “Of the living allotied Indians on
the Quinault Reservation™ at the time of the 1929
census), there were: 278 Indians on the Reservation,
797 Indians living off the Reservation, and 224
Quileute Indians. mostly on the Quileute
Reservation, of the Neah Bay Agency. "The 797
Indians living off reservation are widely scattered
and live in white communities.” He hopes there will
be a plan so that names of Indians reported in the
decennial census will not be duplicaled on the Indian
census.

Snohomish PF 1983, Y, concluded that
“the [Snohomish] petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
disunct from the historic Snohomish ribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the histone tribe in
Buteau and other documents in different
tustorical periods do not consatute

I

idenufication of the petitioner

This letter made no menuon of specific Indians or
tribes other than the Quileute. References to
members of federally recognized tribes is not
synonymous with references 10 the Chinook tribe or
1o the petitioner. From other records, especially
censuses and allotment records, 1t is known that
Chinook descendants who were allotied on Quinault
were among the Indians who were “widely
scattered.” However, this document does not
identify a Chinook tribe o1 entity in 1930.

This is an idenufication of
federally recognized tribes
rather than the petitioner

Te the extent that it refers to
some ancestors of the
petitioner’s members, 1
not an identification of the
petitioner as a whole. This
letter does not meet
criterion (a).

A document which does not
identify the peutioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet critenion ()

1122/1930

lLetter from Taholah Agency
10 C1A (Ex. 994)

One page of a letter from Taholah Agency
complaining that the War Department intends to
lease fishing off of Sand Island and that those sites
conflict with sites off of Peacock Spit and the
Indians’ fishing rights.

Note: The leuer ends abruptly, and thete 1s no
signature; 11 appears that any succeeding puge|s
were not copied

An identification of un entity must apply
1o the petitioner

This incomplete source does not provide any new
evidence which identified a Chinook tribe or group.
There 1s no evidence that this document applied o
the petitioner.

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion {u)

I
N
a4

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-v001-D007 Page 104 of 247




Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (a)

v
1

Rule / Precedent

CIA (Ex. 963}

Strong (V2 Indian of the Chinook tribe, born and
reared on the Columbia River, who never aftiliated
or lived on Quinault Resetvanon] for hospialization
at the Government's expense. Says Stronyg was given
an allotment by the agent between 1906 and 1913,
but “'in my opinion, the allotment was made without
proper authority.” Says, “Your Office has heretofore
held ... that Indians living away from the
reservations, such as the Quileutes — and [ believe
this would include the Chinooks of the Columbia
River band who may have allotments on the
Quinaielt Reservaton, in view of the tact that they
do not recide on the reservation or af
Quinatelt I'ribe — would not be entitled to share in
the [Quinault] tnbal fund.” Concludes, “Henry
Strong, who is the subject of this letter, tn my
opinion, had no right to an allotment, much less to
share in the tribal funds.”

Liate with the

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that
criterion (a) requires the identification of
an entity or group, nui just individuals.

with a group or entity. Sams’s reference to
“Chinooks of the Columbia River band who may
have allotments” on Quinault, implied that he was
aware that there were other Chinook descendants
who were in the same or similar circumstances as
Henry Strong. While this letter implies the existence
of a historical Chinook band, it does not, however,
indicate that Sams saw the descendants of such a
band as a group or entity in 1930,

Since none of these other Chinook allotiees were
named here, it canuot be determined how many
individuals Sams was reierning 0. and whether they
were all in cne family. There are some Strong
descendants in the modern CIT/CN membership.

Date Form of Evidence Description Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
4/2/1930 Letter trom Supt. Sams to Letter from Superintendent Sams concerning the An identification of an entity must apply This lever did not identify a Chinook tribe or group. A document which does not
CIA (Ex. 995) War Department agreeing “that a lease of the fishing | to the petitioner. There is no evidence that this document applied to identify the petitioniny
rights on Sand Island s to contatn a proviso that the the petitioner. group as an [ndian entity
same is subject to whatevec rights, if any, the Snohomish PE 1983, 9, concluded that does not nieet criterion (a).
Quinault and Quileute Indians may have under the “the [Snohonush] petitioner, and the
treaty...” Sams then expresses his opinion about the ancestors ot the current membership, are DU
desired outcome of the George Charley v. Bakers distinet from the histeric Snohomush tribe
Bay case. based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Bureau und other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
tdentification of the petitioner. . ..."
7/28/1930 | Letter from Supt. Sams to Superintendent Sams addresses a request from Henry | Samish amended £D 1995, 4, and This letter dealt with an individual case, rather than [nformation about

individua's does not meet
criterion {(a).

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Date Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedemt

Issue / Analysis

9/16/1930 | Leuer trom Supt. 10 CIA

(Ex. 998)

.

Letter from Supenntendent concerming the unnual
census at Quinault Reservation and how he will
attlempt to comply with previous instructions by
combining the Quinault and Quileute census rolls 1o
get the entire number of enrolled and aliotted Indians
of the Quinault Reservation. This includes a
recapitulation of the number of Quinaults and
Quileutes who live on and off of the reservanion. but
does not list any Chinook or other tribes.

Samish wmended FD 1995, 4, und
Duwamish PF 1996, 3. 4. noted that
criterion (a) requires the identificaiion of
an entily or group, not justindividuals

Conclusion

]

This fener did not identity a Chinook enuty or group.
It was @ recapiulation of the Indran census and did
not designate how many members of the Quinault
Tribe may have had Chinook descent. See the
discussion on the 1933 census in the Summary
Under the Critenia of this Final Determination for a
breakdown of the staustics regarding Indians
enumerated a5 Chinook in 1933,

A document which does not
identify the petinoning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet crienon (a).

1
|
|

i
|
|

|

1930 and Instructions for taking the

Exhibit 825 1s information about and instructions for

Sanush amended FD 1995, 4, und

The 1930 and 1931 censuses were of Indians under

Intormation about

ﬂ

(Ex. 966}

L

request from the CIA for a report of the “unattached
Indians” of Taholah Agency. Nicholson replied that
there were 343 male and 350 female Indiuns at the
Taholah Agency by the 1930 census. He refers the
C1A 10 the Recapiulatuons Sheets for his 193]
report

1o the petitioner

e
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recapitulation sheet referred 1o were not included.

The recapitulation sheets for the 1532 Indian Census,
prepared by the superintendent {see Petitioner's
Ex. 827] do not have a table of “unatiached Indians”

10 analyze.

193] 1930 Indian census, and taking the Quinault Reservation census, and page | Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that the jurisdiction of Taholah Agency - Quinault individuals does not meet
excerpts of the 1930 and of the 1930 census showing names ages, sesidence, criterion (a) requires the 1dentihication of Reservation, not tribal rolls of Chinook Indians crilerion (a).
1931 Indian census elc. an entity or group, not just individuals.
(Ex. 825 and 826) Neither exhibit Is a complete record. A document which does not
Exhibit 826 is eight pages of the 1931 census of identify the petitioning
See also: PF HTR, 49. Quinault Reservation. group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a)
3/27/193) | Leuer {rom Myrtle Resolution, signed by Myrtle Woodcock, president, Self-identification is not accepied as This resoluaion provides evidence that there was a Self-identification does not
Woodcock 1o CIA (Ex. 844) | and Edna Clark Olsen, secretary, of the Chinook evidence for meeting criterion (a) claims organizaton in 1931, but its reference to a meet the requirements of
Tribe of Indians in a meeting in South Bend. The Chinook tribe was self-identfication rather than criterton (a)
Not new evidence; see resolution stated, “Our people are old and passing Match-e-be-nash-she-wish FD 1998, 7-8, | identification by an exiernal observer.
Petitioner’s PF Ex. 262 away” and asked the Commussioner of Indian Affairs | found that evidence did not meet
{dated as 3/28/1931) to expedite the production of evidence for the criterion (a) because: Some of the [third This resolution was discussed in the PF HTR | 45.
Chinook case in the Court of Claims party] comments which menuoned the
‘identity” of the petinoner referred o the
petitioner’s own self-idenuticauon, not to
identificaton by external sources under
83.7(a).
7/29/1931 | Leuer from Supt. to ClA Leuer from the superintendent responding 10 a Anadentification of an entity must apply The hst of these “unattached Indians™ and the A document which does not

identify the petitioning
group as an Indian ertity
does not meet criterion {a).
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Ronclusiun

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis
12/3/1931 | Letter from Supt. to CIA Letter from superiniendent sumrmarizing a meeting of | An identitication of an entity must apply This does not name anvone n attendance, does not A document which does not
(Ex. 971) the business committee of the Quinault Tribal to the petitioner, name members of the business committee, and does identity the petitioning
Council on November 28, 1931, “at which a large not mention anything refated to Chinook. The group as an [ndian entity
number of other [ndians were present” when all petitioner has not shown how this document relates does not meet crierion (i)
present endorsed a request for money for a water to a Chinouk tribe or to Chinvok individuals who
system on Quinault. were mermbers-of the Quinault Tribe.
12/9/1931 | Letter from Supt. to CIA Letter from superintendent relating instructions given | An identification of an eatity must apply The letter focused on Quinaielt allotments. There A document which does not
(Ex. 972) to Charles Roblin for making allotments on Quinault | to the petitioner. was no particular mention of Chinook. This letter identify the petitiontny
and the subsequent lists of persons entitled to did not identify a Chinook entity. group as an Indian entity
allotments and the children of allottees who are does not meet crierion {a).
entitled. Says the issue is on hold until Halbert s
settled. Does not mention individual names or tribes.
1932 Recapitutation of Indian The recapitulation of the 1932 census of the An identification of an entity must apply Numibers only for cach group represented among the | This is an identfication ol a
census, 1932 (Ex. 827) “Combined Quinault, Quileute, Chinook, Chehalis to the petitioner. [ndians enrotled / allotied at Quinault. No chiefs / federally recognized tribe
and Cowtitz Tribe of the Quinault Reservation” leaders cited. References to members of a federally rather than the petitiones
See also: PF HTR, 49. includes a separate sheet for each historical tribe recognized tribe are not syponymous with references | To the extent that it refers to
within the combined tribe of the Quinault to the petitioner. A recogaition that some Quinault some ancestors of the
Resecvation. members or allottees had Chinook descent is not the | petitioner's mebers, i is
sanie as an dentificaton of a separate Chinook tribe not an wdentification of the
oF entity. petitioner as a whole  This
letter does not meet
criterion (a)
1932 {ndian census. 1932 Samish ameaded FD {993, 4, held that The census eniries did noi denify a iribe of Chinvok | Information about

(Ex. 82%, p.1-6)

[See 1925 for other pages of
other documents with this
same exhibit number.]

Nonrame Conrrt Decicinn oranting allacemosarn.
i : emomeen Jraniing anoumens,

Thirty-seven of the 62 nantes were identitied as
Chinook

evidence was not “relevant (o criterion (a)
b e v el a4 e -
bechuse i dals with tic waaniiticaiion ul
individuals, while criterion (a) requires
external dentification of the group's
Indian ideatity.”

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did not meet erierion (a)
because [Special Agent] Roblin's {1919
report identified individuals cather than a
tribal entity

Indians, but were individual entries of those enrolled
au Quinauii, witicit mciuded tndividuais of Chinook
descent who were atlotted. Not all of these
individuals are ancesteal to the petitioner. See the
section of the FD Summary Under the Criteria for 2
fuller analysis of the Indian census.

tndividuais does not mee
criterion (@),

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Date

S8

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

6/10/1932

Letter from Arthur Griffin
10 Mvrtle Woodcock

(Ex. 843)

lalso Ex. 855] [See also
Ex. 844 und 109€]

Not new evidence; see
Petitioner’s PF Ex. 261

Attorney Griffin asks for names of those who can
give evidence of the boundaries of the three Chinook
bands. In apparent reply 10 a letter from Woodcock,
he states, It is not that I wanted to divide the
Chinook Tribe into bands,” but that the .S had <et
up provisions for payment to descendants of the
three bands.

A proup’s atterney or attornevs have not
been considered neutral external

observers in prior acknowledgment cases.

A letter 10 a group from an aterney employed by the
group to bring a claims case merely repeats the
client’s self-identification and cannot be considered
as an idenuficanon by a neutral external observer.

This letier does not meet
criterion (&),

8/13/1932

Letter from Supt. 10 C1A
(Ex. 868)

Not new evidence; see

Peutioner’s PF Ex. 326.

Cited in PF as
BJA 8/13/1932

Superintendent at Taholah provides corrections to
the statistical report. “The 62 Indians deducted from
the estimate of Unattached Indians because of
allotment with the Quinault Tribe on the Quinauit
Reservation are those indicated on the vanous
reports for the three new tribes of Quinault
Reservaton ... Cowhitz, Chehalis, and Chinook
Tribes.” The corrections are on page 17 ¥2 of the
report.

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did not meet criterion (a)
because | Special Agent] Roblin’s {1919)]
report identifred individuals rather than a
tribal entity,

Individuals allotted at Quinault because of court
decisions included indsviduals ot Chinook descent.
Not all of these individuals are ancestral 10 the
petitioner.

See the PF HTR, 42.

Information about
individuals does not meet
critenion (a).

11/3/1932

Letter trom Quinault
Business Committee to
Superintendent at Taholah
(Ex. Y55)

{see also Ex. 956 for
additional information]

Six members of the Quinault Business Commitiee of
the Quinauit Tribal Council sent a list of eight names
that they say should not be adopted at Quinault,
either because they only lived there a short ume, ot
have tried to get into other tribes, or are white. This
letter does not say which people fall into which
category. One other Quinault committee member
was in favor of adopting five of the eight individuals.
No tribal ancestry or residence is shown for any of
the individuals on the list

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did not meet criterion (&)
because {Special Agent} Roblin’s [1919]
report identified individuals rather than a
tribal enuty

An identification of an entity must apply
1o the petitioner

This documiéntdoes not identify a Chinook tribe or
entily, or indicate that any of the eight people rying
10 be adopted at Quinault were 4 part of a Chinook

entity

See the superintendent’s letter dated 11/4/1932
[Ex. 956] for additional information on this process.

A document which does not
identity the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meel crilerion (a).

Information aboul
individuals does not meet
criterion (a).

11/4/1932

Letter {from Supt. to C1A
(Ex. 956)

Letier from Superintendent concerning the proposed
adoption of 11 individuals and why the Quinault
Business Council decided for or aguinst adoption of
each of these people. Some were unfavorably voted
on because they were not of Quinaielt Indian blood .

. “any recognitton on behalf of them as Indians
should be obtained for them through the tribes
which they are eligible by blood rights.” None of
these individuals are 1dentified as Chinook or part of
a Chinock tribe

Duwamisk PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did riot meet criterion (a)
because |Special Agent] Roblin’s [1919]
report identified individuals rather than a
tribal entity

Anadenuficabon of an entty must apply
to the petinonel

This letter does not identify a group or entity. Itisa
brief statement about the status of ceriain
individuals, a few of whom, from other records, may
he shown 10 have Chinook ancestors.

A document which does not
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

Information about
individuals does not meel
critenon (&)

e

" Vv"
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

{ssue / Analysis

Conclusion

1933 ¢a.

Petitioner's Exhibit D:
Beckham, “Allotment Act”

BIA letter to petitioner,
1271711997

PF Summary, 6, 8

PF HTR, 25, 31-32, 38-44,
49

BIA 1907-1933 [Allotment
Ledger at BIA Agency,
Hoquiam. WA

fndex to Quinault allottees
at BIA Agency, Hoquiam,
WA Copy in BAR
Historian’s files.

Petitioner's PEF submission,
“Supplemental Response to
Letter of Obvious

Deficiency Review,” 37-48

Petitioner's PF Exhibits
)

<
<y 20N
243560

In Exhibit D, Beckham notes that individuals of
Chinook descent recetved allotments on the Quinault
reservation after the Halbert decision of the Supreme
Court in 1931. Beckham cites two 1934 documents
to note that some allotments on the Quinault
reservation were issued in 1933 and 1934 (p.3). He
claims that at least 83 Chinook descendants were on
those allotrment lists, but he does not identify any of
those Chinook descendants by name.

The Historical Technical Report described in detail
the allotment of Chinook descendants on the
Quinault reservation both before and after the
Halherr decisions of 1928 and 1931, The analysis in
the Historical Techrical Report was based on the
complete allotment ledger, and an alphabetical index
of all 2340 allotiees, at the BIA Agency in Hoquiam,
WA, The analysis of allotments in the Historical
Technical Report was based on a database which
included 468 allottees of Chinook descent (see PF
HTR, 42).

In Exhibit D, Beckham claims that Agent Roblin's
post-Halberr allotment work was documented in the
petitioner’s Exhibits 539-656 submitted for the
Propused Finding (p.3). Actually, only Exhibits

€2 SO mairnb shie daqnlel
Jo-30v Malln Wial Qcsaripliin.

Snohomish PF 1983, 9. concluded thut
“the [Snohomish] petitioner, and the
ancestors of the current membership, are
distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation, Thus
identiticatons of the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in difterent
historical pertods do not constitute
identificaton of the peutioner. .. .7

Samish amended FD 1995, 4 held that
evidence was not “relevant to criterion (4)
because it deuals with the identification of
individuals, while critecion (a) reyuires
extecnal identification of the group s
[ndian identity.”

Beckham’s discussion of allotments on the Quinault
reservation, in Exhibit D, ignores the analysis of
allotments in the Historical Technical Report
prepared for the Proposed Finding. Exhibit D does
not ideatify any additional allottees, nor present any
new evidaace about the allotment process, after the
Halbert dectsion.

Beckhun alleges that the BIA staff did not review
the petitioner’s selection of affidavits collected by
Agent Roblin after the Halbert decision (p.3). In
tact, the Historical Technical Report cited some ot
the aftidavits collected by Roblin (PF HTR, 32, 43-
46, tor EHiott 1932, Bates 1932, Oliver 1932). The
BIA Anthropologist discussed those affidavits in a
supplemental letter (12/17/1997) to the petitioner.
Beckham advances no explanation of how the
evidence in those affidavits would change the
conclusions of the Proposed Finding.

Beckham makes no explicit argument that the
evidence in Exhibit D meets criterion (a), but asserts
that allotments 1o 1933 and 1934 were made to
“members of the Chinook Indian Tribe” (p.3). This
language implies that a membership list of a Chinook
tribe either existed at that time or was prepared hy
ifie aliviiing agent. N evidence sliows that this was
the case. The evidence shows only that Roblin
judged the merits of individual cases of people who
claimed Chinook descent and were not enrolled at
Quinault or another reservation.

The evidence described in
the petitioner's Exhibit D
does not wdentify any error
in the BIA's research that
would require a change in
the BIA's analysis of the
data on allotments.

Exhibit D does not provide
any basis for changing the
conclusions about Quinuult
alfotments in the Proposed
Finding.

The allotmen: evidence
described in the petitioner’s
Exhibit D does not
constitute an identification
of the petitioner as a whule
as a Chinook group in
existence at the time those
allotments were made
Therefore, this allotment
evidence does not meelt the
requirements of

criterion {a).

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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- 27 -

R ul; / Precedent

Date Description Issue / Analysis Conclusion
1933 Indian census, 1933 169 papes of the microfilm of the census of Taholah Sumish amended FD 1995, 4, held that This 15 the census of all those enrotled on the Information about
(Ex. 829 Agency / Quinault Reservauon for 1933 evidence was not “relevani 1o crierion (a) | Quinaull Reservaton. Although thus includes a few individuals does not mee!
because 1t deals with the identification of | of the petitioner’s ancestors, this is not the petitoner. | criterion (a).
Additons made to the “Taholah Indian Agency - Washingion Quinault individuals, while criterion (a) requires The additions to the Reservation were those who, D e
census by Indian office Reservation Added by Indian Office Authority April | external identification of the group's were recently allotted as a result of the Supreme
authonty {Ex. 830) 1,1933.” The names added 10 the census are on 56 Indian idenuty.” Court deciston on Halberr v U.S. See the full
pages in roughly alphabetical order. Same format is analysis of this census in the FD Sumimary Under the
the same as that of the census [see Ex. 829] Duwamish PF 1996, 3. noted that Criteria
evidence did rol meet criterion (a)
because {Special Agent] Roblin’s [1919]
report identified individuals rather than a
tribal entity.
1/28/1933, | Letters from Supt. to CIA Leuters from the Superintendent at Taholah asking Snohomish "PF 1983, 9. concluded that Taken together and in context with the wrillen Information about
3/14/1933, | (Ex. 944, 867, und 866) for instructions on how 10 record the 62 Chinook. “the [Snohomish] petitioner, and the instructions that accompanied the census forms. individuals does not meet
6/15/1933 Cowlitz, and Chehalis Indians who had been allotted | ancestors of the current membership, are these letlers show that the superiniendent was cniterion (a).

The letter of 1/28/1933 s
not new evidence,
see Petitioner’s PF Ex. 327.

Cited in PF as:
BIA 1/28/1933.

on Quinault and were on the 1932 Quinault Census,
as per Halbert v. U.S. He had specific questions
about carrying them on separate rolls or a combined
roll. “They are listed on the Quinault Roll as 40
Indians of the Chinook Tribe ... allottees of the
Quinault Reservation.” The Superintendent is asking
for instructions, “Inasmuch as there will be much
more work incident to the compilation of census roll
of the Taholah Agency this ycar owing to the fact
that several hundred Indians are to be placed on the
rolls.” [Ex. 944]. There had not been a census of the
unattached Indians because they were scattered and
he did not have information on them. “There has
never been, as the office 1s aware, a census roll of the
Chinook tribe nor of the Cowlitz Tribe, and this
agency never reporied them on any census roll up
until the time they were granted allouments on the
Quinaielt Reservation ™

distinct from the historic Snohomish tribe
based on the Tulalip Reservation. Thus
identifications of the historic tribe in
Bureau and other documents in different
historical periods do not constitute
identification of the petitioner. ...

Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did not meet criterion (a)
because |Special Agent) Roblin’s [1919]
report identified individuals rather than a
tribal entity

uncertain about how to list the new allottees. He had
received conflicting information which necessitated
listing the Jndians by “mixed tribes whereas they had
formerly been listed as Quinaielts, Quileutes,
Chehalis, Chinooks or Cowlitz” [Ex. 866]. By the
term “mixed tribes” the superiniendent apparenty
meant that families were listed in alphabetical order
by surname, with no separation by tribal descent.

The superintendent denied that the agency had ever
kept a Chinook tribal roll

See the discussion in the PF HTR, 49. That report
cited the BIA leter of 11/28/1934 as a resolution of
this hine of inquiry.

A document which does non
identify the petitioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterion (a).

(% .
N s’

i "o 2
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent [ssue/ Anatysis Conclusion
/311933 | Letter from Supt. to CIA The superintendent refers to a contract between A reference to Indians in general ts not 2 This correspondence indicates that the A document which does not
(Ex. 947) Arthur E. Griffin, atorney, and certain other tribes, reference 1o the specilic petitioning superintendent was aware that Chinook descendants | identify the petitioning
which had been approved by the Department. It was | group. werz pursuing a claims case on behalf of the group as an Indian entity
“intended to cover Skokomish, Squaxin, Chinook, historical tribe, but this letter does not actually does not meet criterion (a).
and upper Chehalis [ndians of this jurisdiction,” but identify a contemporary Chinook entity.
their representatives did not sign the contract and it - - '
was approved, “except as to” those Indians.
9/26/1933 | Letter to CIA (Ex. 950) Four pages of “results of physical examinations Samish amended FD 19953, 4, and This statistical report does not name the Chinook { [nformation about
Makah and Quinaielt Reservations, LE.C.W.” Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that individuals and does not show them in tribal [ individuals does not meet
showing there were five Chinook individuals under criteriun (1) requires the identification of | relations with a Chinook entity rather than a federaily | crierion (a).
the jurisdiction of Siletz Agency and four under an entity or group, not just individuals. recognized tribe.
jurisdiction of Taholah Agency. ' A document which does not
} identify the petitioning
| group as an [ndian enlity
does not meet criterivn {a)
6/29/1934 | Newspaper article Anonymous article, “Chief Entertains Team at Samish amended FD 1995, 4, held that This tem s too vague to demonstrate identification A document which does not
[handwritten on copy: Dinner.” A Bay Center ttem says, “Several baseball | evidence was avt “refevant to criterion () | of an [ndian entity. This item identifies George identify the petitioning
Raymond Herald, Pacitic fans accompanied the Bay Center team to Taholah because it deals with the identification of | Charley as the leader of an [ndian baseball team, not | group as an [adian entity
County, 6/29/1934] Sunday where the gatne was played. . .. The Bay individuals, while criterion (a) tequires as the leader of a rauch larger Chinook tribal entity. does not meet criterion (a)
(Ex. 1136) Center teamn and visitors were treated to a dinaer of external identitication of the group's From other docurments it 1s seen that he was
clam chowder und Quinault salmon by Chicf George | Indian identity.” sometimes referred to as the chief of the federally
Charley.” recognized Shoalwater Bay [ndians
1411934 | Letter trom Supt. to CIA Letter from Superintzndent at Taholah concerning An identfication of an entity must apply This fetter refers to members of a federally This is an tdentification of 1

{Ex. 934

corrections to the staustics and revised rolls for

Quinaiett-Upper Chinook 1mibe.” The enclosures
were nol attached.

1o the petitoner.

Duwamish PE 1996, 3, noted that
evidence did not meet criterion (a)
because {Special Agent] Roblin's [1919]
report identified individuals rather than a
tribal entity

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

recogniced teibe rather than the petitioner 1t hus aot
been shuw i ihal individual ancestors of the

petitioner were tncluded on this census roll.

federaiiy recognized tribe
rather than the pcll[lﬂ"\lﬁr
To the extent that it mught
refer to some ancestors of
the petitioner’s members, 1t
is not an eatiticauon of
the petitioner as a whole.
This letter does not meet
criterion (a).
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Dute Form of Evidence Description Ruie / Precedemt Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
12/29/1934] Letier from Supt 10 C1A Letter from Superintendent with a st of 28 trust Duwamish PF 1996, 3, noted that Over half of these mdividuals Iisted have information about
(Ex. 938) patents issued at Taholah in 1934, 1t1s a hst of evidence did not meet criterion (a) descendants in the modern CET/CN membership, but | individuals does not nieet
nanes, patent and allotment numbers, but does not because |Special Agent] Robiin’s [1919] this document does not identity a Chinook enuty 1n criterion (aj.
include the residence, ancestry. or age of the report identified individuals rather than a 1934
individuals. tribal entity. A document which does not
identify the peutioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet crienion (a)
1939 Indian census, 17171939 Cover sheet and two pages of corrections to the 1938 | Duwamish PF 1996, 3. noted that Two individuals were identified as Chinook, but this Information about
(Ex. 833) census Taholah Agency, Quinaielt Reservation: evidence did not meel criterion (a) document did not idenufy a tribe of Chinook Indians. | individuals does not meet
changes in (1) résidence, (2) classifications by sex, because |Special Agent] Robhin’s |1919] criterion (a).
(3) other changes such as new married name. report identified individuals rather than a
tribal enuty. A document which does not
identify the peutioning
group as an Indian entity
does not meet criterton (a).
1941-1947 § Register of Vital Statistics 22 pages from the register of births and deaths Duwamish PFF 1996, 3, noted that Some of the petitoner’s members or unceslors Information about
for Taholah Agency showing the individual, the Quinauit census number, | evidence did not meet crierion (a) appeared em'this list, but this register of births and individuals does not meet
(Ex. 824) data about the birth or death, residence, an¢ uncestry. | because | Special Agent] Roblin’s [1919] deaths of Indians who were under agency jurisdiction | criterion (a).
Some individuals who had Quinault census numbers report identified individuals rather than a | did not identfy a contemporary Chinock tribal
were identified as Chinook or Chinook-Cowlilz, etc. tribal entity entity. A document which does not
in the tribe field. Some children who died voung had identify the petitioning
“DBE" [Died Before Enrolled) in the census number group as an Indian entity
field. does not meet criterion {a) l
12/29/194 11| Letter trom Taholah Agency | Letter from the chief clerk at Taholah to a funeral Samish amenced FD 1995, 4. and This letter said the five individuals were “enrolled at | A document which does not
to Cassedy & Allen, funeral | home in Tacoma requesting the death places of five Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that this Agency,” but did not name a tribe. This letter identify the peutioning
directors (Ex. 822) individuals who were enrolled at Taholah. The criterion (a) requires the idenufication of | did not identify a Chinook tribal entity. group as an Indian entity
funeral director’s response was typed on the same an enlity of group. not just tndividuals does not meel crierion (a).
leuter.
1720/1945 | Letter from Supt. LaVautta to | Letter from Georpe P, LaVauta, Superintendent, A relerence w Indians in general 1s not a This letter did not identify a Chinook entity in 1945, A document which does not

ClA (Ex. 1277)

Tahelah, concerning a letter dated 171071945,
“tegarding an eslimeted population of unenrolied
members of the Cowlitz, Chinook, and other tnbes.”
He has no evidence that the estinated number of 500
unenrolled Indiuns 1s correct

refetence 10 the spe(‘lhg' pelilmnmg
group

identify the petuoning
group as an Indian entiny
does not meet creenon (o)

g

L O

,
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Anulysis Conclusion
S/10/1948 | Letter from [ndian Claims Letter from Charles F. McLaughlin, Chief, A refecence Lo a historical tribe (s not an This letter did not identty a Chinook entity in 1948, A document which does not
Commission to Myrtle J. [nvestigation Division, [ndian Claims Commission, identification of & contemporary enuty. This letter referred to a historical Chinook tribe as of' | identify the petitioning
Woodcock (Ex. 1000) concerning Woodcock’s letter of 4/27/1948 1851. group as an Indian entity
requesting nformation concermng the Chinook does not meet critecion (a).
Not new evidence; see Tribe of Indians. Says that no claims arc pending, See the discussion of this letter in the PF HTR, 48. This letter does not mect
Petitioner’s PF Ex. 259. but provides tnformation on six unratified treaties of v criterion (a) for 1943
1851 which made land cessions.
Cited in PF as:
Indiun Claims Comumussion
1948,
1951 Correspondence with Letters from attorneys representing the Chinook A group's allorney or altorneys Have not Letters to a group from attorneys employed by the These letters do not meet
attorneys (Ex. 1001, 1002, Tribe of Indians, on claims issues, eligibility of been considered neutral external group to bring a claims case merely repeat the criterion (a)
1003, 1004, (006, 1007, applicants, descendancy, and attorney contracts, ete. | observers in peior acknowledyment cases. | clientUs self-identiticution und cannot be considered
1008, LO0Y, 1010, 1Ot L, as wdentfications by neutral external observers.
1012, {013, 1014, 1015,
1016, 1017, 1018, 1022,
1023, 1024, 1023, 1028)
1951-- PF Summary, 8 The Proposed Finding concluded that several

organizations of Chinook descendants had been
wdentitied since 1951.

The conclustons of the Proposed Finding
stand unless revised by new evidence.

[dentification as a “tribe’ 15 not required
under criterion 83.7(a), which specifies

only ideatification as an “entity’ (Match-
e-be-nash-she-wish FD 1993, 8)

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

The comments subnutted tn response to the Proposed
Finding support the conclusion of the Proposed
Finding.
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent 1ssue/ Analysis Conclusion
9/22/1951 | Minutes (Ex. 1005 and 8§48) | The meeting was called by Superintendent Bitney, “A BIA official attended the 1934 BIA officials called a rmiecting of Chinook This document identified a
Western Washingion Apency, {or the purpose of meeting at which the corpotauon churter descendants for the purpose of dealing with a group claims group in 1951,
Nol new evidence: see selecting delegates 1o sign conuracts with anorneys was adopted. Her report identified the which would manage the claims case against the
Petitioner’s PF Ex. 344, who had been previously selecied to represent group as a group of Narragansett Indians” | Government. The Indian Claims Commission
groups pursuing claims. There were 65 individuals (Narragansen PF 1982, 8) accepted petitions on behalf of. and made awards 1o,
Ciied in PF as present. J. Grant Elott, Myrde Woodcock, and historical tribes. Thus, the references here were 1o
CTC 972271958 1. Clavde Wain were nominated 1o act as delegates. claims on behalf of 4 Aistoricai Chinook tribe, notto
Claude Wain of Raymond called for a recognition a contemporary pohuical entity. The Commission
commitiee comprised of the present officers o “pass allowed unrecognized but organized groups of
upon who is a Chinook and who is not” descendunts of the historical tribe 10 bring claims on
behalf of the histornical iribe
The first part of these two copies of the minuies of
the meeting at Skamokawa, are identical. The note This meeting was discussed in the PF HTR, 55
at the end of Ex. 848 says that it was evidently
copied from a carbon copy of the original
1072371951 | Leuer from Celeste Leuter from Celeste Peterson, Astoria, OR, Self-identification s not accepted us internal correspondence of the pentioning group Self-identification does not
Peterson 1o Myrtle concerning tribal enrollment registranon questions evidence for meeting criterion (a). does not constitute identification of the group by an meel the requirements of
Woodcock (Ex. 1018), and concerning children to be enrolled separately or on external observer. criterion (a).
Woodcock's response their parents’ cards v
(Ex. 1019)
1072571951} Letter frum CIlA to Senator Letter from D. 8. Myer, CIA, concerning “certain A reference to a lustorical tibe 1s nol an This correspondence concerns a histoncal Chinook This letter does not meet
Warren Magnuson unratified and unsigned Indian treaties between the identification of u contemporary enliy, tribe, rather than a conternporary one. criterion (a)
(Ex. 1020) U.S. and the Chinook, Cowlitz, Chehalis and
Quinault Tribes ™
10726/1951| Cover leuer from Bla Cover letter from Edward Swindell, Portland Area N/A There are hundreds of these completed forms and A routine reply or

Portland Area Office 10
Myrtle Woodcock
(Ex. 1021b), and blank
forms (Ex. 1021a)

Office, with a copy of a blank form {Ex. 1021a] 10
use for enrolling applicants for “tribal enroliment.”
The form is in two parts: an affidavit and an
application.

atfidavits in the petition documentation. These
applicauons were used to furm the database for the
membership of the Chinook organization in the carly
1950's and 10 provide the genealogical connections
between the 1950's organization and the historical
Chinook tribe. This blank form provides no new
information about the petitioner

transimittal letier does not
meel crierion (aj.

The petitioner’s own
applications do not
constitute identification by
an external observer

N

i
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

{ssue/ Analysis

Conclusion

5/5/1932

Letter trom Area Counsel
Swindell to Supt. Bitney
(Ex. 860)

Not new evidence.

Cited in PF as:
BIA 5/5/1952.

Edward Swindell, Area Counsel, says, in reply 1o a
question about the issuance of identification cards
(“blue cards™) to individuals, that “tor tribes whose
existence has in effect been ‘revived’ 1n connection
with prosecution of claims against the United
States,” he agrees that, “in view of the fact that these
tribes undoubtedly have not matntained tribal
relations over the years” it should be their
responsibility to prepare a roll and to atterupt to have
it approved “by a court of record.” He also points
out that the State might question the issuance of
cards to individuals who “are descendants of Indians
who did not have a ratified treaty....”

Samush amended FD 19954, and
Duwamish PEF 1996, 3, 4, noted that
criterion (1) requires the wdentitication of
an entity or group, not just individuuls

No spectfic people or tribes are named tn this letter.
This letter does not provide evidence that a Federal
official identified a Chinook tribe or entity in 1951,
On the contrary, it reveals that the area counsel
considered some of the claims groups to be
“revivalswof tribes that had ceased to maintain tribat
refations.

For a discussion of this evidence, see the PF HTR,
64-65.

This etter does not meet
criteron (a).

11/16/1952

Newpaper article, Seattle
Post-Intelligencer
(Ex. 1157)

Not new evidence; see
Peutioner's PF Ex. 96.

Anonymous article with Raymond byline, “Chinooks
not Pleased Over Timber Deal,” says that Pacitic
County Chinook Indians are not pleased about the
timber sale prices cn the Crane Creek togging unit of
the Quinault reservation. The article calls Claude
Wain the “chair-man of the Willapa Harbor unit of
the Chinook tribe.”

83.7(a)(6) [1978]: evidence 10 be retted
upon includes “identification as an Indian
entity in newspapers.”

This article identified a local [ndian entity and
implied that the "Willapa Branch” was part of a
targer clatms organization.

It dves not appear that Wain has any descendants in
the current CIT/CN membership.

This article ident:fied an
[ndian entity in 1952 It
does notidentty the
petitioner as a whole. but
implies a larger than local
organization.

1/15/1953 | Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Chinooks Set Tribal Meel,” at 83.7(a)(6) [1978]: evidence to be relied This atticle identified a Chinook entity. This arcticle wdentitied a
Raymond Herald, Pacitic Skamokawa, says attorneys discussed pending claims | upon includes “idenufication as an {ndun claims organization (n {933
County (Ex. 1138) betore the [ndian Claims Comumnssion and that a entity in newspapers.”
al observance maiked the return of the skull of
Chietf Comcomly from a museum in England.
1/18/1953 | Newspuaper article Anonymous photo article, “Chinooks Accept Flavel 83.7(a)6) [1UT8]: evidenze o be relied This article identitied a Chinook tribal entity. This article wdentfiee one ot

(handwritten on copy: trom
Oregonian, 1/18/1953]
(Ex. 1159)

House as Repository for Chiets Skull,” with photo
of *J. Grant Elliott, chairman of tribal council of the
Chinook Nation” and his wife at a tribal council
meeting 1n Skamokawa.

upon inctudes “identification us an [ndian
enuly i newspapers.”

[The date of this article may be later than Jan. 1953.]

the Chinook organizations,
ca. 1953,
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Peterson 1o Jumnes Sarreault
(Ex. 1026)

she forwards a copy of Chinook Nation minuies of
6/13/1953

evidence for meeting crienon (a)

activities represents the group’s self-identfication

See the PF HTR, 2. 34-56, for discussion of these

meeligs

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
473071953 1 Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Early History of Chinvokville A reference ¢ a historical inbe 1s notan This anicle did notidentfy a Chinook tribal entity in | This articie does not meet
! Y Raxmond Herald, Pacitic Told at Society Dinner,” provides a summary of the wdentificanion of a conlemporary entin the 1950's. This arucle did not describe a Chinook criterion (a).
County (Ex. 1160} meeting of the Pacific County Historical Society at tribe in carlier vmes, although othier sources have
the Seaview community center, at which Jack Peut described Chinookvitle us an Indian village. This
Sr., spoke on the tustory of Chinookville on the article did not identify Petitas a 1epresentative or
Columbia River. Says that, “*Mr. Petit 15 a grandson member of any Chinook organizauon that may have
of Amabie Petit who came 10 Chinookville in 1859 existed in the 1950's.
and recalls stories of the early period told by his
grandmother....”
5/14/1953 | Newspaper anicle, Anonymous article, "Chinooks Elect Tribal Officials | 83.7(a)(6) {1978]: evidence o be relied This ariicle identified a Chinook tribal entity. Most This article identified om‘m
Raymond Herald, Pacific to Press Claims,” says that Roland Charley of upon includes “identification as an Indian | of the individuals named have descendants in the the Chinook claims
County (Ex. 1162) Tokeland was elected president of the Chinook entity in newspapers.” modern CIT/CN membership. organizations, not the whole
Tribal Council. Others elected included: Leonard petitioner, in 1953,
Hawks, Bay Center; Myrtle Woodcock, South Bend; | San Juan Patue FD 1989, 5, noted that This organization was discussed in the Proposed
Catherine Troeh, llwaco; Claude Waine, Raymaond: the petitioner 18 not required (0 have been | Finding. Sce the PF HTR, 56. See the PF ATR, 8,
Paul Petit, Bay Center; Jack Petit, Ilwaco; Mildred identified with the specific tribal name 30,79, and 96. This aruicle does not provide new
Colbert, Portland; and Charles Larsen, Tacoma curtently used by the pettioner. evidence.
5/15/1953 | List of stauistics by “"CEL” These Jists show that there were 950 total “appiicants | Self-idenufication is not accepted as This exhibrtrefers to the apphcanion process for the The petitioner’s own
thundwritien note says: to-date” and that there were 313 Chinooks living in evidence for meeting criterion (a). 1953 membership list discussed 1n the PF GTR, 28. apphcations do not
Charles E. Larsen] towns near Bay Center and 195 Chinooks hiving in constitute identification by
(Ex. 857) towns ncar Skamokawa. Larsen’s note says the an external observer. Sell-
figures include all of the applications in the hands of identification does noi meet
the secretary [of the Chinook claims organization], the requitements of
but not those in the hands of {chairman] J. Grant CTIETION (4).
Elhou. ;
6/30/1953 | Letter from Carol Quigley Letier from Carol Quigley, council woman for Setf-idenuficztion is not accepled as This letter from the Chinook Tribal Council Self-identification does not
to Superintendent, Wesiern Chinook Tribal Council, re: election of officers in evidence for meeting criterion (a). reporting the results of an election to the BIA meet the requirements of
Washington Agency June 1953, lists officers, all with Skamokawa represents the group’s self-identification. criterion (a).
(Ex. 834) addresses: John Grant Elliot, Chairman; Kent
Elliott, vice-chairman; Frank Quigley, sec-ureas
T/6/1953 Letter trom Celeste Letter from Celesie Peterson, Astoria, OR, in which Self-identfication 1s not sccepted as A letter from the group and discussion of its Selfadentification dues rot

meel the ]’t‘,qUHCn]EHIS of
critenon {a)

oo s

;

. ¥
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S34 .

Larsen, Tacoma, WA
(Amelia 1998)

denc
Potitinner’s PE Fy
409

Cited in PF as:
BIA 2/2/1934.

enrollment for the [ndian Clairms Commission case
and proposed termination legslation. The
commissioner made a distinction between roits

nreoared For elai
prepared [or i
@

Quinault Reservation could be on both the Quinault
roll for termination purposes and the Chinook rolt
for claims purposes

identification of a contemporary eatity.

entity, although 1t implies the existence of a Chinook
claims group.

e diecuesion of
T a GisCussion o

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
1711953 Letter from Frank Quigley Letter from Frank Quigley, secretary-treasurer of the | Self-identiticatton is not accepted ax A letter from the group about the group’s activities Self-identification does not
to Superintendent, Western “Chinook Tribe” [sic] concerning clection of evidence for meetiny criterion (a). represents the group's self-identification. meet the requirements of
Washington Agency officers. criterion (a).
(Ex. 833) See the PE HTR, 2, 54-36, for discussion of this
avidence.
F
8/31/1953 | Newspaper article [source Anonymous article, “Indian Agency Shift Protested 83.7(a)6) {1978} evidence to be retied This article identifies a Chinook Indian entity This article identified one ol
not cited] (Ex. 1163) by Tribe,” says Claude Waine of Raymond, upon includes “identification as an [ndian | mecting in 1953, The only two members of the the Chinook claims
chairman of the meeting, was in favor of a entity tn newspapers.,” group who were spectfically named in the article organizations, not the whole
Congressional investigation of the reasons for the were from South Bend and Raymond. petitioner, in 1933
BIA agency twransfer from Hoquiam to Everett.
Myrtle Woodcock protested that the transfer made it This is not new evidence.
hard to go to the agency to do business.
1/23/1954 | Letter from Supt. to Area Letter from Superintendent at Western Washington Samish amended FD 1993, 4, and This letter concerned whether or not 1o issue [nformation which does not
Director (Ex. 861) Agency responding to requests for “blue cards” from | Duwarmish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that identification cards to individuals who were not on ident:ty an [ndian entity
individuals who are not on an approved roll. criterion (a) requires the identification ot | the rolls of recognized tribes. This letter was not an does not meet ceiteron (a)
an entity or group, not just individuals. dentfication of a Chinook entity or group.
Sce the discussion of “blue cards” in the PF HTR,
64-65
2/2/19354 Letter trom CIA to Charles Letter from CILA in response to Larsen’s questions on | A reference to a historical tribe is not an This letter does not specifically identify a Chinook This letter does not meet

criterion (a).

t0/11/1954

Letter from Charles Larsen
to Supt. Robertson
(Ex. 862)

Not new evidence; see

Petitioner’s PE Ex. 140.

Letter from Charles Larsen. secretary-treasurer of
Chinook Indian Tribes, [nc., concerning aoun-
issuance of “biue cards” to non-treaty tribes.

Selt-identtication 1s not accepted as
evidence for mecuny criterton (a).

This letter is not an outsider’s identiticauon of an
[ndian entuty.

See the PF HTR. 60, tor a discussion of Charles
Larsen’s roic in the Chinook Tribes. [nc.

Self-identitication does not
meel the requitements of
criterion (a).
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / A nalysis Conclusion

n.d Note from Julia Butler Brief note from a former neighbor saying Ned (?) Samish amended FD 1995, 4. and Although Hansen was a State Representative, this Information about

{probably | Hansen (Ameha 1998} was ¥2 Indian and she Mermiss (Cathlamet), etc. Duwarnish PF 1996, 3, 4, noled thal was not anidenufication of a Chinook tribe by individuals does not mect

ca. 1955} criterion (a) requires the identificatiun of state official. It was the reminiscences of an old criterion (a)

an entity or group, not just individuals nelghbor about an individual.

2/10/1955 | Leuer trom Marie ] Letier from Marie J. Scarborough, Tacoma, WA, Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and This letter was an inquiry about records a formes This letter does not meet
Scarborough to Julia Butler | concerning litigation of the Scarborough family and Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4. noted that neighbor might have that would help in family criterion (a).

Hansen (Amelia 1998) requesting copices of the Jand patent in question for cniterion {a) requires the identification of | litiation for reimbursement for the Ft. Columbia
Fort Columbia. an enlity or group, not just individuals land. It did not identify a Chinook entity in 1955,

2/12/1955 | Leuer trom Julia Butler Letter from Julia Butler Hangen, [Siate Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and This letter concerns family hugation. It does not This letter does not meel T
Hansen o Marie J. Representative], replying to above letter and Duwarmish PF 1996, 3. 4, noted thar idenufy a Chinook entity in 1955 criterion (a).
Scarborough (Amelia 1998) | indicating when she will be able to provide a copv of | criterion {a) requires the identificaticn of

the deed. an entity or group, not just individuals.

5/5/1955 Letter from Area Director Letter fiom Area Director Perry E. Skarra Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and This record identifies an individual as a Quinaull Information about
Skurra 10 Supt. Robertson concerning an order 10 remove restrictions on land at | Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that allotee. Itdoes not identify a Chinook group o1 individuals does not miect
(Ex. 859) Bay Center, propenty of Loyal L. Clark, a member of | criterion (a) requires the identification of | enuty criterion (a)

Quinault an entity or group, not just individuals

10/31/1955 | Leuer from Marie } Letier from Marie J. Scarborough, Tacoma, WA, Samish umended FD 1995, 4, and This leuér provides some information on the ‘This letter does not mee!
Scarborough to Julia Butler concerning the claim of Scarborough Heirs v. United | Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that Scarhorough fumily, but is data on an individual or criterion (a).

Hansen (Ameclia 1998) States re: a donation land patent. criterion {a) requires the identification o! tfamily. 1t does not identity a Chinook entity
an entity or group, not just individuals
1/3/1956 Letter from Wm. Coburn 1o | Wm. Coburn [Chief Counsel, Subcommitiee on the N/A This letter represents routine correspondence, notan | A routine reply or
Betsy Trick (Ex. 798) Legislative Oversight Function] sends a thank you identification of the Chinook Tribe, Inc transmittal letter does nut
for the copy of the Chinook constitution and by-laws. meet criterion (a).
He says it will be helpful “to the Commitice in its
study of timber sales policies on the Quinault
Reservation.”

4/12/1956 | Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Bay Center,” with news of local | 83.7(a)(6) [1978]: evidence 10 be relied This article is an example of a local newspaper This article identified one of
Ravmond Herald, Pacific people and an announcement that, “A regular upon includes “identification as an Indian | reporting the activities of @ Chinook entity in the the Chinook claims
County (Ex. 1164) meeting of the Chinook Indian Council was held on entity 1n newspapers.” local area. organizations, not the whole

Saturday at the Paul Petit home. Plans were made for petitioner, in 1956,
their annual meeting 1o be held at Georgetown on
June 17.7

i
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- 36 -

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis _ Conclusion
7
6/14/1956 | Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Chinooks to Meet Near Tribal 83.7(a)(6) [t978]: evidence to be relied This articte is an example of a local newspaper i This article identified one off
Ravmond Heruld, Pacitic Hotme,” says a meeting will be held at Ft. Columbia, | upon includes “identificanon as an [ndian | reporting the activities of a Chinook group in the * the Chinook clatms
County {handwritten date, in the vicinity of the ancestral home. Says, “Some enlity in newspapers.” locul area. organizations, not the whole
6/14/1956} (Ex. 1166) 300 Chinooks from both sides of the Columbia, the petitioner, in 1956
shores of Willapa Bay, Taholah, and other towns in
the Northwest are expected to auend.” The article v
refers to traditional chiets and the present “Chief,
Roland Charley.”
7/22/1956 | Newspaper arucle, Seattle Article by Lucitle McDonald, “When Is an Indian 83.7(a)(6) [ 1978} evidence to be rehed This article described a meeting ot a group of This article identified one ot
Times (Ex. 1 167) not an [ndian? Complex Questions Face Descendants | upon includes “identitication as an Indian | Chinook descendants, with references to at least two | the Chinook claims
of Chinook Tribe in Pressing Claim Against entity in newspapers.” teaders and a farge number of individuals in organizations. not the whole
See also: Ametia 1998, Government.” Describes large gathering of Chinook attendance. This article identitied an Indian group. petitioner, in 1956.
at Fort Columbia state park to discuss the value of Newspaper acticles . . . identified the
Not new evidence. ctinging to their inbal identity and how to document petitioner's ancestral group as Indian in See the PF HTR, 61.
their claim against the U.S. The article refers to the late 192('s and 1930's (Jena Choctaw
Cited in PF as: Roland Charley as the president of the “Council of PF 1994, 2).
McDonald 1956. the Chinook Tribe.” Jack Petit of [lwaco presided at
the meeting.
8/8/1957 Newspaper article. Anonymous article, "Bay Center,” with local news 83.7(a)(6) (1978 evidence to be relied Thus arucie wdentified an Indian group. This article identitied one of
Raymond Herald, Pacific “The Chinook [ndians held a special tribal upon includes “identificanon as an [ndtan the Chinook claims
County (Ex. 1169 meeting..." A large crowd attended. The next entity in newspapers.” orgarnizations, not the whole
meeting will be election of officers. petitioner, in 1957
2/13/1958 | Newspaper artcle, Anonymous article, "Quinauit Allottees Called to A reference to [ndians in general is not a Although it is known from other sources that Claude | A discussion of genene
Raymond Herald, Pacific Meeting,” says that a mecting of allottees in the reference to the specitic petitioning Waine was vne of the leaders of a Chinook Indian issues does not
County (Ex. 11723 Quinault Reservation was set at Hoguiam. Claude ETSuUp. Grganization in the 125005, this article did not specify | identify aspeoific Indian
Waine explained that the meeting was to form an that the mecting was tor Chinook allottees only. entity, and therefore does
advisory board and committees to represent the Quinault allottees included Quinault, Quileute, not meet criterion (a).
Indians who held allotments. Chehalis, and Cowlitz descendants, and was thus
' broader than a Chinook group.
2/20/1958 | Newspuper article Anonymous article. “[ndian Tribes Form Business A reference (o Indians in general is not a The retecences to the allottees on the Quinault A discussion ol gzneric

[hundwritten on copy:
Raymaond Herald, Pacific
County 2/20/1958]

(Ex. 1173

Policy Group,” reports the results of a meeting at
Hoquiam and says (t was atiended by representatives
of the BIA and the various tribes owning timber-
allornents on Quinault.

reference Lo the specific petitioning
group.

Reservation are not synonymous with reference o
the petitioner. Four of the nine committee members
mentioned were of Chinook descent.
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule/ Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
717/1958 | Newspaper article, Anonymous article. "Chinooks Postpone Scheduled 83.7(a)(6) 11978]: evidence 10 be relied This articie wentified & Chinook group. or groups This article identified ore of
Kuvmond Herald, Pacific Meeting,” cdue to veath of Roland Charley. Says upon includes “idennfication as an Indian the Chinook claims
County (Ex. 1174) that, “Charley was gne of the leaders of the Chinook | enuty m newspapers.” organizatiions, not the whole
bands of the twin harbors area” petivoner, in 1958
1960's Newspaper article. Astorian | Anonymous obituary of “Betsy Ann Trick. N/A Although this arucle pnmarily conams information This article 1denufies a
Almanac, 1/14/1998 Homemaker, 91, who died at Iiwaco, WA, the aboul an individual, the obituury doces mention that Chinook entiy as of the
(Ex. 1177) daughter of “pioneer residents.” Says that, “After she was the member of a Chinook organization and 1960 s
her return to Hwaco {in 1960), she served as the had served as 1ts secretary.
Note: There are two ttems secrelary of the Chinook Indian Tribe.” The
with this exhibit number obituary gives some genealogical information and The PF ATR, 114, 118, 125, 141, 144-145, 162
states that she was proud of her Chinook ancestry. discussed Trick’s role in the leadership of the
Chinook Indian Tribe from the 1950's to the 1970's.
This arucle does not provide new evidence, but
confirms what was found in the Proposed Finding.
5/10/1962 | Newspuper article Anonymous obituary, “Chinook Nation Chairman, N/A Although this article is about an individual, it This article identified one of
[handwritten on copy: John Grant Elliott, Dies.” Says he was 74 and a indicates the existence of a Chinook orgamzation. the Chinook claims
Longview Duily News, relative of two tormer chicfs, Comcomly and organizauons, not the whole
5/10/1962] (Ex. 1176) Wahkiakum. The obituary includes a list of v petitoner. in 1962.
surviving relatives.
3/13/1963 | List of tribes, Portland area, | “List of Tribes and Trihal Otficers, Portland Area N/A This is a mailing list or finding uid which includes This document identified a
ca. 3/13/1963 (Ex. 1184) Office,” lists federally recognized (ribes and groups dealt with for purposes of bringing claims Chinook claimg
unacknowledged groups of Indians. The only against the U.S., but not as recugnized tribes. This organization, ca. 1963. The
identification for this list is the stamped note: does not support a contention that the Chinook were petitioning group is not
“Received Mar 15 1963 Washington State Library.” recognized by the BIA Portland Area Office as a clearly its organizatonal
tribe. See the further explanation of the petitioner’s SUCCessor
arguments on this document in the FD Summary
Under the Criteria
10/9/1964 | Questionnaire for A sample of the questionnaires used in the 1950's Self-identification is not accepted as This application indicates an individual’s self- The petitioner’s own

Enrollment in Chinook
Tribe (Ex. 819)

See full collection in BAR
files and discussion in the
FProposed Finding

that were included in the original petition. Myrtle
Johnson Woodcock says she was born 1889 in
Oysterville and maintained tribal relations by
continuous association with Indian friends and
relayves.

evidence for meeting criterion (a)

&

1

b
“‘m...u..u

identification. The group’s own procedures and
forms do not indicate identification of it by an
external observer.

applications do not
constitute identificaton by
an external observer. Self-
identification does not meet
the requirements ot

criernion (&)
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- 38 -

Date Form of Evidence Description Rufe / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
9/30/1966 | Newspaper articte, liwaco Anonymous article, “Petit Relatives Hold Reunion N/A This summary of a family reunion makes no mention | This article does not mect
Tribune (Ex. 1177) Honoring Pioneer Forefathers.” A summary of the ot a Chinook tribe or that Amelia Aubichon Petit was | criterion {a).
celebration of the descendants of Amable and a Chinook descendant. This aructe makes no
Amelia Aubichon Petit who moved to Chinookville mention of a Chinook entity in 1966 when the
in 1866. Many of the family members were named reunion took place.
and a summary of the lives of the pioneer couple was P
included.
4/8/1974 Newspaper article, Tacoma Anonymous obituary for Edwin Scarborough, 83, N/A This article identifizs an individual as a Chinook This articte does not meet
News Tribune (Amelia grandson of Paly Temaikami Tchinook. descendant, but it does not identify a Chinook entity criterion (a).
1998) in 1974.
1990 U.S. Census statistics Data from the 1990 federal census report of Samish amended FD 1995, 4, and This report, which contains statistics only, is based Information about

(Tarabochia 1998, ex.7)

“American Indian Population by Selected Tribes:
1990,” showing the distribution of “Chinook,
Clatsop and other Chinook” under the general
category of Chinook Indians. Of the total 978
Chinook Indians in the U.S., 769 are in the Pacific
region, with 341 Chinook in Washington, 308 in
Oregon, and 120 in California (pp. 1, 6). Other
statistics in the report relate to age and gender,
household size, school enrollment, and tabor force
status.

Duwarnish PE 1996, 3, 4, noted that
an entity or group, not just individuals.

Self-identitication is not accepted as
evidence for meeung criterion (a).

criterion (a) requires the wdentification of

on individuals’ self-identificanion in the Federal
census. None of the petitioner's members are named
in this report.

individuals does not mect
criterion {a).

Self-identification does not
meet the requirements ol
criterion {a).
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
1990 U.S. Census statisiics “Selected support documents regarding the Saumish amended FD 1995, 4, und This evidence is a gencral census sumimary. 1t does Information about

(Tarabochia 199§, ex.8) distribution of American Indians in Pacific County, Duwamish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that not name Chinook individuals. but reports the individuals does not meet
by census tract and census ‘block group’ for the criterion (a) requires the identification of | number of individuals who self-identified as Chinook | criterion (a).
1990 US census.” This information shows the an entity or group, not just individuals on the 1990 census.
distribution of Indians within Pacific County. The Self-identification does not
statistics show that there were 533 American Indians | Self-identification is not accepted as meet the requirements of
in Pacific County: 119 in the Raymond, 81 in South evidence for meeting criterion (a). criterion (a).
Bend, 113 in Bay Center, 77 in Nasselle, 23 in Long
Beach, and 16 in lwaco. A footnote says that 67 of
the 83 Indians who self-identified as Shoalwater
Indizns reside in Washitfgton Sfate and that the 1990
U.S. census shows 66 Indans resided on the
Shoalwater Reservation. A second footnote says
“Chinook Tribe - 341 of the American Indians who
self-identified as Chinook reside in Washington” and
“There are more American Indians residing in Bay
Center. . . than on the Shoalwaier Reservation.”

11/22/1997 | Newspaper article by Article, “Harbor Lifestyle: Anna Mae Strong,” states | Samish amended FID 1995, 4, and The article contains some genealogical information This article does not meet

Theresa Willeford- although a resident of Raymond, Strong has roots at Duwumish PF 1996, 3, 4, noted that about the Rhoades-Hawks family, and names some criterion (a).

Hathaway [no source], Bay Center, and that her grandmother was Annie critenion (a) requites the identification of | of the Indiuns of the treaty era. However, this article

dated 11/22/1997 Hawks Clark, of Chinook-Chehalis descent. an entity or group, not just individuals does not 1dentify a Chinook Indian entity in 1997.

(Ex. 1179) Recalling her childhood, she reported visits 10
Taholah 10 see old friends, such as Chief Tom Payne | Self-identification is not accepled as
of the Queets tribe and others. Strong was involved evidence for meeting criterion (a).
in “various projects concerning Pacific County’s ‘
Native Americans” and gave speeches “in order that
the history of the Wheelapa Chinook people will not
be forgotien.”
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (a)

L40 -

Date Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

[ssue / Analysis

Conclusion

2/6/199% Letter from Clifford E.
Trafzer to Timothy P.
Tarabochia (Ex. T)

PF Summury, 7
PF HTR 5-7, 54, 81-82
Tratzer, The Chinook

(1990), 100, 104
[see also p.97.]

The author of The Chinook expressed his shock to
tearn, trom Tarabochia, that the "BIA is using my
book to deny The Chinook Tribe federal
recognition.” In his letter to Tarabochia, Trafzer
stated his “outrage” that the BIA staff hud given the
petitioner “a negative finding based on a
misinterpreted statement found in my short survey of
Chinook people.” Trafzer told Tarabochiu that he
would defer to the petitioner’s researcher Beckham
as the expert on the Chinook.

The Proposed Finding said, in its evaluation of
criterion (a), that, “Trafzer concluded that *the
Chinook no longer are a unified tribe.* He identitied
three contemporary groups of Chinook in the 1980's:
the Chinvok I[ndian Tribe organization, the
Wahkiakum Chinook, and the Chinook on
Shoalwater Bay” (PF Sumumary, 7).

Tratzec's reply states: “On the issue of ‘unitied
tribe.” what [ meant by this statement was that there
have been several Chinook groups historically based
on village and area leaders. No one Chinook leader
could speak for all Chinooks.... Neither the
Chinooks at Shoalwater Bay or Quinault can speak
for the Chinook people who remained on their sacred
lands along the Columbia™ (Ex. T,

N/A

Since the Proposed Finding emphasized the tack of
identification of a Chinouk entity between 1873 and
1951 (PF Summuary, 8), Trafzer’s identitication of
three contemporary Chinook groups in the 1980's
was not the reason the petitioner failed to meet
criterion (ag.

Tralzer's bouk was cited on | page ot 41 pages of
the PF Summary under the Criteria. Obviously, the
Propused Finding was not based on Tratzer's book.

Trafzer apparently did not consider Beckham to be
an expert on the Chinook at the time he published his
book. for he failed to cite Beckham as one of the
authorities upon whom he had relied (see, e.g.,
Trafzer 1990, 104).

[t is clear that Protessor Trafzer has relied on the
comments by Tarrabochia und has not read either the
Summary under the Criteria or the Historical
Technical Report. He has not demonstrated that any
statement in the Proposed Finding musinterpreted his
book,

Trafzec’s letter does not
require any revision ol the’
Proposed Finding.

His identification of
contemporary Chinook
groups is consistent with (he
conclustons of the Proposed
Finding that several
organizations of Chinook
descendanis had been
identified since 1951.

Recommendation: The petitioner did not provide new evidence of identifications of a Chinook Indian entity between 1873 and 1924, The petitioner has provided examples to show that some of
its ancestors were identified in 1925 and 1927, and again in 1951 and the following yeurs, as a group or groups bringing cluims on behalf of a historical Chinook tribe against the United States,
but that evidence does not show that a Chinook entity was identified on 4 “substantially continuous™ basis between 1927 and 1951. The identifications of Chinook organizations between 1951

and the 1970's were of organizations which did not appear to include the petitioner as a whole and do not have clear continuity with the petitioner’s organization.
show that the petitioner meets the requirements of this criterion prior to 1951,

Theretore, the evidence in the record does not show that the petitioning g

“from historical times until the present” on u “substantially continuous™ basis. For these reasons, the petitioner does not mieet the requirements of criterion 83.7(a).
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Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation (CI1T/CN) - e

-

CRITERION B - The petitioner forms a distinct community and has existed as a distinct community throughout history.

The PF for the CIT/CN petitioner concluded that the petitioner met criterion 83.7 (b) fishing side by side in Chinookville, 2 village which was almost exclusively inhabited by

from 1811 10 1880, based on the continuing existence of distinct Chinook Indian villages. Chinook Indians. The year 1880 was the last year for which the PF found there was

Using a combination of evidence to show people lived in village-like settings and sufficient evidence demonstrating that the petitioner, as a whole, met the requirements of

maintained distinct cultural patiems, it also concluded that, from 1854 to about 1920, criterion 83.7(b).

there is evidence that a community of Chinook Indians who had intermarried with

Chehalis Indians and whites, lived along the shores of Willapa Bay, panticularly in the The petitioner submitted new evidence during the PF comment period 10 support a

town of Bay Center and on Shoalwater Bay Indian Reservation. This Bay Center revised finding of continuous, significant social interaction between the Indians living in

community met the requircments for community found in criterion (b) under the Bay Center and the Chinook descendants concentrated in communities on the Columnbia

regulations; however, this community did not incorporate the entire Chinook population River to the South 10 1950. However, the evidence from 1950 to the present is not

claimed as ancestors by the petitioner. Significant portions of the petitioner’s ancestors sufficient 1o show that the petitioner, as a whole, meets criterion 83.7 (b). Evidence

lived in other communities along the Columbia River, 25 10 45 miles to the south and submitied by the petitioner in response to the proposed finding supponts continuous

southeast of Bay Center. The PF found litle or no evidence that the Chinook people significant social interaction between the Indians living in Bay Center and the Chinook

living on the Columbia River and those in or near Bay Center formed a community under descendants concentrated in Dahlia or Ilwaco between 1880 and 1950. The evidence

the regulations after 1880. which is available from 1880 10 1950 is sufficient to show that the petitioner, as a whole,
meets criterion 83.7 (b). v

The PF found that data from the 1880 Federal Census was used to demonstrate that many
Chinook descendamis, including those who were permanent residents in Bay Center, were

Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
Before L.L. Bush, “Bush Writes About | A long article about the aboriginal Indians This article is rather general and does not add or This is supponing
1860 Indians,” Raymond Herald, with discussion about the Columbia River change the PF that & Chinook tribe existed evidence that a Chinook
Dec. 22,1921, tribes. historically on the Columbia River. 11 is a secondary | tribe existed before 1860.
source.
é :
ko
\Lh.uw’

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement CIT-V001-D007 Page 124 of 247



Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rute / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

18350's -
1930's

Paper anributed to Charles
DeForrest Scarborough and
Edwin J. Scarborough. n.d.,
but ca. 1957. (See Amelia
1998)

A five page paper entitled “What the
Scarborough Heirs Have Done About
Regaining the Scarborough Homestead™
includes the genealogy of Xavier (as
baptized) or Edwin Scarborough, Sr., 3™ son
of James Allen Scarborough...born at
Chinook Hill, 1/4/1848. Not dated or signed,
but the names of Charles DeForrest
Scarborough and Edwin J. Scarborough
appear below the signature lines. It refers to
Senate Bitl 2002, which is dated May 8, 1957

This document concems a single family and does
not show tribal activitics. Because this leter
consists of recollections about an earlier period
made by individuals who were not adults during part
of the period being discussed, this evidence is not as
valuable &5 direct contemporaneous evidence, even
about the history of the family line. The petition
includes many contemporaneous documents about
the issue of allotments.

This document does not
change the position ot'the
PF that the allotment
activity does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion

(b).

1850's to
1880's

Manuscript attributed to
Catherine Herrold Troeh re:
Colbert House in llwaco, WA,
but last page of history says
Betsey Trick and Charlotte
Davis of llwaco fumished the
information (Ex. #796)

Story of the Colbert House in llwaco
belonging to the descendants of Aubichon
and Mary Anne, the cousin of Comcomly,
Chinook. Includes a hist. of Hudson Bay
Company (HBC) in the area and the family’s
moves, eventually to French Prairie in Ore.
and stays there until 1866. Talks about in-
laws and neighbors at French Prairie, and a
daughter and son-in-law Petit who moved to
Chinookville in 1866 to set up a store. An
Aubichon granddaughter, Catherine, moved
to llwaco in 1882, began to build their house,
using lumber from the old house at
Chinookville. This information was

N S T Y I o T TP S
WUITHANEA Oy DEBY LOICK anu LUalviis Lavas,

grand-daughters of Catherine Petit Colbert
who was bomn in 1853 in Butteville, married
in Astoria in 1870, moved to Chinookville in
1872, and then to [lwaco in 1882, where they
built the house described in the article.

See Cowlitz PF concerning the roles played by
some White spouses of Indian women as
mediators between Whites and the tribe.

Chinook Summary under the Critena tor PF, p.

14.

This evidence corroborates the PF that a Chinook
community existed at Chinookville until 1880. This
is a secondary source that is helpful in showing
when a family of Chinook descent left Chinookville
and moved to llwaco. The focus of the anticle is on
the arrival of non-Indians to the lower Columbia
River, their astablishment in Chinookville, including
a marriage to an Indian spouse, and subsequent
movements from one community to another. There
is no discussion at all of a Chinook entity, or its
social and political organization, nor is there any
indication that the family patriarch acted in a role of
mediator between the Chinook Indians and Whites
or played any other significant role which would

indicate a Chinook communiry existed

Combined with evidence
already considered and
evaluated under the PF,
this document corroborates
the PF that a Chinook
community existed at
Chinookville until 1880
The petitioner meets (b) to
1880.
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Dates of
Apph-

cation
S

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

issve i Analysis

Cenclusion

1%52

letter 10 Mr. Reed, 3/6/1909
{Ex. 865}

lener in 1909 from Mr. McGowan describing
how John Edmunds, *'but his name in some
way was changed to Pickernell, under which
his descendants now live” helped McGowan
move from Portland by scow in 1852.
Edmonds was married to a native woman and
had several children, one, a Mrs. Russell hves
near liwaco [in 1909] Genealogies show that
Julia Pickemell Russell was b, in 1843

See Chinock Summary under the Criteria for
the PF, p. 13

This lenter discusses the Pickernell’s family line.
This document corroborates the evidence discussed
in the PF showing the Pickernell’s at Chinookville
from about 1850 to 1880, and siating that a Chinook
community lived there at this time. Because it is
recollections made at 2 later date than the activities it
discusses, it 1s not as valuable as other
contemporaneous data, avzilable for the PF, such as
a Federal census.

In combination with
census and other evidence,
this document
demonstrates that a
Chinook communiry
existed in Chinookville
1850 to 1880. The
petitioner meets (b) for
1850-1880.

1865-7

Deposition of Emma Millen
Lucier made on 4/24/1952
|ex.854)

Emma Lucier says she is the dau. of Sam
Millert [1833-1913] and was b. at Kelso when
her father was fishing on the Cowlitz, that
Sam was a Chinook b. at Wahkiakum on the
Columbia River. Describes fishing habits and
seeing Chinook fishing for oysters at
Brucepoint and she “knew Mr. Russell who
paid the Indians for oysters with guns, dishes,
hardware and traps.” No dates. “Many
Indians were working at Willapa Harbor,
consisting of Chinook and neighboring
tribes.”

Oral history -

“Communiry must be understood in the context
of the history, geography, culture and social
organization of the group™ {25 C.F.R. §3.1).

This does not identify an Indian entiry in 1952 when
the deposition was made, but is a recollection of her
youth. Sam Millett’s Indian ancestry is not a
question, and this document generally describes
indian groups before 1880 and perhaps later on
Willapa Bay. However, this oral history’s
chronology is very weak and so general as to be of
limited use in demonstrating that the petitioner
meets (b)vafxcn: 1880 or as a combined Chinookan
entity in the 1900's.

This document generally
corroborates the PF that
Chinook communities
were found in several
locations before 1880, and
met (b) before that date.

1871-1878
1894

Store accounts ledger, 1871-
1878 and 1894 for K oshland
Bros. (Ex. 118} and 1182)

Appears 1o be a ledger of store accounts for
various customers - 1 1pages and 49 pages
respectively

“Community must be understood in the context
of the history, geography, culture and social
organization of the group” (25 C.F.R/83.1).

Several of the persons named on these accounts
have descendants in the modern membership J. G.
and Chas. Elliott; Lambert Enyart; Archie, Alex and
Adeline Pellard; Joe LaFrambois; Louis Durival,
William Bailey, Ed Pickernell, Louis Ducheney,
Mrs. Mary Pysk, Henry Strong. and Wm._ Bailey.
This document shows members of families ancestral
1o the petitioner and known 1o be living in
Oysterville in the 1870's frequenting this store.

_This document

corroborates the PF that
the Chinook petitioner
meets (b) before 1880.

L
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
Appli-

cation

1880's CIT/CN Submission 1998,

“Discussion,” 35

Petitioner’s Exhibit K:

Beckham, “1900 Census,” 4-5

Petitioner's Exhibit J:
Beckham, 1920 Census,” 3

PF Summary, 14, 23, 27-28

AT, 2-3,57-58

The Proposed Finding found evidence that a
Chinook village had persisted until 1880 at
Chinookville on Baker's Bay on the
Columbia River, but no evidence that the
village existed for any length of time after
1880.

The petitioner's attorney has labeled this
finding as a serious error because it did not
conclude that the village of Chinookville had
been brought to an end by being destroyed by
non-Indians, rather than by being voluntarily
abandoned by its Indian residents.

The petitioner's researcher discussed the
destruction of Chinookville in the petitioner’s
Exhibit K.

In Exhibit K, histonan Beckham attributes the
destruction of Chinookville to the natural “massive
erosion” of the Columbia River which “washed
away" the old village in the 1880's, followed by the
actions of Mr. McGowan in burning the remaining
Chinook housés at the site (p-4).

For purposes of criterion (b) of the regulations, what
matters is not how Chinookville was brought to an
end, but whether its permanent residents moved
together as a group to a new location and whether its
seasonal residents continued to gather seasonally at
a new location. The petitioner has not responded
effectively to this issue. Beckham makes no attempt
to trace such continuity of a group, but simply
asserts that [ndians at Chinook and [lwaco on
Baker's Bay were “direct successors to
Chinookville” (p.5). The petitioner does not show
that the same families from Chinookville continued
to live together after 18X0

The petitioner has not
shown that there was error
in the Proposed Finding's
discussion of
Chinookville's demise,
and its response does not
show the conunuity of this
social community in a new
form atter 1880. The
Proposed Finding found
evidence that a Chinook
village at Chinookville
persisted until at least
1880, and no evidence or
argument has been
presented to change that
conclusion.
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

1900

Census # )

Petitioner’s Exhibit K:
Beckham, 1900 Census™

PF Summary, 14-16
HTR, 25-30
HTR, Tables 1-3

Census 1900

In his list of households on the 1900 Federal
census, in Exhibit K, Beckham includes 97
Indian households in two counties in
Washington Sate and says that 76 households
and 272 individuals were Chinook. The
Historical Technical Repon noted the
presence of 333 descendants of the 1851
historical Chinookan bands and 91 ancestors
of the petitioner in 1900, either on the Federal
census in 90 households in three counties of
Washingion and Oregon or on the Indian
census rolls of four Indian agencies.

Beckham's list of households on the 1900
Federal census differs from the data used in
the Historical Technical Report in only a few
minor ways: (1) Beckham lists 7 households
not identified as Chinook descendants in the
Historical Technical Report -- Oysterville #2;
Nema #176; Bruceport #203; llwaco #31 and
#193; and Brookfield #229 and #235 (actually
#226 and #232); (2) Beckham lists 4 “Indian”
households in seasonal fishing camps at
Ilwaco and Chinook not counted as Chinook
in the Historical Technical Reporn -- #467,
#472, #495, #496; and (3) Beckham lists
every “Indian” household on the Indian
schedules, thus including 12 households not
counted as Chinook in the Historical
Technical Report. Beckham’s list of the 1900
census, however, also overlooks 14
households of Chinook descendants included
in the analysis in the Historical Technical
Report -- Oysterville #27; Bay Center #183;
Bruceport #198; llwaco #59, #142, #151,
#167,#190, #191, #456; Frankfort #422.
Cathlamet #158, #228; and Eureka #284. The
Historical Technical Report also found 10

Beckham’s discussion of the 1900 Federal census, in
Exhibit K, 1gnores the discussion of the 1900 census
in the Proposed Finding and in the Historical
Technical Report. The analysis of the 1900 census
in the Historical Technical Report was more
thorough and more complete than the listing
provided by Beckham in Exhibit K of the
petitioner’s response.

Beckham lists Chinooks and other Indians without
noting whether they were ancestral to the petitioning
group. In addition 1o an analysis of Chinook
descendants on the 1900 census, the Historical
Technical Report included an analysis of the census
data which considered only those Chinook
descendants who 2lso were ancestors of the
petitioner’s members.

The 1900,census evidence submined in Exhibit K
was considered and analyzed for the Proposed
Finding, and is not new evidence. Including the 7
additional households identified by Beckham,
together with the 90 households identified for the
Proposed Finding, would not change the BIA's
analysis of the 1900 census in any meaningful way.

The list of Chinook
descendants on the 1900
census provided by the
petitioner in 1ts response
does not identify any eror
in the BIA’s research that
would require a change in
the BIA's analysis of the
data. The 1900 census list
in Exhibit K does not
provide any basis for
changing the conclusions
of the Proposed Finding.

£
o

¢
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

1500

Census # 2

Petitioner's Exhibit K:
Beckham, 1900 Census™

PF Summary, 8-10
HTR, 25.30
HTR, Tables |-3, Figure §

Census 1900

In Exhibit K, Beckham asserts that the 1900
Federal census “confirms™ that “three primary
Chinook communities existed” (p.6). He
identifies the “primary“communities” as Bay
Center, Dahlia, and Chinook-Ilwaco, and a
“secondary community” as Cathlamet.
Beckham asserts that the census “confirmed a
settlement pattern within a discrete
geographical area” (p.1).

The Proposed Finding and Historical
Technical Report identified clusters of
Chinookan descendants on the 1900 census in
the Bay Center, Hlwaco, and Dahlia areas.
The Proposed Finding found evidence of the
existence of an Indian community at Bay
Center at this time, but inadequate evidence
of distinct Chinook communities elsewhere.

The original acknowledgment regulations
required evidence for cnterion (b) that “a
substantial portion of the petitioning group
inhabits a specific area,” but linked that
requirement, by an “and,” with a requirement
that the group be “distinct from other
populations in the area.” Social interaction
within the group is required, Geographical
evidence alone without a village-like settling
compassing 50% of the membership (1994
regulations modified existing practice) was
insufficient to meet the requirements of the
criterion.

Indiana Miami; RMI Reconsidered
Determination; MBPI(

§ 83.6(a): A documented petition must contain
“detailed, specific evidence™ in support of its
request for acknowledgment.

§ 83.6(c): A documented petition “must
include thorough explanations and supporting
documentation™ in response to the criteria.

Beckham's argument appears to be that geographical
communities existed simply because a certain
number of Indians lived within a general
geographical area. The Historical Technical Report
demonstrated that no census enumeration district
was preddfninantly Chinook (HTR, Table 3), and
found limited evidence of predominantly Chinook
neighborhoods (HTR, 29). Exhibit K does not
dispute that evidence.

The Proposed Finding put the petitioner on notice
that an argument that the petitioner’s ancestors had
lived within a discrete geographical area was not
adequate to meet the requirements of criterion (b).
Quoting from the guidelines and technical assistance
letters to the petitioner, the Proposed Finding (pp.8-
10) advised the petitioner that it would need to
improve its documentation by supplementing the
residence data” (p.10) it had presented with
additional evidence that “the Chinook constitute a
socially distinct community within which significant
interaction” (p.9) occurs among members.

Residential patterns on the
t900 census do not show
that the petitioner’s
ancestors were so clustered
that social interaction as a
distinct community can be
assumed on the basis of
geographical evidence
alone. Because there is no
village-tike setting, data
about residential patterns,
absent actual evidence of
social interaction, is
insutticient to show that
the petitioner’s ancestors
in these various areas in
1900 interacted as a
distinct social community
or communities. This
census evidence provides a
context for understanding
other evidence about the
petitioner, but this
geographical evidence by
itself does not meet the
requirements of

criterinn (h)
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Pn:cedenl

lssue / Analysis

Conclusion

1900

Census # 3

Petitioner’s Exhibit K:
Beckham, 1900 Census™

PF Summary, 8-10
HTR, 25-30
HTR, Tables 1-3, Figure §

Census 1900

In Exhibit K, Beckham argues that the
“numbers” of Chinooks in Bay Center,
Dahlia, and Chinook-llwaco “'were sizable
and sufficient 1o sustain tribal relations....”
(p.6). He aiso argues that these
“communities,” plus Cathlamet, were
“connected by water transportation” and were
“within one day’s travel or less of each other™

(p.6).

The Proposed Finding and Historical
Technical Report identified clusters of
Chinookan descendants on the 1900 census in
the Bay Center, llwaco, and Dahlia areas.
The Proposed Finding found inadequate
evidence of social interaction between Bay
Center, Dahlia, and llwaco which united these
separate areas as a social community.

§ 83.6(a): A documented petition must contain
“detailed, specific evidence” in support of its
request for acknowledgment.

§ 83.6(c): A documented petition “must
include thorough explanations and supporting
documentation™ in response 1o the criteria.

Indiana Miami; RMI Reconsidered
Determination; MBP!

Rather than providing evidence of actual social
interaction and social activilies by ancestors of the
petitioner, whether in one settlement area or between
settlement areas, Beckham’s argument is limited to
suggesting the possibility of social interaction
because of the number of Chinook descendants
living in a single geographical area, and the
possibiliry that Chinook descendants residing in
separate geographical areas could have visited each
other because steamboat travel existed.

The Proposed Finding put the petitioner on notice
that it would need 1o provide “evidence that
demonstrates social interaction that involves a
substantial portion of the group’s members on a
regular and frequent basis” (PF Summary, 9).

Y

Because the regulations
require evidence of the
existence of a distinct
social community, these
arguments that social
interaction would have
been possible among the
petitioner’s ancestors in
1900, absent actual
evidence of such social
interaction, do not meet
the requirements of
cnterion (b).

1900

Census # 4

Petitioner’s Exhibit K:
Beckham, *1900 Census™

Census 1900

In Exhibit K, Beckham argues that the
occupations of Indians (not just Chinooks) in
1900 as oystermen and fishermen constitutes
*shared work and community” because such
people “worked together in crews.” (p.2). He
calculates that 94 percent of Indians at
Dahlia, 81 percent of Indians at Chinook-
Hwaco, and 70 percent of Chinooks at
Cathlamet were fishermen in 1900 (p.3-5).
These calculations include non-Chinook
Indians and non-1ndian spouses. Beckham
contends that fishing had been “a centra!
element in the lifeway and subsistence” of the
Chinook from “time immemorial” (p.3).

Fishing was a predominant occupation among
people living on the Columbia River and Willapa
Bay. Because these occupations were shared by the
non-Indian as well as Indian residents of these areas
in 1900, the occupational labor of Chinooks by itself
was not an activity that defined a distinct community
of Chinooks. Beckham does not show that labor
was shared, only that occupations were similar. He
does not show that most Chinooks worked in work
crews that were predominantly Chinook. Nor does
he show that their labor was shared, as opposed 10
labor for individual wages. He suggests, but does
not show, that Chinooks from different settlements
worked together. Census data alone cannot
demonstrate patierns of shared work.

Occupationa! data from the
1900 census by itself is
inadequate 10 meet the
requirements of

criterion (b).

e
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule/ Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion

Appli-

cation

1900's ca. | Petitioner’'s Exhibit K: in Exhibit K, Beckham asserts that newspaper In Exhibit K, Beckham presents no examples trom This unsupported assertion
Beckham, *1900 Census” documentation “confirms the social such local newspaper articles, and he does not cite by itself is inadequate to

connections of the [ndians living on Willapa any specific articles or any specific dates. The meet the requirements of
Bay with each other™ (p.1). exhibits of newspaper articles will be examined on criterion (b).

their merits separately from this reference to them

by Beckhath. -

190! “Ralph C. A. Ellion, the A reporter has tatked to Mr. Elliott Mr. Elliott describes an Indian community at This document
Pioneer” Skamokawa Eagle, conceming early years he spent in the Cathlamet under Skamokawa. Clearly, Chiet Quillis | corroborates the PF that
October 24, 1901 (Ex. 1032) Columbia river area starting in about 1850. had authority within the Indian community because the Chinook petitioner

He discusses Skamokawa and Chief Quillis, he was abie 1o make an {ndian who had stolen meets (b) before 1880.
whom is described by the reporter as “another something return it to Mr. Elliottt. The thief lived
-good Indian.” across the Columbia in another village.

1907 “Bills for (ndians Would “Sen. Fulton of Oregon has introduce three The three bands described are the three areas that the | This document does not
Reimburse Indians for Lands bills providing for final settlements with three PF questioned as being a single tribe. This evidence | provide evidence that the
Taken....South Bend Journal, bands of Indians living in ...Washington reinforces the concerns expressed in the PF that the petitioner meets (b).
December 27, 1907 (Ex. 1038) | along the Columbia River.” _lower Band of petitioner represents more than one tribal unit.

Chinooks, Wheelappa band of Chinooks, and
Whakizkum band of Chinooks.

1908 “Money for Indians” The South | “Sen Fulton has introduced three bills. . . for The three bands described are the three areas that the | This document does not
Bend Journal, January 1, 1908. | final settiements with three bands of Indians PF questioned as being a single tribe. This evidence | provide evidence that the
(Ex. 1039) living in ... Washington along the lower reinforces the concerns expressed in the PF that the petitioner meets (b).

Columbia river." The lower band of petitioner represents more than one tribal unit.
Chinooks...the Wheelappa band of Chinooks,
Wahkiakum bhand of Chinooks...
1908 “Chinook Claim Baseless™ The | “Secretary Garfield today reported to The three Chincok bands are described as This document does not

South Bend Journal, Jan 28,
1903. (Ex. 1041)

Congress that there is no foundation for the
claims against the government by the Neu-
Que-Clah-Wessuck band of Chinook Indians
of Oregon and the Chehalis tribe, Wheelappa
and Waukiakum bands of Chinook Indians of
Washington.”....."The department says that all
those [ndians, save the Chehallis tribe have
died or intermarmed. ™

intermarried and not living on reservations. This
evidence corroborates the PF that the members of
the Chinook bands were geographically dispersing
within their territory and marrying whites. [t does
not indicate whether they continue to interact or
maintain a community despite their mamiages 10
whites.

provide evidence that the
petittoner meets (b).
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
Apphi-
cation
1908 “Money for Indians” The South | Congress Cushman has introduced bills which The three bands described are the three areas thal the | This document does not
Bend Journal, February 13, would provide payment to.the Lower band of PF questioned as being a single tribe. This evidence provide evidence that the
190& Chinooks, Wahkiakum and Wheelappa as reinforces the concemns expressed in the PF that the petitioner meets (b).
payment for “the tract of termitory ....which petitioner represents more than one tribal unit.
they allege was taken from them...”
1907,1908 | “Astona Wins Two Games,” Anonymous newspaper articles about a The teams are both made up of individuals of These documents are not
& 1915 The South Bend Journal, May baseball game between Cathlamet and Chinook Indian descent and non Indians. No evidence in themselves
2, 1907 and April 15, 1915, Skamokawa and Cathlamet and Ft. Columbia; reference 10 Indian ancestry is made. It does show that the petitioner meets
“Bay Center Indians lose pame | Anonymous newspaper article about a that the Indian families from various communities (b). Combined with
of Football” South Bend football game between Bay Center and South focations played on the same team with non indians, | similar evidence it
Journal, Jan 3, 19508 Bend. however, these anticles treat the Indians and non- contextualizes the PF that
Indians without making distinctions. Combined Chinook communities
with many bits of other mentions in newspapers existed in
about the activities of the Indians near Cathlamet Cathlamet/Dahlia and in
and Bay Center, they provides contextual Bay Center.
information concerning the PF that distinct Indian
communities existed in Cathlamet and Bay Cenier.
1907 Skamokawa Fagle, May 16, Repons the death of 1da la Fromboise, who Makes no referénce 1o her tribe, merely that she This document does not
1907 antended Indian schools and an eastern anended Indian schools. She was very well provide evidence that the
college. She was a native of Pillar Rock. educated for any woman of her time. petitioner meets (b).
1907 “Indian Shaker Faith Dying -- | The only place Bay Center is mentioned is in The continuation of the Shaker Church in Bay This document does not
Retains hold on Bay Center the headline and in the last sentence which is Center would be evidence that Bay Center meets (b), | provide some evidence
Indians -- Strange Belief.” not readable because half of the column was if the petitioner’s ancestors atiend it. Some of them | that a portion of the
South Bend Journal, Dec. 20, cut off during xeroxing. It may list three did, others did not. The document, with other petitioner meets (b).
1907 places where the Shaker Faith continues - information concerning the Shaker church at Bay
Lapush, Bay {Center} and Neah Bay.” Cenier evaluated for the PF, provides supporting
evidence that the Bay Center meets (b) in 1907, but
does not clarify whether the petitioner as a whole
meets (b) at the same time.
1908 “Alioona” The South Bend Two items concerning the Elliotts: E.C. has No reference is made to the Chinook or Indian This document does not
Journal, Jan_ 16. 1908 eleven men cutting cordwood; Wm. will be participation in these activities. provide evidence that the
manager of Farrell seagoing grounds opposite petitioner meets (b).
Skamokawa,

N o
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
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cation
1909 “Bay Center,” South Bend Three columns concerning community news “This cnterion does not require that social These kinds of gossip columns were analyzed in In combination with
Journal, Feb. 5, 1909, Feb. 19, | in Bay Center. The articles concern mostly interaction and relauonships be uniform within | depth over a forty year period to determine who was | similar evidence from
1909, March S, 1909. fishing activities. Jokes made at Lizzie the membership, but allows for the common interacting with whom. I[n total, they indicate thata | newspapers between 1910
Charely’s and Jos. George's expense. [See circumstance where the main body of a group | Chinook community meeting the regulations existed | and 1950, the petitioner
newspaper charts and data base) has substantial social tics while a periphery of | in Bay Cepter to 1950 and that the Columbia River meets (b).
membership has a lesser degree of social communities of Dahlia and Hwaco matniained
connection” (Snoqualmie PF 1993, 18). contact with the Bay Center community through
close kin.
1910-1919 | Newspaper articles from the Anonymous articles about “Bay Centre,” and | **Social refationships’ refers to circumstances | These kinds of gossip columns were anatyzed in In combination with
South Bend Journal, April 1S, Astoria, section with reference to various where the individuals within a group define depth over a forty year period to determine who was | similar evidence from
1910 {lwaco Tribune, Jan. 20, | community activities and individuals in themselves and are defined by others as intecacting with whom. In total, they indicate thata | newspapers between 1910
1912, April 26, 1913, The attendance, visiting of relatives and friends in | connected with each other in a particular way, | Chinook community meeting the regulations existed | and 1950, the petitioner
South Bend Journal, Dec. 4, neighboring towns, obituaries, fishing accompanicd by role definitions, feelings of’ in Bay Center to 1950 and that the Columbia River meets (b).
1919, Dec. 11, 1919. activities, etc., of known Chinook social attachment, obligations and communities of Dahlia and [lwaco maintained
descendants [see newspaper charts and data expectations.” (Snoqualmie PF 1993, 15-16). contact with the Bay Center community through
base| close kin.
1910 “Chinook Observations,” South | *Geo. Charley and his crew amived here from There is no list or information about who was on the | Without a record of who
Bend Journal, July 8, 1910. Bay Centre on Tuesday...by rail.” fishing crew. This becomes problematical for the was on this fishing crew,
petitioner. Other evidence does not show the this document is not
Charleys associating with other members of the evidence that the petitioner
petitioning group. [t cannot be assumed that they meets (b).
are 10 his crew.
1914-1918 | Letters to the Commissioner of | Various letters from the superintendent at Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a These documents deal with individual issues and not | These documents provide

Indian Affairs, and individuals
regarding their allotments,
fishing issues, and financial
quertes {Ex. 813-816, 863-864,
799-808)

Trtalak

1 Qa0an

4 dealing with individual allottces
on the Quinault Reservation, fishing issues,
secking clarification and authorization from
the Commissioner of Indiun Affairs on
various issues pertaining to their individual
trust accounts.

recognized rescivation docs nut piovide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

tr1bal issucs. Most are iciiers (rom individuais
requesting their timber money which is held in trust
by the government. The justifications by agents for
remitting the money to the individuals demonstrate
that the agency was much more likely to release
large amounts for cars, boats and homes to
acculturated individuals married to non-Indians who
were the petitioner’s ancestors) than to “traditionally
oriented” or elderly individuals whom the agent
believed may one day require welfare from the state
As such, he seems to distinguish the Bay Center
[ndians from reservation Indians,

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Indians and therefore
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Anabysis
Appli-
cation

Conclusion

1919-1920 § The South Bend Journal, Dec. Three short items in newspapecrelating that These anicles do not show any interaction berween These documents do not
4, 1919, Dec. 11, 1919, April siblings Mingo and Mermyss Amelia had individuals. They do reflect the fact that provide evidence that the
8' 1920’ o ' visited Astoria from Cathlamet, where they documentation is more likelv 10 show residents of petitioner meets (b).
lived.

Columbia River communities visiting Astoria (other
Columbia River communities) rather than venturing

1o Bay Center,
1.
L.
¥ ; ) / ;
- \L e %, o "‘-; .,4”'
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Conclusion

1920

Census # |

Petitioner’s Exhibe §:
Beckham, 1920 Census™

PF Summary, 14-18, 24

AT, 42-43,69-80, 84-87,
Tabie 3 (pp.48-49)

HTR, 30-32

Census 1920

In Exhibit J, Beckham asserts that the 1920
Federal census showed that “Chinooks
continued to reside in their aboriginal
homeland” (p.1) He also asserts that two
sertlement areas, Bay Center and Dahlia,
“were distinctly Indian” (p.1). Beckham lists
68 [ndian households on the 1920 census in
two counties of Washington State, and says
that 65 households with 270 individuals were
Chinook {pp.7-23). Beckham notes that the
census enumerator in 1920 “identified part of
the village {of Bay Center| as ‘Indian Town™

(.2

The Anthropological Technical Report
concluded that, “The 1920 census provides
information that supports the continuing
existence of concentrations of Chinook
Indians in Bay Center and Dahlia™ (AT, 86).
The Historical Technical Report made the
point that the 1920 census identified an
“Indian Town" section of Bay Center (HTR,
31). The Historical Technical Report did not
include a comprehensive survey of Chinook
descendants or ancestors of the petitioner on
the 1920 census. That report’s survey of the
1900 censns demonstrated, however, that
Chinook descendants were living in
northwestern Oregon and on several Indian
reservations in Washington and Oregon, not
just in Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties of
Washington State.

The original acknowledgment regulations
required evidence foc criterion (b) that **a
substantial portion of the petitioning group
inhabits a specific area,” but hinked that
requirement, by an “and,” with a requirement
that the group be “distinct from other
populations in the area.” Geographical
evidence alone is insufficient to meet the
requirements of the cniterion, unless therets a
village-like setting encompassing 50% of their
membership.

The term “aboriginal homeland™ is not
mentioned in the regulatiuns.

§ 83.6(a): A documented petition must contain
“detailed, specitic evidence™ in support of its
request for acknowledgment.

§ 83.6(c): A documented petition “must
include thorough explanations and supporting
documentation” in response to the critena.

Beckham's discussion of the 1920 Federal census, in
Exhibit J, makes no reterence to the mention of the
1920 census in the Historical and Anthropological
Technical Reports. He ignores the discussion of
distinct settlement patterns in Bay Center and Dahlia
in the dedades of the 1910's and 1920's in the
Anthropological and Historical Technical Reports
Beckham does not define what made a settlement
“distinctly Indian.” The evidence and argument in
Exhibit J is consistent with the conclusions of the
Proposed Finding that there was “'some evidence
that the [ndians at Bay Center maintained a separate
geographical community until about 1920" (p.16),
and that there was “evidence that some of the
Chinook descendants may have been living in an
exclusive (or nearly exclusive) settlement at Dahlia™
(p.14) before the 1930's. The evidence from this
census strengthens the conclusion that an area of
majority [ndian residents (14 of 19 housceholds)
existed in Dahlia Precinct in 1920, However, this
evidence does not show that a majority of the
petitioner’s ancestors lived in majority Indian areas
at that time.

The Pronosed Finding n

s e mLpOseC mBeins ¢
phiar an apiiee e thar tho o
thata gument that tne p
i .

n
lived within their “ahorisinal homeland™ was not
adequate to meet the requirements of criterion (b).
Quoting from the guidelines and technical assistance
letters to the petitioner, the Proposed Finding (pp.8-
10) advised the petitioner that it would need to
improve its documentation “'by supplementing the
residence data” (p.10) it had presented with
additional evidence that “the Chinook constitute a
socially distinct community within which significant
interaction” (p.9) occurs amony members.

Residential patterns on the
1920 ceasus do not show
that the petitioner's
ancestors were 30 clustered
that social interaction as a
distinct community can be
assumed on the basis of
geographical evidence
alone. This data about
residential patterns, absent
actuat evidence of social
interaction, is insutficient
to show that the
petitioner’s ancestors in
these various areas in 1920
interacted as a distinct
social community or
communities. This census
evidence provides a
context for understanding
other evidence about the
petitioner, but this
geographical evidence by
itself does not meet the

requirements of

artre P
CTCrion (o).
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1920

Census # 2

Petitioner’s Exhibit J:
Beckham, 1920 Census™

In Exhibit J, Beckham argues that the
occupational data on the 1920 census shows
“the persistence of shared work in the
seagoing and trap fishery” (p.4).

He calculates that 80 percent of Chinooks in
Dahlia, 65 percent of Chinooks in Chinook-
llwaco, and 62 percent of Indians in Bay
Center were engaged in fishing or crab
fishing or the oyster harvest (pp.3-5).
Beckham contends that the “*vast majority” of
employed Chinooks were engaged in
“traditional occupations” with a direct link 10
traditional patterns of subsistence (p .4, 5).

Fishing was 2 predominant occupation among
people living on the Columbia River and Willapa
Bay. Because these occupations were shared by the
non-Indian as well as Indian residents of these areas
in 1920, the occupational labor of Chinooks by itself
was nol an activity that defined a distinct community
of Chinooks. Beckham does not show that labor
was shared, only that occupations were similar. He
does not show that individuals from separate
geographical settlements worked together. Census
data alone cannot demonstrate pattemns of shared
work.

Occupational data from the
1920 census by itself is
inadequate to meet the
requirements of

criterion (b).

1920 ca.

Petivioner’s Exhibit J:

Beckham, **1920 Census”

In Exhibit J, Beckham argues that water
travel linked the Chinooks, and that Chinook
residential areas were linked by steamboats,
rowboats, fernes, and canoes (p.1).

§ 83.6(a): A documented petition must contain
“detailed, specific evidence” in suppon of its
request for acknowledgment.

§ 83.6(c): A documented petition “must
include thorough explanations and supporting
documentation” in response to the criteria.

Rather than providing evidence of actual social
interaction by ancestors of the petitioner who lived
in geographically separate settlement areas,
Beckham's argument is limited to suggesting the
possibilin#that they could have visited each other.

The Proposed Finding put the petitioner on notice
that it would need 10 provide “evidence that
demonstrates social interaction that involves a
substantial portion of the group’s members on a
regular and frequent basis” (PF Summary, 9).

Because the regulations
require evidence of the
existence of a distinct
social community, this
argument that social
interaction would have
been possible among the
petitioner’s ancestors in
1920, absent actual
evidence of such social
interaction, does not meet
the requirements of
cnterion (b).

\“«wy/

(8%

% /
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Appli-
cation

Foarm of Evidence

Description

Rule/ Precedeat

Issue/ Analysis

Conctusion

8/7/1922 to
12/6/1922

letter to/trom Rose Gricks [Ex.

885 - 892

Letter from Superintendent at Taholah  h,
enclosing a check for her share of the
Chinook settlement. Witnesses to her
application were Inez Lawson and Emma
Eftiottt [Ex. 886, p.4] letter of 10/10/1922
says Rose lived at Dahlia, was living in
Alaska in 1914-5 when the payments were
made, but when she retumed, she heard about
the $8, she is in Dahlia in Aug. but was in
Astodia in Dec. 1922. [Ex. 892} names her
mother and brothers/sisters

May be used to show that Mrs. Grick, a Chinook
descendant, heir of Mary Kelly and Judith Peers,
Astoria in 1922, but does not establish that there was
a continuing tribal entity, aithough she says "'l
belong to the Chinook tnbe of Indian Tribe.”

v

These documents do not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

1922 &
1923

Myrtle Woodcock, “An Indian
Romance,” Unidentified
newspaper and “The Chinook
Legend of the *Dark Day™™
Raymond Herald, Dec 21,
1923

These are two poems relating what is
supposed to be an Indian story. Both are
written by a woman who would become
secretary to the Chinook organization later.

The author is described “of South Bend, member of
the Quinault Indian Tribe.” on the “romance” poem
and on the other she is described as “of royal [ndian
lineage.”

These documents do not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

1922/1923

Personal diary for ?Precious
Gram Elliottt? (Ex. 1180)

Appears to be photocopies of entries in a
personal diary. Diary dated 1898, but entries
are from 1922-1923 (10 pages); appears to be
farm records concerning planting vegetables
and producing cream; one note dated Oct. 12,
1922, states “Rosco Miles and Lee Aulden
started to cut cord wood . They cut i5 cord in
a week at S dollars a cord  They left for home
on 1).

“Community must be understood tn the context
of the history, geography, culture and social
ocrganization of the group” (25 C.F.R. 83.1).

This diary could belong to an Elliottt and it
documents some visits from Columbia River
Chinook. The entry about cutting cord wood is
relevant to an earlier entry from {908 when EC
Eltottthas |1 men cutting wood. However, this
evidence, even when combined with the 1908
evidence, does noi demonsiraic ihat the Etfiotits
were acting as middleman between [ndian laborers
ana wites. {t appears more tikely that the wood is
for Elliott’s own use during the coming winter.

{

These documents provide
evidence fragmentary
evidence that the petitioner
meets (b).

-
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1923-1925

“Bay Center” South Bend
Journal, Sept. 28, 1923, Nov.
2, 1923, Nov. 9, 1923,
December 7, 1923, Dec. 14,
1923, February 1, 1924, March
14, 1924, June 6, 1924, Aug.
22,1924, Aug 29,1924, Sept.
5, 1924, Sept. 12, 1924, Sept.
26,1924, Gct. 10, 1924, Oct.
17,1924, Oct. 26, 1923, Dec.
5, 1924, Jan. 2, 1925, Jan. 9,
1925, Feb. 13, 1925, Feb. 20,
1925, Mar. 13, 1925, Mar. 20,
1925, Apr. 3, 1922, May 1,
1925, Sept. 11, 1925,

“Bay Center,” Raymond
Herald, October 12, 1923, Dec.
7, 1923, Aug., 29, 1924, Sept
12,1924, Jan 2, 1925,

“Dahlia hems” The South Bend
Journal, Apr. 10, 1924, May 1,
1924, May 8, 1927, July 17,
1924, Aug. 28,1924, Sept. 11,
1924

Anonymous anticles about “Bay Center,” and
Dablia, with reference to various community
activities and individuals in attendance,
visiting of relatives and fnends n
neighboring towns, obituaries, fishing
activities, etc., of known Chinook
descendants [see newspaper charts and data
base)

**Social relationships’ refers to circumstances
where the individuals within a group define
themseives and are defined by others as
connected with each other in a particular way,
accompanied by role definitions, feelings of
social anachment, obligations and
expectations.” {(Snogquaimie PF 1993, 15-16).

These kinds of gossip columns were analyzed in
depth aver 2 forty year period 1o determine who was
interacting with whom. In 1otaf, they indicate that a
Chinook community meeting the regulations existed
in Bay Center 10 1950 and that the Columbia River
communities maintained contact with the Bay
Center community through close kin and some
visiing.

In combination with
similar evidence from
newspapers between 1910
and 1950, the petitioner
meets (b).

1924

Lener to C.B. Fitzgerald, state
chairman of State Central
Commintee, from Taholah h
Agency, October 8, 1924.

Lener from Taholah  h Agency stating that
719 Indians on Quinault and that only about
150 of the 719 live on the Reservation, others
scanered at Bay Center, Seartle, Tacoma,
Portland, and all over the northwest, he does
not have the addresses.

“Members of the group of their ancestors
identified as Shoshone and as living in the area
were carried on BIA censuses from at least
1916 through 1940" (Death Valley PF 1982,
3).

These population figures probably refer in part to
the petitioner’s ancestors, who, as alloftees were
included on the Quinault reservation statistics from
1ime to time.

1925

Myrtle Woodcock, “The
Alliance of the Quinauit and
the Chinook Tribes,” Raymond
Herald, Dec. 20, 1925,

This poem was written by a woman who
would become secretary to the Chinook
organization later. She is identified as a
member of the Quinault Tribe.

The Quinaults are presemted in an unflanering
manner; the Chinooks in a flattering manner. This
poem may reflect some of the tensions between
these two groups of people.

These documents provide
some evidence that the
petitioner meets (b) in tht
1s may show a distinction
berween Quinault and
Chinooks. AJ

- i5-
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cation

1925 Newspaper article (handwritten | Anonymous article “Indians Ask Federal Chinook PF 1997, 7, and Cowlitz PF 1997, 17, | Article mentions local tribal representatives William | Because this document

- on copy) South Bend Journal, Treaty Ratification: Representatives Attend provided examples which were accepted as Bailey and Samson Otiver (both Chinook) at the deals soley with claims
03/13/1925 (Ex. 1096) Meeting at Marysville; Wit Hold Big Tribal meeting cnterion (a) of local newspaper Northwest Delegation of [ndians Conference held at | issues, it does not provide

Meet in Chehalis in June” discussion of a tocal {ndian group and Marysville, WA, among others have started claims evidence that the petitioner
description of its activities. proceedings under the Stevens non-ratified treaties. meets (b).
Anticle alSo mentions Victor Johnson and Myrtle
Woodcock (both Chinook), with Mr. Johnson
providing legal representation for the tribe. There
are Bailey, Johnson and Woodcock descendants in
the modern CIT/CN membership.

1925 Letters to and from Col. T.J. Letter from Supenntendent. at Taholah  h “Community must be understood in thé context | Inquiry and reply to Col. T.J McCoy's secking This document does not
McCoy in Wyoming and says the Chehalis, Skokomish, Cowlitz, of the history, geoyraphy, culture and social Indians to participate in a “Last Great Council” at provide evidence that the
Superintendent. Sams, Taholah | Squaxin Island, Quinaielts, Quileutes, and organization of the group” (25 CFR 83.1). Philadelphia Exposition in 1926. Has tittle or no petitioner meets (b).

h Agency, Hoquiam, WA Chinooks in his jurisdiction live very much significance to petitioner's claims. McCoy knows

[Ex. 870](871] the way the non-Indians do, and did not nothing about the Chinook and therefore his

participate in the habits of the plains comments are unreliable. Sams’ comments about
Indians...names some leaders and the kinds of the acculturated status of the petitioner’s ancestors
houses they lived in. Response from Col. does not prejudice their case for (b).
McCoy tnviting Indian leaders to participate
in a council with other [ndian leaders anyway.
Willing to offset any expenses.

1926 “Indian Lore on Kiwanis Says that Myrtle Woodcock gave an original The Quinaults are presented in an unflattering This document does not
Program” The Raymond reading “The Massacre of the Palis,” and manner; the Chinooks in a flattering manner. This provide evidence that the
Herald. Aug. 6, 1926 “foltowed with a brief history of the Chinook poem may reflect some of the tensions between petitioner meets (b).

and Quinauii iribes who wete masiers of this ihese iwo groups of peopie.
country in the early days.”
letter to Sams [Ex. 917)] and letter from Motor Co. in Bay Center re: “Community must be understood in the context | No Indians are named and no tribal relations are Supports other evidence

8/16/1926

from Sams [Ex. 918]

repossessing and selling cars to [ndians at the
Bay Center Reservation. Mr. Sams responds
that there is no Reservation. at Bay Center
and that contracts for Indians purchasing cars
15 the same as whites purchasing cars.

of the history, geography, culture and social
organization of the group™ (25 C.F.R. 83.1).

stated. This corroborates the BIA's analysis of
newspaper articles that a Bay Center community
existed in 1926,

that Bay Center and
nearby communities
tormed a distinct
community under (b).
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9/26/1926

lenter 10 Superintendent of
Taholah  h [Ex. 842}

lener from Superintendent at Tulalip re: boys
who should be in school there, but are not,
wants 10 know where they are. There isa
hand writien note in the margin that says 6 are
Chinook.

Only one of the sever names in the lenier is the same
as a pame in the petitioner’s genealogies. However,
there is not enough information on the “Simmy
McBride,” who was a school boy in the 1926, 10
assume he is the same as the Elmer James McBride
(no birth date or age given) who appears in the
1950's applications. Neither Jimmy McBride not
Elmer James McBride appear in the petitioner’s
membership list. An Emest McBride appeared on
the 1994 CIT list of deceased members. Therefore,
this document does not appear 10 relate 10 the
petitioner.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

1/4/1927

letter 1o C1A {Ex. 919]

letter from Sams re: Paul E. Petit of South
Bend

This lenter concerns an individual.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b)

1/24/1927

lerter 10 CIA |ex.920] also see
{Ex. 922,923 and 925}

letter from Sams on the allotments of Agnes,
William Elliottt, and Stuart H. Elliom, cites to
a letter dated Jan, 18, 1927

[Ex. 922 & 923 describe tracts; Ex. 925
discusses payment of anorney’s fees)

This lener confirms that the Ellioms received
allotments on Quinault, but does not provide
informatidfi about the petitioner’s communiry. There
appears to be at least 147, probably 175, of Agnes
Ducheney Elliottt’s descendants in the petitioner’s
membership.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

2/711927

Jetter 10 C1A [Ex. 921]

Letter from Sams re: re-adding Antone
Brignone {b. 1894 and on 1913 roll} to the
rolls of “Quinauit Reservation.” Was on the
roll several years, appears to have been
inadvertently omitted in 1922, his mother is
alloned and his siblings are enrolled.

This lener may be used to confirm family
relationships and that Ellen Amelia Springer and her
children are enrolled at Quinault, but does not
establish tribal relations or name them as
descendants of the Chinook tribe.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

¢
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4/12/1927

letter to CIA [Ex. 924)

letter from Sams re: Virginia Walkowsky et
al. v. U.S. An affidavit from Kate
Walkowsky refers to Kate's children {Grace,
Leonard, Rose, Kenneth, Albert, Loutse,
Frank and [da] who were adopted by Quinault
Reservation in 1910, and approved by the
DOV, and allotted on Quinault

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner,

Cites to affidavits that say Kate’s father was
Chinook and her mother was full Indian, probably
lower Chehalis tribe. Names her current husband as
Robert Weiss. This may be useful in confirming
some family ties, but not in showing that the
Chinook*tribe existed as a separate entity in 1927,
There are at least 4 descendants of Walkowsky,
possibly 11 more.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner mects (b).

7121927

letter to CIA [Ex. 974)

letter from Sams re: Quinault By-laws on
fishing rights on the Reservation.

No rule or precedent; data included for
informational purposes only.

Unclear, does not seem to apply to any issue re:
Chinook petition

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

10/19/1927

letter to CIA [Ex. 975]

" letter from Sams re: Grace Heiner of Altoona

asking about her allotment

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner,

Grace has at least 9 descendants in the CIT/CN list.
Individual inquiry, no mention of tribal relations. [t
does show residence.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
dermonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). Lucier o' the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b}

[UpT.
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10/19/1927

lener 10 CIA |Ex. 976)

lener from Sams re: Emily Cashel applying
for enroliment and allotment on Quinault She
is related to the Lusciers who are already
alloned, but marmed 10 a “white man” and
living in Astoria

Agency activity on behalf of an alionee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

“. .. the Lusciers were adopted into the tribe. The
Berrands were alloned by Finch R. Archer, the
aliotting agent, at the time he aljotied all Bay Center
people.” No Cashe! descendants in the C1T.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
tb). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

12/19/1927

letter 10 C1A {Ex. 978)

letter from Sams re; removing names from the
census roil because he cannot certify them,
Lawrence Axford b. 19185, father white,
mother a part Indian, parents separated and
boy lives with father at Bay Center; Helen
May Garrapei, b. 1907, mother was allotied
but does not live on the Reservation. Helen
was never allotted; Lizzie Jackson and Fowler
Jackson b. 1848 and 1849, cannot Jocate them
and do not know if living or dead, presume
dead, can’t be found; Emma Steltz, b. 1868,
Mann Steltz b. 1890, Hubbard Steltz b. 1892,
enrolled in 1913, not on the Archer schedule,
can find no authority for their enroliment;
Mary Thomas, b. 1917, father is white, she is
about 1/4 ind. Mother went to Cushman,
Mary was b. in the viciniry of Bay Center

“Members of the group or their ancestors,
identified as Shoshone and as living in the
area, were carried on BIA censuses from at
least 1916 through 1940" (Death Valley PF
1982, 3).

This document shows some residences, but not
proof of a tribal entity. Lawrence Axford, who is
named in this lener is a member of the CIT, as are
two of hi¢ children and the children of his sister.
Mary (Quigley) Thomas does not have descendants
in the petitioning group, but some of her siblings
have descendants in the membership. The only clue
10 the ongins of Mary Thomas is that she was bomn
in Bay Center, but her tribal affiliation is not given,
only that she appears on the Quinauh census. Other
evidence in the record indicates she was of Chinook
descent from the LaFramboise/Souvenir line. That
line has several descendants in the petitioner’s
membership. However, Garrapei, Jackson, and

Steltz do not have descendants in the CIT
membership. The Superintendent at Quinault is
recommending removing all of these names from the
census because he cannot cenify them, his inquiries
suggest that they were not living in tribal relations or
that some of the older ones were probably deceased.

This document does not
provide evidence thai the
petitioner meets (b).
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4/26/19238

letter to CIA [Ex. 906]

Letter from Superintendent Sams with
affidavit on the application of Henry Petit for
his allotment on Quinault, which Sams wants
denied becatise he is not a member of the
Quinault Tribe. Petit has Chinook blood, but
appears to be a well-to-do business man who
has lived in various parts of the West, but
never lived on Quinault or assoctated with
Quinault Tribe. Henry's brother was allotted
on Quinault in 1914, even though the tribe
declined to adopt him,

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide

evidence that the petitioner, a ditferent entity,

meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Sams brings up several issues that show he was
concerned alloting someone who was not affiliated
with a tribe, who had not lived with other members
of that tribe, who had little Indian blood, and who
had only tenuous fand probably unauthorized)
connections to the Reservation. through his brother
who was allotted. This letter may show that Henry
Petit had Chinook blood, but does not establish
tribal relations. Henry Petit does not appear to have
descendants in the petitioner’s membership. [t also
indicates that Superintendent. Sams was aware of
Chinook descendants in tribal relations with each
other since he could easily recognize someone that
was NOT.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b)

1/4/1929

letter to CIA [Ex. 979]

- Letter from Sams re; list of trust patents

issued since Feb. 1928. Roughly
alphabetical, but does not name a tribe or
residence of any of the names on the 7 page
list

in the area, were carried on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1932, 3).

The petitioner provides no analysis of this list of
about 250 names to identity how they relate to the
petitioner. The BIA finds that only about 56 of the
names on the list appear in the 1950's era
genealogies submitted with the petition. Of this
number, about 15 names actually have descendants
or themselves appear on the membership list. This
list of patents issued in 1928 does not name the tribe
of the individual, does not show a tribal entity, and
only marginally pertains to the petitioner of its

Ancesions,

The document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).
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1/15/1929

lenter |Ex. 872}

letter from Superintendent at Taholah  htoa
dentist re: the bill for work on Rosa and

Clifford Corwin.

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This is an individual claim by the Corwin family
who are in the jurisdiction of the Taholah  h
Agency. Rose and Clifford Corwin were Rosa
Pickemell’s grandchildren (Chinook), although no
direct descendants appear in the CIT/CN current
membership hst.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
acuvity, i nself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

1/23/1929

letier to C1A {Ex. 980)

lener from Sams re: allowing Agnes (lnez)
(rracey Romstead access to some of her
moncey, she is ¥ blood and married 10 a white
man, educaled and has “a beautiful home on
land purchased for her which is held in ust.”

Agency aciivity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individua) has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petuiioner.

No tribe mentioned and no residence. How does this
apply 1o Chinook? This woman does not appear to
have descendants in the petitioner’s membership and
her namevdoes not appear in the 1950's genealogies,
however, there 1s @ Gracey family that descends
from the Pickemell-Pysk family.

This document does not
apply to the petitioner and
therefore can not provide
evidence that the petitioner
meels (b).

2/5/1929

letier 10 C1A [Ex. 873}

letier from Superintendent gives location
(Twp/Range) of the reservations in his
jurisdiction. For Georgetown or Shoalwater
Bay, the Reservation. is in Pacific County has
about 10 Indians on it {not named)

This document demonstrates that Shoalwater was a
small reservation with a small population, but does
not name the residents or show that they are
connected to the petitioner.

This document does not
apply to the petitioner and
does not provide evidence
that the petitioner meets
(b)

2/11/1929

lener 1o CIA [Ex. 874]
also [Ex. 875)

fenter from Superintendent at Taholah  hre:
fishing areas at Sand Island and Peacock Spit.
[Ex. 874) and farming (lack of) a1 Quinault
Reservation. {Ex. 875]

This document doesn’t answer the questions raised
abouwt fishing at Peacock Spit in the PF, its
organization and leadership and the participation of
the petitioner s ancestors..

This document does not
provide information which
would alter the PF.
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2/16/1929

letter to C1A {Ex. 876}

letter from Superintendent. Sams re: cases
involving allotments on Quin (Provog,
Cowlitz, etc.)

See the discussion of the Halbert case and allotments
on Quinault

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the atlotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitionar meets (b)

3/2171929

letter to CIA [Ex. 877]

letter from Superintendent. Sams. Re:
allorments of Walkowsky family members,
cites a memo on the family prepared by
Roblin

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This is an individual inquiry, but alludes to “tnbai
funds.”

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
piovides support o then
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
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Rule / Precedent
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4/23/1929

letter 10 CiA [Ex. 981)

letter from Sams re: lenting Mrs. 1da Strong
Petit have funds from her account. She lives
in Seatile

Agency activity on behalf of an alloniee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This is an individual inquiry, it dues not provide
evidence of a tribal entity. Mrs, Petit has at least 12
or 13 descendants in the petitioner’s membership.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

4/24/1929

lener to C1A {Ex. 878]

Lernter from Superintendent. Sams re a request
for funds 10 purchase a car for Alexander and
Emma Lusciers, Mrs. Luscier had an account
and is entitled to other aljotments that are not
yet logged off.

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This is an individual inquiry. The lener says that the
couple’s only pleasure is 10 ride around the country
visiting church meetings and other gatherings. The
Luciers are a Chinook family, but the letter does not
provide details of who or where they were visiting.
The Lucier family has 8 descendants in the
petitioner’s membership.

the petitioner meets (b)

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to theur
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence tha
the petitioner meets (b)

5/6/1929

letier to CIA [Ex. 879)

Letier from Superintendent. Sams listing
reservations in the jurisdiction of the Taholah
h Agency “Georgetown or Shoalwater Bay,
a few families of Quinaults live on this
Reservation. The Georgetown Indians have
been taken into the Quinault Tribe and have
allotments on the Quinault Reservation. They
have lost their identity as Georgetown Indians

in the area, were carmied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

The issue appears to be that Georgelown Indians
were placed under the jurisdiction of the Quinault
Reservation. However, it provides no evidence for
the petitioner.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b)
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5/8/1929

letter to C1A [Ex. 880]

letter from Superintendent re; Mrs. Leda
Clark Reed of Bay Center having use of her
account, she is educated and never lived on
the Reservation. Married to a white man,
clearly able to handle her own affairs

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This does not state Mrs. Reed's tribe or any
association with a tribal entity, only an individual’s
account. Mrs. Reed has more than 16 descendants
who are listed in the petitioner's membership.

L

7/23/1929

letter to CIA [Ex. B38|

letter from Superintendent Sams re F.J. and
Freddie Ward, full brothers who are ' bro. to
H.J. Logan, all have the same mother who
was undoubtedly Chinook blood. They are
not enrolled with some tribe, and are
inquiring about enrollments with the view of
getting a portion of the [CC awards. H.J.
L.ogan is married to Martha Jackson, an
Indian woman who is enrolled at Quinault but
has nout lived on the Reservation. She lived at
Bay Center with Indians of the tribe at Bay
Center and has affiliated with [ndians in this
part of the country.

Three individuals have Chinook descent and that the
wife of one of the men is enrolled at Quinault and
always associated with Indians. However, the letter
does not show who she associated with or the ages
of any of these people. The mother is not named.
According to the information on the Chinook
genealogies from the 1950's, Martha Jackson Watker
is a descendant of Lucy Heck, who was the niece of
Cooseau of the Willapa Tribe. Howard Logan, Jr.,
is a member, with at least 7 other Logan members
with same ancestral families. Sams does identify an
Indian community in Bay Center and says that this
woman is part of it.

This document provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

8/9/1929

letter to CIA [Ex. 982]

letter from Sams re: Bakers Bay Fish Co.
claiming a right to fish at Sand Island, again
asks for assistance tn securing the Indians
cights

“Gaining land for the Snoqualmie to settle
upon and the maintenance of fishing and
hunting rights under the treaties were two
issues that {Chiet] Kanun spoke powerfuily
about. . .. Hunting and fishing rights were of
great inportance because e Snoyuaimic
hunted and fished extensivety tor subsistence
purposes. Access to traditional hunting and
fishing grounds was becoming increasingly
limited because of competition with non-
Indians and increasing restrictive game and
fish laws. Land and hunting and fishing rights
were thus clearly issues of signtficance and
concem (o the Snoqualmie as a whole.”
(Snoqualmie PF 1993, 25)

This document does not mention any Chinook
Indians, or anything about Chinook leaders or a
mibe, but cites to “the {Quinault] Indians rights to
fish on the Columbia River as far as Dahiia.” Usage
of "Quinault Indians™ is a loosely defined term in
this case meaning indians aiionted on the Quinauit
Reservation. Because the petitioner’s ancestors are
not named in association with these fishing issues,
there s no evidence that it was a great significance
to them.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
peutioner meets (b).
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LY

9/12/1929

Jetter to CIA [Ex. 983)(Ex.

984)

letter from Sams re: protecting fishing rights
of Quinault and Quillieute Indians; seizure of
Paul Petit’s fishing boat by Oregon fish
warden

“Gaining land for the Snoqualmie 10 settle
upon and the maintenance of fishing and
hunting rights under the treaties were two
issues that {Chief] Kanim spoke powerfully
about. . .. Hunting and fishing rights were of
great impontance because the Snoqualmie
hunted and fished extensively for subsistence
purposes. Access to traditional hunting and
fishing grounds was becoming increasingly
limited because of competition with non-
Indians and increasing restrictive game and
fish Jaws. Land and hunting and fishing rights
were thus clearly issues of significance and
concern to the Snoqualmie as a8 whole.™
(Snoquaimie PF 1993, 25)

More on fishing rights and decisions issued in
previous cases. Mentions that Paul Petit’s boat was
seized and urges a quick response by the
govemment. to have it returned since it was
purchased with trust funds. It aiso discusses the suit
brought on behalf of George Charley. Both men are
associated with the Chinook petitioner, however, the
activities at this time do not appear 1o be organized
by the petitioner. The extent of the petitioner’s
members involvement is unknown.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

9/14/1929

letter to C1A {Ex. 985){Ex.

987)

letter from Sams re: suit of Mary Fitzpatrick,
et al; asking for a centified copy of the
affidavit filed by either plaintiffs: Mary
Fiwpatrick, Agnes Eastland, Nora Wood,
Rebecca Aupperle, Kate A. Baird, Walter
Fitzpatrick, Marie E. Johnstone and Serewa
Oberender who made application for &
portion of the Chinook fund.

Mary Ducheney Fitzpatrick has seven descendants
in the petitioner’s membership through her Eastland
grandchildren. - None of the others in the letier
appear 10 have descendants in the CIT/CN
membership. However, this lener regards an
individual applying for funds from the Chinook fund
at Taholah  h, not from a Chinook tribal account.
Descendants had a right to their share of the fund.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alloiment
activiry, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides suppor 1o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
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9/14/1929-
6/24/1930

letter to CILA [Ex. 986, 989,
990, 994, 995 and 997]

Correspondence from Superintendent. Sams
seeking the government's assistance in
supporting the fishing rights for the Quinault
and Quileute {ndians (George Charley
lawsuit) and expressing discontent on the lack
of experience in these matters that the
attorneys had in these mattecs that were
assigned to the case. He provides insight on
the locations to find the best witmesses for the
case (35 in all), however, none are named.

“Gaining land for the Snoqualmie to settie
upon and the maintenance of fishing and
hunting rights under the treaties were two
issues that {Chief] Kanim spoke powerfully
about. ... Hunting and fishing rights were of
great importance because the Snoqualmie
hunted and fished extensively for subsistence
purposes. Access to traditional hunting and
fishing grounds was becoming increasingly
limited because of competition with non-
Indians and increasing cestrictive game and
fish faws. Land and hunting and fishing rights
were thus clearly issues of significance and
concern to the Snoqualmie as a whole.”
(Snoqualmie PF 1993, 25)

No [ndians are named, but the letter implies that old
{ndians and white witnesses who knew what was
going on in treaty times are living in the cited
locations. Sams cannot get the CIA to respond and
he cannot get the War Dept. or the State of Wash. to
respect the Indian fishing rights. He spends all his
time writing letters, begging for support, There is
not enough information to understand if the
petitioner 1s involved in this dispute.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

9/20/1929

letter to C1A [Ex. 958)

letter from Sams re: Loyal Clark, Jr. (age 17)
wants to invest some of his money in
Japanese seed oysters to plant in the 66 acres
of oyster fands he now owns in Willapa
Harbor. His father will teach him the
business

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a diffecent entity,
meets {b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This shows that Layal Je. was Indian with an
account at Taholah  h, and that his father was
white. No specific mention of tribe or residence,
though it implies that Clark lived at Willapa harbor
area. There are Clark descendants in the current
CIT/CN membership.

1930-1939

Newspaper articles from the
The South Bend Journul. South
Bend Journal, Raymond

Herald and the Skamokawa
Eagle, (Ex. 1127-1133, 1135-
1148)

Anonymous articles highlighting the “Bay
Centre™ section with reference to various

ities and individuais in

artendance_visiting of relatives and friends in
neighboring towns, obituaries, fishing
activities, etc., of known Chinook
descendants [see drafted newspaper charts]

This is evidence that Bay Center people continued to
visit llwaco long after 880, the date the PF last

aceepts their living there

coepts [heir Hving there,

This document provides
evidence which supports
the netitioner meeting (H)
the petitioner meetin g (b)
to 19S50
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Dates of Furm of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
1930-1940 | typescript of oral history [Ex. Oral history “1aken from Dolores Sund Guse™ Story of “Grandma Pickemell” and her husband who
845] by Stephen Meriwether 11/11/1969 traveled 10 Hwaco from Bay Center every spring in
the 1930's and 40's when the saimon ran and the
clams were ready to dig. Says they pitched a tent
apan from other Indians [not named] who came 10
jlwaco. She wove baskets from the rushes along the
waters edge, spoke in their language, description of
the fish and berry diet, drying meat. They retummed
10 Bay Center in the fall and siopped coming in the
late 1940's when Grandma’s health failed. “Editors
note: Grandma Pickemnell is Emma Lucier” The
informant, Dolores Sund was born in 1910, Her
grandmother was Emma Bouton, wife of Joseph
Petit, her mother was Mary Ann Pickemell. The
editor’s note may not be correct.
171571930 { letter 10 CIA |Ex. 991) Letter from Sams re: enrolling Fannie Shows family relationships and movements between | This document does not
|**there is no Ex. 992, it was Charley McCrory Bumparner and her § reservations, Bay Center and the Columbia River; demonstrate that the
not submitted**] children. She spent most of her life on the howeveru Geosge Charley and Fannie Charley petitioner meets (b).
Georgetown or Quinault Reservation. McCrory Bumgardner do hot have descendants in
Children bomn there, on 2 fishing scow in the the petitioner's membership. The petitioner
Col River duning salmon season, and one b. provides no analysis of this or other records showing
in the Indian Village at Bay Center. She is how these families may have interacted with one
the daughter of George Charley, his mother another. Many records show the Charley family
was full Quinault and his father was Chinook going between Bay Center, Wallapa Bay and the
Columbia River. However, the petitioner’s
ancestors are not documented to be with them.
1/21/1930 | letier to C1A [Ex. 993] Letter from Sams re: the problem of taking an | “Members of the group or their ancestors, This document merely corroborates what was This document does not

accurate census of the Indians in the
jurisdiction because they are widely scartered,
summary shows that there were 278 Indians
on Reservation and 797 Indians off
Reservation,

identified as Shoshone and as living in the
area, were carried on BIA censuses from a1
least 1916 through 194Q" (Death Valley PF,
1982, 3).

discussed in the PF - that the petitioner was
distributed among several communities in SW
Washingion. However, it does not demonstrate that
the petitioner meets (b).

provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).
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4/8/1930

letter to CIA {Ex. 996

letter from Sams re: application of Paul E,
Petit of Bay Center for money from his
account

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

{nquiry re: an individual account, no mention of
tribal status or relationships. A local businessman
states that Petit is capable of handling his money in a
businessliks manner. From other sources we know
he is of Chinook descent. He has direct descendants
in the modem CIT/CN membership.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides .
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

6/24/1930

letter to CIA (Ex. 997}

Letter from Sams re: War Dept. constructing
a wharf that will interfere with the Indians
fishing on Sand island

The petitioner has never submitted materials which
would demonstrate that it was involved in this
fishing with the Charleys. Therefore, the
documents concerning this issue cannot be
connected with the petitioner.

This document does aot
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

7/28/1930

letter to CIA [Ex. 965}

Letter from Sams re: request from Henry
Strong, Y2 Indian of the Chinook tribe, b. and
reared on the Columbia River, never aftiliated
or lived on Quinault. He was given an
allotment by the agent between 1906 and
i5i3. probabiy wouid not be aiioned now.

Agency activity on behalf of an alloniee on a
recoygnized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
d-:s-:.r:ndan!s who are, or they themselves are,

members of the petitioner.

There do not appear to be any direct descendants of
Henry Srong in the petitioner's membership; his
sister [da Grace (Strong) Petit has direct descendants
in the petitioner’s current membership.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activiry, in itself does not
demonstrate that the
petitinner meets crtenon
(b). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
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Rule / Precedent
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Conclusion

9/16/1930

fetter 10 C1A |Ex. 998]

Lenter from Superintendent at Taholah.  re:
annual census at Quinault Reservation. How
he will atempt to comply with previous
instructions by combining the Quinault and
Quiliune census rolls to get the entire number
of enrolled and allotted Indians of the
Quinault Reservation.

There s no mennon of Chinook individuals or of the
Chinook tribe. This is not unusual given the fac
that the other tribes or remnants were considered
affiliated with the Quinauit.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

11/4/1930

lener 10 C1A |Ex. 999)

:ener from Sams re: lening 18 year old Loyal
Clark, Jr. buy land in Bay Center

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Shows possible residence of Loyal Clark. This
action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook uibe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aliotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitionet’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b}

1930>

Indian census roll/ instructions

1930-1931 {ex 825}

[Ex. 825] Information & instructions for
taking the Quinault census, and p. 1 of the
1930 census showing names ages, residence,
etc. [ex.826] 8pp. of the 1931 census of
Quinault

“Members of the group or theit ancestors,
identified as Shoshone and as living in.the
area, were carmied on BIA censuses from at
teast 1916 through 1940" (Death Valley PF,
1982, 3).

It is a census of Indians under the jurisdiction of
Quinault, not a tribal roli of Chinook Indians

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).

@ g
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cation
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Rute / Precedent

[ssue/ Analysis

Conclusion

12/3/1930

Leuter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. David Frank, Bay
Center, WA, (Ex. 1185)

re: Explaining he is unable to increase
funding for purchasing items for the children
at Christmas

Agency activity on behalf of an allortez on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individua! has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. [tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PE that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agents
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/3/1930

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Ageacy, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Frank Petit, Seattle,
WA, (Ex. 1186)

re: gives an itemization of trees standing on
his allotment and legal description of same

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

[ndividual allotment account. Frank Petit has direct

descendants in the petitioner's modern membership.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sates from an atlotment. Itis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the ageat's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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b

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule/ Precedent

12/671930

Letier from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b,
indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
16 Mr. Geo. Devers, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1187)

re: enclosure of a check payable to Emma M.
Luciers “10 be endorsed by her in payment of
the balance she owes Lee M. Provo.”

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

Agency activity on behalf of an aliotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Disbursement of funds from individual allotment
account 10 pay living expenses. Alex and Emma
Lusciers have at jeast 7 descendants in the current
membership list. This action by the agency was
done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from 1imber sales
from an allotment. 1t is action on behalf of an
individuzl and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed or that the petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
pelitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petiioner’s ancestors
provides suppont to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/12/1930

Letter from N. Q. Nicholson.
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Alexander Lusciers, Bay

Center, WA, (Ex. 1188)

re; procery bitl of $140.00 still unpaid even
after being sent funds to cover same;
expressing dissatisfaction over how he is
spending the money 10 ake care of their
needs.

Agency activity on behalf of an alioniee on 2
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner,

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action onbehalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate thai the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However. the apent’s
treatrent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to theis
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

.
e
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12/13/1930

Lerter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Ellen Amelia Nunes;
Mrs. Mermiss Amelia Zollner;
and Mrs. Mary Amelia Baker,
Cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1190)

re: responding to their request on when
payments are due regarding logging on their
allotment; advised no funds available until
10/1931 per the logging contract

Agency activity on behalf of an atlottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themseives are,
members of the petitioner.

At least 40 direct descendants of Elten (Amelia)
Nunes are amony the petitioner’s current
membership. This action by the agency was done on
behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. It is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinoock tribe existed or that
the petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/16/1930

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Nina McBride Miller,
Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1191)

re: distribution of funds for living expenses

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselives are,
members of the petitioner.

Nina (Lane) McBride has at least nine direct
descendants amony the petitioner’s membership.
This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. {tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b).

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allorment
activity, tn itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to thetr
being a distinct community
aned thag prnvuh\*
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of
Apph-
cation

01/06/1931

01/6/1931]

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule/ Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Caonclusion

Lenier from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to St. Vincent's Hospital,
Portland, OR (Ex. 1192)

Letter from N. Q. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Frederick D. Murphy,
Cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1193)

re: submitiing payment on behalf of Mrs.
L.izzie Pickernell Johnson (Mrs. Iver Johnson)
for full payment of her hospital account.

re: requesting addresses for his former
stepchildren and step grandchildren for the
benefit of the Examiner of Inheritance for the
James and Susan Julius estates

Agency activity on behaif of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These actions by the agency was done on behalf of
an individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed or that the
petitioner meets (b)

These documents do not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

01/06/1931

Letier from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Frank Springer, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1194)

re: in receipt of 1/5/1931 lener requesting info
on the status of the Elizabeth and Ellen
Springer allotments informing him that no
funds will be available until 10/1931

Agency activity on behalf of an alionee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individua! has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Ellen Springer (with allotment #595) has at least 46
direct descendants in petitioner’s current
membership. This action by the agency was done on
behalf ofian individual who had a trust accoumt
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. 1t is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that 2 Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petilioner meels critenon
(b). However, the ugent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppor 10 theu
being = distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-
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Form of Evidence

Description

Rute / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Cenclusion

01/08/193 1

01/08/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Leda Clark Reed, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1195)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
[ndian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Carl's Men's Fumishings,
South Bend, WA (Ex. 1196)

re: update on status of logging on their
allotment due to recent rainy weather

re: their sending a bill for payment for
clothing purchased for Claude Wain,
however, since no funds are on account for
him with this office, the bill is being returned.

Agency activity on behalf of an allottec on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individua! who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. 1t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not

indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.
w -

This documerit does not
change the position of the
PF that the atlotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets crterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

01/08/1931

01/08/1931

01/09/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Supernintendent., Taholsh  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Collector of Customs,
Aberdeen, WA (Ex. 1197)

Letter from N.O. Nicholson,
Superintendent, Taholah
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, Wa,
to Mr. Mingo Amelia,
cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1203)

Letter from N. Q. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Tahoiah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Emma Lusciers, Bay,
Center, WA (Ex. [199)

re: enclosed bill of sale for a fishing boat to
Alfred Corwin, an Indian under this
jurnisdiction from Andrew K. Anderson,
requesting review and comment of documents

re: requesting statements from her for taxes
due on her places, and estimates for home
improvements for her places so that he can
send her payment for same, but cautioned that
her funds were not unlimited.

re: requesting additional information for the
Washington Oftice about the lack of
information on Mr. Lusciers™ death certificate

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These actions by the agency was done on behalf of
an individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

These documents do not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thias provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
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Description

171211931

01/14/1931

01/14/193)

01/14/1931

lener 10 CIA |Ex. 961}

Lerter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoguiam, WA,
10 Dr. A. L. MacLennan,
Raymond, WA (Ex. 1200)
Lener from N. O, Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mr. W. P. Cressy, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1201)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 South Bend General

Hospital, South Bend, WA (Ex.

1202)

Rule / Precedemt

Issue 7 Analysis

Caonclusion

~

letter from Supernintendent at Taholah re:
Joseph Wain wanting to Joan $400 10 his
grandson, Claude Wain

re: enclosing check for doctor and hospital
services rendered for Mrs. Nina Salakike
McBride’s 6 day hospital siay.

re: enclosing check 1o the Men’s Shop for
articles purchased by Mrs. Emma Millet
Lusciers and other matiers.

re: enclosing check for payment of services
for Mrs. Emma Millen Lusciers

Agency activity on behalf of an allotee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themseives are,
members of the petitioner.

Other records indicate Mr. Wain was of Chinook
descent, but this is an individual request for money
for a family member by a man with an allotment on
Quinzult.  These actions by the agency was done on
behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. It is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

P

These documents do not
change the position of the
PF that the aliotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 1o their
being a dislinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

01/14/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Mingo Amelia,
Cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1203)

re: assessment of ees standing (figures given
in board feet) for his aliotment

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the apency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that 2 Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

T
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Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

01/15/1931

01/19/1931

01/20/1931

01/21/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. M. W. Farreil, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1204)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Quality Grocery, Inc.,
Montesano, WA (Ex. 1205)
Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
{ndian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Joe Shone, South Bend,
WA (Ex. 1206)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
{ndian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. W. M. Farrell, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1207)

re: returning his bills for services rendered foc
“Misses Nina and Rose Cathoun™ and Mrs.
Emma Willett Lusciers, for additional
documentation.

re: grocery bill for George Charley, a
Quinaielt [ndian informing them Mr. Charley
has no money on account now, but would
make arrangements to pay his bill once funds
have been received in his account.

re: returning bill for items fumished Nina
McBride, stating that his office is unable to
pay for items sold to [ndians without pre-
authotization on a purchase order.

re: returning bill for proper signatures on
behalf of Emma Millett Lusciers

Agency activity on behalf of an allontee on a
recognized reservation does not provide

evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,

meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These actions by the agency was done on behalf of
an individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate ghat 2 Chinook tribe existed.

These documents do not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

01/22/1931

A em sy s
VL7 L4171

f

01/28/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
[ndian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Rosa Pickemnell, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1208)

Lener from N. O. Nichaison.
Superintendent., Taholah h
[ndian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Mingo Amelia,
Cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1209)
Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Vina Wilson Barichio,
Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1210)

re: remitting checks for the continued care of
Rose and Clifford Corwin and will continue
to do so on a monthly basis.

re: unable to assist hrm with eallmg his timhber
or his timbered allotment since the office
doesn't approve the sale of separate timbered
allotments, only unit sales since the prices are
so much higher for same.

re: responding to request for a new heater for
which he is enclosing a purchase order to
cover same

Agency activity on behalfof an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide

evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,

meets (h), even if that individnal has

soandante wha ara or thay themeelves qoe
descendants who are, of Khx.] {hemscives are,

members of the netitianse

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of’
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis

action on behulf of an indi

Peaays . b s Lot ]
that a Chinook tribe exisied.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alfotment
activity,

demonstrate that the
pc(;:iuuu 1hceis Lo
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

02/03/193 1

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mrs. Leda Clark Reed, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1211)

re: plad to hear her son Albern is back in
school completing his high schoo! education,
and no cutiing being done on her allotment at
this time.

Agency sctivity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different ennity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner,

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. it1s
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that 2 Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to theit
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2/6/1931

2/6/1931

2/6/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Loyal Clark, Sr., Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1212)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Henry Franklin, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1213)

Lenter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Lottie Wain, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1214)

re: enclosing a check payable to Loya} Clark,
Jr., for the purchase of seed oysters.

re: unable 10 provide an advance towards his
small interest in the Elizabeth Springer
allotment 10 use as a rent payment for a
boathouse in Aberdeen

re: requesting info on her son Charles’
attendance for high school upon his
completion of the 8 grade.

Agency activify on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behalfof an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotmem
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppon to thei
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

-37-
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

2/10/1931

2/10/1931

Letter from N. O, Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Charles Wain, Jr., South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1215)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Supenntendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dickinson Furniture
Company, Raymond, WA (Ex.
1216)

re: enclosing payment for boots purchased on
behalf of Charles Wain, Jr.

re: enclosing payment for the funeral and
burial expenses of Alexander Lusciers,
deceased

Agerncy activity on behalf of an allonec on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themsetves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. |t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate thgt-a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). Howevee, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2111931

Agreement from Claude Wain
to repay Joseph Wain account,

Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1217)

re: a promissory nole to repay a loan on funds
drawn from the Joseph Wain account for the
benefit of Claude Wain

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
{b). However, the agent’s
weatment of the
petitioner's ancestors

provides suppart 1o thei

and thig nrauides
and thug provids

supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysiy

Conclusion

2/1171931

2/11/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Claude Wain, Bay Center,
WA (Ex. 1218)

Lerter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Joseph Girard, County
Treasurer, Cathlamet, WA (Ex.
1219)

re: cover lener for the above promissory note
agreeing 1o release the money once he has
received the signed note back in his office.

re: enclosing payment for the 1930 taxes
levied on the property of Agnes Elliom

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiec on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However. the agent’s
treatment of the
petiioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2/12/1931

2/12/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Leda Clark Reed, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1220)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mr. Antone Brignone,
Cathlamet, WA (Ex. 1221)
(Note: no Ex. 1122)

re: replying to her lener requesting info on
when she can expect payment for timber to be
cut on her allotment,

re: responding 1o his request for information
on the next advance payments for the
allotment contracts of Elizabeth Springer and
Ellen A. Springer

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendams who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an

individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotrnent. 1t is
action orrbehalf of an individual and does not
indicate that 8 Chinook ribe existed.

This document does not
change the pasition of the
PF that the aliotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the apent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

2/18/1931

Letter tfrom N. Q. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
fndian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Emma Millett Lusciers,
Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1223)
(Note: no Ex. 1122)

re: expressing regret at the hospitalization of
her son Antone, wishing him a speedy
recovery, and suggesting they dismiss the
special nursing staf¥ for his care as soon as it
is safe to do so to cut down on costs

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate,that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position ot'the
PF that the allotment
activity, tn itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2/20/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Hon. Arthur Griffin,
Attorney, Seattle, WA (Ex.
1224)

re: reference to his 2/14/1931 letter in
response to a notice of overpayment on his
fees from the Indian allotment accounts and
ways to handle the correction

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individua! who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. [t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the ullotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the ageat's
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
nrovides support to their

Rl

bl oo

oCing ad

ot Ay

and thue nrovides

supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b). |
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclysion

2/21/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Miss Nina Calhoun, Seatle,
WA (Ex. 1225)

re: responding 10 her request for when
payment might be expected for imber cut on
her sister Rosa’s allotment and also provided
an update that Mary Wagner’s alloment
w/timber had not even been sold, so no
prospect of income any time soon

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner. a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, of they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
achvity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petinoner meets critenon
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supponing evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2/24/1931

Lefier from N. Q. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mrs. Agnes Elliott, Altoona,
WA (Ex. 1226)

re: checks he has been sending 1o meet their
needs 8and nouice of reduced amounts in the
futuse 1o help i1 Jast for a longer period of
time,

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action ori"beha!f of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change 1he position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitiones meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

-4 -
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Dutes of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedeat

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

2/24/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to First National Bank,
Raymond, WA (Ex. 1227)

re: responding to their recent letter regarding
Mrs. Edna Clark Olsen and her desire for an
advance payment on funds due her to
complete a land purchase

Agency activity on behalf of an altottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting ot
proceeds from timber sales from an atlotment. {tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a2 Chinook tmibe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activiry, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

224/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mc. George Charley,
Taholah h, WA (Ex. 1228)

re: approval of a loan payable to George
Charley at the request of Stantey Charley

Agency aclivity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behaif of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sates from an allotment. 1tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppori o their
being a distinct community
and dhus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner mects (b).
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issve / Analysis

Conciusicg

2/27/1931

4/3/1931

4/4/193)

4/7/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superiniendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mt. Frank H. Peut, Seatile,
WA (Ex. 1229)

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to The Pacific Swate Bank,
South Bend, WA (Ex. 1230)

letier 10 CIA {Ex. 962)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent, Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mr. W. P Cressy, South

Bend, WA (Ex. 1231)

re: his recent letier concerning checks payable
10 Mrs. 1da Suong Petit and Mrs. Nora Petit
Chidester having been deposited into 2 now
collapsed Puget Sound Savings and Loan
Assoc. Advised their recourse is the same as
other depositors, no special meatment because
they are Indian

re: advising of advance payment due Mrs.
Leda Clark Reed, and agreeing 10 make this
payment 10 the bank for advancing this
amount 10 Mrs. Reed now once it is received

letter from Supenniendent at Taholah  re:
forwarding briefs by Mr. Smiley on the
fishing cases

re: request for repairs for David Frank’s boat
1o be paid from Emma Willen Lusciers
account, requiring her approval before
pasyment can be made

Agency activity on behalf of an alloniee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themseives are,
members of the petitionet.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an alloiment. )t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed,

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petilioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
reatment of the
petitioner’s apcestors
provides support 1o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of

Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent [ssue/ Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
4/7/1931 Lertter from N. O. Nicholson, re: enclosing payment for services rendered 10 | Agency activity on behaif of an allottee on a This action by the agency was done on behalf of an This document does not
Superintendent., Taholah  h Alex Lusciers, Jr., son of Mrs. Emma M. recognized reservation does not provide individual who had a trust account conststing ot change the position of the
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | Luciers. evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. 1{tis PF that the allotment
to Dr. M. W. Farrell, South meets (b), even if that individual has action on behalf of an individual and does not activity, in itself, does not
Bend, WA (Ex. 1232) descendants who are, or they themselves are, indicate t;m a Chinook tribe existed. demonstrate that the
4/7/1931 Letter trom N. O. Nicholson, re: enclosing payment for drugs and supplies members of the petitioner. petitioner meets criterion
Superintendent., Taholah  h for Mrs. Emma M. Luciers (b). However, the agent’s
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, treatment of the
to Mr. John Hemphill, South petitioner’s ancestors
Bend, WA (Ex. 1233) provides support to their
being a distinct community
4/7/1931 Letter from N. O. Nicholson, re: enclosing payment tor room rental and thus provides
Superintendent., Taholah h incurred by Mrs. Emma M. Luciers while her supporting evidence that
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | son was in the hospital the petitioner meets (b).
to Mrs. Frances S. Anderson,
South Bend, WA (Ex. 1234)
4/7/1931 Letter from N. O. Nicholson, re: enclosing payment for protessional
Superintendent,, Taholah  h services rendered Antone Luscier
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to South Bend General
Hospital, South Bend, WA (Ex.
1233)
4/8/1931 Lettzr from N. O. Nicholson, re: seading approval of assignment of Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a This action by the agency was done on behalf of an

Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency. Hoquiam, WA,
YT PO

iG Vi, ricnty rldankiul, bay

Center, WA (Ex. 1236)

payment to the Willapoint Oyster Co,, Inc.,
on his behalf from his 1/9th interest in the

ativumnent of Elizabetn Spanger.

recognized reservation does not provide

evidence that the pentioner, a different enuty,

meets {b). even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

individual who had a rust account consisting of
proteeds fic i

action nn hehatf o

indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
n

o tha
¢

et s rha
W Ppesilion O Ind

- - S D
SCUVITY, i el GOes it

demoastrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence i
the petitioner meets (b).
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{ Dates of
Visph
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

4/10/1931

471071931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
1o Mr. W_P. Cresay, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1237)
Agreement from Emma
Lusciers 10 N. O. Nicholson 1o
pay the John Foss Company
for boat repairs from her
account, (Ex. 1239)

re: boat repairs for Mrs. LUSCIER and her
son, through Mr. Foss, making payment for
same from her account.

re: authorization to pay a charge for boat
repairs on funds drawn from her account for
the benefit of her son, David Frank

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, 2 different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants whao are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an aflotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitiones meets criterion
{b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

4/13/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. J. M. Bammert, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1240)

re: enclosing payment for professional
services rendered Vina Wilson Barichio

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. ltis
action on Behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatrnent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppon to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

fssue / Aaalysis

Coaclusion

4/17/1931

4/17/1931t

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Sputh Bend General

Hospital, South Bend, WA (Ex.

1245)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
indian Agency, Hogquiam, WA,
0 Dr. 1. M. Bammert, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1241)

re: enclosing payment for professional
services rendered Dewey Banchio, husband
of Vina Wilson Barichio

re: enclosing payment for professional
services rendered Vina Wilson Barichio’s
husband, and glasses for herself

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was doae on behalif of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. {tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a.Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activiry, in ttself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct commuanity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

4/18/1931

letter to C1A (Ex. 963

letter from Superintendent Nicholson re:
Loyal L. Clark, Jr Quinault allontee desires to
build an oyster boat, he was b. in 1912,

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

No tribe mentioned, cites that he has a lot of money
in his account and is industrious. This action by the
agency was done on behalf of an individual who had
a trust account consisting of proceeds from timber
sales from an atlotment. It is action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinook tnbe
existed

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aliotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a disimci conununiy
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Ijnws of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analvsis

Conclusion

4/24/1931

472471931

4/24/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Dr. Albert Mathieu,
Ponland, OR (Ex. 1242)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Dr. Lester Owens,
Raymond, WA (Ex. 1243)
Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to South Bend General

Hospial, South Bend, WA (Ex.

1244)

re: enclosing payment for services rendered
Mrs. Lizzie P. Johnson, “an Indian woman™
of South Bend, WA

re: enclosing payment for professional
services rendered Mrs. Lizzie P. Johnson

re: enclosing payment for services rendered
Irvin Johns

Apgency activity on behalf of an allonee on 2
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence thal
the petitioner meets (b).

5/6/1931

Lener from N, O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Principal of Schools, llwaco,
WA (Ex. 1246)

re: request for them to return the enclosed
postcards with information conceming
attendance of Indian students at their schools

Agency activity on behalf of an allofiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

.
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

[ssue / Analysis

Conclusion

5/6/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Clyde Clark, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1247)

re: approval for him to accept loan funds from
Pacific State Bank to be repaid from funds
due him from his allotment once they are
received for the sale of timber

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of'an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. [tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not

indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.
-

This document does not
change the position ot the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatrnent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

5/6/1931

Letier from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs. Leeda Clark Reed, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1248)

re; approval for her to accept loan funds from
Pacific State Bank to be repaid from funds
due her from her allomment once they are
received for the sale of timber

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a diffecent entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does aot
demonstrate that the
petittoner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatrnent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support (o their
being a distinct community
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

1
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I of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent issue / Analysis Conclusion

n —

931 Lenter from N. Q. Nicholson, re; request for them 10 retumn the enclosed Apgency activity an pehalf of an allnn'ee ona Thxg gclion by the agency was done on be?}alfof an This document daes not
Supenntendent., Taholah  h postcards with information concerning recognized reservation does nol provide - individual who had 2 trust sccount consisting of ) change the posinon of the
Indian Agency, Hoguiam, WA, | attendance of Indian students at their school evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, | proceeds from timber sales from an alloiment. lt1s PF that the _al‘loxmem
1o Mr. 1. H. Daily, Bay Center meets (b), even if that individual has z‘scu-on on behalqu an |nd}\'|du§l and does not activity. in itself, does not
School, Bay Center, WA (Ex. ) descendants who are, o1 they themselves are, xnd,;ale that a Chinook 1ribe existed or that the demqnslrate that lh;
124G) members of the petitioner. pettioner meets (b). petitioner meets criterion

(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancesiors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

.49 .

N
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Coactusion

5/7/1931

5/7/1931

5/7/1931

S/771931

5/771931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent,, Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mrs, Sampson Oliver, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1252)

Letnter from N, O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Emest Wilson, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1253)

Letter from N. Q. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Principal, South Bend
School, South Bend, WA (Ex.
1254)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Nathan Pickemell, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1250)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Fred M. Bond, South
Qend WA (Ex 1251)

re: enclosing check as she requested and
states “You are a fee patented Indian..."

re: notifying him that Irving Lewis has no
funds on account with his office and that he
should seek repayment from Mr. Lewis for
any indebtedness incurred by him

re: request for them to retuen the enclosed
posteards with information concerning
attendance of Indian students at their school

re: enclosing check for payment as a loan to
him from Lizzie Pickermell Johnson to be
repaid by the first funds received to his credit

re: enclosing check payable to Vina Wilson
Barichio to be ¢ndorsed for her for payment
for services rendered by him for handling her
divorce from her husband.

Agency activity on behaif of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide

meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

evidence that the petitioner, a difterent entity,

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. {tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

.-

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aitotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppurt to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-

sdhion

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

5/9/1631

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superiniendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Earl Johnson, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1255)

re: requesting more information from him on

why he wants 10 buy a car, what his inientions
are for its use, and asking for authorization to
pay for same from his funds on account

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on 4
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the peutioner, a differenm enlity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an aliohment. 3t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed,

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b}

5/1171931

5/11/1931

5/11/1931

Lerter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Principal, llwaco Schools,
liwaco, WA (Ex. 1256)

Lerter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superiniendent,, Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Principal, Bay Centet
School, Bay Center, WA (Ex.
1257)

Leter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Pnincipal, South Bend High
School, South Bend, WA (Ex.
1258)

re: request for them to return the enclosed
questioanatre with information concerning
attendance of Indian students at their school

re: request for them 10 return the enclosed
questionnare with information concerning
attendance of Indian students at their school

re: request for thetn to return the enclosed
questionnaire with information conceming
attendance of Indian students at their school

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aliotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

5/12/1931

5/12/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Loyal L. Clark, Jr., Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1259)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
[ndian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. W. P. Cressy,
Postmaaster, South Bend, WA
(Ex. 1261)

re: request for funds for the expenditure of
building an oyster boat by him per his recent
request for same

re: enclosing payment payable to Emma M.
Lusciers for her endorsement to pay for
rebuilding of the launch “Atlas”

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalt of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. [t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate lhjl a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner mects criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides suppurt to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

S/13/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to The Portland Clinic,
Portland, OR, (Ex. 1260)

re: enclosing payment for professional
services rendered Mrs. Llver Johnson (Lizzie
Pickemell Johnson)

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or thes themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds trom timber sales from an allotment. [t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tmbe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets cnterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinet community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-V001-D007 Page 175 of 247




Dares of
Appli-

cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

5/16/1931

5/16/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mrs. Florence Funk, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1262)

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superimendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Drs. Tripp and Anderson,
South Bend, WA (Ex. 1263)

re: informing her that unless logging begins
on the Maria Telzan allotment no funds will
be forthcoming until October

re: enclosing check for professional services
rendered David Lusciers which had been
approved by Emma Millett Luciers

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets {b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individuat who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (h)

5/18/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superiniendent., Taholah h

10 Mr. Frank H. Petit, Seattle,
WA (Ex. 1264)

Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,

re: lawsuit affecting allotments on the
Quinault Reservation will likely not be settled
for some time and his tequest to exchange
allotments had been turmed down

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the apency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However. the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support 1o theit
heing a distinct community
and thus provides
supponing evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

£
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evideace

Description

Rule / Precedent

fssue / Analysis

Conclusion

5/20/1931

5/20/1931

Letter tfrom N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. W. P, Cressy,
Postmaster, South Bend, WA
(Ex. 1265)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Pacific State Bank, South
Bend, WA (Ex. 1266)

re: enclosing check payable to Emma M.
Luciers for her endorsement to pay John Foss
for boat repairs for the “Atlas”

re: enclosing check payable to Loyal L. Clark,
Jr. which he requested be sent to the bank

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behaif of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. ltis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

i

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

5/23/1931

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah b
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Levi Graham, Olympia,
WA (Ex. 1267)

re: enclosing check tor payment of tabor and
matenials turnished Willie Frank

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a diffecent entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who ace, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individuatl and does not
indtcate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, tn itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets critenon
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct commurty
aad ihus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-

cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Caonclusion

5/27/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Mrs. Bessie Pickernell, Bay
Center, WA (Ex. 1268)

re: giving her an estmate of her account and
advising her 10 have her and her children’s
tonsils and adenoids removed by Dr. Alley at
the Tacoma Indian Hospital

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust accouni consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. ltis
action on behalf of zn individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supponting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

6/3/1931

6/3/1931

Lener from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent,, Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Mr. Joe Wains, Bay Center,
WA (Ex. 1269)

Letter from N. O. Nicholson,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Intlian Agency, Hogquiam, WA,
10 Mrs. Emma Millert Lusciers,
Bay Center, WA (Ex. 1270)

re: his letter of 6/1/1931 concerning the last
will of Bob Wain; advised he was declared
not competent since he was in a dying
condition at the time it was made and signed

re: he is in receipt of authority to purchase a
Chevrolet sedan per her reguest and will
gladly complete the transaction at her
convenience

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individua! has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trusi account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that 2 Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petiioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

th
o

W“'

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-V001-D007 Page 178 of 247

;

S’




Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Anulysis Conclusion ’
Appli-
cation
6/3/1931 Letter from N. O. Nicholson, re: he i3 in receipt of authority to purchase a Agency activity on behalf of an allottec on a Thus action by the agency was done on behalf ot an This document does not
Superintendent., Taholah h car per his request and will complete the recogmized reservation does not provide individual who had a trust account consisting of change the position of the
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | transaction at his convenience evidence that the petitioner, a difterent enury, proceeds from timber sales trom an allotment. Itis PF that the allotment
to Mr. Earl B. Johnson, Bay meets (b), even if that individual has action on behalf of an individual and does not activity, in itself, does not
Center, WA (Ex. 1271) descendants who are, or they themselves are, indicate that a Chinook tribe existed. demonstrate that the
6/18/1931 | letter to CIA {Ex. 964] letter from Superintendent at Taholah re: members of the petitioner. v petitioner meets criterion
request from Frank E. Petit of Seattle, allotted (b). However, the agent's
on Quinault who wants to sell or trade his treatment of the
allotment petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
7712971931 | letter to CIA (Ex. 966) leaer from Superintendent re: 1930 report of in the area, were carried on BIA censuses Without the list, it is difficult to evaluate this This document does not
696 “unattached lndians” of Taholah  h from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death document, demonstrate that the
Agency, but no list of [ndians is attached. Valley PF 1982, 3). petitioner meets (b).
8/5/1931 letter to CIA {Ex. 967} letter tfrom Superintendent at Taholah  re: Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a Does not mention mibe. Although Antone Lusciers This document does not

Frank Pickernell, Quinault allottee requests a
loan from Antone Lusciers, who is 20 years
old

recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

name appears in the Chinook genealogies, he does
not have descendants in the CIT. Frank Pickernell
does not appear in the genealogies and does not
appear to have descendants in the CIT membership.
This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individuai who had a irust account consisiing of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Itis
action on behaif of an individuai and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

change the position of the
PF that the allorment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets ceiterion
{b). However, ihe agent's
treatment of the
pettioner’ s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

ST

lener to CIA {Ex. 968)

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

letier from Superintendent at Taholah  re:a
request from Mrs. Florence Petit Kjos, for a
joan from her father, James Quinault allonee,
Mrs. Kjos agrees 1o repay the joans, Mr. Petit
was b, 1857

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

James Amable Petit has direct descendants in the
petitioner’s curvent membership; however, none
known through hus daughter Florence (Pett) Kjos.
This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individua} who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that 2 Chinook tribe existed. This action by
the agency was done on behalf of an individual who
had a trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an allotment. [t is action on behalf
of an individual and does not indicate that 2 Chinook
tribe existed

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
pelitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

9/8/1931

lener 10 C1A [Ex. 969)

letter from Superintendent re: Emma Millen
Lusciers Joaning money to her grandson
Frank Pickemell to purchase a truck. She was
b.in 1877

Agency activity on behalf of an allontee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even tf that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Emma (Millent) Lusciers has direct descendants in
the petitioner’s current membership. This action by
the agency was done on behalf of an individual who
had a trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an allotment. 1t is action on behalf
of an individua! and does not indicate that 2 Chinook
tnbe existed

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the a}loiment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancesiors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner mects (b).

(.
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letter re: deed from owner Ettie H. Somers, a
widow to Lizzie Johnson, a Quinault allottee,
who is requesting $ to purchase some land
from Mrs. Somers in Pacific County. Mrs,
Johnson 1s mother of 2 mtnor children Fernll
and Margaret This action by the agency was
done on behalf of an individual who had a
trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an allotment. [t is action on
behalf of an individua! and does not indicate
that a Chinook tribe existed.

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide

evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,

meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Good for showing residence in 1931, Lizzie
(Pickenel}) Johnson has direct descendants in the
petitioner’s current membership. This action by the
agency was done on behalf of an individual who had
a trust account consisting of proceeds from timber
sales frortf an allotment. 1t is action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
Appli-

cation

10/14/193 1 } lerter to ClA {Ex. 970 and 973

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/3/193

I | letter to CIA [Ex. 971]

letter from Superintendent at Taholah  re:
meeting of the business committee at
Quinault

Does not mention anything related to Chinook

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allomment
activity, in itsetf, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus Pr:)vﬂr:\*
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/9/193

t | letter to CIA {Ex. 972}

letter from Superintendent at Taholah re
instructions given to Charles Roblin, re:
allotments on Quinault and the subsequent
lists of persons entitled to atlotments, and the
children of allottees, and how much land has
been allotted. but no mention of names or
tribes.

in the area, were carried on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

The activities on Quinault i not relate to the
petitioner.

This document does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets (b).
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Description

Dates of Form of Evidence Rule / Precedent Issue 7 Analysis Conclusion
Apph-

cation

1932 ca. Petitioner's Exhibit D: In Exhibit D, Beckham notes that individuals

Beckham, “Allotment Aet”

BIA lener to petitioner,
1271771997, pp.4-7

PF Summary, 6, 8
HTR, 25, 31-32, 38-44, 49
AT, 3,38,47 8,70

BIA 1907-1933 {Allotment
Ledger at BIA Agency,
Hoquiam, WA]

Index 1o Quinault allottees at
BIA Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
Copy in BAR Historian’s files.

Petitoner’s PF submission,
“Supplemental Response to
Letnter of Obvious Deficiency
Review,” 37-48

Petitioner’s PF Exhibits
539-580

of Chinook descent received allotments on
the Quinault reservation afier the Halbert
decision of the Supreme Court in 1931.
Beckham cites rwo 1934 documents 1o note
that allotments on the Quinault reservation
were issued in 1933 and 1934 (p 3).
Beckham does not identify by name any
Chinook descendants on those lists.

The Historical Technical Repon described in
detail the allotment of Chinooks on the
Quinault reservation both before and afier the
Halbert decisions of 1928 and 1931. The
analysis in the Historical Technica) Repon
was based on the complete allotment ledger,
and an alphabetical index of all 2340
allotiees, at the BJA Agency in Hoquiam,
WA. The analysis of allotments in the
Historical Technical Repor was based on a
database which included 468 allotiees of
Chinook descent (see HTR, 42).

In Exhibit D, Beckham claims that Agent
Roblin’s posi-Halber: allotment work was
documented in the petitioner’s Exhibits 539-

656 submitted for the Proposed Finding (p.3).

Actually, only Exhibits 539-580 match that
description.

|Precedent that conclusions of the PF siand
unless reversed by new evidence.)

Beckham's discussion of allotments on the Quinauit
reservation, in Exhibit D, ignores the analysis of
allouments in the Historical Technical Report
prepared for the Proposed Finding. Exhibit D does
nol present any new evidence about the allotment
process after Halbert nor identify any additional
aflottees.

Beckham makes no explicit argument that the
evidence in Exhibit D meets crterion (b).

Beckham alleges that the BIA siaff did not review
the petitioner’s selection of affidavits collected by
Agent Roblin after the Halber: decision (p.3). In
fact, the Historical Technica) Repon cited some of
the affidavits collected by Roblin (HTR, 32, 45-46,
for Elliom 1932, Bates 1932, Oliver 1932). That
report cited the affidavits themselves, not
Beckham's.quotations from them in a submission
for the Proposed Finding. The Anthropological
Technical Repon discussed the 1932 applications
and used them 10 compile information on social and
kinship relations (AT, 3, 38,47, 68, 70). The BlA
also discussed those affidavits in a supplemental
letter to the petitioner (12/17/1997). That lettes
noted that the visiting practices described in the
affidavits generally had occurred in the distant past,
not in 1932, In shor, the evidence in the
petitioner’s selection of affidavits did not
demonstrate the continuous existence of a social
community up until the 1930's. Beckham advances
no explanation of how the evidence in those
applications would change the conclusions of the
Proposed Finding.

Exhibit D does not identify
any error in the BIA's
research that would
require a change in the
BIA’s analysis of the
allotment data. The
allotment information in
Exhibit D does not provide
any basis for changing the
conclusions of the
Proposed Finding.

N2
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
1932 recapitulation of census for recapitulation of the census of the “Combined in the area, were carried on BIA censuses Numbers only for each group represented, this is a This document does not
1932 [ex 827] Quinault, Quileute, Chinook, Chehalis and from at least 1916 through 1940” (Death census of Indians enrolled/allotted at Quinault Not demonstrate that the
Cowlitz Tribe of the Quinault Reservation.” Valley PF 1982, 3). an acknowledgment of a tribal entity. No petitioner mezts (b).
separate sheet for each tribe chiefs/leaders, etc. cited. Just a census
1932 Indian census 1932 (Ex. 828 There are 3 parts to this set of documents.: 6 in the area, were carried on BIA censuses The Quin#ult atlottees represent only a very small This document does not
p.1-6, p.7-9, and p.10-17] pages of the 1932 census showing names from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death proportion of the membership. The fact that they demonstrate that the
“added by the Indian office and Supreme Valley PF 1982, 3). appear on these lists for Quinault does not petitioner meets (b).
Court Decision granting allotments;” 3 pages demonstrate that the petitioner meets the criterion
of births from 1925-1928; and 7 pages of for community.
“Taholah  h Indian Agency Unattached
Indians, Deaths, exclusive of stillbirths July
1925-June 1926 {in reality, includes deaths
thru 1931}
letter 1o CIA {Ex. 939| letter from Superintendent at Tahofah  re: Agency activity on behalf of an alioftee on a This action by the agency was done on behalf of an This document does not
using funds from Antone Lusciers accountto | recognized reservation does not provide individual who had a trust account consisting of change the position of the
pay for the repairs on his mother's car. evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. Ttis PF that the allotment
Mother 1s Emma Millett Luscters, widow of meets (b), even if that individual has action on behalf of an individual and does not activity, in itself, does not
Alexander Lusciers., and bill from auto shop | descendants who are, or they themselves are, indicate that a Chinook tribe existed. demonstrate that the
members of the petitioner. petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to thewr
being a distinct community
and thuy S
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
6/1/1932 letter to CIA {Ex. 940] list of birth and death records for 9 in the area, were carried on BIA censuses The one Chinook on this list is not a member of the | This document does not

individuals at Quinault, one of whom i3
identified as Chinook

from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

CIT, but her sister is a member. This demonstrates
nothing about a possible Chinook communiry.

demonstrate that the
petitioner meets (b).

- 60 -
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Ruie / Precedent

Issue / Analvsis

Caonclusion

6/10/1932

lener 1o Mynle Woodcock {Ex.

843}
[also Ex. 855}

lenier from Anomey Gnffin, asking for names
of those who can give evidence of the
boundaries of the 3 Chinook bands and if they
will be in Seattle when the judge is there

He states "]t is not that I wanted to divide the
Chinook Tribe into bands to obtain
information as 10 the boundaries of the 3
bands™ 2 pp.

Apparently Mrs. Woodcock i South Bend had
contacted him previously. as he thanks her for the
“recent favor.” This letier implics that Mrs.
Woodcock was famifiar with other, maybe older
Chinook who could provide testimony. 1t may
imply some leadership role for Mrs. Woodcock.

This document does
indicate that the members
of the petitioner were
known to one another and
provides supporting
evidence for (b).

711271932

lenter 10 Superintendent
Taholah  h[Ex. 913)

Letter from Red Cross at Astoria re: two
families, one moved from Astoria area 10
Dahlia and one from Dahlia area to Astona,
both applied for allotments on Quinauit and
both applied for aid/Red Cross. Asks can the
Indians who are entitled to land also be
entitled to aid?

The two families referred 1o tn this lerter do have
descendants in the CIT membership and have

Chinook descent through their father, George Ero.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in hiself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support 1o theit
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

7/13/1932

letter to Red Cross [914]

letter from Supenntendent Nicholson saying
the persons have no status at this time as
enrolled Indians under this jurisdiction. But
even if they were enrolled, they are also
eligible for any aid available any other citizen
from the state, county, or Red Cross.

The Red Cross is apparently saying that Indians
would not be getiing state aid, but must go to the
agency for suppart. The women are not under the
jurisdiction of the agency. The letier contains no
information relevant to demonstrating that the
petitioner’s ancestors iNteract in community.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that activity on behalf
of an individual, in ntself,
does not demonstrate that
the petitioner meets
criterion (b). However, the
agent’s treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to thent
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporiing evidence that
the pentioner meets (b)

(\ o
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rute / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
8/19/1932 | letter to CIA [Ex. 942 letter from Superintendent. at Taholah  re: Agency activity on behalt of an allottee ona Emma’s daughter-in-law Maggie is the aunt of This document
Mrs. Emma Millett Lusciers obtaining funds recognized resecvation does not provide [rwin/lrvin Johns. This shows visiting amony in- corroborates visitng
for visiting frvin Johns in a sanitarium in evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, laws. among people at Bay
Portland meets (b), even if that individual has . Center. This document
descendants who are, or they themselves are, This action by the agency was done on behaif of an does not change the
members of the petitioner. individud! who had a trust account consisting of position of the PF that the
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is allotment acuvity, in itself,
action on behalf of an individual and does not does not demonstrate that
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed. the petitioner meets
cnterion (b). However, the
agent’s rearment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
8/13/1932 | letter to CIA {Ex. 868| letter from Supecintendent at Taholah  h ) The fact that there were Chinook descendants on the | This document does not
with corrections to the statistical report. Qutnault Reservation has no bearing on whether or demonstrate that the
Shows that page 17 % is for “new tribes of not the Chinook petitioner maintained its community | petitioner meets (b). .
Quin Reservation (Cowlitz, Chehalis, and at this time,
Chinook)”
117171932 | lener 1o CLA [Ex. 941} letter from Superintendent at Taholah  re: Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a Does not show tribal relations, but shows Mrs. Paul This document does not

not being able to make funds available to
Mrs. Paul Patit aven the her house bumed due
to funds not being available. She does not live
on her allotment at Quinault but 1n Bay
Center, as “it would be impossible for her to
live on or build on her own allotment...”

recognized rescrvation does not provide
aridanaa thanr tha catisinn n oa B e sl
svidence that the petiticacr, a different eatity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,

members of the petitioner.

(Mary Barichio) Petit lived at Bay Center and was
allotted 6is Quunauli  This aciion Dy the agency was
done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from timber sales
from an allotment. 1t is action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

change the position of the
PF thac the aifotment
activity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment ot the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct comumuniry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petttioner meets (b),
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
Apphi-

cation

11/4/1932 | lenter 10 C1A |Ex. 956} lenier from Supenntendent re: the proposed in the arez, were carried on BIA censuses

adoption of 11 individuals and why the
Quinault Business council decided 10 adopt or
not each of these people. Mrs. Sam.
Pickernell, Mrs. Grant Cultee, Mrs. Dewey
Wain, and Mrs. Mitchell James were
unfavorably voted on, because they were not
Quinaielt Indian blood . . . any recognition on
behalf of them as Indians should be obtained
for them through the tribes to which they are
eligibie.

from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

11/15/1932

lefter 10 C1A |Ex. 957)

lener from Superintendent re: Mary Barichio
Petit, Quinauit allottee getting a loan from
Emma Millent Lusciers. These two women
are first cousins once removed cousins (1* or
2™ ) removed?). This is regarding a personal
account, not a tribal entiry.

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets {b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed,

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the accounts
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o theit
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b).
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Description

Rule / Precedent

[ssue / Analysis

Conctusion

Letter trom Superintendent at Taholah  re:
last will of’ Annie Snell Pickerne!! to provide
for her 2 minor children, Samuet [Picknoll]
Pickemell Jr. and Violet Ann Picknoll, and
her brother Robert Snetl. Mentions her
father, (not named) is still living and that the
father of the 2 children, Samuel Pickemell is
married and has another family.

Agency activity on behalt of an allottec on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner

This letter refees to a will and detines some tamilial
relationships. The petitioner's current membership
includes this Samuel Pickemell Jr., and well as his

children and grandchildren.

» -

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the accounts
activity on behalf of an
individual, in itselt, does
not demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

letter from Supenntendent at Taholah e
request from Elmer Wilson for a loan from
Lizzie Pickernell Johnson, which he agrees to
repay from his timbered allotment

letter from Superintendent at Taholah re:
loan from Mrs. Emma Millert Lusciers to
Mary Barichio Petit, getting a signed
statement from Mrs. Lusciers

Agency activity on behalf of an allottec on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This appears to be a loan from mother o her son. [t
does not provide evidence of a tribal entity. This
action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from umber sales from an allotment. [tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does nut
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct comimunity
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

Dates of Form of Evidence

Appli-

cation

11/22/1932) letter to CLA {Ex. 958)
12/13/1932] leter o CIA [Ex 959]
12/13/1932] letter 1o CIA [Ex. 960

1933 Indian census 1933 [Ex. 829]

169 pages of the microfilm of the census of
Taholah  h agency/Quin. reservation.
Roughly alphabetical, i.e. all a’s together, all
b’s, etc. shows the residences name, age,
tribe, relationship to head of house, etc.

Does not include a listing of members of a Chinvok
Tribe.

]
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analvsis

Conclusion

toyan

additions made to the census

by Indian office authority {Ex.

820}

56 pages/roughly alpha order. Sume
information as the prior

Does not include a listing of members of a Chinook
Tribe

1/20/1933

letter 10 CIA [Ex. 943)

letier from Superintendent at Taholah  re:
Earl V. Johnson “a restricted Quinaielt
Indian” wanting 10 purchase a house in South
Bend where his mother, Lizzie Pickernel]
Johnson also has a home.

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This letter 15 helpful in showing that Earl Johnson
and his mother, Lizzie Pickernell were living in
South Bend in 1933. Both were allotied on
Quinault. Lizzie (Pickernell) Johnson has direct
descendants among the petitioner’s current
membership; however, none known through her son
Earl Johnson. This action by the agency was done
on behalf of an individual who had & rrust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. 1t is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook wibe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provideés suppon to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

1/28/1933

lener 1o C1A [Ex. 944)

letter from Superintenden. at Taholah re:
instructions on how to record the 62 Chinook,
Cowlitz, and Chehalis Indians who had been
allotied on Quinault and were on the 1932
Quinault Census, as per Halber: v. US, which
placed these 62 on the Quinault Roll.

“They ar listéd on the Quinault Roll as 40 Indians
of the Chinook Tribe, 15 were enrotled as of the
Chehalis Tribe and 7 more were enrolled as Cowlhitz
Indians, allonees of the Quinault Reservation.” The
Superintendent is asking for instructions “Inasmuch
as there will be much more work incident to the
compilation of census roli of the TA this year owing
to the fact that severa! hundred Indians are 10 be

Based on Halbert this list
indicates that these indians
were interacting with other
Indians. Is supporting
evidene of a community,
but few of these persons
are ancestral to the

pennonet
placed on the rolls.”” There is some representation of
persons on the Ex. 910 list in the petitioner’s current
membership [Ex. 828 not available).
- 63
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Essue/ Analysis

Conclusion

3/9/1933
and

3/10/1933

letter to Taholah  h Ind.
Agency (893] and [Ex. 896]

letter from Bridge Clinic inquiring if the
agency was responsible for paying the bill of
A.J. Reed, David Frank, and Donald Gracy of
Bay Center and Mrs. Earl Johnson of South
Bend

Agency activity on behatf of an allottee on a
recognized resecvaton does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This is a request tor intormation on who is
responsible for paying individual's bills. No tribe is
mentioned. This is useful for showing residences,
but not for showing a mibal entity. Of the names on
this list, Reed and Gracy are not Chinook ancestors,
but Frank”{and possibly Johnson| have descendants
in the membership. David Frank has direct
descendants among the petitioner’s current
membership. This action by the agency was done on
behalf of an individuat who had a mrust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. It is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PE that the allotment
activiry, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

31171933

letter to Bridge Clinic [Ex.
895

letter from the Superintendent. stating Mr.
Reed has no account, David Frank has no
funds, and not expected to have any in the
near future and that his mother, Mrs. Emma
Luciers, has not authorized funds to be spent
from her account; that Mrs. Earl Johnson has
no account, and Donald Gracy is allotted on
Quin, but he does not have fuads to his cradit.

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioaer.

David Frank and his mother Emma are both
represented in petitioner’s current membership. No
known descendants of Mrs. Earl Johnson or of
Donald Gracy in current membership. Thus action
by the agency was done on behalf of an individual
who had a rust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an allotment. [t is action on behalf
of an individual and does not indicate that a Chinook
tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itselt, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agzat's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
bcing a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

3/14/1933

letter to CIA (Ex. R67}

letter from Superintendent at Taholah  hre:
compiling the annual census and statistical
report for Chehalis fnd. allotted on Quinault
and they “should continue to carry Chehalis
allottees on the Chehalis census rolls; the
Chinook allottees on the Chinook census
rolls, and the Cowlitz on the census rolls of
that ribe.” A

Based on Halbert this Hist
indicates that these [ndians
were interacting with other
Indians. Is supporting
evidene of a community,
but few of these persons
are ancestral to the
petitioner.

.66 -

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-V001-D007 Page 189 of 247




Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

4/3/1933

lenter 10 CIA {Ex. 945]

letter from Supenntendent a1t Taholah . re:
Mrs. Alice Prior Lagergren (age 39) of South
Bend genting 2 Joan from the Indian Service,
on her timbered allotment on Quinault

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different enuty,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
membery of the petitioner.

Issue / Analysis

Conciusion

The letter says she is “one of a large group of
Indians who wifl receive aliotments a result of 3
recent Supreme Court decision™ This does not
show a Chinook tribal entity. She has descendants
in the petitioner’s membership. This action by the
agency was done on behalf of an individual who had
a trust account consisting of proceeds from timber
sales from an aliotment. It is action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that 2 Chinook tribe
existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF 1hat the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancesiors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

4/20/1933

lerter 1o C1A [Ex. 946)

letter from Superintendent at Taholah re
request from Elmer Wilson for a loan from
Lizzie Pickernell Johnson, both are Quinault
Allonees

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

No tribe and no [ocations mentioned, refers to a
similar request made in Jan. 1933 by the same
parties. Mrs Johnson agreed to the loan {to her son),
but the Syperintendent recommends not approving
the loan. This action by the agency was done on
behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. 1t is action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in uself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatrnent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

o
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedeat

Issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

5/25/1933

letter to Nicholson {Ex. 915}
and [Ex. 916]

letter from Pacific Co. Welfare Board re: are
funds being received by the following
families: Robert Gracey of Bay Center, Leda
Clark Reed of South Bend, Anna Clark
Rhoades of Bay Center, and Gus and Nathan
Pickemetl of Bay Center

This may be useful in determining residences in the
1930's, but it does not show tribal relations. {see Ex.
916 for response].  Robert Gracey, Leda (Clark)
Reed, and Anna (Clark) Rhoades are represented in
the petitioner's current membership; no descendants
identifiedf for Gus or Nathan Pickernell. This action
by the agency was done on behalf of an individual
who had a trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an ailotment. Itis action on behalf
of an individual and does not indicate that a Chinouk
tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatrnent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

6/15/1933

letter to C{A [Ex. 866)

letter from the Superintendent at Taholah  h
re. the annual census, explaining the increase
in numbers and that allotment #'s do not
appear on the census because they were not
received until after April . (Letter not
signed)

“Instructions from the Office this year indicated that
[ndians should be listed by exact tribes, which
necessitated a segregation of Indians by mixed
tribes, whereas they had formerly been listed as
Quinaielts, Quileutes, Chehalis, Chinooks or
Cowlitz. Due to the increased number of tribes
reported this year..™

Based on Halbert this fist
indicates that these [ndians
were interacting with other
Indians. s supporting
evidence of a communiry,
but few of these persons
are ancestral to the
petitioner.

7/31/1933

letter to a business in South
Bend (Ex. 894

letter from Superintendent at Taholah  h re:
bills for Ferrill Johnson, Eacl Johnson and
Anione Luscicls‘ ihe caie will have v pei ilic
money from the individuals, the agency will
not pay.

Agency activity on behalfof an allottee on a
recognized resecvation does not provide

] NI, P T 3 22T POy
cviuciee tnal ine pehilitnidl, a gicicnt cntity,

meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This does not identify a tribe or tmbal relations and 1t
does not answer any useful questions about the
petitioner. Cfthese three men, only Femil! Johason
1s known to have a descendant in the petitioner's
current membership. This action by the agency was
done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from timber sales
from an allotment. [t is action on behalt of an
tndividual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PE that the allotment
activiry, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
reatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b},

.68 -
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Dates of

Appli-
cation

Foarm of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Anslvsis

Conclusion

92611933

letter 10 CIA {Ex. 950]

4 pp. With “results of physical examinations
Makah and Quinaielt Reservations, LE.C.W.”
showing there were 5 Chinook under the
jurisdiction of Siletz agency and 4 under
jurisdiction of Taholah  h Agency

This exhibit does not name any of the Chinook and
does not show them in tribal relations and there is no
explanation of what this “physical exarmination” was
about.

Based on Halbert this fist
indicates that these Indians
were interacting with other
Indians. Is supporting
evidene of a community,
but few of these persons
are ancestral 1o the
petitioner.

11/16/1933

letier 10 CIA | Ex. 948)

letter from Superintendent at Taholah  h. re:
application for Educational loan on behalf of
Bemard Anders Sund, Quinault Allonee

Agency activity on behaif of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b}, even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Bernard Sund went to Nwaco High and wants to go
1o Pacific University. Makes no mention of a tribe,
but he is allotied on Quinault Bernard A. Sund

appears on the petitioner’s current membership list.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotmem
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the apent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

11/20/1933

letter 10 CIA {Ex. 949)

Jener from Superintendent Nicholson re:
Mary Barichio Petit wanting dental work for
her children, she is aliotted on Quinault

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Does not state a tribe or a residence for Mrs. Petit,
only that she is an allottee. Mary Barichio Petit does
have descendants on the CIT rolls.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonsirate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
reatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

AT,
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Appli-
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11/27/1933

3/15/1934

letter to C1A [Ex. 951}

letter to C1A [ex.929}

letter from Superintendent re: Joseph
Brignone son of Matilda Brignone Reischman
for a loan from Loyal Clark, Jr.

letter from Nicholson re: loaning money to
Joseph Brignone citing a letter from Loyal L.
Clark

Agency acuvity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even it that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These people do not appear to be closely related,
although they are well represented in documents
defining a network of Chinook descendants in Bay
Center at this time. This document shows
interactions amony individuals in this network. This
action by"the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. {tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion .
(b). However, the agent's
treatrment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
This tending does tndicate
an interaction among
Chinook descendents in
Bay Center.

12/2/1933

letter to CLA [Ex. 952)

letter from Supenintendent Nicholson at
Taholah . re: loan to Mr. Earl F. Mechals,
age 24, allotted on Quinault

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

An Earl F. Mechals appears on the petitionet’s
current membership list. This action by the agency
was done on behalf of an individual who had a trust
account coasisting of procceds from timber sales
from an allotment. [t is action on behalt of an
individnat and does nat indicate that a Chinook tribe

igrack
exXisted.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets cnitenion
(b). However, the agent’s

reanre £

petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that

the petitioner meets (b). B
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Appli-
cation
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Rule/ Precedent
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Conciusion

12/4/1933

lerter 10 C1A |Ex. 953}

Letnter from Superintendent at Taholah  re:
letter from Alien Heiner of Altoona, WA who
asks about allotments on Quinault for his 2
children, Gerald Allen Heiner and Marilyn
Grace Heiner, when Mrs. Agnes Elliot was
awarded a claim, but his children not.

Agency activity on hehalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence thai the petitioner, » different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, of they themselves are,
members of the petinoner.

The Superintendent expiains that Mrs, Elliotn’s land
was in the sale area, but the Heiner allotments were
notl. Makes no mention of a tribe or inbal relations,
but is an individual inquiry. This does show the
residence of the Heiner fum. in 1933 Neither Allen
nor these two children appear to be represented in
the petitioner’s curtent membership. This action by
the agency was done on behalf of an individual who
had a trust account consisting of proceeds from
timber sales from an allotment. it is action on behalf
of an individual and does not indicate that a Chinook
tribe existed

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
pettioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
trearment of the
petitioner's anceslors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

1933-4

Indian census Taholah  h
Agency for 1937[Ex 831

2 p. [cover sheet and | page) of unreporied
live binths between Apnl 1933 and March
1934, one of the 3 children listed is shown as
Chinook-Chehalis

in the area, were camed on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an aliotment. It is
action on,behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aliotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatrnent of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

."Q ;
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1934-1945

Schootl census cards [Ex. 817-
818]

more census cards in {Ex. 820}

39 permanent School census cards showing
child’s name, parents names, tribe of each
parent, child’s birth year, when attended
which school.

75 more school census cards

In [Ex. 817-181] 22 of the parenis were identified as
Quinault, 8 fathers as Chinook, 4 mothers as
Chinook, 18 fathers as white, 2 fathers as quin and
12 mothers as Quinault 6 mothers as Quinault-
Chinook, 2 as Chinook/Chehalis/Quin. Of the 100
students identified by these cards, 31 are on the
petitioner 's current membership list.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

1/5/1934

letter to CIA [Ex. 926]

3 pp. List of patents issued to Indians of
Taholah  h jurisdiction in 1933, Shows
patent #, Allotment #, and patentee’s name.

in the area, were carried on BlA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

Of 124 trust patentees, 38 also appear on the
petitioner’s 1950's membership list.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and ilius provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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1/15/1934

lener to CIA [Ex. 927)

lener from Superintendent Nicholson, re:
expending money 10 Mrs. Mary Petit for
dental treatment for her children Normis and
Ellis Petit

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. 1t is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that 2 Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alloment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
pelitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
pentioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2/28/1934

lener to ClA |ex.928)]

letier from Superintendent Nicholson, for a
loan for Dewey and Vina Wilson Barichio,
Quinauit allottees and their 12 y/o minor son,
Bammert. aiso allotted. Dewey has a boat
and a timber allot on Quinault

Agency activity on behal( of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

These people do not have descendants m the CIT.
This action by the agency was done on behalf of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allomment. It is
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document docs not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstraie that the
petitioner meets chitenon
{b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

.
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Agency activity on behalf of an allortee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Joseph Brignone wants a loan to get a boat and
support himself. Other friends who have excess
funds are willing to make loans to friends...such as
in this case. Loyal Clark has direct descendants in
the modem membership. This action by the agency
was done &h befalf of an individual who had a trust
account consisting of proceeds from timber sales
from an allotment. [t is action on behalf of an
individual and does not indicate that a Chinook tribe
existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meels criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

3/16/1934

letter to C1A (Ex. 930

letter from Nicholson re: loan to Elmer
Wilson,

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themsetves are,
members of the petitioner.

There is one man named Elmer Wilson in the CIT
membership. This action by the agency was done
on behalf of an individual who had a trust account
consisting of proceeds from timber sales from an
allotment. [tis action on behalf of an individual and
does not indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatrnent of the
petitioner’s ancestors
pravides support to their

1
UCing a qist

and thus provid
supporting ¢vidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

5/3/1934

letter to CIA [Ex. 931}

list of births and deaths of Taholah  h
Agency tn rec'd in April 1934, shows the
name, date and tribe.

in the area, were carnied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

One name on this list is identfied as of the Chinook
tribe. This does not contain any information about
the petitioner’s community.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).
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5/14/1934

lenier 10 C1A {Ex. 932)

lerter from Nicholson re: education loans for
Oma Woodcock

Agency activity on behalf of an allotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a difterent enutry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

No mention of tnbe or of a tribal entity  This is an
individual nghts 1ssue, based on enroilment at
Quinauit.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
ueatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppor to theit
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

5/15/1934

letter 10 C1A {Ex. 933]

4 pp. Letter from Superintendent Nicholson
re: applications from 13 public school
districts for tuition for Indian students. Total
number of Indian students is given, but not
the names of the children and does not
identify any tribes. Clearwater 40,

Tokeland 9; Dahlia 4; Quillayute High
School 6; Neah Bay 120 (“all reside within
the village, no ransporiation is needed™),
Hunter’s Point 3; Qakville 25; Taholah h
70("students all reside in the village™);
Quillayute Dist. [#315] 30; Union High 7;
Bay Center 13 “children all reside at Bay
Center, a smali village where they are able 10
ga home for their noon Junch”™; Skokomish
47; Oyster Bay 4, Moclips [approx.# of
students - 7]

“Members of the group or their ancestors,
identified as Shoshone and as living in the
area, were carmied on BIA censuses from at
least 1916 through [940” (Death Valley PF
1982, 3).

This document does indicate that an indian
population lived at Bay Center and went 10 school
together

.

This document provides
supporting evidence (2t a
minimal level) activity that
the petitioner meets (b).

7/14/1934

letter 1o ClA [Ex. 934)

lerter from Superimendent 21 Taholah  hre:
corrections 10 the statistics and revised rolls
for Quinault Reservation. No enclosures
were attached

Names no members of any of the tribes, and no
attachments to show the corrections.

This document does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets (b)
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Appli-

cation

10/5/1934 | letter to CIA [Ex. 935} letter from Superintendent with the list of This individual was not listed on the CIT This document does not
birth and death certificates in September membership list since his death occurred in 1934, demonstrate that the
1934, one individual is identified as Chinook This document does not inctude any information that | petitioner meets (b).
- Lewis S. Weston would be useful in understanding the petitioner's

community.
11/28/19341 lenter to CIA [Ex. 936) 4 pp. Letter with questions regarding the in the arza, were camied on BIA censuses One letter citing Halbert v. US says that certain

tribal census rolls and if the diff. tribes were
to have separate rolls. This letter quotes
previous instructions re: preparing the 1930
roll and the 1933 rolls and the various
instructions given in counting the diff. mbes
allotted on Quinault and how to deal with
children who are allotted on Quin and have
one parent atlotted on Quinault But another
parent enrotled on another Reservation of this
agency.

*Also, in case of the birth of a child of 1/8,
1/16, or 1732 Indian Blood, whose parent or
parents are enrolled, should they be placed on
the rolls of this agency; . .. When do the
children ot these mixed-blood {ndians cease
to be considered [ndians on the tribal roil?

from at least 1916 through 1940 (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3).

Chinook, Chehalis and Cowlitz were entitled to

allotments at Quinault, not as Quin Indians, but as of’

the tribes first mentioned.. .keep Chinook allottees on
Chinook census, etc. The Superintendent responded
that there had never been a Chinook census and that
the agency had never reported them until the time
they were allotted. [t would take one employee
traveling over many weeks “as we do not have a
complete list of these tribes who live on the public
domain.” The next set of instructions was that they
were not to have separate rolls, but to all be on
Quinault. Then came the instructions that he had
done it wrong, and should only list those living on
the Reservation: “these persons were not made
Quinault [ndians by the decree of the court, and they
should be enrolled, if under your jurisdiction as
Chinook, Chehalis, and Cowtlitz...rolls separate and
distinct of the Quinault”

This document does not
contain evidence that the
petitioner meets (b).
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12/13/1934

lener to CIA |[Ex. 937])

letter from Supenintendent Nicholson re: Mrs.
Mary Petit. Quinault allotiee, requests
approval of a loan from Antone Lusciers 10
start a small restaurant in Bay Center. Antone
Luciers agrees to the loan.

“This criterion does not require that social
interaction and relationships be uniform within
the membership, but allows for the common
circumstance where the main body of a group
has substantial social ties while a periphery of
membership has a lesser degree of social
connection” (Snoquaimie PF 1993, 18).

No mention of tribes, but does show that Antone
Luscier was an allonee on Quinault, and that he had
money in an account. )1 does show that there was a
practice of individuals granting loans to other
individuals from their accounts, so there may have
been some relationship berween the individuals. bu
there is no evidence from this record of a tribal
entity. Mary and Antone Luscier are second
cousins.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the aliotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets critcrion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
peutioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

12/29/1934

lenier 1o CIA |Ex. 938)

lenter from Superintendent with list of trust
patents issued at Taholah  hin 1934.

in the area, were carmied on BIA censuses
from at least 1916 through 1940" (Death
Valley PF 1982, 3)

Of the 28 names of allotiees, 12 appeared on the
1950's membership list and 4 appeared on the 1995
CIT/CN list.

-

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). Hawever, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

12/29/1934

lener 1o C1A [Ex. 954)

lener from Superintendent at Taholah  h.re:
August Petit of Chinook, WA *“one of a large
group of mixed-blood Indians who were
recently allotted on the Quinault Reservation.
Lives near the Col. River, and he and others
obtain their living by fish traps.

This letter has a great description of the land at
Quinault and the inaccessibility of the allotments.
Mr. Petit’s allotment is one of the inferior
aliotments, “from the stand point of timber and
land” August Petit does not have descendants on the
CIT rolls

This document does not
comain evidence which
would demonstrate that the
petitioner meets (b).

i
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1935

Indian census Taholah  h
Agency for 1937(Ex. 832}

2 p. [cover sheet and | page] of unreported
live births in 1935, 1 of' 9 was Chinook

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

2/16/1935

Lettec trom John Collier,

Commissioner, Indian Affairs,

Washington, DC to Mr. N. O.
Nicholson, Supenntendent.,
Taholah  h Agency (Ex.
1272)

re: in receipt of 2/5/1935 letter for several
applications for reimbursable support
loans-approval given for a loan for Cathanne
Petite Colbert, but not for Hilma A. Colbert.

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide

evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,

meets (b), even if that individual has
descandants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This action by the agency was done on behalt of an
individual who had a trust account consisting of
proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. [tis
action on behalf of an individual and does not
indicate that a Chinook tribe existed.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the atlotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and ilus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

10/31/1936

letter to Mr. R. Gniftin [Ex.
883] and (Ex. 884|

letter from Superintendent re: qact of land in
Bay Center that belongs to Emma Lusciers,
an heir of Sam Millett, *presumably the
property is unrestricted and in that case the
agency would have nothing to do with the
sale of it.” {responds to letter #4884 from M.
Griftin who wants to buy it.]

May be used to show the residence of Emma
Lusciers in 1936, but does not show tribal refations
between any families/tribal members at Bay Center

.78 -
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- b 1938
5/2/1938

lefter 10 Superintendent a1
Taholah  h {Ex. 897) and
from agency [Ex. 898}

Mrs. F.G. Barichio and her sister (unnamed)
want 10 take small children into their large
house. They live alone and could take 1-6
children. The Superintendent responds that
they have no Indian children available at
present who need care.

Mrs. Frank Barichio 1s not an Indian, according to
the CIT genealogies submined in the 1950's. There
are Barichio descendants in the CIT. This document
shows that these very acculturated women of the
petitionet are seeking Indian foster children.

This document provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

K/18/1938

fetier to Paul Petit (Ex. 809]
and Mrs. Chidester [Ex. 810}

letter from Superiniendent Nicholson of
Taholah  h asks when Mr, Nora Petit
Chidester will be in Bay Center or Seattle, he
wants to talk 1o her re a deedsreforestation,

Agency activity on behaif of an alfotiee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petinoner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

This is an individual inquiry re allotment. It does
show that some of the Petit family lived at Bay
center in 1938, Nora (Petit) Chidester has
descendants in the petitioner’s currént membership.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the alloiment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b}. However. the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner's ancesiors
provides support 10 their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

7/21/1938

fetier to Mrs. Lena Baricho
Calhoun [Ex. 812]

Nicholson is asking for the cunrent address of
Rose L. Calhoun.

The fact that Sams was able 10 go directly to Rose’s
mother in order 10 find her address indicates that he
had good information on this family. However, the
closeness of the two women’s relationship does not
indicate that individuals had a wide-ranging
knowledge of others in the community.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petitioner micets (b).

Py

~3
N
.

¢

New - 4.7”‘

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-v001-D007 Page 202 of 247




Dutes of Form of Evidence Description Rute/ Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
5/2/1939 letter ta Nicholson [ex.811} letter from Director of the Indian Division of | Agency activity on behalf of an altottee on a This document does not
the CCC re planting trees on Ferrill Johnson, recognized reservation does not provide change the position ot the
allottee's land. Does not cite a tribe evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, PF that the allotment
meets (b), even if that individual has activity, in itself, does not
descendants who are, or they themselves are, demonstrate that the
members of the petitioner. v - petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
1940-1949 | Newspaper articles from the Anonymous articles highlighting the “Bay “This criterion does not require that social The anticles wers analyzed by BIA researchers and These articles provide
The South Bend Journal, South | Cenue” section with reference to various interaction and refationships be uniform within | demonstrate that a distinet Chinook community good evidence that the
Bend Journa!, Raymond community activities and individuals in the membership, but allows for the common existed at Bay Center uatif 1950. 1n addition, the petitioner meets (b) for
Herald, and the Skamokawa attendance, visiting of relatives and friends in | circumstance where the main body of a group show that Chinook peuple in Cathiamet and in this time pertod.
Eagle, (Ex. 1149-1156) neighboring towns, obituaries, fishing has substantial social ties while a periphery ot | Hwaco maintained close connections with Bay
activities, etc., of known Chinook membership has a lesser degree of social Center through close kin ties.
descendants [see drafted newspaper charts] connection” (Snoqualmie PF 1993, 18).
1941-1947 | Register of births for Taholah 22 pages from the registry showing This document contains information about Quinautt. | This document does not
h Agency [Ex. 824] father/mother and each one’s mbe or census 1t does not discuss the Chinook petitioner. Evidence | contain evidence that the
number, occupation of father, birthpiaces of about one Wibe may aot be used o establish that a petitioner meets (b).
parents hirthdate and place of child and mbe petitioner {not that mbe) meets (b).
o - T —
6/3/1941 Letter from Floyd H. Phillips, | page letter re: the estate of John Pickemnell, Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a Inquiry into an individual Chinook account. No Agency activity on behalf

Taholah  h Indian Agency to
the Commissioner of {ndian
Aftairs (Ex. 836)

an unallotted Chinook Indian and the request
of Examiner Coursey into the status of any
funds held on the deceased’s behalf.

recognized teservation doc 1ot provide
evidence that the petitio:: . . ifferent entiry,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

mibal entity given.

of an allottee on a
recognized reservarnon
does not provide evidence
that the petitioner, a
different entity, meets (b),
even if that individual hus
descendants who are, or
they themselves are,
members ot the petitioner.
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rufe / Precedem Issue / Anslvsis
Apphi-
cation

Conciusion

12/29/1941] lener 1o/from Funeral Directors | letter from the chief clerk at Taholah  hre: This letter says the S were “enrolied at this agency”™ | This document does nen
re: death dates of S Indiuns deaths of Simon Charley, Susan Johnson, but does not name a tribe. Of these five persons. change the position of the
{ex.822] George Elliott, Joe Parson, and Kimball decedent George Elhont has descendants in the PF that the allotment
Sherwood 10 a funeral home in Tacoma petitioner’s current membership. aclivity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppon 1o their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

12/20/19431 lenter 10 Dr. Nevuut |Ex. 821 nonce from the Superintendent at Taholah Thesc documents are 100 uninfomalive to Pr.ovidc This documcmvdoes no1
h te the binh ceriificates of two people. No information of use to demonstrating the petitioner change the position of the
dates or ages of tribes indicated meets (b) PF that the allotment
PR activity, in ttself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppor to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)

PN

)

Q‘"u* o
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Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
2/12/1944 | Letter trom George P. LaVatta, | re: matter of liquidation of 3 loans trom the Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a This action by the agency was done on behalf of an This document does not
Superintendent., Taholah  h individual loans of June Rose¢ Calhoun, a recognized reservation does not provide individual who had a trust account consisting of change the position of the
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | minor, to her father Sampson Calhoun, evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, proceeds from timber sales from an allotment. [tis PF that the allotment
to Commisstoner of Indian Quianictt allottees meets (b), even if that individual has action on behatf of an individual and does not activity, in itself, does not
Affairs, Chicago, IL (Ex. 1275) descendants who are, or they themselves are, tndicate that a Chinook tribe existed. demonstrate that the
members of the petitioner. v petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
10/27/1944] Letter from George P. LaVatta, | re: requesting supply of blue cards for Indian

Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Commuissioner of Indian
Affairs, Chicago, IL (Ex. 1273)

identification purposes due to frequent
requests and supply exhausted

11/24/1944

Letter from George P. LaVatta,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Agency, Hogquiam, WA,
to Commissioner of [ndian
Aftairs, Chicago, IL (Ex. 1274)

re: request for funds due Charles F. Mechals,
Jr., 30 years old, be allowed to withdraw all
his funds in account and be allowed to use
them without restriction on their use

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has

descendants who are or they themsely

VS Al

members of the petitioner.

This person is amony the petitioner’s current
membership.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, tn itselt, does not
demonsiraie that the
petitioner meets criterion
(D). However, tire agent's
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the pettioner meets (b).

.82 -
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

-

Form of Evidence

6/12/1945

Lener from George P. LaVana,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Commissioner of Imdian
Affairs, Chicago, 1L (Ex. 1276)

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

re: application for an allotment of land on the
Quinaielt Reservation by George A. McBride,
advise if he is stil) eligible 105 an alloiment

This person 1s not found in the petitioner’s materials
as @ past or present membet.

This document does not
contain evidence that the
pentoner meets (b)

8/31/1945

Lener from George P. LaVana,
Superintendent., Taholah h
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA,
10 Commissionet of Indian
AfTairs, Chicago, 1L (Ex. 1281)

re: enclosing copy of last will and 1estament
of Tonnie Nina Calhoun Held, living
Quinaielt allonee for consideration and
approval as to form

Agency activity on behalf of an aliontee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Thete is evidence of one daughter born to Mrs. Held
circa 1936, but without further tdentification it is not
possible 1o determine whether she is represented in
the petitioner’s current membership.

This document does not
contain evidence that the
petitioner mects (b). .

10/29/1945

Lener from George P. LaVana,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Commissioner of Indian
Affairs, Chicago, IL (Ex. 1280)

re: submining copy of last will and testament
of Edmund C. Elliom, living Quinaielt
allottee with supporting affidavits for
consideration and approval

Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individua) has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

No known descendants in the petitioner’s current
membership

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support 1o theit
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporung evidence thai
the petitioner meets (b)

Q1

5, .
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evideace

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

11/8/1945

Letter from George P. LaVatta,
Superintendent., Taholah h,
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Commuissioner of Indian
Aftairs, Chicago, [L (Ex. 1279)

re: funds held for Mrs. Agnes Fitzpatrick
Eastland, Quinault Altortee, from Astoria,
OR, requesting release of their funds in
entirety without restriction and he
recommends same

Agency activity on behalf of an allottee on a
recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different eatity,
meets (b), even if that individual has
descendants who are, or they themselves are,
members of the petitioner.

Mrs. Eastland has descendants in the petitioner's
current membership.

This document does not
change the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
trearment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).

11/9/1945

Letter from George P. LaVutta,
Superintendent., Taholah  h
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA,
to Commuissioner of Indian
Affairs, Chicago, [L (Ex. 1278)

re: letter of 11/5/1945 concerning info by Mr.

Bemard Colbert Herrold, Poulsbo, WA

No known descendants in the petitioner's current
membership.

This document does not
provide evidence that the
petittoner meets (b). .

10/21/1946

Letter from Vincent §. Keeler,
Chief Clerk in Charge, Taholah
h Indian Agency, Hoquiam,
WA to Commissioner of Indian

Affairs (Ex. 1282)

re: Otis Nathan Edmiston, 51, desires to selt
to his cousin, Jesse A, Williams, 33, his
allotment on the Quinaielt Reservation and
recommending approval of same

Agency activity on behalt of an allottee on a
recognized resecvation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a different entity,
meets (b), even if that individua! has
descendants who are, or they themseives are,
members of the petinoner

No known descendants in the petitionec’s current
membership

This document does not
chanye the position of the
PF that the allotment
activity, in itself, does not
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
| “treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct community
and thus provides
supporting ¢vidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
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Dates of | Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Anaiysis Conclusion
Apphi- I
cation R
L _
11/6/1947 | Letter trom Acting re: recommending removal of restrictions on Agency activity on behalf of an allonee on a Mrs. Johnson has descendants in the petitioner’s This document does not
Superintendent., Taholah h sale of personal home of Lizzie Pickernell recognized reservation does not provide current membership. change the position of the
Indian Apency, Hoquiam, WA Johnson, a member of the Quinaieit Tribe, evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, PF that the allotment
to Commissioner of Indian grantee meets (b), even if that individual has activity, in itself, does not
Affairs, Washingion, DC (Ex. descendants who are, or they themselves are, demonstrate that the
1285) members of the petitioner. petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the apent's
treatment of the
pelitioner’s ancestors
provides support 10 their
being a:distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
12/17/1947] Leter from Melvin Helander, re: requesting copy of trust patent issued to Agency activity on behaif of an allottee on « No known descendants in the petitioner’s current This document does nat
Superintendent., Taholah h Edna May Elliom, Quinaielt allottee, recognized reservation does not provide membership change the position of the
Indian Agency, Hoquiam, WA, | containing 80 acres evidence that the petitioner, a different enury, PF that the allotment
to Commissioner of Indian meets (b}, even if that individual has . activity, in itself. does not
Affairs, Washingion, DC (Ex. descendants who are, or they themselves are, v demonstrate that the
1284) members of the petitioner. petitoner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent’s
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides suppnn 10 their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporing evidence tha
the petitioner meets (b)
5/10/1948 } Lener From Charles F. re: her lener of 4/27/1948 requesting
McLaughlin, Chief, information concerning the Chinook Tribe of
Investigation Division, Indian Indians. No cizims found pending but did
Claims Commission, remit info on six treaties signed on 8/8/1851
Washington, DC to Myrtle J. making Chinook land cessions, bul not
Woodcock, Pres. Chinook ratified by Conpress.
Tribal Council, Raymond, WA
(Ex. 1000)

3,;“:‘7\.\ N
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Dates of | Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent [ssue / Analysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
3/22/1949 | letter to Arthur Goodetl {Ex. letter from acting Superintendent at Taholah Agency activity on behalf of an ailottee on a An individual inquiry e status and the ability to This document does not
881} and (Ex. 882) h advising Mr. Goodell that he is not encolled | recognized reservation does not provide purchase liquor does not equal tribal entity. No change the position of the
and he does not have any [ndian trust evidence that the petitioner, a different entity, mention is made of any tribe Mr. Goodell may be a PF that the allotment
property. [#882 is Mr. Goodell’s inquiry. | meets (b), even if that individual has member of, but his letter says he is the son of Mrs. activity, in itsetf, does not
descendants who are, or they themselves are, Lydia Betl £.0. Goodell who is allotted. Mr. demonstrate that the
members of the petittoner. Goodell W45 descendants in the petitioner’s current petitioner meets criterion
membership. (b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner’s ancestors
provides support to their
being a distinct communiry
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b).
1950-1939 | Newspaper articles from the Anonymous articles highlighting the “Bay Only a handful of articles are included. The This evidence is not sutficient to define a social This evidence does not
The South Bend Journal, South | Centre” section with reference to various Chinook network is not documented in these network for the petitioner. define a distinct social
Bend Journal, Raymond community activities and individuals in articles. network for the petitioner
Herald, and the Skamokawa attendance, visiting of relatives and friends in under (b). .
Eagle, (Ex. 1138, 1161, 1164- | neighboring towns, obituaries, fishing
1165, 1167-1171, 1174) activities, etc., of known Chinovk
descendants [see drafted newspaper charts|
518/1957 Senate Bill S 2002, 85* “For relicf of heirs at law of James Allen Agency activity on behalt of an altottee on a “Captain Scarborough met Chiet Comcomly's eldest | This document does not

Congress (Amelia 1998)

Scarborough and Anne Elizabeth
Scaiborough, Dot deceased” - 2 pages

recognized reservation does not provide
evidence that the petitioner, a differznt entity,
meets (b} even if that individual hag
descendants who are, or they themseives are,
members of the petitioner.

daughter, whose [ndian narme was Paly Tematkami
TChinook {Ann Elizabeth]. First child James, bom
11720/1842 Fgur sons bem to them {two dicd one
at 9, one at 3). “Two sons, Edwin (baptismal name
Xavier), and Robert, reached manhood. Edwin was
born 1/4/1 848, married Sarah Ferron, 10/13/1874,
had twelve children, and died 1/9/1921, at the age of
73 years, Robert was bom 1/8/185 1, married fane
West October 2, 1869, died at the age of 19 years on
1/8/1870. Three months later, on 3/22/1870, his wife
passed away. They left no issue. Ann Elizabeth died
7/8/1852, at 40 years of age...3 years later on
2/4/1853, Capt. Scarborough passed away suddenly
at the age of 50 years.”

change the position of the
PF that the allotment

activity, in itsclt does noi
demonstrate that the
petitioner meets criterion
(b). However, the agent's
treatment of the
petitioner's ancestors
provides support to their
being 1 distinct community
and thus provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)),
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Dutes of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedens Jssue / Anslysis Conclusion
Appli-
cation
1713711957 Lener from Mane J. re: response 1o his letter of 10/30/1957 see above This document does not
Scarborough. Tacoma, WA to | requesting a response 1o adverse repon issued contain evidence that the
Richard Merrick, Washingion, | by Mr. Emest, Assistant Secretary of the petitioner meets (b)
DC (Amelia 1998) interior from the Scarborough heirs - 5 papes
1960-1969 | Newspaper aricles from the Anonymous articles highlighting the “Bay These documents were analyzed by BIA researchers | This document does not
The South Bend Juurnal, South | Centre” section with reference 1o various and did not provide sufficient evidence that the provide evidence that the
Bend Journal, Raymond community activities and individuals in petiioner imeracted and lived in a communiny petitioner meets (b).
Herald. and the Skamokawa attendance, visiting of relatives and friends in distinct from other communities. There are oo few
Eagle, (Ex. 1175-1177, 1184) neighboring towns, obituaries, fishing anticles 1o be meaningful data. What is included
activities, etc., of known Chinook does not distinguish a2 community of Chinook
descendants {see drafied newspaper charts] descendants.
1960's? Newspaper anicle Tacoma Article by James Enckson, “Captain ‘ This anicle was an account of events that occurred This dacument does not
News-Tribune, no date {Ameha | Scarborough Lefi Legend of Gold, Mysiery much earlier than publication. 1t provides no provide evidence that the
1998) on Columbia’s North Shore™ - tells of information that would aler the PF. petitioner meets (b) at this
grandson Charles D. Scarborough, 83, time.
grandson of James who in 1843 at Ft.
Vancouver “married a daughter of Chinook
Indian Chief Concomly” Ann Elizabeth (Paly v
Temaikami TChinook). “He speaks the
Chinook language fNluently...” - 2 pages
7/10/1963 | meeting min. [Ex. 840] { Ex. 840] minutes of meeting held in the This is 2 discussion of the fee charged by the
8/25/1963 | meeting min. |Ex. &41) home of Paul Petit in Bay Center, Kent appraisers, and the resolutions re: ICC judgment for
Elliom Pau! Petit, Anna Kooniz, Carolyn ' the lower Chinook & Clatsop, who have no
Petersen, Kathryn Burchett, Bill Petit, and reservation or tribal holdings, recommended that it
Carol Quigley were there. Chinook Nation be paid per capita and there is no official roll of
meeting re: appraisa) contract, and 1CC lower Chinook and Clatsop, therefore, resolved that
judgment, resolution re: the Lower Chinook the 1912 payment roll be used as the basic roll of the
and Clatsop tribe judgment award, those who Lower Chinook and Clatsop. That because they had
pay the $12 assessment no funds, the council meeting assessed members
{Ex. 841]) minutes of meeting at Skamokawa, over 2} the sum of $12, which they want 10 have
same issues as previous meeting, re attomey reimbursed when the judgment is paid. Claims
contracts, and appraisal fund, Frank Quigley 1ssues dominated the discussion although not only
resigned as sec. Treas. and Anna Koontz issues discussed. Paul Peut, Kent Elliom, Carolyn
takes his place (~55 members voting) Peterson, and Carol Quigley are represented in the
petitioner’s current membership. |
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Dates of
Appli-
cation

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedeat

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

10/9/1964

Questionnaire for Enrollment
in Chinook Tribe (ex.819]

a sample of the questionnaires included in the
petition. Myrtle Johnson Woodcock says she
was b. 1889 in Oysterville and maintained
tribal relations by continuous assoc. with
Indian friends and relatives

These documents provide background and context to
support other evidence of a distinct community for
the petitioner from 1920 to 1950.

*

This document provides
supporting evidence that
the petitioner meets (b)
from 1920 to 1930.

4/8/1974

Newspaper article from The
News Tribune, Tacoma, WA
{Amelia 1998)

Anonymous obituary article for Edwin
Scarborough, 83, grandson of Paly
Temaikami TChinook, survived by sister
Nova Brignone of Longview (Bom in
Cathlamet, he lived in the Tacoma area most
of his tife [Tillicum})- | page

**Social interaction’ descnbes the actual
occurrence of interaction between individuals
such as at meetings, in coaversation, dunng
conflicts and the like” (Snoqualmic PF 1993,
15).

This clarifies some of the social relationships
between the Columbia River and Bay Center.

This document provides
supporting evidence for
the petitioner meeting (b)
before 1930.
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CHINOOK INDIAN TRIBE / CHINOOK NATION (CIT/CN): FINAL DETERMINATION - SUMMARY CHART

CRITERION (c) - A statement of facts which establishes that the petitioner has maintained tribal political influence or other authority over its members
as an autonomous entity throughout history until the present (25 CFR 83.7(c) {1978]).

Nate: When revised acknowledgment regulations were adopted in 1994. the petitioner chose to be evaluated under the original regulations adopted in 1978,

Summary of the Evidence: The Proposed Finding (PF) found that a historical Chinook tribe or bands maintained tribal political influence over its members as an autonomous entity through
the treaty negotiations of 1855. It also found that the evidence did not show that the petitioner was an entity that had maintained such political influence since that time. While there was
some evidence of local leadership at various times, the evidence did not show thatany-leaders had exeréiséd political influence over the petitioner’s ancestors as a whole. Therefore. the
petitioner did not meel criterion (¢) from 1856 10 the present (PF Summary, 36). In order to meet criterion (c) for the Final Determination, the petitioner needed to provide evidence 10 show
that it has been a continuously existing entity that has evolved from the historical Chinook tribe. and that it has maintained political influence or authority over its members since the treaty
negotiations of 1855. The petitioner did not specifically identify or label the new exhibits that it considered relevant to criterion ().

The record for this case lacks examples of an internal, informal political process among the petitioner’s ancestors, or of political leadership or influence over the petitioner’s ancestors
as a group, between 1855 and 1925. There is evidence of some leadership by George Charley during the late 1920's on behalf of a federally recognized tribe and a portion of the petitioner's
ancestors at Bay Center, but not on behalf of the petitioner’s ancestors along the Columbia River. There is also very limited evidence that a claims organization existed in the late 1920's and
early 1930's, but no evidence that it had any internal political process which resulied in group decisions. There is almost no evidence of political activities or leadership between the carly
1930's and 1951. Since 1951 there is evidence of two Chinook organizations during the 1950's and early 1960's which functioned mostly to pursue claims. but not evidence that either
organization had a broadly-based intemal decision-making process. During recent decades the petitioner has had a formal politica! organization, but no new evidence revises the conclusion of
the Proposed Finding that there was “very little information available about the internal political processes of the petitioner from 1970 to the present,” and a lack of evidence that the
organization was broadly based. This evidence does not demonstrate that the petitioning group has exercised political influence over its members from historical times until the present.

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent ' Issue / Analysis Conclusion

1811-1851 | PF Sumimnary, 26-27 The Proposed Finding concluded that, “The evidence | The conclusions of the Proposed Finding The Proposed Finding assumed that “exclusive Historical bands of Chinook
that the petitioner’s Lower Band of Chinook stand unless revised by new evidence Indian villages™ maintained traditional patierns of Indians maintained
ancestors continued to live in exclusive Indian ) political authority. traditional patierns of
villages unti! at least 1854" was sufficient 1o political authority until the
demonstrate that the petitioner met criterion (¢) (PF 1850's.
Summary, 27)

KL ..,Z"" e ) F . ) /
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (c)

1~

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent {ssue/ Analysis Conclusion
1851-1855 | PF Summary, 26-27 The Proposed Finding concluded that the evidence The conclusions of the Proposed Finding | The Propused Finding concluded that the U.S. Chinook leaders
that Chinook headmen had “negotiated treaties with stand unless revised by new evidence. ascribed political authority and sovereignty to demonstrated political
the Government in 1831 and 1855 was sufficient to Chinook bands by negotiating treaties with them. influence and authority by
demonstrate that the petitioner met criterion (¢) (PF The Propused Finding assumed that the authority of | negotiating treaties in 1851
Summuary, 27). leaders to conduct treaty negotiations was evidence and 1833,
of the exigence ol political influence and authority
over a historical village, band. or tribe.
1855 ca Newspaper article. Pionecer Ralph C.A. Elliott, b. 1826, recalls his Snoqualmie PF 1993, 26: “*Strong This article discussed Mr. Elliott, told of his This information is
Skamokawa Eagle, arrival in Cathlamet in 1833, and provides his evidence for political process among the marrying and having a family, but did not mention consistent with the findings
Wahkiakum County recollection of *Old Chief Skarmokawa™ and “Chief Snoqualmie during Jerry Kanim's tenure his wife being Chinook. However, he did provide of the Proposed Finding.
10/24/1901 (Ex. 1032) Quillis.” is that external authorities recognized his | brief recollections of older tribal leaders. [tis not
political influence. . . These external that Elliott could be considered a knowledgeuble
authorities were knowledgeable about the | authority or that he dealt regularly with these Indian
Snoqualmie tribe and dealt with it leaders.
regularly on a variety of matters.”
1855-1899 | PF Summury, 27 The Propused Finding concluded that, “[tjhe four The conclusions of the Proposed Finding | The petitioner’s new exhibits provide no basis tor The available evidence does

decades following these unsuccesstul treaty
negotiations are almost barren of evidence of
Chinook tribal political activity or leadership.” [t
added that the available evidence “does not
demonstrate that there were leaders who exercised
political authority over the group as a whole in the
late-19th century. . . ." The Proposed Finding
specifically noted the lack of “any examples of
political activity or leadership by Chinook

eader oy Lhuneexk

descendants living aionyg the Columbia River
(PF Summary, 27). The Anthropological Technical
Report noted that George Charley was appointed by
a Federal Indian agent to be chief of the Shoalwater
Bay Reservation in 1889, when he was about 25-
years old (ATR, 30y, However, the documentation
in the record. for both the Proposed Finding and the
Final Determination. does not provide accounts of
his activities or leadership untit the 1920's,

stand unless revised by new evidence,

changiny the conclusions of the Proposed Finding.

not show that the petitioner
meets criterion (c¢) for the
period from [856 o 1899,
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (¢}

Date Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedenm

Issue / Analvsis

Conclusion

Betore
18%0)

Newspaper article
{handwritten on copy:
Ravmond Herald, Pacific
County. 12/22/1921]
(Ex. 1060)

Article, “Bush Writes About the Indians,” by L.L.
Bush. Very general description of Indian life in
wesiern Washington when the pioneer settlers
arrived. States that the Indians were very friendly
with the whites. and quickly assimilated. "1 do not
recall seeing a blanket Indian as late as 1880.” The
only specific mention was, “The last of the very old
Indians age ca. 100] of Shoalwater Bay died last

week, over at Taholah, the widow of Deaf George...""..

The language of the regulations requires
evidence about political influence. not
cultural practices

This article made reference 10 Chinook relations with
pioneers during white setifement of the Washington /
Oreponarea. This article wax very generally wnitten
and did not portray a Chinook iribe as continuing 10
existin 1921, It did not provide evidence of a
political process within a group or political influence
over the members of a group.

This article does not
provide information about
tribal political activities
afier the mid-19th century,

1866-
18K2

Manuscript autributed to
Catherine Herrold Troeh
concerning Colbert House
in llwaco, WA, but fast
page of story says Betsey
Trick and Charlotie Davis
of llwaco furnished the
information (Ex. 796)

Story of the Colbert House in Hwaco belonging to
the descendants of Aubichon and Mary Anne, the
cousin of Comcomly, Chinook. Includes a history of
Hudson Bay Company in the area and the family’s
move 1o French Prairie, OR, where they stayed until
1866. Talks about in-laws and neighbors at French
Prairie, and a daughter and son-in-law Petit who
moved to Chinookville in 1866 to set up a store. An
Aubichon granddaughter, Catherine, moved to
Ilwaco in 1882, began to build their house, using
lumber from the old house at Chinookville, This
information was furnished by Betsy Trick and
Charlotte Davis, grand-daughters of Catherine Petit
Colbert who was born in 1853 in Butteville, married
in Astoria in 1870, moved to Chinookville in 1872,
and then to llwaco in 1882, where they built the
house described in the article.

The language of the regulations requires
evidence about group influence. not
fumily activities.

This is a secondary source that is helpful in showing
when one family of Chinook descent left
Chinookville and moved to llwaco. It does not
provide information about a Chinook tribe after
1X66.

Becuuse this document does
not provide evidence of a
political process within a
group or political influence
over the members of «
group, 1t does not meet the
requirements of

criterion (c).

1877-
1900'x

Newspaper article,
Raymond Herald, Pacific
County thandwritten date,
7/28/1922] (Ex. 1061)

Petitioner’'s PF Ex. 78
contained a similar article
from 1917

Article, “The Indians of Yesterday,” by Arthur E.
Skidmore. a local 50-vear resident, describes
domestic life for the Indians in the 1870's in very
general terms. Says that the Indian population has
been reduced from 200-300 10 two or three dozen.
Names only Bob “Solikie,” a “Satsop Indian” and a
resident of Georgelown Reservation. Says that, “The
Indians that lived here beionged 10 several tribes, but
principally the Chinooks. Satsops and Chehalis

tribes. "

The language of the regulations requires
evidence about political influence. not
cultural practices.

This was not a contemporaneous identification from
the 19" century, but a secondary source describing in
very general terms the historical Indian culture of
Pacific County. It referred to the Chinook tribe in
the past tense. It did not describe any current [ 1922}
tribal political activities. It did not name any leaders
of a Chinook tribe. It did not provide evidence of a
political process within a group or political influence
over the members of a group.

This article does not
provide information about
tribal political activines
after the mid-19th century.

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-V001-D007 Page 214 of 247



Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (¢)

Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

[ssue / Analysis

Conclusion

1899-1925

PF Summary, 2¥-29

The Proposed Finding noted that in 1899 an
agreement was signed between 37 individual
Chinook descendants and attorneys who agreed to
act for them to prosecute claims against the
Government for the unpaid amounts mentioned in
the unratified treaties of 1851. The Proposed
Finding also concluded that, “the available svidence
does not reveal that a2 group decision-making process
was utilized to decide to bring this suit. The contract
itsetf stated that the Lower Band no longer had
chiefs or headmen.” The Court ot Claims concluded,
in 1906, that this band had “lony ceased to exist.”
Sponsors of legislation to pay compensation to
Chinook descendants stated that they no tonger had
tribal refations (PF Summary, 28).

The conclusions of the Proposed Finding
stand unless revised by new evidence.

The pettionec's new exhibits provide no basis for
changing the conclusions of the Proposed Finding.
The petitioner has provided no new evidence to
document any group activity or leadership relating to
the 1899-1906 claims case. [t has provided a few
newspapegclippings from 1907-1908, but those
articles provided very superticial descriptions of
non-Indian activities on behalf of Chinook
descendants rather than accounts of activities and
leadership by the Chinook descendants themselves,
The petitioner has not provided new evidence of
political activities between 1908 and 1925, Thus,
the petitioner has provided very little evidence for
the period from 1899 to 1925, and that evidence
does not describe internal group leadership,
activities, or influence

The available evidence does
not show that the pettioner
meets criterion {¢) for the
period from 1899 to 1925,

12/27/1907

Newspaper acticle, South
Bend Journal, Pacific
County (Ex. 1038}

“Bills for [ndians / Would Retmburse Indians for
Lands Taken ... Fortunes tfor Localt Siwashes if Bills
Pass -- Considerable [nterest Shown.” Senator
Fulton tnteoduced three bills for tinal settlements
with Lower Band of Chinouk, Wheelapa, and
Wahkiakum bands of Chinook for lands ceded by
Indians in the unratified treaties of 1851, No names
of leaders or members of the bands in 1907, and no

i yi that there afe inbes ur bands existing in
1907. The article only mentions “beneticiaries.”

17771908

Newpaper article, Columbia
River Sun, Cathlamet,
Wahkiakum County

(Ex. 1039

“Money for [ndians™ “Senator Fulton has
introduced three hills which are of great interest to a
number of people residing in Wahkiakum and
Pacific counties. These bills provide tor final
settlement with three bands of (ndians living in the
state of Washington along the fower Columbia
civer.” The rest of the article ts essentally the sume
as the 12/27/1907 article in the South Bend Journal
[Ex. 103§)

§83.101) [1978]: "Autonumous’ meuans
having a separate tribal council, internal
process, or other organizational
mechanism which the tribe has used as its
own means of making tribal decisions....”

§83.1(1) [1978]: "*Autonomous’ means
having a separate tribal council, internal
process, or other organizauonad
mechanism which the tribe has used as its
own means of making tribal decisions....”

This brict newspaper article referred to treaty bands,
not to bands of Chinook in 1907, [t did not name
group leaders or describe group political activities or
a group decision-making process.

See the PF Histoncat Technical Report, 32-38. for a
discussion of these claims bills.

This article does not
provide evidence of 4
political process within a
group or political influcnce
over the members of a

group in 1907,

This brict newspaper article implied that a number of

peopleda Pacific and Wahkiakum counties would
benetit from these bills. This article referred to
treaty bands, not to bands of Chinook in 1907, [t did
not name group teaders or describe group political
activities or 1 group decision-making process.

See the PF Historical Technial Report, 32-38, tora
discussion of these clatms bills.
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (¢)

Form of Evidence

Date Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
112871908 | Newspaper article, South “Chinook Cluim Baseless / Garfield says Agreement | §83.1(1) 11978&): ""Autonomous’ means The Secretary denied the contemporaneous existence | This article does not
Bend Journal, Pacific to Buy Their Land Never Ratified™: Secretary having a separate tribal council. iniernal of these Chinookan bands. provide evidence of a
County (Ex. 1041) Garfield reported 1o Congress that there was no process, o othet organizalional political process within a
foundation for claims by the Neu-Que-Clah- mechanism which the tribe has used as 1ts | See the PF Historical Technical Report. 32-38, for 2 group or political influence
Wasauck band of Chinook of Oregon or the own means of making tribal decisions....” | discussion of these claims bills. over the members of a
Wheelapa and Waukiakum bands of Chinook in group in 1908,
Washington. He said “all those Indians ... have died
or inlermarried,” except the Chehalis who have a
reservation.
2/13/1908 | Newspaper article, “*Money for Indians™ Congressman Cushman §83.1(1) [1978]): ""Autonomous’ means This very brief newspaper aniicle referred to treaty This article does noi
Columbia River Sun, introduced a bill to provide payment “to the Indian having a separate tribal council, internal bands, not to bands of Chinook in 1907. 1 did not provide evidence of a
Cathlame!. Wahkiakum tnbes designated {or lands transterred 1o the process, or other organizational name group leaders or describe group political political process within a
County (Ex. 1043) government” [by uniatified treaties of 1851]: the mechanism which the iribe has used as its | aclivities or a group decision-making process. group or political influence
Lower Band of Chinook, Wahkiakum and Wheelapa | own means of making tribal decisions...” aver the members of a
bands. See the PF Historical Technical Report, 32-38, fora group in 1908
discussion of these claims bills.
1925 PF Summary, 29 The Proposed Finding noted that it could not The conclusions of the Proposed Finding | The petiioner did not provide new evidence to The petitioner's assertion

Petitioner 1998, 32
PF Ex. 353
This exhibit was cited in the

PF as:
Woodcock 1952¢.

substantiate the petitioner’s contention that the
Chinook had formed a formal organization in June
1925 (PF Summary, 29). No contemporaneous
evidence supports that claim. Chinook descendants
did meet, however. in April 1925 10 choose
representatives (0 sign a contract with an attorney to
bring a suit in the Court of Claims

The petitioner has not responded directly to the
Proposed Finding. but in another context the
petitioner’s atlorney asserts that the “Chinooks
adopted both a consutution and bylaws in 1925 and
submiticd them 1o the BIA as is reported in Exhibit
353 to the Chinook Petition” (Petitioner 1998, 32).

stand unless revised by new evidence

§83.1(3) [1978): " Autonomous’ means
having a separate wribal council, internal
process, o1 other organizational
mechanism which the tribe has used as its
own means of making tribal decisions....”

change thig conclusion

The cited exhibil does not support the statement of
the petitioner’s aiorney. The cited exhibitis a very
brief letier in 1952 from Myrile Woodcock to the
Sectetary of the Interior. 1t does nol use the word
“constitution” or the word “bylaws.”

does not require any change
in the conclusions of the
Proposed Finding.

N, ;

T
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (c) -6
Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent [ssue / Analysis Conclusion
3/13/1925 | Newspaper article Anonymous article, “Indians Ask Federal Treaty §83.1¢1) [1978]: " Autonomous’ means Multiteibal activities do not show an internal political | This evidence does not mect
{handwritten on copy: Seuth | Ratification: Representatives Attend Meeting at . making tribal decisions independant process amony the petitioning group, or political the requirements ot
Bend Journal) (Ex. 1096) Marysvitle: Wiil Hold Big Tribal Mect in Chehalis of the control of any other [ndian influence by the group uver ts members. criterion (¢).
in June." Article mentions local representatives governing entity.”
Wiltiam Baitey and Samson Oliver (Clatsop and
Cowlitz) at the Northwest Delegation of [ndians v -
Conference held at Marysville, WA, re: claims
proceedings under the Stevens non-ratified treaties.
Article also mentions Victor Johnson and Myrtle
Woodeock (both Chinook).
4/9/1923 Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Chinook {ndians After Miami FD 1992, 15: “lt must be shown This article announced a claims organization By itselt, this briet article
Cotumbia River Sun, Allotments,” says “The Chinook [ndians expect to that there is a political connection” mezting. [t did not name uny leaders, so the group does not provide evidence
Cathlamet. Wahkiakum hold a meeting for the purpose of arranging business | between the membership and leaders and | cannot be linked specitically to the petitioner. (ts sufticient 1o meet
County (Ex. 1099) affairs™ to present to the lawyer who will represent thus that the mermbers of a tribe maintin | reference to “arranging™ business attairs may refer to | criterion (¢) in 1923
them in their claims case. “The meeting will be at a bilateral political relationship with the a new organization rather than a continuing one. {t
Bay Center.” tribe, This connection must exist broudly | provides only tentative evidence that the people at
amony the membership. [f a small body Cathlamet were tikely to have an tterest in a
of people carries out legal actions or Chinook claims meeting at Bay Center. This article
makes agreements affecting the economic | anticipates group activity, but does not provide
interests of the group, the membership evidence ahout a bilatecal political relationship
may be significantly affected without between leaders and members of a group.
politicat process going on or without even
the awarcness or consent of those See the PF HTR, 44-36, tor an unalysis of the claims ’1
affected.™ meetings in this era.
- - - E—
62611925 | Newspaper article from Anonymaous article, "U. §. Prohibits Canby Scining.” | §83 1(i) [1978]: " Autenomous’ meuns Implics leadership for a saadi gru;p of Indians: it iy This article ts msutficient ‘
South Bend Journal states, “Maembers of the Chinook tribe of fadiuns, . making tribal decisions iodanendeng not elear whe group included wnany, o dily, evidence o meet ‘
{fandwriten date| heuded by Chiet George Charley have been of the control of any other Indian ancestors of the petittoner. George'Charley was a criterion (¢) in 1923 ‘
(Ex. 110D operating the grounds in the interests of J. J governing entity.” leader of the tederally recognized Shoalwater Bay
McGowan and Sons, salmon packecs.” | Reservation.
971171925 | Newspaper articte from Anonymous article, “George Charley Makes Biy $83.1(1) {1978 "*Autonomous' means Attributes leadership by Charley of Willapu Bay This article is insutticient
South Bend Journal, Hauts in Columbia: He May Go East.™” muking tribal decistons independent [ndians, probably the Shoalwater Bay Reservation. evidence to meet
[handwritten date] of the control of any other {ndian Chinook descendants alony the Columbia River criterion (¢) tn 1923
(Ex. 1104) governing entity.” apparently are excluded by a reference to Wilkapa
Bay [ndians. Thus the whole petitoning group is aut
e » included in this reference
Va - - . — B T T
g b ..
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Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Iscue / Analysis

Conclusion

107671925

Leter from Col. T. J.
MeUCoy 10 Supt. Sams.
Taholah Apency (Ex. 871)

Letter inviting Indian leaders in the superintendent’s
Jurisdicuion to participate in a council with
representanives of alt Indian tribes. Says he s
willing to offset their expenses.

To meel the criterion. evidence must
relate to the peutioning group

This peneric reterence does not provide information
about the peutioner

This tetter does not meel the
requirements of
criterion (€).

11211927

Letter from Supt. Sams to
ClA (Ex. 912)

Letter from Sams contending that the Quinault and
Chinook tribes fished in the Columbia River before
and since the Quinault treaty of 1856, “There are
from 40-50 Indians. the majority enrolled with the
Quinaielts, who are in the habit of fishing in the
Columbia under the leadership of George Charley.”
The crew is hired by McGowan Cannery. Names
Charley's sons and refers to “other Bay Center
Indians,” all of them being enrotled and allotted on
Quinault Reservation. Says a number of Indians
residing on Quinault fish with George Charley.
Reports that the Indians have nol been allowed o
fish the grounds. Sams urges the U.S. Assistant
Attorney to “exert himself 10 the utmost to prevent a
loss of these fishing prounds to the Indians” which
would cause a great hardship for the 50 Indians and
their families.

§83.131) [1978]: ""Autonomous’ means

. making tribal decisions independent
of the contol of any other Indian
governing entity.”

Describes Federal action on hehatf of a federally
recopnized tribe. not the internal political processes
of the petitioning group.

Indians other than Charley were not named. George
Charley has very few descendants in the petitioner’s
membership.

This evidence does not meel
the requirements of
criterion (c).

2/18/1927

Newspaper article,
Ravmond Herald, Pacific
County (Ex. 1120)

Anonymous article. “Indians Pow-Wow at South
Bend: U. S. To be Sued for Taking Lands," says that
about “100 members of the Chinook Indian Tribe”
attended. LL. Bush [non-Indian} of Bay Center
attempted to run the meenng. and named a chairman
and secretary. but “peneral discussion suited the real
Americans better”” George Charley of Tokeland
insisted on set fees for the untimbered and timbered
lands. *Old John Klip,” once of Willapa harbor but
now of Taholah. alsu spoke. People came from as
far as Portland and the Quinault Reservation.
*Arthur Griffin [atiorney) handling the claims of 19
tribes in the state was present 16 interview the old
timers.”

§83.1(i) | 1978]: *“"Autonomous’ means
having a separate tribal council, internal
process, o othes organizational
mechanism which the tribe has used as its
own means of making tribal decisions....”

Miami FD 1992, 15: It must be shown
that there 15 a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a tribe maintain
a bilateral pohitical relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
among the membership.”

This description does not provide evidence of an
internal political process within the petitioning
group. The putalive leader of this meeting was a
non-Indian. The basic 1opic of the meeting was
claims for Chinook lands. Attendees were nol
exclusive to the petitioner. Other evidence does not
establish continuity between this claims organization
and the petinoning organization.

The two individuals mentioned. George Charley and
John Kiip |Chpp]. are known from other sources to
have been among the original allotieces at Shoalwater
Bay Reservation. Charley called himself Chehalis.
while Clipp was a Chinook -Chehalis Indian. The
chairman and secretary of the meeting are not
named. Fora discussion of these claims activities.
see the PF HTR. 40.

This article is consistent
with the findings of the
Proposed Finding about the
existence of claims activity
al this ime. By itself. this
article provides insufficient
evidence 1o meet the
tequirements of

criterion (c).
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Chinook - Finat Determination: Criterion (¢)

8-

Agency, to CIA (Ex. 899)

executive order dated April 27, 1927, for allotting
land in Shoalwater Reservation to ““certain children
and any other [ndians entitled to allotments
according to the Act of 2/8/1887." Says that due to0
the sale of timber 151503

pAVE I

de, there iy
account for the Indians. EXp

He cxpum) thal, since the
reservation was set anart for the Gug

i el
WO ANGIGLs,

all of whom except lhrec or four chlldrcn were
allotted on the Quinault Reservation, it would appear
that there are no [ndians entitled to this money.” The
rest of the letter discusses alfottments for the
grandchildeen of George Charley, one of the original
Georgetown [ndians. He had maintained his
residence at Georgetown all his life.

Note: The leuter ends abruptly: the second page of
Ex. 899 does not match the first page of the letter.

relate Lo the petitioning group.

Does not describe a political process of the
petitioning group.

This letier does not appear to pertain to the
petitioner. [t concerns allotting and distributing
funds to indians at Shoalwater/Georgetown
Reservation. George Charley iy clearly shown to be
a resident of Georgetown and allotted there. His
grandchildren mentioned in the letter are not tn the
petitioner’s membership. The petitioner has not
shown how allotments on Georgetown Reservation
demonstrate the existence of a Chinook tribe in the

1920's. This letter references individual members of

a federully recognized tribe. not the peditioner.

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent [ssue / Analysis Conclusion
11/25/1927| Letter from Supt. Sams to Letter trom Superintendent Sams concerning §83.1(1) [1973]: “*Autonomous’ means Describes Federal action on behalf ot a faderally This evidence does not meet
CIA (Ex. 977) McGowan cannery suit “against George Charley and . making triba! decisions independent recognized tribe, not the internal political processes the requirements of
a large number of our Quinault Indians to enjoin of the control of any other [ndian of the petitioning group. criterion {c).
them from fishing on the Columbia River.” Sams s governing entity.”
defending the rights of 40-30 Quinault [ndians to fish No specitic mention of Indians by name other than
on the Columbia River, despite a restraining order by George Charley.
McGowan. He refers to the Quinaults’ right to fish
as per the "memorandum decision rendered by Judge
Cushman in the case of Agnes Elliott et al. vs U.S.”
He asks for asststance in protecting the Indians’
treaty rights.
1715/1928 | Telegram from Mason and William Mason and W. I. Garfield [leaders of the To meet the criterion, evidence must No parties are named in this accusation, and no This document does not
Gartield to U.S. Senate Quinault Indians] claim BIA attorneys “are working relate to the petitioning group. evidence is cited. meet the requirements of
(Ex. 900) for outsiders, and against the tribe.” They ask the criterion (c).
Senate to tell the BIA attorneys to work for the The only two names on this telegram are the two
interests of the tribe only. “These people asking men named by Sams in 1923 as leaders of the
allotments are white or almost white people.” Quinault [see Ex. 870], who are protesting further
allotments on Quinault Reservatton
1716/192% | Leuer trom Supt.. Taholah Letter from Superintendent at Taholah concerning To meet the criterion, ¢vidence must This letter does not mieet the

requirements of
criterion (c).
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Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1712471928

Leuer from Supt. Sams o

CIA (Ex. 901)

Supt. Sams responds 1o the telegram of 1/15/192¥
{Ex.900] by saying it 1¢ without foundanon and
unjustified. Atorneys representing the U.S. put forth
every effori and he and Roblin auended the wrials and
furnished all the evidence thev could against the
efforts of the plainuffs to get allotments on Quinault.
The Quinault tribe was divided on the question of
whether or not the parties were entitled 1o zllotments,
Names some of the Indians (including Jackson,
Chenois, and Benn surnames) who testified for the
plaintiffs (including the Elliott and Driscoll families).

§83.1(1) [1978]): ""Autonomoay” micany

. making tribal decisions independent
of the contro} of any other Indian
governing entity.”

See the PF HTR. 38-44 for a discussion of the
alloiments on Quinault, 1905-1933

This letier relers to the political activities of a
federally recogmzed tribe.

This letter does notidentity the tribal descent of any
of the parties; the Jackson. Chenois, Benn. and
Driscoll individuals do not appear to have
descendants in the CIT.

This evidence does not meet
the requirements of
crtenon (c)

172671928

Leuer from Supt. 10 C1A
(Ex. 902)

Letuter from the Superiniendent asking that Mr.
Smiley, who works at the Agency and is an attorney,

| be authorized 10 handle the case of George Charley

involving rights of members of Quinault Reservation
to fish at Peacock Spit in the Columbia River.

§83.1(1) [1978): ""Aulonomous’ means

. making tribal decisions independent
of the control of any other Indian
poverning entity.”

This letier describes Federal action on behalf of a
federally recognized tribe. not the internal political
processes of the petitioning group.

Other evidence shows that Georpe Charley was
enrolled at Quinault and living on the Shoalwater
Bay Reservation. This letter does not identify any
participarfs in Tharley's fishing crew or show that
they were part of a Chinook trihal entity.

This evidence does nol meet
the requirements of
criterion (¢).

-
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent [ssue/ Analysis Conclusion
2/10/1928, | Letters tfrom Supt. Sams to Summary of McGowan v. George Charley, et al. in §83.1(1) [1978]: " Autonomous’ means Describes Federal action on behalf of a federally This evidence docs_nm meet
2/16/1928, 1 CIA (Ex. 903, 904, 9053, the Superior court of Pacitic County for a permanent . making tribal decisions independent recognized tribe, not the internal political processes th; requirements of
2/21/1928, | 907) restraining order against tishing at Peacock Spit in of the control of any other Indian of the petitioning group. criterton (c).
8/10/1928 Columbia River. Sams says that the land north of the | governing entity.”

Columbia River was occupied by Chinook [ndians,
“but it can easily be proved that a large number of
Indians from the Georgetown Reservation and the
Quinaielt Reservation have been accustomed to
going to the Columbia River each season” to fish and
sell their fish to McGowan's cannery. They fished as
far up the river as Dahlia. George Charley and his
Indians [specifically sons Mitchell and Roland] “who
are representative of the various other {ndians to the
number of about 50.” have been in the habit of
fishing in the Columbia for the past 30-40 years.
Superintendent Sams described the tishing crews
lead by George Charley as varying some each year.
but that the Charley family and a “number of other
leading Bay Center [ndians fish each year and they
gather with them as many other Indians as they can
use, most of whom come from Taholah in the
Quinault Reservation.™ Sams says Charley and
members of his family were all born and reared at
Georgetown and have been allotted on Quinault and
have maintained their tribal relations at all times and
are considered duly enroiled members of the
Quinauit Tribe. “The Indizns who now fish thars are
in padi of tiie bioud of the Chinook Indians as well as
Quinault and therefore there is an admixiure of the
Chinook-Quinault in the present [ndians who are
now fishing...." [Ex. 903)

Other than the Charley family, who were Shoalwater
Bay [Geoggetown| [ndians allotted on Quinault, no
other fishermen were named. This letter summarized
Sams’ view that some of the [ndians who fished on
the Columbia (specitically George Charley’s crew)
had a trust relationship based on being allotted on
the Quinault Reservation. The petitioner did not
submit any of the court records from the Pacific
County Superior Court, which may name other
members of the fishing crew. [t cannot be assumed
that the crew included ancestors of the petitioner
when the Superintendent of the Agency clearly said
that a “large number” were Georgetown and
Quinault [ndians who were fishing with George
Chariey.

The letters in Exhibits 904, 903, and 907 repeat
much of the same information and.all pertain to
George Charley and the lawsuit, not to the petitioner.,
See also the PF HTR, 52, for additional discussion of
this opic

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement

CIT-V001-D007 Page 221 of 247



. ¢

Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (¢)

-11-

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent lssue / Analysis Conclusion
117211928 | Leuer from Supt. 1o C1A The Superintendent reporns on the decision of Judge | §83.1¢i) [1978): **Autonomous’ mcans Describes Federal action on hehalf of a federaliy This evidence does not meet
TEx. 908) Cushman on the Quinault v. McGowan suit. The . making trihal decisions independent recognized tribe. not the internal political processes the requirements ol
court found that Indizns could fish in their usual of the control of any other Indian of the petitioning group criterion ().
sites, even if they were outside of their reservation. governing entity.”
Refers to William Mason as the son of Chief This lelter refers 10 a case about the fishing rights of
Taholah and the Quinaulis usually fishing on the Indians of the Quinault Reservation. It does not
Chehalis River. Explains that Anorney McCutcheon name participants in the case and does not provide
did not want 10 pursue the question until he had read - ) evidence that it refers 1o the petitioner.
the brief prepared by Mr. Smiley of Taholah Agency.~(— = """777"7 i ) -
Sams wants an atlorney assigned who will work on
these cases.
11/9/1928 | Leuer trom Supt. Sams 10 Letter from Sams concerning getting DOJ 10 institute | $83.1(i) [1978]: “*Autonomous’ means Describes Federal action on behall of a federally This evidence does not meet
CIA (Ex. 909) a suit against the Columbia River Packing Co. Sams . making tribal decisions independent recognized tribe, not the internal political processes the requirements of
wants 10 insure that Quinault Indians can fish on the of the control of any other Indian of the petitioning group. criterion (c).
Columbia as far upriver as Dahlia. Says that the governing entity.”
Indians have been greatly damaged by their being This letier refers o a case about the fishing rights of
deprived of fishing for their livelihood. “They have Indians of the Quinault Reservation. 1t offers no new
had 10 scatter about over the country and carn their evidence that George Charley represented a Chinook
living the best way they could.” tribe or thavthe superiniendent al Taholah was
supporting the efforts of a Chinook tribe.
11/24/1928] Letter from Supt. 10 CIA This letter lists the participants in Halberrv. U.S. §83.1(1) [ 1978): " Autonomous’ meuns Does not show a political process or political Because this document does

(Ex. 910)

Sams tells the CIA there are 6] t1yped pages in the
memorandum handed down in the case. and that “the
court found for plainiiffs in every case excepting”
{four cases]. “The court has laid down the very
broad ruling that the Indians of the Cowlitz. Chehalis
and Chinook tribes and other bands . . . are entitled
10 allotments on Quinault. This will open the door 10
more Indians for allounents of land than there is land
to be given out.”

Nearly half of the individuals named in this suit have
either direct descendants or collateral relatives in the
modern CIT/CN membership. However. these
descendants are only a small percentage of the
petitioner’s current membership.

having a separate tribal council, internal
process, or other organizational
mechanism which the tribe has used as its
own means of making tribal decisions....”

Miami FD 1992, 15: It must be shown
that there is a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a tribe maintain
a bilateral political relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist hroadly
among the membership.”

influence within the petitioning group, and does not
show group decision-making.

The superintendent named individuals who
participated in the suit. not a trihal entity. This is not
new evidence, as this htigation was discussed in the
Proposed Finding Historical Technical Report. In
large part, this letter reports Sams’ version of the
court’s opinion.

See the PF HTR, 41-42, for a summary of Halberi v
U.S. See also the PF HTR. 31. 44-45, and 49.

See also the discussion of Halbert v, U.S. in the
context of unambiguous previous Federal
acknowledgment in the Cowlitz FDD, 38-39. 47, 4§,
55, 61-66

not provide evidence of a
political process within a
group or political influcnce
over the members of o
group, it does not meel the
requirements of

criterion (¢).

.
iy
&k, i
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion ]
12/31/1928( Letter from Supt. Sams (o Superintendent Sams appeals for help in securing the | §83.1(1) [1978]: " Autonumous’ meuns Describes Federal action on behalf of a federalty This evidence does not meet
CIA (Ex. 9t Indians’ tishing rights and getting the Indians . making tribal decisions independent recognized tribe, not the internal political processes the requirements of
together to create a fund to pay tor an attorney. It of the control of any other ndian of the petitiomny group. This is a general discussion | criterion (¢).
includes a genecal discussion of fishing practices on governing entity.” of fishing rights of the [ndians in the area. It does
the Columbia, but does not refer to a Chinook tribe. not name tadividual [ndians and does not mention
the Chinouok.
OSSR
8/16/1929 | Newspaper article An anonymous article summarizing a meeting of the Miami FD 1992, 15: "Tt must be shown Apparently, George Chaurley was one of the speakers | This evidence is insuttictent
(handwritten on copy: South | pioneers of Pacitic County held at Bay Center, which | that there is a political connection at the local historical society meeting, Describes 1o meet the requirements ol
Bend Journal. 8/16/1929] elected ofticers and heard a report by a local between the membership and leaders and | individual participation. Not evidence ot a group criterion (¢).
(Ex. 1125 historian. {ncluded a section: “Asks Aid for Indians | thus that the members of a tribe maintain | political process. Not evidence of political influence
- Chief George Charley, head of the {ndians who are | a bilateral political relationship with the over the members of a group. Other evidence
seeking to establish under an old trewty their right to tribe.  This connection must exist broadly | identifies Charley as a leader of federally recognized
fish. . . made an eloquent appeal for the sympathy of | among the membership.” Indians rather than the petitioner.
his hearers in their tight.” Charley told how the
Indians of early days had helped the pioneers and
now the Indians needed their help.
Note: The article ends in mid-senience: the rest of
the article on p. 8 of the newspaper was not included
3/27/1931 | Letter from Myrtle Resolution, signed by Myrtle Woodcock. president, §83.1 [1994}: “Political influgnce or This resolution was discussed in the PE HTR, 43. Not new evidence j
Woodcock o CIA (Ex. 844) | and Edna Clark Olsen, secretary, of the Chinook authority means a . . . mechanism which
Tribe of Indians in a meeting in South Bend. The the group has used as a meuns of . .. This resolution provides evidence that there was a By itself. this evidence is
PF Ex. 262 [dated as resolution stated, “Our people are old and passing representing the group in dealing with claims organization in 1931, The resolution itself insutficient to meet the
328/193 1) away” and asked the Commissioner of [ndian Affairs | outsiders in matters of consequence.” does not provide svidancs abont the organizat fequirenierts of
to expedite the production of evidence for the influence over its internl criterion (¢).
b Chinnok cage in the Court of Claims. making nrocess |
19311951 { PF Summary, 29 The Propused Finding reported that there was no The available evidence does

contemporanceous evidence in the record that
meetings of Chinvok descendants were held between
1931 and 1931, or that Myrtle Woodcock was
elected to any oftice in a Chinook orgamzation
between 1925 and 1931,

The conclusions of the Proposed Finding
stand unless revised by new evidence.

The petitioner has not provided evidence to change
or revise this conclusion. ) o

not show that the petitioner
meets criterion (¢) for the
period between 1931 and

1951, J
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedem Issue / Analysis Conclusion
6/29/1934 | Newspaper article Anonvmous articie, “Chief Entertains Team at Miami FD 1992, 15: *It must be shown This nem identified George Charley as the leader of | This article does not meet
fhandwritien on copy: Dinner.” A Bay Center item says, “Several baseball | that there is a political connection an Indian baseball team, not as the leader of a much the requirements of
Ravmaond Herald, Pacific fans accompanied the Bay Center team to Taholah between the membership and leaders and | larger Chinook tribal entity. criterion (¢)
County. 6/29/1934] Sunday where the game was played. . .. The Bay thus that the members of a tribe maintain
(Ex. 1136) Center team and visiiors were treated to a dinner of a bilateral political relationship with the
clam chowder and Quinault salmon by Chief George | tribe. This connection must exist broadly
Charley.” among the membership.”
5/10/1948 | Letter from Indian Claims Letter from Charies F. McLaughlin, Chief, §83.101) [1978]: " Autonomous’ means This iener was discussed in the PF HTR, 48. Not new evidence.
Commission to Myrtle J. Investigation Division. Indian Claims Commission, having a separate tribal council. internal
Woodcock (Ex. 1000) concerning Woodcock’s letiet of 4/27/1948 process, or other o1ganizational This routine reply does not show that a political A routine reply or
requesting information concerning the Chinook mechanism which the tribe has used as its | process existed within the petitioning group. or that transmitial letter does not
PF Ex. 259. Tribe of Indians. Says that no claims are pending, own means of making tribal decisions....” | the group exercised political influence over its mect the requirements of
but provides information on six unratified treaties of R members. This letter referred to a historical Chinook | criterion (c).
Cited in PF as: 1851 which made land cessions. tribe as of 1851.
Indian Claims Commission
1648.
1951-1970 | PF Summary, 30 The Proposed Finding concluded that a formal The conclusions of the Proposed Finding The pelitoner submitied new documents and The new documents are
Chinook organization was created in 1951 soon afier | stand unless revised by new evidence. resubmitted documents already in the record o consistent with the findings
a petition had been submitted to the Indian Claims demonstrate that these Chinook organizations existed | of the Proposed Finding.
Commission. 1t also found that Chinook descendants between 1951 and the mid-1960's.
were split into two organizations between 1953 and
1958.
8/3/1951 Leuer from M.S. McLeod, re: Chinook Tribe of Indians vs. United Siates of §83.1(1) {1978]: "Autonomous’ means Conespondence hetween claims attorneys. These These letiers do not meet
attorney. Seattle, WA 10 America. Encloses six copies of the petition, one having a separate (ribal council, internal letters do not show that a political process existed the requirements of
James E. Sareault, Chehalis, | for execution by him as notary. process. or other organizational within the petitioning group. criterion (¢).
WA (Ex. 1001) mechanism which the tribe has used as its
own means of making tribal decisions....”
8/5/1951 Letter from Jumes Sarcault, | re: return of six copies of petition
Chehalis. WA, 1o M.S.
McLeod. attorney, Seattle,
WA (Ex. 1002)

CIT-v001-D007 Page 224 of 247
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent [ssue/ Analysis Conclusion
8/18/1951 | Minutes (Ex. 846) The minutes ot the “tirst Chinook Tribal meeting Miami FD 1992, 15: [t must be shown This evidence was discussed in the PF HTR, 54-33. Not new evidence.
was held at Skamokawa ... for the purpose of that there is a political connection
PEF Ex. in BAR Historian's forminy an urganization 1o represent the Chinook between the membership and leaders and | The names in italics are themselves or have some
files from Chinook Oftice. Tribe, and elect officers.” thus that the members of a tribe maintain dascendants in the CIT; 9 of the names do not appear
a bilateral political relationship with the 1o be a part of, or have descendants who are a part
Cited in PF as: The petition to the Indian Claims Commission had tribe. This connection must exist broadly | of, the pc!)i’tioni’ng group. Three of these 12 names
Woodcock 1951a. been signed two weeks earlicr by Joan G. Ellion, amony the membership. If a small body are not in the genealogies submitted: therefore, we
who was chosen as chairman; Myrile Woodcock of of people carries out legal actions or do not know where they were born or how they may
South Bend was elected as secretary. Local makes agreements . . . the membership have connected to the petitioner’s families.
branches: Mildred Colbert and Alonzo Bain for the may be significantly affected without
Portland: Elfreda Herrold and Jack Petit for [lwaco; political process gotng on or without even
Claude Wain for Willapa; Carol Quigley and Mrs. the awareness or consent of those
Ed Stevens for Wahkiakum; Celeste Peterson for affected.”
Astoria; Oscar McLeod for Taholah: Charles E.
Larsen for Tacoma. Cowlitz FD 2000, 14: Previous tindings
denied recognition o certain groups
whose only purpose was to pursue land
claims. Although the Cowlitz petitioner
and its predecessors did pursue claims,
the “minutes and other documents from
this period demonstrate that non-claims
issues were dealt with by the various
Cowlitz orgunizations. . . ." Thus, the
Cowlitz petitioner met this criterion {as
modified by 83.8(d)(3)] because it “was
not simpiy a ciaims organization.”
8/25/i551 | Minutes (Ex. 847) The minutes of a meeting ar Ray Cenrer culled by Minmi ED 1002 15t st be showan This cvidciive was discussed ih the FF HTR, 54-33. Not new evidence.

PF Ex. in BAR Historian's
files from Chinook Otfice.

Cited in PF as:
Wo()dcock’ 1951b.

the Willapa Harbor chairman, Claude Wain, for the
purpose of signing the enrollment and payiny dues:
minutes of the Skamokawa meeting were read and
the chairman discussed the suit against the
Government and collected dues. No other business
was discussed.

that there 15 a political connection
between the membership and leadecs und
thus that the members of a tribe muintain
a bifatecal political relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
amony the membership.”

Cowtitz FD 2000, 14, reattirmed that to
meet Crierion (), a petitioner must have
been more than simply a claims
organtzation
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15 -

Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

lssue / Analysis

Conclusion

9/6/1951

Letter from Malcolm
McLeod 10 Yohn Grant
Eiliou (Ex. 1003)

Letter from Maicolm Mcleod. attorney. Seattle.
WA, to John Grant Elliott, chairman, Chinook Tribe
of Indians, re: pending trip to Washington, DC, for
atorney Frederick Post 10 arguce petition issues in
several Indian cases

Cowlitiz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that 10
meel criterion (c), a petitioner must have
been more than simply a claims
organization

An attorney’s activities rather than a group’s
activitiey

This letter does not meet the
requirements of
criterion {c).

971711951

Letier from James Sareault
to John Grant Ellion
(Ex. 1004)

Letter from James Sareault. anorney, 1o John Grant
Elliott. Skamokawa, WA, re: notice from

superintendent, Western Washington Indian Agency, .-

of upcoming mecting to select delegates to complete
attorney’'s contract

Cowlitiz FD 2000, 14, 1eaffirmed that 10
meet criterion (c), a petitioner must have
been more thansimiply a claims
organization.

An atiornev s activines rather than a group’s
activities

This letter does not meet the
requirements of
critenion (c).

9/22/1951

Minuies of meeting of the
Chinook Tribe of Indians a1
Skamokawa, Wahkiakum
Counly, WA (Ex. 1005},
minutes (Ex. 848)

PF Ex. 344
PF Ex.in BAR Historian's
files {from Chinook Office.

Cited in PF as:
CTC 9/22/1951.

The meeting was called by Superintendent Bitney,
Western Washington Agency. for the purpose of
selecting delegates to sign contracts with attorneys
who had been previously xelected to represent
groups pursuing claims. There were 65 individuals
present. J. Grant Elhott, Myrile Woodcock, and
Claude Wain were nominated to act as delegates.
Claude Wain of Raymond called for a recognition
commitiee comprised of the present officers to “pass
upon who is a Chinook and who is not.”

The first part of these two copies of the minutes of
the meeting at Skamokawa, are identical. The note
at the end of Ex. 848 says that it was evidently
copied from a carbon copy of the original.

Miami FD 1992, 15: "It must be shown
that there is a polilical connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a tribe maintain
a bilateral poliical relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
among the membership.”

Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that to
meet criterion (c), a petitioner must have
been more than simply a claims
orgamzation,

This evidence was discussed in the PF HTR. 55

Mast of the minutex concerned atiorneys answering
questions re; the claims case. This activity is not
evidence of the group's internal political process. No
list of the 65 atiendees.

Not new evidence.

972411951

9/26/1951

Letier from Elfreda Colbert
Herrold to James Sareault
(Ex. 1007)

Letter from Sareault to
Herrold (Ex. 1008)

Letier from Elfreda Colbert Herrold, llwaco, WA to
James Sareault, Chehalis, WA, re: question of
eligibility for applicants, applying and paying a fee.

Reply from Sareault to Herrold, stating that
descendancy is necessary for any tribal services and
membership.

§83.101) |1978]): “*Autonomous’ means
having a stparate tribal council. internal
process. or other organizational
mechanism which the tribe has used as its
own means of making tribal decisions....”

Discussion: persons receive claims benefits by
showing that they are descendants of the historical
tribe, not by completing a statement or paying a fee.
This cormespondence does not provide evidence
about a political process within the petitioning
group.

This letier does not meet the
requirements of
criterion {¢).

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule/ Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion N
9/25/1951 | Letter trom Edward Letier from Edward Swiadell, Jr., Area Counsel, Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reattirmed thut to Correspondence between attorneys rather than yroup | These letters do not meet
Swindell, Jr., Area Counsel, | Dept. Interior, Portland, OR. to fames Sareault, meetcriterion (¢), a pelitioner must have activity, This correspondence does not provide the requirements ot
1o James Sareault attorney, Chehalis, WA, re: returning a map he had been more than simply a claims evidence about a pulitical process within the criterion (c).
(Ex. 1006) borrowed and requesting the return of the General organization. petitioning group, or about any political influence of
Rules of the (ndian Claims Commission which the group over its members.  Irrelevant to the issues
Sargault had borrowed. of criteriog {¢)._
9/26/1951 | Letter trom Sareault to Reply, and encloses copies of the Cowtitz and
Swindell (Ex. 1009} Chinook petitions. ﬂ
928/1951 | Leter from James Sareault re: his absence noted at Chinook Tribe of Indians Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that 1o Notes a Chinovok organizational meeting, but does Not new evidence.
to Supt. Bitney (Ex. 1010) meeting held 9/22/1931 to discuss attorney's meet criterion (¢), a petitioner must have not describe a political process o political influence
contracts. been more than simply a claims within the petitioning group.
PF Ex. 343. organization.
107171951 | Leuer from Myrtle re: preparation ot a leaflet explaining Chinook Tribal | §83.1(i) [1978]: “*Autonomous’ means Contirmation of vther evidence that a group was
Woodcock to fames suit for general audiences. having a separate tribal council, internal bringing a claims suit. Provides ao information
Sareault (Ex, 1011) process, or other organizational about a political process within the petitioning
mechanism which the tribe has used as its | group.
own meuns of making tribal decisions...”
Miami FD 1992, 15: “lt must be shown
that there is a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a ribe maintain
a bilateral political retationship with the
tribe This cannection must exist broadly
amony the memnership
Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaftirmed that to
meet critecion (¢). a petitioner must have
! been more than simply a claims
organization,
10/3/1951 | Letter from James Sarcault re: Chinook Tribe of Indians, and McLeod's letter of | §83.1(t) (1978], and, Miammi FD 1992, 15 Correspondence between claims attorneys. These This letter does not mcat e |
to Post & McLeod 10721951, re: tribal meeting minutes concerning letters do not show that a politicul process existed requirements ol
(Ex 102 claims suit. Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reattirmed that to within the petitioning group. criterion (¢
meet eritecion (C), A petttioner must have
been more than simply a claims
R _ - orguniZzation.
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Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

107371951

letter from James Sarcault
to Myrile Woodcock
(Ex. 1013)

re: Chinook Tribe of Indians, in receipi of two
checks and wishes to discuss publicily given through
the newspapers

§83.1(1) [1978). and. Miami FD 1992, 15

Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that o
meet criterion (¢), a pelitioner must have
been more than simply a claims
organization

An attorney s activities rather than a group’s
aclivities.

10/8/1951 | Letter from James Sareault re: Chinook Tribe of Indians, possible 10 have §83.1(1) {1978}, and, Miami FD 1992, 15 | Conespondence between claims atiorneys. These This letter does not meet the
10 Post & McLeod contract hefore judge on 10/11/1951, please advise letters do not show that a politica) process existed requirements of
(Ex. 1014) as to availability at that time. Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that 10 within the petitioning group. criterion (c)
meet criterion (c), a petitioner must have .
been more than simply a claims
organization.
10/8/1951 | Leuer from James Sareault re: Chinook Tribe of Indians, concerning value of §83.1() 11978], and, Miami FD 1992, 15 | An anorney’s activities rather than a group’s
to Mildred Colben Dr. McLoughlin letters and has other info for her actuvities.
(Ex. 1015) gathered while rescarching the Cowlitz case. Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that to
meel criterion (¢), a petitioner must have
been more than simply a claims
organization. -
10/8/1951 | Leuter from James Sarcaul re: her visit 1o Portland this weekend and visit with §83.1(1) [1978), and, Miami FD 1992, 15 | An attorney’s activities rather than a group’s
to Gladys Phillips. attorney, | Mrs. Colbert; is transmitling copies of documents for activities
Aberdeen, WA (Ex. 1016) Cowlitz claim To meet the criterion, evidence must
relate to the pelitioning group.
10/8/1951 | leuer from James Sareault re: Chinook Tribe of Indians meeting with judge for §83.1(i) | 1978], and, Miami FD 1992, 15 | An attorney's activities rather than a group’s
to John Grant Elliout signing of the anorney contract. activities
(Ex. 1017) Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that 10
meet criterion (c), a petitioner must have
been more than simplyv a claims
organization.
10/23/1951 | Leuer from Celesie re: Tribal enrollment registration questions §83.1(i) [1978], and, Miami FD 1992 15
Peterson, Astoria, OR, 1o concerning children 10 be enrolled separately or on
Myrtle Woodcock. their parents’ cards
Raymond. WA (Ex. 1018)
10/24/1951 | Letter from Woodcock to re; Answers 1o her questions about how 16 enroli

Peterson (Ex. 1019)

children on forms.

Q\“ s

3 N
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107251951 | Leuer trom D. S, Myer, re: response to his letter of 10/12/1931 concerning Cowlitz D 2000, 14, reattirmed that to Refers to a historicat Chinook tribe. not to a current This letter does not mect the

CIA. to Senator Warren
Magnuson (Ex. 1020

“gertain unratified and unsigned Indian treaties
between the U.S. and the Chinook, Cowlitz. Chehalis
and Quinault Tribes.”

meet criterion (¢). & petitoner must have
been more than simply a claims
organization.

political entity.

requirements ot
criterion (¢).

t026/1951

Cover letter from Edward
Swindell. Portland Area
Oftice. 10 Myrtle Woodcock
(Ex. 1021y

Cover letter tor previous listed attidavitand
application stating they could only spare two copies
and suggest they have them reproduced for their use
if they need more than two coples

§83.1(1) (1978}, and. Miami £D 1992, 15

L

Woodcuck, Raymuond, WA,
to fames Sareault
(Ex. 1028y

meeting and needs to know when he s avaifable to
meet with thern; now has about 800 encollees

Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, ceattirmed that to
meel criterton (<), a petitiones must have
been more than simply a claims
organization,

Confirmation of other evidence that a group was
bringing a claims suit. Provides no information
about a political process within the petitioning
group.

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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1072911951 Leuer trom Winifred re: question on enroliment for some nieces and To meet the criterion, evidence must This leter o a clatms atterney does not provide This letter does not meet the
Baithorn, Seaside. OR, o nephews that are enrolled as California {ndians on relate o the petivoning group. evidence of an internal political process of the fequirements ot
James Sareault (Ex. 1022) their father's side but wants to enroll them as Clatsop petitioning group. criterion (c).
from their mother’s side. “
10730719351 Letter from Celeste re: remitting copy of letter sent to Mrs. Woodcook §83.1(1) {1978}, and. Miamui FD {992, 15
Peterson, Astoria, OR | to on 10/23 and forwarding application forms seat from
James Sareault (Ex. 1023) the Portland Area Office since they don'tappear to
have any use for her.
10/3 171951} Letter trom Sareauil to re: stating Portland Area Ottice enrollment
Peterson (Ex. 1024) application is too complex and recommends using
the form used by the Cowlitz: stated that a
recognition committee was formed 1o review the
applications and determine who ace members of the
organization.
[RG AT Sareault el informing her he will be unabie o atend 83D T197R], and, Miwmi FD 1092 1S 3 Cother evidence thai a group was
1o Myrtie Woodenek Sagurday's ing and affirtuig o her 0 wiil be the bringing a claims suit. Provides no information
(Ex. 1025) ion of the Recognition Committee who about a political process within the petitioning
determines who tribal members are. group.
]
1/78/1952 Leuer from Myrtie re: Chinook Tribal Council wanting to schedule a §83.1(1) [ 19781, and. Miarmu FD. 1992, (3
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Date
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Rule / Precedent

Issue / A nalysis

Conclusion

3/29/1952

Minutes (Ex. 849)

PF Ex. in BAR Historian's
files from Chinook Office.

Minutes of meeting at Skamokawa: the purpose of
the meeting is for attorneys to explain ways to get
evidence for their case in the Ind. Cl. Comm.: says
both Indiuns and whites can make affidaviis. 17
members present at the meeting.

Miami FD 1Y92.15: “lt must he shown
that there is a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a tribe maintain
a bilateral political relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
among the membership.”

Cowliiz FD 2000. 14. reatfirmed thal 10
meet criterion (c), a petitioner must have
been more than simply a claims
organization.

The only 1ssue discussed related to claims: there was
no discussion of other iribal business. Because the
“women of Skamokawa served coffee,” this implies
that there was some social contact as well as a
business meeting. The 17 present were not named:
therefore it is not known whether those attending
were from Bay Center and llwaco. o all from
Skamokawa.

Not new evidence

51571952

Leuer from Area Counsel
Swindell 10 Supt. Bitney
(Ex. 860)

Cited in PF as
BIA 5/5/1952.

Edward Swindell, Area Counsel, says. in reply 10 a
question about the issuance of identification cards
(“*blue cards”) to individuals. that “for tribes whosc
existence has in effect been ‘revived” in connection
with prosecution of claims against the Uniled
States,” he agrees that, “in view of the fact that these
tribes undoubtedly have not maintained tribal
relations over the vears,” it should be their
responsibility 10 prepare a roll and to attempt 10 have
it approved “by a court of record.” He also points
out that the State might question the issuance of
cards to individuals who “are descendants of Indians
who did not have a ratified treaty..."

For a discussion of this evidence. see the PF HTR,
64-65.

No specific people or tribes are named in this leuer.
Reveals that the area counsel considered some of the
claims groups 10 be “1evivals”™ of tribes that had
ceased t”maifitain tribal relations

Not new evidence

11/16/1952

Newpaper article, Seartle
Post-Intelligencer

(Ex. 1157)
PF Ex. 96

Ciuted in PF as:
Petition Exhibit #96.

Anonymous article with Ravmond byline. "Chinooks
not Pleased Over Timber Deal,” says that Pacific
County Chinook Indians are not pleased about the
timber sale prices on the Crane Creek logging unit of
the Quinault reservation. The article calls Claude
Wain the “chairman of the Willapa Harbor unit of
the Chinook tribe.”

Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that to
meet criterion (¢), a petitioner must have
been more than simply a claims
organizaion,

These 1ssues were discussed in the PF ATR, 100-
101,

Nates local feadership of a Chinook organization and
indicates some interest in an issue other than claims.

Noi new evidence.

171571953 | Newspaper article Raymond | Anonymous article. “Chinooks Set Tribal Meet Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that to Confirmation of other evidence that a group was
Herald, 1/15/1953 meel criterion (c), a petitioner must have bringing a claims suit. Provides no information
(Ex. 1158) been more than simply a claims ahout @ political process within the petitioning
organizaion. group
| ‘ : )
i | L
% S % v \\,_d*//
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
171771953 | Minutes (Ex. 850y Minutes of meeting at Skamokawa with attoraey re: Miami FD 1992, 13 “[t must be shown This evidence was discussed tn the PF HTR, 56. Not new evidence.
claims, aut signed and no list of who attended, and that there iy a political connection
PF Ex. in BAR Historian's no number of attendees, but notes John Grant Elliott | between the membecship and leuders and | Attorney seeking informaton for claims case. In
files from Chinook Otlfice. as chairman. Also a thank you to Mr. Bell of the thus that the members of a tribe maintain | other business. the skull of Chief Concomly was
Clatsop Historical Society for getting Comecomly's a bilateral political relationship with the returned to the tribe due (o the efforts of Mr. Bell.
Cited in PF as: skull back from England. tribe. This connection must exist broadly | Also, a copy of the 1851 treaty signed by Chinook
CTC 1/17/1953. among the membership.” tribal leaders but not ratified by Congress was
presented to the group.
Cowtitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that to
meet criterion {¢), a petitioner must have
been more than simply a ¢laims
organization. B
171871953 ) Newspaper article Anonymous photo article, “Chinooks Accept Flavel Cowlitz £D 2000, 14, reaftirtoed thac to This issue was discussed in the PE ATR, 103, 128. Not new (nformation.
[handwritten on copy: from House as Repository for Chief’s Skull.” with photo meet criterion (<), a petitioner must have
Oregonian, 1/18/1953) of “J. Grant Eltiott, chairman of tribal council of the been more than simply a claims Notes the existence of a Chinook organtzational
(Ex. 1139 Chinook Nation™ and his wife at a tribal counct! organization. meeting.
meeting in Skamokawa. :
2/1471953 | Minutes (Ex. 851) Minutes of meeting of aren officers at Skamokawa Miami FD 1992, 15; “lt must be shown A few members were present besides the officers and | Not new evidence
re: whether to join in the Chehalis sutt on tishing that there is a political connection coffee was served by the Skamokawa group. This
PF Ex.in BAR Historian's rights: decided not to. between the membership and leaders and | indicates some social interaction, but since other
files from Chincok Oftice. thus that the members of a tribe maintain | members were not named. it is not known where they
Offticers present: Anna Koontz, Mildred Colbert, a bilateral political retationship with the were from. Location of ofticers tmplies there was
Catherine Troch, Claud Wain, Carol Quigley, tribe. This connection mustexist broadly | some interaction between the Bay Center and
Celeste Petersen, Gertrude Walker. amony the membership.” Wahkiakum County families.
- . ey
3319353 | Minues (Ex ¥2Y Minutes of meeting at liwaco. signed by Catherine Mismi FD 1992 15 "l wusi e shown Two famiy lines wers ran wd Aubichon/Detit
Hemold Tioch, “chaitman and acuny sec. of the that thers ts a politicu! connection and Pwkernell. {tappears that these people were
Chinock tribal council for this area.” T H. Peiit was between the membership and leadees and | primarily members of an ¢xtended family, although
made temporary chairman, then “the meeting”™ thus that the members ol a tribe maintain some of the relationships were distant. Two of the
. elected Catherine Troeh as chairman, 16 members a bilateral political relationship with the fames do aot appear in any of the CIT geneuloygies,
and 2 guests were present. tribe. This connection must exist broadly | buat have the same surname s the collateral lines. -
amongy the membership.”
Minutes say they discussed the new questionnatre/
forms and complaints that there were not znough
banks (forms?) for ail the members. Re: [ndwan
grave, “all members present promised to stand
behind CT in the stand she mude to preserve the
N onginal status ot the Chinook graves”
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- [_—]:):lg Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
473071953 | Newspaper article Ravmond | Anonvmous article, “Early History of Chinookville Nol relevant to the 1ssues of criterion (¢) in 1953
Herald, 4/30/1953 Told a1 Society Dinner.”
(Ex. 1160)
—
5/3/1953 | Minutes, one page |1t General meeuny of Chinook Tribe, held at Bay Miami FD 1992, 15: "It must be shown This evidence was discussed in the PF HTR, 56. Not new evidence.
appears that snother page is | Center. called by Claude Wain, “temporary that there 1s a political connection
missing, the last line ends'in | chairman.” Cited a letter from Sen. Magnusson, between the membership and leaders and | This meeting represented a split in the Chinook
mid-sentence and there is no | who said the Portland Area office told him there was | thus that the members of a tribe mainiain | claims organization
concluding paragraph(s)) no Chinook tribal organization, “Charles Larsen a bilateral political relationship with the
(Ex. §52) gave the present state of affairs pertaining to the lack | tribe. Thix connection must exist broadly | From other sources. it is known that Charles Larsen
of orpanization and information 10 members and among the membership.™ was probably living in Tacoma in the 1950's. Lewis
PF Ex. in BAR Historian's outlined a procedure of business for the meeting.” Hawks is nat in the Chinook genealogies from the
files, from Nauonal Propased constitution and by-laws for the Chinook Cowliz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that to 1950's and does not appear 10 have descendants in
Archives. Seattle. tribe were read and adopted. Election of officers meet criterion (c), a petitioner must have the CIT. It appears from this record that Chinook
been more than simply a claims descendants from both Pacific County and along the
Cited in PF as: This document is incompleie, but is dated 5/3/1953. orpanization. Columbia River. as well as elsewhere in Washingion
Woodcock 1953 Page 2 of Ex. 852 is a list of officers, but it 1s not and Oregon, were participating in this meeting 10
page 2 of the minutes. It has a date of May 4, 1953: create a formal organization.
Roland Charley. chairman, Tokeland; Louis Hawks,
vice-chairman, Bay Center; Myrtle Woodcock, o
secretary, South Bend. Councilmen: Claude Wain,
Raymond: Catherine Troeh. llwaco; Paul Petit, Bay
Center, Jack Petit, Hwaco; Charles Larsen, Tacoma.
A note says. “election protested by J. Gran( Ellioun.”
5/1471953 | Newspaper article Raymond | Anonymous article, “Chinooks Elect Tribal Officials { Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed-that 1o This meeting was discussed in the PF HTR. 5¢6. Not new information.
Herald, 5/14/1953 1o Press Claims™: Roland Charley of Tokeland was meet criterion (c), a petitioner must have
(Ex. 1162) elected president of the Chinook Tribal council: been more than simply a claims Notes a Chinook organizational meeting and
others elected included: Leonard Hawks, Bay otganization identifies the organization’s leaders.
Center; Myrtle Woodcock, South Bend; Catherine
Troeh, llwaco: Claude Waine, Raymond; Paul Petit,
Bay Center; Jack Petit, lwaco; Mildred Colbert.
Portland: and Charles Larsen, Tacoma
5/15/1953 | List of siatistics by “"CEL™ “Estimated Number of Chinooks by States™ and There ate no names histed here, but this list appears This list does not meet the
|[handwnitten note savy “Estimated number of Chinooks living in the 10 he a disturibution of the Chinook from the 1953 requirements of
Charles E. Larsen] following towns und cities near Skamokawa and Bay membership list discussed in the PF GTR. 2%, critenon (¢}
| (Ex. 857) Center.”

C o

i j‘
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue/ Analysis Conclusion
6/30/1953 [ Letter from Carol Quigley Lettec frorm Carol Quigley, council woman tor §83.1 {1994): “Polincal influence or The organizational meeung of this new "Chinook
to Supt. (Ex. 834 Chinook Tribal Council, re: election of otficers in authority means a . . mechanism which Nation" was discussed in the PF HTR, 56-37.
June 1953: lists ofticers. all with Skamokawa the group has used as a means of . ..
addresses: John Grant Elliot, chairman; Kent Elliott, | represeating the group in dealing with
vice-chairman; Frank Quigley, secretary. outsiders in matters of consequence.”
. v - . . s <
7/6/1953 Letter trom Celeste re: Forwarding a copy of Chinook meeting minutes $83.1(1) {1978}, and, Miamu FD 1992, 15 | This evidence was discussed in the PF HTR, 36-37.
Peterson, Astoria, OR, 10 of 6/13/1953.
James Sareault (Ex. 1026) These minutes were cited in PF as: CN 6/13/1933, or
CT 6/13/1953, as both groups met on the same day.
77171953 Letter trom Frank Quigley Letter from Frank Quigley, secretacy of “Chinocok §R83.1 (1994): “Political influence or See the PE HTR, 56-37. for a discussion of the two
to Supt. (Ex. 833) Tribe,"” re: election of ofticers and the |1 councilmen | authority means a .. . mechanisii which groups in 1953,
who represent different areas. Although Quigley the group has used as 4 means of .
says, "Chinook Tribe.” itis the “Chinook Nation.” representing the group in dealing with
Says that any meetings or elections held at Bay outsiders in matters of consequence.”
Center are recognized as being only local meetings
and not representing the Chinook Nation.
8/31/1953 | Newspaper atticle [no Anonymwous articte, “Indian Agency Shift Protested Cowlitz £D 2000, 14, realfirmed that to This evidence was discussed in the PF ATR, 99-100. | Not new evidence.
source cited] dated by Tribe™ and “Tribal Dispute Airing Due Soon.” mect crilerton (¢), a petitioner must have
8/31/1953 (Ex. 1163) been mare than simply a claims
organization.
PF Ex, 243.
1723/1954 | Letter trom Supt. to Area

Director (Fx. 611

Letter from Superintendent at Western Washington
Agency respunding (o requests for “biue cards™ from
individuails who are not on an appraved roll,

Aty T
SNGWw Wnat ndire

a political process within the p

ioning group.

P T
T RO syl

This latter enncarned whethae o
wentification cards w individuals who were not on
the rolls of recognized tribes.

Sce the discussion of “blue cards” in the PF HTR,
64-65.

This fetter does not meet the
requirements of

Ciileiton (O,
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L2%.

Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

27271954

Letter from ClA (o Charles
Larsen, Tacoma, WA
(Ameha 199¥)

PF Ex. 249, 409.

Cited in PF as:
BIA 2/2/1954.

Letter trom CIA in response to Larsen’s questions on
enrollment tor the Indian Claims Commission case
and proposed termination legistation. The
commisstonet made a distinction between rolls
prepared for claims cases against the Government
and rolls prepared pursuant 1o the proposed bill. He
indicated that a Chinook descendant allotied on the
Quinault Reservation could be on both the Quinault

roll for termination purposes and_the Chinook-rol-—- -

for claims purposes

Cowhiiz FD 2000. 14, reaffirmed that 1o
meet Criterion (¢), a petivioner must have
been more than simply a claims
organization.

1071171954

Letter from Charles Larsen
1o Supt. Robertson
(Ex. 862)

PF Ex. 140,

PF Ex. in BAR Historian's
files, B1A Hoquiam
Agency.

Letier from Charles Larsen. secretary-treasurer of
Chinook Indian Trihes. Inc., concerning non-
issuance of “blue cards” 10 non-treaty tribes.

§83.1 [1994]: “Political influence o
authoriry means a . . . mechanism which
the group has used as a means of . .
representing the proup in dealing with
outsiders in mauers of consequence.”

Cowlitz FD 2000, 14, reaffirmed that to
meel critenon (¢), a petitoner must have
been more than simply a claims
organization.

This letter implies the existence of a Chinook claims
group.

See the PF HTR. 67-68. tor a discussion of the
termination hill.

Not new evidence.

Correspondence on behalf of one of the Chinook
organizations.

Sce the PF HTR, 60, for a discussion of Charles
Larsen's role in the Chinook Tribes. Inc.

Not new evidence,

10/16/1954

Resolution (Ex. 853)

See: BAR Historian's files
from Chinook Office.

Unsigned. unatiested resolution, re: the name of the
bank and who can write checks on behalf of the
Chinook Indian Tribe.

Miami FD 1992, 15: "It must be shown
that there 15 a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a tribe maintain
a bilateral political relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
among the membership.”

Evidence of the split between the two Chinool
claims ot ganizations

2/10/1955

2/12/1955

Letter from Marie J
Scarborough. Tacoma, WA,
to Julia Butler Hansen. State
Representative (Amelia

1998)

Letter from Hansen to
Scarborough { Amelia 1998)

re: litigation of Scarborough family and requesting
copies of the land patent in question for Fort
Columbia.

re: response. letting her know when she will be able

10 provide a copy of the deed.

This correspondence relates to family litigation. not
a group or iribal activity.

This documentation does
not meet the requirements
of criterion (¢).

\ 7 :
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Description

Rule / Precedent

[ssue / Analysis

Conclusion K

Letter from Area Directoe Perey E. Skarra
concerning an order to remove restrictions on land at
Bay Center, property of Loyal L. Clark, a member of
Quinault.

This letter relates to Information about an individual
Quinault allottee. This [etter does not provide
information about a political process within the
petitioning group.

This letter does not meet the ]
requirements of
criterion (¢).

re: clatm of the Scarborough Heirs v. Unired States

growing out of Donation Land Patent No. 37, Pacific
County, WA, taken over after patent by U.S. as Fort
Columbia.

This cortgspondence refates to family titigation. not
a group or tribal activity.

This documentation does
not meet the requirements
of criterion (c).

Wm. Coburn [Chiet Counsel, Subcommuttee on the
Legislative Oversight Function] sends a thank you
for the copy of the Chinook constitution and by-laws.
He says it will be helptul “to the Committee in its
study of timber sules policies on the Quinault
Reservation.”

This letter represents routine correspondence. It
does nut provide information about a political
process within the petitioning group.

A routine reply or
transrnittal letter does not
meet the reguirements of
criterion (¢).

Anonymous article, “Bay Center.” with news of local
tolks: says. "A regular meeting of the Chinook
[ndian Councii was held on Saturday at the Paul Petit
home. Plans were made for their annual meeting to
be held at Georgetown on June 17,

Notes the existence of Chinook organizational
meetngs.

Date Form of Evidence

3/5/1953 Letter from Area Director
Skarra to Supt. Robertson
(Ex. 859)

1073171955 ] Letter from Macie 1.
Scarborough, Tacoma, WA,
to Julia Butler Hansen, State
Representative (Amelia
1998}

1/3/1956 Letter trom Wm. Coburn to
Betsy Trick (Ex. 798)

4/12/1956 | Newspaper article,
Raymond Herald, 4/2/1956
(Ex. 1164)

6/14/1956 | Newspaper article,
Raymond Herald
[handwritten date}

(Ex. 1166) '

Ti22/1950 § Newspaper article, Seattle
Times (Ex. 1167) (Amelia
1998)

PF Ex. in BAR Historian's
files tfrom Chinook Ottice
Cited in PF as:

McDonald 1936,

Anonymous article, “Chinooks to Meet Near Tribat
Home.”

Article by Lucile McDonald. “When is an Indian not
an [ndian? Complex Questions Face Descendaats of
Chinook Tribe tn Pressing Claim Against
Government.”

Notes the existence ot a Chinook organizational
meetinyg.

This evidence was discussed in the PF HTR, 61.

Described a large gathering of Chinook at Fort
Columbia state park with Jack Pettit of llwaco
presiding.

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Woodcock (Ex. 1031)

year given) with suggested topics of discussion.

meetings.

Datc Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion
1957 Minuies {Ex. 1027) Handwritten copy of tribal meeting minutes at Miami FD 1992, 15: "1 must be shown
late Juiv Chehalis in late July 1957, that there 15 a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a tribe mainiain
a bilateral political relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
among the membership.”
8/8/1957 Newspaper article. Anonymous article, "Bay Center,” with local news: Notes the existence of Chinook orgamzational
Ravmond Herald “The Chinook Indians held a special tribal meeting meetings.
(Ex. 1169) ... next meeting will be election of officers; mentions
Pau! Petit has been in hospital and Janet McBride.
1171077 Meeting Notice from Myrile | Chinook Council meeting 10 be held Sat., 11/10 (no §83.1(1) [1978], and. Miami FD 1992, 15 | Confirms the existence ot Chinook organizational

1171371957

Leuer from Marie J.
Scarborough, Tacoma, WA,
10 Richard Merrick,
Washington, DC (Amelia
1998)

re: response 10 his letter of 10/30/1957 requesting a
response to adverse report issued by Assistant
Secretary of the Interior Ernest, re the Scarborough
heirs.

This comrespondence relates to family litigation, not
a group or tribal activity.

This documentation does
not meet the quUilClﬂCﬂlS
of criterion {c)

2/13/1958 | Newspaper article, Anonymous article, “Quinault Allotees Called 1o Multitribal activities do not show an internal political | This evidence does not meet
Raymond Herald Meeting”; mentions Claude Waine. A Business process among the petitioning group, or political the requirements of
(Ex. 1172) Policy group was formed 10 handle issuves raised for influence by the group over its members. criterion (c).
allottees on Quinault Reservation.
2/20/1958 | Newspaper arlicle Anonymous article, “Indian Tribes Form Business Mutltitribal activities do nol show an internal political | This evidence does not meet
[handwritten on copy: Policy Group™; result of meeting to elect officers of process among the petitioning group, or political the requirements of
Raymond Herald. Business Policy group for Quinault Reservation influence by the group over its members. criterion (¢)
2720119581 (Ex. 1173) allottees. Several are Chinook allottees: Lt. Col.
Wm. D. Petit, Paul Petit. Claud Wain and Charles
Wain.
7/17/1958 | Newspaper article. Anonymous article, “Chinooks Postpone Scheduled Notes the existence of a Chinook organization, or
Ravmond Herald Meeting"” due to death of Roland Chariey. “Charley organizations. and identifies a leader.
(Ex. 1174) wayx one of the leaders of the Chinook hands of the
Twin Harbors area ™
| “~ ;
\. B \w/ (W
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26 -

Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue/ Analysis

Conclusion

571071962

Newspaper article

[handwritten on copy:
Longview Dailv News.
5/10/1962] (Ex. 1176)

Anonymous articte. “Chinook Nation Chairman,
Sohn Grant Elliott, Dies™; says Eltiott was 74,
relative of two former chiets, Concomly and
Wahkiakum; plus list of surviving relatives.

Identifies Elliott as o teader of a Chinvok
organization; does not provide evidence about the
internal political process of the group.

3/13/1963

List of tribes. Portland area,
3/13/1963 (Ex. 1184)

List of Tribes and Tribal Otticers, Portland Area
Office. Chinook is listed.

Includes unrecognized groups bringing claims before
the [ndiad”Claims Commission since the BIA had the
duty of overseeing attorney contracts.

This evidence does not meel
the requirements of
criterion (¢).

771071963

Minutes (Ex. 840)

7/27/1963

Minutes (Ex. 836)
PF Ex. 513,

Cited in PF ay:
CN 772771963

Minutes of meeting held in the home of Paul Petit in
Bay Center, auended by Kent Elliou Paul Peut,
Anna Koontz, Carolyn Petersen, Kathryn Burchett,
Bill Petit, and Carol Quigley. Chinook Nation
meeting discussed re: appraisal contract and ind. CL
Comun. judgment: resolution re: the Lower Chinook
and Clatsop tribe judgment award, and those who
pay the $12 assessment.

This is a discusston of the fee charged by the
appraisers, and the resolutions re: (nd. C1. Commu.
judgment for the Lower Chinook and Clatsop, who
have no reservation or tribal holdings: recommended
that it be paid per capita; there is no ofticial rotl of
lower Chinook and Clatsop; resolved that the 1912
payment roll be used as the basic roll of the Lower
Chinook and Clatsop; the council meeting assessed
members over 21 the sum of $12. which they want

sl ae

sed when the judyginent is paid.

Miami FD 1992, 15: It must be shown
that there is a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a ribe rarntain
a bilateral political relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist beoadty
among the membership.”

Claims issues dominated the discussion, although
they were not the only issues discussed.

Minutes of meeting of Chinook Nation, July 1963,
re: a resotution in preparation of a payment rull and
working on a resulution re an appraisal of the value
of resources. Meeting held in the home of Kent
Elliou [Skamokawa?}. Those present: Kent Ethot,
Bill Peiit. Anna Koontz, Paul Petit. Cacolyn
Peterson. Curol Quigley. Katherine Burchett.
Gertrude Walker, Orrin White, and maybe Mury
Petit. Jess Town trom the BIA was present at this

meetinyg 1o advise them on several tssues
| Zeetiny o 2

Miami FD 1992, 13: "lt must be shown
that there is a political connection
between the membership and feaders and
thus that the members o a tribe nuntan
a bilateral political refationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
amony the membership.”

United States Department of the Interior, Office of Federal Acknowledgement
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Rule / Precedent

Issue / A nalvsis

Conclusion

Miami FD 1992, 15: "It must be shown
that there 18 a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a tribe maintain
a bilateral polincal relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
among the membership.”

This meeting was discussed inthe PFHTR. 70

See entry for 7/10/1963 minutes

Not new evidence.

Miami FD 1992, 15 “Jt must be shown
that there is a political connection
between the membership and leaders and
thus that the members of a tribe maintain
a bilateral political relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
among the membership.”

See discussior in the PF HTR, 71.

Not new evidence

The questionnaire was discussed in the PF GTR. 30.
See the full cotlection of questionnaires in BAR
files.

Not new evidence.

PF Ex. 513,

Cited in PF as
CN 6/6/1965

Date Form of Evidence Description
%/25/1963 | Minutes (Ex. §41) Minutes of meeting al Skamokiwa. Same 188u€s as
previous meeting, re attorney contracts and appraisal
PF Ex. 513. fund. Frank Quigley resigned as secretary and Anna
Koontz took his place. 55 members voung.
Cited in PF as
CN 8/25/1963.
11/3/1963 | Minutes (Ex. 839) Meeting to sign the six copies of the resolution 10
lerminate the atlorney’s coniract. Business meeting
PF Ex. 513. re: atiorneys, numbering future resolutions,
upcoming newsletter, a report that the general funds
were low and that council members should not get
travel expenses unti} there is money ahead, and a
report that there is $395 in the appraisal fund
Carolyn Petersen, Richard McGee, Paul Petit, }
Kent Elliott, Wilfred Petit, Frank Quigley. Anna
Koontz. and Frances Sohol were present.
10/9/1964 | Questionnaire foi A sample of the questionnaires used in the 1950's
Enrollment in Chinook that were included in the original petition. Myrtle
Tribe (Ex. 819) Johnson Woodcock says she was born 1889 in
Oysterville and maintained tribal relations by
PF exhibits. continuous association with Indian friends and
relatives.
6/6/1965 Minutes (Ex. 837)

Minutes of a reguiar meeting of the Chinook Nation
held in Cathlamet, WA, A council meeting was held
prior to the general meeting. Claims and other issues
were discussed.

Members present at council meeting: Bill Petit, Kent
Eliott, Richard McGee, Paul E. Petit. Carolyn
Petersen, Christine Kauttu, and Anna Koontz.
Members present and voting at general council
meeting not identified.

Miami FD 1992, 15: "1t must be shown
that there is a political connection
betweer. the membership and leaders and
thus thal the members of a tribe maintain
a bilateral political relationship with the
tribe. This connection must exist broadly
among the membership.”

This evidence was cited in the PF HTR, 72.

Not new evidence

i
|

e -

S
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rufe / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion |
10/23/19631 Minutes (Ex, 833%) Minutes of a special meeting at Skamokawa re: Miami FD 1992, 15: "It must be shown This evidence was cited in the PF HTR. 73 Not new evidence.
appraisers’ bill, followed by a general mecting. that there is a political connection
PF Ex. 513. Names otficers/councilmen present; J. Kent Efliou, between the membership and teaders and
Richard McGee, Paul Petit, Carolyn Petersen, Ethel thus that the members of a tribe maintan
Kusah, Frances Sohol, and Anna Koontz. Also Mary | a bilateral political relationship with the
Hagen and Nina Hartung. Most of the discussion tribe. This connection must exist broadly v -
was about paying the appraisers, and about keeping among the membership.”
records of who contributed $12 and of “registration
or encollment papers.” Signed by Anna Koonte,
secretary.
9/30/1966 | Newspaper article, liwaco Aﬁonymous article, “Petit Relatives Hold Reunion This summary of a family reunion makes no mention  § This arucle does not meet
Tribune (Ex. 1177) Honoring Pioneer Forefathers.” A summary of the ' of a Chinook tribe or that Amelia Aubichon Petit was | the requirements of

celebration of the descendants of Amable and a Chinook descendant. This article makes no criterion (c).
Amelia Aubichon Petit who moved to Chinookville mention of a Chinook entity in 1966 when the
in 1866. Many of the family members were named reunion took place. Therefore. it provides no
and a summary of the lives of the pioneer couple was evidence of a political process among Chinook
included. descendants,

1970- PF Summary. 31-36 The Proposed Finding noted that another Chinook The conclusions of the Propused Finding | The petitioner submitted new docutnentation mainly | The petitivner’s response
organization was formed in 1970 tn liwaco. stand unless revised by new evidence. relating to the period since 1994, Therefore. the does not require any chanyge
Participation was low during the 1970's, but was petitioner has not provided evidence to chanye or in the conclustons ot the
broadeaed beyond [lwaco at the end of the decade. revise the conclusions of the Proposed Finding from | Propused Finding.
The Proposed Finding concluded that there was 1970 to 1994,
“very little information avatlable about the internal
political pracesses of the petitioner from 1970 to the !
present.” and a iack of evidence that the organization i
was broadly based (PR Summury, 12y

4/8/1974 Newspaper articte from The | Anonymous obituary article for Edwin Scarborough. Individual information, This evidence does not meet
News Tribune, Tacoma, 83, grandson of Paly Temaikami Tchinook, survived the requirements ot

L WA (Amelia 1998} by sister Nova Brignone of Longview. criterion (¢).
N

4127/197% | Transcript of interview Typed transcript of pecsonal tnterview with Marion Contains ancestry information.

(Ex. 1294) Lomsdalen, recorded 4/27/1978 (31 pages).

6/1071983 | Note from Julia Butler . Provides genealogy tor Ellen Barrichio Amelia and Not relevant to criterion (¢). This item does not meet the
Hansen, State Lovise Scarborpugh LeClair and William LeClatr. requirements of
Representative. o Wham {t Criterion (¢).

Muay Concern (Amelia
19981 - L
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Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / A nalysis Conclusion
NG Newspaper obnuaries. The Anonvimous obitwanies for Adolph J. Sund. 70.
502311995 ) Chinook Observer retired fisherman from llwaco who died in Hoguiam.

(Ex. 1178) [photocopied on
same page)

and Paul Andrew Meriwether, 54. hifetime Pacific
County resident fiom Asloria

12211991

Personal atfidavut

(Ex. 1289)

Affidavit of William H. Garretson, Vancouver, WA

17191994

fLetter from Donald Mechals
to AS-1A Ada Deer (Amehia
1998) .

Letter from Donald Mechals, chairman, Chinook
Tribe of Indians. 1o AS-1A Ada Deer, providing
history of Chinook tribe and questioning why they
lost their federal recognition and have to proceed
through the BAR process.

Makes reference 1o anthropological studies done by
Guorge Gibbs (1850's). Frunz Boas (1890's). Verne
Ray (1930's), John Peabody Harringion (1940's). and
Herbent Tavlor (1950's). This information fexcept
Harringion) was cited in the PF 1echnical repors.

1994
ca. Feb

Newspaper obituary. no
citation thandwriten date of
19941 (Ex. 1176)

Note: There are two items
with this exhibit number.

Anonymous obituary for “William Henry Garretson,
heteditary Chief of the Chinook Indian Tribe. son of
Chief William F. Garretson tribal leader {from 1926
10 1930. died at home on™ 2/7/1994.

Refers 10 a former Chinook leader in the late 1920's
1in 1925 actually]. but this is not a contemporaneous
account of that Jeadership.

.

1994
Aprit &
June

Chinook Tillicums, Fall
1994 (Tarabochia, 1998)

Article (p.4) says that a planning commitice met 10
develop “our Chinook Tribal goals and action
ilems”; five topics: povernmental relations, fiscal
management, communications, culture and
wraditions. and social services; commitice members:
Jean Shatter. Chif Snider, Fred Lagergren. and Dick
Basch. Another article requests members to send in
their $4 assessments. Articles on archaeological
excavation and dedication of a statue of daughter of
Comcomly; protection of ancient sites; and the
adopuon of the comprehensive plan. See p.5 o
family news section.

Evidence of communication between an organization
and its members in 1994,

The newsietier was discussed in the PF ATR. {6.
140, 164; see also examples of its use at 159 and
168-170

1994

Tribal resolution No. 94-7-
A (Turabochia 1998)

Undated and unsigned copy of a resolution 1o
endorse the comprehensive plarn.

.
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Chinook - Final Determination: Critecion (c)

Date

Form of Evidence

Description

-

S0 -

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

1994.

“Update and Evidence of
conunuing Modern
Community Activities and
Decision Making Since the
BAR Chinook Site Visit in
1994 (Tarabochia, 1998)

Report and Exhibits submitted Juty 1998 by Tim
Tarabochia, Chinook Tribal Chairman. 270 pages
total; includes 2-page list of exhibits. Introduction
says: “This report provides an update and evidence
of continuing modern community activities and
decision making since the BAR Chinook site visit in.
1994 as (1) reported in the tribal newsletters, (2)
demonstrated in the community planning etforts, (3)
expressed by participation of 302 Chinook
households in the {996 Chinook Tribe Household
Survey, and (4) shown by the participation of tribal
members on the list of Chinook Tribal Council and
its 6 Committees.”

8/1993

Affidavit of Stephen Dow
Beckhum [no date provided]
{Amelia 1993)

Unsigned and undated personal affidavit of Stephen
Dow Beckham for Sandra L. Mason et al. v. Donald
Hodel, Secretary of the Interior.

See individual entries and analysis of individual
exhibits. [ndividual exhibits cited as “Tarabochia
1994

L

Farnily litigation, not group activity.

This evidence does not meet
the requirements of
criterion (¢).
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Chinook - Final Determination: Criterion (¢)

Date

Form of Evidence

Description

Rule / Precedent

Issue / Analvsis

Conclusion

21641998

Letter from Clifford E
Trafzer 10 Timothy P.
Tarabochia (Ex. T)

PF Summary. 7
PF HTR 5-7, 54, 81-82
Trafzer. The Chinook

(1990). 100
{See als0 p.97.]

The wuthot of The Chinook expressed his shock 1o
learn, from Tarabochia. that the “B1A 1s using my
book 10 deny The Chinook Tribe federal
recognition.” He stated his “outrage™ that the BIA
staff had given the petitioner “a negative finding
based on a misinierpreted statement found in my
short survey of Chinook people.”

The Proposed Finding did not cite Trafzer in its
evaluation of criterion (¢). The Proposed Finding
s3id. in its evaluation of criterion (a), that, “Trafzer
concluded that ‘the Chinook no longer are a unified
tribe.’ He identified three contemporary groups of
Chinook in the 1980's: the Chinook Indian Tribe
organization, the Wahkiakum Chinook, and the
Chinook on Shoalwater Bay” (PF Summary, 7).

Trafzer's reply states: “On the issue of "unified
tribe,” what 1 meant by this statement was that there
have been several Chinook groups historically based
on village and area leaders. No one Chinook leader
could speak for all Chinooks.... Neither the
Chinooks at Shoalwater Bay or Quinault can speak
for the Chinaok people who remained on their sacred
lands along lhe Columbia” (Ex. T).

Since the Proposed Finding did not specifically cite
Trafzer in its evaluation of ¢riterion (¢). it is cleat
that Tratzer’s book was nol the reason the pettiones
failed to meet ¢riterion (c).

1tis clear that Professor Trafzer has relied on the
comments by Tarabochia and has not read cither the
Summary under the Criteria or the Historical
Technical Report. He has not demonstrated that any
stalement in the Proposed Finding misinterpreted his
hook.

Trafzer's lener does now
require any revision of the
Proposed Finding.

]
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Chinook - Finul Determination: Criterion (c) L3

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent Issue / Analysis Conclusion

3/25/1998 | Program ot the Society for Six pages of the program and abstracts of the 63"
American Archaeology annual meeting of the SAA, held in Seattle, WA,
Report on the partnership between USFW, Portland
State University, and the Chinook Tribe tn regards to
the Cathlapotle site appears on page 233. Thisisa
synopsis only, followed by pages from the “Discover
Cathlapotle!” Website which includes a page on the
Chinook today.

Recommendation: There is insutticient evidence that the petitioning group exercised political influence over its members between 1853 and 1951, There is evidence for the yeurs between 1931
and 1970 that two organizations were active to pursue a claims case, but insufficient evidence that either organization had an internal decision-making process that embodied a bilaterul politicul
relationship between leaders and members which existed broadly among the membership of the petitioner as whole. The Cowitz Final Determination has reaffirmed that to meet criterion (¢}, a
petitioner must have been more than simply a claims organization. The Proposed Finding concluded that there was “very little information available about the internal politicul processes of the
petitioner from 1970 to the present.” and a lack of evidence that the arganization was broadly based (PF Summary, 32). The petitioner’s new evidence does not change this conclusion.
Therefors. the available evidence does not demonstrate that the petitioning group has exercised politica! influence over its members from historical times until the present. For this reason, the
evidence is insufficient to show that the petitioner meets the requirements of criterion (c).
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“ “Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation (CIT/CN)

CRITERION D- The petitioner has submitted a copy of its governing document including its membership criteria,

Summarv of the Evidence The Proposed Finding found that the petitioner had provided a copy of its June 16, 1984, consttution which described the membership critena, election of
officers, duties of officers, and general membership meetings. Section | of the constitution stated that the membership shall consist of persons who submit satisfactory evidence that they
descend from the Chinookan tands or the Clatsop Tribe that existed at the ume of the 1851 treaties. The petitoner also subnutied a June 20, 1987 membership ordinance which stated that
new members (those not on the August 1, 1987 membership list) must document therr descent from persons histed on the 1919 Roblin Schedule of Unenrolled Indians, the 1906 and 1913
McChesney rolls of the Indians living at the time of the 1851 treaties or their heirs, or the 1914 annuity pavment roll and have 1/4 Indian blood from the specified Chinook bands.

Dates of Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent {ssue / Analysiy Conclusion ‘(
Application
6/16/19%4 | Constitution The penitiones submitted a centified copy of a constitution, | One of the mandatory criteria. 82 7(d) The petitionet must provide evidence The petitioner mects

J which described the membership critenia. election ot describing 1ts membership criena and the | crirerion (d)

“‘ oflicers. duties of officers. and general membesship procedures through which it governs itg

f mectings and a 1987 membership ordinance affairs and members. The constitution

! and membership ordinance were

‘ submitted for the PF and found 1o meet

| 1 - - the 1equiremments of (he critenia _J

Recommendation: The Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation provided a copy of its govermng document, a June 16. 1984, cBnstitution which describes how it governs itself and a 1987
membership ordinance which describes the evidence thev use to show how the membership descends from the historical tribe. We conclude that the petitioner meets criterion (d)

Rniiansd”
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Final Determination

Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation (CI'T/CN)

CRITERION E - A list of all known current members of the group . .. based on the tribe’s own defined criteria. The petitioner’'s membership must consist of individuals who
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
aulonomous entity.

Summary of the Evidence The Proposed Finding found that the petitioner provided a certified membership list dated July 8, 1993, with a 1otal of 1,566 living members  Eighty-five
percent of the petitioner s membership were found 1o descend from at least one of the bands of Clunook Indians or the Clatsop tribe that treated with the Federal Governmen in 1851 The
other 15 percent of the membership descends from Rose Lakramboise, a métis woman for whom there 1s conflicting information regarding her parentage  The PF found that Rose
LaFramboisee was likely to have been considered in her own hifetime 10 be a part of the Chinook Indians  However, her descendants do not meet the group’s own membership criteria as
defined in1ts enroliment ordinance

The petitioner provided information on one branch of the LaFramboisee family, but not information that resolved the problem regarding Rose Lalramboisee as outiined in the PF One of
the third pany comments provided additional information on the Scarborough and Amelia family hnes, which were not questioned in the PF. (See the Summary Under the Criteria for the
discussion on the Amelia comments ) The petitioner has not provided evidence of changes in the group’s membership critena that would show they had resolved conflicts between the
language of the membership criteria and its actual membership practices. The petitioner did not provide a up-dated or revised membership list with the names of all currently living members
of the petitioning group. Therefore, the final determination that the petitioner meets critenion {e) is based on the 1995 membership list -

——y I N

PF lssue Response 1o PF Issue Date | Form of Evidence | Description Rule / Issue / Analysis Conclusion

Precedent

Eighty-five pcrcent of the petitiones’s N/A The group as 2 whole (82 percent) descends {rom Fetitonet meets
membership descends from the historical the Lower Band of Chinook, and other Chinook crirerion (c)
bar\dg of Chinook Indians or the Clatsop . bands who martied 110 the Lower Band. About 3
Tribe petcent of the membership descend from the
Clatsop tribe of Indians

W .
L TSR g

»‘\.‘ ) i "J )
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Chinook - Final Determirgation

PF Issue

Fifteen percent of the CIT/CN
membership descends from Rose
LaFramboise, who was not shown 10 be a
Chinook Indian. ... Rose LaFramboise
descendants do not meet the group’s own
imembership criteria as defined ... If the
petitioner provides new evidence which
proves Rose’s descent from the histoncal
tribe, this wil! not be a problem
{otherwise] there may be problems
carolling LaFrumboise descendants for
services The CIT may wish to resolve
the LaFramboise membership question
durtag the cominent period by providing
documentation which proves
Chinook descent, by exercising the
adoption policy, or by resolving the
conflict between the enroltment
ordinance and the group's actual

practices

Criterion (e)

some avidence regarding
the LaFramboise famly.

The petitioner did not
provide evidence of any
changes in its own
membership criteria or of
adoption of the Rose
LaFramboise descendants

notes [Ex. 863,
864

_2.
Response to PF Iysue Date | Form of Evidence | Description
o SO S -
The petitioner provided 1917 Charles E Roblin Notes on the Julian Ero and

Sophie Nelson famihes,
who have descent from
Elizabeth LaFramboise and
her husband George Ero
They had the same Chinook
grandmother (Melia Ero
Durival), but different, non-
Indian grandfathers
Melia's daughter Sophie
married Joseph
LaFrambotse, who was 2
Chinook on his mother’s
side. Joseph's father,
Francois LaFramboise was
a French Canadian
employee of the Hudson
Bay Company. These
documents do not provide
information on Francots
LaFramboise’s other, non-
Chinook family

Rule /
Precedent

Issue / Analysis

Conclusion

The notes from Roblin s wnterviews and
correspondence tn preparing a schedule of
unenrolied [ndians do not pertain to Rose
LaFramboise identified in the Catholic Church
recoffis a§ the daughter of Francois LaFramboise by
second wife, Denise Donon, neither of whom was
Chinook indians The information on the Ero-
Durival-LaFramboise tamilies were thoroughly
reviewed for the PF. Sec the PF GTR 14-17 41,
and PF Summ. Crit. 38-39 for a full discussion of
the tineage of Rose LaFramboise and the primary or
reliable secondary documentation used to dentify
her parents. The petitoner has not provided new
information that would clarify Rose LaFramboise’s
lineage. None of her descendunts were enumerated
on the 1933 Indran census. Her descendants on the
1920 Federal census were identified as white The
petinoner has not shown that the CIT/CN counctl
has adopted Rose LaFramboise descendants, or that
it has corrected the conflicts between what the
group’s actual membership practices are and what is
wrtten tn its governtng document

The peltitoner as
a whole meets
crierion (g);
however, about 13
percent of the
membershtp does
not meet it own
membership
critena

The PF found that Rose LaFrambotse had
a /2 brother who was V2 Chinook and whe
muarried into Chinook families She lived
i Cathlaiiici and td famdiy connecuons
with other Chinoek at Dahtia. Her
descendants were on the petttioner's

1933 membershtp hist. “While Rose
1.aFrambdise may not have been Chinook
by blood. she appears 10 have been
accepted as a member of the Chinook
communuy in which she lived

DID NOT RESPOND

The petitioner did not provide new evidence (o
contradict or clanfy the statements in the PF that
Rose LaFramborse was considered to he o part of the
Ciuiook cotmuniy, though not of Chinook descent
herself,

Peutioner mecets
critenon (¢)

wecommendation: The petitioner, the Chinook Tribe of [ndians/Chinook Nation, has provided a 1995 membership list and some previous membership lists [t has provided sufticient evidence that
§ membership as a whole descends from the historical Lower Band of Chinook, the Wahkiakum, Willapa, or Kathlamet bands of Chinook Indians  We conclude that the petitioner theretore meets

e requicements ot criterion 83 7(e)
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CHINOOK INDIAN TRIBE/CHINOOK NATION (CIT/CN)

CRITERION F- The petitioner’s membership is composed principally of persons who are not members of any acknowledged Tribe.

Summary of the Evidence: The Proposed Finding found that the Chinook Indian Tribe, Inc., now the Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nanon (C1T/CN) s composed principally of persons
who are not members of any acknowledged North American Indian tribe. The petitioner’s constitution did not addsess the issue of dual enrollment in federally recognized tribes. At the
tume of the PF, the petitioner was found to have 82 members who weie also members of the Quinault Indian Natvon. This was about S percent of the petitioner’s membership (82 of 1,566)
This was not a significant percent of the petitioner’s membership; therefore, the petitioner was found to meet critenion (f)

The Quinault Indian Nation submitted a response to the CIT/CN PF on July 28, 1998  The Quinault’s primary contention was the petitioner was composed of members of the Quinault
Indian Nation and that the petitioner was in fact a splinter group of the Quinault. The Quinauh sent a copy of an “Enrollment Report™ dated July 15, 1998 stating that the report was a
copy of its current membership roll, listing the names and birth year of the Quinault membership. There were 2.323 names on this report The Quinault claimed thai individuals with
“significant Chinook zncestry” wese already members of either the Quinault Indian Nation or the Shoalwater Bay Reservation. The BIA compared the names on the Quinauh “Enrollment
Report”™ with the petitioner’s 1995 membership list and found that there were 126 names on the “knrollment Repori- that were also on the CI'T/CN membership list. Therefore. only about
8 percent (126 of 1,566) of the petitioner’s membership appear 1o be enrolled at Quinault  On the other hand, the 126 names represents only about 5 percent of the Quinault membership
(126 of 2,323)

Date Form of Evidence Description Rule / Precedent basuce / Analysis Conclusion
71571998 Quinault Enrotlient The Quinault Enrollment Keport is a list Criuenon 837 (f) The BIA compared the Quinault Enroliment Report to the The petitioner mects
Repon of the namws, gender, and birth vear o1 pettiones s membership st and found that about 8 percent of the criterion (f)

2,323 members of the Quinault Indian petinioner’s membership (126 of 1,566) were duallv enrolled at

Nation. The Quinault claim that over 60 Quinault. This does not represent a significant portion of the

percent of 1ts membership are of Chinook petinioner’s membershup. There was no evidence that the dual

descent and that the petitioner is a sphinter enrolices represented a splinier group along family lines or

group of a federally recogrized tribe residential patterns. The Quinault did not provide evidence that the

dual enrollces 1epresented a voting bloc of the Quinault Nation
Therclore. this new evidence of the membership of the Quinault
Indian Naton does not provide evidence that the petitioner s
principally composed of persons who are enrolled with a federaily
recognized tribe, nor does it provide evidence that the petitioner 1s a
splinter group of the Quinault Indian Naton

- R B

Recommendation. The Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation is composed principally of persons who are not members of any federally recognized tribe  Therefore. the petitioner meets
criterion (f)
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